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Abstract

Migrants are frequently excluded in any cultural, social and political sphere in host area due to identity,
formal citizenship, ethnicity, social class, etc. Furthermore, living in illegality that is categorized under
Indonesian state-law obstructs the non-government sponsored transmigrants to be recognised as
formal citizen and to enjoy the rights to fully access the state-resources. The absence of formal
citizenship is one of many rights which they are unable to achieve. This research aims to investigate the
interrelation between illegality and the construction of everyday citizenship of migrants by analysing
through the facets of citizenship which is developed by Isin (2002). The facets encompass the sites,
substances, actors, scales, and practices and acts of citizenship. The research was conducted in nonsponsored transmigration settlement that illegally encroaches and expands in state-forest land in
Sumatra, Indonesia. The ethnographic case study design was performed to collect and validate data
and information, and construct the knowledge. The research focuses on how the non-sponsored
transmigrant struggles to be formally acknowledged as citizen, to claim the property rights to land, and
to be included in any social and political participation.
It concludes that the migrants have to negotiate at particular governance level to make themselves be
socially and politically recognised. It enables them to realise the rights and/or (re)produce (new) rights.
Claim to the rights means claim to political authorities beyond the state that have ability to govern and
to negotiate the political subjectivity and the contracts (the rights and obligations). The change in
political subject are interrelated with the change in political authorities and the contracts, and it is
dynamic and always in the making. Living in illegality has driven the institutionalization of informality in
the construction of everyday citizenship of migrants. It is shown by the utilization of informal
connection in mediating citizen-state interaction, and the invocation of the social obligation that is
regulated under local norms. The common practices and acts of citizenship under illegality are
encountering the illegality, in term of land, with informality and other illegalities, in term of bribing and
vote-buying. Thus, living in illegality has put more burden for migrants due to the additional fulfillment
of social obligation.

Keywords: illegality, migrant, transmigrant, everyday citizenship, facets of citizenship, informality,
Indonesia
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Chapter 1
Introduction

The research takes place in Kalibata, a transmigration settlement in Sumatra Island, Indonesia. The
definition of transmigration and its settlement will be elaborated on the research problem. In this
chapter, the research problem firstly will be examined. The explanation focuses on why transmigration,
particularly in the New Order Regime, occurred as the current problem related to the illegality.
Secondly, I will describe the research subject and location. In this part, I focus on describing the current
economic, social and political circumstances of the inhabitant of Kalibata. Last, I will elaborate on
research objectives and research questions.

1.1

Research Problem

Exclusion is ‘a process by which certain groups are systematically disadvantaged because they are
discriminated against on the basis of several interrelated notions like ethnicity, race, gender and migrant
status’ (Beall & Piron , 2005, p.3). Most migrants struggle to move out of poverty and/or conflict, yet at
the same time, their status makes them (partly) excluded in any social, political and economic aspects
like access to basic services, security, housing and decent job-market (Khan, Combaz, & Fraser, 2015).
The discourse of exclusion of migrant in the global context is frequently discussed by many scholars in
the context of transnational migrants – illegal immigrant, immigrant worker, asylum seeker, and
refugee – and its interrelation with their citizenship, identity and/or political belonging (Austin, 2017;
Benhabib, 2004; Falk, 2000; Foblets, Leboeuf, & Yanasmayan, 2018; Isin & Turner, 2002; Lister, 2007;
McNevin, 2006; Ruhs, 2018; Schierup, Karin, & Slavnic, 2015; Yuval-Davis, 1999; Yuval-Davis, 2007). Isin
(2008) argues that critical studies of citizenship recently goes beyond the legal membership status of
individual or group within nation-state, it entangles the practices of making citizens – social, political,
cultural and symbolic. When one is fully acknowledged as citizen, they enjoy the rights that are
embedded. While the study of citizenship of ‘transnational’ migrant is proliferating recently, the study
of citizenship of ‘internal’ migrant – migration within the state – does not attract the global attention
yet. In fact, the internal might also be discriminated due to issue of identity, membership, belonging
and citizenship (Brettell & Sargent, 2006; Vicencio, 2002)
In Indonesia, the internal migration practice has been practised since the Dutch colonialization and
adopted by Indonesian government to redistribute population, provide industrial labour, and national
security (Fearnside, 1997; Adhiati & Bobsien, 2001). The practice is well-known as transmigration. It is
a population redistribution scheme formulated by the Indonesian government to reduce
overpopulation, particularly in Java and Bali, by moving people from “core” areas to the less populated
“periphery”. It also aims to create new centres of economic growth outside of Java. The government
gives the transmigrants a set of endowments, such as 2 hectares of land, community empowerment,
farming equipment, fertilizer to develop (mostly) agricultural business; and to redistribute land for
marginal people or landless and to exploit natural resources in the host area (Jakson, 2015). The
practice has been conducted since 1905 when the Dutch colonial relocated 155 families from Central
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Java to Lampung in Sumatra to clear an agricultural area for the Dutch government. I adopt the term
‘sponsored transmigrant’ for people who are formally involved in the government transmigration
program through certain strict procedures and ‘non-sponsored transmigrant’ for people who embark
on spontaneous migration without any state intervention.
The government claims that practice of transmigration has alleviated poverty, created employment,
and built food resilience (Ministry of Village, 2018). Besides the success stories, the practice has had
many unitended consequences which are mostly related to tenurial conflict; overlapping land right
ownership with the state and/or private sector, and occupation by non-transmigrants such as local
people who claim transmigration land as theirs (Ministry of Village, 2018). State officials argue that land
right conflicts have been caused by technical and political issues1. The technical issues refer to the
limited advanced mapping technology in the past which caused overlapping land statuses to be
allocated since every Ministry issued their own maps. The One Map Policy is now being managed by
the National Mapping Agency of Indonesia as a central mapping reference for all institutions in
Indonesia. Hence, it avoids further land conflict in the field. The political issues refer to the lack of
coordination between state institutions vertically and horizontally, and politics over the natural
resources. The transmigration program is regarded as a short-cut to convert land status from stateowned to private-owned2, because the negotiation over land status is conducted by inter-state
institutions. After being legalized, corporations can obtain the negotiated land with greater ease from
the transmigrants.
In 2018, from a total of 341.552 land lots for transmigrants, 271.140 (79.4%) have not been legalized
(Ministry of Village, 2018). Legalization is ultimately marked by the issuance of a Freehold Title or
Sertifikat Hak Milik (SHM) for the transmigrants. Each transmigrant is entitled to three plots of land
consisting of 0.25 hectares for housing, 0.75 hectares for business 1 (LU-1) and 1.00 hectare for
business 2 (LU-2). LU-1 is located relatively close to the housing and used for seasonal agricultural plants
like maize and paddy. LU-2 is relatively far from the housing and used for long-term plantations like
rubber, timber and palm oil.
Land reform is now being accelerated under direct command from President of Republic Indonesia
through the Office of Presidential Staff to resolve agrarian issues like conflict over land status and land
ownership, and to guarantee investment certainty and security. They formulated two essential landrelated conflict policies: agrarian reform and social forestry. These policies enable inhabitants, including
the transmigrants, who live on conflicted land to obtain state-budget development interventions,
something which was previously restricted. In addition, these policies involve legalization of land
ownership and land distribution for landless people or smallholders (Resosudarmo A. I., et al., 2019).
Conflict over Transmigration Land Ownership in Kalibata, Margadadi Village

One prominent case of land conflict surrounding transmigration occurred in Margadadi village, a small
village in the western part of Sumatra Island. It attracted the attention of government institutions and
non-government organizations at a national level. In 2017, the Consortium for Agrarian Reform (KPA)
listed Kalibata settlement in Margadadi Village as one of hundreds of settlements prioritized for
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Interview wish government officials at national, provincial and regency level.
Interview with NGO-01 and NGO-02 on 8 October 2019, and government official on 19 September 2019
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agrarian reform on state-forest land. In addition, in the same year, a national television program
broadcasted the daily life of the community that lives in this illegal settlement.
Margadadi underwent two waves of transmigration. The first wave occurred in 1992/93 when 100
families from Java were resettled under sponsored transmigration practices. As stated in the Law of
Transmigration, the state granted three land lots for transmigrants in accordance with their rights. The
state issued Freehold Title (SHM) for those three land plots – housing, LU-1, and LU-2 – to all sponsored
transmigrants. However, the LU-2 was located in Limited Production Forest; state-forest land. Even
though the transmigrants hold SHM which proves their legal ownership, the current state regime
categorized the land as a state asset instead of property of the transmigrants.
Because land remained unutilized and under conflict, the village government (Pemdes) conducted a
non-sponsored transmigration process in 2005/06 to resettle and utilize those lands which are currently
well-known as the Kalibata settlement. They adopted the model of state-transmigration by inviting
people to resettle in and surrounding LU-2 and then giving them two hectares of these disputed land.
The way the Pemdes initiated this second wave of transmigration can be seen as a means and symbol
of defending and securing the legal ownership of the conflicted LU-2 area of sponsored transmigrants.
From 2005 until 2019, this second wave has settled at least 250 families in this ‘illegal’ transmigration
settlement. In contrast to sponsored transmigrants, the non-sponsored transmigrants have no legal
title for their land assets, including housing and agricultural land.
I adopt Winayanti and Lang’s (2004) term of ‘illegality’ that refers to the occupancy of disputed land;
this can be state or private land where the occupier holds no legal title in terms of prevailing property
law. In case of Kalibata settlement, the sponsored transmigrants hold the legal title for their LU-2 in
state-forest land but they did not utilize it, while the non-sponsored transmigrants settle, develop and
utilize those state-forest lands. The lack of coordination amongst government institutions – Ministry of
Transmgiration, Ministry of Forestry and the National Mapping Agency – in executing transmigration
practices in Kalibata can be seen through the issuance of SHM of LU-2 in state-forest land. Under the
Law of Forestry, the government institution is prohibited from issuing SHM in state-forest land until the
land is converted into non-state forest or another form of land use (APL or Area Penggunaan Lain).
The Growing Issues in the Disputed Land: Territorializing of (Non-)Citizenship

Since moving in 2005, the non-sponsored transmigrants who inhabited in Kalibata have never been
formally acknowledged by the state. They had no legal residence because the state could not register
their houses as domiciles. Even though they had identity cards from their previous domicile, these could
not be updated when they moved to Kalibata. The state rejected their application to renew their formal
citizenship, and the community therefore faced a barrier to access state services like education, health,
and infrastructure, as well as being excluded from political spheres such as participatory village
development. For almost 15 years, the community lived, survived and developed the civilization from
the scratch through self-sufficiency and negotiating with many actors to help them to obtain their
rights. The conflict over land status brings greater complexity, not only occurring between the
community and the state but also regarding the community, local people, the sponsored transmigration
and the state.
As aforementioned, the phenomenon of everyday citizenship in Kalibata settlement is unique and
interesting to research. First, instead of the sponsored transmigrants becoming (legal) claimants of the
3

right to the land, it is the non-sponsored transmigrants (the community) who replace them in the
position of claimants. In this circumstance, the bargaining position of the community is probably lower
than the sponsored transmigrants who hold legal ownership. Secondly, the issues of disputed land,
non-citizenship communities, and undeveloped settlements have attracted concern from both
government and non-government institutions at national level in Indonesia. Third, the discourse of
(non-)citizenship at global level mostly investigates the citizenship of transnational migrants like illegal
immigrants or refugees. At the same time, studies on everyday citizenship in countries in the Global
South, such as Indonesia, have already begun (van Klinken, 2018).
They have been developing their settlement and managing related conflict; not only conflict over land
tenure but also conflict over other state-resources. Their exclusion then and now needs to be explored
further in relation to both land tenure and other aspects. In conclusion, it is necessary to investigate
how non-sponsored transmigrants exercise, negotiate and re(construct) their rights and fulfill their
obligations and needs over time in relation to the state and other stakeholders.

1.2

Research Subject and Area

The government administrative levels in Indonesia from the highest to lowest-tier are: national,
province, city/regency/district, sub-district, village (desa), hamlet (dusun), and neighborhood (RT), and
are led respectively by the president, governor, city mayor/regent (Bupati), head of sub-district (camat),
village head (Kades), head of hamlet (Kadun), and head of neighborhood (Ketua RT).
The subjects of this research are non-sponsored transmigrants in Kalibata settlement. The research was
conducted in (but not limited to) Kalibata settlement, which falls under the administration of Margadadi
Village.
1.2.1

Margadadi Village

Margadadi village has three separated areas, these are the main settlement (induk), Pancoran and
Kalibata. It has more than 6,000 hectares of self-proclaimed village administrative land. The term selfproclaimed refers to the absence of the official village maps issued by the relevant state institution: the
National Mapping Agency. Their claim to the administrative land is based solely on a village letter3
signed by Kades and Camat without acknowledgment from the National Mapping Agency.
The shortest route from the main settlement to Kalibata is around 15 kilometres and can only be
accessed by motorbike and boat, because we have to cross a huge river of around 70-80 meters in
width. As elaborated in the previous part, Kalibata has been occupied since the non-sponsored
transmigration of 2005/06.
The registered population in Margadadi was 461 families in 2019. More than half of them – around 260
families – live in Kalibata settlement. The village is dominated by three ethnicities: local people4,
Javanese and Sundanese. Proportionally, the village government calculated that roughly 70% of
Margadadi citizens are (trans)migrants, including those who arrived under sponsored transmigration in
1992/93, non-sponsored transmigrants in 2005/06, and ordinary migrants.

3
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Letter No. 053/2293/SM/2006 regarding Letter of Statement of Village Administrative Land
Local People refers to native people or ethnic groups that lives in and surrounding villages
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Currently the village government is run by local people as well as migrants. They claim it is half occupied
by local people and a half by migrants (usually transmigrants 1992/93 and their descendants). However,
no non-sponsored transmigrants had ever sat as part of the village government body until 2019. A local
person officiates as head of village (Kades) and a 92/93 transmigrant officiates as secretary of the village
(Sekdes). To conduct village development, the government divides the village into smaller governance
units, these are sub-village/hamlet/dusun which contain several neighborhoods led by Kadun for Dusun
and Ketua RT for a neighborhood. They act both as part of the village government that executes state
programs and as a representative of the community or citizens.
Margadadi has been divided into three dusun since 2017 (see figure 1). Dusun I consists of four RTs,
Dusun II consists of four RTs, and Dusun III consists of three RTs. Almost all local/native people live
Dusun I while Dusun II and III are dominated by Javanese migrants. In addition, all of the Kadun live in
the main settlement, and therefore most of the business related to public services requires those in
Kalibata to cross the river. This dispersed spatial governance – and inadequate telecommunication
signal – limits Kalibata migrants in communications with their higher representative.
1.2.2

Kalibata settlement

The area originated from the name of a small river that surrounded the settlement, Kalibata; a branch
of the large river in the southern part of the settlement. It covers - according to the Department of
Environment and Forestry5 - approximately 200-300 hectares. From measurements I generated from
satellite imagery, the area is approximately 500 hectares. On top of that, the total area of Kalibata
according to village legal documents is approximately 6,200 hectares6. The claim of total area remains
debatable since the actual map has not been published by the local authority. The negotiation over
land status and area is being politicized due to its strategic position, which will be discussed later.
According to the legal status, the land is owned by the state, and falls under the administrative function
of Limited Production Forest. It lies strategically between palm oil plantation, coal mining company,
conservation area and national park. The land could be utilized as timber, palm oil, rubber or fruit and
vegetable plantation, as well as for coal mining. Huge amounts of coal lie beneath it. These surrounding
landscapes construct the everyday citizenship that is exercised by Kalibata migrants.
To reach Kalibata from outside, people can access it from at least two different routes. The first passes
through a conservation area and palm-oil plantation, and the second passes through Pancoran and a
coal mining field. The first route is usually used for four-wheel drive vehicles, and second route is usually
used for motorbikes; the second route requires crossing the river – approximately 80 meters wide – via
a small boat that can only carry motorbikes.

Interview on 31 October 2019 with Production Forest Management Unit (KPHP) which part of Department of Environment
and Forestry at Province level
6 Letter No. 053/2293/SM/2006 regarding Letter of Statement of Village Administrative Land
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Margadadi Village from 2005/06 - 2017
Dusun I
Dusun II
Dusun III
Dusun IV
RT 1
RT 1
RT 1
RT 1
RT 2
RT 2
RT 2
RT 2
RT 3
RT 4

Margadadi Village from 2017 to present
Dusun I
Dusun II
Dusun III
RT 1
RT 1
RT 1
RT 2
RT 2
RT 2
RT 3
RT 1 Kalibata

RT 2 Kalibata
RT 3 Kalibata

RT 4 Kalibata

Figure 1 Administrative Governance Structure in Margadadi Village

As aforementioned, Kalibata has been governed under 4 RTs that fall wholly under one Dusun/Hamlet
IV from 2005/06 to 2017. Afterwards, Dusun IV was eliminated as a governance unit under Margadadi
Village. As a consequence, the four RTs that constituted the Kalibata community were merged into
three Dusun (Dusun I to III) in which the heads/Kadun live in the main settlement. On top of that, the
three Dusun increased in size due to the transfer of RT 3 to Dusun 1. RT 3 is known as Pancoran which
was previously under the governance of Tanahabang Village. The loss of Dusun IV in Kalibata was a
questionable decision. The change in governance, more or less, influenced the social and political
sphere in Kalibata, something will be discussed further later on.
The population of Kalibata - according to Ketua RT and local leaders - is more than 300 families of which
no less than 260 families (or more than 85% of total population) have been registered under the civic
registration system. This is thanks to the enormous registration project that was performed in 2018.
Before that, less than 50 percent of families were registered as Margadadi citizens. In terms of ethnicity,
most Kalibata inhabitants are Javanese migrants, and no more than ten people are locals. The daily
village atmosphere gives an impression of life in a Javanese village, since the most commonly used
language for daily communication is Javanese. The other ethnicities sometimes adjust their language
to fit into the conversation.

1.3

Research Objective and Question

The research objective is to investigate the everyday citizenship of non-sponsored transmigrants in
Kalibata. To achieve the research objective, the general research question is “How do non-sponsored
transmigrants in Kalibata experience their everyday citizenship?”. Their everyday citizenship is explored
in several sites that are formulated into specific research questions below.
a. How do the transmigrants claim to be acknowledged as formal citizens?
b. How do the transmigrants claim property rights to land?
c. How do the transmigrants claim the right to social and political participation in terms of
development?
The exploration of everyday citizenship within these sites contains the actor, the scales, the substance,
the practices and the acts of citizenship with a focus on how they utilize social and political networks
through brokers to claim and realize their rights. In addition, it also investigates how social norms shape
the reciprocity in which the clients have to ‘pay back’ the broker.
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Chapter 2
Theoretical Framework

This chapter examines the theories that are used in this research. The first part discusses the citizenship
theories in global context, and how citizenship is interrelated with the social, political, and cultural
exclusion. It primarily aims to introduce general concepts of citizenship, and how these concepts are
evolved from conventional one which emphasis more on formal or legal rules to the most recent that
focuses more on practices, norms and meaning. The second part discuss the interrelation between
citizenship and property rights to land to answer the second research question. It mainly shows how
the recognition of citizenship influences the claim to property rights and vice versa. The third part
examines the construction of everyday citizenship in Indonesian context. It aims to draw the citizenstate interaction in post-colonial countries like Indonesia which might be different from western’s
conceptions on citizenship. The last part summarizes aforementioned theories and build a robust
framework that applies to probe the construction of everyday citizenship in any aspect.

2.1

Citizenship Theories in Global Context

The concept of social exclusion is really broad and diverse, and sometimes overlaps with the concept
of poverty. It may refer to a condition or circumstance people find themselves in, but frequently refers
to processes and mechanisms that exclude them or processes through which individuals or groups are
wholly or partially excluded from forms of participation in which they should be included (de Haan &
Maxwell, 1998). The exclusionary process has at least four interrelated dimensions (Khan, Combaz, &
Fraser, 2015).
• Political exclusion can include the denial of citizenship rights, such as: political participation and the
right to organize, personal security, the rule of law, freedom of expression and equality of
opportunity. It also involves the notion that the state, which grants basic rights and civil liberties, is
not a neutral agency but a vehicle of a society's dominant classes, and may thus discriminate
between social groups.
• Economic exclusion includes lack of access to labor markets, credit and other forms of capital assets.
• Social exclusion may take the form of discrimination along a number of dimensions including gender,
ethnicity, and age, which reduce the opportunity for certain groups to gain access to social services
and limits their participation in the labor market.
• Cultural exclusion refers to the extent to which diverse values, norms and ways of living are accepted
and respected.
The causes of exclusion of certain individuals or groups can be approached through several interrelated
notions: livelihood or economic status, community and social capital, spatial factors, citizenship and
identity construction (Stryker, Owens, & White, 2000; Peace, 2001; Beijsens & van Dam, 2014; Khan,
Combaz, & Fraser, 2015).
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Living as an illegal inhabitant (and non-formal citizen) as defined by state law perhaps obstructs
community’s access to certain state-resources like civil registration, land, development and social and
political participation. In the case of Kalibata, the exclusion is perhaps related to (everyday) citizenship;
this will be further explored throughout this thesis. However, this research challenges the conventional
conception of citizenship in which the state grants citizenship status to its citizens (or political members)
with the relevant rights and duties embedded. The research scrutinizes how citizens struggle to be
recognized by particular political authorities – not limited to the state – and by other involved parties
like corporations, group members, and/or political actors. The struggles are manifested through claim,
demand, negotiation, cooperation and other acts that enable the realisation of rights.
Over the past decade, the theory and practice of citizenship have usually been related to inclusion or
exclusion of access to formal rights (Lister, Inclusive Citizenship: Realizing the Potential, 2007).
However, Isin & Turner argued that citizenship could be more than that, they identify it as “a
sociologically informed definition of citizenship in which the emphasis is less on legal rules and more
on norms, practices, meanings, and identities” (2002, p. 4). It is a total relationship that intertwines
identity, social positioning, cultural assumptions, institutional practices and sense of belonging (YuvalDavis & Webner, 1999). It means that citizenship of transmigrants is not merely given by the central
government, rather it is product of negotiation and contestation from many social aspects such as
identity, cultural assumptions, etc. Thus, to understand how it is formed, we have to understand the
ways in which these aspects influence citizenship and vice versa. This research investigates whether the
citizenship of transmigrants was enacted through intertwined and interrelated processes of (1) the
multiple identities they already held, (2) their social positioning in a new social and cultural landscape
as a migrant (newcomer), (3) cultural assumptions, for instance, maybe the natives perceive that
transmigrants are competitors on the job-market, (4) the institutional practices that legally enact
citizenship, and (5) their sense of belonging in new areas.
Isin & Wood (1999) emphasized the importance of the aspect of identity in investigating the meaning
of membership or citizenship. People who hold a similar identity tend to create a social or political
community in order to feel comfortable. Their sense of belonging to a community is essential for
investigating citizenship-making that will be negotiated, practiced and acted. The Kalibata community
who perhaps see themselves more as transmigrants, instead of as forest encroachers, experience
similar circumstances since they have lived in illegality. In addition, sharing or having similar ethnicity,
religion, experience, or livelihoods will influence their sense of belonging, which must be investigated
in order to understand how the citizenship is constructed and negotiated.
The citizenship, in terms of cultural citizenship, enables individuals or groups to hold the right to be
‘different’, to readjust stigmas, to embrace marginalized lifestyles and propagate them without
impediment. Full citizenship means that they enjoy the right to full cultural participation and
undistorted representation (Pakulski, 1997). The Kalibata community has complex identities that are
constructed by external agencies like the state, and other communities or groupings, such as forest
encroachers, Margadadi village citizens, small-holder farmers, transmigrants, certain ethnicities, or
notions of belonging to certain geographic areas. We need to explore whether the way they claim and
exercise their rights is influenced by the identities that distinguish them as different from others. Being
different, as individuals and as a group, makes them more visible and perhaps this difference regarding
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certain identities can help to achieve particular privileges. For instance, claims centred on Adat
(custom) in Indonesia will grant them privileges according to state-law.
Citizenship is understood and experienced in a specific level and particular socio-political context,
representing historical tradition, institutions and cultural complexes (Bellamy, Castiglione, & Santoro,
2004; Lister, 2007). The practice of transmigration has been performed since colonialization, and the
Dutch government, as the state-agent in that period, formulated the rights and obligations attached
to the transmigrant. van Klinken (2018) argued that Dutch colonialization shaped a different form of
everyday citizenship between Java and outside Java: outside Java, citizens were more likely to build a
patron-client relationship to claim their rights. As Javanese people (migrants), who were used to more
direct interaction with the state, migrated to other regions where clientelism was more predominant,
their experiences in claiming their rights altered. Perhaps, the migrants built relations with particular
local leaders or ruling elites to adjust the way in which they claim their rights. This shows that citizenship
as a lived experience cannot be distinguished from its context, including the spatial and cultural context
(Desforges, Jones, & Woods, 2005).
Every day “lived citizenship” can be understood in terms of “how people understand and negotiate
rights and responsibilities, belonging and participation” and “the meaning that citizenship actually has
in people’s lives and the ways in which people’s social and cultural backgrounds and material
circumstances affect their lives as citizens” (Hall & Williamson, 1999, p.2). Reflecting on previous studies
by van Klinken (2018), clientelistic relations might occur in the context of everyday state-citizen
relations in Kalibata, and the dynamics of this are worth investigating by looking at, for example: with
whom does the community build relations? How and why does the communtiy build relations with
patrons? What are the factors that influence the construction of clientelistic relations? The clientelism
will affect how the Kalibata community enjoy their rights and fulfill obligations, which might differ from
‘normal’ citizens. These are important because such social and cultural norms invoke the reciprocities
that emerge between the community and their patron (Berenschot, Hanani, & Sambodho, 2018).
The practice of lived citizenship is traced by Rasch & Köhne (2016) in their research about energy
transition and political engagement in the Netherlands. They argued that citizenship is more than just
a legal right, it is a process of negotiation between the state - who is granting the right - and citizens who are demanding, practicing and experiencing citizenship from below - regarding the inclusion and
exclusion of certain actors from participation in decision making process. They adopted Isin’s
framework to analyse citizenship in line with five facets: the site, scale, actors, substance and the acts
and practice of citizenship, with the notion of citizenship from below and citizenship as a process.
1. The subject of citizenship are the inhabitants or the community living in Kalibata, and I also discuss
other people outside Kalibata who are doing business in Kalibata;
2. The site of citizenship varies, including civil registration, property rights to land, and social and
political participation;
3. The scale of citizenship is more focused at the neighborhood, village and sub-district level, but the
national, provincial, and district level must also be considered;
4. The actors of citizenship include the Kalibata community, transmigrants 92/93, local people, the
government (from national to village level), village council, CSOs, NGOs, political parties and
private companies, amongst others;
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5. The substance of citizenship relates to the perception and experience of Kalibata migrants/the
community of their everyday life in selected sites; and
6. The act and practices of citizenship are all activities related to the everyday citizenship which has
been constructed over the time. These activities do not only limit the way in which the
transmigrants exercise their rights and entitlements and fulfill their responsibilities, but also the
ways in which they struggle to claim these rights and entitlements as well as adjust their
responsibilities through the act of citizenship.
Isin (2008) argued that studying citizenship is more than investigating the status of citizenship, which,
for instance, is written in your passport and the substance that describes the matrices of rights and
obligations. A contemporary study, he added, should be focused on the practices and the acts of
citizenship. These explore the way citizens are demanding, negotiating, and exercising their citizenship.
He makes a distinction between practices and acts: the practice is merely exercising rights and fulfilling
obligations, but the acts should be creative in breaking habits and producing or upgrading new terms
of citizenship. He added that acts of citizenship are defined as aesthetic, political and ethical ‘deeds’ or
‘actions’ that enable them to reconstruct, reproduce and re-upgrade their citizenship in which the
matrices are laid. The aforementioned sites of citizenship are several of many arenas at the village level
that enable the transmigrant not only not only exercise but also renew their citizenship through
negotiation and contestation. We have to precisely investigate through which activities the citizenship
is negotiated. How do those activities change overtime? And why do some activities perform better in
the claim-making? What the factors that are influenced? Are those factors dynamically changed and
interrelated? And why?

2.2

Citizenship and Property Rights to Land

2.2.1

Legal Pluralism and Triangle Scheme in Property Rights

Property, from an anthropological perspective, refers to any valuable object for which rights, duties
and privileges are embedded in the bodies who have control and access to it (Turner, 2017). Turner
(2017) adds that the notion of ‘valuable’ is situated in the particular socio-cultural perspective.
Something can be regarded valuable in a specific societal setting, while in another it is not. Value is
beyond material, for some, it is held in immaterial dimensions, such as symbolic, spiritual, and
intellectual (Benda-Beckmann, 2006; Turner, 2017). By understanding the concept of something
‘valuable’, we can investigate to what extent the land as property produces a value or gives different
meaning to its right bearer(s), either bearing complete or partial rights.
Property, in terms of land, might be regulated by more than just statutory law. Other laws that might
apply in one property are religious law, customary law, donor law, organizational law and a range of
local norms (Benda-Beckmann, 2006). These multiple legal orders are coexisting and interrelated to
each other in specific social and cultural settings, a situation defined as legal pluralism (Griffiths, 1986;
Merry, 1988; Benda-Beckmann, 2006). By understanding legal pruralism, we can investigate which
laws, outside state-law, might apply in legitimizing property rights. State-law on forestry (and its
derivative regulations) is the one that applies in categorizing Kalibata land as state-forest and arranging
its property rights. Other laws – perhaps customary/Adat law, institutional law or local norms – might
also apply to Kalibata land.
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Benda-Beckmann (2006) argues that certain laws might be more powerful than others in specific
contexts of time and space. For instance, state officials use state law to enforce the legitimation of
state-forest, whichmight also applies in the context of Kalibata state-forest. The outsiders who are not
locally recognized and legitimate frequently claim the land as their property by using state-law which
is considered more universal (Benda-Beckmann, 2006). The more powerful the insitution – which is not
necessarily the state insitution – and the more people that stand behind the law enforces the existence
and legitimation of the law itself (Benda-Beckmann, 2006).
To understand the property rights, at least three elements and their relationship should be addressed,
which consist of: actors, valuables, and contracts – rights and duties (Wiber, 2015; Turner, 2017). The
actor is the social unit, in this research they are individuals, groups, corporates, or the state, that have
capabilities to perform the rights and duties towards the valuable objects. The valuable objects in this
reseach are land and other properties that are built upon it, like plantations and housing. The contracts
are the arrangements of rights, obligations, and procedures that must be fulfilled in order to claim the
valuable object as property. Interrelation amongst three elements is vital to understand how the actors,
objects and contracts are dynamically (re)produced and (re)constructed in specific time and space, and
social settings – political, economical, social and technological development (Lund, 2016; Turner, 2017).
2.2.2

Citizenship and Property Rights

Political authorities or legal institutions are required to legitimate and enforce the contracts in which
the acquirement, utilization and transfer of land as property are arranged (Lund, 2016; Turner, 2017).
Lund (2016) argues that defining political authorities is not limited to the statutory (or state) institution
alone; non-statutory institutions might have capabilities to govern and be involved in recognizing,
formulating, enforcing and legitimating property rights (or contracts in general). He added that
struggles over citizenship and property rights are claims to be recognized as a political member by those
political authorities that enable the claimants to access land resources and achieve the legitimation of
land as their property. The authorities do not exist separately to contracts and citizenship, yet, the
interrelations amongst them are constructed and constituted by each other (Lund, 2016). The authority
itself necessitates the legitimation from its political subjects, and their negotiation produces new
contracts, which may cause an adjustment in the bodies of the authorities and the subjects during the
time that the contract applies.
The claims to citizenship and property rights to land in Kalibata are addressed to statutory and, perhaps,
non-statutory institutions as the political authorities. The practice of citizenship is simply performing
the contracts – exercising the rights and fulfilling the duties – that are arranged by political authorities
to claim the property right;, and the act of citizenship is how the community claims to readjust,
reproduce or renew the contracts and, perhaps, the political authorities themselves. Investigating the
existence and (co-)production of political authorities – statutory and non-statutory institutions – will be
useful to understand how the three elements based on the triangle scheme and political authorities
are dynamically interrelated and reproduced by each other.
2.2.3

Property Rights of Indonesian State-Forest

The Indonesian Law 41 of 1999 of Forestry regulates that Indonesian forest status is divided into two:
State-forest and Private-Forest, which is enacted by the government. Any entity can claim property
rights over private-forest. The right bearer of private-forest could be an Adat community, individuals
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or groups, or any legal entity that has the right to manage the forest7. For those who hold no rights, the
state classifies their activities in forest areas as illegal, including encroachment and occupancy.
The Kalibata settlement and the inhabitant’s livelihood are located on land which state-law categorizes
as limited forest production8. Until 2019, the village government of Margadadi and Margamekar
proclaimed that the state-forest land falls under their administrative governance. The district
government and national land agency is now working on mapping the administrative area at village
level9. Thus, no clear boundaries are formally shown to delineate their administrative area in state-land
at the moment.
To own the land privately, which is marked by the issuance of Freehold Title (SHM), the land status of
Kalibata has to be converted from state-forest land to other land use (non-state-forest land). Currently,
at least, two realistic options10 could be carried out to achieve land formalization in the research area:
spatial planning revision and agrarian reform. In Law No. 26/2007 on Spatial Planning, spatial planning
from district to national level should be revisited at least each five years, or if urgently required due to
change in national policies or force majeures like natural hazards. Another option is through agrarian
reform which is regulated under Presidential Decree No. 86/2018 on Agrarian Reform. The two options
have different mechanisms at each government-tier, yet both involve the central government
institution, at least the Ministry of Environment and Forestry which holds the authority of state-forest
land. A bottom-up development approach is conducted which means that the local government –
district and provincial government – have to propose the state-forest land conversion to the central
government. A Broad stakeholder group will be involved in the political process of land conversion,
such as government institutions, non-government organizations, local figures, civil society
organizations, corporation and others. Understanding the mechanism of land conversion and the actors
that are involved requires investigating which rights claims are made, to whom the claims are
addressed, and with whom the negotiation is conducted at each scale.

