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Varia

Gabriel Sangli, Bernard Tallet : Dyna-
miques démographiques et répartition du
peuplement. Vers une nouvelle géogra-
phie du peuplement dans le grand Sud-
Ouest du Burkina Faso ?

Pages 105-117

L’approche diachronique par 1’analyse des
données- des recensements de population de
1975, 1985, 1996 et 2006 permet d’éclairer
la dynamique spatiale de la population du
sud-ouest du Burkina Faso. La cartographie
des densités 4 ces quatre dates illustre les
dynamiques du peuplement et 1’évolution des
disparités régionales. Le mouvement d’ac-
croissement de la population est aussi éclairé
par le suivi des localités sur une période de
trente ans ; cette échelle fine d’analyse per-
met d’éclairer le role des héritages histo-
riques, le dynamisme des migrations et de la
colonisation agricole, ’émergence de centres
secondaires qualifiés de bourgs ruraux. -

Mots-clés : Densité de population, Répartition
du peuplement, Bourgs ruraux, Migration,
Burkina Faso.
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Varia

Gabriel Sangli, Bernard Tallet: Popula-
tion dynamics and distribution. Towards
a new geography of population in the
South-West of Burkina Faso?

Pages 105-117

A diachronic approach based on analyzing
data from population censuses of 1975,1985,
1996 and 2006 sheds light on the spatial dy-
namics of the population in the South-West
of Burkina Faso. The mapping of population
densities on these four dates illustrates the
population dynamics and the evolution of
regional disparities. The change in popula-
tion growth is also revealed through the mo-
nitoring of local communities over a period
of thirty years. Thus, this fine-scale analy-
sis highlights the role of historical legacies,
the dynamism of migration and land settle-
ment, as well as the emergence of secondary
centres known as rural towns.

Key words: Population Density, Distribu-
tion of Population, Rural Towns, Migration,
Burkina Faso.

ESPACE. POPULATIONS. SOCIETES, 2012-1

Tahu KUKUTAT'

John TAYLOR?

National Institute of Demographic and Economic
Analysis

The University of Waikato

New Zealand

tahuk @waikato.ac.nz

Center for Aboriginal Economic Policy Research
(CAEPR)

Research School of Social Sciences (RSSS)

The Australian National University (ANU)
Australia

jtaylor@anu.edu.an

Postcolonial Profiling of
Indigenous Populations:
Limaitations and Responses in
Australia and New Zealand

INTRODUCTION

Despite chequered histories linking offi-
cial statistics, demography and Indigenous
policy, governments in the settler states of
Australasia and North America continue to
invest substantial time and resources in mo-
nitoring the wellbeing outcomes of Indige-
nous peoples. In recent decades governments
in New Zealand and Australia have amassed
a wealth of statistical data on Indigenous
Meaori and Aboriginal populations, and both
peoples are a significant focus of popula-
tion research and policy in their respective
countries. However, a contradiction exists in
the social construction of Indigenous popula-
tions in that the categories and contexts em-

ployed in this form of postcolonial demogra-
phy inevitably reflect social and economic
institutions that frame the lives of the majo-
rity populations. Because such categories are
rarely inclusive of Indigenous ways of being,
key aspects of Indigenous sociality are either
missing or misrepresented in official statis-
tics and the analyses derived from them.

In this paper we identify and critique the
limitations of official statistics, and rela-
ted demographic practices, for social profi-
ling of Indigenous peoples in Australia and
New Zealand. Using case studies from both
countries, we illustrate some of the ways in
which Indigenous polities are themselves
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responding to limitations by generating their
own demographic profiles and social indi-
cators as a form of community governance.
Such an examination is timely. Within the
discipline of demography, there is a growing
awareness of the need to move beyond the
well-worn paradigm of demographic tran-
sition theory, to embrace a “comprehensive
demography” which explicitly addresses
questions of causality at the intersection of
population and development [Charbit &
Petit, 2011]. The emergence of a critical In-
digenous demography, involving both Indi-
genous and non-Indigenous researchers, has
highlighted the epistemological and metho-
dological shortcomings of applied demogra-
phic research on Indigenous peoples, and ge-
nerated calls for more innovative approaches
[Altman, 2009; Andersen, 2008; Axelsson
et al., 2011; Kukutai, 2011b; Mako, 1998;
Moreton-Robinson & Walter, 2009; Prout,
2011; Taylor, 2008, 2009,2011; Walter, 2010;
Wereta & Bishop, 2006]. Indigenous commu-
nities and advocacy organisations have also
expressed growing dissatisfaction with the
ways in which they are constructed as popu-

Figure 1. Map of Australia and New Zealand
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lations within their settler states, as well as
how their wellbeing is prioritised and repor-
ted on [United Nations, 2004, 2006; Wereta,
2002; Wereta & Bishop, 2006; Yu, 2011].
These appraisals, emanating from different
sources, provide an opportune moment to
critique the demography-policy nexus in
two specific Indigenous contexts and to
reflect on how Indigenous demography
might be undertaken differently. To that
end the case studies presented here — the
Yawuru Knowing our Community survey in
Broome, Western Australia, and the Maori
Plan for Tamaki Makaurau in Auckland,
New Zealand — illustrate the ways in which
official statistics and the practice of demo-
graphy might be fruitfully ‘indigenized’ to
better meet the needs of Indigenous commu-
nities and organisations. More importantly,
we argue, these projects offer compelling
examples of how the historically fraught
relationship between demography and Indi-
genous development can be productively re-
forged when Indigenous peoples are placed
at the centre, rather than on the periphery, of
the research process.
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CONSTRUCTING AND CLASSIFYING INDIGENOUS POPULATIONS

