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Abstract

Beginning in the 1970s and extending into the 1990s community groups, academics
and cultural heritage managers in Australia noted with concern the expression of a
management philosophy which encouraged the devaluing and removal of European
cultural heritage in national parks and protected areas. In the 1990s when the
phenomenon became the subject of academic and professional analysis, it was
attributed to a longstanding separation in Western notions of culture and nature
which underpinned a conflict between the ascendant concept of wilderness and the
artefacts of human use and association. As the century drew to a close, these
expressions of concern began to fade in line with the emergence of new
international valuations of the natural world which rejected wilderness in favour of
the conservation of biodiversity. Rather than see cultural heritage as an impediment,
this new model saw the values, traditions and diversity of human groups as vital
assets in the conservation project. This thesis examines these two shifts in
conservation practice and their wider implications for the management of cultural

values.

Following an interpretation of Western cultural philosophy and its translation to
Australia, a review of the literature established that the first shift was a product of an
ecocentric value system adopted by national park managers from the 1970s.
Ecocentrism reinforced and extended cultural assumptions implicit in the American
‘Yellowstone’ national park model influential in Australia and generated a new
appreciation of the value of wilderness as a place where non-human species could
evolve without human interference. In this way it served to broaden the existing
separation of humans from nature. The implication of this shift for the management
of cultural values in wild areas was profound. An in-depth case study of the
establishment of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) in the
late 1980s, a major part of the thesis, documented an active misanthropism which, it
is argued, was based on the moral authority offered by ecocentrism. A 1992
management plan constructed the TWWHA as wilderness refuge with intrinsically
valuable ecological communities and processes. Important cultural values of the
TWWHA were not identified and those that were tended to be poorly managed and

inadequately resourced.

The second shift, it is argued from the literature, had its origins in the 1970s and

1980s in a growing international awareness that the powerful Yellowstone model,
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with its focus on spectacular natural features and unpopulated parks, was
structurally limited in its ability to conserve biodiversity and slow to respond to the
aspirations of indigenous people. These problems fuelled the development of
alternate conservation models and prompted new research culminating in the 1990s
rejection of wilderness in favour of bio-regional strategies. The new strategies
accepted that humans have a positive role to play in conserving biodiversity and

recognise that culture and nature are inextricably entwined. A number of

contemporary conservation initiatives at national and international levels, including

the details of a new 1999 management plan for the TWWHA, were used to provide
evidence of this shift. Each embodied a rejection of wilderness for its own sake,
revealed a consistent focus on the conservation of biodiversity and integrated the

management of natural and cultural values to varying degrees.

These findings confirm the two shifts in conservation practice. The thesis makes
contributions to the literature in a number of areas. These include enhancing
understandings of the rationales that have underpinned Australian protected area
management; in providing an analysis of the impact of ecocentrism of particular
interest in relation to emerging trends in environmental history which seek to
understand the social implications of conservation initiatives, and in placing the

Tasmanian experience in protected area management in a wider context.
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Introduction

All of us, as writers and researchers, draw our motivation and inspiration for our
craft from different places. Over the last couple of decades mine has come from the
Central Highlands of Tasmania. This is an intriguing place of alpine plateaux, river
valleys, mountains and escarpments. For myself, as a youth, then a young man, a
vague awareness of historical family associations with this vast area added a layer of
interest to what were otherwise recreational explorations on foot and on horseback.
Over time, a growing familiarity with its geography and nights spent in warm
mountain huts led to an emerging curiosity about its human history. In 1983 that
interest was given significant focus when an invitation wasreceived to participate in
a traditional cattle drive from the ancestral family farm near the village of Mole
Creek to a mountain valley in the Upper Mersey, known as Lees Paddocks. This was
a place my great-grandfather had purchased in 1888 and which had become an
important source of family legend and identity. The experience of participating on
that cattle drive and visiting Lees Paddocks had quite a profound impact on me. It
not only sharpened my desire to document the history of such places but led to a
new interest in the cattlemen themselves. These were an interesting group of people
who appeared at ease in that mountain landscape, who moved easily through it and
who almost defined themselves by reference to it. Over the next couple of years, in
what free time [ could muster from full-time employment, [ undertook a variety of
historical projects based on the Upper Mersey and the traditions of Lees Paddocks. A
number of publications resulted. [ also spent significant time with the cattlemen
and women themselves as [ sought to document and understand their

contemporary world view.

In 1987 that world view was shattered when the Commonwealth Government
announced that it was conducting an inquiry (the Lemonthyme and Southern
Forests Inquiry), one of the objects of which was to ascertain if an area of land in the
Upper Mersey enclosing Lees Paddocks had World Heritage values and should be
added to a nearby World Heritage-listed national park. One of the main protagonists
in this inquiry was the environmental movement whose underlying argument was
that the Upper Mersey needed national park and World Heritage area protection
because it was a wilderness area of great quality. This was an argument the

cattlemen found bewildering. While they acknowledged that the Upper Mersey was
wild, challenging and beautiful, it was also a cultural place that had been tended by
Aboriginals for millennia and by Europeans for generations. In the cattlemen’s eyes

it was a human landscape whose value would be destroyed by ‘locking it up’ in a
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national park. They decided to add their weight to those forces opposing World

Heritage listing and vigorously participated in the ensuing public debate.

From 1987 to 1995, in a voluntary capacity, I assisted the mountain cattlemen and a
number of other similar groups as they challenged the concept of wilderness and its
implications for land use in the Central Highlands. But even as [ organised, argued
and lobbied, [ developed a separate intellectual interest in the broader debate. I
became intrigued, for example, by the notion that a place such as the Upper Mersey
might have many different meanings and developed a fascination for the concept of
wilderness and its many expressions. When [ ceased being an activist I gave
academic voice to these new interests and published a variety of papers on themes
which included wilderness, traditional practices, high country architecture and land
use policy development. My arguments were sharpened by my membership of the
community-based, 14 person Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area
Consultative Committee to which [ was appointed in 1992. This remains an
extraordinary forum where the concepts and principles of land management as they
apply to the World Heritage Area are freely and vigorously debated. Points of
consensus achieved in the Committee’s deliberations powerfully influence

Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service policy.

My approach in undertaking this thesis therefore may be seen as somewhat atypical
on three counts. Firstly, [ have embarked on this project as a mature-aged student
with an existing publication record and drawn upon those publications as jigsaw-
like pieces in developing the broader arguments that constitute this work. The
second point to note has been my role, for a time, as an active participant in public
debates about wilderness and cultural traditions. Thirdly, by virtue of my
membership of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Consultative
Committee since 1992, [ have participated in discussions and deliberations that
have strongly influenced policy outcomes for the management of the World

Heritage Area.

While the first point is generally unremarkable, the second and third points warrant
further consideration, for on both counts I have had (and continue to have as far as
the World Heritage Area Consultative Committee is concerned) a privileged insight
into the politics and processes of protected area policy development in Tasmania. [
wholeheartedly agree that the ultimate value of a historian’s work derives from the
logic of argument, itself founded on empirical research, not from the historian’s
personal values alone. Yet surely the exercise of those values, far from impeding the
writing of rational, empirical history, can assist towards its achievement.

Associations such as my own shape and colour personal perceptions of issues,



arguments and notions of cause and effect. There may, in consequence, be those
who argue that this degree of familiarity necessarily diminishes the value of any
interpretation of these issues that I may write. [ reject any such assertion. The
different values and experiences we bring to the task enrich the quest for
understanding that is at the heart of the intellectual endeavour. Rather than see
involvement and commitment in potentially pejorative terms, I see them as
positive. There is value in being an insider. Insiders tend to have a deeper
understanding of processes and conflicts than would be apparent to outsiders. They
can be more sensitive to nuances, sacred cows and power relationships. In the
evolving field of environmental history, the discipline in which this thesis seeks to

make a contribution, these insights have particular value.

[ see my endeavours as part of a continuing progression in the practice of
environmental history which has resulted in a shift from what Hal Rothman has
characterised as ‘environmentalist history’ to a much broader study of ‘the
environment in the story of human evolution on the planet’.! From a discipline
that in the 1980s was associated with environmental activism, which assumed
wilderness as a moral good and which primarily concerned itself with ‘sacred places’,
environmental history, as Rothman notes, has moved on. [ts trajectory is now more
complex, international in its scope and more inclined to question the cultural
assumptions and implications of environmental actions and policies. A consequence
of the new focus, Rothman points out, has been analysis of the orthodox view that
the advance of environmentalism was necessarily a triumph of logic and intellect
over self-interest and ignorance. Seen through the lens of class and race this view
has begun to unravel. What has often emerged is a perspective revealing
conservationists as people of privilege imposing their values and views of society on
local people of lesser means at the expense of valued traditions and lifestyles. Karl
Jacoby’s recently released study of the social conflicts associated with the creation
and management of early American national parks reveals just such a story.2 It is
within this emerging field of environmental history, one which seeks to understand
the aspirations of local people in the context of decisions about the conservation of
valued landscapes, that my experience and associations find a point of resonance.

Having worked with people impacted by the march of environmentalism and

1 Hal Rothman, ‘A Decadein the Saddle: Confessions of a Recalcitrant Editor’, Environmental
History, Vol. 7, No. 1, 2002. This paragraph is based on Rothman’s analysis of the changes
that have taken place in environmental history from his vantage point of ‘ten years in the
saddle’ as editor of Environmental History.

2 Karl Jacoby, Crimes Against Nature: Squatters, Poachers, Thieves and the Hidden History of
American Conservation, Berkeley, University of California Press, 2001. Jacoby’s book, recently
awarded book of the year by the American Association of Environmental History, provides an
eloquent treatment of these emerging themes.
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having participated in a range of policy forums, I claim to be able to write with
insight and understanding. The perspectives that emerge may sometimes be at odds
with conventional discussions of the environmental movement. To the extent that
they introduce complexities and contradictions, they may produce a less tidy
narrative but, as Jacoby argues, it is ultimately ‘a more honest [narrative]’ and ‘one
... that reflects the vastness and complexity of a world that, until now, has remained

lost in shadow’.3

3ibid, p. 7.
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CHAPTER 1

The changing status of cultural values in
natural areas

In February 1993 the Tasmanian Traditional and Recreational Land Users Federation
(TTRLUF) held a media event on the lawns outside the Tasmanian State Parliament
building. In front of a large banner depicting an image of a snow-covered mountain
hut, a spokesperson expressed the Federation’s concernabout a draft Tasmanian
Parks and Wildlife Service report which advocated the removal of a number of
mountain huts from the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA).!
These recommendations were, the spokesperson noted, part of ‘an attempt to
recreate wilderness by a systematic removal of all artefacts of European origin’.2 The
concerns of Federation members - typically rural organisations with traditions of use
of the TWWHA for activities such as hunting, fishing, horse riding and camping -
were longstanding. They were directed not just at huts but more generally at the
way in which European cultural values were devalued in the management of the
TWWHA. The views of the Tasmanian Mountain Cattlemen’s Association (TMCA), a
TTRLUF member, were typical. In 1991, responding to a draft management plan for
the TWWHA that placed the maintenance and restoration of wilderness as its
primary objective, the TMCA made the point that there was little recognition in the
plan of European cultural heritage and none of the ‘ongoing traditional practices of
many of the WHA user groups’. The TMCA railed against the removal of historic
structures ‘in order to artificially create wilderness’ and argued that ‘people feel that
they have been locked out of the areas which their forebears frequented and [with
which] they have a strong affiliation’.3 The TMCA was not alone. The draft
management plan attracted over 1200 submissions with as many as half of them
being from traditional and recreational land users. The common theme of these
submissions, as the Parks Service itself noted, was that the draft plan ‘does not

adequately recognise the European history and cultural significance of parts of the

1 Martin Hawes, Draft Walking Track Management Strategy for the Tasmanian Wilderness
World Heritage Area, unpublished report for the Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage,
3 vols, 1992. Hut removal for the Walls of Jerusalern National Park, for example, was
proposed in Volume 3, p. 117 of the Strategy.

2'Row widens over huts' destruction', The Hobart Mercury, 18/2/1993.

3 Tasmanian Mountain Cattlemen’s Association, ‘Response to 1991 Tasmanian Wilderness
World Heritage Area Draft Management Plan’', unpublished, 1991.



World Heritage Area, does not provide sufficient scope for pre-existing activities
such as horse-riding, hunting and grazing and that the emphasis on wilderness

enhancement will result in the loss of cultural heritage’.4

Concerns such as these, about the management of cultural values in national parks
and protected areas, were not simply the isolated fears of Tasmanians. As far back as
thelate 1970sand early 1980s, community groups, professional bodiesand
individualsright across Australia had been expressing remarkably similar concerns.
One of the first expressions, for example, arose in relation to the management of
huts in the Kosciusko National Park. In 1980 the previously cordial and co-operative
relationship between the community-based Kosciusko Huts Association and the New
South Wales National Parks and Wildlife Service broke down as a new generation of
park managers increasingly saw huts within the park as problematic. From the
managers’ perspective, huts were often inconsistent with the management

objectives of the park and created unwelcome impacts on the wilderness character of
some areas. The Service, accordingly, proposed the demolition of 18 huts and
foreshadowed the eventual removal of many more.> Relationships between the
Service and the Association plummeted to an all-time low when a ranger

deliberately burnt two huts including one which was being actively managed by a
caretaker group. It was not until the early 1980s, after very significant expressions of
community support for the huts, that policies for hut management were hammered
out, as hut supporters saw it, ‘free of the fundamentalist wilderness bias’ of earlier

official statements.5

Any political accommodation the Kosciusko Huts Association might have achieved,
however, merely masked a wider escalation of the issue in Australia. In the early
1980s, evaluations of national parks and other wild areas, that placed primary value
on natural values, particularly wilderness, began to deeplyconcern cultural heritage
specialists as well as community groups. In an environment where historic
structures had no legal protection and were seen by park managers as inappropriate
in a national park, historians and archaeologists increasingly found themselves
being called upon to defend the conservation and management of cultural heritage.
At a conference held in 1985 aimed at fostering a co-operative approach to the

conservation of alpine areas in Victoria, New South Wales and the Australian Capital

4 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Review of Public and Agency Comments on the
Draft WHA Management Plan and Proposed Amendments to the draft plan, Department of
Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, unpublished internal document, 1991, p. 32.

5 Allan Moult, 'Kosciusko huts: the countdown has started', Outdoors, September 1980, pp.
61-64.

6 peter Arriens, 'On thehistory of the Kosciusko Huts Association', NPA Bulletin, December
1985, Vol. 2, No. 2, pp. 14-15.



Territory, for example, only one paper addressed cultural heritage issues. In that
paper the eminent pre-historian Dr Josephine Flood not only described the rich high
country heritage of the Kosciusko area but felt she also had to make a case for the
protection of that heritage in the face of a dominant perception of the alpine
country as wilderness.” ‘Whether we approve of the activities which produced the
historic relics or not’, she wrote, ‘they constitute the entire vernacular architecture
of the high country’8 They are, she continued, the only tangible evidence in the
region of this pioneering period of Australian history and are a visible testimony to
the story of human endeavour in this unique alpine environment. They are rare,
visually unobtrusive and ‘one should think very carefully before demolishing or
removing these structures’.? Cultural sites and wilderness, she concluded, need not

be incompatible.10

The marginalisation of history that Flood feared in the modern evaluation and
interpretation of perceived natural landscapes was not limited to wilderness areas
and national parks. By the mid 1980s it had become almost a feature of protected
area management itself. The renaming of the Langwarrin Military Reserve in
Victoria in 1985 to become the Langwarrin Flora and Fauna Reserve, as described by
Griffiths, is a case in point.11 Created in 1886, this reserve, successively the site of a
military camp, a prisoner-of-war camp and a venereal diseases hospital, was
extensively cleared and grazed. Subsequently neglected and allowed by default to
regenerate, it later became regarded in the 1970s for its natural values, at which time
some of the evidence of its original use was removed. A request by an author to
launch a book on the area’s military history in the newly declared reserve was
declined because, as one senior land manager put it, ‘there’s a very conscious policy
not to acknowledge history’.12 Park administrators were ‘quite terrified of the power
of the pictorial evidence’ that showed clear paddocks pegged out with military
tents.13 The history carried unwelcome and contradictory messages for a flora and

fauna reserve: that this bushland had been ‘disturbed’, that much of the site of this

7Josephine Flood, ‘Cultural Resources of the Australian Alps’, in Kevin]. Frawley (ed.),
Australia’s Al pine Areas: Management for Conservation, Papers from a conference or ganised by the
National Parks Association of the ACT, November 30 - December 1, 1985, Canberra, National
Parks Association of the Australian Capital Territory, 1986.

8 ibid., p. 22.

? ibid., p. 23.

10 jbid.

11 Tom Griffiths, Hunters and Collectors: T he Antiquarian Imagination in Australia, Melbourne,
Cambridge University Press, 1996, pp. 255-256.

12 ibid,, p. 255.

13 ibid.



‘original remnant of vegetation’ had been previously cleared, and that abused

bushland could regenerate so quickly.1¢

If historic sites and images of the past were marginalised in an attempt to return to a
mythical natural state devoid of human influence, then so too were proposals to
memorialise historical values in the landscape. In 1984 the Commonwealth
Government purchased Gudgenby Station in the Australian Capital Territory (ACT),
a 1520 ha enclave created by the declaration of Namadgi National Park. A working
grazing property, it was leased back to its former owner for a time until the lease was
terminated in 1989. Various heritage organisations and agencies argued for the
continuation of grazing as a means of protecting its significant social, historic and
aesthetic values. Speaking in 1988 on behalf of one such organisation, the ACT
Heritage Committee, archaeologist Professor John Mulvaney described Gudgenby as
‘an outstanding example of a mountain valley used historically for transhumance
grazing, and later settled grazing’.!> Although not supporting grazing generally in
national parks, the Committee saw continued grazing in the valley as a means of
‘having regard for the intrinsic values that relate to given pieces of land’. In this
case, it was responsible management in an environment that was ‘not untouched
wilderness when Europeans arrived, but was a manipulated system of open grassy
woodland or open grassy forest’.16 These arguments were rejected by the nature
conservation movement for whom the large expanses of pastoral country in
Australia were ‘landscapes of extinction’,17 areas from which most of the native flora
and fauna had been removed. Environmentalists accepted no argument for
maintaining what they saw as exploitative, environmentally damaging, past land
use practices on the basis of their cultural/historical value. Continued grazing was
seen as illegitimate and as the thin end of the wedge towards allowing grazing and
other exploitative land uses in national parks under the guise of preservation of
cultural landscapes.1® The ACT Parks and Conservation Service planners affirmed
that grazing was ‘inconsistent with current Australian national park philosophy’!?
and the lease was terminated in 1989. By this time, as Read notes, and despite a
belated formal acknowledgement that the cultural resources of the area were of

equal importance to the natural values, most of the historic buildings had been

14 jbid.

15 John Mulvaney, '‘Gudgenby: A Cultural Heritage Asset’, NPA Bulletin, Vol. 25, No. 4, 1988,
p. 6.

16 jbid.

17 Kevin Frawley, ‘Cultural Landscapes and National Parks: Philosophical and Planning
[ssues’, Australian Parks and Recreation, Vol. 25, No. 3, Spring, 1989, p. 20.

18 ibid. pp. 22-23. See also Kevin Frawley, 'The Gudgenby Property and Grazing in National
Parks', NPA Bulletin:, Vol. 25, No. 3, 1988, p. 4.

19 Quoted in Peter Read, Retuming to Nothing: The Meaning of Lost Places, Melbourne,
Cambridge University Press, 1996, p. 59.



vandalised, destroyed or demolished. Such treatment was consistent with the wider
belief that ‘if you say you should retain the cattlemen’s hut you are saying in effect
that you approve of grazing’.20 Contemporary visitors to the National Park are
presented with a landscape from which the graziers and even their memory has
been erased. Except for several sites in the Orroral Valley, the park’s pastoral past has

almost ceased to exist.2]

By the late 1980s and early 1990s the perceived failure of public land managers to
recognise and properly manage cultural values in national parks and protected areas
emerged as an issue of substance to historians, pre-historians, archaeologists and
others. With recognition came the first attempts to understand and document the
phenomenon. In 1988, for example, the first national conference on Australian
forest history was held, providing an opportunity for practitioners from many
disciplines to highlight the cultural values of forests and to identify potential
threats. One paper at that conference was delivered by Jane Lennon, then Manager
of Historic Places on public land in Victoria.22 She noted how the eastern side of
Wilsons Promontory had been assessed as high quality wilderness and was being
managed as such despite an active European history of sealing, whaling, sawmilling,
quarrying and grazing. Site evidence of these land uses was being ignored and even
destroyed by a ‘park management culture [that] tends to eradicate the memory and
relics of past European land use in favour of an image of naturalness and
primitiveness’.23 She saw this as evidence of a new environmental nationalism
whereby people chose to disregard the 200 years of European impact on the
landscape in favour of an image of natural areas, especially national parks, ‘as
primitive/primeval places with 40,000 years of sensitive Aboriginal occupation in

harmony with the ancient landscape’. %

Evidence of similar thinking emerged with the publication of the Victorian Land
Conservation Council’s Wilderness Special Investigation Descriptive Report in 1990. In
this review of wilderness in Victoria, the Land Conservation Council defined
wilderness as an area free of European artefacts such as roads, tracks, signposts, huts
and other buildings. Since the wilderness experience ‘involves the perception of

being part of nature, of an environment unaltered by human intervention’, the

20 jbid.

21 jbid., p. 73.

22jane Lennon, ‘Timeless Wilderness? The use of historical source material in understanding
environmental change in Gippsland, Victoria’, in K.j. Frawley & N. Semple (eds.), Australia's

Ever Changing Forests: Proceedings of the First National Conference on Australian Forest History,
Canberra, 9-11 May, 1988, Australian Defence Force Academy, Canberra, 1988.

23 ibid.,, p. 420.
24 jbid,, p. 436.



Land Conservation Council advocated removal of the artefacts in wilderness areas.
Structures such as these, the Report argued, prevent the specialised spiritual
experiences available from the natural environment. In wilderness areas, the Report
concluded, ‘the land should retain its primeval character, without human
modification or habitation’.25 For historian Sue Hodges, such a position was
problematic in that it ignored the fact that concepts of wilderness and visual beauty
are themselves historical constructs. The removal of historic or cultural features not
only builds an artificial landscape, she argued, but forecloses the opportunities of

future generations.20

Other historians joined the debate. In a powerful and influential paper that
presented the Langwarrin case and which was first published in 1991, historian Tom
Griffiths characterised the urge to erase the European trace as the consequence of
conservation movements in conflict.2? These conflicts, Griffiths posited, were not
new but had become more sharply defined in the 1980s as the result of two
developments, both of which had accelerated in Australia since the 1960s. These
were the dominance of ecological criteria in the assessment of environmental
values, and the broadening of our historical perception of landscape from isolated
sites to whole cultural patterns. The conflicts, therefore, were the product of two
apparently colliding movements - one concerned with the identification and
management of natural values and the other with identification and management of
cultural values.?8 In terms of natural values Griffiths argues that, from the 1960s,
environmentalists and administrators, particularly national park managers, began to
take their inspiration from scientific ecology which is historically rooted in ideas of
self-regulating pristine ecosystems free of human intrusion. Consequently, they
developed a biocentric rather than anthropocentric approach to national park and
wilderness area management.2? Concerned about the integrity of wilderness and
natural areas, they sought to deny the human history of these places and in some

cases sought to eradicate the physical evidence.30 This happened, so Griffiths

25 Land Conservation Council, Wildemess Special Investigation Descriptive Report, Melbourne,
Land Conservation Council, 1990, pp. 28, 39.

26 5ye Hodges, ‘To ‘doze or notto ‘doze: The role of historic sitesin the Alpine National Park’,
Park Watch, 1990, pp. 13-15.

27 In addition to its publication in Griffiths, Hunters and Collectors, the paper, ‘History and
Natural History: Conservation Movements in Conflict’, was also published in Peter Spearitt
and John Rickards (eds.), Packaging the past?: public histories, Carlton, Melbourne University
Press, 1991, pp. 16-32 (special issue Australian Historical Studies, vol. 24, no. 96) and with
almost identical text in D.]. Mulvaney (ed.), The Humanities and the Australian Environment,
Papers from the Australian Academy of the Humanities Symposium 1990, Occasional Paper
No. 11, Canberra, Australian Academy of the Humanities, pp. 87-110.

28 ibid., p. 257.
29ibid., p. 258.
30ibid., pp. 259-262.



proposes, at about the same time as wider definitions of cultural heritage began to
be accepted by the wider community. From the 1970s, he suggests, concepts of
heritage broadened from the grand to the vernacular and from the material to the
intangible. Geographers, historians and archaeologists increasingly began to look at
the cultural resources of regions and to trace the links and networks amongst places
at a landscape level.3! It was in giving value to cultural landscapes, traditions and
artefacts in wild areas that, Griffiths argues, brought the cultural heritage managers
in conflict with the national park managers. What one increasingly wanted to value

and manage, the other was determined to ignore or remove.32

The perception of a continuing threat to European cultural heritage prompted still
more commentators. In 1991, for example, at a conference convened, belatedly as
far as Professor John Mulvaney was concerned, to consider the cultural heritage of
the Australian Alps, Mulvaney took issue with the removal of the remains of the old
Kiandra gold rush settlement by the New South Wales National Parks and Wildlife
Service.33 He likened the removal as akin to restoration architects who demolish 150
years of organic architectural growth in and around a building, in order to return
the structure to its assumed pristine architectural form.3¢ This elimination of
evidence of human presence, he argued, was a form of misplaced nature worship, an
emotional rather than a scientific response but one which had triumphed at cost to
cultural conservation values.35 At the same conference, Ken Taylor, in a paper
entitled ‘Cultural Values in Natural Areas’, acknowledged ‘the differences, even the
gulf, that has existed between the management of natural areas with its set of values
and the recognition of the values of culturally significant European places and relics
of European occupation within national parks’.36 Attributing some of these
differences to the contrasting philosophical bases underpinning natural heritage and
cultural heritage practice, his response was to seek common ground rather than
dwell on the differences. Taylor argued the need for training courses in cultural
heritage management theory and practice for staff with natural area backgrounds,
for full and complete inventories of cultural values and the creation of historic zones

where significant living cultural landscapes could continue to operate.3?

31ibid., p. 274

32 ibid. p. 275.

33 John Mulvaney, ‘The Alpine Cultural Heritage in Perspective’, in Babette Scougall (ed.),
Cultural Heritage of the Australian Al ps: Proceedings of t he Symposium held at Jindabyne, New South
Wales, 16-18 October 1991, Canberra, Australian Alps Liaison Committee, 1992, p 14.

34ibid.

35ibid, p. 15.

36 Ken Taylor, 'Cultural Values in Natural Areas', in Babette Scougall (ed.), Cultural Heritage of
the Australian Alps, p. SS.

37 ibid., pp. 60-61.



The issue continued to draw comment as late as 1996 when Sandy Blair and Sarah
Titchen of Australia ICOMOS, the national committee of the International Council
on Monuments and Sites delivered what was perhaps the strongest and most sharply
focused assessment of the problem - this time to an international audience in
Bulgaria.3® In a paper entitled ‘Cultural Landscapes and the Natural Environment’,
Blair and Titchen reviewed current practice in Australia. They contrasted the unity
between the natural and cultural world in Australian Aboriginal thought and the
situation they perceived that informed current protected area management in
Australia. Culture and nature, Blair and Titchen argued, have often been seen as
opposing forces in post-industrial Western thought.39 Within Australia and, indeed,
much of the developed world, this philosophical opposition has led to a situation
where, over the last 20 years, nature conservation has been based on plant and
animal species protection and the establishment of protected areas, or reserves, to
protect ‘pristine’ or ‘wilderness’ areas from intrusive human activity. This
designation of parts of the Australian continent as ‘wilderness’, they argued, has
served to deny the fact that these areas have a human history, both Aboriginal and
European. It has reinforced the teara nullius notion that Australia was empty at the
time of European colonisation and limited contemporary community access to
designated nature reserves in ways that seek to protect the scientific values.49 The

consequence has been that cultural values have been ignored or often destroyed:

‘Cultural sites have often been neglected or destroyed in the attempt to return
such areas to pristine condition, and people’s traditional associations with
those areas truncated. The social and political dimension has been conflict
over such “locking up” of areas in parks and reserves, for example in the
exclusion of traditional summer cattle grazing in the alpine areas.
Alternatively, management has given pre-eminence to one set of values over
another, as in the neglect of historic European sites from Kakadu National
Parkin the Northern Territory where the protection of Aboriginal art and

archaeological sites has been one of the primary goals of management.'41

So concerned, in fact, was AICOMOS with the perceived neglect and destruction of

cultural values in natural areas that in 1996 it commissioned a discussion paper

38 Sandy Blair & Sarah Titchen, ‘Cultural Landscapes and the Natural Environment’, in
Katrina Proust (ed.), Monuments and Sites Australia TCOMOS National Committee Australia,
Colombo (Sri Lanka), [COMOS, 1996.

39 ibid., p. 146.
40 ibid.
41 ibid.



‘Conserving the Cultural Values of Natural Areas’.4? The intent of AICOMOS in
taking this path was largely one of creative conciliation. While it wanted to
document the problem, it particularly wanted to identify and promote ways of
resolving the philosophical opposition between culture and nature that Blair and
Titchen had identified as the primary cause of the conflict. A significant part of the
project therefore was consultation with nominated groups such as Environment
Australia, the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission, State and Territory
government agencies, Australia ICOMOS members, the Australian committee of the
International Union for the Conservation of Nature, the steering committee of the
Australian Natural Heritage Charter, indigenous peoples, and voluntary

conservation organisations including National Park Associations.43

Despite the late prominence given the issue by AICOMOS (and the distribution of its
draft discussion paper in 1999),%¢ the intensity of concern by cultural heritage
managers about the management of cultural values in natural areas appears to have
faded in recent years. The debate, it appears, has largely moved on. In a recent
Australian paper considering the management of cultural values in the Tasmanian
Wilderness World Heritage Area, for example, Russell and Jambrecina note marked
changes from the early to the late 1990s in the way these values were managed and
recognised.> From a position in the early 1990s where cultural values were denied
and marginalised in the face of a dominant wilderness paradigm, they note an
explicit recognition of a diverse range of cultural values at the end of the 1990s
coincident with a diminished emphasis on wilderness.46 This same general shift has
also occurred in other places. From the early 1960s, American national parks
managers, as Webb has described, 4’ interpreted their statutory mandate ‘to conserve
the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wildlife therein’ to mean
restoring natural landscapes to their appearance before white contact. Seeking to
restore wilderness, evidence of European occupation was bulldozed. In Yosemite
National Park, for example, the village of Yosemite was razed between 1959 and

1963, with the Parks Service also concerned to erase all archaeological evidence of its

42 AICOMOS, Conserving the Cultural Values of Natural Areas: Discussion Paper and
Consultation Strategy. Terms of Reference, unpublished, 1996.

43 bid.

447ane Lennon and Associates and University of Canberra, Conserving the Cultural Values of
Natural Areas: A Discussion Paper, Australia ICOMOS, unpublished, 1999.

45 Jim Russell and Mirjana Jambrecina, ‘Wilderness and Cultural Landscapes: Shifting
Management Emphases in the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area’, Australian
Geographer, Vol. 33, No. 2, 2002.

46 ibid., pp. 132-135.

47 Melody Webb, ‘Cultural Landscapes in the National Park Service’, The Public Historian, Vol.
9, No. 2, 1987, pp. 81-82.



existence.4® Despite legislative change which required Park Service managers to ‘take
into account’ the historic values of buildings, managers continued to display a lack
of interest and awareness frequently compounded by an active antipathy toward
cultural heritage until well into the 1980s. By the mid 1990s, however, as Toothman
notes, very significant changes had taken place.4? This change was marked by an
acknowledgement that most parks contained both natural and cultural values, that
management of both sets of values was a responsibility of management and that

adequate resources had to be provided to professionally manage these values.>0

The reasons for this shift are complex and yet to be fully explained. Some leads,
however, do exist. Adrian Phillips, one-time Chairman of the World Commission on
Protected Areas of the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IlUCN),
for example, is among a number of writers who have characterised the 1990s as a
period of substantial international reassessment concerning the conservation of
natural and cultural heritage.5! At the heart of these reassessments, he suggests, is a
fundamental reappraisal of humanity’s relationship to the natural world. Much
recent work in the natural sciences, he argues, has questioned the simple equation
which assumes a direct and inverse relationship between the presence of people and
the richness of nature.52 Research has shown, for example, that many environments
which were once assumed to be ‘natural’ have in reality been modified by
humankind over centuries. The great forests of Amazonia were thought to have
supported a human population of eight million people at the time of Christopher
Columbus’s voyage, having been subject to centuries of management, with tree
species deliberately planted together as food sources. Examples such as these, he
suggests, show that any notion that the Earth contains large areas of pristine
wilderness is increasingly unsustainable and inconsistent with the facts.>3 Research
has also shown that in some circumstances human interaction with ‘natural’

systems can actually increase biodiversity. The majority of Britain’s most spectacular

48 Kenneth R. Olwig, ‘Reinventing Common Nature: Yosemite and Mount Rushmore - A
Meandering Tale of a Double Nature’, in William Cronon (ed.), Uncommon Ground: Rethinking
the Human Place in Nature, New York, W.W. Norton & Company, 1996, p. 390.

49 Stephanie S. Toothman, ‘The Culturaland NaturalResource Management Needs of Parks
and Protected Areas: [s There an Appropriate Balance, in Gerald R. Wright (ed.), National Parks
and Protected Areas: Their Role in Environmental Protection, Cambridge (Mass.), Blackwell
Science, 1996.

50 ibid,, pp. 367-368.

51 Adrian Phillips, ‘'The Nature of Cultural Landscapes - a nature conservation perspective’,
Landscape Research, Vol. 23, No. 1, 1998. Other writers who advance similar arguments
include: Arturo Gémez-Pompa and Andrea Kaus, ‘Taming the Wilderness Myth’, Bioscience,
Vol. 42, No. 4, pp. 271-279; and Jeffrey McNeely, Coping with change: people, forests and
biodiversity, Gland, [UCN, 1994.

52 Phillips, ‘The Nature of Cultural Landscapes’, p. 22.
53 ibid.
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wildflower displays, are the product of traditional land-use practices over many
centuries. These and other instances point to the fact that humans can make
positive contributions to the environment. Parallel work in the cultural heritage
field has also taken place. Phillips notes, for example, a growing awareness that
cultural values are measured not only in terms of great monuments but exist also in
the spiritual significance and cultural importance attached to landscapes by human
communities. From both perspectives, he concludes that the notion of the
culture/nature split is outmoded. ‘The separation of culture and nature — of people
from the environment which surrounds them — which has been a feature of western
attitudes and education over the centuries, has blinded us to many of the interactive

associations which exist between the world of nature and the world of culture.’5¢

This brief sampling of the literature thus suggests two phenomena that have
impacted on conservation over the last 40 years: the rise of a land management
ethic in Australia in the 1970s and 1980s concerned with the integrity of wilderness,
which led to a devaluing of cultural heritage in national parks and protected areas;
and its replacement to a greater or lesser degree in the 1990s by a new set of
understandings, international in scope, about the conservation of natural and
cultural heritage in which the presence of cultural heritage in natural areas appears
less problematic. Underlying both phenomena are claims concerning the status of
the long-standing Western separation of humanity from nature. It was the widening
of this separation during the 1970s and 1980s, Griffiths suggests, which resulted in
the precarious status of cultural heritage in national parks and wilderness areas in
Australia at this time. Phillips, on the other hand, points to what amounts to a
narrowing of the separation in the 1990s as a consequence of new research and new
perceptions.> In both cases the shifts have had very significant implications for the
way the conservation project is conceived and implemented. The consequences and,
to some extent, the speed at which these changes took place prompt a number of
questions. What drove the changes observed in Australia in the 1970s and 1980s
that elevated wilderness and devalued cultural heritage in natural areas? In this, the
first of the two shifts identified, how significant was the role of ecology, as Griffiths
has proposed,>® and what was the scale of its impact on cultural values? The second
set of questions relate to the second shift. What initiated the changes evident in the
1990s? How did they lead to new appreciations of the ways humans relate to nature
and what were the implications of this change on the way cultural values were

perceived?

54 ibid., p. 36.
55 ibid.
56 Griffiths, Hunters and Collectors, pp. 258-259.
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This thesis explores these broad questions by discussing conservation debates and
initiatives in Australia from the 1960s to the present, with particular reference to
how they relate to the creation and management of the Tasmanian Wilderness
World Heritage Area (TWWHA) during the late 1980s and 1990s. The thesis begins
by placing Australian attitudes to the environment in a historical perspective. From
this vantage point, it seeks to identify the forces that drove the first set of changes,
which culminated in the growing authority of wilderness, of so much concern to
communities and cultural heritage managers. Ecocentrism, and its impact on the
nation’s national park managers — key factors suggested by Griffiths — will be
especially considered. The process leading to the establishment of the TWWHA in
1989 and the production of its first management plan in 1992 will then be reviewed
to assess the influence of wilderness as a conservation rationale. In detail, this is the
case study. Given the concerns of the academics and community groups cited earlier
in this chapter, a particular objective will be an assessment of the extent to which

the emphasis on wilderness led to a devaluing of the cultural values of the TWWHA.

The next shift that took place in the 1990s, identified by commentators such as
Phillips, will also be reviewed. The international origins of this phenomenon will be
considered and various conservation initiatives of the 1990s evaluated for evidence
of this change. Then, in returning to the case study, the extent to which any shift in
conservation thinking is reflected in the second management plan for the TWWHA
written in 1999, and the implications of any such shift for the way the cultural

values of the TWWHA are perceived and managed, will be specifically assessed.

In structural terms this examination begins in Chapter 2 where Australian attitudes
to nature are placed in a historical context and the various changes that took place
in protected area management from the 1960s considered. The examination
continues in Chapter 3 where the influence of ecocentrism on the establishment of
the TWWHA and the development of its first management plan is assessed and in
Chapter 4 with an evaluation of the impact of ecocentrism on the cultural values of
the TWWHA. In Chapter 5 the changes which expressed themselves forcefully in the
1990s are reviewed and a number of conservation initiatives of the 1990s, including
the second TWWHA management plan, surveyed for evidence of this change. In
Chapter 6, the final chapter, the various arguments will be brought together,

evidence reviewed and conclusions drawn.

In considering the extent to which the Tasmanian experience informs and reflects
international changes in conservation practice this thesis makes a contribution to
the literature in three main areas. The first relates to establishing a better

understanding of the management cultures of Australian national park agencies. In

2



contrast to places such as the United States, the Australian literature on the
country’s national park agencies is sparse. There are few, if any, Australian
equivalents, for example, of the classic American texts such as those by Runte, Sax,
Albright, Everhart, Nash and Chase.57 The Australian material that does exist, lacks
focus and is regionally based.58 To the extent that this thesis will direct attention to
the cultural assumptions, philosophical influences and policy processes of the
Tasmanian Park Service, and to a lesser degree that of park services in other states, it

will contribute to what is essentially a limited body of literature.

The second contribution of the thesis is its analysis of the impact of ecocentrism on
the cultural values of natural areas. There has been a tendency in much of the
environmental literature, in places such as the United States and Australia, to equate
the march of conservation with moral progress. ‘Underpinning environmental
history’, Rothman writes, ‘has been the concept that the rise of conservation and
the implementation of law had been more than a revolution in values; it had also
been no less than a step forward for the good guys.”>® Johnson puts it more directly
in stating that these positive representations ‘rely heavily on the documents of
environmental and conservation groups, and as a result, are often triumphal
accounts of the victory of environmentalism in which enlightened nature lovers do
battle with their short-sighted provincial or merely greedy opponents’.69 Rarely have
the social and economic impacts of conservation initiatives on rural and regional
populations been considered. To the extent that this thesis will consider the voices

of various local communities impacted by constructs such as wilderness, it provides

57 Alfred Runte, National Parks: The American Experience, Lincoln, University of Nebraska Press,
1979; ]. L. Sax, Mountains Without Handrails: Reflections on the National Parks, Ann Arbour,
University of Michigan Press, 1980; Horace Albright, National Park Service, Las Vegas, K.C.
Publications, 1987; William Everhart, The National Park Service, Boulder (Colorado), Westview
Press, 1983; Roderick Nash, Wildemess and the American Mind, New Haven, Yale University
Press, Third Edition, 1982; Alston Chase, Playing God in Yellowstone: T he Destruction of
America’s First National Park, New York, Harcourt Brace and Company, 1987.

58 Australian writing on national parks and the agencies that manage them tends to be
diffused across journals, conference proceedings and edited collections of papers. See for
example, David Mercer (ed.), Leisure and Recreation in Australia, Malvern (Aust.), Sorrett
Publishing, 1977; Wendy Goldstein (ed.), Australia’s 10 Years of National Parks, Sydney,
National Parks and Wildlife Service, 1979; David Mercer (ed.), Outdoor Recreation: Australian
Perspectives, Malvern (Aust.), Sorrett Publishing, 1987; Kevin Frawley and Noel Semple (eds.),
Australia’s Ever Changing Forests: Proceedings of t he First National Conference on Australian Forest
History, Canberra, 9-11 May, 1988, Campbell, ACT, Australian Defence Force Academy, 1988;
Elery Hamilton-Smith (ed.), Celebrating the Parks: Symposium on Parks History, Mt Buffalo,
Victoria, 16-19" April, 1998, Carlton South, Victoria, Rethink Consultancy, 1998; Peter Prineas
(ed.), National Parks: New Visions for a New Century, Proceedings of a conference presented in
Sydney, Australia, 18~19 July 1997 by the Nature Conservation Council of NSW Inc. and the
National Parks Association of NSW Inc., Sydney, Nature Conservation Council of NSW, 1998.

59 Rothman, ‘A Decade in the Saddle’, p. 18.

60 Benjamin Heber Johnson, ‘Conservation, Subsistence and Class at the Birth of Superior
National Forest’, Environmental History, Vol. 4, No. 1, p. 81.
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an Australian perspective on emerging trends in environmental history which hold

the activities of national park agencies and environmentalism up to scrutiny.

The final contribution, related to the second, is to provide a counterpoint to claims
that Tasmania’s history of achievement in Green politics provides inspiration to the
rest of the world. The Australian environmental movement, for example, has long
touted the international status of Tasmania as the home of the world’s first Green
party in 1972, and the place where Green politicians held the balance of power in
the Tasmanian parliament in 1989 and where environmental activism resulted in
over 30% of the Tasmanian land mass being placed in some form of conservation
reserve.b! While these are indeed significant achievements, Tasmania continues to
struggle with some of their political, social and environmental consequences in
terms of disaffected communities, an unwillingness to recognise cultural values, and
a resistance to alternative conservative models. A number of these difficulties may

well represent cautionary tales for interested international observers.

61 See, for example, Cassandra Pybus and Richard Flanagan, The Rest of the World is Watching:
Tasmania and the Greens, Sydney, Pan Macmillan, 1990; Marcus Haward and Peter Larmour
(eds.), The Tasmanian Parliamentary Accord and Public Policy 1982-1992: Accommodating The
New Politics?, Canberra, Federalism Research Centre, 1993; Helen Gee (ed.), For the Forests: A
History of the Tasmanian Forest Campaigns, Hobart, The Wilderness Society, 2001; Peter Hay,
‘The Contemporary Environment Movement as Nec-Romanticism: A Re-Appraisal from
Tasmania’, Environment Review, Vol. 12, No. 4, 1988.
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CHAPTER 2

Ecology, national parks and misanthropic
wilderness

The intent of this chapter is to place the human relationship to nature in a historical
context as a basis for consideration of the events of the 1970s and 1980s in
Australia. This review, based on the rich body of literature in this area, will provide a
benchmark from which the growth and influence of various conservation or
environment initiatives can be assessed. Foremost among these will be consideration
of ecological appreciations of landscape value that grew in stature from the 1960s
and also of the national park movement that gained authority around the same
time. Analysis of these influences will provide a set of conceptual tools for
understanding the impact of ecological thought on the cultural values of natural

dreas.

In hunter-gatherer societies at the dawn of human history (and, indeed, in
contemporary hunter-gatherer societies) no distinction was made between culture
and nature. The Paleolithic mind did not distinguish the human enterprise from the
natural world. They were predators, as Nash has argued, completely dependent on
the ebb and flow of natural processes.! Hunter-gatherers, as Oelschlaeger posits,
believed thatirrespective of place, nature was home.2 Nature was alive, intrinsically
female and all its parts — plants, animals and even the land itself — were sacred. They
were people who believed that time was synchronous, folded into an eternal
mythical present and who supposed that ritual was essential to maintaining the
natural and cyclical order of life and death.3 There was no meaningful separation

between culture and nature.

Around 10,000 years ago, probably in response to global climatic changes, humans
began to increasingly embrace herding and agriculture. Independently, in a number

of centres around the world, Neolithic humans started domesticating a variety of

1 Nash, Wildemess and the American Mind, p.xiii.

2 Max Oelschlaeger, T he Idea of Wildemess: From Prehistory to the Age of Ecology, New Haven,
Yale University Press, 1991, p. 12.

3 ibid.
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plants and animals and adopting more sedentary lifestyles. By 8500 B.C., for
example, wheat, peas and olives were being cultivated in the Fertile Crescent
together with the husbandry of sheep and goats. By 6000 B.C., following the arrival
of founder crops from elsewhere, local domestications occurred in places such as
Egypt and the Indus Valley.4 The implications of this transition in relation to the
human place in nature were profound. Whereas prehistoric people had previously
mastered fire and other items of technology with which they modified the
environment and their status vis-a-vis other species within it, the move to
agriculture prompted a new and extensive level of environmental manipulation.
Where hunters and gatherers had sought to live in harmony with nature, farmers
sought to overtly fashion it to their own purpose. For the first time humans began
to see themselves as distinct from nature.’ Around this time, for example, as Nash
suggests, the concept ‘wild’ emerged to denote those animals and those parts of the
earth not under human control.® The idea of a ‘weed’ would probably have arisen at
the same juncture. This transition from hunters and gatherers to agriculturalists was
also occasioned by a shift in cosmology. Whereas Paleolithic people embraced
totemism, Neolithic people ~ more rooted to the soil and vulnerable to drought and
disaster — developed religious beliefs framed around animal idolatry, polytheism and
fertility cults. In Egypt around 4000 B.C., for example, animal idolatry was well
established and centred on Apis, the bull-god of fertility.”

In some places, notably around the Mediterranean Sea, agricultural surpluses and
the emergence of permanent settlements provided the material precondition for the
emergence of identifiably modern civilisations. The social and technological
changes represented by the advent of hieratic city states in places such as
Mesopotamia and Egypt prompted further ideological restructuring of the human
place in nature. As the scale of human ability to modify nature became more
apparent, people began to see themselves as even more distinct from nature. This

increasing separation was in part, as Abram proposes, a product of the development

4 Jared Diamond, Guns, Germs and Steel: A Short History of Everybody For The Last 13,000 Years,
London, Vintage, 1998, p. 100. Diamond provides a detailed synthesis of the transition to
Neolithic culture and some of its implications.

