
Senatc E~tviro~lment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts 
Comixiltw 
I"> 130:. 65 00 
Parliaaznt House 
CANBERRA ACT 2600 

u i q  into Australia's Indigenous visual arts and craft sector 

Dear Senator Eggleston 

I would likc- h mahc submission to >our Inquiry based on long-term academic and 
poi i c ~  reseitrch and cnsatorial experience in the Indigenous visual art sector. I begin 
by noting that this Inquiry is actdrcssing iss~ies facing the extraordinarily diverse and 
complck Inciigenous visual arts scctor that is ~~cvertlielcss one of the outstanding 
successes of arts policy making and patronage in Australia since the early 1970s. 

By \xz: of backgron~id. H provide information on three key policy engagements with 
the Indigenous arts sector. I first started researching Indigenous art in 1979-80 when 
undertaking doctoral research in Ai-nhem Land. Subsequently, I was engaged in 1981 
as a consulrant by Dr Timothy Pascoe is his research for the Australia Council 
(Imp'-ox ing Focus and Efkicnicy in the Marketing of Abosigild Artifacts). I11 1988- 
89, I cl~ttireci a nalionnl review of thc Aboriginal arts and crafis iiidustry with Scllotv 
rcvicucrs i3ctcr Y 11 and Chsis McGuigan. This sevie\\ was nolable fbr its nation-wide 
consultations. 114 s~~bmi~s ions  (publicly aailabli.) and i'or providing thc blue print 
hr. a n a h x ~ , t l  siratcgic appm~ch h a t  was adopted by A'I'SIC in 1902 as the National 
Arts and Crafts Industry S~~ppost  Strategy (NACISS). This review is also notable for 
the similarity in its telms of reference to those addressed by this Inquiry. In 2003, I 
undertook a short thee  rnolith assignment to develop an arts strategy for the Northern 
Territorl;, This assignment again included wide ranging consultatioils and attracted 32 
submissions (see Attachment 1); it provided the blueprint for the current Northern 
Territorj Xndig,enous Arts Strategy Building Strong Arts Bzr~iness. 

T prcn idc: this backgroui~d in part to disclose my long-term interest in the devclopment 
of the llxligcno~~s vis~t~11 arts scctor. 1 also do so in part because in this subtnission I 
want to clran on evidence from two documents that I attach. l'hc first '[levcloping m 
I~icligcrio~ms Arts Strategy for Ihc Northern Territory: Issues paper for consultations' 
has bcm pubii~11cd C1ilIr:I'R bVo~-/iiilg Pupcr No, 2_3/.?003 and is ;L\ ailable at both the 
CAEPX and Arts NT websites. It is referred to as Attachment l .  The secoild 

rokel-ing Aboriginai art: A critical perspective on marketing, institutions and the 
state' %as delivered as the Kennet11 Myer Lecture in Arts and Entertainment 
Management in April 2005 and is available at both the CAEPR and Deakin University 
websites, It is referred to as Attachment 2. 
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My submission is struciused as follows. I begin with making a Sew observations about 
the current or-erarching Indigenous affairs policy context. B then provide some 
synopiic commentary 012 each of your seven t ems  of reference, attempting to provide 
pointers u here research has Seen previously undertaken so as to assist your committee 
in its deliberations. I next make a number of recommendations for your Committee's 
consideration before providing a very brief conclusion. 

While tlicre hc?s been considesabk research and consultancy focus on the Indigcno~~s 
visual arts scctor jn-a recent years, this is the first Inquiry cond~icted under the tlew 
arrlageii~ents ill 111d1gei1ous allairs introduced in 2004 that hcus  on joined up 
government, nnrztraal obligation, shared responsibility and mainstreaming. This is 
clear13 a very differeat policy environment from that termed self detemination and 
self management in existence when existing Indigenous arts policy was created. 

There is a eontcmporary oininant policy discourse promulgated by the government 
of the day that - f&xms  or1 historic (and bipartisan) failure i n  the last 30 years. This 
contesiahle view, vvhcthcs right or mrong, cannot be readily applied to the Indigenous 
visual arts sector that has scen sustainable growth and national and international 
tlccitaim ovcr thc same period. As part of t l~c  current policy discourse there is also an 
aitcmpt W disircdit and dismiss past policies and programs. This mould clearly be a 
mistdc: as policy a d  program settings in the arts have clearly generated successful 
outcomes. 

It Is noteworthy too that mhile the new arrangements seek a whole-of-federal 
g o v e ~ ~ ~ e n t  approach. as v~ell as ilateral cooperation with the States and Territories. 
this  as a fmdamenta! aim of Industry Strategy recommended in the 1989 review. 4 
natioricii strategic and ci>srdinateci approach delivered by a regional support network 
was o f  ritnciar12enatal importance to NACISS adrninistcrcd by the now defunct 
r i  and '1'ori.e~ S~rait 8:;landcr Commission (ATSIC). Arguably, the 
sustain;ii^iilit> of' thc sector a)\ cr &he last 15 ycars has hew the product of sustained 
supp~rt,  altkoitgh P C S O L ~ ~ C " . ~  constraints meant that tllere were wi~mers and losers. 
Bndeed rnu& od' thc policy cliallenge that necds to be addressed is how to provide 
opporlunity m the cursent3y un- or under-resourced to replicate the oppol-t~inity and 
positive arts otitcomes experienced by those adequately resourced. 