Critical perspectives on state practices of
ethnic counting and classification are indis-
pensible for understanding the context
within which postcolonial demography ope-
rates. Such practices are important because
they effectively determine how Indigenous
populations are statistically constructed
and subsequently reported on. Nowhere
is this more evident than in the national
population census. Although the counting of
human populations has its roots in Antiquity,
the national census is a modern construct,
emerging in the United States in 1790, and
extending to much of the New World,
including New Zealand and Australia, by the
late 19% century. Today, the majority of the
world’s countries engage in some form of
census-taking, its ‘scientized’ form discursi-
vely positioned as a universal and efficient
mode of objective inquiry across countries
with divergent histories and social condi-
tions. Among social scientists, however,
State practices of counting and classifying
are more often understood as political acts
that reflect and maintain inequalities in insti-
tutional power arrangements. Census-taking
technologies and population statistics have
thus been linked to bureaucratic control and
surveillance; state-facilitated interventions
upon the national citizenry; and elite goals
of nation-building [Foucault, 1991; Hindess,
1973; Kertzer & Arel, 2002].

Within these critical perspectives, ethnic
schemas are seen to play an important sym-
bolic role in maintaining group hierarchies
by portraying a particular vision of social
reality congruent with the discourses and
concerns of those in power. Such discourses
include what an ideal society ought to look
like; how it ought to function; and who
should be included within the bounds of na-
tionhood and citizenship [Andersen, 2008;
Kertzer & Arel, 2002]. One need not look

far to find examples of how population data
were utilised in efforts to civilise, assimilate
and integrate Indigenous peoples. In New
Zealand, for example, the statistical interest
in Mzori-European ‘half-castes’® was clearly
linked to colonial polices of racial amalga-
mation [Kukutai, 2011a]. With time and
effort it was anticipated that Maori would
eventually lose their separate identity and
become absorbed into what one government
minister described as a “...white race with
a slight dash of the finest coloured race in
the world” (cited in Belich, 2001, p. 190).
The relative proportion of half-castes to
Maori full-bloods was seen as an important
indicator of the rate of amalgamation. As the
Under Secretary of Native Affairs observed
in the 1906 Census report (cited in Kukutai,
2011a,p. 37
It is an idea of many people that the ulti-
mate fate of the Maori race is to become
absorbed in the European. Whether any
tendency is shown in this direction must
be gathered from the increase or decrease
in the number of half-castes.
Likewise, in Australia, as recently as the
1930s it was expected by the State that indi-
genous people would disappear as a distinct
population. This was to occur as a conse-
quence of inexorable and excess mortality
amongst so-called ‘full-blood’ indigenous
people, as well as via the social reclassifi-
cation of those considered ‘half-caste’ under
a deliberate policy of cultural assimilation
into mainstream society up until the 1960s
[Smith, 1980].
Though egregious labels such as ‘half-
caste’ may now be a thing of the past, the
relationship between the presumed rational,
scientific nature of official statistics and the
socially constructed nature of the catego-
ries underpinning those enquiries continues
to produce a particular set of challenges

3 Prior to 1986, the census and other official data collec-
tions in New Zealand used the concept of blood quantum
to capture group membership. With some exceptions,

only those reported as ‘half or more’ Maori were sta-
tistically counted as part of the Maori population (for
more, see Kukutai, 2011a; Pool, 1991).




for postcolonial demography. Like all dis-
ciplines, demography has its own peculiar
view of what constitutes meaningful and
valid research. As Caldwell (1996) observed
in his seminal paper on demography and so-
cial science, demographers are interested in
the central tendencies of groups; in minimi-
zing sources of error; and in the production
of “social facts” carefully assembled from
quantitative data. There is a deep aversion to
engaging in practices considered to be non-
scientific [Caldwell, 1996]. Perhaps because
of this, demographers have generally been
reluctant to admit to the subjective and so-
cial biases in their work — that is, to recognise
that their social facts are built on categories
that are politically informed and socially
constructed. This tension is hardly new. As
Hindess (1973, p. 47) argued forty years ago,
the evaluation of social statistics for scienti-
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fic purposes is always and necessarily a theo-

retical exercise, such that “... different theo-
retical problematics must produce different
and sometimes contradictory evaluations of

any given set of statistics.” His dismissal of ;

“true” categories as a “figment of the empiri-
cist imagination” (p. 40) served as a cautio-
nary warning not to conflate statistical cate-

gories with the underlying social reality (see |

also Caldwell, 1996), but remains a challenge
for postcolonial demography. A key point to
note here is that, despite the move towards
the adoption of self-identification of Indige-

nous status in the national censuses of most

settler states, the State still controls the avai-

lable demographic categories and, therefore, !

the prism through which indigenous sociality
is statistically constructed. This control is
the essence of postcolonial demography —
a point elaborated further below.