2.3

Citizenship in Indonesian Context: The Everyday State-Citizen Interaction

Informality in Everyday the State-Citizen Interaction

Many previous studies on citizenship were extracted from the western experiences, in which the
concept of citizenship is interpreted in terms of formal rights and responsibilities for both citizens and
the state. These conventional theories might not be able to fully accommodate the concept of
informality in citizen-state relationships that occur particularly in post-colonial countries like Indonesia
(Berenschot & Klinken, 2018). The contribution of anthropologists in investigating “the everyday state”
has revealed that the role of brokers and broader informal networks have enabled citizens to claim
their rights vis-a-vis the state, which challenges the most recent studies of citizenship from a western
viewpoint (Fuller & Bénéï, 2009; Berenschot & Klinken, 2018). Reflecting on the everyday state in

7
8

Ministerial Decree of Environment and Forestry No. P.32/Menlhk-Setjen/2015, article 1
The Basic Forestry Law of 1967 classifies the forest allocation based on its function, one of them is Production Forest in

which the Kalibata Settlement and its inhabitant’s livelihood – which is dominated by palm-oil business – is developing. The
production forest has function to produce the forest-based resource to supply society needs.
9

Interview with official of Department of Village Community Empowerment on 25 November 2019
Interview with official of Department of Environment and Forestry at Provincial Level
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Indonesia, Berenschot & Klinken (2018) found that shifting from authoritarianism – which was in place
for more than three decades – to democracy has nurtured new citizen’s rights under the law, yet
citizens found difficulties in realizing these rights. This circumstance has driven the occurrence of
brokers to provide certain services to help the claiming of rights. The occurrence of brokerage by certain
organizations or non-state actors in mediating the state-citizen interaction has internalized the concept
of hybrid governance in regulating citizen behavior (Meagher, 2012). This means that to realize their
rights, the citizen has to face both informal and formal institutions.
The term informality in the context of citizenship is utilizing informal connections to influence the
implementation of the state regulation which shapes particular and exclusive citizen-state interaction
(Berenschot & Klinken, 2018). They argued that informality leads to two main concepts, first is
patrimonialism and its associated anthropological terms, and second is the Weberian literature on
informal economies, such as black economy, shadow state, and its related terms. In the context of
Indonesia, informality which is performed by state officials has an equally central role in how the state
operates to the formal regulations which are published on the surface (Aspinall & van Klinken, 2011).
While the informality in the state-citizen interaction is considered as an indication of weak quality of
citizenship in the western view, it – the social networks and social obligations that shape informality –
should be analysed as a constitutive dimension of citizenship (Berenschot & Klinken, 2018). The state
agent in terms of informality not only acts specifically as an agent, but also acts as a member of the
community who sometimes personalizes the service that they deliver. Adopted from Berenschot &
Klinken (2018), the informality in citizenship can be discussed in three dimensions, these are mediation,
the invocation of social norms and the use of social affiliation.
First, the mediation in terms of informality, which is performed by third parties, primarily does not aim
to voice citizen’s aspiration to influence public-policy making (Berenschot & Klinken, 2018). Instead, it
invokes the state to fulfill its duties and realize the citizen’s rights. In other words, mediation does not
(re)produce (new)formal citizen’s right, it enforces the citizen to enjoy their existing (formal) rights. By
understanding this notion of mediation, we can distinguish whether the presence of third parties in
mediating citizen-state interaction in Kalibata can be categorized into a dimension of informality which
involves the construction of the everyday citizenship, and to what extent the mediation affects the
realization of citizen’s rights.
Second, the invocation of social norms refers to the particular obligations that have to be fulfilled by
the clients as ‘payment’ for broker’s service. These norms and obligations are regulated in sociallyshared rules, frequently in an unwritten manner, which is crafted, deployed and enforced by unofficial
institutions (Helmke & Levitsky, 2004). Investigating the obligations that apply under certain norms as
payment of brokerage services are necessitated to draw the differences in the construction of everyday
citizenship of individuals within Kalibata community, and between Kalibata community and noncommunity. In addition, the dynamics of obligations, norms and citizenship need to be explored to
portray how these aspects interrelate and influence each other.
Last, social affiliations refer to the membership of clients in a particular community and also the quality
of her/his network in that community, for instance ethnic, kinship, regional connection, religious
affiliation, etc (Berenschot & Klinken, 2018). This membership defines who is included and excluded in
the social and political sphere. To understand why Kalibata community members are excluded in certain
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sites of citizenship is to probe their social affiliation to the agents and groups that make the community
excluded, and how the community struggles to be recognized by those parties. Understanding these
dimensions – mediation, invocation of social norms and the use of social affiliation – is required to
explain the character of state-citizen interaction that produces the everyday citizenship.
The illegal internal migrants whom I presume as marginalized community might utilize the role of a
broker in their everyday life to access social services or to defend their existence. In addition, the
change in practicing citizenship also has a feedback effect on the existence of the broker itself and vice
versa. More direct relation between citizen and state perhaps will diminish the existence of the broker.
However, since the state officials also can perform as a broker, it will be more difficult for citizens to
release from the circle of informality. In addition, if the broker is also part of the community where the
citizen is socially engaged, the social norms are perhaps applied more intensely.
Brokerage and Citizenship

Brokerage activities can be found in the everyday lives of Indonesian citizens, one of them is in accessing
health care (Berenschot, Hanani, & Sambodho, 2018). The actor – broker or mediator – transforms the
way communities or marginalized groups perceive and experience the realization of those rights.
Berenschot et al (2018) use the word “vernacularize” to emphasize the political and cultural context in
which those daily experiences take place, which make the interpretation and experience of the rights
different in certain locations and time periods.
I adopt the definition of a broker from Berenschot et al (2018, p.131) ‘as individuals who use their
procedural knowledge and informal connections with politicians and bureaucrats to help their clients –
often poorer citizens – to navigate bureaucratic procedures and gain access to state benefits. It bears
pointing out that this definition limits our focus on a particular subset of ‘political brokers’ mediating
between state and society’. They argued that social norms and interpersonal obligations will be involved
in successful rights claims through the role of a broker. This creates the image that the degree of success
is determined by the quality of the client-broker relationship and to what extent the client complies
with the reciprocity which regulated by social norms.
The presence of the broker convinces the client who rarely interacts with the state in claiming rights.
However, the reciprocity will be ‘paid’ by the client directly or indirectly, for instance, in a direct
electoral event, a broker who is on the campaign committee of a certain political candidate will mobilize
their clients to choose his/her boss. Instead of perceiving the limitation to public service as an injustice
performed by state which motivates them to act, the broker perceives their action as their kindness
and generosity for helpless people (Berenschot, Hanani, & Sambodho, 2018).
Living in illegality in Kalibata might prevent the community from accessing certain state-resources.
Thus, understanding the brokerage service – including its social obligations, networks and norms –
requires comprehending how the community members, if any, can obtain the state-resources to which
they might have no formal right due to the absence of formal citizenship. In addition, the extent to
which brokerage services form a constitutive dimension of everyday citizenship should be addressed
or explored.
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Clientelism and Everyday Citizenship

The quality of citizenship of rural poor in Indonesia, particularly Java, is not shaped by the extent of
explanation of the rights of rural poor by the state, but by their engagement in everyday politics with
the power holders in multilayer governance, including creating clientelistic relations (Ito, 2017)The
citizenship is shaped by power relations that are rooted in class, identity, social categories and property.
To understand how the relation with the state works, in the case of accessing public services, it is
necessary to identify the class, identity, social category and property of Kalibata migrants.
The relations in state–citizen interaction are constructed by the trajectory of state formation (Schulte
Nordholt, 2005; van Klinken, 2009; Cornwall, Robins, & Von Lieres, 2011). State formation itself is
shaped from contestation between top-down process like extension of domination, legalization of
entitlement and privileges, and formulation of social categories; and bottom-up process like
involvement of public participation; in practice is rural Java, this involvement is dominated, driven and
perhaps represented by local elites who act as brokers for citizen to interact with the state institution
(Hirsch, 1989; Agrawal, 2001; Ito, 2011). The participation which was initially designed to directly
capture every citizen’s voice for the state institution, is in practice layered by the informal institution
(broker) that stands next to the formal state institution (Ito, 2017). The evolution of brokers or informal
insitutions who lubricate state-citizen interaction should be explored, for instance regarding how and
why they come to offer certain services.
Under the New Order Regime from 1966 to 1998 which was very centralised, Ito (2017) argued that
the state, through Law No. 5 of 1979 regarding Village Government, regulated the rigid structure of the
village government which assisted them in implementing social demobilization, political stabilty and
economic development. It also helped them to strengthen their control over villages. Therefore, the
village officials tended to follow directions from above rather than acting as representatives for villagers
to push the (central) state to fulfil its responsibilities. This served to defend their position as village
officials. Invesigating prevailing law related to village development is necessary to depict the role of the
village government and its responsibilities that might be translated differently by the village citizen.
Village office was guaranteed in the New Order Regime if they ensured support for the central
government program, and this circumstance led to the immunity of village officials to the tension of
common villagers. Taking an example from a highland village in West Java, the head of village (19831994) who was elected by the village citizens appointed his family and relatives in certain strategic
position in village office, like village officer, head of sub-village/hamlet (dusun), head of neighborhood
(RT), irrigation association, female welfare group (PKK), and youth group (karang taruna). He mobilized
his citizens to vote for the Golkar Party – the dominant party in the New Order Regime government –
in elections. This enabled him to accumulate capital by capturing larger benefits from state
development projects. Starting from 1999, under the Reformasi era, the state implemented Law No.
22 of 1999 regarding Regional Government which created a new village institution, namely the Village
Representative Council (BPD) as a formal representation of village citizens, and also created the formal
participatory planning and budgeting funded by district government. The formal participatory meeting
is aimed at optimizing the state-resource redistribution to village citizens by curtailing the practice of
clientelism. It is designed to cut off the layer which is created by informal institutions. The current head
of village perceived that even though the participation of village citizen is not maximized in his village,
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BPD could be their representative in the meeting. In other words, if direct participation cannot be fully
implemented in village democracy, he perceived that representative democracy which acted by BPD is
adequate for running the village government. Therefore the role and practices of BPD in engaging
village citizens, which perhaps eliminates or strengthens the prevailing informal institutions, must be
investigated.
Ito (2017) argues that not attending participatory meetings does not completely represent the
ignorance of Javanese village citizens to development. Yet, their dependency on the agents that hold
the meetings hampers their struggle to voice their aspirations out loud; if these oppose the will of the
state-agent, it might influence their informal relationship with the state-agents or brokers. The brokers
can cut off services to the citizen as a consequence. Abiding by the agreement is a social obligation
required to maintain and nurture personal (or informal) relationships with the brokers. To investigate
the everyday citizenship of villagers (or perhaps the marginalized people like Kalibata migrants), we
need to explore their perception and feeling towards the state institution, and how they react to their
action, whether they work independently from the state through communal work or struggle to acquire
their rights.
Claiming Property Rights in State-Forest Land

Claims associated with tenurial conflict in forest areas are frequently framed by issues of identity,
particularly the ethnicity of indigenous people, and only some claim in the name human rights, citizen’s
entitlement or religious norms (Schmink, 1982; Johnson & Forsyth, 2002; Aspinall, 2004; van der Muur,
2018). The struggles over property rights to state-forest land in Indonesia are scrutinized through the
lens of Adat people. Following the fall of the New Order Regime, van de Muur (2018) argued that the
reformation was expanding the rights of Adat communites to be acknowledged in legal regulation.
Since decenetralisation, the struggle over land recognition is performed not only in the parliament
(DPR) at national level but also at local government and regional parliament level. He added that the
recognition of Adat communities, including their land, is not only based on the regulation (stipulating
regulation regarding Adat), but how they negotiate and characterize their relationship to the mediator
and local government.
Local government has authority to decide which group that is categorised as Adat community based on
set of legal criterias or requirement. Hence, that Adat community could attain particular rights that is
regulated by Indonesian law. However, fulfilling requirement is inadeqate to be formally acknolwedged
as Adat community. The negotation has to be taken, at least one question should be adequately
answered: What the benefits that government (and the mediator/broker) could achieve if one is
formally acknowledged as Adat communty? Because the Adat community is granted several priviliges
that distinguishes them from common community, the rural community in Indonesia tries to identify
themselves as Adat to get those privileges, particularly when defending their land from external forces
like plantation businesses (Li, 2000). Li (2000) empahized that the quality of claims is interrelated with
the capacity of community elites and external mediators to adopt the articulations of indigeneity which
are used in national and international spheres. On the one hand, through the law, the state grants
previliges to Adat communities to defend the land, and on another hand, they exclude certain
communities from having right to that land.
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The willingness of Adat people to cooperate and the strength of their political network with stateagents determines the quality of claiming property rights (van der Muur, 2018). He draws this analysis
from two different Adat communities who struggle for recognition over their Adat forest. In addition,
the assistance of AMAN11 can also help Adat people to strive for their rights, yet in the end the
aforementioned aspects play a larger role in shaping the outcome of negotiations.
A portion of Kalibata land is claimed by Adat people (or I mention as local people) as Adat forest. Yet,
the formal ownership status classifies that the land belongs to the state, including the land on which
the Kalibata settlement is located. Three points should be emphasized in my research: the political
network, the cooperation, and the presence of mediators or third parties. Some differences might be
found in the case of Kalibata settlement in struggling over land recognition. The Kalibata community
might join forces with local people to claim land formalization from the state. Thus, it is not completely
the community as the only claimant or vice versa. In addition, we need to explore the nature of the
interaction between the community and the state regarding this case: who is in charge of learning the
legal procedure of land conversion and how do they learn, and what party, if any, mediates the relation
between them and how do they work.

2.4

Research Framework

As described before, citizenship is not only about the privilege and entitlement for citizens through
state-regulation, it is also about how the citizen translates it through their experiences. In other words,
we argue that the citizenship is constructed beyond the right-on-paper, it is right-in-practice that is
shaped by experiences, negotiation, claims, demands, and contestation in everyday citizen-state
interaction. To investigate how the citizenship is constructed, we adopt the framework designed by Isin
which includes several facets: the subject, site, scale, actors, substance and the act and practice of
citizenship.
The subjects of citizenship are (but not limited to) Kalibata migrants regardless their formal identity. I
focus on the sites of citizenship in which the Kalibata migrants (and I) perceive that they are excluded
from certain state-services and social or political spheres. The scale is needed to investigate to what
extent the negotiations and contestations over the rights are performed. The actor is needed to explore
the network that is engaged in the process of negotiation and contestation over rights in their everyday
life, including the role of brokers or informal institutions. The substance is needed to investigate the
perceptions and experiences of Kalibata migrants regarding selected sites of citizenship. Last, the
practice and act of citizenship is needed to understand how the Kalibata migrants translate the statelaw into everyday practice, and how they perform acts to claim their rights from the state.

11

In Indonesia, the most infamous Civil Society Organization related to Adat community is AMAN (the Indigenous Peoples’

Alliance of the Archipelago). They serve the advocacy for Adat community to claim the right as mentioned in state-regulation.
In addition, AMAN attempted to differentiate Adat Forest from State-Forest as stated in Law No. 41 of 1999 regarding Forestry,
by conducting Judicial Review to Constitutional Court. In 2012, the Court decreed that Adat Forest is not part of State Forest,
and the right over Adat Forest belongs to the community as whole, not to individual. The story of implementation of the
regulation and of claiming Adat forest are depicted by van der Muur (2018) into two cases: Ammatoa Kajang community and
Turungan Soppeng community.
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The sites of citizenship that will be explored are civic registration, property rights to land, and social
political participation. These sites are selected since they are intertwined with each other in affecting
exclusion and give the complete story of the dynamics of construction of everyday citizenship. The
actors are the community as the main research subjects who claim to rights, state-agent at different
government-tiers, corporates, CSOs, NGOs, local leaders and other involved groups. The scale which
they negotiate could be community, hamlet, village, sub-district, district, provincial or perhaps national
level. The practices could be self-subsistent – independently from the state – or interactions with the
state through informal institutions/brokers.
Reflecting on the everyday life citizenship in Indonesia, I will emphasize several terms that have been
pointed out in previous researches. First, I will investigate how historical dynamics shape the current
citizenship in Kalibata. Second, I explore how the community deal with the illegal situation. How do they
claim the rights like formal recognition, education, health, and political participation? And to whom the
claim is addressed? Are there any legal entities, beside the state institutions, that are involved in the
claim-making? If any, how do they affect the citizen-state interaction? And how does the migrants
perceive about the involvement of other entities in that interaction? Third, I will investigate whether
the Kalibata migrants utilize the services of brokers to interact with the state in accessing certain public
services or claiming their rights, and also how the brokers evolve over time to offer their services, what
is their rationale, and what additional costs the client has to pay to the broker based on prevailing
cultural or social norms. Lastly, if they develop their settlement independently from the state, how they
do manage until now, in which part they interact with state, and in which part they work
independently?
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Chapter 3
Research Methodology

This chapter will introduce five discussions related to the research methodology. The first part will
explain the reasons for choosing an ethnographic case study for this research. The second part will
describe the data sampling method for choosing relevant and reliable informants based on the research
objective, design, and resources, including time and logistics,. The third part will formulate the data
collection method that fits the ethnographic case study design. The fourth part will describe content
analysis as the primary data analysis for this research. The last part will elaborate on the access to the
research location, including a reflection on ethnographic fieldwork.

3.1

Research Design

Citizenship is dynamically (re)constructed and (re)negotiated across time and space in a specific sociocultural context. The research uses the constructivist paradigm to understand the way actors (and I as
a researcher) collectively shape and share realities regarding everyday citizenship of non-government
sponsored transmigrants in selected sites of citizenship. The research subjects are non-government
sponsored transmigrants in Kalibata settlement, with or without formal citizenship status.
The constructivist paradigm is applied to construct the ‘realities’ of everyday citizenship of the Kalibata
community, in particular the social and political spheres from which they are excluded. An ethnographic
participatory case study design will be conducted due to its congeniality to answer ‘how’ and ‘why’
questions and its compatibility for in-depth explanatory research of specific groups in a specific context
by living together to investigate how citizenship is daily and situationally (re)constructed, (re)defined,
co-produced, expressed, perceived, and experienced by the research subject in selected sites of
citizenship (de Vaus, 2001; Bernard, 2006).
The data will be collected by open and semi-structured interviews formally and informally, not only for
collecting data but also co-producing knowledge; observation; participant observation; and written or
unwritten artefacts through purposive-snowballing and convenience sampling, and will be analysed by
content analysis.

3.2

Data Sampling Method

The research uses two types of sampling; these are purposive-expert sampling and convenience
sampling combined with the snowballing method. Purposive sampling aims to select the key-informants
for formal and semi-structured interviews according to their expertise and/or role in transmigration
practices and village development, including relevant economic, social and political issues faced by
village members in Indonesia. It aims to provide in-depth data and information regarding the research
topic. Convenience sampling aims to select the informants or participants for informal open interviews
and observation. At every data collection moment, I ask for consent to record the data and also confirm
the data and information privacy.
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3.3

Data Collection Method

The data collection methods encompass semi-structured interviews, open interviews, observation,
participant observation and literature study. Most of the data and information are gathered through
the open interviews – including daily conversation which is mostly unplanned – and daily observation.
I convey the informed consent to the informants regarding the conversation record, and personal data
privacy. If required, I propose the anonymity. This broad data collection method is used for ensuring
the validity of the data and information through triangulation
3.3.1

Semi-structured Interview

Semi-structured formal interviews were conducted to address the key-informant by using purposiveexpert sampling (non-probabilistic sampling) since they probably have limited time to be interviewed.
In order to ensure the key-informant provides the required information, I tried to structure the
questions to guide the answers. The interviews involved the government, NGOs, CSOs and also
researchers from National Level to Village Level to capture various opinions regarding transmigration
practices and rural development.
Table 1 List of Informants
Government
1.
2.

Ministries of Republic of Indonesia
Department of Manpower and
Transmigration at provincial level
(Disnakertrans Provinsi)
3. Department of Manpower and
Transmigration at district level
(Disnakertrans Kabupaten)
4. Production Forest Management Unit
(KPHP)
5. Department of Environment and
Forestry at provincial level (Dinas LHK
Provinsi)
6. Department of Public Work at
provincial level (Dinas PU Provinsi)
7. Regional Development Planning
Agency at provincial level (Bappeda
Provinsi)
8. Department of Village Community
Empowerment atdistrict level (BPMD
Kabupaten)
9. Village Government of Margadadi
(Pemdes Margadadi)
10. Village Council of Margadadi (BPD
Margadadi)

Non-Government Organization and Civil
Society Organization
1.
2.
3.
4.

NGO-01 who work on
environmental issues
NGO-02 who work on
environmental issues
CSO-01 who work on indigenous
people issue
CSO-02 who work on peasant union
issue

Researcher
1.
2.

SMERU Research Institute
Policy Planning and Development
Management Research Division,
Bandung Institute of Technology

Source: Author (2020)
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3.3.2

Open Interview

Open interviews were conducted along the observation to enable the informants to tell the stories of
their lives and share their perceptions and experiences. I use this technique to explore the feelings,
sense of belonging, stories, perception, the norms and values, experiences in selected sites of
citizenship like, but not limited to, access to education, health, land, housing, village development, and
funding. This type of interview is not merely aimed at gathering the data and information, but also to
build trust, relationships, and feeling among us. Thus, they will unveil and share ‘sensitive’ information.
The interviews were carried out with a broad spectrum of informants from the community in Kalibata
or those with relations with the community. I generated data and information from everyday
conversations with local leaders, elders and youth, women, teachers, grocery and fuel sellers, palm-oil
laborers, rubber laborers, coal miners, salesmen, outsiders, transmigrants 92/93, Kalibata selfdevelopment authorities, and common inhabitants. The questions encompassed the actors,
substances, practices, and acts of everyday citizenship in selected sites.
The very first questions I asked the community, anywhere I met, were about (a) the origin, chronology
and motives of their migration to Kalibata, (b) the story of the history of Kalibata, (c) the feeling of living
in Kalibata, (d) the landscape of Kalibata, and (e) the livelihood. Afterward, I asked about how they
access education and health services, finance, and other selected sites of citizenship that change over
time. I also asked whether they interact directly with the state or if they utilize the role of a broker. I
also investigate the ‘additional cost’ that they have to ‘pay’ to the broker, and whether this kind of
reciprocity is regulated under certain regulation, norms or not.
3.3.3

Observation and Participatory Observation

Observation and participatory observation were conducted to explore the actors, substance, site, scale,
practice and act of citizenship in the everyday life of the community in Kalibata. Observation on
everyday citizenship investigates the practices and acts carried out by certain actors in terms of the
ways they try to claim, negotiate and renew the matrices of rights and duties between citizen and state
in selected sites. The observation is complemented with open interviews.
The participatory observation was conducted during several kinds of activities, such as:
1. Palm-Oil Plantation: Cultivating, Harvesting, Loading, and Transporting
2. Social Activities: Wedding Party, Negak Rumah (Building House Ceremony), Pengajian and other
religious events, Funeral Ceremony, PKK’s Activities, Formal and Informal Education Activities, Sport
Activities
3. Economic Activities: Local market and daily goods transaction
4. Village Government Meetings
5. Village Development: Royongan in Road Development
In participatory observation, I was both being actively involved in the process or only joining to observe
the process without being involved.
3.3.4

Literature Study

The literature review was used for gathering data and information from proposal design to thesis
report. In the proposal design, the literature review focused on formulating a problem statement and
theoretical framework. It is applied to readjust the theoretical framework through an iterative process.
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In addition, through a literature review, I explore the previous studies regarding the dynamics of
citizenship of migrants, particularly in the global south, in Indonesia and in selected sites. The data are
collected from sources such as academic journals, books, national and local newspapers, online media,
regulations, village development plans, village budget plans, minutes of meetings, spatial plans,
transmigration maps and documents, and other related documents.

3.4

Data Analysis Method

I used content analysis as the main data analysis method in this research. Content analysis is a method
of analysing written, verbal or visual communication messages (Cole, 1988). It emphasizes the
characteristics of language as communication and the contextual meaning of the text (Hsieh &
Shannon, 2005). The data can be verbal, written text, electronic, etc. which are obtained through
primary and/or secondary survey data like documents, articles, books, narrative response, open-ended
survey questions, interviews, focus groups, and observation (Kondracki, Wellman, & Amudson, 2002).
This allows researchers to interpret the content of data subjectively through a systematic process like
coding and theme or pattern identification (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).
In this research, the data is obtained through semi-structured formal and open informal interviews,
observation, documents (regulation), scientific publications (journal), articles and online news and
videos etc. From these materials, the data is analysed through three stages:
Data Capturing and Storing

From the interview, the answer or significant story will be written in notes (jotting), to ensure the
completeness of data and triangulation. Mostly, I did not record the conversation, particularly in open
interviews, in order to enable the informant to tell the story completely and honestly without having
to worry about the data privacy.
From the observation, I take notes and pictures regarding the practices and acts of citizenship and the
way the transmigrant symbolizes their identity, for example through language, norms, values,
appearance, behavior, etc.
From scientific journals, documents, online news or articles I read and translated the documents if
needed, then captured the sentences, argumentation or statements related to our research in a file.
Coding and Categorizing

After the data was saved or written in file, I investigated the keywords related to our framework that
were frequently used in the text. Generally, it can be defined as a coding process, however I do not aim
to analyse it in quantitative way, but rather in qualitative ways. The keywords which frequently occur
will be categorized as the established framework and operationalization like the site, the actor, the
substance, the practice and the act of citizenship.
Linking and Sequencing

Categorized data will be analysed further by linking the relations among them. I build the links to explain
the relations and to deeply elaborate a certain phenomenon. For instance, the link between social and
political exclusion, and citizenship. Afterwards, to narrate the phenomena completely, I will explain the
story chronologically or sequentially to understand how everyday citizenship is dynamically changing
or developing, perhaps more complex, within a certain time frame.
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3.5

Getting Access to Research Area and Subject

In this research, I use a pseudonym to protect the anonymity of research area and research subjects,
including the name of people, community, settlement, village, district, regency, institution and other
related identities. As aforementioned in chapter 3.3, I asked the informed consent to the informants or
any involved entities regarding the data privacy, particularly for sensitive information. If required, I
assured the anonymity of informants, therefore they could openly provide the data and information.
3.5.1

Access to Village and Settlement

The first time I arrived in the provincial capital city, I interviewed NGOs, and from them I received the
link to Margadadi village and Kalibata. I was introduced by NGOs to a local youth leader, namely Mas
Koko, who lives in the village next to my research location. The word ‘Mas’ in English means brother.
He is a youth activist and primary school teacher concerned with environmental issues, conservation,
and youth empowerment. I informed him about my objectives to visit Kalibata by phone and he
confirmed to help and introduce me to the village officials and Kalibata community. The journey from
the capital city to the village where he lives was around 4-5 hours by car.
He accompanied me to meet the village head (Kades) of Margadadi to ask for permission for doing
research. At that moment, I had not proceeded with the legal permit for doing research because my
cover letter from university did not meet the requirements set by government officials at the provincial
and regency levels. However, he convinced the Kades to let me do research because his father and he
himself are renowned figures in their village and surroundings. Otherwise, I would have had to wait at
least two weeks before I could legally do the research.
I conveyed to the Kades and other officials that I am a research student who will conduct research for
two months in total, which would be divided into two parts: three weeks living in the main settlement
(Induk) and three weeks living in Kalibata. My very first plan was to stay alternate weeks in main
settlement and Kalibata. However, they advised me to visit and stay in Kalibata first then stay in main
settlement, because if the rain comes, I would not be able to enter Kalibata due to inaccessible
infrastructure. In addition, the Kades offered his house during my research in main settlement.
Mas Koko brought me to meet his friend, Mas Eko, who worked as a primary school teacher in Kalibata.
I went to Kalibata by motorbike and this took around 20-30 minutes in sunny weather when the
unpaved road was dry. He added that when the rain comes, the river that splits main settlement and
Kalibata could not be crossed by an ordinary boat due to the heavy current. Moreover, there is no
bridge that connects these two places.
Mas Eko advised me to stay in his uncle’s house, Pak (Father) Diki, instead of his. This was because he
thought that his house is small and has no diesel-based electricity to recharge my electronic devices.
He brought us to meet his uncle. Pak Diki is from one of the wealthiest, respected and renowned
families in Kalibata. He runs a kiosk in front of his house which sells groceries and fuel. Besides managing
the stall, he works as a Toke and farmer. Toke is a middle man/intermediary that connects the farmers
to market. For instance, in Kalibata, a Toke collects palm-oil yields or rubber from the farmer and sells
it on to the palm-oil factory or rubber factory. As I elaborated before, for this research I stayed in two
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settlements in main settlement and Kalibata. In main settlement, I stay with the son-in-law of a
transmigrant 92/93, Mas Karno. He is one of the head of hamlets (Kadun).
Riding a motorbike in the wavy unpaved road is difficult for me, particularly when the rain comes. I
asked Mas Eko most of the time to accompany me to meet certain actors and attend certain formal
and informal events. The events I attended were informal meetings with Camat and Kades, a wedding
party, pengajian (Quran recitation), funeral ceremony, aqiqah (religious activities), PKK’s activities, a
volleyball game, village government formal meetings, royongan, and negak omah.
In summary, I stayed in the capital city for a week to arrange research permits and conduct semistructured interviews. Afterward, I stayed in Kalibata settlement for four weeks to do ethnography.
While I stayed there, I went back to the capital city several times and main settlement to rearrange the
permit and also conduct required semi-structured interviews. Subsequently, I appealed from the village
to stay in an urban area for a week to evaluate my fieldwork. Later on, I stayed in main settlement for
two weeks to conduct an open interview and participatory observation with transmigrants 92/93,
current and ex-village officials, as well as Adat leaders. Lastly, I returned to Kalibata to confirm and
validate the data and information that I gathered from the last seven weeks.
3.5.2

Reflection on Positionality and Impact on Limitation

I performed the ethnographic method in which the positionality as a researcher matters due to its
influence on the quantity and quality of the data collection. It also affects the way a researcher
constructs reality and confirms objectivity. I introduced myself as a research student from Wageningen
University and stated clearly that I research their daily activities for my study without any conflicting
objectives. I convinced them regarding data privacy by applying the anonymity of place and people.
I was half Javanese and half Sundanese, which is similar to the most people in the community, and due
to this it was easier to gain their trust. They invited me to almost every event like weddings, formal and
informal meetings, and social and religious activities. In addition, in some cases, I was introduced as a
civil servant of the central government. This was needed to ease the formal procedure or when
someone asked about my occupation before being a student. I emphasized that this research has no
affiliation with any other institution, particularly government institutions. However, this turned out to
attract certain issues in the field that also produced additional limitations that I never anticipated.
On one hand, I could utilize personal connections as a government official to conduct semi-structured
interviews and collect secondary data such as maps, statistical data, and related documents without a
prior formal research permit. On the other hand, identity as a government official led to several issues
on the ground while doing ethnographic research. In this part, I elaborate on some issues related to my
hybrid existence as a researcher and a government official.
The first issue is a perception of village officials that regarded me as a spy from the central government.
In early October, a Kades next to my village was arrested due to illegal tariff collection for a state-project
on land legalization and certification called Completed Systematic Land Certification (PTSL). The rumour
said that this illegal practice was revealed by the higher government official who disguised themselves
as a villager applying for land certification from village officials. Even though I had delivered the formal
research permit to the village government, they did not fully trust me as a student researcher. They
thought that I acted as a spy who was assigned to reveal illegal practices in the village. I obtained this
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information from the community who confirmed this issue to me. In consequence, the village
government behaved more carefully. The first time I arrived, they confirmed the availability of the
required data and were prepared to deliver it to me. However, after the incident, they tried to hide
certain data, particularly village fund spending and transmigration maps. When doing an interview, they
tried not to answer my questions directly by explaining other irrelevant information. Even though I
could not achieve the original transmigration map, I obtained its copy, black and white version, from
CSOs, and confirmed the originality to several local leaders whether the copy is from the original one.
And for village fund data, I asked directly to Department of Village Community Empowerment that
collects all village data at district level, and cross-checked the data by asking to local leaders and
observing some of village projects that already been built.
The second issue is a falsification of information. It is a collateral effect from the aforementioned
incident that is intertwined with my identity as a government official. The village government conveyed
false information several times in order to hide the illegal practice. For instance, once the Kades
conveyed to me in an open interview that he and other village officials would never order the villagers
to open and cultivate state-forest land. In addition, he assured me that he has nothing in state-forest
land. A week later, I met several village officials who did business in Kalibata, including the Kades. They
opened new land for their palm-oil plantation. I found many contradictory information from the village
government. In general, the data I gathered from village officials was cross-checked or triangulated by
asking ordinary villagers in informal way such as in everyday conversation. In addition, since I lived in a
house that has a kiosk and is located strategic position where the farmers frequently pass through and
visit, I know who the village officials that have business in Kalibata by observing their commuting
activities, and by listening conversation from many farmers who visit the kiosk.
The third issue was the demand of the community – some local leaders – and village officials to me as
a government official to deliver their aspirations for development. When the identity of mine was
revealed in the middle of the ethnography, the community and village government started to demand
things such as state-development intervention. It made me quite uncomfortable, and it sounded
unethical if I ignored their aspirations and left them because the conversation was becoming irrelevant.
Before I returned to Jakarta, the Kades prepared some documents for me to deliver to some Ministries
which were related to the Kalibata land conversion proposal. In the end, I did not take those documents
at all. Actually, only few people – mostly village officials – who know my jobs as civil servant. Most of
ordinary villagers know that I am student who was researching. Thus, the ordinary villagers expect
nothing from me, only few local leaders do.
Another reflection is staying the in same house and traveling around with a local leader. I lived at Pak
Diki’s house, one of the eminent figures in and out of the settlement. On the one hand, he could provide
me a lot of information that no ordinary people could. On the other hand, sometimes he compelled me
not to approach certain people to obtain the data whom he thought of as his ‘enemies’. Therefore, I
had to covertly approach those people. Since Mas Eko is affiliated with Pak Diki, a similar situation
existed. Due to his experiences as a teacher who has a broad network in and outside the settlement,
he informed me on a lot of sensitive information. In some open interviews with other people, I asked
him politely not to sit near us in order not to listen our conversation. This enabled the informant to tell
story without pressure from his/her partners.
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To summarize, the most issues emerged in the middle of ethnographic after I stayed 4-5 weeks in
settlement. At that moment, I already gathered adequate data from everyday conversation, conducting
interview, and attending social events. Besides the dynamics during my ethnographic fieldwork, I
overcame the obstacles of collecting reliable and valid data by diversifying the informants and data
collection techniques. Thus, I convinced that the data and information in this research are sufficient,
reliable and valid.
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Chapter 4
The Early History of the Illegal Settlement

Citizenship is constructed and evolves through the interaction and negotiation amongst actors over
relatively long time periods. Therefore, throughout this chapter I will elaborate on the brief history of
illegal settlement – that I anonymize as Kalibata settlement in Margadadi village – to understand how
the everyday life of citizenship is experienced and exercised by the Kalibata community. Through
history, the underlying assumptions that construct the rights and obligations of, particularly, nonsponsored transmigrants are elaborated. In addition, it reveals the earliest important local actors who
shaped and negotiated the political contract – matrices of rights and obligations – between village
government and non-sponsored transmigrants.
First, I depict the motivation of the village government to perform transmigration practices. Secondly,
I elaborate on early conflict over land ownership between the state, local people and the transmigrants.
Last, I emphasize the function of transmigration networks in supporting non-sponsored transmigration
practices in Margadadi and the reasons why the village government prefer to involve Javanese people
over other ethnicities in these practices.

4.1

Village Government Initiative on State-Development Project

Under the authoritarian new order regime, the central government considered villages as a
development object. They monopolized control over resources, and being an object of development
meant that villages had to fit the development ideology of and maintain loyalty to the central
government. They selected obedient villages to receive state intervention. One of the highest budgetconsuming projects at that moment was transmigration. Despite its controversy and malicious impacts
on social and environmental conflict, it attracted local governments, including the village governments
(Pemdes), to become transmigration hosts to acquire more state-budget.
Pemdes of Margadadi was cognizant of the fact that the surrounding areas were well-developed due
to transmigration practices that enabled them to receive state funds. In 1990, they grabbed the
initiative to undertake a similar state project like transmigration, following two rationales. First, the
village was only inhabited by 38 families, which was significantly lower than surrounding transmigration
village inhabited by 300 to 1,000 families since 1975. More inhabitants generate greater income for
Pemdes because Pemdes can set particular tariffs for its inhabitants by employing village regulations
(Perdes). For instance, they could determine tariffs for the usage of village assets, like renting Pemdes
buildings for a wedding. The absence of direct state funds for Pemdes escalated their creativity to
generate independent revenue for the village, known as Pendapatan Asli Desa (PAD). Second, the
proposed project aims to improve the quality of life of the current villagers (the local people),
specifically poor communities. Thus, the Pemdes proposed a project similar to transmigration called
Resettlement.
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Ex-village secretary (Sekdes) at that moment, Pak Fahmi, conceived the resettlement as a state-project
to improve the quality of villagers’ lives by providing decent housing through renovation or new housing
construction. Two considerations underlie the choice for choosing resettlement instead of
transmigration. First, Margadadi is surrounded by other villages which delimit the expansion of their
administrative area. Second, the transmigration practice requires the host village to provide vast land
areas; they should provide at least 2 hectares per transmigrant family which is split into three land lots:
0.25 ha for housing, 0.75 ha for land for business 1 (LU-1), and 1.00 for land for business 2 (LU-2).
Whereas for resettlement, the host only has to prepare 0.25 hectares of land for housing without
ancillary land for business which is more compatible with villages lacking land such as Margadadi.
The resettlement project was approved by a range of village stakeholders from Pemdes, local leaders
and ordinary villagers. However, during the process, the proposed project was rejected by district
government and changed into a transmigration project which Pemdes initially considered impossible to
implement.
“[…] After I typed the (resettlement) proposal, Pak Yasir as Kades went to the Bupati’s
office with Kades Margamekar (who also proposed the same thing). There, high-level
government officials were engaged in meeting with the Bupati regarding the
Transmigration Bangdep. Our proposal was rejected, but they offered Bangdep to us
by giving us the form. Kades came to me said that there is no resettlement project at
the moment, and asked my opinion about Bangdep. I conveyed that it was almost
impossible to perform transmigration practice due to our land availability. He indicated
our village has more land by pointing his finger to there, and there, and there (outside
current village administrative area). I did not completely agree, but he still asked me to
fill the form and asked Camat (head of sub-district) to sign the form. Afterwards, he
returned to local government office to deliver the form.”
Ex-Sekdes Fahmi, Open Interview on 5 December 2019

From the conversation, Kades decided to get involved in the transmigration project without further
input from previous stakeholders who agreed on resettlement project. He presumed the stakeholders
would more or less agree to his action. Otherwise, the village would lose the opportunity to accelerate
local economic growth and grave the desire for development. Instead of being supported, his actions
created confrontation and induced the latent social conflict over land ownership that I will describe in
the next part. Sekdes – who was Kades before Pak Yasir – did not know that Pemdes had an
administrative area and authority over state-forest land, for which no documented formal evidence
could be provided. Sekdes argued that perhaps Kades drew on a historical story in which their villagers
had utilized the state-forest land for a long time.
Kades’ arbitrary act incited rejection of the transmigration project amongst villagers. Fortunately, they
– Kades and Sekdes at that moment – could calm the boisterous villagers due to their capacity and
position as head of governance and respected Adat leaders. They are culturally respected by villagers.
They were able to convince the villagers that the transmigration project will benefit them by attracting
state development intervention in the village. The village infrastructure would be more decent in order
to reduce the poverty.
Pemdes conveyed to the district government that the land had been allocated for transmigration with
approval from village stakeholders. Given the fact that the local people agreed on allocating land for
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Resettlement instead of transmigration, this gave rise to the latent conflict. However, the district
government paid inattention to this latent conflict, because they received the confirmation from
Pemdes who represent the voice of the villagers on the ground. After gaining support from local people,
the district government consolidated and engineered the land in order to be ready for transmigration.
In summary, the practice of transmigration in surrounding areas undeniably nurtured the desire for
development in Margadadi village. Pemdes Margadadi proposed a resettlement project to the local and
central government, which had been agreed to by villagers. Instead of obtaining resettlement, they
received the transmigration project without villagers’ prior agreement. This rash act and their claim
over administrative land created a source for more potential conflict. Kades and Sekdes were central
actors in this period, and both understood the history of transmigration well. Due to their knowledge
on the history, they turned into mediators for the land conflict that I will discuss in chapter 6.

