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Introduction
 “American anthropology’s obviously the best, it’s so big!” exclaimed an Australian postgraduate student fresh from attendance at an American Anthropological Association conference.  While his observation made explicit (among other things) the privileging of quantity over quality, such enthusiasm also endorsed a view that anthropology is represented by, and measured primarily against, a powerful matrix or “center”.  The meta-message was that anthropologies elsewhere or otherwise, including in post-colonial Australia, are unevenly positioned.  Problems circumventing such a claim are contemplated in this chapter, which also considers (at what might be described as the other end of the spectrum) the use of anthropological knowledge beyond “the center” of its own production. The example of an Australian native title land claim helps to embody and illuminate an analysis that rests on the hybrid nature of Australian anthropologies in the process of becoming.1
Anthropolgy in a time and place beyond “the center.”
Without wishing to privilege structural or oppositional analyses, but keen to provide a contextual beginning, Australia can be broadly understood as urban and remote, as dry and water-logged, as densely and sparsely populated, and as culturally plural and culturally singular.  Depending on one’s vantage point and knowledge, Australia may also be described as both resource rich and impoverished, socially heterogenous and homogenized, politically conservative and liberal, and as touched by and distant from the connections, disconnections and disturbances evoked by globalization.2 Within these broad descriptions Australia is, of course, also many shades in between. 

Australian anthropology replicates the parallels, dislocations and betweenness evident in descriptions of its people and the cultural landscape.  While anthropologists share epistemological, methodological, theoretical, political and ethnographic interests, a range of differences are also evident.3 Uneven attention to reflexivity in anthropology, internal and external dialogues on the discipline’s authority and purpose, and increasing pressure to develop the commercial arm of anthropology, are reflected in these differences and tensions.

In spite of its geographic proximity to the Pacific and South-East Asia, successive Australian governments have tended to be biased toward the policies, ideologies, medias, cultures and governance of the United States and the United Kingdom.4 Anthropology was, and still is to some extent, heavily influenced by theoretical developments in these countries (Keen 1999). When understood from this perspective, Australian anthropology, like the anthropologies of Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Middle-East, can be interpreted as non-metropolitan or as distant from the “center” (cf. Eriksen and Nielsen 2001:158), while also heavily influenced by it.5

In Australia as elsewhere, the past twenty-five years have witnessed significant challenges to the purpose, style, intellectual trends, and claims of anthropology. Such a critique emerged from four broadly significant (but not homogenous or necessarily exclusive) positions: colonized groups, and scholars in the multiple fields of feminism, post-modernism and cultural studies.  A key point of inquiry focused on the relationship between Indigenous groups and anthropologists, in particular how Aboriginal and Islander women and men have been represented and by whom (Langton 1981, 1993; Peace 1990; Muecke 1992; Bell 1993; Toussaint 1999). 

Perhaps because of its non-metropolitan status, its tempered response to the crisis of representation, and a shifting political landscape in search of reconciliation post the scars of being a colonized nation, certain fields of anthropology are thriving in Australia.  A discipline of many parts, anthropologists now work as academic, applied and consultant anthropologists.  These categories are not meant to suggest that each is self-contained.   A number of academic anthropologists undertake consultancy work, and some consultant anthropologists are employed as academics on a fixed-term basis in Australian universities (Practicing Anthropology, 2001).  Almost all compete for work within a private or public market place. Anthropologists conduct research and/or teach in a range of settings, such as universities, community organizations, government and non-government agencies and in sectors of industry.  Depending on the context, most employ a range of research methods which include the technology of globalization, such as personal computers to record and analyze data, use of the internet for literature searches, and email exchanges with colleagues in close or distant places.

Largely as a result of government policies aimed at the commercialization of the tertiary sector, academic anthropologists have been drawn into a situation where competition for research grants and for consultancies has become increasingly intense.  As Hill and Turpin (1995:137-138) show, a “new enterprise culture” now influences administrative structures of Australian universities, and “grass-roots involvement and faculty debate have become increasingly marginalized in favor of managerial efficiency”.  The impact on disciplines such as anthropology has been profound.  In already demanding circumstances, academics are now required to apply for time-consuming government and industry research grants and/or to undertake short or long-term consultancies. 