S Thehistorical point at which a conceptual separation between humankind and nature took
place is, of course, subject to some significant debate. The beginning of agriculture, the
advent of intensive agriculture, the Renaissance and even the Enlightenment are proposed.
See Simon Schama, Landscape and Memory, London, Fontana, 1996, p. 13. Schama, of course,
argues that in one sense there never was a separation between nature and culture in the West.
The central thesis of Landscape and Memory is that humans have always retained a sense of the
sacredness of nature in the form of nature myths and landscape memories that pervade our
culture.

6 Nash, Wildemness and the American Mind, p. xiii.
4 Oelschlaeger, The Idea of Wildemess, p. 37.
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of writing.8 He argues that it was the emergence of written languages, making use of
phonetic alphabets, which created the possibility of separating stories from the
context of their creation and the landscape in which they were set. The result, he
suggests, has been the abstraction of humans from the natural world, and the
emergence of abstracted and homogenous perspectives of space and linear time.? It
was from one of these literate societies that Yahwism and early Christianity
emerged, representing perhaps the culmination of the Neolithic revolution. For,
with the rise of Judeo-Christianity, the separation of humans from nature was
almost complete. Judeo-Christianity rejected the notion that humans are simply one
of Earth’s many children and that nature is sacred and asserted instead the primacy
of a single transcendent God who made the world and all things in it. In this
worldview nature is a fallen and profane world and Heaven is home. God is above
the fallen world and He alone is divine and sacred. Importantly, humans are made
in His image and are therefore distinct from the rest of creation. It is the role of
humans to rule over God’s earthly creation.l® With the subsequent incorporation of
Greek concepts of the soul into Christian theology, Judeo-Christianity became an
anthropocentric doctrine with no necessary link to nature. Human attention was

not directed to an eternal mythical present but to Heaven and eternal salvation.!!

From prehistoric time to the time of the Greeks the human place in nature
underwent a radical transformation. In the Paleolithic mind, humans were as much
a part of nature as were the trees and the animals. By the birth of Jesus, however,
humans stood apart and distinct from nature, which was regarded as a place of pain
andtoil from which people sought salvation from a heavenly and omnipotent God.
But while Judeo-Christian doctrines clearly defined the status of humans vis-a-vis
nature, they did not, contrary to White’s view, necessarily dictate that humans
should dominate nature. The Book of Genesis, for example, contains three different
perspectives on that relationship. The first, the ‘human as despot’ view, is that there
are no ethical constraints on the way in which humans may treat nature. The

second, the ‘humans as stewards’ view, holds that humans are entrusted with a duty

8 Quoted in Martin Mulligan and Stuart Hill, Ecological Pioneers: a Social History of Australian
Ecological Thought and Action, Oakleigh (Victoria), Cambridge University Press, 2001, p. 233.
? ibid.

10 Qelschlaeger, The Idea of Wildemess, p. 66.

11 Writers such as Lynn White Jnr. have argued that the anthropocentric focus of Judeo-
Christianity destroyed the sense of the sacred that had been part of pagan attitudes toward
nature. [n so doing, ‘Christianity made it possible to exploit nature in a mood of indifference
to the feelings of natural objects’. This exploitative attitude, White suggested, inspired
Western science and in this way Westem culture became predicated upon the exploitation of
nature. Lyn White, “The Historical Roots of Our Ecological Crisis’, Science, Vol. 155, Series 37,
No. 67, 1967, pp. 1203-1207.
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to preserve nature’s beauty and fruitfulness. The third, the ‘humans as cooperative
agents’ view, is that humans should endeavour to develop and perfect the natural

world in accordance with its potentials.1?

These contrasting and often conflicting views about human relationships to nature
have been variously reinterpreted through time, as Glacken has so ably
demonstrated, in response to fundamental and pervasive questions about the earth
and the human response to it.13 Is the earth, which is obviously a fit environment
for humanity and other organic life, a purposefully made creation? Has its
environment influenced the social and moral nature of individuals and the
character and nature of human culture? Over the period of human habitation of
earth, in what manner has it been changed by human impact from its hypothetical
pristine condition?!4 These questions have been asked and answered so frequently
that they have assumed the status of general ideas: the idea of a designed earth —a
planet designed for humanity alone as the highest being of creation; the idea of
environmental influence; and the idea of humanity as a geographical agent. Indeed
the major theme of Glacken’s monumental work Traces on the Rhodian Shore was to
demonstrate that, in Western thought until the end of the 18th century, concepts of
the relationship of human culture to the natural environment were dominated - but
not exclusively so — by these three ideas, sometimes by only one of them, sometimes

by two or even three in combination.

Around 1500, for example, the dominant English view was that of the designed
earth - the world was created by God exclusively for human use and all other species
were meant to be subordinate to human wishes and needs. As Thomas has noted in
relation to this period, human civilisation was virtually synonymous with the
conquest of nature.15 This view, that humans could exploit the world as they saw
fit, was buttressed by a belief that therewas a fundamental difference in kind
between humanity and all other forms of life. By uniquely possessing speech, reason
and religion, humankind occupied a plane halfway between the beasts and the
angels. Man stood to animal as did heaven to earth, soul to body, culture to

nature.16

12 y Black, The Dominion of Man: The Search For Ecological Responsibility, Edinburgh, Edinburgh
University Press, 1970, p. 24.

13 C.J. Glacken, Traces on the Rhodian Shore, Berkeley, University of California Press, 1967.
M bid,, p. vii.

15 Keith Thomas, Man and the Natural World: Changing Attitudes in England 1500-1800,
London, Penguin, 1984, p. 25.

16 ibid., p. 35.
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These ideas were reinterpreted from around the 16th century in the face of the
Enlightenment, perhaps the most intellectually dynamic period of European history.
Prompted by the exploration of the non-European world, advances in technology
and evidence of human ability to manipulate the environment, Western thought
took a sharp turn at this time which distinguished it from other traditions such as
the Chinese and the Indian, which were also concerned with the relationship of
man to nature. 7 Central to this period of intense intellectual ferment was the
‘scientific revolution’. Key thinkers of the period Galileo Galilei, Francis Bacon, Reneé
Descartes and Isaac Newton among them, rejected earlier religious-based
cosmologiesin favour of a view of nature and human society based on ‘scientific
principles’. They held that through the systematic study of the natural world
humans could achieve mastery over nature and set humanity on a steady and ever
upward path of eternal progress. Bacon, for example, in radically departing from
classical and medieval notions that humankind was acting out a role on some
externally fixed cosmic stage, asserted that everything in the world could be
fashioned to human purpose through science — human beings were master of all
things including their own destiny. Bacon shared with Descartes the belief that an
absolute understanding of nature was possible and that the physical, chemical and
biological worlds could be completely reduced to mechanical principles and laws.18
An example of the influence of such philosophies was the founding of the Royal
Society in England in 1662. Modeled on the type of scientific community promoted
by Bacon, the Royal Society adopted a scientific method which was both secular and
autonomous. It specifically rejected the view that nature was ‘venerable’ and
therefore not to be controlled, modified or understood.!? The Enlightenment was a
watershed in Western history. In its rejection of theological constraints, it broke the
nexus between political power and religious authority and legitimated the pursuit of
worldly success. It prompted a flood of scientific, philosophical and technological
change that launched the Industrial Revolution and which, in turn, reshaped the

social, economic and environmental face of Europe.

The dominant mechanistic models of nature which underpinned the march of
European civilisation did not go unopposed. Dissenters from the scientific, literary
and philosophic communities railed against the idea of nature-as-a-machine
asserting in many cases the rival idea of nature-as-an-organism. Prominent among
the critics was the French intellectual Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Rousseau believed that
the state, science, property and the law had corrupted the human estate leading

people to live unnatural lives. He argued that people who lived in simplicity and

17 Glacken, Traces on the Rhodian Shore, p. 494.
18 Oelschlaeger, The Idea of Wildemess, pp. 76-~90.
1553 Attfield, T he ethics of environmental concern, Oxford, Basil Blackwell, 1983, p. 42.
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close to nature were happier, healthier and more free than those who lived in the
cities of civilised Europe. People in primitive societies, he maintained, had special
qualities of dignity, physical prowess and morality denied Europeans. For Rousseau,
culture and happiness were inversely related. Rousseau’s critique and the rapid
transformation of European life that had prompted it as a consequence of the
(ndustrial Revolution, influenced others. In the literary and artistic world it led to
the development of the Romantic movement. Romantic poets such as Coleridge and
Wordsworth, for example, rejected an understanding of nature based on reason and
logic for experiences based on intense personal involvement. They looked to wild
nature for inspiration as a foil against the increasing urbanisation and
industrialisation of Britain. To them, nature was not a machine but a living
organism. Nature was best understood through feeling rather than thinking, and

through emotion rather than abstract conception.29

Emerging visions of Australian nature

These contrasting, indeed competing, attitudes toward nature found concrete
expression among the British occupiers of Australia in the late 18th century. To
them, the Australian continent was a new and strange environment onto which
they projected their varying visions of nature. Proudfoot, for example, has argued
that the British brought with them three major preconceptions that resulted in the
inevitable re-shaping of the Australian environment.21 The first of these was fear of
the unknown, of the ‘gloomy’ woods unbroken by expressions of civilisation such as
farms and villages and the strange antipodean ‘reversals of nature’ such as black
swans, trees which did not shed their leaves and bees without a sting. The second
was the satisfying prospect of improving and perfecting the ‘waste lands’ of the
colony by agriculture and industry. The third, the antithesis of the first, was the
Romantic view of nature espoused by European intellectuals, which valued wild and

uncivilised landscapes.22

From these initial perceptions generations of Australians developed their own ‘ways
of seeing’ the Australian environment as they adapted and reacted to the new
continent. A still useful lens for understanding this process of adaptation and

accommodation is Heathcote’s ‘visions of Australia’.23 Heathcote reviewed a wide

20 Oelschiaeger, The Idea of Wildemess, pp. 97-132.

21 Helen B. Proudfoot, ‘Strange New World’, in Wendy Goldstein (ed.), Australia’s 100 Years of
National Parks, Sydney, National Parks and Wildlife Service, p. 37.

22 jbid.
23 R L. Heathcote, 'The Visions of Australia 1770-1970', in Amos Rapoport (ed.), Australia as
Human Setting, Sydney, Angus and Robertson, 1972, pp. 77-98. See also Kevin Frawley, ‘A
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array of contemporary literary and graphic material and identified the dominant
themes to ascertain how Australians viewed nature from 1770 to 1970. On the basis
of this review he identified five ‘visions’ which describe the ways in which
Australians have responded to the environment. These visions, of course, are
culturally constructed perceptions that evolved through time, sometimes acting in

concert with one another, sometimes operating independently.2*

The scientific vision

The scientific vision, valuing enquiry into nature for its own sake, was part of the
cultural inheritance of Europe. It was manifest even before settlement in Australia
and was marked by an intense curiosity in Australia’s unique flora and fauna. With
the ascendancy of empiricism in science and the rejection of neoclassical
representations of nature, scientific attention also began to be paid to broader
patterns of the environment. Among these were the particular practical problems
that arose from the development of a ‘new’ continent. It was scientific speculation,
for example, that forecast the existence of artesian basins in Central Australia. By
1900, scientific knowledge and research methods were being applied to the natural
resource industries such as forestry and agriculture. Emerging scientific disciplines,
however, were also used to argue for the preservation of natural ecosystems as much

for their own sake as to preserve objects of scientific curiosity.

The Romantic vision

Running parallel to the scientific view of the landscape was the Romantic vision, an
expression of the contemporary European intellectual movement. The Romantic
vision expressed itself firstly as a sympathetic response to the Aborigines as noble
savages, and then in delight at the ‘uncivilised’ nature of the landscape. The major
romantic appeal of the Australian landscape rested on the lack of human intrusion,
as a wilderness apparently untouched by the hands of man. Influenced by the
related concept of the ‘sublime’, with its religious and mystical connotations,?5
there was an attraction to the wild and the untrammeled, especially mountains,
with strong vertical contrast in the landscape. The attraction to these places

stimulated powerful forces arguing for their preservation. By 1900 the Romantic

“Green” Vision: the Evolution of Australian environmentalism’, in Kay Anderson & Fay Gale
(eds.), Inventing Places: Studies in Cultural Geography, Melbourne, Longman Cheshire Pty Ltd,,
1992, pp. 221-224. In 1994 Heathcote extended his analysis through to the 1990s andin so
doing added a sixth ‘vision’ this being the ‘vision of guilt’. This reflects guilt over the virtual
destruction of Aboriginal society since European settlement and guilt over the adverse impact
of settlement on the Australian environment. See R.L. Heathcote, Australia, London,
Longman Scientific and Technical, Second Edition, 1994, pp.267-269.

24 id., ‘'The Visions ot Australia 1770-1970’, p. 84.
25 Cronon, Uncommon Ground, p. 73.
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vision motivated the bushwalking/conservation and later national park and
wilderness preservation movements. This vision has become increasingly important
and influential in modern time, perhaps in response to the increasing urbanisation

of Australia and concerns about human impact on the planet.

The colonial vision

The colonial vision, based on resource exploitation and a strong developmental
ethos, arose within the first couple of decades of European settlement and has been
dominant throughout much of Australian history. It saw the environment as
deficient with its only virtue its ability to be ‘improved’ and ‘developed’. In its early
stage this vision promoted unregulated exploitative pioneering. At a later stage,
exploitation was tempered by the application of the North American ‘wise use’
philosophy with its focus on rational planning and scientific management of
resources. Promoted by a class of professionals keen to assert their role in managing
natural resources, their credo of ‘the greatest good for the greatest number over the
longest time’ gradually came to underpin the management of resources in most
states. The concept of sustainable yield in forestry is a very clear application of the
wise use concept. From the 1960s, the colonial vision has been increasingly
influenced by the ecological (see below) with concepts of sustainable development

being espoused.

The national vision

The nationat vision developed toward the end of the 19th century in the form of a
new confidence and pride in the future and potential of Australia. It drew its
strength from the success of wealth accumulation based on mining, wooland land
settlement and the development of a literary and artistic nationalisn which
emphasised the centrality of the bush in the formation of the character of the
‘typical Australian’. There developed a pride in Australia, a patriotism of
achievement and landscape that fuelled plans to develop the north of Australia and
to turn the waters of the Great Dividing Range inland. The national vision was
linked with postwar reconstruction and the mineral boom of the 1960s. Modern
expressions of this vision have begun to include pride in the natural and cultural

heritage of Australia.

The ecological vision

The ecological vision, one that has enjoyed popular support only since the 1940s,
saw European occupation and use of the Australian continent as problematic. With
links to the scientific, national and romantic visions, it is characterised by its

opposition to the development ethos and its rejection of the domination and
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careless exploitation of nature. Typical concerns have been the recognition of
natural limitations on settlement, such as drought, and the impacts of human
activity upon the Australian environment. Documentation of human impacts and
more realistic appraisals of environmental potential led to the development of this
vision which seeks to protect the unique aspects of the Australian environment,
educate about the value of the natural landscape and develop a pride in our national

heritage.

Our evolving attitudes to the Australian landscape, Heathcote has argued, reflect
elements of all five visions. Changes in Australian attitudes to the land over the last
200 years have demonstrated not the absolute and continued dominance of any one
vision but a complex interplay of facets of many visions. Frawley, who has taken up
Heathcote's work and incorporated it within more complex models, points to the
relative strength of the colonial together with the national vision within Australia
since settlement but notes the increasing challenges from the ecological since the
Second World War.26 He continues by arguing that these visions of environment -
delivered through the balance of power relationships within colonial society - are
reflected in the development of a public policy framework for resource use and
environmental management from the mid 19th century. Legislation within this
framework may be categorised broadly as ‘exploitative’ or ‘protective’ and has its
beginnings in resource legislation passed by newly independent colonial

legislatures.2’

Modern Australian attitudes to nature and the influence of
ecology

In reviewing the expression and interactions of the visions identified by Heathcote
from European settlement into the 1990s, Frawley has suggested that it is possible to
identify three broad eras that mark changing trends in the ways Australians have
regarded the environment since 1788. Throughout the three eras, he argues the
dominant social paradigm has been developmentalist — focused on economic
growth and the instrumental valuation of the environment as ‘resources’, the
development of which formed the basis of economic policy. The first was an era of

exploitative pioneering: a period from the beginning of the 19th to the beginning of

26 Frawley, ‘A “Green” Vision’, pp. 223-224.

27 Kevin Frawley, ‘Evolving visions: environmental management and nature conservation in
Australia’, in Stephen Dovers (ed.), Australian Environmental History: Essays and Cases,
Melbourne, Oxford University Press, 1996, p. 60.
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the 20th century characterised by no or minimum government intervention, or
alternatively, government support for resource development without consideration
of environmental effects. The second era, from ¢.1900-1960s, saw a focus on
national development, but also a concern for the ‘wise use’ of resources. It was a
period of increasing government intervention in environmental management for
both conservation and development purposes and to protect capital investment and
sectoral interests. The third era, from the 1960s, was characterised by the rise of
modern environmentalism during which the development ethos has been
consistently challenged and a wide range of environmental laws passed by state and

federal governments 28

During this third era, the period of central importance to this discussion, the
environment assumed a status unprecedented in public life in Australia.
Environmental concerns were elevated to the political agenda and
environmentalism became embodied within an Australian world view. What
prompted this dramatic shift? The transformation, as Blainey suggests, was triggered
by a wave of social change which swept across Australia during the 1960s that was
international in scope and which reflected a shifting cultural mood evident in
western democracies.2? These broader influences found fertile soil in an Australia
radically reshaped since the Second World War. Sustained economic growth,
boosted by immigration and major postwar reconstruction projects, transformed
Australia from an essentially rural export society into a modern Western industrial
state. It became a more diverse society, more affluent, better educated, less tied
directly to natural-resource-based occupations and more open to the international
flow of ideas.30 Significantly, around 1960, nearly half the total population of

Australia was under 25 years of age.3!

During the 1960s the environmental costs of decades of economic growth and
progress became starkly apparent. Issues such as acid rain, air and water pollution,
the pernicious effects of nuclear radiation and rampant human population growth
confronted people of many Western societies. At the international level, the
ongoing threat of global nuclear war triggered an unease about the direction of

science and technology, which was captured and packaged by influential works such

28 ibid., p. 61.

29Geoffrey Blainey, The Great Seesaw; A New View of the Westerm World, 1750-2000,
Melbourne, Macmillan, 1988, p. 5.

30 Frawley, ‘A “Green” Vision’, p. 226.

31n 1961, 4,683,369 Australians (some 44.5% of the total population) were under 25 years of
age. See Wray Vamplew (ed.), Australia's Historical Statistics, Broadway, Fairfax, Syme and
Weldon Associates, 1987, p. 37.
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as Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring published in 1962.32 A treatise on the unintended
ecological consequences of the use of pesticides, Silent Spring also exposed the
weaknesses of a narrow reductionist science. Erlich’s The Population Bomb and the
Club of Rome’s Limits to Growth, both published in 1972, further heightened
uncertainty and concern.33 For many people, the world faced an impending
ecological crisis,3¢ a view brought dramatically into focus by photographs of the
Earth from space, showing a seemingly vulnerable and fragile planet surrounded by
endless, empty blackness. Within Australia these insecurities about the environment
blended with a raft of other issues, such as involvement in the Vietnam War and
critiques of capitalism, to induce a social ferment which led to an intense
questioning of the values and institutions of Australian society. An active and
radicalised counter-culture emerged seeking alternatives to the political, economic
and scientific models which had seemingly brought the planet and its people to the
brink of disaster. It was in this context that the science of ecology, an otherwise

minor biological discipline, assumed scientific and social prominence.

Ecology as a moral force

Ecology emerged in the late 1800s as a biological science concerned with the study
of the relationships between living organisms and their environments. As a
discipline its early growth took place in Europe where, as Marshall suggests, it was
regarded by ecologists such as Charles Elton as simply the scientific study of natural
history.3 Not long afterward leadership of the discipline passed to the United
States. One of the Key Americans that shaped the development of the science was
botanist Frederic Clements. As described by Willian Cronon,3 Clements conceived
of the biotic association or ‘community’ as the basic unit in the hierarchy of life.
Each community was homogenous throughout its range and, if disturbed, would
recover its original species composition and appearance over time in a process
Clements called ‘succession’. Succession finally leads to a state he called ‘climax’, an

equilibrium between the community and the climate. Clements’s view was that a

32 Rachel Carson, Silent Spring, Harmondsworth (Eng.), Penguin, 1962.

33 paul Erlich, The Population Bomb, London, Pan/Ballantyne, 1972; D.H. Meadows, D.L.
Meadows, J. Randers and W.W. Behrens III, The Limits to Growth: A Report for the Club of
Rome’s Project on the Predicament of Mankind, New York, Universe, 1972.

34The period was marked by a surge of intellectual activity predicting impending disaster and
urgingradical change. Typical of the genre is Glen A. Love and Rhoda M. Love, Ecological
Crisis: Readings for Survival, New York, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1970.

35 peter Marshall, Nature’s Web: Rethinking Our Place on1 Earth, New York, M.E. Sharpe, 1996, p.
337.

36 william Cronon, Changes in the Land: Coloniss and the Ecology of New England, New York,
Hill and Wang, 1983, pp. 10-12.
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single climatic region had only a single possible climax - all successions, given
enough time, should ultimately lead to the same end point. Clements asserted that
each climax plant community could be likened to an organism which had its own
life cycle with the climax community being the adult form.3” The Clementsian

landscape was fundamentally one of the balance of nature. [t is, as Barbour notes:

‘a steady-state condition maintained so long as every species remains in place.
Everything is cooperatively and interdependently linked; if one element is
disturbed, the whole will be changed. When the landscape is stressed or
disturbed, and then released from stress, we can predict the route and rate of

recovery (the process of succession) back to the pre-disturbance landscape’.38

Clementsian theories shaped the discipline of ecology for decades. With its
emphasis on equilibrium, stability and climax, however, it also had an important
implication in relation to the human/nature relationship. Any difference between
an actual community and its theoretical climax state was attributed to disturbance.
Often the source of disturbance was human, implying that humanity was somehow
outside of nature. As Worster observes, Clementsian ecology looked to primitive
nature as a pure state against which the degeneration wrought by civilisation could
be unfavourably contrasted. In doing so it actively segregated modern humans from
nature.3? While the Clementsian position came under fire during the 1950s by
competing theories advanced by ecologists such as Henry Gleason,%0 it has
continued to influence the theory and practice of ecology. Writing in 1985, for
example, James Karr and Kathryn Freemark4! complained that many scientists
assume that ‘homogeneous ecosystems are a reality’ and that ‘historically, ecologists
have been slow to recognise the importance of disturbances and the heterogeneity
they generate’. The reason for this continued support has to do with cultural
assumptions rooted in the past: ‘The majority of both theoretical and empirical

work’, they argue, ‘has been dominated by an equilibrium perspective.’42

Tothose of the 1960s counterculture, ecology offered moral and political insight as

well as scientific application. It became a broader study of humankind’s place within

37ibid,, p. 10.
38 Michael G. Barbour, ‘Ecological Fragmentation in the Fifties’, in Cronon (ed.), Uncommon
Greund, pp. 233-256.

39 Donald Worster, Nature’s Economy: the Roots of Ecology, San Francisco, Sierra Club Books,
1977, p. 240.

40Barbour, ‘Ecological Fragmentation in the Fifties’, p. 236.

41 quoted in Donald Worster, 'Nature and the Disorder of History', in Michael Soulé and
Garry Lease (eds), Reinventing Nature: Res ponses to Post-Modem Deconstruction, Washington,
Island Press, 1995, p. 73.

42 bid.
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nature as well as an enquiry into the interrelationships of all life and the
environment. With its focus on self-regulating ecosystems and ‘the balance of
nature’, the human species was perceived as simply one of many species and
frequently as one whose activities led to the destruction or disturbance of others.
Importantly, ecology suggested that while human beings may posses unique powers
of reason and speech, humans had no special rights. Ecology, therefore, became an
important moral code. It not only explained the world as it was but suggested how it

ought to be. As a Greenpeace flier of the late 1970s explained:

‘Ecology has taught us that the entire world is part of our “body” and that we
must learn to respect it as much as we respect ourselves. As we [ove ourselves,
we must also love all forms of life in the planetary system - the whales, the
seals, the forests and the seas. The tremendous beauty of ecological thought is
that it shows us a pathway back to an understanding of the natural world - an
understanding that is imperative if we are to avoid a total collapse of the

global ecosystem.’ 43

Through ecology people grew to understand that humans were part of a larger
community of life, dependent for their survival on the survival of the ecosystem and
on the health of the total environment. The message was that humans had to
respect the environment and take better care of it. For some, however, ecology
prompted a more radical re-evaluation of the relationship between humans and the
environment. It suggested that the main reason the earth faced ecological crisis was
because the dominant models of science and society placed humans external to
nature and regarded nature simply as an object to be manipulated to serve human

ends. As Greenpeace again argued:

‘So let us work together to put an end to the destruction of the earth by the
forces of human greed and ignorance. Through an understanding of the
principles of ecology we must find new directions for the evolution of human
values and human institutions. Short-term economics must be replaced with
actions based on the need for conservation and preservation of the entire

global ecosystem.’4¢

It was this conviction that galvanised a search for a new ecological ethic that might

harmonise human relationships with nature.

43 Greenpeace, ‘Declaration of Interdependence’ reproduced in Tasmanian Wilderness
Society, Journal of the Tasmanian Wilderness Society, No. S, 1977, p. 17.

44bid.
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Anthropocentrism and ecocentrism

For those inspired by what Hay calls ‘the ecological impulse’,%> the central problem
was that existing anthropocentric theories of value which governed human
responsibilities to nature were clearly deficient. None provided an in-principle
support of nature. Fox described three such categories of anthropocentric
expression: unrestrained exploitation and expansionism, resource conservation and

development, and resource preservation.46

The first of these, ‘unrestrained exploitation and expansionism’, considers the non-
human world to be valuable only to the extent that it can be physically transformed
into things of economic value to humans. It accepts no restraint on the exploitation
of the environment, relying on the ‘myth of superabundance’. Its also accepts no
responsibility for the interests of future generations of humans, believing that future
questions of resource availability and environmental degradation will be resolved
through technological innovation. This position, Hay remarks, is one which has
dominated modern Western history until recent times*’ and, from the point of view

of the new ecologists, was totally unsuitable as a basis for a new ethic.

‘Resource conservation and development’, on the other hand, while still concerned
with the transformation of resources into items of economic value to humans,
recognises that there are, at least, limits to material growth. It accepts a
responsibility for future generations of humans, which it delivers through the
concept of maximum sustainable yield. While this approach may result in a lower
level of exploitation, exploitation however still takes place and, indeed, not to
exploit a resource (such as not harnessing a river for the production of irrigation or
the generation of electricity) would be regarded as inefficiency and waste. This view,
fast supplanting unrestrained exploitation and expansionism as the orthodoxy of
late-capitalist modernity,*8 was regarded as similarly unsuitable as a base for a new

set of values.

45 peter Hay, Main Currents in Western Environmental Thought, Sydney, University of New
South Wales Press, 2002, p.4.

46 Warwick Fox, ‘New Philosophical Directions in Environmental Decision Making’, in Peter
Hayand Robyn Eckersley (eds), Ecopolitical Theory: Essays From Australia, Occasional Paper 24,
Centre for Environmental Studies, University of Tasmania, Hobart, Board of Environmental
Studies, University of Tasmania, 1992, pp. 2-7.

47 Hay, Main Currents, p.32.
48 ibid,, p.33.
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The third approach, the ‘resource preservation’ perspective, differs from the resource
conservation and development view in that it accepts that benefit can flow to
humans through a conscious decision not to develop or exploit the non-human
world. Whereas the other two approaches stress the necessary physical
transformation of the natural world to obtain economic benefit, this approach
recognises that other types of benefit to humans can be realised without
transformation. Fox, drawing on his own work, plus that of William Godfrey-Smith
and George Sessions, identifies nine general arguments for the preservation of the
non-human world consistent with this approach.4? The life support argument
emphasises the physical nourishment value of the non-human world to humans;
the early warning system argument, the laboratory argument and the silo argument
emphasise the informational value of the non-human world; the gymnasium, the
art gallery and the cathedral arguments stress the experiential value; the monument
argument emphasises the symbolic instructional value; and the psychogenetic
argument emphasises the pyschological nourishment value of the non-human
world. These arguments, singly and in combination, have traditionally been used to
support the creation of the world’s national parks and protected areas and
wilderness reserves.50 While the most overtly environmentalist of the three
approaches, the resource preservation perspective nonethelessshares with the other
two approaches the fact that the non-human world is valued only because of its
value to humans, its so-called ‘instrumental value’. For this reason it, too, was

unacceptable.

It was the failure of these theories of value to provide an in-principle defence of the
non-human world independent of its value to humans that led philosophers to
search for a new ecocentric set of philosophies.>! Its development was a product
primarily of the 1970s, embodying varied contributions from a diverse range of
philosophers such as Arne Naess, Richard Routley (Sylvan), John Passmore, Holmes
Rolston 111, William Godfrey-Smith, J. Baird Callicott and Peter Singer.52 As a project
it wasinherentlyradical. As Fox has written, ‘for virtually the entire duration of

Western intellectual history, ethical discussion has not had any direct concern with

49 Fox, ‘New Philosophical Directions’, pp. 5-6.

S0Even those people who reject anthropocentric values may use these arguments for the
pragmatic reason that these are the values that decision-makers are more likely to support. See
Andrew Dobson, Green Political Thought, London, Unwin Hyman, 1990, p. 20. Also Hay, ‘The
Contemporary Environment Movement as Neo-Romanticism: A Re-Appraisal from Tasmania’,
pp- 44-4S.

51 Hay, Main Currents, ibid., p. 28.

52 For a detailed analysis of the contributions of these and other philosophers to ecocentric
theught see Hay, Main Currents, pp. 26-71.
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moral obligations that humans might be thought of as having toward the

nonhuman world’.S3

In seeking to create non-anthropocentric or ecocentric notions of value,
philosophers identified a number of different bases from which an ecocentric ethic
might be developed. Fox has classified these positions into two broad classes — one
based on intrinsic value and the other on deep ecology. In relation to the former he
distinguishes three grounds upon which an intrinsic value claim is usually made:
sentience; having cell-based life; and autopoiesis.54The sentience claim, the first of
these, holds that if an entity is sentient, that is to say that it has a capacity to feel
sensations, then it may be said to have an interest that ‘ought to be taken into
account’ if actions are planned which may impact on it irrespective of the species to
which it belongs.5> The second criterion — of having cell-based life — extends an
interest beyond sentient entities to all living things. In explaining this position Fox
proposes that ‘interests are interests ... irrespective of whether or not the bearer of
these interests may be said to be aware of them'. This being the case, ‘all biological
organisms ... are actively concerned with seeking some states of affairs rather than
others regardless of whether or not they are sentient’.5¢ The third basis for affording
intrinsic value is autopoiesis. Autopoiesis, literally meaning ‘self-renewal’ emerged as
a way of formally defining the phenomenon of life by drawing attention to the fact
that ‘the essential feature of living systems is that they continuously strive to
produce and sustain their own organisational activity and structure’.5’ The benefit
of accepting this definition, according to Fox, is two-fold. Firstly, a capacity for self-
regeneration constitutes an end in itself and in this sense, as opposed to a process
that is merely a means to an end, has intrinsic value and is therefore deserving of
moral consideration. Secondly, an autopoietic definition of intrinsic value extends
consideration of value from individual components of biological life to ‘all process-
structures that continually strive to regenerate their own organisational activity and
structure’.>8 This means, as Fox explains, that this criterion includes ‘not only
individual plants and animals but also species (or at least gene pools), ecosystems,
and the ecosphere (‘Gaia’) considered as entities in their own right’.59 On this basis

Fox declares the criterion of autopoiesis ‘the most ecocentric of the three criteria of

53 Quoted in ibid., p. 29.

54 Fox, ‘New Philosophical Directions ...", pp. 8~11.
5Sibid., p. 8.

56ibid., p. 9.

57 ibid., p. 10.

58 ibid., p. 11.

59 ibid.
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intrinsic value’ and recognises Leopold’s ‘land ethic’ as an early, if only intuitive,

statement of this approach.60

Fox then moves from intrinsic value statements of ecocentric philosophy to his
second classification of non-anthropocentric thought, a classification with only one
member, ‘deep ecology’. The difference between intrinsic value theory and deep
ecology, he argues, is fundamental. The whole point of arguing for the intrinsic
value of a given entity is to attempt to give it moral standing. If the argument is
successful it would lead to people acting in an ethical way toward that entity.
Arguments for intrinsic value, therefore, necessarily imply certain codes of conduct
on the part of humans to the natural world. Deep ecologists explicitly reject this
approach, seeking instead to create a cosmological identification with the non-
human world in which moral sanction is unnecessary. As Arne Naess, a founding

proponent of deep ecology, explains:

‘Care flows naturally if the “self” is widened and deepened so that protection
of free Nature is felt and conceived as protection of ourselves ... just as we do
not need morals to make us breathe ... [so] if your “self” in the wide sense

embraces another being, you need no moral exhortation to show care ... you

care for yourself without feeling any moral pressure to do it.’6!

The logical conclusion of seeking a cosmologically-based sense of commonality with
all life is granting to all entities (including humans) the freedom to develop and

express themselves in their own ways.

On these bases and notwithstanding the vigorous debate attendant upon
formulations of ecocentrism, ecocentrists argue that because natural systems are the
basis of organic existence (that is, they have ‘life’) they possess intrinsic value
independent of their instrumental value to humans. In this context humans are
simply one element within natural systems rather than occupying a pre-eminent
position within it. Furthermore, humans have a number of obligations to the
natural world, namely that of preserving such intrinsic values such as diversity,
stability and beauty.62 As Aldo Leopold, a man who predated the development of
ecocentrism but intuitively foreshadowed a number of its precepts, explained: ‘a
thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the

biotic community; it is wrong when it tends otherwise’.63

60ibid.
61 4, Naess, quoted in Fox, ibid., p. 12.

62Oelschlaeger provides a similar summary of ecocentric beliefs. See Oelschlaeger, T he Idea of
Wilderness, p. 294.

63 Aldo Leopold, A Sand County Almanac, New York, Oxford University Press, 1949, p. 240.
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Ecology and wilderness

The influence of ecological ideas of nature has been particularly strong in Australia
for a number of reasons. Ecology as a science arrived in Australia, initially as the
study of plant communities, in the early years of the 20th century. [t was heavily
supported from the 1920s by the agricultural industries keen to understand the
population dynamics of various insects that were causing crop and fruit losses.64 It
first came to popular notice in Australia through nature study in the 1940s and was
most often associated with concepts such as ‘the web of life’. It was nurtured in a
strongly utilitarian, as opposed to an intellectual, context through its solid and
continuing links with natural resource management agencies at state and fe‘deral
level. The prominence of some of this work, particularly by agencies such as the
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation, gave ecology a high

profile and ecologists the role of trusted advisor.55

By the 1960s the principles of ecology were informing social and political debate as
much as they were guiding scientific research. Integrated within the world view and
aspirations of the environmental movement, ecological perspectives played
increasingly dominant roles in the series of environmental disputes that punctuated
Australian political life from the 1960s to the 1990s — disputes concerning the
protection from exploitation of the Little Desert, Fraser Island, the Great Barrier
Reef, Lake Pedder, the Daintree and the Franklin River. These political struggles
placed environmental concerns firmly on the national political agenda and elevated
them to a status never previously attained in Australia. The campaign to prevent the
damming of the Franklin River, for example, influenced the outcome of the 1983
federal election and led to a significant reshaping of the national constitutional
framework by endorsing the right of the Commonwealth to override the states on

environmental issues.66

The growing status of ecology began to influence bureaucratic rationales for the
protection of nature. Anthropocentric motivations for conservation were rejected in

favour of new concepts such as protection of gene pools and intrinsic rights, the

64 Mulligan and Hill, Ecological Pioneers, p. 164
65 See, for example, Libby Robin, ‘Radical Ecology and Conservation Science: an Australian
Perspective’, Environment and History, Vol. 4, No. 2, 1998, pp. 191-208.

66 See Phillip Toyne, The Reluctant Nation: Environment, Law and Politics in Australia, Sydney,
ABC Books, 1994; and C.M. Hall, From Wasteland to World Heritage: Preserving Australia's
Wilderness, Melbourne, Melbourne University Press, 1992 for environmentalist accounts of
these disputes and discussion of some of their outcomes.
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integrity of ecosystems and the preservation of biological diversity. In New South

Wales, for example, rationales for national park establishment based on local natural

history and scenery and the promotion of tourism gave way in the late 1960s and

early 1970s to a program based on representative ecosystems and wilderness

reserves.57 In 1981 in Victoria, historian Jim Davidson is said to have described, ‘the

almost philatelic concern of the National Parks Service to complete its set of parks

drawn from the 62 major habitat types to be found in the State’.68

Ecology also had a powerful effect on the valuation of wilderness. Whereas

conservationists had previously argued for the protection of wilderness or ‘primitive

areas’ on the basis of its value to humans (principally as a ‘gymnasium’ and as a
‘cathedral’), the ecological revolution that took place in the 1970s placed an

emphasis on non-human values. Ecology also gave wilderness a new status.

Wilderness became a vitally important symbol of ecological and social health. It was

a pristine ecosystem free from human influence where non-human species and

communities could evolve without disturbance. It was thus the baseline from which

to measure corruption. But not only was there a change in valuation during the
1970s, there was also a new urgency based on the range of assessments that took
place around this time revealing that Australia’s stock of wilderness was relatively
small and rapidly disappearing.®? Highly valued and vulnerable, the protection of
wilderness, long an important theme in Australian conservation, thus became the
dominant concern of the Australian environmental movement. This conflation of
wilderness protection with environmental protection set the Australian movement
apart from other environmental movements around the world, for whom issues of

consumption, peace and nuclear proliferation were defining issues.”?

Inherent within this new valuation of wilderness was an element of misanthropism.

Claims of misanthropism have frequently been leveled at the ecological project,
deriving from views that intervention in nature should be guided primarily by the

need to preserve biotic integrity rather than by the needs of humans. The cost of

67 ] F. Whitehouse, ‘Conserving What? - The basis for nature conservationreserves in New
South Wales 1967-1989’, Australian Zoologist, Vol. 26, No. 1, 1990, pp. 11-21.

68 quoted in Griffiths, Hunters and Collectors, pp. 258-259.

69 See, forexample, P. Helman, A. Jones, ]J. Pigram and ]. Smith, Wildemess in Australia:
Eastem New South Wales and South-eastern Queensland, Armidale, University of New England,
1976.

70 wilderness-oriented perspectives also exist in the United States, New Zealand and
Scandinavia - countries which Doyle asserts, ‘are wealthy enough to be able to afford to
define the “environment” symbol in this way’. See Timoth Doyle, Green Power: The
Environment Movement in Australia, Sydney, University of New South Wales Press, 2000, p.
118. See also Ramachandra Guha, ‘Radical American Environmentalism and Wilderness
Preservation: a Third World Critique’, Environmental Ethics, Vol. 11, 1987.
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repairing environmental abuse, environmentalists argue, was inevitably the loss of
human liberty. Thus prominent eco-philosopher ]J. Baird Callicott has suggested that
bacteria and plankton carry more ethical weight than human beings because of their
importance to the well-being of the ecosphere, and influential poet Gary Snyder has
argued for a 90% reduction in human populations to allow a restoration of pristine
ecosystems.’! In the ecological discourse of the time, there was little, if any, place in
wilderness for humans. Wilderness was defined in terms of the absence of human
influence. The Victorian National Parks Association, for example, defined wilderness
as ‘extensive natural areas that are essentially unaltered by people and in which
permanent structures are absent’ 72 while the New South Wales Wilderness Act 1987
similarly regards the essential quality of wilderness as land that ‘is substantially
unmodified by humans and their works’.”3 Once defined, the first priority of
wilderness management was the active and deliberate removal of human use and
artefacts. This was clearly understood by Geoff Mosely, Director of the Australian
Conservation Foundation, in an address to the First National Wilderness Conference
in 1977. Managing a wilderness, he argued, involved ‘protecting the area against the
influence of man and ... removing the past influence of man’.’¢ This notion of
removal became accepted as a defining feature of wilderness management. The
removal of artefacts such as roads, tracks, signposts, huts and other buildings was
listed, for example, as a key principle of wilderness management in a discussion
paper produced for the Australian Heritage Commission in 1992 entitled Wildemess
in Australia.”> Even the heavily modulated and filtered statements of the Australian

Council of Nature Conservation Ministers intoned the mantra of removal. ‘Any

71 Marshall, Nature’s Web, p. 357, Guha, ‘Radical American Environmentalism and Wilderness
Preservation’, p. 73. The question of misanthropism, often in connection with popular
interpretations of deep ecology, appears in a number of modern reviews of environmental
thought. Hay, in his Main Currents of Western Environmental Thought, for example, lists
‘misanthropy’ in the index of his book, an entry - as it turns out — with multiple references.
See p. 396.

72 Margaret Robertson, Kevin Vang and A.]. Brown, Wildemess in Australia, I1ssues and O ptions.
A Discussion Paper, Canberra, Australian Heritage Commission, 1992, p. 24.

73 ibid. Such definitions, of course, immediately put environmentalists on a collision course
with Aboriginal groups. In claiming the continent, Europeans inherited a landscape that was
notonly shaped by Aboriginal fire but was the locus of an omnipresent Aboriginal
cosmology. This conflict and the subsequent process of accommodation between Aboriginals
and environmentalists is well described in Griffiths, Hunters and Collectors, pp. 263-268. In the
1990s, in consequence, wilderness began to be increasingly defined in terms of remoteness
from ‘evidence of colonial and technological society’.

4]G. Moseley, ‘History of the Wilderness Reserve Idea in Australia’, in J.G. Moseley (ed.),
Australia’s Wildemess: Conservation Progress and Plans, Proceedings of the First National
Wildemess Conference, Australian Academy of Science, Canberra, 21-23 October, 1977,
Melbourne, Australian Conservation Foundation, 1978, p. 53.

75 Robertson, Vang and Brown, Wildemess in Australia, p. 8S.
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structures or developments not absolutely essential for purposes of management’,
the Council insisted, ‘should be removed except where they are of historical or

anthropological value’.76

In this way, ecologically informed conceptions of wilderness embody an explicit
misanthropism. They give ideological support to the active removal of human
artefacts both as an ethical act and as a way of restoring the assumed pristine nature
of the environment. In so doing it sets up what Candace Slater has called an Edenic
narrative.”7 This is a narrative where an original pristine nature has been lost or
degraded through some culpable human act, and where the act of restoring fallen
Nature to its former glory becomes a moral imperative. Restoration, in this case the
removal of human artefacts in wild places, therefore becomes the ethical action of a
moral person. It was in this context that restoration became a core feature of an
ecological discourse applied broadly to natural landscapes, particularly in the
1980s.78 The New South Wales Wilderness Act 1987, already discussed, for example,
defined wilderness not only as land that was substantially unmodified by humans
and their works but as land ‘capable of being restored to that state [my emphasis]’.”?
Thus misanthropism became a policy of the state not only in relation to
acknowledged wilderness areas but also, by extension, to other areas that might be

re-created as wilderness.

In this review of the development of an Australian environmental consciousness, it
is thus clear that ecological considerations did, indeed, come to underlie
appreciations of the environment in Australia from the 1960s. These considerations,
which gave ethical value to wild nature, cast humans in the role of environmental
wreckers thereby maintaining and even exacerbating an existing long standing
conceptual separation of humans from the environment. With a diminishing

wilderness base assuming new importance as a place free of corruption and with

76 Council of Nature Conservation Ministers (CONCOM), Identification and Management of
Wildemess Areas in Australia: A Report by the CONCOM Working Group on Management of
National Parks, Canberra, 1985, p. 6.

77 Candace Slater, ‘Amazonia as Edenic Narrative’, in Cronon, Uncommon Ground, pp.
114-131.

781n considering the American context Guha sees the emphasis on restoration of degraded
areas to a more pristine condition as deriving from deep ecology. See Guha,’Radical American
Environmentalism and Wilderness Preservation’, p. 73.

79 Robertson, Vang and Brown, Wildemess in Australia., p. 24. Definitions accepted by a
number of other bodies similarly accept the restoration concept. The Wilderness Society and
the Conservation Council of Western Australia, for example, both define wilderness as ‘a large
tract of land remote at its core from access and settlement and substantially unmodified by
modern technological society or capable of being restored to that state, and of sufficient size
to make practicable the long-term protection of its natural systems’, ibid., p. 24.
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rights of its own to evolve free of human disturbance, pressure mounted to remove
the visible remains of European activity in areas assessed as wilderness or those

capable of becoming so.

But what was the position of the nation’s national park managers in relation to the
ecological revolution? While certainly responsible in Australia for the management
of much of our wild country, why should they, as Griffiths has suggested, take a
prominent role in the modern wilderness movement?0 The answer, it is suggested,
lies in the Australian adoption of the American ‘Yellowstone model’ of national

parks.

Australian national parks — an American legacy

The first Australian national park was created at Port Hacking in New South Wales in
1879, some seven years after the term ‘national park’ was applied in the creation of
the Yellowstone National Park in the United States in 1872. By 1915 every
Australian state had a national park, but the parks bore little resemblance to those
being created in the United States. The American parks were large wilderness
reserves protected under legislation by the federal government. They truly were
‘national’ parks. The Australian parks, on the other hand, were established by the
states and were developed principally for recreation. They tended to be small in area
and most had previously been subject to alternate land uses, sometimes of a highly
exploitative Kind. Their status was also legally insecure in the sense that they could
be revoked or be subject to potentially damaging processes such as mining or

forestry.8! In short, any similarity between the two systems was in name only.

From the period of the First World War to the 1950s, Australian national parks grew
in number as opportunities presented themselves, often at the urging of prominent
individuals or organisations. Myles Dunphy and Marie Byles, for example, played
keyroles in establishing national parks in New South Wales, as did Romeo Lahey in
Queensland. Bushwalking clubs also played key roles. It was the Hobart Walking
Club that led the charge that resulted in the creation of the Lake Pedder National
Park in the 1950s.82 In all parks during this period there was a gradual shift in stated

80 Griffiths, Hunters and Collectors, p. 257.

81 Alan Black and Roland Breckwoldt, ‘Evolution of Systems of National Park Policy-making
in Australia,’ in David Mercer (ed.), Leisure and Recreation in Australia, Malvern, Vic., Sorrett
Publishing, 1977, p. 192.