4.2

Transmigration and An Early Local Conflict in Village

4.2.1

Different in Practices: General Transmigration and Bangdep Transmigration

Based on the type of transmigration practice, Pemdes Margadadi received a state-project called
transmigration for developing a potential village known as Transmigration Bangdep. It is quite distinct
from the general transmigration or transmigrasi umum (TU) that has been performed in the
surrounding villages. One of the salient distinctions is, after central government finished the
interventions to transmigration area, the transmigration area of TU will be independent while the
transmigration area of Bangdep remain under the administrative governance of host village.
In the beginning, the village provides land for transmigration to be developed by the central
government over a certain period, usually five years. At the moment of intervention, the transmigration
area falls under the administration of the host village. After the intervention, the TU area will separate
themselves and create their own village government, while the Bangdep area will remain under the
administrative governance of the host village. The significant number of migrants under TU distinguish
it from Bangdep. In surrounding villages, the number of transmigrant families under TU varied between
300 to 1000 families per village, while the Bangdep in Margadadi and Margamekar village only involved
200 families: 100 families in Margadadi and 100 in Margamekar.
A new autonomous village produced from TU practice is a homogenous village which is full of Javanese
transmigrants who has relatively same behavior, language, tradition, origin, ethnicity and motivation.
This homogeneity creates more stable social and cultural life. In contrast, the Bangdep transmigrants
have to acculturate and assimilate within the social, cultural, political and economic life of the local
people. The case of land conflict between local people and transmigrants is an example on why the
local people do not acknowledge the Freehold Title that state delivered for transmigrants. This conflict
will be discussed below.
4.2.2

Land Consolidation for Transmigration

Law No. 3 the Year 1972 of Basic Principles of Transmigration12, articles of 7, 8 and 10 describe the right
and duty of transmigrants. Transmigrants have right to at least 2 hectares of land which is divided into
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The Law on Transmigration has been updated twice in Law No. 15 the Year 1997 and Law No. 29 the Year 2009
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three plots: 0.25 ha for housing, 0.75 ha for LU-1, and 1.00 for LU-213. The state bears the duty to
engineer the unutilized land into arable land for LU-1, while for LU-2 the transmigrants have to prepare
the land themselves. In addition, the state is obliged to fulfil daily consumption14, health and education,
farming equipment, agricultural training and seed. On other side, they are obliged to live on the
allocated land, protect the environment, run the agricultural business, and maintain the given assets.
According to the Transmigration Law, before the land was assigned as a transmigration area, the land
should follow the principle of 2C (Clean and Clear). Clean means that (a) the land is outside the stateforest land, (b) the land is not utilized by other parties, i.e. by private companies, (c) supported by local
people, and (d) regulated by a Governor or Regent (Bupati) Decree. Clear means that the land has
distinct physical area boundaries and is suitable for business, particularly agriculture.
In case of Margadadi, village officials had inadequate knowledge about the concept of property rights
in state-forest land in accordance with the Law of Forestry. They did not know that the Kalibata land is
classified into state-forest land where the Freehold Title (SHM) formally could not be issued. Yet, the
central government – through National Land Agency – issued the SHM to mark the individual land
ownership of LU-2 in Kalibata for sponsored transmigrants. Because of this issuance, the village officials
thought that the land met the principles of 2C and could be developed continually.
Officials of Department of Forestry at province level conveyed that unadvanced mapping technology in
the past has caused the overlapping property rights between state-own and private-own15. They argued
that delineating state-forest boundary on the field was difficult at that time. They assumed, because of
indecent technology, the central government might lose the precision to posit the transmigration
settlement in appropriate land status. Actually, the case of land conflict of transmigration and stateforest land happens a lot across Indonesia and is now being revisited by central and local government16.
4.2.3

Local Conflict: From Local People and The State to Local People to Transmigrants

The lack of communication between Pemdes and local people (villager), and the absence of consent
created the early conflict, particularly involving those whose land was used for the transmigration
programme. They confronted government officials to defend their (unutilized) land when officials
consolidated the proposed land for LU-1. The authoritarian state used the force to cope with the
confrontation. They did not give adequate space for discussion and negotiation. Because they thought
that Pemdes who was representative of the local people have agreed to allocate the land for
transmigration. Therefore, they had argumentation to used force. They deployed armed apparatus like
army and police to suppress the confrontation and to secure the process of land consolidation, and the
eventual turmoil was inevitable. The state applied another measure; they granted a bundle of iron
roofing as a replacement for the consolidated land. The Pemdes claim that the armed apparatus and
new measure successfully diminished the tension.

In certain places, the allocation varies from 2.00 to 3.50 hectares, according to the land physical attribute, for instance
contour, soil, rainfall, etc.
14 The basic idea of provision of daily consumption is to feed transmigrants until they could earn the income themselves from
agricultural business on LU-1. The provision usually lasted from 1 year to 1.5 year. In some cases, it could be extended until
they are self-sufficient.
15 Semi-Structured Interview on 31 October 2019
16 Semi-structured Interview with Ministry’s official on 25 September 2019
13
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In 1992/93, 200 transmigrant families arrived and were divided to live in two villages, Margadadi and
Margamekar. Of the 100 transmigrant families who resettled in Margadadi, 50 departed from Jakarta,
and 50 from Yogyakarta. The central government allocated land for housing and LU-1 shortly after they
arrived, and LU-2 was to be distributed afterwards; the location of LU-2 was still under preparation.
Even though ex-Sekdes claimed the conflict was resolved, Pak Jaka told different stories when he and
other transmigrants fought with the local people over LU-1.
“It was peatland when they gave it to us. It was really difficult to cultivate paddy. In
certain locations, it was as deep as an adult’s waist. We, together with the contractor,
built the irrigation to water the land when dry and to drain it when raining. After
several seasons, we managed to harvest, then they (the local people) proclaimed our
land as theirs after they saw our success. They came as a group with machetes. Some
of our people (transmigrants) gave up the land, some of them defended the land, and
the rest shared the land”
Pak Jaka, Transmigrants 92/93, Open Interview on 28 November 2019

The conflict shifted between local people versus state to local people versus transmigrants. The local
people envied the success of transmigrants. The way the state prioritized transmigrants and the way
the project only benefitted transmigrants made the locals feel abandoned. The nomadic agricultural
pattern applied by local people never outperformed the modern agriculture of transmigrants. The gap
in income between transmigrants and local people started to become wider.
The number of transmigrants in Margadadi village were a lot higher than local people. Instead of
dominating by number, the transmigrants comply with the prevailing local social and cultural norms.
Local people did not acknowledge the concept of Freehold Title (SHM) as formal legitimation of
individual land ownership. The land of local people that has been legalized by state for transmigrants is
one by one being reclaimed. Thus, the local leader emerged to be mediator and jury who determine
the outcome of negotiation. In here, the state’s legitimation over land ownership – Freehold Title – has
no benefit since they enforce more on social recognition and negotiation. The role of local elders in
managing land conflict between local people and migrants – sponsored and non-sponsored
transmigrants – will be elaborated further in chapter 6. This weak state institutionalization of property
rights in outer Java is caused by long practices of Dutch colonialization (van Klinken, 2018). The
Netherlands East Indies state at that moment utilized the indigenous administration or traditional
legitimacy to take care the citizen outside Java, including ‘formalization’ of property rights (Ito, 2017
and van Klinken, 2018).
The central government at that moment looked at the transmigration merely as a discrete project, and
detached themselves from any involvement post-intervention. The weak Pemdes could not mediate to
find a win-win solution nor mobilize the armed apparatus like the previous measure. The transmigrants
themselves put their life on the line. Those who were ready to die defended LU-1 from local people and
those who were good at negotiation ended up sharing LU-1 with local people which mostly mediated
by local elders or local figures. Many transmigrants gave the LU-1 back to local people because they felt
threatened and then, they looked for another livelihood to keep living. After losing their right to LU-1,
the transmigrants requested access to LU-2 from the Pemdes.
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4.3

The Birth of Illegal Settlement

The birth of the illegal settlement was an outcome of the negotiation between transmigrants and
Pemdes. The transmigrants, both in Margadadi and Margamekar, put pressure on their Pemdes to
immediately provide LU-2, allowing them to maintain their livelihoods after being forced by the local
to release the right of utilization of LU-1. The locals did not care about the legal ownership since they
have social and cultural recognition to the land ownership. Ex-Sekdes Fahmi argued that in the past,
the unoccupied land was abundant and the local people could utilize any those land. When the local
people found the unoccupied land for cultivation, they would inform to their relatives, so another
people would not occupy. The local people used social recognition to mark the land ownership because
they who were mostly illiterate had inadequate knowledge and experience about the legal aspect of
the land. They did not understand the concept of Freehold Title. It was different with Javanese people
who already understood about the concept of Freehold Title. In addition, the Javanese are
characterized as people who avoid conflict. Because Javanese people strongly believe that life should
be focus beyond materialistic value (Irawanto, Ramsey, & Ryan, 2011). This belief is influenced by the
Islamic value which thought that the life should be oriented not only to worldly but also to afterlife.
Therefore, if any conflict over materials, they prefer to avoid the conflict in order to maintain
harmonious social relationship.
Two Pemdes worked together to allocate 200 hectares of LU-2 for 200 transmigrant families in two
villages. They invited local leaders, local people, and transmigrants to determine the location of LU-2
and to avoid potential conflict over the next land between transmigrants and local people. Both Pemdes
proposed Pengadegan as the first option and Kalibata as the second option because those lands were
unutilized and unoccupied. At that moment, Pemdes did not understand that those lands legally
belonged to the state. The transmigrants preferred the second option due to the more accessible
distance.
Pemdes conveyed the agreement about the location of LU-2 to sub-district officials at the Department
of Transmigration and the National Land Agency to accelerate the land plot mapping. In this way the
transmigrants could immediately own the land and generate an income. In 1996/97, the map of LU-2
plots was drawn. It consisted of 200 land plots for 100 transmigrant families in Margadadi and 100 in
Margamekar. In each plot, the number of 1 to 200 was assigned. The transmigrants were asked to
randomly pick a folded paper that contains the assigned number to determine the plots fairly. This
method was used to avoid jealousy between the transmigrants regarding the physical aspects of the
assigned land like contours, ground water availability, and distance.
In 2000, the National Mapping Agency distributed Freehold Title (SHM) of LU-2 to mark the legal land
ownership for transmigrants. Even though the land was plotted and its legal recognition issued, many
transmigrants gave up utilizing the LU-2. Under the Law of Transmigration, the government is obliged
to distribute and legalize LU-2 without having to provide follow up assistance in the way that they do
with LU-1. The government’s perspective was that transmigrants should be able to maintain a basic
income that they achieve from utilizing LU-1 before they utilize LU-2. The government argued that the
capital (income) from LU-1 would then be used to support the costs associated with the utilization of
LU-2 such as land clearance, seed, and fertilizer.
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To continue living and accumulating capital for LU-2, the transmigrants looked for another occupancy
such as illegal logging, working as laborers in surrounding rubber or palm-oil companies, or cultivating
vegetables in the garden. After allocating adequate resources, they went to Kalibata to start utilizing
the LU-2, yet this was rather more challenging than with LU-1.
“Before it was massively occupied by forest encroachers (current Kalibata Inhabitant),
we went there by walking and it took 4-5 hours from here. We brought rice and some
side dishes like salted fish and crackers for a week’s consumption. We cut down the
trees and cultivated vegetables, horticulture and paddy, and we stayed until our food
ran out.”
A transmigrant 92/93, Daily Conversation on 29 November 2019

The resources (saving) they gained in a few months were used up in only a week in Kalibata. They
returned to the main settlement to continue working as usual and would return to Kalibata when the
capital was sufficient. However, on the experienced frequent tragedies with their LU-2. When they left
the LU-2, pests such as wild boar ate up their seed and yield. It was impossible, due to limited resources,
either to stay for a long time in Kalibata or to hire people to guard the LU-2 from pests. Deserting the
cultivated land led to high uncertainty of yield, thus, whenever they visited Kalibata they hunted down
pests to reduce their population. Still, they failed to generate income from LU-2. This mobility pattern
and miserable circumstance took place for more than five years.
Another claim was made: The transmigrants, represented by Pak Jaka as the successful ones, invoked
Pemdes – a representative of the state who invited them to migrate – to formulate alternatives. The
transmigrants proposed Pak Jaka to negotiate because of his position that is respected not only by
transmigrants but also by the local people. He worked with local people in several business regarding
rubbers, timbers and paddy, therefore, transmigrants wished that their representative’s negotiation
will be easily accepted by local people. Pemdes also had interest in improving transmigrants’ incomes
in order to achieve their long-held objective of increasing Village Own-Source Revenue (PAD). The
higher income of the village’ citizens increases the revenue to be used as budget for village
development. Thus, the transmigrants and Pemdes collectively formulated the alternative to succeed
the utilization of LU-2 in Kalibata.
The difficulties of protecting LU-2 from pests was the main issue in the discussion. The (sponsored)
transmigrants, represented by Pak Jaka, came with an idea to invite other people (non-sponsored
transmigrants) to cope with the issue. His idea was simple, the more people resettle means the more
forest will be cleared for plantation. Thus, the number of pests will be reduced. Succinctly, the
transmigrants invited non-sponsored transmigrants to resettle in Kalibata to watch their LU-2 from
disturbance by pest. As an exchange, non-sponsored transmigrants will receive certain area of land in
Kalibata. The sponsored transmigrants were not willing to resettle in Kalibata because they already lived
in main settlement with their families. Pemdes agreed on the proposal, and designed the technicalities
such as recruitment process, required intervention, and land allocation. Subsequently in 2005/06,
Pemdes (self-)declared the recruitment of non-sponsored government transmigration (TSM).
The Recruitment Process: A Utilization of Javanese network in Sumatra

The Pemdes issued the recruitment letter and sent it to surrounding villages. The incapability of Pemdes
to disseminate this information to wider arenas was overcome by the well-established social network
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of Javanese people in Sumatra, the establishment of which is undeniably influenced by the massive
Javanese migration under General Transmigration (TU). The network of Pujakesuma17, translated as
Javanese children born in Sumatra, was the key to successful recruitment information. The sense of
belonging of being Javanese people outside Java drove the network to spread this urgent information
for the marginalized and landless Javanese people, allowing them to gain a better livelihood.
Instead of a formal letter, the information quickly spread through the word-of-mouth of Pujakesuma.
For instance, the Javanese people who worked as truck drivers informed their relatives and talked with
other drivers about the opportunities, and sometimes they also copied the letter for relatives.
Moreover, news reached several villages in Yogyakarta and Central Java within a few days after the
issuance as a result of the transmigration network in Sumatra.
Choosing an Obedient Citizen

Thanks to Pujakesuma, in 2005/06 the recruitment attracted hundreds of Javanese families not only
from surrounding villages, but also from other provinces in Sumatra and directly from Java. Even though
the recruitment was open for all people, the Kades, who is himself a local, preferred having business
with the Javanese. He perceived that Javanese people are hard-workers, skillful and experienced
farmers, calm and more importantly are obedient citizens. The local people, as he argued, are difficult
to handle and to negotiate with.
Kades at that moment said “If you had business with the locals, they will ask their fee in advance before
the business starts. If you had business with the Javanese, they will ask the fee after the calculation of
profit which is more human.”
An ex-palm oil Bataknese supervisor perceived the similar perception about the locals. She said “The
locals will work if you watch them closely. If you are not there, they will chat with other people. I prefer
to work with Javanese, they could work independently. They have their own motivation and
commitment. That is why you will find it difficult to find local people in palm-oil company”.
The Kades thought converting forest to arable agricultural or plantation land was extremely arduous
task, particularly with limited resources and equipment. Relying on human resources was the most
effective and efficient way to accelerate the conversion. Thus, choosing hard workers and obedient
citizens was a must in order to mobilize all the non-sponsored transmigrants to focus on finishing the
collective duties first before putting the focus on something less beneficial for the community. The
collective duties were arranged by Kades with his authoritarian style. In addition, the absence of the
state – central and local government – in this practice made the Kades rethink how to regulate the
transmigrants. Selecting the powerless was a way to stand above them to strengthen the Pemdes’
legitimacy. The powerless refers to their limited capital. They are poor people, landless and no
adequate agricultural technology. Many transmigrants conveyed to me that the only things they have
were strong-will and vitality. The transmigrations enable them to have a land for production.

17 In Indonesia, Pujakesuma is the name of formal organization of Javanese children born in Sumatra. However, in this research,

I do not refer to this formal organization. I emphasize the network beyond the organization itself.
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The Right and Duties of Non-Sponsored Transmigrants

As aforementioned, the Pemdes obliged the non-sponsored transmigrants to live permanently in
Kalibata to help watch and protect LU-2 from pests. Therefore, they had to update their domicile status
on their legal identity, called a national identity card (KTP). The Pemdes ordered the transmigrants to
bring the migration letter issued by the government institution at their place of origin. When the
transmigrants arrived, they handed in the letter to village government for their domicile status to be
updated.
The Pemdes allocated 0.25 hectares for housing and 2 hectares of land as the right of transmigrants.
The issue of claiming rights to the land will be discussed in the chapter 6. The Pemdes conveyed that
the land is granted for free as this aligns with the common transmigration practice by the state.
However, rumors spread that the Kades sold the state-forest land for his own interest (see chapter 6).

4.4

Conclusion

This chapter traces the impact of previous general transmigration practices on the development of
illegal settlement in Kalibata, Margadadi village. The will to improve initiated by the village government
manifested in their involvement in a similar state transmigration project called Bangdep Transmigration
as a means to overcome uneven development. The rash act of the village government in approving the
transmigration project created rejection of the project from villagers, particularly the occupancy of the
state on villager’s land for transmigration. Under the New Order regime, the central government had
absolute control over resources. They managed to resolve the ensuing turmoil by moving in armed
officers and granting villagers compensation in the form of a bundle of iron.
The state perceived the transmigration as a discrete project. When the state stopped its intervention,
further problems should be handled by local government and the transmigrants themselves. After the
arrival of transmigrants in the village, they were confronted by local people over the ownership of LU1. Even though the transmigrants held legal ownership issued by the state, the local people ignored the
papers. The social and cultural recognition legitimized the ownership status instead of a piece of legal
paper because at that moment, the local people did not understand the concept of Freehold Title and
harnessed the indigenous administration which enforce social and cultural recognition over property
rights to land. Moreover, the village government could not help the transmigrants to reclaim the
assigned land of LU-1 from local people, because the village government was also officiated local people
who had same identity and had built a sense of belonging to their community. Weak integrity was
shown by village government, because instead of being a mediator, they let the conflict resolve itself
by not intervening much in the consensus-making process between the two groups.
The transmigrants put pressure on the village government to immediately provide LU-2. Hence, they
could maintain their livelihood to generate income. The lack of coordination between government
institutions horizontally and vertically created the latent conflict over land status. When one stateinstitution – Ministry of Forestry – decreed Kalibata as a part of state forest land, other institutions
decreed it as another land use (non-state land) and these institutions were able to issue Freehold Title
(SHM). Both the village government and the transmigrants did not understand about these legal issues.
So long as the state institution stipulated Kalibata as LU-2 and issued the Freehold Title, this confirmed
its legality.
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The failure of transmigrants in utilizing LU-2 was an entry point for non-sponsored transmigrants in
Kalibata in 2005/06. The village government conducted the second wave of transmigration practices
called non-sponsored transmigration (TSM). The Javanese transmigration network supported this
practice by deploying information about TSM to the marginalized (or landless) Javanese people in
Sumatra and even in Java. In addition, the village head preferred Javanese people over other ethnicities
in order to establish a settlement full of obedient followers. This enabled him to create his authoritarian
governance. Obedient followers were the only capital available with which to accelerate the land
conversion from jungle to human settlement in Kalibata, as the village government had inadequate
resources like funding, knowledge and expertise, and machinery equipment.
In summary, the Indonesian authoritarian regime influenced uneven development and weak local stateinstitutions at its periphery, such as in Sumatra. The weak governance, the lack of coordination and the
arbitrary action of state-institutions resulted in the disruption of transmigration practices that
happened in Margadadi village, particularly in Kalibata settlement. The inability of state-institutions to
fulfill the duties of providing decent housing for local people has driven the emergence of undesired
transmigration practices. This practice led to the confrontation between local people and the state as
well as with the transmigrants in an attempt to reclaim their land. Both local people and transmigration,
actually, were the claimants of the right to the lands. The circumstance grew more complicated when
the non-sponsored transmigrants occupied the LU-2 which was located on state-forest land. The
chronology of the early development stage of Kalibata can be seen in table below.
Table 2 Earlier stages of Kalibata
Time Period

Stages

1975 – 1990

Mass General Transmigration (TU) practice in Sumatra
Village government proposed resettlement project

1990 – 1991

The rejection of resettlement proposal and approval of Transmigration Bangdep
Conflict over LU-1 between government and the local people

1992 – 1993

100 Transmigrant arrived in Margadadi
100 Transmigrant arrived in Margamekar
Government intervention to transmigration settlement (5 years)
Conflict over LU-1 between natives and transmigrants

1992 – 2000

Transmigrants demanded LU-2 to village government
3 Certificate of Land lots were distributed to transmigrants
- 0.25 ha for housing
- 0.75 ha for LU-1
- 1.00 ha for LU-2

2000 – 2005

Transmigrants tried to utilize LU-2 in Kalibata
The failure of agricultural development in LU-2
Initiative and invitation of TSM Non-Program in Kalibata

2005 – 2006

2006 – present

First migration flow under TSM in Kalibata from surrounding villages, surrounding province in Sumatra
and Java Island
Development of Kalibata settlement
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Chapter 5
Converting Alien to Citizen

The conventional or traditional conception of citizenship refers to the matter of formal or legal
membership within a nation-state, classifying individuals as citizens or non-citizens (Beaman, 2016).
When one is acknowledged as a citizen, they enjoy equal rights and duties with respect to their status.
This conception attempts to unify the social differences within societies into one uniform status as a
citizen. In practice, the way citizens exercise rights and fulfil duties could vary based on identity, social
positioning, cultural assumption, institutional practices, and sense of belonging (Yuval-Davis & Webner,
1999). Despite being practiced differently on the ground, status as a ‘citizen’ remains as an eminent
part in determining who holds rights and who does not.
In the case of Indonesia, the 1945 Constitution of the Republic of Indonesia (article 26) defines the
distinction between a citizen and a resident, and this is further elaborated in detail in Law No. 12/2006
on Citizenship. The constitution defines Indonesian citizens as those who are indigenous Indonesians
and persons of foreign origin who are legalized as citizens in accordance with the law. Residents consist
of Indonesian citizens and foreigners residing in Indonesia. The constitution the Kalibata community is
a citizen because they are indigenous Indonesians. However, they lack adequate evidence to prove
their status as legal or formal citizens. In this case, they do not have a national identity card (KTP), birth
certificate (Akta Kelahiran), or Family Card (KK). If they had these papers, they could access health and
education services, social welfare programs, formal financial support, and so on.
In this chapter, I will not analyse the difference between the rights and duties between citizens and
residents (or between non-citizens and citizens) in detail. Instead, I will investigate how the Kalibata
community as citizens – as defined by the constitution – are involved in the civil registration process to
claim formal citizenship so that the can be legally (or formally) acknowledged as (full) citizens whose
rights and duties are officially recognised.
In order to achieve it, the facets of citizenship by Isin (2002) will be used to explore what claim is made
in which site, what actors are involved at each scale, and what kind of practices and acts the community
exercise to ensure that the claim is granted by specific pollical authorities. The claim, or what we define
as substance, is the formal citizenship which is administrated through civic registration, and to obtain
it, the community address the claim to the state as the political authority that regulate and issue it. The
everyday practice and act on how the community negotiate with the state to issue formal citizenship
will be elaborated.

5.1

The Sites and The Substances of Citizenship

In this section, I comprehend civil registration as the site of citizenship. The definition of civil registration
in Law 23/2006 of Population Administration is a registration of vital events experienced by the citizen
in the civil registry, including: birth, death, divorce, child recognition, child adoption, name changes and
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(formal) citizenship changes. The Population and Civil Registration Agency (Disdukcapil) at district level
records all of these vital events.
In Indonesian population registration policies, migrants who settle permanently like the Kalibata
community should update their domicile status by applying for a change in the population registration
system at government institutions at the district level. They have to prepare the required documents,
which consist of: an identity card (KTP), family card (KK), and a migration letter (Surat Keterangan
Pindah). The migration letter is issued by the authorities in their previous place of residence. It explains
that the migrant is no longer registered in their area, so as to avoid double entry in the civil registry
when they move to a new area. They bring these documents to the host authorities in their new place
of residence in order to update the civil registry. The authorities will then reprint new documents for
the migrants. The updating process can take a while, sometimes a day or a week, whilst some will take
a month or even a year. Even though the state regulates the Standard Operating Procedure (SOP), the
applicant should negotiate to ensure that the issuance is compliant with the SOP.
The substance of citizenship in this site is the right to be legally recognized by the state through civil
registration. The most prominent event regarding civil registration occurred in 2018 when the state
performed on-site civil registration, as opposed to in their offices as previous procedures dictated. The
state conducted registration directly in Kalibata by bringing all of the personnel and equipment into the
field to accelerate the process. However, a village official argued that the registration in 2018 only
covers 80% of the total inhabitants in Kalibata. From 2005 to 2018, the community struggled to
negotiate with the authorities to be acknowledged as legal citizens. In the end, most of them have now
achieved this status.

5.2

The Scales and The Actors of Citizenship

The quality of the negotiation, as well as the influence of social and political networks, play an essential
role in processes of community claims to legal citizenship. The difference in ethnicity has an influence
on the interaction between the community (dominated by Javanese people) and the government
(dominated by the local people). The community has to adjust their culture, language, and social norms
to fit the prevailing norms of local people. In addition, lack of knowledge and experience in government
administration, limited social and political networks, and isolated geographical location drove the
community to depend on third parties to settle the issue. In this section, I discuss the actors involved
in the process of citizen-making at different scales, from community to national level.
In general, I classify the actors into three groups, these are the community, the government, and the
private sector. The first group is the community themselves as a claimant of the substance of
citizenship. The second group is the state represented by the government from the village level to the
national level. The third group is a private company that had an interest in utilizing natural resources
underneath the Kalibata settlement. However, I put particular attention on the role of a broker who
assists the community to claim their rights to legal citizenship. Both non-state actors like community
leader and state-actors from village and sub-district government could provide a brokerage services.
The first group is the community as the claimants of the right to formal citizenship which can be
obtained through the civil registration process. The most primary concern for the community is the
issuing of family cards (KK), national identity cards (KTP), and the birth certificate (Akta Kelahiran). KK
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and KTP are required to obtain a formal job like working at a palm-oil company; to apply for a bank
account; to access formal financial support; and to receive support from social welfare programs like
the Family Welfare Program (PKH), Public Health Insurance (Jamkesmas), and Non-Cash Food
Assistance (BPNT). Akta Kelahiran is required to apply for the children to access education. Therefore,
formal citizenship is like a key for the community to open the door to accessing public services.
The second group is the government, from the village level to the district level. Village government
(Pemdes) and sub-district government (Kecamatan) issue the cover letter that states if the community
is located in their village and sub-district. They also check additional required documents such as copies
of KTP, KK, and the migration letter. Currently, Kecamatan have electronic devices for recording
applicant data, including biometrical data such as fingerprint and iris recognition. Thus, the community
does not have to record their data at the district government as that did previously, which is located 45 hours from the settlement. After the data is recorded, the Kecamatan sends the data digitally to the
Department of Population and Civil Registration at the district level for checking. The decision of
whether or not formal citizenship is granted lies in the hands of the district government.
The third group is private companies that have an interest in the Kalibata area, given the fact that the
land has coal resources underneath the soil. In the south-eastern part of the settlement, one coal
mining company has been exploiting the coal resources and expanding their business for years. This
means that the coal reserves are a promising resource for exploitation in the eyes of these companies.
At least two coal mining companies have exploration rights in Kalibata and are waiting for exploitation
rights. The land conversion from state-forest land to other-land use is required in order for exploitation
rights to be issued. In other words, both the community and private companies are waiting for and have
a common interest in land conversion. The reason I include the companies as the third group is, as the
communities and NGO argued, the companies have influence in the decision-making process of making
the community into citizens. They are affiliated with certain political actors involved directly in publicpolicy making.
One prominent actor is the broker who are community local leader from the first group or a stateactors from the second group. They mediate the interaction between the community as a claimant of
formal citizenship and the state as a producer of it. They have distinct knowledge, experience, and
social and political networks which enable them to influence the decision-making process. When the
community has inadequate knowledge and experience with the administration process of documentmaking, they are present to provide services with certain reciprocities such as additional costs for things
like transport, service costs, and baksheesh or bribes. Beyond those materials, this practice nurtures
the relationship between the broker and the community which posits the community at a lower
position than the broker, making them dependent. Thus, the community has to follow the broker to
maintain the relationship, which essentially makes them a client.
In Kalibata, the practice of brokering formal citizenship mostly happened before massive civil
registration in 2018. Afterwards, this practice started fading as the community was trying to directly
interact with the state themselves. Instead of classifying the broker as a fourth group, I consider them
as a part of the first and the second group who represent the layer of informality that the community
has to pass through to claim their rights. The discussion about brokering will be examined in the
practices of citizenship.
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The first and the second groups are the fixed groups with respect to prevailing state-law, one as the
claimant of formal citizenship and one as the provider of formal citizenship. The third group and the
broker occur dynamically under certain circumstances. They change over time in the process of citizenmaking. The event such as massive civil registration in 2018 demonstrated how the brokering practice
started fading (or changing from one actor to another actor) because it enables citizens to familiarize
themselves with the formal citizenship-making process, and to introduce them to the assigned stateactors.

5.3

The Practices and The Acts of Citizenship

Adopting the concept of practices and the acts of citizenship by Isin (2008), I distinguish the practices
and acts. The practice is merely exercising the right and fulfilling the relevant obligations, but the acts
should be creative to break their habitus and reproduce, reconstruct, or upgrade citizenship. The act
recreates new practices and yields new matrices of rights and obligations.
First, I consider the brokerage as the practices of citizenship instead of the acts. The brokerage of formal
citizenship occurs in everyday life of interaction between the community as a citizen and the state.
After practices for a long time, it turns into a habitus and these actors (or groups) perceived this practice
of informality as ‘normal’. Second, I consider the massive civil registration event as an act of citizenship.
Regardless of what influenced this event, the event invented a new habitus in the site of formal
citizenship making, from the practice of brokerage as (full) mediated citizenship to new practices of less
(or non-) mediated citizenship. The acts emerged a sudden shift converting non-citizen to being a
citizen.
5.3.1

The Practices of Citizenship: Brokering Civil Registration

The definition of broker in this research is adopted from Berenschot et al (2018) which differs from
other definitions of broker in market sphere, such as makelaar. Brokers are “individuals who use their
procedural knowledge and informal connections with politicians and bureaucrats to help their clients –
often poorer citizens – to navigate bureaucratic procedures and gain access to state benefits
(Berencshot et al, 2018, p.131)”. The broker predominated the everyday interaction between the state
and the community as citizens, including the realization of the community’s right to formal citizenship
through civil registration.
I distinguish two kinds of brokers on this site, the first are the local community leaders and the second
are state-actors, they can be village officials or sub-district officials. I differentiate them to visualize two
informal institutional layers that the community has to pass through. The first layer is constructed by
the local community leader. They provide the service at the community level to the sub-district level.
The second layer is constructed by the village or sub-district officials. They provide the (personalized)
service at the village level to the district level. This state-actor offers a public service as they have to,
but also simultaneously a brokerage service in which they frequently personalize the realization of
community rights. They would say ‘If I am not in this position (or without my help), you – the community
– would not obtain formal citizenship’. Instead of understanding the service as their duty as stateofficials, they will perceive it as their personal kindness to the community. Hence, they will ask for direct
and indirect reciprocities. For this reason, I include state actors within the broker classification.
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In ‘normal’ circumstances, the citizen like in most cities in Java could arrange this business themselves
from the village level to the district level without having any assistance from the broker to conduct civil
registration. However, in particular circumstances like Kalibata, they prefer to utilize the role of the
broker. Mas Eko – one of broker – conveyed that he handed in the required documents for civil
registration of community and let the village or sub-district officials perform the rest procedure18. He
added that the main problems are because he did not know officials (to be bribed) in Department of
Population and Civil Registration, and did not have money, time and driving license to travel to
department where took around 4-5 hours from settlement in one way. These limited resources are
often a reason for the first type of broker like Mas Eko being unable to penetrate the second layer.
Money, time, experience, and network prevent them from progressing further. The distance between
village to district government is around 4 hours by motorbike for one trip, which consumes a lot of
money and time. More importantly, they are unacquainted with district officials, particularly at the
Department of Population and Civil Registration, and so do not know who they should approach in
order to settle their case. Thus, they hand the continuation of the process to the second type of broker.
However, at some point, these state-officials – the second type of broker – legitimize the first broker
to break the second layer by granting adequate resources like costs and networks. They introduce the
first broker to the assigned district officials to negotiate with the outcome of civil registration. Pak
Eman, a Kalibata migrant, once a while visited the Department to deliver, check and take the civil
registration papers of community19. He met department’s officials whom the village officials
introduced. Through this introduction, he embraced himself to interact and negotiate with the officials
directly. Once in 2010, he intimidated head of department regarding the tardiness issuance of civil
registration papers for Kalibata community. By having adequate resources – money, time and network
– and experiences, the claimants are more progressive and aggressive to obtain the rights from the
state.
Prevailing Norms on Reciprocities

As previously mentioned, the brokerage sets an additional set of rights and duties that the client (the
community) has to follow. These new matrices of rights and duties are regulated by prevailing social
and cultural norms, rather than anything defined on paper. These norms, applied by the broker as the
informal institution, append the duties that the community has to comply with respect to the realization
of the right. These mentioned reciprocities could be directly or indirectly fulfilled.
“In the past when we still had the yellow-colored KTP20, I helped them to make KTP. I
voluntarily asked IDR 20,000 for each KTP and they understood. IDR 5,000 for me, IDR
5,000 for village official and IDR 10,000 for sub-district officials. This money is for fuel
transport and baksheesh. Regardless of the money, I just want to help them.”
Mas Eko, ex-Head of Primary School in Kalibata, Daily Conversation, on 5 December
2019

The direct reciprocity based on prevailing social norms between the community and broker is the
additional cost that community has to pay, not only ‘transport costs’ for the broker but also for bribing
Daily Conversation on 5 December 2019
Open Interview on 14 November 2019
20 In the past, Indonesian Identity Card (KTP) is yellow-colored paper. The name of the citizen and other information were
typed manually by using typewriter with black ink instead of electronic computer printing.
18
19
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the higher authorities. The community found it a ‘fair’ transaction even though the broker could not
guarantee the exact time of document issuance. In addition, the practice of bribing seems ‘normal’ for
the community to accelerate the completion of the process. The community cannot compel the broker
to realize their rights; In the past, the brokerage practice on this site was more like gambling, in which
both the community and the broker were uncertain whether the application would be approved or
rejected. Notwithstanding, the broker negotiated with and bribed the higher authorities.
Mas Eko only offered the service when he went outside the Kalibata, mostly, to join school meetings
since he was a primary school teacher in Kalibata. The one who consistently offered the service was a
head of hamlet (Kadun), Pak Eman. It was his responsibility as Kadun to oblige the population
registration service for the community. Kadun himself did not specify a fixed cost, but he argued that
the community understood well, at least, that they should give appropriate money for motorbike fuel,
cigarette and coffee21. Even though the client has paid the cost, the reciprocity does not end at this
financial transaction. It goes beyond the mere transaction. It affects their everyday interaction which
posits the community in an unequal (or lower) social position relative to the broker. For instance, the
brokers ask the community members to choose certain political actors or political parties in general
election (see more in chapter 7.3.3). The dependency on brokers in everyday life leaves community
members no choice, except to obey.
Currently, the village officials set (illegal) service tariffs of as much as IDR 70,000 for KK/KTP and 200,000
for a birth certificate. The word ‘illegal’ refers to the absences of legal aspect, i.e. village regulation,
which clearly states those kinds of tariffs. The community objects to this illegal tariff because it is
determined without their consent. However, they cannot do anything to push the village government
to perform their state-duties. The community perceives that as long as they can obtain those papers,
money does not count. When new duties – an illegal tariff – have to be complied with by the
community, the state does not guarantee the realization of community rights. Many people in the
community have paid but received no papers yet. Several of them even had to wait more than a year.
In other words, the new reciprocities assign unequal tasks to citizens and the village government.
The first type of broker applies more human (direct) reciprocities than the current state-actors. This is
perhaps because the first one is also a member of the community who understands the community
living circumstances well.
“I did not ask money (from community), if they had money, I will take. If they did not
and I used my money first if I had. They paid it later or not. It did not matter.
Frequently, I used my own money. I feel pity for them (because of no formal
citizenship). They need KTP to apply working in company’s plantation or to arrange
marriage or school (for their children).”
Pak Eman, Kalibata Migrant, Open Interview on 14 November 2019

The story of Pak Eman depicted that, the first type of broker did not burden much of its clients by asking
the money in prior. He used his own money to accelerate the process. Thus, the community could use
the paper for working or any business. Feeling pity (kasihan) is the common phrase that broker used to
motivate his action.

