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Abstract	
This	 paper	 considers	 how	 participatory	 mapping,	 through	 the	 notion	 of	 indigeneity,	 is	
involved	in	the	making	of	participants’	political	agency	and	the	possible	implications	for	local	
struggles	over	customary	land	and	resources.	Empirically,	the	paper	draws	on	a	field	study	
of	participatory	mapping	as	a	cartographic-legal	strategy	for	the	recognition	of	the	customary	
rights	to	land	and	resources	of	the	Dayak,	an	indigenous	ethnic	group	in	Central	Kalimantan,	
Indonesia.	 In	 this	 paper,	we	 use	 citizenship	 as	 a	 basis	 for	 our	 analysis.	 On	 this	 basis,	we	
discuss	how	the	notion	of	indigeneity	has	assembled	actors	across	different	scales	and	how	
this	has	enabled	indigeneity	to	develop	as	a	site	for	claiming	customary	rights	to	land	and	
resources	 through	 participatory	 mapping.	 One	 of	 our	 main	 arguments	 is	 the	 need	 to	
understand	 indigenous	 citizenship	 as	 a	 process	 that	 develops	 over	 time	 and	 through	
networks	of	actors	that	transcend	the	borders	of	the	state	and	expand	the	formerly	exclusive	
relationship	between	 the	 state	 and	 its	 citizens	 in	 the	making	of	 citizenship.	We	 challenge	
Isin’s	clear	distinction	between	active	and	activist	approaches	to	making	claims	of	citizenship,	
suggesting	instead	that	these	approaches	are	mutually	constitutive.	
	
Keywords:	 citizenship,	 indigenous	 people,	 indigeneity,	 participatory	 mapping,	 political	
agency,	Indonesia	
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1. Introduction: The rise of indigenous citizenship and participatory mapping	
Indigenous	people	in	Indonesia	have	long	been	on	the	margins	of	the	national	project	of	the	
state	as	the	state	has	long	ignored	claims	of	customary,	or	adat,i	rights	to	land	and	resources	
(Li,	2000;	Persoon,	1998;	Warren,	2005a,	2005b;	Warren	&	McCarthy,	2002).	Rather	than	
accepting	 the	 differences	 represented	 by	 indigenous	 people,	 the	 post-colonial	 state	 has	
sought	to	integrate	the	Dayakii	and	other	indigenous	people	into	the	nation-building	project	
by	‘allowing’	them	to	participate	in	the	nation	as	Indonesian	citizens,	purportedly	on	equal	
footing	with	other	citizens	(Li,	2000).	‘Indigenous’	became	a	postcolonial	category	referring	
to	 the	 nation’s	 colonial	 past	 when	 all	 Indonesians	 were	 subordinated	 to	 the	 European	
colonizers	(Rosaldo,	2003).	Thus,	in	Indonesia,	as	in	many	other	countries	in	the	global	south,	
ignorance	of	indigenous	rights	and	claims	became	integral	to	the	ideology	of	nationalism	that	
aimed	to	create	a	nation	that	could	be	controlled	and	developed	and	to	create	prosperity	for	
its	citizens	(Savino,	2016).	
	
Nevertheless,	this	approach	to	indigenous	people	and	the	possibility	of	making	citizenship	
appears	 to	 have	 changed	 in	 recent	 decades	 in	 several	 countries	 in	 the	 global	 south,	
particularly	 in	 Latin	 America,	 as	 indigenous	 people	 worldwide	 are	 increasingly	 seen	 as	
political	subjects	with	particular	rights	that	diverge	from	those	of	the	majority	(Larson,	2004;	
Pacheco,	2004).	A	major	force	in	the	recognition	of	indigeneity	as	a	political	factor	can	be	seen	
through	the	political	principles	of	decentralization,	which	includes	the	devolution	of	power	
to	lower	administrative	units	(Wilson,	2008).	As	much	as	it	is	about	governmental	reform,	
however,	 decentralization	 is	 also	 about	 acknowledging	 that	 new	 expressions	 of	 diversity	
within	the	nation	play	a	role	in	national	development	(Peluso,	Afiff,	&	Rachman,	2008).	This	
has	opened	the	door	to	the	development	of	new	political	identities	based	on	ethnicity	and	
territorial	attachment	on	scales	other	than	that	of	the	nation	state	as	well	as	new	forms	of	
local	 integration	 into	neoliberal	global	capitalism	and	transnational	social	movements	(Li,	
2007b).	 What	 it	 means	 to	 be	 indigenous	 is	 changing	 as	 indigeneity	 is	 produced	 and	
reproduced	through	new	constellations	of	power,	dominance	and	possibilities	across	various	
scales	(Radcliffe,	2015,	2017).	
	
Indonesia,	which	is	the	empirical	context	of	this	article,	followed	a	policy	of	decentralization	
and	new	 forms	of	 recognition	of	minorities	 after	 the	 end	of	 Suharto’s	 authoritarian	 ‘New	
Order’	rule	in	1998	(Li,	2000;	Resosudarmo,	2004;	Warren,	2005b).	Democratic	development	
emerged	 simultaneously	 with	 the	 devolution	 of	 the	 right	 to	 manage	 lands	 to	 both	 local	
governments	 and	 customary	 institutions	 (Warren,	 2005b).	 In	 the	 Province	 of	 Central	
Kalimantan,	the	location	of	the	empirical	study	discussed	in	this	paper,	the	Dayak	indigenous	
people	 have	 used	 this	 approach	 since	 the	 1990s	 as	 a	 tool	 of	 resistance	 against	 land	
expropriation	by	both	companies	and	the	state	(Peluso,	1995;	Radjawali,	Pye,	&	Flitner,	2017;	
Warren,	 2005b;	 Warren	 &	 McCarthy,	 2002).	 Initially,	 the	 use	 of	 maps	 and	 mapping	 by	
indigenous	peoples	was	 conceived	of	 as	 a	 strategy	 to	bolster	 the	 legitimacy	of	 customary	
rights	to	land	and	resources	by	producing	alternative	representations	of	the	land	on	which	
they	live	(Peluso,	1995).	Recently,	as	will	be	discussed	in	greater	detail	below,	participatory	
mapping	programmes	in	Kalimantan,	as	well	as	other	places,	have	been	accommodated	by	
the	state	and	conducted	alongside	recognition	of	Dayak	customary	land	rights.	However,	the	
state’s	interest	in	participatory	mapping	is	not	limited	to	Dayak	claims	on	land.	It	is	also,	as	
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we	argue	elsewhere,	a	strategy	to	simplify,	classify,	administer,	and	measure	the	nature	and	
people	of	Central	Kalimantan	(NN).	In	the	words	of	Scott	(1998),	participatory	mapping	has	
been	a	way	to	make	indigenous	citizens	more	legible	and,	thus,	more	easily	brought	into	the	
market	in	the	attempt	to	develop	the	national	economy	(Warren,	2005b;	Warren	&	McCarthy,	
2002).	This	situation	raises	the	question	of	what	type	of	political	agency	is	created	through	
the	 practice	 of	 participatory	 mapping	 and	 resonates	 with	 the	 ongoing	 debate	 within	
geography	on	 the	position	of	participation	 in	post-colonial	development	 (Cornwall,	 2008;	
Kesby,	2007;	Korf,	2010)				
	
Although	quite	a	 lot	has	been	written	about	participatory	mapping	as	a	political	 strategy,	
particularly	 in	 the	 Latin	 American	 context,	 this	 paper	 aims	 to	 advance	 this	 literature	 by	
approaching	the	relationship	between	political	agency	and	participatory	mapping	as	it	has	
been	articulated	in	Indonesia	from	a	citizenship	perspective.	We	do	so	by	addressing	how,	
through	 notions	 of	 indigeneity,	 participatory	 mapping	 involves	 the	 construction	 of	
participants’	political	agency	and	the	possible	implications	for	local	struggles	over	customary	
land	and	resources.	Empirically,	the	paper	draws	on	a	field	study	of	Dayak	peasants’	use	of	
participatory	mapping	as	a	cartographic-legal	strategy	to	secure	recognition	of	customary	
rights	to	land	and	resources	(see	Bryan,	2011).	 ‘Acts	of	citizenship’	is	used	as	a	concept	to	
analytically	 ground	 our	 analysis	 (Isin,	 2008,	 2009).	 The	 aims	 of	 this	 paper	 are,	 first,	 to	
highlight	 aspects	 of	 the	 transformative	 power	 of	 participatory	 mapping	 and,	 second,	 to	
explore	the	potential	to	use	citizenship	as	an	analytical	tool	for	analysing	indigenous	people’s	
claims	to	rights	through	participatory	mapping.	
	
The	 remainder	of	 this	paper	 is	organized	as	 follows.	The	next	 section	begins	by	outlining	
some	 basic	 perspectives	 on	 citizenship	 and	 how	 these	 are	 related	 to	 indigeneity	 and	
participatory	 mapping.	 The	 discussion	 continues	 by	 examining	 how	 Dayak	 peasants	 in	
Central	 Kalimantan,	 Indonesia,	 have	 applied	 participatory	 mapping	 in	 their	 struggle	 to	
protect	their	rights	to	customary	land	and	resources.	We	end	the	paper	by	providing	some	
concluding	remarks.	

2. Claiming rights	as	indigenous	citizens	through	participatory	mapping	
Nation-state-based forms of citizenship have become the globally dominant way of defining formal 
aspects of citizenship and the main pathway through which people make claims as citizens to the 
political community of which they are a part	(Isin,	2009,	2012).	Nevertheless,	most	scholars	of	
citizenship	have	observed	that	nation-state-based	citizenship	models	seem	to	have	reached	
their	peak	in	terms	of	their	importance	for	understanding	how	an	individual’s	subjectivity	
develops	in	relation	to	a	political	community	(see,	for	example,	Delanty,	2000,	2007;	Isin	&	
Turner,	 2007;	 Sassen,	 2005;	 Staeheli,	 Attoh,	 &	Mitchell,	 2013).	 This	 recent	 change	 in	 the	
understanding	of	citizenship	is	widely	related	to	increased	global	connectivity	among	people	
and	places	due	to	the	recent	development	of	the	neoliberal	global	economy,	new	patterns	of	
migration	and	the	rapid	development	of	new	means	of	communication,	all	of	which	render	
our	connections	to	territorial	categories,	such	as	the	state,	more	fluid.	With	regard	to	the	issue	
of	indigenous	rights	in	Indonesia,	this	development	is	evident	in	the	close	relation	between	
the	struggle	of	indigenous	peoples	for	land	and	resources	and	the	expansion	of	land-based	
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investment	for	industries	such	as	palm	oil	plantation	and	mining	into	customarily	Dayak	land	
(Gellert,	 2010;	 Li,	 2007b;	 Tsing,	 2004).	 The	 response	 of	 peasant	 farmers	 and	 indigenous	
peoples	is	seen	through	the	formation	of	counter-powers	that	include	attachment	to	global	
environmental	 and	 agrarian	 justice	movements	 as	well	 as	 the	mobilization	 of	 grassroots	
efforts	to	counter	global	agrarian	and	extractive	industries	(Gellert,	2010;	Peluso	et	al.,	2008;	
Pye,	2010).	
	