POSTCOLONIAL DEMOGRAPHY IN AUSTRALJIA AND NEW ZEALAND

As distinct from postcolonial theories,
which engage with and contest colonialism's
discourses, power structures, and social
hierarchies, postcolonial demographic pro-
filing refers to the forms of applied demo-
graphy that have emerged, mostly in the last
30 years, in support of attempts by the State
to quantify indigenous peoples as a sepa-
rately identified homogeneous population,
and to respond to their perceived needs. The
dilemma for appropriate measurement — an
issue that demographers care deeply about —
is that this form of liberal multiculturalism
arises from a view of Indigenous particula-
rity as a simple opposition to the dominant
society [Kowal, 2010, pp. 189-192]. This, in
turn, requires a mechanism for establishing
difference in order to respond to it and the
official device instituted for this purpose is
the broad population binary Indigenous/non-
Indigenous. Statistically, postcolonial logic
requires that the official representation of In-
digenous sociality is necessarily relational.
The aim is not to give expression and subs-

tance to Indigenous difference, but simply
to compare those aspects of it that the State
feels it wants to influence. Along the way,
much that is uniquely Indigenous in terms of
economy, society and worldview is rendered
invisible [Altman, 2009; Walter, 2010].

In both Australia and New Zealand, this bi-
nary has found impetus in recent times by
first of all generating, and then sustaining, a
policy discourse around ‘Closing the Gaps’
where the object of government policy to-
wards Indigenous peoples is reduced to en-
suring convergence across a range of key
social indicators [Australian Government,
2009; Te Puni Kokiri, 1998, 2000]. In this
environment, the focus is on information
that defines the ‘other’ based on a legal/ana-
lytical definition of Indigenous peoples and
their attributes, as opposed to self-defini-
tions that are more culturally-based. As Nie-
zen (2003, p. 19) points out, this produces
frustration for Indigenous peoples because
of their historical and social diversity, and
because the question of official definition

now sets analysis against identity. Critics
have thus argued that Gaps policies have
little to do with enabling or empowering
Indigenous peoples to live the sorts of
lives that they want and value, but rather
represent a continuation of historical poli-
cies of assimilation towards the European
norm [Altman, 2009; Humpage & Fleras,
2001]. While few dispute the importance
of addressing Indigenous disadvantage, the
problem with Gaps-type approaches is that
contemporary forms of inequality are de-
coupled from the unequal institutional ar-
rangements that structure the relationship
between Indigenous peoples and the State,
itself a legacy of colonialism. The solution
thus becomes one of changing individual
Indigenous behaviours and orientations
(e.g., to lead healthier lifestyles, deve-
lop greater labour market attachments,
and so forth), rather than addressing the
fundamental power inequalities that conti-
nue to designate many Indigenous peoples
as second class citizens in their own
homelands.

In Australia, it is only relatively recently
that Indigenous peoples have been made vi-
sible in official statistics. The constitutional
referendum of 1967 that repealed a clause
excluding Indigenous peoples on the basis
of racial identification from the count of
the Australian population opened the way
for their separate enumeration. This coin-
cided at the time with the wishes of Indi-
genous people to continue to be identified
in the census but without ‘distinctions of
descent’ [Rowse & Smith, 2010]. The re-
sult was a self-identified race question in
the 1971 census that (with slight modifi-
cation) has formed the basis for construc-
ting a consistent population binary ever
since. The capacity to statistically identify
Maori as a distinct population has been
available since 1874, though the definition
of who counts as Maori has been subject
to much change [Kukutai, 2011a]. To the
extent that the enumeration of Indigenes
in New Zealand and Australia is deemed
‘successful’ (i.e., is carried out in a man-
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ner. consistent with scientific standards),
the product of postcolonial demography is
well-suited to the targeted provision of citi-
zen entitlements. Crucially, though, it fails
to provide for Indigenous peoples’ interests
in their inherent and proprietary rights ex-
pressed through customary forms of social
and political organisation.

In Australia, these rights are increasingly
manifest in the many forms of native title
settlement and agreement-making that exist
for incorporated land-holding groups [Tehan
et al., 2006) as well as in widespread and
associated configurations of post-classical
Indigenous social organization that Sutton
(2003) refers to as “families of polity” in-
volving cognatic descent groups. These he
describes as the most visible customary
organisational structures of contemporary
indigenous society enabling larger grou-
pings into tribal units or language groups.
Importantly, they are the sort of groupings
that constitute the major structural element
of public life in contemporary Australian
Indigenous society as manifest via wide-
spread applications for native title determi-
nation. As such, they provide the means by
which Indigenous peoples express collec-
tive identities and seek to negotiate for their
needs and aspirations including fundamental
issues of recognition, inclusion and economic
opportunity [Tehan et al., 2006, p. 3].

In New Zealand, pre-European Indigenous
forms of social and political organisation
were likewise based on cognatic kinship
groups. For Maori the most important of
these were hapt (clans) which, from time
to time, joined with others to form broader
tribal groupings known as iwi. The impacts
of colonization, the large-scale alienation
of collectively owned hapti land, and the
intense rural-urban migration of Maori that
occurred after World War II meant that by
the 1960s “the tribe was largely an abstract
concept” [Metge, 1964, p. 58]. However,
since the late 1980s, iwi (and to a lesser
extent, hapl) have re-emerged as major
economic and political institutions, driven
largely by government policy and financial




settlements relating to breaches of the Treaty
of Waitangi*, and the historical alienation of
Maori land and resources [Webster, 2002].
The tribal renaissance — manifest in political
power, economic influence, and increasing
popularity through identification in statisti-
cal forums such as the census — means iwi
are now a force to be reckoned with, even as
Maori, as a people, continue to be dispropor-
tionately over-represented in all the negative
social statistics [Walling, Small-Rodriguez
& Kukutai, 2009; Webster, 2002].

