
Based	 on	 the	 descriptive	 analysis	 above	 (as	 well	 as	 more	 detailed	 econometric	 analysis),	
Biddle	(2015)	argued	that	policy	failure	in	remote	Australia	in	particular	is	likely	to	be	due	in	
part	to	not	taking	into	account	the	contingent	relationship	between	income	and	wellbeing.	
Specifically,	he	argued	that:	

by	 focusing	 on	 income	 at	 the	 household	 level,	 [policy]	 does	 not	 take	 into	
account	the	much	weaker	relationship	between	these	measures	of	income	and	
wellbeing	 in	 remote	areas	compared	to	non-remote	parts	of	 the	country	and	
the	 non-Indigenous	 population.	 To	 the	 extent	 that	 behaviour	 is	 affected	 by	
wellbeing,	 policies	 in	 remote	 Indigenous	 communities	may	 need	 to	 focus	 on	
things	other	than	or	at	the	very	 least	 in	addition	to	 income	that	have	a	more	
direct	 relationship.	 Ultimately	 though,	 the	 weaker	 relationship	 between	
income	and	wellbeing	needs	to	be	factored	into	the	design	of	policy	and,	more	
importantly,	 in	 the	 evaluation	 of	 what	 works	 and	 what	 does	 not	 work	 to	
achieve	long-term	changes	in	outcomes.’			

If	 we	 force	 policy	 interventions	 that	 emphasise	 particular	 approaches,	 such	 as	 toward	
employment,	 but	 ignore	 the	 other	 contributors	 to	 our	wellbeing	 (such	 as	 connectedness)	
then	begs	the	question	are	we	really	improving	indigenous	wellbeing.	

Australian	policy	 toward	 remote	 communities	 –	 emphasises	 employment	 as	 an	enabler	of	
wellbeing,	but	ignores	connectedness	to	country	and	how	that	affects	indigenous	wellbeing,	
from	an	indigenous	perspective.	Example	of	applying	a	“universal	norm/	truth”	as	policy,	but	
ignoring	the	semiotic	complexity	about	the	wellbeing	concept.	

5.4 Different	demographic	structures	

<<<To	add>>>	

5.5 Geographic	distribution	

Geographic	 distribution	 affects	 complexity	 in	 a	 number	 of	 ways.	 One	 is	 intrinsic,	 in	 that	
nations’	 populations	 migrate	 outside	 of	 traditional	 territories,	 posing	 challenges	 to	
governance	 of	 their	 people	 (i.e.	 do	 they	 cater	 for	 just	 the	 ones	 on	 country,	 or	 for	 their	
populations	outside	their	nation’s	borders?).	

The	 second	 layer	of	 complexity	 is	 extrinsic,	 in	 that	 to	have	 sustainable	 communities,	 then	
having	a	thriving	economy	can	be	difficult,	especially	in	rural	and	remote	areas.	

• Proportion	 of	 indigenous	 people	 living	 away	 from	 their	 traditional	 territories	 (NZ:	
Census,	2013	–	can’t	find	summaries,	but	can	find	case	study	examples)	

• Proportion	 of	 indigenous	 peoples	 in	 cities/	 urban	 locations	 (NZ:	 Census	 2013	 –	
perhaps	use	Ryks	paper	for	Māori)	–	note	that	there	are	people	who	have	traditional	
territories	in	urban	areas	

	



	

Native	title	to	remoteness	–	is	this	useful?	Source.	

	

5.6 Dynamic	and	evolving	identities	

Cultures	are	always	evolving,	and	this	 is	 the	same	for	 indigenous	cultures.	Non-indigenous	
cultures,	particularly	Eurocentric	ones,	often	treat	indigenous	peoples	and	cultures	as	being	
static,	particularly	frozen	in	time	–	usually	at	the	time	of	colonisation.	This	is	often	seen	by	
non-indigenous	people	as	indigenous	peoples	being	primitive	and	that	their	cultures	cannot	



adopt	new	technologies	or	new	ways	of	living	if	they	are	to	remain	authentically	indigenous.		
Examples	 of	 this	 are	 also	 seen	 in	 legal	 examples,	 such	 as	Māori	 having	 customary	 fishing	
rights	 to	 species	 that	 were	 fished	 prior	 to	 colonisation	 [EXPAND	 A	 LITTLE,	 AUSTRALIAN	
EXAMPLES?]	