From	 the	 perspective	 of	 these	 recent	 reconfigurations	 of	 political	 subjectivities,	 which	
include	new	scales	and	sites	for	making	claims	to	rights,	indigenous	practices	of	citizenship	
are	particularly	interesting	as	they	appear	to	represent	a	kind	of	localism	that,	at	first	glance,	
appears	to	be	contradictory	to	globalization	and	globalism.	Claims	to	rights	by	indigenous	
peoples	are	typically	based	on	territorial	attachments	and	strong	and	long-lasting	communal	
ties	 to	 lands	 that	 have	 existed	 for	 longer	 than	 the	 ties	 of	 other	 people	 to	 the	 same	
environment.	This	situation	allows	for	special	and,	to	some	extent,	exclusive	rights	to	the	land	
on	which	these	peoples	have	lived	for	generations	(Canessa,	2012;	Castree,	2004;	Greene	et	
al.,	2004)	and	sometimes	for	a	type	of	sedentarism	that	violates	the	rights	of	other	citizens	
with	strong	attachments	to	the	same	territory	(Li,	2002).	Although	indigenous	claims	made	
through	 this	 version	 of	 localism	 appear	 to	 represent	 a	 contradiction	 to	 the	 current	
reconfiguration	of	 citizenship	 in	 the	 context	of	migration,	mobility	and	global	 connection,	
similarities	are	evident.	Recent	claims	from	local	villagers,	peasants	and	indigenous	peoples	
–	who	are	not	typically	regarded	as	forces	or	players	in	the	recent	waves	of	globalization	–	
might	 be	 considered	 deeply	 rooted	 in	 contemporary	 processes	 of	 increased	 global	
connectivity	despite	their	long-lasting	ties	to	land	and	territories	(Arora-Jonsson,	Westholm,	
Temu,	&	Petitt,	2015;	Asher	&	Ojeda,	2009).	Local	expressions	of	indigeneity	are	folded	into	
a	 space	where	 connections	 to	 the	 external	world	 are	 expressed	 as	 an	 aspect	 of	 the	 local	
orientation	of	indigeneity	(Allen,	2016).	
	
The	 global	 aspects	 of	 indigenous	 localism	 are	 apparent	 for	 several	 reasons.	 First,	 recent	
indigenous	movements	may	be	understood	as	part	of	a	global	movement	as	much	as	local	
articulations	of	rights	to	land	and	resources	(Canessa,	2012;	Castree,	2004;	Niezen,	2003;	Pye,	
2010;	 Tsing,	 2004).	 Although	 different	 indigenous	 peoples	 have	 experienced	 diverse	
political,	cultural	and	social	contexts,	they	share	a	particular	sense	of	justice	or,	rather,	the	
historical	injustice	of	being	denied	customary	rights	to	the	land	on	which	they	have	lived	for	
generations.	This	situation	creates	the	conditions	for	indigenous	people	to	become	part	of	a	
global	 justice	 network	 in	which	 non-governmental	 organizations	 (NGOs)	 support	 various	
indigenous	 peoples’	 claims	 to	 rights	 (Cumbers,	 Routledge,	 &	 Nativel,	 2008).	 Second,	
indigenous	 peoples’	 conflicts	 with	 external	 actors,	 particularly	 in	 relation	 to	 land	 and	
resources,	 have	 been	 actualized	 with	 the	 new	 configuration	 of	 global	 capitalism	 and	
neoliberalism	(Li,	2007b;	Peluso,	Kelly,	&	Kevin,	2013).	The	global	expansion	of	production	
networks	 has	 increased	 pressure	 for	 land	 that	 can	 be	 codified	 and	 then	 incorporated	 by	
markets,	 which	 the	 literature	 conceptualizes	 as	 ‘land	 grabbing’	 (Cotula,	 2012).	 Notably,	
however,	 the	 growing	 need	 for	 land	 has	 also	 been	 related	 to	 global	 causes,	 such	 as	
biodiversity	and	efforts	to	combat	climate	change,	which	the	literature	labels	‘green	grabbing’	
(Fairhead,	Leach,	&	Scoones,	2012).	Finally,	indigenous	local	knowledge	and	customary	rights	
to	 land	have	recently	emerged	on	 the	global	political	 scene	 through	consideration	of	how	
these	are	 important	 to	 the	global	 community.	This	 aspect	 is	particularly	 important	 in	 the	
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discourse	on	rainforests	and	their	relevance	for	global	climate	change	(Arora-Jonsson	et	al.,	
2015)	and	bioprospecting	(Greene	et	al.,	2004).	Notions	of	connectedness	to	nature	are	used	
in	 these	 cases	as	part	of	 a	discourse	on	securing	 the	 living	conditions	of	 everyone	on	 the	
planet.	 In	 this	discourse,	people	with	predominantly	 local	 interests	are	drawn	 into	a	new	
identification	as	global	citizens	(Arora-Jonsson	et	al.,	2015;	Peluso	et	al,	2008;	Tsing,	2004).		
	
As	discussed	above,	indigenous	claims	of	rights	to	land	are	increasingly	assembled	through	a	
variety	 of	 global	 connections	 that	 interfere	 with	 indigenous	 peoples’	 long-lasting	 ties	 to	
particular	territories.	Nevertheless,	the	indigenous	aspects	of	citizenship	continue	to	centre	
on	being	accepted	into	and	included	in	the	nation	state	(Gellert,	2010;	Peluso	et	al,	2008).	
This	inclusion	is	not	only	about	the	ability	to	access	the	same	rights	as	the	majority	in	the	
nation	 but	 also	 about	 the	 struggle	 for	 acceptance	 as	 distinct	 from	 the	majority	 (Staeheli,	
2008).	From	the	state	perspective,	citizenship	can	be	understood	as	a	way	of	controlling	and	
ordering	 subjects	 under	 the	 state	 to	 be	 ‘good	 citizens’	 and	 thus	maintaining	 basic	 power	
relations	(Ong,	2006;	Pykett,	Saward,	&	Schaefer,	2010).	The	acceptance	of	claims	or	of	the	
ability	to	make	claims	is	only	awarded	to	minorities	at	the	cost	of	losing	something	on	the	
journey	to	full	membership	in	a	political	community,	typically	a	nation	state	(Castree,	2004).	
Including	 indigenous	 people	 in	 the	 nation-state	 project	 thus	 has	 advantages	 and	 costs.	
Citizenship	is	not,	as	is	often	thought,	merely	a	matter	of	the	desire	for	subjects	and	objects	
to	 become	members	 of	 a	 certain	 community;	 it	 is	 also	 a	 tool	 that	 those	 at	 the	 centre	 of	
citizenship	institutions	use	to	govern	people	and	to	produce	the	outcomes	the	community	or	
its	elites	desire	(Ong,	2006;	Pykett	et	al.,	2010).	Therefore,	societies,	majorities,	and	elites	
typically	want	 indigenous	peoples	 and	other	minorities	 to	 become	 citizens	 of	 the	 greater	
community,	but	only	if	they	can	produce	what	the	community,	in	the	form	of	the	state,	wants.	
	
Scholars	such	as	Hale	(2004)	have	conceptualized	this	development	in	relation	to	indigenous	
people	through	the	concept	of	neoliberal	multiculturalism.	Through	this	concept,	he	raises	
critical	questions	about	the	implications	of	the	state’s	embrace	of	indigeneity	for	indigenous	
people.	 Rather	 than	 regarding	 this	 development	 as	 an	 expression	 of	 the	 inclusion	 of	
indigenous	citizens	 into	the	state,	Hale	(2004),	who	bases	most	of	his	work	 in	Guatemala,	
argues	that	it	is	an	expression	of	how	the	state	abrogates	its	duties	to	its	indigenous	people	
by	granting	them	and	accepting	only	very	particular	areas	of	influence	(Hale,	2002).	Other	
scholars	 conducting	 research	 in	 different	 contexts	 have	 argued	 that	 liberal	 reforms	 have	
created	 real	 political	 opportunities	 for	 indigenous	 people	 through	 inclusion	 in	 the	 state	
project	(Postero,	2007).	
	
This	 possible	 dual	 process	 of	 inclusion/exclusion	 highlights	 the	 need	 for	 a	 processual	
approach	 to	 the	 study	 of	 indigenous	 people,	 whereby	 indigeneity	 –	 what	 it	means	 to	 be	
indigenous	 –	 is	 produced	 and	 reproduced	 as	 a	 result	 of	 particular	 spatial	 and	 temporal	
constellations	of	subordination	(Bryan,	2009;	Radcliffe,	2015).	Indigeneity	should	thus	not	
be	essentially	or	solely	identified	through	the	particular	characteristics	of	indigenous	groups	
(such	as	particular	and	long-lasting	ties	to	the	land	on	which	they	live)	but	also	through	the	
changing	 relations	 that	 constitute	 indigenous	peoples	as	distinct	 groups	within	particular	
communities.	 This	 perspective	 considers	 how	 indigeneity,	 as	 a	 site	 for	 claiming	 rights,	 is	
constantly	configured	and	reconfigured	within	particular	geographies	at	particular	times.	In	
the	case	of	the	Dayak	of	Kalimantan,	 it	 is	about	the	making	of	citizenship	through	various	
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systems	 of	 embeddedness	 in	 national	 politics,	 global	 trade	 and	 transnational	 political	
exchange	and	about	how	these	systems	define	Dayak	indigeneity.	Similarly,	Radcliffe	(2015)	
suggests	that	forms	of	citizenship	that	interpellate	indigenous	peoples	must	be	considered	
within	the	wider	legal	and	governance	order	within	which	they	are	placed,	which	is	a	process	
that	stems	from	geographically	and	temporally	fixing	processes.	In	line	with	this	argument,	
Isin	(2009)	suggests	that	studies	of	citizenship	should	not	be	a	matter	of	finding	the	answer	
to	the	question	of	what	contemporary	citizenship	is	–	in	this	case,	indigenous	citizenship	–	
but	rather	of	how	it	is	produced	at	particular	times	and	places	through	claims	of	rights	at	a	
time	when	attachment	to	territories	is	shifting	and	new	actors	at	various	scales	are	entering	
the	political	stage.	There	are,	of	course,	numerous	ways	in	which	indigenous	people	can	make	
claims	of	 rights	 (Sletto,	 2015).	 In	 this	paper,	 our	 focus	 is	 on	participatory	mapping	 as	 an	
approach	to	staging	indigenous	claims	against	the	state	through	what	Wainwright	and	Bryan	
(2009)	label	a	cartographic-legal	strategy.	
	
