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    Preface




    This book has been written to make two contributions. The first is to political geography. In the 95 years since RatzePs seminal Politische Geografie [Political Geography] was published the main contributions to the systematic study of political boundaries have been by geographers. This claim does not deny the brilliance of some lawyers such as Lapradelle or historians such as Lamb in their respective studies of boundaries and the law and the McMahon Line between China and India. But no other discipline has matched the comprehensive study of political boundaries provided by geography.




    In Australia geographers, with occasional assistance from others, have extensively studied and written about the boundaries of States and Territories, local government authorities, electorates, maritime zones and claims to Antarctica. Boundaries related to the political organisation of Aborigines in contrast have attracted little attention from geographers or anthropologists. We hope that this book will remedy this neglect and round out the study of Australia’s boundaries by looking at the continent’s oldest political units.




    Aboriginal boundaries are not only Australia’s oldest political limits; they also bid fair to become very controversial during the next decade. This decade has been designated a period of Aboriginal reconciliation by bipartisan agreement of the federal parliament. We believe that this process will result in increased demands for rights related to land by Aboriginal communities throughout Australia and expect that some of those demands will be treated sympathetically.




    It is our hope that the dispassionate analysis in this book will contribute to the decade of reconciliation. That hope will be achieved if we can show that traditional Aboriginal boundaries were precisely defined in most of Australia, except in some remote, harsh deserts where frontiers existed, and that knowledge about those precise definitions still exists in some communities. Unfortunately every year the knowledge about the boundaries of some groups literally dies out.




    The corollary of this statement is that over most of Australia, especially south of the Tropic of Capricorn, much of the precise knowledge about boundaries has been lost forever. It seems to us that where the knowledge is intact land claims should be decided on the basis of that knowledge when the proofs are provided. Where the knowledge about the precise extent of traditional territories has been lost mechanisms must be devised to make land grants or compensation without the charade of re-inventing knowledge or elaborating traditions that are imperfectly known or found in the records of anthropologists who did their work decades ago.
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    Territorial Limits of


    Aboriginal Peoples




    With the exception of a motion passed by the national convention of the Young Liberals in early 1991 political parties in Australia generally see merit in the concept of land rights for Aborigines. The Young Liberals were persuaded that Aborigines in 1788 had no concept of private ownership, did not attempt to convert the land into private property through development, exploitation or settlement and so no property was taken from them or their descendants. This view was rejected by the parliamentary Liberal Party.




    The widespread acceptance of the concept of land rights for Aborigines has not produced uniform legislation to provide for such rights throughout Australia, but it is based on the judgement that throughout history Aborigines have had a special relationship with the land. That relationship is based on two prime strands. The material relationship involved using the food resources of the land in a life-style based on hunting and gathering. These activities were carried out most successfully when the Aborigines developed a detailed knowledge of the location of food supplies and the seasons when those supplies were in their best condition (Davis 1989).




    The spiritual relationship centred on the belief that ancestral beings created the form of the land and the people. The spatial coincidence of these activities established the identity of clans and the limits of their territories. Evidence of the unity of the group and their affiliation and responsibilities for that territory is found in ritual emblems and paraphernalia made, carved and painted by traditional elders. The unity and traditional knowledge is preserved and passed on to initiates by the performance of ceremonies.




    During the creative epoch the ancestral being travelled over the territory and performed all the activities which Aborigines performed on a daily basis for the continuance of life. He hunted, built shelters, sang songs and slept and so the territory is composed of hunting and gathering areas, camp sites, ceremonial sites and sites where resources are available for making spears or obtaining pigments for body and bark paintings. Each site where the ancestral being performed some activity was then named and the sum of all named localities constitutes a description of the entire territory. The place names are usually recited or sung in the order they were visited, and the language in which they are publicly uttered confirms the identity of the group that holds primary rights in the territory. Around the coast of northern Australia these discrete territories extended into and included coastal waters. Reefs, rocks, sand-banks, channels and tidal races were often named localities and some were of special cultural significance.




    The general acceptance of the appropriateness of land claims by Aborigines has not been matched by acknowledgment that their traditional territories used to be marked by precise boundaries in most cases and by frontiers in the others. Although the terms ‘boundary’ and ‘frontier’ are used as synonyms by journalists and some academics, they refer to separate features and that distinction is preserved in this analysis. A boundary is a line and a frontier is a zone.




