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0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction



The primary problematic in this essay is an exploration of the pragmatics of the discipline required for a disciplinarian working, say, within the historical prospect. I.e., how do we evaluate and measure both disciplinary ‘authenticity’ and ‘competence’ in a pragmatically re-constituted appreciation of any disciplinary prospect?
 What has prompted this broad approach is the possibility of a disciplinarian could be so ideologically inauthentic, either wittingly and/or unwittingly, that the research of that disciplinarian, itself, could and must be called into question? So, no longer are we just interested in, say, ‘doing history’, or our exercising an existential apperception of ‘history doing history’, but, the development of a more broad approach to the considerations involved in further asking to what extent, e.g., one or more historians, indeed, even a school of history, are either ‘being duly engaged as historians in their existential-pragmatical constructions of historical appreciation’ versus ‘ideological historians more invested in fabricating historical expositions for whatever set of either historical and/or non-historical reasons’. Now, what has prompted such hypothetical questions is the relatively recent controversy provoked by Keith Windschuttle’s publication titled: The Fabrication of Aboriginal History and, say, a set of critical responses well exemplified in the book titled: Whitewash: On Keith Windschuttle’s Fabrication of Aboriginal History’ edited by Robert Manne… especially in the light of the recent documentary series on the Australian Broadcaster SBS titled: The Australian Wars.
 What may have been once a heated debate merely entertained between historians over to what extent colonial expansionism were either the primary disruptive and destructive factors in the disintegration of indigenous cultures or merely a more incidental feature where the much greater disruptor was the introduction of diseases to which indigenous populations had little community acquire immunity? However, it’s obvious that the ramifications of this long historical debate now spill over into Australian politics and cultural life in a manner that demands to be more suitably addressed by not only our political leaders but by the nation as a whole. Especially in the context of wide-spread aspirations for an inclusion in the Australian constitution recognizing First Nations; the calls for a ‘Voice’ to the Australian Parliament; and even those voices who feel that treaties with such Nations is a much better route to follow over the course of such discussions and negotiations. A political process that appears to have been and to be either sabotaged, obstructed, diverted, delayed, postponed, or seemingly suspended in a disconcerting mix of bad faith and good faith that does little to disseminate any reputable semblance of a much needed reconciliation that, in turn, might actually foster, e.g., a sustained diminution of the so-called ‘gap’ in the statistically qualified standards of life between non-Indigenous and Indigenous populations in Australia.
 A persisting differential feature that remains a stain upon Australia’s international reputation. However, the focus in this essay is on a general critique of the received appreciation of the historical representations of events whose social and cultural impact so uncomfortably continue into the present for all parties concerned, but, obviously, more so for the continuing hardships bourn by the Indigenous populations as an enduring legacy of the collective consequences of such historical occurrences. Hence this more general enquiry on a hypothetical, philosophical level where the particular questions being asked will concern more the imputed authenticity and competence of certain historians, but, by extension, all historians, given the political specificities of this political debate where there is this accelerating imperative that an overall form of resolution is long overdue, and, where the right thing needs to be done on the political stage despite the inauthenticities of many historical actors and contemporary parties where vested interests may well be more inclined to maintaining the preservation of a certain historical status quo in this same respect? Sadly, despite such overall cultural inertia, such issues need to be addressed and suitably redressed. No doubt a potentially painful prospect, but, one that should not be postponed, especially by those parties whose psychic discomfort will be more virtual than non-virtual since it is only on those grounds that are more aligned with lived-reality that living-reality can make substantial amends for such historical inequities. A process, itself, that necessitates a certain degree of authenticity and competence in its supervised exercise in order to achieve better outcomes for all parties concerned. In this regard, therefore, this essay should be more regarded as outlining a viable approach to such questions and controversies even if entered into from a more hypothetical sense of perspective. (0)


As a background to this essay, as intimated, I will first explore and interconnect four themes noted in The Seventh Book... namely, ‘relevance’ and ‘enrichment’ of e/valuational formation over the course of our relational interactions, and, disciplinary ‘competence’ and ‘authenticity’.
 Using the integration of these four measures as a ‘standard backdrop’ in the appreciation of history formation if we were to either directly and/or indirectly e/valuate the ‘disciplinary merit’ of such disciplinary research.
 (1)


Second, I will note various criticisms leveled by and against the historical writings of Keith Windschuttle as obvious evidence that we need to note ‘that historians can also have a history’ and that such ‘a history may well need to be taken into account in our appreciation of both the form and limitations to be found in the work of that disciplinarian’ or ‘similarly minded disciplinarians’. (2)


Third, I will note the ramifications of this qualification of the research of a disciplinarian where we must also pay attention to the positioning of such disciplinarians in our e/valuation of the apparent limits and merits, or otherwise, of their disseminated research. (3)


Last, presenting this qualification that in our pragmatic historical research, and, by extension, in all forms of disciplinary research, a parallel history of the historian or disciplinarian may well prove to be necessary in our more closely observed appreciation of apparent ‘value’ of such research. Indeed, it should be a required consideration, in either the critical and/or radical appreciation of such disciplinary or inter-disciplinary research, that the role played by such disciplinarians also be duly focused upon over the course of such a process of review inviting, when and where necessary, both critical and radical levels of re(-)appraisal… (4)


