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Introduction  

Act of mapping is political. A border on a map that demarcates one area 
from other turns into a reality and causes conflicts in the society. In Indonesia, 
the politics of mapping began in the Dutch colonial period. The Dutch introduced 
the agrarian law in 1870 that unilaterally regulated the wasteland and 
uncultivated forest as the state (Dutch) domain. Astonishingly, this policy largely 
remained unchanged until the fall of authoritarian Suharto regime in 1998. The 
first president of Indonesia, Sukarno had ever tried to exclude the customary 
land from the state land, but it wasn’t realized because the Sukarno regime just 
lasted for six years and had not enough time to introduce the new polity.  

 The Suharto centralized regime introduced the new basic agrarian law  
(UU No. 5/1960) as a new agrarian law that initiated since Soekarno`s period. 
Furthermore, Soeharto made several basic regulations on the land and resource 
such as the forest law No. 5/1967, the investment law No.6/1968, and the 
Ministry of Home Affairs Minister Decree No.26/1982 about land use planning. 

All these regulations were intended for boosting economic development by 
inviting foreign investment and generously gave the natural resource 
exploitation and timber concession to large and foreign companies. 2  The spatial 
planning and the government map based on the planning played a critical role to 
legalize the government control on land and resources and accelerate this 
exploitation process. The state didn’t pay due attention to the adat communities 
and treated the adat land or adat forest as the state land or state forest. The 
official map didn’t have the adat land category.  It was the era of centralized land 
grabbing. Suharto and its cronies made huge profits from this mapping and land 
grabbing.  

 After the Asian economic crisis in 1997 and the fall of Suharto in 1998, the 
era of decentralization came to Indonesia. The local governments are now given 
more power and authority on the land and resources. They are competing to 
attract the investment for the regional development. These local governments 
are now making full use of spatial planning and mapping to invite the investment 
and to gain the huge profits from it.  Now it is the local governments that have 
emerged as the land grabbers in Indonesia. 

The term, land grabbing refers to the purchase or leasing of vast tracts of 
land by wealthier parties to create agricultural operations to produce food or 
biofuels. Within the broader context, land grabbing becomes a contested 
interaction between parties such as the state and civil society. The state engages 
in re-ordering or restructuring the country’s land tenure system through policies 

                                                        
1 Phd Candidate in the Graduate School of Asian African Area Studies, Kyoto 
University. 
2 Carol Warren and John F. McCarthy (ed). 2009.  Community, Environment and Local 
Governance in Indonesia : Locating the Commonweal. NY. Routledge . 
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that justify the use of idle, under-utilized or sparsely populated territorial spaces. 
This facilitates the entrance of large-scale land based investment, which usually 
focuses on energy production, fuel crops, mineral deposits, and reservoirs of 
environmental services.3 Land grabbing denies land for local communities, 
destroys livelihoods, reduces the political space for peasant oriented agricultural 
policies and distorts markets towards increasingly concentrated agribusiness 
interest and global trade.4 The practice of the land grabbing is always supported 
by policy and regulation that make difficult to judge the process as a form of land 
grabbing. Spatial planning is used as an instrument to justify the process of land 
grabbing.  

The law regulating the spatial planning in the decentralization era is the 
Law No. 28/2008 and the article 3 (e) stipulates that the spatial planning is used 
to determine location and function of investment. Based on this spatial planning, 
Merauke was designated as a primary region of Papua Province for agriculture 
and plantation. Merauke Integrated Food and Energy estate (MIFEE) is the first 
national program from the central government after Papua was given the wider 
autonomy with the special law. The central government considered Merauke as 
an ideal space for agricultural expansion since the vast potential arable areas.  
MIFEE is the project that was established in Merauke District in August 2010.  
This project designated 1,283 million ha as the project site.  It aims to accelerate 
the development in Papua (read: Papua and Papua Barat) and also contribute to 
the national food and energy security.  