    The reluctance or refusal of some to endorse the precise definition of traditional territories of Aborigines can be illustrated by three examples. First, neither the Northern Land Council nor the Central Land Council has ever produced a map showing the extent of Aboriginal territories in the Northern Territory. These Councils would appear to have the resources, contacts and influence to have established the extent of traditional territories in the regions for which they are responsible. It is possible that such maps have not been produced because it is deemed more sensible to negotiate claims without any self-imposed limits.




    Second, in November 1988 Aborigines on Groote Eylandt and Bickerton Island in the Gulf of Carpentaria and on the adjoining mainland in the vicinity of the Roper River asked the Federal Minister for Aboriginal Affairs to create a separate Land Council for them. The Minister then was Mr Gerry Hand and he agreed that he would set in train procedures to establish that a substantial majority of adult Aborigines favoured this change. The first step was to establish the exact boundaries within which any referendum would be held. According to press reports it was thought that it would take an anthropologist three months to make this determination. Sources close to the secessionist group were quoted as saying, ‘just another bloody delaying tactic’.




    The reasons for such an allegation can be understood. The Northern Land Council should have known where the limits of the disaffected clans were located. But even if, for strategic reasons, the Northern Land Council had avoided identification of specific boundaries the groups seeking the new Land Council might have expected the Department of Aboriginal Affairs to know where the proper limits were. Minister Hand, when outlining the proposed structure of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission in April 1988, noted that the limits of the electoral regions reflected historical, cultural, linguistic and other important factors. In short, these were limits of which the Aborigines approved and they were determined over a period of two years.




    Third, the unwillingness of some to accept the concept of precise definition of traditional territories was revealed in the final report on the Kakadu Conservation Zone by the Resource Assessment Commission. In one section dealing with Jawoyn territoriality it is noted that the Commission’s anthropological consultants disagree with Davis and claim no clan can be identified exclusively with any tract of land (Resource Assessment Commission 1991, vol. 2, p. 296). This view persuaded the Inquiry that Davis’s boundary maps provided only very general indications of the location of Aboriginal groups (Resource Assessment Commission 1991, vol. 2, p. 297). Similar views have sometimes been expressed by lawyers involved in land rights cases.




    It is curious that people who are convinced that Aborigines in Australia, before and after 1788, had a very special relationship with the land, also believe Aborigines didn’t know the exact limits of the territory in which they had primary rights. It seems strange that people who knew in great detail where food could be found and when those foods were in the best possible condition and who could survive in apparently hostile environments, were unaware of where their territorial rights ended and those of an adjacent clan started. It is odd that the concept of boundaries of traditional territories should be rejected when there are plenty of examples of such boundaries in aboriginal societies in North and South America and Africa.




    Limits of Aboriginal Territories in Other Continents




    Forde (1952, p. 371) has noted that the hunters and gatherers are the cultural ancestors of all mankind. The cultivators and pastoralists were successors and in Australia they came from Europe. This discussion focuses on aboriginal hunting and gathering communities in other continents so that the comparison with traditional lifestyles of Aborigines in Australia is direct. Forde (p. 373) again sets the theme for this discussion of limits of aboriginal territories:




    

      The food gatherers are not homeless wanderers. Even among the least organised and the poorest in equipment the unit groups of families each occupy an inherited and adequately delimited territory.


    




    He goes on to note that the boundaries of their territories would probably change in some way over the course of a number of generations, but asserts that at any one time the lands of adjacent groups are in relative equilibrium. That would certainly fit in with the observed changes in the limits of traditional territories in Australia in accordance with known processes of succession. The following examples will demonstrate that in other continents aboriginal food gatherers lived within defined territories just as they once did throughout Australia.




    In eleven months of fieldwork Isabel Kelly mapped the distribution of the Southern Paiute and Chemehuevi as it existed in the 1850s. These groups lived in the Great Basin that lies in the dry lee of the Sierra Nevada in the west of the United States between the Colorado and Columbia rivers and near the junction of Arizona, Nevada and Utah. This is an arid area consisting of plains bearing hardy grasses and sage brush with intervening scattered plateaus where pines and junipers might be found. The highest plateaus rising to 2150 metres support dense coniferous forests.




    Before this region was overrun by the American settlement frontier, the main food supplies were small mammals, insects (especially locusts), grass seeds, berries, wild onions and the bulbs of tiger lily and spike rush. In favoured locations the groups diverted streams during the Spring, when they were flowing, to encourage the growth of these wild plants. However, no tilling of the soil was involved in this activity.