From an arts, and arguably from other, perspectives, there are potential problems with 
the nen arra~~gemellts and some recent policy changes. Historkally and today there 
has becn mtich inter-connectivity between robust Indigenous arts practice and land 
rights auci native t i k  outstaticms l i~ing,  and access to income support, especially 
from thc (lornlla~tn~ity 1l)cvclopment Employment Projects (CDEP) schcme. 'rlzis is 
primarily because much arts practice occurs on land Aboriginal people own ('on 
counts; * 1 or is iiwpircci by land-linked politics of representation. It is also bccziuse 
while tilc ar!s pro~~icic cme of Sew means to engage wit11 the market in rcrnote 
outstations and tomship settin S, few Indigenous artists (like non-Indigenous artists) 
can achieve economic independence via asts practice alone. In the absence of other 



l o m s  cf part-!he paid work is accessed by Australian artists generally', the 
income support elements of work-for-the-dole CDEP scheme is crucially 
important to the viability of this sector. Whatever one's views on changes to land 
rights Lam, CDEP policy, or the viability of outstations, their links to sustainable arts 
practice has to be recognized. Bf this Inquiry is to champion the Indigenous visual arts 
sector it wi13 nee e apparent lack of a cohesive and consistent policy 
frarnettork in Tncligcnous afdiiirs today despite the whole-or-gover~ime~it rhetoric. 

Finall3. in Inciigerlotis af'i'airs policy generally and also in the arts there is too much 
focus o n  srri,il and rcimste settings where only 30 pcr cent of tkc Indigenous 
pop~r la t j~~ l  rciicles. 'Fhcrc is no doubt that paid Indigcnoris artists ltavc historically 
resided predomiaaantly in these arcas as doeumentcd for example in the 1989 Industry 
Revie% mhen over t711 per cent of pmducers were enumerated in the NT.' However, 
some recent siatiisics from the National Aboriginal and Torres Strait IsIander Social 
Survey {WATSJSS) 2002 suggest that this geographic distribution might have 
changed. In 2002, an estimate 45.332 Indigenous people aged over 15 years 
participated in arts and crafts, with an estimated 13,872 being paid. Interestingly, 
tlicrc \\-as little iraterst:dc variation in participation rates (varying from a lou 1 1.4% in 
'Tasmanil: and thc ACT combined to a high of 20.9% in South Australia). Ifowever, 
thcrc M ~ S  mashccii variation in those paid Ibr their participation varying fi-om 67.6% in 
thc N 1' to 15.4% in NSW).' This suggests that in situations where arts inti-astructure 
has been 1~>11g-esttzbiishcd (see Attachriacnt 2) paid Indigenous arts practice is more 
lilicly to ilourish. 

Hn the ibllokiing section, I attempt to provide some commentary on each of the 
Inquiry's sexes terms of reference. I recognize that inany of the issues raised are 
complcs. but also rccogtzi~c that dllcre is a tradcoff between readability and dctailcd 
comprehensi \ encss. 

Tire c~it.i+cw/ J ize cvvrd ,A w i e  ( I / '  I u,vh.di~c 5 /udigenoz/,c t9is z d  urts and crufi ,rector 
Plstimatiilg the size anci scale of the sector is extraordinarily diflicult and can yield 
highly Lariublc r~sults. ,in initial problem is defining the sector: is the Indigenous 
visual arts sector that proportion of the total visual arts sector that comprises 
Incligznoils artists, and if so. what instruments exist to make such an enumeration? 
Such a definition might also ignore Indigenous ownership of whole or retail outlets or 
join1 ottnership of such outlets. And \\-hat measures should be used to estimate size 
and scale. Dollars returns to artists is problematic because the size of the sector is 
u~~derst:ifecl a M c  o~ erall hdigcnous art turnovcr is cqually problematic because 
much of thc I aluc ackiecl accrucs to non-Indigenous people owing to t l~c  number of 

' Ilavici 3 11; (lib> m d  Vir~inlii 1 i t ~ ~ i ~ t e r ,  /jot7 I (;ive 17) YOIW D L I ,  ,/oh -117 Econct~rl~~ ~ t u c ! ~  o f  
Iyroje~ md A; r i r l h  rn I: l , i i  ciiul (l ilc Au\tidl~d C O L I I ~ ~ ,  Sydney, 3003) 

Jon Altman (chair) The Aboriginal Arts and Cmjh Induslrj~ Report oJ the Rei iewJ Commrltec. 
(Australian Gos ernment F~~biisbing Service, Canberra, 1989, p. 34). 

Jon Alman, GeoE Buchanan and Nicholas Biddle 'The real "real" economy in remote Australia' in 
B. I Hwiltpr (ed,) A S S ~ S S I M ~  the Evidence on Indiyctzozrs Socio-economic Ozrtcoines A Foctrs on  he 2002 
NATSiSS (ANU E Press, Canbema. 2006, 139-152). See also Cultural Ministers Council Statistical 
Working Group. 46uriginal and TOT res St'traif Islander Austral~un~: Invoivernent rn urls and culture 
(Awtraiia's Culture No. 16. DCITA, Canberra, 2006). 






