For	indigenous	peoples,	it	can	be	that	we	entrench	ourselves	in	classical	or	romantic	notions	
of	what	our	cultures	are	[REFER	TO	CHE’S	INTERVIEW	SOMEWHERE].	While	these	views	are	
understandable	in	light	of	experiences	of	colonisation	and	oppression,	cultures	evolve	–	they	
evolve	when	they	are	exposed	to	new	systems,	ways	of	being	and	technology.	We	contend	
that	 the	 issue	 is	both	of	understanding	 the	principles	 (rather	 than	 the	 rules)	 that	make	us	
distinctly	(rather	than	authentically)	indigenous,	and	proactively	deciding	how	we	develop	in	
Examples	of	proactice	changes	in	culture	include	the	use	of	social	media.	Some	Māori	have	
used	Skype	and	Facebook	to	relay	video	of	traditional	funeral	(tangihanga)	practices	to	other	
family	members	around	the	world	who	could	not	attend	the	funeral	–	which	is	significantly	
different	 traditional	 and	 more	 common	 cultural	 practices	 regarding	 kanohi	 ki	 te	 kanohi	
(face-to-face)	principles,	reconnection	with	traditional	lands	(ahi	ka),	the	potential	presence	
of	 food	 around	 funeral	 rites	 according	 to	 the	 separation	 of	 sacred	 and	 commonplace	
practices	 (tapu	 and	 noa).	 Another	 example	 is	 the	 more	 proactive	 use	 of	 social	 media	 to	
create	connectedness	as	a	virtual	place	of	meeting	(marae).	[Examples/	sources]	

Identity	 is	 inextricably	connected	to	culture	[SOURCE].	Being	able	to	connect	with	our	own	
indigenous	 cultures	 is	 vital	 to	 understanding	 and	 operating	 within	 our	 own	 systems.	
According	to	Statistics	New	Zealand,	17	percent	of	Maaori	who	said	that	they	were	of	Māori	
descent	did	not	know	their	iwi	(Statistics	New	Zealand	(2013),	2013	Census	QuickStats	about	
Māori).	 In	 a	 cultural	 sense,	 Māori	 use	 pepeha,	 a	 series	 of	 phrases	 that	 identifies	 and	
connects	 them	to	particular	 cultural	 locators,	 such	as	 their	 tribe,	 subtribe,	mountain,	 river	
and	 waka	 (canoe),	 as	 a	 key	 indicator	 of	 knowing	 where	 they	 are	 from.	 According	 to	 Te	
Kupenga,	 the	Māori	post-Censal	 survey,	only	a	 third	of	Māori	adults	 (39	percent)	 knew	all	
aspects	of	the	pepeha	(Statistics	New	Zealand	(2014)	Taku	marae	e).		

The	ability	to	connect	to	traditional	lands,	country	and	culture	is	also	important.	For	some	it	
is	 represented	 by	 an	 ability	 to	 affiliate	with	 ones	 nation.	 Respondents	 in	 the	Māori	 post-
Censal	survey,	indicated	that	71	percent	of	Māori	adults	knew	their	ancestral	marae	(where	
the	 traditional	meeting	house	 is	 located),	and	of	 those,	only	89	percent	had	been	 to	 their	
marae	at	some	point	in	their	life	(Statistics	New	Zealand	(2014)	Taku	marae	e).	However	only	
34	percent	or	Māori	adults	had	visited	their	ancestral	marae	in	the	previous	year.		