 The project has not been going well and has caused many problems. One 
of the major issues is the land conflict because the MIFEE took over the adat 
(customary) land of Marind Anim tribes in Merauke. Marind Anim is one of the 
major tribes who live in Merauke. The location permit for concession was given 
to the companies without any consents from the Marind Anim as adat 
landowners. Land grabbing is now going on in this area. Many researches5 about 
MIFEE show that the project leads to the land grabbing. These researches 
highlight the land grabbing through legal and illegal ways. They tend to see the 
land grabbing as a part of neo liberal global capital movement and emphasize the 
resulting marginalization of the communities, especially the indigenous 
communities. The researches put the communities as powerless communities 
who cannot deal well with the land grabbers without any advocacy by NGOs.6 

 It is true that the land grabbing on MIFFEE induced the strong resistance 
from NGOs that advocated for the adat communities in Merauke. For example, 
Ginting and Pye highlight the role of anti-MIFEE NGOs that were united under 
SORPATOM (Solidaritas Rakyat Papua Tolak MIFEE) in 2010.   The NGOs used a 
narrative of indigenous peoples who are living within the forest and are 
threatened by commercial interests; a story of resistance against the occupation 

                                                        
3 Shepard, Daniel and Anuradha Mittal. 2009.  The Great Land Grab Rush For World’s 
Farmland Threatens Food Security For The Poor. USA: The Oakland Institute. 
4 Stephens, Phoebe. 2011. The Global Land Grab: An Analysis of Extant Governance 
Institutions. On International Affairs Review. Vol. XX. No.1. p. 6. 
5 Zakaria, Yando, et al. 2011; Lamonge. 2012; PANAP. 2012; FPP, et al. 2013; Ito, et al. 
2014. 
6 Ibid. 
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and exploitation of West Papua by foreign interests; the framework of land 
reform and food sovereignty to oppose the agribusiness food estates.7 However, 
these advocacies by NGOs were not fruitful. The MIFEE project has been still 
going on. Therefore, several NGOs adopted a new strategy of participatory 
mapping as another form of advocacy towards adat communities. The 
participatory mapping is believed to become an instrument to protect adat lands 
in Merauke.  

Many researches on participatory mapping highlight its positive aspects 
in helping the traditional communities to protect their ancestral land. 8 The local 
people can use the map from participatory mapping to legitimize their claim 
over their customary lands.9 Or in some cases, the traditional communities 
became revitalized in the making process of participatory mapping. In the case of 
Dayak tribe in West Kalimantan, the participatory mapping revitalized the Dayak 
identity after the long domination of the church and state.10 It is also said that the 
participatory mapping promotes the indigeneous natural resource management 
and reduces the conflict.11  

 The participatory mapping also brings several negative impacts, however. 
Based on several researches, the participatory mapping can cause the 
fragmentation or conflict among the communities because of the fixation of land 
control by the map’s rigidity. It can weaken the indigenous ideas and 
conceptions of space and promote the land privatization. Moreover, the 
participatory mapping which is expected to counter the government mapping 
can be regulated and co-opted by the state.12 Based on my observation, the 
                                                        