    Kelly (1934) identified fifteen ‘bands’ as the sub-groups of tribes were called. The fieldwork was done by questioning the descendants of the bands and recording the extent of territories on the largest scale topographic maps available. In some cases such maps were not available and the boundaries are marked as ‘Probable Band Boundary’ on the published map that has a scale of 1:2.5 million. Kelly was also careful to seek definition of each boundary from both sides and she is able to make the following statement (p. 556):




    

      In the majority of cases boundary evidence from adjacent bands is well in agreement; and the precision with which informants are able to delimit their territory certainly does much to dispel the long-standing impression of weak localisation which attaches to Great Basin tribes.


    




    Most of the boundaries coincided with topographic features as the following selection of examples shows (pp. 551–2):




    

      . . . the lateral boundaries followed the crests of the bordering plateaus. The western boundary is definitive: Whitmore wash [dry stream bed] and the prominent scarp of Hurricane cliffs. The northern and southern limits of the St George group were respectively the Vermilion cliffs and the scarp of Shivwits Plateau.


    




    There were two occasions when Kelly failed to secure the information needed. In the first there were no informants and the second concerned the great Escalante Desert which was unoccupied but might have been claimed. In the first case Kelly identified the location of this deceased territory by defining the limits of adjacent bands. Only once was Kelly fairly sure that she had been provided with wrong information. It concerned the crest of the Colorado-Great Basin divide which was not claimed by the flanking bands even though the well-marked crest might have seemed an obvious limit. Apparently this area was associated with the Mountain Meadow massacre of 1857 and 75 years later Indians were still reluctant to assume responsibility for the area.




    In the area of northern New England there used to live hunting and gathering peoples generally called the Algonquian. One of the subdivisions of the Algonquian was called the Wabanaki and this group was studied by Snow (1968). He was making a contribution to a debate that had raged or spluttered along for about forty years. At issue was whether the Algonquian hunting ground system was aboriginal or a product of the development of the fur trade. Cooper (1939) had written the most detailed defence of the concept that the precise definition of hunting grounds for families could be traced to the aboriginal period. Jenness (1935) was one of the strongest proponents that the practice of dividing up group territories into precise family areas for hunting was only two or three hundred years old, dating from the advent of the fur trade. Snow makes a good case that the division of group territory existed amongst the aboriginal Wabanaki and then makes this important point (p. 1149):




    

      The advent of fur trading allowed the Penobscot and other Wabanaki groups to formalise their methods of exploiting the environment by way of the institution of family territories in tributary drainage basins. This, however, need not have involved a drastic change in the previous pattern . . . A shift to a slightly more formalised system might not have been even perceptible to an observer, had one been present.


    




    The Wabanaki calendar was divided into two main seasons. In winter the groups hunted beaver and other mammals throughout the headwaters of their territory. They operated in small bands during this season. In the summer they moved down to the mouths of the rivers or to the coast and fished and collected shellfish. The enormous middens that still survive in considerable numbers testify to this prehistoric pattern. The main effect of the fur trade on this pattern was to allow the establishment of large, permanent settlement on the rivers, some distance from the mouth or the coast.




    It is Snow’s belief that the boundaries of the Wabanaki territories were not as precisely defined as those of the northern Algonquian. He attributes this to the fact that the Wabanaki occupied an entirely riverine habitat based on clear defined valleys and drainage systems. The northern Algonquian occupied zones where the drainage pattern was more confused and there were many more lakes. The territories of these bands were not restricted to a single catchment but sometimes included sections of a number of adjacent catchments. In such cases it was necessary to mark the boundaries more precisely by rivers, ridges, lakes and clumps of cedars or pines (Speck 1915, p. 4). Snow refers to such limits as terrestrial rather than riverine. Although Snow notes that the Wabanaki sometimes blazed trees to mark their bounds near watersheds, they were largely unworried if those lines were crossed by neighbours. What was important was that the neighbour should not approach the rivers and streams without permission. If you held the waterways securely that was all that mattered for these hunters of beaver. Snow emphasises that archaeological investigation of aboriginal sites in the area occupied by the Wabanaki shows that, before the fur trade started, the beaver and other sedentary fauna formed an important resource for food, clothing and implements made from bones.




    Turning now to the people inhabiting arctic North America, variously called Eskimo, Aleut and Inuit, there are different views about the presence or absence of boundaries in the aboriginal period. Parker (1989, p. 19) asserts that in Alaska these people did not claim defined territories. Ray (1967) appears to take a different view and holds that there were some exclusive hunting and fishing grounds. Steenhoven (1962, p. 57) reports Inuits as denying claims to exclusive hunting and fishing territories. Lester (1981) in weighing the evidence on this question gives prominence to the work of Correll (1976).