82 Drew Hutton and Libby Connors, A History of the Australian Conservation Movement,
Melbourne, Cambridge University Press, 1999, pp. 61-77.
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policy from a general recreational emphasis to one in which greater recognition was
given to the scientific importance and conservation function of national parks.
There was also a trend away from the delegated management of parks, often by
community-based trustee groups, toward a form of centralised control. In the two
decades after the Second World War, calls for the legislative coordination and
management of national parks increased in tempo. In the 1950s and 1960s, for
example, a number of approaches were initiated in Victoria and New South Wales

seeking the establishment of statutory boards to manage national parks.®3

In this postwar period, at a time when state governments in Australia were searching
for integrated models around which they might organise and manage the
conservation of their national park assets, important international initiatives were
taking place. Motivated by the same sense of environmental concern that worried
many Western societies, the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organisation (UNESCO) began promoting global conservation programs in the
1950s and 1960s. Central to its strategy was the promotion of national parks as the
primary vehicle of nature conservation. In 1959, for example, it charged the
International Union for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN)
with the task of maintaining an up-to-date list of the world’s national parks and
equivalent areas as a means of promoting their adoption as a contribution ‘to the
inspiration, culture and welfare of mankind’.3¢ As part of this initiative to
‘internationalise’ national parks, IUCN produced the first edition of the United
Nations List of National Parks and Equivalent Reserves in 1961 which ‘established the
principle that parks were a national effort of full international concern’.8S It also
sponsored the 1962 First World Congress on National Parks ‘which summarised
current knowledge and provided the foundation for greatly expanded development

of national parks in the ensuing years’.86

An issue of central importance to [IUCN, given its international role in promoting
national parks, was how they might be formally defined. In searching for a
definition IUCN looked to the United States of America, which had an international

reputation as one of the world’s foremost protectors of wildlife and had perhaps the

83 Black and Breckwoldt, ‘Evolution of Systems of National Park Policy-making in Australia,’
pp- 193-194.

84 Everhart, The National Park Service, p. 162.

85Jeffrey McNeely, ‘Introduction: Protected Areas are Adapting to New Realities’, in Jeffrey
McNeely and Kenton R. Miller (eds), National Parks, Conservation , and Development: The Role of
Protected Areas in Sustaining Society. Proceedings of the World Congress on National Parks, Bali,
Indonesia, 11-22 October, 1982, Washington, D.C., Smithsonian Institution Press, 1984, p. 3.

86 ibid.
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world’s most famous system of national parks.87 What was significant about the
American national parks, however, was that they were large uninhabited wilderness
parks, having been, in many cases, subject to policies of depopulation of their native
American inhabitants.88 This conflation of wilderness with national parks was, as
Stevens has noted, one part of that broader celebration of wild nature in the United
Statesduring the late 19th and early 20th centuries that Roderick Nash in Wilderness
and the American Mind has called a ‘wilderness cult’.39 The convergence of a number
of factors, which included the disappearance of the frontier, the emergence of an
interest in wilderness recreation and the linking of the frontier by historians such as
Frederick J. Turner with an emerging American character, resulted in wilderness

national parks beginning to be seen as reservoirs of national culture.

In a recent publication reviewing the establishment and early management of a
number of these American national parks, Jacoby has identified a number of
assumptions or myths attendant upon their creation.?0 The first was the belief that
prior to the advent of conservation, rural Americans acted without principle in
relation to the natural world. This was part of the movement’s ‘degradation
discourse’ which held that local people were uncaring and inherently destructive of
the natural world.?! The second myth was that conservation acted upon ‘a pure,
self-regulating nature, one that existed wholly apart from human institutions’.?2
Because nature existed independently of humans, free of any system of customary
rights, the state was free to exercise control over extensive tracts of land. The third
myth, which Jacoby has associated with the conservation movement, concerned the

national park landscapes the movement created. Drawing on a vocabulary of

87 Nash, Wilderness and the American Mind, pp. 342-378.

88 Ahwahneechee Indians, for example, were removed from Yosemite National Park and
Bannock and Shoshone Indians prevented from entering Yellowstone National Park. Schama,
Landscape and Memory, p. 7; Stan Stevens, ‘Inhabited National Parks: Indigenous Peoples in
Protected Landscapes’, East Kimberley Working Paper No. 10, a joint project of the Centre for
Resource and Environmental Studies, Australian National University, the Australian Institute
of Aboriginal Studies, the Anthropology Department, University of Western Australia, the
Academy of the Social Sciences in Australia, 1986, p. 7. For a detailed treatment of this issue
see Mark Spence, Disposessing the Wildemess: T he Preservationist Ideal, Indian Removal, and
National Parks, New York, Oxford University Press, 1999.

89 Stevens, ‘Inhabited National Parks ..., pp. 4-6.
90 Jacoby, Crimes Against Nature, pp. 193-198.

91 Jacoby traces the origin of the degradation discourse to George Perkins Marsh’s influential
Man and Nature. The discourse’s essential ingredients, Jacoby posits, ‘were a natural world that
was stable, predictable and manageable; a rural population engaged in “unwise”
environmental practices that would have potentially catastrophic ecological consequences if
left unchecked; and an interventionist state armed with technical and administrative

_ expertise’, ibid,, p. 1S.

92 ibid,, p. 195.
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protection and preservation, ‘conservationists consistently portrayed the areas
affected by their policies as uniquely natural places’. In its most extreme form,
Jacoby notes, ‘this vision expressed itself through the trope of wilderness —
primordial, undisturbed nature’.?3 The final myth, drawing on the degradation
discourse, has been the need to use science and the power of the state to protect

nature from the indifference of rural people.?*

These assumptions have powerfully influenced what has become known in the 20th
century as the United States ‘Yellowstone’ model of national parks.?> This model, as
Hales has noted, possessed a number of key features.? The first was the preservation
of scenic beauty and the protection of natural wonders so that they could be
enjoyed by people. The second was the notion of ‘setting aside’ special places from
the ravages of everyday use. Parks were to be sanctuaries for the human spirit, places
of inspiration separate from the commercial realities of the outside world. The third
element of the heritage was an emphasis on providing for the visitor. Parks were to
provide convenient recreational access to nature. They were not to be places where
people lived and worked. The final element was the perception that the protection
of natural treasures was not only an appropriate but a necessary governmental role
to be energetically pursued by the highest national authority. The American
experience, explains Hales, ‘was formed of the frustration resulting from the
inability of state and local governments to protect resources from degradation. Local

interests were seen as competitors and adversaries’.9’

In the 1960s, IUCN began the development of a single permanent, worldwide
definition of a national park, drawing heavily on the American experience. At the
10th General Assembly of [UCN, held in New Delhi in 1969, for example, the

following definition was proposed:

‘A relatively large area (1) where one or several ecosystems are not materially
altered by human exploitation and occupation; where plant and animal
species, geomorphological sites and habitats are of special scientific, educative
and recreative interest, or which contains a natural landscape of great beauty
and (2) where the highest competent authority of the country has taken steps

to prevent or eliminate as soon as possible exploitation or occupation in the

93 ibid., p. 197.

94 ibid., p. 198.

95 The term ‘Yellowstone’ to describe the United States National Parks model is widely used.
See, for example, Stevens, ‘Inhabited National Parks’.

96 David Hales, ‘Changing Concepts of National Parks’, in David Western and Mary C. Pearl
. (eds), Conservation for the Twenty-first Century, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1989.

97 ibid., p.140.
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whole area and to enforce effectively the respect of ecological,
geomorphological or aesthetic features which have led to its establishment
and (3) where visitors are allowed to enter, under special conditions, for

inspirational, educative, cultural and recreative purposes.’”®

[t was significant that when the world conservation community gathered at
Yellowstone in 1972 for the Second World Congress on National Parks on the
centenary of the founding of Yellowstone National Park, it endorsed the New Delhi
definition — a definition so much derived from the North American parks
experience. Indeed, as Nash records, speaker after speaker rose to credit the United

States for having invented the national park.”?

There was significant Australian interest in these international developments. A
member of the New South Wales parliament, Tom Lewis, had been to the United
States and had made himself familiar with the work of the United States National
Parks Service. In 1960 he unsuccessfully moved that a similar organisation be
created in New South Wales. Two years later New South Wales sent a representative
from the Lands Department to the First World Conference on National Parks in
Seattle. The delegate was one of five from Australia. In 1966 the Kosciusko State Park
Trust in New South Wales sent its superintendent, Neville Gare, to the United States
for a six-month study tour of the American national park system.!®®[n 1965 Tom
Lewis became Minister for Lands and in 1967 succeeded in having legislation passed
to establish a National Parks and Wildlife Service under his control. The structure
and function of the organisation that was created was almost a direct copy of the
United States model even down to the naming of organisational divisions and job
titles.101 Symbolically, the first director was imported from the United States. As the
official history of the Service explains: ‘because of the experience of the United

States in national parks administration and management, Mr. Lewis arranged for the

98 Quoted in Stephan Amend and Thora Amend, ‘Inhabitants in national parks — an
unsolvable contradiction’, in Amend and Amend (eds), National Parks Without People? The
South American experience, Quito, Ecuador, [UCN/Parques Nacionales y Conservacion
Ambiental, 1995, p. 452.

99 Nash, Wildemess and the American Mind, p. 376. Self congratulation was not uncommon. [n
the 1980s Mardy Murie, a noted American conservationist and writer, thought it ‘was the
beginning of an idea for the whole world and [ wonder if it is not the best idea the USA ever
gave the world'. Everhart, The National Park Service, p. 157.

180 Neville Gare, ‘The Origins of the Kosciusko Huts Association’, Kosciusko Huts Association
Newsletter, No. 73, 1991, p. 19. Gare played an influential role not just in relation to
Kosciusko National Park but also in his later roles as Director of the Australian and then the
South Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service.

101 Bjack and Breckwoldt, ‘Evolution of Systems of National Park Policy-making in Australia’,
p. 194.
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secondment to New South Wales of Mr. S.P. Weems, a senior official in the United

States National Parks Service for a two-year period.’102

Soon after, other states began developing their own national parks legislation. In
1970 the Tasmanian parliament approved a National Parks and Wildlife Act modeled
closely on the New South Wales Act. In 1972 South Australia adopted a system
based on those in New South Wales and Tasmania. There were also continuing
American influences not only from the predominantly American literature on park
management and planning, but also from study tours by various Australian
representatives, and the attendance of a number of Australians at American ranger
training programs. Relationships were undoubtedly long lasting. ‘The [US] Parks
Service’, as long-time member William Everhart reminisced, ‘comes closer to being a
tribal clan than a government agency’.103 The same applied in Australia where, as
Black and Breckwoldt point out, the transfer of information and attitudes from one
state to another has been reinforced by annual ministerial meetings from 1967, the
exchange of publications and information between departments and, in some cases,
the recruitment of professional staff from interstate, especially from New South
Wales.104 With American influence so strong it is not surprising that Australian
national park managers also defined their national parks as large uninhabited
wilderness areas set aside for public inspiration and enjoyment. In New South Wales
in 1984, for example, national parks were defined as ‘relatively large areas set aside
for their features of predominantly unspoiled natural landscape, flora and fauna,
permanently dedicated for public enjoyment, education and inspiration, and
protected from all interference other than essential management practices, so that
their natural attributes are preserved’.195 [n 1972, as a measure of a growing interest
in the model, 10 Australians attended the centennial World National Park Congress

held at Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks.

The American legacy, however, went much deeper than the adoption of a land use
model and a management structure. As has already been suggested in reference to
the work of Jacoby,1% it also involved the incorporation of a particular
philosophical position. American national park management, as Hamilton-Smith

argues, is based on a positivist Cartesian ontology which regards the world as

102 Goldstein, Australia’s 100 Years of National Parks, p. 95.
103 Everhart, The National Park Service, p. 2.

104 gjack and Breckwoldt, ‘Evolution of Systems of National Park Policy-making in Australia’,
p. 195.

105 J.L. Wilson, (ed.), Nature Conservation Reserves in Australia (1984), Australian National Parks
and Wildlife Service Occasional Paper No. 10, Canberra, Australian National Parks and
. Wildlife Service, 1984, p. 9.

106 Jacoby, Crimes Against Nature.
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possessing an ultimate reality which is independent of the process of observation.107
The central features of this positivist position, Hamilton-Smith proposes, are that
reality is external to the observer, human beings are controlled in a deterministic
way by ‘natural laws’ and the only path to true knowledge is by observation and,
ultimately, by measurement.108 Park management based on positivism, he suggests,
places humans as external to reality (the park) and as intruders in the ‘natural’
world. Given a conservationist mandate, he suggests, ‘the park manager would
therefore set out, as a central task, to constrain and control the impacts of this
intrusion upon the ecosystem’.10? Among other consequences for a park
management style based on positivism, Hamilton-Smith proposes, is the view that
problems can only be solved by the acquisition of empirical knowledge and that
park management and decision-making will necessartly involve a high degree of
‘expert’ knowledge and expertise. Core features of American national park culture
such as the view that people are intruders, the importance of science, the
technological basis for management and the high emphasis given policing, he

argues, reflect this positivist ontology.110

Hamilton-Smith compares this appraisal with what he calls the holistic model of
park management adopted in European countries. Based on an anti-positivist
position, this is a view of the world which regards reality as being subject to the
process by which it is perceived. Thus the person ‘cannot stand external to reality
(as an observer) but is bound within reality both as an actor and at the same time
experiencing it’.111 Knowledge is gained not only by what the individual sees but
how they create, modify and interpret the world in which they find themselves. The
consequences for park management are that people are seen as an integral part of
the natural world (or park) in which they find themselves. ‘They are not intruders
into a separate natural world’ as Hamilton-Smith suggests, ‘but are a legitimate part
of it’.112 Therefore, the role of the park manager is to ‘optimise the functioning of
the ecosystem, including its human organisms and associated phenomena’.113 In
such a system, given free will and voluntarism, policing and regulation is a low

priority. Also because experience is central to human life and understanding, park

107 Elery Hamilton-Smith, ‘Holism and Technologism: Contrasting Styles in Park
Management’, in M. Lee and P. Brown (eds.), Recreation and Park Management, Proceedings of
National Symposium on Social Science in Resource Management, Oregon State University,
Corvallis, Oregon, 1989.

108 ibid,, p. 5-6.
109jbjid., p. 7.
104pid, p. 9.
Hhibia;, p; 12,
112 ibid,, p. 15.
113 jbid.
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planning and management processes would be open to all because ‘all have the
capacity, through the meaning of their own experience to make a valid
contribution’.11¢ Comparison of actual park management behaviour in various
national parks in eastern Europe, particularly Plitvice in northern Yugoslavia,
confirms in Hamilton-Smith’s eyes the application of the model. The object of
management in this place is the development of a balance so that the
environmental quality of the park is maintained yet the quality of the visitor
experience is maximised. Regulations, Hamilton-Smith notes, are minimal and
rangers are purposively drawn from the local population demonstrating that the

park and the culture of its people are seen to be inseparable.115

In a separate paper Hamilton-Smith relates other features of the corporate culture of
the American National Park Service to its positivist underpinnings. These include its
on-ground management by a ‘uniformed (and, in organisation, quasi-military)
ranger service’ and the continuing mobility of line staff from park to park. The type
of hierarchical organisation this supports, he suggests, has side effects which
‘impairs the organisation’s capacity for self criticism, encourages a siege mentality in
response to external criticism, promotes loyalty to the Service and to colleagues
rather than to the parks, and overall reduces the agency’s ability to learn from its

past mistakes’. 116

In so eagerly adopting the Yellowstone model, the various Australian states (and the
Commonwealth with the passage of its National Parks and Wildlife Conservation Act
1975) therefore took on more than simply an attractive conservation idea. They
took on a conceptual and philosophical system with some far-reaching implications
that gave national park development in Australia a very particular trajectory. It
could have been otherwise. There were other international conservation models
(and even other national park models), as Hamilton-Smith has alluded to, which,
considering Australia’s strong links to Britain and Europe, might have been more
attractive. Perhaps the most culturally coherent alternative, although, it is accepted,
not necessarily the most accessible as far as the Australian landscape is concerned,
was that of the English national parks. In England and Wales national parks are
peopled landscapes. They include farming areas, villages and even towns. They are
designed to protect areas in which humans have worked upon nature to create a

landscape of great beauty and character expressive of national cultural identity.

14 jpiq,
115 ibid.,, p. 17.

116id., Reviews of Alston, Playing God in Yellowstone, and Horace Albright and Robert Cahn,
The Birth of the National Park Service: The Founding Years, Salt Lake City, Howe Brothers, 1985
inJoumal of ForestHistory, Vol. 31, Vol. 4, 1987, pp. 200-201.
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Land within English national parks is mostly privately owned and the challenge of
management is one of working with the many private landowners to protect the
special character of each park from major intrusive development. Dartmoor National
Park provides an instructive example. Created in 1951 it is over 93,000 ha in area
most of which is privately owned. It is a broad rolling upland area containing
farming areas of meadow and pasture, with small villages and woodland, deep
valleys with wooded slopes and upland moors of grassland, bracken, gorse and
heather. It is a landscape of great scenic beauty and significant biological diversity
that owes its current appearance largely to traditional hill farming practices. The
area continues to be used extensively for traditional agricultural practices while
becoming increasingly important for recreation. While difficulties exist in
reconciling economic production and conservation, the landscape is protected, with
controls on planning to ensure that the unique blend of natural and cultural
heritage evolved over centuries of human habitation is maintained. Some 31,000
people live in the park and about 10 million day-visits are made annually for

recreation.117

In accepting the Yellowstone (rather than the European) model, Australian park
services took on a view of the world which conceived of uninhabited wilderness
areas as the basis for conservation activity, which saw humans as intruders in
natural systems that needed to be actively controlled and which elevated science
and expert knowledge to a pre-eminent-position. Yet even as the model was being
implemented in Australia, dramatic changes were taking place in American national
parks that rehearsed the debates and the challenges Australian national park
managers were to face. In some ways they provided attractive new models and new
inspiration. In 1963 the American Secretary of the Interior, Stewart Udall was
handed a report by A. Starker Leopold, son of the famous Aldo Leopold, into the
game management policies of the United States Parks Service. The Leopold Report,
accepted and implemented by Udall, had sweeping implications. In it Leopold
recommended that ‘each park be maintained, or where necessary recreated, as nearly
as possible in the direction that prevailed when the area was first visited by white
men. A national park should present a vignette of primitive America’.118 As Alston
Chase has noted in relation to Yellowstone National Park, these policies ushered in a
new ecological definition of wilderness in the 1970s. Seeking to perpetuate the park
in as near to primitive conditions as possible, managers withdrew from active
management and set about the removal of artificial structures. As the Park

Superintendent advised his staff, ‘management is restricted to protecting against,

117 [UCN, Guidelines for Protected Area Management Categories, Gland, Switzerland and
Cambridge, UK, CNPPA with the assistance of WCMC, 1994, p.69.

118 Chase, Playing God in Yellowstone, pp. 34-48.

44



removing, or compensating for human influences that cause departures from

natural conditions’. In Chase’s view, these policies meant erecting ‘an impenetrable
shield between humanity and nature’. 119

National parks and ecology — a misanthropic union

By the 1970s the Yellowstone model provided the dominant discourse that governed

the perceptions and activities of Australian national parks services. It was an
ideology which in, emphasising the power of science and the state to rationally
manage natural resources, was a Modernist response to the challenge of
conservation. Yet just as the national park services began exerting bureaucratic
control across Australia, the social and philosophical precepts of ecology took hold
in the hearts and minds of many Australians. Ecocentrism in particular, was a
reaction against the dominant models of science and society which regarded nature
simply as a commodity and, to this extent, reflected an Anti-Modernist position.
Despite this apparent philosophical polarity, Modernism as opposed to Anti-
Modernism, there was a natural and comfortable synergy between ecocentrism and
the Yellowstone model which led to its enthusiastic adoption by the nation’s
national park managers. Both constructs gave priority to {biological) science, both
valued wilderness and in regarding hurians as intruders in natural systems, both
embodied a nascent misanthropism.!2® Combined, the two ideas generated an
explosive mix - one that provided moral cause for the active removal of human
artefacts in the nation’s national parks and protected areas. [n this context, the
acknowledgement by Bill Gillooly, Director of the New South Wales National Parks
and Wildlife Service, to the Symposium on the Cultural Heritage of the Australian
Alps in 1991 that there were staff at Kosciusko National Park in the 1980s ‘who

believed thatevidenceof past human activity was inappropriate in a national park’,

119 ibid. It is interesting to note in this context that the first modern official use of the word

‘wilderness’ in Australia was in the New South Wales National Parks and Wildlife Act 1967,
Among other things, the Act provided for the establishment of 'wilderness areas” which were
to be maintained in a ‘wilderness condition’ and no buildings or apparatus constructed. See

Alison Ramsay, ‘What is Wilderness? NSW Perceptions,” Austrafian Parks and Recreation, Vol
31, No.4, 1995, p. 26.

128 50 similar was the modern expression of the two movements that it was easy to see them
as deriving from the same source. The Australian Cound} of Nature Conservation Minister’s
Working Group cn Management of Nationa) Parks, for example, asserted that ‘wilderness
philosophy’ was ‘a strengthening of the original movement which gavebirth to the National
Park idea’, CONCOM, Identification and Management of Wilderness Areas in Australia, p. 3.
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is not at all surprising.12! Similarly - harking back to an example cited in Chapter 1

- when Jane Lennon wrote that cultural heritage was being destroyed in Wilsons
Promontory National Park by a ‘park management culture [that] tends to eradicate
the memory and relics of past European land use in favour of an image of
naturalness and wilderness’,122 she was merely indicating the logical outcome of the
convergence of the two constructs. The Langwarrin example, revealed by Tom
Griffiths, in which a senior land manager explained his department’s ‘very

conscious policy not to acknowledge history’, an incident also raised in Chapter 1, is
an interesting case in that it suggests the application of an ecocentric prescription by
a land manager beyond the boundaries of national parks to protected areas more

generally.123

Conclusion

The intent of this chapter has been to investigate the phenomenon that occurred
from the 1970s to the 1990s in Australia whereby natural area managers, particularly
national park managers, sought to ignore or remove physical evidence of European
activity in places they managed. Writers such as Tom Griffiths have proposed that
this situation occurred because of the development in Australia of an ecological
appreciation of landscape which valued wilderness and which, in consequence,
sought the removal of visible evidence of previous human activity. This review of
the development of an Australian environmental consciousness has confirmed this

proposition.

The rise of this ecological understanding and, more particularly, its ecocentric
variant, in the 1970s and 1980s led to a restructuring of an existing and long-
standing conceptual separation of humans from nature which, notwithstanding
fluctuations through time, existed from prehistoric times. In giving emphasis to the
rights of non-human species and ecosystems, ecocentrism not only de-centered the
human role in nature but cast humans as intruders and destroyers of natural
systems. Wilderness, defined by the very absence of visible human influence,
assumed new importance not just as a measure of environmental health but as a

symbol of an ethical relationship with nature. Ecological appreciations of landscape

121 gip Gillooly, 'Opening Address’, in Scougall (ed.), Cultural Heritage of the Australian Alps, p.
4.

122 | ennon, 'Timeless Wilderness?’, pp- 419-440.
123 Griffiths, Hunters and Collectors, p. 255.
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were readily and even eagerly adopted by the nation’s conservation managers as a
simple extension of American national park concepts and practices already deeply
embedded in their corporate cultures. The consequence was explosive, unleashing a
smouldering misanthropism which created pressure to ignore and even destroy
European cultural sites in natural settings. In a number of specific cases cited,

cultural sites were removed or their values diminished.



CHAPTER 3

Ecocentrism and the Tasmanian Wilderness
World Heritage Area

In the previous chapter it was found that ecological appteciations of landscape value
gained significant strength in Australia in the 1970s and 1980s and exerted a
powerful influence over the management of the nation’s protected areas

Reinforcing cultural assumptions embedded in the corporate cultures of the
country’s national parks and wildlife services, ecocentric philosophies provided
ethical justification for the removal of evidence of human use from wild areas as a
means of restoring nature and enhancing wilderness. Yet, despite expressions of
concern by cultural heritage managers during this period and identification of
specific instances where human artefacts were actually removed, there has been no
systematic assessment within Australia of the scale and nature of the impact of
ecocentrism on the cultural values of protected areas. [mportant questions thus
remain unanswered. Was removal of artefacts common, for example, or was removal
simply the visible form of a more general underlying antipathy directed at the

expression of human cultural values?

To gain a more complete understanding of these issues, which is essential to a
proper understanding of the impact of ecocentrism, the creation of the Tasmanian
Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) in 1989, the development of its first
Management Plan in 1992 and the subsequent implementation of the Plan will be
considered. A key geographical focus for this consideration will be the Upper Mersey
Valley/Central Plateau region in the north of the TWWHA. Tasmania and the
TWWHA make a powerful case study. For thelast 30 years environmental issues
have been at the forefront of the Tasmanian political agenda as a consequence of
the existence within Tasmania of a large area of undeveloped wild country with
unique flora and fauna and a mainstream political paradigm committed to resource
development. Out of these conflicts emerged the world’s first Green party, the
United Tasmanian Group, formed in 1972; the Tasmanian Wilderness Society,

described as one of the most theoretically sophisticated environmental groups in the
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world, ! created in 1976; the Tasmanian Green Independents who held the balance
of power in the Tasmanian Parliament from 1989 to 1992; and, significantly, the
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area which was formally established in 1989.
[t is thus in Tasmania and in connection with the ‘wilderness’ World Heritage Area,
that one might expect to find explicit evidence of the influence of ecocentrism on

land management practices.

This chapter will investigate the processes leading to the creation of the TWWHA
and the development of its first Management Plan. Chapter 4 will extend this
analysis by reviewing the implementation of the Plan and the wider implications of
ecocentrism for the cultural values of the TWWHA. The insights gained from these
investigations will then be considered for any extrapolations that might be made
concerning the scale and nature of the impact of ecocentrism on the cultural values

of the nation’s protected areas.

The creation of the Tasmanian Wilderness Worid
Heritage Area

The politics of wilderness

The island state of Tasmania, roughly the size of the Irish Republic, is situated
between 40° and 44° south of the Equator and stands in the path of the prevailing
westerly air flow, the Roaring Forties. The western third of the state receives the full
force of these persistent moist winds with the result that large parts of it have an
annual rainfall range of 120-360 centimetres and the greatest number of cloudy
days of any part of Australia. The landforms in this western third consist of a series
of sharp-crested ranges and poorly drained, flat-bottomed valleys. The major
vegetation communities are temperate rainforest ranging from sealevel to 1200
metres, eucalypt forest, and sedgeland occupying the valley bottoms. Montane
moorland comprised of fell field, mountain shrubbery, dwarf mountain forest,
swamp, and grassland occurs at altitudes ranging from 600 to 1000 metres and
contains many endemic species such as a range of conifers and alpine cushion
plants. In this place of boisterous and cascading rivers, wild coastlines, jagged
mountain ranges and dense forests, a combination of topography, weather and

infertile soils have successfully limited European settlement and activity. The vast

1 peter Hay, ‘The Environment Movement and Historical Scholarship: Patterns of
Interpenetration’, Papers and Proceedings of the Tasmanian Historical Research Association, Vol.
40, No. 3, 1993, p. 156.
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majority of the 60% of Tasmania that currently remains public land is almost all

located in the west, much of which retains an Aboriginal, pre-European landscape.?

The destruction of tribal Aboriginal culture following upon European occupation in
the early 19th century prevented any significant appreciation of the way the first
Tasmanians interpreted and understood the western and central region of Tasmania.
Europeans, however, constructed it in variousways. The dominant view for much of
the 200-year period of European settlement in Tasmania was that it was a sterile
wasteland, a place of hideous mountains and terriblerivers that was and had been
barren of human or animal life.3 This view, one that promoted its exploitation for
timber, minerals and hydro-electric power, predominated until recently when an

alternative vision, of western Tasmania as wilderness, began to take hold.

This was a vision of nature, long held in Australian society, which valued wild and
untrammelled landscapes, seeing in them aspects of the sublime. Over time, this
vision became powerfully expressed in a variety of forms that included an
appreciation of wild scenery, the value of wild places for the restoration of mental
and physical being, the protection of habitat, and the virtues of the bush as a foil to
the noise, dust and closeness of the industrial city. These cults of nature, based on a
pervasive romanticism, found particular expression in Tasmania, being a product
both of the especially mountainous nature of the Tasmanian landscape and of a
repudiation of the violent and often dist-urbing early history of European
settlement.? In the 1960s they coalesced into a broad moveinent that perceived
western Tasmania as a fragile, sacred place that had to be protected from the

depredations of humanity.

A Key turning point for this view of western Tasmania was the campaign to prevent
the flooding of Lake Pedder in the south-west of the island. An aesthetically
beautiful lake surrounded by mountains and fringed at one end by a beach of
pinkish-white sand, it was the centrepiece of the Lake Pedder National Park created
in 1955. In 1967, plans were publicly revealed by the Tasmanian Hydro-Electric
Commission to flood the lake as part of the Middle Gordon power development
proposal. The public response was massive and unprecedented prompting the

formation of state and federal committees of inquiry. Despite the scale and nature of

2 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area: Draft
Issues and Resources, Hobart, Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, 1991, p. 14.

3 Richard Flanagan, A Terrible Beauty, History of the Gordon River Country, Richmond, Va.,,
Greenhouse, 1985, pp. 63-70. Flanagan provides a detailed analysis of recent visions of
western Tasmania.

4 Kay Daniels, ‘Cults of Nature, Cults of History’, Island, Vol. 16, 1983.
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public concern, the Tasmanian government proceeded with the development and
the lake was flooded in 1972. The Lake Pedder issue was an event of similar
significance in Australian history to the flooding of the Hetch Hetchy Valley in
California in the United States of America in 1912. Like Hetch Hetchy, the dam was
eventually built, but the unsuccessful campaign to prevent it led to international
recognition of western Tasmania as one of the last great temperate wilderness areas
in the Southern Hemisphere. Perhaps more importantly, the long and arduous
Pedder debate, in which economic value appeared the dominant consideration,
forced many environmentalists to question the very basis of the human relationship
to nature. Olegas Truchanas, whose stunning wilderness photography was used

throughout the campaign, argued in 1971 for a new vision:

‘If we can revise some of our attitudes towards the land under our feet: if we
can accept a role of the steward, and depart from the role of the conqueror; if
we can accept the view that man and nature are inseparable parts of the
unified world - then Tasmania can be a shining beacon in a dull, uniform and

largely artificial world.’S

Intellectual and activist Richard Jones also spoke of the need for a new vision in
response to the global ecological crisis he saw manifested in Tasmania by the plan to
flood Pedder. In 1972 he helped form the United Tasmania Group, the world’s first
Green political party, whose manifesto, a blueprint for a more socially just and
responsible society, articulated an expressive ecocentrism.® The final flooding of the
lake, a soul-destroying process which one activist likened to the ransacking of a
temple by his own community,” radicalised environmentalists not just in terms of
tactics and resolve but also in terms of rationale. Faced with a new challenge in 1976
when the Hydro-Electric Commission announced their interest in harnessing the
waters of the Franklin River in south-west Tasmania to create a further hydro-electric
scheme, more militant environmentalists formed the Tasmanian Wilderness Society
(TWS) and in the very same year articulated a new strategic and philosophical
orientation to wilderness that had national implications. Turning away from the
anthropocentric valuations of wilderness embraced during the Pedder campaign — as
a resource to be managed carefully for future use and as a resource for spiritual and

physical recreation — the Society adopted an ecocentric view of wilderness for its

5 Max Angus, The World of Olegas Truchanas, Hobart, Olegas Truchanas Publications
Committee, 1975, p. S1.

6 Pamela Walker, ‘The United Tasmania Group: An Analysis of the World's First Green Party’,
in Peter Hay, Robyn Eckersley and Geoff Holloway (eds), Environmental Politics in Australia and
New Zealand, Hobart, Board of Environmental Studies, University of Tasmania, 1989.

7 Kevin Kiernan, ‘I Saw My Temple Ransacked’, in Cassandra Pybus and Richard Flanagan
‘(eds), The Rest of the World Is Watching: Tasmania and the Greens, Sydney, Pan Macmillan,
1990, pp. 20-34.
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own sake. In a newsletter to members, director Kevin Kiernan put the view that ‘we
have to try to sell not the wilderness experience — that is, wilderness as a recreational
resource — but the right of wilderness itself: the right of wilderness to exist ... an
emphasis on the philosophical and the eternal - that is, wilderness for its own’.8
Adopted by the TWS and most other groups over the next decade, this was, as
Hutton and Connors have argued, a turning point in wilderness campaigning.’
While not completely rejecting utilitarian arguments for protecting wilderness, it

placed a new emphasis on non-utilitarian reasons for doing so.

In a prolonged battle, remarkable for the extent to which it galvanised public
opinion across Australia, environmentalists were able to position the fate of the
Franklin River as a key election issue of the 1983 federal election. The consequent
election of the Australian Labor Party to power on an anti-dam platform put an end
to plans to dam the river, presenting the environment movement with an
outstanding victory. [t demonstrated the movement’s ability to mobilise tens of
thousands of people right across the nation, to influence the outcome of elections,
and even to act as a catalyst for constitutional change.19 Perhaps more importantly
it signalled the fundamental redefinition of the meaning of western Tasmania. Once
labelled wilderness as a term of condemnation for much of the 19th and 20th
centuries, the west emerged in the 1970s and 1980s as a different type of wilderness,
as a place valued for its chaotic wildness and freedom from apparent human impact,
and internationally recognised as an environmental jewel of outstanding universal

value.

Enervated by the Franklin victory, the environmental movement advanced to

protect other wilderness areas in Tasmania it believed needed protection. A new

8 Gary Easthope and Geoff Holloway, ‘Wilderness as the Sacred: The Franklin River
Campaign’, in Hay, Eckersley and Holloway, Environmental Politics in Australia and New
Zealand, pp. 193-194.

? Hutton and Connors, A History of the Australian Conservation Movement, p. 161.

10 The debate about whether the Franklin River should be dammed led to a redefinition of
Federal-State powers over the environment in Australia. Under the Australian Constitution,
states have authority over environmental issues. Given, however, that Australia had been a
signatory to UNESCO's World Heritage Convention since 1974 and that the Franklin River
was within a World Heritage Area, the environmental movement argued that the Federal
Government could, under its external affairs power, prevent the Tasmanian State
Government from proceeding with the Franklin Dam. The Australian Labor Party, then in
opposition and seeking political support from environmentalists, committed to stopping the
dam if elected. It was elected in the 1983 federal election and made good its promise through
the passage of the World Heritage Properties Conservation Act 1983. In the face of an appeal
from Tasmania, the High Court of Australia supported the federal action. Thereafter, World
Heritage Arealisting (and federal intervention) became a key strategy of environmental
groups in dealing with reluctant state governments.
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campaign, the Western Tasmania Stage Two World Heritage proposal, was quickly
developed. This aimed to create one great World Heritage-listed national park from
the southern coast as far north as the northern rim of the Central Plateau.l! From
1984, environmental organisations mounted a multi-pronged offensive. Green
candidates contested Tasmanian government elections, an army of committed
activists worked across the nation to shape public opinion and lobbyists sought to
find a point of engagement with the federal Labor Government which, despite
stopping the building of the Franklin dam, was wary of the new militancy of the
environmentalists. That critical point of engagement emerged in 1986 when the
Minister for the Environment, Senator Graham Richardson, became interested in the
ability of issues like wilderness and the environment to attract voters to the Labor
Party. With no Tasmanian Labor candidates returned to the Federal Parliament at
that time and therefore no seats to lose in Tasmania, Richardson developed a close
liaison with Kkey Green activists and directed his energies toward achieving
wilderness outcomes in that state. In the next two or three years this liaison played a
critical role in a series of political decisions which resulted in a doubling of the area
of existing reserves in western Tasmania and their repackaging as the 1.38 million

hectare Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area.l2

The first of these five decisions!3 related to a Commission of Inquiry established in
1987 to assess the world heritage values of the Lemonthyme and Southern Forests,
two areas contiguous with the existing world heritage area subject to forestry
development. Contrary to Green expectations the Commission found that only
small areas within its terms of reference possessed world heritage values. Undeterred,
Richardson led a push in Federal Cabinet which over-ruled the majority decision of
the Commission and objections from Tasmania to force nomination of some
260,000 hectares in the Southern Forests, the Lemonthyme, the Upper Gordon, the
Walls of Jerusalem National Park and the Central Plateau Conservation Area in
November 1988. The second decision came in 1989. At the Tasmanian state election

held that year five Green Independent candidates were elected to the 35-seat

 wilderness Society, Greenprint for a World Class National Park: Proposal for a Westem
Tasmania National Park, Melbourne, Wilderness Society, 1984. In 1987, the Wilderness Society
joined with the Australian Conservation Foundation and the Tasmanian Conservation Trust
in preparing a draft world heritage nomination for what was essentially the proposed Western
Tasmania National Park under the name Western Tasmania Stage Two World Heritage.

12 Marian Wilkinson, T he Fixer: The Untold Story of Graham Richardson, Port Melbourne,
William Heinemann Australia, 1996, pp. 298-312.

13 The decisions, the land parcels nominated and their areas are described in Department of
Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Briefing Note for the Leader for the Government in the
Legislative Council, ‘World Heritage Listing (State Approval) Bill 1989’, Briefing Note No. 820,
18 October 1989, File No. M2/139/1(1).
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Tasmanian House of Assembly. With neither of the two major parties achieving a
majority, the Greens held the balance of power. After protracted negotiations the
Greens agreed to support a minority Labor Government in exchange for a range of
commitments — known as the Labor/Green Accord.1? A key commitment was the
immediate world heritage nomination of 137,000 hectares in the Denison-Spires,
Hartz Mountain National Park and the Little Fisher Valley. The third decision was
also related to the Accord. It required that consideration be given to the World
Heritage nomination of arange of other areas, especially a number of existing
reserves around the Central Plateau. Late in 1989, politicians, environmentalists and
bureaucrats sat down together and agreed to list 10 more areas totalling nearly
120,000 hectares. These included the Central Plateau Protected Area, the Marakoopa
Caves, Devils Gullet and Liffey State Reserves, the Liffey, Meander and Drys Bluff
Forest Reserves and areas around the Campbell River, Broken Hills and the
headwaters of the Governor River. The fourth decision was associated with the
Salamanca Agreement of August 1989, an agreement between unionists, farmers,
forest industries and the State Government seeking a resolution of conflict over
forestry activities. In return for the environment movement agreeing to support
logging in some forests listed on the Register of the National Estate, the State agreed
to nominate four areas in the Tiger Range, the Middle Weld Range, the Eldon Range
and the lower Gordon River, a total of 70,000 hectares. The fifth and last decision
was one unilaterally made by the Commonwealth Government after lobbying by
the Green Independents and against the wishes of the Tasmanian Government.
Under this arrangement, 28,000 hectares at the southern end of Macquarie Harbour
and at Birches Inlet were nominated. In December 1989, the 600,000 hectares
resulting from these five decisions, together with the old 770,000-hectare Western
Tasmania Wilderness National Parks World Heritage Area were consolidated in a

new nomination and presented to a meeting of the World Heritage Bureau.

Map 1 on page 5SS shows the extent and location of the Tasmanian Wilderness

World Heritage Area as presented in the 1999 Management Plan.

14 The text of the 1989 Labor/Green Accord, can be found in Pybus and Flanagan, The Rest of
the World Is Watching, pp.258-266. It is interesting to note that the Tasmanian Green
Independents used Senator Richardson, himself a member of the Labor Party, to negotiate on
their behalf with the leader of the Tasmanian Labor Party, Michael Field.
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Map 1. Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area
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Perhaps not surprisingly the processes that led to the nomination of the new
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area generated significant conflict. They led
to serious and bitter divisions within the Federal Labor Cabinet, soured relationships
between the Federal and State Labor Parties and crippled many dealings between the
Commonwealth and the Tasmanian State Government.!3 They also raised serious
questions in the community on the issue of process. For example, writing in 1991,
the Tasmanian Legislative Council Select Committee on Public Land Usage

concluded that:

‘In Tasmania and other States of Australia, world heritage listing has become
synonymous with land use controversy, with Commonwealth interference in
State’s rights, with environmental movement’s campaigns against natural
resource development and for wilderness preservation, and with politically
based decisions “behind closed doors” which have given little opportunity for

people to have say in the decision-making process.’*6

The Upper Mersey Valley and wilderness

The Upper Mersey Valley forms part of the northern boundary of wild western
Tasmania. Geologically it is part of the adjacent Central Plateau, a landform created
about 100 million yearsago by a massive upthrust in the Earth’s crust. Over
subsequent time, the erosive effects of rain, wind and ice stripped the plateau of its
upper softer layer and carved deep valleys into the underlying sedimentary rocks.
Igneous events 70 million years ago and 'at least three glaciations in the last million
years further shaped and defined these valleys. The Upper Mersey Valley now
outlines the western edge of the Central Plateau. (See Map 2, p. 60.) [ts watershed
drains part of the alpine Plateau as well as extensive high country areas to the south
and east including some of the slopes of Mt Ossa, Tasmania’s tallest mountain.
Visually, the Upper Mersey presents as wild and scenically impressive. Much of the
floor and lower slopes of the valley are covered in tall forest, Peaks, bluffs and the

escarpment of the Central Plateau encircle the valley.

For much of its European history, the Upper Mersey has been remote and isolated.
Blocked to the north by steep valleys and fast-flowing rivers, and surrounded
elsewhere by alpine moorland and rugged mountain ranges, human access was

difficult. The men who first entered the area in the 1830s and 1840s to graze their

!5 wilkinson, The Fixer. Wilkinson provides graphic insights into the levels of political
conflict, betrayals and distrust created by the world heritage nominations in Tasmania. See
especially pp. 287, 298-302, 310-313.

16 Leg dative Council Select Committee on Public Land Usage, A National Challenge To
Correct the Misunderstanding of N ational Estate and World Heritage Values, Report No. 6, Hobart,
Parliament of Tasmania, 1991, p. 16.
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stock on its large open grasslands and grassy woodlands did so by way of sometimes
perilous stockroutes which put them at the mercy of floods and mountain storms.
Hunters who began regular winter sojourns in and around the valley from the
1890s, seeking wallaby and possum furs for export to the northern hemisphere, used
these and even more difficult tracks. It was not until around 1900, in order to
provide access to mining fields south beyond the Mersey, that access was improved
to the point where bullock drays could enter the valley. Early recreators, using
hunters and cattlemen as guides, first began systematically visiting the valley and its
high country hinterland from the 1920s. It was late in that same decade that staff
from organisations that later became the Tasmanian Forestry Commission and the
Hydro-Electric Commission made their first journeys in and around the valley to
assess its timber and water resources. While possessing great forests and significant
hydro power resources, difficulties of access contributed to decisions to exploit more
accessible opportunities elsewhere. It was not until the 1950s, with the benefit of
generous postwar reconstruction funding, that the process of opening up the valley
began. From 1953 to the early 1960s the Forestry Commission toiled at pushing a
road up the steep lower reaches to gain access to the rich forest resources of the
more open middle expanses of the valley. To protect their investment and with
support from the Parliament, they claimed much of the lower forested areas of the
valley as State forest in 1953, a formal land tenure that guaranteed their continued
access and management. The Hydro-Electric Commission then followed, devising
plans to tap and control the water resources of the valley. In 1963 it formally
announced the Mersey-Forth Power Development Scheme which involved the
development of three impoundments and two power stations within the valley and
the consequent direction of the combined flow of the Mersey waters west through a

tunnel to the Forth Valley into a further series of dams and power stations.

In the midst of all this resource exploitation, a new generation of recreators,
typically from the cities, followed the new roads up into the valley and from the
road heads gained access to the mountains and alpine plains beyond. As much as
they were inspired by the outstanding aesthetic qualities of the area, many were
appalled by the officially sanctioned destruction they saw. At around the same time
the impact of a devastating wild fire that swept unhindered across the alpine plateau
to the eastin 1960-61 galvanised both administrative and public action. By 1971
the Tasmanian Government agreed that the western plateau region needed a
management plan to protect its resources, a view reinforced by a Royal Society of

Tasmania symposium held in 1972 which assessed its scientific and other values and
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called for significantly increased protection of a number of these resources.1” It was
at this time, when Lake Pedder was being drowned, that the term ‘wilderness’ began
to be used todescribe the western plateau and parts of the Upper Mersey. Perhaps
the first to apply it in the modern era was Paul E. Smith.18 A professional forester,
Smith was a prominent wilderness advocate. In 1972, in his role as convenor of the
Central Plateau Working Group of the Tasmanian Conservation Trust, he proposed
an extension of the Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park eastward to
include the upper reaches of the Mersey and much of the alpine plateau. Smith’s
notion of wilderness was firmly within the Romantic tradition. He saw wilderness
management as the optimal land use for the area to protect its alpine vegetation, its
aesthetic qualities and its wilderness recreational opportunities. He opposed the use
of four-wheel drive vehicles and grazing because of their environmental impacts but
was supportive of foot and horse access for activities such as walking, fishing and

hunting.

The combined influence of the scientists, water managers and urban recreators was
persuasive. In 1976 the Tasmanian Lands Department released a long-awaited
Management Plan for the plateau.1? Its stated objective was to provide for the
conservation and effective use of the Central Plateau in order to rehabilitate and
preserve the water and catchment resources. It wanted to promote public recreation,
study, commercial or other activities compatible with the area, while at the same
time conserving the natural environment and aesthetic quality of the region. The
Plan proposed to deliver these objectives through a zoning regime. It recommended
that a large area on the western side of the plateau contiguous with the Cradle
Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park, including much of the eastern catchment of
the Mersey, become a Conservation Area under the National Parks and Wildlife Act
1970 and be managed sympathetically with the adjacent national park. The second
and larger zone, comprising the remaining area of public land on the Plateau, was to
be managed to allow a range of uses subject to regulation. The wilderness values of
the western zone were explicitly recognised as was the notion that any compromise

between wilderness and human development was impossible. ‘Wilderness’, the Plan

17 Royal Society of Tasmania, TheLake Country of Tasmania: a Symposiumn conducted by the
Royal Society of Tasmania at Poatina, Tasmania, November 11-12, 1972, Hobart, Royal Society of
Tasmania, 1973.

18 paul Smith, A Proposal for Extension of the Cradle Mountain-Lake St. Clair National Park
to the North and East, 1st edn, Launceston, Tasmanian Conservation Trust (Northern
Branch), unpublished, 1972.

19 Lands Department (Tasmania), Management Plan for the Central Plateau Protected Area,
Hobart, Lands Department, 1976.
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noted, ‘cannot compromise with development and in a world of growing pressures

wilderness is becoming more valuable.'20

While the environmental movement generally welcomed the Plan, the Tasmanian
Wilderness Society called for more legislative protection for the proposed
conservation area and its extension to include much of the eastern multiple-use
zone.2! Its view of the Plateau as wilderness was supported by an academic
assessment which identified a core wilderness area of 34,000 hectares in the Central
Plateau south and east of the Walls of Jerusalem, abutting the Cradle Mt-Lake St
Clair National Park. In this study the Central Plateau was the fourth largest
remaining wilderness area in the state behind south-west Tasmania, the Norfolk
Range, and the Murchison wilderness west of the Cradle Mountain~Lake St Clair
National Park.22 In this context and in the absence of any substantial resource
claims for the area, the Tasmanian government acted. In 1981, the Walls of
Jerusalem National Park and the Central Plateau Conservation Area were established
on the western third of the plateau and placed under the control of the Parks and
Wildlife Service. Interestingly, no sooner had the Walls of Jerusalem National Park
been created than the Tasmanian Wilderness Society released a policy statement
calling for the reservation of areas fringing the Cradle Mountain-Lake St. Clair
National Park, the Walls of Jerusalem National Park and the Central Plateau
Protected Area. The Society regarded the two national parks to be wilderness areas of
great importance. Arguing that their wilderness quality was being compromised by
forestry activity in adjacent State forest, they called for the declaration of six reserves
along the fringes of these areas. All but one of these new proposed reserves were in
the Mersey Valley and were essentially the same areas proposed by Smith nearly a
decade before.23 The following year, as if to underscore their determination that

these areas should be protected, environmentalists nominated large areas of the

20 The reference to wilderness appears in a loose leaf insert to the plan entitled ‘A Note On
Multiple Use Management’ in the context of a remarkably prescient statement: ‘With careful
planning and active co-operation compromise can bring a remarkable degree of satisfaction to
all parties. An important exception is wilderness. Wilderness cannot compromise with
development, and in a world of growing pressures wilderness is becoming increasingly more
valuable.’

