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N INO I BELUNGIMNG.
MEMORIAI = AND MEMORY IN SYDNEY

Paula Hamilton and Paul Ashton

INTRODUCTION

There is a memorial plaque on a seat—one of many—at the Sydney Har-
bourside suburb of Manly looking out to sea. It says: ‘In memory of Mary
Kalezic who loved this place’. This message speaks abour an individual’s
bond with a physical site that is direct and moving. You know it has been
cemented by years of that everyday activity of visiting and reflection rthat
stills the desperation and heals the wounds within us. It may also be about
reconnection from one country to another across the ocean. We are not
suggesting here that an individual’s sense of belonging is simple, but we do
want to contrast the way this memorial communicates a sense of place with
the emergence of a common trend in commemoration since the 1970s—
that of memorialising as a mode of expression for legitimating the identities
of communities or groups.

This practice, and its study, is located in the field that some have termed
the ‘*history of the present’ which examines how the past is understood and
remembered within contemporary consciousness. But while there has been
an explosion of work which examines lienx de memoire’—places or sites
of memory—in many countries, we are interested in linking this concept
with the practice of public historians.

We have chosen to examine memorials and monuments to groups that
do not quite work in the sense that they are ‘out of place’ or for a variety of
reasons, seem odd, jarring our sense of expectation or failing to communi-
cate their message. This may be said of many memorials that seem irrele-
vant to the years through which they endure, but those which we consider
here are all in fact of much more recent origin. Their very existence awes
something to the Australian State: as part of the public space they have
either been initiated, sancrioned or latterly endorsed by local authoriries.
They reveal much about the changing nature of memorial practices in con-
temporary society that we are unable to address here in any substantial
way, except that they bear witness to the power of identity politics: to the
claims of recognition by and for groups on the basis of ethnicity and race.

We want to explore what they communicate and why, in our view, these
particular ones fail to illuminate a sense of connection or belonging.
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We know that all artefacts can be ‘read’ in multiple ways and thar some
may find a sense of connection to the memornials under discussion. Our aim
is rather to ask the question: how far can public monuments and memorials
that represent a group be seen as an expression of ‘community’ and its
artachment to place, and 1o whom da they speak? To do this we explore the
complex interplay berween local and national *communities’ chrough three
memarials of very different origins and purpose.

Ll

The effects of the massive displacements of the post-war world—the di-
asporas fuelled by ethnic persecution and the many indigenous peoples
dispossessed through colonisation—has been reflected in the extensive
theory that has emerged in the last twenty or thirty years on ethnicity, race
and multculturalism, as countries ateempt to come to terms with culrural
diversity and irs implications for the traditional nation state,

Owver this rime the concept of community itself has changed. Once it was
understood largely in terms of place or peography or the loss of a place,
hence the nineteenth century poet Rilkes notion that to hive in a place
where one was born is a kind of heaven. Now it can be imagined as an
artribute of wentity—gender, race, class, cthnicity, sexuality. Proximity or
eveen personal knowledge is not necessary. Bur the process by which these
identities are reconfigured or made anew afrer dispossession or migration
usually involves place—a physical site of identification.

The sociolopist George Revill has argued that *the value of community
as a coneept ... 15 thar it throws into prominence the tensions between the
sense of belonging which forms ties between individuals and groups and
that between peoples and places’.' For others, like Peter Read, communiry
15 “a journey that can take place on the ground or in the mind'—or both.? In
this view, different understandings of community and arrachment can and
do co-exist ar the one tme,

During this time professional public history work thar involves the recrea-
tion of a group’s identity as a ‘community’, ar erasing the experience of loss
and destruction, has also expanded. This is particularly the case with oral
history, heritage, material culture and local history museums. Many working
in this field have long viewed the aim of recreating community or the ideal of
community as a form of emanciparory politics or empowerment, due no
anly to the collaborative nature of sharing their authority with groups
invalved but also the process of reconnecrion which such wark entails,

Thase drawing on histories of groups not only bounded by place but an
interaction between place, race, and ethnicity, and assumed o be opposi-
tivnal to the state, have tended to documenr a continuous history of
struggle. These community histories affirm identity in the present on a par-
ticular site. But such a position as advocate is fraught with dangers if the
historians themselves are eliding other forms of difference through this
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process, as well as endorsing the *forgerning of those other ruptured, diffi-
cult and divisive pasts in order to celebrate survival. Some might argue thae
the public historian becomes enlisted de facto in the state’s ‘management’ of
cultural difference. If we are to continue practicing what Dolores Hayden
calls ‘community-based public history™ then it may be important to ask
tougher questions about how communities are constituted and their sense

of ‘belonging’.