    Correll was concerned with language and location in traditional Inuit societies and discovered that the whole of the territory used by any group was named, as were features in its landscape. Correll wrote about the Paatlirmiut in terms evocative of the practices of traditional Australian Aborigines (p. 174):




    

      . . . [The Paatlirmiut] consider themselves to have unique rights to a certain territory. This is also true of other Caribou Eskimo demes. The locales can be identified and located on the basis of the use of place names by members and non-members. Fundamental criteria for the alignment of deme with physical space can be discovered in the use of such names.


    




    The limits of claimed territory can be identified by the way in which any individual speaks the place names. Those of the individual’s territory will be spoken directly in the individual’s own dialect. When pronouncing the names of locales beyond the individual’s territory, speech will be indirect and the dialect will be that of the area in which the places are located.




    Parker (1989, pp. 17–18) refers to about 500 small tribes occupying California in aboriginal times. These small groups occupied distinct territories and their limits were recognised by neighbours. The boundaries were guarded against trespass, but permission was readily granted to visitors to gather food when there was a clear need. In some cases individual farriilies within some small tribes, such as the Shasta, the Northern Yanas and Coast Miwok, had exclusive use of oak groves, fishing areas and clam beds.




    McGee (1898) has provided a detailed account of the Seri Indians whose aboriginal habitat on the eastern coast of the Golfo de California was defined by natural limits. This very fierce group centred their organisation on the island called Tiburon. It has an area of 1300 square kilometres and has two ranges up to 1220 metres in height trending north-south. The group also controlled an area of the adjacent mainland amounting to 3900 square kilometres. This mainland section McGee (p. 42) describes as ‘at once a dependency, an alternative refuge and a circumvallation’. The eastern limit of this dependency was a frontier set in the Desierto Encinas which in aboriginal times was practically impassable (Map 1).




    

      [image: ]



      Map 1 The Territory of the Seri Indians


    




    The island and mainland are separated by the strait called Estrecho Infiernillo and a southern bay called Bahia Kunkaak. These waters also have an area of about 3900 square kilometres, mainly in the bay. In one sense the strait might be considered as a second line of defence to supplement the desert but in a more important sense it was at the core of the Seri’s territory.




    McGee (1898, p. 45) puts it nicely when he states that the ‘seas washing Seriland are notably troubled by tides and winds’. The shape of the Golfo de California produces tides of 7.6 metres at its head. This rising tide, as it surges through Bahia Kunkaak and through the narrow gap east of Punta Tormenta, becomes a tidal race. Before this race reached the northern exit near Punta Perla the main rising tide passing west of Tiburón is entering the strait from the north. McGee calculates that the waters in the strait are doubled every neap tide and tripled every spring tide twice every 24 hours. Thus this well-named strait is a raceway for nearly continuous tidal rips.




    These amazing tidal floods have created wave-built gravel projections along the coast of Tiburón such as Punta Tormenta, Punta Tortuga and Punta Perla. These are the preferred settlement sites, and the crude shelters of the Seri were constructed at the landward edge of these points. Seafood was unlimited for the fish and green turtle were abundant and near at hand. Turtle shells were used to reinforce brush walls of the shelters. In the sheltered area in the lee of the point, boats could be launched safely and on the associated lagoons waterfowl were plentiful and the lagoons were bordered by bushes that provided cover for hunters. Water was scarce throughout Seri territory and settlements were not built at the few permanent waterholes but at some distance from them, perhaps to discourage wasteful use or to conceal them from invaders.




    Although the Sailing Directions for these waters announce that they are unsafe for the smallest vessels the Seri were masters of the seas in craft called balsa. These vessels were 9 metres long, 1.1 metre wide and had a freeboard of less than 0.5 metre. They were made of three bundles of canes lashed together and the Seri sailed them confidently in the strait and bay. As McGee explains, the Seri were canny navigators who hugged the shore in bad weather and were prepared to wait for hours or days until they had the right combination of tide and wind for the passage.




    The Seri edge of the frontier in the desert was marked by two outposts called Pozo Escalante in the south and Barranca Salina in the centre. From these points tracks ran westwards into Seri country and not eastwards into the frontier. There are a few small islands around Tiburon and these were visited to capture ducks or secure mineral pigments used in painting faces for ceremonies.




    A Seri presence survived with complete independence from 1539, when Ulloa, one of Cortes’s captains found the island, until 1700, when the first Spanish invasion of the country was launched, and then with a declining measure of autonomy until 1844 when the last major Seri forces were defeated. So the Seri provide an example of territory lying within physical limits. The desert to the east and the sea to the west. The territory was unattractive to settlement by groups with more developed systems because of the shortage of water and the dangerous nature of the waters between the island and the mainland. The early attraction of this area for the Spaniards was the opportunity to save the souls of the Seri through the activities of Jesuit missionaries. Later there was the commercial interest in pearls and the need to end the raids into settled areas by fierce warriors.