A basic assumption of this paper is that maps and participatory mapping are political in nature and 
cannot be understood as mere technical procedures that involve certain people. Mapping is never 
neutral or value free. It can be used to consolidate and preserve political power (Harley, 1988, 
1989), but it can also serve as a means of protest and resistance (Allen, Lambert, Apsan Frediani, 
& Ome, 2015; Peluso, 1995; Sletto, 2002). Mapping might thus restrain or enable political action 
as well as individual and collective agency, but the direction of the effect is not a given. The same 
is true of participation, which cannot be reduced to a matter of involving people in a certain action; 
it is also a matter of activating, handling and manipulating power relations (Allen et al., 2015; 
Cooke & Kothari, 2001; Refstie & Brun, 2016). Participation is, at least as a postcolonial tool for 
development and despite efforts to dislocate development from the political field, deeply political 
(Kesby, 2007; Korf, 2010). The political embeddedness of participatory mapping has given maps 
and mapping, as a means of participation, significant roles in the struggles of indigenous peoples 
over land and resources (Bryan, 2011; Reyes-García et al., 2012; Sletto, 2009; Wainwright & 
Bryan, 2009). 
	
In	the	early	stages	of	the	participatory	mapping	movement,	labelled	counter-mapping,	efforts	
were	made	to	produce	alternative	representations	of	spatial	knowledge	to	contest	the	legal	
basis	of	 the	state’s	spatial	politics	 (Peluso,	1995).	 In	 Indonesia,	 including	Kalimantan,	 this	
movement	emerged	from	concerns	about	the	ecological	degradation	resulting	from	the	New	
Order’s	 destructive	 economic	 development	 model	 (Peluso,	 1995).	 State-initiated	
development	projects	led	to	state	expansion	into	Dayak	territory.	These	intrusions	were	then	
legitimized	by	 regulations	 and	 supported	by	 official	maps	 (Arnold,	 2008).	 The	 state	 used	
these	 maps	 as	 part	 of	 a	 larger	 resource	 management	 strategy	 with	 a	 strong	 territorial	
component	 (Peluso,	 1995).	 These	 official	 maps,	 together	 with	 a	 legal	 framework	 that	
undermined	customary	rights	to	land,	subjected	numerous	forest-dependent	communities	in	
Indonesia	to	land	expropriation.	The	response	from	indigenous	communities	and	their	allies	
was	to	produce	representations	that	challenged	the	official	maps	and	the	legal	tenets	that	the	
maps	supported.		
	
This	paper	does	not	focus	on	these	alternative	representations	as	such.	Rather,	we	apply	a	
post-representational	 approach	 to	 mapping	 and	 do	 not	 focus	 on	 the	 maps	 as	 artefacts	
representing	alternative	or	counter-information	about	land	and	resources	(Kitchin,	2014).	In	
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line	with	Sletto	(2015),	we	aim	to	go	beyond	maps	as	representations	and	instead	to	consider	
both	maps	and	the	mapping	process	as	embedded	in	various	forms	of	action.	By	considering	
maps	through	acts,	we	aim	to	answer	the	question	of	whether	participatory	mapping	creates	
new	 forms	of	membership	and	access	 to	particular	 rights.	We	 thus	seek	 to	examine	what	
participatory	mapping	indicates	about	the	Dayak’s	ability	to	act	as	citizens,	or,	in	the	words	
of	Arendt	(1968),	the	rights	to	claim	rights.	By	doing	so,	we	extend	the	debate	on	whether	
participatory	mapping,	through	new	legal	regulations,	can	endow	indigenous	peoples	with	
full	citizenship.	We	examine	how	participatory	mapping	contributes	to	a	transformation	of	
citizenship	as	 an	 institution	and,	 thereby,	 of	 the	Dayak	people’s	 fundamental	 relationship	
with	the	state.	We	thus	consider	the	Dayak	claim	from	the	perspective	of	what	Isin	(2009)	
calls	‘acts	as	action’	that	are	expressed	in	ways	that	disrupt	the	existing	order	and	create	what	
he	calls	‘real’	political	change.	These	acts,	which	Isin	(2009)	calls	‘acts	of	citizenship’,	work	to	
enable	struggles	by	challenging	existing	scripts,	practices	and	routines	through	the	creation	
of	new	scenes	in	which	rights	are	claimed.	Isin	claims	that	these	diverge	from	contemporary	
conceptions	 of	 ‘active	 citizens’,	 which	 are	 typically	 seen	 as	 activating	 and	 practicing	
citizenship	through	routines,	conduct	and	existing	scripts	for	citizen	behaviour	(Isin,	2009).	
If	we	consider	participatory	mapping	from	this	perspective,	counter-mapping	and	the	early	
stages	of	participatory	mapping	appear	as	acts	that	challenge	the	existing	order	and	the	script	
inherent	 in	 the	 state.	 The	 way	 that	 states	 and	 governments	 also	 become	 part	 of	 the	
participatory	movement	remains	an	open	question	that	will	be	discussed	in	the	remainder	of	
this	paper.	
	
Before	we	proceed	to	examine	how	such	notions	of	citizenship	can	highlight	Dayak	claims	to	
rights	 to	 customary	 land	 through	 participatory	 mapping,	 we	 outline	 the	 vocabulary	 Isin	
suggests	to	grasp	shifts	in	the	notion	of	citizenship.	First,	Isin	(2009)	suggests	that	it	is	no	
longer	adequate	to	regard	states	as	 ‘containers’	of	citizens,	and	it	 is	equally	 inadequate	to	
view	citizenship	as	a	contract	between	a	state	and	its	citizens	that	is	defined	through	a	sort	
of	membership	with	the	possibility	of	exclusion.	At	present	(as	before),	new	actors	within	
and	outside	the	state	articulate	claims	for	justice	through	new	sites	that	involve	multiple	and	
overlapping	scales	of	rights	and	obligations	that	transcend	the	borders	of	the	state	(Staeheli,	
2011).	The	manifold	acts	through	which	new	actors	as	claimants	emerge	at	new	sites	and	
scales	 have	 become,	 as	 Isin	 (2009)	 suggests,	 essential	 to	 understanding	 new	 figures	 of	
citizenship.	 These	 sites	 have	become	 the	new	objects	 of	 investigation.	Hence,	we	need	 to	
understand	how	sites,	scales	and	acts	produce	new	actors	who	enact	political	subjectivities	
and	 transform	 themselves	 and	 others	 into	 citizens	 by	 articulating	 ever-changing	 and	
expanding	 rights	 (Schattle,	 2008).	 Thus,	 actors,	 sites	 and	 scales	 should,	 as	 Isin	 argues,	
constitute	 the	 basic	 vocabulary	 of	 studies	 of	 citizenship,	 and	 the	 staging	 of	 acts	 through	
claims	to	rights	should	be	the	focal	point	of	empirical	analysis.	In	the	remainder	of	this	paper,	
we	use	fundamental	terms	in	Isin’s	vocabulary	to	consider	the	case	of	participatory	mapping,	
which	was	introduced	at	the	beginning	of	this	paper.	In	subsequent	analyses	of	the	empirical	
material,	 we	 raise	 the	 following	 questions	 regarding	 participatory	mapping	 as	 a	 tool	 for	
indigenous	people	to	claim	rights	to	customary	land	and	resources.	(i)	Who	are	the	actors?	
(ii)	What	scales	and	sites	are	created?	(iii)	What	types	of	acts	(of	citizenship)	are	produced?	
First,	we	will	provide	a	brief	overview	of	the	methodological	 issues	related	to	the	present	
case	of	Central	Kalimantan.	
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3.  A field study	of	participatory	mapping	in	Central	Kalimantan	
The	empirical	field	addressed	in	the	remainder	of	this	paper	relates	to	participatory	mapping	
in	Central	Kalimantan,	Indonesia,	the	homeland	of	a	large	group	of	Dayak	indigenous	people.	
According	 to	 the	 2010	 Census,	 of	 a	 total	 population	 of	 2.2	million	 inhabitants	 in	 Central	
Kalimantan,	 54.28	 percent	 are	 Dayak	 and	 live	 primarily	 in	 rural	 areas	 (Earth	 Innovation	
Institute,	2015).	With	its	rich	natural	resources,	Central	Kalimantan	has	long	been	targeted	
for	various	 land-based	 investments,	and	 the	recognition	of	Dayak	customary	rights	 to	 the	
land	remains	weak.	Growing	investment	has	increased	land	conflicts	in	the	province.		
	
The	empirical	data	were	collected	during	several	field	research	sessions	from	February	2011	
to	April	2016.	The	data	collection	was	organized	 in	conjunction	with	networks	and	NGOs	
working	 on	 issues	 related	 to	 participatory	mapping	 among	 indigenous	 people	 in	 Central	
Kalimantan,	and	the	data	consist	of	multiple	sources.	A	total	of	94	interviews	were	conducted	
with	 local	 people,	 NGO	 activists,	 local	 government	 officials,	 and	 international	 donors.	
Participatory	observation	of	a	local	NGO	in	Central	Kalimantan,	POKKER	SHK,	was	conducted	
between	May	2011	and	December	2012.	During	this	time,	mapping	activities	were	observed	
in	three	villages	in	Central	Kalimantan:	Bawan,	Galinggang,	and	Jahanjang.	During	this	period,	
two	focus	group	discussions	were	organized	in	two	villages,	Bawan	and	Galinggang.	These	
discussions	 involved	 local	 people	 who	 were	 engaged	 in	 the	 participatory	 mapping	
programme.	New	discussions	and	a	 short	 field	 trip	with	 this	NGO	were	arranged	 in	April	
2016.	 Three	 focus	 group	 discussions	 were	 conducted	 with	 local	 communities	 and	
participatory	mapping	activists	in	Palangkaraya.	Archival	research	was	also	important	and	
included	official	regulations	and	official	reports	on	forest	and	land	use	in	Central	Kalimantan.	
In	 addition,	 data	 came	 from	 traditional	 and	 new	 media	 sources	 to	 capture	 the	 public	
discourse	on	participatory	mapping,	land	use	and	related	issues.	Most	of	the	data	collection	
occurred	in	Central	Kalimantan	Province,	but	links	to	organizations	and	situations	outside	
this	province	were	also	followed	(for	example,	NGOs	located	in	Bogor	were	interviewed).	
	
In	the	following	discussions,	we	emphasize	that	the	aim	is	not	to	analyse	each	source	in	depth	
but	 rather	 to	 use	 them,	 together	 with	 the	 relevant	 literature,	 to	 tell	 the	 story	 of	 how	
participatory	mapping	in	Central	Kalimantan	has	developed	over	recent	decades.	This	is	not	
the	 full	 story.	 It	 is	 a	 story	 that	 focuses	 on	 the	 importance	 of	 indigeneity	 for	 defining	 the	
political	power	of	participatory	mapping	and	on	how	 the	Dayak,	 as	political	 subjects,	 use	
participatory	 mapping	 as	 part	 of	 a	 legal-cartographic	 strategy	 to	 claim	 their	 rights	 to	
customary	land	and	resources.	