During the first weekend in September 1991, a bronze statue of two sol-
diers, one Viemamese, one Australian, was unveiled by the Governor of
New South Wales, Rear Admiral Peter Sinclair, in Cabravale Park, Cabra-
marta. Cabramarta is a Sydney municipality with the highest proportion of
Vietnamese migrants in Australia. Designed and constructed by Paris-
trained Vietnamese sculptor Nhon Do, who had been imprisoned in
Vietnam for a while after the Communist victory,” the stame was an addi-
tion to a rotunda which had been earlier erected as a memonial 1o soldiers
who had died in the First World War, The figures in the new memorial are
just larger than life size, and are set at the back of a small pond with a pink
granite-like wall behind them. The memorial is a traditional form, echoing
the more common stone sculprures of the pre-war period.

According to its inscription, the new memaorial had been donated by the
*Community of Cabramarta to commemorate the comradeship shared by Aus-
tralian and [South] Vietnamese soldiers during the Viemam War'. An article
in the Fairfield Champion at the time of the unveiling, however, noted that
the statue, which cost $150,000, had been funded by the local Cabramatta
Vietnamese community. Phuong Ngo, a Fairfield City Council Alderman
and chair of the memorial committee, was reported to have said that

The Vietmamese community of the Cabramatta area have always wanred 1o give

recognition to the Australian servicemen who gave their lives fighting on behalf

of the Vietnamese people. And to Australians who supported the Vietnamese
struggle for freedom and democracy ... It is of course tragic that the struggle for

a free Vietnam was losr, But the very [act that Australia then welcomed Viet-

namese refugees into the community after 1975 only makes the Vietnamese

people appreciate Australia’s efforts even more.'

In assimilationist times before the 1960s, migration signified public for-
getting. Migrants were supposed to blend in. In 1991 in Cabramanta,
however, some Vietnamese migrants were trying to blend inte an Aus-
tralian identity not by forgetting their past but by striving for incorparation
via revisionism: a memorial to locals who died in the Grear War and to the
legend of Anzac—thar cast a suntanned, loyal and laconic white Australian
male as the Australian national type—has been revised. The unknown
warrior citizen of the old nation state has been joined by latter-day freedom
fighters. In this representation all of the men in Australia become ‘diggers’,
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Yietnam War Memorial, Cabravale Park, Cabramatta, 2001 (Photograph Paul Ashicn)

While the nation stare remains the dominant geo-policical form—which
will continue to be the case into the foreseeable future—natonalism will
remain a dominant ideology, We can identify two sorts of nationalism or neo-
manonalism. The first 15 a reactionary nanonalism, This is based on trad
itional forms and at an extreme can be aggressively racist. A recent expression
of this in Australia can be seen in the One Nation Party. The other, which
relates to the Cabramatta memorial, is a mulncultural nationalism. One could
indeed argue thar multiculturalism in Australia 15 the new Austraban nation
alism. Multicultural nanionalism s most apparent in cultural arenas.

From the early 1980s, public debate over multiculturalism became
increasingly heated and populist. In 1982, for example, the "Living
Together” and *The Australian Achievement® pluralist themes for the Bicen-
tenary sparked huge debates* Conservatives argued that ‘Living Together”
ignored tradinional values and an Anglo-Celnic inheritance. Controversy
indicated shifts in the basis of nationalism but net its demise. It also
reflected demographic and cultural realities. Some also argued that
ignaring, the multicultural narore of Austrahian society i terms of the
national denoicy would be exclusionary and lead to even greater social
disharmony. Despite the debates, multuculturalism—which in Australia pri-
marily relates o the secial position and mterests of ethnic groups™—was 1o
become the cornerstone of official policy.