    At the southern tip of South America there were other groups with maritime skills. The Yaghan occupy part of the archipelago formed by the drowned southern tip of the Andes Range. The Yaghan belonged to the Feugian peoples. Cooper (1963) records that members of one of the five divisions of Yaghan were chary of trespassing into a neighbouring district unless there was a serious shortage of food or a whale had stranded itself. Each group had its defined territory but the definition was clearest at the coast for that was where the Yaghan found their food and other resources. So Cooper could note that the Ushuaia occupied 20 miles (32 kilometres) of coast on the Beagle Channel. Lowie (1963, p. 351) observed that because the Yaghan spent most of their time near or on the sea they were less vigilant in protecting their landward boundaries than some aboriginal groups. In contrast the Ona, who occupied the main island Tierra del Fuego, had few marine skills. Their fishing consisted of spearing and netting fish in the shallows. According to Lowie they guarded jealously separate well-defined territories held by mythological sanctions. Each territory was bounded by topographical boundaries and exploitative trespass on another’s territory was one of three main causes of feuds or war. The other causes were murder and witchcraft (Cooper 1963a).




    Lowie has summarised information about territoriality and the use of defined areas contained in the detailed studies in The Handbook of South American Indians (1963) edited by Steward. Proceeding northwards from the land of the Ona, the Tehuelche occupied the semi-arid areas of Patagonia. This group lived mainly by hunting guanaco and ostrich and gathering wild parsnips, spinach and grass seeds. They had clearly defined territories and regarded trespass as a fighting matter (Lowie 1963, p. 352). The Botocudo lived in the dry tropical forest north of Rio de Janeiro and were mainly gatherers of fruits, nuts and the shoots of palms. Large animals were scarce and larvae and honey were important items of diet. These groups posted sentries at strategic points along their boundaries to warn of danger.




    In the tropical rain forest of the Jurua-Purus rivers southeast of Manaus the Cashinawa had a defined territory on the Embira River. The men hunted agouti and other large mammals, drugged fish with the sap from creepers and the women gathered fruits and roots. This group eventually developed the ability to cultivate sweet manioc. Their territory was demarcated by placing cleft sticks holding tufts of agouti hair along the boundary (Lowie, p. 352). It is not clear whether the territory was demarcated before or after the cultivation of sweet manioc.




    In the llanos of Colombia and Venezuela there were many aboriginal groups. In this habitat of extensive areas of tall grasses divided by rivers flowing through gallery forests some groups concentrated their activities along the rivers. The Yaruro, who had specific territories, were one group that specialised in fishing and hunting riverine animals. They hunted crocodiles and turtles and caught fish. They were skilled canoemen in contrast to neighbouring tribes based mainly in the grasslands who occasionally used crude rafts.




    No examples can be provided of the territorial arrangements of aboriginal groups on the west coast. Some were changed beyond recognition by the chiefdoms and civilisations in the period from AD 600 to 900 and the remainder disappeared through incorporation in the Inca Empire in the 15th and 16th centuries. Rowe (1963, p. 185) noted that at the time of the Inca conquest there were many small political territories and a wide diversity of languages. This diversity was simplified by the imposition of the language called Quechua and the arbitrary grouping of small territories into large and medium provinces. Rowe attempted without complete success to reconstruct the aboriginal territorial boundaries in this area. His comments (pp. 786–9) reveal the problem:




    

      Six linguistic groups occupied this area [highlands], but their territorial limits are not well known. As the tribal units long since disappeared, their identity and habitat must be reconstructed from the fragmentary information of chronicles, inadequately studied land grants and the fairly well known aboriginal toponymy . . .




      Aboriginal groups on the coast varied in cultural complexity and linguistic affiliation. Their boundaries are even more uncertain than those of the Highland Indians . . .




      The boundaries of inland [between highlands and coast] groups are even more tentative.


    




    Moving offshore to the islands of the Pacific Ocean, aboriginal boundaries have been identified on larger islands. Burrows (1939) identified defined aboriginal territories in New Zealand and the Marquesas. Of the Maori he notes (p. 6) that ‘Each tribe had a recognised territory, however shifted by migration or war’. In the Marquesas some major groups occupied a whole river valley. These valleys had a distinctive quality noted by Buck and endorsed by Burrows (p. 21):




    

      The tribal territories there, most of them at least, were valleys separated by precipitous ridges. These natural barriers discouraged communication and may well have reduced intermarriage and adoption between tribes. They also acted as fortifications, making conquest harder than in more accessible terrain, and tending to prevent permanent subjugation of one tribe by another.