4. The making	 of	 citizenship	 through	 participatory	 mapping	 in	 Central	
Kalimantan,	Indonesia	

	
We	will	now	approach	the	case	of	participatory	mapping	in	Central	Kalimantan,	Indonesia,	
through	a	discussion	framed	by	the	three	central	questions	concerning	citizenship	that	were	
posed	in	the	theoretical	discussion	above.	First,	we	aim	to	identify	the	major	players	by	asking	
who	 the	 main	 actors	 are	 in	 the	 claim	 making	 of	 indigenous	 rights	 through	 the	 use	 of	



	 9	

participatory	mapping	in	Central	Kalimantan.	We	continue	by	discussing	what	types	of	scales	
and	 sites	 are	 created	by	 these	actors	 through	 their	 engagement	 in	participatory	mapping	
among	 indigenous	 people.	 Finally,	 we	 explore	 the	 types	 of	 acts	 (of	 citizenship)	 that	 are	
produced	by	the	identified	actors	through	the	staging	of	particular	sites	at	various	scales.	
	
Who	are	the	actors?	
A	simplistic	approach	to	studying	claim	making	by	the	Dayak	through	participatory	mapping	
in	Central	Kalimantan	(and	elsewhere)	would	be	to	regard	this	practice	as	a	relation	between	
the	state	and	its	citizens—in	this	case,	the	Dayak	making	legal	claims	of	rights	to	land	against	
the	Indonesian	state.	However,	as	evidenced	by	the	field	study	and	the	literature	review,	this	
view	 is	 problematic.	 First,	 neither	 the	 state	 nor	 the	 Dayak	 act	 as	 unitary	 actors.	 Second,	
important	actors	outside	of	the	state–Dayak	relationship	are	relevant	for	understanding	the	
claims	of	 rights	 that	have	been	attached	 to	participatory	mapping	practices.	Therefore,	 to	
avoid	 oversimplification,	which	 is	 often	 reflected	 in	 the	 literature	 on	 indigenous	 peoples	
(Coombes,	 Johnson,	 &	 Howitt,	 2012),	 we	 follow	 Isin	 (2009)	 and	 understand	 actors	 of	
citizenship	 as	 not	 limited	 to	 those	who	 are	 citizens	 by	 status	 and	 already	 constituted	 to	
territories	or	 their	 legal	 subjects.	Actors,	 Isin	 claims,	 can	be	any	 individual,	 state,	 or	NGO	
making	a	claim,	and	they	cannot	be	defined	before	analysing	such	claims.	Who	are	the	main	
actors	of	citizenship	in	the	participatory	mapping	process	taking	place	in	Central	Kalimantan,	
and	what	are	their	main	characteristics?	
	
First,	 those	 who	 are	 formally	 making	 claims	 of	 indigenous	 rights	 to	 land	 and	 resources	
through	 participatory	 mapping	 in	 the	 investigated	 case	 are	 Dayak	 individuals	 and	 their	
communities	in	Central	Kalimantan,	where	they	have	lived	for	centuries	and	where	most	of	
them	are,	or	were,	swidden	cultivators	residing	in	the	island's	interior	(Dove,	2006).	Swidden	
culture	 and	 accompanying	 conceptions	 of	 land	 and	 resources	 explain	 why	 most	 Dayak	
communities	 traditionally	 have	 no	 sense	 of	 territorial	 jurisdiction	 (see	 Tsing,	 2004)	 and,	
accordingly,	 why	 the	 massive	 delocalization	 of	 Dayak	 land	 in	 support	 of	 national	 and	
international	 capital	 was	 made	 possible	 through	 Basic	 Forestry	 Law	 (BFL)	 No.	 5/196.	
(Lindayati,	 2003).	 Through	 this	 law,	 approximately	 74	 percent	 of	 the	 nation's	 land	 area,	
including	most	 customary	 land,	was	 considered	 ‘wasteland’	 and	became	 subject	 to	 direct	
state	control.	The	law	followed	a	discourse	that	centred	on	Dayaks’	shifting	cultivation	as	a	
‘destructive’	 and	 ‘irrational’	practice	 (Fried,	2003,	p.	149)	 that	 justified	 stopping	 swidden	
agriculture	 and	 other	 local	 activities	 on	 lands	 that	 were	 intended	 for	 projects	 such	 as	
agriculture	estates,	transmigration,	plantations,	and	mining.	This	dispossession	of	Dayak	land	
was	 followed	by	a	state	spatial	strategy	 to	control	resources	and	populations	 through	the	
creation	of	official	maps	that	coded	much	of	Dayak	customary	land	as	state	land.	Combined	
with	ignorance	of	Dayak	customary	laws	and	practices,	these	maps	provided	the	grounds	for	
a	kind	of	‘legal	landlessness’	that	resulted	in	significant	reductions	in	the	areas	traditionally	
used	by	Dayak	peasants	for	economic	production	under	customary	laws	(Colchester	et	al.,	
2006).	Specifically,	in	Central	Kalimantan,	the	state	used	these	official	maps	to	issue	various	
licenses	 for	 timber	 concessions,	 infrastructure,	 transmigration,	 biodiversity,	 conservation,	
mining,	and	plantations,	among	others.		
	
The	tradition	of	weak	juridical	ownership	over	land	and	resources	together	with	intervention	
by	the	‘modern’	state	through	the	modern	language	of	official	maps	illuminate	why	a	large	
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majority	 of	 Dayaks	 still	 live	 as	 peasants	 with	 weak	 control	 over	 the	 land	 they	 use	 for	
agriculture.	 Dayaks	 are,	 however,	 not	 exclusively	 peasants.	 There	 exists	 a	 significant	
indigenous	 Dayak	 elite,	 particularly	 in	 Central	 Kalimantan,	 which	 for	 decades	 has	 made	
alliances	with	the	state	to	consolidate	their	power	(McCarthy,	2004,	McCarthy,	Vel	and	Afiff	
2012;	van	Klinken,	2002,	2006).	The	state’s	discriminatory	discourse	on	Dayak	peasants	has	
thus	been	reproduced	with	the	direct	involvement	of	Dayak	elites.	This	has	been	visible	since	
the	emergence	of	Central	Kalimantan	Province	in	1957,	which	integrated	the	state	structure	
into	Dayak	society,	but	 it	became	more	intensive	in	the	new	era	of	decentralization,	when	
Dayak	 elites	 dominated	 the	 local	 government.	 Gradually,	 the	Dayak	 elites	 have	 enhanced	
their	 bargaining	 positions	 to	 extend	 control	 their	 land	 and	 resources	 by	 gaining	 political	
legitimacy	 as	 the	 ‘guardians’	 of	 Dayak	 culture	 (McCarthy,	 2004).	 This	 conflict	 within	 the	
Dayak	community,	which	is	evident	in	the	field,	can	be	exemplified	through	a	discussion	with	
a	villager	from	Mantangai	Hulu	(May	6,	2012)	about	the	growing	issuance	of	palm	oil	licenses	
by	local	government	officials:	“Dayak	people	are	now	fooled	by	Dayak	people”.	 In	this	 light,	
Dayak	peasant	claims	against	the	state	raised	through	participatory	mapping	are	not	simple	
issues	of	ethnic	minorities	making	claims	against	a	majority	but	also	involve	peasants	making	
claims	against	a	controlling	elite.	
	
Although	 the	 fieldwork	 revealed	 how	 some	 Dayak	 elite	 used	 participatory	 mapping	
programmes	 as	 political	 tools	 to	 gain	 support	 from	potential	 voters,	 it	was	 primarily	 the	
community	that	already	had	links	to	NGOs	working	on	local	community	rights	that	became	
involved	in	participatory	mapping.	Thus,	the	use	of	maps	by	the	Dayak	and	their	communities	
cannot	be	separated	from	the	way	participatory	mapping	became	a	vital	force	in	the	early	
1990s	with	the	expansion	and	globalization	of	the	human	rights	discourse,	environmental	
activism,	and	agrarian	reform	(Safitri,	2009).	In	Central	Kalimantan,	several	NGOs	have	been	
active	 in	 integrating	 participatory	mapping	 into	 the	 agrarian	movement	 since	 2000.	 This	
process	 became	more	 intensive	 when	 Simpul	 Layanan	 Pemetaan	 Partisipatif	 Kalimantan	
Tengah	(SLP2KT),	also	known	as	Simpul	or	the	Center	for	Participatory	Mapping	Services	of	
Central	Kalimantan,	was	established	with	support	from	local	governments	and	international	
donors.	Those	involved	in	SLP2KT	are	activists	of	NGOs	such	as	POKKER	SHK,	Perkumpulan	
TEROPONG,	WALHI	Central	Kalimantan,	and	Yayasan	Petak	Danum	as	well	as	Dayak	peasants	
who	have	already	been	trained	in	participatory	mapping.		
	
This	participatory	mapping		movement	has	challenged	state	land	use	practices	by	promoting	
indigenous	rights	in	its	campaigns	(Pramono,	Natalia,	&	Janting,	2006).	Facilitated	by	national	
and	international	NGOs,	Dayak	communities	have	used	maps	and	mapping	as	a	strategy	to	
challenge	 the	 state	 territorialization	 discussed	 above	 and	 to	 bolster	 the	 legitimacy	 of	
customary	claims	to	land	and	resources	(Peluso,	1995).	Through	counter-mapping	and	new	
maps,	NGOs	have	helped	 local	 communities	 transform	 the	mental	maps	 that	 exist	 in	 oral	
tradition	into	cartographic	maps	and	to	document	historical	land	uses	and	claims	(Pramono	
et	al.,	2006).	SLP2KT	has	recently	coordinated	this	work	with	the	aim	of	providing	closer,	
cheaper,	 and	quicker	participatory	mapping	 services	 for	 local	 communities.	 Furthermore,	
new	 types	of	digital	 technologies	have	become	essential	 in	 the	 Indonesian	environmental	
movement	(Kurniawan	&	Rye,	2014).	GPS,	mapping	software	and,	more	recently,	unarmed	
drones	 have	 been	 critical	 to	 the	 development	 of	 the	 participatory	 mapping	 movement	
(Crampton,	2009;	McCall	&	Dunn,	2012;	Radjawali	et	al.,	2017).	The	Dayak	have	used	NGOs,	
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maps,	 and	new	 technologies	 to	 strengthen	 their	 ability	 to	 act	 as	 citizens	 and	 to	 form	 the	
present-day	participatory	mapping	movement.		
	