21 Geoff Ryan, ‘Management of the Central Plateaw’, Journal of the Tasmanian Wildemess
Society, Vol. 3, 1977, pp. 4-6.

22J.A. Russell, ].H. Matthews and R. Jones, Wildemess in Tasmania: a report to the Australian
Heritage Commission, Centre for Environmental Studies Occasional Paper 10, Hobart, Board of
Enviromental Studies, University of Tasmania, 1979.

23 Tasmanian Wilderness Society, 'TWS Policy statement on the reservation of areas fringing
the Cradle Mountain-Lake St. Clair National Park, the Walls of Jerusalem National Park and
the Central Plateau Protected Area', Wildemess: Journal of the Tasmanian Wildemess Society, No.
17, December, 1981, pp. 21-22.
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Upper Mersey to the Commonwealth Government’s Register of the National Estate
administered by the Australian Heritage Commission. These nominations were for a
range of natural values. The statement of significance of the Central Plateau Region,
an area that included the eastern, western and southern reaches of the Mersey,

stated:

‘The Central Plateau Region is of high wilderness, aesthetic, scientific and
recreational value. The region is of great scientific value comprising 40% of
Australia’s sub-alpine environments and for its evidence of glacial and
periglacial processes. The region is of significance for its diversity of habitats,
the occurrence of representative ecosystems and altitudinal sequences. The
region is of aesthetic significance because of its outstanding natural

landscapes. It is noted for its high wilderness qualities,'24

Map 2. The Upper Mersey/Central Plateau region (protected area
boundaries as at 1990)
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In 1984, a year after the Franklin victory and riding a wave of community support,
the Wilderness Society threw its cards on the table and in a bold move called for the

creation of a 1.8 million ha Western Tasmanian National Park that would bring

24 Australian Heritage Commission, Register of the National Estate, Reference number
6/01/080/0036.
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together all the State’s wilderness areas. For the first time, the Upper Mersey and the
Central Plateau were presented, together with south-west Tasmania, as part of one
large contiguous Tasmanian wilderness.2® As if seeking to prepare the Tasmanian
public for this ultimate reality, in 1984 the Wilderness Society asked the Australian
Heritage Commission to review the separate National Estate nominations of western
and central Tasmania with a view to consolidating them into one symbolic

nomination.26

By the mid 1980s, therefore, the Upper Mersey and the Central Plateau were
recognised, at least by the environmental movement, as being part of a great
wilderness area that occupied much of western and central Tasmania. But what type
of wilderness was it? What exactly did the Wilderness Society mean by the use of
the term? In its proposal for a Western Tasmania National Park, the Wilderness
Society offered a definition in terms of naturalness and remoteness, that is, as a
place free from human influence 2’ Naturalness was taken to be a measure of the
extent to which an area was free from evidence of human activity and disturbance.
Disturbance was given an expansive meaning to include not only gross effects such
as forest harvesting and quarries but minor ones such as fireplaces, survey pegs,
footprints and aircraft overflights. Even the frequency of human visitation was an
issue. Remoteness was identified in two ways: as the time required to travel to or
from an area by the shortest possible route, and by the degree of apparent
remoteness. Building on these components, the Wilderness Society conceived of
wilderness as an area in a largely or totally natural state, sufficiently remote from the
nearest intrusion to require at least one overnight camp in order to visit it and
whose vistas were natural to a distance of at least 10 kilometres.28 In this definition,
one based on the absence of visible human artefacts and signs, humans were

intruders.

The representation of the Upper Mersey as wilderness, when the term had a
misanthropic meaning, had significant implications for land use in the area. The
process began in a subtle way. Promotion of the area as wilderness by academics and
activists began to be supported by the publication of romantic wilderness
photographs of places such as the Walls of Jerusalem and other features on the
western plateau. The use of these evocative images in diaries, calendars and coffee

table books began around the early 1980s at the same time as the area first began

25 wilderness Society, The Proposal for a Westem Tasmania National Park, Melbourne,
Wilderness Society, 1984.

26 jbid,, p. 15.

27 wilderness Society, Greenprint, Appendix 2, p. 1.

28 ibid.
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appearing in commercial bushwalking guides. A snow-covered West Wall in the
mountainous Walls of Jerusalem area, for example, graced the cover of A Time to
Care by Chris Bell and Norm Sanders published in 1980. Inside were a range of other
images of the Walls as well as more general photographs of the Central Plateau. By
the mid 1980s, similar images by Peter Dombrovskis began appearing in his popular
Wilderness Diaries at the same time as emerging landscape photographers such as
Dennis Harding began developing their own reputations in places such as the Little
Fisher Valley.2?

These photographs, promoted by environmental groups and used in a political sense
to portray ‘places the world wants to destroy’,30 were carefully constructed to
exclude evidence of human use of these areas. They presented dramatic and
beautiful images of a pristine world defined by the very absence of humans.3! The
particular construction of wilderness represented by this photography began to be
reflected in public expectations of land use. In seeking an experience that valued the
perception of being part of nature and of an environment unaltered by human
intervention, people began to impose a requirement of aesthetic purity on the
landscape. They did so by not only making a number of judgements about European
artefacts but also about acceptable and unacceptable forms of recreation. In terms of
recreation, the ‘rucksack’ sports of walking, climbing, cross-country skiing, and
canoeing were typically deemed legitimate, but other forms of recreation such as

horse riding, off-road vehicle use or walking in large groups were not.32

29 Norman Sanders and Chris Bell, A Timeto Care: Tasmania's Endangered Wildemness,
Blackmans Bay (Tasmania), C. Bell, 1980; Peter Dombrovskis, 1985 Wildemess Diary, Sandy
Bay, Westwind Press, 1985; Dennis Harding and Roddy Maclean, Tasmania: A Wild Beauty,
Launceston, Regal Publications, 1988.

30 Many photographers believed they were taking photographs of places that might no longer
exist. See, for example, Kathy Kizilos, 'Taking pictures of places the world wants to destroy:
Kathy Kizilos talks to Melbourne photographer David Tatnall', Australian, 13-14 September
1986, supplement 6.

31 Artist Martin Walch has described this type of photography as 'wilderness porn'. It is
pornographic, he asserts, ‘in that it is over-explicit. These explicit images of wilderness are
completely constructed - everything is in focus from the foreground to the background, you
can't see thetrack the photographer walked on to get there, there are no blemishes, it's a
totally unrealistic view of wilderness’. Danielle Wood, 'Wild Art', 40° South: Tasmania and
Beyond, No. 8, Autumn, 1998, pp. 4-5. To give credence to Walch's argument, the point from
which classic photographs of Lake Oberon in the Western Arthurs in South-West Tasmania
have been taken changed over time to use vegetation to obscure tracks that walkers had
subsequently created by the lake shore. [ronically, the walkers were probably attracted to the
area by the original photograph!

32 Sue Hodges, ‘Recreation in the Victorian Alps’, in Scougall (ed.), The Cultural Heritage of the
Australian Alps, pp. 327-337. This split between legitimate and illegitimate activities is
culturally constructed. In other cultures, and the United States of America is a good example,
riding is seen as a legitimate form of wilderness recreation.
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The implications of these shifts in perception became plain in the mid to late 1980s.
In evidence to a Parliamentary Select Committee appointed to inquire into the
recreational use of land and resources in the Central Plateau area in 1987,
Wilderness Society campaign officers argued against European structures and against
horse riding, lumping it with helicopters, float planes and four-wheel drive vehicles
as destroyers of wilderness, as things that should be banned or heavily regulated in
order to maintain and enhance wilderness quality. These views had wide currency in
the environment movement. Opposing long-established traditions of horse riding
on the Plateau, the Launceston Walking Club argued in 1987 that riding was ‘an
intrusion into a bushwalker’s sense of solitude’. The Tasmanian Conservation Trust
similarly argued that ‘horses reduce the remoteness of areas from access, thereby
reducing the wilderness character of the area and the sense of achievement
experienced by walkers in the same area’.33 Horse riding, in fact, emerged as a key
issue in what [ have described as a ‘tournament of value’ over whether the Plateau
could be meaningfully constructed as wilderness.3¢ The environmentalist view that
horse riding was incompatible with wilderness led to the banning of riding
becoming a key demand. This was opposed by riders who argued that the Plateau
was a cultural landscape. [ have used opposition to horse access as a meter to
measure the rise and ultimately, the fall, of attempts to construct the Central Plateau

as wilderness.

The momentum for the Upper Mersey to be managed as a pristine wilderness
reached something of a crescendo in the period leading up the Labor/Green Accord
of 1989. But even as momentum grew, increasing public resistance was encountered.
While objections might have been expected from commercial and industrial
interests concerned about loss of access to resources, opposition in this instance
revolved around concern of loss of culture. The first public demonstration of
community unease occurred in relation to the Commission of Inquiry into the
Lemonthyme and Southern Forests in 1987.35 The area the Commission called the
‘Lemonthyme’ included much of the upper catchment of the Mersey. Tensions

spilled over when families with century-long traditions of grazing cattle in the

33 parliament of Tasmania, Re portof the Select Committee Appointed to Inquire Into and Report
Upon The Recreational Use of Land and Resources in the Central Plateau Area, Report No. 72 of
1988, Hobart, Parliament of Tasmania, 1988, pp. 16, 17; Tasmanian Conservation Trust,
'Central Plateav’, T he Tasmanian Conservationist, No. 200, 1988, p. 19.

34 simon Cubit, ‘'Tournaments of Value: Horses, Wilderness, and the Tasmanian Central
Plateav’, Environmental History, Vol. 6, No. 3, 2001, pp. 397-414.

35 Department of the Arts, Sport, the Environment, Tourism and Territories. Report of the
Commission of Inquiry into the Lemonthyme and SouthemForests, Canberra, Commonwealth of
Australia, 1988.
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Upper Mersey realised that their freehold land was being considered by the
Commission and that the Inquiry had made no attempt to inform them. Their
concerns about what they perceived to be threats to the continuation of their
traditions and their anger at the lack of proper process received very significant
support. The sight of these people riding on smart horses across high country plains
in wide brimmed hats and brown oilskin coats with dogs running beside them
evoked more than a little sense of cultural pride and pricked a strongcurrent of
nationalism. The concerns of the mountain cattlemen became a key issue in media
coverage of the inquiry and even assumed national status in the context of wider
concerns about the Commonwealth Government’s World Heritage Area legislation
and the way it was being used.3¢ When the cattlemen staged a Bicentennial cattle
drive and mountain get-together in early 1988, over 5000 people turned up to a
mountain plain one Sunday to share the experience with them.37 When 140
mountain riders rode their horses through the streets of Hobart to mount a protest
at the national conference of the Australian Labor Party, again in 1988, children and

the elderly waved Australian flagsfrom doorways.38

Other stresses also emerged. The Tasmanian Parliamentary Select Committee
inquiring into the Central Plateau angered riders when its report recommended
restricted access for horse riding in 1988.3% In that same year, the Parks and Wildlife
Service secretly removed a large structure, known as the Tiger Hut, from its location
in the Walls of Jerusalem National Park and re-erected it near the ranger base at
Liawenee on the other side of the Plateau. The group that formed in protest at this
move, the Mountain Huts Preservation Society, soon clashed with the Service as the
Society moved to rebuild the Trappers Hut within the Walls of Jerusalem National

Park, a hut it claimed the Service was allowing to fall down.

This opposition intensified following the Labor/Green Accord of 1989 and the
creation of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area. The perceived strength
of ecocentrism and its apparent patronage by the Labor Government prompted the

emergence and articulation of a number of competing visions of the TWWHA and

36 See Tasmanian Mountain Cattlemen'’s Association, ‘A Submission to the Commission of
Inquiry into the Lemonthyme and Southern Forests’, unpublished, 1989, for cattlemen’s
concerns about the proposed listing of the Lemonthyme. For a representative sample of
Tasmanian media coverage of the issue, see The Examiner (Launceston, Tasmania), 21/9/87,
21/10/87, 8/6/88; The Mercury (Hobart, Tasmania), 22/10/87, 8/11/87; The Advocate (Burnie,
Tasmania), 23/9/87, 21/10/87, 24/10/87. For a sense of national level interest, see The
Australian, 7/11/1987 and 22/3/1988.

37 The Advocate (Burnie, Tasmania), 8/2/1988.
38 The Advocate (Burnie, Tasmania), 8/6/1988; The Mercury (Hobart, Tasmania), 8/8/1988.

39 parliament of Tasmania, Report of the Select Commuittee.
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of the Upper Mersey. One of the more substantial challenges came from the
contemporary Aboriginal community. Tribal Tasmanian Aborigines were almost
completely wiped out in the first three decades of European occupation. The
physical and cultural dispossession of their descendants continued into the 20th
century, supported by government policies and social myths that ignored and even
denied their continued existence. In the 1970s and 1980s, Aboriginal organisations
formed and sought recognition and redress. To at least one member of the
Aboriginal community, the wilderness concept was another form of dispossession,

another move by white society to appropriate Aboriginal land.40

A similar challenge but in a different form came from members of the local
communities that fringed the new World Heritage Area, especially the Central
Plateau in the north and Macquarie Harbour in the west. Many of these people -
generally of European descent and calling themselves traditional land users — had for
generations used what had become part of the World Heritage Area for a range of
commercial and recreational activities. Those living on the fringes of the Central
Plateau, for example, had long traditions of grazing and hunting for the fur trade as
well as for recreational activities such as hunting, fishing and horse riding. Their
construction of the Central Plateau was dramatically different from that of the
environmentalists and the Parks and WildlifeService. They saw the Plateau as a
robust environment with resources that should be used, as a living cultural
landscape bearing the imprints and stories of their ancestors, and as a place where
community values and traditions were passed on to younger generations.
Traditional land users objected strongly to any suggestion that the Central Plateau
was wilderness. They argued that their cultural values, predicated on access for the
maintenance of a range of traditional practices were being ignored and devalued by
the focus on wilderness. They sought recognition of the European history of these
areas and of their cultural practices.4! Typically unorganised and historically
compliant, but recognising wilderness as a fundamental threat to all they valued,

they organised in an unprecedented way.#? Using a range of strategies copied from

40 Jim Everett, ‘Significance to Tasmanian Aborigines’, in Stephen J. Smith and Max R. Banks
(eds), Tasmanian Wildemess: World Heritage Values, Hobart, Royal Society of Tasmania, 1993,
pp. 158-160.

41 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Review of Public and Agency Comment,
unpublished working paper, 1991, p.32; Simon Cubit, ‘Who Goes There!: Traditional
Recreation and the World Heritage Area’, The Tasmanian Naturalist, October 1992, pp. 10-13.

42 Many groups formed in the period leading up to the Labor/Green Accord in response to
the perceived threat of ecocentric wilderness. The Tasmanian Mountain Cattlemen's
Association, for example, formed in 1986. The Tasmanian High Country Riders Association
formed in 1989 and the Mountain Huts Preservation Society in 1988. These and other groups
- hunting, fishing, four-wheel driving organisations and others — combined in 1990 to create
the Tasmanian Traditional and Recreational Land Users Federation.
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environmentalists, they conducted blockades, media events, and mounted an
intense lobbying campaign maintaining pressure on a Parks Service never before
confronted with such conflict. The need to develop a management plan for the
TWWHA brought these competing visions of the Upper Mersey, as cultural

landscape or wilderness, into formal conflict.

The development of the Tasmanian Wilderness World
Heritage Area Management Plan

In December 1989 a World Heritage Committee meeting in Paris formally accepted a
revised nomination from Australia leading to the creation of the Tasmanian
Wilderness World Heritage Area and its inscription on the World Heritage List. A
much larger area than the former Western Tasmanian Wilderness National Parks
World Heritage Area, it satisfied all four criteria for listing as a natural property. The
area was:
e an outstanding example representing the major stages of the earth’s
evolutionary history; and
e an outstanding example representing significant ongoing geological
processes and biological evolution;
and contained
* superlative natural phenomenofl, formations and features; and
e the mostimportant and significant natural habitats where threatened
species of animals and plants of outstandinguniversal value from the point

of view of science still survive.43

Similarly, the Committee determined that the rich undisturbed suite of Pleistocene
and more recent coastal Aboriginal sites, as well as the remains of the Macquarie
Harbour penal settlement, met three of the criteria established for cultural property.

These sites, the Committee determined:

e bear a unique testimony to a civilisation which has disappeared;

e are an outstanding example of a traditional human settlement which is
representative of a culture which has become vulnerable under the impact
of irreversible change; and

* are tangibly associated with events of outstanding universal significance 4

43 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area:
1992 Management Plan, Hobart, Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, 1992, p. 13.

44 jbid.
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Once the nomination of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area had been
accepted, the Tasmanian Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage set about
planning for its management.> The task was immense. Of those areas that now lay
within the new World Heritage Area, only the long-established Cradle
Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park had a current management plan. Many of the
new areas, in European terms alone, had experienced forestry activity, mining,
grazing, hunting, hydro-electric development and a variety of forms of recreation,
and many of these land uses were continuing. While a place of internationally
important natural and cultural values, it was also important in various social and
economic ways to the Tasmanian economy. The context of the proposed planning
process was also challenging. The creation of the TWWHA had been occasioned by
rancorous conflict and the boundaries of the area were more the product of political
accommodation than the result of careful conservation planning. There were also
well-developed expectations about what the Plan might deliver. The Wilderness
Society, for example, wanted the removal of introduced trout from streams, the
cessation of the production of detailed maps, the removal of buildings, the closure
of roads and, above all, the banning of a range of recreational practices such as
hunting, horseriding, four-wheel driving and the use of companion dogs — all
activities it regarded as inconsistent with wilderness.46 Groups comprising the
Tasmanian Traditional and Recreational Land Users Federation had also clearly
flagged their position arguing strongly for the retention of a range of traditional

practices and the maintenance of a rich and valued cultural landscape.4’

45 From the 1980s to the late 1990s the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service went through a
number of name changes, amalgamations and organisational realignments in response to
government initiatives. In 1987, for example, the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service
amalgamated with the Tasmanian Lands Department to form the Department of Lands, Parks
and Wildlife. In 1989 the new department became the Department of Parks, Wildlife and
Heritage. [n 1993 an amalgamation with the Department of the Environment led to the
creation of the Department of Environment and Land Management and in 1998 further
amalgamations, this time with the Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries, saw the
creation of the Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment. In 2002, the Parks
and Wildlife Service was split off and became part of a new Department of Tourism, Parks,
Heritage and the Arts. In order to avoid confusion, the term the ‘Parks Service’ will be used as
a shorthand to designate that division of the larger department or entity that is responsible
for the planning and management of the protected area estate in Tasmania throughout this
period.

46 wilderness Society, World Heritage Area Draft Management Plan: Initial Submission,
26/2/90, prepared by the Wilderness Society World Heritage Area Management Group,
submission held by the Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment,
Tasmania; Wilderness Society, ‘Input urgently needed for World Heritage Area management
guidelinesin Tasmania’, Wildemess News Emergency Tasmanian Edition, February, 1990.

47 see, for example, The Combined Riding Groups, ‘Horse Riding on the Central Plateau: a
Submission to the Government of Tasmania’, unpublished submission in possession of
author, 1990.
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The Service’s own initial position was broadly ecocentric in orientation. In a Draft
Management Strategy released in December 1989 designed to give ‘an overview of
the planning procedure and timetable as well as draft objectives, concepts and
policies’, the Service placed great value on the maintenance of the ‘pristine and
remote character of the WHA’.48 The maintenance of wilderness quality, it argued,
‘is the best management strategy for conserving the significant natural and cultural
values of the WHA in the long term’.49 Accordingly, it continued, ‘conservation of
natural values will be achieved by retaining the majority of the area in an
undeveloped condition and attempting to minimise external influences in order
that natural processes continue unimpeded.’0 This commitment to the
maintenance and enhancement of wilderness quality as a planning outcome before
the planning task had commenced, it may be argued, had certain implications for
the planning style adopted by the Service. The World Heritage Convention, Marcus
Lane notes, prescribes exacting goals of management commensurate with the
international significance of the properties inscribed on the World Heritage List.>1
The application of these predefined goals in a planning context typically requires a
strongly centralised, top-down form of planning which, Lane argues — drawing on
the planning literature — undermines conservation objectives by ‘causing local
conflicts, exacerbating problems with local acceptance and producing behaviours
not conducive to conservation’.52 Planners working on properties listed under the
Convention, Lane suggests, thus face a particular dilemma where the prescriptive
goals of management planning are often opposed to the need to ‘match
management priorities to local circumstances’ and to ensure that ‘socio-economic
integration is a fundamental feature of effective conservation management’.>3
Whatever the particular merits of Lane’s argument may be in relation to the World
Heritage Convention per se, it is clear that few planning scenarios could be more
prescriptive than the maintenance of wilderness. If wilderness quality is to be strictly
maintained, there can be little, if any, compromise. On this basis, therefore, the
wilderness presumption of the Tasmanian Park Service planners necessarily involved
the adoption of a strongly centralised ‘command’ style of planning in an effort to

guarantee the desired outcome. Typical features of this style of planning, as Lane

48 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area
Draft Management Strategy, December 1989, unpublished, p. 2.

49ibid., p. 13.
>0ibid,, p. 15.

51 Marcus Lane,' World Heritage Convention: A Dilemma for Conservation Planness’,
Australian Parks and Recreation, Vol. 32, No. 4, 1996, p. 16.

52ibid., p. 17.

53 ibid.

68



reveals, are the use of compulsory targets as a method of implementation, the use of
sanctions as the predominant form of control, the production of a formal document
as the predominant orientation of planning, and elevation of the bureaucratic
specialist into the role of expert.>4 The outcomes of the adoption of this style of
planning by the Parks Service, in a political environment marked by conflict and

lack of trust, were immediately evident.

The Draft Management Strategy also outlined the planning process the Service
intended to follow in developing the Management Plan. It proposed, for example, a
two-stage process which gave the public two opportunities to be formally involved
in the planning process: first, in providing initial comment as part of what the
Service called ‘the public participation program’and, second, in formally responding
to the Draft Management Plan.55 The Service launched the first stage of its
consultation strategy — the public participation program —in December 1989 with
the production of a series of posters, displays, articles, advertisements and the
launch of a series of ‘planning note sheets’ on a range of management issues. The
planning note sheets played a particularly important role in shaping the form and
content of later debate. Designed to ‘assist people in making considered and
focussed submissions’,56 each note sheet contained questions which were intended
to guide the publicin the type of response that would assist in formulating
management policies. Consistent with their command planning style, the subjects
were carefully chosen by the Parks Service. Not surprisingly they concerned
themselves not so much with threats to the conservation of threatened species or
the protection of ancient archaeological deposits — that is to say, with threats to the
World Heritage values — but with perceived threats to wilderness quality with
subjects including aircraft use, campfires, fire management, huts, four-wheel

driving, and horse riding.5’

54 Marcus Lane, ‘The Importance of Planning Context: The Wet Tropics Case’, Environmental
and Planning Law Journal, October, 1997, p. 370. In the Tasmanian case the requirements of
the World Heritage Convention, the joint management arrangements between Tasmania and
the Australian government and the wilderness issue collectively conspired to impose a top-
down planning approach. Given the modernist underpinning of Park Service philosophy,
however, it could be argued that top-down planning styles are the preferred model of national
park planners.

55 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, ‘Draft Management Strategy’, p. 12.

56 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Managing Tasmania's World Heritage Area Public
Participation Program: Surmmary of Submissions, Hobart, Department of Parks, Wildlife and
Heritage, 1990, p. 3.

57 It is of interest in this regard to note the recollections of Parks Service planner Nick Sawyer
thatthe consultation process leading up to the development of the 1992 Management Plan
was, ‘wracked with controversy’ with the Service accused of bias and, in relation to the
planning note sheets, of leading opinion. See Nicholas Sawyer, ‘The Development of the 1999
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In early to mid 1990, after reviewing more than 600 public submissions, the Service
began firming up its policy position on a range of issues including those that had
been the subject of the planning note sheets. In October 1990, it released the first
draft of the Draft Management Plan for internal review. In this draft the ecocentrism
evident in the draft management strategy was more strongly expressed. The
management objectives in respect of protection and conservation, for example, were
to:

* maintain and increase wilderness quality;

e maintain and restore ecological communities and processes;

e maintain viable populations of all native species;

e maintain and increase scenic quality;

e protect the cultural heritage;

e allow natural processes to operate without human disturbance 58

The majority of these objectives, carried through in almost identical form to the
final version of the Management Plan in 1992, are overtly ecocentric. Of particular
interest is the relationship they suggest between humans and the TWWHA. The
TWWHA is presented as a wilderness refuge whose ecological communities and
processes possess intrinsic value. People are inherently destructive of these values,
therefore human influence must be removed. The appropriate human role is to
demonstrate humility to the environment not just by ceasing destructive behaviour
but by enhancing the environment’s ability to determine its own future. Humans
‘maintain’, ‘protect’ and ‘restore’ but do not dominate or direct. Parks Service
acceptance of this ecocentric vision of the TWWHA led directly to the elevation of
the maintenance of wilderness quality as the dominant management imperative.
‘Thelong term protection of many natural and cultural values’, the Service argued in
the final Plan, ‘will be assisted by the perpetuation of the remote and undisturbed
characteristics of the area and, hence, the maintenance and enhancement of

wilderness quality will, in general, be the over-riding objective for management of

Management Plan for the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (Australia)’, in David
Cole, Stephen McCool, William Borrie and Jennifer O’'Loughlin (comps), Wildemess Science in
a Time of Change Conference — Volume 5: Wildemess Ecosystems, Threats and Management; 1999,
May 23-27, Missoula, MT, Proceedings RMRS-Pp15-Vol.15, Ogden, UY. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station, 2000.

58 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area:
Draft Management Plan (29 October 1990 version), unpublished working document, 1990, p.
19. The World Heritage Convention requires state parties to ‘protect, conserve, present and,
where necessary, rehabilitate the natural and cultural heritage’. The objectives stated were the
primary objectives for ‘protection and conservation’. There were also ‘presentation’ objectives
as well as some unrelated statutory objectives such as the need to minimise hazards to life and
property.
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future activities and developments in the area’.>? One key strategy that was adopted
early in the planning process to give effect to this objective was the division of the
TWWHA into four zones, the Wilderness Zone, the Self-Reliant Recreation Zone, the
Recreation Zone and the Visitor Services Zone/Site with the Wilderness Zone

occupying well over half the TWWHA.60

Given the primacy accorded to wilderness, it is perhaps a little surprising to note the
lack of precision and specificity afforded its definition in the Plan. ‘The term
“wilderness”, the Plan notes, ‘means different things to different people’ but the
commonly recognised attributes of wilderness’, the Plan states, ‘are remoteness and
naturalness.’®! While accepting the ecocentric notion that wilderness exists
regardless of whether humans are present to experience it,02 the Plan, nonetheless,
defined wilderness in recreational terms as ‘land remote from access by mechanised
vehicles and from within which there is little or no consciousness of the
environmental disturbance of contemporary people’.63 In this way ‘wilderness
recreation value’ — the human perception of wilderness — became the surrogate for
wilderness itself, and, with the use of methodologies to measure view field
disturbance, was rendered capable of being objectively measured. However
wilderness was defined, the outcome was the same. The most effective way of
enhancing wilderness quality, the Plan argued, ‘is to remove redundant structures
and close and rehabilitate vehicle tracks that are highly visible’.64 Accordingly, key
policies for the Wilderness Zone included-the progressive removal of remaining
structures and developments not of scientific or cultural significance, no provision

of facilities or tracks and no fuel reduction burning.65

The opening position of the Parks Service then, in developing the Management Plan
for the TWWHA, was to align itself closely with the Wilderness Society in projecting

an ecocentric vision for how the TWWHA should be managed. It was a vision

89 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area:
1992 Management Plan, p. 17.

60 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area:
Draft Management Plan (29 October 1990 version), p. 22. The zoning proposal was a
consistent feature of all drafts of the Plan, including the final 1992 Plan.

61 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area:
1992 Management Plan, p. 19. This looseness in definition was a feature carried through all
drafts of the Plan.

62 jbid.
63 jbid., p. 40.

64 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area:
1991 Draft Management Plan, Hobart, Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, 1991, p. 20.

65 ibid., pp. 24-25.
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pregnant with misanthropic intent - it argued not simply that, as wilderness, the
TWWHA was best managed by being left alone, but that there was a responsibility to
enhance wilderness quality by erasing evidence of past human activity. This was not
a view that was broadly shared in the Tasmanian community. The reason for this
was that wilderness had many meanings. While for the Parks and Wildlife Service
and environmentalists it was a progressive and ethical ideal, for other people,
especially those from adjacent communities, it was an oppressive concept, one that
sought to erase their history and deny them access to valued landscapes. Rather than
seeing wilderness as serving the interests of society, these groups saw it as the tool of
an urban elite used for their own ends irrespective of the needs and desires of rural
communities and ordinary people. One such group were those folk living adjacent
to the Upper Mersey and the Central Plateau. In the period up to the Labor/Green
Accord of 1989, members of these communities came face-to-face with the politics
of wilderness in opposing the World Heritage listing of freehold land in the
Lemonthyme, in fighting the removal of the Tiger Hut and in lobbying against
moves to ban horse riding from the Central Plateau. Politicised as a result of these
experiences they were acutely sensitive to its expression and implacably opposed to
its implementation. It was, in fact, the perceived strength of the political
sponsorship of ecocentrism, following the Accord and the creation of the TWWHA,
that prompted the creation of Tasmanian Traditional and Recreational Land Users
Federation (TTRLUF) in early 1990. These negative views of wilderness were widely
held in rural and regional areas of Tasman'ia. In the electoral context, as we shall see,

this was politically significant.

The extent to which traditional land users challenged the scope and expression of
the ecocentrism displayed in early drafts of the Plan was clearly evident in the
development of the critical policies relating to European cultural heritage. There
were two important contests in relation to this subject, one concerned with how
cultural heritage should be defined and the other revolving around the future of the
large number and range of European structures within the TWWHA. In terms of the
first contest, TTRLUF groups had a broad understanding of what constituted cultural
heritage. The Tasmanian Mountain Cattlemen’s Association, for example, saw
cultural heritage not simply as the physical artefacts of long use and association but
also as comprising intangible values such as ‘on-going traditional practices’.66 The
Combined Riding Group similarly saw traditional activities such as horse riding as ‘a
vital and living part of our culture ... that has been carried on for one hundred and

fifty years’.67 For these groups certain sections of the TWWHA were vibrant, living

66 Tasmanian Mountain Cattlemen’s Association, ‘Response to the 1991 Tasmanian
Wildemess World Heritage Area Draft ManagementPlan’, p. 7.

67 The Combined Riding Groups, ‘Horse Riding on the Central Plateau’, p. 2.
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cultural landscapes, which provided a context for a contemporary range of
continuing traditional practices such as hunting, horse-riding, walking, fishing and
maintaining mountain huts which gave participants a sense of belonging, of
cultural continuity and of identity. The Parks Service and the Wilderness Society, on
the other hand, had a very different view. Giving priority to the intrinsic values of
the TWWHA, theywere concerned to limit any continuing human activity they
thought might degrade wilderness quality. While prepared to acknowledge the
existence of ‘relict’ heritage, that is to say, the material remains of previous human
activity, they were fundamentally opposed to any notion of allowing the
continuation of those practices that might havecreatedit. Activities such as hunting
and horse riding, they argued, were environmentally damaging and inconsistent
with the management of wilderness.58 The proposition that the practices of
traditional and recreational land users might somehow be a heritage resource in
themselves was specifically ruled out and treated merely as political rhetoric.6?
Cultural heritage, if it existed and if it had to be accepted, related to the physical

evidence of past human activity and not to living practices or associations.

The meanings of heritage

This conflict over how the cultural values of the TWWHA should be defined had
parallels in wider debate within professional cultural heritage management circles
around the same time. Heritage is an elusive concept. Originally signifying the
tangible legacy left by immediate forebears, its meaning broadened following the
rise of national self-consciousness in post-Napoleonic war-torn Europe to encompass
both collective folkways and physical monuments.”0 [n this way, heritage came to

have two centres of meaning: as ‘things’ such as buildings, monuments and

68 [ndeed, the environmental movement and the Parks Service conducted various pieces of
research in an attempt to demonstrate the impacts these activities might cause. See, for
example, J. Whinam, R. J. Cannel, J.B. Kirkpatrick, and M. Comfort, ‘Studies on the Potential
Impact of Recreational Horse Riding on the National Estate Values of Some Alpine
Environments of the Central Plateau’, Hobart, Tasmanian Conservation Trust, 1993.
Assessments were also conducted on the suitability of some areas to sustain riding. See, for
example, ]. Whinam and G. Dixon, Assessment of February Plains, Campbell River and Lone
Gum Plains Area for Horseriding, unpublished report for the Parks and Wildlife Service, 1993.
Some of these studies were thinly veiled critiques. See Cubit, ‘Tournaments of Value’, op. cit,,
pp- 404-405.

69 See, for example, Nicholas Sawyer, Traditional Recreational Land Use: A Legitimate
Expression of Our Cultural Heritage?’, The Tasmanian Conservationist, Vol. 233, 1993, p. 5. It
was a concern that ‘exploitative land uses’ might be permitted under the guise of cultural
landscapes that led environmentalists to oppose any recognition of cultural landscapes in
national parks and to treat with great caution any suggestion thatlocal associations might
have a cultural foundation. See Kevin Frawley, *“Cultural Landscapes” and National Parks:
Philosophical and Planning Issues’, p. 22.

70 David Lowenthal, ‘Heritage and Its Interpreters’, Heritage Australia, Winter 1986, p. 42.
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treasures; and as ideals, customs and knowledge. Both have had currency in
Australia. In 1941, for example, Walkabout published a full-page advertisement for a
brewing company featuring a photograph of a sunny pastoral scene of stockmen on
horseback moving a mob of sheep captioned with the words ‘Our National
Heritage’. The text accompanying the photograph referred to the ‘rich inheritance’
won by ‘our pioneering forefathers’.”! On the other hand, Bernard Smith traces the
beginning of a focus on buildings as heritage to a consciousness of the value of

colonial architecture in Australia from the 1880s.72

By the 1960s, as Davison notes, the two ideas of heritage as ideals and as things
began to become more closely entwined.’3 He points, for example, to the definition
of cultural property adopted by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) as ‘the product and witness of the different
traditions and the spiritual achievements of the past and ... thus an essential
element in the personality of the peoples of the world’. It was the duty of
governments ‘to ensure the protection and preservation of the cultural heritage of
mankind, as much as to promote social and economic development’.7¢ During the
1960s this notion of heritage, until then typically associated with great buildings
and the homes of the elite, became more broad and democratic in scope becoming a
shorthand collective term for those valued material things of the past which were in
danger of being lost. It was this use of the term which informed the 1972 UNESCO
World Heritage Convention where ‘heritage’ was used to refer to those precious
‘built and natural remnants of the past’.”® A similar meaning of the term, albeit at a
different level of significance, informed the creation of the Australian Heritage
Commission in 1975, established to identify and conserve the heritage, natural and

cultural, of Australia.”6

During the 1960s and 1970s, however, the spiritual aspect of heritage tended to be
ignored as professional practice focused almost exclusively on its material aspects.
The development of the Australia ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of
Cultural Significance (T he Burra Charter) first published in 1979 and amended in 1981

71 Griffiths, Hunters and Collectors, pp. 146-147.

72 Bernard Smith, The Antipodean Manif esto: Essays in Art and History, Melbourne, Oxford
University Press, 1976, p. 91.

73 Graeme Davison, ‘The meanings of ‘heritage”, in Graeme Davison and Chris McConville
(eds), A Heritage Handbook, North Sydney, Allen and Unwin, 1991.

74 ibid,, p. 2.
7S ibid.

76 See Australian Heritage Commission Act 1975.
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and 1987 is a good example.”” This charter, the key heritage conservation doctrine
in Australia widely adopted by heritage agencies and governments, focused
particularly on material fabric as the basis for determinations of cultural

significance. While both the Australian Heritage Commission Act 1975 and the
Charter provided for the spiritual in the form of social and aesthetic considerations
of value, these intangible values were rarely recognised. ‘Most heritage practitioners’,
as Truscott explains, ‘were unfamiliar with methods used in perception studies in
disciplines such as sociology and geography, and many were unaware of work taking
place in indigenous heritage conservation to include spiritual values in their
heritage management. Instead heritage significance was expressed in terms of

architectural style or historic significance.””8

From the mid to late 1980s this narrow focus began to change in response to a
growing recognition that heritage functioned not just in a passive sense as
comforting remnants of the past but actively in shaping the present and the future,
In this way, the intangible sense of heritage as ideals and values began to re-emerge.
In 1984, for example, Ken Taylor, began promoting the heritage values of cultural
landscapes as a way of understanding the distinctive pattern of Australian
settlement.”? In 1986 Meredith Walker argued the need for an exploration of the
concepts and meaning of social value as a way of better understanding the heritage
of Melbourne’s western suburbs.80 In 1989 Russell sought the development of an
alternate heritage model, a historic-cultural aesthetic, which might lead Australians
to a more complete understanding and appreciation of their environment.81
Communities, too, began to express their views. Residents of historic towns such as
Maldon in Victoria and Hahndorf in South Australia railed against assessments of
valued buildings made purely in architectural terms without recognition of their
local, more personal meanings. Communities, in places such as Warnambool and
Beechworth in Victoria, acted to defend places not as artefacts but as homes, not as

tourist attractions but as sources of community identity.82

77 pustralia [COMOS, The Australian ICOMOS Charter for the Conservation of Places of Cultural
Significance (T he Burra Charter), Sydney, Australia [COMOS, 1987.

78 Marilyn Truscott, * “Intangible Values” as Heritage in Australia’, ICOMOS News, Vol. 10. No.
1, 2000, p. S6.

79Ken Taylor, ‘Rural Landscape Protection: The Need For a Broader Conservation Base’,
Heritage Australia, Vol. 3, 1984, pp. 3-8.

80 M. Walker, C. Johnston and C. Boyce, Heritage Issues and Strategies: Westermn Region Cultural
Heritage Study, Melbourne Western Region Commission Inc., Braybook, 1986.

81 Jim A. Russell, ‘The Genesis of Historic Landscape Conservation in Australia’, Landscape and
Urban Planning, Vol. 17, 1989, p. 310. See also Jim A. Russell, ‘Debating Heritage: From
Artefacts to Critical Perception’, Australian Geographer, Vol. 24, No. 1, 1993, pp. 12-16.

82 Griffiths, Hunters and Collectors, pp. 244~252.
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Heritage agencies and professional groups began to respond to the enlivened public
debate. In 1992, for example, the Australian Heritage Commission released a major
discussion paper outlining the nature of social value as an ‘attachment to places’
that acts as an essential reference point or symbol for a community’s identity.83
Similarly, in 1993 the Commission ran a workshop designed to help participants
identify and assess aesthetic values.8* Australia ICOMOS also responded. In the early
to mid 1990s it initiated a series of conferences and workshops exploring some of
the social and political roles heritage played in the lives of Australian community.
Two significant outcomes of these processes were the Cultural Heritage Places Policy
and a revised Burra Charter. The Cultural Heritage Places Policy adopted in 1998
articulates in its vision for Australia’s cultural heritage places, that ‘heritage is
manifest as place, object, stories (written or oral) and in values, uses, traditions and
customs’.®® The Charter, revised in 1999, accepts a similar connection between place
and intangible value. In its preamble, for example, it states that ‘places of cultural
significance enrich people’s lives, often providing a deep and inspirational sense of
community and landscape, to the past and to lived experiences’.2¢ Its revised
definitions recognise that intangible values are an integral part of heritage
significance. For instance, ‘cultural significance’ is now defined as ‘aesthetic,
historic, scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present or future generations’
which is ‘embodied in the place itself, its fabric, setting, use, associations, meanings,
records, related places and related objects’:3” The term ‘association’ is defined
broadly to include the ‘special connections between people and place’ (which may
include social or spiritual values and cultural responsibilities for a place) with
‘meanings’ defined as ‘what a place signifies, indicates, evokes or expresses’ (which

may relate to symbolic qualities and memories).®8

The consequence of these developments has been the emergence of a new
community focus on heritage. The Tasmanian State of the Environment report of

1996, for example, defined cultural heritage broadly as ‘the community’s

83 Churis Johnston, What is Social Value?, Canberra, Australian Government Publishing
Service, 1992.

84 Australian Heritage Commission, More Than Meets The Eye: Identifying and Assessing Aesthetic
Value, report of the Aesthetic Value Workshop held at the University of Melbourne, 1993,
Technical Workshop Series No. 7, Canberra, Australian Heritage Commission, 1994.

85 Australia ICOMOS, Australia ICOMOS Cultural Heritage Places Policy, Vision, Policies and
Implementation Strategy, Canberra, Australia ICOMOS, 1998, p. 2.

86 Australia [COMOS, The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance (Burra
Charter), Canberra, Australia I[COMOS, 1999.

87 ibid., p. 2.
88 ibid, p. 3.
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inheritance from the past’ and identified the ‘most fundamental’ aim of heritage
management as ‘understanding society and its culture and the use of that
knowledge in shaping Tasmania’s present and future’8? The broadening of notions
of heritage as something that interweaves with people’s lives in the present and
moulds their visions of the future has shifted the focus of heritage identification and
management from being the preserve of the expert to one in which communities
have a much greater role. Contemporary heritage management processes, for
example, seek to greatly enhance the involvement of communities. There is a focus
on developing methodologies for community identification, assessment and
management of heritage in cooperation with professionals and government
agencies, and on means for enhancing community partnerships in cultural heritage
conservation.%0 Part of these developments has been an awareness of the limitations
of the way terms such as ‘cultural heritage’ have been used in the past. In wishing to
accentuate the point that cultural heritage now has an explicit intangible as well as
tangible dimension, some practitioners prefer to use the more expansive term

‘cultural values’ in discussing notions of human heritage.91

Contesting constructs of heritage

In this wider historical context, TTRLUF groups such as the Tasmanian Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association, and the Parks Service occupied divergent positions.
Whereas the mountain cattlemen asserted a progressive and encompassing notion of
heritage,?2 the Parks Service chose to maintain a conservative and restrictive

interpretation.93 These differences were given expression as early as the Draft

89 Sustainable Development Advisory Council, ‘Cultural Heritage’, State of the Environment
Tasmania, Volume 1 - Conditions and Trends, complied by the State of the Environment Unit,
Land Information Services, Department of Environment and Land Management, Tasmania,
1996, p. 64.

90 See, for example, Australia ICOMOS, Assessing Social Value: Communities and Experts, a
workshop held by Australia I[COMOS 1994, Canberra, Australian Heritage Commission, 1996.

91 Both terms - ‘cultural heritage’ and ‘cultural values’ - are used in this thesis, sometimes
interchangeably. Generally ‘cultural values’ is used to describe tangible and intangible values
while ‘cultural heritage’ is more often used to refer to tangible ‘things’ of heritage value.

92 The extent of this progressiveness can be judged by comparing notions of cultural heritage
proposed in the early 1990s by groups such as the Tasmanian Mountain Cattlemen’s
Association with, for example, the Istanbul Declaration of 2002 emanating from the
UNESCO-sponsored Third Round Table Meeting of Ministers of Culture on ‘Intangible
Cultural Heritage: A Mirror of Cultural Diversity’. Those statements made in 1991 resonate
clearly with those made in 2002. See UNESCO, ‘Final Communique - [stanbul Declaration’,
Third Round Table of Ministers of Culture, ‘Intangible Culture Heritage: A Mirror of Cultural
Diversity’, Istanbul, Turkey, 16-17 September, 2002, viewed 10 Dec. 2002,

<http://portal.unesco.org/culture_roundtable>.

3 Itis worthy of note that most Park Services in Australia around the time used narrow
definitions of cultural heritage. See Simon Cubit, ‘Cultural Heritage - Interpretation, Values
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Management Plan released in 1991, where the Service defined cultural heritage
narrowly as ‘relicts’, as ‘the physical remains of Aboriginal and European use of the
WHA'".94 In response to submissions such as those received from traditional and
recreational land user groups, the Service expanded its definition in the 23
December 1991 version of the final Plan to include sites, objects and landscapes but
specifically refused to countenance any consideration beyond this point. Almost
defiantly it added a rider which stated that ‘the cultural heritage under
consideration in this plan is restricted to sites, objects and landscapes in the WHA
and does not [my emphasis] include the practices and activities themselves that gave
rise to those heritage resources’.9% As if to underscore this determination, in the
section of the Plan devoted to landscape, the Service specifically foreclosed the
option of maintaining cultural landscapes by means of perpetuating the historic
practices and activities which gave rise to them and which were no longer practiced
in the TWWHA.96 In listing some of these activities — Aboriginal burning, grazing,
timber getting, hunting and mining - the Service failed to observe that the reason a
number were no longer practiced in the TWWHA was because they had been

banned as a consequence of its creation.

The second contest revolved around the question of what to do with the many
European structures that were in the TWWHA, the legacy of a range of previous land
uses thatincluded hunting, mining, grazing, recreation, forestry and hydro-electric
development. The Service was keenly awar€ that the adoption of measures to protect
and conserve cultural heritage throughout the TWWHA would conflict with
objectives designed to minimise disturbance to natural processes and maintain and
enhance wilderness quality.%7 Responses from the public participation program

revealed significant public support for the removal of all cultural sites from the

and Challenges’, paper presented at the Annual Conference of the Royal Australian Institute
of Parks and Recreation, Cairns, 1993.

94 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area:
1991 Draft Management Plan, p. 21. It is significant to note that during the 1960s and 1970s
Australian cultural heritage managers themselves tended to see cultural heritage as relicts and
expressed significance narrowly in terms of architectural style or historic value. From the mid
1980s, however, more expansive definitions — ones that recognised social, aesthetic and
spiritual values - began to be increasingly accepted and applied. See, for example, Truscott,
““Intangible Values” as Heritage in Australia’, p. 56.

95 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area:
Management Plan (Proposed final version, 23 December 1991), upublished working
document, p. 21.

96 ibid., p. 39.

97 See Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area:
1991 Draft Management Plan, p. 21.
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TWWHA. 98 Of the 100 submissions received on the subject some 62% believed that
some or all of the huts should be removed. Some 38%, a smaller but not
insignificant number, believed they should be retained. Key reasons advocated for
removal were that they were visually obtrusive, concentrated and increased use of
an area, diminished wilderness values and produced local environmental impacts.
This response is perhaps not surprising given that removal of European structures
was a key Wilderness Society demand expressed early in the process and that the
Service itself identified the existence of huts as a specific management issue by
devoting one of the planning note sheets to the subject. While only six submissions
offered opinion on how archaeological sites should be managed, there was a view,
too, that the maintenance of these places was in conflict with, or less important

than, the maintenance of natural and/or wilderness values.