In both countries, the shift to a post-settle-
ment context has amplified the need for ro-
bust statistical data for kinship groups, as
well as for urban and pan-tribal Indigenous
associations. However, a significant irony
is emerging in that, at a time when we see
an unprecedented volume and range of data
on something called ‘the Indigenous popula-
tion’, mostly as a consequence of efforts by
national statistics agencies, there remains a
dearth of information on the various socio/
cultural entities that make up those popula-
tions [Kukutai, 2011b; Taylor 2009, 2011;
Walling, Small-Rodriguez & Kukutai, 2009;
Wereta, 2002]. As a consequence, in matters
that are crucial to the interests of variously
constituted Indigenous polities, we are in-
creasingly information rich but invariably
knowledge poor. The limited capacity of
official data to capture the socially situated
meanings of demographic events in Indige-
nous communities is well illustrated by eth-
nographic research on ageing and population
mobility in Australia, briefly described below.

Chronological versus social age

Age is the classic control variable of demo-
graphy. Use of chronological age provides
life-stage categories such as infants, scho-
ol-age, school-to-work transition age, prime
working age, and old or retirement age and
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these are routinely linked to demographic
events because of the shifts in biology and
social expectations that they imply. But as
Taylor (2009) has shown, in many Indige-

nous societies in Australia, especially in re-

mote areas, age is just as likely to be a so-
cial category constructed around age grades, :
age sets and generation sets whose cultural ;

meaning reflects social status and responsi-
bilities and indicates whether a person is

married or unmarried, initiated or uninitia~

ted, or has a particular degree of prestige and
so on. Consequently, uniquely Indigenous

life stages exist that carry with them particu-
lar obligations, expectations, behaviors, and

statuses but these are invariably unrecorded. :

For example, the age range from around
9 tol8 years in which western education
expects full-time attendance at school is also '
the one in which Indigenous boys progress |
in stages to manhood with potentially quite

different priorities and expectations [Ivory,
2008]. Similarly, many young women will
already have assumed marriage and mo-

therhood roles according to customary ex- .

pectation. The implications of these social Indigenous entities have shifted from chal-

practices for fertility and labour force par- ;

ticipation are largely unknown due to lack :

of measurement, but it would be a mistake
to assume that chronological age alone pro-

vides a sufficient framework for the analysis

of demographic events.

Population mobility

Similar observations regarding the inability
of mainstream instruments to capture key as-
pects of Indigenous sociality have been made
in respect of population mobility. A recurring

theme in the Australian ethnographic litera-
ture is the recognition of frequent circular mo-

vement of Indigenous peoples between places

that combine to form functional regions based :

on the location of significant kin or on a need

“The Treaty of Waitangi, signed in 1840 between Maori
tribes and the Crown, has been described as the Maori
“magna carta”. The Maori version of the Treaty gua-
ranteed Maori protection of their lands and resources,
tino rangatiratanga (self-determination), and the rights
and privileges of British subjects. In return they ceded

their governorship to the Crown. The Crown’s failure to .

honor the terms of the Treaty has long been the focus of

Maori grievances relating to loss of land and political :

marginalization, aithough the establishment of the Wai-
tangi Tribunal has made significant headway in addres-
sing Treaty-related concerns.

to access services [Morphy, 2010; Memmott
et al., 2006; Taylor & Bell, 2004]. However,
conventional fixed-period census questions
are not designed to capture such movements
and they therefore go unrecorded despite
being a prominent feature of Indigenous so-
cial and economic life [Taylor, 2011]. Part
of the problem here is identified by Morphy
(2010, p. 377) as a failure to take into account
“units of sociality that are larger than the indi-
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vidual, household or nuclear family”— a view
of the region and wider domestic moral eco-
nomy in which individuals are embedded by
relatedness. This echoes calls more widely in
the social sciences for ethnographic and bio-
graphical accounts of population mobility so
as to interpret population movement as cultu-
rally-situated in social fields and individual
and group lifecourses [Halfacree & Boyle,
1993; Lawson, 2000; McHugh, 2000].

INDIGENIZING DEMOGRAPHY FROM THE GROUND UP

One of the legacies of being counted, clas-
sified and monitored by the State is that
Indigenous communities and organisations
have, understandably, been sceptical of ef-
forts to quantify them, particularly when
the production of so-called social facts has
been carried out with little apparent benefit
for the communities involved and, at times,
has explicitly worked against their interests
[Walter, 2010; Wereta, 2002]. However, as

lenging the State to focusing on the develop-
ment of internal capabilities, attitudes have
begun to change. In part this reflects an ac-
knowledgement that demography, whatever

. its shortcomings, provides useful tools for

generating critical information with which
to pursue Indigenous self-determining pro-
jects. It also reflects a pragmatic recognition
of the extent to which population research
continues to provide the evidence base for
government policy approaches to Indige-
nous development. As one Indigenous de-
mographer argues, “... if Indigenous resear-
chers are not the framers of the discourse
that flows from the data then it is non-Indi-
genous researchers who set research agen-
das, prioritise research questions and frame
analysis and interpretation that usually cast
us as the ‘problem’ to be researched” [More-
ton-Robinson & Walter, 2009, p. 11]. In re-
cent years the authors have been involved in
two separate projects, both driven by and for

Indigenous communities, which embody the

foregoing challenge of peoples doing it for
themselves. In the following case studies we
describe how two very different Indigenous
communities in Australia and New Zealand
have strategically incorporated demographic
methods and practices as a m i
sing their own aspirations for
their collective wellbeing.