Institutionally, this produced a number of cultural responses. These
included, at federal and state levels, devolving responsibility for the identi-
fication, preservation and interpretation of sites and objeces of cultural sig-
nificance to local government.” Localities have thus become the site for
frontiers that ebb and flow as cultures struggle for a place in the sun.

The Commonwealth of Australia’s National Agenda for a Multicultural
Aunstralia, published in 1989, defines multiculturalism in the following way:

As a public policy multiculruralism encompasses government measures designed
to respond to L. diversity. [t plays no part in migrane selecrion. It s a polcy for
wricrrragieng the consequences of cultural diversity in the interests of the individual
and socwety as a whole, (our emphasis)

It went on to say thar there *are also limits to Austrahian multiculturalism’
and these were defined in the conrexr of an assumed nation state and a
broad nationalist project

As a part of this process, ‘Community’ has become a principal focus for
renegatiating histories and collective memonies, The ‘local” 15 also the most
flexible arcna in which to accommodate differences—thus devolution of
nage conflict. The broad range of cul

heritage responsibilitics—and ro m
tures in Australia makes it extremely difficult to manage such conflicts at
regional, ler alone state or natonal, levels, There are over 100 nationalioies
represented in Australia,

At the local level, indigenous or migrant voices have to speak in appro-
priare dialects if they are to be incorporated into local myths and radinions.

b
et |

OmM MoT BELONGING |



Minoriies need to fit in with the local historical narrative which situates
place in nation—thar is, placing themselves into a collective memory or
received tradinion—aor else they are marginalised or rejected. In this sense,
the democratisation of history in the past few decades has also meant that
at the local level white Anglo majorities can assert their cultural domi-
nance. Alternanively, indigenous or migrant groups can attempt to assert a
counter voice against the dominant dialogue. These are few in number,
Despite the proliferation of monuments and memorials to indigeneous and
cthnic groups, most are hoth ‘politcally correct” and non-confrontational.

Ar Cabramatta the successful business people of the Vietnamese commu-
nity artempted o idennfy irs struggle during the Viernam war—a particular
part of their migrant story of identity—with what Ken Inglis has called one
of White Australia’s ‘sacred places’. Such cultural activity is also as much
about hope as it is history. By materially inscribing their story on the land-
scape, these people have expressed a collective desire to be part of the
‘Public [or official] Culrure’, that ‘great drama, endlessly playing’, as Donald
Huorne put it, that mamtains ‘defininens of the nation and its social orders'.”

Such a monument provides a place and space i which marginal ‘com-
muniries’ can define and locare themselves in terms of broader social
groupings or the nation state. These people would agree with conscrvarive
historian Sheldon Hackney thart “there is an inclusive historical narrative in
which we all recogmise not only the stories of our kith and kin but in which
we acknowledge that we are playing roles in a common story™." In the local
context, the erection of such a monument aims to foster civic legitimacy.
Vying for official recognition can be seen by implication to signify displace-
ment or margmalicy.

One indicator of legitimacy s numernical strength. Thus it should not be
surprising that the Cabramarta Commuttee claimed broad popular support
from their community. Their voice was portrayed as the ‘voice of the
people’. This is a continuance of a nineteenth-century practice regarding
monumental subscriptions. Many of these projects, which were ininared
privately, were supposedly paid for by ‘popular subscription” from a broad
cross section of society. They were in fact heavily supported by relanively
small numbers of well-to-do individuals. One Sydney example is the statue
of Captain James Cook, “discoverer’ of Australia, in Hyde Park.”

The very act of trying ro fit in belies the reality of not belonging or at
best being on the margins. One is reminded of the controversy over the
Vietnam Veterans Memorial in Washington DC. Tom Carharr, Viernam
vereran and one of the initators of the memorial, said during the debare
over the memorial’s design that: “We wanted something thar will make us
part of America’.” Bodnar maintains that by ‘the latter part of the twen-
tieth cemtury public memory remains a product of elite manipulation, sym-
halic interaction, and contested discourse’, Stressing the ‘tension berween
official and vernacular memory' and how it was resolved, his analysis
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meshes with Kirk Savage’s nonon of public space as a representational
bartle ground, though Savage ignores collaboration with official culture
and hisrory."

