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abstract

How to speak?  As a young person I was cautioned to not ‘speak out of turn’. So I always begin with acknowledgements to first peoples whenever reflecting on the place where I am standing, for I was made aware of whose country-territory I was speaking with.  I still carry that way of being, but how do these acknowledgements relate to the country and territories of the ‘European’?  Can I begin to speak without resolving this question; what is opened if I do?  Does this opening bring a closure to ‘our/my’ struggle to speak of first peoples, love of land, family and law?  How can I speak of the law-full mimini in a globalised scape?  

Introducing the space from which I speak/write.
At this stage this is a work in progress, and it is with humility in the knowledge of how much work I would like to still devote to this paper, that I put it ‘out there’. In this premature act I do it with some hope that what it is now resonates somewhere.

The paper discusses thoughts drawn from and rooted in experience, which I consider relevant to the question of colonialism and its violence.  They are thoughts fueled by emotion and feelings. My experience is of developments at home in Australia; my interests are more practical and in response to a situation which I consider is critical, that is, the future life possibilities of Aboriginal peoples of Australia.  The feeling of urgency doesn’t allow much time for theoretical analysis so my work is perhaps reactive reflection on the run, with a bit of theory filling those spaces where I take the opportunity to ease off from the narrative.  I find myself doing this as an attempt to protect people like me who write, from the allegation that ‘natives only tell stories’.  Perhaps we shouldn’t bother, but do we have the luxury not to?  I once thought we did have that luxury, but I am not so sure today. Yes, many of us can tell good stories, but far from being diminutive, they are stories that are filled with knowledge that helps us to make sense of the world that we are part of, a world of before, the present, and of that still coming.

I have resisted academic narratives, preferring to write or speak for an audience that is my family or my mob or my peoples.  That resistance is also towards a colonial violence which has not allowed space for the colonized to reclaim and develop places to speak the ‘truth’ as it is perceived by ‘us’ the colonized.  If I am unable to claim a space that is free for the truth then I raise the question of why and for whom am I writing?  For myself it is important to retain contact with family and to keep the communications clear, and it is in that way that I hope I can continue to speak clearly and to not become lost in the translation of an academic narrative.
Can I speak of another and become their representative voice?

I usually begin by giving my voice a context; that is, I am not speaking for or about any one group or peoples or the Aboriginal peoples of Australia or Indigenous peoples globally.  I can’t do that, no one can.  I begin with a proviso, (because the Aboriginal voice seems easier to appropriate, commodify and mis-translate than most others) - that is, my voice is not representative of any peoples or group.  