Native title and population statistics in
Broome, Western Australia

In 1992, the High Court of Australia upheld
a claim that the continent was not ‘terra
nullius’ or land belonging to no-one when
European settlement occurred. In a decision
referred to as the ‘Mabo decision’ after the
main claimant, the court found that native
title rights survived settlement, though sub-
ject to the sovereignty of the Crown. The
government’s legislative response to this de-
cision was the Native Title Act 1993 which
established a regime to ascertain where
native title exists and who holds it. Since
that time, there have been a total of 134
determinations of native title on behalf of
Indigenous land-holding groups amounting
to 1.2 million sq. kms or approximately
15 per cent of the Australian land mass. One
such determination has been in respect of the
Yawuru people whose land is now occupied
by the rapidly growing town of Broome in
the north west of Western Australia (fig. 1).
In 2010, the Yawuru Area Global Agree-
ment was registered as a formal resolution




to issues arising from an 18 year process of
native title claim preparation, mediation,
bitter litigation and successful negotiation
by Yawuru native title holders. This settle-
ment of Yawuru native title lands involved
a $200 million land and financial package,
thus securing Yawuru as a prime equity par-
tner in Broome’s economy and in its conser-
vation management and social development.
As the Indigenous rights agenda gradually
shifts in such situations from the pursuit of
restitution to the management and imple-
mentation of benefits, those with inherent
and proprietary rights are finding it in-
creasingly necessary to build internal capa-
city for community planning including in
the area of information retrieval and appli-
cation. In launching the Yawuru ‘Knowing
our Community’ (YKC) survey of Indige-
nous households in Broome in 2011, the
Yawuru set a precedent in Australia in the
acquisition of statistical information as an
act of self-determination and essential com-
munity governance by insisting that this
be to serve their internal purposes as well
as to to enable representation of their own
priorities and circumstances to the outside
world [Taylor ez al., 2012]. This survey
was unique in many ways. It was not the
first survey of Indigenous households ever
to be conducted in an urban centre in Aus-
tralia, not least in Broome. It was, however,
the first to be knowingly comprehensive in
coverage based on the prior local identifica-
tion of Indigenous households, and the first
to be developed, managed, conducted and
controlled entirely by local Indigenous or-
ganisations and local Indigenous residents
for the primary purpose of informing their
own local planning needs. The exercise can
be described as the first truly Indigenous
social survey in Australia on a whole-of-
population scale.

This action was deemed necessary because
of a perception by Yawuru that official data
from the national census had in the past si-
gnificantly under-represented the Indigenous
population of Broome and, as a state-admi-
nistered process, it had no capacity to repre-
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sent the cultural diversity of the Indigenous |
population that lives on, or visits, Yawuru
OoE:Q The case is well articulated by a|
senior Yawuru leader:
The view I have about data is a long ém%
from the current paradigm where data i _m,v
collected on Indigenous society by go-|
vernments for their purposes, not to sup-
port the objectives that Indigenous @aoEn
want to determine. I share a 602329
Indigenous aversion to the way data is!
collected by governments, academics or,
professional researchers on or about Abo-
riginal people. ...despite the wealth o@
empirical data Emrma up by countless in- |
quiries, Royal Commissions and research |
projects over many decades about the so- !
cial and economic condition of Aborigi-;
nal society, little practical benefit seems |
to come from all this data. Thie] catego-
ries are constructed in the imagination’
of the Australian nation state. They are
not geographic, social or cultural spaces |
that have relevance to Aboriginal woow_oﬂ
[Yu, 2011].
The message conveyed is that new gover-;
nance arrangements in the post-native title
determination era should inevitably be in-
formed by locally-controlled and customi-
sed information. Yawuru leaders are acutely |

aware of the importance and power of this: |
it provides them with a customised evidence |
base for decision-making; it assists a dialo-
gue between different native title groups in
the region who are affected by an expan-
ding mineral resources sector; it provides
a baseline to measure impacts of economic

¢ the YKC count of usual Indigenous residents

of Broome was 48 per cent higher than the
t most recent official census count (in 2006)
| and the survey identified 44 per cent more
i Indigenous households [Taylor e al., 2012].
It also recorded, for the first time, that Yawu-
ru had become a minority group on its own
land, accounting for less than one-third of
around 3,600 Indigenous residents, but was
the largest single grouping among more than
50 other Indigenous language affiliations.
All, of course, were outnumbered by an
i influx of non-Indigenous residents. Impor-
tantly, the Yawuru corporate group now has

| a geocoded unit record population database

at its disposal from which to generate sta-
tistical outputs for population groupings and
to use as a reliable sampling frame for cost-
efficient surveys on issues of concemn such
as housing affordability, school to work tran-