In his article *Identity, Authenticity, Survival’, K. Anthony Appiah argues
that in a constitutional democracy, recognition and respect is granted to a
relatively broad range of culrures and culural identivies. Bur none, he notes,
are guaranteed survival." Groups that wish to perpetuate themselves and
their heritage have to engage in cultural work of social reproduction. While
Appiah is dealing with collective social identities and the dangers of essen-
tialisim, the same can be said of ethnic groups thar want w engage with and
claim a place in the national public culture in a nation state, such as Aus-
tralia, thar has mulnculturalism as a foundation of official governmenmt
policy to ensure the inclusion of ethnic groups within the national culrure.

Appiah reminds us that

Hobbes spoke of the desire for glory as one of the dominating impulses of

human beings, one that was bound to make trouble for social life. Bur glory can

consist in fitting and being seen to fir into a collective histary, and so, in the

name of glory, one can end up doing the most social things of all.™
National unity can only be ‘represented by suppression and repression,
symbolic or otherwise, of difference’ or by incorporation. This 15 why
multiculturalism has been so controversial for the past decade or so. The
cultural attempt by Vietnamese people in Cabramatta to fit into main-
stream Australian society represents an attempt o reconstruct or re-
imagine the local community in terms of the national identicy.

Ken Inglis has claimed thar this memorial is a ‘novelty in the land-
scape”."” If by novelty Inglis means strange and out of place, this is indeed
an apt description. The monument rests—symbolically—on the periphery
of a scruffy, suburban syringe-lictered park that is in an out-of-the-way
place. Two blocks away, in the centre of the town, a pedestrian mall rem-
iniscent of an Asian market sits like a floating world in a classic 19205
bungalow suburb. The long-term presence of Viemamese gangs and drug
trafficking led the state government in 2000 ro launch in Cabramartta
a public campaign around the extension of police powers for search and
arrest in relations to narcotics. Graffiti and neglect—expressions of
‘vernacular culture™*—indicate that this memorial is out of place. Ulti-
mately, it could be read as cither an expression of a group of expatriate
Southern Vietnamese capitalists and their harred of communism or the
desire of local ethnic leaders to gain social standing, civic legiimacy and
Access [0 power.

LR

The other two memorials diverge from the traditional theee dimensional
stone artefact. They are memorial murals with wide variation in meaning
and purpose.
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The first is painted on a wall in Newtown, an mner suburb of Sydney. It
is at the less salubrious end of the arca on a main traffic thoroughfare in
ane of the most congested streets in the city. Adorning a whole wall in bald
colours, it is impossible ro miss. It bears the classic realism of the spraycan
artist. There are two images: the Earth, and the face of Martin Luther King,
both stark against a black background. Underneath are the words *1 have a
dream’. Across the bottom third of the wall is the Aboriginal flag and the
injunction: ‘Please show respect, post no bills here,” But despite this mural’s
\"H-l.l;ll. Ili:l:{.'!l‘lhljll!r ilrld. F‘TL".'II-I'I.I‘.'ILL'L' i is 1!{":11. vii.'“"."ll “in oa state 1]!’ I'J[.‘b!l'-'“."
tion'—as opposcd, for example, to the intense focus when in a museum—
because it is part of the public streetscape of buildings, shops, people and
cars. It is arresting, but becomes part of the urban visual wallpaper. Memao-
ties embedded in buildings like this one acquire meanings different from
those the architect intended, and the mural obscures any sense of the three
storey building underneath i,

Before investigating the history of this mural, we were completely mis-
taken about who made it and whar it was designed to do (as were many
athers consulted anecdotally). To maost it presents as though it was painted
in the 1960s and represents the dispossessed indigenous Australians secking
a link with African Americans—a kind of pan-black nationalism, maost
importantly, with its history of civil rights struggle and Marin Luther King's
vision for black equality i a multracial future. Unlike the Cabramatia
example, one does not perceive the mural as an identification with the Aus-
tralian or Amencan understandings of nation. Bur the juxtapositions on the
wall of the Koori flag and the painting of Martin Luther King conceal an
important difference between these groups. Australian Aborigines are
indigenous peoples while African Americans are immigrants, 5o these two
groups are now positioned very differently in both nanonal and meer-
national discourses on race, and the message seems old-fashioned.