The idea of speaking ‘for’ is alien to my knowledge of the possibilities of an Aboriginal political representation.  The idea of the Aboriginal perspective or political voice is colonial in its framing, a framing which holds no lawful Aboriginal legitimacy.  Where there is a dialogue that is entered into between Aboriginal ‘representatives’ and the state or other governmental and corporate institutions, this is a communication, but on behalf of whom?  These communications in my view should be considered distinct from any concept of proper Aboriginal dialogue.  For the question of who can represent another in communications with the state and others has not yet been resolved in an Aboriginal culture and law position.  Instead these forms of communication in my view are imposed colonial dialogues
, and the question: where is the proper Aboriginal communication, remains unanswered. 
But this voice which questions the legitimacy of Aboriginal representation in negotiations goes ignored while the players on both sides of the colonial borders construe discussion as being legitimate and representative of Aboriginal peoples.  The illusion of Aboriginal representation occurs within a colonial container, while the other Aboriginal voice struggles to speak its truth free of colonialist agendas.  While the illusion of an Aboriginal representative voice is grown up it is my view that there has never been an Aboriginal dialogue which has given over to this concept of Aboriginal representation, that is, the giving to the Aboriginal voice a political representative quality.  The idea of a politically representative Aboriginal voice has been given its legitimacy by the colonialist state for its own agendas.  For example dialogues held by the Aboriginal Torres Strait Islander Commission, the Council for Aboriginal Reconciliation, Native Title Representative Bodies and the current (Cth) Indigenous Advisory Council, are communications between colonial players functioning within the rules of the Australian state.  Aboriginal ways are non-existent in these talks.  Within those boundaries of containment the ‘captured’ voice of the ‘native informant’ is accommodated and becomes characterized as filler, for the representation of ‘their’ people. The process of containment and accommodation of the ‘native informant’ has been repeated throughout Australian colonial history, while the Aboriginal way of talking, its protocols, and laws are ignored.  And the native informant becomes the subject of colonial players.  
The models imposed by the state for the engagement of 
Aboriginal peoples in ‘representative dialogue’ have continued to reduce the number of Aboriginal peoples who are engaged in a dialogue with the state and this is most apparent under the current Federal Howard government
.  There is a further trend to establish Aboriginal ‘think tanks’ where deals are made and broken in the name of Aboriginal peoples.  This was seen recently in deals brokered with the Howard government to enable its policy shift towards implementation of  ‘mutual obligation agreements’ (Watson, 2005).
   These are agreements which are entered into with Aboriginal communities for such things as the provision of essential services, (services most Australian citizens would deem as of right), and made subjects of negotiation. Some Aboriginal communities are entering into agreements to send their children to school in exchange for a petrol bowser.
While the concept of political representation within a colonial framework is alien to Aboriginal processes equally alien to the Australian state are Aboriginal processes of speaking for peoples and country from a complex interlinked web of connected songs.  In an Aboriginal space there is an obligation to sit down on country together and talk it through. This takes time, and there has never been in the colonial history of Australia time given to this process.  As my friend Kevin Buzzacott has stated over and over again; “…before we sit down there is a need to come into country the ‘proper way’.  
So as a matter of respect I always look for the ‘proper’ entry point.  Within Australia, it is much easier than in Europe. In Australia I know the rules and follow them, and it is also easy when I have traveled to Canada, (even though the rules are not acknowledged or recognized by the Australian and Canadian states).  However in Europe I cannot perceive acknowledgement of or even a sense of a ‘proper’ lawful way to sit down on country, - not from a western legal tradition but from the Aboriginal law of place.  To find what was the lawful foundation of place and first peoples for coming into country here in Europe is different and difficult for me to see beyond the known and accepted processes of passports, visas, citizenship status etc.  Clearly Aboriginal concepts no longer applies so when did it cease?   What is the relationship between peoples when they fail to acknowledge each other and proper ways to come into country?  As first laws are violated, we know the incapacity of other laws (international and domestic) ability to find a ‘wrong of law’
.
A voice that speaks with lawful authority-where can you find such a voice?
I have no status to speak beyond myself, and my connections to the place and history of my grandmothers of the Tanganekald and Meintangk peoples, and our shared history of connections and disconnections to country, culture and law.  The speaking voice is for peoples in connection with culture, law and country, but how do we speak from that lawful place when we are scattered and dispossessed from those spaces of culture, law and country?  The voices being heard are those within a colonial framework.  What opportunity is there for any other voice and particularly one that is speaking from a place of freedom; of culture, law and country to speak from outside colonial containment?  After the planting of the ‘flag’ and the imposing violence of coming into country the wrong way the Aboriginal voice was also captured and violated, the land was taken and the Aboriginal peoples dispossessed.  Aboriginal voices captured by the state became construed as being the ‘representative’ voice of the peoples.  Those Aboriginal voices heard in the statutory governmental structures - the Aboriginal Torres Strait Islander Commission - imposed by Commonwealth laws in more recent times were similarly deemed to be representative of Aboriginal Australia. The idea, ostensibly benevolent, was to give Aboriginal people a say over our futures, but the power to determine otherwise always remained with the state.  This experiment in casting the illusion of Aboriginal Australia having a voice through the body of ATSIC lasted for just over a decade, and was dismantled by the federal government in 2004. The diminshed space is now occupied by the smaller Indigenous Advisory Council, which meets to advise the Commonwealth government on the future of Aboriginal life in Australia.  The options available to the Advisory Council so far appear limited to those within a renewed policy of assimilation, one that is unashamedly actioned through the ‘mutual obligation agreements’.  Further shifts are mooted in relation to collective ownership of Aboriginal lands held under the Northern Territory Land Rights Act (Cth) 1975. Collective ownership may be abolished in favour of private home and land ownership, but shifts of this nature would require amendments to the Land Rights Act.  In the Northern Territory talk of a shift to private ownership runs parallel with talk of a proposal for 27 new uranium mines and the development of an international nuclear waste depository site in the Northern Territory.  Both developments - a shift to private property ownership and the expansion of the uranium industry indicate a new deal within the industry of Aboriginal Affairs in Australia.