; sition, and aged care. Incorporation of these

data into a Geographic Information System
also provides for spatial inquiries — already
it has been deployed to demonstrate that a
simple re-routing of the town’s only public
transport network would increase reasonable
access to a bus stop from 19 per cent of the
town’s indigenous population to 57 per cent
[Taylor et al., 2012, pp. 25-28], a significant

| improvement for a population with relati-

vely low vehicle ownership.

| Conceptually, the collection of demogra-

phic, social and economic information rela-
ted to the Indigenous peoples of Broome was
designed to establish an evidence base that
would enable Yawuru to embark on a logical

and social change on Indigenous society; it'
provides a basis for informed dialogue with |
government and industry; and, it provides a |
basis of accountability for public policy and |
investment for Indigenous development in'
the region [Yu, 2011, p. 7].

The results of the YKC survey highlight the |

benefits of having local control over infor- !

mation-gathering and the ability to apply:

a methodology that more effectively iden- |

tifies, engages with, and elicits a response |

from the Indigenous community. w%s»:%,

sequence of social and economic planning.
This emphasis on evidence-based planning
| underlined an urgent need for accurate de-
{ mographic data, not least because there are
. no official data available for the Yawuru po-
| pulation group/social collective. This was
1a significant shortcoming for meaningful
| community planning because whatever the
: detail of local plans might be, it is crucial
that they are based on reliable estimates for
! the target population. In terms of programs,
{ it requires reliable breakdown into infants,
mothers, school-age children, youth, young

ﬁ
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adults, middle-aged, and older people. Ideal-
ly, it also requires that statistical events in
the population (such as employment num-
bers, school enrolments, housing conditions,
hospital separations etc.) are drawn from
the same population universe — such that
numerators are drawn from matched deno-
minators in the calculation of rates. Unfor-
tunately, in official statistics on Indigenous
populations generally, this concordance is
not always certain.

Monitoring M3aori wellbeing in Auckland,
New Zealand

The second case study of demography as a
form of Indigenous community governance
is located in Auckland, in the upper north of
New Zealand’s North Island (fig. 1). With a
population of 1.5 million, Auckland is home
to one third of the New Zealand’s total po-
pulation; a level of concentration unusual by
OECD standards, and which will only inten-
sify with 60 per cent of the country’s projec-
ted population growth over the two decade
expected to occur in Auckland [Statistics
New Zealand, 2010]. As the preferrgd loca-
tion for corporate headquarters, Auckland is
the country’s business hub and contributes
more than one third of the country’s GDP
[Auckland Council, 2012]. It isialso New
Zealand’s only ‘super city’, the result of a
recent process of local government reform,
and is governed by an influential and politi-
cally prominent body, the Auckland Council.
The Council features regularly in the natio-
nal media and recently embarked on an am-
bitious long-term plan to elevate Auckland
to the status of ‘world’s most liveable city’
(it currently ranks 10* in a popular list of the
world’s most liveable cities list, see Econo-
mist Intelligence Unit, 2012).

Of the nearly half million M3zori counted
in the 2006 census, one in four lived in
Auckland, making Auckland-resident Maori
an important part of the overall M3ori po-
pulation. Since the early 1990s Auckland
has undergone rapid ethnic diversification
and this, combined with historic patterns of
European settlement, means that the demo-




graphic visibility of Maori in Auckland is
low relative to many other parts of the North
Island. In 2006, 11 per cent of the Auckland
population identified as Maori — significant-
ly below their national share of 16 per cent.
Despite the tendency to homogenise Maori
as a monolith ethnic group, they, like other
settler state indigenes, are internally diverse
with respect to socio-economic status and
ties to Maori identity, culture and traditions
{Kukutai, 2011b]. This is especially so for
Auckland’s Maori population, the legacy of
the intense Maori rural-urban migration that
occurred after World War I, and high rates
of intermarriage with Europeans and, to a
lesser extent, with Pacific peoples.

One of the consequences of local govern-
ment reform in Auckland has been the
drawing of sharper distinctions between two
groups of Maori known as mana whenua
and mataawaka. The former refers to Maori
descended from any of the 19 iwi and hapt
whose customary homelands fall wholly or
partly within the super city boundaries. The
latter refers to Maori who live in Auckland
but who lack a kinship connection to any of
the customary tribes®. In 2006, mana whe-
nua comprised a relatively small share of all
Auckland Maori, at around 15 per cent. Since
2010, mana whenua and mataawaka have
been represented, at a local government le-
vel, by a unique political entity known as the
Independent Maori Statutory Board (IMSB).
The IMSB was borne amidst lengthy, and of-
ten heated, debates about the issue of man-

v
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_
New Zealanders [Hawyard, 2011]. While}
central government rejected a recommen-|
dation to instigate mandatory Maori seats{

on the newly formed Auckland Council, it

provided for the formation of an indepen-;

dent Maori statutory board to ensure a voice
for Maori within the Auckland governance
process. This was a landmark decision, gi-
ven the importance of local government as
resource managers with wide decision-ma-
king powers affecting Maori ancestral lands,

waterways, sacred sites, and places of spe-:

cial significance [Hayward, 2011]. Among
its key statutory responsibilities, the IMSB
was tasked with promoting cultural, econo-
mic, environmental and social issues that
are significant to Maori in Auckland, and
ensuring that the Council complies with its
statutory provisions that refer to the Treaty
of Waitangi.