7 Ginting, Longgena and Oliver Pye. 2013. Resisting Agribusiness Development: The 
Merauke Integrated Food and Energy in West Papua, Indonesia. on Journal of South East 
Asian Studies, Vol. 6. No.1. p.. 160-182 
8 Gessa, Stefani Di. 2008. Participatory Mapping as a Tool of Empowerment. 
International Land Coalition. Rome.; Herlihy, Peter H. and Gragory Knapp. 2003. Maps of, 
by, and for the Peolples of Latin America.  On Human Organization. Vol.62. No.4.;  Teague, 
Heather. Exploring The Roles Of Participatory Mapping: Climate Change, Forest Reform, 
And Resource Rights. University of Texas at AustinMundia, Lisho Crishtoh. An 
Exploration Of Participatory Mapping Approaches For Integrated Land Use Planning In 
The Hardap Region, Namibia. Accessed 
https://www.academia.edu/8405126/An_exploration_of_participatory_mapping_appro
aches_for_integrated_land_use_planning_in_the_Hardap_Region_Namibia.  
9 Peluso, Nancy. 1995.Whose Woods Are These? Counter Mapping Forest territories in 
Kalimantan. On Antipode Journal. Vo. 27. No. 4. p. 383-406.;   Pramono, Albertus Hadi, et 
al. Ten Years After: Counter-Mapping and The Dayak Lands in West Kalimantan, 
Indonesia. Accessed in 
10 Pramono, et al. 
11 Deddy, Ketut. 2006. Community Mapping, Tenurial Rights and Conflict Resolution in 
Kalimantan. On Fadzilah Majid Cooke, Asia-Pacific Environment Monograph 1: State, 
Communities And Forests In Contemporary Borneo,  ANU E Press. Australia. 
12 Fox, Jefferson. et al. 2005. Mapping Power: Ironic Effect of Spatial Information 
Technology. On Fox, Jefferson. et al (ed). Mapping Communities : Ethics, Values, Practices. 
East West Centre. Hawai. ; Fox, Jefferson. 2011. Siam Mapped and Mapping in Cambodia: 
Boundaries, Sovereignty, and Indigenous Conceptions of Space. On Society and Natural 
Resources: An International Journal. Vol.15. No. 1.; .Pramono, et al; Sirait, et al. 1994; 
Chapin, Mac, et al. 2005. Mapping Indigenous Land. On Annual review in Anthropology. 
No. 34. p.619-638.; and  Hodgson, Dorothy L. and Richard A. Schroeder. 2002. Dllema of 

https://www.academia.edu/8405126/An_exploration_of_participatory_mapping_approaches_for_integrated_land_use_planning_in_the_Hardap_Region_Namibia
https://www.academia.edu/8405126/An_exploration_of_participatory_mapping_approaches_for_integrated_land_use_planning_in_the_Hardap_Region_Namibia
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participatory mapping in Merauke also bring some excesses as mentioned above 
and these excesses are causing the crucial impacts on the indignenous 
communities. But, there is no research on how the particpatory mapping was 
introduced in the MIFEE area, what the negative impacts are and how different 
these characteristics are from participatory mapping in different parts of 
Indonesia. This paper aims to  fill this academic gap and show the unexpected 
irony of participatory mapping in Papua.  

The participatory mapping in MIFEE is in general different from the 
mapping in other regions in Indonesia. In other areas, the adat lands are not 
recognized as the right of adat communities and therefore, the participatory 
mapping is utilized as a tool of adat communities in order to gain the recognition 
over their adat lands from the government. In Papua (including Merauke 
district), however, the government has granted the recognition over the 
customary right of the Papuan community including the adat lands under the 
Special Autonomy Law on Papua. The Papuan doesn’t need to fight for the 
recognition of their adat land. So, the problems of participatory mapping in 
MIFEE area are quite different from those of other parts of Indonesia.  In order to 
address the problems, firstly, this paper grossly describes the politics of mapping 
in Papua through analyzing the interaction between mapping and investment 
project since Dutch administration up to present. It is followed by the start and 
development of MIFEE project that later leads to land grabbing. The next 
discussion is the participatory mapping as an answer for protecting adat land 
from land grabbing after the implementation of MIFEE. And the implication of 
the participatory mapping in the communities will be discussed at the last part of 
this paper.  