Influences	 by	 ethnic	 groups,	 cultures	 and	 ways	 of	 life	 also	 play	 a	 part.	 From	 an	 intrinsic	
complexity	 point	 of	 view,	 this	 can	 be	 in	 the	 form	 of	 miscegenation	 –	 which	 potentially	
influences	 people	 and	 families	 values	 and	 cultural	 practices	 [SOURCE].	 Miscegenation	
provides	 a	 basis	 for	 multiple	 or	 hybrid	 identities	 to	 emerge,	 based	 on	 the	 evolution	 of	
personal	 and	 family	 values.	 For	 Māori,	 the	 highest	 49	 percent	 of	 the	 Māori	 descent	
population	also	has	 European	ethnicity.	 	 In	 some	 communities,	 there	have	also	been	high	
rates	 of	 miscegenation	 with	 Pacific	 Peoples	 –	 8	 percent	 of	 Māori	 affiliate	 to	 one	 of	 the	
Pacific	Peoples	ethnic	groups.	This	dynamic	 is	 also	 increasing,	with	23	percent	of	Māori	 in	
the	0	-14	age	group	affiliating	to	more	than	one	ethnicity,	compared	only	three	percent	of	
Māori	 aged	 65	 years	 and	 over.	 If	 we	 follow	 this	 theorem	 then	 the	 exposure	 to	 multiple	



cultural	values	and	practices,	particularly	within	family	units	increases	the	potential	for	ways	
of	 being	 and	 ways	 of	 doing	 things	 to	 change.	 This	 is	 evolution,	 rather	 than	 diminished	
authenticity.		

Figure	3	–	Percent	of	Māori	who	identify	with	other	major	ethnic	groups,	NZ	Census	2013	

	

	

Language	as	an	example	of	cultural	evolution?	Shifts	 in	use	–	 incorporation	of	other	words	
into	 language,	 changes	 in	 meaning,	 creation	 of	 new	 languages?	 Examples:	 Māori	 use	 of	
transliterations,	how	kiiwaha/	 idiom	has	shifted	(e.g.	tumeke,	kei	runga	noa	atu,	koia	kei	a	
koe).	Do	language	stats	feature	here?	Indicator	as	connection	to	culture,	cultural	knowledge,	
etc,	but	not	so	much	in	terms	of	shifts	in	language	due	to	co-evolution	and	new	order	parts	
of	complexity	theory.	

Within	 education	 research,	 there	 is	 a	 large	 body	 of	 research	 that	 focuses	 on	 competing	
identities	and	the	difficulties	of	minority	students	trying	to	engage	in	mainstream	education.	
In	the	US,	this	has	been	referred	to	as	the	‘Fear	of	Acting	White’	(Austen-Smith	and	Fryer	Jr	
2005).	 One	missing	 insight	 from	 standard	models	 of	 Indigenous	 education	 used	 by	 policy	
makers	is	the	potential	effect	of	self-efficacy	on	effort	in	school	or	other	educational	settings	
and	on	eventual	completion.	According	to		Bandura	(2009:	1)	‘self-efficacy	is	concerned	with	
people’s	beliefs	 in	 their	ability	 to	 influence	events	 that	affect	 their	 lives.	This	core	belief	 is	
the	 foundation	 of	 human	motivation,	 performance	 accomplishments,	 and	 emotional	well-
being.’	 Furthermore,	 Garcia	 and	 Cohen	 (2012)	 state	 that	 even	 controlling	 for	 ability	
‘Students	with	 low	self-efficacy	…	are	more	 likely	 than	their	peers	 to	give	up,	persevere	 in	
ineffective	 strategies,	 experience	 negative	 emotions,	 and	 fail	 to	 return	 to	 their	 original	
performance	level	following	failure’		

While	it	is	difficult	to	measure	self-efficacy	in	a	cross-cultural	setting,	there	are	a	number	of	
questions	 in	 Wave	 1	 of	 the	 2009	 Longitudinal	 Surveys	 of	 Australian	 Youth	 (LSAY)	 that	
capture	 the	 confidence	 that	 a	 student	 has	 within	 the	 school	 environment.	 Specifically,	
students	 are	 asked	 to	 choose	 whether	 they	 strongly	 agree,	 agree,	 disagree	 or	 strongly	
disagree	with	30	 statements	 related	 to	 ‘My	 school	 is	 a	 place	where	…’	 Following	Bandura	
(1997),	 the	 following	 six	 variables	 are	 used	 to	 create	 an	 index	 that	 broadly	 captures	 self-
efficacy:	

• I	have	learnt	to	work	hard;	
• I	achieve	a	standard	in	my	work	which	I	consider	satisfactory;	
• I	always	achieve	a	satisfactory	standard	in	my	work;	
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• I	know	how	to	cope	with	the	work;	
• I	know	I	can	do	well	enough	to	be	successful;	and		
• I	am	a	success	as	a	student.	