As per my usual custom, where I will present the findings of this essay in the form of a series of provisional conclusions, etc. (5)

1. The Existential Co-Presence of Relevance, Enrichment, Competence, Authenticity


This list of these four factors is not exhaustive and, therefore, is open-ended. (6)


These four aspects could be treated as both intentional objectives and as intentional functions. So, e.g., something could be considered as possessing a certain degree of relevance, or, as being relevant through being involved within a process of relevance creation, etc. However, for convenience, let me treat these considerations of ‘relevance’ and ‘enrichment (of our relational interactions within our relationships in question)’ as ‘intentional objectives’ to be desired, and, in contrast, let me treat ‘competence’ and ‘authenticity’ as ‘intentional functions’ to be desired for the co-expression of the production of relevant forms of relational enrichment as indicative of the former, and v.v. (7)


In the light of the fact that it is possible to be either ‘competent but not authentic’ or ‘authentic but not competent’ let me provisionally conjecture that should three of these four factors be present that the remain factor is to be taken as also co-present. (8)


Regarded in this manner, given their potential transpositions between intentional objectives and intentional functions, and their acting as apparent correlatives, would also allow us to say, pragmatically, that from the suitable invocation of a useful perspective that can be worked with, that these ‘four measures of an existentially oriented relationship’ can be effectively treated as ‘experiential equivalents’. I.e., e.g., if ‘competence’ is met with an ‘enrichment’ in ‘relevant relational e/valuational formation’ that then we will be party to an equal degree of ‘authenticity’. Similarly, if arranged in any other combination. I.e., e.g., that ‘relevance’ in this scheme would be directly measured by being in apposition with ‘a positive degree of enrichment, competence and authenticity’, etc. This semblance of a hypothetical equation being realized through accepting that all four factors need to be present, as mutually co-defining each other as approximate measures, and have a similar origin in the degree that that relationship in question is subject to existential patterns of e/valuational formation as a result of the ongoing resolution of what before such processes of e/valuation would have been to that point somewhat seemingly questionable, or problematic, or anomalous, or as a state of affairs that would demand some form of resolution be that in the form of a mix of patterns of e/valuational formation that would be both non-existential in orientation and existential in orientation. etc. That, given the comparative presence, on balance, of a positive prevalence, of these four factors of ‘relevance, enrichment, competence, and authenticity’ we might be more inclined to surmise that such patterns of intervention would be more weighted toward the existential end in this spectrum of e/valuation formation; albeit as a first, provisional estimation where such findings, as considered to be evidentially present, would then need to be argued for in much closer detail and be either well-deconstructed or more definitively re(-)constructed, albeit whilst still remaining as potentially provisional in scope despite such tentative acceptance as currently evidential with consequential ramifications, i.e., as being presented as possessing either present implications and/or future consequences, etc.
 (9)


That, from a pro-relational, existential perspective, we might surmise, therein and thereby, that requisite forms of e/valuational formation will arise through the ongoing resolution of that relationship in question. However, let us more run with this equation as a provisional format for approaching our appreciation of the relationship in question. I.e., as a rough measure that when we find e/valuational formation that is relevant that it will be co-expressed through proportionate degrees of mutual enrichment, and v.v. That such indicators would directly indicate the co-presence of both ‘competence’ and ‘authenticity’. I.e., through discerning a certain relational integrity, from suitable, ongoing processes of relational resolution, we would expect to find a similar degree of relevant-enrichment of that relationship given its exercise as proportionately being both competent and authentic in orientation, and v.v., etc. (10)


Hence the provisional acceptance of this approximate formula (without arguing on more constitutional grounds that such equivalences apply when viewed from a ‘transcendental’, trans-intentional, existential sense of perspective
). (11)


Or, we can be merely pragmatic and note that if this approach works. then let us run with this scheme (as it might, e.g., be utilized in this essay, or elsewhere, etc.). (12)

2. The Use of this Formula in the Critical Appreciation of Disciplinary Behaviours


Keith Windschuttle’s use of the term ‘Fabrication’ in the title of his book is rightly perceived as provocative, but, inadvertently, could also be seen as an ironic reflection of his own disciplinary efforts. The implication being, in his use of this language, is that many historians have misread certain historical events, either wittingly and/or unwittingly, and, as a consequence, have fabricated the history of the Indigenous populations from the advent of colonization down to the present, either unwittingly and/or wittingly. (13)


Titles are naturally notorious. A good title misrepresents the text(ual situation) being titled, in being entitled in the manner as seemingly introduced… given this ambivalence between both “being ‘a part of’ that textual situation,” and, also, at the same time, “being ‘apart from’ that same textual situation.” (14)