Within these shifting times how then is the voice of the collective represented, particularly when colonialism has reduced Aboriginal peoples of Australia to a 2% scattered minority which holds the lowest social and economic status in Australia? How do we speak mindful of the traditional context where one speaks from connections to land, family and law, when we are stripped of a traditional context?  Can we de-colonise a space in which to live and speak?  Is this an impossibility, perhaps? Can that place be dreamed and visioned? If we were to begin then this is the place to commence.  Can the dream be realized?  It has been before. The question is: does that time belong anymore to the future of the earth?  I ask this question, because it was talked about by the old people in my life. In their passing some took knowledge with them not leaving any traces of it behind, because in their view, it was knowledge that could no longer be held properly or safely by this world.  Why do you think they left without a trace?  Mostly because of the impact of colonization and genocide but also because some made a conscious choice that their knowledge no longer belonged to this world.  They saw that the colonial lattice could give no proper space to Aboriginal knowledge, beyond the place of co-modification.  So how can I speak beyond an appropriated space of a knowledge that still lives in the land and sings unheard in spaces occcupied by terra nullius foundations?  Is there any place to where our knowledge could ‘properly’ belong?
Is there a place where I can  stand and still be myself?
As an Aboriginal women I want to stand in a place where I remain attached to the earth of the grandmothers, growing connected in my outward reach to the world, and engage in conversation, not allowing myself to become unfixed and destabilized, blowing rootless in the hard winds of a globalised scape.  I want to grow my truth, one that is earthed, and well away from the ‘carnival’ of appropriation and commodification, not to be lost in translation.  Is it possible to do this?  Can I as an individual, one of the scattered pieces gather together the other scattered pieces and hold the truth or the concept?  Does the concept have life if it is only the individual keeping the light burning?  In my witnessing the ruin of the collective, what do I make of Badiou when he states: 
‘….we must make our own decision and speak our own name…..But in order to take a position in one’s own name when faced with the inhuman, a fixed point is needed for the decision.  An unconditional principle is needed to regulate both the decision and the assent.  This is what everyone calls today the necessity of a return to ethics’.
 ?
How might this assist, if at all?  At this point I am not sure; this is a time when Aboriginal peoples face these questions as their collective identity disappears into the homogeneity of the Australian state.  As an individual the problem that is posed for me when coming to speak is that I cannot be the native representative, and translate all that is the group’s desires and identities.  The call to translate the group is impossible to respond to properly.  How can you translate all that is the group when it requires time for all the peoples’ desires to be spoken of, when we are called to speak into a time where there is no time to speak?  As we have said, as the old people say, we need to sit down and talk about this thing properly, sit on the ground and go through things slowly. But that itself is a concept born of another time, in this time now where there is no time to speak and listen. Today the pace as we know is fast.  Now when we speak about the land, family, caring and sharing it goes unheeded even more than any time before for these ideas are now unfashionable.  The challenge for Aboriginal peoples is to continue to find ways of being heard and heeded without becoming a fashion festish.
The discussion of questions of ‘justice’ and Aboriginal peoples has become boring within the mainstream culture.   When I spoke against the destruction of a fisherman’s cave for the building of a yacht club in my mother’s country, it was seen as minor complaint.  The protection of Aboriginal burial grounds against wind-power farms is seen as Aboriginal people in conflict with the righteous ecology movement.  Argument against the expansion of Roxby Downs uranium mine to make it the largest in the world is now to speak against a viable option against global warming.  The Kungkas (Aboriginal women of the north west of South Australia) speaking against the expansion of a nuclear waste dump are seen as too small a minority group in the face the need for the state to dump its nuclear waste.  We are back to attitudes held by white people prior to the 1960s, when nuclear bomb testing was more important to the national and ‘British Commonwealth’ interest than protection of the Aboriginal people still living on the testing ranges.  In ‘raising the Aboriginal flag’, when I am simply carrying out my obligations to speak about the genocide of Aboriginal peoples, I see myself rendered a boring, emotive bitch 
What if any choices do we have?  Can we speak of caring and sharing for our country without running the risk of becoming a fashion fetish item, having our ideas taken in, or rejected by the market when no longer current, sexy and or fashionable? 