When Martin Luther King gave his onginal speech in 1963 i was a
moment in tme specifically addressed to Americans to make their nanon
‘whole"—pluralist yer united—and overcome the divisive heritage of
slavery, While it became a broader symbal in the 1970s of a diffuse black
nationalism, King also spoke to whites in the USA and garnered their
support, as is the mtention of the Newtown mural,

This monument commumeates a longing (though not necessarily the one
intended) for a sense of being part of something larger than onesell, It was
in fact designed and spray painted by Andrew Aitken, Juilee Pryor and
other members of Unmingated Audacity Productions i 1991, Andrew
Aitken, now serving a life sentence for murder in England, was the chief
creator. It was completed over a period of twenty-seven hours using a
cherrypicker donated by a local businessman and $1000 worth of paint. In
its original form, there was no Aborigmal flag on the bottom, but a group
af people looking up at King. The flag was painted sometime larer
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1 have a dream mueal, Mewtown, Sedney, by Andrew Adtken and others, 2000 (Photo
graph Paul Ashton)

{accounts vary between several wecks and years); ir is not known who
made the link between these groups by painting it. Once the indigenous flag
was painted on the bottam, the message became ostensibly linked to a par-
ticular commumity within Australia, where previously it imagined the
world at large as a ‘community”. In fact, the graffit arnsts claimed it was
designed to counteract the ubiquitous commercial imagery in the city and
to foster Christian and humanist values. Though erecred withowr council
permission, the police called o the site during the night endorsed the
painting and the council has ler it remain, despire subsequent campaigns by
them in conjunction with commercial groups to get rid of it

Some have argoed that when art remains accessible, it can be an impaor-
tant counterforce to official memory or monolithic public myths. Art, ir s
argucd, can be more effective in ‘embodying’ historically specific ideas than
history-writing.” We are not convinced that this s the case with the
Mewrown monument, To many in their twenties and thirties who live
Newtown, the face of Marnn Luther King is not instantly recognisable, and
it may speak more to a generalised history of protest identificd with
Newtown than any specific message abour indigenous righrs.

Art murals of this type are usually an expression of of protest, but not
necessarily so. Political murals in Northern Ireland, for instance, tradinon-
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ally operated as a quasi-state actvity because, from the early twentieth
century, they reflected the values of the Union government. It was only in
the 19705, when this form was appropriated by Republicans, thar they
became oppositional. The Newtown monument owes more, though, 1o the
emergent memorial murals in central urban New York where Andrew
Aitken, a Canadian, spent much of the 1980s. Though these Manhartan
and Brooklyn memorials commemaorare the death of individuals in the vio-
lence of the drug wars on New York streets, to focus concerted acrion and
help the relacives come 1o terms with the death, the Newtown one functions
to express a collective experience of ‘oppression’. It is one of many painted
by Aitken and athers during the last few years.

Not all indigenous peoples would support its defining the ‘community’
in a way that cannot take account of the particularities of indigenous
people’s dispossession. As Frances Peters, an Aboriginal activist, has com-
mented, ‘the term community refers to boundaries thar have been created
by non-Aboriginal people for Aboriginal people’.™

The second mural is locared in a completcly different environment, in the
Sydney botanical gardens near the sea wall—a place of leisure and contem-
plation. It is also in a space that people use for exercise. It was painted as
part of a sculpture walk set up for the Olympics, with a number of painters.
Artists” creative work decorated the Olympic torch relay route, Though in-
itiated by local authorities, councils and statutory bodies, Brenda Croft, the
artist, has ensured thar the purpose of the memorial is clear, though the
meaning of the sculprure leaves more to the imagination. A commemor-
ative plague explains its purpose as clearly as a label in a museum.*

Croft’s own ambivalence to the state was demonstrated ar the official
opening when she refers to the way her mother would embarrass her ar
school by seribbling in the margins of her (white) Australian history book
“This is not the truth’. Croft uses this metaphor first to describe the instal-
lation as perhaps her own way of “scribbling in the margins' bur then
changes her mind: ‘or perhaps its part of the frontline of indigenous
history™.* She is refering here to the way some indigenous artists such as
herself, Gordon Bennett, Leah King and others, use their creative visual
medium to subvert the traditional written historiography, and also to doc-
ument their own histories, while creating an interaction between the past
and the present.