Unfortunately, for Windschuttle, the implication to be drawn ‘that previous historians have fabricated aboriginal history’ may well be an epithet to be applied by others, either rightly or wrongly, to this same author in question. Indeed, in short succession, numerous historians set about deconstructing this implied proposition with a general consensus forming that Windschuttle, himself, was very much a ‘fabricator of aboriginal history’. However, this consensus was not shared by historians operating from a more Rightwing sense of a political perspective and who, in hindsight, might be perceived as attempting to maintain the validity of this more conservative take, or mis-take in historical interpretation. Such positioning being rightly seen as mistaken when argued for from the patiently conducted and competent reviewing of historical records themselves, at least those that survive. Fortunately, despite the deliberate destruction of controversial records from the colonial era
 enough records survive to paint a picture that deconstructs this more conservative myth that the Indigenous peoples merely succumbed to diseases and various forms of social acculturation like the introduction of alcohol, and so on, rather than, instead, being either deliberately hunted and/or violently removed from their traditional lands in order to make room for pastoralists and proponents of other forms of farming. Which set of narratives better explains relatively recent Aboriginal history? I.e., is it primarily ‘diseases’ or ‘dispossession’?  At the same time, however, we would also need to accept that some room must be made for these parallel forms of accounting, but, more importantly, that a comparative assessment needs to be critically conducted so as to ascertain which set of narratives better explains the actual history suffered by these Indigenous peoples! That, upon such more accurate accounting, the current predicament of the Indigenous peoples in this country might also be better appreciated and more respectfully addressed and more suitably redressed on a wide number of fronts, from the political to the social to issues of equity, etc. Therefore, it behooves us to ask ‘just how might such an accurate assessment be competently performed by historians? (15)


Robert Manne, as the editor of Whitewash: On Keith Windschuttle’s Fabrication of Aboriginal History, in his introductory essay titled: Introduction, is scathing of this historian. However, the point of this essay is not to definitively decide whether Windschuttle’s historical assessments are to be accepted as conformally valid collectively, or, whether Manne, and the other historians contributing essays in this collection, in their proffering a collective critique of Windschuttle’s expositions, are conformally valid, but, to note the important observation that historians need not necessarily be either competent and authentic in the manner of their research and that it is vital that this dimension to the research of an historian should also be duly appreciated. (16)

Posed as a central ‘either/or’ the controversial question becomes, in this instance, were the historical misfortunes of the Indigenous peoples of Australia more “the product of ‘diseases’, and subsequent modes of impoverishment, etc?” or, “were they deliberately ‘dispossessed’, and then left in an impoverished state after having been also periodically subjected to a long history of persistent violence perpetrated through the murder of such individuals in the course of such dispossessions, along with the ensuing destruction of the cultures possessed by those remnant populations (as is evidenced in the deliberately assented to policy settings that call for such cultural disestablishment)?” (17)

Arguing, in the latter position, that the consequence of such a devasting process, conjectured to have taken the form of an iterated phenomenon in which such enforced dispossessions were repeated, time and time again, across the entirety of the Australian landscape, would near-permanently produce and reproduce such impoverishment, acculturation, and many of the socio-economic problems still confronting the contemporary Indigenous world besides considerations of diseases that could well have further complicated the course of such inflicted hardships? It would seem that this question could be definitively answered by any competent historian given the necessary pre-conditions of obtaining non-impeded access to the required existence of those relevant historical records, suitably informed by those events that had occurred, once they are appropriately interpreted as being able to be read more one way or the other? (18)

Subsequently, our meta-historical considerations of these forms of dissemination conducted within the historical prospect would then need to be serious appreciated along the lines do the historians proposing “endemic ‘diseases’ as the primary influence in the historical and contemporary disenfranchisement and disempowerment of Indigenous populations” being suitably argued for versus those historians proposing “violent acts of dispossession as the root cause for such continuing disenfranchisement and disempowerment?” Optimistically, one would hope that disciplinarians within a certain discipline, such as those working within the historical prospect, are both able and capable of deciding such controversial issues by being both competent and authentic to the nature of their ‘calling’ by closely observing the distinctive contours of their vocation. Moreover, through such expected competent-authenticity we would also hope, through the decisive exercise of their profession, that they would be able to eventually decide such controversial issues in the form of a community of consensus that would then allow such a fraternity to move on to a serious consideration of new challenges or the serious revisiting of old controversies should new information come to light that might call previous forms of consensus into doubt, etc. Adopting the ‘charitable position’ that, through well-conducted forms of debate, etc., a reasonable, well-reasoned consensus would eventually form that might better mirror the nature of their topic and its disciplinary objectives, or, at least, as a provisional set of findings that might also be eventually superseded by those improved conjectures better able to find closer forms of an alignment with the apparent ‘reality of those same conjectures’. (19)

Or, taking an even more charitable sense of positioning that this disciplined form of an occurrence at least occurs sometimes, and, hopefully, more often than not, because, our very survival as a thinking species depends on our being able to make such more aligned forms of refinement in order to collectively execute any form of incremental progress whatsoever as is necessitated through this imperative to survive in a world through being able to exercise a reasonable degree of conformity with its phenomenal-phenomenological characteristic, the basic hermeneutics of our iterative pattern of behaviour, the existential treatment of our relationships in our observance of their continual need for viable, well-informed pattern of mutual re(-)enrichment, etc. We might think of such basic requirements as a ‘charitable concession’, or, instead, rebadge it as a ‘pragmatic recognition’ that ‘we live in the world’, and that our lives can only be lived in this same sense and semblance of a world at large in a reasonable accordance with the nature of its ways and means. (20)