Despite its own views and the apparent clarity of the direction given by public
submissions, the Service faced a number of problems in framing an explicit policy
for how it would deal with historic relicts. The first was that, contrary to commonly
accepted practice, there had never been a comprehensive assessment of the cultural
values of the TWWHA prior to its World Heritage nomination. Only its presumed
international values had been assessed. While generally aware of the typology of the
cultural resources for which they were now responsible, cultural heritage managers
within the Service had only a rudimentary understanding of the cultural
significance of that resource. With the exception of the Pleistocene and Holocene
Aboriginal sites and the convict sites within Macquarie Harbour whose significance
was well known, the Service archaeologists believed that the other resources were
only of state or local significance.?? The second problem was that the debate was
taking place in public and in a context of heightened expectation. In contrast to the
lack of certainty and prior research on the part of the Parks Service, the Mountain
Huts Preservation Society, for example, submitted a list of 10 huts in the Upper
Mersey which it confidently claimed were of historic significance. Delivering
chapterand verse of cultural heritage management orthodoxy, the Society went on
to recommend that historic huts should be given priority for conservation, that
management programs should be formulated for each site and that all works be

undertaken in accordance with the Burra Charter.100

98 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Managing Tasmania's World Heritage Area Public
Participation Program: Summary of Submissions, pp. 13, 29.

99 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area:
1991 Draft Management Plan, p. 14.

18 ) fountain Huts Preservation Society, ‘Preserving the Cultural Landscape in Wild Areas:

Submission to the Government of Tasmania, February, 1990’, unpublished submission in
possession of the author. Details of the submission including the list of huts were published
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The Service, in response, was forced to concede that there should be an assessment
of the cultural significance of any structure prior to any decision to remove it. In the
draft Plan published in 1991, accordingly, it proposed that historic structures as well
as huts and shelters would be assessed for their recreational or cultural significance
but would only be retained if they had a low impact on environmental or wilderness
quality. Structures would remain, that is to say, if they did not compromise
wilderness.10! Public response to the position of the Parks Service, in the form of
comment in submissions, was broadly supportive although even many of those who
supported such a stance believed that cultural values should be properly assessed in
consultation with users. The proposed policy was opposed, however, by cultural
heritage specialists as well as traditional land-user groups. Both argued that the draft
Plan overemphasised the protection and enhancement of wilderness at the expense
and possible future impairment of European cultural values. Their view was that
cultural heritage should be identified and protected in keeping with its significance,
regardless of the environmental or wilderness setting.192 The Service, perhaps
emboldened by the Australian Council of Nature Conservation Ministers’ position,
chose to ignore these dissenting voices and in the 23 December 1991 version of the
final Plan adopted what might be seen as a deliberately ambiguous policy that ‘the
physical evidence of past European activity will be preserved unless this has been
assessed to be of little cultural significance and it significantly conflicts with other
WHA values’.103 '

in Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Managing Tasmania’s World Heritage Area Public
Participation Program: Summary of Submissions, p. 31.

101 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area:
1991 Draft Management Plan, pp. 43, 73. Such a position was, in fact, consistent with the
Australian Council of Nature Conservation Ministers (CONCOM) guidelines on wilderness
management published in 1986. These guidelines asserted the primacy of wilderness in
stating that ‘no permanent structures or developments should be retained, except where of
historic or archaeological values or where necessary to protect the environment’. See
CONCOM Working Group on Management of National Parks, Guidelines for t he Reservation
and Protection of Wildermess Areas in Australia, Council of Nature Conservation Ministers, 1986,
p-21.

102 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Review of Public and Agency Comments on
the Draft WHA Management Plan and Proposed Amendments to the draft plan 13 December
1991, internal working document, pp. 20, 30, 32.

103 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area:
Management Plan (Proposed final version, 23 December 1991), unpublished working
document, p. 44.
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Ecocentrism under political assault

The maintenance of a particular construction of nature in the face of competing
conceptions can be an intensely political process. When these constructions are
applied to an institutional planning process and where the outcome of this process
results in a perceived differential distribution of benefits, the results can be
explosive. The continued vitality of the ecocentric vision the Park Service applied to
the TWWHA was critically dependent on support from political elites. While the
Green Independents held the balance of power in the Tasmanian Parliament, that
political support was forthcoming. With it the Parks Service was able to ignore
perspectives advanced by other interests inconsistent with its own vision. Once it
was removed, however, the edifice began to crumble. And that is what happened. In
1992 the Green Independents withdrew their support from the minority Labor
Government on an issue of forest policy and the government collapsed. In an
election held on 1 February 1992 a majority Liberal Government was elected. A
conservative party with strong links to rural and regional Tasmania, the Liberal
Government was prepared to take on board the concerns of traditional and
recreational land users as well as those of other groups alienated by the implications
of Park Service ecocentrism. It was in this context that the new Liberal Minister for
the Environment reviewed the 23 December 1991 version of the Management Plan,
ostensibly the final version and one which had already been approved by the
Commonwealth Environment Minister, and proposed up to 100 amendments.
These amendments were reviewed by the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage
Area Consultative Committee and written into a new 15 May 1992 version of the
Plan.10¢ [t was this Plan that was finally approved by the State and Commonwealth

Government and which, thereafter, came into force.

The changes prompted by TTRLUF, around a third of all the amendments, related
directly to the organisation’s construction of the TWWHA (or specific parts of it) as
a living cultural landscape that sustained a range of continuing traditional activities.
There were changes, for example, that sought to broaden the definition of cultural
heritage adopted by the Plan, to guarantee access for recreation and to force the
Service to meaningfully consult with traditional and recreational land users. A

number of these changes, particularly those concerned with the way heritage was

104 The amendments that were incorporated in the new 15 May 1992 version of the plan,
under the headings of the groups and interests which prompted them can be found in
Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Paper for TWHA Standing Committee and
Ministerial Council Meeting 20/21 May 1992 — Changes to the December 1991 WHA
Management Plan, internal background paper.
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defined, are of some significance. One, for example, removed the rider imposed by
the Service that sought to separate sites, objects and landscapes from the practices
and activities that gave rise to them. In its place was inserted a cautious provision
permitting the use of historic practices and activities to maintain historic cultural
landscapes provided their use was consistent with other provisions of the Plan.10°
Another committed the Service to an independent research program to assess the
cultural significance of traditional practices in the TWWHA. This commitment, in
effect, created a process for broadening the definition of cultural heritage from a
narrow concern with fabric and site to one concerned with place and tradition.196 A
third change required that the physical evidence of past European activity would be
conserved in keeping with its significance. This compelled the Service to
professionally assess and conserve sites irrespective of their environmental

setting.107

The changes effected to the Plan were stridently opposed by the environmental
movement. Environment group representatives on the Tasmanian Wilderness World
Heritage Area Consultative Committee, for example, opposed nearly every
changel08 and the Director of the Tasmanian Conservation Trust wrote to the new
Federal Environment Minister, Ms Ros Kelly, pleading for her to ‘hold the line’. 109
While symbolically significant, the actual impact of the changes, however, was not
great. At one level they fundamentally changed the dynamic of the tournament of
value concerning the presence of European-artefacts in the wilderness. Contrary to
the ambitions of the Parks Service and certainly those of the Wilderness Society,
European structures which had cultural significance or demonstrated scientific or
recreational value were to stay. Social values, those deriving from long community
association with the TWWHA, were to be assessed. At another level, however, the

changes had quite limited impact. Developed as last minute changes they were, by

105 The new prescription read: ‘Cultural landscapes will be conserved in accordance with
their cultural values. Structures and other features of cultural landscapes may be protected
and conserved by means of appropriate conservation measures. Where consistent with or
more important than other values, cultural landscapes may be conserved by maintaining
those historic practices and activities which gave rise to the landscape and which are now no
longer practised in the WHA provided they do not conflict with the management objectives
and prescriptions elsewhere in this plan.” Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage,
Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area: 1992 Management Plan, p. 39.

106 jpid., pp. 31, 32.

107 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, ‘Changes to the December 1991 WHA
Management Plan: Paper for TWHA Standing Committee and Ministerial Council Meeting
20/21 May 1992'.

108 jpid.
109 Peg Putt, ‘Open Letter re Western Tasmania World Heritage Area Management’, T he
Tasmanian Conservationist, No. 227, June-July, 1992, p. 9.
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their very nature, only cosmetic amendments to a large and complex document.
While they changed the intent and redirected the focus in a number of key areas
they did not, and perhaps could not, change the inherent architecture of the Plan.
The fundamental objectives of the Plan, those that were so overtly ecocentric,
remained unchanged. Two-thirds of the TWWHA, for example, still remained in the

Wilderness Zone subject to policies which required that:

‘there will be no development and where existing contemporary intrusions
will be progressively removed or allowed to decay if not of significant
scientific or management value. Removal of structures and rehabilitation of
disturbance may only be undertaken after assessment of cultural significance
demonstrates that such actions are warranted. Rehabilitation may be achieved
by allowing areas to return to a natural condition of their own accord, or

rehabilitated by earthworks and revegetation.10

In these terms the ecocentric intent of the Plan remained. The only significant
change, occasioned by the intervention of the Liberal State Government, was that

ecocentrism no longer received political sponsorship from the Treasury benches.

Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter has been to begin the task of assessing the impact of
ecocentrism on the identification and management of cultural heritage in natural
areas. Its specificrole has been to consider the emergence and expression of
ecocentrism in relation to the creation of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage
Area in 1989 and the development of its first management Plan in 1992. While
moves to protect wild areas in Tasmania have a long pedigree, the evidence suggests
the emergence in the late 1970s of ecocentric rationales for wilderness protection
which valued wilderness for its own sake rather than its value for people. Radical in
the context of contemporary Australian attitudes toward the environment and held
only by a small group of activists and supporters, these ecocentric visions gained
wider support after the Tasmanian Hydro-Electric Commission moved publicly to
dam the Franklin River in western Tasmania. In a campaign run by battle-hardened
veterans of the Pedder campaign, organisations such as the Wilderness Society
managed to gain widespread political support in their efforts to stop the dam.

Through astute leveraging, environmentalists not only achieved the creation of the

110 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area:
1992 Management Plan, p. 41.
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Western Tasmanian Wilderness National Parks World Heritage Area in 1982 but in
1983 were successful in getting the federal government to overrule the Tasmanian
government and stop the dam. Through similar engagement in the political process
and their professed ability to deliver marginal seats to the Australian Labor Party,
environmentalists attracted the support of key political power broker Senator
Graham Richardson in 1986. Under the patronage of Richardson, environmentalists
were able to achieve a series of political outcomes in 1987, 1988 and 1989 that
nearly doubled the size of existing conservation reserves and led to the creation of
the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area. The Key point to emerge in this
sequence of events is the relationship between the expression of ecocentrism and
political sponsorship. Without such sponsorship the political geography of western

Tasmania may have been very different.

Political sponsorship also played a critical role in the development of the Tasmanian
Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan. With the Tasmanian Green
Independents holding the balance of power in the Tasmanian Parliament, the Parks
and Wildlife Service produced an overtly ecocentric management plan that sought
to radically reshape human relationships to the TWWHA. It sought, for example, the
removal of human influence from the TWWHA, asserting the maintenance and
enhancement of wilderness quality as the best overall management strategy for
protecting the natural and cultural values in perpetuity. In this scheme of things the
physical evidence of European occupation and use, over and above the sanctioned
remains of the penal settlement at Macquarie Harbour, was afforded little status.
Ongoing European activities, separated from the artefacts they created, were
similarly marginalised. The election of the conservative Liberal Government in 1992
removed political support for ecocentrism. Within months of being elected, the
Liberal Government used its resources to amend, as much as was possible in a plan
that had already been approved by the Commonwealth Minister, the more strident

expressions of ecocentrism as they concerned a range of Key stakeholders.

To this point, therefore, in response to the tasks allocated to this chapter and the
types of questions it set out to explore, it is possible to make a number of considered
conclusions. The first point is that the long process by which the TWWHA was
created, stretched over a period of perhaps 20 years from the 1970s to the 1990s,
demonstrates the clear emergence in Tasmania of ecocentric assessments of
landscape value. It also reveals the consequent expression of a well-articulated
argument directed at maintaining and enhancing wilderness quality through the
management of human impacts. The second point the case study confirms is the
argument made in Chapter 2, asserting the attractiveness of ecocentrism to national

park managers. The Tasmanian Parks Service overtly demonstrated its ecocentric
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values in developing the 1992 TWWHA management Plan and, in this regard, held a
position not dissimilar to that of the Wilderness Society. The third point that may
cogently be made thus far is that the ecocentrism so clearly articulated by the Parks
Service was directed not just at physical artefacts or relicts that might lie within the
TWWHA but also at the range of continuing activities practiced typically by local
communities within the TWWHA. In a modern expression of the degradation
narrative, local activities such as hunting, horse riding and hut building were seen
an inimical to wilderness. This, in turn, suggests that actions to remove buildings
from national parks, for example, were but one expression of a wider antipathy

toward the cultural values of wild areas.
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CHAPTER 4

Draping the blanket of wilderness -
ecocentrism and Tasmanian cultural values

This chapter continues the investigation of the TWWHA case study initiated in Chapter
3, which was aimed at assessing the impact of ecocentrism on the identification and
management of cultural values in natural areas. The 1992 Management Plan, as
previously demonstrated, was predicated on a range of ecocentric assumptions about the
proper relationship between humans and the natural world. It held, for example, that
restricting human influence through the maintenance and enhancement of wilderness
quality was the best means of protecting the values of the TWWHA. While some aspects
of the Plan were modified by the Liberal Government’s late amendments, it nonetheless
became the blueprint for the management of the TWWHA until 1999 when a second
plan came into force. The first task of this chapter therefore, will be to review the
policies that were adopted in the 1992 Plan and assess the impact of their
implementation. In this way it is hoped to gain a sense of the institutional treatment of

European cultural values in the TWWHA.

If a complete understanding of the impact of ecocentrism on the cultural values of the
TWWHA is to be obtained, however, a wider frame of reference is also warranted. In the
preceding chapter it was noted that, in the Management Plan, the Parks Service defined
the cultural values of the TWWHA narrowly as relicts of previous human activity.
Broader definitions of cultural values, which might encompass the cultural practices and
continuing associations articulated by groups such as the Tasmanian Mountain
Cattlemen’s Association, for example, were not accepted. They were specifically rejected
because they were in conflict with the ecocentric objective of maintaining the
wilderness values of the TWWHA. This suggests that the cultural values recognised by
the Parks Service were only a subset of a wider array of European cultural values that
existed in relation to the TWWHA. In this context, ecocentrism acted as a filter
blocking the recognition and expression of some cultural values while acknowledging
others. But what was filtered out? What values and meanings might otherwise have
been expressed and how might they have influenced public perceptions of the
TWWHA? The second major task of this chapter will be to consider these questions and,
in so doing, seek to extend the analysis of the impact of ecocentrism to issues of the

contemporary meaning of the TWWHA.
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The third task, by way of conclusion, will be to draw together the insights gained from
this and the previous chapter and make a considered assessment of the impact of
ecocentrism on the cultural values of the TWWHA. These case study conclusions will
then be considered in terms of their ability toshedlight on the impacts of ecocentrism
on the cultural values of wild areas at an Australian level.

Before embarking upon this journey it is relevant, by virtue of the relationship between
ecocentrism and political sponsorship previously identified, to note the political context
in which the plan was implemented from 1992 to 1999. Some of the state-level political
changes have already been discussed. To this it is pertinent to add that successive Liberal
governments held power until 1997 when a Labor government was once again elected.
State political events, however, as is often the case, were overshadowed by trends and
events at the national level. Labor Governments held sway in Canberra until 1995 when
the Liberal Government took office. This change in government heralded significant
changes in the way the environment was valued and in the way environmental politics
were played. At a national level during the 1990s the Australian environmental
movement experienced a general malaise. There was a relatively low Green vote in the
1993 federal election, memberships of environmental groups declined, and the media
were less interested in environmental issues. Hutton and Connorsidentified three main
arguments advanced to explain these phenomena: environmental issues declined in
popularity as other issues arose to take their place; the Green movement was less
relevant because all major parties had environmental policies; and environmental
groups became incorporated within well-defined institutional frameworks for policy
development.! Doyle, another commentator of the environment movement in
Australia, takes a slightly different tack and notes a structural change occurring some
time around the mid 1990s when dominant notions of sustainable and multiple use
gave way under the incoming Liberal Government to the ideology of wise and
sequential use. This period, Doyle argues, saw the state reduce its role as environmental
legislator, monitor and regulator and set itself up in opposition to environmental
concerns. With the state incorporating some environmental groups but not others, the
environmental movement, Doyle argues, was forced to bypass the state and deal with
other sectors more directly.2 The significance of these changes to the arguments
advanced here was that, during the period over which the Tasmanian Wilderess World
Heritage Area: 1992 Management Plan was implemented, there was little, if any, political
support, at either the state or the nationallevel, for ecocentrism. Indeed the opposite
was typically the case. It was as if after the heady but divisive periods of the late 1980s
when environmental issues dominated the national political agenda, governments of all

persuasions were intent on subduing any form of radical environmentalism.

1 Hutton & Connors, A History of the Australian Conservation Movement, pp. 263-264.

2 Doyle, Green Power, pp. xxiii, xxiv.
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The management of cultural values under the 1992 TWWHA
Management Plan

Ecocentism sets up some clear imperatives when applied to the management of natural
areas. The first is to stop any current activity that impinges on the intrinsic rights of the
species and systems that occupy the area. The purpose of reserving land (and/or sea),
therefore, is to protect habitat so that the evolutionary destinies of other species can
unfold without disturbance. Any human use, characterised as a potential source of
disturbance, is secondary to this objective and only those activities that, as Hay puts it,
‘pose no threat to the wellbeing of the species “at home”... should be permitted’.3 The
second imperative relates to the physical evidence of human activity already present
when land is reserved. Where these artefacts are perceived to overshadow and diminish
the ability of species and systems to determine their own future, or diminish wilderness
quality, ecocentrism invokes a moral obligation to remove the offending artefacts in
order to restore the environment to its presumed natural state. Restoration may take a
number of forms, and while these may include physical acts of removal and
rehabilitation, they may also include intellectual and emotional acts directed at
redressing the perceived excesses of previous human activity. These non-physical acts of
redress or compensation may involve overt encouragement for activities that sustain
and supportintrinsic values at the same time as withdrawing support to activities that

sustain the human influence in any way.

The ecocentrism that provided the foundation on which the 1992 TWWHA
Management Plan was built, powerfully shaped the way the cultural values of the
TWWWH were perceived and managed. As discussed in Chapter 3, the Parks Service
rejected broad community-based definitions of cultural values which, among other
things, presupposed the maintenance of a range of traditional activities, in favour of
definitions which conceived of European cultural values purely in terms of the relicts of
previous human use. Defined in these terms to enhance the intrinsic values of the
TWWHA, the future of these relicts was then made contingent upon their impact on
wilderness quality. A key policy for the management of the Wilderness Zone, for

example, required that:

‘Existing structures and developments will be progressively assessed and allowed
to decay or be removed unless they are of sufficient scientific or management
importance to outweigh any impact on wilderness values. Cultural heritage sites
will be conserved in accordance with their cultural values. Removal or allowing

decay may not be appropriate for culturally significant structures, therefore special

3 Hay, ‘The Environment Movement and Historical Scholarship’, p. 157.
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measures may be required to conserve some sites. These may be undertaken

provided they do not significantly affect natural ecological processes.’*

The subordinate cultural heritage policies in the Plan, consequently required that
historic heritage in the TWWHA be assessed and that the physical evidence of past
European activity be conserved in keeping with its significance. Restoration, adaptation
and reconstruction works could be undertaken at a historic site if such actions
coﬁtributed to the conservation of its cultural significance.® To facilitate the
achievement of these policies, the Service was to compile an inventory of historic sites
and structures within the TWWHA through systematic regional and/or thematic
surveys. Conservation plans were also to be developed and implemented for a range of
sites and areas of known importance.6 Once structures had been identified and assessed,
the 1992 Management Plan provided brief but precise guidance on how they were to be
managed. This consisted of a number of general policies that applied to both Aboriginal
and European heritage, some specific policies for the management of historic heritage,
and a number of defined management actions. From the general to the specific, the Plan
proposed that sites of special significance would be protected and that management
practices would be conducted in such a way that they would not compromise the
integrity of cultural values.” It accepted that the principles of the Burra Charter would be
adhered to in the management of cultural sites and that a conservation plan would be
prepared prior to any intervention or development which may affecta culturally
significant site.® It committed to the highes_t level of protection for sites assessed as
being of high cultural significance and accepted that sites which had not been assessed
would not be disturbed.? At a more specific level, it accepted the use of historic
structures for park management and interpretation functions where such use was
compatible with their cultural significance, and committed to implementing a defined
number of conservation plans.10 The Plan was less specific, however, about how these

management actions were to be funded stating only that ‘the level of resources to be

4 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area: 1992
Management Plan, p. 24. The same policy, with one minor addition, was also included as a Self-
Reliant Recreation Zone policy. The Wilderness and Self-Reliant Recreation Zone accounted for
over 80% of the area of the TWWHA. [t is significant that this policy, the one which provides the
most complete overarching strategy for the management of historic heritage in the TWWHA, was
located not in that section of the Plan dealing with cultural resources but in that part of the Plan
related to zoning.

S ibid,, p. 45.

6 ibid, pp. 45-46.

7 ibid., p. 31.
8ibid., p. 43.

? ibid., p. 44.
10'ibid., pp. 45-46.
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allocated for the further understanding and conservation of European cultural heritage

will be determined as a result of projects that are presently in progress’.!!

Following the formal adoption of the Plan, these policies were implemented in three
main ways: area surveys, visitor service zone surveys and the development of
conservation plans. Area surveys were designed to develop an understanding of the
history of a particular part of the TWWHA and to provide a context for comprehending
the function and significance of structures found there. A number of these were
undertaken. They included surveys of the Franklin-Gordon Wild Rivers National Park,
the Central Plateau and the Walls of Jerusalem, the Southwest National Park and the
Port Davey/Bathurst Harbour area.1? Visitor service zone surveys were conducted to
identify the presence of Aboriginal and historic artefacts in places that had been
designated as such under the plan. They were undertaken to ensurethat significant
cultural remains were not disturbed in the development process. Surveys of this nature
were done, for example, at Melaleuca in the south, Liawenee on the eastern edge of the
Central Plateau, and at Cynthia Bay, at the southern end of Lake St Clair.13 The final
activity was the development of conservation plans or reports. Under a program called
the Historic Huts Preservation Project nearly 30 historic structures, mainly huts but also
tracks, bridges and a boatshed, were formally assessed.1¢ Typical examples were

conservation assessments of the Raglan Range hut and the Mt McCall haulage way in

11 ibid, p. 44.

12 Anpita Waghorn, An Historical Overview of the Franklin-Gordon Wild Rivers National Park,
unpublished report for the Tasmanian Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage,1994; David
Collett, Inventory of European Historic Structures on Tasmania’s Central Plateau, A Report to the Parks
and Wildlife Service, Tasmania, Parks and Wildlife Service Occasional Paper No. 33, Hobart, Parks
and Wildlife Service,1995; Cosmos Coroneos, Historic Sites Inventory-WHA (South of Lyell
Highway). Part 1 South West National Park, Draft unpublished report for Parks and Wildlife
Service, 1995; Catherine Snelgrove and Brett Noble, Port Davey and Bathurst Harbour Historic
Sites Survey, Draft unpublished report for Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, 1991.

13 All sureveys are in unpublished reports to the Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage: Brett
Noble, Aboriginal and Historic Sites Survey at Melaleuca Visitor Services Site, 1992; Brett Noble,
Aboriginal and Historic Sites Survey at Cynthia Bay Development Area Lake, St Clair Visitor
Services Site, 1993; Brett Noble, Aboriginal and Historic Sites Survey at Liawenee Visitor Services
Site, 1993.

14 The Historic Huts Preservation Project was developed and administered by the Cultural

Heritage Branch of the Parks Service. The use of the word ‘preservation’ in the title of the project is
interesting hinting at the difficulty members of the Cultural Heritage Branch may have worked
under in having to justify the continued existence of historic structures to wilderness managers.
Under the Burra Charter, the document produced by Australia ICOMOS to guide professional
cultural heritage management practice in Australia, ‘preservation’ has a very precise meaning
which had little resonance with the on-ground focus of the project, which was directed at the
‘conservation’ of structures. It may well have been that the word was used in a political sense as a
statement of defiance or intent directed at ecocentric managers.
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the Franklin-Gordon Wild Rivers National Park, and conservation plans for the Mt Kate
FHouse and for Old Pelion Hut in the Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park.15

Of these assessments, the vast majority concluded that the structures concerned
possessed a range of significant cultural values. In the broader policy context in which
impact on wilderness values was paramount, these assessments, therefore, constituted
the necessary argument for the structures not to be removed and thus to be managed in
line with those policies indicated above. Some of the reports, however, especially those
that were detailed conservation plans went a step further. They also defined the works
that were required to properly maintain the structures, and in this sense, made a formal
claim to the resources, financial and otherwise, to enable those works to be done. At this
point in the process, these conservation plans for historic structures competed for
resources with other TWWHA programs such as fire management, natural heritage
conservation, visitor management and monitoring, and information and education. A
conservation plan or report might have been sufficient to prevent the removal of a
structure, but, and this is the critical point, it did not guarantee resources to maintain it,
even if the structure was at risk. Despite policies that promised high levels of protection
for sites of high cultural significance, there was no overarching program to identify,
prioritise and implement maintenance requirements for historic huts or to establish

active conservation programs for vulnerable sites to achieve optimal conservation.

The case of Old Pelion Hut provides a useful reference. Old Pelion is one of the best
known and appreciated historichutsin the Cradle Mountain—Lake St Clair National
Park. Built by a mining company around 1916 to accommodate their mine manager as
he oversaw works on the company’s Pelion Plains copper lease, the hut was later
donated to the state and became bushwalker accommodation. From the late 1920s to
the present it has continued to provide walker accommodation, its hand-crafted
construction and modest scale contrasting significantly with a series of more recent
purpose-built walkers’ huts spaced a Kilometre or so across the Plain. In 1994 a
conservation plan was developed for the hut.16 This was a highly articulate plan jointly
developed by an archaeologist and an architect which proposed a detailed and
thoughtful conservation policy and developed a comprehensive implementation
schedule for repair and interpretive works. Among its recommendations were innovative
ways of responding to existing management issues and interpreting the history and

significance of the building. The conservation plan was never acted upon. During the

15 All are unpublished reports to the Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage: Brett Noble,
Cultural Assessment of Mt. McCall Haulage Way, Mt McCall Track, Franklin~Gordon Wild Rivers
National Park, WHA, 1994; Brett Noble, Mt Kate House Conservation Plan, 1994; Brett Noble and
David Travalia, Old Pelion Conservation Plan, 1994; Brett Noble, Raglan Range Hut Fabric
Conservation Assessment, 1994.

16 Noble & Travalia, Old Pelion Conservation Plan.
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life of the 1992 TWWHA Management Plan the only attention the hut received was
minimal routine maintenance. Yet during the same period, the Service responded to
other priorities by expending significant funds placing a toilet near the hut, installing a

water tank and undertaking extensive track work in the area.

The case of Reindeer Lodge on the shores of Macquarie Harbour in western Tasmania
presents a similar story. Reindeer Lodge is one of a number of relicts remaining from an
extraordinary episode in Tasmanian history in which two mining companies on
Tasmania’s west coast, working what was essentially the one ore body, built competing
railways, smelters, towns and ports. When the systems were in place, at great financial
cost, a merger between the two companies rendered one complete system redundant
overnight.17 As the obsolete system was broken up and disintegrated over a period of a
few decades, a hut was built around an abandoned railway carriage. The resulting
structure, known as Reindeer Lodge and accessible only by boat, became a favoured
hideaway for local people who used it as base for fishing, hunting and drinking trips. A
conservation plan was developed for the structure in 1994.18 [t too went un-
implemented during a period when the Service embarked upon major infrastructure
development projects in the regionl? again reflecting the low priority the Parks Service

afforded cultural conservation works.

In contrast, the conservation plan for Du Cane Hut was fully implemented. Du Cane
Hut, in the Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park, is a long, low wooden building
much modified over time, but whose core elements were constructed around 1908 by
hunterand prospector Paddy Hartnett. Sitting beside the Overland Tracklooking out
over Cathedral Mountain, the hut was highly visible, was the subject of some
considerable affection by walkers and park rangers and had been maintained in various
ways by a succession of park managers. In 1992, in response to ongoing interest in the
building, a conservation plan was completed.? This plan, which saw the building
stabilised, repaired and presented as a historic building, was fully implemented soon
afterwards. In a link to the past, which was encouraged by park managers, one of

Hartnett's grandsons worked on the hut’s restoration, and one of his elderly daughters

17 The story is expertly told in Geoffrey Blainey, The Peaks of Lyell, Melbourne, Melbourne
University Press, 1954.

18 Brett Noble, Braddon River Hut, Reindeer Lodge and Dunc’s Camp Conservation Plans,
unpublished report to Parks and Wildlife Service, 1994.

19 Some of these developments are outlined in Parks and Wildlife Service, Kelly Basin—Bird River
Area Site Plan, Hobart, Parks and Wildlife Service, 1993.

2 David Travalia, Draft Du Cane Hut Conservation Plan, unpublished report to the Department
of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Hobart, 1992.
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was flown in to view the completed work. A regular cyclical maintenance program has

been instituted.2!

Conservation plans designed to protect the most important European structures in the
TWWHA, therefore, were only implemented if they coincided with district and regional
priorities. Where this happened, as with Du Cane Hut, the cultural values of the
building were properly conserved. Where it did not happen, as with Old Pelion and
Reindeer Lodge, the buildings remained vulnerable. Even so, these buildings at least
received some attention. For culturally significant buildings without any recreational or
management value the situation was even more critical. Buildings in this category were
generally not recognised in the budgetary process and were usually not maintained or,
in some cases, maintenance was delayed. In some instances, such as the Cox Bight Hut,
the Bramble Cove Whaling Sites and Settlement Point sites located on the southern
coast of Tasmania, lack of maintenance led to a marked deterioration in the condition of

these structures and the cultural values they possessed.22

Some important observations can thus be made in reviewing the manner in which
cultural values were assessed and managed in the TWWHA fellowing the adoption of
the 1992 Management Plan. Flowing from policies which restricted definitions of
cultural values to considerations of historic heritage, a range of historic structures within
the TWWHA were assessed. While many were consequently judged to be culturally
significant - thus avoiding the prospect of being removed or being allowed to decay to
enhance wilderness quality - their ongoing maintenance and care was generally given a
low priority by managers, consistent with the ecocentric view that such structures had
little legitimate place in wild areas. While a few structures were well managed, the
majority received little and, in some cases, almost no active care. The management of
cultural values, even so narrowly defined, was well down the priority list. This is
graphically demonstrated by consideration of the project funds allocated to the various
program areas over the life of the 1992 Plan from 1992 to 1999. According to the Park
Service’sown figures 50.3% of total project funds were spent on visitor facilities and
infrastructure development, 14.5 % on fire management, 14% on natural heritage
conservation, 6.3% on visitor management and monitoring, 5.4% on cultural heritage
conservation (Aboriginal and European), 4.9% on information and education and 4.6%

for management planning.23 The figures for cultural heritage conservation are all the

21 gee Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment, File No. 50-00-36, Department
of Primary Industries, Water and Environment, at 134 Macquarie Street, Hobart, 2002.

22 parks and Wildlife Service, Draft Melaleuca—Port Davey Area Plan, Hobart, Parks and Wildlife
Service, 2002, pp. 34-38.

23 parks and Wildlife Service, ‘State of the Tasmanian Wilderness Report’. A Report on the
Performance of Management for the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area under the 1992
(First) Management Plan, covering the 1992-1997 period, unpublished and confidential working
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more remarkable given that the convict sites at Macquarie Harbour and the various
Pleistocene and Holocene Aboriginal sites within the TWWHA were World Heritage
values. [t is extraordinary that even with the conservation works on these classes of

internationally significant sites included, the combined figure was so low.

The hidden cultural values of the TWWHA

The policy development process which restricted definitions of cultural heritage to the
relicts of previous use had a significant impact on the way the cultural values of the
TWWHA were identified and understood. In limiting the scope of professional activity
to an assessment of the existing stock of European structures within the TWWHA, the
1992 Management Plan effectively applied a brake to both the scope and depth of
activity permitted Service cultural heritage officers. Their briefs, for example, were
tightly scripted. What was required of the archaeologist David Collett, for instance, in
his regional assessment of European structures on the Central Plateau was simply ‘an
inventory of structures ... for use in making decisions regarding maintenance,
conservation or removal of huts and other structures’.2¢ Any insights assessors provided
over and above these requirements were neither rewarded nor encouraged. When the
historian Anita Waghorn reported the existence of a strong associative relationship
between West Coast communities and areas within the Franklin-Gordon Wild Rivers
National Park and recommended that the relationship be explored, her advice was
ignored.2S Thus while the body of work prociuced by the archaeologists and historians
concerned was detailed and valuable, the constraints imposed upon the identification
and assessment process by the ecocentric impress of the Plan prevented a complete
understanding of the cultural values of the TWWHA. What was identified was only a

portion of those that existed. Other values, other meanings were filtered out.

A sense of the wider set of values the TWWHA possessed can be gauged by comparing
the ‘official’ heritage of the TWWHA with its ‘unofficial’ heritage. In this context
‘official’ heritage is taken to mean the heritage values identified by the Parks Service,

while ‘unofficial’ heritage can be defined as the outcomes of recent independent

draft, November, 2001, p. 29. Given the intention of the Service that roughly equivalent amounts
be spent on Aboriginal as opposed to European heritage, it may safely be assumed that the

amount spent on European heritage was about 2.7% of total project funding. Low levels of
funding for cultural heritage management have been evident in other national park jurisdictions
as well. See Stephanie Toothman, ‘Cultural Resource Management in Natural Areas of the National
Park System’, The Public Historian, Vol. 9, No. 2, 1987, pp. 65-76.

24 Collett, Inventory of European Historic Structures on Tasmania’s Central Plateau, p. 125. Collett was
conscious of the limitations of his brief and acutely aware of the wider set of cultural values that
attached to the Central Plateau. See pp. 1-2.

25 Waghom, ‘An Historical Overview of the Franklin-Gordon Wild Rivers National Park’, p. 1.
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scholarly assessments of the European cultural values of the TWWHA. The difference
between the two assessments might usefully be constructed as a measure of the extent to
which the ecocentrism of the TWWHA managers, reflected in the management plan,
masked the identification of cultural values. Four recently published studies involving
assessments of the cultural values of the Upper Mersey/Central Plateau region will be
considered. Two concerned themselves primarily with studies of the relicts of European
occupation and use, while the other two addressed ‘continuing’ cultural values in the
area. The two relict examples relate to a class of building known as skin sheds and
snaring huts evident in the Upper Mersey/Central Plateau area, and a recent cultural
heritage survey undertaken by the University of Tasmania. The continuing examples
report the identification of a powerful attachment identified between adjacent
communities and places within the TWWHA, and a land management practice known
as ‘burning back with the snow’. The discussion of each will conclude with a suggestion

as to why these values were not identified as a result of ‘official’ assessments.

Case study no. 1:
Tasmanian skin sheds and snaring huts: buildings of the fur trade

The first generation of bushwalkers who visited the Upper Mersey in the 1920s and
1930s were conscious of the area’s status as one of Tasmania’s premier fur trade hunting
grounds. Their guides were often hunters, they slept in hunters’ huts and used their
tracks and routes to traverse the valley and its high country hinterland. The second
generation of walkers in the 1960s and 1970s were also generally aware that the valley
had hunting traditions. Some of the huts and trackswere still in use by a number of
hunters, and walkers would often discover what appeared to be abandoned huts and
ruins in remote places. [t was not until the late 1980s, however, that historians began
documenting these traditions both in the Mersey Valley and on the adjacent Central
Plateau.26 In 1988 the buildings constructed by the hunters first came to attention as

part of a sympathetic review of a number of high country Mersey huts.2’

The Parks and Wildlife Service was aware of these buildings from a relatively early stage.
They came under official notice in the modern era in 1989 when Service archaeologists
did some recording work on the Trappers Hut in the Walls of Jerusalem National Park.28

Other examples were recognised in area surveys of the Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair

26 Simon Cubit, Snarers and Cattlemen of the Mersey High Country: The Lees of Lees Paddocks,
Launceston, Regal Publications, 1987; Tim Jetson, The Roof of Tasmania: A History of the Central
Plateau, Launceston, Pelion Press, 1989.

27 Simon Cubit and Des Murray, A High Country Heritage, Launceston, Regal Publications, 1988.

28 See Austral Archaeology, Trappers Hut Plan of Management, unpublished report for the
Cultural Heritage Branch, Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment, 2001, p. 5.
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National Park in 1991 and the Central Plateau/Walls of Jerusalem area in 1995.29 In
1992 the Service had a close look at Du Cane Hut, a hut with a hunting pedigree in the
Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park. A conservation plan was developed and
an archaeological excavation undertaken.30 Despite this exposure, snaring huts and skin
sheds were not recognised or identified as a class of building of any significance by the
Parks Service. No recommendations were made suggesting further work, and no attempt
was made to explore their significance. Yet these buildings and their associated practices
may ultimately be one of the major European cultural values of the TWWHA and may

tell us much about unique and valuable aspects of European experience in Tasmania.

Skin sheds and snaring huts are artefacts of the Tasmanian fur trade.3! They are crude
wooden buildings in which hunters performed the first stage of an industrial process
that saw Tasmanian marsupial skins exported to the northern hemisphere to become
fashion accessories. Australia was an active participant in the international fur trade
from the late 1880s to the 1950s placing large volumes of marsupial and other skins on
world markets. While nearly all states participated in the trade, Tasmania played a
particularly important role. With its colder climate, it produced many of the better
quality skins that were exported from Australian shores. Forexample, in the eight years
for which there were open seasons from 1923 to 1931, catches of nearly 1.5 million
wallaby and kangaroo skins and nearly 5 million possum skins were recorded in
Tasmania. With suchskins receiving premium prices, many rural Tasmanians became
transhumant hunters, travelling up into the higher colder regions of the state each
winter to hunt. The Upper Mersey, Central Plateau and a number of other places within
the TWWHA became important hunting areas. Commercial-scale hunting began in
these places around the 1890s and continued as an important industry until the late

1940s when depressed skin prices signalled a general decline.

The industry peaked in the 1930s and 1940s when hundreds of hunters spent their
winters in the mountains. In the Upper Mersey up to 30 hunters, either individually, in
pairs or groups of three, hunted possums and wallabies in and around the valley. A

variety of hunting techniques were used, including shooting, the use of specially trained

29 David Bannear, ‘Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park: Historic Structures Inventory
Project Stage II', unpublished report to the Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Hobart,
1991; Collett, Inventory of European Historic Structures on Tasmania’s Central Plateau.

30 David Travalia, Draft Du Cane Hut Conservation Plan; GregJackman, ‘Du Cane Hut, Floor
Excavation: South East Corner’; unpublished report to the Department of Parks, Wildlife and
Heritage, Hobart, 1992.

31 Except where otherwise footnoted, this discussion derives from Cubit, Snarers and Cattlemen of
the Mersey High Country; Cubit and Murray, A High Country Heritage; and Simon Cubit, ‘Buildings ot
the Tasmanian Fur Trade: An Introduction to Tasmanian Skin Sheds and Snaring Huts’, Historic
Environment, Vol. 14. No. 1, 1998, pp. 10-18.
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dogs in the snow, metal rabbit traps, spot lighting and snaring, Each hunter or hunting
group had a particular ‘run’ or area on which to hunt, the boundaries of which were
established by the mutual consent of the hunters themselves. A run might be as much as
5000 hectares in area. The operational centre of the run was a hut with an associated
skin shed usually located in a sheltered position close tofirewood and water. The skin
shed was the skin processing site in which skinsweredried to preserve them. In its most
simple form it was a rectangular slab-walled, windowless building with a steep gable or
skillion roof and a dirt floor. Skins were stretched and nailed to the interior walls with
the wet side facing inwards toward a fire built in the centre of the shed on the floor. The

skins usually dried within 24 hours.

The walls of the skin shed were generally built of split eucalypt slabs. These slabs,
perhaps 2-3 c¢m thick, 20-30 cm wide and two metres tall, provided a firm surface on
which the skins could be stretched and nailed. In a significant departure from normal
building construction techniques, these slabs were placed on the inside walls of the
building rather than as cladding on the outside. While a number of different building‘
techniqueswere employed, nearly all skin shedswere constructed with slabs nailed to
the inside of the top and bottom plates. Whether the shed was built on a rectangular
foundation of overlapping bedlogs, or whether living trees or stumps were used as
corner posts, the vast majority had the structural framing timbers on the outside
(Figures 1 & 2). There were two main reasons for this. Slabs placed on the inside gave a
much firmer surface against which to nail skins, while studs, bedlogs and braces on the

interior wall around the fire would have reduced valuable pegging space.

Fig.1. Elevation. Skin shed (Type B2), Basil Steers” February Plain No. 1 hut,
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Fig. 2. Plan, Skin shed construction (Type 82), Basil Steers’s February Plain No. 1 hut.
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Towards a typology of skin sheds

Interviewvs with elderly hunters, together with extensive tieldwork and archival research,
suggest that more than 100 skin sheds ence existed in the Upper Mersey Valley.#2 Ot
these, as few as eight currently remain standing. Expesure to the elements and fire
fellewing the decline of cemmercial hunting in the valley around 1950 has taken a
heavy tell. Of the more than 100 skin sheds that may have existed, the sites of nearly 70
have been identified, Of these, it has been pessible te establish the structure and ferm of
just ever SO using infermatien gained frem eral interviews with hunters, a limited
phetegraphic record and site investigatiens. Analysis of this data suggests that the
Mersey skin sheds fall inte twe bread greups — simple skin sheds and more cemplex
structures knosvn to hunters as “snaring huts’. Each greup has a number of ditterent
subtypes (Table 1). The issue that drove this difterentiation in torin was the tension
betiveen unsvanted human exposure to the smoke from the tires used to dry the skins
and the ability to supply firesvood. Skin sheds did not have chimneys. Smoke dissipated
through cracks between the wooden slabs and through open, eastern-facing gables. An
open fire in the middle of the floor was required to create the convection currents that
sucked cold air at floor level, warmed it and meved it upward across the wet skins. The
smeke itself may also have played a miner rele in the drying process as perhaps did

radiant heat. To the extent, hewever, thatskins sheds were also working and semetimes

32 The interviews, a subset of those conducted by the author from 1982 to the mid 90s, were with
the last of the fur trade hunters of the Upper Mersey. Recordings and transcripts are held by the
author.
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living spaces, the smoke that babitually filled the hut made life miserable for hunters.
There were two responses. The tirst was to build a second hut in which to dry skins
separitte from a hut in which a hunter might cook and sleep. The ability to implement
this option relied upon access to building materials, but more importantly, on access to
fireswwood. Two huts required two fires which consumed huge quantities of firewood. If a
hunter was able to use horses or bullocks to drag in a winter’s supply of firewood during
the summuer, he often built a separate ‘skin shed’. If the hunter was unable to access
large volumes of firewood, typically by virtue of location and altitude, he would
conserve firewood by building a single ‘snaring hut’ with just one fire. If this option was
chosen, hunters sought to design the buiiding in such a way so as to limit the impact of
smoke on its human inhabitants. A number of types resulted. A more general solution,
and one which displayed an intuitive understanding of the ‘venturi’ effect, was to align
the building on an east-west axis to use the prevailing westerly winds to draw smoke out

of an open-ended eastern-facing gabie.

Skin sheds

In the Upper Mersey, skin sheds were typically attached to, or built in association with, a
pre-existing hut or group of huts. This was the classic and most simpie form of the
building. The grassy ptains and woodlands of the Mersey Valley and surrounding areas
had been used for cattle grazing since the 1830s. From that period to the early part of
the 20th century, a number of parcels of land were selected (or leased) and improved by
their owners for grazing. Huts were built on these remote selections to accommodate
graziers during their periodic visits to bring in cattle, clear land and so on. Many of the
cattlemen who used their high country land for grazing returned as hunters to their runs

in the winter.

These men typically buiit two different types of skin shed. Some built separate skin
sheds close to their main hut (type A1) while others built their skin shed onto the side of
their hut (type A2). The third subtype (A3) was typically associated with hunters from
the Cradle Mountain area. They simply built a large wooden chimney on to the end of a

hut and pegged their skins on the inside of the chimney.

Snaring huts

The second group of buildings are the snaring huts. These were buildings that were
purely associated with hunting, and were designed specifically with that intention in
mind. Only rarely tied to any other land use, in the Mersey Valley these huts were
located in more remote and inaccessible country at higher altitudes. Access was limited
to hunters’ tracks and horses could often only be used in summer after the snows had
melted. Unlike the type A skin sheds, type B snaring huts were often speculative
buildings not necessarily designed to last for long periods of time. Many were built on a

framework of logs lying on the ground, some were built around corner posts embedded
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in the soil and still others were built using tree stumps as corner posts. [n those cases

where it was not possible to use a horse to carry equipment or to drag timber, huts were

often located close to large trees capable of being split for palings, slabs and shingles. In

these instances, the hunter himself often became the beast of burden.

Table 1. Skin shed and snaring hut types

TYPE
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ELEVATION
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Type B snaring huts combined the domestic as well as the industrial function in one

building, It was this combination that type A builders sought to avoid because of

inherent problems with draught and smoke. In seeking to sidestep these problems, type

100



B hut builders displayed significant ingenuity in design. Within the type B family, there
were three sub-types. The first of these, B 1, was the most basic. While the most
primitive and uncomfortable of all the type B huts, there was still room for local
adaptation. The Trappers Hut in the Walls of Jerusalem National Park, an example of a
B1 structure, carried slabs on the inside of the framing timbers around the skin shed end
of the hut but reversed thisaround the sleeping end. [t had a secondary elevated roof
above the skin shed end and was aligned roughly east-west with an open gable facing
east — both initiatives designed to disperse smoke. It had corrugated iron on the roof
above the fire to prevent ignition from sparks and some palings on the roof above the

sleeping end to lessen condensation and to provide better insulation.

Type B 2 snaring huts involved a slightly more sophisticated approach to dealing with
smoke. The basic structure of the hut was the same as the B 1 huts, but an attempt was
made to create a greater separation of the domestic space from the working space. The
best extant example of this type of construction is Basil Steers’s February Plain No 1 hut
in the Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park. Halfway along the hut, three
eucalypt slabs nailed to a ceiling joist extend from each wall into the hut, partially
separating the skin shed from the rest of the hut. Above the ceiling joist, the gable is also
filled in. These two adaptations create the effect of a second separate room with a large
doorway between the two rooms. A completely different solution was adopted in the
case of the type B 3 snaring hut. Here a skillion-roofed structure was built onto the end
of the skin shed. This was a common design which worked particularly well when
placed at the western end of a hut with an eastern facing open gable. Under these

circumstances it was very difficult for smoke to enter the sleeping skillion.