 
Politics of Mapping in Papua  
 

Papua began appearing on European maps in the sixteenth century.  Later, 
the boundary making started since Papua became a part of the Dutch colonial 
state. This was marked with the agreement between Netherland and British and 
Germany on 1883 that bordered between Papua and Papua Nieuw Guinea. This 
agreement did not pay attention and neglected the cultural ties between Papua 
and Papua Nieuw Guinea. This agreement as a result of the colonization divided 
the area under their authority without considering the people. According this 
agreement, the Papua island divided into east and west part of Papua. The east 
part belongs to British and German, then known with Papua New Guinea. Then 
the west part of Papua was under the authority of Dutch colonization. Under the 
Dutch, the west part of Papua Island became the West Nieuw Guinea. This 
bordered marked the rule and control of Dutch over the West Nieuw Guinea.13  

 

                                                                                                                                                               
Counter-Mapping resources in Tanzania. On Development and Change Journal. Vol.33. 
Blackwell Publishers. UK. p. 79-100. 
13Singh, Bilveer. 2008. Papua: Geopolitics and the Quest for Nationhood. Transaction 
Publisher. New Jersey. p.19;  Sinaga, Roesmaida. 2013. Masa Kuasa Belanda di Papua. 
Komunitas Bambu. Jakarta.  
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Under the Dutch colonization, West Nieuw Guinea was divided into several 
afdeling and onder afdeling14 adjusted with the Dutch government interest.  Of 
course this division neglected the existence of the community who live inside 
this area.  The division was based on the strategic aspect and capability of the 
region to fulfill the economic condition to maintain the government. Moreover, 
the status of the West Nieuw Guinea changed for several time depended on the 
economic and financial support from the colonial government (see table region 
division in West Nieuw Guinea)  

 

Table 1. Afdeeling and Onderafdeeling in Nieuw West Guinea 
 

Year Number of 
Afdeeling 

Number of 
Onderafdeeling 

Remarks 

1898 2 - Afdeeling North Nieuw Guinea and 
Afdeeling South and West Nieuw 
Guinea 

1901 3  Separation of Afdeeling West and 
South Nieuw Guinea 

1920 3  Netherland Nieuw Guinea (NNG) 
became a residency (karesidenan) 

1924 3 4 Erased the residency status of NNG 
and merged with the Ambon 
residency. There were still 3 
afdeeling. The afdeeling of the North 
Nieuw Guinea controlled four 
onderafdeeling Manokwari, Sorong, 
Hollandia and Bosnik 

1925  6 Erased the afdeeling status and made 
into 6 onderafdeeling. South Nieuw 
Guinea was controlled by Ambon 
residency, and other 5 (Manokwari, 
Sorong, Schouten Island, Yapen and 
West Nieuw Guinea) onderafdeeling 
were under Ternate Residency 

1926  7 Boven Digul became a new 
onderafdeeling separated from South 
Nieuw Guinea onderafdeeling.   

1934 1 7 Creation of Afdeeling North and West 
Nieuw Guinea Afdeeling. 5 
onderafdeeling under this afdeeling, 
and 2 others (Boven Digul and South 
Nieuw Guinea) under Tual afdeeling. 

1936 2 10 North Nieuw Guinea, and South – 
West Nieuw Guinea afdeeling 

1937 2 10 North Nieuw Guinea and West Nieuw 

                                                        
14 Afdeeling is the region (equal with province) in the Dutch Government under the rule 
of residence assistant.  It controlled several onderafdeeling (equal with district). 
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Guinea afdeeling. South nieuw 
Guinea was under the Tual afdeeling 

1940 2 10 The formation of the Sarmi 
onderafdeeling and removed the 
onder afdeeling of Centre Vagelkop  

1946 3 10 NNG became resindency 
1949 3 10 NNG became a a gubernemen 
1952 4 20 The formation of Central Nieuw 

Guinea 
1953 5 22 New creation of Gelvink Bay 

afdeeling that separated from North 
Nieuw Guinea 

1961 6 22 6 afdeeling are Hollandia, Gelvink 
Bay, central Nieuw Guinea, South 
Nieuw Guinea, Fak-Fak, and West 
Nieuw Guinea 

Source : Sinaga, 2013 
 

After the economic crises 1930s, the hundreds of European colonist 
arrived to Nieuw Guinea to get new life because of the Dutch policy to expand the 
economic development in Nieuw Guinea. In this new region, they granted with 
land for farming.  Furthermore, the Netherland Indies government started to 
explore oil and gold in Nieuw Guinea.15  Jean jacques Dozy found the Ertsberg 
mountain (mountain of copper) in Nieuw Guinea. However, this survey was 
forgotten because of the Japanese occupation.16 