Described by Strathern and Stewart as resulting in the “contemporary transformation of applied anthropology” (2001:3; see also Gardner and Lewis 1993), consultancies characterize much of contemporary anthropology in Australia, especially in the field of native title land claims. While at one level this situation has clearly improved the employment prospects for graduates in anthropology and taken the discipline’s expertise beyond the academy, a growth in consultant anthropology has generated a certain disquiet about the discipline’s ethos.  Reasons for this unease stem largely from its colonial history; the awkward relationship between applied and academic or theoretical anthropology; and ongoing consideration about anthropology’s use and purpose (Keen 1999; Strathern and Stewart 2001; Hamilton 2002; Stead 2002).  While encompassing well-worn debates, many of which have been raised in Reinventing Anthropology (Hymes 1974), Recapturing Anthropology (Fox 1991) and Anthropology Beyond Culture (Fox and King 2002), they continue to remain important topics in need of examination in new circumstances, especially in a globalized world where “the pace of life is speeding up.  The time taken to do things is becoming progressively shorter” (Inda and Rosaldo 2002:7). 

Jim Birckhead (1999) and Philip Moore (1999) show the impact of commercialization and time-frames which tend to restrict the quality of anthropological practice.  Drawing from Chambers (1991) and van Willigen (1991), Birckhead concentrates on the process of “doing rapid ethnography” consultancies in Aboriginal Australia. He observes that while field research limited by time may be all that is required if the work is “done well, and in a critically informed way”, especially in the arena of project evaluation and assessment (221), such an approach has clearly resullted in an “epistemology of brief encounters” (198).  

Moore (1999) presents a slightly different view.  Mindful of the lack of considered research time in the kind of “brief encounters” described by Birckhead, Moore concludes from his experience as a consultant in Aboriginal cultural heritage, that competition among anthropologists for research contracts tends to drive the process.  In such circumstances, “less time remains for critical reflection on anthropological practice” (Moore 1999:249).  Inspired by Escobar (1991, 1995), Moore invites other anthropologists to “subject the [consultancy] process to critical examination to identify and expose how this development encounter shapes anthropological practices and representations of Aboriginal heritage” (1999:250).  In a similar vein and also centered on Australia, Keen (1999) laments that, “What kind of information an anthropologist can and should produce for particular purposes or what effect it may have, is seldom discussed in depth” (54).  

Writing as Australian anthropologists employed by AusAID to work on “development” projects in South-East Asia, Jocelyn Grace (1999) and Jim Taylor (1999: 141-161) express similar anxieties.6 Taylor’s  work in northern Thailand reveals a major critique of development discourse, especially with respect to projects that “ignore local conditions and historical forces” (154).  Calling for anthropologists to devote attention to alternative interventionist processes, Taylor shows there is a clear need for more “localised or micro ethnographic studies concerned with development discourses and practices” (157).  While Grace (1999:124-140), whose research focused on health projects on Lombok in Indonesia, echoes similar themes, she also posits that “some development projects benefit local people regardless of how flawed the epistemological ground from which they have grown” (138).  Referring to the example of working as a consultant on an AusAID “child survival project”, where the women among whom she worked “took” what they wanted from the project and “ignored” or “rejected’ what they did not want (139), Grace claims that anthropologists who act as consultants in the field of development, are constantly affected by the  “damned if you do, damned if you don’t”  dilemma (124).

The views expressed by Birckhead, Keen and Moore on work in Australia, in conjunction with those of Grace and Taylor as Australian anthropologists engaged in sponsored development projects in Indonesia and Thailand, and others such as Hill and Turpin and Strathern and Stewart commenting generally on anthropology as a commercial enterprise (via consultancies, research grants, competitive tenders), represent significant contemporary themes.  These might be conceptualized as research driven by powerful economic networks; the limitations of “brief encounters”; research projects which overlook local knowledge and regional histories, and a lack of time to reflect on fieldwork findings and their consequences.  It also appears that, in some projects at least, the circumstances of communities, individuals or families may benefit as a result of long-term or delayed anthropological research, and that “rapid ethnography” suits some topics more than others (Birckhead 1999).  These examples reflect a spectrum of anthropological practices, theories and knowledges necessary for the different contexts, times and places in which anthropological engagements occur.

Moore, Taylor and others whose names are not evoked here, participate in public critiques of anthropology, especially with respect to ambiguous or contradictory outcomes for the persons and communities among whom they work.  But much of that critique occurs within established anthropological frameworks and networks, such as in texts, via the internet and in conference venues where anthropologists converse among themselves.  These productive exchanges are vital to the discursive health of the discipline.  At the same time, it is clearly the case that anthropological knowledge is not always produced for the sole benefit of anthropologists or for study within the discipline.  One of the most challenging issues that continues to affect anthropologists in Australia is how to translate and explicate different forms of knowledge from one relational context to another.  

