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ABSTRACT

Despite ample international literature regarding the school-to-prison pipeline,
juvenile justice researchers in the Australian context have remained relatively
silent about this phenomenon. While there are considerable studies investigating
the criminological characteristics of juvenile detention in Australia; there is a
substantial gap examining the educational exclusion of young Indigenous males
from the formal education system and whether this has a direct bearing on their
incarceration. In 1991 the Australian Federal Government released the Royal
Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody Report. Of the 339
recommendations provided, Recommendation 62 identified that there was an
alarming over-representation of Indigenous youth coming into contact with the
criminal justice system. Ultilising Nakata’'s Indigenous Standpoint Theory and
Gramsci’'s Theory of Hegemony, this study challenges the status quo of privilege
and power that exists within the hierarchical institutions of education and the
criminal justice system. A qualitative phenomenological approach and Yarning
method is employed to engage nine participants from the community to tell their
stories. Focussing specifically on a set of experiences relevant to Queensland
State Schools, the key research themes identify that exclusion from school and
the over-representation of young Indigenous males in the juvenile justice system
may be connected. The implications of this study could have a significant impact
on future research or policy direction for educators and those who work within

the criminal justice system.
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

Indigenous Australians — is used throughout this thesis to refer to both Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islander peoples. It is critical to acknowledge that Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander peoples are two distinct groups, ‘each practicing unique
traditions, retaining social, cultural, economic and political characteristics that are
distinct from those of the dominant societies in which they live’ (AIATSIS, 2018, np.)
It is imperative to note that Indigenous peoples have diverse life experiences and
educational opportunities dependent upon their circumstances. It is therefore
important to qualify that stereotypical signifiers should be avoided when considering

the findings of this research.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.0 Introduction

In 1991, the Federal government released the Royal Commission into Aboriginal
Deaths in Custody (RCIADIC) report. Whilst all States and Territories posited that
they would commit morally and financially to the adoption of the proposed 339
recommendations stemming from the inquiry, some States and Territories have
demonstrated a piecemeal approach to their implementation. The RCIADIC (1991)
resulted in a comprehensive report that examined the tragic circumstances of 99
Indigenous people who died while in police custody between January 1980 and May
1989. A key finding of the RCIADIC, Recommendation 62 identified a significant over-

representation of Indigenous juveniles in the criminal justice system.

Recommendation 62

That governments and Aboriginal organisations recognise that the problems
affecting Aboriginal juveniles are so widespread and have such potentially
disastrous repercussions for the future that there is an urgent need for
governments and Aboriginal organisations to negotiate together to devise
strategies designed to reduce the rate at which Aboriginal juveniles are involved
in the welfare and criminal justice systems and, in particular, to reduce the rate
at which Aboriginal juveniles are separated from their families and communities,
whether by being declared to be in need of care, detained, imprisoned or

otherwise (p.252).

In response to the findings, recommendations for justice reform and the development
of strategies to reduce the high incarceration rates of Indigenous youth within the
prison system were identified as critical (Cuneen & McDonald, 1997; Royal
Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody, 1991). Since the report was handed

down incarceration rates for Indigenous peoples have increased substantially over the
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past decades and deaths in custody continue to occur at an alarming rate (Australian
Bureau of Statistics, 2018; Australian Law Reform Commission, 2017). With the
exception of findings presented in the RCIADIC report there has been minimal
research which has investigated the educational explanations for the high
incarceration rates of Indigenous Australians and there is a growing disparity between

Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples who encounter the criminal justice system.

There is an increasing volume of international literature indicating that those from
minority groups, particularly young males who are excluded from schools are more
likely to enter into the criminal justice system (Owusu-Bempah, Kanters, Druyts, Toor,
Muldoon, Farquhar & Mills, 2014; Rios, 2010; Rudin, 2007; Warde, 2012). While there
is international literature addressing the school to prison pipeline (Mallet, 2016;
Mittleman, 2017; Raufu, 2017) there is minimal literature addressing the link between
these two phenomena here in Australia. Proportionately, there are significantly higher
numbers of Indigenous children suspended or permanently excluded from state
education in Queensland compared to their non-Indigenous counterparts, and more
so for Indigenous males (Department of Education Queensland, 2018). The key task
of this thesis is to present research which contributes to this significant gap in the
literature. Taking into consideration the stark findings of the RDIADC report, this thesis
will investigate the school-to-prison pipeline with an effort to understand the
educational experiences of Indigenous boys prior to incarceration in Queensland,
Australia. This research has been undertaken with Indigenous adults who support

young Indigenous males on a daily basis.

1.1 Statement of Problem and Rationale

Transgenerational trauma (Atkinson, 2003) and socio-economic disadvantage for
many Indigenous Australians has been an ongoing crisis since colonisation
(Beresford, 2012; Bodkin-Andrews & Carlson, 2016; Norris, 2001; Paradies, 2005).
Many Indigenous Australians experience socio-economic disadvantage across a
range of determinants, such as health, housing, education, employment and justice



(J. Atkinson, Nelson & C. Atkinson, 2010; Steering Committee for the Review of
Government Service Provision, 2014; Weatherburn, Snowball & Hunter, 2006).
Identifying how the education system, schools and educators can play a role in
improving these economic factors through understanding how they impact upon
Indigenous families and children is critical in order to make positive long-lasting

change to the socio-economic fabric of Australian society.

Educational disadvantage for Indigenous people can be traced back to discriminatory
policies enacted by Federal and State Governments, up till the early 1970’s. These
policies have had a profound effect on the continuing inequality that exists for many
Indigenous Australians (Guenther, Bat & Osborne, 2013; Gunstone, 2012; Rowse,
2012). Young Indigenous children who experience intergenerational trauma can find
it difficult to engage in mainstream schooling (Hertel & Johnson, 2013; Howard, 2018).
Engagement may be difficult due to discriminatory policies which have had a direct
bearing on children’s families. Males in particular are suspended, excluded or ‘pushed
out’ of the school system at inordinate levels and the complex reasons for this
occurrence have not been fully investigated in Australia (Graham, 2018; Purdie &
Buckley, 2010). This research investigates the educational experiences for
Indigenous boys in the state education system of Queensland and aims to identify
whether these experiences link to their over-representation in the juvenile justice

system.

Queensland is a state located on the Eastern seaboard of Australia. This research
has been conducted just outside the capital of Brisbane, Queensland in the Moreton

Bay regional area (see, Figure 1.1).
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Figure 1.1 Map of Queensland, Australia, identifying the Moreton Bay Regional Area. (Source:
Queensland Government Statisticians Office, 2016).

Literature from Canada and the United States provide evidence of a relationship
between systemic exclusion from school and higher incarceration rates of Indigenous
Canadian and African American young males (Gregory, Skiba & Noguera, 2010;
Losen and Martinez, 2013; Owusu-Bempah et al., 2014). In the United States
research reveals that young males from minority groups who experience exclusion
from education are much more likely to experience incarceration, with one in three

young African American males ending up in prison during their lifetime

While there has been a decrease in criminal activity within the United States and
Canada, it is interesting to note that more prison facilities are being built (Gramlich,
2018; Keighley, 2017). From the early 1970’s to the year 2000 the number of prison
facilities in the United States climbed from 511 to nearly 1,663. Most of these were
built in conservative southern towns that welcome the establishment of new prisons
since economic downturns have been experienced in these regions. For many, these
prisons offer the hope of employment, however privatization of the prison system is a
contentious issue where some believe that profit comes before rehabilitation. Eason
(2017) indicates that the United States spent approximately $55 billion on correctional

services in 2014 alone, and although supporting economic improvements in small
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towns, this was a significant expense for taxpayers (Eason, 2017). In 2011, Canada’s
conservative government also budgeted for the building of several new mega prison
facilities similar to those in the United States, as well as an expansion to those in
existence. Although the incidence of crime in Canada was decreasing at the time,
harsher longer-term penalties were being handed out by the courts (Blaze-Carlson,
2011). In Ottawa, Canada it was recently announced that there would be an expansion
to an established prison facility, apparently to reduce overcrowding. However, it was
noted that many of those who were incarcerated within this facility were dealing with
mental health and drug rehabilitation issues that were not being addressed within
mainstream society (Seymour, 2017). Rather than allocating funding to alleviate the
social and economic issues faced by many of its citizens, some governments are
‘resolving’ this situation by choosing to build more carceral establishments to detain

citizens for relatively minor criminal or drug related offences.

Comparatively, in Australia, an increase in juvenile criminal activity is constantly being
presented as a pre-eminent election issue by conservative politicians and media
organisations, even though statistics show that juvenile crime is decreasing (Richards,
2011). Between 2015 and 2017 there was a decrease in juvenile offender rates for all
Australian states and territories except Western Australia and Tasmania (Australian
Bureau of Statistics, 2018). There is a current ideological position which advocates for
a ‘get tough on crime’ policy across Australian states and territories, which is
concerning (see, Cunneen, 2016; Lovell, Guthrie, Simpson & Butler, 2018; Willingham
& Oaten, 2018). In Queensland, while the sitting Labor government has advocated
for a more holistic justice re-investment approach to youth crime (Farmer, 2018), the
opposing conservative government has indicated that if elected they will build two new
juvenile detention facilities in Queensland (Bavas & O’Brien, 2017) indicating a move

towards further incarceration of youth, rather than seeking solutions for prevention.

While there has been much research addressing the intensification of the carceral
state in America (see, Eisen, 2018; Gotschalk, 2014; Palacios, 2016; Simon, 2007),
little discussion has taken place in Australia about what escalating incarceration rates
mean for future populations of minority groups who are incarcerated at higher rates
than any other demographic. While law enforcement is currently being addressed in

a castigatory fashion, there can be no doubt that the high social, economic and moral
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costs for its citizens will require exigent investigation. The access to equitable
education for all people in Australian society has significant implications for Australia’s

future public spending and the socio-economic well-being for all of its citizens.

This research is of critical importance because Australia’s Indigenous peoples are
coming into contact with the legal system at much higher rates than their non-
Indigenous counterparts (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2009; Weatherburn, 2014).
Speaking directly with Indigenous adults who are working in education, social services
and youth justice within the community offers an opportunity to understand this issue

from an Indigenous perspective.

While young Indigenous males aged 10-17 years account for only five percent of
Australia’s population, they make up 50% of all of those children who come under
juvenile justice supervision (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2018). Of key
relevance to this study, two out of every three young people in Queensland’s juvenile
detention centres are Indigenous Australians. In Queensland state schools although
young Indigenous children make up just under ten percent of the student population,
they account for 20% of all student disciplinary absences (SDA’s). Allen and White-
Smith (2014) concede that,

Dismantling the school-to-prison pipeline for black males is a multifaceted
problem requiring a comprehensive approach. As part of a larger ecology of the
black male experience, we understand that schools are one of many institutions

and cultural formations that systematically marginalize black males (p.454).

This research seeks to address this knowledge gap by investigating the educational
experiences of Indigenous boys in the state education system of Queensland and aims
to identify whether their schooling experiences are associated with the high numbers
of Indigenous boys over-represented in the juvenile justice system. It will examine
what can be done to disrupt the ‘school to prison pipeline’ for young Indigenous males
and also considers the broader implications of providing a culturally responsive
schooling experience for young Indigenous males, with support from the Queensland
education system, its agents and community organisations. While it is not the intention
of this study, it would be appropriate for further research to be conducted regarding
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the disturbing rise in the over-representation of Indigenous women who are

incarcerated in Australia.

1.2 Current Indicators — State school disciplinary absence rates of
Indigenous students in Queensland

High rates of suspensions, exclusions and the disengagement of young Indigenous
males from Queensland state schools is a significant problem. Education can be a
decisive catalyst to address this issue and ensure the ongoing well-being of young
Indigenous males. To continue to dismiss the disengagement of at-risk young
Indigenous males from our education systems is negligent, not only on the part of
governments, but schools as their agents (and educators). Figures 1.2 and 1.3 show
the number of Indigenous and non-Indigenous children who are given a school
disciplinary absence (SDA) in Queensland state schools. School disciplinary absence
is a process used by school principals to exclude students from school for specific
periods of time. These graphs indicate the five categories that principals use to
determine how students will be disciplined for minor and major school infringements,
as well as the use of out of school charge, suspensions, which gives principals the
option to exclude students on the grounds of a criminal charge or conviction. These
categories include one to ten days for a short suspension; 11-20 days for a long
suspension; exclusion; cancellation of enrolment and charge suspension, which
relates to students who are charged with a criminal offense and wish to return to

school.
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Figure 1.2 Indigenous students receiving a School Disciplinary Absence in Queensland
State schools by year level - 2017. (Source: Adapted from Education Queensland Data,
2018.)
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Figure 1.3 Non-Indigenous students receiving a School Disciplinary Absence in Queensland
state schools by year level — 2017. (Source: Adapted from Education Queensland Data,
2018.)

Upon further analysis it is evident in Figures 1.1 and 1.2 that in the middle year levels,

which encompasses key transition points of secondary school, both Indigenous and

non-Indigenous students in years seven, eight and nine, receive the highest amount

of short suspensions of all year levels from prep to Year 12. However, Indigenous

students are over-represented in all of three of these year levels receiving both short
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suspensions (1-10 days) and long suspensions (11-20 days). The highest cancellation
of enrolment occurs in Year 11 for both Indigenous students and their non-Indigenous
peers, with Indigenous students accounting for 192 students who receive a
cancellation of enrolment and non-Indigenous students at 571 respectively.
Indigenous students are significantly over-represented in receiving SDA’s within the
Queensland state school system across most year levels (Department of Education
Queensland, 2018). Whilst these figures reveal the disciplinary absence rates of both
Indigenous and non-Indigenous males and females, research indicates that boys from
minority groups are more likely to be suspended or excluded than their female
counterparts (Hemphill, Toumbourou, Herrenkohl, McMorris & Catalano, 2006;
Hemphill, et. al, 2012; Skiba, 2000; Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002).