In order to explore and map the potential economic condition (mining 
and forest) of Nieuw Guinea, Netherland East Indies conducted aerial mapping. 
Then the maatschappij voor Nieuw Guinea appointed clearing the forest to open 
the plantation in Manokwari.17 In addition, the Nederlands Nieuw Guinea 
Petroleum Maatschappij (NNGPM) started to explore the oil. The oil was 
discovered near Sorong and  Bintuni Bay  and began the export of crude 
petroleum on 1950s.18 It attracted western countries to explore the natural 
resources in this region.  During this period, Freeport Sulphur (the name became 
Freeport McMoran Cooper and Gold) also interested in exploring the Estberg 
Mountain after heard the story from Dozy. Freeport built a good relation with 
Dutch government to explore copper mining in Nieuw Guinea. Due to the 
political turmoil in Nieuw Guinea between Indonesia and Dutch Government 
over the status of West Nieuw Guinea, the negotiation between Dutch and 
Freeport stopped in 1962. Freeport continued negotiation after changing 
government in West Nieuw Guinea. 19  

                                                        
15 Sinaga. Rosmaida. 2013, p. 235 
16 Leith, Denise. 2003. The Poltics of Power : Freeport in Soharto`s Indonesia. University 
of Hawai`i Press. Honolulu. p. 1.   
17 Sinaga, Rosmaida. 2013, p. 236 
18 Garnaut, Ross, and Chris Manning. 1974. Irian Jaya : The Transformation of 
Melanesian Economy. ANU Press, Canberra. 
19 Leith, Denise. 2003. p. 3.   
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After the Indonesian Independence day, the West Nieuw Guinea was still 
under the Dutch government. During this period, Dutch made economic 
expansion very actively. Even in the early 1960s, for portraying the forest and 
mining potency, the Dutch government made the geological mapping financed by 
European Economic Community. The map aimed to open the large-scale 
investment in Nieuw Guinea. Moreover, this map used to control over the 
economic potential area in West Nieuw Guinea. 20 Based on exploration and this 
map, the Dutch developed the agricultural sectors through smallholder and large 
planting. The Dutch government also opened the smallholder plantation 
including 865 Ha of nutmeg in Fak-fak, 1352 Ha cocoa in Gelvink Bay21, 80 Ha of 
coffee in Yapen, and Rubber in the extensive inland of Merauke. Furthermore, 
the Dutch government also made the rice field with the mechanized and modern 
system of irrigation in Merauke. It supposed to produce the 400 ton rice. It 
expected to benefit the Dutch Government and colonist.22 

This process of large-scale investment under the Dutch Government 
stopped after the Act of Free Choices (Penentuan Pendapat Rakyat, Pepera). The 
result of Pepera decided that West Nieuw Guinea part of Indonesia integrated 
sovereignty and changed the name into West Irian. However, before the Pepera 
took place, the Freeport became the first foreign company that signed 
investment contract with a new regime of Indonesian Government, Freeport sign 
contract with Soeharto in 1967. Later, this company became the backbone of the 
economic development in Papua and Indonesia.23 This investment supported by 
many laws that implemented in the Soeharto period. 