The	index	of	self-efficacy	is	created	using	principal	components	analysis	and	is	scaled	to	have	
a	mean	of	zero	and	a	standard	deviation	of	one	across	the	relevant	sample	of	15	year	olds.	
In	total,	there	were	842	Indigenous	students	who	answered	all	six	of	the	questions	related	
to	self-efficacy.	The	mean	value	for	the	index	for	this	group	was	-0.258,	or	a	little	over	one	
quarter	 of	 a	 standard	 deviation	 below	 the	 mean	 value	 for	 the	 11,403	 non-Indigenous	
students	 in	 the	 sample	 (0.019).	 This	 difference	 is	 statistically	 significant	 at	 the	 1	 per	 cent	
level	of	significance	and	holds	when	other	characteristics	are	controlled	for,	indicating	that,	
at	the	age	of	15,	Indigenous	students	had	significantly	and	substantially	lower	levels	of	self-
efficacy	than	non-Indigenous	students.	

This	observation	fits	with	research	on	minority	groups	in	other	countries	(Garcia	and	Cohen	
2013)	 and	 raises	 the	 potential	 for	 stereotype	 threat	 and	 other	 psychological	 factors	 to	
impact	 on	 the	measured	 outcomes	 of	 Indigenous	 students	 and	 their	 school	 results	 being	
lower	 than	their	cognitive	and	non-cognitive	ability	might	suggest.	Furthermore,	 it	 is	quite	
possible	 that	 educational	 interventions	 that	 target	 Indigenous	 students	 might	 have	 the	
effect	 of	 making	 this	 Indigeneity	 salient	 thereby	 having	 the	 counter-productive	 effect	 of	
reinforcing	the	negative	stereotype.	This	is	particularly	likely	to	be	the	case	in	urban	settings	
where	Indigenous	students	make	up	a	small	proportion	of	the	student	body.	

5.7 Reduction	to	a	single	indigenous	or	mainstream	norm	

As	noted	earlier,	indigenous	situations	can	be	reduced	from	a	series	of	dynamic	systems,	to	
one	 indigenous	norm.	This	happens	 in	New	Zealand	where	 commonalities	between	Māori	
are	 so	 similar	 that	 they	 subtle	 differences	 in	 worldviews,	 values,	 language	 and	 cultural	
practices	 can	 be	 overlooked.	 However,	 the	 reality	 is	 that	 each	 iwi	 has	 its	 own	 histories,	
values,	dialects	and	cultural	practices.	New	Zealand	policy	 can	cater	 from	 these	variances,	
but	it	is	important	that	legal	and	policy	frameworks	are	able	to	provide	for	these	dynamics,	
rather	than	reduce	the	standard	to	a	universalist	norm	as	if	they	were	a	homogenous	whole.	
Part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 this	 is	 that	 government	 treats	 the	 indigenous	 relationship	 one	
between	 the	 Crown	 and	Māori,	 when	 the	 relationship	 was	 originally	 signed	 between	 the	
Crown		

These	 variances	 in	 indigenous	 Australia	 are	 more	 obvious,	 with	 over	 250?	 nations	 and	
language	groups,	each	with	their	own	values,	cultures	and	perspectives.	CAN	THE	SAME	BE	
SAID	 OF	 AUSTRALIA	 OF	 POLICY	 APPROACHES	 THAT	 TREAT	 INIDIGENOUS	 AUSTRALIA	 AS	 A	
HOMOGENOUS	GROUP	WHERE	GREATER	ATTENTION	TO	DIVERSITY	IS	NEEDED.	