Queensland Education Minister, Kate Jones, cited in an article by journalist Sarah
Vogler from The Sunday Mail in 2015 was concerned about the significant increase of
children being excluded from the state education system in Queensland since the
introduction of harsher disciplinary penalties, with no right of appeal by students or
their parents. Jones indicated that there needed to be some investigation into the
rising statistics of young people being excluded and suggested that there should be

alternative education options for such students.

In her research, Graham (2018) questions the impact of changes to state government
policy around suspension and exclusion of students from Queensland state schools,
highlighting that there has been a considerable increase in the number of students
who are now receiving SDA’s particularly in the preparatory year and in year seven,
both of which are important transition phases for children attending school. It has also
been established that many children who receive SDA’s, also experience greater
socio-economic disadvantage, have a disability, or are identified as Indigenous
(Beauchamp 2012; Graham, 2018; Losen & Gillespie 2012).

Freire (1972) suggests that from the commencement to the completion of their

schooling many young people feel like they are silenced and dealing with the enemy.

Freire’s ideology is particularly relevant within the space of this research, as he

proposes that, “students, as they are increasingly posed with problems relating to

themselves in the world and with the world, will feel increasingly challenged and
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obliged to respond to that challenge” (p.54). It is within this context that those young
Indigenous males who continue to be culturally marginalised and subjugated within
school communities, continuously find themselves excluded from education, by
challenging the dominant system through whatever means necessary. Freire (1972)
submits that it is the structure of our society which needs changing, not those who are
present within it - it is within this social, theoretical framework that this thesis is

situated.

1.3 Current Indicators — Incarceration rates of young Indigenous
males in Queensland

In 2014, the Australian Human Rights Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Social
Justice Commissioner, Mick Gooda suggested that Indigenous Australians were more
likely to be in prison than retained within the education system (Gooda, 2014). In
2013, an Indigenous Member of Parliament, Bess Price suggested that prison was a
preferable place for young Indigenous people, because they would be fed, have a
place to sleep, be drug free and could live in safety. Waters (2015) and Georgatos
(2016) strongly disagreed with this assertion and suggest that social exclusion, poor
educational outcomes and economic disadvantage for young Indigenous people were
significant contributing factors that lead to Indigenous children’s over-representation
in the prison system. Both Georgatos (2016) and Waters (2015) condemned the
simplistic proposition that youth detention was a suitable place for Indigenous children
and argued that this was not the solution to support or rehabilitate Indigenous children.
The continued incarceration of children who are experiencing poverty, homelessness,

health issues or trauma, is a poor indictment on Australian society.

In 2018, imprisonment rates of Indigenous peoples did notimprove. The national adult
prison rate for Indigenous peoples was 11,963 persons. This is an overall increase of
one percent, from 2017 and indicates an increase of 552 Indigenous persons in 2018
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2018). Queensland, New South Wales and Western
Australia incarcerate the highest percentage of Indigenous peoples in Australia, with
Queensland accounting for the second highest at 23% or 2,792 persons.
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For young Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians aged between 10 and 17
years, the national statistics are alarming, as Indigenous youth were identified as being
24 times more likely than their non-Indigenous counterparts to be in detention
(Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2017). Queensland statistics fair no better
and identify that there appears to be incongruent criminal sentencing of young
Indigenous males. Although Figures 1.4, 1.5 and 1.6 do not indicate the ratio of
Indigenous males to females who are in juvenile detention, it is known that the majority
are young males and a disproportionate number of these are young Indigenous males
(Australian Institute of Health & Welfare, 2018). Overall, national statistics showed
that the detention rate of young Indigenous and non-Indigenous people as 24 to 1

respectively.

Indigenous
10%

\ Non-Indigenous
" 90%

Figure 1.4 Queensland population — Indigenous & non-Indigenous children
aged 10-17 years, 2017-2018. (Source: Adapted from Education Queensland
Data, 2018.)

Figure 1.4 shows that the population of Indigenous students attending Queensland
state primary and secondary schools in the 2017-18 period was ten percent of the total
state school population while non-Indigenous students accounted for 90%. In
contrast, Figure 1.5 illustrates that during the 2015-16 period Indigenous children
accounted for 55% of all young people incarcerated in Queensland’s two youth
detention centres. While caution should be exercised due to the relatively small cohort
of Indigenous children, it is worth noting that Indigenous children are significantly over-
represented within the juvenile justice system in Queensland, particularly, Indigenous

boys.
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45%

Figure 1.5 Queensland population — Indigenous & non-Indigenous children aged
10- 17 years incarcerated in 2015-2016. (Source: Adapted from the Australian
Institute of Health & Welfare: Youth justice fact sheet no. 78, 2015-16.)

Young people in detention during the year by age for
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Figure 1.6 Non-Indigenous and Indigenous young people in detention in
Queensland by age, 2016-2017. (Source: Adapted from the Australian Institute of
Health & Welfare: Youth justice fact sheet no. 78, 2015-16.)

Of significance, Figure 1.6 presents comparative data from the 2016-17 period of
young people in detention by age group. It shows that in the 10-13 age group
Indigenous young people accounted for more than double those non-Indigenous
children held in detention. The data also highlights that those in the 14-17 age group
represented the largest number of children incarcerated during this period, correlating
with the earlier graph that identifies Indigenous children in the same age group
receiving school disciplinary absences. The data illustrates that while non-Indigenous
children account for only 325 young people held in detention, Indigenous children

made up a significantly higher number at 482 children held in detention during the
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same period. As the criminal justice supervision' rate of young Indigenous peoples
rose from 15 to 18 times that of non-Indigenous youth between 2012 and 2017 (AIHW,

2018) these statistics exemplify the urgency and importance of this research.

1.4 Significance of the study

According to a Queensland government inquiry into the educational opportunities for
Indigenous students, the House of Representatives Standing Committee of
Indigenous Affairs (2017) maintains that from 2011 to 2016 ‘Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander enrolments grew by 23.9%, compared with 8.6 percent for all students’
in Queensland, and this will increase exponentially over the coming decade. With a
predicted increase in the numbers of young Indigenous people attending Queensland
schools in the coming years, it is important to address the causes behind the high
numbers of young Indigenous males suspended, excluded or disengaged from their
principal schooling years. If not, we could expect to see more young Indigenous males
excluded from future employment opportunities and possibly even higher numbers in

the school to prison pipeline.

A set of recommendations will be provided at the conclusion of this research for the
consideration of the Queensland Education Department, schools and educators (see
section 9.2). They are designed to offer critical information that may be adopted by
Indigenous and non-Indigenous community organisations in order to provide or
reconsider service delivery in this space. The implementation of some or all of these
recommendations may provide an avenue to address the stated problem of exclusion
from school and over-representation in juvenile detention of Indigenous boys. While
some of these recommendations may be implemented immediately, others will require
more time to develop and will rely on the formation of relational and respectful

partnerships between all entities for this to occur.

1 There are two different categories of Youth Justice Supervision - Unsentenced: Home-detention bail,
supervised or conditional bail, and Sentenced: Parole or supervised release, probation or similar suspended
detention.
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The recommendations and findings will be shared with the Indigenous community that
has supported the study. They will also be made available to government bodies and
other community organisations who seek to question particular components within the
current state education system in Queensland and redefine what a genuine culturally
supportive schooling experience might look like. In turn, it is anticipated that the
solutions offered will provide an opportunity for Indigenous boys to achieve at the
highest level of educational attainment and reduce their over-representation in the

Queensland juvenile justice system.

1.5 Primary research questions

After conducting a thorough review of the literature pertaining to young Indigenous
males and their experiences within both the education and juvenile justice systems,
the following four key questions were developed as the key foci of this doctoral
research. These questions were asked of Indigenous community representatives

employed in education, youth justice and social services.

Q1. How do Indigenous community representatives employed in education, youth
justice and social services understand the educational experiences of young

Indigenous males?

Q2. What is the relationship between Indigenous males aged 10 to 17 years who
are suspended/excluded from state schooling and their over-representation in

Queensland’s youth detention?

Q3. How do economic and social barriers affect school completion rates of young

Indigenous males?

Q4. What are the internal and external support strategies that may reduce the
numbers of young Indigenous males who are suspended or excluded from

schools?

Each question will be addressed individually in Chapter Eight. Importantly, the
findings will contribute to a body of knowledge that will provide methods to improve

the schooling experiences of young Indigenous males, and also advance the policy
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and decision making processes of Education Queensland, schools leaders and

classroom teachers.

1.6 Research Design — participants and data collection

Before the commencement of the research, ethical consent was given by the
University of Technology Sydney Human Research Ethics Committee (refer to
Appendix A). The process of this approval was stringent and required explanation as
to how the research would maintain culturally respectful procedures and in what ways
the research would be of benefit to the Indigenous community where the study was
taking place. This research also recognised and encompassed the ethical principles,
standards and guidelines of section 4.7 in the (National Health and Medical Research
Council, 2018) which acknowledges that in areas where the study may be particularly
sensitive, in this case, research conducted with Indigenous peoples, the researcher
must take this aspect into consideration and follow respectful protocols throughout the
research process. This study complied with the six core values of the Ethical conduct
in research with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Peoples and communities:
Guidelines for researchers and stakeholders (2018) identified as, Spirit and Integrity,

Reciprocity, Respect, Equity, Cultural Continuity and Responsibility.

This research was grounded in relationships with people from the Indigenous
community over a considerable period of time, as a result of engagement and
collaboration with Community in the areas of education disparities evident in schooling
and providing socially just opportunities for Indigenous children within the community.
By engaging in ongoing mutually respectful dialogue and by privileging Indigenous
voices and Indigenous Standpoints, relational connections have been established
throughout this study. It was critical to move beyond Eurocentric practices of colonial-
settler research practices and find ways to foreground Indigenous Knowledges, beliefs
and experiences relative to the study. It was vital then, that reflective consideration
was given to the motivation and the reasoning behind the research, and the ways in

which this study would be decolonised.
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All participants had experience working with or supporting young Indigenous males in
their professional employment capacity and or personal lives. Participants’
standpoints were varied, in that, they worked across wide-ranging sectors of
education, juvenile justice, social work and with Indigenous and non-Indigenous
support agencies. Participants were recruited by making initial contact with the
Moreton Bay Murri Elders network who gave support for the study and advised that
certain people may be interested in taking part in the research. The people identified
were initially contacted by email or telephone and then an invitation to take partin the

study was sent to each of the ten prospective participants.

Ten participants, all of whom identified as Indigenous peoples took part in the study.
One of the participants withdrew at the end of the interview process. During the
interview process this participant became visibly emotional and once the interview had
concluded he requested that the information which he had provided not be used in the
study. It was agreed with the participant that any information provided would not be
included at any stage of the research process or in any future research. The
participant was asked if any further counselling or support was required, and it was
indicated to that this was not necessary. The participant was provided with contact

details of culturally safe support services if needed.

Data for this study was collected through a yarning process which encompassed the
use of fifteen semi-structured questions. These questions were divided into three
categories: General, Education/Legal and Community Support. Robust, in-depth
discussions took place with the interviewees, each of whom selected a secure and
safe space for the interviews to occur. Initially the research was to include a focus
group session with community members, but this idea was abandoned to protect the
possible identification of vulnerable children and their families during group

conversations.

Further elaboration on the engagement process of participants, the instrumentation
used to collect the data and the procedures that were followed is expanded upon in
Chapter Four.
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1.7 Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework underpinning this research was based upon Nakata's
Indigenous Standpoint Theory (IST) and Gramsci’s Theory of Hegemony. Both these
theorist’s philosophical principles are grounded in the concepts of equity, social justice,
emancipation and the examination of constructs of social and economic power.
Lysaght (2011) emphasized the requirement of classifying the theoretical framework

for a doctoral thesis study, suggesting that,

A researcher’s choice of framework is not arbitrary but reflects important
personal beliefs and understandings about the nature of knowledge, how it exists
(in the metaphysical sense) in relation to the observer, and the possible roles to
be adopted, and tools to be employed consequently, by the researcher in his/her
work (p.572).

Both Nakata and Gramsci offer critiques into the ways in which power is distributed or
withheld by dominant societal groups disposed to maintaining power structures that
support their own agendas. The literature presented in Chapter Two, and the
theoretical perspectives highlighted in Chapter Three, identify that Indigenous
Australians have been maintaining resistance since invasion of the colonisers. As
Lippmann (1994) contended, resistance is not merely aligned to physical resistance
of the invaders, but also relates to Indigenous people’s intellectual resistance to be
subsumed into ‘white society’ and in doing so relinquish their Indigeneity in the

process. Lippmann (1994) stated that Indigenous peoples,

...have become increasingly assertive and consciously proud over the years,
using the political ploys of their opponents to turn against them, recapturing their
history, fighting to obtain international support and taking on the role of educators
of the white community as to the value of their culture and the centrality of their
land (p.166).

Nakata’'s Indigenous Standpoint Theory offers a theoretical foundation which

acknowledges the stories told within the literature presented in Chapter Two, and

promotes the voices of the participants in Chapters, Five, Six and Seven that challenge
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the socio-economic inequities which exist for many Indigenous peoples. Nakata
(2007) maintains that Indigenous Standpoint Theory is, “distinct form of analysis and
is itself both a discursive construction and an intellectual device to persuade others

and elevate what might not have been a focus of attention by others” (p.11).