The	emergence	and	development	of	the	Dayak	use	of	participatory	mapping	in	Kalimantan	in	
the	 1990s,	 as	 suggested	 above,	 were	 made	 possible	 by	 the	 active	 role	 of	 national	 and	
international	grant-making	organizations	(Pramono	et	al.,	2006).	At	that	time,	there	was	a	
trend	 among	 international	 development	 institutions	 and	 grant-making	 organizations	 to	
promote	market-led	agrarian	reforms	by	replacing	confrontational	land	reforms	with	more	
collaborative	approaches,	especially	in	countries	that	had	inherited	dualistic	(i.e.,	individual	
and	communal)	 landownership	patterns	 (Deininger	&	Binswanger,	1999).	 It	was	believed	
that	a	participatory	and	collaborative	strategy	would	ensure	secure	tenure	and	facilitate	land	
transfer,	 which	 would,	 in	 turn,	 promote	 and	 protect	 corporate	 investments	 through	 the	
Community-Based	Natural	Resource	Management	Programme	(Borras	&	Ross,	2007;	Safitri,	
2009).	Extensions	of	 these	practices	can	be	seen	 in	 the	Ford	Foundation’s	support	of	 two	
large	 environmental	 organizations,	WALHI	 and	 the	World	Wide	 Fund	 for	Nature	 (WWF),	
followed	 by	 assistance	 from	 USAID,	 which	 gave	 financial	 support	 to	 various	 NGOs	 in	
Kalimantan	 to	 develop	 participatory	 mapping	 through	 its	 Biodiversity	 Support	 Program	
(Pramono	et	al.,	2006).	As	revealed	through	the	fieldwork,	the	most	active	donor	institutions	
are	 currently	 the	Partnership	 for	Governance	Reform	 in	 Indonesia	 (PGRI),	 also	known	as	
Kemitraan,	which	is	a	grant-making	organisation	founded	in	2000	based	on	the	initiative	of	
the	World	Bank	 and	 the	United	Nations	Development	 Program.	 This	 institution	 has	 been	
active	 in	 the	 funding	 of	 SLP2KT	 and	 has	 canalized	 much	 of	 its	 work	 through	 the	
aforementioned	 local	 NGOs.	 A	 main	 funding	 institution	 is	 the	 Norwegian	 Government	
(NORAD,	2010),	which,	as	will	be	discussed	in	greater	detail,	has	used	this	institution	as	a	tool	
in	their	engagement	in	Indonesian	national	forest	management.		
	
With	strong	support	from	donors	such	as	Kemitraan,	Indonesian	governments	have,	in	recent	
years,	accommodated	the	Dayak	cause	by	providing	a	legal	framework	for	claims	and	actions	
in	 support	 of	 their	 customary	 rights.	 During	 the	 New	 Order	 era,	 the	 state	 controlled	
customary	 rights	 using	 coercive	 means	 supported	 by	 law,	 but	 recent	 legal	 regulations	
underline	the	need	to	recognize	customary	rights	(Arnold,	2008).	Government	intervention	
in	the	participatory	mapping	movement	in	Central	Kalimantan	formally	began	in	2008	with	
the	 legal	 reform	 of	 customary	 rights	 to	 land	 and	 resources	 through	 Local	 Government	
Regulation	 No.	 16/2008	 on	 Dayak	 customary	 institutions	 in	 Central	 Kalimantan	 and	
Governor	Decree	No.	13/2009	on	customary	 land	and	customary	rights	 to	 land	 in	Central	
Kalimantan.	A	main	target	of	this	intervention	was	communities	and	villages	with	high	levels	
of	 land	conflicts	with	national	and	 international	companies.	Local	NGOs	and	transnational	
networks	played	an	important	role	in	implementing	the	government-initiated	participatory	
mapping	activities	at	the	local	level.		
	
Together,	these	actors	and	networks	in	central	Kalimantan	reflect	the	complex	assemblage	
of	actors	and	objectives	involved	in	the	Dayak’s	claims	(Li,	2007a).	The	primary	actors	have	
been	Dayak	 people	 and	 their	 communities,	 local,	 national	 and	 international	 NGOs,	 donor	
agencies,	local/regional	governments	and	local	elites.	However,	land,	resources,	technology,	
and	 legal	 regulations	 have	 contributed	 significantly	 to	 the	 configuration	 of	 these	
assemblages.	 Making	 claims	 through	 participatory	 mapping	 has	 become	 a	 means	 of	
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assembling	the	actors	under	a	common	cause	based	on	the	notion	of	indigeneity.	How	they	
formed	 new	 sites	 and	 scales	 in	 the	 struggle	 over	 rights	 to	 customary	 land	 in	 Central	
Kalimantan	will	be	addressed	in	the	following	discussion.	
	
What	sites	and	scales	of	struggles	are	created?	
Sites	of	citizenship	are,	as	Isin	(2009)	notes,	fields	where	there	is	contestation	and	struggle	
over	certain	interests,	stakes,	issues,	themes	and	concepts.	Scales	represent	the	range	over	
which	 these	 sites	 of	 struggle	 are	 applicable.	 In	 the	 following,	 we	 focus	 on	 two	 relevant	
examples	 from	 the	 field	data.	The	 first	 relates	 to	 local	 government	 involvement	 in	Dayak	
communities’	staging	of	claims	through	a	participatory	mapping	programme	in	2008.	The	
second,	which	is	connected	with	the	first,	relates	to	transnational	networks	of	states,	agencies	
and	NGOs	involved	in	indigenous	legal	rights	through	the	transnational	cause	of	protecting	
the	rainforest.	The	first	example	illustrates	how	new	sites	for	making	claims	are	developed	
from	scales	below	the	nation	state	by	(re)establishing	indigenous	legal	institutions	on	a	local	
level.	The	second	example	demonstrates	how	sites	for	making	claims	are	created	through	the	
involvement	of	institutions	from	scales	above	the	nation	state.	These	actors	meet	by	means	
of	participatory	mapping	in	the	production	of	new	cross-scalar	sites	for	making	indigenous	
claims	to	customary	land.	Both	examples	address	the	transformative	power	of	participatory	
mapping	when	indigeneity	is	attached	to	new	actors,	sites	and	scales	of	claim	making.	We	
begin	with	governmental	involvement	in	indigenous	claim	making.	
	
The	 state’s	 involvement	 in	participatory	mapping	 in	Central	Kalimantan	was	 first	 evident	
through	Local	Government	Regulation	No.	16/2008,	which	was	formulated	as	an	effort	“[…]	
to	 promote	 the	 preservation,	 development,	 and	 empowerment	 of	 Dayak	 customs	 and	 the	
enforcement	of	[customary]	law	in	the	community”	(article	2)	and	“[…]	to	manifest	the	Dayak	
philosophy	 of	 huma	 betang	 (communal	 life	 and	 togetherness)”	 (article	 10).	 Through	 this	
regulation,	the	provincial	government	provided	legal	status	for	the	Dayak	people	in	Central	
Kalimantan	 and	 their	 customary	 relationship	 to	 lands	 and	 resources	 that	 are	 generally	
located	in	areas	controlled	by	the	state	(Simarmata,	2015).	Dayak	elites	were	involved	in	this	
process	 to	 a	 large	 degree;	 in	 recent	 decades,	 many	 have	 become	 members	 of	 local	
governments	and	of	Dewan	Adat	Dayak,	or	state-sponsored	customary	institutions,iii	which	
have	direct	or	indirect	influences	on	the	technical	processes	of	the	legalization	of	customary	
claims	 on	 land	 made	 through	 participatory	 mapping.	 One	 Dayak	 customary	 institution	
covered	 by	 Regulation	 No.	 16/2008	 is	 the	 Kedamangan,	 a	 traditional	 Dayak	 institution	
formalized	 by	 the	 state	 in	 1938	 when	 the	 Dutch	 colonial	 government	 simplified	 Dayak	
institutions	(see	Hadi,	2007).	
	
Under	 Regulation	No.	 16/2008,	 the	 Kedamangan	was	 delegated	 the	 authority	 to	 address	
affairs	relating	to	the	ownership,	management,	use,	and	transfer	of	customary	lands	and	land	
rights	and	was	tasked	with	supporting	the	government	 in	conflicts	 in	Central	Kalimantan,	
especially	those	related	to	land	and	other	customary	affairs.	To	support	the	implementation	
of	Regulation	No.	16/2008,	the	Governor	of	Central	Kalimantan	issued	Governor	Decree	No.	
13/2009	on	customary	land	and	customary	rights	to	land	in	Central	Kalimantan,	which	was	
followed	 by	 the	 Programme	 Inventarisasi	 Tanah	 Adat	 Dayak,	 or	 the	 Inventory	 of	 Dayak	
Customary	Land	Programme.	The	provincial	government	employed	a	participatory	mapping	
approach	to	this	inventory	process	that	included	the	identification,	mapping,	and	marking	of	



	 13	

customary	land	and	land	rights.	The	Kedamangan	played	a	central	role	in	this	programme	as	
the	provincial	government	granted	the	Damang	Kepala	Adat	(the	head	of	the	Kedamangan)	
the	authority	to	issue	letters	of	proof	of	customary	land	ownership	and	customary	legal	rights	
to	 land	 (these	 letters	 are	 also	 known	 as	 SKTA).	 A	 government	 official	 at	 the	 Regional	
Development	Planning	Agency	(Bappeda)	in	Palangkaraya	City	expressed	the	aim	of	these	
governmental	interventions	in	participatory	mapping	as	follows:		
	

“[…]	rather	than	spending	time	on	demonstrations,	I	think	it’s	better	for	[indigenous]	
people	 to	 use	 the	 existing	 regulations	 to	 protect	 their	 land.	 Local	 government	 has	
facilitated	this	through	the	Governor’s	decree	[No.	13/2009].	Just	map	it	and	make	an	
SKTA.	 We	 need	 a	 conducive	 environment.	 If	 we	 have	 [a]	 safe	 environment,	
development	will	run	well”	(August	22,	2012).	

	
A	major	motivation	for	the	regional	government	to	engage	in	participatory	mapping	was,	as	
expressed	 by	 the	 government	 officer	 cited	 above,	 to	 resolve	 conflicts	 over	 land	 use	
originating	 in	 customary	 rights	 as	 they	 hindered	 ‘development’.	 The	 efforts	 apparently	
advanced	 the	 interests	of	 indigenous	peasants	and	 their	 communities	 in	 several	 respects.	
However,	 the	 fieldwork	 revealed	 that	 the	 emergence	of	 these	 regulations	 also	 served	 the	
interests	of	local	Dayak	elites,	who	used	the	issue	of	indigeneity	to	gain	political	legitimacy	as	
the	guardians	of	Dayak	culture	and	to	expand	their	influence	in	determining	the	direction	of	
land	use	and	control	over	resources	in	Central	Kalimantan.	This	situation	is	similar	to	those	
in	the	so-called	‘indigenous	states’	in	parts	of	Latin	America	(Canessa,	2014),	which	implies	
the	state’s	use	of	key	indigenous	concepts,	such	as	adat,	Dayak,	and	huma	betang	(Zimmerer,	
2015).	
	
A	key	point	here	is	how	the	state,	through	a	combination	of	participatory	mapping	and	local	
legal	customary	institution,	is	challenging	the	nation	state	as	the	exclusive	frame	for	making	
claims	as	citizens.	Dayaks	became	recognized	as	legal	subjects	through	their	exclusive	status	
as	indigenous,	not	only	as	Indonesians.	To	some	extent,	this	can	be	seen	as	a	downscaling	of	
politics	 that	 followed	 the	decentralization	 of	 national	 politics.	 As	will	 be	 discussed	 in	 the	
following,	this	could	not	have	happened	without	 involvement	from	actors	and	institutions	
from	scales	above	the	nation	state.		
	