From	 an	 indigenous	 point	 of	 view,	 this	 can	 be	 viewed	 as	 extrinsic	 complexity,	 where	 the	
indigenous	 system,	 and	 the	 agents	 and	 behaviours	 with	 that	 system,	 are	 being	 forced	 to	
adapt	to	external	 influences.	During	this	process,	 the	 indigenous	system	adapts	and	a	new	
order	 is	 created,	 particularly	 as	 parts	 of	 the	 indigenous	 system	 co-evolves	 (e.g.	 actors,	
agents,	identity,	cultural	principles	and	cultural	practices).	We	can	see	this	happening	within	
indigenous	identity	politics,	for	example,	particularly		in	the	struggles	regarding	authenticity:	
what	 is	 indigenous?	 Are	 urban	 indigenous	 people	 still	 indigenous?	 Is	 it	 about	 biophysical	



characteristics,	 or	 cultural	 characteristics?	What	 happens	when	 cultural	 practices	 change?	
Are	 they	 still	 authentically	 indigenous?	 These	 types	 of	 questions	 arise	 because	 the	
indigenous	system	evolves,	and	the	actors	and	agents	within	the	system	are	coming	to	terms	
with	how	that	system	is	defined	once	changes	emerge	once	the	system	has	found	a	way	to	
adapt,	 yet	 somewhere	 between	 the	 original	 indigenous	 systems,	 the	 external	 influences	
from	 the	 colonising	 system,	 and	 a	 new	 order	 created	 from	 the	 co-evolution	 of	 those	
systems.	

Even	 though	 we	 discuss	 the	 indigenous	 system	 in	 this	 way,	 we	 are	 also	 reducing	
“indigenous”	 to	 a	 universalist	 idea	 of	 what	 indigenous	 is,	 means	 and	 looks	 like.	When	 in	
truth,	there	are	a	series	of	overlapping	systems	that	comprise	what	we	commonly	refer	to	
indigenous	in	a	policy	sense.		

Each	of	these	different	systems	(or	even	subsystems	nested	within	the	indigenous	one)	have	
their	 own	 world	 views,	 cultures,	 languages	 and	 gnoseological	 and	 semiotic	 complexities.	
When	 indigenous	policy	 reduces	 these	 to	 a	particular	 approach,	 or	 general	 policy	 reduces	
the	broader	approach	to	an	assumed	universal	norm,	then	this	risks	that	outcomes	will	not	
cater	too	the	behaviours	of	each	of	these	systems	or	subsystems.	For	policy	to	be	effective,	
then	 understanding	 the	 systems,	 the	 agents	 within	 those	 systems	 and	 the	 behaviours	 of	
those	agents	is	imperative.	

5.8 Limited	access	to	knowledge	

The	literature	reviews	this	particular	cause	as	being	a	limitation	on	agents	or	actors	to	fully	
interact	with	each	other	because	they	have	limited	knowledge	or	information,	which	affects	
their	 behaviours	 (Biggiero,	 2000).	 In	 this	 indigenous	 context,	 this	 is	 the	 lack	 of	 data	 to	 be	
able	to	effectively	govern	their	affairs	and	to	participate	in	other	governance	systems.		

5.9 Fragmentation	of	and	disconnection	from	governance	over	resources	and	people	

It	 is	 difficult	 for	 indigenous	 people	 to	 govern	 themselves	 and	 their	 affairs	 when	 their	
governance	 structures	 are	 fragmented,	 or	 are	 disconnected	 from	 resources	 that	 influence	
their	 wellbeing.	 Colonisation	 disconnected	 not	 only	 the	 ability	 to	 govern	 the	 physical	
resources,	but	also	the	meaningful	connection	to	those	resources	through	stories,	histories	
and	cultural	practices.		

In	New	Zealand,	 colonisation	dissolved	 the	existing	governance	structures	and	principles	–
particularly	 through	 land	confiscations	and	disconnection	 from	 land	and	water,	and	by	de-
legitimating	existing	Māori	laws.	Through	a	variety	of	means,	the	New	Zealand	government	
disconnected	Māori	from	their	lands	through	Native	Land	Court	processes,			



	(Insert	source)	

	



5.10 Expectations	 to	 comply	 with	 the	 values,	 rules	 and	 norms	 of	 both	 dominant	 and	
indigenous	systems	

	

5.11 Jurisdictional	overlap	

Jurisdictional	 overlap	 comes	 in	 two	 forms:	 intrinsic	 and	 extrinsic.	 Intrinsic	 in	 this	 sense	 is	
where	indigenous	nations	have	overlapping	boundaries	with	each	other.		