21

Cigarette and coffee are common terms or metaphor used in the community to refer to bribe or baksheesh cost.
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Another example, Pak Diki whom I lived with, several times I observed, collected the civil registration
applications and the defect administration papers to be handed in to village government. He did not
ask money before the thing get settled. He argued that he wanted to help community since he was exKadun, he remains feel responsible for community till now. The village government works in contrast,
they ask the aforementioned illegal tariff and do not guarantee the deadline of issuance of paper. They
do not want to understand the circumstance of community. They oblige the payment, so that, they will
process. The identity of the Kalibata community and sense of belonging to the community influences
the consideration of determining reciprocities. They do not want to burden the other (marginalized)
members while realizing the right to formal citizenship. The action of brokers – like Pak Eman, Pak Diki
and Mas Eko – emerge the future indirect reciprocities that the community has to pay off under certain
prevailing norms.
The indirect reciprocity between brokers and community varies from the personal needs of the broker
to vote buying led by the broker. The broker expands the relationship by networking with renowned
political actors (or their campaign team) from the village level to the national level. Mas Eko admitted
that he was on the campaign team of the current Kades for Kalibata settlement. In 2016, he mobilized
community members who already hold KTP to vote for his preference. He conveyed that everyone
received IDR 100,000 as part of this vote-buying practice. As a result, all votes in Kalibata settlement
went to the current Kades. The current winning Kades also engaged almost all brokers and other local
leaders to join his team.
Instead of money, the community agreed with these people due to their dependence on everyday
activities, not only in civil registration but also in other aspects of life like social recognition for land
conflict resolution that I will discuss in another chapter (see chapter 6.3.1). They have to maintain the
relationship with the broker, despite it limiting their political agency. In the long term, this clientelism
creates a stable social class in which the community is the marginalized or lower class, and the broker
is a higher class. This clientelistic relationship and cultural assumption regarding social reciprocities
enables the broker to oppress the community in a non-violent way to follow their instructions. For
instance, brokers harness the community’s dependency for political mobilization during the general
election. They organize the community to vote for specific political actors and parties (see more in
chapter 7).
The occurrence of the broker demonstrates ineffective citizenship. The conception of inclusive
citizenship could not be reached by common villagers, particularly marginalized people such as the
Kalibata community, without the assistance of a broker. The way the state claims that civil registration
cannot be conducted on illegal or disputed land like Kalibata remains questionable for the community,
because they have witnessed that several people in the community hold new KTP and KK with help of
brokers. These evidences shape the community perception of the realization of the right to formal
citizenship.
Claim-making: Contesting the Public and Private Sector

The private sectors – mining companies – are suspected by NGOs and the community to have influence
in shaping the community’s experience of claiming formal citizenship. The abundant coal resources in
Kalibata are a motivation for companies to ensure the land is not inhabited by ‘legal’ residents who
hold formal citizenship. The community argued that these companies affiliated with local political
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actors to prevent their civil registration process. If this state-forest land is legally occupied by the
community, these companies will face larger obstacles to utilize the land. The rumor spread that the
companies were even affiliated with local people who worked as village officials to prevent the
community becoming formal citizens. At the moment, both companies and local people have similar
objectives not to legalize the presence of the community in the village.
The private sector penetrates from provincial level to village level in order to obtain the exploitation
permit in Kalibata and its penetration interrelates with the issue of community’s civil registration. At
provincial level, the community members argued that the company affiliates with ex-governor and
company provides logistics for supporting ex-governor in general election. At village level, Kadun 4 told
me that local people burned a sack full of the community’s migration letters together with the
transmigration map of LU-2 plots. The migration letter is a requirement for updating KTP and KK and
the map is a requirement for application for land status conversion. Because of the absence of these
burned migration letters, many people in the community could not update their formal citizenship.
The brokerage practices for the community frequently met dead lock. Sekdes conveyed to me his
experiences:
“I brought 42 application forms as requirement for new family card (KK), 40
applications from Kalibata and 2 applications from here (main settlement), but they
were rejected by Department of Population and Civil Registration. After negotiation,
they accepted but they asked to me mark the application between Kalibata’s and main
settlement’s. Several days later, only 2 family cards for people here were issued.”
Sekdes, Open Interview on 29 November 2019

Despite being practiced by experienced village officials, brokering formal citizenship for the community
yielded more failure than success. As the community argued, the private sectors with their superior
resources informally persuaded the government to reject all community applications for formal
citizenship. The community local leader read this situation and determined to also build a network with
the private sector to seek a win-win solution, not only on claiming formal citizenship but also on
claiming land ownership. This emphasized that social and political networks are vital capital for
brokering practices. For the community, formal citizenship is not only a product of the interaction
between the state and citizen, but also informal interaction with other stakeholders like brokers, private
sector and political actors. This informality is institutionalized in the everyday state of citizenship that
is experienced by the community.
5.3.2

The Acts of Citizenship: Media, Electoral Politics and Civil Registration

A state-project on massive population registration in mid-2018 has undeniably changed the
experiences of the community on claiming the right to formal citizenship. After more than 10 years of
being forgotten, the community emerged as a new entity: formal citizens. The state, represented by
the Department of Population and Civil Registration, came to the community themselves, which never
took place before. They brought the required personnel and the equipment, like a biometric data
machine to record fingerprint and iris scans in the Kalibata settlement itself.
The community and the state argue that there are three causes that underlie this event. First, the
impact of media in 2017 which aired the miserable daily living circumstances of the community;
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secondly, the preparation and political mobilization for elections in 2019; and lastly, the long-awaited
state project on complete civil registration.
The Media: A National Television Program About Everyday Life of Marginalized People

In 2017, a national TV program aired a poignant episode on the everyday life of the community in
Kalibata, and it also uploaded it on YouTube. It was a documentary which focused on the daily life of
marginalized people in remote and isolated areas, aimed at depicting the phenomena of uneven
development. The section in Kalibata captured several aspects of life, including the unregistered (illegal)
population, the indecent education services, the poor infrastructure of road and electricity, livelihoods,
and the absence of government administrative status. Two main actors were involved in carrying out
the success of the program. They were Pak Afrizal, a religious leader, and Mas Eko, a primary school
teacher.
The emergence of a national television crew in Kalibata was unplanned and unexpected. It began while
the TV crew looked for new content, they deployed their interest through word-of-mouth and social
media, and the information was captured by the nephew of Pak Afrizal. He remembered the
circumstances of his uncle in Kalibata and linked the TV crew to him. Pak Afrizal considered it an
opportunity to shape public perception. He hoped it would draw state attention to the settlement. He
allowed the crew to broadcast the daily life of the community and offered his house as lodging for three
days and two nights. He acted without acquaintance from the local government such as Pemdes and
Kecamatan. Despite not being a formal ruling leader like Ketua RT or Kadun, he managed to convince
the community to follow his instruction without restriction.
It showed the relationship between illegal land and civil registration, and its collateral impact in terms
of access to basic services, particularly the education service. Mas Eko, a founder of the primary school
in Kalibata, had the opportunity to convey his opinion. He argued that the illegal land prevents the
community from updating their formal citizenship because the state does not acknowledge the illegal
settlement built on state-forest land. Because the adults could not obtain new formal citizenship, this
affects the issuance of the birth certificate for their children. Hence, they could not enroll their children
to enter the only primary school in Kalibata. He criticized the complex state-regulation which hampers
the will of marginalized people to be educated.
Pak Afrizal and Mas Eko succeeded in attracting state attention while the show aired on a national TV
channel. The district government interrogated them to reveal their true motivation of inviting the TV
crew. The state officials, including elected political actors, were worried about the impact of the TV
show on their seats in the state-institution, including executive and legislative bodies. The portrayal of
their marginalized citizens in mass-electronic media could deface the performance of political actors
and other state-officials, and impact the next election results.
Pak Afrizal conveyed to me at his house that he was blamed, and so did Mas Eko. Pak Afrizal and Mas
Eko are astute, smart and wise figures. They acquired decent education before coming to Kalibata, and
quickly understood how to utilize the media to create the rupture that re-produced and re-newed the
relationship between state and community. They used the media to negotiate with the state to make
claims about everything that happens in their settlement. Even though not admitted by the stateofficials, the community sees the massive civil registration in 2018 as the product of this TV show. In
addition, the show being uploaded to YouTube served to archive the program and make it accessible
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to those who missed the initial airing. Some people in the community conveyed me that their relatives
watched the show on YouTube, then they – the relatives – invited those people to work with them.
The Direct Election and The State Argumentation

The Indonesian government conducts direct elections to choose the President and legislative members
at district, province and national level. Both NGOs and Mas Koko – a youth activist – argued that the
settlement looks sexy for political actors during the electoral events, and aside from that event, the
community is left stranded as it was before. With more than 250 families (around 750-1000 voters),
the settlement draws the attention of political parties to obtain political support. The massive
registration performed one year before the election led to the community assumption that the event
was preparation for political mobilization in 2019.
The village officials argued that it had already been prepared for quite a long time, even before the
appearance of the media. The officials added that the Indonesia Working Cabinet of 2014-2019
prioritised civil registration, and they were able to conduct the event in 2018. The officials rejected the
assumptions about the emergence of the event as the effect of media and the preparation for the
election.
Making the Registration Works: Merging the Hamlet

The Kalibata settlement once had its own administrative governance under hamlet 4. In other words,
in the previous Kades regime from 2005 to 2016, Margadadi village had four hamlets: three located in
main settlement and one in Kalibata settlement. However, currently hamlet 4 is not acknowledged by
the district government because it is located on state-forest land. Pak Eman, Kadun 4, showed me his
previous Family Card (KK) and village decree of his inauguration as Kadun 4 which revealed the legal
existence of hamlet 4 in the past. Since the state does not recognize this hamlet (anymore), the village
government created an initiative to merge the community into three hamlets located in the main
settlement.
Under this mechanism, it seems as if the community lives in the main settlement because they are
registered in three (legal) hamlets, hence, the state could recognize their existence as legal or formal
citizens. The state provided kind of ‘win-win’ solution for the community. Instead of evicting the
community from state-forest land, in the name of humanity, the state falsified the community domicile
on the civil registry.
The Defect and New Practices

After formally recognized by the state, the community felt confident to access certain public and private
services. However, the community found a defect on the papers of formal citizenship. For instance,
many people found that their identity number on identity card lost its one digit number. It should
consist of 16 digits in total, but theirs are 15 digits. Another case is their family card (KK) has no serial
number on the top-right of the paper. These defects lead to the rejection to access those formal
institution services. For instance, the bank rejects them to create a bank account or to apply for a loan.
In addition, the police department rejects them to apply driving license. The formal institution requires
original formal citizenship papers that enable the applicant to access their services. The institution
regards that papers is a fake due to its defect, even though the community have convinced the
institution about the originality of their papers.
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The defect is an outcome of the weak village governance to validate the output of massive civil
registration. The village officials claimed that they have succeeded making a community to be a total
citizen through the event. But they do not conduct quality assurance for every paper that is produced
from the event. Both community and village government felt deceived by the higher authorities. The
political actors in the body of government have risen up the expectation of the community to be a
citizen. They seem fulfil the desire of the community to be acknowledged by the state a citizen who
hold right and duties like the other citizen. The community went to village and sub-district government
to revise the papers. But once again they have to wait for relatively long time.
Regardless of the defect and every rejection, the event has created new practices of community after
being (half-)formal citizen. The papers encourage the community to introduce and familiarize them to
formal institutions like applying bank account, loan and driving license. The political actors can benefit
this half-fulfilled community’s desire for a bargain in the direct election in 2019. Once again, the
community has to negotiate with these actors – state and non-state officials – to claim their formal
citizenship.

5.4

Conclusion

This chapter examined how the community has been struggling to obtain formal citizenship since
2005/06. The illegality of the settlement – as regulated in state-law – is used as the basis for the state
not to formally recognize the community, and not to deliver other state services. The illegality is not
final, the evidence on the issuance of formal citizenship – Identity Card, Family Card and Birth Certificate
– for some community members shows that local political processes are needed to make the
community recognizable. Obtaining formal citizenship is not limited to citizen-state relations in terms
of the actors that negotiate. The media and political actors have produced significant impacts on how
the community finally enjoys the rights.
The common practice for obtaining formal citizenship is the utilization of brokerage services (and
bribing/illegal practice), and the main actor is what we call a (political) broker. The broker has the
capacity to negotiate with state actors, from the village until the district scale. The knowledge and
experiences on how the local bureaucracies on civic registration are practiced at different scales and
the social and political network are forms of capital that enable the broker to realize the community’s
rights.
This chapter also portrayed the importance of ruptures that works (might only) within a specific time
and space. The presence of media, the courage of community leaders, and the political interest of
political candidates have reconstructed community-state relations and reproduced the new citizenship
status of the community, which was achieved through massive civic registration in 2018.
Nevertheless, the social and political obligations have to be paid off by community as reciprocities for
brokerage services and massive civil registration. The community – as the client – has to comply with
the orders of brokers and political candidates. Thus, in order to obtain formal citizenship, the
community does not only fulfill the formal requirement for civil registration but also has to abide by the
social and political obligations to realize the right to formal citizenship. The use of personal connections,
social norms and obligations – in case of brokerage service and political mobilization – marks the
informality in everyday citizenship. Berenschot and van Klinken (2018) argue that the informality that

47

is performed by political brokers influences how the state provides services for particular or exclusive
citizen-state relations.
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Chapter 6
Claiming Property Rights in State-Forest Land

Indonesian state-law on Forestry regulates that every forest area is owned by the state and for certain
forest classifications, the state can only issue particular permit types for any interested parties –
individuals, groups, other state-institutions and private companies – to utilize the forest in accordance
with prevailing state-regulation. Kalibata settlement and most of the community’s livelihood is located
on state-forest land of limited forest production (HPT). Legally, the state cannot issue a Freehold Title
that allocates formal tenurial rights or ownership to the community or other land owners.
The concept of ownership in the case of owning land as property is the exclusion of the right of others
to have and harness the assigned land (Rose, 1998). Therefore, the political authority is required to
legitimize the claim to the land as property (Lund, 2016). Lund added that political authority and the
right to land ownership is interrelated and always in the making. To understand how the claimants claim
the right to land ownership from the relevant political authorities, I will elaborate based on the facets
of citizenship developed by Isin (2002), which include: the site, the substance, the scales, the actors,
the practices and acts of citizenship.
First, I will describe the site and substance of citizenship. Understanding the site is needed to delineate
in which aspect, event, or sphere the claim is made and understanding the substance is needed to
describe what the claim is that’s being made, what kind of right the claimant wants to obtain or to
revisit, and what duties might apply to the body in which the right is embedded.
Secondly, I will explore the scale and actors of citizenship. This requires explaining at what level the
claim is made and who the claimants are other than the Kalibata community, to whom the claimants
have conflict over the land, and who the legitimized local and/or state institutions are that authorize
the claim to the land. The scale or level at which the claim is made influences the actors who will be
involved in claim-making.
Last, I will elaborate the practice and act of citizenship. I elaborate on how the prevailing local rules are
being translated and practiced by the individual or group to claim the right to land ownership, and how
the legitimized local institution grants the claim and deliberates over the conflict over land ownership.
In addition, I also elaborate on how the village government and the community struggle to convert the
land status from state-forest land to non-state-forest land (other land use land) which enables the
village government and community to claim land ownership.

6.1

The Sites and The Substances of Citizenship

Land is a unit of property in which tenurial rules decide who has the right to control, use and transfer
it. In addition, the rules – legal or local customary laws - define the responsibilities which one has to
fulfill under certain circumstances, and when one has those rights, the land becomes their property.
The site of citizenship in this case is the land tenure. As aforementioned, state-law on forestry in
Indonesia prohibits the individual or group from having a ‘formal’ or legal right to land ownership in
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limited forest production (HPT). The forest belongs to the state and the state can only issue a certain
right to land utilization in limited forest production through the borrow-to-use forest permit
mechanism (Izin Pinjam Pakai Kawasan Hutan)22, which has is demonstrated through the government
granting exploitation permits to two coal-mining businesses in the area surrounding Kalibata.
The Kalibata settlement is located on state-forest land allocated as limited forest production, which
according to state-law means that inhabitants cannot gain freehold title (SHM) in order to have it
categorized as their property. To regulate these circumstances, local rules and practices have been
applied since 2005 when the non-sponsored transmigration arrived. Therefore, there are at least two
categories of political authority involved in legitimizing land ownership in Kalibata. First is formal
political authority, in this case the government institution who classifies the land as state-forest land
through state-law and regulation. The second is informal political authority, which regulates the local
rules and practices of land ownership in state-forest land, legitimizes the land ownership and enforces
the social recognition of the right.
The substance of citizenship in land tenure is the right to land ownership and its duties. These rights
consist of the right to own, to utilize, and to transfer. In addition, I categorize the rights into two forms
based on their legitimatization. The first is formal rights which requires government (formal) institution
as a legitimate authority to declare ownership by the issuance of Freehold Title (SHM) to the owner.
One has to consider that the issuance of SHM requires the land conversion from state-forest land to
non-forest land (other land use) beforehand. Thus, the substance of citizenship in the first category is
expanded not only by right to land ownership but also the right to be involved in the participatory
process of land conversation through Agrarian Reform or any plausible political process. The second is
informal rights, which require an informal institution as the legitimate authority to declare ownership,
mostly by mutual social recognition between the owner, other group members (or citizen) and the
institution.

6.2

The Scales and The Actors of Citizenship

Following the two categories of the substance of citizenship, the claim-making is also exercised and
negotiated amongst actors of citizenship at two different levels or scales, these are (1) from district to
national level and (2) from community to village level. The negotiation over formal right to land
ownership is from district to national level, in which the participatory process is conducted by the
relevant government (formal) institution. The negotiation over informal rights to land ownership is from
community to village level.
The actors who are involved in those two levels are quite distinct. In the first level (district to national
level), besides the community as claimants of the right and its village government as their
representative, most of the actors come from formal institution like the government, NGOs, and CSOs.
In the second level (community to village level), the claimants are varying; it is not only the community
but also other groups of people like transmigrants 92/93, local people, Javanese migrants23 who live in
Regulation of Minister Environment and Forestry No. P.50/Menlhk/Setjen/Kum.1/6/2016 of Guidelines for Borrow-to-Use
Forest Permit
22

I distinguish between transmigrants and migrants in this case. Transmigration is the one who involved in transmigration
program. After transmigration in 1992/93, Margadadi village is settled by many Javanese migrants and they live in main
settlement. Most of Javanese migrants are the relative of transmigrants 92/93.
23
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Margadadi and Margamekar village and other people outside these two villages who have business in
Kalibata. I describe the actors in more detail below.
6.2.1

Actors of Citizenship in Claiming Informal Rights

Although the state-law categorizes Kalibata land into state-forest under land use classification of limited
forest production, at the community level, the actors perceive the forest land as property that can be
enjoyed as a personal belonging. Therefore, one of notable actors in claim-making is the informal
institutions that arrange the rules and legitimize the ownership status. They emerge to replace the role
of formal institutions in legalizing and distributing the land. Thus, we can categorize the actors, into at
least two groups: the claimants and the informal institution as the political authority.
The first group is the claimants of the right. The claimant is a social unit – an individual, group or
institution – which is capable of owning and utilizing the property with respect to its rights and duties.
The claimants are everyone who has interest in having and utilizing the land, including the community
that is registered as a Margadadi citizen, transmigrants 92/93 of Margadadi and Margamekar, the local
people of Margadadi and Margamekar, and other people who live outside of those two villages.
1.

2.

3.

4.

Long before the arrival of Javanese people from transmigration or non-transmigration practices,
local people have utilized the Kalibata land and its surroundings for (illegal) logging and nomadic
agricultural practices. In addition, Adat or customary land of local people is also located in a piece
of this limited forest production. However, the government did not recognize the land as Adat
forest and individual ownership.
In 1992/93, 200 families of transmigrants arrived in two villages, Margadadi and Margamekar. In
early 2000, the National Land Agency (BPN) issued 200 freehold titles (SHMs) for the transmigrants
to mark their LU-2 in Kalibata. The lack of coordination between state institutions – between
Ministry of Transmigration, Ministry of Forestry and National Land Agency – in the past has driven
the conflict over land ownership between the state and the transmigrants.
In 2005/06, hundreds of families arrived and lived in Kalibata under non-sponsored transmigration
which was conducted by the village government of Margadadi. The number of Kalibata inhabitants
has continued to grow since. This group is what I refer to as the community. The village
government granted at least 2 hectares of land for the community under certain conditions, which
I will describe later.
Along with the expansion of Kalibata settlement and plantation business, most people from the
area surrounding the Margadadi and Margamekar village as well as those from other provinces,
opened mostly palm-oil plantations in Kalibata. These people obtained the information from wordof-mouth about the illegal plantation activities. Most have relatives who cultivated plantations
there or worked as laborers in palm-oil companies near to Kalibata settlement.

The second group is an informal institution which creates (mostly unwritten) rules, defines the rights
and the duties, and legitimizes the land ownership. It consists of local leaders like ex-Kades, ex-Sekdes,
elders, Adat leaders, religious leaders, wealthy people and other local figures, but it has no rigid
organizational structure like the formal one. This informal institution mostly works on resolving land
conflict between the claimants. Being local leaders does not automatically secure their own land from
the conflict. In certain cases, these local leaders also became the claimants and required assistance
from other local leaders to resolve their conflict. The presence of this institution is very dynamic and
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influenced by mutual agreement between those who are in conflict. In particular cases, some people
in the community ignore the presence of this informal institution due to certain reasons that I will
elaborate on later in the practice of citizenship.
6.2.2

Actors of Citizenship in Claiming Formal Rights

At district to national level, the practice and act of citizenship aim to claim the right to land ownership
through land status conversion from state-forest land of limited forest production to non-state-state
forest land/other land use. The conversion of forest land in Indonesia falls under the authority of the
central government, and is decreed by the Minister of Environment and Forestry, although the
mechanism is conducted through a bottom-up approach. The local governments – village, district, and
provincial – propose land conversion to the central government, and at each level the proposal will be
checked and negotiated in order to be passed onto the next level up. I classify four groups who are
involved in the claim-making on land conversion.
The first group is a claimant of the right to land ownership, these are the village government and its
villagers, including local people, transmigrants 92/93 and the community. Despite the different
rationales, the village government leads the consolidation to claim the right.
1. The village government used a village letter which was signed by Kades and Camat in 200624. It
stated that the village has the right to around 6,200 hectares of village administrative land in stateforest land.
2. The local people use their undocumented historical story which mentioned that there is a piece of
state-forest land that belongs to their customary land.
3. In total 200 transmigrants 92/93 – 100 transmigrants from Margadadi and 100 transmigrants of
Margamekar – have a right to land ownership (LU-2) which is justified by the issuance of Freehold
Title (SHM) by the National Land Agency in 2000.
4. More than 250 families in Kalibata settlement argued that they already lived and developed the
settlement and livelihood from nothing since 2005/06. They have built a sense of belonging to the
place and refuse to be evicted. In addition, they also argued that their presence in Kalibata has
impacted development of a massive and productive palm-oil plantation in Kalibata.
The second group is state institutions, from district to national level. The land conversion process
involves a lot of state-actors vertically and horizontally. In here, I will focus on three state institutions
that directly negotiate and discuss with the first group; these are the National Land Agency (BPN),
Department of Environment and Forestry (Dinas KLHK), and Department of Manpower and
Transmigration (Disnakertrans).
1. BPN is an implementation unit for agrarian reform which consolidates all stakeholders to resolve
land conflict. In addition, BPN also has authority to map the administrative land and land plots, and
to issue the SHM.
2. Dinas LHK at provincial level has authority to govern and regulate the state-forest land.
3. Disnakertrans at provincial level has experience and knowledge on conducting development of
transmigration settlement in Margadadi and Margamekar villages

24

Letter No. 053/2293/SM/2006 regarding Letter of Statement of Village Administrative Land
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The third group is a civil society organization called the Peasant Union (Serikat Tani). This CSO is
assigned by the central government to be a mediator between government (district and central
government) and the village government, including its villagers. The CSO communicated with the village
government and the community to prepare required documents for an application for agrarian reform
and formally voice their opinion to the state. The CSO also accompanied the state-actors in field visits
and surveys in Kalibata.
The fourth group is cooperation including palm-oil and two coal-mining companies. The palm-oil
company expanded their plantation and occupied the state-forest land. Two coal-mining companies
have interest in coal reserves underneath Kalibata settlement. All of these companies negotiate and
are working together with the first group and political actors who officiate as state-actors to accelerate
the land conversion process.
The last group is the environmental NGOs. These actors prevent land conversion from state-forest land
to other land use (non-state forest land). They are against land conversion that aims to allocate the
land for extractive activities by big companies like palm-oil and coal mining companies. They doubted
that the land conversion in Kalibata settlement prioritizes the community. They argued that land
conversion, in the end, will benefit the big corporations and will exacerbate environmental
degradation. With incomparable capital, these corporations will slowly occupy the land that will be
converted for the community in advance. Yet, the role of environmental NGOs would not be elaborated
in detail.

6.3

The Practices and The Acts of Citizenship

Isin (2008) distinguishes between practices and the acts of citizenship. Succinctly, practices are habits
which are exercised in everyday life while acts attempt to update or reproduce (new) rights and duties
between citizens and the state. The concept of the state here goes beyond the formal institution like
government and legislative bodies. It also involves the informal institution that arranges, recognizes
and legitimizes those right and duties. Thus, I categorize the everyday negotiation over informal rights
as the practices of citizenship, and the participation in agrarian reform for land conversion and any
other forms as the acts of citizenship.
6.1.1

The Practice of Citizenship: Institutionalizing Local Property Rights

In this part, I will examine how local property rights – in form of land – is being formulated, established,
regulated and exercised. To understand how land rights are being institutionalized, I will elaborate on
the rights and duties of non-sponsored transmigrants, the practices, and the political authorities that
legitimize the rights and duties, and how these aspects are intertwined each other. The dynamic
relation between the community, but not limited to, and local political authorities (re)produces the
mechanisms of inclusion and exclusion in relation to who and to what extent people get to enjoy rights
(Sommer, 2008, Lund, 2016). The local political authorities and their political subjectivity is always in
the making in accordance with adjustments in local political, economic, social and cultural
circumstances. As elaborated in the previous chapter, Kalibata prioritized transmigrants 92/93 and nonsponsored transmigration, and the shift in the village formal regime has significantly restructured the
constellation of local political authorities and its political subjects. The word ‘formal’ refers to the village
government structure.
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Firstly, the rights and duties of non-sponsored transmigrants related to land will be examined, including
the differences in rights and duties between non-sponsored and sponsored transmigrants, that burden
the non-sponsored ones more. The second part, the practices of 4Ts (Tumbang, Tebas, Tanam, Tambah
or Cut, Clean, Cultivate and Expand) will be discussed. These practices made up the early common
mechanism to gain land ownership and was introduced by the ex-Kades for the non-sponsored
transmigrants, which is now the community. The third part will look at the common issues related to
practices of 4Ts, which focuses more on how the conflict emerges, is negotiated and resolved. In the
last part, the dynamic of informal institutions as local political authorities will be examined. The shift in
formal village regime reshaped the informal institution and redefined the legitimation of rights and
duties.
The Rights and Duties of Non-Sponsored Transmigrants in relation to Land

There was no strict government law or regulation that describes the rights and obligation for nongovernment sponsored transmigrants. In other words, the host institution – province, district or village
government – has to arrange, develop and decree the regulation themselves. The governmentsponsored transmigration project that has been implemented in Sumatra over a long period of time
became a custom/tradition for the Javanese migrants and local government. This tradition can be seen
in the way the community (non-sponsored transmigrants) developed their livelihood and settlement,
and the way village government, as a host, provided 2 hectares of land for each family in which this
provision is similar to common government transmigration practices. The common livelihood of
sponsored transmigrants in Sumatra interrelates with paddy farming, rubber and palm-oil plantations.
These commodities were introduced in many transmigration practices and are now being exploited
massively by non-sponsored transmigrants. Another instance can be seen in the housing model.
Wooden housing of transmigrants is different with the wooden housing of local people. The local
people do not use the ground floor for living, unlike the transmigrants.
The community has rights to only two-hectares of land in state-forest land. The village government did
not provide anything be it either a certificate of land ownership, seeds or farming equipment. The
village government, particularly ex-Kades, ordered the community to find and arrange the unoccupied
land themselves. To direct and control the development in Kalibata, the ex-Kades indeed built his house
together with the community. In addition, it was the strategy to intensively communicate with the
community to discuss the most recent circumstance, for example if any conflict occurred, he solved it
directly. Thus, the problem of illegal land occupation could be prevented from growing more complex
and being heard by outsiders.
The community also had to build the (wooden) house themselves. The community members with
adequate money bought the timber and iron roof from the ex-Kades and the ones who did not could
receive them in return for debt credit from him. The ex-Kades ran an illegal timber business for a long
time and the community could buy significantly cheaper than from the outside. They could pay him
back with money or with other timber later on. Ex-Kades conveyed that most of people in community
did not pay it back either with money or timber. He did not collect those debts by force because he felt
responsible as head of the village government who is in charge for the community circumstances at
that moment. Community members felt recognised as legal inhabitants from the ex-Kades because he
supported their livelihoods by letting them take the timber and iron roof when they had no money. This
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feeling is expressed by abiding by the ex-Kades’ orders without resistance. The community complied
with the ex-Kades, at least, until the regime changed. The intensive communication and social
reciprocities built more intimate personal relations between the community and ex-Kades as an
individual figure instead of as a representative of village government. This enforces the legitimation of
the ex-Kades not only as head of village government but also as head of community.
To be accepted as non-sponsored transmigrants as elaborated in chapter 4.3, the village government
decided that the applicant should be poor and landless, and should be able to provide a migration letter
and settle permanently in Kalibata. In fact, after first resettlement in 2005/06, migration in and out
regularly took place in Kalibata, and following practices did not require the letter anymore. Social
recognition was applied to certify that the new migrants were poor and landless. The ex-Kades argued
that most of community brought their relatives to Kalibata and convinced him that their relatives were
landless. Formal evidence, like a Certificate of Underprivilege (Surat Keterangan Tidak Mampu), was
no longer required to legitimize the status of being poor since the political subjectivity of being a nonsponsored transmigrant can be negotiated. The personal relation and quality of negotiation between
community and ex-Kades has transformed the practices of being a non-sponsored transmigrant. In
addition, the village government, represented by other officials, did not control this migration flow
anymore, including collecting the migration letter and certificate of underprivilege as they previously
did.
In conclusion, firstly, the contract of rights and duties of non-sponsored transmigrants, particularly the
size of land for each transmigrant family, is influenced by the long prevailing practices of government
sponsored transmigration in Sumatra. The limited resources of village government as host institution
burdened non-sponsored transmigration more in terms of developing the land-based livelihood
because of the absence of other state interventions. In addition, the land could not be formally owned
by the community as would be the case if they had Freehold Title (SHM) in accordance with its illegality,
thus, the legitimation of land ownership comes in practice through the village government, particularly
the ex-Kades. This dependency on the legitimation has crafted the obedience of the community under
the ex-Kades. Secondly, the citizen-state relations between community and village government as a
state representative shifted towards being between the community and the ex-Kades as an individual
figure and as part of the community, instead of as total representative of the state. This was caused by
the presence of the ex-Kades as the only state official in Kalibata to support, direct, and control the
settlement development. This intimate daily communication and negotiation has reproduced new
political subjects of non-sponsored transmigrants.
The Conditional Rights: The Land for Sale Village Letter of Cultivation Permit (Surat Izin Garap)
“When I arrived, I met him (Ex-Kades) in person in 2005. I bought 10 hectares of land,
each hectare was IDR 1.5 million. Because I did not have money anymore, I left to
Papua from 2006 to 2008 to gain money by selling shirts with my son and then the
money was used for funding our palm-oil plantation. In addition, I also bought ‘SHM of
transmigrants 92/93’ for IDR 1.5 million per certificate. But I did not know where the
transmigration land plot was located [. . . . .] Each time I want to open the land, I made
Letter of Cultivation Permit (from village government). One letter can only ‘legalize’ 2
hectares. Because I have 10 hectares (now), I have 5 letters. I thought it was General
Transmigration (TU) in here, therefore we can get free 2 hectares, but when I arrived
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here (from Central Java), I had to pay for (or buy) the land.”
Pak Zu, Kalibata migrant, Daily Conversation, 23 October 2019