The Anthropology of Native Title 

While globalization and pressure to commercialize the discipline have made an impact, increasing interest in studying anthropology and working as an anthropologist have also emerged in response to changes in Australia’s legal and moral history. The most significant of these stems from 1992 when the Australian High Court handed down a decision generally known as Mabo vs the Commonwealth (No. 2).  The Mabo decision resulted in acknowledgement of prior Aboriginal and Islander rights and interests in land or “native title”. Focused primarily on a small island in the Torres Straits, the decision established the principles whereby future native title claims on the Australian mainland might be made, and rejected the legal fiction of terra nullius which had underpinned Australia's colonial history for more than two centuries (Bartlett 1993; Fingleton and Finlayson 1995; Sutton 1998; Keon-Cohen 2001; Mantziaris and Martin 2000; Henderson and Nash 2002). 

The Mabo decision represented the first time that a form of land title had been constructed around Indigenous notions of property ownership (Langton 2000). Indigenous peoples, with supporting evidence from complementary anthropological data, now have to prove that they have a right to claim native title.  That an individual or group can show a continuing connection with the land consistent with traditional Indigenous use, and/or that rights in land have been conferred by customary law, is essential to the requirements of native title law. 

Broadly translated into legislation in 1993 through the creation of the Australian Government's Native Title Act, the Mabo decision ultimately generated the establishment of a mediating body, the National Native Title Tribunal (NNTT) to hear Australia-wide claims.  Hundreds of mainland native title claims have been lodged with the NNTT, and some have been mediated or directed to the Federal or High Court in Canberra, Australia’s capital city.  Only thirty one claims have been either wholly or partially successful (NNTT Newsletter 2002), and 1998 amendments to the Act have weakened its potential.7  
By recognizing Indigenous land tenure laws and by establishing a Tribunal to mediate native title claims, the High Court’s 1992 decision also heightened employment opportunities for anthropologists.  In such circumstances, cross-disciplinary research has flourished, and anthropologists, historians and linguists often undertake fine-grained ethnographic, linguistic and historical research for the common purpose of claim preparation and presentation in native title proceedings (Toussaint 2004).  Promoted also by the tertiary sector’s “push” to compete for research grants, consultancies and competitive tenders, cross-disciplinary work is not without its problems, especially when the ethical codes and methods of certain disciplines conflict.

 Anthropological involvement includes ethnographic research with the Indigenous traditional owners, cultural mapping, genealogies, and the preparation of detailed reports for lodgement with the Tribunal and/or relevant court.   Associated activity includes peer review of reports, expert witness testimony, and advice to Indigenous, industry and government organizations. Anthropologists may also be instrumental in how a report is reviewed by Tribunal personnel or members of the judiciary.  Clearly key actors in native title discourse, anthropologists have developed extensive knowledge of Indigenous land tenure systems throughout Australia and provided key policy advice to Indigenous and other organizations. Prior to the introduction of the Native Title Act, the land entitlements of Australian Indigenous groups had not been recognized at a national level despite decades of agitation (including from anthropologists).  Several state or territory based pieces of legislation existed, with the most significant being the ALRA or Northern Territory’s Aboriginal Land Rights Act of 1976.  

Anthropologists may also be employed on a full-time or consultancy basis by organizations that oppose a native title or cultural heritage claim.  These organizations include sectors of the mining industry, government departments, fishing industry representatives, farming bodies and developers. 

Focused on sections of the Native Title Act with respect to claimant interests and the kinds of work with which anthropologists are engaged, Keen (1999a) opines that claimants must show that native title:

is held by some kind of community or group; the group must have genealogical connections with the community or group which occupied the country [meaning “land” in an Australian context] in question at the time of the  establishment of British sovereignty, and have substantially maintained its connection with the country; the laws and customs through which title is framed must constitute a tradition, if a changing one (1999a:2).

That the anthropology of native title has generated advantages for some anthropologists is without question.  It is less clear, however, that the discipline as a whole or native title claimants generally have been similarly advantaged. Proving that native title has not been extinguished, for example, and that cultural connections to land and sites have been maintained and reproduced over time, has been difficult for claimants on whom colonization and dispossession have taken their greatest toll.  Consideration of the Yorta Yorta native title claim helps to explain this point. [8]

The Yorta Yorta Claim
The Yorta Yorta Aboriginal Community vs Victoria native title claim was lodged in the Victorian Division of the Federal Court of Australia and heard by Justice Olney in 1998. The outcome was that Olney judged there was insufficient evidence from the claimants, anthropologists and linguists to show that the Yorta Yorta continued to hold customary law rights in accordance with the Native Title Act.  Claiming that “the tide of history had washed away any real acknowledgement by the Yorta Yorta of their traditional laws and customs”, Olney made minimal use of anthropological and linguistic evidence, and appeared skeptical of Indigenous testimony (Case 1999; Auty and Patten 2001; Bowe 2002). 