Robert Manne is accompanied by a chorus of voices entering into a consensus ‘that reoccurring acts of violent dispossession were, more often than not, the root cause of many of the raft of problems currently confronting the Indigenous world, and, that it is time that this nation be called to account for the fact that this country of Australia has been at war with itself for almost two hundred years, basically from the first days in the colonial expansion of this continent beginning in January, 1788’. (21)


As a nation, are we mature enough to confront such an uncomfortable thesis? Robert Manne begins his essay by alluding to ‘The Great Australian Silence’ referred to by the anthropologist W. E. H. Stanner in the title to his influential lecture broadcast by the ABC in 1968. The preferred mode for historically dealing with this ‘uncomfortable thesis’ has been a well-leant and well-enshrined ‘forgetting’:

Acccording to Stanner, this silence is no accident.

Inattention on such a scale cannot be possible explained by absent-mindedness. It is a structural matter, a view from a window which has been carefully placed to exclude a whole quadrant of the landscape.
 (22)


Manne immediately
 remarks that ‘the silence of which Stanner spoke was, in fact, broken by the three-volume study sponsored by the Social Science Research Council and authored by Charles Rowley – The Destruction of Aboriginal Society; Outcasts in White Society and The Remote Aborigines, published in 1970’.
 However, I suspect that with the inertia and hesitation shown by our politicians about simply adding a few lines to the Constitution might well suggest that such inattentive attitudes have not that much changed? (23)


This same editor also noted that: 

Windschuttle had never previously written at any length about Aborigines or the Australian Frontier. In his Quadrant essay, his starting point, for reasons never satisfactorily explained, was four massacres mentioned by the journalist Phillip Knightley in his new portrait of Australia.
 In three of these cases Windschuttle attempted to show, either by drawing on others’ work or by far from convincing chain of evidentiary reasoning, that no massacres had taken place. He also attempted to show that the tentative estimates of 20,000 Aboriginal killings on the frontier between the late 1789s and the late 1920s which had been independently arrived at by Henry Reynolds and Richard Broome, and which had been regarded as a reasonable guess by the most conservative of all contemporary Australian historians, Geoffrey Blaine, was a vast exaggeration and, indeed, a ‘fabrication’. Windschuttle, who had at that time done no systematic historical research on settler–indigenous relations (or on anything else), claimed to know for certain that the number of Aborigines killed at the frontier had been very small. How did he know this? Windschuttle argued that because of the British settlers’ Christian faith and because their civilization’s fidelity to the idea of the rule of law, large number of killings could be excluded in advance as a cultural impossibility.
 (24)


Obviously, such criticism called into account both the competence and authenticity of Windschuttle as an historian. (25)


A similar point is echoed by Robert Orsted-Jensen (in what could well be cited as a de facto manifesto for the disciplinary practice of an authentic and competent historian):

Keith Windschuttle’s attempt to impose upon the reality of the nineteenth century a political division which he believes is in line with the politics of modern Australia; a policy of assimilation which he ascribes to the present day political right, and a policy of separation and anti-assimilation which he similarly ascribes to the political left of our times. One may question whether this division truly reflects the political reality of the present – but it certainly does not, as we have seen, reflect the reality of the past!

It is rather one of the hallmarks of the Keith Windschuttle approach to history that he continually attempts to aggressively impose on the past some preconceived ideas he has gathered form the present; a rather odd mixture of Cold War sentiments, traditional British-Australian triumphalist patriotism, some rather anti-Christian and anti-missionary prejudices, and numerous other peculiar preconceptions which he mixes in with a good portion of spin and wishful thinking.

Good historians are obliged to do their utmost to approach historical sources with critical caution and humble curiosity. They must attempt to remain as unbiased and objective as is humanly possible, whilst they apply some ability to empathize with views they do not share, situations foreign to their own, and individuals and cultures they do not find sympathetic or with which they do not naturally identity. Good historians do not set out to further the interests of particular groups, industries, alleged national interests, cultures and ethnicities, or any particular idea of a national identity or patriotism. Good historians do their best to keep such issues well and truly at bay, so as to ensure the uncovered evidence may be allowed to speak for itself.

Good historians are supposed to allow the material they uncover to influence them, they are not supposed to carefully select and massage the evidence to fit some political or ideological position of the present. Windschuttle does the latter, he has carefully picked the weak and insufficiently argued points in the body of work of what he clearly from the very beginning classified as his ‘political opponents’, and rather than carefully investigate and apply some unbiased scholarship and analysis, and thus attempt to mend such gaps in our knowledge, he went to prey on it. He simply commenced to twist and spin-doctor on the evidence he had in front of him, for the purpose of some specific political interests and positions of the present.

Windschuttle himself declares that he was once a man of the left. Certainly, his approach to history has much more in common with those types on the extreme left, who tend to cut corners and ignore evidence that does not fit the most vulgar understanding of class, class-struggle and their various related allegiances and conspiracy theories. So, perhaps this just another case of old habits dying hard?
 