A discrete lack of mainstream educational opportunities for many Indigenous peoples,
is a continuing aspect that is reflected within the parameters of this thesis. As such,
these lack of opportunities are foregrounded, investigated and examined in the
contexts of Indigenous Standpoint Theory and the contemporary disparities still

experienced by many Indigenous children attending mainstream schools.

While Gramsci may present a Western epistemological view, and his work is not
specifically constructed within an Indigenous context, for this thesis the works of
Gramsci have specific relevance. Gramsci addresses one of the key aspects of
resistance to colonialism through his examination of Cultural Hegemony, and provides
insights into the ways in which dominant groups exert their power within all sections
of society, including the education and prison systems. He identifies the ways in which
power then goes on marginalise certain groups within society through deep-rooted
systemic inequity. Gramsci’s Theory of Hegemony (1971) considers the ways in which
hegemonic control is maintained through ‘the apparatus of state coercive power which
“legally” enforces discipline on those groups who do not “consent” either actively or
passively. Gramsci (1971) contended that, States who endeavour to establish and
uphold a particular kind of civil society and citizen and in the process vanquishes all
others, will use the legal system, together with other institutional entities such as the
school system to ensure that power and control is preserved. Unlike Mignolo’s (2007)
suggestion that, Marxist ideology, “should be subsumed under de-colonial projects”
(p.164), for this study, it is believed that both Nakata’s and Gramsci’s theoretical
frameworks can be deemed complementary in the contestation and challenge of

current practices within the education and legal systems being examined.
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1.8 Limitations of the study

One of the limitations of this study was the inability to have direct access to interview
young Indigenous males aged 10-17 years, who had been excluded from schools and
who had also experienced juvenile incarceration. Attempting to obtain separate ethical
approvals from the University of Technology Sydney, the Department of Education
and the Department of Justice to interview Indigenous children within the limits of a
three-year PhD project was not deemed practicable. However, there is potential to
expand upon this study to include young Indigenous males in future research,

particularly in a national study within a Postdoctoral Fellowship.

This research does not intend (ordinarily) to have generalizable findings, but to reflect
deep, rich, storied discoveries which illuminate professional experiences of the
Indigenous participants who support young Indigenous males within the community.
Naturalistic generalization, although not always considered a key factor of qualitative
research, can however be used in a limited capacity on the basis of similarity (Johnson
& Christensen, 2012). It is also anticipated that based upon the findings of this
research, those wishing to investigate, develop or instigate new policy relating to

suspensions and exclusions from schools will greatly benefit from the data.

1.9 Overview of the Research

Chapter One has addressed the statement of the problem, identifying that young
Indigenous males are over-represented in both exclusion from school and juvenile
incarceration in Queensland. It highlights the issue of disparity for some Indigenous
children across social and economic structures and maintains that dominant public
bureaucracies, such as the schooling and legal system, uphold power, thereby
restricting the rights and self-determination of Indigenous peoples. Drawing on the
theoretical underpinnings of Nakata (2007) and Gramsci (1971), this chapter
suggested that although these inequitable power structures do exist, Indigenous
peoples consistently resist these dominant ideologies to achieve self-determination
and emancipation. The four research questions are proffered, and the engagement
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of participants were discussed. A brief outline was given of the research instrument

and the research design procedures used for this study.

Chapter Two will provide a comprehensive overview of the historical discriminatory
policies enacted by governments since invasion, with a focus on education and the
punitive implementation of many policies. This chapter then specifically addresses
systems of education and how principals and teachers have enormous opportunities
to change the outcomes for Indigenous children with regard to supporting inclusive
teaching practices, which may also assist with the prevention of school exclusion for
Indigenous boys. This is followed by an exploration of the current legal system, which
includes, surveillance, over-policing and high arrest rates and how this may negatively
impact upon the well-being of young Indigenous males.

Chapter Three details the theoretical approaches adopted for this research. An
examination of Indigenous research paradigms is considered exploring the
decolonisation of Western theoretical perspectives. This is followed by a discussion
which examines the theoretical perspectives of Nakata’s (2007) Indigenous
Standpoint Theory and Gramsci’s (1971) theory on cultural hegemony. Finally, the
chapter provides an overview of how a non-Indigenous researcher is located and
researches within the liminal space of this study.

Chapter Four explicates the research design and methods used for this research. An
examination of Rigney’s (1999) three principles of Indigenist Research is considered
to identify the ways in which colonialist practices can become deconstructed. It
exposes how certain privileges exist within the academy of research. This is followed
by a discussion about the methodology used to conduct the research, highlighting that
a phenomenological, transformative research approach was considered the most
appropriate for this enquiry. Finally, a detailed discussion on the methods used to
collect the data is presented, which includes the importance of following ethical
protocols.

The thesis then presents the data analysis component across three separate chapters
— Five, Six and Seven. Chapter Five presents the data analysis relating to the socio-
economic and cultural determinants that affect the school completion rates of young

20



Indigenous males. Theoretical concepts are explored within this analysis, elaborating
on the findings identifying that individual and systemic inequities are being
experienced by Indigenous boys attending mainstream schools. Three specific areas
are also analysed in this chapter - social and economic well-being of family; health

issues; and, the self-determination and identity of Indigenous boys.

Chapter Six provides an overview of the contemporary educational experiences of
Indigenous boys. Explanations are given as to why Indigenous boys are suspended
or excluded from schools, and the care or support that is provided when this occurs.
Also offered in this chapter are the findings which relate to the provision of appropriate
learning environments and the identification of educational priorities for Indigenous
boys. The cultural capacity of educators is also explored highlighting the
consequences of limited on-going professional learning opportunities for educators to
embed Indigenous perspectives, build their own cultural capacity, and provide

culturally relevant curriculum.

Chapter Seven presents analysis of three important aspects identified by participants
as crucial to understanding the overall educational experience of Indigenous boys. In
particular, it addresses the issues for those who are at risk of disengaging or who are
returning to school from juvenile detention. In-school support services, transitioning
back into schooling after incarceration and support services made available by

community organisations is addressed.

Chapter Eight discusses the overall findings of the research presented in Chapters
Five, Six and Seven. A discussion is offered that identifies the existing knowledge
gaps relative to this research inquiry. This chapter highlights the key findings
regarding the theoretical principles of power, hegemony and racism as discussed in
Chapter Three. The four primary research questions are then answered, considering

the literature and theoretical ideations of the study.

Finally, Chapter Nine offers a list of recommendations along with implications for future
research. These recommendations are based upon the findings of this study and are
presented to support young Indigenous males to remain at school and receive an
equitable education that values and respects their Indigeneity, culture, self-
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determination and emancipation. Suggestions for future research are offered as a

result of information garnered from this research.
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CHAPTER TWO

“WE ASKED: HOW DO YOU WINNOW? TEACH US?” (llyatjari, 1998)

2.0 Introduction

The previous chapter presented the central foci of this thesis, emphasising the
necessity to examine the educational experiences of young Indigenous males prior to
incarceration. It also highlighted the need to investigate the connection between the
high disengagement, suspension and exclusion rates of young Indigenous males from
mainstream schooling, as well as their subsequent over-representation within the

juvenile justice system.

Chapter Two will now provide a comprehensive review of the literature, commencing
with Section 2.1 which focuses on the historical contexts of educational experiences
of Indigenous children pre-invasion and the ensuing colonising processes. The
collaboration between State and church, the forced removal of Indigenous children
from their families, and the impacts experienced from this policy decision will also be
investigated. Teased out within this section are the historical over-arching government
policies, which have led to the hegemonic subjugation of Indigenous peoples since the
arrival of the First Fleetin 1788. By examining the practices and policies implemented
by the colonial oppressors during this period, we can understand the deliberate
fracturing of First Nations peoples’ way of life and the present-day consequences of
such dogmas. When analysing the concept of ‘education’ for Indigenous peoples,
research is commonly measured from a neo-colonial, post-invasion framework — rarely
from the standpoints of Indigenous peoples themselves. Historically, governments or
their agents (schools) have given little consideration to equitable ‘education’ for
Indigenous children. It is only within the last 30 years or so that socially just and
equitable policies have begun to be developed and implemented. However, very little
has been considered from an Indigenous standpoint in mainstream schools across the
nation (S. Phillips, J. Phillips, Whatman & McLaughlin, 2007).

23



Section 2.2 will draw upon relevant scholarly literature to discuss the contemporary
educational experiences of Indigenous youth within mainstream education, particularly
with a focus on Queensland. This section reviews the literature from a contemporary
perspective; exploring the education of Indigenous youth in mainstream schooling and
specifically focuses on the experiences of young Indigenous males. The critical
investigation of these educational experiences illustrates that the recent policies
implemented by the Department of Education in Queensland, may have a direct
impact upon young Indigenous males and possibly lead to further disengagement,

suspension and exclusion from schools.

The deculturation of Indigenous students will then be discussed, emphasising that
most schooling experiences for Indigenous children are in fact culturally deficit, as
many teachers lack cultural capacity. Itis fundamental that teachers have the cultural
capacity to teach Indigenous students (Perso, 2012). Seldom offered, is the
availability of culturally safe spaces for Indigenous children and youth. As Bin-Sallik
(2003) points out, cultural safety, “empowers individuals and enables them to
contribute to the achievement of positive outcomes” (p.21). This chapter will then
argue that Indigenous students take with them into schools and into classrooms their
own cultural values, belief systems and practices on a daily basis. It will show how
these students are then required to negotiate their duality within a culturally void
space, generally requiring them to leave behind their Indigenous standpoints and
worldviews at the school gate. While some effort has been made to improve cultural
inclusivity across the National curriculum, the schooling space and curriculum
continues to be specifically designed to educate the dominant Eurocentric cultural

group within Australian society.

At home, many young Indigenous males are given autonomy and independence in
their own decision-making processes from an early age but are then expected to act
in a certain way when engaged in Western systems of education. This can lead to
confusion and behavioral issues for those who do not see their independence, cultural
values or attitudes represented or valued within the ‘normalised’ curriculum in
mainstream schooling. These behavioral issues can result in higher suspension,

exclusion, and disengagement rates for young Indigenous males, subsequently

24



causing an increased likelihood of having contact with the juvenile justice system
(Bourke, Rigby & Burden, 2000).

In Section 2.3 the discussion turns to the over-representation of young Indigenous
males in juvenile detention. The release of the Royal Commission into Aboriginal
Deaths in Custody Report (1991) nearly three decades ago was a catalyst for action.
However, it appears that instead of lowering incarceration rates for Indigenous
peoples, the opposite in fact has occurred. Disproportionate incarceration rates of
Indigenous youths are not a phenomenon particular to Australia. Demographically, in
Canada and New Zealand young Indigenous males are also over-represented in the
juvenile justice system. This chapter will then discuss the formidable incarceration
rates of Indigenous peoples in Australia and then narrow the foci towards young

Indigenous males in Queensland who are confined in juvenile detention.

The recent reforms to the Youth Justice and Other Legislation Amendments Bill (2014)
by the conservative Queensland Government is important when examining the over-
representation of Indigenous youth in Queensland. In this section, the incidences of
young Indigenous males having contact with policing operations at a significantly
higher rate than their non-Indigenous counterparts is dissected. These occurrences
result in higher charge and incarceration rates of young Indigenous males. Finally, the
literature on Indigenous led community support practices in Queensland will be
analysed, along with options available to assist successful re-engagement with family

and communities.

Finally, Section 2.4 will briefly summarise the literature discussed. It will also identify
the gaps in the literature, which this research seeks to address in relation to
disengagement, suspension and exclusion from education of young Indigenous males
in Queensland. The consequent over-representation of young Indigenous males in the

Queensland juvenile justice system is also discussed.
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2.1 An Historical Overview of Indigenous Education in Australia

2.1.1 Historical Educational Experiences of Indigenous Children

2.1.1.1 Pre-invasion Education

The way in which teaching, and learning took place within Indigenous Australian
cultures before invasion has been an uncommon topic of discussion in the literature
of non-Indigenous Australian scholars and academics. The absence of this inquiry
suggests that for the most part, researchers and educators have been content to rely
solely upon the historical premise that there was not much formal learning or education
taking place in Australia until Europeans arrived. Historically, precedence has been
given to the accounts and records of European colonisers who believed Indigenous
peoples to be ‘barbaric’ or ‘primitive’, living a ‘nomadic’ lifestyle, incapable of learning,
and requiring ‘civilizing’ so that they could exist in the newly forming ‘white’
invader/settler society (Pascoe, 2014; Gammage, 2012). This colonialist view is
clearly revealed in the 1837 historical account given in the Report of the Parliamentary
Select Committee on Aboriginal Tribes 1837 (RPSCAT) which specified that First

Nations peoples of Australia had no formal social structures whatsoever.

Passing to the case of the Australian colonies, it appears that on the eastern,
western and southern shores of New Holland, the British settlements are brought
into contact with aboriginal [sic] tribes, forming, probably, the least-instructed
portion of the human race in all the arts of social life (RPSCAT, 1837, p.125).