    




    Dening (1980, pp. 45, 64) makes the same point in a more lyrical fashion:




    

      All the islands of Te Henua [Marquesas] are without coastal plains, their shores fall to the sea in giant cliffs which are broken by the deep rifts of valleys, sometimes narrow, sometimes broad and curved, rarely stretching back more than a mile or two to the central mountain core. The valley walls are ribs and spines of rocks. They stand sheer along the valley’s sides and backs. Access by land is difficult. Paths wind up cliffs or through saddles in the mountains, or they fade away into rock faces. The line of the mountain tops is jagged and disordered but clean, unmarked by men. A man standing against the sky is always startling. He will whistle or shout if he is coming as a visitor; he will raise his fan and staff if he comes as a messenger with an invitation to a feast; he will gesture his threats and goads if he comes to fight. At night no one comes save the enemy . . .




      The ridges between the valleys, as everywhere in Te Henua, marked with fair precision the limits of social obligations and bonds.


    




    Parker (1989) has provided a useful description of boundaries in Hawaii. By the time Europe discovered these islands in 1778 the aboriginal population had developed levels of state administration that could no longer be described as aboriginal. However it does seem that the limits of the ahupua’a (an administrative land unit) correspond to the limits in the Marquesas, although the topography of Hawaii is less dramatic than that of the Marquesas (pp. 13–14):




    

      The ideal ahupua’a existed as a self-sustaining pie-shaped wedge with its base reaching from the coast to its apex at the centre of the mountaintop . . . Some ahupua’a extended into the sea to include deep-sea fisheries . . . If breakers existed the ahupua’a stretched to them, and if not it extended 1.5 miles into the sea . ..




      Each of the ahupua’a had specific names and boundaries. Certain individuals within the community were trained to know the boundary lines and were called upon to settle any disputes. Distinctive geographical characteristics such as a ridge, depression, stream, the line of growth of a specific tree, grasses or herbs, or the location of a rock or a certain bird’s habitat marked the boundaries of the ahupua’a. Altars erected for the purpose of collecting tribute during the Makahiki festival also delimited the borders of the ahupua’a on the seacoast.


    




    By the time that Cook visited the islands for the first time the Hawaiians had passed beyond the hunter and gatherer stage and were skilled cultivators. They had also established seawater ponds within coral and basalt walls where they could rely on regular catches of mullet and milkfish. These ponds varied in extent from 1 to 500 acres (Parker, p. 15).




    It is convenient at this point to introduce the concept of sea rights as a logical extension of land rights. Section 12(1) ofthe Aboriginal Land Act 1978 permits Aborigines in the Northern Territory to claim the closure of seas within 2 kilometres of Aboriginal land (Bergin 1991). The closure applies to any persons other than Aborigines who are entitled by Aboriginal tradition to enter and use those seas. Up to 1991 there had been two successful applications to close seas in the area of Milingimbi, the Crocodile Islands and Glyde River and the area of Howard Island and Castlereagh Bay.




    Davis (1984 and 1991) has reported on the existence of precise boundaries that separate the marine areas of adjacent territories of coastal clans. Such boundaries extend seawards to enclose marine sections of the Hawaiian ahupua’a and others have been recorded in additional Pacific Islands. Ε. Hviding (personal communication 1991) has made a detailed analysis of current indigenous maritime limits in Morovo Lagoon. This lagoon lies between the adjoining coasts of New Georgia and Vangunu Islands in the Solomons. Seawards the lagoon is bounded by a chain of reefs and islets extending for a distance of 40 miles (64 kilometres). Hviding found that marine boundaries between the territories of adjoining groups, called butubutu, usually coincide with channels and reefs. The limits extend through navigable gaps in the inner reef to the outer reef. Rights to navigation through these channels are held by both adjacent groups. When mining and timber industries in catchments draining into the lagoon have threatened the lagoon’s ecology the coastal people have sought help from the peoples inhabiting those catchments. These peoples have traditionally been given access to marine resources in the lagoon and appeals to them have resulted in some mining and forestry industries being stopped.




    N. A. Sims (personal communication 1991) identified the existence of marine boundaries between traditional territories on Manahiki Atoll in the Cook Islands. These patterns of traditional marine tenure were destroyed after the 1920s during the period of administration by New Zealand. When authority over marine matters reverted to the authorities on Manahiki in the 1980s the islanders declined to return to the traditional system. They preferred to deal as a single group with the multinational pearling companies for the sale of rights to cultured black pearls.