The	Waikato	Regional	Council	 in	New	Zealand	map	below	 (Figure	 x)	 shows	an	example	of	
this.	Iwi	boundaries	in	New	Zealand	overlap	each	other.	The	map	shows	their	understanding	
of	 the	 boundaries	 for	 Iwi	 Authorities,	 governance	 bodies	 that	 represent	 iwi	 interests.	 The	
map	 shows	 how	 the	 interests	 of	 these	 different	 authorities	 significantly	 overlap,	 creating	
significant	 complexity	 for	 government	 in	 this	 area.	 	 However,	 this	 is	 something	 that	
government,	 at	 local,	 regional	 and	 central	 levels,	 must	 understand	 this	 dynamic	 and	 use	
mechanisms	that	cater	for	this	complexity.		

In	a	similar	way,	Treaty	of	Waitangi	Settlement	processes	provide	a	process	for	negotiating	
overlapping	claims.	EXPLAIN	PROCESS.	EXPLAIN	CRITICISMS	OF	PROCESS.	

	

	

(Insert	source)	



	

	

If	we	were	 to	 consider	 the	 conceptual	 frame	above,	 then	we	 could	 consider	 a	 number	 of	
factors	that	are	intrinsic	complexities:	

• Distinct	 nations	 that	 are	 subsystems	 within	 the	 broader	 indigenous	 system	 (e.g.	
Maori	 are	 comprised	 of	 multiple	 diverse	 nations	 or	 systems,	 rather	 than	 a	
homogenous	whole);	

• Indigenous	 identities	 and	 cultural	 practices	 have	 changed	 due	 to	 changes	 in	
technology	and	to	the	environments	around	them;	

• Indigenous	 identities	 and	 cultural	 practices	 continue	 to	 change	 due	 to	
miscegenation	with	other	cultures;	

• Indigenous	 connection	 with	 their	 traditional	 values,	 cultures	 and	 lands	 have	
reduced,	impacting	the	nature	of	indigenous	identity;	

On	the	other	hand,	extrinsic	complexities	could	include		

	

5.12 Intrinsic	complexities	

Earlier	we	talks	about	the	intrinsic	complexities	of	indigenous	peoples,	and	referred	to	ATSI	
and	Māori	being	comprised	of	a	diverse	set	of	peoples,	 rather	 than	being	an	homogenous	
whole.	 There	 are	 over	 250?	 ATSI	 nations	 and	 over	 145?	 Iwi	 Māori	 that	 have	 their	 own	
distinct	cultural	values	and	practices.	While	they	may	share	some	commonalities,	they	each	
have	 their	 own	 particular	 practices	 and	 points	 of	 view	 based	 on	 their	 own	 histories	 and	
traditions.		Flesh	out	some	more.	

	

	

Gnoseological	complexity	

	

Semiotic	Complexity	

	

The	role	of	evolution	and	change	

While	we	posit	a	view	about	“what	 is	 indigenous”	we	are	also	mindful	of	other	aspects	of	
complexity	theory	–	in	particular	emergence.	When	we	talk	about	colonisation	as	being	the	
imposition	of	one	system	on	another,	complexity	science	also	says	that	this	process	creates	
emergence	 and	 a	 new	 order.	 We	 can	 clearly	 identify	 what	 makes	 indigenous	 peoples	
distinctly	cultures	of	their	own,	but	in	discussing	complexity	we	must	also	cater	for	the	fact	
that	over	time	indigenous	worldviews	and	practices,	while	still	distinct,	change.	In	one	sense	
this	means	 that	perspectives	 about	 the	world	 change	 (e.g.	 gnosiological)	 and	perspectives	
about	particular	concepts	change	(e.g.	semiotic).		