For unknown millennia, Indigenous peoples have existed pragmatically with the lands
and seas of the Australian continent. Colonisers who initially invaded and settled in
Australia were overcome with a harsh and challenging environment. The colonisers
believed that First Nations peoples wandered aimlessly without any consideration or
connection to the land (Broome, 2012). However, some historians now argue that
Indigenous peoples understood unreservedly their relationship with, and connection
to, the land and the seas and knew precisely what was required to ensure their survival
(see, Broome, 2010; Gammage, 2012; Pascoe 2014). Their continued occupation of

the land would suggest this this is the more likely explanation.
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Although often described as “semi-nomadic, hunter-gatherer” peoples, by non-
Indigenous researchers (see, Barber, Jackson, Dambacher and Finn, 2015). Pascoe
(2014) an Indigenous researcher and historian from the Bunurong clan of the Kulin
Nation, suggests that there is a need to re-visit the ideation of the prescribed ‘hunter-
gatherer’ paradigm. Pascoe (2014) argues that such agricultural practices were being
used by Indigenous peoples throughout many different regions of Australia, and that
long before Australia’s invasion, Indigenous communities were using these techniques
to ensure food availability, seasonally. Indigenous peoples carefully and knowingly
shaped the continent aided by fire to improve the quality of the milieu. In doing so,
Indigenous peoples increased the presence of specific flora and fauna to ensure their

continued livelihood (Broome, 2010; Gammage, 2012; Pascoe, 2014).

Based upon the writings of explorers and settlers, Pascoe insists that Indigenous
peoples had complex and sustainable agricultural and aqua-cultural systems and
techniques in place which supported a harmonious connection with the land and seas.
Although it is known that China has the first scribed documented records of aqua-
cultural farming techniques being used 4000 years ago, it has been determined by
researchers who have examined rock formations in coastal seas and inland lake areas
of Australia that Indigenous peoples of Australia were using judicious aqua-cultural
techniques and practices for perhaps 60,000 millennia or more (Australian Heritage
Database, 2013). Elaborate housing structures were built and used by Indigenous
communities throughout the continent, and large tracts of land accommodated
substantial agricultural practices. Pascoe (2014) also maintains that these practices
were not “isolated examples” and conversely uses first-hand diary accounts given by
many European explorers and colonial settlers throughout Australia to support his

proposition.

These systems of knowledges and practices continued to go unrecognised or
disregarded by non-Indigenous peoples. Handed down from generation to generation
by Indigenous peoples, for the many Indigenous societies of Australia, these
knowledge systems were a part of the interconnected educational processes
employed for thousands of years before the arrival of Europeans. Trudgett (2012)

suggests,
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We must not fall guilty of thinking that Indigenous Australians became ‘educated’
after the First Fleet sailed onto the shores of Botany Bay...As the First Nation
peoples, we had a deeply structured education system that had developed over

tens of thousands of years (np.).

It is impractical to compare the formal education system that was introduced by
Europeans upon arrival in Australia, with that of Indigenous systems of education.
Each system had unique characteristics which centred upon entirely different socio-
cultural practices. There is scope, however, for broadening our theoretical

perspectives about what is meant by ‘formal’ education.

Exploring the origins and theoretical concept of the word education allows for some
clarity. Education came from the Latin, educare meaning, to train or to mold and
educatio, to bring up or tutorage which then became education mid, 16" century. At
this time there was a belief that formal education could only take place within a school
or university setting. However, it may be argued that this position is notionally
inadequate in specific cultural settings. The Australian Oxford Dictionary defines

education as,

1. The act or process of educating or being educated; systematic
instruction

2. Particular kind of, or stage in education

3. (a) Development of character or mental powers
(b) Stage in, or aspect of this (Moore, 2007, p.349).

However, Welch, Konigsberg, Rochecouste and Collard (2015) argue in their critique

of the theorisation of education that,

Education is mostly thought of in institutional terms as formal schooling and as
an artefact of ‘advanced’ cultures (East or West). Both conceptions are false.
Aboriginal education is arguably the oldest form worldwide: perhaps 40,000 —
60,000 years old (p. 91).
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Nevertheless, general definitions of the concept of education include the processes
that transpired in the education of Indigenous children in Australia long before the
influx of Europeans. Negating and devaluing Indigenous Knowledge systems and
practices essentially established reasoning by Europeans that their knowledges,
systems and epistemological practices were superior to that of Indigenous peoples
(Burridge & Chodkiewicz, 2012). As Pascoe (2014) argues, “Europe was convinced

that its superiority in science, economy and religion directed its destiny” (p.51).

At the time of invasion Indigenous ontological and epistemological practices were
complex and highly developed. These practices played an integral part in both the
teaching and learning processes within Indigenous communities. Parents and the
community contributed to the education and growth of the community’s children and
observation and repetition were fundamental in the educational practices of
Indigenous peoples (Partington, 1998; Berndt & Tonkinson, 1988). Secular education
was non-existent within each community group, as spirituality permeated all cultural
aspects of life (Welch, 1988). Kinship structures were of great importance and
Indigenous Knowledges, stories, spirituality, Lore and Songlines were passed on from
one generation to the next, ensuring survival of the oldest living continuous culture on
the Earth (Cadzow, 2008; Partington, 1998; Trudgett, 2012; Welch et al., 2015).

The title of this Chapter privileges the voice of Nganyintja llyatjari, a Pitjantjatjara
woman from the Central Australian desert. llyatjari tells her story of learning in her
community, in her own language, which is transcribed into English. In her detailed
story relayed to Bill Edwards in 1982, Nganyintja llyatjari demonstrated the importance

of her educational experiences as a child.

As a child | lived at a place called Angatja. My father, mother, grandmother, older
brothers, aunts and uncles taught me there and | learned from them. We learned
by watching. We asked: ‘How do you winnow?’ Teach us (llyatjari, cited in
Edwards, 1998, pp.1-2).

They recalled storytelling and warnings from parents to be aware of dangerous
animals such as poisonous snakes, and the dances and songs learned at night. Once
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their work had been completed for the day, the girls would come together and play

games, imitating their mothers’ behaviours’.

llyatjari also spoke of the importance of listening and the significance of stories from
the land and the sacred places to which she was connected. The sciences of
astronomy and botany, rituals and ceremonies, and knowing that seasonal changes
were linked to food supply; these were all part of Nganyintja llyatjari’s childhood
learning experiences. According to Hart (1974) every aspect of Indigenous education

centres on spiritual beliefs.

llyatjari discussed women and girls using a stick to draw “symbols in the sand or soil
to represent people and places of the story. Sometimes leaves were placed on the
ground to represent the characters of the story” (llyatjari cited in Edwards, 1998, p.5).
These were the ways in which children learned about their “relationships and
behaviors” (Edwards, 1998, p.5). llyatjari also spoke of the many facets of education
that she received as a child offering a profound sense of self, a connectedness to her
spirituality and revealing a deep love of learning. Recollections of teaching and
learning within the Pitjantjatjara community identified the daily educational practices
that took place on country and within the contexts of the environment in which
Pitjantjatjara children were living. Nganyintja llyatjari’s recount of her early childhood,
demonstrates the importance of storytelling and passing knowledge on to future
generations so that they may understand and appreciate the important aspects of

social life and community connections through teaching and learning.

Oral traditions played an intrinsic part in the education of Indigenous children. Although
learning experiences were primarily expressed through oral communication, and
observation; imitation and kinaesthetic experiences were also a part of the educational
practices delivered to Indigenous children. In some areas of Australia today many
communities are now revitalizing language and cultural ways of life which had been
denied to Indigenous peoples for so long (Gaby, 2008; Walsh, 2005). For example,
the Mirima Dawang Woorlab-gerring Language and Culture Centre, located in
Kununurra in Western Australia is endeavouring to preserve and revitalise the
Miriwoong language, which is the language of the traditional owners of this region. In

the Northern Territory, the Ngukurr Language Centre, situated on Ngalakgan land is
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also striving to revitalise their languages through engagement with community
programs. Charles Sturt University is also revitalising the Wiradjuri language, offering

a Graduate Certificate in Language, Culture and Heritage.

Hart (1974) furthermore emphasizes the learning experiences of young boys and
explains that once boys reached the age of initiation, they left their mothers’ side to
become men. They developed their formal skills as “hunters, dancers and warriors”
who would become ‘guardians of the law’ (Hart, 1974, p.12). Partington (1998)

concurs, expressing,

Each young man would be ‘apprenticed’ to an older ‘master’ of ritual, dance, art,
or song. Usually this mentor was a close relative who would hand down the
traditional forms of skill and ritual to the learner who, in turn, would be entrusted

with preserving that part of the culture (p.14).

Indeed, colonisers did not recognise the complex educational systems that Indigenous
peoples had in place. Welch (1988) states that the colonial settlers, could simply not
make a connection with the educational practices employed by Indigenous peoples
because there were no school buildings, books or writing implements. Indigenous
peoples therefore did not meet the educational criteria to which Europeans were
accustomed. However, it could be argued that this view negated the idea that, school
buildings were established in caves or huts and writing tools that were used, were

ochre and sticks.

Invasion and settlement by Europeans meant that the educational practices of
Indigenous peoples were not only ignored but were dismantled in the processes of
colonisation. Non-Indigenous people could not understand that Indigenous education
‘was not so much a preparation for life, as an experience of life itself (Hart, 1974, p.
8). Indigenous peoples were considered inconsequential to the expansion of the
colony by the British (Partington, 1998) and this meant prolific change for Indigenous
peoples and the inimical contact by Europeans was set to annihilate Indigenous

peoples way of life and cultural existence.
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2.1.1.2 Colonisation and the First Native Institution

Colonisation meant control of the land and resources of Indigenous peoples. Although
Shaw (1977) argues that Great Britain seized the land as a penal colony, there is also
speculation that the intention was to take control of the resources of New Holland
(Australia). In doing so, it would irreparably determine the future for Indigenous
peoples in every aspect of their lives. The aim of the British was to ‘civilize’ the
Indigenous population by forcefully administering European educational and social
practices (Welch, 1988).

In the very early 1800’s in New South Wales (NSW) most schools for non-Indigenous
children were established and overseen by churches, with some small financial
support from the New South Wales government (Harris, 2001; Scrimgeour, 2006).
The government was not significantly involved in the education of Indigenous children
during early colonisation. However, this was soon to change and future collaboration
between church and state was to become imminent (Dorsett, 1995). This collaboration

will be explored further in the next section of this chapter.

Even before the first official proclamation to ‘educate and civilize’ Indigenous peoples
came from the London Colonial Office in the early 1820’s (Reynolds, 2005), Governor
Macquarie had already set up a school in 1814 for Indigenous children in the NSW
colony. This was known as the Parramatta ‘Native Institution’ that specifically aimed
to educate Indigenous children. Macquarie principally sought to civilize the natives
(Harrison, 2011) and his intention was to assimilate Indigenous children into ‘white’
culture. The education of Indigenous children focused on ensuring that they adopted
a Christian attitude and a Eurocentric way of life. Many of the children wanted to
return to their families and subsequently, the authorities declared this as a sign that
Indigenous children could not cope with formal schooling and deemed them to be not
intelligent enough to succeed (Partington, 1998). Although some children initially
attended the school voluntarily, many of the children were forcibly removed from their
families and Country. According to the Government and General Order (GGO)
document for the Establishment of the Native Institution, released by the civil
department in 1814, item 14 specified,
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That no Child, after having been admitted into the Institution, shall be permitted
to leave it, or be taken away by any Person whatever (whether Parents or other
Relatives) until such time as the Boys shall have attained the Age of Sixteen
Years, and the Girls Fourteen Years; at which Ages they shall be respectively
discharged (GGO, 1814, np.).

Historical records indicate that children as young as one year old were taken from their
families and held at the ‘Native institution’ (see Figure 2.1). Conversely, the
Government and General Order record states, “That this Institution shall be an Asylum
for the Native Children of both sexes, but no child shall be admitted under four, or
exceeding seven years of age” (GGO, 1814, np.). Hence, there is some discrepancy

between the establishment order and the actual practices by the Native Institution.

Maria Lock, who was one of four girls initially admitted to the institution in 1814 was of
the Boorooberongal clan of the Dharug peoples. Maria was confined at the Parramatta
Native Institution and would go on to surpass the low expectations of being merely
competent at needlework and domestic duties, as was the belief of those in charge.
Maria, however, would prove to be an outstanding student, receiving first prize for an
examination that was given to twenty Indigenous children and over 100 non-

Indigenous children in the colony (Parry, 2005).

Maria Lock’s achievements were celebrated by Macquarie as an outstanding success
story in Indigenous reform. Nonetheless, over the years many Indigenous children did
not remain at the school and either absconded or were taken back by their parents
and returned to Country, contrary to the regulations that insisted they stay at the

institution until they reached a particular age.

In all, there were four other ‘Native Institutions’ established over a period of fifteen
years, located in different parts of New South Wales. Although records show that
Macquarie intended ‘formal instruction’ for Indigenous children, and conceivably the
initial intention was to see Indigenous children advance in European education and
social norms, the ensuing agenda was much more ominous. The aim of Macquarie
was to ‘breed out’ the Aboriginality of these children (McGregor, 2000). It was hoped

that the longer children remained at school, away from their community and families
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that eventually they would forget about their customary ways of life. Although the
‘Native Institutions’ continued for only a short period of time, they would become the
catalyst not only for the educational segregation of Indigenous children, but inevitably

the assimilation of the ‘Stolen Generation’ into a Eurocentric way of life (Partington,
1998).
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Figure: 2.1 Parramatta Native Institution Admission List, 1814. (Watson, 2015)

Figure 2.1 indicates the names of those Indigenous children who were taken into the

Parramatta Native Institution in 1814. Maria Lock was the first child listed on the
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admission list since its commencement in 1814. While many remained at the
institution for long periods of time, the admission list shows that some of the children
absconded from the institution or were taken back by their parents. Tragically, the

document also records children who also died while in the care of the institution.