    M. C. Falanruw (personal communication 1991) has reported on the continued existence of marine boundaries on Yap. These limits define the primary right of a clan to the marine area. However, there is also provision for individual rights to exist in respect of a particular resource, such as a species of fish, or the means of exploiting that resource, such as a fish trap of particular design.




    Once upon a time Africa must have been home to many bands of hunters and gatherers. Unfortunately, from the point of view of this study, the course of African history prevents us from knowing details of territorial arrangements for most of these groups. Roman occupation of North Africa that reached its maximum extent by AD 350 obliterated knowledge of aboriginal territorial arrangements there. By AD 400 domestication of the camel had allowed the Sahara Desert to be crossed and trade developed with the subsistence groups in the Sahel south of the desert. Islam reached Timbuktu and the Lake Chad region by AD 1100 and spread into Hausaland, now northern Nigeria, by AD 1250. Penetration along the coast of East Africa reaching Sofala by 1200 and down the Nile Valley into Nubia created contacts and cultural shocks that transformed aboriginal patterns of settlement.




    The Moslem empires and kingdoms of the Sahel and the Christian empire in Ethiopia conquered adjacent areas and started ripples of migrations and wars that affected distant areas. Powerful kingdoms developed in areas now occupied by Zaire, Angola, Zambia, Zimbabwe and Uganda, and their conflicts also sent cultural shock waves throughout central Africa and caused the displacement of other groups.




    Then the slave trade, the activities of missionaries, the colonisation of southern Africa by the Dutch, the depradations of the Zulus and Amandebeles, and the Great Trek of Boer farmers contributed to the dislocation of populations or their transformation from hunters and gatherers to farmers and pastoralists. The process has been well described (pp. 253–4) by one of the contributors who produced the restricted handbook, The Belgian Congo, prepared by the Naval Intelligence Division (1944) for use in World War II under the editorial supervision of Mason, then Professor of Geography at Oxford.




    

      If the distribution of the population in the Congo is to be appreciated it must be remembered that only within the memory of man have some of the tribes been anchored to their present areas. Before the advent of settled government there were sudden often unexpected migrations of peoples from north, south and east of the Congo basin. These irruptions were caused by distant wars, slave-raiding, famine, pestilence, the search for fresh pastures, or, in some cases, by a mere lust for conquest. They displaced not only those who were directly in the line of advance but also, indirectly, tribes further afield . . .




      Such movements are impossible today. Tribes have been obliged to settle where the European administration found them. Some of the tribal areas are larger than an English county and some have been split into scattered fragments by the intrusion of alien tribes. The whole pattern of tribal settlement is irregular and is like that of a jig-saw puzzle. Exhaustive information about the tribes, their numbers and the boundaries between them is not available.


    




    In modern times only the Pygmies of modern Zaire and the Bushmen, properly known as San, have retained a hunting and gathering economy. These groups survived into the present in the dense forest of the Congo basin and harsh desert of the Kalahari respectively. No description of the Pygmies’ territorial arrangements has been found but Forde (1952) and Post and Taylor (1984) were certain that the San had clearly defined territories and that trespass across the boundaries that fixed them was a very serious affair.




    

      Each [San] band had its own clearly defined territory which was respected by the neighbouring bands. They understood the ways of nature in the most complete manner, for they knew themselves to be part of its intricate and divinely-ordered system . . .




      Bushmen had little sense of property . .. But they did have a sense of territory—the area within which they hunted game and each group respected the territory of their neighbours. To do otherwise was a clear act of aggression. (Post and Taylor, pp. 11, 15)


    




    Forde (1952, pp. 26–7) notes that the territory of a San band might appear unnecessarily large during the short wet season when there are extensive areas of surface water and teeming herds of game. But during the dry season many of the herds migrate and water becomes scarce. So the extent of territory is set by the carrying capacity of the land in the dry season not in the time of plenty. Post (1988, p. 189) gives an indication of the precise knowledge about the location of boundaries:




    

      Accordingly they divided the desert into two zones, promising never to cross the demarcation line between them. They, and Dabé too, assured me that none of them to this day would go from one zone to the other.




      ‘But how d’you know which zone is which?’ I asked, thinking of the thousands of square miles of identical sand, dune and bush.




      They laughed at my innocence and with that wonderful Bushman laugh which rises sheer from the stomach, a laugh you never hear among civilised people. Did I not know, they exclaimed when the explosion of merriment died down, that there was not a tree, expanse of sand or bush that were alike? They knew the frontier tree by tree, and grass by grass.