Aboriginal views are becoming irrelevant when the state is seen as heroic in ‘putting the Aborigines in their place’ in respect of perceptions of corrupt management and inherent cultural modes of violence.  Our speech is at risk of corruption by the prevailing powers of representation within the media and popular culture.

 I worry now that if I take the time to talk about how it is I can speak, that this performance becomes too slow, too boring, and too simple.  But I would point out that perhaps, and perhaps because slow and simple is good, it gives us time to digest.  As I see myself in a position where I am restating what I and others have said before only now, I am looking for better tools to say it more clearly.  But do these ideas also need space for digestion and time to take root? To take seed and grow beyond the risky space of contamination.  

So to begin standing as a nunga mimini (Aboriginal woman of the southern parts of South Australia) at Altona in Germany I can’t speak as though this place and its history is irrelevant, or unconnected to my de-colonising journey.  So to whom do I give my acknowledgements?  Who are the peoples who take care of this place; here are they and in what sense might they accommodate my ways of taking care of country?  Does such an ethic live here and in the wider parts of Europe?  How do these questions impact upon the Aboriginal position elsewhere?

Here I am not sure what Badiou is saying about ethics but is it through these ethical understandings that we may better communicate across borders of history, language, culture and whatever else separates us or prevents us from having the ability to talk to one another and pay respect to country and the people who take care of the natural world?

The act of acknowledgement is important to the cultures of first peoples; for myself it is  important to acknowledge all Aboriginal peoples and particularly those most vulnerable who have stood in the genocidal place of a declared terra nullius, where they are no longer acknowledged as a living culture, just like my own Tanganekald Meintangk identity - deemed to not ever to have existed.  So in this place of annihilation it is important to acknowledge those who still live and survive within those colonized spaces.  But how far can this be taken as a universal acknowledgement, beyond the declared contemporary colonized spaces of Australia, New Zealand and the Americas?  

Do we need to know thy indigenous self

Over more than 35 years of activism I have been asked one question most frequently following discussions about what is happening to the Nunga world. They ask me: ‘What can I do to help?’  I have come to answer, ‘To help yourself. Come into your own relationship with your indigenous self, and find a way of not being that non-indigenous coloniser that you might be.’  I thought for a long time about answering in another way. The internal dialogue ran like this:  ‘Shouldn’t I be giving them a road map on how to get there, so they don’t trip out on individuality, and spend a life time navel-gazing, while Nungas live and die in the belly of genocide?’  ‘Shouldn’t I be demanding that they help us?’ Or, ‘isn’t it dangerous to leave them at it alone, in coming to understand who they are, shouldn’t they have some form of community guidance, otherwise they could be left to procrastinate and do nothing?  Does this position leave an opening for white people to continue to do nothing about the trauma of the Nunga world that they live alongside of?’  These are questions for non-indigenous people to answer, that is, for them to consider why they divided the world into indigenous and non-indigenous, and why it is the indigenous world is dying to feed the non-indigenous world.   We ultimately all have the same struggle, but along the way clearly the indigenous are catapulted to action more quickly, as it is our lands we see damaged before our eyes and our relatives dying at a rate which makes funerals a regular weekly event.  Meanwhile the non-indigenous have sat for a long time in a zone of comfort away from the natural world and the traumas of genocide, but that is changing as the natural world is stripped bare, and the non-indigenous world comes into closer to the indigenous position as its traumas also grow.