The policy to control over the land and resources under the basic agrarian 
law (BAL) No. 5/1960 that initited since Soekarno`s period (1960) and 
implemented in this period. Beside that, government also established Basic 
Forestry Law (BFL) No. 5/1967.24 This law was reinforced by Government 
Regulation (Peraturan Pemerintah, PP) No. 21/1970 forest exploitation rights 
and forest product harvesting right,  PP. No. 33/1970 on forest Planning, 
Ministry of decree 26/1982 land use planning and spatial planning law 
No.24/1992. 25 All these regulations gave authority to the state over any 
territories classified as forest area. Not only limited on forestry sector, the 
government also established the Basic Mining Law (BML) No.11/1967 and 
Domestic Investment Law No. 6 / 1968 as an instrument to transfer of natural 
and institutional resources to serve the vested political and economic interest in 
the soeharto’s period. All this investment conducted in the name of development 
to pursue the Indonesian economics growth.26  

However, the so-called development did not pay much attention on the 
existence of adat communities. The law regulated and recognized the existence 

                                                        
20 Garnaut, Ross, and Chris Manning. 1974. p.18. 
21 Now the name of Gelvink Bay became the Cenderawasih Bay.  
22 Garnaut, Ross, and Chris Manning. 1974. p.17. 
23 Leith, Denise. 2003. p.3 
24 Carol Warren and John F. McCarthy (ed). 2009.   
25 Wrangham, Rachel. 2002. Changing Policy Discourses and Traditional Community 
1960 – 1999. on Carol J. Pierce Colfer and Ida Aju Pradnja Resosudarmo (ed), Which Way 
Forward? People, Forests and Policy Making in Indonesia, RFF Press. Washington. 
26 Carol Warren and John F. McCarthy (ed). 2009. 
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of customary rights (hak ulayat) as long as  it did not conflicting with national 
interest.  In fact, in the implementation of the customary rights recognition was 
very difficult in this period. Even adat communities was seen as a burden for the 
state that sometimes became obstacles for the government.27 After the Papua 
integrated with Indonesia, this BAL also implemented in Papua. It meant the land 
that left by Dutch Government controlled by Indonesian Government. Moreover, 
it became the state lands. 28 Beside that, the policy to control over the land in 
Papua also regulated by national laws in forestry, agriculture, mining, and 
transmigration laws that in the implementation did not recognize the systems of 
adat law. 29  Furthermore, the transmigration process for population and 
economic distribution for development also did not consider the negative impact 
from transmigration in Papua.  It caused the social jelousy, even tension between 
the adat communities and the transmigrant that came to this region. The Papuan 
people as an adat communities in this region marginalized by the presence of 
transmigrants. Even they felt aggrieved because their land was taken for 
transmigrants. This condition arised dissatisfaction among the Papuan for the 
development policy through transmigration. As a culmination, this condition led 
Papuan voiced demand for independence because they existency did not 
recognize by Indonesian government under Soeharto. 

After the fell of Soeharto, the position of indigenous Papuans and adat 
communities remains largely the same as that existing under the old forestry law 
in Indonesia with only minor change. Recognition towards adat land and forest is 
very difficult to implement. Habibie administration established a new Forestry 
Law (No. 41/1999) that replaced the previous BFL No. 5/1967.  This law was 
recognized the adat and customary rights (hak ulayat). However, the adat 
communities and adat rights could be recognized if the existence of adat 
communities acknowledged by the government.30 In addition this law allowed 
the Ministry of Forestry to remain effective control over 60% of the nation’s land 
area that called by national forest estate (hutan negara). Based on this evidence, 
even after the decentralization, the local government competed to attract the 
investment in order to boost development. Furthermore, to giving the umbrella 
for the target of economic development in every region, central government 
released the national spatial planning. This law used to map and determine the 
target and location of the investment. Based on this of this law, the local 
government has to form the spatial planning. 31 

In the case of Papua, the central government established the Special 
Autonomy Law No. 21/2001 in order to recognized hak ulayat of Papuan and the 
Papuan as an adat community in papua in particular. However, even after the 