      (26)


In view of the criticism above, and the critiques of others conducted in a similar vein, Windschuttle it would appear does not proffer much that is directly relevant to his overall arguments and, at the same time contributes, consequently, little enrichment to his profession as an historian. (27)


However, despite such widespread criticism of this historian by many historians, a number of prominent figures on the right, many of whom were not historians, gave this this work high praise and among such circles it was well-received.
 As Manne notes:

One of the media’s most important powers is its agenda-setting capacity. On the publication of the first volume of Fabrication, the editor of The Australian decided to promote, within their pages, a wide-ranging Windschuttle debate…

It was certainly not the case that in their sponsorship of the ‘sorely needed’ Windschuttle debate The Australian published only articles favorable to Fabrication…

…Yet it was obvious to anyone that followed the coverage of this controversy in The Australian where the sympathies of the paper lay.
 (28)


Manne notes ‘Windschuttle argued that it was certain that in Tasmania, despite the reduction of the Aboriginal population to a few hundreds by the early 1830s, there had been more killings of British settlers by Aborigines than of Aborigines by settlers’.
 It is certainly true that the killing of settlers was widely and prominently reported, but, at the same time the killing of Aborigines was not so published although we do find reference to natives peoples ‘being hunted’.
 For obvious legal reasons such murders and massacres were not reported, but, still, they are mentioned in correspondence from this period but generally ignored by Windschuttle. One must also wonder how that ‘reduction’ from tens of thousands of Aborigines to merely several hundreds, in about three decades, had occurred other than through brutal forms of ‘extirpation’.
 A reiterated phenomenon recorded across the entirety of Australia starting in Sydney, and on through the rest of New South Wales, Tasmania (Van Diemen’s Land), and going throughout Queensland, and then later through the Northern Territories and on through Western Australia. As Manne notes ‘He (Windschuttle) also appeared to know nothing about the fifty-year history of killings carried out by the Queensland Native Police’.
 (29)


Manne also notes:

Windschuttle argued here that the indigenous Tasmanians were a ‘primitive’, ‘maladapted’ and ‘dysfunctional’ people who had survived for 35,000 years or so, more or less by luck.
 (30)


Any group of humans who can survive for 35,000 years, or longer, must have done so through being well-adapted to their countryside. Given period of climate change as well in this period of time, i.e., various periods of extremely cold weather, e.g., it follows, by simple logic, that these peoples could not have survived by mere luck alone. Or, to put it more bluntly, such ‘arguments’ by Windschuttle, if we were to be loose with this philosophical category, quite simply self-deconstruct… merely by leaning on such apparent ‘nonsense’. In the same vein, this same ‘historian’ reasons these people were ‘agents of their own demise’; the men traded away their women to the whites; had no idea of property, and hence no idea of ‘trespass’, they were not defending their territory and, therefore, could not be ‘patriotic’; that their fierce attacks were more mere expressions of their criminal proclivities, the lust for plunder and consumer goods and the unprovoked desire of savages for murder and revenge. Of course, we should not also forget they died out in part because of their susceptibility to European diseases... Windschuttle also points out that the Tasmanian Aborigines did not know the meaning of the Christian virtue of ‘compassion’…
 (31)

As further noted by Manne:

In these clashes Windschuttle could see no British wrongdoing.  If there was a tragedy here, he argued, it rested only on the self-destructive futility of Aboriginal behaviour, in Aboriginal callousness towards their women and in the absence of an Aboriginal leadership wise enough to grasp the benefits of the ‘civilization’ offered by the British arrival and to submit.
 (32)

3. The Critical Re-Appraisal of Windschuttle’s Fabrication as ‘Fabrication’


From this cursory glance over Windschuttle’s narration of this tragic period in this nation’s history we may surmise, albeit as a working proposal, and, therefore, to be treated as a provisional estimation, that he has neither little to say that is relevant nor does he scrutinize what has been pointed out by other historians which would have been of relevance to the necessary recrafting of his arguments’; consequently, and subsequently, he has little to offer in the way of an enrichment of this historical prospect and his work must be more of an impediment to its more serious disciplinarians; that clearly he is not competent in the way he conducts his historical research, and, as well, clearly acts with an obvious inauthenticity through his inability to suspended his ideological positioning/s… although quite capable of constructing a readable narrative that, unfortunately, just does not pass muster as a ‘credible history’. (33)

 
Admittedly, the revisiting of this controversy has not be conducted in detail and at great length, and, we can understand, quite simply, that we have been more mere tourists in this affair. However, the primary point of this essay has been well-illustrated if only in principle if not sufficiently in fact. I.e., that in either a more thorough critical or a radical appreciation of the disciplinary work of an historian we must also attend carefully to the history of the historian themselves. Hence my ambiguous expression in this title re ‘their histories’, meaning, both ‘their disseminated research’ and ‘the nature of their apparent situatedness, and their ‘stands’ taken, in the historical prospect itself in which they disseminate the products of their researches’. (34)


The subtitle intimates that we are to approach this more critical or radical form of re-appraisal by invoking ‘the pragmatics of the historical prospect’. In a number of recent essays, I have sketched out how we might go about both such a critical and radical process. Suffice to say, without recapitulating the various points made, that one way to approach this type of ‘pragmatic’ task is to apply this working formula, namely, “that with ‘relevant enrichment’ we should find ‘competent authenticity’ and v.v.” (35)