The single type C example was a one-off design built by Basil Steers at the Pine Hut Plain
in the Upper Mersey around 1970. With the benefit of vehicular access and Basil’s wide
experience in building and using snaring huts, this hut, still standing in 2001, represents
the most complete development of Mersey Valley snaring hut design. Sharing features
of type A and type B huts it is rectangular with palings around the sleeping end and
slabs on the inside of the framing timbers around the skin shed end. The most striking
difference, howeuver, is that it is made up of three separate rooms. The southern most
room is the domestic end. It has a wooden floor, bunk, a table and an internal tin
chimney. The skin shed, located on the northern end, is separated from the living
quarters by a middle room which is warmed by the back of the tin fireplace and which

was used to store wood and dry clothes.

Of the 50 skin sheds identified, nearly 60% were type B structures. The most prevalent
single design was the simple snaring hut (B1), of which 20 were recorded. The next most
prevalent was the free-standing skin shed (A1). Fourteen of these were noted. The

relative distribution of these different skin shed types is a reflection of the particular
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cultural geography of the Upper Mersey. No chronological differences in structure were
observed. The oldest structures that remain are essentially of the same form as quite
modern buildings. To Basil Steers, one of the last and perhaps best known of the
Tasmanian hunters, the reasons were quite evident: ‘I learnt from the old snarers and
that’s how they always built the old huts ... Most of the huts were all built on the same
principle because you had to have a hut where you had your fire in the middle to dry

your skins.’33

The significance of skins sheds and snaring huts34

Perhaps the most useful initial context for considering the significance of skin sheds and
snaring huts is the international — Tasmania, after all, was a player, albeit a small one, in
a global fur market that spanned the hemispheres. Across northern Europe, Asia and
North America, fur-bearing animals have been hunted for centuries to supply the
commercial fur market. The Australian contribution, from the 1880s to the 1950s, was
to ensure seasonal continuity of supply and perhaps to provide some market
differentiation. There were, however, some significant environmental differences faced
by Tasmanian hunters and their northern hemisphere equivalents. The biggest
difference was climate. In global terms Tasmania has a cool, temperate, oceanic climate
characterised by high winter rainfalls, humid conditions and mild temperatures. This
contrasts dramatically with the cold continental climates of North America and
continental Europe. The climate in these areas is characterised by dry and very cold

winters where temperatures may routinely drop 20 or more degrees below freezing.

With a humid and relatively mild climate, Tasmanian high country hunters wishing to
participate in the lucrative export fur trade experienced great difficulties in drying skins.
With heavy rainfalls in winter and with temperatures fluctuating above and below
freezing point, skins pegged out in the open could notdry and would rot. The initial
response was to create a roofed space to keep the rain off. A subsequent response was to
use an external heat source, a fire, to help dry the skins, but this in turn required a flat
surface on which skins could be stretched and positioned near the fire. The logical
extension of this concept was the creation a roofed spaced with four walls on which
skins could be pegged and arranged around a central fire. In global terms, this was a very

novel way of drying skins. Hunters in North America and Europe simply air dried their

33 Basil Steers, Transcript of an Interview. Interviewed by Simon Cubit in Deloraine (Tas.), 16
November 1993.

34 This discussion derives from Simon Cubit (with Jim Russell (ed.)), Assessing Cultural Values in
Natural Areas: The Upper Mersey Valley, Vol. 3, Part I: Historic Values Assessment — Contextual History
and Significant Places, a report to the Australian Heritage Commission, Centre for Environmental
Studies, University of Tasmania, Hobart, 1999.
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skins or, in some cases, freeze dried them, often out-of-doors. They had no need for the

specialised buildings Tasmanian hunters had to develop.35

Hunters in other Australian states similarly had no need for skins sheds or snaring huts.

The reasons were at least partly biogeographical as Mr T.C. Plante explained in writing
to the head of the New Zealand Government in 1891:

‘Although the [brush possum] species of Victoria yield a fur of little value, except
as such live in the cold mountainous parts, the case is different with the
Tasmanian species, which are of much greater value; the animal is larger,
producing fur denser and of much better quality, and the colour is black or
reddish brown.’36

While the high country areas of Victoria, Australian Capital Territory and New South
Wales certainly possessed a cold climate capable of promoting good quality fur growth,
the lack of suitable fur-bearing animals precluded the establishment of an industry.

Buildings of similar form or function consequently never developed outside Tasmania.

The differences between Tasmania and the other places, however, were not simply of
environmental origin. A comparison with New Zealand, a country with a similar climate
and a historical fur trade based on introduced Tasmanian possums, also suggest a
cultural dimension. While New Zealand hunters skinned their possums in roughly the
same manner as Tasmanians, they did not nail them to vertical wooden slabs to dry.
Instead, they pegged them onto narrow boards which they hung up in the ceiling space
of a hut to dry. While these were called ‘skin sheds’, they functioned very differently

from Tasmanian skin sheds.37

At the national and international level, Tasmanian skin sheds occupy a very special

place. They were a specialised response to the problem of drying skins in a wet and mild

35 Other differences, more of a technical nature, also existed. North American and European fur
bearing animals were, with few exceptions, carnivores, whereas Tasmanian fur species were
herbivores. North American and European skins were generally 'case-skinned, pulled off like a
glove whereas Tasmanian skins were generally 'open-skinned, pulled off in a flat sheet. North
American and European skins were generally pulled over a wooden stretcher to dry, whereas
Tasmanianskins were nailed onto wooden slabs. Elaborate metal traps were responsible for
catching the vast majority of North American and European furs, whereas, in Tasmania, the use of
hemp snares was the dominant strategy. See, for example, North American Fur Producers
Marketing Inc., Wild Fur Pelt Handling Manual, Rexdale, Ontario, 1995 and M. Novak, J.A. Baker,
M.E. Obbard and B. Malloch (eds), Wild Furbearer Management and Conservation in North America,
Toronto, Ontario Trapper’s Association, 1987,

36L.T. Pracey, Introduction and Liberation o f the Opposum (Trichosurus vulpecula) into New Zealand,
Wellington (New Zealand), New Zealand Forest Service, 1974.

37 D. Moresby, Commercial Oppossum Hunting, Te Kuiti (New Zealand), D.J. Moresby, 1984.

103



climate, which involved the development of particular technologies and practices not
used elsewhere in the world. They were a singularresponse by a settler society to a new
environmental setting. They were developed as part of a specialised pattern of
transhumant land use that saw hunters live and work in some of the most hostile winter
environments in Australia. These were people who made use of alpine and subalpine
environments so much at odds with national and international perceptions of Australia

as a dry, sunburnt country.

The significance of the Upper Mersey is that it was in this high country region, one of
the major hunting areas in Tasmania, that the snaring hut and skin shed developed and
reached its most significant form and consistent expression. It is in the same country,
much of it now within the TWWHA, that the half-dozen remaining, standing examples
exist today. It is indeed surprising then that these buildings were not collectively
identified as being one of the important European cultural values of the TWWHA. They
were, after all, examples of relict heritage. Why were they not identified? A couple of
reasons might be advanced. The remaining standing buildings (plus many in a ruined
state) were found not just within the TWWHA but also on adjacent areas of state forest
managed by a different government agency and on private property. It could be,
echoing Toothman'’s experience in the United States, that the level of effort required to
properly deal with such a cross-tenure heritage resource acted as a disincentive to further
investigation.3® It may also have been that no-one possessed the level of awareness,
interest, and knowledge of the cultural history of the area to decipher the significance of
the buildings. Whatever the contributing factors might have been, the assessments that
flowed from the policies of the 1992 TWWHA Management Plan did not permit the

wider investigation that might have identified their value.

Case Study No. 2:
Assessing cultural values in natural areas: the Upper Mersey Valley Project3?

Skin sheds and snaring huts and the wider cultural landscape in which they were
situated were one of a number of relict values identified in a project administered by the

Centre for Environmental Studies of the University of Tasmania in 1996 to assess the

38 Toothman, ‘Cultural Resource Management in Natural Areas’, p. 68.

39 The outcomes of thisproject were published in four volumes: Russell, Cubit, Johnston &
Hepper, Assessing Cultural Values in Natural Areas: The Upper Mersey Valley. Volume 1: Main Report
on Methods and Findings; Simon Cubit, Jim Russell & Chris Johnston, Assessing Cultural Values in
Natural Areas: The Upper Mersey Valley. Volume 2: Database of Culturally Significant Places, a report to
the Australian Heritage Commission, Hobart, Centre for Environmental Studies, University of
Tasmania, 1999; Cubit, Assessing Cultural Values in Natural Areas: The Upper Mersey Valley. Volume
3, Part 1: Historic Values Assessment — Contextual History and Significant Place; Simon Cubit (with Jim
Russell (ed.)), Assessing Cultural Values in Natural Areas: The Upper Mersey Valley. Volume 3, Part 2:
Historic Values Assessment— Thematic Analysis and Site Reports, a report to the Australian Heritage
Commission, Hobart, Centre for Environmental Studies, University of Tasmania, 2000.
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cultural values of the Upper Mersey Valley. Funded through the National Estate Grants
Program of the Commonwealth Government, the study sought to provide an integrated
assessment of cultural values in the Upper Mersey, in particular, the social and aesthetic

values attached to the area by the nearby rural community, and its historic values.

When the project commenced, the Upper Mersey, much of it within the TWWHA, was
recognised mainly for its natural values. For example, much of the Upper Mersey and
the Central Plateau is listed on the Register of the National Estate (maintained by the
Australian Heritage Commission) for its high natural values. Aesthetic and recreational
values are also mentioned in general in the citation, but the former are related to
‘outstanding natural landscapes’, and there is no reference to historic or social values. In
fact, there were no places in the area listed on the Register of the National Estate for
European cultural values of any type. In undertaking its project, the University of
Tasmania research team adopted methodologies developed by the Australian Heritage
Commission for the regional forest assessments, and the cultural values considered —
social, aesthetic and historic - are those described in the Register of the National Estate

criteria which, in turn, derive from the Australian Heritage Commission Act 1975.40

The project comprised two initial streams of activity. One involved an assessment of the
historic values of the Upper Mersey, while the other involved community-based
assessments of aesthetic and social values. The former was a professional task involving
extensive field-work, interviews and discussions with local people, while the latter
involved an extensive process of community consultation. About half way through the
project the two streams of activity were integrated and subject to community validation.

The results of the assessment were then revised and finalised.

Historic values assessment

While there had been a number of previous assessments of the historic values of parts of
the project area, principally by the Parks and Wildlife Service, none had led to any
nominations to the Register of the National Estate. A cultural audit study undertaken in
1996 as part of the Tasmanian Regional Forest Assessment (RFA), however, suggested
that five places might be of National Estate significance. These included two historic
tracks and a hut in the Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park, another track on
the Central Plateau, and a skin shed on the Borradaile Plain just outside the TWWHA 41
Perhaps more importantly, the RFA study identified thematic gaps in existing

inventories and data bases particularly in relation to snaring and trapping, hydro-electric

40 The complete set of National Estate criteria are listed in Appendix One.

41 M. Pearson and S. Champion, ‘Regional Forest Agreement: Cultural Heritage Data Audit and
Analysis’, Report to the Tasmanian RFA Environment and Heritage Technical Committee, 1996.
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development and transport routes. Geographical gaps, relating to the forests of the

Central Plateau and adjacent forests outside the TWWHA were also identified.4?

As a consequence of the University of Tasmania study, over 200 historic places

associated with the themes of grazing, hunting, forestry and timber-getting, hydro-

electric development, agriculture, recreation and tourism, transport and communication

and conservation were identified in the 100 square Kilometre project area. They included

structures, complexes, sites, cultural landscapes and linear structures. Three-quarters of

all places were associated with hunting and grazing. Of these places, 26 were assessed as

meeting threshold levels for at least one National Estate criterion. These places included

huts, stockroutes, stockyards and fences, roads, tracks and even a forestry coupe.

Importantly, it included a number of cultural landscapes, some geographical, others

theme based. In fact, the major finding of the historic assessment was the identification

of the Upper Mersey as a multilayered and multifaceted cultural landscape of national

significance. As a cultural landscape it had a number of important characteristics,

described as follows:

(i) The Upper Mersey Valley is a distinct geographical unit acting as a cultural as

well as a physical catchment.

(ii) It has been subject to a wide range of human activity, each of which has left a
visible layer of evidence that has shaped and moulded the current landscape. This
is apparent in a number of forms with vegetational changes being a good example.
The valley possesses a mosaic of vegetétion, particularly grasslands and grassy
woodlands, inherited from Aboriginals, which have been maintained and
extended through European practices of burning, grazing and clearing. This
mosaic is dynamic. In some parts of the valley, continued human activity is
actively maintaining forest/grassland boundaries, while in other places the forest
is rapidly advancing. Failed agricultural activity together with more recent forestry
activity has built additional layers upon this composite Aboriginal/European

mosaic.

(iii) Many of these activities, including grazing, hunting, recreation, forestry and
hydro-electric development have produced a range of spatially arranged and
connected sites which in many cases display almost a complete range of

representative artefacts.

(iv) The valley has been continuously used for a long time for a range of different
uses. Features within the valley have been used by successive occupants often
undertaking different activities. This sense of cultural continuity is reinforced by

the persistence of some activities within the valley in much the same way as they

42 ipbid.
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4
have been done for well over a century. 3

In terms of the National Estate criteria, the Upper Mersey cultural landscape possessed

multiple layers of significance:

e Itis a veryrich and diverse area, illustrating a diversity of texture and pattern
relating to land use and living places, which display an array of features that

demonstrate changing patterns of living and land use (A3).

e The patterns of European activity that are imprinted on the landscape
represent uncommon land uses particularly transhumant (and alpine) grazing
and hunting which have played an important role in the human occupation

and evolution of the region, the state and of Australia (A4).

e The landscape contains an extensive array of sites, particularly alpine hunting
and grazing sites, rare at a national level, which demonstrate a distinctive way

of life of exceptional interest and in danger of being lost (B2).

e Given the rarity of a number of its themes, the extent of its historical
documentation, and the good condition of many of its sites, the Mersey Valley
presents nationally important opportunities for research and interpretation
(C2).

¢ The Mersey Valley is comprised of complexes, precincts and landscapes which
contain an array of features representative of a number of different land uses
(D2).

¢ Skin sheds and snaring huts found in the valley demonstrate technical
solutions to the problem of drying skins in a wet and cold environment as well
as illustrating experimentation and innovation in the evolution of differing
building forms (F1).

e The valley is distinctive for its association with particular families and
individuals whose activities have been significant at a regional and state level.
Many of these associations have been over many generations. A number of

these associations have been recorded in nomenclature (H1).4¢

Social and aesthetic values assessments

The social and aesthetic value assessment process was based on small group discussions
among the local community seeking to identify places that might satisfy Register of the

National Estate criteria G1 and E1. These were respectively those places with strong or

43 Russell, Cubit, Johnston, & Hepper, Assessing Cultural Values in Natural Areas: The Upper Mersey
Valley. Volume 1: Main Report on Methods and Findings, p. S1.

44ibid,, p. 52.
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special associations for social, cultural or spiritual reasons and places which had

importance for aesthetic characteristics valued by the community.

Places in the Upper Mersey that were socially valued by the community were places that

aroused particular associations. Written in terms of the language used by the

participants themselves these were places that evoked:

A different way of life: A special place, beyond civilisation and not like ‘home’,
and yet a place that welcomes you back. It's a different way of life. A challenging

environment: familiar but never safe.
Symbols: Places that symbolise what this community stands for and cares about.

Bringing history alive: Places that bring history alive because of what we know
about the past and because of our own experiences. Some places recall generations

of people who have lived and worked there.

Stories and legends: Place names and the places themselves help recall stories and
legends about individuals and families, past events, tragedies and exploits. These

stories are written into the landscape for those who know where to look.

Landmarks and stopping places: These mark the journey into the Upper Mersey
Valley. They are at the heart of knowing where you are - and even who you are.

It’s almost a spiritual journey.

Lookoutpoints: Places where you can see beyond — to see the vastness of the

landscape and to see what is happening elsewhere.

Familiar and favourite places: Places that are or have been part of our lives over

many years; the places you come back to time and time again.

Personal places: Places special to me that perhaps no-one else knows about.45

Similarly, in small-group work seeking to identify places of aesthetic value, the

community identified the reasons why places in the Upper Mersey might have aesthetic

value:

Landmarks of beauty and grandeur: Features that are beautiful or imposing, and

generally well known locally.

Lookouts and views: Places where people respond strongly to beauty or rugged

grandeur. Views can be beautiful, breathtaking.

Natural features in a landscape: Individual places or elements in the valley or on

the plateau that are particularly beautiful.

45 ibid,, p. 44.
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Wild landscapes, with their plants and animals: A landscape that strikes you as
beautiful, impressive and powerful. Some may be particularly evocative of the
Upper Mersey as a whole — a place of extraordinary beauty and wild, but, at times,
forbidding grandeur. Some people are particularly struck by places where they

may encounter wild animals.

Huts: Some are especially evocative of emotional responses to what a hut provides
- warmth, shelter, and a welcoming atmosphere.

Special, unusual features: Some built structures in the landscape are widely
known in the communityand remarked upon because they include unusual,

striking features.

Discovery: Features and landscapes of the Upper Mersey are so many, varied, and

changeable in mood that there is always more to be discovered.40

Some 44 places of social and aesthetic value were collectively identified.

The final step in assessing the significance of the places identified was to integrate the
results of the three separate assessments — historic, social and aesthetic — and to
determine which places were above the threshold for nomination to the Register of the
National Estate. Following this step, the list of 26 significant historic places and 18
significant social and/or aesthetic places were transformed to a combined list of 39
places after five historic places were identified as of social and/or aesthetic value as well
as historic value. These culturally significant places included a number of huts, cultural
landscapes, large geographical features such as mountains, plains and lakes,
sophisticated and extensive stock-route networks, tracks and a relict alpine grazing

landscape that reflected successive waves of transhumant grazing.

The Upper Mersey, therefore, officially a ‘natural’ landscape with extensive wilderness
values, wasthen, a ‘cultured’ place resonant with meaning and layered with the material
artefacts of over a century and a half of European use. It not only possessed artefacts and
landscapes argued to be at least of national significance but included a range of places
that were familiar and much loved by the local community for whom they evoked a
range of symbolic meanings. This assessment of the Upper Mersey stands in stark
contrast to the outcomes of assessments conducted by the Parks and Wildlife Service.
While the Service conducted similar regional scale assessments (Collett’s study area, for
example, even overlapped that of the Upper Mersey Valley Project), these assessments
were constrained both by their limited briefs and by the time allocated for their

completion. The Service at that time, for example, rarely undertook any community-

46 ibid., p. 46-47.
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based assessments of cultural values, preferring instead to rely upon professional
evaluations. A measure perhaps of the positivism inherent within the Parks Service
culture, one might assert that this was because the Service believed that the wilderness
values of the area were self-evident and that community values were irrelevant.
Whatever the reason, Parks Service assessments generally failed to identify the richness,
diversity and continued vitality of the Upper Mersey landscape and its relationships to

the local community.

Case Study No. 3:
The Traditional Practices Project

The Traditional Practices Project was a product of one of the last-minute changes forced
upon the Parks Service by the incoming Tasmanian Liberal Government in 1992. It arose
out of conflict between the Service and TTRLUF concerning the way European cultural
heritage should be defined in the Management Plan. Whereas the Service conceived of
cultural heritage as the relicts of previous European occupation and use, members of
adjacent local communities had a very different view. Their view of heritage extended
beyond physical artefacts to the continuing relationship they had with land in the
TWWHA. As the Tasmanian Mountain Cattlemen’s Association explained, access to the

TWWHA was very important:

‘“Tous it is not “wilderness”. To us, it is in essence an extension of our back garden
... Here we have “living history”, people who are proud of their cultural heritage
and who still practice those same traditional activities as their pioneer

forebears.’47

Drawing upon its influence with the Liberal Government, TTRLUF was successful in

having the following clause inserted in the management plan:

‘At present there are no procedures for assessing the significance of activities and
practices which people consider to be traditional. Methods for assessing the
significance of traditional practices will therefore be developed and the use of
these procedures will be integrated into the planning process where

appropriate.’48

This statement was accompanied by a management prescription which required the

Service to:
‘Obtain information on methods used to evaluate the cultural significance of

traditional practices and develop appropriate procedures for the assessment of the

47 Tasmanian Mountain Cattlemen'’s Association, ‘Response to the 1991 Tasmania Wilderness
World Heritage Area Draft Management Plan’, p. 7.

8 Department of Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildemess World Heritage Area: 1992
Management Plan, p. 31.
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significance of such practices in Tasmania. A steering group consisting of
departmental officers, representatives of traditional groups and other mutually
agreed individuals with appropriate expertise will be set up to manage the process
of:

» developing procedures for assessing significance

e evaluating the cultural significance of traditional practices

* determining the appropriateness of maintaining these practices.’4?

The project began in 1995 with the appointment of the steering group and an
independent chairperson. Recognising that the Service itself did not possess the
expertise to undertake assessments of cultural traditions and that the process had to be
credible, the steering group appointed a consultant cultural anthropologist, Dr Joan
Knowles, to undertake the work. Knowles commenced in 1996. She spent extensive
periods in those two communities adjacent to the TWWHA that had been most vocal in
asserting their right to continue their traditional practices. These were the Mole
Creek/Deloraine community in the northern part of the TWWHA and the
Strahan/Queenstown community in the west near Macquarie Harbour. The Mole
Creek/Deloraine community, she found, had a particular relationship to the Great
Western Tiers (which form the northern ramparts of the Central Plateau) and to the
Plateau itself. She found that the communities living at the base of the Great Western
Tiers had a particularly deep and strong relationship with what they called ‘the
mountain’, defined through secular ritual, management practices and the aesthetics of
the area.>0 This relationship has a strong topographical context. Rising like a great wall
above the patchwork of farms and forests at its foot, the Great Western Tiers dominates
the landscape and constitutes a powerful visual cue which is a part of everyday
existence. Knowles argued that the link between community and mountain initially
developed from the use of the area for transhumant hunting and grazing. This seasonal
pattern of use, marked by the annual muster and fur sales, set up a pattern of secular
pilgrimages to the high country which extended over generations. The strength of these
linkages was deepened by periods, such as in the Great Depression, when the economic
well-being of the communities was heavily reliant on access to the natural resources of
the Plateau. Attachments were further reinforced through recreational use of the Plateau.
This type of use, often in summer, was more explicitly available to family and other
groups who would make regular journeys up the mountain to fish, hunt or simply walk

among the lakes. The keyaspect of these journeys, common to those also undertaken by

4Jibid., p. 32.

50 Knowles's findings are recorded in Joan Knowles, Traditional Practices in the Tasmanian World
Heritage Area: A Study of Five Communities and Their Attachment to the Area, unpublished
report for the Steering Committee of the Traditional Practices in the World Heritage Area Project,
Parks and Wildlife Service, 1997.
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the hunters and the graziers, was that they involved a journey into the liminal space of
the Plateau. They were, as Knowles emphasises, secular rituals marked by a separation
from the everyday world of home and work which involved a movement to the
margins, symbolised by the Plateau, where the experience of time and the world
changed allowing opportunities for challenge and renewal, followed by a return to the
normal everyday world. Dogs and horses, nearly always taken on these trips to the
mountain, were an important part of the experience. Working animals at home on the
farm, they became mates on the mountain.>! Through these journeys into the liminal
space of the Plateau, parts of it became sacred - special places that the communities
wanted to keep and look after. Knowles, in fact, recorded that each of the communities
along the foot of the Great Western Tiers — associated with the settlements of Mole
Creek, Caveside, Chudleigh, Western Creek and Meander - had their own relatively
defined territory on the mountain whose boundaries were accepted and understood by
other communities. The Mole Creek community, for example, ‘owned’ the land from
Western Bluff through to Lake Mackenzie extending back as far as Blue Peaks while
those who lived from Chudleigh to Western Creek used the area around Lake Nameless
and Lake Lucy Long. Each community also accessed its own territory by its own walking
track. Asrecently as the mid-to-late 1990s, as Knowles recorded, some people felt that

they needed to be invited to access the territory of another community.5?

Knowles also observed some rather unique expressions of attachment in her discussions
with community members. One linked the ambiguity of the Plateau and the
achievements of significant bushmen. The mountain, primarily a source of comfort,
could also be a source of danger. Local people recount the dangers of heavy snowfalls, of
thick swirling fogs and of getting lost. A number of individuals from the communities,
however, overcame these difficulties and spent long periods of time on the mountain.
By living in liminality for extended periods these people attained special status. Through
their activities the mountain became more sacred to the communities. The self-reliance
of these men and their ability to evade authority when hunting out-of-season also made

them symbols of what Knowles describes as ‘Australian individual egalitarianism’. Even

51 Sue Hodges notes a similar extension of mateship and identity to horses and dogs in relation to
the Victorian mountain cattlemen. See Sue Hodges, ‘A Sense of Place’, in Don Garden (ed.),
Created Landscapes: Historians and the Environment, Carlton, The History Institute, Victoria, 1993, p.
80.

52 Knowles, Traditional Practices in the Tasmanian World Heritage Area, pp. 69-70. It is
interesting to speculate on the spatial and temporal origins of these community territories. [t is
likely that they were controlled initially by the limited number of tracks that accessed the Plateau.
People travelling to the mountain would take the track closest to their home base. In the limited
time available to them before being required to return to the home farm, two or three days at
most, they would only access a limited extent of country. In the absence of any published maps,
thelandscape could only be known through personal experience or through the experience of
others. Over time, particular territories became associated with particular communities.
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in death, she notes, they were honoured. Many that were cremated had their ashes
scattered on the mountain top. Others were honoured in different ways. She relates the
story of a Mole Creek farmer who, every year, collects the flowers of the Tasmanian
waratah (Telopea truncata) from high up on the mountain and places them on the
graves of all the old bushmen. This tradition was started by his grandfather, continued
by his father and by him on his father’s death.53

Through these various processes of attachment, Knowles argues that the mountain
became a key symbol in the lives of communities living at the foot of the Great Western
Tiers. So close was this relationship that the mountain became a metaphor for the
communities. For many older people, for example, the health of the Plateau was related
to the health of the community. Knowles writes of interviewing one person who
believed that under Parks and Wildlife Service management the mountain was dying
and that if the mountain died, then the communities below it too would die.>* People
within the communities, Knowles noted, maintained their attachment in a range of
ways from the purely symbolic to the intensely practical. Common expressions include
a range of practices such as hunting, fishing, horseriding and managing the land.
Others include maintaining and building huts. Through these practices people from the
communities reaffirm their sense of identity, orient themselves within a known and

sacred landscape and pass on these attachments to their children.

Knowles' task, however, involved more than simply seeking to understand the nature of
the relationship between the Western Tiers communities and the mountain. Her role
also involved an assessment of whether the traditions she observed were culturally
significant and, if they were, how they might be incorporated within World Heritage
Area management. In relation to the significance question, Knowles proposed that
traditional practices such as hunting, horse riding and managing the land were
culturally significant if they were spatially specific and fundamental to the cultural
ceproduction of a group. In her investigations of both the Plateau and Macquarie
Harbour communities, she found that this was indeed the case, and that their
traditional practices were certainly culturally significant. On this basis she had no
hesitation in recommending to the Parks Service that, provided they were
environmentally sustainable, the practices be permitted to continue and that both
communities be given a major role in the management of those parts of the TWWHA

significant to them.

Knowles's findings were consistent with an emerging body of work, mostly
anthropological in origin, which had begun to focus on the powerful role played by

53 jbid,, p. 69.
54jbid., p. 60.

113



attachment to place in the formation of cultural identity. Michéle Dominy, for example,
had earlier found a clear sense of cultural identity among New Zealand high country
sheep farmers based on their geographical setting.5> Yet while Knowles’s report was
celebrated by the local communities she studied, it was met with a sense of incredulity
by the Parks Service and environmentalists. To groups that regarded the Plateau as
wilderness, Knowles’s report appeared to not only condone but to legitimise a range of
activities that they believed were clearly inimical to the wilderness values of the area.
Accordingly, environmentalists sought to discredit the study and fought to have its

recommendations rejected.5®

The continuing cultural values identified by Knowles were not values recognised by the
Parks Service in any prior assessment process. Whereas the Service was very aware of the
traditional activities undertaken by adjacent communities, they regarded them not as
expressions of cultural values but as aberrant practices that had no place in a wilderness
world heritage area. Indeed, as Knowlesdocumented, the Service’s dominant response to

these activities had been their systematic devaluing and even prohibition.5?

Case study no. 4:
Burning back with the snow

‘Burning back with the snow’ was a traditional land management strategy undertaken
to manage grasslandsin the elevated and wet open country around the headwaters of
the Mersey and the Forth Rivers and west from Middlesex Plains to the Surrey Hills in
northern Tasmania. Used by transhumant hunters and graziers from at least the late
1800s it involved the use of fire to maintain and extend grasslands and grassy
woodland. Graziers employed it to increase the carrying capacity of their freehold or
leasehold land. The strategy kept the dominant Poa spp. tussock grasses short and green,
making the grass itself palatable to stock. [t also ensured that the Poa did not crowd out
the perhaps even more palatable forbs and herbs which grew in the inter-tussock spaces.
Graziers also used it to convert scrubby woodland and rainforest margins on good soil to
grassland. The fur trade hunters had an almost identical objective. Operating over a

much wider geographical range than graziers, they used fire to create fresh green pick to

53 See, for example, Michéle Dominy, ‘White Settler Assertions of Native Status’, American
Ethnologist, Vol. 22, No. 2, 1995, and ‘Lives Were Always Here: The Inhabited Landscape of the
New Zealand High Country’, Anthropological Forum, Vol. 6, No. 4, 1993. See also Read, Retuming to
Nothing.

56 Joan Knowles, Doxa, Orthodoxy and Heterodoxy: Analysis of Comments on the Draft
Preliminary Findings Report on Traditional Practices in the World Heritage Area, unpublished
Report for the Steering Committee for the Traditional Practices in the World Heritage Area Project,
Hobart, Parks and Wildlife Service, 1997.

57 Joan Knowiles, First Interim Report on Traditional Practices in the World Heritage Area: The
Northern Side of the Central Plateau, unpublished report presented to the Steering Committee
Meeting held at the Deloraine Community Complex, 27 May 1996.
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attract their herbivorous game species. By this means they were able to manipulate the

population densities of game at a landscape level.58

‘Burning back with the snow’ was a very specific regime. It took place in spring as the
snow melted. It was designed to occur before soil temperatures increased and prompted
spring growth. [t generally took place on a fine day after a number of frosts when a light
breeze was available to carry the fire relatively quickly through the dry tussock tops.
Timing, as hunter Basil Steers understood it, was everything. It was important for the

hunters and graziers to:

‘pick it early so as they would only get a fire that would ... just run over it and
burn the top. It would not burn down into the ground and burn the roots and

soon as ever it got a rain on it ... then you'd get a green shoot on it again’.>?

Suitable conditions varied from place to place depending on a variety of factors such as
aspect, altitude, soil type and drainage. Most of the burning took place in the months of
October and November although under favourable circumstances it could take place as
early as August in late winter. There was a consistently clear and well articulated end to
the burning season. Iin many places, such as Lees Paddocks in the Upper Mersey,
burning was abandoned for the year if it had not taken place by November. Beyond that
time, the risks of a hot fire that burnt down into the soil increased. As grazier Irving
Trickett explained, ‘If you turned around angi burnt it off in the summer time, around

Christmas time - you’d get a hard fire which would nearly Kkill all the bandgrass [Poa
spp.] ...".60

‘Burning off’, as it was colloquially called, was a very purposeful activity and as much a
feature of the rural calendar as harvest or calving. Both hunters and cattlemen would
travel, sometimes for a day or two on foot or on horseback, from their homes to their
remote runs to conduct the burn. As hunter Reg Bernes explained, ‘You’d go there in the
winter hunting and then you’d go back in the spring, say October~November, when the

weather was nice and you'd burn ...".6}

Areas to be burnt were carefully selected. For hunters in particular, only the grasslands

and the grassy woodlands were burnt. ‘We used to burn the open places, the plains and

58 Simon Cubit, Across the Divide: Technology Transfer Between Aboriginals and Europeans in
the Use of Fire to Manage Tasmanian Grasslands, paper presented at Native Solutions: Indigenous
Knowledge and Today's Fire Management, An International Symposium 6-8 July 2000, Hobart,
Tasmania.

59 Basil Steers, transcript of an interview by Simon Cubit, 22/6/93.
60 Irving Trickett, transcript of an interview by Simon Cubit, 9/7/93.
61 Reg Bernes, transcript of an interview by Simon Cubit, 20/1/95.
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up along the rivers’, Reg Bernes explained, ‘... we never burnt timber places much ...
because you had to leave shelter for the game’.62 Even then, only part of a hunting or
grazing run was ever burnt at one time. Runs were burnt on a rotational basis to create a
mosaic of different-aged vegetation. Reg Bernes called it ‘burning off patches’. Basil
Steers, who spent most of his winters hunting and his springs burning, was more
explicit:

‘... you'd burn so much this year and what you burnt last year then that would

still be good feed. About every — well, about every three or four years you sort of

go in rotation. You'd burn so much off this year and so much next year and you

know you'’d always have a good run of green feed’.63

Fire had the effect of recalibrating the successional sequence of the vegetation to that
stage where it was most palatable to cattle and to game. Once it was used to unlock the
nutritional value of the grasses, a combination of grazing pressure and occasional fire
was used to maintain it at its optimum stage to the cattleman or hunter. For this reason
fire frequency varied from every few years in areas that had only marsupial grazing to
longer periods in places subject to heavier cattle grazing. It also reflected previous fire
histories and perceptions of fuel load. Areas that had not been burnt for some time

required special attention. As Steers explained:

‘...youhad to be careful where it hadn’t been burnt for some years. You might
only ... getafewpoorburns on her before you got a good burn as it would run all
over it quick. You might have to burn just little patches out to stop a fierce fire

from getting in it for a start.’64

Knowledge about burning-off was widespread within the communities in which the
hunters and cattlemen lived, even among those who were not directly involved.
Notwithstanding this point, it was something that many of the participants claimed
they were taught. Reg Bernes, for example, stated that he was taught by his uncle and
his eldest brother. Irving Trickett was taught by Joe Hardacre and Nicholas Miles. Basil
Steers was taught by his father who in turn was taught by an older hunter, Paddy
Hartnett. As far as Oxley Richards was concerned it was something ‘picked up from our

parents, | suppose. Picked up from the elders, the elders done it and we followed suit.’6°

62 ibid.

63 Steers, transcript of an interview.

64 jbid.

65 Oxley Richards, transcript of an interview by Simon Cubit, 8/9/94.
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Environmental and cultural outcomes of burning back with the snow

A number of the environmental outcomes of this high country burning strategy have
been documented. At a general level, it resulted in the maintenance of grasslands and
grassy woodlands. Cattlemen sometimes consciously used it to expand the area of grassy
vegetation available to their stock. Whatever the motive, it certainly led to the increased
productivity of these areas in terms of feed for stock and native marsupials. Observations
made by foresters included the fact that it Killed young eucalypt regrowth and that once
fire was withdrawn, previously grassy areas were rapidly colonised by a variety of shrub
and tree species.%¢ At a more specific level it led to an increase in botanical biodiversity.
In her analysis of the montane grasslands of north-western Tasmania, for example,
botanist Louise Gilfedder found a positive correlation between the use of fire and species
richness. Those grasslands that had been burnt within the preceding decade were
generally richer in plant species than those that were not burnt.6? No equivalent

quantitative research has yet shed light on faunal responses to the burning regime.

There were also significant social and cultural outcomes. Burning was part of a cultural
dialogue of caring for the country. It was a management tool through which local
communities appropriated wild country and reshaped it into productive and useful land.
On the thousands of square Kilometres over which it was practiced, burning became
associated with good management, and developed as symbol of collective identity. In
1987, for example, in resisting environmentalist claims for World Heritage Area
extensions, mountain cattlemen from the Mersey Valley cast themselves as custodians of
the valley by virtue of their careful management through fire. New national parks were
opposed because of the certain knowledge that park managers would ban fire and thus
deny the very nature of the relationship between cattlemen and high country pastures.
Without access, without fire, identity, attachment and tradition were at risk.68 In
studying the dynamics of some of these relationships between community and
mountain, the anthropologist Joan Knowles recognised the central role of the annual
burns. Burning, she noted, was perceived as fundamental to the proper management of

the high country runs and was a key indicator of environmental health.69

66 Cubit, ‘Burning Back with the Snow’, p. 223

67 Louise Gilfedder, The Nature Conservation Values of Knole and Netherby Plains, North
Western Tasmania, unpublished report to the Murchison District of Forestry Tasmania, 1994 and
Louise Gilfedder, Montane Grasslands of North-Western Tasmania, unpublished report to North
Forests (Burnie) and Forestry Tasmania, 1995.

68 Tasmanian Mountain Cattlemen'’s Association, A Submission to the Commission of Inquiry
into the Lemonthyme and Southern Forests.

69 Knowles, Traditional Practices in the Tasmanian World Heritage Area, p. 64.
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Cross-cultural and other comparisons

What Europeans found in north-western Tasmania in the early 1800s was less a
wilderness than a landscape under constant negotiation among climate, biota and
Aboriginal people. Since the end of the last glacial period, Tasmania has had a
fluctuating climate. Following the retreat of the last glaciers, tall eucalypt forest and
rainforest rapidly covered much of the north-west. This was followed by a drier, cooler
climate within the past few thousand years. During this period, Aboriginal burning
regimes, aided no doubt by occasional high intensity wild fires, began to have an impact
on driving back the forest in some areas, producing corridors of more open vegetation
facilitating both increased travel and settlement.”0 At a local level, fire exposed the earth
to more sunlight, enhanced evaporation, varied pH, and stripped away peat and
insulating humus and, in so doing, restructured the relationship among species. In the
generally wet north-west this led to the conversion of areas of rainforest, an
environment almost devoid of many higher animal forms, to grass and sclerophyll
communities rich in a wide variety of animal life.”! It was in precisely these same areas,
the Upper Mersey, Upper Forth, Middlesex Plains and across to Surrey Hills, that the
European hunters and graziers located themselves. Not only did they locate in the same
places, they instituted very similar patterns of burning. Their burning practices imposed
a modern version of the ‘yards, corridors and mosaics’ defined by Lewis and Ferguson’?
over a landscape whose ecological architecture had already been largely defined by tribal
Aboriginal burning. There are other marked similarities which might also be
documented. One of the more striking, for example, concerns the timing of the annual
burns. The hunters and graziers confined their burning almost exclusively to that
specific window of opportunity in early spring when the grassy areas were sufficiently
dry and the surrounding forests were still too wet to burn. This was, of course, a timing
adopted by indigenous and folk groups in similar environments around the world.

Different groups of people in different settings it seems, had learnt the same lessons.

Burning back with the snow was actively applied right across the montane grasslands

and grassy woodlands of the north-west.”3 Then, as land became alienated for national

70 H. Lourandos, 1983, 'Ten Thousand Years in the Tasmanian Highlands', Australian Archaeology,
Vol. 16, pp. 39-47.

71 S.J. Hallam, ‘The History of Aboriginal Firing’, in Julian Ford (ed.), Fire Ecology and Management
in Westem Australian Ecosystems: proceedings of a symposiumn held in Perth on 10-11 May, 1985, Perth,
(WA), Western Australian Institute of Technology, 1985, pp. 7-20.

72 H.T. Lewis and T.A.Ferguson, ‘Yards, Corridors and Mosaics: How to Burn a Boreal Forest’,
Human Ecology, Vol. 16, No. 1, 1988, pp. 57-77.

73 A similar regime of European origin may also been applied in the north-east highlands of
Tasmania, again superimposed over grasslands managed by Aboriginals. See R.C. Ellis and L.
Thomas, ‘Pre-settlement and post-settlement vegetational change and probable Aboriginal
influences in a highland forested area in Tasmania’, in K.]. Frawley and N. Semple (eds.),
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parks and for State forest, it progressively began to be abandoned. National park
managers banned it from the Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair National Park because of its
visual impacts. Foresters were more tolerant, even encouraging its use in the Mersey
Valley in the 1970s as a way of protecting eucalypt forests from wildfire. Eventually
they, too, forced it off state forest because it Killed eucalypt regrowth and because of a
concern that it could provide a smouldering source of ignition that might burst into
flames during a high fire danger day in summer.”¢ During the 1980s and 1990s it was
virtually confined to freehold blocks, retreating under the disapproving gaze of the
scientific community who regarded it, at best, as a quaint folk practice and, at worst, as
environmental vandalism. Administrative records of the ‘burning back with the snow’
regime are almost non-existent with perhaps the most significant being a map produced
in the late 1950s by foresters recording the patterning of burns undertaken by cattlemen
at Gads Hill in the Mersey Valley (see Map 3). Documenting the fire history of the area
over a period of more than six years, the map graphically demonstrates the mosaic

pattern of the burns and the relatively small area burnt in total each year.”>

While few people remain who actively applied the regime, the tradition appears likely to
have continuing value because of its important nature conservation applications. One of
the major challenges facing conservation managers across the nation is the maintenance
of biodiversity in a changing world. Fire, it is recognised, was a fundamental part of
traditional Aboriginal economies and played a significant role in shaping the Australian
landscape. Understanding the impact of anthropogenic and natural fire is important not
just for the development of a comprehensive understanding of the dynamics and
evolution of the Australian biota but for the subsequent formulation of appropriate

strategies for the conservation of the nation’s biodiversity.”6

The ‘burning back with the snow’ regime is an example of a living tradition once
practised over parts of the World Heritage Area. It is also a tradition that has the
potential to be the means by which the biodiversity of the montane grasslands in north-
western Tasmania can be conserved. Conservation of these grasslands, part of one of the
most diminished and threatened ecosystem in Australia, is a national priority. At Cradle
Mountain, an international icon of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area,

long-standing opposition to the traditional use of fire to manage grasslands near

Australia’s Ever Changing Forests: Proceedings of the First National Conference on Australian Forest
History, Canberra, 9-11 May, 1988, Australian Defence Force Academy, Canberra, 1988, pp.
199-216.

74 Simon Cubit, ‘Fires in the “Wire Paddock”: Managing Grasslands to Protect Forests’, Australian
Forestry, Vol. 61, No. 3, 1998.

7S The map is reproduced in Cubit, ibid.

76 D.M.].S. Bowman, ‘Tansley Review No. 101 — The impact of Aboriginal burning on the
Australian biota’, New Phytologist, Vol. 140, No. 3, 1998, pp. 385-410.
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Waldheim Chalet by national park managers has led to diminished species diversity and

a loss of the spectacular show of wildflowers historically associated with the area.””

Map 3. Fires in the ‘Wire Paddock”, 1954-1958
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Yet burning was a tradition not identified by the Parks Service in any of the heritage
assessment processes flowing from the 1992 Management Plan. [ts lack of identification
was not because the regime was unknown. A long-standing organisational awareness of
the tradition was reinforced in 1995 when I formally presented research describing the
regime at the Ecology Association of Australia conference in Hobart attended by Park

Service scientists. Still the Service failed to formally acknowledge the practice. In a recent

77 Gilfedder, '‘Montane Grasslands of North-West Tasmania’.
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survey of the fire history of the northern part of the TWWHA by the Service, for

example, the practice is unrecorded.”8

‘Burning back with the snow’ was not recognised as a cultural value (or even a cultural
practice) of the TWWHA because the Parks Service did not accept that it is such. Two
motives can be advanced. The use of fire to modify a landscape to suit human
perceptions of value runs counter to the tenets of ecocentrism where the proper human
action is to allow nature to pursue its own destiny. In this sense any deliberate use of fire
is problematic. The other motive derives from the degradation discourse so powerfully
underlying Park Service cultures. Poorly educated local people could not possibly possess
detailed understandings of environmental phenomena that can only come through

scientific training and expert knowledge.

Consideration of these four case studies, ‘unofficial’ assessments of the cultural values in
one part of the TWWHA, provides a graphic measure of the broader impacts of
ecocentrism. With ecocentric policies designed to maintain and enhance the wilderness
quality of the TWWHA defining the context in which the identification and assessment
of European cultural heritage took place, the stock of values that were officially
identified fell far short of those that existed. Those that were recognised related only to
the historic values of standing structures. What was ignored was a rich tapestry of lived
landscapes, of vibrant associations and dynamic traditions integral in shaping concepts
of identity, community and place. In this context, how then should the TWWHA be
properly understood? As a wilderness World Heritage Area or as a valued cultural
landscape for Tasmanians? Does the TWWHA have a significance over and above its
very public portrayal as wilderness? Has the focus on western and central Tasmania as
an internationally acclaimed ‘natural’ space obscured wider ‘cultural’ meanings that the

place possesses?

‘Draping the blanket of wilderness’ — the search for
alternate meaning

In November 1990, the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service and the Royal Society of
Tasmania jointly hosted a symposium called ‘Tasmanian Wilderness: World Heritage
Values'. The symposium was designed to present to the general public and the world
scientific community, the state of knowledge and understanding of natural and cultural

features of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area. [t was a celebration of

78 See Karen Johnson and Jon Marsden-Smedley, Fire History of the Northern Part of the
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area, unpublished report for Parks and Wildlife Service,
2001.
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wilderness and science with scholarly presentations on all the major international values
of the World Heritage Area. There were papers, for example, on the geological
development of the TWWHA, Pleistocene archaeology, alpine ecosystems, endemic
species and so on. Historian and author Richard Flanagan made one of the few
presentations (eight out of 30) that sought to discuss the relationship of humanity to
the TWWHA. He began by pointing out to the scientists and environmentalists in the
audience that their ideas of wilderness, world heritage values and, indeed, science itself
were historically constructed. Then, rather than tell a comforting story, in which the
human history of south-western and central Tasmania progressed through stages of
increased ecological consciousness culminating in the preservation of these areas as
world heritage, Flanagan took a different tack. He proposed rhetorical questions rather
than providing answers. One of these is central to our current enquiry. He questioned
whether the world heritage criteria were the most appropriate to use when seeking to
understand the history of the WHA. ‘Is it misplaced to seek to understand our past only
in terms of its international relevance or irrelevance? Could it be’, he asked, ‘that by
concentrating on what is internationally significant, we only focus on what is
ubiquitous in global history, and not upon what is valuable and unique in our own

experience?79

Historian Peter Read made a similar point when he argued that the World Heritage
listing process necessarily involves the particular being sacrificed for the universal. To be
saved, he notes, special places must be capable of being universalised. Three out of four
of the World Heritage criteria for natural properties require places to be ‘outstanding
examples’. Only the fourth, concerning the preservation of threatened species, privileges
the particular as valuable, and even these species have to be ‘of outstanding universal
significance’. Particularity is also unwanted in the preservation of cultural places. ‘A
place must not just be special to somebody, it must either be representative or a fine
example. Mere uniqueness is insufficient.”80 Seen in these terms the very process of
world heritage listing of central and south-western Tasmania had a significant impact on
the way its other values were regarded. It generated an exclusive focus on the area’s
international values and in the process denied and devalued much of what was
particular and special about other attributes of the nominated area. Sullivan agrees,
noting that in respect of the ‘very prestigious, exciting and bureaucratically and
politically seductive process’ leading to the nomination of the TWWHA, only the area’s

international values were assessed with no consideration, for example, ‘of the traditional

79 Richard Flanagan, ‘Wilderness and History’, in S.J. Smith and M.R. Banks (eds), Tasmanian
Wilderess — World Heritage Values, Hobart, Royal Society of Tasmania, 1993, p. 10.