                                                        
27 Bakker, Laurens. 2009.  Community, adat authority and forest management in the 
hinterland of East Kalimantan. On Carol Warren and John F. McCarthy (ed). Community, 
Environment and Local Governance in Indonesia: Locating the Commonweal. NY. 
Routledge . 
28 Malak, Stephanus. 2006. Kapitalisasi Tanah Adat. Yayasan Bina Profesi Mandiri. 
Bandung. p.161. 
29 McGibbon, Rodd. 2004. Plural Society in Peril: Migration, Economic Change, and the 
Papua Conflict. East West Centre. Washington. p.20 
30 Forest Law No. 41/1999, article 67. 
31 Carol Warren and John F. McCarthy (ed). 2009. 
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implementation of special autonomy in Papua that recognized the adat rights, 
the formation of the spatial planning in Papua also did not pay much attention to 
the adat community. The spatial planning gave emphazisement on the economic 
potential resource to improve the economic welfare of the region. Therefore, the 
big project for agricultural expansion through MIFEE implemented in Merauke 
neglected the existence of the Marind Anim as the adat communities in Merauke. 

 

MIFEE : Project in the Name of Development Acceleration 

Merauke Integrated Food and Energy Estate is the program that launched 
by central government on August 2010. The purposes of this project is 
strengthening the national food and energy stock and at once accelerating the 
economic development in Merauke.32 MIFEE has developed over 1.28 million 
hectares of area to develop the food and energy in the large scale agricultural 
that involved triangle stakeholders cooperation (government, 
private/corporation, and community). The project development covered 10 
cluster of agricultural production centre (Klaster Sentra Produksi Pertanian, 
KSPP) with vary of commodities development based on comparative advantages 
of each cluster.33 

 
Figure 1. Clusters Design of MIFEE 

 
Source : Coordinating Minister for the Economy, 2011 

                                                        
32 Government of Indonesia. 2010. Grand Design Pengembangan Pangan dan Energy 
Skala Luas (Food and Energy Estate) di Merauke, Jakarta: Ministry of Agriculture.  
33 Kementerian Koordinator Perekonomian Indonesia. 2011. Materplan Percepatan 
Pembangunan dan Perluasan Ekonomi Indonesia 2011 - 2025. Kementerian 
Koordinator Perekonomian Indonesia. Jakarta 
 

• Investasi yang rendah di Papua disebabkan oleh tingginya risiko berusaha dan tingkat kepastian usaha yang 

rendah;

• Produktivitas sektor pertanian belum optimal yang salah satunya disebabkan oleh keterbatasan sarana 

pengairan;

• Keterbatasan infrastruktur untuk mendukung pembangunan ekonomi;

• Jumlah penduduk yang sangat rendah dengan mobilitas tinggi memberikan tantangan khusus dalam 

pembuatan program pembangunan di Papua. Kepadatan populasi Papua adalah  12,6 jiwa/km2, jauh lebih 

rendah dari rata-rata kepadatan populasi nasional (124 jiwa/km2).

Strategi pembangunan ekonomi Koridor Ekonomi Papua – Kepulauan Maluku difokuskan pada 5 kegiatan 

Ekonomi utama, yaitu Pertanian Pangan - MIFEE (Merauke Integrated Food & Energy Estate), Tembaga,  Nikel, 

Migas, dan  Perikanan.

Dalam rangka mengantisipasi krisis pangan dan energi, maka Kawasan Merauke telah ditetapkan sebagai 

lumbung pangan dan energi di Kawasan Timur Indonesia dengan pertimbangan kawasan ini memiliki 

potensi lahan datar dan subur. Kegiatan tersebut diwujudkan dalam bentuk pengembangan MIFEE (Merauke 

Integrated Food & Energy Estate). MIFEE merupakan kegiatan usaha budidaya tanaman skala luas yang 

dilakukan dengan konsep pertanian sebagai sistem industrial yang berbasis ilmu pengetahuan dan teknologi 