In effect, arguing on existential grounds, that ‘enrichment’ must be ‘relevant’ to be ‘an enrichment of the topic in question’. Moreover, the production of such relevant-enrichment must be, with the exception of luck or sheer chance, instrumental upon the suitable presence of a reasonable degree of competence. That if all three facets are co-present, then we must surmise that a certain degree of authenticity must also be present given this exhibition of a competently exercised intentional aspiration to skillfully function though the necessary forms of arbitration in this world at large in order to achieve such intentional objectives. Implying, in the use of this provisional formula that the presence of any set of three of those four factors we must then impute the necessary presence of a fourth factor? On the other hand, should we find ourselves being able to delineate all four factors then it might well be more safe for us to say, quite simply, that the mere exhibition of such a comparatively positive e/valuational formation is enough for us to impute an existentialization of process in order to have achieved such a demonstrable enrichment of our ensuing insightfulness into such matters as achieved and delivered through the character of the productivity realized through such skillful research. (36)

4. Provisional Conclusions, Comments and Observations


As noted elsewhere, ‘existentialization’ is ‘the existentialization of the relatively non-existential’. In other words, an insightfulness that ‘emerges’ that ‘cannot be reduced to non-existential nature of its inputs’. Hence its designation as an ‘enrichment in e/valuational formation’,
 i.e., an enrichment experienced as an ‘existential surplus’ or ‘excess of value’, etc., that is delivered through forms of relational resolution when a pro-relational attitude is instigated through a well-informed transcendental suspension or their equivalent. (37)


As indirectly alluded to in this essay, it was noted that evidence should speak for itself. Such an observation, in effect, being made by both Robert Manne
 and where James Boyce says ‘so as to ensure the uncovered evidence may be allowed to speak for itself’. Hence my existential understanding that ‘doing history’ should be more a matter of ‘history doing history’ (as well as noting ‘historians and their histories’).
 (38)


Such an attitude is instigated through a suspension of what is to be found to hand, be that either our prejudices or prejudgments, more probably as a mix of both without making too much of a distinction in this regard. Seen in this light implies that our ideological positions are not to be denied but preferentially treated as ‘the matter to hand’ to be suspended through the skillful use of such exploratory suspensions. (39)


That, although we might decry ideologues, seen in this light we should recognize that as disciplinarians, and as secularists in this world at large, we must start with such intellectual materials that if left untreated should have us relegated to either a second bench or a third tier, although, more correctly, it is through the skillful suspensions
 of such problematic positionings that we stand to find ‘existential salvation’ so to speak. Moreover, as I also conjecture that each and every suspension automatically invokes a corresponding de-suspension, as if ‘action and reaction’, or, as if ‘cause and effect’, where it follows that such an approach also has us returning immediately to this world as lived, hopefully, a tad more insightful and where the ongoing cultivation of this critical approach may well eventually have us heading in an even more radical direction… but, as for the merit of these various conjectures I must leave that to the earnest person themselves… be they either a disciplinarian or as a secularist… although, ultimately, from an anti-representational, pragmatic perspective, this difference is only a matter of ‘profession’, and not one exercised through ‘confession’, and, certainly, not one to be found in ‘a life lived with a full concern and care for others..!!’ (40)







    Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 10/11/22.

5. Postscript: What Are the ‘Moral’ Implications of this Essay?

1. ‘Doing History’ should work towards an existential ‘history doing history’; taking into account motifs and observations of re-righting/up-righting, etc.

2. A ‘history doing history’ should automatically take into account ‘historians and their histories’. Where ‘their’ must also include ‘an evaluation of the history of the historian themselves (who, hopefully, can eschew ideological positioning through suspensions, etc.).’

3. An existentially oriented historian (or disciplinarian) should seek to be relevant, existentially enrich their discourse, and, at least seriously try to be both competent and authentic (which is not necessarily easy given that traditional historians, e.g., have had to serve their masters or patrons [who themselves may be neither competent nor authentic]).

4. By extension, we should also ask of the discipline of philosophy that philosophers, too, oversee ‘philosophy doing philosophy’ rather than merely being seen ‘doing philosophy’ (and then, perhaps, only from ‘9 to 5’).

5. This essay devolves around only ‘the metaphorical-like possibility of a disciplinarian being willful, neglectful of the conformal nature of their discipline...’ and should not be read as having established that type of ascertainment. Such discrimination is left to the reader to do their own research, make up their own minds, and decide accordingly, etc.

6. Beware the misrepresentation of titles... given that titles being both ‘about the text’ and ‘being the text’ will misrepresent the overall text per se. Fortunately, once that inevitable misrepresentation is ‘seen’ then such a title better represents the space across which that text sets out on this almost impossible mission ‘to better represent itself...’ (41) 









          N.T., Penrith, 21.11.22.