As	 these	 change,	 so	 do	 behaviours.	 An	 example	 of	 this	 is	 the	 shifting	 nature	 of	
connectedness	to	culture	and	to	country.	In	modern	times,	we	have	seen	mass	urbanisation	
of	indigenous	populations	toward	locations	where	jobs	are	available.	The	level	and	nature	of	
connectedness	changes	because	indigenous	people	and	their	families	are	no	longer	located	
in	close	proximity	to	country.	Likewise,	 this	has	 impacts	on	culture:	stories	and	knowledge	
are	 less	 likely	 to	 be	 passed	 on	 and	 practices	 are	 likely	 to	 diminish.	 However,	 the	 cultural	
principles	and	strong	sense	of	identity	may	still	remain.		

RWT:	being	honest,	we	are	wedded	to	romantic	notions	of	our	culture.	We	are	also	wedded	
to	 academic	 constructs	 and	 interpretations	 of	 our	 culture	 as	 rules.	 If	 we	 go	 back	 to	
principles,	then	our	approach	to	development	is	more	adaptive.	Identified	that	more	closely	
integrated	with	 community	 than	 give	 credit	 for,	 and	 ultimately	 that	what	 is	 good	 for	 the	
community	is	good	for	NR.	

6 Discussion:	Where	does	this	discussion	lead	us?	

Complexity	theory	reinforces	the	idea	that	context	is	important	for	indigenous	development.	
Universalist	and	reductionist	approaches	to	policy	risk	that	policy	creates	adverse	outcomes	
for	 indigenous	peoples	and	communities.	This	 is	due	 for	 the	 inability	of	policy	 to	cater	 for	
particular	 nuances	 in	 indigenous	 dynamics,	 and	 applies	 intervention	 logics	 that	 are	 out	 of	
step	 with	 indigenous	 world	 views	 and	 perspectives,	 resulting	 in	 perverse	 outcomes.	 If	
complexity	places	a	priority	on	the	dynamics	and	complexity	of	communities	in	general,	then	
indigenous	 communities	 simply	 provider	 a	 richer	 set	 of	 dynamics	 with	 which	 to	 consider	
community	composition	and	behaviour.		

Indigenous	 standpoint	 already	 emphasises	 the	 dangers	 of	 universalist	 and	 reductionist	
approaches.	We	note	especially	the	works	of	Mario	Blaser,	who	advocates	the	Life	Projects	
perspective.	Talk	more	about	Life	Projects.		

	

The	importance	of	context.		

The	importance	of	understanding	cultural	bias	in	policy	intervention.	

The	importance	of	agency	and	bottom	up	approaches.	

Utilising	CAS	to	counter	reductionist	approaches.	

Cultural	renaissances	as	a	means	of	strengthening	and	fortifying	the	indigenous	system.	

Understanding	the	place	of	change	for	indigenous	peoples:	both	reactive	and	proactive.	

	