I think that until the question of why they divided the world into indigenous and non-indigenous is resolved, and why it is that the indigenous world is dying to feed the non-indigenous world,  then ‘the indigenous’ will always be seen as the victim in need of ‘their’ help.  But I know who I am and I know that they cannot help much. They can help by taking on the obligations they would carry as indigenous peoples - to take care of and to share, - that would help. That would assert a unified notion of all peoples, undivided by categories.

The problem is one of finding a way to communicate these ideas to white people/non-indigenous peoples, those who remain unmoved by screams of genocide, or to those who hear who fail to act effectively. So what is there to do?  I spent 2 weeks working in Geneva, Switzerland during 1994, where I stayed in a squat with a small group of students; they were active in the struggle against genocide in South America, and were interested in the Nunga struggle.  Their question arose, ‘What can we do?’  I remembered a mountain of great beauty and spirituality that I had visited in their country.  It was being mined from the inside, and was covered by hordes of tourists.  I remember how sad I had felt, and wondered where the people, the Nungas of this place had gone.  So in answer to their question, I said: ‘Why don’t you find a way to be with your country and take better care of your land, because until you know your own indigenous self you cannot help me. For me it was the most truthful response; the alternative of providing a road map on how to help us escape genocide is one thing, but are they able to act upon this when they have no concept of what they are helping us escape from?  They have been seeing us as the victims for so long that they have not yet come to know that they have lost anything.  

This response does not let the non-indigenous off the hook and allow them to do nothing about the genocide of the indigenous, because they should act.  The following quote is taken from a speaking tour of Germany by M Annette Jaimes, Bob Robideau, Paulette D’Auteuil and Ward Churchill.  In answering that same question ‘what is it we can do to help you’, the delegation responded, (Churchill, 1995):

“..we really mean it when we say we are all related.  Consequently, we see the mechanisms of our oppression as being equally interrelated.  Given this perspective, we cannot help but see a victory for you as being simultaneously a victory for us, and vice versa: that a weakening of your enemy here in Germany necessarily weakens ours there, in North America: that your liberation is inseparably linked to our own, and that you should see ours as advancing yours.  Perhaps, then, the question should be reversed: what is it that we can best do to help you succeed?”

In response to the above statement some of the audience took exception to the sameness of the struggle, wanting to emphasise the difference between being colonised and being of the colonising group.  Churchill responded by arguing all places and spaces are now colonised and that ‘for Europe to become ‘Europe’ at all – it first had to colonize itself’.
  Churchill then went on to argue that all of the struggles of humanity are linked, and that it is simply a process of coming to see this picture.  In speaking to the group Churchill offers the following advice:

..you’ve become self-colonizing, conditioned to be so self-identified with your own oppression that you’ve lost your ability to see it for what it is, much less to resist it in any coherent way.  …..It takes the form of an insight offered by our elders: ‘To understand where you are, you must know where you’ve been, and you must know where you are to understand where you are going.’  For us, you see, the past, present, and future are all equally important parts of the same indivisible whole.  And we believe this is as true for you as it is for us.  In other words, you must set yourselves to reclaiming your own indigenous past.  You must come to know it in its own terms-the terms of its internal values and understandings, and the way these were applied to living in this world-not 

the terms imposed upon it by the order which set out to destroy it.

Silent violent spaces.
How can we speak of violence in one location and deny the violence of the space we occupy?  These contradictions are in ample supply. For example, the current Bush, as well as prior US administrations, do nothing to prevent the violence against African Americans, but it is somehow still heard, while there is a complete silence on the violence against the Aboriginal peoples in the Americas.  Quiet genocides are still occurring, and are as recent as April 2005, when in Columbia it was reported that BHP-Billiton held interests in a region where there a massacre of some 300 Aboriginal people occurred.  Yet we heard almost nothing about it.  Similarly in Australia the inhuman treatment of refugees in detention centres is well known, as it should be, but the ongoing cultural genocide of Aboriginal peoples is a whisper. The mandatory detention of refugees is challenged while the mandatory detention of Aboriginal children continues unchallenged.  The NT government recently went to the polls with the election promise of cleaning up the streets and getting tough on crime. There was no denial that this would lead to an increase in the levels of Aboriginal incarceration rates, yet there was no public outcry.  