    




    Many of the senior men we have worked with in identifying traditional boundaries of Aborigines in Australia would have joined in the laughter that greeted Post’s question.




    This review of some of the literature dealing with territorial arrangements of aboriginal hunting and gathering groups in the Americas, the Marquesas and Hawaii and the Kalahari Desert demonstrates that most of those groups had the primary or exclusive use of territories that were clearly defined by boundaries. The inhospitable territory of the Seri was bounded on land by a desert frontier; the Yaghan seemed less concerned with landward limits than those at the coast and this appears to have also been true of the Inuit amongst whom the interface between groups can be found in the dialects in which the names of places are spoken. This means therefore that there is nothing unusual or unique in our claim that Aborigines in Australia defined their clan territories by precise boundaries in many cases and by frontiers in the remaining cases.




    The review of the literature also provided information about the restrictions that these hunting and gathering groups imposed on access to their territories, their spiritual association with the land, and the internal sub-divisions of their territories for various purposes. The evidence for these features has not been provided because their existence in traditional Aborigine society is not disputed. Aspects of these features will be provided in the case studies that make up most of this volume.




    Cartographic Evidence for the Existence of Aboriginal Boundaries




    Since 1788 settlers, administrators, anthropologists and historians coming into contact with Aborigines have been aware of what Peterson referred to as the ‘remarkable persistence of association between people and place’. Foolish people like Hamilton, who wrote regarding Aborigines that ‘Here was a country without a geography, and a race of men without a history’ (Clark 1991, p. 43), were in a minority. The views of Lang and Grey in the 1830s were more typical of the general understanding. Lang wrote to a missionary organisation in the following terms:




    

      The whole race is divided into tribes, more or less numerous, according to circumstances, and designated from the localities they inhabit; for although universally a wandering race with respect to places of habitation, their wanderings are circumscribed by certain well-defined limits, beyond which they seldom pass, except for purposes of war or festivity. In short, every tribe has its own district, the boundaries of which are well known to the natives generally . . . (p. 233)


    




    Grey (1841, vol. 2) was equally emphatic:




    

      . . . and the limits of his property are so accurately defined that every native knows those of his own land and can point out the various objects which mark his boundary, (p. 232)


    




    Since the earliest times attempts have been made to record the location of Aboriginal groups on maps either for local areas or wider regions. If we look first at the Northern Territory as an example, because that is an area where fieldwork on this question is still possible today, one of the first maps was produced by Father Angelo Confalonieri in 1846 (Powell 1988, p. 60). The priest produced vocabularies of seven Aboriginal dialects and a map that showed the names of six groups written on the map to show their approximate location. Thus the Binanolombo were shown as occupying the southwestern shore of the Cobourg Peninsula. The same technique, that does not try to portray any boundaries, was used by Parkhouse (1895) when he produced a map of Aboriginal groups in the area between Pine Creek and Port Darwin. Groups identified as ‘Waggait’, ‘Larrakiha’ and ‘Wulnar’ are shown in the same relative positions as the Wagaitj, Larrakeya and Wulnaminitja on modern maps.




    Spencer (1914) continued this technique of showing the approximate location of Aboriginal groups in his map of the Northern Territory. Numbers were placed on the map to indicate the location of groups that could be identified in a table. The distribution of numbers honestly showed a lack of knowledge about northeast Arnhem Land and the central sections of the borders with Western Australia and Queensland. Stanner (1933) used the same cartographic method. He was portraying the distribution of groups in the vicinity of the Daly and Fitzmaurice rivers, outside the area settled by whites. The Warrai (Warray), Kungarakan (Kungarakany) and Madngella (Mgangele) are three groups that appear in the same relative position on Stanner’s map that they occupy today. It would not be safe to assume that the numbers were placed at the geographical centre of the groups’ territories as they existed in 1933. Certainly today the numbers are located at the centre of the current Kungarakany territory and at the western and eastern margins respectively of the Warray and Mgangele groups.




    A possible improvement on these generalised locations is shown on maps by Elkin, Davidson (1938) and Clark (1991). In each case the individual groups are shown by a number or letter but the maps also include the boundaries that surround those groups that share a common language or cultural basis. So Elkin plots the distribution of 45 groups that together are called the Karadjeri tribe. The boundary between the territories of the Karadjeri and the adjoining Yauor, Nygina and Mángala ‘tribes’ is shown together with the boundary between parts of the territories of the Nygina and Mángala. All these groups were located near the coast of Western Australian and the map was reproduced by Davidson (1938).
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