2.1.1.3 Protectionism and Segregation

In the early 1830’s, the government began to take a more determined approach to the
‘civilizing’ and ‘Christianisation’ of Indigenous peoples. This was partly related to the
increasing wars and skirmishes which were taking place between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous peoples, as the settlers of the colony continued to drive Indigenous
peoples further off their lands. The invading colonisers resisted any attempt by
Indigenous peoples to reclaim what was rightfully theirs. It was during this time in
Britain that the ‘Christian philanthropic movement’ aimed to ensure that the rights of
Indigenous peoples should be protected (Reynolds, 2005, p.49). Their intention was
to ‘save the souls’ of the ‘native’ population, by ‘civilizing them’ and conversion to
Christianity (McConaghy & Nakata, 2000; Reynolds, 2005).

Cadzow (2007) notes that the Scott-Hall Segregated School was established during
1827 in Blacktown, located not too far from Parramatta in Western Sydney. Although
this school was attended by Indigenous, Maori and non-Indigenous children, classes
at the school were racially segregated. Attendance at Scott-Hall was voluntary but
ultimately Indigenous children were forced to attend and many Indigenous parents hid
their children from officials out of fear that they might be taken away (Cadzow, 2007).
Then in 1832 at Wellington, an inland town of Northern New South Wales, another
Christian Missionary School supervised by Anglican ministers was established with

the intent to Christianise and assimilate Indigenous children into mainstream society.

Whilst Earl Grey, the Secretary of State in Britain, recommended that Indigenous
schools should be set up on ‘reservations’ in order for children to remain with their
families and within their communities, many in the colony disagreed with his proposal
and some colonialists pursued an insidious path (Fletcher, 1989). At this time
Governor Latrobe stated,
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Nothing short of an actual and total separation from their parents and natural
associates, and education at a distance from the haunts and beyond the
influence of the habits and example of their tribe would hold out a reasonable
hope for their ultimate civilization and Christianisation (Latrobe cited in Reynolds,
2005, p. 49).

The ‘protectionist’ policies of The Aboriginal Protection Act 1869 [Vic] introduced by
the Victorian government established complete control over the lives of Indigenous
peoples. The Act stipulated that the government would be responsible for ‘The care,
custody and education of the children of Aborigines’ (Victorian Aboriginal Protection
Act, 1869). Similar Acts were imposed upon Indigenous peoples throughout Australia

in the twentieth century.

One of the key elements of the protectionist era policy was to ensure the segregation
of Indigenous peoples from non-Indigenous society (Behrendt, Cuneen, Libesman and
Quiggan, 2009). Decisions were made and enforced by the states and territories Chief
Protectors as to where and how Indigenous adults and children would live. In
Queensland for example, the government introduced the Aboriginals Protection and
Restriction of the Sale of Opium Act 1897 [QId]. The Queensland legislation contained
33 Acts in total, under government control and overseen by the police in the majority
of protectorates at that time. Act 37 consisted of seventeen individual regulations,
which were particularly disturbing, but according to government were considered to be
for the welfare of Indigenous children. Regulations, 6, 7 and 8 stated that the

government would be,

(6) Providing for the care, custody, and education of the children of aboriginals

[sicl;

(7) Providing for the transfer of any half-caste? child, being an orphan, or

deserted by its parents, to an orphanage;

2 The use of the word ‘half-caste’ is a term considered to be out-dated and offensive and is used only when
quoting directly from past documentation — the use of this term should be avoided.
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(8) Prescribing the conditions on which any aboriginal [sic] or half-caste children
may be apprenticed to, or placed in service with, suitable persons (Aboriginals
Protection and Restriction of the Sale of Opium Act [Qld] (1897).

While there are many examples of resistance, Indigenous people had very little power
fight back against these imposed regulations, as the Aboriginals Protection and
Restriction of the Sale of Opium Act (1897) also made provisions for the punishment
and incarceration of Indigenous persons who refused to comply (Aboriginal Welfare-
Initial Conference of Commonwealth and State Aboriginal Authorities, 1937). It could
be argued that instead of being offered ‘protection’, Indigenous ways of life were being
destroyed and Indigenous peoples were being subjugated, maltreated and enslaved.

Regulations 13 and 14 ensured strict control on missions and reserves by,

(13) Imposing the punishment of imprisonment, for any term not exceeding three
months, upon any aboriginal [sic] or half-caste who is guilty of a breach of the
Regulations relating to the maintenance of discipline and good order upon a

reserve; and

(14) Imposing and authorising a Protector to inflict summary punishment by way
of imprisonment, not exceeding fourteen days, upon aboriginals [sic] or half-
castes, living upon a reserve or within the District under his charge, who, in the
judgment of the Protector, are guilty of any crime, serious misconduct, neglect of
duty, gross insubordination, or wilful breach of the Regulations (Aboriginals
Protection and Restriction of the Sale of Opium Act, 1897 [QId]).

Conservative historian Windschuttle (2003) argues definitively that the removal of
Indigenous children is a myth and attempts to trivialize and dismiss historical accounts
in his research. However, others such as Manne (2003) insist that the neo-liberal right
deliberately conceal the facts and downplay the injustices surrounding the removal of

Indigenous children from their families and communities during this period.

Protectionist policies would eventually cease. A new ideological approach of
assimilation was to emerge in the early 1930’s, which continued to have a devastating
effect on Indigenous peoples (Chesterman & Douglas, 2004). Although it was augured

that protectionist policies were introduced to safeguard Indigenous peoples, the

37



policies led to mandatory social and educational segregation by the state and church
(Dorsett, 1995; Forde, 1999; Schulz, 2011; Scrimgeour, 2006). The historical
accounts revealed earlier in this chapter, identify categorically that the discriminatory
policies of the colonialist governments were premeditated. Researchers suggested
protectionism and segregation in Queensland ensured that the government had
complete control of Indigenous peoples’ cultural, social and economic affairs (Evans,
Saunders & Cronin, 1993; Kidd, 2002). What proceeded was an increase in the forced
removal of Indigenous children from their parents and the deliberate assimilation of
Indigenous children into mainstream colonialist Australia (Haebich, 2000; Scrimgeour,
2006).

2.1.1.4 Assimilation and Eurocentric Education

Previous protectionism edicts resulted in Indigenous peoples having very little control
over their fate. Their involuntary immersion into the Eurocentric mainstream left many
Indigenous peoples in abject poverty and was used as an excuse by governments and
their agencies to justify the increased removal of Indigenous children (Beresford,
2012). At a 1937 national conference held in Canberra, representatives from the
Commonwealth and states, excluding Tasmania, came together to discuss the welfare
and administration of Indigenous peoples. Twenty resolutions were agreed upon with
the most odious being the resolution of the Assimilation Policy. Governments viewed
the rise of the Indigenous population as a significant ‘problem’, which needed to be
‘managed’ (Aboriginal Welfare: Initial Conference of Commonwealth and State
Aboriginal Authorities, 1937).

This conference believes that the destiny of the natives of aboriginal [sic] origin,
but not of the full blood3, lies in their ultimate absorption by the people of the
Commonwealth, and it therefore recommends that all efforts be directed to that
end (Aboriginal Welfare: Initial Conference of Commonwealth and State
Aboriginal Authorities, 1937, p. 21).

3 The term “full blood’ was used to previously to classify Indigenous Australians. This term is considered
offensive and use of this terminology should be avoided.
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In conjunction with the Assimilation Policy, the socially engineered forced removal of
Indigenous children by governments ensured that those children of ‘mixed descent’
did not remain with their families and communities, and that the eventual
miscegenation would inevitably result in the cultural extinction of the Indigenous
population (Partington, 1998). During the late 1930’s in Queensland, Western
Australia, and the Northern Territory, children were made wards of the state and came

under total control of the protector (Partington, 1998).

Although some children did reside with their families on the outskirts of towns in
extremely poor living conditions and segregated from the facilities of townships.
Indigenous peoples were then forcibly moved onto missions and reserves with the
intention to culturally assimilate and intermarry (Beresford, 2012; Townsend-Cross,
2011; McConaghy, 2000). Beresford (2012) contends, however that there were many
thousands of Indigenous children removed from their families by government agencies
until the early 1970’s, as it was believed parents did not have the capabilities to raise
their children according to the standards of ‘white’ society. In the minds of those who
were in control, there could be no allowances, no notion of the survival of Indigenous
cultures, and the implementation of the assimilationist policy was to be the beacon of

‘white’ colonialist domination (Daunton & Halpern, 2000).

Indigenous children received inferior educational instruction from the elected
educators on missions and reserves, many of whom were not qualified to teach
(Perso, 2012; Buti, 2004). Ironically, missionaries believed that ‘Indigenous
immorality’ was predominant due to the rising numbers of children being born to non-
Indigenous fathers, therefore a majority of schooling was centred on reading the bible
and embracing Christianity (Parry 2005; Van Krieken, 2004; Wilson, 1997).
Indigenous children were considered ‘intellectually inferior’ to their non-Indigenous
counter-parts and were not given much hope of achieving academically (Elkin, 1939;
Parbury, 1999; Van Krieken, 2004; Welch, 1988; Zubrick et al., 2006). Poor
educational experiences prepared the way for Indigenous children into menial
labouring occupations that would support ‘white man’s’ way of living (Zubrick et al.,
2006). In the 1940’s, many Indigenous peoples fought for their children to receive an
equitable education, but they also wanted their own cultural epistemologies to be
recognised within the educational curriculum being taught in schools (Prout, 2009;
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Zubrick et al., 2006) — it would take many years before this request would be given

any consideration.

From the early 1930’s up until the early 1970’s discriminatory legislation resulted in
many Indigenous children being prevented from receiving formal educational
instruction in public schools (Flick & Goodall, 2004; Townsend-Cross, 2011; Prout,
2009). In many instances harsh, exclusionary practices were used by government
departments and school principals. When government policy shifted notionally to
allow Indigenous children to attend public schools, non-Indigenous parents rebelled
against the inclusion of Indigenous children, insinuating that Indigenous children were
not clean enough, or may even spread diseases to their ‘white’ children (Fletcher,
1989, p.8). In 1946, to address the concerns of ‘white’ parents, the government
enforced the requirement of medical certificates from families before Indigenous

children could be enrolled or attend a public school (Harris, 2001).

In 1967, all states, except Queensland abandoned laws and policies that discriminated
against Aboriginal people (Kreutz, 2014). Queensland introduced The Aborigines Act
1971, and restrictions were place upon the movements of Indigenous peoples to and
from missions and reserves. The government also controlled the relationships
between Indigenous peoples at this time (Wilson, 1997). The Act also forbade the
engagement of Indigenous customs and practices, and subsequently all reading

materials brought onto missions were censored (Cadzow, 2007).

In 1971, the Australian census confirmed that only one percent of the non-Indigenous
population had not attended school, whilst the figure for Indigenous peoples was
nearly 25% (Beresford, 2012). Of the 25%, a substantial humber of Indigenous
children did not complete primary school and many only engaged in schooling up to
year five level (Beresford, 2003). Assimilation practices introduced by the
Commonwealth government continued as the official policy of education departments
well into the 1970’s (Wilson, 1997), with an aim to subsume Indigenous peoples into
the mainstream by cultural indoctrination and deliberate eradication of any connection
to Indigenous culture (Gilbert, 1995; Holm, 1981).
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2.1.1.5 |Integration to Self-determination

For many years, the policies sanctioned upon Indigenous peoples were discriminatory
and breached numerous fundamental human rights - rights which had been privileged
to non-Indigenous Australians. In the early 1960’s, the Federal Council for Aboriginal
Advancement, which was later to become FCAATSI, “campaigned for a referendum
on the legal rights” of Indigenous peoples (Harrison, 2011, p.29). In 1967, the
Australian government called for a referendum to make changes to the Australian
constitution. Two constitutional amendments were made to the 1967 referendum
relating to Indigenous peoples (Behrendt, 2007; Gillespie, 2007). These amendments
were considered important in dealing with the discriminatory practices imposed upon
Indigenous peoples. The referendum drew overwhelming support for the two
constitutional changes. Nationally 90.77% of the Australian population voted ‘Yes’ to
the proposals to remove these discriminatory clauses from the constitution. This
resulted in the following amendments made to the Australian constitution: “other than
the aboriginal [sic] race in any State’ in s 51(xxvi) would be struck out and s 127
deleted entirely” (Williams, 2013, p.8). The change in wording to s 51 would give the
Federal government the power to make laws specifically in relation to Indigenous
Australians, and the complete removal of s 127 from the constitution would give
Indigenous peoples the right to be counted in the census (Gillespie, 2007). It was
believed that by removing the power and control held by the States up until this time,
the Federal government would provide a more just system by having one key
representative body, rather than individual States making ad hoc laws concerning
Indigenous matters. Along with the ‘Yes Vote’ in 1967, and the subsequent election
of a Federal Labor government in 1972, there would also be a change in policy
direction for Indigenous Australians. However, none of these changes removed
discriminatory practices towards Indigenous Australians and many communities
continue to be affected by racist policies that are implemented by governments within

Australia.

It was during this time, in international circles, that many criticized the ongoing
mistreatment of the Indigenous population of Australia (Attwood & Markus, 1999). In
the 1960’s, at a United Nations General Assembly, the Soviet leader Khruschev,
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condemned Australia’s treatment of Indigenous Australians in a speech directed
towards Prime Minister Menzies who at that time continued to support apartheid in
South Africa (Taffe, 1995). This brought world attention to social, political and
economic policies affecting Indigenous peoples. When the then Prime Minister Gough
Whitlam dismantled the segregation policy, the policy of self-determination was
adopted. Nevertheless, it was not necessarily an ‘inclusive’ policy as only basic
consultation took place with a small group of Indigenous peoples about their
aspirations for future independence and self-governance (Behrendt, Cunneen &
Libesman, 2009). Then, in 1972 the White Australia Policy was finally abandoned by
the Australian Labor government and the policy of self-determination was

implemented to provide a positive way forward for Indigenous peoples.