6. Additional Considerations to Ask in Intracultural and Intercultural Contexts

1. In the ‘economic’ representation, presentation, and re-presentation of this topic of history what questions should we ask under these headings?
a. Under the heading of ‘representation’ we could ask just how is history being rhetorically disseminated, say, of aboriginal disposition, or, questioning the assumed self-consistency of colonial accounts, or, problems recognized in colonial history but were later downplayed, or, the ramifications of such post-colonial myths on the evolving formation of the imputation of an Australian psyche or ethos or mythos, etc?

b. With respect to ‘presentation’ we could ask ‘just how history is being taught and what might be problematic or perceived to be problematic in that regard, etc?’
c. As for ‘re-presentation’ we could ask just what is happening as shifts in historical presentation are taking place, have taken place, and might be about to happen? E.g., it has been noted that in Queensland, after 150 years of using a native police force, always under white leadership, with a meticulous taking of records, why is it the case that those records were so obvious destroyed (and where only misplaced records found in other ministries have survived)?
 In this regard, we should be asking when, by whom, and why? It being my suggestion that a relatively ‘neutral’ study of this issue, amongst many others, should cast a profound light on these cultural discontinuities as the major discourse of a dominant culture undergoes a radical evolution and discovers, and has to deal with, these radical shifts in these inevitable patterns of re(-)self-organized ‘historical re-presentation’ (that could well be seen as a further example of ‘history doing history’).
2. In regard to the above we need to ask just what motivation is either promoting or de-promoting the process and apparent ‘progress’ of an ongoing development subject to critical and radical reconsideration (through, e.g., rectification, deconstruction, and ongoing re(-)normalization)?
3. In the wake of such intracultural and intercultural explorations we must ask just how should such problems in our ‘doing history’, and in ‘history doing history’, and ‘in our taking historians to task’ by getting them to suitably account for the dissemination of ‘their histories’, in the broadest sense of that all-encompassing expression, might be better conducted? Indeed, can we foresee what ramifications could be thematized in this regard, i.e., asking just what past re(-)accounting must take place, what current implications appear to be with us now, and what possible future consequences will evolve, and perhaps radically devolve, from such disciplinary pursuits?
4. Obviously, this pursuit of the historical has consequences for how Australians, both Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians, are going to reshape a collective perception of what it truly means ‘to be an Australian’ (beyond rather seemingly trite and somewhat innocuous epithets of ‘mateship’, ‘pioneers’, ‘diggers’, ‘battlers’, and so on)? Given that we live in a multicultural society is it possible to recreate myths that work for everyone, both Indigenous and non-Indigenous, both natural citizens and migrants? In this, I remain an optimist. It is my perception that myths are being continually refashioned, imported, exported, radically created… and in this we are no different to how modern societies, it would appear, have to deal with an array of very similar problems in this Contemporary era opening up the possibility to learn from others in this same respect…? (42)






        Noël Tointon, Wentworth Falls, 3.1.23.
*    	For latest version of this paper: � HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage5.html" ��www.homestead.com/noelshomepage/noelshomepage5.html�


� 	This essay, effectively, is a continuation of these recent themes of both the pragmatic and the existential, along with their mutual overlapping, etc. 


� 	Two themes that surfaced in the writing of The Seventh Book… and which were also co-associated with the co-relative themes of the ensuing ‘relevance’ of an ‘enrichment’ in the quality of our relational interactions as a specific hallmark of successfully prosecuted existentially oriented patterns of intervention, etc.


� 	Keith Windschuttle; The Fabrication of Aboriginal History: Volume I: Van Diemen’s Land 1803-1847; Macleay Press, 2002. The Fabrication of Aboriginal History: Volume III: The Stolen Generations 1881-2008; Macleay Press, 2009. Robert Manne, Editor; Whitewash: On Keith Windschuttle’s Fabrication of Aboriginal History; Black Inc. Agenda, Melbourne, 2003. SBS; The Australian Wars; documentary, 2022; Rachael Perkins journeys across the country to explore the bloody battles fought on Australian soil and the war that established the Australian nation, seeking to change the narrative of the nation.


� 	Policies for ‘closing the gap’ have been a persistent feature on the Australian political landscape for decades. This ‘gap’ being starkly exemplified in mortality statists where on average the average lifespan of an Indigenous person is approximately 8 years compared to non-Indigenous Australians. A statistic that has little altered over recent decades despite iterations of suites of policies delivered by a range of both federal and state governments directed towards the amelioration of this anomaly so symbolic of such a disparity in social equity, etc. E.g., The Aboriginal and Torres Islander Social Justice Commissioner, Professor Tom Calma AO, in his Social Justice Report 2005, urged Australian governments to commit to achieving equality for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in health and life expectancy within 25 years. Link: � HYPERLINK "https://www.closingthegap.gov.au/resources/history" ��https://www.closingthegap.gov.au/resources/history� Currently, in 2022, life expectancy in Australia is computed to be 83.79 years, ranking Australia as 8th out of 60 developed countries. In 2020, the average life expectancy for Indigenous Australians was estimated to be 71.6 years for males (80.2 years for non-Indigenous males), and 75.6 years for females (83.4 years for non-Indigenous females). Link: � HYPERLINK "https://adf.org.au/insights/closing-the-gap/" ��https://adf.org.au/insights/closing-the-gap/� In effect, a gap exists of approximately of 7.8-8.6 years. However, it should also be noted that there is a great range in these statistics between Indigenous Australians living in cities and in remote parts of Australia with a much reduced comparative life expectancy for the latter.