80 Read, Retuming to Nothing, p. 142.
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European land use of the last two hundred years’. Locally significant values were not

taken into account.8!

But world heritage listing was not the only factor that acted to devalue and obscure
what was valuable and unique about the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area.
The other and perhaps the most significant was wilderness.82 Wilderness had two levels
of influence. At one level it acted as yet another international value. While not a World
Heritage value as such, to its supporters wilderness was certainly the TWWHA'’s
dominant value and it was wilderness they were seeking to protect when they, perhaps
cynically, proposed world heritage area listing for the area.83 To organisations such as
the Wilderness Society, the wilderness of western and central Tasmania was rare on a
global scale. In their Proposal for a Western Tasmania N ational Park, they argued that
protection of wilderness in Western Tasmania would make a national park of world
significance.8¢ The Parks Service made the same argument, using almost the same words,
in the introductory pages of the Tasmanian Wildermess World Heritage Area Management
Plan 1992. Here they triumphantly compared the Tasmanian WHA with other
wilderness areas around the world, claiming wilderness as a global value.®5 The name
given, the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area, affirms this status. At another
level, however, wilderness had a more significant influence. Based on the idea of a place
untouched by people, wilderness is an escape from history. As Gill argues, nature is seen
to stand outside time and space, rather than to be a product of imagination and action.
The performative act of creating the Wilderness World Heritage Area defined the area
within its boundaries as ‘natural’, or at least capable of restoration to a natural state.
‘Draping a blanket of wilderness’ over the world heritage area acted to erase alternative

landscapes and histories.86 In this sense, the land within the world heritage area was

81 Sharon Sullivan,'Cultural Values and Cultural Imperialism’, Historic Environment, Vol. 10. Nos. 2
& 3, 1993, p. SS. This, in fact, supports a similar point made in Chapter 3. In only seeking to
identify values of World Heritage significance, no attempt was made to do a thorough assessment
of all the values the proposed World Heritage Area possessed.

82 [t was certainly the most significant in that it created a value and a management criterion for
the area that was not part of the World Heritage criteria.

83 Flanagan argues that while environmentalists made the claim that certain parts of Tasmania's
wilderness ought to be saved because they were of world heritage significance, it mattered little to
the Greens - beyond its political uses — whether the areas were of international significance or not.
They simply believed that these areas were worthwhile in themselves and thus ought to be saved.
See Flanagan,'Wilderness and History’, p. 10. During the 1980s world heritage listing was
frequently used by environment groups as a strategy to protect wilderness.

84 Wilderness Society, Greenprint, p. ii.

85 Departmentof Parks, Wildlife and Heritage, Tasmanian Wildermess World Heritage Area: 1992
Management Plan, p. 3.

86 Nicholas Gill, ‘'The Ambiguities of Wilderness’, in Elaine Stratford (ed.), Australian Cultural
Geographies, Melbourne, Oxford University Press, 1999, p. 59.
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caught between two mountains of conceit. It was denied its true history, leaving it mute,
unable to articulate its own story — not once but twice. The first denial was the focus on

international values, the second was to call it wilderness.

What might some of these stories have been? What alternative landscapes and histories
might the TWWHA possess? Fragments of these stories and glimpses of alternate
histories have already surfaced in discussion of the ‘unofficial’ heritage of the TWWHA.
Taking these a step further, three themes emerge clearly. One relates to the nature of the
European encounter with the Australian continent. For some writers this encounter is
problematic. Authors such as William Lines and Alfred Crosby, members of what
Mackenzie calls the ‘apocalyptic’ school of imperial environmental history, have
described the encounter in terms of catastrophe and plunder.?” Lines argues that in 200
years European technology, warfare, culture and political economy have swept across
Australia as an expression of manifest destiny, changing forever the face of the land.
‘Nowhere else on earth,” he argues, ‘ have so few people pauperised such a large
proportion of the world’s surface in such a brief period of time.”88 The consequence of
the ‘voracious, insatiable demands of a foreign invasion’ he describes as ‘a continent
robbed, people and animals exterminated, land pauperised, air and water poisoned [and]
forests eliminated.’89 There are, however, other perceptions of the colonial encounter.
Through his study of ecological ideas relating to oceanic islands, Richard Grove has
demonstrated that the colonial experience generated pioneering conservationist practice
and new European evaluations of nature,? In some cases, he agues, environmental
practices were implemented in the colonies that were far in advance of those in
Europe.?1 This debate has assumed contemporary relevance typified by a renewed
interest in settler societies and environmental change. Tom Griffiths has recently
promoted the value of comparing the environmental frontiers and histories of settler
societies.92 There is, he argues, much to be gained from an awareness of the parallels

and differences between settler societies and the creative dialogues at the edge of empire.

87John M. Mackenzie, ‘Empire and the ecological apocalypse: the historiography of the imperial
environment’, in Tom Griffiths and Libby Robin (eds), Ecology and Empire: Environmental History of
Settler Societies, Carlton South (Victoria), Melbourne University Press, 1997, p. 218; Alfred W.
Crosby, Ecological Imperialism: T he Biological Expansion of Europe 900-1900, New York, Cambridge
University Press, 1986; William Lines, Taming the Great South Land: A History of the Conquestof
Nature in Australia, North Sydney, Allen and Unwin, 1991.

88 Lines, Taming the Great South Land, p. 12.

89 ibid., p. 279.

90 Richard H. Grove, Green Imperialism: Colonial expansion, tropical island Edens and the origins of
environmentalism, 1600-1860, New York, Cambridge University Press, 1995.

91 ibid., pp. 474-486.

92 Tom Griffiths, ‘Ecology and Empire: Toward an Australian history of theworld’, in Griffiths &
Robin, Ecology and Empire, pp. 1-13.
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“The more we learn from these’, he states, ‘the less these places look like edges’.93 Places
such as the World Heritage Area, historically a space on the periphery of European
settlement, have a story to tell in this context. The conventional caricature of 19th
century Australian colonisation - of people who had an almost genetic urge to destroy
the environment - finds little support in the reality of the experience of many of those
who used the World Heritage Area. Richard Flanagan has demonstrated that piners who
worked the Franklin and the Gordon rivers in search of the prized Huon pine had what
he calls an extractive rather than an exploitative relationship with the rainforest in
which they worked.?¢ They were, he argues, engaged in a pre-capitalist mode of
production similar to, say, the rubber tappers of the Amazon.? The cattlemen and
hunters of the UpperMersey had a similar relationship. Rather than destroy the
environment, they maintained the biodiversity of the mountain plains with their
burning, working within an ecological architecture hammered out by Aboriginal

Tasmanians over thousands of years.

The second theme relates to human interaction with the environment. In some parts of
the TWWHA, the European encounter with the environment was not simply measured
and conserving in intent, it also sparked significant creativity. The development of the
skin sheds and snaring huts are a good example. These richly nuanced buildings were a
singular response by a settler society to an environmental challenge. At a national and
international level they were a product almost exclusively of the Tasmanian high
country and achieved their peak expression in places that are now within or adjacent to
the TWWHA. While the development of these buildings is obviously a story about the
TWWHA in its own right, the question of why they developed is probably of greater
moment. What was it about the nature of the settler/environment contact that triggered
their development? Was it culture that provided the impetus or was it environment?
Many apocalyptic interpretations of ecological imperialism, such as those embraced by
Lines, imply a sense of cultural determinism. They play on the nature/culture
dichotomy by assuming an imperial white culture which, emboldened by the scientific
and industrial revolutions, triumphs over nature at will irrespective of environment. In
contrast, others have invoked an environmental determinism in arguing that the
environment uniquely shapes culture. Yet in the case of the Upper Mersey skin sheds
and snaring huts, neither provides satisfactory answers. The buildings were not part of
the cultural Kitbag of European settlers nor were they developed in other places around
the world with a similar environment. Was their development an opportunistic response
mediated by both environment and culture? In this sense ‘possibilism’ may provide

illumination. Possibilism, as Flores describes it, implies that a given bioregion and its

93 ibid. p. 9.
94 Richard Flanagan, A Terrible Beauty: History of the Gordon River Country, pp. 71-80.
% Flanagan, ‘Wilderness and History’, p. 11.
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resources offer a range of possibilities, from which a given human culture makes
economic and lifeway choices based upon the culture’s technological ability and its
ideological vision of how the landscape ought to be used and shaped to meet its
definition of a good life.?%® While possibilism provides a bridge between culture and
environment, it is essentially a static and uni-dimensional concept that fails to capture
the dynamism evident in the human response to opportunities in the Upper Mersey. A
more useful explanation of the encounter may be to consider the relationship more in
ecological terms. This begins, as Cronon explains, by assuming a dynamic and changing
relationship between environment and culture, a relationship ‘as apt to produce
contradictions as continuities. Moreover, it assumes that the interactions of the two are
dialectical.’%7 ‘Environment’, Cronon proposes, ‘may initially shape the range of choices
available to a people at a given moment, but then culture reshapes environment in
responding to those choices. The reshaped environment presents a new set of
possibilities for cultural reproduction, thus setting up a new cycle of mutual
determination’.98 The study of these relationships, as Cronon, further notes, is usually
best done at a local level where they become the most visible. The best ecological
histories he argues, have all examined relatively small systems as cases.?? The European
experience in the World Heritage Area challenges the way we perceive the relationships
between people and the environment — over and above its wilderness and world heritage
values — and give it status and meaning. The scale of a place such as the World Heritage

Area with its varied bioregions make it an ideal subject for such investigation.

A third theme evident in the TWWHA is that of the development of symbolic
relationships between people and landscape, the process which Ashcroft, Griffiths and
Tiffin describe as ‘constructing indigeneity’.1®® ‘With some exceptions’, as Dominy has
noted, ‘the anthropology of postcolonialism has tended to neglect British settler
descendants and to homogenise their various expressions of cultural and national
identity as singular extensions of British culture overseas’.101 This oversight has
neglected the tension that white settlersin places such as the Americas, Australia and
New Zealand have experienced in ‘establishing their “indigeneity” and distinguishing it

from their continuing sense of their European inheritance.’102 The TWWHA presents a

9 Dan Flores, ‘Place: An Argument for Bioregional History’, Environmental History Review, Winter,
1994, p. 8. Flores also provides an historical overview in American terms of ideas of cultural and
environmental determinism.

97 Cronon, Changes in the Land, p. 13.
98 ibid.
9 ibid,, 14.

180 gil Ashcroft, Gareth Griffiths and Helen Tiffin, The Empire Writes Back: Theory and Practice in
Post-Colonial Literature, London, Routledge, 1989, p. 135.

101 Dominy, ‘White Settler Assertions of Native Status’, p. 359.
102 Ashcroft, Griffiths and Tiffin, The Empire Writes Back, p. 135.
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rich resource for the consideration of this postcolonial tension. Historical and
anthropological studiesreveal that in some places within the TWWHA, particularly the
Upper Mersey/Central Plateau and the area around Macquarie Harbour, communities
have embraced their environment, constructing it as a central symbol in their lives.
These relationships, as Knowles has indicated, are both spatially specific and
fundamental to the cultural reproduction of the communities concerned. There are
interesting parallels between these attachments and those revealed in other places. In
her work on the New Zealand high country, for example, Michéle Dominy found that
the landscape, as a physical and cultural place, acted as a central metaphor in the
conceptual systems of its pastoral leasees providing them with a way of thinking about
and constructing their sense of self.!93 The high country people of Victoria evince a
similar relationship to their surroundings: ‘The mountains are almost like our church -
that's where we go to fulfil ourselves so that we can carry on our lives. We've done it for
generations.’104 The emergence of these relationships would suggest that if there is a
tension between the ‘backward-looking impotence of exile and the forward-looking
impetus to indigeneity’ as Ashcroft, Griffiths and Tiffin suggest,105 then some
postcolonial communities have already made the leap and have claimed their new
homes.106 In place of the assumed homogeneity of white settler culture, can we now

claim cultures of difference based on the encounter with land now within the TWWHA?

These three themes - of considered impact, of creativity and of the creation of identity —
are among the type of stories, the alternate histories that could be told about the
TWWHA. They are important not only because they give value and meaning to the lives
of Tasmanians, but because they shed further light on the human condition. For reasons
that have already been described, these themes were obscured and hidden by the focus
on wilderness and world heritage values. The stories they embody were not told or even

imagined by the Parks Service.

103 Michele Dominy, Calling the Station Home: Place and Identity in New Zealand’s High Country,
Lanham (MA), Rowman and Littlefield Publishers Inc., 2001.

104 5ue Hodges, ‘A Sense of Place’, p. 73.
105 Ashcroft, Griffiths and Tiffin, The Empire Writes Back, p. 136.

106 The existence of a tension between the attachment non-Indigenous Australians may have
developed toward Australia and the continued dispossession of Indigenous Australians is here
explicitly noted. The scope and dimensions of this tension have been very capably explored in
Peter Read, Belonging: Australians, Place and Aboriginal Ownership, Oakleigh, Cambridge University’
Press, 2000. In developing this theme Read talked with historian Henry Reynolds who proposed
thatbelonging in Tasmania may well be less problematic than in other parts of Australia by virtue
of the island’s convict past, social stability and particular history. See pp. 184-191.
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Conclusion

To this point this chapter has sought to review the impact of ecocentrism on the
cultural values of the TWWHA through consideration of the policies embodied within
the 1992 TWWHA Management Plan and through identification of a number of values
and themes obscured by the status of the TWWHA as a World Heritage-listed wilderness.
[t was found that policies designed to maintain and enhance wilderness quality
influenced the definition of cultural heritage that was adopted, and restricted the scope
of investigation and assessment activities almost exclusively to the task of assessing the
significance of standing European structures. Only those that were culturally significant
were allowed to remain. Those that were retained, however, faced an uncertain future.
In spite of policies which assured their active protection, many important structures
were allowed to deteriorate. Only those buildings which were of value to district and
regional staff were maintained to a professional standard. The overall lack of priority
afforded historic heritage was reflected in the very low proportion of the budget

allocated to the conservation of cultural heritage.

The second major finding of the chapter was that the imperative to restrict the
definition of cultural heritage to relict structures had wide implications. Based on the
view that ethical activity involves protecting natural settings from human influences
and activity, ecocentrism fostered an inherently conservative view of how cultural
heritage might be defined. While relicts of past use were acknowledged, albeit without
any enthusiasm, interpretations of heritage which legitimise continuing human use of
natural places were ideologically opposed. In consequence, those practices conducted by
adjacent communities that were assessed as culturally significant by Knowles, for
example, were seen (even if environmentally sustainable) as destructive and totally
inappropriate by ecocentrists. In this way assessments of the cultural values of the
TWWHA sponsored by the Parks Service failed to distinguish arange of other cultural
values that independent researchers had begun to identify. Many of these ‘new’ values
identified the existence of alternate histories of the TWWHA, some of significant
intellectual importance, which had been obscured and suppressed by the overwhelming

focus on wilderness and world heritage values.

In the light of these conclusions and those of the previous chapter, both of which relate
to the Tasmanian case study, how can the national influence of ecocentrism on national
park managers in general and on cultural heritage in wild areas in particular, be
characterised? A number of conclusions clearly emerge. The first point is that Australian
park services have shared a common ideological commitment to the Yellowstone model
and to what Jacoby has called the degradation discourse. By virtue of their adoption of

[UCN definitions, similar legislative frameworks and management prescriptions for
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national parks, parks services in Australia - from their very inception in the 1960s and
1970s — were already, even if unconsciously, promoting the view that humans were

intruders in wild landscapes.

The second conclusion is that if the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service is any
indication, Australian park services have been deeply influenced by ecology and by
ecocentrism. The moral and scientific precepts of ecology integrated seamlessly with the
Cartesian positivism underlying park service culture. The roles of activist and
planner/ranger blended readily as state and Commonwealth park services provided
opportunities for people with personal commitments to the environment to play a role
in the management of extensive tracts of wild country. In the mid to late 1990s, for
example, the Tasmanian Parks Service planning team for the TWWHA comprised three
people — two of whom had held senior positions in environmental groups and one who
had been a Green political candidate.197 For these reasons it is more than reasonable to
propose that ecocentrism provided the conceptual underpinning of a range of policies
developed by park services across Australia during the 1970s and 1980s. The focus on
wilderness in reservation proposals, the introduction of concepts such as intrinsic value
in planning and the removal of artefacts during this period all attest to the ecocentric

influence.

The expression of ecocentrism, for a government agency, however, was problematic. The
ideological status of ecocentrism, Paul Shepard notes, is that of a resistance
movement.108 [ts values were not often shared by the wider community for whom
ecocentrism presented an anti-human and anti-historical vision of the world. It was
these concerns, for example, that generated the claims of misanthropy that were
frequently levelled against it. For these reasons any purist application in land
management terms was controversial and has always required some form of political
patronage. Thus, while one might argue that park services right across the country have
been actively supporting ecocentric philosophies for the past two to three decades, only
occasionally during that time have they been able to give overt and sustained expression
to these philosophies, and only then in the context of a supportive political context.
This was certainly the case with the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area in the
early 1990s and, if generally true, then similar expressions in relation to, say, Kosciusko
National Park in the late 1970s and Wilsons Promontory in the mid 1980s may also
have coincided with a supportive or tolerant political sponsor. Whether this is true

awaits further research.

107 Cubit, ‘Tournaments of Value’, footnote 39.

108 Hay, Main Curents, p. 131.
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Expressed overtly or covertly, the impacts of ecocentrism on the cultural heritage of
natural areas in Australia were significant. In a number of states and in a number of
places within those states, artefacts of European occupation and use were physically
removed. It is also reasonable to infer, given the explicit reference in the TWWHA policy
cited previously, that many more sites were consciously neglected and allowed to
deteriorate and decay. It was at the intellectual level, however, that the impact of
ecocentrism was the greatest. In providing an articulate and passionate defence of non-
human nature, ecocentrism served to drape ‘the blanket of wilderness’ over wild areas.
In so doing alternate landscapes and histories were erased. Few historians were ever
employed by park services and few wilderness areas have histories written by park
services. At the management level, ecocentrism acted to restrict definitions of cultural
heritage to relicts of past activity and, in so doing, opposed any ‘continuing’ activities
and discouraged ongoing social associations. In this way the traditional attachments
many communities and individuals may have had to newly proclaimed wilderness areas

or national parks in Australia were severed.!10?

The last, and perhaps the most cogent point, however, is that ecocentrism reflects a
particular construction of nature spawned by the social and intellectual climate of the
1970s. As Jeffrey McNeely noted in a recent paper seeking to divine how protected areas
might respond to the changing nature of society beyond 2000, ‘protected areas are a
cultural response to perceived threats to nature. Because society is constantly changing,
so too are social perspectives on protected areas and the values they are established to
conserve’.110 In 1990 Klaus Hueneke identified what he thought was a change in the
way mountain huts were perceived.!11 A writer and long-time supporter of the
Kosciusko Huts Association, Hueneke noted that ‘anti-hut extremism has abated in the
community at large, and the wilderness-at-all-costs idealists of the 1970s seem to have
moderated their position and moved on to bigger and more important issues’.112 ‘The
changed climate is astonishing’, Hueneke wrote. ‘Indeed in comparison to the stormy
days of the late 1970s when the National Park and Wildlife Service wanted to pull down

109 The sense of loss and alienation of Granville Crawford in losing access to the Namadgi high
country in the Australia Capital Territory due to the creation of the Namadgi National Park is
thoughtfully documented by Peter Read in his book Retumning to Nothing, pp. 52-74.

110 Jeffrey A. McNeely, ‘How Protected Areas Can Respond To the Changing Nature of Society’, in
IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas. Conference Report:’Protected Areas in the 21st Century:
From Islands to Networks’, 24-29 November, 1997, Western Australia, Gland, Switzerland, [UCN,
1998, no page numbers, viewed 24 November 2002,
<http://www.wcpa.iucn.org/pubs/pdfs/AlbanyConfReport.pdf>.

11 Klaus Hueneke, ‘Dark Clouds Lift From Huts of High Country’, The Canberra Times, 15/7/1990,
p. 19.

12 jhig,
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about half the huts between Kiandra and Kosciusko, it’s little short of revolutionary’,113
In tracing the efforts of the Tasmanian Parks Service and environmental groups to
restrict or ban horse riding on the Central Plateau, I have similarly noted a distinct
change, this time around the mid 1990s, when opposition to riding based on its impact
on wilderness quality faded.l}4 Were these changes symptomatic of a wider shift in

society? These questions will be addressed in the next chapter.

13 ibid.
114 Cubit, “Tournaments of Value’, p. 406.
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CHAPTER 5

‘A new paradigm for protected areas in a new
century’

The Yellowstone national park ideal has had an extraordinary influence on international
conservation activity. In the public and professional mind it became synonymous with
the entire field of protected area conservation. Government agencies set up around the
world to manage the conservation of natural resources were almost invariably called
‘national park’ services. In 1993, national parks occupied the greatest area of the nearly
10,000 protected areas of various designations worldwide.! The Yellowstone model,
rooted in scientific rationalism (and hence in Cartesian philosophy), however,
presupposed a particular construction of nature. It portrayed national parks as natural,
undisturbed places existing apart from human institutions, which were to be managed,
using science and the power of the state, in such a way as to protect their resources from
exploitation by local interests. In a number of Western countries, Australia among them,
the cultural and philosophical assumptions of the Yellowstone model provided a
receptive foundation for the increasingly iﬁfluential ecocentric philosophies flowing
from interpretations of ecology that emerged in the 1960s and 1970s. The convergence
of these two philosophical streams (ironically, one Cartesian and the other anti-
Cartesian) increasingly defined the object of conservation as the management of

wilderness areas.

Yet by the 1990s these notions came under significant challenge. As no less a figure than
Adrian Phillips, Chairman of the World Commission on Protected Areas of the
International Union for the Conservation of Nature, has observed, the 1990s were a
period of substantial international reassessment concerning the conservation of natural
and cultural heritage.2 At the heart of these reassessments, he argues, is a fundamental
reappraisal of humanity’s relationship to the natural world stemming from wide-ranging
research which challenged widely held views that people are inherently destructive of

natural systems. This was research which not only undermined the basic premises of the

1 {UCN Commission on National Parks and Protected Areas, 1982 United Nations List of National
Parks and Protected Areas, Gland, Switzerland, IUCN, 1982, pp. 15-17; [UCN Commission on
National Parks and Protected Areas, 1993 United Nations List of National Parks and Protected Areas,
Gland, Switzerland, [UCN, 1994.

2 Phillips, ‘The Nature of Cultural Landscapes’, p. 22.




Yellowstone model but which also eroded the conceptual framework and power of
ecocentrism. [t has identified, for example, that those areas previously thought to be
pristine wilderness are, in many cases, an artefact of human activity and that, for some
at least, human intervention is required to maintain their natural diversity. The
consequences of this research, Phillips proposes, are new perspectives on the
relationships between humans and nature. Rather than being separate and apart from
nature, the cultural and the natural are inextricably entwined.3 This suggested new
alignment between nature and culture is of great interest. If, as asserted, it was the
ecologically-induced separation of humans and nature during the 1970s and 1980s that
led to the devaluing of the cultural values of natural areas, will a closer relationship
between humanity and the natural word lead to greater recognition and acceptance of

cultural values in such places?

This chapter will review this characterisation of the 1990s as an international decade of
change. It will seek to identify the nature and directions of this change and consider its
implications - firstly, in terms of the human place in nature, and secondly, for the
management of cultural heritage in natural areas. A number of contemporary
conservation initiatives at international and national levels, including the details of a
new 1999 management plan for the TWWHA, will be reviewed for evidence of this shift.

The national park — a paradigm besieged

The Yellowstone national park concept carried with it a series of underlying cultural
assumptions associated with its 19th century North American origins. Historian
Roderick Nash describes its emergence as the product of three very particular factors: the
nation’s unique experience with nature and wilderness in particular; the presence of
democratic ideology; and ‘the existence of a sizable amount of undeveloped land at the
moment when the first two influences combined to produce a desire for its protection’.4
Alfred Runte, another historian of the national parks, describes the origin of the
national park concept in a somewhat different but complementary way.> He argues that
national parks arose out of a cultural insecurity in which Americans, comparing their
country to Europe, put forward monumental examples of wild nature as a way of
compensating for their own culture’s lack of cultural monuments and achievements.® In

either interpretation, as Harmon argues, national parks were an American creation, a

3 ibid., p. 28.
4 Quoted in David Harmon, ‘Cultural Diversity, Human Subsistence and the National Park Ideal’,
Environmental Ethics, Vol. 9, Summer, 1987, p. 149.

S ikid.
6 ibid.
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phenomenon of an affluent culture.” They grew up in a context of boundless wealth,
under the expectation that the natural resources left outside them were inexhaustible.?
And, as Stevens has specially noted, none were inhabited, having been, in many cases,

purposefully depopulated.?

The core components of the national park ideal - the preservation of wild nature, the
setting aside of special places from use or habitation, the emphasis upon visitors and
their access to nature, and the need for it to be managed by the highest national
authority — were thus particular to American culture. Yet they were transferred, as much
imported as exported Harmon notes, to other countries with completely different
cultural circumstances.10 By 1930 there were fewer than 250 national parks in the entire
world. By World War II that number had doubled. The real impetus for the creation of
national parks, however, has come in the last 40 years with a flood of national park
establishments. Every country, it seemed, encouraged by IUCN and American
hegemony, wanted to have its own Yellowstone. While this rapid increase was related to
perceived threats to nature, national parks also became symbols of sophistication and
status - much more so than other categories of protected areas. In 1972 Dassman, for
example, noted that ‘the term “national park” now has a prestige value which facilitates
the reservation of areas by government through its political appeal’.ll In developing
countries, at least, part of this appeal was associated with the international aid that was

often associated with national park establishment. But very quickly problems emerged.

The social justice issue

The creation of national parks in countries without what might be described as
wilderness often had catastrophic effects on indigenous populations. The result, as
Stevens has documented, has often been ‘the creation of parks where wilderness is
artificially contrived, wilderness created with bulldozers and fences, forced migration
and resettlement’.12 During the first half of the 20th century, national parks became
instruments of colonial rule in many parts of Africa and Asia. [t was common for
indigenous peoples to be evicted from their lands by the establishment of national

parks, a practice that has continued as one of many vestiges of colonialism in these

7 ibid.

8 ibid.

R Stevens, ‘Inhabited National Parks’, p. 7.

10 gee Harmon, ‘Cultural Diversity, Human Subsistence and the National Park Ideal’, p. 151.

11 Raymond Dassman, 'Development of a Classification System for Protected Natural and Cultural
Areas', in Ralph Elliot (ed.), Second World Conference on National Parks; Yellowstone and Grand Teton
National Parks, USA, September 18-27, 1972, Morgues, Switzerland, [UCN, 1974, p. 393.

12 Stevens, ‘Inhabited National Parks’, p. 3.

134




regions in postcolonial times. Even when indigenous people did not live within a park
area, park establishment generally resulted in them being denied access to traditional
subsistence resources. In many cases these evictions or denial of access was devastating
for the people concerned. In 1958, for example, 4,300 families were moved from
Venezuela’s Guatopa National Park.13 In 1964 the Nepalese government forced the
resettlement of 22,000 non-indigenous settlers when establishing the wildlife sanctuary
that subsequently became Royal Chitwan National Park.14 In some instances, as
Harmon relates, these forced relocations had tragic and harrowing results. An infamous
African example was the forced resettlement of the Ik of Uganda to create the Kidepo
National Park in 1962. This tribe of hunter-gathers who had little previous experience
with the outside world was relocated to a resettlement area on the periphery of their
homelands where they starved and their society disintegrated.!> An allied Asian
example,documented by Stevens, related to the relocation by the Nepalese government
of the entire indigenous population of Rara National Park in the late 1970s. Many of

these mountain villagers died of malaria when resettled in the lowlands.1®

Yet, in 1972 when the world park community gathered at Yellowstone National Park for
the Second World Conference on National Parks to mark the centenary of the
establishment of the national park, the Yellowstone model was celebrated with little
reservation.l” The conference confirmed, for example, the definition of a national park
as a totally uninhabited area.18 But challenges to the assumptions and policies
underlying I[UCN'’s continuing endorsement of wilderness national parks began to
emerge. At the 10th General Assembly of [IUCN in New Delhi in 1969, concern was
expressed that the national parks per se only protected natural landscapes without
apparent human alteration.!? In the 1970s respected ecologist Raymond Dassman,
noting that national parks had caused the dispossession of indigenous peoples, called for
the rethinking of protected area policies.20 So significant was the support Dassman
received from others in the international conservation community that [UCN responded
by approving the idea that indigenous settlement and land use were appropriate within

a national park provided that they were carried out in designated zones. At IUCN’s 12th

13 ibid,, p. 10.

ldgtan Stevens, ‘The Legacy of Yellowstone’, in Stevens (ed.), Conservation Through Cultural
Diversity, p. 32.

15 Harmon, ‘Cultural Diversity, Human Subsistence and the National Park Ideal’, p. 152.

16 Stevens, ‘Inhabited National Parks’, pp.- 10-11.

17 Nash, Wildemess and the American Mind, p. 376.

18 Stephan Amend and Thora Amend, ‘Balance Sheet: Inhabitants in national parks — an
unsolvable contradiction?’, p. 452.

19 ibid, p. 452.

20 Raymond Dassman, ‘National Parks, Nature Conservation, and “Future Primitive” ‘, The
Ecologist, Vol. 6, No. 5, 1976, pp. 164-167.
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General Assembly in Zaire in 1975 the issue was further considered with a decision that
‘the establishment of protected areas should not lead to the dislocation of native people
and their indigenous lifestyle should not be disrupted, providing that these in
themselves do not lead to a reduction in the ecological integrity of the area’.21[n 1978
[UCN revised its categorisation of protected areas to recognise classifications that were
not based on strict nature protection, including ‘anthropological reserves’, biosphere
reserves and protected landscapes. The definition of a national park as a wilderness area
without human settlement and resource use was retained but was amended to allow the
inclusion of ‘anthropological zones’ provided to protect ‘a cultural heritage’ and in

which subsistence activities could be permitted (see Table 2).22

Table 2. IUCN Categories of Protected Areas (1978)23

L Scientific Reserve/Strict Nature Reserve. To protect and maintain natural
processes in an undisturbed state in order to have ecologically representative examples
of the natural environment available for scientific study, environmental monitoring,
and education, and for the maintenance of genetic resources in a dynamic and

evolutionary state.

II. National Park. To protect outstanding natural and scenic areas of national or
international significance for scientific, educational and recreational use. These are
relatively large areas not materially altered by human activity, and where commercial

extractive uses are not permitted.

I1I. Natural Monuments/Natural Landmark. To protect and preserve nationally
significant natural features because of their special interest or unique characteristics.

These are relatively small features focused on protection of specific features.

vV Managed Nature Reserve/Wildlife Sanctuary. To ensure the natural conditions
necessary to protect nationally significant species, groups of species, biotic communities,
or physical features of the environment when these require specific human
manipulation for their perpetuation. Controlled harvesting of some resources may be

permitted.

21 Amend and Amend, ‘Balance Sheet’, p. 453.
22 [UCN, Guidelines for Protected Area Management Categories, p. S.

23 [UCN, Categories, Objectives and Criteria for Protected Areas, a Final Report Prepared by Committee
on Criteria and Nomenclature, Commission on National Parks and Protected Areas, Morges, Switzerland,

IUCN, 1978.
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V. Protected Landscapes. To maintain nationally significant landscapes

characteristic of the harmonious interaction of resident people and land while providing

opportunities for public enjoyment through recreation and tourism within the normal

lifestyle and economic activity of these areas.

VI Resource Reserve. To protect the natural resources of the area for future

designation and prevent or contain development activities that could affect the resource

pending the establishment of objectives based on appropriate knowledge and planning.

VIL Natural Biotic/Anthropological Reserve. To foster the way of life of societies
living in harmony with the environment to continue little disturbed by modern
technology; resource extraction by indigenous people is conducted in a traditional

manner.

VIII.  Multiple-Use Management Area/Managed Resource Area. To provide for the
sustained production of water, timber, wildlife, pasture, and outdoor recreation, with
the conservation of nature primarily oriented to the support of the economic activities
(although specific zones can also be designed within these areas to achieve specific

conservation objectives).

IX Biosphere Reserves. To conserve biological diversity within natural ecosystems,
safeguard genetic diversity of species, and provide opportunities for research in both
natural and altered environments. Biosphere reserves have a core natural zone and
surrounding buffer, settlement and restoration zones. Designated by the Man and the
Biosphere Programme, UNESCO.

X World Heritage Site (Natural). To protect natural features of world heritage
quality. Designated by the World Heritage Committee, UNESCO.

These first tentative steps away from the Yellowstone orthodoxy, based on concerns
about basic human rights and an underlying uneasiness about the meaning of
wilderness, increased in pace and scope during the late 1970s and early 1980s. By the
time the third World Congress was held in Bali in 1982, these concerns were of
sufficient strength to force a more general re-evaluation of the fundamentals of the

model. As Jeffrey McNeely of [UCN noted in the conference proceedings:

‘National parks are generally considered to be areas of outstanding natural

significance where the influences of humans are minimal. But in a period of

increasing human populations, economic uncertainty and social instability, many
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governments are finding that the traditional national park approach is no longer
sufficient to meet their needs for recreation, education, genetic resource
management, watershed protection, and the many other goods and services
produced by protected area conservation ... [PJeople and governments around the
world still appreciate the values of national parks but they also realise that the
stringent protection required for such areas is not necessarily appropriate for all

areas which should be kept in a natural or semi-natural state.’2*

It was at this time, with many countries experimenting with different protected area
models that might incorporate indigenous peoples and respond to their own unique
circumstances,?> that IUCN itself took a strategic decision and began vigorously
promoting the diversification of protected-area categories beyond national parks. Prior
to 1982, for example, IUCN'’s United Nations List of National Parks and Protected Areas was
titled the United Nations List of National Parks and Equivalent Reserves and listed only
nature reserves and national parks. Thereafter, it listed many more categories.2® In this
period too, the major decennial conferences changed from being World Conferences on
National Parks (Seattle, 1962; Yellowstone and Grand Teton, 1972; Bali, 1982) to World

Congresses on National Parks and Protected Areas (Caracas, Venezeula in 1992).

The biodiversity issue

Theimpact on indigenous peoples, however, was not the only emerging stress on the
Yellowstone national park model. A second source was the issue of the ecological
relationship of the national park to its surrounding area. The Yellowstone model
conceived of national parks as ‘islands’ separate from their wider ecological context. At
the 1972 World Conference in Wyoming, a meeting dominated by North American and
European delegates, this key aspect of the model was given strong endorsement. As
Hales notes, the recommendations of the conference were clearly aimed at protecting
the integrity of existing areas and increasing their number.2” It was at the Bali meeting
again, however, that this premise too began to be questioned. The major problem was
that while national parks might be a suitable vehicle for the protection of scenic features
and the generation of tourism income, they were not necessarily effective at the

conservation of biological diversity. For the many park professionals from developing

24Jeffrey McNeely, ‘Protected Areas Are Adapting to New Realities’, in McNeely and Miller (eds),
National Parks, Conservation and Development, p. 1.

25 stan Stevens, 'New Alliances for Conservation', in Stevens (ed.), Conservation Through Cultural
Survival, pp. 45-62.

26 See, for example, [UCN Commission on National Parks and Protected Areas, 1982 United
Nations List of National Parks and Protected Areas. In the mid 1990s the publication was renamed
United Nations List of Protected Areas.

27 Hales, ‘Changing Concepts of National Parks’, p. 141.
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countries who attended the conference, the relationship of the national park with its

wider environment context was the big issue.

As Hales has observed, the dominant view from Bali was that ‘no longer was the view
from the border inward; the debate was whether one should focusoutward from the
border, or whether borders exist at all’.28 The Congress concluded, for example, that ‘if
conservation is to succeed, it must become part of humanity’s adaptation to the living
environment, part of the human ecosystem’.29 Parks, it was said, should no longer seek
‘hard and fast boundaries’, there was a need for ‘flexible transition’ from more intensive
uses to a protected core, and protected areas must not be regarded as ‘isolated islands’.30

Prophetically it was Raymond Dassman again who warned that:

‘Without in any way denying the importance of strict nature reserves, national
parks or other closely protected areas, equal attention must be paid to universal
rules of land use and nature protection that apply throughout the country. In
various calculations of minimum population size needed to maintain the genetic
diversity within a wild animal species and minimum areas of protected reserve
needed to maintain that population, it becomes apparent that we will never have
a system of nature reserves or national parks adequate to protect all wild

species.’3!

The 1982 Bali Congress thus marked a turning point in the acceptance of the national
park paradigm on two counts, the social justice and biodiversity issues. In both cases, it
was the separation of people from nature, implicit within the Yellowstone model, that
was increasingly seen as inimical to the conservation of important natural resources.
Park professionals began searching for alternatives that might make conservation
relevant and meaningful to local communities and which might address the ecological
degradation beginning to be experienced in existing reserves. Important initiatives
emerged, for example, in Papua New Guinea where the creation of local wildlife
management areas commenced in 1975. By 1989 18 had been established covering
nearly a million hectares of land.32 In 1975 the Peruvian government established
Huascardn National Park in which local people were permitted to continue grazing in

defined areas on a sustainable basis. In the early 1980s Parks Canada entered into

28 ibid.
29 Quoted in ibid.

30 Mats Segnestam, ‘Future Directions for the Western Palaeartic Realm’, in McNeely and Miller,
National Parks, Conservation and Development, p. 488.

31 Raymond Dasmann, ‘The Relationship Between Protected Areas and Indigenous Peoples’, in
McNeely and Miller, National Parks, Conservation and Development, p. 670.

32 peterEaton, ‘Reinforcing Traditional Tenure: Wildlife Management Areas in Papua New
Guinea', in Stevens, Conservation Through Cultural Survival, pp. 225-236.
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arrangements with Inuit peoples to allow traditional resource use in a number of
protected areas and moved further to establish advisory committees on land use and
management issues.33 Biosphere reserves were also developed. This concept, developed
by UNESCO under its Man and Biosphere (MAB) program in the late 1960s and early
1970s, proposed a well-protected core area surrounded by one or several ‘buffer areas’
allowing for manipulative research or traditional land use, and acting as a transition
zone ensuring the proper integration of the reserve into the geographical region which it
represents and actually serves.3¢ By 1982, 214 biosphere reserves had been created in 58

countries.

Further challenges

The trend away from the Yeilowstone model that was evident in the early 1980s
dramatically accelerated during the late 1980s and early 1990s in response to wide-
ranging researchwhich, according to Phillips, ‘questioned the simple equation which
assumes a direct and inverse relationship between the presence of people and the
richness of nature’.3% In response to questions concerning the extent to which natural
landscapes were shaped by human activity, the research found, as McNeely has
summarised, that ‘the impact of humans is not simply a process of increasing change
and destruction in response to population growth and economic expansion.’3¢ Rather
than reinforce the prevailing view of people in opposition to nature, it came up with
very different answers. One major finding was that there was no such thing as an
untouched wilderness. The ‘mythical pristine environment’, as Pimbert and Pretty
found, ‘exists only in our imagination’.3’ Environments on nearly every continent once
thought to be ‘natural’ have in reality been modified by humankind over centuries. As

Gomez-Pompa and Kaus concluded:
‘Scientific findings indicate that virtually every part of the globe, from the boreal

forests to the humid tropics, has been inhabited, modified or managed

throughout our human past ... Although they may appear untouched, many of

33 Stevens, ‘New Alliances for Conservation’, pp- 48-50.

34 Michel Batisse, 'Biosphere Reserve: A Tool for Environmental Conservation and Management,
Environmental Conservation, Vol. 9, No. 2, Summer, 1982. While overcoming many of the
deficiencies of the Yellowstone model, biosphere reserves suffered from definitional ambiguity and
lack of status compared with national parks. See Stephen Kellert, 'Public Understanding and
Appreciation of the Biosphere Reserve Concept', Environmental Conservation, Vol. 13, No. 2,
Summer, 1986.

35 Phillips, ‘The Nature of Cultural Landscapes’, p. 22.
36 Quoted in Phillips, ibid, p. 22.
37 ibid.
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the last refuges of wilderness our society wishes to protect are inhabited and have

been so for millenia.’38

This new understanding of the extent to which indigenous peoples have historically
used, transformed and managed nature led to a fundamental re-evaluation of the
concept of wilderness at the highest levels of the world conservation movement. As
Jeffrey McNeely of IUCN has acknowledged, ‘recent research is finding that virtually all
terrestrial habitats have been substantially altered by people’.3? This view led him to
conclude that while ‘the belief in an untouched and untouchable wilderness has been
one of the foundations of the protected area movement ... this view of nature was based
on ignorance of the historical relationship between people and their habitat, and the

role people play in maintaining biodiversity in forests and savannahs’.40

The second major challenge was prompted by research outcomes which indicated not
only that some sources of human disturbance in ‘natural’ systems are beneficial to
biodiversity but that many traditional human environmental management systems
actually maintain high levels of biodiversity. As Stevens points out, quoting figures
developed by Cultural Survival, an indigenous rights organisation, the world'’s
indigenous population of more than 600 million people inhabit and claim as traditional
homeland between 20% and 30% of the earth’s surface, four to six times the area of the
entire global protected area system.4! While rich biodiversity is often an attribute of
intact ecosystems, the world’s most important areas of biodiversity, the tropical regions
that host so much of the planet’s biodiversity, have long been settled by indigenous
people. As is increasingly being understood, many areas that are rich in biodiversity are
managed and controlled by indigenous people. Indigenous peoples may thus be the
custodians of some of the most biologically diverse tracts of territory on the planet.

Nietschmann makes the point even more powerfully by noting that:

‘The vast majority of the world’s biological diversity is not in gene banks, zoos,
national parks, or protected areas. Most biological diversity is in landscapes and
seascapes inhabited and used by local peoples, mostly indigenous, whose great
collective accomplishment is to have conserved the great variety of remaining life

forms, using culture, the most powerful and valuable human resource, to do so.’42

38 Gomez-Pompa and Kaus, 'Taming the Wilderness Myth’, pp. 271-279.

39 Jeffrey McNeely, ‘Afterword. People and Protected Areas: Partners in Prosperity’, in Elizabeth
Kemf (ed.), The Law of the Mother: Protecting Indigenous Peoples in Protected Areas, San Francisco,
Sierra Club/Random House, 1993, p. 251

40 jpid.
41 stevens, ‘The Legacy of Yellowstone’, p. 19.
42 Quoted in Stevens, ‘The Legacy of Yellowstone’, p. 27.
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Areas of biological diversity often coincide with areas of cultural diversity, leading
Neitschman to suggest that this spatial pattern reflects ‘a concept of symbiotic
conservation’ in which ‘biological and cultural diversity are mutually dependent and
geographically coterminous. In any region where there is cultural diversity there will
also be biological diversity and vice versa. Conversely, regions of suppressed or displaced
cultures usually co-exist with degraded environments’.43 This relationship between
culture and nature has enormous implications for the global conservation project. As
Stevens concludes, ‘it means that much of the land and waters of the planet that are and
will be important for the preservation of biodiversity and for the future establishment
and management of protected areas will be the homelands of indigenous peoples’.44
Perhaps just as importantly it also means that ‘until indigenous people come to play a
central role in global conservation, the future of both global biological and cultural

diversity will be at risk’.4

Conclusions such as these not only challenged the foundations of the Yellowstone
model but also contradicted key premises of ecocentrism. Ecocentric ethics relied heavily
on ‘holistic’ ecological theory to provide its empirical foundation. These were theories
which viewed natural systems as integrated, stable wholes that were either at, or moving
toward, mature equilibrium states. Disturbance, importantly, was seen as atypical.
Human impacts on the environment were evaluated primarily in terms of their effect on
the integrity, stability and balance of ecosystems. The new research, however, suggested
that equilibrium is an unusual state for a natural ecosystem and that ecosystems are
typically in a state of constant flux. Disturbance is the norm rather than the exception
and ecosystems do not tend toward mature, stable, integrated states.46 Climate change,
fires, droughts and chance events continually alter the structures of natural systems in
ways that prevent a return to a pre-existing equilibrium state.4” In this context an
ecocentrism that emphasises stability and integrity is an ethic applied to something that
may well not exist. In this way, the very value of the anthropocentric-ecocentric
continuum was also challenged. If people acting out of anthropocentric motives could
protect the world’s wild places and conserve biodiversity, then the distinction that
ecophilosophers made between instrumental and ecocentric values was less meaningful.

[t was for these and related reasons that, firstly, as Hay noted, there was a relative

43 ibid.
44 jbid,, p. 28.
45 ibid.

46 For an interesting and challenging Australian treatment of these issues see Tim Low, The New
Nature: Winners and Losers in Wild Australia, Camberwell (Victoria), Viking, 2002.

47 See, for example, Daniel Botkin, Discordant Harmonies, New York, Oxford University Press,
19€0; and S.T.A. Pickett and P.S. White (eds.), The Ecology of Natural Disturbance and Patch
Dynamics, Orlando, Academic Press, 1985.
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decline in the influence of ecocentrism in philosophical terms in the 1990s,4® and
secondly, that ecocentrists sought to define a new ecocentric ethic based not upon
integrity, stability and balance, but upon other intrinsic values such as diversity,

complexity and fecundity.4?

Bio-regionalism - the emerging new paradigm

Taken together, developments such as these prompted a reassessment of humanity’s
relationship to the natural world. One response, in the minds of international
conservation leaders, was to accelerate the demise of the old national park paradigm and
notions of wilderness, and the other was to inject an urgency into the quest for new,
integrated conservation models that might substantially protect biological and cultural
diversity. The Fourth World Congress of National Parks and Protected Areas held in
Caracas, Venezuela in 1992 took place at a critical time in this search, marking it, as
Amend and Amend have observed, as one of the most significant events for protected
area managers for years.30 The changes in perspective were immediately evident. In the
foreword to Parks for Life, the official record of the Congress, IUCN Director-General

Martin Holdgate spoke of these new understandings:

‘In recent years we have also come to recognise that even the most remote and
wild areas left on the planet bear the marks of human influences, and have been
home to peopleover the millennia. There are thought to have been between eight
and nine million people in Amazonia at the time of European contact in 1492,
The landscapes and fauna of Australia and East Africa have been altered by fire
and the impact of hunting and pastoral use. And this new understanding has led
to a major change in social attitude. The rights of indigenous peoples over their
homelands, including lands designated by central governments as national parks,
are gaining wide acceptance. [t is becoming obvious that the Key to protecting a

cherished landscape lies within the communities that call it home.’S!