One of the criticisms of Olney’s judgment was that he privileged as evidence the writings of amateur historian and squatter, E. M. Curr in a record titled 'Recollections of squatting in Victoria', first published in 1883.  In Olney’s view, present-day Yorta Yorta cultural beliefs and practices should have conformed to that described by E. M. Curr in the nineteenth century. 

Aware of the precedent that Olney’s determination implied, and devastated by the failure to recognize their native title claim, the Yorta Yorta in conjunction with anthropologists and lawyers sought to appeal the determination.  They did so on the basis that Olney had erred in law by applying a biased test for deciding whether or not native title existed, and by finding against the Yorta Yorta evidence primarily on the basis of Curr’s written record.  The appeal also contested Olney’s view that the Yorta Yorta were required to show that they and each generation of their ancestors since colonization had observed the same lifestyle, beliefs and behaviors, as such a view did not accord with the spirit of the Native Title Act and anthropological analyses of cultural continuities within the context of change.  

The Yorta Yorta’s appeal against Olney’s decision was heard by the Australian High Court but dismissed in 2002 by five out of seven judges who upheld judgment.  It was concluded that:

As their Honours [judges of the Australian High Court] found that the [Yorta Yorta] society that had once observed traditional laws and customs had ceased to do so, it was held that it no longer constituted the society out of which the traditional laws and customs sprang.  Therefore, any claim by the Yorta Yorta people that they continued to observe laws and customs which they, and their ancestors, had continuously observed since sovereignty must be rejected (@ [92] to [95] Judgement in the Yorta Yorta High Court Appeal, November 2002, http//www.nntt.gov.au/media/1039673670_2340.html)**
Elsewhere in the judgment (2002:96), it was found that “the forebears of the claimants had ceased to occupy their lands in accordance with traditional laws and customs; and there was no evidence that they continued to acknowledge and observe those laws and customs”.  Despite Yorta Yorta knowledge, beliefs and practices, and despite the complement of anthropological and other “expert” testimony in support of their claim, the court’s decision, based on the knowledge that came before it, was that native title no longer existed.

Preparation of the claim, the original judgment and the appeal generated substantial labor and anxieties regarding the possible fulfillment of long-term land rights expectations for the Yorta Yorta claimants.  At the same time, a huge amount of work was generated for anthropologists, linguists, historians and lawyers.  Much of the anthropological and cross-disciplinary research was demanding, politically intense and undertaken in adversarial circumstances (Bowe (2002) on the Yorta Yorta claim; see also Choo (2004) and Christensen (2004) with respect to the Miriuwung Gajerrong claim in Western Australia, and Stead (2002) on claims in the Northern Territory).  

Unique and critical questions were also posed for anthropologists as a result of research on native title claims, including interpretations of continuity in cultural beliefs and practices; Indigenous land tenure laws; evidentiary matters; meanings attached to “tradition”; the veracity of genealogical connections, and assertions regarding the impact of sovereignty.  The Yorta Yorta claim, like other native title claims, was therefore not only about recognition of Indigenous knowledge, land tenure laws and reconciliation, it was also about the generation
 of work and rich sources of data for intellectual engagement among anthropologists.  Somewhat ironically, in a post-modern world resistant to certain orthodox methodologies, native title discourse has also served as a catalyst for the re-introduction of university courses on the cons
truction of kinship classifications, genealogies and so on.  In this regard, anthropological and other research in the native title field can be seen to have enhanced the enterprise aspirations of Australian universities. 

The discursive and pragmatic benefits of native title to anthropology are obvious. But while many expressed disappointment in response to Olney’s decision, most had another intellectual space, another place, another claim, another time, and another inquiry to displace that disappointment.  The benefit to the Yorta Yorta is less clear, however.  Claimant Rochelle Patten makes clear the “fixed” nature of Yorta Yorta attachments to persons and place:

My name is Rochelle Patten and I am a Yorta Yorta woman from Ulupna through my grandmother.  My totem and that of the Yorta Yorta people is the long-necked turtle.  My personal totem is the crow.  The crow guides me.  I was born at Mooroopna Base Hospital which is on the Goulburn River in Yorta Yorta territory.  I have seen a copy of the map which shows the Yorta Yorta land claimed in this native title claim and I say that this is the traditional Yorta Yorta land.  I know this because my mother told me.  Her father told her and his father told him.  My relationship with the land goes back to my grandfather and further.  The land is part of me.  My responsibility to the land is to look after the land like a mother in the way the elders looked after it.  This is the responsibility of all Yorta Yorta people (quoted in Auty and Patten 2001:6).