This is an ambivalent memorial on a number of levels. Though an
‘authentic’ indigenous artist, Croft comes from the Northern Territory and
was probably unfamiliar with the intimacies of the ‘local’. She consulted
with the local Cultural Heritage Officer, also an employee of the state. One
is tempted to draw comparisons with the previous artempts ar pan-Aborig-
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inality in Newtown. But here the aim is to creare sanctioned black ‘sites of
origin' that reflect a community bound principally by colour and race—a
‘commumity’ equally created by non-indigenous peoples for polincal pur-
poses thar calls for *hlack and white’ reconciliation at the national level, It
aims to overcome the problems of earlier memorials (and histories) to
indigenous people that assume they are ‘of the past’ and not a dynamic,
creative society in the present. This is done by drawing a link berween the
meaning of the site to the traditional local tribe and its role as the focus for
Aboriginal contestation of the Bicentenary celebrations rwo hundred years
after the European invasion. In the process we move from a group imag-
ined into the past as having ties to place, to a group today who are imag-
ined as a communiry bounded by race,

Although ostensibly place-centred, this is alse a memorial without
anchoring. It represents a history that cannot bridge the gulf berween rradi-
tional localised cultural pracrices and late twentieth-century genealogies of
the struggle for survival. This fracturing is so profound thar it cannot be
grafted onto western understandings of the past and made whole. Like
almost all recent memorials w indigenous peoples, this one is abour loss,
but it is determined not to be an elegy. Angelika Bammer raises the issue of
‘the relationship between the experience of cultural displacement and the
construction of cultural identity.” She says “it is thus marked by the tension
of the historically vital double move between marking and recording
absence and loss, and inscribing prescence’.” Croft is attempring to over-
come that break here with only limited success.

CONCLUSION

There are a number of reasons that might explain the failure of these
memorials and monuments to communicate a sense of belonging. The first
is the problem of “identity politics’ as a means of communiry legitimarion
within the pluralist national framework. The second is the ambiguous
interrelationship berween the identities of these groups—including the issue
of wha is defining the ‘community'—and the ‘sites of memory’, the literal
and metaphorical places chosen. The third is the limitation of the form.
Even the less traditional murals seem inadequate to the rask of expressing
complexity in commemoration,

In reference 1o our earlier question—to whom do these memorials and
monuments speak?—this begs the question of their aim. Are they intended
to communicate or simply erected as a permanent show? In all three cases
discussed here the principal inscribed audience was outside the group—
white Anglophone Australia and non-indigenous tourists. This implies a
normanive function of ‘telling the story’. The secondary audiences were
internal: respectable South Vietnamese migrants; black people living in Aus-
tralia; and ro a lesser extent with the Croft memorial, indigenous peoples.

All of these memorials represent attemprs at finding ways to reconnect
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those groups who have been displaced for one reason or another. Two of
them also attempt to ‘place’ the reconnection—one at the centre where the
majority of Viemamese migrants live and the other ar a European site of
early sectlement and tourist trail. The third imagines the world of the future
as a place of community. The memorials ro indigenous peoples were
atrempts to create belonging in places where the relationship of the group
to the physical site selected for the memorial or monument has become so
artenuared that they are, at best, ambiguous or no longer *‘local’. This is one
of the main reasons they seem “out of place’. In Cabramatta, the once well
situared sire, already commemorating World War [, has now become rather
shabby, underlining the marginality of Asian communities in a ‘multicul-
tural’ society that privileges southern and eastern Europeans. All of these
memorials reference a collective memaory *which is both a response to and a
symptom of rupture’; an unspoken existing absence in relation to each of
the communities; a loss of continuity; and an identity in the local place.