The	direct	and	indirect	involvement	of	external	actors	such	as	NGOs	and	donors	can	be	seen	
in	 the	 making	 of	 Local	 Government	 Regulation	 No.	 16/2008	 and	 Governor	 Decree	 No.	
13/2009,	 which	 officially	 regulate	 relations	 between	 Dayak	 communities	 and	 the	 state.	
During	 the	 fieldwork,	 the	 director	 of	 POKKER	 SHK	 explained	 how	 NGOs	 in	 Central	
Kalimantan,	with	support	from	various	grant-making	organizations,	were	actively	involved	
in	discussions	with	provincial	 governments	 and	politicians	before	 those	 regulations	were	
issued	 (personal	 communication,	 May	 3,	 2012).	 He	 also	 confirmed	 that	 national	 donor	
agencies	 with	 international	 funding,	 such	 as	 Kemitraan,	 have	 played	 a	 central	 role	 in	
influencing	the	agenda	of	indigenous	land	rights	in	Central	Kalimantan.	POKKER	SHK	itself,	
he	noted,	 had	 several	 collaborations	with	 these	donors	 to	 conduct	participatory	mapping	
activities	 as	 well	 as	 to	 enhance	 forest	 governance	 in	 Central	 Kalimantan	 on	 the	 basis	 of	
indigeneity.	 Local	 government–initiated	 participatory	 mapping	 was	 possible	 only	 in	
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partnership	 with	 grant-making	 organizations,	 with	 Kemitraan	 as	 a	 central	 actor.	 This	
dependence	on	external	funding	was	explained	by	an	officer	in	the	provincial	government:	
	

“Half	of	the	budget	 is	used	for	providing	tools	and	paying	for	mapping	experts.	We	
only	have	200	million	 rupiahs	 left	 for	 fieldwork	 […].	 Luckily,	we	 are	 supported	by	
Kemitraan,	even	though	I	am	sceptical	[that]	we	can	cover	all	600	villages.	Without	
Kemitraan,	 I	 think	 it	 would	 be	 difficult	 to	 implement	 the	 Governor’s	 decree	 […]”	
(September	25,	2012).	

	
Through	the	Forest	Governance	Programiv	funded	by	the	Norwegian	Government,	Kemitraan	
has	 worked	 in	 an	 institutional	 partnership	 with	 the	 provincial	 government	 to	 enhance	
governance	in	Central	Kalimantan	since	2009.	Through	this	partnership,	Kemitraan	aimed	to	
develop	 a	model	 of	 tenure	 rights	 and	 conflict	 prevention	 in	 Central	 Kalimantan	 (NORAD,	
2010).	 Under	 this	 institutional	 partnership,	 the	 provincial	 government	 and	 Kemitraan	
carried	out	programmes	of	socialization	for	Governor	Decree	No.	13/2009	in	2010	and	2012.	
An	 ad	 hoc	 team	 supported	 by	 Kemitraan	 was	 also	 established	 to	 conduct	 training	 in	
participatory	 mapping,	 a	 pilot	 inventory	 project,	 and	 the	 identification	 and	 mapping	 of	
customary	land	in	three	villages,	Bawan,	Pangi,	and	Ramang,	in	Pulang	Pisau	District.	This	
pilot	 project	 successfully	 inventoried	 customary	 land	 and	 issued	 112	 SKTA	 (Kemitraan,	
2012).	
	
The	 involvement	 of	 Kemitraan	 in	 local	 participatory	 mapping	 activates	 can	 be	 further	
considered	in	light	of	the	One	Map	initiative,	which	began	in	2011	in	cooperation	with	the	
Indonesian	 and	 Norwegian	 governments	 as	 part	 of	 a	 REDD+	 project	 (Sanders,	 da	 Silva	
Hyldmo,	 Ford,	 Larson,	 &	 Keenan,	 2017).	 The	 One	Map	 initiative	 seeks	 to	 create	 a	 single	
reference	land	use	map	that	synchronizes	government	agencies’	geospatial	information	and	
provides	 the	 grounds	 for	 motions	 regarding	 land	 use	 in	 forests	 relevant	 to	 the	 REDD+	
agreement	 (Astuti	&	McGregor,	 2015;	Mulyani	&	 Jepson,	 2016).	 Several	NGOs	 and	 grant-
making	agencies	have	been	actively	involved	in	the	discussion	and	negotiation	process	with	
the	Indonesian	Government	to	integrate	customary	maps	into	the	One	Map.	Kasmita	Widodo,	
the	Director	of	 the	 JKPP	(the	Network	 for	Participatory	Mapping),	explained	the	One	Map	
initiative:	

	
“The	 issue	 of	 customary	maps	 has	 been	 our	 concern	 since	we	 had	 dialogues	with	
[governmental	 representatives]	 in	 several	 forums	 that	 specifically	 discussed	 the	
creation	of	One	Map	[…].	What	is	the	position	of	customary	maps	within	that	One	Map?	
We	expect	that	customary	maps	will	be	integrated	into	the	One	Map	as	a	reference	for	
policies	in	forestry	and	other	sectors,	including	[those	regarding]	the	issue	of	climate	
change.	Thematic	maps	that	are	made	by	ministries	and	governmental	agencies,	for	
instance,	license	and	concession	maps	as	well	as	land	cultivation	rights	and	title	maps,	
can	be	displayed	together	with	customary	territory	maps	by	a	government	agency,	
such	as	the	Badan	Informasi	Geospasial”	(Geospatial	Information	Agency).	

	
Indonesian	 governments	 at	 various	 scales	 see	 the	 One	 Map	 initiative	 as	 helping	 the	
government	enhance	economic	development	by	harmonizing	environmental	protection	and	



	 15	

investment	 through	 the	 reduction	 of	 overlapping	 claims	 between	 local	 communities	 and	
private	companies.	For	NGOs	and	grant-making	agencies,	the	One	Map	initiative	is	seen	as	a	
political	opportunity	for	further	recognition	of	adat	rights	to	land;	the	integration	of	official	
maps	with	customary	maps	has	been	on	the	agenda	of	NGOs	and	donor	networks	in	Indonesia	
since	the	emergence	of	participatory	mapping	in	the	early	1990s.	This	new	direction	in	the	
participatory	mapping	movement	 shows	 how	 claims	 through	maps	 are	 not	 necessarily	 a	
question	of	producing	new	sites	for	making	claims	at	various	scales	but	are	also	about	the	
way	new	 sites	 for	making	 claims	 are	produced	 across	 scales.	 Participatory	mapping	 is	 as	
much	a	global	site	for	making	claims	as	it	is	a	local	arrangement.	
	
The	practical	 implications	of	 local	 governmental	 involvement	 in	participatory	mapping	of	
indigenous	claims	to	land	and	resources	and	the	rescaling	of	these	claims	through	the	One	
Map	 initiative	 are	difficult	 to	determine	 from	our	data.	However,	 our	 study	 suggests	 that	
using	 participatory	 mapping	 to	 bring	 indigeneity	 into	 the	 formal	 channels	 of	 political	
expression	has	mixed	implications	for	the	Dayak	and	their	struggle	for	customary	rights.	As	
Castree	(2004)	notes,	such	cross-scalar	relations	do	not	come	without	a	cost,	and	it	is	argued	
that	they	may	undermine	exclusive	indigenous	rights	to	land	and	nature	(see	also,	Escobar,	
2001;	 Greene	 et	 al.,	 2004).	 Similarly,	 scholars	 suggest	 that	 techniques	 of	 participatory	
development	 are	 deeply	 embedded	 in	 power	 and	 politics,	which	means	 that	 they	 do	 not	
necessarily	(though	possibly)	aim	for	the	best	for	those	on	the	ground	(Kesby,	2007;	Korf,	
2010).	One	concrete	example	of	resistance	to	development	techniques	relevant	to		the	One	
Map	initiative	and	its	articulation	in	terms	of	the	REDD+	projects	in	Central	Kalimantan	is	the	
NoRedd	 movement	 (http://no-redd.com).	 The	 fieldwork	 also	 confirmed	 that	 land	
dispossession	continued	during	the	inventory	programme	(see	also	Simarmata,	2015),	often	
by	means	of	land	ownership	certificates	produced	through	participatory	mapping.	The	head	
of	a	village	participating	in	a	mapping	programme	voiced	the	following	concern:		
	

“We	 actually	 want	 the	 SKTA	 programme	 [to]	 continue	 so	 that	 Dayak	 people	 are	
protected.	The	problem	is	that	we	are	also	worried	that	after	SKTA	are	issued,	adat	
lands	will	be	sold	to	companies.	 If	 that	happens,	 it	will	be	difficult	 for	people	to	do	
swidden	agriculture	and	fishing.	We	might	end	up	working	on	palm	oil	plantations”	
(May	10,	2012).	

	
In	this	statement,	we	see	the	paradoxical	effects	of	the	legal	mapping	of	customary	land.	A	
formal	 system	 for	 the	 recognition	 of	 indigenous	 rights	 to	 lands	 and	 resources	 has	 been	
pursued	by	the	Dayak	and	many	other	indigenous	groups	for	years	and	has	been	a	driver	of	
the	development	of	the	participatory	movement	in	Central	Kalimantan.	However,	the	price	
may	be	a	kind	of	legal	landlessness	wherein	the	Dayak	as	a	group	lose	control	over	their	land.	
This	raises	the	question	of	how	indigeneity,	as	a	site	for	making	claims,	should	be	understood	
in	 terms	 of	 the	 political	 subjectivities	 produced	 by	 participatory	mapping,	 which	will	 be	
discussed	in	the	following	section.	
	
What	types	of	acts	(of	citizenship)	are	produced?	
We	have	discussed	how	participatory	mapping	through	notions	of	indigeneity	can	be	seen	as	
a	site	 for	Dayak	claim	making	and	resistance	to	state	territorialisation	as	well	as	a	way	of	
ordering	subjects	to	comply	with	a	state	logic	and	to	become	subjects	to	global	policy	around	
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climate	change.	The	question	we	now	raise	is	how	to	understand	these	political	acts	based	on	
indigeneity	and	participatory	mapping	in	terms	of	citizenship.	
	