The connectedness to land and family expressed by Rochelle Patten, and the disaffection felt by her and other Indigenous claimants, represents a kind of disjuncture between the native title claimants and anthropologists.  But it also reveals a more powerful cultural and political rupture: the fissure between anthropology, Indigenous groups and Australian courts of law. 

The native title situation in Australia makes plain several intertwined points: that while there is a case for a critique of unitary anthropological thought and practice to make room for its plural—anthropologies—there are powerful places where anthropological knowledge in its singular (let alone plural) form continues to struggle for recognition outside its own creation and reproduction.  Anthropologist David Trigger, writing about the Croker Island native title claim (also known as Yarmirr v Northern Territory), encapsulates this problem:

…the different worlds of discourse of law and anthropology are evident [in cases such as Croker Island].  For lawyers, their pleadings are statements that are “assertions” to be proved or supported by something called “evidence”; the difficulty is that…anthropology projects such “assertions” as conclusions that are already based upon interpretations of action and speech, and that the way one justifies the conclusion is to provide illustrative exemplary material.  Our most general challenge…lies in better explanation of the nature of research methodologies and theories in anthropology…amidst legal colleagues whose own training is both tantalizingly familiar and frustratingly distant from our own (2004:33).

Anthropologies in the Process of Becoming
The anthropology of native title presents an example of a strong field of active engagement that has generated significant intellectual interest and employment for anthropologists. That anthropologists (including some Aboriginal people who increasingly train and work as anthropologists) continue to be engaged on native title claims despite their lack of success indicates the continuation of the land rights struggle in Australia, as much as it reflects the difficulties of anthropological knowledge being heard beyond its own “center”.   

My analysis is not meant to imply that the issues will disappear, that native title discourse is beyond critique, or that Australian anthropologists should resist challenges to the reproduction of hegemonic anthropology.  But it does suggest that, at one end of the spectrum at least, anthropologists must continue to work hard to convey complex material to “other” knowledge forms, such as those given power and authority by a sometimes hostile state.

There are many forms of anthropological knowledge and avenues for its production in post-colonial Australia, where emergent anthropologies might be represented as exhibiting “a turning of boundaries and limits into the in-between spaces through which the meanings of cultural and political authority are negotiated” (Bhabha 1990:4).  At the present time, anthropology seems to sit somewhat precariously with several avenues to explore: one of these might be to disturb a process which emphasizes an uncritical, unitary anthropology; another is to respond to the pressure of economic demands and the danger of diminished time for reflection; and another is to integrate anthropology into multi-disciplinary formulations, a pathway which may lead to broader public debate and visibility.  Of course a combination of these and other reconfigurations are also possible. 

Closure on debates surrounding internal, interstitial or external anthropological knowledges is unlikely, as anthropologists of and beyond “the center” endeavour to develop theories and practices that incorporate knowledge from other places in addition to developing an anthropology of their own.  In the process, it is hoped that a more self-conscious Australian anthropology will discard aspirations to be the “biggest” and/or “the best” so that it can productively engage with the contradictions, ambiguities and complexities embodied in a globalized world anthropologies ethos. Mikhail Bakhtin (1981), a critic of attempts to ideologically frame the meaning of words, ideas and actions, concentrates on the significance of contextual and relational analyses.  For Bakhtin, the dialogic allows consideration of how meaning and interpretation change over time, an analysis important to understanding reformulations of Australian anthropologies.

The kinds of multiple knowledges presented in the context of native title claims are rarely the kind of “evidence-knowledge” persuasive to a judge deliberating in Australian courts of law.  While anthropologists in Australia may be increasingly open to deconstructing hegemonic anthropology and receptive to its transformations, we need also to be mindful that such knowledge is often incomprehensible (perhaps for a variety of intentional and unintentional reasons), to those outside the construction of that knowledge, including the groups with whom anthropologists work, such as the Yorta Yorta who continue to explore ways to achieve the return of their lands.