A year into its term, the IMSB established a!

number of foundational projects, the timing

of which was given impetus by the develop-
ment of The Auckland Plan setting out the;

Council’s strategic vision through to 2040.
Keen to ensure that the Council took account
of the Maori aspirations when planning the
city’s long-term future, the IMSB decided to
develop its own dedicated plan for Maori in
Auckland, including a multi-level statistical
framework for measuring and monitoring

their wellbeing. To the extent that it engages|

with statistical time-series monitoring, and

is explicitly informed by Maori values, as-

pinned by five core Maori values, identified
from extensive consultations with mana
whenua and matawaaka communities. These
principles identify relatedness (whanaunga-
tanga), autonomy and leadership (rangatira-
tanga), the capacity to care for others as well
as the natural environment (manaakitanga),
spirituality and identity (wairuatanga), and
guardianship (kaitiakitanga ) as central to
Maori conceptions of wellbeing.

In developing the framework, it was agreed
that the selected indicators ought to meet the
standards typically expected of high-quality
monitoring frameworks — to be drawn from
a representative sample, be valid and re-
liable, grounded in research, and so forth —
so that they could be used as an evidence
base in engagements with the Council and
central government agencies, as well as for
general advocacy. Many of the 100-plus
indicators populating the framework were
thus identified from existing official data
sets, including the national census, as well
as administrative data and large-scale sur-
veys. Not surprisingly, given the issues
raised in the earlier sections of this paper,
the exercise also revealed substantial gaps
in the availability of Maori-specific indica-

 tors, particularly in the cultural and envi-

ronmental domains. A critical component
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of the plan was thus to identify areas where
new data could be collected, both through
supporting local communities to collect
their own data, and through negotiating
with the Council to take responsibility for
collecting culturally-specific data as part of
their usual data monitoring and evaluation
activities. While some of the wellbeing in-
dicators only pertained to mana whenua,
such as those relating to customary rela-
tionships to land and resources, the majo-
rity were applicable to all Auckland Maori.
This reflected the high degree of overlap
between mana whenua and mataawaka no-
tions of wellbeing elicitéd in the consulta-
tion informing the plan’s design. In terms
of its usefulness, it iy envisaged that the
Maori Plan will serve multiple purposes,
for both the IMSB and Auckland M3zori
communities, from proyiding an evidence
base with which to evaluate the evolving
‘state’ of collective Maori wellbeing, to
supporting local activities aimed at impro-
ving wellbeing outcomes. Like Broome,
the Auckland project illustrates a trans-
formation of sorts in the ways Indigenous
peoples are engaging with demography,
and official statistics on their own terms,
and in ways consistent with their own s€lf-
determining agendas.

 INDIGENIZING THE OFFICIAL STATISTICS SYSTEM: FROM THE LOCAL TO
pirations and priorities, The Maori Plan: THE GLOBAL

Jor Tamaki Makaurau® is a groundbreaking
initiative. As distinct from general westem gince it formation in 2000, one of the ma-

frameworks of wellbeing which are either jor concerns of the United Nations Perma-

domain-driven (e.g, social, cultural etc.), or| t .
focus on a specific concept (e.g., quality of nent Forum on Indigenous Issues (UNPFID)

: Lo 1 thas been to establish appropriate statistical
life), the Zmon Plan framework is under- o5 of the world’s Indigenous peoples.
| Following a UNPFII workshop convened in
ding a mandate for the purposes of negotiating a Treaty’ 2004 to focus on data collection and disag-
claim. By contrast, mataawaka are Maori who (a) live: gregation for Indigenous peoples, the view

in Hﬁaﬁh mwa (b) are n-§ in heﬁ%\__gﬁ group. ‘was expressed that international human
>=oEMww ?«»wmw.___o_wu cM MM.N%MM mo%o: name 0% development indices, such as those asso-
http://www irsb.maori nz/English/The+M257ori+Plan, Ciated with the Millennium Development
html iGoals, did not capture many of the criteria

‘considered essential for their wellbeing. In

datory Mzori representation in local govern-
ment, a measure which many Maori view
as a Treaty right and necessary mechanism
for addressing their low visibility in local
government, but which has been vigorously
resisted by non-Maori, and especially white

particular, what was lacking was a series
of rights-based indicators related to issues
such as control over land and resources,
equal participation in decision-making, and
control over development processes [United
Nations, 2004, 2006].

‘While our case studies show how Indigenous
agency is being exercised to productively en-
gage with demography on local terms, they
also underscore the ongoing importance of
official statistics as repositories of data used
to frame and understand the lives of Indige-
nous peoples. Given the considerable time

5 The Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009
defines mana whenua group as an iwi or hapu that
(a) exercises historical and continuing mana whenua
in an area wholly or partly located in Auckland; and
(b) is either a mandated iwi organisation under the
Maori Fisheries Act 2004; a body that has been the
subject of a settlement of Treaty of Waitangi claims; or
a body that has been confirmed by the Crown as hol-




and resources required to plan and execute
whole-of-community surveys and moni-
toring projects, it is inevitable that, for the
forseeable future at least, Indigenous polities
will continue to be heavily reliant on official
statistics for quantitative demographic data
about themselves. Indigenizing demography
thus requires more than Indigenous-driven
change from the ‘ground up’; it also requires
transformation from within the official sta-
tistics system.