Correspondingly, in 1972 the policy of excluding Indigenous children from schools was
abandoned and school principals could no longer legally refuse right of entry into
school (Cadzow, nd.; Chesterman & Galligan, 1997). The Federal government was
able to advocate for Indigenous peoples as well as direct funding for the states to
support reformative policies for the education of Indigenous children (Malin &
Maidment, 2003). Interestingly, statistics saw a rise in the participation and retention
rates of Indigenous students in schools throughout Australia (Zubrick et al., 2006).
However, another possibility for the higher numbers of Indigenous children in
attendance at schools was the introduction of ‘Abstudy’ (Attwood & Markus, 2007).
Abstudy was financial assistance awarded through a Commonwealth government
scheme to support Indigenous children attend school and was welcomed by many
Indigenous families who were struggling financially. Many parents viewed this support
as a much-needed measure in the academic and social progression of Indigenous

children within mainstream education and society.

A Two-Way Approach

Another contentious area for the government during this time was the operation of
many Indigenous, bi-lingual schools, established and managed by local Indigenous
communities (Simpson, McCaffrey & McConvell, 2009). These schools endeavoured
to take a both-ways or a two-way cultural approach to the education of Indigenous
children, valuing Indigenous cultural knowledges and systems of learning, while also

accepting non-Indigenous knowledges in the educational domain. However, not all
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government officials supported this idea and advocated for English to be taught as a

first language in these schools.

Barnhardt (2005) acknowledges that a ‘two-way approach’ promotes awareness and
understanding of Indigenous Knowledges and establishes collaborative partnerships
between Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples. M. Nakata, V. Nakata, Keech and
Bolt (2012) suggested that the both-ways approach is a ‘contested space’ where
collaboration and learning about Indigenous and non-Indigenous cultures is
negotiated. Yunkaporta (2009) maintains that Indigenous children should be learning
‘one way’ and that is in their own cultural ways, but that they should also understand
how to manoeuvre through Western knowledge systems because they are currently
the dominant systems, and notably in which Indigenous children are required to
participate. Although the processes may be different for each community, the common
shared element is respecting and valuing what Indigenous culture can offer in order to
ensure that positive outcomes are achieved in student learning. Many Indigenous
community schools, which focused on the revitalisation of Indigenous languages and
culture, unfortunately have had to contend with strong political interference and at
times closures have occurred due to a retraction of funding and pressures to conform
to strictly Eurocentric, homogenized teaching and learning practices (LoBianco &
Slaughter, 2009).

From the early 1970’s, until present, there have been many prolific Indigenous
educators who have fought for changes to the education of all children in Australia.
One important educator, activist and poet, was Oodgeroo Noonuccal, formerly known
as Kath Walker, who fought for Indigenous knowledges and perspectives to be
included within the mainstream school curriculum so that all students could benefit
from understanding about Indigenous cultures (Craven, 2011). Oodgeroo Noonuccal
established formal Indigenous education programs for teachers and pre-service
teachers. Over many years, thousands of teachers and students - Indigenous and
non-Indigenous, were taught about Indigenous culture on her country at ‘Moongalba’
an educational centre she established on Minjerribah?, in Queensland (Collins, 1994;

Craven, 2011). Oodgeroo Noonuccal’s legacy prompted a great number of other

4 Minjerribah is the Aboriginal name for North Stradbroke Island just off the coast of Queensland, Australia.
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educators to advocate for Indigenous education programs in schools and at tertiary

institutions.

At national and state levels, several reports and reviews were published which
focussed on Indigenous education and future policy directions (Schwab, 1995). In
1975, The National Aboriginal Consultative Group released the report, Education for
Aborigines: Report to the Schools Commission (1995), was ‘significant in shaping
Indigenous education policy’ (p.4). The committee at this time encouraged the
Schools Commission to address issues surrounding Indigenous education explicitly
from that of mainstream schooling, identifying the complex and distinct concerns that
were pertinent to each state and territory (Schwab, 1995). This was an important
development in self-determination as it was the catalyst for the establishment of the
National Aboriginal Consultative Group who contributed to policy formation and
direction for Indigenous education at a national level (Schwab, 1995). Although many
recommendations were made at the time, the process of implementation remained
slow and countless reviews, reports and policies have followed concerning Indigenous

education around Australia.

One of the policies that has had a profound effect on Indigenous peoples, and
particularly regarding educational outcomes for Indigenous children, was the
government policy of forced removal. It is necessary to examine briefly the
consequences of this policy in the context of injustices perpetrated upon Indigenous
children in the area of education and how this may be linked to intergenerational

disparity.

2.1.2 Collaboration between State and Church

2.1.2.1 The Mission Experience and Education

The collaboration between the State and Church became much more predominant
between 1910 and 1970. This was partly due to the belief of governments that
Indigenous peoples were a ‘dying race’ (Ellinghaus, 2003; Holland, 2013; McGregor,
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2002). According to the Annual Report of the Chief Protector of Aborigines 1930, the
need for labour in particular areas also declined for Indigenous peoples and it became
prudent for governments to enact new policies which legislated to remove Indigenous
peoples to confinement on missions and reserves. This was praised by those in the
political arena to be in the ‘best interests’ of Indigenous peoples. However, it was also
a convenient abandonment of government responsibility towards Indigenous peoples.
For many in government it was simply a case of out of sight, out of mind. The
government forced many Indigenous peoples from different language groups onto
missions and reserves, where the living conditions in many instances were harsh,
traumatic experiences (Atkinson, 2002; Blake, 2001; Loos, 2007). Governments
focused on the children, and in 1934 the protector of Indigenous peoples in
Queensland J.W. Bleakley remarked, “I think that any child whom the Protector
considered should be separated from Aboriginal conditions should be taken away as
soon as possible so as to leave as little remembrance as possible of the camp in the
child’s mind” (Bleakley, 1961, np.).

Many of the missions were managed and controlled by evangelical religious groups,
and a number of the reserves were strictly controlled by police (Loos, 2007). These
missions and reserves received operational funding from governments or used the
stolen wages from the labour of Indigenous peoples who were interned (Gunstone,
2012). Most of the missions established during this period were complicit in taking
children away from their parents and families (Read, 1998). In many instances
mothers living on missions were segregated from, and had no access to, their children
once they were placed into dormitories on the missions (Blake, 2001). Christian
missionaries believed they were saving Indigenous peoples’ souls and educating
Indigenous children to become ‘civilised’. Nevertheless, the missions, dormitories and
schools were seen as places of oppression and internment by Indigenous peoples
(Loos, 2007; Lydon & Ash, 2010; Ryan & Grajczonek, 2010; Schulz, 2011;
Scrimgeour, 2006; Woolmington, 1986).

The indoctrination of Indigenous children was considered necessary, and in the

process, missionaries claimed that cultural practices should be abandoned. As Loos

(2007) indicated, “Government approval of the missionaries and their desire to use

them to implement government policies was very early made apparent” (p.62).
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Haebich (2000) explains that in the 1930’s the formalisation of the removal of ‘half-
caste’ children from their families, so that they could be “placed in institutions or reside
with non-Indigenous families, was widely practiced’ (p.196). Indigenous children were
to participate in ‘mainstream educational curriculum” (Haebich, 2000, p.196). There
was much opposition to this decision by pastoral lobbyists and a decade later removal
of children from their families was viewed overwhelmingly as a failure. Many of the
children who were taken away were required to provide labour on farms or were used
as domestic servants and received very little, to no education whatsoever
(Hetherington, 2002; Robinson, 2003).

Writers such as Duffy (2000), Murray (2014) and Windschuttle (2002) controversially
argue that few government records exist which attest to the lived experiences of
Indigenous peoples. Itis evident though, that policies enacted by governments were
specifically designed to remove Indigenous children from their families and force them
to adopt Eurocentric customs, whether they were intended to harm or not (Manne,
2003). Whilst Windschuttle (2002) argues that government documents which
approved and supported the removal of Indigenous children are scant with information
there are many archival policy documents filled with racial overtones which concur that
these forced removals took place. Indigenous children who were taken from their
families and communities were indeed, taken by the State, by force, and at times by

deception, simply due to the “colour of their skin” (Forde, 1999, p.7).

2.1.2.2 Bringing them Home — The Contemporary Repercussions

Indigenous peoples are still experiencing the contemporary effects of enforced
removal. In the early eighties, Professor Peter Read wrote his first paper coining the
term the ‘Stolen Generations’ which he attributed to his wife who used this expression
during their discussions concerning Indigenous children who were taken or removed
from their families. In relation to the ‘Stolen Generations’ Read (2006) later
commented that, “the psychological issues in the institutionalisation of the children are
most complex” (p.9). Van Krieken (2006) contends that in the twentieth century State
and Church agencies contributed too many Indigenous children being removed from
their parents and communities. When the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity
46



Commission (HREOC) released its findings in the Bringing them Home Reportin 1997,
it was acknowledged that the ‘State and Church’ had breached the United Nations
definition of genocide. Article 2 of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment
of the Crime of Genocide (1948) states,

Any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a
national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such: killing members of the group;
causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group; deliberately
inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical
destruction in whole or in part 1; imposing measures intended to prevent births

within the group; [and] forcibly transferring children of the group to another group
(p-1).

The inquiry into the Stolen Generations found overwhelmingly that genocide had been
committed deliberately. The inquiry heard many stories and submissions about the
severe hardships experienced by those children who were forcibly removed in the
past, and how this has resulted in loss of identity and culture. Anger and sadness
have been experienced by many Indigenous peoples as a direct consequence of the
forced removal of Indigenous peoples, as a result of the introduction of oppressive

government policies (Wilson, 1997).

Cuneen and Libesman (2000) argue that the correlation between past government
policies and the continued removal practices of governments, ascribe new
contemporary paradigms of forced separation of children from Indigenous families.
Intergenerational trauma has had an overwhelming effect on many Indigenous
people’s lives in contemporary society (Atkinson, 2002). The separation by child
welfare and protection removals, or through the criminalization of Indigenous children
may lead to disconnection from families or incarceration. However, this phenomenon
has not only been experienced by the Indigenous peoples of Australia; studies show
that Canada’s First Nations peoples also experienced European subjugation and
control during invasion and colonisation. As a result, many First Nations peoples
suffer from intergenerational trauma and deep social and economic disadvantage

(Pulver et al., 2010). Oppressive systemic policies for First Nations peoples of Canada
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are strikingly similar to that of Australia’s Indigenous peoples (Aquash, 2013; Buti,

2002). Canada’s Supreme Court Justice Le Bel found in R v Ipeelee, that,

To be clear, courts must take judicial notice of such matters as the history of
colonialism, displacement, and residential schools and how that history
continues to translate into lower educational attainment, lower incomes, higher
unemployment, higher rates of substance abuse and suicide, and of course,
higher levels of incarceration for Aboriginal peoples (Justice Le Bel for the

majority in R. v. Ipeelee, 2012).

The implementation of poor government policies controlling the lives of Indigenous
peoples has given rise to the accumulative effects of historical and trans-generational
trauma, which has also contributed to ongoing social and economic disadvantage.
Atkinson (2002) suggests that although governments are now trying to remedy their
past mistakes, there is seldom consideration given to the intergenerational trauma
experienced by Indigenous peoples that has resulted from the implementation of
unjust government policies. Nevertheless, Indigenous peoples continue to seek

redress for the consequences of continual oppression and marginalisation.

Paulo Freire (1972) contends that emancipation from dominant social structures takes
place when self-determination is attained by those who are oppressed. However, the
ways in which self-determination is achieved, requires critical examination. It has been
argued that Indigenous Knowledges and perspectives should be included and actively
taught in early childhood and at all other levels of education (Purdie & Buckley, 2010).
However, this must be done in relational and respectful partnerships with Indigenous
peoples. Therefore, self-determination at the beginning of an Indigenous child’s life
would be considered a natural development (Franks, Smith-Lloyd, Newell & Dietrich,
2003; Sims, 2011) rather than Indigenous children having to constantly struggle to
achieve self-determination. Indigenous peoples are continuously battling structural
inequality and racism, which still exists within Australian society (Sims, 2011).
Contemporary Western education systems need to be deconstructed and
reconstructed in partnership with Indigenous communities for significant changes to
occur (Rigney, Rigney & Tur, 2003).
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Indigenous experts in the field of education correctly point out that Indigenous children
must, and should, be able to recognise their culture within systems of education
(Martin, 2005; Phillips, 2012; Sarra, 2009). Practicing educators who are
predominantly non-Indigenous persons must examine their role in the construction of
historical, contemporary, and social realities in classroom settings, and challenge the
dominant hegemonic discourses which continue to regulate educational institutions
(Hickling-Hudson, 2005; Hickling-Hudson & Ahlquist, 2003; Moreton-Robinson, Singh,
Kolopenuk & Walter, 2012).

The next section of this chapter will address contemporary education policies which
have been developed and implemented by governments that had a profound effect
upon Indigenous Australians. It will also highlight the ways in which Education
Department policies, particularly in Queensland schools, impact the successful

promotion of self-determination for Indigenous children.