Monuments and memaonals are often erected as transgenerational acts in
public culture. They attempt to claim the collectivity of experience and fix
the memory of it for the future. Though less than a generation old, these
memaorials effectively operate in opposition to generations. This is a feature
of this form of historical consciousness. Their message would not neces-
sarily be endorsed or accepted by either previous or subseguent genera-
tions. More importantly, there would not be any consensus within the com-
munities they represent abour the value and meaning of the messages
expressed through them. Too often people equate community with a com-
monality that fails to take accounr of different experiences of the same
place. Nowadays, scholars are looking for ways of defining community
that is based on varying degrees of difference as well as divergent attitudes
to the collective memories that underpin identitics. Some have also sug-
gested that ‘the ties that bind may some day be seen to constrict, and thus
be worthy of cutting”.* In Zadic Smith's novel White Teeth, Samad Igbal, a
Bengali migrant in England, says:

*... it drags you in and suddenly you are unsuitable to return, your children
are unrecognizable, you belong nowhere.*

*Orh, that's not true, surely,” says Irie.

*And then you begin to give up the very idea of belonging. Suddenly rhis
thing, this belonging, it seems like some long dirty lie ... and I begin to believe
that birthplaces are accidents, that everything is an accident. But if you believe
that, where do you go? What do you do? What does anything marter?”

As Samad described this dystopia to her with a look of horror, Irie was
ashamed to find rthar the land of accidents sounded like paradise 1o her.
Sounded like freedom.™
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In two sections of the pathway terrazeo and stamed concrete depact figares from Sydney
Aboriginal rock carvings, some of which no longer exist, in colours that reference the nar-
ural elements of the surrounding envir t. The names etched in red along the parh-
way kerh are of women and men, places, animals, wols and nteals from the many clans
and language group of indigenous people i the Sydoey area.

Wuganmagulya (Farm Cove) pays homage o the Yura (Eora) clans of cthe site and o the
indigenous clans who travefled great distances to attend ceremonses ar Sydney Cove. | also
acknowledge contemporary indigenous hastory such as the 1988 Long March of Peace,
Justice and Hope through the city, Domain and gardens in protest of the Bicentennial cel-
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‘A CHEERFUL MORGUE";
MODERNISING THE AUSTRALIAN MUSEUM
FOR THE MODERN 1920s VISITOR

Dianne Knott

In days gone by, those good old days we so often hear about but which were really
s had in many things, a museam consisted largely of rows upon rows of stuffed
animals, and whale shelves of specimens in bottles of spirit. People
wandered in and looked them over in a more or less aimless Fashion, and most of
them wenr away again carrying nothing with them but a recollection of many
dead things ... But the modern museum must be a place of entertainment and edu-
cation, the latver presented in a form that is unwittingly assimilared by everybody,

—The Australian Musewm Magazine, 1922

The Australian Museum was officially established in 1853 as a storchouse
for collections of the continent’s animals and plants, both rare and exoric,
and typical.' Founded to collect and preserve specimens in order to serve
the requirements of scientists and other specialists, the Museum’s mission
was to service the needs of science irself.’ In the Australian Museum in the
nineteenth century, the display of natural history objects was of secondary
importance to their collection and preservation.' Indeed, when the Museum
moved into its purpose-built College Street premises in central Sydney there
was only one publicly accessible gallery, into which its entire collection of
plant, animal, mineral and ethnographic specimens were thruse together.

In the 1920%, however, the Museum shifred the focus of s activities
from the collection of specimens to their display. It mobilised new, immer-
sive and inclusive exhibitory technigques to encourage non-scientists and
non-specialists to visit the Museum and be educated in the laws of nature.
The Muscum's shift reflected a realisation amongst a number of staff and
trustees that to educate the public it must also entertain them—by con-
structing exhibitions that were both attracove and instructive. But this
transition would be hampered by clashes berween Museum personnel over
the place of entertainment in a scientific institution,

The most significant and widely implemented of these new methods of
display were the group exhibir and the diorama. Group exhibits displayed
animals in the groupings they assumed in nature; examples of the time
included collections of native Australian cats, platypuses, African lions, and
seals and hirds of Antarctica, Dioramas were more complex depictions of
the animal and its natural surroundings.
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