Prior	to	1998,	 indigeneity	did	not	have	 legal	status	 in	the	Indonesian	 legal	system	of	 land	
rights.	Although	a	type	of	authoritarian	multiculturalism	was	expressed	by	the	New	Order	
through	the	slogan	“unity	through	diversity”	(Li,	2000),	the	possibilities	for	diversity	were	
restricted	 to	 those	 that	 did	 not	 challenge	 the	 nation’s	 unity.	 An	 extension	 of	 the	 official	
position,	 as	 Li	 (2000)	 notes,	 held	 that	 all	 Indonesians	 were	 considered	 indigenous	 to	
Indonesia	 and	 that	 indigeneity	 could	 thus	 not	 be	 used	 as	 a	 site	 for	 claiming	 exclusive	
customary	rights	within	the	framework	of	existing	legal	structures	of	the	Indonesian	state.	
The	 long-lasting	 presence	 of	 indigenous	 Dayak	 in	 the	 regional	 government	 in	 Central	
Kalimantan	 did	 not	 change	 this	 situation	 as	 they	 were	 unable	 to	 represent	 Dayaks	 as	
indigenous	 peoples	 with	 particular	 rights.	 Nevertheless,	 the	 cartographic-legal	 strategy	
contested	the	spatial	foundation	of	the	state	through	the	creation	of	indigeneity	as	a	site	for	
Dayak	 struggle	 by	 establishing	 a	 conception	 of	 identity	 that	 differed	 from	 the	 state’s	
definition	of	indigeneity	and	multiculturalism.	Political	agency	was	created,	in	the	vocabulary	
of	Isin	(2009),	by	staging	participatory	mapping	as	an	act	that	challenged	the	existing	script	
for	 accepted	 political	 behaviour	 as	 determined	 by	 the	 state.	 As	 an	 act	 of	 citizenship,	
participatory	mapping	provides	the	Dayak	with	the	power	to	transform	the	state.	
	
It	should	be	noted	that	such	actions	contesting	the	state’s	hegemony	through	participatory	
mapping	by	the	Dayak	peasants	were	not	intended	to	diminish	the	state’s	legitimacy	as	a	legal	
political	institution.	Instead,	as	seen	above,	participatory	mapping	and	affiliate	transnational	
networks	became	part	of	Dayak	peasants’	negotiations	with	the	state	to	secure	rights	to	their	
land	and	have	their	claims	recognized	as	legitimate.	Although	the	state	was	considered	the	
main	problem	and	had	long	denied	the	Dayak’s	fundamental	claims	and	their	ability	to	be	
members	of	the	state,	they	continued,	like	many	indigenous	people	in	Latin	America	(see,	for	
example,	Canessa,	2014),	to	fight	for	a	relationship	with	the	state,	even	as	the	state	continued	
its	politics	of	dispossession	and	marginalization	(Langer,	2009).	A	community	member	who	
was	joining	a	mapping	programme	in	which	a	local	NGO	aimed	to	help	local	communities	to	
identify	potential	land	use	for	inclusion	in	local	spatial	planning	expressed	this	relationship	
as	follows:	
	

“We	 need	 international	 business	 to	 by	 our	 products,	 [and]	 we	 need	 international	
organisation	as	long	as	the	visions	are	the	same:	to	produce	something	from	the	forest.	
But	 we	 should	 have	 the	 control	 ourselves.	 It	 is	 not	 much	 help	 to	 get	 from	 [the	
government],	but	 they	should	help	us	 to	bring	back	the	rubber	gardens	[owned	by	
local	communities]”	(April	19,	2016)	

	
The	 excerpt	 and	 the	 programme	 in	 which	 this	 person	 was	 involved	 illustrate	 the	mixed	
attitude	towards	the	state	and	its	role	in	securing	control	over	land	and	production.	The	state	
is	seen	both	as	an	enemy	and	a	potential	resource	for	making	claims	and	for	gaining	control	
of	resources.	Nevertheless,	the	long-term	pattern	of	engagement	with	the	state	has	had	the	
aim	of	 inclusion	in	rather	overturning	the	state	or	negotiating	exclusion	from	it.	Claims	of	
customary	rights	through	participatory	mapping	can,	in	a	sense,	be	regarded	as	claims	of	the	
right	to	make	claims	(as	indigenous	people	within	the	nation	state),	which	can	be	seen	as	an	
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act	that	supports	the	state.	Indigeneity	thus	became	both	a	script	of	the	(regional)	state	and	
a	 possible	 basis	 from	 which	 the	 Dayak	 could	 act	 within	 existing	 norms	 and	 notions	 of	
citizenship.	Ironically,	this	implies	that	participatory	mapping	lost	much	of	its	transformative	
power	 as	 it	 could	 no	 longer	 rely	 on	 indigeneity	 as	 a	 site	 for	 transformative	 acts	 that	
challenged	 the	 basis	 of	 citizenship	 as	 a	 state	 institution.	 Instead,	 the	 construction	 of	 an	
indigenous	state	(at	the	province	level)	paved	the	way	for	participatory	mapping	to	become	
part	of	the	state’s	strategy	for	making	land	governable.		
	
Canessa	 (2014)	 illustrates	 this	 point	with	 Latin	American	 examples	 of	 how	discourses	 of	
indigeneity	can	be	enabling	for	marginalized	peoples	who	would	not	otherwise	have	access	
to	international	courts	or	the	global	mobilization	of	interest	groups.	This	is	what	Li	(2000)	
calls	 the	 ‘tribal	 slot’.	 However,	 as	 Canessa	 argues,	 indigeneity	 may	 be	 inadequate	 for	
addressing	conflicts	between	different	groups	of	indigenous	people	within	a	nation	state	and	
even	 less	adequate	 for	conflicts	between	 indigenous	people	and	an	 indigenous	state.	Both	
lines	of	conflict	are	apparent	in	the	Central	Kalimantan	case,	which	raises	important	critical	
questions	about	the	transformative	power	of	participatory	mapping.	The	implications	of	the	
Indonesian	state’s	embrace	of	indigeneity	is	therefore	not	obvious.	As	Li	(2000,	p.	174)	has	
noted,	the	“discourse	on	indigenous	people	in	Indonesia	has	emerged	from	new	visions	and	
connections	 that	 have	 created	moments	 of	 opportunity,	 but	 there	 are	 no	 guarantees”.	 It	
should	 be	 recalled	 that	 indigenous	 people	 have	 long	 been	 present	 in	 the	 provincial	
government	(van	Klinken,	2002,	2006),	although	only	recently	has	indigeneity	become	a	legal	
principle	in	the	province	for	making	claims	as	citizens.	Hence,	following	the	perspective	of	
Isin	(2009),	participatory	mapping	enabled	the	Dayak	to	make	legal	claims	to	land	as	citizens,	
but	political	agency	was	restricted	to	the	reproduction	of	the	basic	order	of	society,	which	
implies	 the	 subordination	 of	 Dayak	 peasants.	 Similarly,	 the	 legal-cartographic	 strategy	
associated	with	the	participatory	mapping	movement	in	Central	Kalimantan	gave	the	Dayak	
the	right	to	make	claims	but	not	necessarily	to	access	or	utilize	customary	land	for	their	own	
resource	extraction.	
	
This	situation	is	not	unique	to	Central	Kalimantan.	As	Peluso	et	al.	(2013)	note,	“Contrary	to	
expectations,	land	formalization	is	becoming	a	means	of	enabling	wealthy	international	and	
elite	domestic	actors	to	acquire	land	and	benefit	from	its	productions	or	from	speculation”.	
In	the	present	case,	the	Dayak	secured	legal	recognition	of	their	customary	land,	but	the	land	
had	 to	 be	 enrolled	 in	 the	 state	 land	 system	 as	 a	 potential	 commodity,	 enabling	 the	
dispossession	 of	 land	 for	 purposes	 such	 as	 integration	 into	 the	 global	 economy	or	 global	
political	 initiatives	related	to	climate	policy.	A	member	of	the	Borneo	Climate	online	open	
discussion	group	expressed	this	situation	in	the	following	way	in	a	posting	(May	03,	2012):		
	

“When	customary	 land	has	already	got	 land	certificates	 then	 it	 is	 just	a	step	ahead	
toward	land	loss,	legally.	The	lands	will	gradually	be	transferred	to	businessmen	and	
those	who	have	money.	Never	come	back.	Land	certificate	will	change	into	bank	notes.	
When	it	happens,	adat	communities,	full	of	awareness	and	happiness,	hand	over	their	
land	for	money.	And	just	see.	Two	or	three	days	they	will	complain	to	anybody	with	
tears	 in	 their	 eyes.	Complaining	 [about]	 their	 land	 loss.	The	 land	has	 changed	 into	
palm	oil	plantations,	mining	areas,	real	estate,	or	whatever”.	
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This	 reasoning	 by	 scholars	 as	well	 as	 local	 activists	 explains	why	 dispersion	 and	 various	
forms	 of	 land	 grabbing	 continue,	 albeit	 within	 a	 legal	 framework	 that	 now	 recognizes	
indigeneity	as	a	site	for	exclusive	rights	to	land.	Participatory	mapping	has	thus	become	an	
integral	 form	 of	 “neoliberal	 citizenship”	 (Sparke,	 2006)	 or	 ‘‘neoliberal	 multiculturalism’’	
(Hale,	2005).	The	multicultural	ideology	promoted	during	the	authoritarian	Suharto	regime	
was	limited,	but	the	same	can	be	said	of	the	new	neoliberal	multiculturalism	that	developed	
in	Indonesia	during	the	recent	era	of	democratic	reform.	Therefore,	one	can	question	whether	
state	involvement	in	the	participatory	mapping	of	customary	land	was	a	result	of	previous	
counter-mapping	and	its	success	in	challenging	the	state	or	whether	the	state	successfully	
absorbed	the	participatory	mapping	movement	and	notions	of	indigeneity	into	a	state	logic	
with	its	own	language	of	regulation	through	legal	maps.	Our	empirical	observations	do	not	
offer	a	clear	answer	but	suggest	that	the	answer	must	be	in	the	middle.	Although	the	regional	
state	 has	 embraced	 the	 notion	 of	 indigeneity	 and	 internalized	 practices	 of	 participatory	
mapping,	at	least	partly	for	the	sake	of	its	own	interest,	the	struggle	continues	through	new	
formations.	The	fieldwork	provides	clear	examples	of	how	the	process	of	making	claims	on	
customary	 land	through	participatory	mapping	created	a	 foundation	 for	a	new	awareness	
among	 the	Dayak	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 struggle	 to	 control	 resources.	 As	 one	 informant	 from	 a	
community	involved	in	participatory	mapping	claimed	when	discussing	recent	developments	
in	participatory	mapping,	“we	now	know	better	how	to	use	the	government	to	advance	our	own	
interests”.	
	