The above quote explains the illegal land transaction conducted by the village government, particularly
ex-Kades, for non-sponsored transmigrants. The non-sponsored transmigrants like Pak Zu thought that
he and others were deceived by incomplete information regarding the prerequisites of enrolling
transmigration and obtaining land rights. Fortunately, those who came from Central Java had prepared
adequate money which they initially planned to use for daily consumption. However, the money ended
up being for buying some pieces of land.
Another non-sponsored transmigrant conveyed that he already sold his assets in his hometown to
resettle in Kalibata, where he thought the land was for free. He ended up having land but no capital to
buy seed and cater for daily consumption. He struggled through upon first arriving by illegally hunting
and selling protected bird species in the conservation area, several times having to run away from forest
wardens. The community bought the land for around IDR 1 to 2 million per hectare depending on the
negotiation. In addition, the very first non-sponsored transmigrant had to additionally pay IDR 50,000
for each of the 2 hectares to obtain the village letter of cultivation permit (SP). The reason the SP was
only for 2 hectares was that the ex-Kades argued that this was in line with transmigration practices. The
village government, initiated by the ex-Kades, issued Surat Izin Garap (SP) or Letter of Cultivation
Permit. The government charges IDR 50,000 for one letter and for 2 hectares of land. If one has 10
hectares, the prospective land owner has to pay IDR 250,000.
Some the transmigrants of 92/93 argued that the ex-Kades sold their land (LU-2) to non-sponsored
transmigrants and saved the money for himself and his group. They added that their relatives
(transmigration 92/93) collected their Freehold Titles for LU-2 and handed them to the ex-Kades and
several local leaders to be sold, but they have received no money until now. Pak Zu bought a Freehold
Title only for securing and justifying the land ownership, even though he did not know where the land
was located. He argued that the most important thing is the area of land that he opens is in accordance
with the Freehold Title and SPs. In addition, a transmigrant of 92/93 told that his land is now being
occupied by Pak Diki, a rich non-sponsored migrant, whom I lived with. Pak Diki claimed that he already
bought the land from the ex-Kades and showed me the Freehold Title and some SPs. He added that the
Freehold title contains nothing about the land location. He bought this only to enforce the land
ownership regardless of the land location. In fact, ex-Kades said that there was map of LU-2 made by
the Department of Transmigration which contains the land location and its owner’s name. However, it
was only seen by some people and is now being kept by the current Kades. Regardless of the map, the
ex-Kades’ act of conducting illegal land transaction has complicated the relation between the
transmigrants of 92/93 and non-sponsored transmigrants since the beginning.
There is no formal village regulation that elaborates on the procedure of utilizing land in Kalibata,
including the land transaction and price, the issuance of SPs and the transaction of Freehold Title. All
this information spreads informally and illegally in the village and its surroundings through the wordof-mouth. The SPs conditionally and locally legitimize the land ownership for its holder. The conditional
refers to a certain mechanism or practice that the prospective land owner should conduct before
enjoying their right to it. If not, the land will return to being a village asset. This practice is called 4Ts
(Tumbang, Tebas, Tanam, Tambah) that will be elaborated on in the next part. The local refers to the
fact that the SP can only be used to enforce the legitimation by local political authorities, like the village
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government and informal institutions. The SP could not be used as evidence to prove legitimation in
front of other state institutions, except the village government, as the ex-Kades and local leaders
argued. The informal institution is defined as a non-state institution filled by local leaders who mostly
mediate and judge who can enjoy the right to land, particularly when conflicts occurred. In fact, less
than half of land owners currently have the SP. Moreover, the letter as a prerequisite for utilizing
Kalibata land is now being forgotten since the land owners consider no benefit to guarantee and
legitimize the ownership. This can be seen in the growing number of land conflicts that I will describe
later.
The SP does not inform the location of land plots like latitude or longitude, and does not depict the
shape of the land, either rectangle, parallelogram, square or unstructured. The most prominent aspect
in the SP is the social recognition. It has to be signed not only by the Kades (or other village officials)
and the applicants, but also other people whose land borders that of the applicant. The village
government, particularly the ex-Kades, emphasizes the social recognition of neighboring land to avoid
future land conflict and to ease the conflict resolution because the neighbor could provide evidence of
history of land occupancy.
Compared to the permit, the SHM (Freehold Title), like the one owned by transmigrant 92/93 for their
LU-2 (see chapter 4), is only signed by the head of BPN (National Land Agency) to declare the land
ownership. It contains the size, shape and location of the land. It depicts the land surrounding but does
not necessarily entail the formal social recognition from neighbors. The state-law and state-institutions
enforces the formal recognition of the land ownership while the letter of permit (SP) depends mostly
on social recognition. Because the relation between people in the community is very dynamic and
fragile, the land owners have to co-exist, at least, with people whose land is next to theirs. If any conflict
occurs, they can secure the ownership by depending on the evidence provided by their land neighbor.
One thing to take into account about the permit of SP is its temporary status. Most of the holders
perceive that the letter denotes immutable land ownership. Inadequate written regulation blurs the
use of the permit, including the expiration date. The ex-Kades argued that as long as the land is
managed and cultivated well, the holder maintains the ownership without any expiration date.
Abandoning uncultivated land for 6 months automatically returns the ownership status to village
government. He convinced the community that plantation trees shows the ownership and provide
stronger evidence of land ownership than the SP itself. He stated that because he comprehends less
than half farmers have SP. He added that he will fight and bleed for community members whose
cultivated and harvestable land is claimed by others, particularly by local people. The ex-Sekdes argued
differently, he remembered that the duration of abandoning land is 3 months. The lack of
undocumented regulation for permits confuses the use of SP and its expiration date. One poor
community member conveyed that buying a permit is futile, it could not legitimize anything. Every
decision of land conflict is on the floor of negotiation between actors. Formally regulating land
ownership in state-forest land through village regulation is prohibited under the state-law. Therefore,
this illegal business of permit and state-forest land transaction is running informally through the wordof-mouth and local practices.
In conclusion, the ex-Kades has transformed himself into the one who ruled Kalibata without any
assistance from other state-officials. He developed and negotiated the additional duties of community
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to have right to land right which can be seen through the negotiated land price. Informalization of the
contract between the ex-Kades and the community in relation to land rights was the way ex-Kades
avoids the sanction of legalizing and formalizing ownership of state-forest land which is mentioned in
the law of forestry. The unwritten or undocumented land mechanism blurred the extent to which the
land right can be enjoyed by having certain papers like Freehold Title or SP. This informality opened the
negotiation of rights between the owner and ex-Kades (and other local leaders) who authorize and
legitimize the right. In addition, the negotiation was also based on the social recognition through
involvement of neighbors to enforce the ownership status. This circumstance produced the adjustment
in the duties that the community had to obey. The resistance of the community to the ex-Kades can be
seen in their rejection to apply for the SP to have quasi-legal land ownership since they saw an inability
of SP to enforce and secure the land ownership.
Practice of 4Ts

After buying land and having (or not having) papers like Freehold Title or SP, the land seeker – not
limited to the community – is obliged by the ex-Kades to practice a certain mechanism called 4Ts
(Tumbang, Tebas, Tanam, and Tambah). It is translated as Cut, Clean, Cultivate and Extend respectively.
The underlying assumption is that the land has to be distributed more or less equally for the community.
Therefore, everyone should start from 2 hectares of land. When the land is planted or cultivated, they
can add another 2 hectares of land. This assumption emerges because Ex-Kades had a different opinion
about the forest encroachment. The state-law of forestry dictates every individual or group that utilizes
the forest resources without formal state-permit can be seen as engaging in encroachment activities.
Yet, the ex-Kades argued state-forest resources belong to every citizen of the state. The encroachment
in his perception occurs if deforestation is carried out without attempts by citizen to cultivate or plant.
His comprehension about encroachment incentivizes completely cultivating the land, usually 2
hectares, before claiming another land. The detailed practices are elaborated below.
Tumbang (Cut) is the phase when the community member has to find unoccupied land. Most people
could recognize whether the land has been occupied or not. They could determine by analyzing the
vegetation. The land which is mostly covered by huge trees can be potentially chosen for their property.
Normally they will firstly cut the trees surrounding their chosen land to create a clear boundary that
others would notice. The resources determine the way people open the land or cut the big trees, which
is impossible to do alone with limited equipment.
For the relatively poor people, they engage other poor people to share each others’ work. For instance,
A and B have land, in the first week they cut the trees in A’s land and the following week they do so in
B’s land. Relatively rich people, they hire others to work for them. The relatively resource-rich people
could occupy the land faster than the poor one. The system of 4Ts shows the possibility of the unequal
future land distribution between poor and rich. Two people can finish cutting one hectare of land in 57 days on average and five people can finish it in 2-3 days. Once, I met group consisting of five people
who work for rich people who live in other villages. Most of them are young people around their early
20s who are paid IDR 1 million for one hectare of land. They told that they were opening more than 10
hectares of land at that moment.
Tebas (Clean) is the phase of transforming the land from relatively small trees into a cultivatable area.
In this phase, people are able to do the work by themselves without assistance from anyone. This
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process is relatively easy. However, the phase between Tebas (Clean) and Tanam (Cultivate) is the
crucial phase in which most conflicts over the land emerge. Ex-Kades, ex-Sekdes and some local leaders
conveyed that if the cleaned land is not cultivated for more than 6 months (some say 3 months), the
land will be regarded as unoccupied.
Taman (Cultivate) is the phase of cultivating the land. The village government does not specify the
crops, which means the people could plant anything. Yet, the most common cultivation activities is
palm-oil plantation which dominates 90-95% of land use. The current Kades claimed that around 3,000
hectares of forest is cut for palm oil plantation and half of them are already harvestable. For palm-oil
cases, it takes around 2.5 to 3 years until first harvest and during this phase people have to carefully
monitor the plants for pests like boar or hog, and sometimes groups of elephants. The pests eat and
destroy the palm-oil tree and also other vegetables.
Tambah (Extend) is a phase of claiming another unoccupied land to cultivate by 2 hectares and
repeating the process. In the very early stages of Kalibata’s development, the community easily
expanded 2 hectares from their existing land. Since the community is growing and outsiders are rapidly
involved in palm-oil business, expanding 2 hectares of land from the existing one is currently
impractical. Recently, the nearest unoccupied land is around 3-5 km from the settlement without
proper infrastructure, particularly to transport palm-oil yield. In addition, the land ownership is getting
more scattered than before which was more agglomerated. This scattered pattern influences the land
management between those with access to resources and poor people, and creates wider gap between
them. I will elaborate on this further below.
The Common Issues of the Practice of 4Ts: Widening the Gap and Emerging Land Conflict

The 4Ts were introduced by the ex-Kades as a local rule and practice of enhancing livelihood under nonsponsored transmigration. Different from government transmigration which limits the land acquisition
by only 2 hectares of land, this rule enables the non-sponsored transmigrants (community) to earn
more income through extractive activity expansion. Although the community had to pay a certain
amount of money in the beginning, the rules seem to have benefitted them. In addition, the price of
land in Kalibata is much more affordable than in other ‘legal’ land due to its illegality.
The first issue is that the rules and practices of 4Ts has widened the gap between the poor and the rich
which occurs during the cultivation phase. The poor has inadequate capital to buy the seed and other
farming equipment. Most of the poor work for their neighbors, who need employees to fertilize or
harvest their plantation. They will be paid IDR 100,000 per ton. But some people did things differently,
they looked for the free seed in palm-oil companies or stole from company’s breeding farm. For those
who work in order to buy seed, it frequently takes more than one year. Only small portions of their
salary is saved for cultivation, and the rest is for daily consumption.
On the other hand, the resource-rich group immediately cultivates the plantation by employing the
poor: there is almost no gap between cleaning to cultivation phase. This group also employs the poor
pest guard the plantation against pests. This group acquires the land rapidly, and they did not obey the
rules because they could open and cultivate as much as possible. While the poor open and cultivate
only 2 hectares on average per cycle, the resource-rich group can open more than 10 hectares. I once
came across an outsider that cultivated 20 hectares in one cycle. The poor and the resource-rich
practiced and experienced this local rule differently.
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“I disagree with Ex-Kades’ statement who said that we can open more than 2 hectares
as long as we are capable (financially and/or physically). It has driven people to open
vast land, even more than 20 hectares at once. Many people also sold cleared land to
outsiders, not for their own cultivation. If he said only 2 hectares, it will be fair like
transmigration practice. The one who has much money, they can open vast land and
will be much richer. And, the one who has strong backbone (physically strong) is the
one who will own vast land and high income.”
Pak Amin, Kalibata migrant, Daily Conversation on 11 November 2019

While the non-sponsored transmigration was aimed at eradicating poverty through state-land
redistribution for the poor, the rules and practices of 4Ts made the program work to the contrary. The
rules and practices benefitted certain groups more, particularly the strong-willed (and physically strong)
people and the rich. The strong-willed group whom Pak Amin mentioned is the non-sponsored
transmigrants directly from Central Java, like the aforementioned Pak Zu (in chapter 6.3.1). Not only do
they have strong-will, but they are also well-prepared by bringing adequate money. They are regarded
by the community as the group who have adequate capital and are never tired of working. Most of
these people create their own neighborhood of RT 03. They preferred to be governed by Ketua RT from
people of their own group. This RT 03 is the only one out of 4 RT who develop the settlement
themselves from palm-oil tax in which I will elaborate on in the next chapter. Another group is the
outsiders who live outside the Kalibata settlement and Margadadi village, some even in other provinces.
Poor people could not do anything to prevent the massive occupation by outsiders since the ex-Kades
allowed them to do so; they already paid a certain amount of money to the ex-Kades and employed the
community. The poor benefitted from the appearance of ‘foreign’ investment in their land, thus they
could continue living and expand their own plantation slowly. They depend on both the ex-Kades and
the rich and this interdependency has posited them in a predicament.
The second issue is land conflict that frequently occurs in abandoned semi-occupied land. The definition
of semi-occupied land is when the land has been cleaned (Tebas) by somebody but not cultivated yet.
Therefore, the land could not be fully claimed as anyone’s property. As mentioned above, the main
reason is lack of capital for continuing the cultivation process, which is experienced mostly by the poor.
In the early cultivation phase, which lasts at least 3 years, they have to guard the plantation from pests.
Most people bring air rifles to hunt and kill pests like boar, particularly in the evening. The perseverance
of watching the plantation is required more for the poor who cannot employ anyone but themselves.
“We had four hectares of land, I worked in someone’s plantation in the morning (to
earn money) and guarded our plantation in the evening. It lasted for 2 years, until I
went to Palembang for couple months to get a better job for my family’s savings. I
thought the (palm-oil) tree was big enough therefore the pest could not eat and
destroy it. My wife called me by phone that our plantation is totally gone. When I
returned, I only saw six palm-oil trees out of five hundred. I cried out at that moment. I
felt my leg is gone, I could not stand up.”
Mas Eddi, Kalibata migrants, Open Interview on 22 November 2019

The perseverance is shown through the story of Mas Eddi. The poor have to work all days, the daytime
to earn money, and the night-time to achieve a dream of owning plantation. His story is only one of
hundreds of sad stories experienced by poor. Currently groups of wild-boars are the most irritating
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pest, but before 2017, the farmers struggled to prevent the plantation from being disturbed by groups
of elephants. The lack of capital and the damage caused by pests hamper the ambitions of the poor to
own plantations. Their neglected or abandoned land grows into bush and has turned into a small forest.
The conflict emerges when land seekers, mostly outsiders, regard the abandoned land as unoccupied
land. Outsiders can be local people, transmigrants 92/93 and other people who live outside Kalibata
settlement. Most of land seekers ask the community, particularly local community leader, about the
current land distribution: whether to search for unoccupied land or to buy someone’s land. But for
some the land seekers, they ignore the local rules and practices, and claim those abandoned semioccupied lands. Thus, most land conflicts are experienced by the poor in the community and the local
people. But some conflict also happens between the outsiders (non-local people vs local people).
The community argued that most of ignorant external land seekers are local people. The community
added that the Javanese people from outside would not do the things that the local do. The community,
which is dominated by Javanese people, perceives that the Javanese people from outside would not
claim the abandoned land due to the feeling of having the same identity. Both of them are in the same
boat, far from their place of origin in search of improved livelihoods. Having the same identity and
feeling the same fate enact the obedience of Javanese from outside to the local rules and practices.
The reason why most local people ignore local rules and practices is the sense of belonging to stateforest land. They claim all of that land that is inherited from their ancestors. Even though they know
that the abandoned land is still owned by someone in the community, they remain claiming it.
Moreover, they openly evict the people on the field while the people are cutting the trees, cleaning the
land or starting planting. The local people are mostly group of young people, four to seven people on
average, and bring machetes to threaten the (prospective) land owners. Similar cases of eviction by
local people have reoccurred more recently. As elaborated on in chapter 4, the local people conflicted
with transmigrants 92/93 over LU-1 in the past and now with the community (and other land owner)
over state-forest land. Recently, the local people try to (re)claim the land from the community and
other land owners by performing similar threats and premises like in the past.
First, I emphasize that local rule and practices are experienced differently based on the social class. In
the beginning, the rules which were established by the Ex-Kades offered a promising future for the
community. The community could accumulate the land as capital through hard work. In practice, both
environmental and social circumstances obstruct the community from achieve their objective. The
disturbance by pests and the inconsistency of the ex-Kades who allows outsiders to open the land
exacerbate the community’s circumstance, particularly the poor. The unequal power between
resource-rich and poor has placed the poor deeper in the poverty trap, which widens the gap between
the social classes. The social class influences the quality of (local) citizenship which gives different
meaning to its holder. The rules benefit the higher class and disadvantage the lower class. The
dependency on the ex-Kades as the only ruler in the community inhibited the community from
reproducing and renegotiating the prevailing rules and practices. As I mentioned in chapter 4, the
strategy of the ex-Kades to choose obedient followers has successfully resulted in the absence of
community resistance to the prevailing rules and practices. The social class and clientelism are linked
to the extent of quality of local citizenship.
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Secondly, having (local) citizenship as Kalibata community and practicing the local rules does not
necessarily secure land ownership. The social recognition which is relied upon by the community
enforces the ownership status until a certain level. Other aspects that are intertwined with the extent
of recognition of land ownership in Kalibata are identity and sense of belonging. Having a similar identity
and feeling sense of belonging determine whether new land right claimants choose to respect and
abide by local rules and practices or not.
Thirdly, the recognition requires the institutions to legitimize the ownership, to regulate the rules and
matrices of rights and duties of those who enjoy the right to land, to store the database of land
distribution, and to resolve the conflict over land ownership. The absence of a formal (or statutory)
institution that enforces the right to land produces informal (or non-statutory) institutions to
complement and/or substitute the formal one. The ex-Kades himself is considered as part of the
informal institution that introduces the local rules and translates them into the practices that the
community should comply with in order to enjoy their rights. However, the limited capacity of the exKades has driven other actors to become involved in performing the function of providing a land
database and resolving the land conflict which I am going to elaborate on below.
Institutionalizing Property Rights and Land Conflict Resolution

Political authorities are necessitated to legitimize the claim to property rights (Lund, 2016). In the case
of Kalibata, the formal institutions strictly do not legitimize any land ownership and utilization in stateforest land except for those who hold state-permits according to the Law of Forestry. Several actors
occur to complement and substitute the role of those formal institutions like the ex-Kades, local
community leaders, Adat figures, and other figures that live outside Kalibata. All these actors are
engaged in shaping rules, translating rules into practices, legitimizing land ownership, collecting land
ownership information and resolving the land conflict. In addition, the process of territorializing space
is required to set boundaries where those authorities take place.
First, the rule which was introduced by the Ex-Kades for the community since 2005/06 is not rigid; it is
dynamic and changes over time based on the prevailing social and political circumstances. For instance,
the rule of opening only 2 hectares during the Tumbang phase is not applicable anymore. The
occupancy over vast land by resource-rich people, particularly outsiders, has changed the practice of
the community in order to compete with rapid land occupancy. The poor have inadequate resources
to cultivate vast land areas; they tried to cut as much as possible to compete with larger land expansion
by outsiders. This action is the way the poor negotiate with the ex-Kades as he allowed outsiders to
open plantations in Kalibata. On other hand, the ex-Kades could not do anything, and the rules have
now started to be adjusted in the field without an exact form. In addition, the change in village
government regime due to general election25 in 2015/16 exacerbated the practice of claiming the stateland. The community argued that the change in regime caused more and more land conflict between
the community and local people. The ex-Kades is a figure that the local people are afraid to face. The
community and outsiders perceive the ex-Kades as one who holds supranatural power like mysticism,
most people said that he is immortal. Since he stopped officiating as village head, the number of local
people who infiltrate the land has increased.
Ex-Kades has officiated in two periods: 2000-2008 and 2008-2014. New Kades was chosen through village election in 2015
and started working in 2016.
25
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Secondly, institutionalizing land information such as ownership status, location and area are necessary,
particularly for land seekers. The community local leaders essentially serve to compile the information
that the formal National Land Agency should. The people in the community deliver the information
about their land ownership not only to their neighbors but also to local leaders. Local leaders usually
act as mediators for any land conflict because they are regarded as elders, wise, and knowledgeable
people. Thus, informing them of the land ownership will enforce the social recognition, particularly
during conflict.
I lived with a Toke during ethnographic research. Almost every day he got visits from
farmers to convey information about land and anything else. He remembers well the
location of any land, not only his clients’ but also others’. The farmers and his
employees told him about new opening of land or prevailing land conflict. They also
asked for some advice if needed. And, several times, the land seekers visited and asked
him about unoccupied land and sellable land, or to confirm that the seeker’s targeted
land is unoccupied.
Field Notes, in November 2019

One salient local leader in collecting and providing land information is Toke. Toke is an intermediary
who connects the farmers with the market. They collect and load farmers’ palm-oil yield, transport it
and sell it to palm-oil factories26. The farmers convey their land information to Toke, thus, Toke could
reach and load their yield. The farmers also update any information from the field to Toke, including
new opening of land and land conflict. Land seekers, particularly from outside, understand that they
should visit Toke to obtain the relevant information regarding the land location and ownership in order
to avoid future conflict. The function of Toke’ is now developing from only capturing land information
of the clients to capturing all land information, including the most updated conflicts and their histories.
The relationship between Toke and the clients in everyday activities evolved the function of Toke, from
just an intermediary to an informal institution that substitutes the function of the Land Agency in
providing land information on illegal land. Moreover, as with any other local leaders, Toke also enforces
the recognition over land ownership. One prominent factor why Toke is listened to by others is because
of his wealthy resources, which makes him the most financially dependable. Another instance of the
dependency is that Toke decides on road development funded by farmers’ retribution of palm-oil yield.
The story of road development will be elaborated on further in chapter 7.
“Ketua RT (head of neighborhood) could not do much (when the conflict occurs), they
advised us to meet with the elders, higher local leaders or village officials”
Mas Armando, Kalibata migrants, Daily Conversation on 11 November 2019

“He knocked my door at 2 am, I woke up and asked him what happened. He requested
me to be mediator or judge to intercede the land measurement conflict (tomorrow).
After I finishing working on it, there was no information. I thought it was resolved. But
he was called by a police officer. Then, I accompanied him to Police Office. If I
remember well, we were only 5 people (community) and others (local people) were 30
The term of Toke is not limit to palm-oil business. It is used in any agricultural commodity. Two kind of Tokes operate in
Kalibata: palm-oil and rubber. Yet, the most renowned Toke currently is Palm-oil Toke since the palm-oil business dominated
almost 90-95% of land use in Kalibata.
26
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people. Yet, no solution was attained that day.”
Pak Afrizal, Kalibata migrant and local religious leader, Open Interview on 19 October
2019

Thirdly, the informal (or non-statutory) institution acts as judiciary for those involved in conflict, like in
the story of Mas Armando. Ketua RT, as representative of the state at neighborhood level, delegates
the decision of land conflict resolution to the informal institution which is filled by local leaders. The
second story from Pak Afrizal shows the interrelation between his figure of being a local religious leader
and his involvement as mediator of land conflict between the community and local people. People in
the community perceived that his involvement could enforce the legitimization of the land ownership
status. I met him several times and observed that he has good public speaking, even speaking very
polite with the Kromo language27, and frequently leading any meeting. He is also well-educated and
used to be the Kades in another village. The community regards that these aspects make him reliable
and reputable to give fair judgement in any conflict. In addition, from his story we can see that formal
institutions like the police pretend not to acknowledge these illegal activities and conflicts, then
delegate conflict resolution to be decided at village level by village leaders. Giving a formal judgement
on the conflict of this illegal activity could lead the police officials into problems.
In previous regime, the ex-Kades held the highest authority to decide the result of conflict negotiations.
In doing so, he did not only arrange a meeting for the conflicted but also for the witnesses. He invited
local community leaders like the religious leader, Toke, elders, Ketua RT or Kadun, and other witnesses
to listen to their evidence, then review the possible and fairest judgement. Evidence from the local
leaders is a consideration in making the final decision, thus maintaining relationships with local leaders
is a prerequisite to secure land ownership status. However, social reciprocities are applied to maintain
this relationship. For instance, one Toke would not give plausible evidence for a farmer who does not
become his/her client. This is because the Toke argues that he/she only knows the land information of
their client, whereas in fact he/she actually holds a good overview of general land information. He/she
obtains the information from other farmers who interact in everyday life, but prefers not to give strong
evidence for non-clients. Another instance is related to the vote buying in political elections. The local
community leaders are frequently chosen as campaign team for a certain political candidate. They
easily mobilize powerless farmers to choose certain political candidates as compensation for providing
evidence in times of conflict.
Nevertheless, not all parties could be invited to resolve the land conflict. The fall of the ex-Kades’ regime
increases the number of conflicted lands by local people. The local people do not fall under the common
mechanism of land resolution. The informal institution has limitations in reaching those people due to
lack of resources and its legitimation. The local people do not recognize this political authority and
remain claiming the state-land as their inheritance. The conflict with local people, which is more
experienced by the poor, never reaches a consensus. The result is mostly black and white: give the land
up or put your life on the line.
“The relation between us (Javanese people) and local people is not as close as
outsiders expected. There is one local person called Soba from Margamekar who acts

In Javanese language, there are three levels of language to determine the level of politeness. The politest one is Javanese
Kromo language. It is used mostly to speak with parents, elder and the respected one.
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like a thug, seizing our people’s land. The community regards that he has supernatural
power, like he is immortal when you slash him with sharp equipment […]. Most
Javanese people here, if local people seize their land, they gave in, instead of creating
the conflict which is longer and more complicated. It only will create a bad image for
Kalibata. Kalibata (poor) people opened the land and abandon it (not cultivated) for
months even years, until we have enough money to buy seed, fertilizer and household
needs. When we came back, it is already seized.”
Pak Amin, Kalibata migrant, Daily Conversation on 11 November 2019
“I opened the land with two other people, and couple month later, came local people
in group, as usual they brought machete to open the land. They took our land, they
claimed that it was theirs in the past. I saw with my own eyes, two other people
worked together with me. Those two people gave up, but I did not. I said to my wife, I
went to plantation that day, and I might die defending the land (confronting with
local). I met them, one versus five youth local people. I was ready to fight with machete
with my own hand, but they did not. As long as we put our life on the line (the land),
they did not fight back.”
Pak Kirman, Kalibata migrant, Daily Conversation, on 14 November 2019

For the poor, they mostly have two options: whether to fight back or give it away. Only a small number
of cases gained consensus like compensation for the one who already cut and cleaned the land because
the land is not planted yet. For instance, the new claimants will give certain amount of money to
previous claimants as compensation for preparing the land to readily be planted. However, most
resolutions follow the path shown in the stories of Pak Amin and Pak Kirman. While the community,
particularly the poor, abide by the rules and fulfill the social obligation to the informal institution which
consist of local community leaders, the legitimation of the institution operates ineffectively to resolve
the conflicts that involve local people. The local people ignore the presence of this political authority
since they, mostly youth, were not involved in any local policy-making related to land management in
Kalibata. In addition, their sense of belonging to the land as their inheritance means they do not
consider this land mechanism legitimate and feel that it only brings them disadvantages. On one hand,
these political authorities invoke the community to comply with prevailing reciprocities, on other hand,
no assurance of their legitimation would undertake the conflict effectively in assigned territory. This
local citizenship seems overburdening more to the poor than any people in the community. The
insufficient performance of the institution is due to the exclusion of local people in any issues related
to land management in Kalibata.
The Shift in Regime: Formalizing Informality?

The growing land conflict recently affected the adjustment in the body of the informal institution. More
actors from outside Kalibata are involved since the fall of the ex-Kades, regime in 2015/16 which
produced a more effective and stable form. Most of those actors are village officials like the new Kades,
Kadun 1 to 3, Bhabinkamtibmas28 and Babinsa29 whom the ex-Kades rarely included in previous land
policy-making. The new institution also harnesses the function of local elders, like Adat figures, more
effectively. Because in the previous regime, the ex-Kades himself is a local elder he thought that was
28
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adequate to manage the disturbance from local people. It was proven by the small cases of land conflict
during his regime.
The arising conflict and new village regime reproduced new political authority that intentionally
accommodates both the community and outsiders, particularly local people. It strengthens and
expands the territory of its legitimacy by including more powerful actors and by utilizing those actors’
political resources. Even though the institution engages more village (or state) officials, it does not
transform the institution from informal to formal. It continues to operate in informal ways without any
robust organizational structure and written standardized operational procedure. For instance, if any
conflict emerges relating to local people, the current Kades invites the ex-Sekdes as Adat elder and
Kadun 1 as local people leader to deliberate over the conflict resolution. This mechanism enforces the
political resource of those actors in everyday life. For instance, Kadun 1 or head of hamlet 1 formally or
officially leads village citizen in hamlet 1, which is inhabited mostly by local people. If the conflicted
local people oppose the consensus of land conflict resolution made by Kadun 1, Kadun 1 has authority
to not include those people in any village development deliberation or any village infrastructure project.
In other words, opposing the consensus will limit their inclusion in the village development process.
Yet, the mechanism has defects when the local people are not inhabitants of Margadadi village and the
local elders are involved in managing the land seizure and triggering the conflict, because local people
who claim the state-forest are also inhabitants of surrounding villages. They share the same Adat
culture, same local language and feeling of deserving the state-forest land. As mentioned in the
previous story of Pak Amin, a local youth with his group from another other village reclaimed the land
from the community. Another story comes from myself:
I was invited in a village meeting to discuss allocation of village funds at the end of
November. The meeting was attended by Kades, Sekdes, Kadun(s), Village Council,
elders and other village officials. After the meeting finished, Kadun 1 requested his
resignation as Kadun to Kades and other officials. He blamed himself for what
happened recently about the land conflict which defaced the village government of
Margadadi. The Kades felt sorry because this sensitive information was exposed to me
and asked me not to inform anyone, particularly higher authorities.
Field Notes, in November 2019

On another informal open interview, the ex-Sekdes told me the story that underlies the resignation.
“Currently, new turmoil arises. Kadun 1 and a village official (who are local people)
visited Kalibata with group of local people. They asked for IDR 2 million for whoever
had land in Kalibata, whether it is cultivated or not (as land ‘tax’). I knew the stories
when I sit in the Kades’ office. Pak Haji (an outsider) came to the office, he opened vast
land. He reported to us that those two people requested IDR 2 million per hectare. I
never ordered them to do that. I conveyed to Pak Haji not to comply with them. I said
that Kades is the highest authority here. Do not pay that tax. Those two people already
admitted this and were blamed by Kades […] Pak Haji said that he is willing to pay but
not as much as that amount. When Pak Haji departed, he gave an envelope (with
money in it). We (I and Kades) did not ask for it, not like those two people who
demanded it.
Pak Fahmi, Ex-Sekdes, Open Interview on 5 December 2019

66

Two stories above show the vulnerability of the informal institution. On one hand, the inclusion of more
local figures is able to resolve land conflict in which local people are involved. On other hand, some
local figures slowly noticed that their group was disadvantaged by the growing illegal plantation
business in state-forest land. The unequal land distribution and unequal income have urged some of
these figures to consolidate appropriate measures to improve the income of the group. Charging land
tax to non-local people is considered as expeditious way to equalize the wealth gap between groups,
because the amount of unoccupied land has decreased rapidly recently and to cultivate new land
consumes much time and money which is impossible for the poor.
“Firstly, most of land conflict occurs maybe due to equivocal current village
governance. Secondly, the absence of village regulation that regulate about it [the
right and the duties of land owner and the conflict resolution mechanism]. The people
might be confused about the regulation. I once said that all happened in there should
be regulated in village regulation. But it never happens. No regulation at all. […] In
addition, the relationship between village government and village council is frequently
clashed each other, the clash never finishes.”
Pak Fahmi, Ex-Sekdes, Open Interview on 5 December 2019

The vulnerability of the informal institution is caused by several factors. First: the absence of formal
institution, in this case the village government, to strengthen the capacity of this informal institution to
expand and enforce the territory of its legitimization. The representation of the involvement of village
government is the stipulation of village regulation about the rights and duties related to land ownership
and utilization in Kalibata. The inclusion of more village officials in the informal institution does not
necessarily formalize the informality. Moreover, the unharmonious relationship between village
government and village council hampers the process of village legislation.
Due to this style of informality, legal documented consensus and rules regarding land ownership and
utilization in Kalibata have never been attained. This leads to inability to invoke all stakeholders to abide
by the rules since they are not willing to be tied to this political authority. On one hand, the stipulation
of village regulation is considered as an attempt to rearrange and formalize the local rules and practices,
and reinforce the legitimation which might reduce the number of conflicts. On other hand, the
stipulation marks the involvement of formal institutions in allowing deforestation in Kalibata. The
‘formal’ involvement could lead to sanctions for village officials.
However, the consistency of the involvement of the village government in the informal institution is
questioned by the community. In another opportunity, the village government is appraised by the
community as having too much influence in Kalibata’s other two institutions, namely Badan Royongan
Sawit (Palm-Oil Tax Agency) and Pengurus Distribusi (Distribution Agency). Besides its inconsistency,
the effect of the involvement of the village, as a formal institution not only the involvement of its
officials, in those two institutions crafts a well-structured organization, more transparent governance
(financially), and a clear process on determining the person in charge. It makes the informal institutions
work efficiently to invoke the farmer to abide by the local rules created by those institutions. The detail
about these institutions will be elaborated on in chapter 7.
Secondly: the incapability of the informal institution to compel provision of ‘fair’ land distribution. This
informal institution sets state-forest land as its territory where the authority is performed.
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“In the past, the land has to be cultivated before expand more. If not cultivated, it
returns to village. The (village) permit (to utilize the land) lasts for 6 months. If the land
(that has been cleaned) is not cultivated in 6 months. Two years ago, two people from
another province came to village office. They got information that their (uncultivated)
land are being cultivated by others. They said that they have right to 40 hectares of
land in Kalibata. They showed the village letter of permit. I confirmed its originality and
asked if they understand about the duration of permit. I added that the permit should
be updated each 3 years. I conveyed that the land is being cultivated by our people
because it is not planted for years. I was angry because they want to sell the land to
other people. But they argued that they will not sell the land. They only ask for a
compensation. I was angry and casted them out of our village. They met ex-Kades
before come to village and ex-Kades ordered them to meet Kades. Then, Kades
delegated me to make decision.”
Pak Fahmi, Ex-Sekdes, Open Interview on 5 December 2019

The story of the ex-Sekdes shows that the land redistribution scheme was under the authority of the
informal institution through the decision of local leaders. The Kades, as a representative of the formal
institution, trusts the informal one to make a decision on the conflict. The community regards the
informal institution to have no clear aim to (re)distribute the land ownership, particularly the land
abandoned by resource-rich people. The redistribution scheme is only conducted when the conflict
occurs. In accordance with the local rules, the semi-occupied or abandoned land should be ‘return’ to
the village as a village asset (or as unoccupied land) in order to be utilized by other people.
Even though the informal institution could compel the claimant of the land – like the story above – to
abide by the rules, the land distribution scheme is regarded by the community as only for local people
and other people who live in the main settlement. It almost never aims to equalize the land allocation
between the community and outsiders. The change in regime exacerbated the position of the
community in claiming the land since more village officials from the main settlement are involved,
particularly the representatives of local people. The presence of community local leaders and the exKades in the informal institution no longer holds the influence to manage and control the land
development. It can be seen from the increase of conflict between the community and local people
which could not be coped with in Kalibata settlement (field) and should be brought to the village
government in the main settlement. In some cases, the conflict was brought higher to police institutions
even though they returned the case to the village government to be decided. Currently, the shift in
regime lost the community trust in the informal institution. Community members, particularly the poor,
decide to solve the problem themselves by putting their lives on the line.
Conclusion

The absence of a formal institution to intervene in land management in state-forest land has driven the
emergence of an informal institution to locally regulate the mechanism of claiming land ownership and
utilization. The village government itself is not present as a formal institution who arranges the rights
and duties of non-sponsored transmigrants upon their very first arrival, instead this was the ex-Kades
in person. The ex-Kades transformed himself into one informal institutional body which produced local
rules and translate them into practices that the community should abide by. The everyday state
interaction occurred between the community and the ex-Kades in personal relations instead of in
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formal relations with the village government. This is because the community thought if they hold ‘the
head’, the other part of the body in the village government would follow.
Most people in the community abided by what he conveyed, because he was the only one they could
depend on when undesirable events occurred, like eviction by the district government or forest ranger,
and conflict over land with outsiders. In addition, as Weberian classification of authorities, the
charismatic authority was performed by the ex-Kades in developing Kalibata settlement. He was
perceived by the community as a good and fair figure and as one who had made many sacrifices for the
community. In addition, the rumor spread that he has metaphysical abilities like immortality whom no
one, including outsiders, is brave enough to face.
Negotiation over land rights is performed in the informal political sphere rather the formal one since
no proper formal evidence of land ownership can be provided. In addition, because of illegality, the
formal institution delegates its authority to the local informal institution which consists of a broad range
of stakeholders. In here, we can see that the formal institution acknowledges the illegal business in
state-forest land but prefers not to be directly involved. Instead, they allow the business to grow silently
with the supervision of an informal institution.
The interaction between actors – community, local people, transmigrants 92/93, village officials,
outsiders and others – continuingly reproduces the informal institution which crafts the legitimation of
tenurial rights. The most prominent rupture considered by the community is the shift in village regime
in 2015/16. The change in regime restructured the informal institution by attracting more village
officials and representatives of local people in deciding the land distribution and conflict. At same time,
it tried to substitute the existence of local community leaders and the ex-Kades. The informal authority
is reconstructed between the institution and its political subject. While in the ex-Kades’ regime, the
local people did not recognize and abide by this informal institution, in current Kades’ regime they abide
due to the presence of their representatives in the body of the institution. Those circumstances of
recognition contrast with that of the community. Having formal citizenship as a Margadadi citizen is
inadequate for the community to be equalized under current local land governance since the land
occupation by local people keeps growing rapidly, creating conflict, and this is starting to dominate and
enforce the local peoples’ land ownership.
6.1.2

The Act of Citizenship: Asking Formal Tenurial Recognition to The State

The formal tenurial recognition is not granted. It is dynamically negotiated between actors such as the
village government, higher tier governments (district, province and central government), civil society
organizations, political actors and local leaders. Under the state-law, the conversion of forest land
status is an authority of central government, through the Ministry of Forestry. Claiming formal land
tenure is conducted in a long tiring process from district level to national level. The change in level
adjusts the actors who are involved in negotiation. In this part, I will focus more on the claim at district
and province level in which the community and village government are mostly involved in the claimmaking.
The acts of citizenship that are discussed below are a political exchange, artificial resistance, and thirdparty mediation in agrarian reform. A political exchange depicts the negotiation between village
government and political actors, who officiate as state-actors, to claim tenurial rights. The artificial
resistance examines how the private institution and local leaders encouraged the community to engage
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in (artificially) resisting the coal-mining business in Kalibata. The last part is about the involvement of
Peasant Union in mediating the state and community to succeed in agrarian reform which aims to
formally legalize the occupied state-forest land.
A Political Exchange: The Land of Payable Voter

The very early struggle to claim formal tenurial recognition was mostly attempted through formal
procedures. The village government sent letters to Regent (Bupati) and Governor, asking them to revisit
the land status of Kalibata settlement. In the letter, the village government described the history of
land and the settlement’s current circumstances. As I mentioned in the previous sub-chapter, there is
also a small piece of land in the state-forest that is claimed by local people to be Adat forest. However,
the history of land - particularly early occupation of Adat community in state-forest which is considered
by AMAN30 as the most important justification to claim land tenure in state-forest – is not wellelaborated in those letters, perhaps, because the main objective is the settlement not the Adat forest.
The common circumstances in the letter encapsulated the claimed area, the history of sponsored and
non-sponsored transmigration, the population number, and salient information about the number of
voters.
Instead of focusing more on the chronology of the settlement as a basis for the claims, the village
government opened the negotiation over land tenure through the political transaction which is
mentioned in the letter statements. The statements are:
From Letter No. 011/2293/SM/2010
No. (8)
“In general election both Indonesian legislative and presidential election in period of
2009 – 2014, we (Kalibata community) were involved (as voter) in total of 800 voters”
From Letter No. 005/232/2293/VIII/2018
Point (a) No (3):
“In that area (Kalibata) was inhabited by 233 family since 2006, the number of
(election) voter in 2018 now in that area is 413 voters from 2 Polling/Voting Station
(TPS)”

Village officials and the community understand that the bargain should take place for recognition. Long
before being a formal citizen, the community and village government strived for recognition through
political transaction. In order to obtain the tenurial right, the village government bargained with
political actors, whether Regent or Governor, with political mobilization in the community. The village
government, particularly the ex-Kades, was able to stir the community to vote for certain political
actors. In addition, being a (formal) citizen since 2018 does not necessarily enforce the state to listen
the aspiration. Those two letters depicted the same bargain that the village government and citizens
had undergone over two regimes: ex-Kades regime in 2010 when the community was mostly not
acknowledged as formal citizens, and new Kades regime in 2018 when most people in the community
have been acknowledged as formal citizens.