How do market forces determine what enters the media and the public domain for consumption and analysis, the inclusion and the exclusion of one genocide over another? I think this illustrates the commodification of human traumas, where they are pitched against each other as each group vies for the media spotlight, to highlight their ‘struggle’ as the most critical struggle.  Here the principle of community struggles to exist. There is no community working to build strong effective means of action; instead the various factions struggle and eat each other with the hunger of their own distinct human traumas.  

Sovereign acknowledgements

In giving acknowledgement to first peoples, Aboriginal peoples initiated a process that affirmed a continuing Aboriginal sovereignty in the face of a historical and continuing colonial presence that was/is in denial of it. So does this acknowledgement have a meaning beyond a positive affirmation, and when the state acknowledges the names of first peoples and as a result makes popular the acknowledgement of first peoples, this idea has then become what?  Has it indeed become a commodity and created a quaint customary practice within Australia?  In taking this idea of respectful acknowledgements and applying it outside Australia, to land and laws in the context of Europe for example, what is it that we invoke?  Does this invocation become a problem for aboriginal peoples of Australia, the Americas, Canada and New Zealand?  How do you recognize the Aboriginal within old colonial regimes, who refuse to examine their own history of self-colonization?
While there may be some significance in the acknowledgement of first peoples, in reality very little has changed in their  day-to-day lives. Aboriginal peoples retain levels of dispossession, poverty and poor health and education as appalling as they ever have been.  Illusions of recognition have grown out of the High Court decision in Mabo, but they remain illusions. The reconciliation movement gave hope for improved relations between Aboriginal peoples and the settler society, but that ground has since given way to the rebirthing of assimilationist agendas. Policies of self-determination remain unrealized, while in their place the imposition of ‘mutual obligation’ agreements is the current trend.  In the absence of any dissenting voice the Australian public has given support to all major political parties in Australia who support a return to the policies of assimilation as being the way forward.
Badiou, opines (p40) that the West sees itself as free, and in being free there is nothing to acknowledge, for it has already taken that sovereign place from the peoples.)  So what is that we are doing when we pledge our respect for the sovereignty of Aboriginal peoples, our acknowledgement?  Some song and dance of sovereign desires?