In New Zealand, the signs are somewhat
promising. Outwardly at least Statistics New
Zealand has been proactive than its North
American and Australian counterparts in ac-
knowledging and trying to address the statis-
tical needs of its Indigenous population. The
idea that indicators relevant to the interests
of Indigenous peoples can be collected wi-
thin a coherent framework is demonstrated
by the Maori Statistics Framework deve-
loped progressively since 1995 by Statistics
New Zealand [Wereta & Bishop, 2006]. This
framework officially acknowledges that the
statistical needs of Maori differ at times
from those of the rest of the population and
provides a basis for meeting these needs ei-
ther through official collections or via Maori
community-based organisations. Aside from
providing data of relevance, a key outcome
sought is an enhanced statistical capacity
within the Maori community, with the offi-
cial statistical agency assuming a supportive
facilitating role. There is a Maori Statistics
Advisory Committee to the Government
Statistician that meets three to four times a
year to advise on policy and other issues that
are likely to affect Maori statistical priori-
ties. The agency’s Effectiveness for Maori
Strategy also recognizes the need to address
internal systemic barriers to the production
of statistics for Maori, and makes reference
to enabling effective Maori participation in
planning and decision-making, though it of-
fers no concrete guidance for what enabling
structures might be put in place, nor how
effective participation might be monitored.
While this level of accommodation for In-

digenous perspectives is absent in Australia,
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from 1990 to 2004, there were some formal
Indigenous checks and balances on govern-|
ment activity in the area of Indigenous data
collection. This was provided by the exis-
tence of representative indigenous regional
councils who had a statutory role (under s.7
of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Commission Act 1989) in vetting and in-
fluencing the indigenous data collection and;
analysis activities of the ABS and other go-|
vernment agencies. Amendment to this Act}
in 2005 effectively abolished these councils;
thereby extinguishing an important represen-
tative validating environment for statistical
data collection and dissemination. With this
now gone, the question arises as to who go-
vernments should/could legitimately engage
with in order to ensure Indigenous input and
imprimatur for its activities in this area.
These experiences in Australia and New
Zealand raise interesting questions about the
proper role of State machinery in gathering
statistics on Indigenous populations. Whe-
reas in the past, governments have been
content to generate social binaries as essen-
tial input to public policy, the legal and mo-
ral framework for such singular attribution
of complex Indigenous social organisation
has been and is shifting such that individual
groupings of Indigenous peoples are reas-
serting identity through statistical means in;
the ways we have demonstrated. Against this
background it is instructive to reflect on Eow
intent of the United Nations Declaration on|
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples EEﬁa,
Nations, 2008].

The UN Declaration is a non-binding ﬁﬁ
that sets out the individual and 8:005\1
rights of Indigenous peoples, as wmow_mm !
It emphasizes the rights of such peoples to!
maintain and strengthen their own institu-
tions, cultures and traditions and to pursue!
their development in keeping with their
own needs and aspirations. It also prohibits|
discrimination against Indigenous peoples
and promotes their full and effective parti-;
cipation in all matters that concern them. It|
affirms their right to remain distinct and to!
pursue their own visions of economic and

social development. Given this wide-ran-
ging acknowledgment of inherent rights,
it is not surprising that Indigenous peoples
and signatory governments around the world
have started to contemplate what exactly
an endorsement of the Declaration might
mean for the usual practice of government
business in relation to Indigenous peoples.
This questioning arises from Article 42,

: which requires interested parties, including

States, to comply with the provisions of the
Declaration and promote its effectiveness.
Discussion around this Article continues to
focus around a so-called ‘implementation
gap’, where even good intentions by States
in the form of legislative and administrative
changes might fail to deliver the benefits that
Indigenous peoples seek.

The parts of the Declaration that would
seem to be most relevant for the collection
of statistical information are contained in
Articles 18, 19 and 23, while the overall
focus on the rights of Indigenous ‘peoples’
as opposed to ‘populations’ adds a further
dimension. The foregoing Articles refer
to rights to participate in decision-making
through Indigenous institutional structures
on matters affecting Indigenous peoples;
they demand of States good-faith consul-
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tation based on the principle of free, prior
and informed consent; and they insist on In-
digenous priority setting in regard to what
constitutes development. It is worth noting,
therefore, that the strengthening of enga-
gements and partnerships between govern-
ment and Indigenous peoples is a clearly
stated aim of Australian governments and
their agencies as indicated in the COAG
National Indigenous Reform Agreement
(Council of Australian Governments, 2008,
p. A-31). However, it remaing unclear as to
how won,oﬂBw:oa on engagey hents and par-
tnerships is to be measured/|Certainly, the
United Nations Declaration|demands more
nuance than is currently practise. The de-

rights, but does not provide for the expres-
sion of Indigenous interests in inherent and
proprietary rights. Whilst not denying a
continuing and proper role for centralized
data collection, what Indigenous peoples
are also seeking from State agencies is a
mechanism to support capability building
to collect and utilize their own data as a
means of promoting their full and effective
participation in governance and develop-
ment planning.
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