AMAN or translated as the Indigenous Peoples' Alliance of the Archipelago is a Civil Society Organization who focus on
advocacy and voice Adat community right.
30
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This political transaction is widely known. Key informants from an NGO who are located in the capital
city far from settlement conveyed this information before I visited the settlement31. They said that the
political actors recognize the community only during political campaigns for election. Those actors, who
rarely visited Kalibata before, suddenly and frequently built the dialogues with the community,
particularly the local leaders, during the campaign. Indeed, the political contract is formulated and
crafted between the political actors and local leaders, as representatives of the community. The
community themselves had no choice, except following orders from local leaders due to the
community’s dependency on local leaders in everyday life, such as the local leader’s recognition over
land ownership which is important in resolving land conflict.
Moreover, the ex-Kades and community faced larger obstacles regarding the involvement of private
companies in the claim making. The political actors – ex-Regent and ex-Governor – are affiliated with
two different coal mining companies. The ex-Regent had an affiliation with company A long before the
ex-Governor built a relationship with company B. The conversation below showed the involvement of
a company in shaping motivation for political candidates.
Interview Conversation with Ex-Kades on 22 November 2019
Interviewer
Ex-Kades

:
:

Interviewer

:

Ex-Kades

:

Interviewer

:

Ex-Kades

:

Interviewer

:

Ex-Kades

:

So, did you frequently coordinate with Regent regarding land acquisition (in Kalibata)?
The fact is that we consider current Regent as our enemy. For your information, he was
Vice-Regent in previous period and now become Regent. The previous Regent and he
(as the vice) ‘sold’ our land to a palm-oil company A.
But, it is state-forest land, is not it? Is it sellable?
Yes, that is the fact. In the past, the land is ‘sold’ to a coal-mining company (by the
Regent and its vice). Moreover, a very long ago, this land was extracted by timber
company, owned by Governor. So, both Regent and Governor had interest in this land.
Those people (ex-Regent and ex-Governor) would be a Governor candidate and face
each other for next election (2020), would not them? Have they visited Kalibata
recently?
I have not met yet this year, but soon. We are scared off by those political candidates
(about the possible eviction). Therefore, we follow that candidate or this candidate. If
any political candidate pledges “I will legalize the land”. We will follow (or choose)
him/her. But as you see, nothing happened until now.
But, do you maintain good relationship (with them)?
Not really, but Pollical candidates frequently gave me money for not continuing
opening (or developing) Kalibata. Moreover, they offered to guarantee the education of
my children until university. I still had the check/receipt (from them). In the end, they
took the money back. They want to close the settlement and evict us.

There are three aspects presented in the conversation: the affiliation of political actors with private
companies, the threat of eviction made by political candidate and its opportunity, and the bribe for
vote buying. First, the community understood that the Kalibata land contains a large amount of coal
resources beneath the settlement. The ex-Kades and community conveyed that the companies turned
to be resource machines for the political campaign. Companies serve resources to provide political
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Interview with Environmental NGOs on 8 October 2019
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logistics and mobilize the voter. As an exchange, they insist that the political candidate makes their
business smoother. Not only the political candidate is involved in this, several times the company’s
owners also visited Kalibata to deliver their interest for choosing certain political candidates and for
convincing the community that the coal business would not harm the environment surrounding the
settlement and would not evict the settlement.
Secondly, the political candidates, mostly incumbent, invoked the community by threatening an
eviction in order to obtain the political support, because the incumbent continues to hold authority
over the settlement and is considered by the community to have high chance to be reelected. Instead
of abiding by the incumbent, the ex-Kades and community looked for the alternatives. They established
relationships with political actors who can realize the dream of legalizing land tenure. However, the
political pledges have never been realized, and outside of the campaign period the community is being
forgotten.
Thirdly, the political candidates bribed the local leader like the ex-Kades to carry out their political
interests. The candidates comprehend that a local leader has the ability to mobilize political support.
The local leaders emphasized the notion of unity to the community, one for all and all for one. They
sold a package of full political support from the Kalibata community to the political candidates. One
local leader said that the local leaders like ex-Kades created a uniform voting pattern in Kalibata.
Therefore the result of the election was always 100% for certain political candidates or political parties.
The community obeyed the order due to their dependency on local leaders, which I elaborated on
before. In addition, the community also wants their land to be legalized. Keeping uniformity will
produce togetherness in facing unexpected events like being evicted or having no state-development
intervention for the following five years.
Nevertheless, the decision of the ex-Kades to choose certain political candidates is not always regarded
as the best choice. One of the local leaders expressed his disappointment:
“If ex-Kades chose Mr. X in 2010, we probably got recognition (since Mr. X won the
election and became governor). But because of personal issue between him and Mr. X,
all of Kalibata people chose another candidate and we lost as is ex-Kades ordered.
Therefore, nothing achieved for next 5 years (2010 – 2015).”
Pak Diki, Ex-Kadun IV and Toke, on 16 October 2019

Hanging political decision on several local leaders’ choice, particularly the ex-Kades, is a double-edged
sword. On one hand, if the chosen candidate wins the election, there is hope for receiving statedevelopment intervention and legalization of the settlement. On another hand, if they lose, the
community will gain nothing for the following period and face the possibility of being evicted. One local
leader, Pak Diki, conveyed that the personal issues of the ex-Kades hampered the realization of
achieving a legalization for the settlement. However, even local leaders like Pak Diki could do nothing
but follow the protocol. He considered that his act – following the protocol – is to pay out the kindness
of the ex-Kades for letting him search for a livelihood in state-forest land and for securing his land for
years. These examples of reciprocities depicted why the ex-Kades is powerful enough to influence the
voting behavior in the community, including behavior of other local leaders.
In conclusion, the recognition over tenurial rights in Kalibata is strived and negotiated more in the
informal political sphere than the formal one. Having formal citizenship does not automatically make
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the state-authorities provide a formal space for the community to convey their aspirations. The limited
formal space for negotiation has driven the political actors to approach the community to produce this
political transaction. The community, long before being recognized as formal citizens, was led by local
leaders opening the negotiation over the claim to tenurial rights with the political actors. The illegality
invoked the community to practice in an illegal manner by establishing networks with political actors,
particularly during elections, and providing those actors a vote buying service. This created a patronclient relationship in which the political actors act as patron and the community as client. The patron
has to fulfill the political pledges which are made, and the community ensures that their patron wins
the election. In between them, the local leaders mediated the political transaction. They act as
representatives of the community and at the same time, as part of the campaign team as they mobilize
the community to vote for those actors.
In addition, the involvement of companies in the claim-making brought more uncertainty of the
negotiation result. Making one candidate win in the election enables the community to achieve the
dream of legal land, but at the same time, when the land is legal, the companies could take over the
land anytime. Because the political pledges are created in informal circumstances, the community could
not make a claim on it. Still, the community regards the legalization as the most important thing at the
moment, and the following matters like the eviction by companies could be thought about and
prevented later if there is unity in community.
The quality of claim-making is influenced by the capacity of local leaders to decide the right political
actors, to predict the outcome of the election as a consideration to choose the right actors, to formulate
the negotiation and to invoke the political actors to realize the political pledges. The personal issues as
aforementioned have to be taken off to create a crystal-clear decision. However, the everyday
dependency on local leaders has depoliticized the community in democratic processes in exchange for
the larger communal ambition for state or formal recognition over tenurial rights. Living in illegality
diminishes the quality of citizenship. The community members, as citizens, bear more obligations or
duties than rights they actually receive. They fulfilled their obligations in the whole political process
without receiving any certainty of the tenurial right.
Artificial Resistances

Claiming the state-forest is not only making the state recognize tenurial rights but also other parties
like corporates. Two coal mining companies have obtained an exploration permit and are waiting for
the exploitation permit for same land in Kalibata. They are waiting for the change in state-forest land
status. In other words, they are fighting each other to get the exploitation permit. This is issued by the
central and provincial government in accordance with their authorities. This part elaborated how two
coal mining companies are not only affiliated with political actors but also encouraged the community
to take part in overthrowing another company in order to be the only one company which can obtain
the permit of exploitation.
A local elder conveyed to me that around 20 Kalibata people joined in the demonstration at the State
Administration Court (Pengadilan Tata Usaha Negara) in the capital city to oppose company A’s
exploitation permit. They, together with other demonstrators, demanded that government to cancelled
the permit that had been issued for company A. Other demonstrators came from a group of clerics and

73

their students who lived in the same sub-district with Kalibata community. The event was reported in
local online media.
The event was engineered by one renowned cleric, Pak Ustad. He teaches in an Islamic school near
Margadadi village and has affiliations with one big political party. In addition, he regularly joined the
campaign team for the ex-governor and his political party. As aforementioned, the ex-governor is
planning to be a candidate for the next election and is affiliated with coal mining company B. The exgovernor, company B, the cleric and the community joined force to oppose the ex-Regent and company
A. After the demonstration finished, the community and other demonstrators were invited into a
certain house. They received money, around one hundred thousand Rupiah, from the owner of
company B.
The story above illustrates the how different actors with different interests linked and competed with
each other in the fight over the same state-forest land. For political actors, they aim to maintain their
existence and power in body of state. For companies, they aim to get rid of each other to have the right
to utilize the land. For clerics, working for political actors and companies ensures the funding resources
both for their school and for themselves personally. However, the community (or very small part of
community) gains nothing at the end of the game. The money they received has no effect in shaping
the future of the settlement; it only covers several days’ consumption.
The elder himself conveyed that they joined for money and networking, not necessarily opposing
company A. The community noticed that their involvement will produce same result in the end, either
joining company A or B. Yet, the elder argued that the owner of company B regularly visits Kalibata. The
last visitation was in 2018 when the owner spoke in front of the community after finishing Friday Prayer
in the mosque. The willingness of the owner to maintain good relations and open negotiations has
convinced the community to cooperate. In addition, the elder conveyed that even though there will be
an eviction in future, the owner would probably provide fair compensation for them, compared to
company A. This process of negotiation, cooperation and providing future compensation implies that
the company is willing to recognize the tenurial right of the community in Kalibata. The demonstration
is part of the community investment to build political networks with political actors and private sector.
This sponsored-demonstration does not represent the ‘hard’ resistance of the community to the future
resource exploitation. Also, it did not directly invoke the state at that moment to recognize the
existence of the community in the exploited land. Instead, this demonstration, including the whole
process of cooperation and negotiation, is a means to enforce the recognition from the private sector
and ‘future’ state. The word ‘future’ implies that the community hopes the victorious political
candidates acknowledge the tenurial rights of the community and look for the best solutions for
remaining tenurial conflict. Networking and cooperation enforce the recognition of the citizenship of
the community with regard to tenurial rights.
Peasant Union: Mediating Claim to the Formal Tenurial Right

To obtain formal tenurial recognition, there are at least two options for Kalibata: through spatial
planning review or through agrarian reform. According to Law 26/2007 of Spatial Planning and its
derivative regulations, the spatial planning regulation at district, province and national level should be
reviewed every five years, or if any urgent event or agenda happens. Through the review, it state-forest
land can be converted to other land use like in Kalibata with the consent of the Ministry of Environment
74

and Forestry. Agrarian reform is quite different, not all district governments should perform the reform.
Only areas that have agrarian issues should perform the reform following a strict procedure and time
schedule, since it is only a discrete state-project. Thus, if the issues are resolved, the project will be
stopped. The main objective of agrarian reform in Presidential Decree (PP) 86/2018 is the redistribution
and certification of land for landless or small-scale farmers to achieve formalization of land ownership
(Resosudarmo I. , et al., 2019). To obtain the objective, a task force is created in each tier of government
from national, province to district level. In the case of Kalibata, the regulation of agrarian reform
specifically arranges the issue regarding the transmigration settlement. As we know, Kalibata was the
LU-2 area of sponsored transmigration in 1992/93.
The Consortium for Agrarian Reform (KPA) listed hundreds of priority areas for agrarian reform in 2017,
including Kalibata, to be resolved immediately and they delivered this list to the central government.
PP 86/2018 specifically categorizes land conflict of transmigration settlement in state-forest like
Kalibata. At least three government institutions are involved, including national land agency,
department of forestry and department of transmigration. Agrarian reform principally resolves all types
of land conflict: between state and community, community and private sector, and private sector and
state. For each case, KPA suggests an organization to mediate and advocate for the community. This
organization can be an NGO or CSO, like WALHI, peasant union (Serikat Tani), consortium for agrarian
reform (Konsorsium Pembaharuan Agraria), or the Indigenous Peoples' Alliance of the Archipelago
(Aliansi Masyarakat Adat Nusantara). The peasant union was appointed by the national land agency at
the regional office as a mediator to resolve the Kalibata issue.
“Kalibata is home for tribe X (local people), and I think the transmigrant in Kalibata
now become a part of tribe X. In fact, the Kalibata issue has reached at national level. I
have network in Jakarta since I am head of peasant union at this province. I know
Consortium for Agrarian Reform, Indonesian Peasant Alliance, KPRI which are engaged
in agrarian issues and rural development. Because I feel ‘kasihan’, I secretly act to
propose Kalibata for this reform. That is why I lift up the Kalibata issue. […] Kades said
he regularly proposed land conversion status in any meeting but rejected by officials.”
Pak Riha, Head of Peasant Union, on 7 November 2019

The reason why Kalibata is visible under the radar of agrarian reform and spatial planning review is due
to the attempt of the peasant union, particularly Pak Riha, the son of transmigrant who is growing with
local people. He utilized his organizations network to include Kalibata on the list of land status
conversion. This network is a prominent factor that the Kades lacked, and led to rejection of his
proposals. Feeling ‘kasihan’ or feeling sympathy is the main reason that has motivated his act to
propose the land conflict resolution. Instead of speaking of injustice that the state fails to perform its
obligation to citizens, he feels motivated to act due to sense of obligation to care for the ones who need
it. The union moves according to the personal connection of its official with the community in need.
This sense of obligation is similarly illustrated in Berencshot et al (2018), yet one thing that creates a
distinction is the way the head of the union acts covertly instead of transparently. Acting transparently
actually can benefit a broker because a cliental relationship could be established in which the broker
acts as patron and community acts as client. Berenshot et al (2018) showed that health brokers can
mobilize the voting behavior of their clients due to their dependency. However, this covert movement
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by the head of union and Kades creates questions from several local leaders who presume a larger
hidden agenda of this land conversion.
“I invited Kades Margadadi to meet with some government official to clarify some
information, including correcting the name of the village. Because the proposal
mentions that Kalibata is under administrative of Margamekar, not Margadadi. […] I
also published two writing in newspaper regarding the incorrect village name. […] The
reason why land status conversion in Kalibata is being debated because of the
existence of coal mining company who already hold permit for exploration (and is
waiting for permit for exploration if the land status is converted). I do not want the
company disturb the conservation area and Kalibata settlement. Because this company
is regarded associated with Kades of Margamekar.”
Pak Riha, Head of Peasant Union, on 7 November 2019

One significant piece of information is the incorrect village name in the proposed project. As mentioned
in chapter 4, 200 transmigrant families of 92/93 had the right to one hectare of LU-2 per family in
Kalibata. These 200 transmigrants lived in Margadadi, 100 families, and Margamekar village, 100
families. Because of inadequate evidence of administrative village area, Kalibata is now being seized by
two villages. Margadadi has, at least, one village letter signed by the head of sub-district which
mentions Kalibata under its administrative village governance. However, this letter is inadequate in
providing information and legitimation. Margamekar village claimed Kalibata faster than Margadadi in
the agrarian reform project because of the affiliation and involvement of the coal mining company.
Thus, in order to reclaim it, the head of union started inviting the Kades Margadadi (and several local
leaders) to meet some government officials and to clarify the incorrect information. In addition, he and
the Kades published clarification in a local newspaper to deploy, strengthen, and contest their claim
with Margamekar’s claim. In summary, claiming state-forest land is not only a negotiation between the
state and citizens, but also the private sector who has interest in the same claimed property. The
company itself works dynamically whether with Margadadi (as mentioned in previous part of A Political
Exchange) or Margamekar as long as the land is converted. The presence of the union provided a clever
way to reclaim through the media. The media has an important role in amplifying the claim by shaping
public opinion.
Another issue is the changing motivation of resolving land issues in Kalibata. From the minutes of the
meeting of agrarian reform, the very first document in 2018 mentioned that 200 hectares of LU-2 in
Kalibata is being discussed, but the following meetings in 2019 excluded this discussion. agency land
agency official argued that the absence of Kalibata in the agrarian reform project is because the district
government has withdrawn its priorities in Kalibata to protect forest area and focus more on other
areas in non-forest land. In fact, this Kalibata agenda is transferred from agrarian reform to spatial
planning review which enables the claimed area to be expanded. Agrarian reform limits the claimed
land to only 200 hectares as it is the LU-2 of transmigration, but the spatial planning review could
exceed the previous claimed area as long as it fulfills certain criteria.
The motivation changes from formalization of LU-2 transmigration of 200 hectares to massive land
status conversion of a thousand hectares. The head of union argued that he and the Kades proposed
more than 6,000 hectares according to a village letter regarding the administrative land. The claimed
area was changed more political reasons into 1,200 hectares in the last version. As stated below:
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“I said to Kades, at least, Kalibata is formally recognized foremost. The area (whether
1,200 hectares or 6,000 hectares) does not really matter. The recognition should be
prioritized, I accompanied some cases also and do the same […] I have data in which
Kalibata people do not, including the list who own 1,200 hectares […] I doubted 6,000
hectares (can be formalized). I got information by visiting Kalibata only twice that in
there, a lot of rich people invested in (illegal) palm oil plantation. […] I requested to
Kades for conducting socialization of this project (including to update the data). At
least, he organizes the community to attend. Yet, he never did.”
Pak Riha, Head of Peasant Union, on 7 Novermber 2019

The head of union advised the Kades not to be stubborn in invoking the formalization of 6,000 hectares.
He advised Kades to prioritize the recognition over the area of claimed land. 1,200 hectares is extracted
from the data of land owned by the community. It excludes the data of land owned by outsiders. The
experiences of the head of union indicated that there is a very slight possibility to formalize the 6,000
hectares since the motives that underly the formalization are not purely about the land distribution for
the landless and small-farmers anymore, but turned into massive land acquisition and accumulation by
wealthy people. He regretted that the Kades never conducted the socialization that aims to update the
data and prevent the future conflict over land distribution after land is legalized. In summary, first, we
can see that the consideration of the head of union to prioritize the recognition over the area of claimed
land is produced from his experiences and knowledge of bureaucracy of land status conversion. These
two factors determine the result of negotiation between the village government as claimants and the
state. Secondly, this third party is limited in influencing the community through socialization or
dissemination because of the limited resources and the consent of the Kades as the highest formal
authority in Kalibata.
Beside Margadadi government, one palm oil company also claims 236 hectares of state-forest land.
Therefore, this limited forest production (HPT) of state-forest land will be converted to 1,436 hectares
in total. The process of land conversion through spatial planning review is now being processed at
national level to be discussed with related Ministries. All of these related actors – two village
governments, palm oil company, coal mining company and community - though they have different
specific motives, they aim for one common objective, that is land status conversion. The actors of
citizenship are not only the one who show up in formal discussion or meeting, but also who hide behind
the curtain and could drive the motivation of those related actors.
“We were invited by Pak Riha (head of peasant union) to join meeting in a university, in
capital city. From here, I, Kades, a transmigrants 92/93, ex-Sekdes and a religious
leader of Kalibata attended. All of us, even a Kades, kept silent until the meeting over.
Maybe, it was the first time for Kades in a very important and technical meeting. Our
aspiration was delivered by Pak RIha, including the correction for village name. It is like
we did not have opportunity to interrupt.”
Pak Diki, Ex-Kadun IV and Toke, on 15 October 2019

Five people from Margadadi village were invited in the meeting regarding agrarian reform and spatial
planning review in Kalibata, these are: the Kades, a transmigrant 92/93, local elder (Adat figure), and
two community figures (Pak Diki and one religious’ leader). Pak Diki conveyed that most of the
conversation related to Kalibata was delivered by the head of union instead of the Kades. Pak Diki and
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a religious leader – in another interview – wonder why there is no local figure who is actively involved
in the whole process of agrarian reform and regularly communicates with the community. Both of them
admitted that was the first time, all five people except Kades, had met the head of union in person.
The lack of experience and knowledge of the Kades and the community about the land conversion
process constrained their attempt to convey aspirations or opinions, including asking for certainty of
the formalization of tenurial rights. The presence of the union is able to make up for this, although the
lack of coordination between the union and the community prevents the flow of information,
particularly for the community.
Most people in the community, except a few local leaders, do not know that their land is subject to the
legalization process. The union only delivers the information and its updates to the Kades. The lack of
transparency of the village government and the exclusion of the community from accessing the
information has led to suspicion of local community leaders that the Kades and union have a different
agenda. However, the Kades and the union claimed that they wittingly prevent the leak of information
in order to maintain status quo. If the community know, they would demand more of the village
government and union. Thus, keeping the information in secret is considered as the most effective
measure to cope with the possible overwhelming demand from the community or prevent possible
conflict with surrounding village governments. In addition, from what I observed, even though several
local leaders knew this information, they did not share this with all people in the community; perhaps
the Kades requested this.
The information and dependency determine the quality of making claims. Firstly, on one hand, the
deployment of information could create more educated claimants and amplify the claim itself. On other
hand, it is considered that a riot of demand could emerge and could obstruct the struggle. Perseverance
and compliance are required for the project to succeed since the process consumes much time and
energy, and demonstrations are regarded by local leaders as an unsuitable measure to convey the
claim. Secondly, the dependency of local community leaders on the village government inhibits the
flow of information from outside to the community and creates the exclusion of the community in
accessing the information. The local leaders well-understand that if they do not comply with the village
government, the village government would withdraw from defending the recognition of the tenurial
rights. This dependency pattern is also found at district and province level. The village government itself
is afraid of conveying too loud an opinion or asking too much because they depend on the district and
provincial government for decisions on land conversion. As aforementioned, the district government
easily withdrew Kalibata from the agrarian reform and moved it into the spatial planning review
process. Making ‘noise’ would cause this long-awaited project to fail.
In conclusion, the third party, a Peasant Union, is assigned a large influence in making the Kalibata land
issue float on the surface, meaning it could be captured under the radar of agrarian reform. Political
and organizational networks, knowledge and experience of bureaucracy of land conflict resolution,
access to information and involvement of media could enforce the negotiation and claim to tenurial
rights. The motivation that underlies the action is not related to injustice performed by the state,
instead, the feeling of belonging and sympathy. The actors that are involved in negotiation are not only
those who join in formal meetings at the table, but also those who are able to mobilize the resources
to shape the outcome of negotiation, like the presence of the coal mining company that is affiliated
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with Margamekar village government. The presence of the Union in inviting the Kades and local leaders
has engraved the experience of a formal meeting regarding land conflict resolution in the body and
mind of those people. The Union also educated and familiarized those local leaders about the prevailing
regulation and mechanism of agrarian reform and spatial planning review. These experiences and
knowledge gave meaning to their (or the local leaders’) citizenship because of a feeling of being
acknowledged by the state. However, the Union’s intention to engage and educate the community in
this process is being prevented by the Kades’ desire to maintain status qou. The dependency on the
Kades has driven the local leaders not to deploy this important information since it is considered by the
Kades to create more demand for accelerating land conversion and formalization.

6.4

Conclusion

Living in illegality gives birth to the establishment of informal (or non-statutory) institutions as an
integral part of formal (statutory) institutions in terms of (re)producing property rights to land. They –
informal and formal institutions – perform at different scales, with different actors and under different
arrangements of law and procedures. Claiming property rights in illegal land is enacted by the
community at two different institutions and at different scales. The formal property rights are claimed
from the state institution since the land formally is owned by the state through land status conversation
and formalization. The informal property rights are claimed through informal institutions since the state
institutions are absent in acknowledging and arranging the rights and obligations in state-forest for
those who hold no official permit.
Political authorities, political subjects and the social and/or political contracts – the rights and
obligations – are changing over time as the product of interrelation amongst these aspects. The
negotiation between authorities and their subjects (re)produce (new) social and/or political contracts,
and while these new contracts are applied, they readjust and create change in the body of authorities
and their subjects.
In case of claiming informal property rights, the contracts which consist of rights and obligations are
changing as we can see in the dynamic of local practices. In early settlement development, the
authorities (informal institution) obliged the community – as a subject – to pay for the land and for the
SP (letter for cultivation permit), as well as follow the practice of the 4Ts. The institution legitimized the
property rights to land for those who fulfilled the list of obligations. At that time, the institution
prioritized the land allocation for transmigrants 92/93, non-sponsored transmigrants (community), and
local people in the same village as its political subjects. The institution that worked in legitimizing the
property rights of those aforementioned political subjects was operated by local leaders, in which
theex-Kades held the highest authority. Because the community depends on these local leaders in
everyday life beyond the relation to property rights, the community has to maintain this relationship
by following social obligations, such as in the case of vote-buying during general elections or
involvement in any social or political events like artificial resistance. This clientelistic relation –
community as clients and local leaders as patrons – puts more burden in terms of obligations on its
clients. To enjoy the rights, the community does not only have to follow the obligations formulated by
the institution but also has to follow prevailing social obligations which interrelate with local leaders
who act within the body of the institution. However, at that moment, the presence of the ex-Kades in
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the institution successfully prevented land conflict amongst the community, transmigrants 92/93 and
local people.
The general election in the village government created a rupture between the body of authorities
(institution), its political subjects and the contracts. The new authority (informal institution) does not
compel the (prospective) land owner to pay for the land and for the SP, and to follow the practices of
the 4Ts. This enables the subjects to obtain as much as land as their capacity allows for. The only new
obligation is a palm-oil yield tax that will be elaborated further in chapter 7.3.1. The shift has driven
more village officials (state-actors) and local people leaders to be involved in formulating the contracts
between authorities and their political subjects, and incrementally leaves the local community leaders
behind. Local people aggressively reclaim the land since their representatives (local people leaders) are
now holding power within this informal institution. The change also created high waves of ‘foreign’
investments by outsiders. All these circumstances exacerbate the community’s situation in claiming
property rights, particularly while their representatives –local community leaders and ex-Kades – are
now being stranded in determining contracts and in legitimizing land ownership.
One salient characteristic of living in illegality is that the involvement of more state-actors in the
negotiation of contracts does not explicitly formalize the informal institution. The institution remains
working in an informal manner without a written script, as we can see from the example of how the
new Kades delegates his authority to elders to resolve the land conflict. This is because if the decision
is issued by the Kades, it implies that the decision comes from formal state institution. In other words,
the state-actors legally and formally allow the extension of illegal activities which are prohibited by the
state law. Utilizing non-state actors is a measure through which state-actors can intervene in
formulating the contracts without being accused of allowing illegality. These state actors harness their
formal authorities to push the political members to abide by the decision of the informal institution, as
they can cut off certain state services for the non-obedient members. In short, the status of illegality
crafts the boundary between where state and non-state actors operate, and the dependency of
members on state-actors for everyday state services compels the members to abide by the output of
negotiations with the informal institution. This is because the state actors rally behind this informal
institution.
A local process is required for the community to be recognized as the political members of this informal
institution. The new village government regime has transformed the community into formal citizens
through massive civil registration (see chapter 5). However, having formal citizenship does not
automatically mean that the community is accepted to a greater extent. In fact, at the time they have
formal citizenship under the new regime, they face a greater struggle for recognition of property rights
to land. This can be seen from their recent attempts to defend their properties from local people, who
can be seen as the (re)claimants. The poor community members have few options for negotiation other
than putting their live on the line,as the informal institution that the poor depend on for land conflict
resolution is now being operated more by state-actors and local people leaders, who are trying to
exclude and marginalize the community. Here, we can see that identity is playing a role in the
negotiation over property rights conflicts.
In the case of claiming formal property rights, the community with the village government claims land
status conversion and formalization through the central government, who has the authority to perform
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those duties. First, the prevailing practice to claim the formalization is through a political transaction
with political actors – executive or legislative political candidates. The political transactions have been
conducted by the village government from then to the present time, and through legal (like the sending
of formal letters to state institution) and illegal (like vote-buying for certain political actors) measures.
A few local leaders (patrons) formulate the political contracts and push the community (clients) to carry
out the social obligation to choose certain political actors and political parties.
Secondly, the cooperation, in case of artificial resistance, is an act to claim the formalization from the
state by confronting the future coal exploitation of company A. This cooperation with political actors
and private coal mining company A is considered as a form of negotiation and investment in future
state; the political actor is preparing for the next governor candidacy in 2020 and company B will likely
receive the exploitation right if the political actor wins the election. By approaching these actors, the
community gained new experience and knowledge about demonstration and can avoid the future
predicament of being evicted without any compensation.
Last, the attempts of CSOs as the third party made Kalibata land the object of agrarian reform and/or
spatial planning revision. CSOs have information, knowledge, and experience about the land reform
process, and social and political networks that the community as claimants do not. All these factors
enforce the quality of the claim, making it more visible and accepted in the negotiation. CSOs connect
the state, as authority of land formalization, and the community, as the claimants. The presence of a
third party undeniably gives meaning to the citizenship of the community, because the voice of
community starts to be listened to and considered by the state.
All these practices and acts are performed and negotiated by different actors and at different scales to
(re)produce new authorities, their political subjects and new political contracts (matrices of rights and
obligations). The informal institution does not appear to substitute the function of the formal institution
in illegal land, yet it emerges to be integral part of state institution that collectively constructs the
recognizable citizen.
Those rights – formal and informal – show how the legal pluralism applies in accordance with its own
institutional settings like the political authorities, territories, laws, regulations, practices, knowledge
and political subjects. The members of (informal) political authority that negotiate and legitimise
informal rights at local level are the actors that desperately struggle for formal rights. Because their
existence themselves as the authority secures the recognition of their own informal rights while others
like common community members remain striving for it. One whose the recognition over informal
rights are firmly assured at local level will likely be actively involved in claiming formal rights. Concisely,
the informal rights is regarded as a primary need while the formal rights is a secondary need. And
perhaps in the near future when the land status can be formalised, the informal rights is a variable that
the state has to consider in the land distribution process.
In addition, there are different perceptions about urgency of formal rights between the community
local leaders and the ordinary community members, particularly youth. The youths perceive that
staying in Kalibata is primarily to accumulate the capital, then invest it outside Kalibata like buying land
and building house in core settlement. The local leaders prefer to spend the rest of life in Kalibata to
defend their assets like housing and plantation. It illustrates the differences in the sense of belonging
between groups.
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Chapter 7
Claiming Rights to Social and Political Participation

This chapter examines the interrelation between citizenship and inclusion in social and political
participation, mostly in term of participatory settlement development. According to Indonesian
constitution 1945 and its derivate law, the Indonesian citizen regardless of the presence of formal
citizenship has rights to express the written and oral opinion. Yet, the extent of exercising these rights
are shaped by differing local social, political and cultural contexts such as power relations, social
hierarchy and identity (Gaventa, 2002). To understand how the community members as claimants claim
the right to social and political participation from the relevant political authorities, I will elaborate based
on the facets of citizenship developed by Isin (2002), which include: the site, the substance, the scales,
the actors, the practices and acts of citizenship.
First, I will describe the site and substance of citizenship. Understanding the site is needed to delineate
in which aspects, events, or spheres the claim is made and understanding the substance is needed to
describe what the claim is that’s being made, what kind of right the claimant wants to obtain or to
revisit, and what duties might apply to the body in which the right is embedded. Three sites of
citizenship will be discussed. The community generally claims the right to be actively involved and
participated in each sites.
Secondly, I will explore the scale and actors of citizenship. This requires explaining at what level the
claim is made and who the claimants are other than the Kalibata community, to whom the claimants
invoke the rights to participate and who the legitimized institutions are that determine the inclusion of
community member in social and political participation. The scale or level at which the claim is made
influences the actors who will be involved in claim-making.
Last, I will elaborate the practice and act of citizenship. These require to understand how the
community members claim the rights – right to participation – or exercise the right – universal human
rights – to have new rights – right to participation –, and to investigate which factors that affect the
outcome of negotiation between actors of citizenship, that are new social or political contracts. These
contracts define the new rights and obligations in term of social and political participation, and how
these are practiced.
The part on the practices and the acts will be divided into three discussions in accordance with the sites
of citizenship. The settlement development is (or can be) funded by, at least, three sources: palm-oil
yield tax, village fund, and (illegal) transactions with political actors. In the first discussion, the
(re)construction of autonomous governments that conduct palm-oil based settlement development
will be examined, along with the role and dynamic of communal work in settlement development. The
dynamic of the community’s participation will be addressed in those two sections: the (re)construction
of autonomous development and the role and dynamic of communal work.
The second discussion investigates the community’s participation in state-fund development, with a
focus on village fund development. According to Law 6/2014 of Villages, village councils and village
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government have to conduct participatory meetings to collect citizen’s aspirations in accordance with
social and cultural circumstances. The community’s struggles to be included in participatory village
development will be elaborated on in this discussion.
The third discussion probes the dynamic of democratic expression of the community through the lens
of the general election. The discussion focuses on how the illegality and clientelistic relations shape the
voting behaviour of the community, and explores the factors that are interrelated and involved in their
changing the behaviours.

7.1

The Sites and The Substances of Citizenship

The site of citizenship is any form of social and political participation. At least three categories of
participation are discussed which are related to settlement development, these are (1) participation in
settlement development by autonomous government, (2) village fund politics and (3) electoral politics.
In fact, the participation in settlement development and village fund politics is similar yet different. The
similarity is the ultimate aim to achieve the development intervention for the settlement. The
differences are the participatory styles, the substances of claims, the actors who are involved, and the
origin of resources for development.
The substances of citizenship differ for each form of participation. These are:
1. In settlement development by autonomous government, the substances are the right to participate
and the right to state and non-state development intervention.
2. In village fund politics, the substance is the right to participate, right to access budget information
and right to village fund-based development in the settlement.
3. In electoral politics, the substance is the right to democratically elect the political candidates.