Does this then become an act or a routine that is popularized, and used to cast the illusion of the freedom and recognition of the Aborigine, and does that illusion then serve to placate white guilt? Does it blunt Aboriginal claims? Does the making of acknowledgement to the first peoples of country become an appropriated commodity of the state which is then traded as an image of a living native, well, healthy and free, after more than 200 years of an unacknowledged colonial violence?  Does the traded image serve to mask the colonial violence in the decision of Mabo?  Is what is occurring no more than a dance on the grave of the ancestors, one that joins the living in its dance of deception?  I understand the reader may not want to work through these questions and prefer to have more answers supplied, but I don’t have them.  The questions come to me from the inside the trauma and experience of the moment as I see it flashed before me.
Tools
In discussions with many Aboriginal peoples I have had over the years what is clear to me is that we ourselves, the Aboriginal peoples, have to do the work for ourselves.  It is as Kevin Gilbert said in his book titled, “Because a White Man Will Never Do It”.  Ward Churchill suggests that the struggle embraces us all, and that until the white man gets that, our struggle or work is so much more - that is in finding ways of coming to see the unity or the way we are all victims of colonialism.  My tools are perhaps in able to retain a clear Aboriginal vision, and I think the fogginess or the clouding of that vision is the fog of colonialism.  For me the clarity comes in my own engagement with de-colonising practices, and this has also involved a resistance to engaging with philosophy which saw the ‘native’ as sitting outside of history, outside of philosophical discussion. So how can we engage, with the works of Hegel for example?  Some writers have found a way to do this. Benin philosopher Paulin Hountondji (Hountondji, 1996) engages, and attacks the idea that there is an African philosophy distinct from western philosophical tradition, arguing that an African philosophy must both assimilate and transcend the theoretical heritage of western philosophy.  I am not sure how I could assimilate a racist philosophical discourse,  without cutting off the racist bits.  But in severing the racism I have found in Hegel for example, I wonder to what extent it has contaminated or tainted the remainder of his works.  But in resisting those positions can I then can I speak entirely from an Aboriginal world view?  Hountondji suggests not, arguing that western philosophy is the only intellectual method capable of leading to the transformation of Africa, but his critics argue that we can stand in the position of an Aboriginal world view, and I would agree that we can. I am quite happy to live by the story of the frog, or the seven sisters. I do in any event.  
How do we counter the critics? (Hountondji, 1996) argues that African ethno-philosophy encourages a pious rumination of the past and that this needs to be transformed, but what is to be transformed, and to what are these ideas connected? Are they similar to the ideas which have led to the recent policy shifts within Australia and the state’s re-embracing of assimilationist policies, now heralded as the new way forward?  I have found this return to assimilationist agendas interesting. In particular I note the work of anthropologist Peter Sutton (Sutton, 2001), and his suggestion that violence is inherent within Aboriginal culture.  Where does this idea come from?  Are we now to be accused of a pious rumination of the past when we seek to find the source of  this idea?  In Hountondj’s suggestion of transformation what part does assimilation play and what is being escaped from or transformed?  Is it the violence?  The violence of the colonial frontier lives in Aboriginal communities, but what is its source? Sutton suggests that it is an inherent part of Aboriginal culture.  He suggests that high levels of violence in Aboriginal communities justify a shift towards assimilationist policies and away from those of self-determination.  In the face of growing violence has the state been provided with the excuse or sufficient justification to turn away from the possibility of giving greater recognition to Aboriginal self-determination, thus allowing an opening for a white crusade to begin in Aboriginal communities, the state to coming to the rescue of brown ladies afflicted by violent brown men, under the silken mantle of absorption and assimilation?

In a globalised scape, where is my centre as an Aboriginal woman? In the presence of a colonizing violence how can I speak, and what is it I am speaking into?  As to theory as a tool with which to speak I have not yet had the time or privilege to think and write through the whole terrain, which perhaps is necessary.  But I bring to my work here the tools that I have within my experience.  I do understand that one can better empower the voice through the use of tools but to what extent what is being built for what purpose and to what end, are questions I keep close for analysis.  It is easier to build a house using high-powered tools and improved technology but one can just as easily live in a basic shelter as my ancestors - as all of our ancestors - have done.  

Does Badiou on the question of truth provide any assistance? When I ask how I can speak my truth as it falls apart before me, and as I am called to account for versions of other truth experiences, who am I in that process?  What is the truth or untruth of my narrative; it feels very true to me, but how does it read to others?  Is truth an impossibility? 
  The Aboriginal presence is always a point of interruption, particularly the call to Aboriginal sovereignty which interrupts the colonial process.  In calling up the truth, what is the truth or untruth of legitimate/illegitimate foundation?

I seek as always to develop my own de-colonising practice, to clear my vision. The more I think into other theorists for tools to appropriate I wonder if I risk becoming lost in some other space, a space not my own and becoming assimilated into the concepts of others rather than finding a conceptual space that is known as it was to my grandmothers.  So I resist absorption, and remain loyal to the lighting of the fire, even though there may be now few at the fire. But at least it is burning.
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� See for example recent negotiations taking place with Aboriginal communities across Australia, pursuant to Indigenous Land Usuage Agreements, under the (Cth) Native Title Act 1993. 
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� Here I am referring generally to Valerie Kerruish’s work in progress on the notion of a wrong of law.


� Badiou, p 54.


� Churchill, : 232-233.


� Ibid:234.


� Ibid:234-235.


� A description that I borrow from the work of Spivak.


� At pages 46-47.
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