2.2 Contemporary Educational Experiences of Indigenous Children

2.2.1 Policies and Practices in Mainstream Education

2.2.1.1 Government Policy: Help or hindrance?

The Closing the Gap (CTG) reforms established in 2008 by the Council of Australian
Governments (COAG) were intended to reduce disparity between Indigenous and
non-Indigenous Australians across several social and economic determinants. The
responsibility to ensure the advancement of the well-being and socio-economic status
of Indigenous peoples rests upon Federal, State and Territory governments, as well
as their non-government agencies. In the public media, McKinley (cited in Murphy,
2016) suggests this broad socio-economic, political policy agenda is largely driven by
statistical analysis, and in many areas is clearly failing to deliver the required outcomes
for Indigenous peoples (McKinley, 2016). Moodie (cited by Murphy, 2016) also states,
“To my mind, the Closing the Gap approach — the agreements, the data sets, the
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targets that underpin it — has become an exercise in reducing Aboriginal and Torres

Strait Islander people to a set of indicators” (np.).

Although Moodie questions the practices of the government to Close the Gap, of
concern is that the statistics and data sets do not necessarily relate to practicalities
and implementation at a local level. Since the inception of the CTG reforms,
Indigenous voices have been mainly silenced when addressing issues of equity and
equality for Indigenous peoples. In 2008, COAG recommended six priority areas as
a matter of urgency. Three priority areas were targeted directly towards improving the
educational outcomes for Indigenous children and were flagged as critical. These
were:

e To ensure access to early childhood education for all Indigenous four-year olds

in remote communities within five years;

e To halve the gap in reading writing and numeracy achievements for children

within a decade;

e To halve the gap for Indigenous students in Year 12 attainment rates by 2020.
(Department of Prime Minister, & Cabinet, 2009).

Despite government support for CTG targets, more than a decade later, many of the
targets are not on track and the inability to reduce the disparity in the areas of health,
welfare, education and employment for Indigenous peoples is critical (Altman, Biddle
& Hunter, 2009; Hoy, 2009). The Prime Minister’s response in 2016 to the Closing the
Gap targets acknowledged that, “the original target to ensure access for all Indigenous
four-year-olds in remote communities to early childhood education expired unmet in
2013” (Department of Prime Minister & Cabinet, 2016, p.12). This target was then
revised to 95% by 2025, and it appears that according to data released in 2019, this
target will be met within the prescribed timeframe. However, the current CTG report
indicates that there are still substantial gaps in more remote areas and the results vary
considerably according to location throughout the states and territories. In 2019, the
target to close the gap on school attendance is not on track and attendance targets
have in fact declined for secondary school students (Department of Prime Minister and

Cabinet, 2019). Across year levels one through to ten, attendance at school for
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Indigenous children remains considerably lower than that of non-Indigenous children
and children in very remote areas have the lowest attendance rates “at up to 16
percentage points lower than that for Indigenous children in other areas” (Department
of Prime Minister & Cabinet, 2019, p. 45). Promisingly according to the government,
the target for Year 12 attainment is on track. This improvement may be due to the
intensive promotion of retention and completion over the last seven years for

Indigenous students by the education departments in each of the states and territories.

Altman (2014) considers that whilst there are positive improvements in areas such as
child mortality rates, there are also concerns that some statistics have been obscured
in government reports. Continually excluding government data from some reports,
enables States and Territories too avoid scrutiny by the general public and those
agents who wish to use the data to further their research or contribute to social justice

advances. Specifically, relative to education, Altman (2014) argues that,

Obfuscation is also evident in reporting on the target of full access to early
childhood education, access being a supply rather than demand variable. Here
we are told that the target is not 100 per cent but 95 per cent to reflect the fact
that early childhood education is not compulsory, a demand side issue. And the
measure of success in attaining this goal is enrolment of 91 per cent of
Indigenous children in remote areas, again hardly a measure of supply or of

attendance for that matter (p.102).

In other words, the targets or the meeting of targets do not necessarily tell us anything
about how much access there is to Early Childhood Education. The data may also
inform us of the attendance rates but is not able to clearly identify what kind of quality

education children receive from early education.

Another way of tracking how well targets are being met is through the use of the
government’s standard Australian literacy and numeracy targets which are used for
both Indigenous and non-Indigenous children and compared through the National
Assessment Program — Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) data. Although there have
been some improvements demonstrated across five of the target areas of the NAPLAN
outcomes, the data varies depending on region and gender, with Indigenous girls

performing better than boys, but there has been little statistical improvement overall
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(Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2018). NAPLAN data coming from
Queensland indicates that only year nine is recorded as being on track for reading and
numeracy - while years three, five and seven are not meeting the prescribed

outcomes.

It is fundamental for governments to understand that Indigenous Australians are
diverse and hence, a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach will not work, just as it has not worked
in the past (Markiewicz, 2012; Rigney, 2011). Hunt (2013) suggests that there must
be consultation with Indigenous communities otherwise ‘it will be difficult to meet the
targets of the Council of Australian Governments’ (p.4). Whereas, Markiewicz (2012)
contends that trying to evaluate Indigenous outcomes becomes highly problematical,
as there are many other factors affecting Indigenous peoples which can contribute to
successful or unsuccessful outcomes, such as income, housing and health. Davis
(2015) agrees that the CTG reform is situated within a Western framework and does
not afford Indigenous peoples the opportunity to engage in “discourse or debate
without conceding that “our way” isn’t the only way” (p.173). While Hunt (2013) argues
that changing the outcomes of policies such as CTG on Indigenous disadvantage
resists Indigenous community voices about ways in which this disparity can be
overcome, and seldom is there thoroughness in the analysis of why improvements
have not occurred. However, Vass (2014) maintains that the ideology behind CTG
draws upon international discourses that may not fit within the Australian landscape
and that importantly there is no guarantee that this type of policy will alleviate social
and economic inequities for Indigenous Australians. Nevertheless, governments and
their agencies continue to use Western schemas to ‘fix the historical and
contemporary disparities which were, and continue to be, created by the dominant

colonialist society.

In 2016, the Department of Education and Training Queensland had two key priorities

relating to education targets for young Indigenous people. These included:

e continuing to support kindergarten participation and access for Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander children; and
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e developing strategies to improve educational outcomes for Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander children in both remote and urban areas by focussing on

attendance, participation, engagement and retention rates (DET, 2016).

Concurring with Altman’s argument, research released by the Queensland
Productivity Commission (2018), found that that although Indigenous children were
statistically enrolled in early childhood education in remote areas of Queensland, they
were not necessarily in attendance at these centres. This indicated a critical
connection between early participation, attendance and engagement in mainstream
education services and the relevancy to Indigenous children at a local level. This
highlights that while governments are collecting data and statistics to improve
outcomes for Indigenous children, they may very well be using the incorrect metrics,

focussing more on ‘outputs’, rather than ‘outcomes’.

2.2.1.2 Current Indigenous Education Policies and Frameworks in Queensland

Access and equity are fundamental issues which need to be addressed for Indigenous
students and was one of the key areas identified as a priority by the Australian
Education Union in 2016 (Australian Educator, 2014). Inclusiveness and recognition
of cultural values within the curriculum must be a priority. The Australian Bureau of
Statistics (2018) states that there were over 221,982 Indigenous students in Australia,
with the maijority attending government schools. Indigenous students in Queensland
(refer to Figure 1.1) make up approximately one quarter of all Indigenous students
enrolled in schools throughout Australia. Many Indigenous students have
considerably different life opportunities, depending on where they are born (Rigney,
2011). The current enrolment of all students in Queensland State schools on day eight
of 2018 was 543,130 of which 56,317 identify as Indigenous Australians (Department
of Education and Training Queensland, 2018). The majority of Indigenous students
are located in the Far Northern Queensland region (11,926), followed by the North
Coast Region (9,106) which takes in the Moreton Regional Council area, and the North
Queensland region (8,073) (DET Queensland, 2018). These statistics are important
as there have been significant increases of Indigenous children attending state
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schools in Queensland across all seven regions since 2014. Therefore, it is expected
that educators in Queensland state schools will more likely be required to teach
Indigenous children and work in partnership with Indigenous families and the

community.

Education Queensland - Strategies

The reality is, however, that for Queensland, overall the CTG targets have not
improved substantially. It is known that each state or territory decides independently
how reaching these targets will be achieved. Further, each school has its own method
of endeavouring to achieve improvements. There is no nationally cohesive framework
as to the ways in which proposed targets will be met or successful outcomes achieved

for Indigenous children.

In A chronology of education in Queensland, there is an extensive list of programs and
initiatives which have, or continue to, operate in Queensland’s education system. This
document acknowledged that between the years 1999 to 2011, there were 281
mainstream changes or initiatives identified, with only nine of these relating specifically
to Indigenous education. There have been some successes overall with these
initiatives, and there is a formal requirement of states and territories to report to the
Federal government on Indigenous outcomes under the National Education

Agreement (Council of Australian Governments, 2016).

More recently, only ten of the ninety-two strategies identified in Queensland’s
Department of Education and Training’s (DET), Advancing Education Strategy (2016)
specifically address ways in which to improve outcomes for Indigenous students in
education and training. Whilst some may consider this a positive step, many of these
key strategies that have been identified in the Advancing Education Strategy were
already in place prior to this policy document being released. For example, one of
the strategies highlighted the need for educators to form community partnerships,
however in 2005 the Aboriginal Student Support and Parent Awareness (ASSPA)
program ceased due to a withdrawal of Federal government funding (Davis, 2012).
Whilst in June 2015 the highly successful Parents and Community Engagement
(PACE) program also ended, due to the cessation of funding by the Federal

government (Benevolent Society, 2016). One could be slightly sceptical about the
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merits of continuously releasing another set of policies to establish partnerships with
Indigenous communities, while countless other policies committing to these ideals
appear to have been overlooked. Indigenous peoples consistently request that they
have more input at a local level to ensure the success of Federal or State funded

policies, strategies and programs.

Nonetheless, there still appears to be reluctance to relinquish power and control by
governments. It does appear however, that when Indigenous peoples and Indigenous
organisations take ownership of programs, and they are deemed to be successful,
government bodies decide to reinforce control and, in many instances, funding is
discontinued. Davis (2012) contends that this is an “example of the systemic racism
we endure as colonised people” (p.168). The problem also lies with the allocation of
funding for Indigenous initiatives, many of which are run as ‘pilot’ programs, and
whether they are successful or not, they usually cease to exist after a three-year

period or when the next political party takes office.

In 2014, the Queensland conservative government announced the release of another
‘strategic plan’ to support improved outcomes across Queensland for Indigenous
children — this was released as the Solid Partners — Solid Futures Action Plan, which
was embedded into the Strategic Plan for Queensland 2014-2018. It is important to
recognise that the continual reworking of government documents and strategies does
not always equate to improvement in educational outcomes for Indigenous children
and warrants further investigation. There is little indication as to how data is being
collected from schools or how these strategies are being monitored by the State

government’s education department.

The Australian Government Department of Education and Training (AGDET),
indicates an estimated $ 4.3 billion will be invested into schools around Australia from
2017-2027 for the improvement of educational outcomes for Indigenous children
(AGDET, 2018). They have also indicated that $5.9 million dollars will be allocated for
an English language literacy improvement program for Indigenous pre-schoolers,
which will be provided through a series of play-based apps. However, the budget does
not readily breakdown the accountability of funding. It would be fiscally prudent for

each state and territory to be required to set specific targets at a regional and local

55



level. The federal and state governments must provide specific details as to why
targets have been achieved or are unsuccessful. It is unclear how the implementation
of strategic policies and budgets, designed to improve outcomes for Indigenous

children at school are being vigorously scrutinised at a state, territory or federal level.

2.2.1.3 Mainstream Education Funding Initiatives and Curriculum: Indigenous

Education

Rigney (2011) contends that bureaucrats, and those who develop and write curriculum
documents, must take into consideration the “multiple causes, effects and
disadvantages” (p.43) experienced by each unique community. Rigney (2011) also
highlights the need to re-contextualise the curriculum to address the challenges and

complexities that each of these individual communities face.

An example of how funding was utilized in Queensland was the extraordinary amount
of funding which was targeted towards the Cape York Academy. The Cape York
Welfare Reform strategy received Federal and State government funding of over $260
million since 2010 for a combined population of around 3000 people (Scott, 2016).
Noel Pearson, who was the Chairperson of the Cape York Aboriginal Australian
Academy, saw a meritocratic rise as one of the favoured conservative government
advisors on educational policy and welfare reform for communities in the Cape. The
Federal government saw Pearson’s Direct Instruction (DI) reform agenda as an
enterprising ‘model’ which could be initiated and implemented across other Indigenous
communities. Direct Instruction is a US model that was developed by Engelmann in
the 1960’s.

In her doctoral dissertation, Indigenous academic, Smallwood has been extremely
critical of the method of DI, asserting that the DI approach jeopardizes both learning
and teaching outcomes in Cape York communities (Smallwood, 2011, p.122). Still,
Pearson maintains that the results demonstrated student improvement across the
areas of literacy and numeracy, although he was heavily reliant on NAPLAN data to

make his point and it was shown that in some cases there were concerns about the
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outcomes being achieved, particularly for older primary school children (House of

Representatives Standing Committee on Indigenous Affairs, 2017).

Although there was division in the Aurukun community about the implementation of
DI, Pearson continued to argue for its continuation as the preferred method of
educational instruction for Indigenous children in The Cape communities. In 2018, the
Queensland government took control of the school in Aurukun and a range of
curriculum options, along with the use of DI, is presently being used as the framework
for teaching Indigenous children in the Cape York region of Queensland. To date,
there appears to be no bi-partisan reporting on the implementation of DI’s success, six
years after its inception. Although a further 22 million dollars was to be injected into
DI and Explicit Instruction (El) programs from 2016-2020, particularly focussing on
remote schools, a Federal government decision to cease funding occurred for the
program in 2018. Professor Chris Sarra who opposed the DI program of instruction

stated in an ABC media article,

Instead of spending $30 million on a US-based product like Direct Instruction in
Aurukun, we could spend just $150,000 on a curriculum writer specialist teacher
who could sit down with the people of Aurukun and write a high expectation kind

of curriculum program for every year level (Sarra, cited by ABC News, 2016).