References	

Akerlof,	G.	A.	and	R.	E.	Kranton	 (2010).	 Identity	Economics:	How	Our	 Identities	Shape	Our	
Work,	Wages,	and	Well-Being,	Princeton	University	Press.	
Austen-Smith,	D.	and	R.	G.	 Fryer	 Jr	 (2005).	 "An	Economic	Analysis	of"	Acting	White"."	The	
Quarterly	Journal	of	Economics:	551-583.	
Biddle,	 N.	 (2014).	 "Measuring	 and	 analysing	 the	 wellbeing	 of	 Australia's	 Indigenous	
population."	Social	Indicators	Research	116(3).	
Biddle,	 N.	 (2015).	 "Indigenous	 income,	 wellbeing	 and	 behaviour:	 Some	 policy	
complications."	Economic	Papers.	
Biddle,	 N.	 (2016).	 "Insights	 for	 Indigenous	 Policy	 from	 the	 Applied	 Behavioural	 Sciences."	
Asia	and	the	Pacific	Policy	Studies.	
Biddle,	 N.	 and	H.	 Swee	 (2012).	 "The	 relationship	 between	wellbeing	 and	 indigenous	 land,	
language	and	culture	in	Australia."	Australian	Geographer	43(3):	215-232.	
Camerer,	C.	F.	and	G.	Loewenstein	(2004).	Behavioral	economics:	Past,	present,	and	future	
in	Advances	 in	Behavioral	Economics.	Advances	 in	Behavioral	Economics.	C.	F.	Camerer,	G.	
Loewenstein	and	M.	Rabin.	New	York	Russell	Sage.	
Garcia,	J.	and	G.	Cohen	(2012).	A	social	psychological	approach	to	educational	intervention.	
Behavioral	foundations	of	public	policy.	E.	Shafir.	Princeton,	Princeton	University	Press:	329-
347.	
Hardin,	 C.	 D.	 and	 M.	 R.	 Banaji	 (2013).	 "The	 nature	 of	 implicit	 prejudice:	 Implications	 for	
personal	and	public	policy."	The	Behavioral	Foundations	of	Public	Policy:	13-30.	
Kahneman,	D.	(2011).	Thinking,	fast	and	slow,	Macmillan.	
Koh,	T.	Y.	 (2012).	"KEY	IDEAS	IN	BEHAVIOURAL	ECONOMICS—AND	WHAT	THEY	MEAN	FOR	
POLICY	DESIGN."	Behavioural	Economics	and	Policy	Design:	Examples	from	Singapore	World	
Scientific	Publishing	Company,	Singapore.	
Lepenies,	 P.	 (2016).	 The	 Power	 of	 a	 Single	 Number:	 A	 Political	 History	 of	 GDP,	 Columbia	
University	Press.	
Mani,	A.,	S.	Mullainathan,	E.	Shafir	and	J.	Zhao	(2013).	"Poverty	impedes	cognitive	function."	
science	341(6149):	976-980.	
Mill,	J.	S.	(1836).	On	the	Definition	of	Political	Economy,	and	of	the	Method	of	Investigation	
Proper	to	it.	Toronto,	University	of	Toronto	Press.	
Mullainathan,	S.	(2007).	Psychology	and	Development	Economics.	Behavioral	Economics	and	
Its	Applications	P.	Diamond	and	H.	Vartiainen.	Princeton,	Princeton	University	Press.	
Mullainathan,	S.	and	E.	Shafir	 (2013).	 "Decision	making	and	policy	 in	contexts	of	poverty."	
The	Behavioral	Foundations	of	Public	Policy:	281-300.	
Mullainathan,	 S.	 and	 E.	 Shafir	 (2013).	 Scarcity:	 Why	 having	 too	 little	 means	 so	 much,	
Macmillan.	
Persky,	 J.	 (1995).	 "Retrospectives:	 the	 ethology	 of	 homo	 economicus."	 The	 Journal	 of	
Economic	Perspectives:	221-231.	
Sen,	 A.	 K.	 (1977).	 "Rational	 fools:	 A	 critique	 of	 the	 behavioral	 foundations	 of	 economic	
theory."	Philosophy	&	Public	Affairs:	317-344.	
Snowden,	D.	J.	and	M.	E.	Boone	(2007).	"A	leader's	framework	for	decision	making."	Harvard	
business	review	85(11):	68.	
Stevenson,	 B.	 and	 J.	 Wolfers	 (2013).	 "Subjective	 Well-Being	 and	 Income:	 Is	 There	 Any	
Evidence	of	Satiation?"	The	American	Economic	Review	103(3):	598-604.	
Taylor,	 J.	 (2006).	 Population	 and	 diversity:	 policy	 implications	 of	 emerging	 Indigenous	
demographic	trends,	Centre	for	Aboriginal	Economic	Policy	Research.	
Thaler,	 R.	 H.	 and	 C.	 R.	 Sunstein	 (2008).	 Nudge:	 Improving	 decisions	 about	 health,	wealth,	
and	happiness,	Yale	University	Press.	
Vohs,	K.	D.	(2013).	"The	poor's	poor	mental	power."	Science	341(6149):	969-970.	



Yap,	M.	 and	 E.	 Yu	 (2016).	 "Operationalising	 the	 capability	 approach:	 developing	 culturally	
relevant	 indicators	 of	 indigenous	 wellbeing–an	 Australian	 example."	 Oxford	 Development	
Studies	44(3):	315-331.	

	