The proceedings of the Congress followed this lead. In relation to resident populations,
the Congress concluded in its Summary Report that protected areas cannot co-exist with
communities that are hostile to them. Social, cultural, economic and political issues are

not peripheral to protected areas, it stated, but central. It argued that protected area

48 Hay, Main Currents in Western Environmental Thought, p. 60.

49 Ned Hettinger and Bill Throop, ‘Refocusing Ecocentrism: De-emphasizing Stability and
Defending Wildness’, Environmental Ethics, Vol. 21, No. 1, 1999, p. 12.

50 Amend and Amend (eds.), National Parks Without People? p. 462.

51 Martin Holdgate, ‘Foreword’, in [UCN, Parks for Life: Report of the IVth World Congress on
National Parks and Protected Areas, Gland, Switzerland, IUCN, 1993, p. v.
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managers need to have ‘detailed knowledge of the people whose lives are affected by the
establishment and management of parks [which] is as important as information about
plant and animals species to be conserved’.>2 The Congress recognised that human
communities, especially those living in and around protected areas, often have
important and long-standing relationships with these areas. They may depend on the
resources for their livelihood and cultural survival. ‘Increasingly’, the Congress noted,
‘the resources which justify the establishment of protected areas include cultural
landscapes and adapted natural systems created by long-established human activity.’>3
Recognising that ‘the relationships between people and the land have too often been
ignored and even destroyed by well-intentioned but insensitive resource conservation
and management initiatives’, the Congress called for community participation and

equality in decision-making processes, together with mutual respect among cultures.>*

In relation to the future direction of conservation, the Congress requested that all
countries undertake an urgent stocktake to identify sites of critical importance to the
conservation of biological diversity. It emphatically rejected the previously accepted
island mentality of protected areas, asserting that ‘it is unlikely that protected areas will
be able to conserve biodiversity if they are surrounded by degraded habitats that limit
gene flow, alter nutrient cycles and produceregional or global climate change that may
lead to the final disappearance of these “island parks”’.>> Protected areas, the Congress
argued, need to be part of broader regional approaches to land management based on
what it called ‘bioregions’, extensive areas of land and water which include protected
areas of surrounding lands, preferably complete watersheds, where all agencies and

interested parties have agreed to collaborative management.>6

To give substance to these convictions the Congress recommended, among other things,
a revision of [UCN’s protected area management categories. In 1994 the results of this
review, part of a process that had been underway since 1984, were endorsed by the
[UCN General Assembly in Buenos Aires. The new classification system (Table 3) reduced
the number of categories from ten to six, added wilderness areas to the category of strict
nature reserves and introduced a new classification ‘managed resource protected area’ as

category number six.

52 jbid., p. 7.
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Table 3. IUCN Categories of Protected Areas (1994)>7

[ Strict Nature Reserve/Wilderness Area. Protected area managed mainly for science

or wilderness protection.

la. Strict Nature Reserve. Area of land/or sea possessing some outstanding or
representative ecosystems, geological or physiological features and/or species, protected

primarily for scientif ic research and/or environmental monitoring.

Ib. Wilderness Area. Large area of unmodified or slightly modified land and/or
sea, retaining its natural character and influence, without permanent or significant

habitation, which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural condition.

IL. National Park. Protected area managed mainly for ecosystem protection and
recreation, Natural areaof land and/or sea, designated to {a) protect the ecological
integrity of one or more ecosystemsfor present and future generations, (b) exclude
exploitation or occupation inimical to the purposes of designation of the area, and (c)
provide a foundation for spiritual, scientific, educational, recreational, and visitor

opportunities, all of which must be environmentally and culturally compatible.

I11. Natural Monument. Protected area managed mainly for conservation of specific
natural features, Area containing one, or more, specific natural or natural/cultural
features of outstanding or unique value because of its inherent rarity, representative or

aesthetic qualities, or cultural significance.

Iv. Habitat/Species Management Area. Protected area managed mainly for
conservation through management intervention. Area of land and/or sea subject to
active intervention for management purposes to ensure that maintenance of habitats

and/or to meet the requirements of specific species.

V. Protected Landscape/Seascape. Protected area managed mainly for
landscape/seascape conservation and recreation. Area of land, with coast and sea as
appropriate, where the interaction of people and nature over time has produced an area
of distinct character with significant aesthetic, ecological, and/or cultural value, and
often with high biological diversity. Safeguarding the integrity of this traditional

interaction is vital to the protection, maintenance, and evolution of such an area.

57 JUCN, Guidelines for Protected Area M anagement Categories, 1994,
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vl Manayed Resonrce Protected Area. Protected area managed mainly tor the
sustainable use of natural ccosystems. Area containing predominately unmodified
natural systems, managed to ensure long-term protection and maintenance of biological
diversity, while praviding a sustainable tlow of natural products and services to meet

community needs.

One of the most striking features of the new guidelines was an explicit acknowledgment
that the categories represent varying degrees of human intervention. Based upon
‘research [thatj tas shown that the extent of past human modification of ecosystems has
in fact been more pervasive than was previously supposed’, and that ‘no area on earth
can be regarded as truly “natural”, IUCN redefined ‘natural’ as ‘ecosystems where since
the industrial revolution (1750) human 1mpact (a) has been no greater than that of any
other native species, and (b) has not affected the ecosystem’s structure.” Based on this
definition, categories [ to I are concerned with the protection of natural areas where
direct human intervention and modification of the environment has been limited, to
categories [V to VI where significantly greater intervention and modification has been
found.38 Under these guidelines indigenous settlement is recognised in all six categories
of protected area but particularly in wilderness areas where it was previously

discouraged.

While these changes might, as Stevens notes, be seen as conservative by proponents of
indigenous nights for their failure to support sovereignty, lands rights and self-
determination,3? they nonetheless represent a radical departure trom the Yellowstone
model that was a cornerstone of the protected area movement for so long. A little over
20 years after the notion of a wilderness national park had been reaftirmed as the major
vehicle of conservation initiative at the 1972 World Conference, the world’s peak
environment body had rejected both wilderness and national parks as constituting the
future direction of world conservation If any evidence was required that a paradigm
shift had occurred, 1t was provided at an [UCN World Commission on Protected Areas
conference at Albany, Western Australia in 1997. Key speakers at this conference painted
a picture of rapid social, economic, environmental and political change in which a
‘major emphasis on protected areas 15 simply not acceptable, or realistic’.60 As McNeely
argued, ‘tlie rate at which hurnans are altering the environment, the extent of those

alterations, and their consequence for the distribution and abundance of species,

38 ihid., pp. 7-23
59 Stevens,'New Alliances for Conservation’, p 45

0 \cNeely, ‘How Urotected Areas Can Respond to the Changing Nature of Society’, no page
number.
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ecological systems, and genetic variability are unprecedented in human history and pose
substantial threats to both sustainable development and the quality of life’.61 The task of
conserving biological diversity, of ensuring the sustainable use of its components and
equitable sharing of the benefits of that use required nothing less, according to
McNeely, than ‘a new paradigm for protected areas in a new century’.62 This new
paradigm presupposed active intervention not just at the biophysical level but at the
social, political and economic level of managing human needs, desires and perceptions.
‘While “wilderness” is still a popular ideal’, Peter Bridgewater argued, ‘it is long gone
from this world. The wildernesses of today are only in human minds and we confuse
such wilderness with conservation at our peril. There is nowhere we can ‘leave’ as
wilderness - rather we must be managers of human interaction on land or in the sea,

wherever we are.’63

The old national park idea of the protected area as an island, was again decisively
rejected by virtue of the fact that many were too small, surrounded by incompatible
land uses and were unable to conserve biodiversity and provide other environmental
services. The new paradigm, floated at Caracas, of a bioregional approach was heavily
supported and given endorsement by the conference title ‘From Islands to Networks'.
Bioregional approaches, the Conference argued, should be based on totally protected
core areas, such as national parks, and surrounded and linked by patterns of
biodiversity-friendly land/sea use. Resident populations had a fundamental role in this
new paradigm, not only from the perspective of recognising historical dependencies on
protected area resources but from the point of view that these populations might
become strategic allies in the future. As McNeely affirmed, there was a strong
relationship between the conservation of biodiversity and cultural diversity. The
traditional knowledge and wisdom of indigenous peoples was imperative to help

develop new and more sustainable relationships between people and resources.64

Examples of this new approach to conservation planning and delivery are already
appearing in the design of new conservation projects. One such case is the ‘China:
Multi-Agency and Local Participatory Cooperation in Biodiversity Conservation in

Yunnan Upland’s Ecosystem’ project proposed by the Yunnan Academy of Social

61 jbid.

62 jbid.

63 peter Bridgewater, 'A New Paradigm for Protected Areas in a New Century’, in [UCN World
Commission on Protected Areas, Conference Report: ‘Protected Areas in the 21st Century: From Islands
to Networks’, no page number.

64 McNeely, ‘How Protected Areas Can Respond To the Changing Nature of Society’, no page
number.
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Sciences and supported by the Global Environment Facility in 2000.6> Yunnan Province
in China is one of the world’s most biologically diverse areas in terms of animal and
plant taxa. The project is targeted at two particular sites, the Wuliangshan Nature
Reserve and the Qinshan Watershed Ecosystem, both of which are important watersheds
which straddle an upland area of Yunnan that drains into the Lancang-Mekong River
and Hong He-Red Rivers. The Wuliangshan Reserve, a large relatively intact area of 198
square Kilometres, is structured on biosphere reserve principles with a core area closed to
all human activity, surrounded by a buffer zone and a development zone. The Qinshan
Watershed Ecosystem is a 10-square-Kilometre forest remnant, which despite heavy local
exploitation has a surprisingly high level of biodiversity. Both areas are poorly resourced
with ineffective management systems, and facing threats to biodiversity that include
illegal logging, wildlife poaching and use of the forests for the harvesting of fuel wood,
food, medicines and construction materials. The root causes of the threats to sustainable

conservation of the forest biodiversity were assessed as:

¢ inadequate scientifically and ecologically based sustainable food production
systems and income generation options to meet basic household needs, leading
to the need to convert forest to farmland, and hunting wildlife for animal food
and income;

e lack of improved techniques to reduce firewood use;

¢ lack of scientifically sound forest management and protection mechanisms;

e lack of forest resource and biodiversity conservation awareness;

e inadequate policies at all government levels to promote scientifically-based
sustainable forest management practices;

e inadequate enforcement to ensure that sustainable management practices are
implemented in the field and to halt illegal cutting of trees and hunting of wild
animals; and,

¢ insufficient conservation or restoration of habitat required to maintain high

biodiversity, including food sources, cover, and nesting situations.6

In response to these issues, the Yunnan projects had three main objectives. These were
to:
e develop and demonstrate replicable models of community-based sustainable
resource management on a watershed basis to conserve globally significant

biodiversity;

65 Unless otherwise stated, information is derived from Yunnan Academy of Social Sciences.
Medium-sized Project: ‘China: Multi-Agency and Local Participatory Cooperation in Biodiversity
Conservation in Yunnan Upland’s Ecosystem’, submission for funding to Global Environment
Facility, approved August 23, 2000, viewed 24 November 2002, <http:// www.gefweb.org>.

66 ibid., Section 2.2.2.
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e strengthen institutional capacity of sustainable resource management to
conserve biodiversity at village, township, and county levels, and also at the
Wuliangshan Reserve;

¢ reduce human pressures on biodiversity through training and provision for
alternative agricultural production practices and sustainable livelihoods and

income generation opportunities.6?

Five complementary components or sub-projects were consequently developed to

achieve the project’s objectives. These were:

e creation of inter-sectoral planning and management mechanisms;

e capacity-building of Wuliangshan Reserve Co-management Council (WRCC)
and Qinshan Watershed Management Council (QWMC);

e promotion of ecologically sustainable livelihoods;

e public awareness, training and education; and,

e community-based biodiversity inventory and monitoring.68

Two of these sub-projects are of particular interest. The capacity-building project
(Section 2.4.2) included the representation of local villages on multi-village ‘Watershed
Management Councils’. These councils were empowered to make a variety of decisions
taking into account scientific inputs and traditional knowledge and to prioritise
activities, including those designed to sustainably remove threats to biodiversity. The
public awareness, training and education project (Section 2.4.4) involved the
implementation of different modes of educational activity, including the use of
traditional communication arts, to promote awareness, understanding, and appreciation
of concepts and issues of biodiversity conservation among the villagers, their leaders and

local government officials

Projects such as these with their focus on biodiversity, bio-regional planning,
community development and local involvement in decision-making clearly demonstrate
the application of new conservation models far removed from Yellowstone national park

models which once dominated the international conservation scene.69

67 ibid., Section 2.3.
68 ibid., Section 2.4.

69 Other projects supported by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) similarly demonstrate this
commitment to the protection of biodiversity at a landscape level with the full cooperation and
collaboration of different stakeholders. See, for example, ‘Nepal: Landscape-scale Conservation of
Endangered Tiger and Rhinoceros Populations in and Around Chitwan National Park’, and
'Vietnam: Conservation of the Pu Luong-Cuc Phuong Limestone Landscape’ on the GEF web site
<www.gefweb.org>.
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International trends in cultural heritage management under
the new paradigm

The emergence of biodiversity as a dominant conservational rationale in the late 1980s
and early 1990s, at a time when wilderness was found to be a peopled landscape, forced
a fundamental re-evaluation of the direction and focus of protected area management.
Radical solutions were required that extended the conservation of biodiversity outwards
from protected areas into a range of modified and even heavily modified environments.
In emerging bio-regional planning models, such as biosphere reserves, the previously
sharp Western distinction between ‘natural’ and ‘cultural’ had little meaning. Planning,
instead, accepted a nature-culture continuum. If the 1982 Bali meeting marked a
turning point and the Caracas meeting of 1992 a point of new beginnings, the Albany
meeting of 1997 marked a transformation in protected area management from the
management of national parks to the management of entire landscapes, from the
management of unpeopled wilderness to the management of peopled homelands. This
dramatic shift embodied a fundamental revision of the human place in nature and, with
it, new approaches to the management of cultural values. The scale and nature of this
revision is perhaps best demonstrated by changes within the established institutions of
the World Heritage Convention and the management of Australia’s Uluru-Kata Tjuta
National Park during the 1990s.

The World Heritage Area Convention

Recent trends in the application of the World Heritage Convention provide a very clear
example of this conceptual shift in human-nature relationships. The Convention
emerged in the early 1970s from the parallel efforts of IUCN and UNESCO to
respectively develop standing mechanisms to identify and protect outstanding examples
of the world’s natural and cultural heritage. In 1972, the separate efforts of both
organisations were combined, and in November of that year the Convention Concerning
the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage was adopted by the General
Conference of UNESCO. A unique international heritage conservation instrument, in
that it aims to protect both natural and cultural values of outstanding universal
significance, the Convention became operational in 1975 on ratification by some 20
countries. Currently around 150 countries have signed the Convention. The World
Heritage Committee, the representative body responsible for implementing the
Convention, established detailed criteria for both cultural and natural sites to assist in
determining if a site is of ‘outstanding universal significance’. For a property to be
accepted as a natural heritage property it must meet one or more of the following four

criteria:
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(i) be outstanding examples representing major stages of earth’s history, including
the record of life, significant on-going geological processes in the development of
landforms, or significant geomorphic or physiographic features; or

(ii) be outstanding examples representing significant on-going ecological and
biological processes in the evolution and development of terrestrial, freshwater,
coastal and marine ecosystems and communities of plants and animals; or

(iii) contain superlative natural phenomena or areas of exceptional natural beauty
and aesthetic importance; or

(iv) contain the most important and significant natural habitats for in situ
conservation of biological diversity, including those containing threatened species
of outstanding universal value from the point of view of science or

conservation.’0

A cultural property needs to fulfil one or more of the following six criteria:

(i) represent a unique artistic achievement, a masterpiece of the creative genius;
or

(ii) have exerted great influence, over a span of time or within a cultural area of
the world, on developments in architecture, monumental arts, town planning or
landscape design; or

(iii) bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a civilisation or cultural
tradition which has disappeared; or

(iv) be an outstanding example of a type of building or architectural ensemble or
landscape which illustrates significant stage(s) in human history; or

(v) be an outstanding example of traditional human settlement or land use which
is representative of culture (or cultures), especially when it has become vulnerable
under the impact of irreversible change; or

(vi) be directly and tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas
or with beliefs, with artistic or literary works of outstanding universal

significance.”1

During the 1980s there was significant debate in World Heritage circles as to whether
there was a place on the World Heritage List for sites which had a combination of
cultural and/or natural values which, separately, may not meet the criteria for cultural

and natural sites but whose uniqueness stemmed from a combination of these values.

70 While the Convention has remained the same since 1972, the Operational Guidelines which
incorporate the criteria, have been changed frequently to accommodate the mutability of the
concept of significance. The criteria listed are those that came into force in February, 1994. Sarah
M. Titchen, ‘On the Construction of “Outstanding Universal Value”: Some comments on the
implementation of the 1972 UNESCO World Heritage Convention’, Conservation and Management
of Archaeological Sites, Vol. 1, 1996, p. 237.

71 ibid.
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Consideration of the issue formally took place in 1992 when it was listed as a workshop
agenda item at the Fourth World Congress in Caracas, Venezuela attended by invited
participants from 18 state parties to the Convention. Participants at the workshop
supported the adoption of a cultural landscape criterion, with the Congress
consequently recommending ‘that the World Heritage Convention criteria be amended
to take account of natural/cultural landscapes/seascapes and living cultures which are a
harmonious blend of nature and culture’.”2 This recommendation was supported by a
World Heritage expert meeting and endorsed at a meeting of the World Heritage
Committee in Santa Fe, New Mexico, USA in December 1992. Consequently, the criteria
and operational guidelines were revised to recognise landscapes which illustrate both
specific land-use techniques and/or a spiritual communion with nature. Under the

revised guidelines, cultural landscapes were classified under three headings:

o clearly defined landscapes designed and created intentionally by man, such as,
for example, gardens and parkland landscapes;

¢ organically evolved landscapes resulting from successive social and economic
imperatives and in response to the natural environment;

e associative cultural landscapes - included by virtue of the powerful religious or
cultural associations of the natural element rather than material cultural

evidence, which may be insignificant or even absent.”3

The first culturallandscape to be listed under the new criteria was Tongariro National
Park in New Zealand. Previously listed as a natural property in 1990 by virtue of its
ecological and aesthetic values, it was relisted in 1993 as an associative cultural
landscape of outstanding universal value. Its significance lies in its association with the
Maori iwi (tribe) of Ngati Tuwharetoa and related iwi for whom the volcanic mountains
provide both geographical and cultural connections to their Pacific origins.”¢ Since

1992, over 20 cultural landscapes have been placed on the World Heritage list, including
the organic ‘continuing’landscape of the Rice Terraces of the Philippine Cordilleras in
1995. The listing of this traditional and sustainable form of land use recognised its role

in maintaining important elements of biological diversity.

The inclusion of cultural landscapes on the World Heritage List has played an important
role in the recognition and conservation of places demonstrating outstanding

interactions between people and the natural environment. It is starting to lead to

72 Jeffrey A. McNeely (ed.), Parks for Life: Report of the IVth World Congress on National Parks and
Protected Areas, 10-21 February 1992, Gland, Switzerland, IUCN, 1993, pp. 31-32, 108-110.
73p.CH. Lucas,’25 Years of the World Heritage Convention’, in [UCN World Commission on
Protected Areas, Conference Report: ‘Protected Areas in the 21st Century: From Islands to Networks’, no
page number.

74 ibid.
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positive outcomes for indigneous people as it is now possible, as Titchen has noted, to
recognise and maintain their special attachment and interactions with the natural
environment through World Heritage cultural landscape listing.”> A consequence,
however, was to focus attention on the definition of the term ‘natural’ and to suggest
the difficulty and, indeed, the lack of desirability in separating people, culture and
cultural heritage from the natural environment for the purposes of World Heritage

listing.”®

This very point was raised in 1994 at a meeting of the World Heritage Committee in
Phuket in Thailand when a delegate expressed his hope ‘that eventually separate criteria
forNatural and Cultural sites could be eliminated in favour of a unified set of criteria
applicable for all types of World Heritage sites’.”” This idea was supported by Jim
Thorsell of IUCN in 1995 when he argued that while the Convention separates and
separately defines cultural and natural heritage, ‘the world however is not always
divisible between these “two solitudes” and indeed they are often inseparable’.”8
Subsequently, the issue was discussed at a 1996 meeting of experts at la Vanoise in
France. In considering the interpretation of ‘natural’ the expert group noted that
‘human influence can be found in all natural sites and that the notion of pristine nature
is therefore a relative one’. In consequence, it recommended the following definition of

‘natural areas’ for adoption by the World Heritage Committee:

‘A natural area is one where biophysical processes and landform features are still
relatively intact and where a primary management goal of the area is to ensure
that natural values are protected. The term “natural” is a relative one. It is
recognised that no area is totally pristine and that all natural areas are in a
dynamic state. Human activities in natural areas occur, and when sustainable,

may complement the natural values of the area.’”?

The expert group also reflected on the fact that the world’s heritage reflects a continuum
from nature to culture and acknowledged the complexity of the interactions between
nature and culture. Along this continuum were natural properties, mixed natural and
cultural properties (properties with both World Heritage cultural and natural values),

cultural landscape properties (representing interactions between people and the natural

75 Titchen, ‘On the construction of outstanding universal value’, p. 238.

76 ibid.

77 Lucas, ‘25 Years of the World Heritage Convention'.

78 Quoted in Titchen, ‘On the construction of outstanding universal value’, p. 238.

79 UNESCO, Report of the Expert Meeting on Evaluation of general principles and criteria for
nominations of natural World Heritage sites, Parc national de la Vanoise, France, 22-24 March
1996. Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage, World
Heritage Bureau 20th Session, UNESCO Headquarters, 24-29 June. WHC -96/CONF.202/INFE.9,
UNESCO, Paris, 15 April 1996.
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environment) and cultural properties. The expert group suggested that ‘the whole range
of interactions between nature and culture be explored’ to assist in better defining the
scope of the Convention. It acknowledged that the use of terminologies such as natural,
cultural, mixed and cultural landscapes to distinguish World Heritage sites was
confusing and undermined the Convention’s uniqueness in its recognition of the
nature—culture continuum. In response, the experts recommended to the World Heritage

Committee that it:

‘Consider developing one set of criteria, incorporating existing natural and
cultural heritage criteria and promoting a unified identity for all World Heritage

sites as the outstanding heritage of humankind.’80

Furthermore, the expert group recommended the integration of the separate tests of
integrity (for natural values) and authenticity (for cultural values) with a view toward

applying one common approach to the identification and evaluation of World Heritage.

The recommendations were briefly discussed by the World Heritage Committee in
December 1996 and deferred to a meeting of the World Heritage Global Strategy Natural
and Cultural Heritage Expert Meeting held in Amsterdam in March 1998. This meeting
endorsed the proposals advanced at la Vanoise. Seeking to give greater recognition to
the continuum of, and interactions between, culture and nature, it recommended that
the criteria for natural and cultural properties be unified into a single list of 10 (without
significant change to the wording or orderof the existing criteria) and that there be one
unified World Heritage List rather than separate cultural or natural lists. The meeting
further called for an anthropological approach to the definition of cultural heritage and

people’s relationship with the land.8!

These trends in the application of the World Heritage Convention provide compelling
corroboration of the fundamental changes that took place in the 1980s and 1990s
concerning appreciations of the human place in nature. In place of the previously sharp
distinction between nature and culture evident when the Convention was ratified in
1975, is a very different model at the turn of the century, one that sees Thorsell’'s ‘two

solitudes’ not as polar opposites but as different expressions of the one continuum.

80 UNESCO, Report of the Expert Meeting.

81 UNESCO, Report of the World Heritage Global Strategy Natural and Cultural Heritage Expert
Meeting, 25-29 March 1998, Theatre Institute, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, UNESCO World
Heritage Centre in association with the Government of the Netherlands, 1998, viewed 12/12/02,
<http:whc.unesco.org/archive/amsterdam98.pdf>
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Empowering indigenous Australians

Australian concern about the social justice implications of national park reservation on
resident populations has focused principally on those traditional Aboriginal
communities whose tribal territories were wholly or partly enclosed by national parks
declared in the 1950s and 1960s. During the 1980s and 1990s the Australian
government expended significant resources in seeking to create Aboriginal national
parks that at once respected the rights and aspirations of indigenous Australians as well
as conserved biological diversity. The creation and continued prosperity of the Uluru-
Kata Tjuta National Park in the Northern Territory provides a good example of this

emerging conservation model.

The Uluru monolith, once known as Ayers Rock, and the 36 smaller rock domes of Kata
Tjuta, previously known as the Olgas, are dominant geographical features of Central
Australia. In 1958 these features and the surrounding areas were made a national park
by the Commonwealth Government despite it being the tribal territory of the Anangu
people who lived on the land and for whom it had strong spiritual significance. In 1979,
the Anangu took advantage of sympathetic Commonwealth legislation and filed a land
claim for the national park. In 1985 the Commonwealth responded to this claim by
returning the land to its traditional owners. The Anangu, in turn, leased the national
park back to the Australia Nature Conservation Agency (ANCA) (now Parks Australia, a
division of Environment Australia). Anangu and Environment Australia jointly manage
the national park through a Board of Management comprising six Anangu and four
non-Anangu members. Meetings of the board are conducted in the Pitjantjatjara
language to assist Aboriginal empowerment. The ‘hand back’ and the joint management
of the park, seen as a landmarKk in the history of the Aboriginal Land Rights movement
and the history of heritage conservation in Australia,®? aims to provide for conservation

of the park’s biodiversity while maintaining its value to traditional owners.

The joint management arrangement of Uluru-Kata Tjuta has led to an increasing
recognition of the nature and extent of its cultural values. When the first management
plan for the national park was completed in 1982, it responded principally to the area’s
natural values. Cultural values were recognised only in relation to particularly evident
and discrete sites such as rock paintings. Certainly, its successful nomination to the
World Heritage List in 1987 was on the basis of its natural values ~ the geological values
of the monoliths, their unsurpassed grandeur and beauty, and the presence of a rare and
scientifically important suite of plants and animals around them. Following the

creation of the joint Board of Management after the handback in 1985, the emphasis on

82 sarah Titchen, ‘The Uluru-Kata Tjuta Cultural Landscape’, The World Heritage Newsletter, No. 10,
1996, p. 9.
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cultural values increased. Through Anangu participation, it became evident that
Aboriginal cultural significance was as much or more associated with landscape level
phenomena, rather than being necessarily confined to particular defined rock art
galleries. This became explicit in the 1991 management plan with the application of
‘Tjukurpa’, Anangu law and tradition, as the primary guide to management of the
national park. A Pitjantjatjara word, Tjukurpa is used to describe Anangu history,
knowledge, religion, morality and law. It dictates the way in which Anangu structure
their society and look after each other and the land. Tjukur pa guides all behaviour,
including foraging and the management of the landscape which, in turn, includes fire

management. As Titchen notes, it also explains how the world was created:

‘According to Anangu, the surface of the earth was once a featureless place. Places
like Uluru and Kata Tjuta did not exist until Anangu ancestral beings (in the form
of people, plants and animals) started to travel across the land. Often travelling
great distances, these ancestral beings formed or moulded the features of the
landscape as they journeyed from one area to another, interacting with each other
as they went ...The travels and activities of these ancestral beings linked places
throughout the country of many different Aboriginal peoples by iwara (paths or
tracks). fwara do not have a physical manifestation and are not immediately
visible to visitors to the park ... They link places that are often separated by a
distance of hundreds of kilometres. Some iwara extend well beyond the
boundaries of the National Park, and some even extend beyond Anangu lands, or
country. Uluru and Kata Tjuta represent meeting points in a network of such

ancestral tracks.”83

In 1994 the Australian government successfully renominated Uluru-Kata Tjuta National
Park as a world heritage cultural landscape. The nomination document argued that
Uluru-Kata Tjuta is an ‘associative cultural landscape’ as the natural environment has
powerful religious, artistic and cultural associations for Anangu, and a ‘continuing
cultural landscape’ as it retains an active social role in contemporary society, including
the local indigenous community. The acceptance of Ulugu-Kata Tjuta as a cultural
landscape by the World Heritage Committee was significant in that it transcended the
often artificial boundaries established between cultural and natural heritage and offered
a holistic approach to heritage conservation. In the case of Uluru-Kata Tjuta it
recognised and accommodated the living traditions of the Anangu, their continuing
interactions with the natural environment and their use and management of ecological

resources in ways that conventional heritage models cannot.

83 ibid., p.10.
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This ground-breaking management arrangement between Anangu and the
Commonwealth is well regarded. It is viewed internationally as one of the best examples
in the world in terms of recognising indigenous rights and participation in protected
area management. [ts focus on recognition of indigenous land ownership, guarantees of
subsistence rights, effective communication between indigenous owners and non-
indigenous parKk staff, its cultural sensitivity, employment and training of local residents
asrangers and staff members and its general cross-cultural commitment to a partnership
are among its important attributes.8¢ As de Lacy and Lawson note, the perceived success
of the model has resulted in joint management proposals being developed for state
jurisdictions in Australia with as many as 30 proposals for joint management under

consideration.85

The new paradigm in Australia — emerging landscape models
of conservation

The same forces that led to the emergence of bio-regional conservation models and the
restructuring of the human relationship to nature in the 1990s in the international
sphere .had their echoes and parallels in Australia. The developments in relation to
Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park, just discussed, are an obvious and celebrated Australian
example, but they are only part of a wider Australian contribution to the changes that
took place in the 1990s. Concerns as to the effectiveness of national parks in conserving
biodiversity, for example, also have an Aus.tralian emphasis. In fact, even before the
word ‘biodiversity’ was coined, Australian ecologists were among the vanguard of those
claiming that the national park system failed to represent the biological diversity of the
Australian continent. For decades ecologists had been working towards new approaches
to conservation which might lead to the identification and management of biodiversity

across multiple land tenures.

Australian interest in creating a national system of reserves that might protect
representative samples of Australian ecosystems began in 1964 with the International
Biological Programme Survey led by Professor R. Specht. After a hallmark survey of the
nation’s ecological resources, Specht and his colleagues reported in 1974 with a long-

term blueprint for a national reserve network based on those areas able to provide the

84 Stan Stevens, ‘Co-Management’, in Stevens (ed.), Conservation Through Cultural Survival,
pp.132-133. See also T. De Lacey, ‘The Uluru/Kakadu Model - Anangu Tjukurpa,. 50,000 years of
Aboriginal Law and Land Management Changing the Concept of National Parks in Australia’,
Society and Natural Resources, Vol. 7, 1994.

85 Terry De Lacy and Bruce Lawson, "The Uluru/Kakadu Model: Joint Management of Aboriginal-
Owned National Parks in Australia’, in Stevens (ed.), Conservation Through Cultural Survival, p. 157.
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greatest diversity of ecosystems and the widest range of animal and plant species.8¢ The
ecological imperatives motivating Specht and other scientists, however, were not
necessarily shared by others in the Australian community for whom national parks were
places of scenic wonder, inspiration and tourism attraction. In 1976, ecologist Harry
Recher fired an early warning shot questioning ‘the traditional concept of national parks
because the parks system we are building in Australia does not sample the continent’s
natural diversity and fails to recognise the ecological consequences of fragmenting
natural areas into increasingly small units’.37 Recher’s warning was well founded. From
the mid 1970s to the end of the 1980s, the dynamics of the reserve establishment
program — in New South Wales at least — were determined more by public interest and
political fashion than by science. As John Whitehouse, a one-time director of the New
South Wales National Parks and Wildlife Service has noted, the program was dominated
by themes attractive to the environmentalmovement, from coastal parks (1976-1979),
wilderness (1977-1980), rainforest (1977-1984) and back to wilderness (1985—1988).88
While reflecting what might simply be regarded as the political reality of public policy-
making, this pattern of reserve expansion came at a cost, as Whitehouse himself
acknowledged. ‘A reserve expansion program fashioned on opportunism’, he noted,
‘may at best contain gaps and distortions or at worst be misdirected with high
opportunity costs and, although brimming with aesthetic and emotional appeal, be
fundamentally lacking in scientific logic.’8? For the scientific community the costs of
opportunism were far too high. In a seminal paper written in 1990, Pressey
demonstrated that the goal of establishing a representative series of reserves will always
remain out of reach if reserves continue to be selected in an ad hoc manner.?0 In the
same year Brown and Hickey argued that the goal of biological conservation in
Tasmania had been distorted by a conservation debate that had concentrated on

wilderness value and other factors at the expense of biodiversity.?!

It was around this time, with conservation of biodiversity a dominant ecological

concern, that scientists and conservation managers not only renewed their efforts in

86 R.L.Specht, E.M. Roe and V.H. Broughton (eds), Conservation of Major Plant Communities in
Australia and Papua New Guinea. Australian Journal of Botany Supplementary Series, Supplement
No. 7, CSIRO, Melbourne, 1974. See especially Appendix One, ‘Guidelines for the Establishment of
“Ecological Reserves” ‘, pp. 640-643.

87 Harry F. Recher, ‘An ecologist’s view: The Failure of Our National Parks System’, Australian
Natural History, Vol. 18, 1976, pp. 398-408.

88 Whitehouse, ‘Conserving What?', p. 16.

89 ibid., p. 16.

90 R.L. Pressy, 'Reserve Selection in New South Wales: Where to from here?, Australian Zoologist,
Vol. 26, No. 2, 1990, pp. 70-75.

91 M. Brown and J. Hickey, ‘Tasmanian forest — genes or wilderness?’, Search, Vol. 21, No. 3, 1990,
pp- 86-87.
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support of a national system of reserves but began actively canvassing alternative
management models. Recher,% for example, concerned about the precipitous extinction
of much of the Australia biota, argued for a concentration on habitat conservation and
ecosystem management instead of directing scarce conservation resources into single
species studies or reserving small parcels of land as national parks or nature reserves.
Wildlife management and conservation, he argued, must be extended to all land
regardless of tenure.?3 Whitehouse was in agreement.¢ Echoing sentiments expressed
by conservation managers around the world, he rejected central precepts of the
Yellowstone model by arguing for the creation of a new multiple-use nature
conservation reserve classification which might extend out across semi-developed and
developed landscapes in much the same way as the English national park model applied
to land of different tenures. Similarly, rejecting a central feature of the Yellowstone
model that reserved land is best protected by leaving it alone, he argued an
interventionist management approach. ‘As our reserves become increasingly isolated
“islands” in a “sea” of development with greatly increased external and boundary
threats,’ he posited, ‘the strategy of passive management will lead to the eventual

demise of the nature conservation values sought to be protected by those reserves.’?>

While national park agencies continued to respond to popular as well as scientific
agendas, the biodiversity argument strengthened during the 1990s. It became, for
example, a central plank of forest policy considerations. The development of a national
reserve system according to agreed ecological criteria, for instance, was a feature of the
National Forests Policy Statement of 1992.9 In 1995, a team of senior scientists was given
the task of developing Commonwealth criteria for the development of a comprehensive,
adequate and representative (CAR) reserve system that could be applied in the
development of regional forest agreements (RFAs) between the states and the
Commonwealth proposed by the National Forests Policy Statement. The two main features
of these criteria were that all known native elements of forest biological diversity should
be protected in viable numbers or areas within the reserve system in each region and
that at least 15% of the pre-European invasion area of each forest community should be

within the reserve system. Reservation targets were to apply to both public and private

pa Harry F. Recher, ‘Wildlife Conservation In Australia: State of the Nation’, Australian Zoologist,
Vol. 26, 1990. pp. 5-11.

93 ibid.

94 ] F. Whitehouse, ‘The Future of Nature Conservation Reserve Establishment Programmes’,
Australian Zoologist, Vol. 26, No. 2, 1990, pp. 99-100.

95 jbid., p. 100.

96 Commonwealth of Australia, National Forest Policy Statement, Canberra, ACT, Australian
Government Publishing Service, 1992.
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land.%” While some aspects of these criteria were subsequently modified in order to
make them acceptable to the various state governments and other interests,98 their
application - as in the Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement - led to significant new

strategic levels of reservation on public land and incentives for reservation on private
land.??

This extension of the conservation effort to private land is especially significant and
consistent with the adoption of new bio-regional conservation models. As a Tasmanian

booklet promoting off-reserve programs explains:

‘Private landowners ... have an important role to play in ensuring that our reserve
system is adequate. The conservation of species or communities in reserves cannot
be guaranteed unless management of the broaderlandscape is complementary. A
landscape approach is essential to take account of the interdependence of physical
and biological systems, the movement of wildlife and the need for genetic
exchange between populations. Thus, the long-term value of many reserves

depends on how well unreserved land is managed.’100

Towards integrated models of culture and nature - the Regional Forest
Agreement process and the Richmond Communique

As in other parts of the world, the development of bio-regional planning approaches in
Australia drew attention to the inadequacies of the previously sharp Western distinction
between ‘natural’ and ‘cultural’ and promoted integrated conservation models. The
processes and outcomes associated with the Regional Forest Agreement and the

Richmond Communique provide convenient and useful examples.

97Jamie B. Kirkpatrick, ‘Nature Conservation and the Regional Forest Agreement Process’,
Australian Joumal of Environmental Management, Vol. 5, No. 1, 1998, p. 33.

98 ibid., p. 34, Kirkpatrick, one of the scientists who helped shaped the Commonwealth criteria, is
critical of these revisions in that they ‘shifted the strategic direction of the RFA process from one
of satisfying nature conservation first, to the familiar compromise betweennature conservation
and other socioeconomic values’. His concerns, shared by the Australian environment movement,
suggest that whereas the RFA process broke new ground, especially in its integrated assessments of
natural and cultural values, critical parts of the process and the outcome failed to satisfy some
Australians.

9 In the Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement the application of the revised criteria led to the
creation of nearly 400,000 ha of new reserves. Commonwealth of Australia and the State of
Tasmania, Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement, Hobart, Commonwealth of Australia and the State
of Tasmania, 1997, p. 65.

100 Emphasis in the original: Department of Primary Industries, Water and Environment,
Australian Bush Heritage Fund and Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association, Nature
Conservation on Private Land in Tasmania: A Guide to Programs and Incentives, Hobart, Protected
Areas on Private Land Program, 2000, p. 2.
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Under the terms of the National Forest Policy Statement, the Commonwealth, State and
Territory governments agreed to a framework and a process for carrying out
comprehensive assessments of the economic, social, environmental and cultural values
offorestregions. Once completed, these assessments were to provide governments with
the information required to make long-term decisions about the creation of a
comprehensive, adequate and representative reserve system. Cultural heritage values

were explicitly regarded as part of the suite of forest values to be assessed:

‘The governments agree to manage public native forests for the protection of a
range of other conservation values, such as wilderness and heritage values,
cultural significance (including significance to Aboriginal people), and landscape

and aesthetic attributes.’191

The significance of the assessment process, the ‘largest inter-governmental planning
activity related to the environment ever undertaken in Australia’, 192 was that, for the
first time, natural and cultural values were identified in a regional survey as part of the
same process. It brought the tull range of heritage values onto the planning and
management agenda. The integrated assessment process led to the recognition that it is
not necessary, or useful, to make a rigid distinction between cultural and natural
heritage, from either an identification or management perspective.193 As Lennon has
observed, 104 Australian forests, even those with old growth and wilderness values, are
landscapes with evidence of Aboriginal occupation, early timber-getting, pastoral and
agricultural occupation, mining, supervised logging and silvicultural practices. This
suggests that a more holistic approach, which regards cultural and natural heritage as
part of a single continuum, is required despite the challenges of integrating cultural and
natural valuesinto management.!05 On the one hand, the emphasis on ‘broad acre’
issues in natural heritage management needs to be tempered by recognition of points in
the landscape with special cultural significance; while on the other, the generally
broader scale of natural heritage management has potential to better conserve expansive

cultural elements and cultural landscapes.196

101 Commonwealth of Australia, National Forest Policy Statement, p. 8.

102 John Dargavel, ‘Politics, Policy and Process in the Forests’, Australian Journal of Environmental
Management, Vol. 5, No. 1, 1998, p. 25.

103 Australian Heritage Commission and Department of Conservation and Natural Resources,
Victoria, Method Papers: East Gippsland and Central Highlands Joint Forest Projects. V olume Two —
Cultural Values, Barton (ACT), Australian Heritage Commission and Department of Conservation
and Natural Resources, 1994, p. 34.

104 Jane Lennon, ‘History, Cultural Heritage and the Regional Forest Assessment Process’,
Australian Journal of Environmental Management, Vol. S, No. 1, 1998, p.42.

105 ibid.

106 Australian Heritage Commission and Department of Conservation and Natural Resources,
Victoria, Method Papers, p. 34.
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Public consultation was also an important part of the regional assessment process. One
important outcome of this engagement was a remarkable consensus of community
attitudes toward heritage. As Powell identified in relation to Queensland,107
communities, indigenous and non-indigenous, argued for broad definitions of cultural
heritage to include lifestyle, tradition and land management practices. They regarded
heritage as a dynamic process belonging to and relating to people and made a strong
case for the recognition and acceptance of community knowledge as opposed to expert

knowledge.108

The Richmond Communique, a document developed to improve World Heritage Area
management in Australia provides a second example of the development of integrated
conservation models. Australia occupies somewhat of a unique place in the world in
relation to the World Heritage Convention. In Australia the nomination and
management of Australian world heritage properties has been the subject of significant
political conflict and legal wrangling. One of the consequences, as Lane, McDonald and
Corbett have noted, is that there are fundamental differences in the funding and
planning and the legislative and managerial arrangements for the various Australian
World Heritage listed properties.19? As Richardson has argued, the implementation of
the World Heritage Convention in Australia has generally been ad hoc, inconsistent and
irresolute. 110 This situation led to differences in management standards and practices
among Australian properties and even within the one property. It was this problem that
motivated the Australian Committee for [IUCN (ACIUCN) to put a proposal to the World
Heritage Unit of the Commonwealth Department of the Environment, Sport and
Territories in 1994 seeking funding for a national workshop on the management of
Australia’s World Heritage areas. Specifically, the workshop sought to provide an
opportunity for community input into the development of a more consistent approach
to management. The proposal was funded, and in August 1995 some 60 invited guests
participated in a workshop held at the University of Western Sydney. The invitees were
from a range of interest groups including conservation organisations, government
agencies, indigenous peoples, world heritage area community consultative committees
and local community/industry interests with a direct involvement with world heritage

issues. They were selected on the basis of their knowledge of and involvement in world

107 judith Powell, ‘Expanding Horizons: environmental and cultural values within natural
boundaries’, Intemational Journal of Heritage Studies, Vol. 6, No. 1, 2000, pp. 59-60.

108 ipiq,

109 M. Lane, G. McDonald and T. Corbett, ‘Not All World Heritage Areas Are Created Equal:
World Heritage Area Management in Australia’, Environment Planning and Law Journal, No. 13,
1996, pp. 461-474.

10 3. Richardson, ‘A Study of Australian Practice Pursuant to the World Heritage Convention’,
Environmental Policy and Law, Vol. 20, 1990, pp. 143-154.
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heritage issues and to ensure geographic coverage. Over the two and a half days of the
workshop there was a variety of presentations by selected speakers followed by a series of
participatory working groups. Proposals arising from the working groups were then
synthesised by a drafting group to form the basis for discussion of recommendations
from the workshop. In a final plenary session, participants adopted a series of points
reflecting the discussions and conclusions of the workshop. A final document, a
compilation of the workshop participants’ recommendations concerning principles and
guidelines for the management of Australia’s world heritage area, was called the

Richmond Communique.!1!

The Communique is a remarkable document which provides a window on the changing
face of protected area (albeit world heritage area) management in Australia. In its
synthesis of wide-ranging opinion, it powerfully captured the sentiment of the age, a
sentiment very different from what one would have encountered had a similar exercise
been mounted a decade or so earlier. The purpose of the workshop was to develop a
consistent approach to the management of Australian World Heritage areas. In these
terms the Communique can be seen almost as a blueprint, a compendium of advice for
managers to follow, and it certainly achieves that objective. It provides, for example, a
strong set of principles for information and consultation, for management structures
and for management and planning ~ all of which, if accepted by Australian world
heritage managers, would lead to a consistency of approach. Embedded within the
recommendations that constitute the Communique, however, are a number of
important sub themes that are relevant to this discussion: the role of indigenous
Australians, the importance of stakeholders and community consultation, and the

relationship between natural and cultural values.

The Communique begins by formallyaccepting the need to empower indigenous
Australians in the World Heritage process. ‘Because of the long and special relationship
of indigenous people with the land and seas in Australia’, the document notes, ‘we
recognise the inseparability of natural and cultural values, and the special role of
indigenous Australians in the identification, protection, conservation and presentation
of world heritage properties in Australia.’!12 Accordingly, the Communique
recommends that the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World
Heritage Convention be amended to recognise the rights and interests of indigenous

peoples in the nomination, evaluation, listing, management and monitoring of all

111 Australian Committee for [UCN Inc., The Richimond Communique: Principles and Guidelines for
the Management of Australia’s World Heritage Areas, ACIUCN Occasional Paper No. 6., Sydney,
Australian Committee for [UCN Inc.,, 199S. The ‘Background to the Workshop’ section at the
beginning of the document explains ACIUCN motivations in proposing the gathering.

12 ipid,, p. 3.
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World Heritage properties.113 It proposes that the Commonwealth should provide funds
to facilitate the participation of indigenous people in government processes dealing with
world heritage identification, assessment and management and that nominations
should be based on the assumption that an indigenous cultural landscape exists at any

proposed World Heritage property.114

The workshop participants, in fact, took their own advice and adopted a statement from
a working group of indigenous people and representatives of indigenous organisations
as a formal part of the Communique. This statement - ‘towards principles and
guidelines for indigenous management of world heritage areas’ — presaged an even wider
role forindigenous people seeking the establishment of a national committee for
indigenous world heritage and floating the notion that some world heritage areas many
be owned and managed by indigenous people, with or without advisory assistance from

government agencies.113

The second sub-theme present within the Communique was the recognition that non-
indigenous resident populations have a basic right to be involved in decisions and
actions that might affect them.116 The document thus recommends the active
involvement of stakeholders and the development of community consultative
mechanisms in relation to all aspects of the implementation of the World Heritage
Convention. It goes to great lengths, for example, in defining a set of principles for
community consultation, in stressing the need for effective partnerships between
managers and stakeholders and in providing certainty to all concerned. [t proceeds to
the point of suggesting that compensation issues need to be addressed and asserts the
responsibility of authorities in assisting people living in and around World Heritage

Areas to accept and support listing as a matter of pride.1 17

The third sub theme that can be identified deals with the issue of natural and cultural
values. The Communique accepted that current and future World Heritage Areas possess
both natural and cultural values and that both should be examined and assessed against
the relevant criteria.!18 In embracing cultural landscapes (and arguing for the
recognition of cultural seascapes) it goes further and accepts that, even in European
terms, natural and cultural values can cohere, and to this end recommends that when a

World Heritage nomination requires evaluation by I[UCN and ICOMOS, this evaluation

113 jbid,, p. 4.

114 ipid.

115 jbid., pp. 10-11.
116 jbid,, p. 3.

117 jbid,, p. 5.

118 jbid., p. 4.
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