In this instance, we can identify that funding which is tied specifically to a curriculum
agenda designed to support positive outcomes for Indigenous children must be
vigorously scrutinized. In contrast to Sarra, the past Chair of the Prime Minister’s
Indigenous Advisory Council, Warren Mundine argued for schools to adopt less

cultural agency and stated,

| agree that we need to reassess the curriculum because we need real units that
teach the subjects without this ridiculous insertion of culture, the idea that you
have to have an Indigenous or Asian perspective, to be frank, is silly. The
sciences and maths should be taught properly’ (Mundine cited by Casey, The
Guardian, 2014).

It can only be speculated that Mundine believes that by incorporating Indigenous

Knowledges and perspectives into the curriculum, children were not being delivered
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an adequate education. Nevertheless, educators such as Tyson Yunkaporta from
Brewarrinain New South Wales, who developed the Eight Aboriginal Ways of Learning
framework is highly supportive of promoting Indigenous learning frameworks across

all schools. Yunkaporta (2009) states,

When our ways become planning at a higher level, our values can also gain a
place in the organisational structure of the school, giving us a true voice and a

true partnership in education (Yunkaporta, 2009, p.8).

Yunkaporta also promotes and supports practices such as Uncle Ernie’s Grant’'s
Holistic framework on his educational website, which celebrates and incorporates into
the curriculum an Indigenous cultural framework for both educators and students. It
emphasises the connection to local Indigenous knowledges and community, through
understanding of Land, Language and Culture, intersecting with Time, Place and
Relationships. For the most part, both of these culturally inclusive frameworks have
been freely available to the public and have not received any significant government
funding to implement. Keenan (2009) contends that, “cross culturally, there is much
diversity and variation in relation to the way in which educational frameworks exist”
(p.3). It is through the development of these cross culturally responsive frameworks

that the best educational practices can be accomplished and implemented.

Nonetheless, there is still resistance by some educators to the implementation of
Indigenous Knowledges and perspectives into mainstream schooling curriculums. The
dilemma is, that the voices and agendas of a few ‘handpicked’ Indigenous peoples
and non-Indigenous peoples are favoured in the political arena concerning educational
policy agendas in Indigenous education (Hunt, 2013; McCallum, Waller & Meadows,
2012). Such polarised figures continue to favour a predominantly Eurocentric view of
educational practice, silencing and marginalising the voices of many Indigenous and
non-Indigenous educators who are experts in their field, as well as parents and carers
of Indigenous children. Martin (2008) and Rigney (1999) both assert that privileging
Indigenous voices on such important issues at a local level can directly challenge

continued colonialist attitudes and practices within the educational paradigm.
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Indigenous Families’ Experiences of Contemporary Schooling

Many Indigenous peoples have had negative experiences with schooling and
education (Ockenden, 2014) and have been subjected to discriminatory policies and
high levels of racism within the schooling system (Hayes, Johnston, Morris, Power &
Roberts, 2009; Zubrick, Silburn, De Maio, Shepherd, Griffin, Dalby, Mitrou, Lawrence,
Hayward, Pearson, H. Milroy H, J. Milroy & Cox, 2006). Education policies and
practices continue to impact Indigenous peoples’ connection to the schooling system
and some Indigenous peoples view schools as punitive environments and have a
distrust of those who are in positions of power. According to the United Nations

Declaration on Indigenous Peoples’ Right to Education (2016),

The education sector is a particular arena that not only mirrors and condenses
the historical abuses, discrimination and marginalisation suffered by Indigenous
peoples, but also reflects their continued struggle for equality and respect for

their rights as peoples and as individuals (p.1).

However, the reality is that Indigenous parents want their children to gain the skills
and knowledges that will support them to achieve and participate fully in Australian
society and to be strong in cultural knowledge and proud of their identity (Tripcony,
2010). Nonetheless, education institutions tend to remain places of inequality and in
many instances lack inclusion of Indigenous “ways of knowing, ways of being and
ways of doing” (Martin, 2003). There is also resistance by some school communities
to become culturally competent (Parbury, 1986; Perso, 2012), consequently denying
Indigenous students a culturally safe space in schools. Mellor and Corrigan (2004)
suggest that “cultural competence is the explicit recognition and affirmation of a
student’s cultural identity” (p.34), while, Hart, Whatman, McLauglin and Sharma-
Brymer (2012) contest that “schools are sites that have long-established non-

Indigenous hegemonic methods of curricular decision making” (p.3).
Eurocentric practices continue to shape the curriculum of schools, despite the

mounting evidence that successful outcomes in education for Indigenous children

transpires when Indigenous Knowledges and perspectives are embedded into the
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curriculum. One can only conclude that these barriers continue to exist because of

the continual need to impose dominant societal constructs upon Indigenous peoples.

Racism in Schools

Coram (2008) claims that ‘Australian colonial history makes it clear that inequalities
derived of race ideology have and continue to apply to Indigenous Australians’ (p.8).
While Tikly (1999) suggests that, “colonialism is not over” (p.606) and that interactions
within the colonised state continue to be restructured to suit the social and economic
paradigms of the dominant society. A widely held belief amongst many Indigenous
communities is that mainstream schools are ‘white institutions’, designed for non-
Indigenous children, controlled by white people, to integrate into a life in a white society
(Fitzgerald Inquiry, 1997). It could be argued that ‘white privilege' exists within
mainstream schooling. It appears that the marginalisation of Indigenous peoples
occurs as a result of non-Indigenous peoples wish to maintain their privilege and
power, which is ingrained within Australia’s institutional systems (Coram, 2008;
Hickling-Hudson & Ahlquist, 2003).

As a minority group, Indigenous peoples have been consistently excluded from the
decision-making processes in the education of their children. Many Indigenous
parents complain that they are treated with disrespect and have noted racial overtones
during discourses with principals, teachers and office staff when seeking information
about their child’s welfare or inquiring about their child’s progress at school
(Partington, 1998). It is here that leadership in schools is important. Herbert,
Anderson, Price and Stehbens (1999) insist that, “committed educational leadership
is one of the elements of success” (p.100). Positive leadership from school principals
is necessary to promote culturally responsive and safe places for Indigenous children

and their parents within the schooling space (Niesche, 2013).

‘Othering’ and stereotyping of Indigenous peoples continues through these intentional
or unintentional discourses that take place within schools and classrooms on a daily
basis. Reynolds (2005) argues that, “even where acceptance is offered by the majority
community, it is often conditional, and Indigenes are judged worthy and deserving of
assistance and acceptance only on terms of white criteria” (p.51).
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However, it is not only parents who experience overt and covert racism in school
settings, Indigenous education workers and children also experience racism at school
(Aveling, 2007; Bain, 2011). Racism is embedded in various educational institutions
and cannot always be readily identified, although research has shown that many
Indigenous children have experienced some form of racism or discrimination during
their schooling lives (Bodkin-Andrews & Carlson, 2016; de Plevitz 2007; Mellor, 2003).
This can come from administrative staff, teachers, and also other children resulting in
a profound and overwhelming effect on a child’s well-being and self-esteem (Bodkin-
Andrews, Denson & Bansel, 2013). Bodkin-Andrews et al. (2013) go on to suggest
that educators must ‘also actively attack the existence of racism and more carefully
identify and support agents of resiliency for Indigenous Australian students’ (p.235).
Walker (1993) asserts,

Our kids face racial problems from day one at school and have to cope with
growing up at home with such strong cultural values and being so proud of who
they are and then going out and mixing with the wider society to be confronted

with bigots who have few clues about the sensitivities of our people (p.52).

Many Indigenous children who experience racism also express feelings of shame,
anger and isolation and at times may display aggressive behaviour (Zubrick et al.,
2006). Indigenous children who attend school must carefully navigate between two
cultural constructs. The first being the construction of their Indigeneity and how this is
viewed and either accepted or rejected by the dominant majority. The second requires
negotiation through Eurocentric education systems and finding suitable pathways that
enable them to adapt to dominant mainstream structures of schooling whilst keeping
their culture intact (Shipp, 2013). Herbert, Anderson, Price and Stehbens (1999) state
that, “an aspect of maintaining credibility for Aboriginal students and adults in their
own world and in the world of work or school is the need to maintain two different ways

of being and communicating” (p.12).

Many non-Indigenous children do not have to consider navigating these two social

constructs and are therefore considered to already have an advantage at the

commencement of their schooling experience. Nevertheless, Indigenous children are

aware that this duality is always present. By providing a culturally safe environment,
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Indigenous children can be supported to feel a sense of belonging and connectedness
to school (Krakouer & Meston, 2015; Macfarlane, Glynn, Cavanagh & Bateman, 2007).
This connection to schooling can have enormous benefits for the self-efficacy and
agency of Indigenous children (Bernstein, 2000; McLaughlin, Whatman, Katona &

Ross, 2012; Purdie, Tripcony, Boulton-Lewis, Fanshawe & Gunstone, 2000).

When school leaders challenge their own biases and social constructs, as well as
those of teaching staff and administration, it opens up the way to provide culturally
responsive learning spaces for Indigenous children (Sarra, 2011). This in turn helps
to forge stronger connections and engagement with parents and the Indigenous
community. Lampert (2012) suggests “non-Indigenous Australians may see
themselves as just and equitable, but this does not always equate to the way race is
experienced by Indigenous children in schools” (p.90). Nevertheless, Sarra (2011)
maintains that by instilling a sense of self-worth and pride in being ‘strong and smart’
in Indigenous children it increases opportunities for self-determination. However, he
also identified that there was an austere lack of teacher knowledge in engaging with
Indigenous children and teacher understanding of Indigenous Knowledges and

perspectives was for the most part non-existent (Sarra, 2011).

Teacher Constructs and Indigenous Children

While many teachers are now endeavouring to embed Indigenous Knowledges and
perspectives into the curriculum, it is important to ensure that Indigenous children can
see themselves represented positively within the school and classroom environment
(Mellor & Corrigan, 2004; Ockenden, 2014). Negative stereotyping of and locating
deficits within Indigenous children in their home and family life to explain away poor
outcomes has been an ongoing practice by policy makers and educators (Ainge,
2002). Indigenous and non-Indigenous researchers continue to challenge teacher
thinking around deficit discourses which are consistently directed towards Indigenous
children (Harrison, 2011; Sarra, 2003). Tripcony (2000) states,

As educators we know that the critical period for the formation of identity is
childhood and adolescence....in both primary and secondary schools our
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interactions with students can influence the ways in which those students

individually construct their identities (p.8).

However, there are still teachers and school communities that resist inclusive practices
(Gray & Beresford, 2008). Moreton-Robinson (2015) highlights that non-Indigenous
peoples maintain ‘white’ dominant structures to ensure positions of authority and
control. This control is evident in the current structures of contemporary schooling
where the curriculum is predominantly Eurocentric, promoting the values, beliefs and

attitudes of those in power.

Teachers’ attitudes do make a difference. Harrison (2011) also points out that
teachers need to be aware of the tone of language they are using in conversations
with Indigenous children, and in discussions with the parents of Indigenous children.
He also states that all too often, “it is more about how the parents and the children
interpret the teachers to be perceiving them (in this case in negative ways, or requiring
special support)” (Harrison, 2011, p.10). Teachers must resist the temptation to frame
Indigenous children as ‘deficit’ or ‘victims’ and avoid setting low expectations. This is
critical, as many educators come to their teaching practice with little or no
understanding of Indigenous Knowledges and perspectives (Keenan, 2009), and
many without any knowledge of what has occurred historically for Indigenous
Australians, suggesting that they do come to their practice poorly prepared to
contribute to improved outcomes. Bodkin-Andrews, O’Rourke, Dillon, Craven and
Yeung (2010) claim that it is too simplistic to suggest that because over time
“‘underachievement and disengagement statistics” show analogous results in relation
to poor outcomes for Indigenous students, “that deficit models almost seem like a
logical conclusion” (p. 6). Educators’ understanding of how deficit models work to

maintain the status quo is fundamentally critical.

Indigenous students experience deculturation daily when attending mainstream

schools. The curriculum squarely focuses on Eurocentric ontologies and

epistemologies. As Stanesby and Thomas (2012) contend, from a non-Indigenous

perspective, we are blind to our own ‘whiteness’. We therefore privilege our own social

constructs and negate those that we do not understand. There is validity to the

presumption that non-Indigenous peoples consider themselves at the ‘centre or core
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of the nation’ (Elder, Ellis & Pratt, 2004, p. 209). Therefore, teachers must endeavour
to deconstruct their ‘whiteness’ to understand why ‘white privilege’ is maintained and
what that means for those children who have been disempowered and marginalised
in the schooling system by this particular social construction (Moreton-Robinson,
2015). Moreton-Robinson (1998) argues that, ‘whiteness controls institutions, which
are expansions of white Australian culture and are ruled by that culture’s values,

beliefs and assumptions’ (p.11). Barnhardt (2005) concurs and suggests,

Many Indigenous as well as non-Indigenous people have begun to recognise the
limitations of a mono-cultural, single-stream education system and new
approaches have begun to emerge that are contributing to our understanding of
the relationship between Indigenous ways of knowing and those associated with

Western society and formal education (p.10).

It is within these parameters that non-Indigenous teachers and educators need to re-
contextualise 