In	summary,	transforming	the	principle	of	citizenship	into	acceptance	of	indigeneity	as	a	legal	
basis	for	making	claims	does	not	necessarily	translate	into	indigenous	control	of	customary	
land	and	resources.	This	understanding	is	in	line	with	Wainwright	and	Bryan	(2009),	who	
contend	 that	maps	and	 laws	are	not	 sufficient	 instruments	 for	 settling	 indigenous	 claims.	
Maps,	they	argue,	can	only	be	effective	in	making	such	claims	if	attention	is	paid	to	indigenous	
peoples’	efforts	to	transform	their	social	and	spatial	relations	in	ways	that	may	transcend	the	
concepts	of	territory	and	property.	Similarly,	several	researchers	contend	that	participatory	
mapping	per	se	does	not	resolve	 issues	related	to	 the	control	of	 land	(Bryan,	2009;	Dewi,	
2016;	Reyes-García	et	al.,	2012;	Wainwright	&	Bryan,	2009;	Warren,	2005a,	2005b).	In	the	
words	 of	 Sletto	 (2015,	 p.	 2),	 “Participatory	 cartographies	 thus	 emerge	 as	 an	 ironic	 and	
troubling	reproduction	of	cartographic	domination	through	erasure	despite	its	emancipatory	
aims	as	a	project	of	visibilization	and	emergence	on	behalf	of	the	subaltern”.	However,	this	
does	not	imply	that	the	cartographic-	legal	strategy	for	gaining	indigenous	rights	in	Central	
Kalimantan	has	been	useless	or	that	partnership	with	the	government	was	a	mistake	in	terms	
of	gaining	rights	to	customary	land.	One	POKKER	SHK	activist	explained	this	issue	as	follows:	
	

“[W]e	see	participatory	mapping	both	as	a	tool	for	land	struggle	and	as	an	arena	for	
raising	political	awareness	about	indigenous	land	rights.	We	train	people	to	use	GPS	
and	 to	 map	 their	 land.	 We	 assist	 them	 in	 exploring	 their	 history	 regarding	 their	
relations	to	land,	water,	and	forests	in	their	areas.	For	us,	participatory	mapping	can	
be	used	for	kaderisasi	(cadre	formation)	and	political	education.	That	is	why	we	train	
local	peasants,	not	students.	Why?	Training	and	educating	local	peasants	in	mapping	
and	advocacy	is	very	important	because	they	are	social	groups	who	directly	face	land	
problems.	We	want	them	to	solve	their	own	problems”	(May	2012).	
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Our	 informants,	 particularly	 NGO	 activists	 such	 as	 the	 POKKER	 SHK	 activist	 cited	 above,	
highlight	how	collaboration	with	the	state	in	combination	with	engagement	in	transnational	
activist	networks	has	revitalized	the	political	capacity	of	the	movement.	

5.  Concluding remarks	
In	this	paper,	by	approaching	participatory	mapping	processes	as	acts	of	citizenship,	we	have	
revealed	indigenous	citizenship	as	more	than	concern	about	particular	rights	at	a	particular	
place	and	a	particular	time.	Indigenous	citizenship,	we	argue,	develops	over	time	and	through	
connections	across	scales	and	is	composed	of	an	assemblage	of	actors	that	transcends	the	
borders	of	the	state	and	expands	the	formerly	exclusive	relationship	between	the	state	and	
citizens	in	the	making	of	citizenship.	Hence,	we	suggest	that	understanding	the	construction	
of	 indigenous	 citizenship	 through	 participatory	 mapping	 requires	 us	 to	 suspend	 the	
conventional	 notion	 of	 scale	 as	 hierarchical.	 Doing	 so	 also	 requires	 us	 to	 challenge	 the	
territorial	fixity	that	often	appears	in	citizenship	studies	(Isin,	2007).	Isin’s	(2009)	concepts	
and	vocabulary	of	citizenship	may	provide	a	direction	for	advancing	a	dynamic	perspective	
of	indigenous	citizenship.	By	applying	the	concepts	of	acts	together	with	an	open	approach	
to	actors	and	sites/scales	as	a	basic	analytical	lens	through	which	to	understand	citizenship,	
we	are	able	to	explore	the	question	of	membership	(or	the	lack	thereof)	and	reveal	some	of	
the	 changing	 conditions	 in	 the	 making	 of	 indigenous	 citizenship	 through	 participatory	
mapping.	
	
This	processual	perspective	emphasizes	that	participatory	mapping	as	a	cartographic-legal	
strategy,	despite	being	obviously	useful,	cannot	provide	a	final	answer	to	the	problems	that	
Dayak	peasants	face	in	terms	of	control	over	land	and	resources.	Similar	to	other	techniques	
of	participation	(Kesby,	2007;	Korf,	2010),	participatory	mapping	has	obvious	limitations.	We	
have	shown,	through	the	notion	of	indigeneity,	that	participatory	mapping	has	enabled	the	
Dayak	and	their	associates	to	challenge	the	foundation	of	national	citizenship	by	redefining	
the	basis	for	making	claims	to	local	customary	land	and	resources.	However,	as	reflected	in	
the	case	of	Central	Kalimantan,	the	political	character	of	indigeneity	has	changed	as	the	state	
has	embraced	the	idea	of	indigeneity	and	included	it	in	the	legal	foundations	of	the	state	as	
well	as	through	its	incorporation	into	the	global	discourse	on	climate	change.	One	could	argue	
that	the	Dayak	in	Central	Kalimantan	have	won	their	struggle	against	the	state	because	they	
have	secured	the	right	to	raise	exclusive	claims	to	land	and	resources	as	indigenous	people.	
However,	 Dayak	 peasants	 could	 also	 be	 said	 to	 have	 lost	 as	 they	 continue	 to	 face	 land	
dispossession	and	marginalization,	albeit	now	under	the	auspices	of	the	indigenous	state.	The	
victory	of	gaining	these	new	rights	should	not	be	underestimated.	However,	we	argue	that	
legal	rights	are	insufficient	to	enable	Dayak	peasants	to	make	a	decent	living	from	the	land	
on	which	they	have	lived	for	centuries	and	the	associated	resources.	The	recognition	of	legal	
claims	 through	participatory	mapping	 is	 therefore	not	 likely	 to	be	 the	end	but	 rather	 the	
beginning	 of	Dayak	peasants’	 struggle	 for	 rights	 to	 customary	 land.	 This	 underscores	 the	
importance	 of	 understanding	 participatory	 mapping	 as	 a	 process	 that	 involves	 the	
continuous	creation	and	redefinition	of	knowledge	(Kitchin,	2014;	Sletto,	2015).	It	is	not	so	
much	a	matter	of	becoming	proper	citizens	of	the	state	but	of	the	continuous	construction	of	
citizenship.	It	is	also	about	how	participatory	mapping	is	changing	from	a	cartographic-legal	
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strategy	 into	 part	 of	 a	 growing	 political	 awareness	 emerging	 from	 the	 Dayak	 peasants’	
engagement	 with	 maps,	 legal	 instruments,	 national	 political	 actors,	 global	 social	 justice	
movements,	and	the	state	apparatus.		
	
The	processual	perspective	as	it	appears	in	the	investigated	case	is	also	interesting	because	
it	both	underscores	and	challenges	Isin’s	(2009)	clear	distinction	between	acts	from	active	
citizens	using	existing	scripts	for	acceptable	behaviours	and	acts	from	activist	citizens	who	
transgress	existing	norms	to	claim	rights.	We	have	seen	how	maps	and	mapping,	combined	
with	the	notion	of	indigeneity,	appeared	as	powerful	acts	that	challenged	the	non-indigenous	
state.	In	the	words	of	Isin,	participatory	mapping	through	national	and	transnational	political	
networks	working	on	issues	related	to	land	use	and	resource	extraction	from	tropical	forests	
became	 an	 act	 of	 citizenship	 that	 transformed	 citizenship	 as	 a	 foundation	 of	 the	 state.	
However,	the	creation	and	use	of	maps	as	part	of	a	cartographic-legal	strategy	are	also	deeply	
rooted	 in	 the	 formation	of	 the	state	and	control	over	 its	 territory	and	citizens.	Hence,	 the	
strategy	 largely	 relies	 on	 existing	 routines	 and	 institutions	 within	 the	 state,	 which	 are	
reinforced	through	the	practice	of	participatory	mapping.	Mapping,	as	a	means	of	identifying	
private	or	community-based	ownership	of	land	and	resources,	is	an	example	of	such	a	state-
based	 institution.	 Thus,	 participatory	 mapping	 simultaneously	 challenges,	 produces	 and	
reproduces	 the	 state.	 As	 seen	 in	 the	 construction	 of	 indigenous	 citizenship	 through	
participatory	mapping	in	Central	Kalimantan,	this	challenges	the	clear	distinction	between	
active	and	activist	means	of	making	claims	of	citizenship	as	they	are	mutually	constitutive.	
We	suggest	that	this	distinction	between	being	active	and	being	an	activist	is	most	relevant	
and	useful	in	terms	of	how	it	is	used	analytically	rather	than	for	identifying	particular	acts.	
The	 distinction	 is	 particularly	 interesting	 as	 it	 prepares	 the	 ground	 for	 identifying	 the	
dialectic	between	the	two	forms	of	acts	and	possibly	within	the	same	act,	such	as	an	act	of	
participatory	mapping.	It	is	this	dialectical	process	between	acts	as	being	active	and	acts	as	
being	an	activist	that	seems	to	be	the	driving	force	behind	the	dynamic	process	of	the	creation	
of	 indigenous	 citizenship	 in	 Central	 Kalimantan	 through	 involvement	 in	 participatory	
mapping.	
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i 	Customary	 land	 rights	 here	 refer	 to	 the	 concept	 of	 adat,	 a	 term	 used	 in	 Indonesia	 to	 describe	 complex	
customary	 systems,	 including	 rights	 to	 land	 and	 resources.	 However,	 adat	 also	 refers	 to	 a	 wide	 range	 of	
traditional	rules,	conventions,	principles,	and	beliefs.	
ii	The	word	‘Dayak’,	which	has	become	standard	in	the	literature	on	Borneo,	was	a	loose	colonial	term	referring	
to	 indigenous,	 non-Muslim,	 and	 non-Chinese	 inhabitants	 of	 Borneo,	 most	 of	 whom	 are,	 or	 were,	 swidden	
cultivators	residing	in	the	interior	of	Borneo.	Dayak	includes	several	ethnic	groups	(Dove,	2006).	
iii	For	instance,	the	Governor	of	Central	Kalimantan,	Teras	Narang,	is	also	the	head	of	the	National	Dayak	Adat	
Council.	Sabran	Achmad,	the	head	of	the	Dayak	Adat	Council	of	Central	Kalimantan,	was	a	lawmaker	from	the	
Golkar	Party	and	a	co-founder	of	the	Central	Kalimantan	Province.	The	Mayor	of	Palangkaraya,	Riban	Satria,	is	
the	head	of	 the	Dayak	Adat	Council	 of	Palangkaraya.	Mantir	L.	Nusa,	 the	head	of	 the	Dayak	Adat	Council	 of	
Katingan	District,	is	also	a	local	legislator	in	Katingan.	Arton	S.	Dohong	is	the	head	of	the	Dayak	Adat	Council	
and	is	the	acting	Bupati	of	the	Gunung	Mas	District.	
iv	The	Forest	Governance	Program	is	funded	by	the	Government	of	Norway	and	has	been	implemented	by	PGRI	
since	August	2007.	Central	Kalimantan	has	been	one	of	the	main	targets	of	this	programme	due	its	large	forest	
area	 and	 its	 potential	 problems.	 Through	 this	 programme,	 Kemitraan	 aims	 to	 fund	 and	 support	 multi-
stakeholder	partnerships	 that	 improve	 forest	governance,	deliver	more	equitable	benefits	 to	primary	 forest	
stakeholders,	and	encourage	more	sustainable	management	of	forest	resources	(NORAD,	2010).	

																																																								