� 	Pursuit, III.VII. 23, 274-275, 278, 282, etc.


� 	My approach is primarily ‘indirect’ since I am not acting either as an historian or as a meta-historian. In this regard, my approach is more hypothetical and postulated upon the consideration of the ‘as if this reading were correct’ without in any way insisting whether such a reading that ‘certain historians were more inclined or not inclined to fabricate history’ were correct, incorrect, partially correct or partially incorrect, etc. This argument simply devolves from the fact that it is possible that some historians are either inauthentic (or non-authentic) or have to operate from a position of inauthentic (or non-authentic) patronage, etc. 


� 	‘Etc.’ indicating the possible taking on of retrospective forms of apparent conformal appreciation (with obvious connections with how such co-associated histories could and should be conducted in view of the representation of such potentially well-informed patterns of historical appreciation). I.e., noting that ‘ramifications’ need not be just restricted to our interpretations of either present and/or future events, and thereby, also having ‘retrospective implications’ or ‘inferences’ for historical research. 


� 	As usual, defining ‘transcendental’ as equivalent to ‘trans-intentional/trans-cognitive processes of judgment’ enacted from an ‘existential point of view’, i.e., as ‘pro-relational’, i.e., ‘enacted in such a manner that oversees a comparatively positive enhancement in a trans-intentional equivalence between relevance, enrichment, competence and authenticity’, etc.


� 	It would appear that the reports sent on behalf of the native police in Queensland were deliberately destroyed and those that remain were those reports that had been accidently misplaced and discovered in other archives. Refer to Robert Orsted-Jensen; Frontier History Revisited – Colonial Queensland and the ‘History War; Lux Mundi Publishing, October, 2011; p. 253, etc.


� 	Robert Manne, Editor; Whitewash: On Keith Windschuttle’s Fabrication of Aboriginal History: Robert Manne; Introduction, p. 1.


� 	Published 2000 in three parts – I-III, respectively, in October, November, and December. Windschuttle published Fabrication in 2002.


� 	Ibid., 2.


� 	Phillip Knightley; Australia, A Biography of a Nation; Jonathan Cape Ltd, 2000.


� 	Manne, Whitewash, p. 6.


� 	For myself, I read and interpret such injunctions as describing an approach enacted through appropriate suspensions, prescribing certain expected patterns of disciplinary behaviour; as proscribing certain deontological norms, and, therein and thereby, intimating an existential orientation that, collectively, I would like to subsume under a ‘pragmatic’ prospect that, at the same time, overlooks all forms of reduction to mere expediency, and so on.


� 	Robert Orsted-Jensen; Frontier History Revisited – Colonial Queensland and the ‘History War; p. 165-166.


� 	According to Manne, this book was described by Professor Claudio Veliz as ‘meticulously researched’, ‘courageous’, ‘illuminating’, ‘immensely readable’ and ‘masterful’, and, ‘without doubt one of the most important books in our time’. Whitewash, p. 9. This same person described the early days of settlement as ‘a Nun’s picnic’ but this non-scholarly aside was not recorded in the later publication of this person’s speech.


� 	Ibid., 10-11.


� 	Ibid., 9.


� 	In an essay by James Boyce titled: Fantasy Island, we have mention in various preserved letters and diaries, etc., that the genre of a ‘hunt’ was the language used to describe ‘the tracking down of native communities by armed men’. Whitewash, p.25, 31,


� 	The word ‘extirpation’ was used in an account recorded in 1828. ‘They (the settlers) wishing to extirpate them (the Aborigines) entirely’. Ibid., p. 26.


� 	Ibid., p. 7. This brutal facet of history in Queensland being well-represented in the SBS program titled The Australian Wars.


� 	Ibid., p. 8.


� 	Fabrication, p. 406.


� 	Whitewash, p. 8. Citing Fabrication, Chapter 10.


� 	Where ‘evaluation’ is ‘judgment’, and, ‘valuation’ is ‘the judgment delivered in and through that process of evaluation’.


� 	When he noted, e.g., ‘For historians it is customary to begin investigations with hunches but to defer the arrival of definitive conclusions until research is complete. We could interpret such ‘deferral’ as a form of suspension. Whitewash, p. 7.


� 	As explored in the recent essay titled: 7V. Re-Righting ‘History’ through the Use of a Pragmatic Narration: A Pro-Relational Accounting of ‘History Doing History’.


� 	‘Skillful suspensions’ are defined by myself as ‘extended suspensions'. Pursuit, III.VII.I.307-8.


� 	As explored in the essay: 7V. Re-Righting History through the Use of a ‘Pragmatic’ Narration: A Pro-Relational Accounting of ‘History Doing History’.


� 	Australian culture as a whole could be treated as intracultural in the same sense that aboriginal leaders and thinkers are asking about their overall sense of ‘being aboriginal’. On the other hand, aboriginal ‘culture’ is not homogeneous, and, equally, through waves of migration, Australian culture should also not be mistreated as homogenous.


� 	As reported by this ABC program titled: Th e Australian Wars, Part III. Refer to footnote 9.