7.2

The Scales and The Actors of Citizenship

The scales of citizenship are varying from community level to provincial level. First, in settlement
development participation, the actors who are involved are the community, the community leaders,
village officials, outsiders (including local people) and political actors. The scale of this participation
starts at community level and grows larger beyond the community level along with the expansion of
palm-oil business.
Second, in village fund politics, the actors who are involved are the community, the community leaders,
village officials, and Margadadi citizens who live in the main settlement. The scale of this participation
is at village level.
Last, in electoral politics, the actors who are involved are the community, the community leaders,
political actors, and private companies. The scale of this participation is district, provincial and national
level, because elections cover executive and legislative matters from district to national level.
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7.3

The Practices and The Acts of Citizenship

7.3.1. Participation in Settlement Development
Autonomous Government

The absence of state-intervention in developing Kalibata settlement gave birth to two autonomous
governments, namely Badan Royongan Sawit (BRS) and Pengurus Distribusi (PD). BRS is translated as
Palm-Oil Tax Agency and PD is translated as Distribution Agency. These two informal agencies authorize
and regulate the palm-oil plantation activities in accordance with certain rights and duties for its
farmers. In general, BRS taxes palm-oil yield at a rate of IDR 50,000 per ton (or IDR 50 per kg), and PD
charges Toke of IDR 50,000 for the issuance of a distribution letter per trip. The village government
formally acknowledges this letter which is proven by the signature of the Kades and the stamp of the
village government. The letter legitimizes that the yield loaded and transported by Toke’s truck is from
farmers, not from a company’s plantation. Details about the origin, the mechanism, the organizational
structure and the influence on settlement development are elaborated below.
A. History of Establishment and The Dynamic of Its Mechanism

Badan Royongan Sawit (BRS) or Palm-Oil Tax Agency was established in around 2015. However, taxing
palm-oil yield has been conducted since 2011. The idea was initiated when the ex-Kades noticed the
rapid expansion of the harvestable palm-oil plantation. He created a meeting to discuss the possibility
of taxation with the community. The community had no option but to agree due to their dependency
on the ex-Kades. At that moment, the ex-Kades appointed his wife to work as the first and only Toke,
who collects all of yield in Kalibata. Thus, he knew every farmer’s yield and taxed them proportionally.
The money was collected at community scale and mostly used to fund improved accessibility. The
taxation was IDR 50 per kg or IDR 50,000 per ton of yield.
Nevertheless, this mechanism lasted only a few years. The problem occurred when the number of yields
exponentially increased, and could not be fully loaded by the ex-Kades anymore. Pak Diki, the second
Toke, said ‘my yields was not loaded immediately by ex-Kades, so it rotted. I had adequate money, I
decided to buy mini-truck to load my own yields’. Pak Diki argued that he was gossiped about by the exKades and community for only benefitting himself through his act. He added that the other people were
afraid to be Toke because of the authority of the ex-Kades. Being Toke in that day meant competing
with the patron’s business and would likely result in exclusion. For instance, when one becomes a new
Toke (and also their client), the ex-Kades would probably not help him (and them) if any land conflict
occurred. Yet, Pak Diki decided to confront this status quo. His action actually turned into an alternative
for farmers who experienced the same rotted yield. Some of the farmers asked Pak Diki to load their
yield, and starting from this point, his business grew rapidly. In addition, a few years later, the ex-Kades
had family issues: he broke up with his wife. This divorce hampered the ex-Kades’ business. The exKades stopped running the Toke business. His retirement as Toke was a notable moment that saw the
birth of new Tokes. Currently, at least seven Tokes operate the loading and transporting palm-oil yield
in Kalibata.
The utilization of taxation after the divorcement of ex-Kades was under the control of the head of
neighborhood (Ketua RT). Tokes collected the tax and distributed to four Ketua RTs to be utilized. At
that moment, the settlement development was conducted at neighborhood level instead of community
level like what the ex-Kades did before. This mechanism was adjusted as a response of Mas Iyan, a
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Bhabinkamtibmas. Mas Iyan accompanied the Regent (Bupati) when visiting Kalibata settlement. Mas
Iyan noticed that the expanding plantation gave no significant impact to the road development in
Kalibata. He advised that instead of being utilized at neighborhood level, the tax should be collected
and utilized at community level like what the ex-Kades did. Thus, the impact could be more significant.
Because the ex-Kades’ regime has ended, the community created a new autonomous government to
legitimize the taxation and funding scheme in 2015. The agency is officiated by only three people, these
are the head, the secretary and the treasurer. Because the agency taxes outsiders, this condition
enables the outsiders to take part both in its organizational structure and its taxation mechanism.
Currently, the community perceives that the village government has more influence in the agency due
to the higher tax collected.
Pengurus Distribusi (PD) or Distribution Agency was established in 2016/17 because of emerging
conflict with the palm-oil company. The Toke’s truck that loads and transport farmers’ yield passes
through a company’s plantation to reach the palm-oil processing factory where they sell the yield. The
company thought that while the truck passed through the plantation, it stole or loaded the company’s
yield. The company’s harvesters posit the yield on the road side, thus, the company’s mini-truck could
easily load the yield, which the company accused them of doing.
This issue has driven the company to blockade the road that connects the settlement to the factory.
This totally hampered the livelihoods of farmers, either within the community or outsiders. The
community invoked the village government to take action by convening the community representative,
village government and company. The meeting produced two substantial changes, these were the
legitimation of village government for the farmer’s yield and the innovation of the company to mark
their own yield.
A new political authority is required to produce the legitimation over the yield’s origin. Due to the
illegality, instead of village government itself legitimizing the farmer’s yield, the farmer and village
government agreed to establish a new agency, called the Distribution Agency (PD). This agency issues
the transport letter that assure if the palm-oil yield that is loader and transported by Toke is not from
company. Toke (or their truck driver) has to bring and deliver the letter to company’s official at entrance
gate while passing through the company area.
This agency is integrated under the supervision and control of village government, albeit there is no
village regulation that formally legitimizes the establishment. The agency is either a state or non-state
institution, and either formal or informal. It is produced at the intersection of informal and formal
institutions. The agency is only officiated by three people, they are head, the secretary and the
treasurer who are appointed by the village government and local leaders.
B. Current Mechanism of BRS and PD

As previously mentioned, every farmer who has a harvestable palm-oil plantation is taxed IDR 50 per
kilogram or IDR 50,000 per ton. The amount of tax has been discussed and decided since 2011 under
the ex-Kades’ regime and has no further adjustment. In 2011, the plantation in Kalibata produced 60
tons of palm-oil yield and recently Toke estimates that the plantation produces around 500 tons per
month or two rotation. Thus, BRS can collect IDR 25 million per month.
The tax charges in each rotation (rotasi). Rotation is a terminology to define one harvest time period.
There are two rotations in a month. Toke informs his/her clients about the yield collection period,
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including the sequence of whose yield will be collected first; thus, the farmer can schedule harvesting.
This collection period can be 5 to 10 days depending on the amount of yield. In dry season, when there
is no fruit, the collection period is shorter and vice versa. In short, the palm-oil yield will be collected,
loaded and transported by Toke every two weeks, and at the same time the income from those yields
will be taxed.
“The most important actor here is Toke. They note and report the yield and its tax from
each farmer to us. Then they give the tax to us (BRS). Per three rotations, we publish
our financial report for every farmer for transparency.”
Mas Eddi, Kalibata migrant and Secretary of BRS, Open Interview on 6 November 2019

In here we can see that Tokes act as the tax committee that is informally integrated in BRS. Tokes note
and list palm-oil yield that is loaded from the plantation. They calculate the tax that marks the
contribution from each farmer to the development of the settlement. They hand in the income of their
clients (farmers) after being cut for tax. Then, Tokes deliver both the list and the tax to BRS at the end
of the rotation.
Usually every one and half months (or three rotations), BRS publishes their financial report that contains
(1) the yield per each rotation and its total of three rotations, (2) the total income and (3) the tax for
every farmer. BRS copies and distributes as many reports as the number of farmers. Thus, every farmer
can check their yield, income and tax and compare with others. If there is any miscalculation, the farmer
can report and clarify to the BRS and his/her Toke.
“We conduct the taxation ‘fairly’. For instance, Mbok (Grandma) Marsah collect
brondol (palm-oil fruit that falls from its bunches). She collects around 30 kg per
rotation. She does not earn much. I feel sorry (for taxing her) and cannot bear it. But
this is how the system works.”
Mas Eddi, Kalibata migrant and Secretary of BRS, Open Interview on 6 November 2019

Poor people like Mbok Marsah have to experience this style of social justice. Compared to state
regulation of income tax in Law No. 36/2008 of Fourth Amendment of Law No. 7/1983 of Income Tax,
the state taxes the citizen proportionally according to their income. If the citizen’s annual income is
under the threshold, the state would not tax those citizens. The tax gets larger when the income
increases. This social justice model under the state-tax mechanism is not applied in Kalibata. BRS
charges same amount regardless of the farmers’ social class. In the long term, Kalibata’s tax model can
create a wider gap between the poor and the rich.
The tax – both from community’s farmers or outsiders– will be used for settlement development. The
outsiders that I met do not feel burdened. They think the tax is a form of responsibility to the
community who allow them to cultivate the land in Kalibata. Not only paying tax, the outsiders also join
the communal work of road development that is conducted by BRS. I will describe their involvement in
the next part.
Pengurus Distribusi (PD) or Distribution Agency mostly only interacts with Toke. PD issues the transport
letter that guarantees the sources of the transported yield. Toke will ‘buy’ the letter for each trip for
IDR 50,000. The current Kades argued that in a month, he signs at least 70 letters or collects IDR 3.5
million from this transport letter retribution. The Kades and head of PD sign the letter and to enforce
the legitimation, the Kades stamps the letter by using village government stamps. It means that the
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letter is acknowledged by the formal state institution. The truck driver hands in this letter to the
company gate keeper. Yet the letter is considered inadequate by those gate keepers, a truck driver said
‘the letter is just a letter, we have to pay additional money as much as IDR 20,000 to pass through. There
is an officer – boss of the gate keeper – who controls the transport flow’. The truck driver also conveyed
that there are other additional costs to bribe the officials and non-officials while unloading, sorting and
delivering the yield to the processing factory.
The price of palm-oil yield that the farmer receives in Kalibata is a lot cheaper than outside Kalibata
because of the reduction for tax, letter and additional cost for bribing. The difference in price between
in Kalibata and outside could reach IDR 200,000 to 300,000 per ton. However, the outsiders keep
opening plantations in Kalibata due to the affordable land price. They perceive that the reduction in
income per ton of yield is nothing compared with the benefit of low land price.
In conclusion, the most prominent actor in facilitating the operation of the mechanisms of these two
agencies is Tokes. Tokes are integrated in these two informal agencies in everyday tasks from recording
the quantity of yield, calculating tax and collecting tax by cutting it directly from incomes, and delivering
the collected tax to BRS. They are regular ‘customers’ for the letter that is issued by PD. From the lens
of social justice, the local taxation mechanism itself unproportionally burdens the social class, in which
the poor has the same tax ratio with the rich. In addition, all of the costs – tax, transport letter, and
bribing cost – are subtracted from the farmers’ income.
C. Organizational Structures

Both BRS and PD consist of three people who are appointed as the head, secretary and treasurer. One
difference is that the BRS recently could be filled by outsiders while PD could not. PD officials should be
citizens (or citizens-to-be) of Margadadi village because the letter is formally signed by the village
government. Distinct to PD, BRS appoints outsiders as the head and treasurer. Only the secretary role
is officiated by a community member.
There is no regulation that mentions the exact duration of being an official in either agency. As long as
the officials perform well, they can maintain the position. Recently the officials earn a salary of IDR
150,000 per one and half month (three rotations) or per one reporting cycle. The issues related to the
performance of officials are presented below.
“In the past, the officials of BRS were corrupt. They kept the money (tax) and never used
it for settlement development. The gossip spread. The people in the community pushed
local leaders to investigate this issue and to invoke the officials to be replaced and to
return the money. The officials were not punished. The money is gone and so are the
officials.”
Pak Diki, Ex-Kadun IV and Toke, Daily Conversation, on 17 October 2019

The community, particularly the poor, could not push the officials of BRS either to be replaced or to be
punished. In the past, they invoked the local leaders instead of the village government in doing so. They
felt that local leaders have more influence than the village government. However, the local leaders had
no ability to punish the corrupt activities, and it was difficult to make officials return the money. The
problem was mostly resolved amicably as a family since most of officials were part of the community.
When officials did wrong, some left the settlement, and some stayed. The community could not bring
this problem before a formal institution like a police institution because of its relation to illegality, like
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most of the land conflict cases (see chapter 6.3). In short, while the BRS acts as the executing agency
of taxation, the local leaders act as the representatives of the community but with very limited capacity
to judge and punish. Recently, the growing palm-oil business has attracted the village government to
carry out organizational restructuring.
“I do not know why the village government takes over BRS recently. The current head of
BRS is from village X (outsider). Now the Kades chooses the BRS officials, whereas in the
past, it was the local leaders who decided who the officials will be.”
Pak Diki, Ex-Kadun IV and Toke, Daily Conversation, on 17 October 2019

The involvement of the Kades – as representative of the village government – has affected the inclusion
of outsiders in the BRS’ body, which was never done before. He incrementally replaces the roles of local
leaders in shaping agency. This condition creates a longer communication process, because the
community, particularly the powerless, has less communication and interaction with the village officials
which depicts the weak relationship between citizen and state. Therefore, while the issue of BRS occurs,
the local leaders would turn into mediators that deliver the aspirations of the community to the village
officials and let the village government decide.
Mas Eddi – a secretary – argued that the inclusion of outsiders in the agencies’ body is to create more
transparent governance, since the outsiders’ tax is increasing, and the outsiders want their tax to be
utilized appropriately. Their inclusion also aims to enforce and expand the legitimation of BRS to
perform taxation. The involvement of outsiders depicts that BRS is not only constituted of and owned
by the community but also by outsiders. This restructuring also encapsulated the regulation for the
officials’ salaries. This salary is expected to increase the performance of officials to work more
professionally and transparently. On one hand, the salary marks the right of officials and on the other
hand, it pushes the officials to fulfil their obligations or duties.
This restructuring also applies in the PD body. The village officials, Bhabinkamtibmas and Babinsa
decide the people in charge for PD. The community leaders are now being removed from the area of
officials’ election. Fortunately, the positions in PD – head, secretary and treasurer – are filled by the
community until recently.
In conclusion, while the ordinary farmers in the community have to fulfil the same obligations like
paying tax and other retribution costs, they remain with no right to democratically and directly elect
officials in those two agencies. In addition, they have no capability to demote the officials if abuse of
power occurs, such as tax corruption. They delegate and legitimize local leaders as their representatives
to voice concerns over and control the agencies’ performances. The recent involvement of village
government has reformed the body of these agencies by enabling the outsiders to hold positions within
them. The inclusion of outsiders aims to improve the transparency and to enforce and expand its
legitimacy. The inclusion perhaps can build a sense of belonging of outsiders to this agency, particularly
after the occurrence of corruption. Yet, this inclusion creates a wider distance between community and
the agency, because the role of local leaders in shaping the agencies is now being incrementally
replaced by the village government. Thus, in order to reshape the agencies, the community has to
negotiate not only with the local leaders, but also with the village government whose influence has now
penetrated the organizational structure. The rights and duties between parties is politically negotiated
at a certain level – growing from community level to beyond community level – with certain actors –
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from only the community and its local leaders to the involvement of village government, army, police
and indeed outsiders. They are dynamically reproducing the matrices of rights and duties among
parties.
D. The Utilization of Tax and Retribution Fee for Settlement Development: Technocratic Approach vs
Participatory Approach

The tax that is collected will be utilized to fund the settlement development, mostly for improving
accessibility like building roads or a small bridge, while the retribution fee from the transport letter is
used to fund any social and cultural activities in the community. Nevertheless, the community members
could not participate in a formal manner to decide what kind of project will be delivered and in which
location.
“The kind of project and its location will be discussed and decided with local leaders
here, particularly Tokes, because they know which road that should be improved. I
think all would agree with that (the decision).”
Mas Eddi, Kalibata migrant and Secretary of BRS, Open Interview on 22 November
2019

Mas Eddi, as secretary of BRS, conveyed that the decision-making regarding projects lies in the hands
of local leaders, particularly Tokes. Tokes obtain the information regarding the issue of accessibility
from their employees who load and transport the palm-oil yield. Therefore, they fully understand the
most recent accessibility conditions. Because the fund is collected from the palm-oil yield, it primarily
aims to speed the mobility of loaders. This development model resembles the technocratic approach
for development in which the development project is decided, formulated and directed by a few people
called the ‘experts’, in this case the Tokes.
Yet it is not a purely technocratic approach. BRS has never formally involved community members and
outsiders to determine which approach fits. They never confirmed whether the community formally
and consciously delegates their authority to Tokes and other local leaders. They arbitrarily decide to
harness this approach and the leaves community no choice but agree. They argue that this approach
has been implemented for years and requires no adjustment. The dependency of community members
on Tokes makes them abide by the decisions made. If Tokes have issues with accessibility, this
circumstance will affect the community’s (or farmers’) income because Tokes cannot load and transport
their yield.
However, the Tokes’ logic is to decide the project and its location that will give them a maximum profit.
Indeed, there would be a group that would not benefit from this project, particularly farmers who have
plantations relatively far from settlement. BRS charges tax but the farmers see no advantages from the
impact of that tax. One Toke told of how the development outside the settlement remains inadequate.
“In certain conditions, I have to spent my money to build something, particularly in
Umbul area, so that I can take my client’s yield. But some Tokes use ‘my’ road without
my consent. The small bridge that I built there; now it is broken because of them (other
Tokes).”
Pak Diki, Ex-Kadun IV and Toke, Open Interview on 22 November 2019

Because of limited resources, the development by BRS could not reach certain plantations like Umbul
area where relatively juvenile plantations have expanded. Even though the farmers in Umbul regularly
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pay the tax, they do not obtain advantages from it. Tokes like Pak Diki are willing to spend their own
money to improve accessibility in Umbul because of his own motivation to reach his clients’ plantation,
thus, it can maximize his profit. The clients perceive that the kindness of Pak Diki in spending his own
money enables Toke to load their yields. The effort shown by the Toke creates more obedient clients.
In addition, other Tokes’ clients also feel thankful for Pak Diki’s properties like roads or small bridges
that are built in the Umbul area, meaning their plantation could be reached. Almost every decision
made by Pak Diki will be followed his clients and those of others.
In conclusion, all these dependencies constitute the legitimacy of Tokes to perform the technocratic
approach and to decide the orientation of palm-oil based development. These dependencies also
prevent the community from exercising the right to democratically and directly participate in the local
development process. The social circumstances experienced by the community interrelates with the
way the community exercises their rights and fulfill their duties, and the way agencies construct the
rights and duties of their political subjects. This circumstance practically shapes unequal rights and
duties for the community in terms of local development. The duties of the community seem greater
than the rights that they can enjoy.
Communal Work

Gotong Royong (translated as Communal Work) is a voluntarily activity to provide labor for certain
collective actions. The communal work is conducted mostly due to limited resources for funding the
labor force. Thus, the state or governing body initiates its political members to contribute for state
development. The political members comprehend the involvement in communal work as an investment
to build social relationships in which they can benefit in everyday life (Ito, 2017). For instance, when
someone is in need, others would support. In other words, social obligation is applied in the communal
work. Ito (2017) added that the involvement can be caused by customs, culture, habit, expectation,
peer pressure and worldview. This part examines (1) how the communal work is performed for
settlement development in accordance with the autonomous governments that elaborated before, and
(2) why the community members and outsiders are involved in communal work, and to what extent
they perceive the communal work as a social obligation.
a. An Earlier Communal Work

Most of infrastructure and facility development in Kalibata settlement is arranged by community-based
volunteerism. Mas Eko told the story of how communal work was regularly conducted in early
settlement development. The ex-Kades compelled community members, particularly men, to be
involved in the communal work. As an example, the community built the micro-hydro power plant
through communal work in 2006 and a fine of IDR 20,000 was given to those who did not attend.
Community members understood that the power plant could not provide decent electricity for
hundreds of houses, or in other words, only a few families would benefit as project recipients, yet all
decided to come to the event. Mas Eko argued that it is not the fine which put pressure on community
members, instead the feeling of ‘tidak enakan’ (feeling uneasy). Feeling uneasy represents the
insecurity of quality of social bonds between one as member and the community as a whole, primarily
between community members and the ex-Kades and other local leaders whom members depend on in
everyday activities. Their legitimacy regarding community member’s land ownership is one of examples
of such dependencies (see chapter 6.3.1).
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b. BRS and Communal Work

BRS adopts the notion of communal work to cope with the financial resources shortage. BRS utilized
the tax funds to improve the settlement accessibility, particularly the roads which are harnessed to load
and transport the palm-oil yields. The road development event which is conducted by BRS usually takes
two days in the weekend, either Friday and Saturday or Saturday and Sunday. BRS pays laborers only
on the first day and applies full communal work on the second day. The first day aims to create a
channel by digging the soil. This channel is filled by cement on the second day. Before the event, BRS
deploys the information of the upcoming road development event. A group of people could apply to
be paid laborers on the first day and the amount of salary is in accordance with the road length. The
first day event targets people in the community, thus the one-day salary can help the community’s
financial status even though not really significantly.
Conceptually, the mechanism looks sophisticated because the fund collected from the Kalibata
plantation is circulated for the prosperity of the community through this one-day paid work. In fact, the
community members work for ‘free’ for both first day – which is the paid day – and second day – which
is totally communal (unpaid) work. I captured two stories of one-day paid work, by a religious school
group and a youth group. The leaders in the two groups claimed same thing: that the laborer salary is
collected to fund another development sector in Kalibata.
c. Story of The First Day: Paid (or Semi-Communal) Work

The first story came from religious group which is led by Pak Afrizal. He teaches religious activities for
the community’s children in a small wooden building in front of his house. Because the number of
students joining the class was increasing, he conveyed to their parents about the building condition. He
needs carpets so the children can study in a healthy and comfortable ambience. He came up with an
idea to apply the one-day paid work in road development event to fund the carpets and asked the
parents to join, and then he conveyed this intention to BRS. With growing income from plantations, the
parents were actually able to pay for the carpet, yet they preferred to comply with joining the work.
A similar mechanism is also performed by group of youth called Karang Taruna group with Mas Rugi as
the head. He invited all the youth to join one-day paid work. He argued that the salary will be a cash
saving for the group’s activities. One youth member – who also works as Pak Diki’s employee –
responded to this event and said ‘at least we attended albeit gave a small contribution’. He argued that
everyone feels ‘tidak enakan’ or feels uneasy for not joining the event. He feels insecure that he might
be excluded from any youth activities.
d. Story of The Second Day: Total Communal Work

While the first day is paid, the second day is a total communal work. The second day of work usually
lasts for half of the day from 9 o’clock in the morning to 1 o’clock in the afternoon. BRS deploys the
information a few weeks before through word-of-mouth, foremost through the Tokes. Tokes deliver
the information to their clients, at least, when they visit the Tokes’ house to take their income. Thus,
the event is attended not only by community members but also outsiders.
One salient moment of communal work in November is that the event was attended by a state-official,
Mas Iyan, a Bhabinkamtibmas. When he arrived, he ordered everyone to line up, so that he could easily
take photos by phone. He conveyed to everyone that he was ordered by his boss to supervise and
monitor the process of communal work, then he sent the photos as evidence. I asked Pak Diki whether
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Mas Iyan, a Bhabinkamtibmas, regularly supervised and monitored the communal work activities. Pak
Diki argued that Mas Iyan visited this event for the first time because Mas Iyan is now opening a
plantation and starting business as a new Toke. Pak Diki added that Mas Iyan now regularly visits the
settlement to promote himself as Toke, so that he achieves new clients for his Toke business.
A community elder said to me that he found many unfamiliar faces. It represented the fact that many
outsiders joined the event. An outsider told me that he had barely opened his plantation and it was still
not harvestable yet. Still, he was determined to come. I observed that he deployed the information
regarding his plantation – the location, area and status – to everyone whom he had a conversation
with. The involvement in the communal event by BRS is counted as a way for newcomers to be included
as political members. To obtain the legitimation over land ownership is to fulfil the obligation of being
involved in this event, in addition to the tax obligation of palm-oil yields. Through paying the tax and
involvement in communal works, the outsiders attempt to obtain the social recognition to enforce the
legitimation over land ownership.
The first communal work which I observed was aimed at building a climbing road around 70-80 meters
in RT-03. It was done by hundreds of farmers, from the community and outside. Reflecting on efficiency,
the work seemed inefficient. Half of the people were working seriously while the other half were only
attending the event and not doing anything useful. The attendance is considered by community as the
lowest commitment and contribution to group.
e. Communal Work, Social Obligations and Social Securities

The communal work has different social and cultural influences on the life of outsiders and community
members. The involvement in communal works gives heavier pressure and more meaning to the
everyday lives of community members than on outsiders. This is because the community frequently
interacts with the members of political authorities that operate BRS in everyday life beyond the
plantation business. The community experiences broader aspects of life in relation to political authority
than the outsiders do, for example financial, health, education, etc.
For outsiders, the communal work which is performed by BRS is an arena to show the commitment to
political authority and community in order to obtain recognition. It is not BRS that legitimates the
ownership status; instead it is the community and its political authority, which consists of state and
non-state actors. However, paying tax is merely considered by outsiders as an investment in improving
accessibility for their plantation. The involvement in communal work is more prominent than just
paying the tax to enforce the legitimacy over land ownership, because paying tax can be done even by
ordinary poor and landless woman like Mbok Marsah, as in the aforementioned story. Thus, outsiders
have to show their commitment both by paying tax and through their involvement in communal work.
For community members, the communal work by BRS is the manifestation of social obligations and
social securities. The members or committees of political authority that engineer the communal work
are those who community members interact with and depend on in everyday life. Community members
benefit not only from the committee’s legitimacy over land status but also in other broader aspects of
everyday life. If any community member has another agenda on the same day of communal work, they
will report to the BRS and other committees.
For instance, in the financial aspect, Tokes – as one of the committees of political authority – also
provide debt to their clients in need to keep them in their business circles. The clients can repay the
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debt through a regular deduction from their yield’s income. Because of the defects in or absence of
formal citizenship, the clients could not acquire debt from formal institutions like a bank or microcredit
institution.
Another instance is from Pak Afrizal, a respected religious leader whom the secretary of BRS takes
advice from. Pak Afrizal regularly helps community members to resolve the issues, like land conflict,
health, education and even criminality. In the case of criminality, he helped youths in the community
which had problems with police officers because of criminal activities. The fathers of the youth asked
Pak Afrizal to negotiate with the police officers and succeed. Tokes and other local leaders like Pak
Afrizal are committees of political authorities that compel the community members to be involved in
communal works and they can enforce legitimacy over land ownership.
In summary, communal work is a social obligation that the community has to pay off to maintain their
relationship with the committee (local leaders) and generate reciprocity in terms of everyday
assistance. In addition, the involvement in communal work is a measure to obtain social security in
many aspects of the community’s everyday circumstances, like in cases of finance and criminality
described above.
Conclusion

The absence of state (or statutory) institutions in illegal land, the shift in village regime and the conflict
with the palm-oil company have induced the creativity of local leaders and community members in
producing two autonomous governments in order to provide funding for settlement development. The
production of these agencies creates and renews political subjects and formulates a new social contract
between the agencies and its political members. The informal institution – community leaders, village
and other state officials – influences the formulation on social contracts between these agencies and
its political members, and shapes the mechanisms of operation of these agencies.
The agencies obligate its political members to pay tax and retribution fees that will be utilized for
settlement development. The agencies do not limit the political subject to only farmers from the
community. They extended the term of the political subject to any farmer who has a palm-oil plantation
in Kalibata, be it a community members or outsider. The inclusion of outsiders in the agency’s body as
a product of the new village regime is also considered as a strategy to embrace the sense of belonging
of outsiders to the agency. The more farmers involved as political members, the stronger the
recognition of the agencies. Besides the tax and retribution fee, the agencies obligate their members
to be involved in communal work for settlement development, particularly the improvement of
accessibility like roads and bridges that support palm-oil transportation.
On paper, by fulfilling the obligation, the political members can obtain the right to better accessibility.
However, this fulfilment creates more meaning beyond accessibility. The legitimacy over land status is
the most prominent rationale for why the members pay tax and join communal work. The agencies do
not legitimize the land ownership, instead, the informal institution does. Involvement in communal
work gives different meanings for community members and outsiders. For a community member, this
involvement interrelates with other everyday aspects that are influenced by the members of political
authority, not only limited to the land ownership. It also ties in with broader social securities like
finances, health, education etc. Subsequently, the dependencies on political authority in everyday life
determine the extent of meaning and impact of fulfilling the obligations for its political members.
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In terms of participation in settlement development, the (ordinary) political members, particularly the
community, could not formally participate to decide the officials of the agencies and the upcoming
project. Every decision is in the hands of the informal institutions. Thus, the community should convey
their thoughts to the informal institution about any aspirations regarding the agencies and upcoming
development project. In fact, the community could not influence the decision at all, the only choice is
to abide, because the community depends on members of the informal institution to secure their
livelihood in everyday life. The clientelistic relationship prevents the community (and other political
members) from voicing their aspirations regarding the settlement development and the agencies’
organization.
The social norms on clientelism in Kalibata have formulated additional the rights and obligations for the
community members, as a complement to the political contracts that have been decreed by two
agencies (BPD and PD). Here we can see that the contracts are not always as product of consensus or
mutual agreement from all community members. The social norms (or power of norms) have influence
on formulating the contracts – the rights and obligations. The everyday personal relationship between
community members and members of the informal institution produces a different meaning of
fulfilment of obligations. This relationship also obstructs the willingness of the community to be actively
involved in determining settlement development. Being a Kalibata citizen implicitly means becoming a
political member of these agencies with its intertwined rights and obligations as a Kalibata citizen and
member of these agencies.
7.3.2. Participation in Village Fund Politics

This sub-chapter examines the how the community is struggling to participate in participatory village
development and to demand the village fund to address settlement development. As mandate of Law
6/2014 on Villages, the constitution is now giving the authority for village government to govern
themselves. As an implication, the central government has to decentralize fiscal matters to village
government level. Since 2015, the central government decentralizes the fiscal to all villages which is
called village fund, and to utilize these they must conduct participatory village development to obtain
the aspirations from village citizens regarding the orientation of village development. The village
government can conduct a participatory model in accordance with local culture.
The Relationship amongst Village Council, Village Government and Community

According to Indonesian Law 6/2014 on Villages, the Village Council (VC) or Badan Permusyawaratan
Desa (BPD) is a village legislative institution that is responsible for: discussing and legislating village
regulations with the village government; capturing and delivering village citizens’ aspirations; and
supervising and controlling village government performance. The committee is democratically elected
every six years to represent each region. The number of committees is always an odd number from 5
to 9 people, depending on the village population size.
Margadadi’s BPD is officiated by 5 people and headed by local people. The relationship between the
three locals and two Javanese in the BPD, and between BRD and the village government is not as
harmonious as many people say. The head of the BPD rarely joins the formal village meetings and its
vice – a Javanese person – mostly replaces him in any village meeting32. Local elders argue that the
32

Open Interview with vice BPD on 1 December 2019
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village government never invites the BPD to collectively formulate the village program and budget33.
The government only deploys the information to BPD when the program and budget has been settled.
Therefore, head BPD decides not to be involved in any village meeting as an act of confronting the
village government. In addition, the other 3 BPD officials, as the elders conveyed, are only joining
meetings without performing their roles.
Under the law, BPD has authority to reject the proposed program and budget made by the village
government. Yet, due to everyday dependencies, the village government is way too powerful for the
BPD to challenge. For instance, a BPD official is the wife of a village government official, and thus in line
with the culture of patriarchy, in which a woman (wife) has to abide by a man (husband) in the family,
the village governance context is affected. The lack of commitment of BPD officials causes weak BPD
governance. It can be seen by their absence in any village meeting and by their incapability to criticize
the village government. The issues within BPD, and between BPD and the village government, hamper
the attempt of the community to convey their aspirations regarding the settlement development.
In the case of the community’s aspirations, the vice of the BPD admitted that BPD has never invited the
community to attend participatory village development or any formal village meeting. He argued that
the distance to Kalibata settlement underlies the decision not to include the community in the meeting.
In fact, to reach Kalibata settlement from the main settlement takes only 15-30 minutes. The
community leaders also argued that they do not mind about the distance to join the meeting. They
added that even though they know about the village meeting, they do not attend due to the absence
of formal and informal invitations.
The community receives inadequate information about the amount of funding, the mechanism and the
list of village projects. Sekdes claims that the community can find the information themselves by asking
the officials or by looking at the village information board34. However, the community is afraid of asking
because they think the budget is sensitive information and asking about the budget represents distrust
in the officials. The community is afraid that due to this distrust, the officials will blacklist community
members that ask, affecting their ability to obtain other state services like social welfare programs.
Thus, the community – particularly community leaders – prefers to keep silent. Moreover, the
information board mentioned by Sekdes only shows very general information about funding allocation.
There is no information about how much money and what programs are delivered for Kalibata
settlement development.
In conclusion, incapability of BPD to optimally perform the tasks according to law is interrelated with
the personal relationships between the BPD officials and village government officials and the lack of
commitment of its officials for formal or informally inviting the community member to join any village
meeting. Because of these, the community could not exercise the right to participate in participatory
village development. In addition, the dependency of the community on the village government in terms
of everyday state services obstructs the struggle of the community to obtain information regarding the
village development.