The sorts of multiple knowledges with which anthropologists engage do not crystallize and mutate in a vacuum.  In the case of native title where the emphasis is on mediation and litigation, anthropological and other knowledges are required to be both accessible and persuasive to a “different” body of knowledge and law.  That anthropologists conduct research across disciplinary boundaries as they negotiate the complex demands of Indigenous groups and the state, represents a slightly different yet no less important problem than disturbing “the center” and contesting the power and authority of an inherited periphery/center divide. 

Endnotes

1 Long-term  experience as an applied and academic anthropologist focused mainly on Aboriginal Australia, and a strong interest in epistemological and ethical issues, are clearly reflected in this chapter.  While many of my colleagues undertake research in ethnographic settings both within and outside Australia (particularly in south-east Asia but also in Venezuela, Madagascar and the Middle East) on a range of topics, anthropological work on Australian Indigenous cultures remains a significant field of inquiry. An increasing interest in conducting research on “anthropology at home” and some rapprochement with cultural studies is evident, as well as a resurgence in sociological inquiry. Current research in my department at the University of Western Australia includes attachments to place, environmental issues and tourism; health, medicine, genetics; ethnicity, migration, refugees; urbanization, globlization and cultures of consumption; psychological and evolutionary anthropology; and the study of legal cultures. A spectrum of approaches embrace post-colonialism and post-structuralism and more orthodox ethnographic and theoretical frameworks.These emphases might give a slightly different interpretation of Australian anthropology than the one I present here.  

2  While not focused on Australia, Bhabha (1990), Featherstone (1995), Appadurai (2002) and Ferguson (2002) are among those who explore the complex interplay (connections/disconnections) of local conditions and globalization, including the emergent hybridization when these collide. The extent to which Indigenous groups have been affected by globalization is unclear, although Michaels (2002) discusses how the Warlpiri of Central Australia relate to Hollywood videos in a way which renders them both analagous and meaningful to their own desert-living history and circumstances.

3  For a stark example of divergent views among Australian anthropologists, see Brunton (1995, 1996), Tonkinson (1997) and Bell (1998) who present a range of anthropological positions on “The Hindmarsh Island Dispute” in South Australia. http://www.library.adelaide.edu.au/gen/H_Island contains findings from the 1995 South Australian Royal Commission. 

4  Paul Keating, Australia’s former Labor Prime Minister, was unusual in stressing Australia’s interest in developing stronger social, cultural and political ties with parts of Asia and the Pacific, in addition to trade-based emphases.  As Watson (2002) explains, “Keating wanted to keep the US in the neighbourhood, but he did not want Australia to be either a spoke of American policy or a cheerleader.  He wanted collective dialogue in the [Asia-Pacific] region, and he wanted Australia involved in it” (p.77).  Paul Keating and the Labor Party lost power to a conservative government in 1996. The Liberal-Coalition, led by Prime Minister Howard, has not developed the close regional ties encouraged under Keating.

5 Taking relative population sizes into account, the demographics of the discipline are revealing.  Around 290 members in the categories of Fellows, Ordinary, Unsalaried and Retired members make up the professional body of the Australian Anthropological Society (AAS), compared with 10,000 members of the American Anthropological Association (AAA), 2,000 members of the European Association of Social Anthropologists, and 1,000 members of the British Association of Social Anthropologists (Eriksen and Nielsen 2001, p.158; AAS Secretariat, 2002).

6 The term “development” anthropology is rarely used in the practice of Australian anthropology.  Sometimes rejected on the basis of its associations with colonialism and in response to critiques of the term, most anthropologists working in Australia identify as doing “applied” or “practical” work.

7  The NNTT was unable to provide figures regarding the number of claims lodged since its inception.  Figures presented here refer only to native title claims where the NNTT found native title continued to exist and have meaning for Indigenous claimants.  The areas in question vary markedly in size and some decisions are currently under appeal.  

8 The Yorta Yorta native title claim is one of a number of claims on which Indigenous claimants, anthropologists, lawyers, historians and linguists have worked together.  Other claims include Wik (1996) where the Australian High Court ruled that the grant of a non-exclusive pastoral lease in Queensland did not extinguish native title and both titles could co-exist (however, the rights of the pastoralist would prevail if a conflict of interest emerged); Croker Island (2001) where the High Court ruled native title extended to the sea but did not grant Indigenous claimants exclusive possession of sea areas; Miriuwung Gajerrong (1998/2002) where the High Court ruled partial extinguishment of native title; De Rose Hill (2002) where native title was found to be extinguished (www.nntt.gov. au provides details). 
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