33
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Open Interview with ex-Sekdes on 5 December 2019
Open Interview with Sekdes on 29 November 2019
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Village Fund, Illegality and Exclusion

The village fund presents significant impacts for village development, particularly in infrastructure
development in the main settlement. The community notices that the development in the main
settlement is being accelerated and leaves Kalibata behind. I was invited by community members to
see the distribution process of a social welfare program called PKH (Conditional Cash Transfer) and
BPNT (Non-Cash Food Assistance) in the core settlement35. They gave me a ride on a motorbike. One
of them said ‘The road here is like toll, so smooth. Not like what we have in Kalibata’. Another added ‘It
(the asphalt) is indeed very thick’. They also understood that the increase in village funds for Margadadi
village have arisen because the community members have been formally registered as Margadadi
village citizens, with more citizen meaning more funding from the central government. The
conversation of comparing development between the main settlement and Kalibata can be seen as a
way in which the community tries to claim their rights. They hope that this conversation can reach the
ears of the village government.
As aforementioned, village officials claim that the illegal land status prevents the allocation of village
funds for Kalibata development. The community more or less comprehends the relation between
illegality and the village fund. Yet, they keep struggling to claim the right either to participate or to gain
access to the fund. In a religious meeting, Pak Afrizal opened discussion about village development
including the absence of village funds for Kalibata settlement. I captured conversations:
“As you – pointing to me – can see here, for me myself, I do not care whether the
village fund can be delivered here. As long as we are not evicted. It is more than
enough.”
Mas Eddi, Kalibata migrant and Secretary of BRS, Informal Discussion on 19 October
2019
“I disagree, we have to ask for our right. The money (village fund) gets higher due to
our presence. If our land is illegal, at least they (village officials) think about us and
share the money in whatever way it is.”
Elder, Kalibata migrant and Community Leader, Informal Discussion on 19 October
2019
“I have to wait patiently, do not make noise. If our land is blown up again because of
land conflict, we are done.”
Pak Afrizal, Kalibata migrant and Religious Leader, Informal Discussion on 19 October
2019

The difference in perception regarding claiming village funds between youth and elders can be seen in
the conversation above. Elders emphasized the right of the community to village funds for the
settlement while the youth preferred not to confront village government about the right to village
funds, as long as they can generate income in the illegal land. Peacefully living in Kalibata for youths
goes deeper than having the right to village funds, because the community members can rely on other
funding like palm-oil based development. Pak Afrizal supported this argument. He argued that the
community members have to be more patient about the village funding, because he considers that the
community remains dependent on the village government, particularly when striving to obtain formal
35

Observation of Social Welfare Programs on 17 October 2019
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property right. Currently, the village government is struggling to claim formal property rights through
agrarian reform and spatial planning revision as a medium for land conversion (see chapter 6.3.2). If
the community demands too much from the village government, they are afraid that the government
will relinquish all attempts to formalization.
The village government, in the local leaders’ perspective, has offered an implicit negotiation to
community members in order to choose between claiming the right to village funds or claiming formal
property rights. Since formal property right is counted as more urgent, the community members give
up the wish to receive village funds. The dependency on the village government has driven the
community to prioritize one right after another in the negotiation. Having formal citizenship does not
mean that the community could claim the right to anything as stated in the Law. Instead, the local
politics adjusts to what extent the community can claim the right to anything they deserve.
On same day, one of local leaders argued:
‘If village government is really serious about the development in Kalibata, he (Kades)
could find any (illegal) ways. For instance, if he buys 10 sacks of cement to build a
road. Just give us 1 or 2 sacks. It is not so noticeable that the quality of the road
decreases because of the loss of one sack’.
Pak DIki, Ex-Kadun IV and Toke, Daily Conversation on 19 October 2019

Despite the dependency, the elders and community leaders invoked the village government to look for
another (illegal) method to deliver the funds in Kalibata settlement, because they felt that the Kalibata
population gives a significant increase to village funds for Margadadi village; as of 2019, around 55-65%
of the Margadadi population lives in Kalibata. They understand that the village government could
manipulate the expenditure mechanism, like doing a little financial fraud. For instance, the village
government can reduce the quantity and quality of infrastructure development in the main settlement
by giving a certain amount of materials for Kalibata development. A little quality reduction would not
be significantly noticeable by common people. In addition, the community members would also ensure
that the little fraud does not get out. They consider that the village government has never intended to
distribute the fund at all. The village government always emphasized the same claim about illegality
over and over without contending to seek any (illegal) option.
‘I know a village that experiences same case (with Kalibata). But they (the village
government) still deliver the (village fund) program. It depends on the willingness of its
government. If the officials feel that the community members are their citizens, they
will struggle to deliver the program.’
Chairman of AMAN in Province X, Open Interview on 4 November 2019

The chairman accentuated a similar argument. Having formal citizenship does not imply a certain group
is automatically included as a political member (village citizen) with full enjoyment of rights. The salient
actors – in this case are village officials – politically decide to what extent the new political members
could enjoy certain rights and to what extent the political authority should fulfil their obligations to
those new members.
In order to cope with these exclusions, one local leader proposed a solution:
“I wish youth here would join village council to voice our inspiration next year (2020).
Moreover, most of us already have KTP (Identity Card) that mark us as formal village
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citizens. Therefore, we can vote for both village government and council. Even though
the council is not directly elected by us, at least we – the community members - can
legally apply to be on the committee now.”
Pak Diki, Ex-Kadun IV and Toke, Daily Conversation on 4 December 2019

One local leader conveyed that the youths have to learn how to influence the village development
program by sitting as BPD officials. Furthermore, most community members now are formally
acknowledged as citizens. Positing community members in the body of BPD can raise hope to voice the
community’s aspirations. He added that to claim the right to village funds (and other state
development) is to be politically active in the state institution. He argued that the one who will be a
BPD official can be a representative of the community and can make the identity of the community
more politically visible in the state-development negotiation.
In addition, the village fund can be used not only for infrastructure development but also for citizen
empowerment. The village government can conduct training for citizens about enterprise, information
technology, healthy living ways, etc. Through this empowerment project, the village government can
invite the community to collectively benefit from the village fund. Yet, the empowerment project
currently only targets those who live in the main settlement. The community – as I observed – has
inadequate knowledge about the utilization of village funds for empowerment. Therefore, the focus of
the claim by the community is only about the infrastructure development. Returning to the first claim,
the village government has no intention to share the fund with the community as new political
members. It can be seen that the village government delivers inadequate amounts of knowledge and
information to the community about the village fund and empowerment project.
In conclusion, even though the law prohibits the delivery of state funds in illegal land, the negotiation
between actors can change the interpretation of these law, enabling the breaking of the rules. The
dependency of the community on the village government has made the community prioritize which
rights they want to be enjoyed the most as a result of negotiation. The different perception between
youths and elders diminishes the quality of their claims because there is no unity in the community.
The community claims (or plans to claim) the right to village fund by having offensive conversations,
proposing illegal mechanisms and preparing to posit representative(s) in the village council. Positing a
representative will elevate the identity of the community under formal state negotiation.
To Claim is To Compare: Village Fund vs Other State-Fund Developments

Having offensive or satire conversation, proposing fraud and positing a representative in the BPS are
acts to claim the right to participate and to access the village fund. Another such act is to compare the
village fund to other state-fund developments. Since the rupture was made by the media in 2017, one
by one state developments have been delivered to Kalibata. The most salient interventions are social
welfare programs – PKH and BPNT – and solar cells. The social welfare program is a project by the
Ministry of Social Affairs and the solar cells are part of a project by the Ministry of Energy and Mineral
Resources.
“I pointed my finger to him when he was here last year. I said directly in front of him
that our community is like step-children, is not prioritized, because of the absence of
state intervention. I know that the village has more money because of us. I also ask
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why PKH can be delivered here, but the village fund cannot.”
Mas Dedi, Kalibata Migrant, Daily Conversation on 23 October 2019
“Since 2015 when the village fund was started, as far I know, there were no
community members who joined participatory village development. The reason is
because the village fund cannot be allocated in Limited Forest Production. It is
questionable, because other state programs like PKH (Conditional Cash Transfer),
BPNT (Non-Cash Food Assistance) and PLTS (Solar Cell Power Plant) can be delivered. It
is strange.”
Pak Diki, Ex-Kadun IV and Toke, Daily Conversation on 19 October 2019

The quotes above represent the way the community claims the right to village funds by comparing how
the law can be differently translated by different tiers of government. The community frequently ask
this question to village officials in informal ways like when meeting officials at plantations or social
meetings. At national level, the central government can deliver their projects to illegal land. At village
level, the village government prefers to abide by the law. Yet, the village government is supported to
deliver central government projects by allowing the community to be project recipients.
“In the past, it was difficult to apply for a family card for community members because
of the land status. This similarly applied to physical development (like road, bridge,
irrigation, etc.) by the state- fund (including the village fund). We cannot allocate it.
Only non-physical development (like PKH and BPNT) can be allocated. It is indeed
because of humanity”
Sekdes, Open Interview on 12 December 2019

Sekdes considers that the social welfare programs and solar cell project can be received by the
community because of the kindness of state officials. He does not comprehend it as his obligation as a
state-official to deliver the state service to its citizens. Yet, he tries to personalize the right of its citizens,
thus, the citizen conceives that their right can be enjoyed because of the presence of certain state
officials. Berenschot and Klinken (2018) argued that this style of argumentation has been implemented
since the new order regime. The state officials act as a father for their citizen which means that the
father can oblige its citizen to do something without asking much about their rights.
In conclusion, the law can be interrelated differently at different tiers of the executing agencies. The
community considers that the higher the level, the more flexible the law can be for interpretation. By
comparing these different levels of state-projects, the community builds claim to their right to the
village fund. However, village officials emphasize that the enjoyment of community’s right is influenced
by the kindness of state officials. This personalization of rights has cultivated the conception of right
and obligation between the community and state, which is that the full enjoyment of rights and
obligations depends on the personal relation with officials that run the body of the state institution.
Conclusion

Having formal citizenship as village citizenship is inadequate to be involved in village fund politics and
other village development politics. The community’s dependency on village officials, particularly
regarding formalization of property rights, restricts the community from voicing out of loud their claim
to the right to participate and to the village fund. The struggle of village officials to achieve land
formalization for the community is paid for by losing the set of rights to the village fund. The common
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practices of citizenship are making offensive or satire conversation, comparing the village fund with
other state funds, and proposing the idea of ‘little’ fraud. The autonomous government (chapter 7.3.1)
is considered as a practice of citizenship to counter the absence of village fund politics. After having
formal citizenship, the community is planning to posit one representative in the body of the village
council. Thus, it opens the chance for the community to voice their aspirations and to be involved in
any participatory meeting. The extent to which the community claims the right to participate in village
fund politics is interrelated with and adjusted by local politics. The local actors use the illegality as a
basis of argumentation for not including the community. The lack of knowledge and experience of the
community about the village fund mechanism also contributes to the claim that is made. The
community focuses more on physical developments like roads, bridges and clean water which are
prohibited under the law. With adequate knowledge, the community could ask to participate in
empowerment projects like enterprise training.
7.3.3. Participation in Electoral Politics
Clientelism and General Election

Due to their illegality and low economic status, the community members had to rely on either state or
non-state actors to secure their livelihoods and maintain their existence. This encompasses almost
every aspect of community members’ daily lives, like formal citizenship (see chapter 5), property rights
(see chapter 6) and access to financial support, health and education, and other state-services. Building
clientelistic relations preserves the existence of the community under current predicaments,
particularly the external force of expansion of illegal palm-oil plantations and of facing settlement
eviction either by state actors like the Department of Forestry, or private entities like coal mining
companies.
The brokerage service imposes the community as clients to fulfil their social obligations. The common
social obligation in the settlement happens during general elections. The patrons who consist of the
brokers – ex-Kades, Tokes, youth leaders, religious leaders, elders – mobilize the voting behavior. The
patrons, mostly the ex-Kades, arranged the political contract with the political candidates and their
campaign team. The formalization of property rights is considered as a main concern for patrons and
clients. Thus, any political actor who is able to pledge formalization is one who will likely obtain political
support.
Furthermore, the private sectors – two coal mining companies that hold exploration permits – are
rallying behind the political actors (see chapter 6.3.2 of Artificial Resistance). They provide resources
that enable the political campaign team to convince the community to join forces. One company’s
owner, Mr. Beard, built intense communication with the community by regularly visiting and supporting
funds for settlement development. His company holds concessions for coal exploration for an area of
more than thousand hectares in the state-forest, including in Kalibata. He is affiliated with one political
candidate and promised to community members that his company would not evict the settlement. If
so, the compensation, as he pledged, will be given relatively similar to prevailing land prices. The
community said that the existing coal mining company which has been active near the settlement gave
as much as IDR 1-2 billion in compensation for one-hectare of land. This negotiation convinces the
community to accept the political actors and the company that works with them.
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In conclusion, the brokers – in terms of local brokers – get their clients to fulfil social obligations through
the service which the clients have received. The brokers act as representatives of the community and
as political mediators. They communicate and bargain with the political actors and other actors that
are rallying behind. In addition, living in illegality leaves no space for local brokers to bargain higher.
They – including the community – are trapped by the threat of eviction. The illegality extends the
network of clientelistic relationships. At the community level, the brokers act as the patrons, and
community members act as clients. Yet, beyond community (or village) level, the brokers are merely
clients of higher political actors who can evict the community and broker from the state-forest at any
time. While the clientelism is already shrinking the democratic expression of the community in the
general election, the illegality exacerbates the expression of the right to democratically vote. Enjoying
the right to vote in the general election in illegality brings no enjoyment since the body and mind of the
voter are engineered by the patrons.
The Dynamic of Vote Buying Practices (Money Politics)

Vote buying (or money politics) practices have been implemented since the settlement was first
established. The local leaders formulated political contracts with the political actors and their campaign
team to ultimately formalize the property right through land status conversion from state-forest land
to other land use (see chapter 5.3.2 and 6.3.2).
“I received IDR 25 million from the Regent (regarding the mobilization for vote buying
practices). Instead, their campaign team asked for the money back. I did not utilize the
money for anything yet.”
Mas Eko, ex-Head of Primary School in Kalibata, Daily Conversation on 20 November
2019

The political candidate and its campaign team utilize the role of local leaders like Mas Eko to mobilize
political support. They understand that the local leaders like Mas Eko grasp the voting behavior of their
clients (community members) since their clients depend on them in everyday life. Mas Eko is a youth
leader; a respectable figure; one who fought to provide a formal recognized primary school. He helped
the children without formal citizenship to enjoy the right to formal education. He harnessed social and
political networks to ensure that the children who had no birth certificate could study and participate
in the national examination. Thus, the community members consider paying him off by abiding by his
instruction in almost all everyday activities, including in the general election. Mas Eko is only one of
many figures whom the community members depend on. Even though there are a lot of local leaders
in settlement, the ex-Kades stood up above all of them in terms of patronage, because, he is considered
as founder of the settlement and the jury for all cases.
The community yielded many benefits from political transactions for settlement development. In the
past, the ex-Kades told that he utilized the money from political transactions to build the road behind
the school. Another example is conveyed by Mas Eko.
‘In 2018, we built the new school classroom. The son of Regent (via his foundation)
gave us IDR 50 million. In total, it required IDR 88 million. The rest came from
community member’s charity, palm-oil tax and other sources. Actually IDR 50 million
was adequate. But because the other people like head of neighborhood and school
committee asked for IDR 1-5 million per person on average, that was why the fund was
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inadequate. Furthermore, they faked the payment receipt.’
Mas Eko, ex-Head of Primary School in Kalibata, Daily Conversation on 20 November
2019

Mas Eko was entrusted by political actors to conduct the new school building project. A son of the
Regent – now in Parliament – funded the building through his foundation. According to law, both
individuals and groups are prohibited from building in state-forest land without state-permit. Yet, the
son of the regent – a political and now state actor – uses his authority to disobey the law by claiming
he is doing it under the name of humanity. In fact, he aimed to mobilize the political support to choose
him in 2019. In addition, it was the impact of the media that nationally broadcasted the poor education
service in the settlement in 2017 (see chapter 5.3.2). He took the opportunity of the media to create
the image of a trusted politician who has moral values and responds immediately. Pak Diki in another
opportunity argued that the son of the Regent regards the community members as fellow citizens like
others. Once when the son of the Regent married, he and his father invited all community members to
the wedding party. The community felt happy for being acknowledged by a higher authority. Another
factor that influences this harmonious connection between the Regent and community is that the
Regent is an uncle of one local leader. Subsequently, not only the money, but also the feelings of
inclusion and personal connection have enforced the sense of obligation to succeed political
mobilization for certain political actors.
In the past, the voting was mobilized for certain political actors or political parties. The ex-Kades
conveyed that almost 100% of the vote went to one actor or one political party. Yet, this voting behavior
is changing due to a set of factors.
“In terms of direct election, since 2015 the “all vote for one” started to break apart.
There was “dawn attack” around IDR 200 thousand per people. We supported the exRegent to be the governor candidate. He promised to the ex-Kades to formalize the
settlement, but it did not happen. Not only the executive, but also the legislative, like
Mr. A from Rainbow Political Party. The ex-Regent gave the ex-Kades money of IDR 10
million, yet the ex-Kades returned it all. He rejected it due to a personal issue. Thus, the
ex-Kades mobilized the vote for another governor candidate, Mr. R. Unfortunately, Mr.
R (won election but he) was sentenced to jail because of corruption cases. In addition,
because he and his vice are from the southern part, they prioritize the development in
the south. Our settlement in the north is being forgotten.”
Pak Diki, Ex-Kadun IV and Toke, Daily Conversation on 23 November 2019

The term of Dawn Attack or Serangan Fajar refers to the illegal activity of political mobilization in which
certain groups of people – a campaign team – give money to voters in the very early morning (Fajar)
before the voter goes to the polling station in order to vote for a certain political candidate or political
party. In here we can see that one political party has built a political contract with the local leaders, yet,
the local leader argued that due to dawn attack by another campaign team, the community chose
another political actor and political party. The quote above also mentioned about the personal issue of
a local leader with a political actor that hampered the hopes of the community to obtain formalization.
It revealed the inability of community members and other local leaders to be involved in determining
their political patron because of the ex-Kades. They – community members and other local leaders –
agreed that it was the very personal decision the of ex-Kades that has brought them into disaster of
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gaining nothing. Furthermore, the sense of belonging of political actors influences how they distribute
the state-resources.
The community themselves consider money politics or vote buying practices as common activities
during direct or general elections. Following the instruction of the patrons to choose certain political
candidates or political parties is a social obligation that the community members as clients have to fulfil
in order to secure daily living circumstances.
The changing behavior can be seen through the fact that the leaders are not able to invoke all of their
clients to perform ‘all vote for one’ anymore. Instead of understanding this behavior as the impact of
dawn attacks, we should comprehend the changing behavior as the starting point of independencies.
A lot of factors influence this changing behavior including the formal citizenship, the proliferating
number of Tokes and the increase in income, and the recent infrastructure development that will be
discussed in another part of this chapter.
Despite its defects, having formal citizenship has built the confidence of community members to
interact with state officials and other formal institutions like banks to apply for accounts and the Police
Station to apply for driving licenses. This familiarizes the community with direct state-citizen
relationships. Having formal citizenship also connects the community to broader (and perhaps
accessible) state services, like social welfare, education and health services. It enables the community
to obtain national health insurance. Still, the community has to learn how the mechanism works in
order to utilize it. Subsequently, this cuts out the brokerage practices that have been implemented for
years.
The plantation expansion has attracted many rich people to provide intermediary services, or in other
words, to be a Toke. Four out of seven Tokes are living outside the settlement. A youth community
member said ‘I have an aunty who is a Toke, but my family does not give my yield to her. Instead to Pak
Diki. Price might be a consideration to choose Toke, but the accessibility to have a debt I think more
important. He is also kind to us’. Most Tokes offer similar services outside loading and transporting
yields: They provide financial support like loan or debt. A lot of community members build relations
with more than one Toke. Half of their yield is taken by a Toke who lives in the settlement and the other
half is taken by an outsider Toke. The community members take advantage from the growing number
of Tokes. Thus, they can compare the price and can adjust the fulfilment of social obligations from one
Toke without having serious concerns of losing their livelihood.
The expansion of harvestable plantations and diverse livelihood options like working as laborers
increases the income of community members. Even though it remains hard to be in same social class
with rich people, at least the strengthened financial aspects of their lives has made the community
members less dependent upon patrons who usually provide debt services. They also directly bribe the
village officials, while in the past the brokers facilitated this. One community member said that he went
to the village office by himself to apply for a birth certificate and family card36. He bribed the official,
paying at least IDR 200,000 for a birth certificate and IDR 70,000 for a family card. It is the village
government officials themselves that determine this prevailing illegal tariff.

36

Daily Conversation on 17 October 2019
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Having formal citizenship only could not remove dependencies. All these factors are actually
intertwined with each other; this enables people to reproduce and reconstruct new citizenship with a
new social contract of rights and obligations embedded. They are now equipped with adequate
knowledge and experience of bureaucratic mechanisms, an established financial independence and a
broader social and political network.
In conclusion, illegality and clientelism vernacularize the citizenship through the dynamic of local
politics. The actors who shape the typical citizenship in illegal land are the local leaders, local politicians
and private sector actors who have an interest in the settlement. These actors negotiate to reach their
own objectives from formalization of property rights, maintaining existence in state bodies and running
businesses. The (local) broker here acts as a representative of the community who decides which actor
that the community should politically support. The common practice of right to participate in elections
is vote buying or money politics. The practice produces the idea of encountering illegality – in terms of
land – with another illegality – in terms of vote buying. The factors that influence the change in practices
of vote buying are total interaction of the reduction of the settlement’s isolation, the better income,
the broader social and political network, and indeed the formal citizenship. These interrelated factors
reduce the dependency on brokers or local leaders. Thus, the community members are able to enjoy
the right to democratically vote in the general election.

7.4

Recent Development and Conclusion

Recent Development

This part briefly elaborates on the impact of improved accessibility of the settlement on voting
behaviour which was previously mentioned in the part on “The Dynamic of Vote Buying Practices
(Money Politics)”. As stated above, the factor that influences changing voting behaviour beside the
dawn attack, formal citizenship, number of Tokes, and a better livelihood is the recent infrastructure
development. The improvement of accessibility is marked by the presence of boat transport that breaks
the settlement’s isolation. The transport from Kalibata settlement to the main settlement only takes
20-30 minutes, while in the past it could take 2-3 hours because the community had to take a longer
route through company plantation. The ease of access improves mobility in and out of the settlement.
It enables the community to build social and perhaps political networks with outsiders, either state or
non-state actors. This ease of mobility also accelerates ‘foreign’ investment regarding the expansion of
plantations. Thus, the community members perceive that they have options to develop a livelihood
that not only depends on their own plantation, but also could involve working as laborers for outsiders.
Having various livelihood options might reduce their dependency on the patrons.
Conclusion

This chapter depicted the community’s struggle to be included in social and political participation in
terms of settlement development. Three sites of citizenship were explored: participatory settlement
development by autonomous government at community level; participatory village development by
state institutions at village level; and general election or electoral politics at district to national level.
The claim is addressed not only to statutory institution like the village government, but also to nonstatutory institutions like autonomous government, corporations and local politicians. The community
claim to enjoy their democratic rights through inclusion in the social and political participation, and
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through the way in which this participation can invoke the political authorities to deliver its resources
for settlement development.
The prominent factor that diminishes the quality of citizenship is dependency (or clientelistic
relationship), either on members of political authorities, or figures that are enforcing the legitimation
of those political authorities. The clientelism creates asymmetric contracts of rights and obligations
which forces the community to fulfil additional obligations under prevailing social norms in order to
enjoy equal rights. The dependency on (what we call) a patron influences the extent to which the
community can participate in voicing their aspirations. Community members have to maintain their
relationship with patrons by abiding by their orders in order to achieve certain services like the everyday
financial support from Tokes, the legitimation over property rights by local leaders, the everyday state
services from village officials, or the protection from eviction from political actors.
The silence and obedience displayed are forms of negotiation by community members in their social
and political participation under clientelistic relationships. Abiding by the patrons will might reduce the
quality of democratic rights. For the community, the election is regarded as a collective action rather
than individual expression since it is engineered and mobilized by patrons. Almost every orientation of
settlement development is in the hand of patrons. They formulate what additional obligations that the
community has to fulfil.
For people who live in illegality, they might experience a low quality of citizenship since they have to
maintain their existence through dependency and clientelistic relationships. This dependency and
clientelistic relationship produces asymmetric rights and obligations for citizens which are also clients.
They have to actively negotiate with local actors or local politicians in order to enjoy their rights. Thus,
the citizenship is not limited to the interaction between citizen and state, but also involves other actors
that are involved in the contract-making process.
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Chapter 8
Discussion and Conclusion

This research has shown the local intricacies of the everyday citizenship of migrants (or non-sponsored
transmigrants) who resettle in state-forest land whom the state-law and regulations categorize as illegal
inhabitants. The notion of citizenship in this research is scrutinized beyond the formal citizenship and
beyond the static citizen-state relation. Because the study aims to capture the everyday citizenship that
covers a broad range of daily aspects, it requires a robust framework that applies to all discussed
aspects. Thus, the facets of citizenship by Isin (2002) are used as a framework to investigate the
construction of everyday citizenship in many aspects from formal citizenship, property rights to land,
to social and political participation. The facets encompass the sites, the substances, the actors, the
scales, and the practices and acts.
The Sites and Substances

State law and regulation regarding illegal forest settlement has prevented the community from various
state-services, including the absence of formal citizenship, formal property rights to land, and a
shrinking sphere of social and political participation. The sites in which the community crafts (a) claim(s)
are the civil registration, tenurial rights, and participatory settlement development in various social and
political spheres like palm-oil based development, the village fund and general elections. Instead of
conceiving the sites as detached from each other, we have to comprehend that they are interrelated.
As we can see, the illegality makes the settlement unable to be formally registered by the state, hence
the community faces difficulty in applying for civil registration to obtain formal citizenship that entails
a formal address. Having no formal citizenship limits their inclusion in participatory village development
since they are not formally acknowledged as village citizen.
The substances are distinct in each site, yet still associated. Concisely, the substances are either the
claim to enjoy existing rights or to (re)produce new rights – the right to have rights – in accordance with
the sites. For instance, the community demands existing rights to be involved in participatory village
development which is already arranged in Law 6/2014 on Villages, article 68. While the claiming of new
rights by the community is shown in the demand for the formalization of property rights to land, which
is marked by the issuance of Freehold Title (SHM). In order to achieve it, they have to be politically
tangible, either adjusting themselves to fit into the prevailing boxes or to strive to negotiate to be
recognized.
The Actors and Scales

The construction of citizenship exceeds a mere product of citizen and state relations. In this case study,
it involves a broad spectrum of actors beyond citizen and state institution relations. It includes private
companies/corporates (coal mining companies), political actors, local leaders, media workers, civil
society organisations, and other groups of citizens who have divergent interests and claims. The
entanglement of coal mining companies and other groups of citizens in the citizenship-making of the
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community is motivated by the possession of exploiting state-forest land. In comparison, the political
actors consider the community as fuel to bring them into the executive and legislative bodies.
The lack of attention of statutory institutions (or the formal state institution) in managing everyday life
in illegal land has driven the co-production of (informal) political authorities to govern. The informal
political authorities in Kalibata are the ones who can negotiate the recognition of the community which
enables them to claim and obtain certain rights. This is operated by the local figures, like community
leaders, ex-village officials, current village officials, Adat leaders, other local leaders and political actors.
The informal institutions are operating hand in hand with the formal institution, instead of performing
autonomously, to (re)construct and (re)produce the political subjects and contracts. It can be seen that
the members of informal political authorities that enforce the citizenship of the community are
dynamically reconstructed following the change in state regime, either at the village, district or
provincial scales. At village-scale, the new Kades regime since 2016 has been incrementally rearranging
the role of community leaders and outsiders in legitimising property rights to land. This regime allows
the inclusion of outsiders in the palm-oil tax agency (BRS) that regulates the taxation mechanism and
its utilisation for settlement development.
The community’s claims in the aforementioned sites are addressed not only to the formal institutions
but also the informal institutions. Thus, defining the state in the discourse of everyday citizenship of
the community in Kalibata is not confined to the formal institution as the only institution that
formulates political contracts and provides services. Yet, the existence of informal institutions has to
be taken into account as an integral part of everyday state formation since both institutions carry the
authorities and capacities to (re)define the political subjects and to (re)enforce the social and political
contracts. At the same time, the subjects and the contracts legitimise those political authorities. We
can see the case of Tokes that the frequent interaction between farmers, including land seekers, and
at same time, the community and land seekers has legitimized the authority of Tokes, not only as
intermediaries but also as informal technocrats in re-orienting settlement development that is
conducted by BRS. In short, the contracts, institutions, and subjects are intertwined and reconstruct
each other.
The actors are involved in negotiation at specific scales, tied with their capabilities and authorities, and
the illegality sets boundaries regarding the extent to which the formal institutions can perform. This
can be seen through examples of brokerage practices and land conflict resolution. Firstly, the local
community brokers have infrequently direct interaction with district officials regarding brokering
formal citizenship. Their limited resources – knowledge, experience, money, time and network –
obstruct furthering brokerage services. Thus, they invoke the help of village or sub-district officials in
doing so, mostly by bribing. Secondly, when the land conflict is getting intense, sometimes the
resolution goes beyond community and village scale. The unwillingness of police officers at sub-district
and district scale to resolve illegal land conflict and then officers delegating it to local figures represents
how illegality sets boundaries relating to which scale, and with what actors the claim can be negotiated.
The Practices and Acts

The practices and acts are what makes citizenship meaningful. The practice is a habit of exercising rights
and fulfilling obligations which might be different amongst the citizens. And the acts are a struggle that
makes a claim that is granted by certain authorities which will generate new practices (Isin, 2002). The
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most salient practices and remarkable acts of living in illegality are encountering illegality, in terms of
land, with informality and other illegalities, in term of bribing, vote-buying and paid demonstration
(artificial resistance).
Brokerage practices in Kalibata are linked to bribing practices and clientelism. The way broker bribes
state officials in applying for formal citizenship shows how the community gives meaning to stateservice for an illegal citizen. The community considers bribing as a social obligation that they have to
fulfil to obtain formal citizenship. Yet, the social obligation does not stop at bribing. Their everyday
dependency on brokers makes them obey the broker. Broker frequently was also appointed as part of
the campaign team at a community level to mobilise the community’s vote in the general election.
Vote-buying is beyond money-politics. The pollical transaction then and now is an act that is primarily
aimed to claim the formalisation of state-forest land through land status conversion. The village letter
that mentions the number of prospective voters shows the transaction between land formalisation and
political mobilisation since early settlement development. The money is considered as complementary
in the transaction. It can be seen through the determination of the local leader who once rejected the
money because the political candidate did not guarantee not to evict the settlers. The ex-Kades
understood that the candidate was affiliated with a coal mining company. Even though the land
formalization has not been obtained yet, this vote-buying has successfully contributed to the
settlement development, in which the new school building was one of its products.
Paid demonstration (or artificial resistance) displays an act of the community in claiming the rights to
land formalisation and state-development through negotiation and cooperation with political actors
and coal mining company. The community has sought and tried many measures, and cooperating with
‘future’ state actors is an investment to enforce the recognition of their existence.
This research also underlines the importance of rupture and creativity in citizenship-making. The
rupture that emerged through a combination of the national media’s effect in 2017 and political
mobilisation of the general election of 2019 has attracted the state not only to formalise the citizenship
status of the community but also to deliver the improvement of education services in the settlement.
The rupture – the involvement of the media – was indirectly initiated by local community leaders
through their audacity and creativity.
Creativity requires them to collectively formulate the solution to address local issues, which are mainly
about the absence of state-funding in Kalibata. The Palm-oil Tax Agency (BRS) and Distribution Agency
(PD) are established as a manifestation of collective creativity to develop the settlement autonomously
without state-intervention. These institutions are enforced by the communal work that has been
practised by community a long ago.
Formal citizenship is one form that indicates belonging to the (formal) political body. Yet, it is far from
being regarded as universal. The local practices require enacting the membership of individuals or
groups to be visible and to be recognized not only by the state but also by other involved actors and
political bodies. Thus, citizenship is situated through local practices in accordance with the prevailing
social, cultural, political, and economic circumstances.
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Illegality, Informality and Citizenship

These findings contribute to the construction of everyday citizenship that is far from just formal rights
and obligations between state and citizen. The struggle over citizenship is striving for recognition that
has to be negotiated through local practices like norms, cultures, social positioning and institutional
practices. And to be recognized as a political member, the informality (and illegality) plays an important
role in shaping citizen-state relations for those who live in illegality. Previous studies on informality and
citizenship in post-colonial countries have just been conducted recently (Agrawal, 2001; Ito, 2011; Ito,
2017; Berenschot et al, 2018; Berenschot and van Klinken, 2018; van Klinken, 2018). They found that
the conception of western citizenship might not fully accommodate the informality involved in shaping
everyday citizen-state relations in third world countries.
Living in illegality, as categorised under state-law, produces the nuances of informality, clientelism and
other forms of illegality in the construction of everyday citizenship in any sites such as civic registration,
property rights, and social and political participation. The limited state-intervention in delivering its
services for the illegal citizens has motivated the citizens to nurture their relationship with the powerful
actors, to be self-sufficient, and/or to establish the legitimate and distinctive political authorities to
govern locally in particular space and time.
The dimension of informality includes the use of informal networks, the mediation and the invocation
of social norms (Berenschot and van Klinken, 2018). The personal or informal connection plays a role
in the realisation of citizen’s rights which is demonstrated by the existence of brokerage services in civic
registration, and in vote-buying practices. The broker mediates the negotiation between citizens and
the state institution or other legitimate institutions, and may formulate additional obligations that
citizens have to comply with in order to enjoy the existing formal rights. The bribing practices and votebuying which marks another form of illegality illustrates the common (direct and indirect) obligations
that are regulated under prevailing social norms. The utilisation of informal connections in enforcing
rights claims from authorities over a long time period has constituted the dependencies of illegal
citizens on the (political) brokers. In other words, it crafts the clientelistic relation which posits the
illegal citizen, in general, as the client of the broker. The shrinking of the political sphere for illegal
citizens in participatory village development and the compliance to vote specific political actors shows
the extent to which the dependency on village officials in everyday politics occurs. These findings are
emphasized in a recent study of brokering citizenship by Berenschot et al. (2018), which asserts that
personal connections, in the case of a broker, can actually and exclusively realize the certain rights of a
community. The patrimonialism that is shown by the state-agents that act both as a village official and
community leader in delivering brokerage services for formal citizenship illustrates the notion of
informality (Aspinall and van Klinken, 2011). Thus, institutionalizing the informality in the construction
of everyday citizenship in post-colonial countries like Indonesia has to be taken into consideration.
This research also shows that the informal institutions stand next to formal (or state) institutions to
(re)produce and (re)construct political subjectivity and contracts (rights and obligation). The
contestation between citizen and state institutions through claim-making produces new institutional
practices. This is demonstrated in the dynamic of property rights in Kalibata, which shows that the
requirements – including procedures, rights and obligations – that have to be fulfilled to be recognized
as property holders is changing following the adjustment in informal and formal institutional bodies. In
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addition, the subjects are also changing, from just non-sponsored migrants, transmigrants 92/93 and
other village citizens to all people who have capacity to cultivate plantations and pay yield tax. Lund
(2016) pointed out a similar finding that property and citizenship are dynamically reproduced, and the
legitimate institutions – either formal or informal – that have capacity to formulate and enforce the
rules regarding property rights are frequently (re)established and (re)constructed.
Theoretical Importance

The research has three main theoretical importance. First, negotiating citizenship can be seen as the
process of state-making which interrelates with the identity, social positioning and institutional
practices. State is not a finished product, it is always in the making. It is (re)constructed and
(re)produced following the change in its political subject and contracts which can be seen through the
production of BRS and PD in the process of acquiring and utilising Kalbata land. The identity as migrants
(and as illegal inhabitant) influences their social and political exclusion. It can been seen that even
though the migrants have been formally recognised as village citizen since 2018, the prevailing village
government excludes them in any participatory village development until recently. The village
government and its citizen still do not regard the migrants as their political community. The social
position also has impact on the extent to which one could enjoy the rights. The local leaders who are
also members of informal institution have stronger legitimacy over property rights to land than the
ordinary community members. Claiming similar rights can be differently practised in the specific
context of time and space due to the differences in institutional practices. The utilisation of brokerage
service to realise the rights in illegality demonstrates the everyday practices of citizenship that might
be different with one who live under ‘normal’ circumstance.
Secondly, negotiating everyday citizenship under illegality is not only addressed to statutory/formal
institution but also non-statutory/informal institution. The production of informal institution is an
impact of inability of formal institution to enforce the state-law and regulation regarding the illegality.
Both institutions – formal and informal – are legitimate to hand-in-hand govern and negotiate with
(non-)citizen to (re)produce the political contracts. This finding emphasises the previous researches
about everyday citizenship in the post-colonial countries like Indonesia that the existence of nonstatutory/informal institution has to take into account as an integral part of everyday state formation.
Last, the institutionalisation of informality in the construction of everyday citizenship of one who lives
under illegality. The practice of informality as elaborated by Berenschot and Klinken (2018) can be
analysed through three dimensions: mediation, the invocation of social norms and the use of social
affiliation. Besides the identity, social positioning and institutional practices as aforementioned, the
social affiliation – the social and political networks – takes part in determining the outcome of
negotiating citizenship.
Policy Implications

These research findings have several policy implications that could be applied to resolve empirical
issues. First, in general, we have to consider that the state is not the only political authority to whom
the claim to rights is addressed. The recognition of individuals or groups by political authorities that
produce the contracts – rights and obligations – and political subjectivity underlies the depth of
meaning of citizenship. Furthermore, this recognition is socially, culturally and politically negotiated at
any level beyond state-citizen relations. Non-state actors or informal institutions might be involved in
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and influence the co-production and the realisation of citizen’s rights and authorities. Thus,
investigating those non-state actors must be involved in any related policy-making.
Secondly, in formulating further state regulation regarding the inclusion of marginalised groups in
participatory village development, it should take into account that their everyday dependencies on
actors (or agents) that hold authorities and power in village development could not be rearranged or
broken by mere sectoral and discrete regulation(s). This is because we understand that the
dependencies are constructed from the weak governing capacities of state institutions over a relatively
long period, and in many aspects like civil registration, education, financial support, health, access to
property, etc. These aspects are intertwined and interrelated to each other, and this influences the
degree of social, cultural and political in- or exclusion of certain groups. Thus, comprehensive,
incremental, incessant and multi-stakeholder development interventions are required in those aspects
and governing institutions that lack accountability and inclusivity, in order to encourage the inclusion
of marginalised group in participatory village development.
Thirdly, if the Kalibata land status is successfully converted from state to non-state in the near future,
the land formalisation by the state institution must consider the involvement of informal or local
political authorities in distributing land resources. These political authorities, first, are legitimized at
local level, and second, understand the dynamics of local regulations and norms of property rights: the
history of land ownership, from and to whom the land is transferred, how the political process of
legitimation over land ownership is performed, and how the resolution of land conflict is carried out at
local level. The unfairness and inefficiency of land distribution might occur in the process since one can
hold vastly land than others, and some holders are non-village citizens – citizens who live outside the
village – and the process might consume a lot of resources like budget and time. However, the role of
informal political authorities has the advantage of minimizing the latent conflict because the members
of authorities (and will) still exist in everyday politics to negotiate and mediate in citizen-state relations.
Limitations

Limitations to study are that, firstly, the research inadequately captured the perception of common or
ordinary people – primarily local people – who live outside the Kalibata settlement regarding the
construction of citizenship of the community due to limited logistical resources to look for and meet
local people in the settlement. However, I extracted this information – the perception of local people
– from the local figures, like local people leaders, Adat leaders, and village officials, as their
representatives.
Secondly, throughout the entire thesis, I triangulated most of the gathered data to ensure its validation.
Yet, I faced a minor issue: for some sensitive and specific information, the data could not be validated
through triangulation because there were only few people who were well-understood and informed.
The information about the earlier history of initiation of sponsored transmigration by the village
government in 1990/91 is only provided by the ex-Sekdes . And the information regarding the
motivation of the involvement of CSOs in Kalibata land formalization could not be probed further
because of the limited number of informants and difficulty in cross-checking with another data source.
Thirdly, unexpected events in the surrounding village while ethnographic fieldwork was being
conducted obstructed the digging out of more information about the property rights and village
officials. One Kades in the next village was sentenced to jail due to illegal retribution for delivering state
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services. Thus, the Kades and other officials tightly guarded the sensitive information. However, this
happened after one month of living in the settlement, in which some data and information were
adequately collected. The only data that I could not attain regarded the LU-2 of sponsored
transmigration maps and the minutes of meetings of participatory village development from 2015 to
2017. The transmigration map is required to cross-check that the LU-2 was non-state forest land in the
past, as ex-village officials and sponsored transmigrants argued. The minutes of meetings are needed
to assess community attendance and consensus regarding village fund utilization.
To summarize, all the mentioned limitations insignificantly influence the general analysis. The most
important data regarding the construction of everyday citizenship of the community was adequately
collected from diverse informants and data sources like documents, websites, regulations, online media
(websites and YouTube), observation and participatory observation. Thus, the data, in general, could
be validated through triangulation.
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