(IPTEK), modal, serta organisasi dan manajemen modern. 
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Table 2. Designation of Cluster Commodities in MIFEE 

 
source : Coordinating Minister for the Economy, 2011 
 

MIFEE is not the project that suddenly initiated by central government. 
This project is a manifestation of interest between central and local government.  
MIFEE is a continuation of the Merauke District`s program. Local government 
launched the investment year program on 105 anniversary of Merauke District. 
It was marked with the adat (customary) land symbolic handover from adat 
community to government hereinafter be given to the investors. Later, the local 
government and investors agreed to create the program that called with 
Merauke Integrated Rice Estate (MIRE) for boosting investment in Merauke.34  
This project is inline with the SBY declaration on great rice harvest 2006 about 
the concept of rice estate to deal with national food security.35 In order to realize 
MIRE, a consortium of 15 Saudi Arabian investors and Indonesian corporation 
was ready to take part in MIRE.36 Bin Laden Group, investor from Saudi, 
interested and prepared 4 billion US dollar to develop 500,000 hectares of land 
in Merauke. However this investment cancelled due to global financial crises.37  

Later the government re-packaged MIRE project into MIFEE. This project 
expected can attract the investment in Merauke that not only limited on rice 
cultivation sectors but also broaden sectors on plantation and forestry.  It was 
parallel with President SBY ambition to “feed Indonesia, feed the world” after 
global food and energy crises 2008.38 Under the Government Regulation No. 
18/2010, Central government launched MIFEE officially.  It was also supported 
with many policies to guarantee this program working smoothly. In the national 

                                                        
34 An Agribusiness Attack in West Papua: Unrevealing the Merauke Integrated Food and 
Energy Estate. 2012. Accessed on 
http://awasmifee.potager.org/uploads/2012/03/mifee_en.pdf.  
35 Ito, Takeshi, et al. 2014. 
36 Novia D. Rulistia. July 03 2008. Saudis plan Rp 600b rice estate investment. The 
Jakarta Post.  
37 Agribussiness attack in West Papua ... 
38 Ibid, p.9.  

Pengembangan MIFEE dialokasikan seluas 1,2 juta Ha yang terdiri dari 10 Klaster Sentra Produksi Pertanian 

(KSPP). Lokasi sebaran KSPP tersebut dapat dilihat pada Gambar 3.G.4 Sebagai prioritas pengembangan MIFEE 

jangka pendek (2011 – 2014) maka dikembangkan klaster I sampai IV, seluas 228.023 Ha. Empat Klaster Sentra 

Produksi Pertanian yang dikembangkan yaitu: Greater Merauke, Kali Kumb, Yeinan, dan Bian di Kabupaten 

Merauke.  Untuk jangka menengah (kurun waktu 2015 – 2019) diarahkan pada terbangunnya kawasan sentra 

produksi pertanian tanaman pangan, hortikultura, peternakan dan perkebunan, serta perikanan darat 

di Klaster Okaba, Ilwayab, Tubang, dan Tabonji. Untuk jangka panjang (kurun waktu 2020 – 2030) 

diarahkan terbangunnya kawasan sentra produksi pertanian tanaman pangan, hortikultura, peternakan 

dan perkebunan serta perikanan di Klaster Nakias dan Selil.

Tanaman yang akan ditanam di Kawasan MIFEE antara lain padi, jagung, kedelai, sorgum, gandum, sayur dan 

buah-buahan, serta peternakan seperti a yam, sapi, kambing, kelinci serta tanaman non-pangan seperti t ebu, 

karet, dan kelapa sawit.

KSPP Luas Komoditi

KSPP-1 Greater Merauke 44.239 Ha Padi sawah, jagung, padi gogo

KSPP-2  Kali Kumb 50.140 Ha Tebu, ternak sapi, jagung, kacang tanah dan kedelai

KSPP-3 Yeinan 80.717 Ha Jagung, kacang tanah, kedelai, buah-buahan dan ternak sapi

KSPP-4 Bian 52.926Ha Kacang tanah, sawit, buah-buahan dan ternak sapi

KSPP-5 Okaba 27.705 Ha Padi sawah dan ternak sapi

KSPP-6 Wanam 112.599 Ha Perikanan, jagung, sagu dan padi sawah dan ternak sapi

KSPP-7 Tubang 295.904 Ha Peternakan, padi sawah, sagu dan ternak sapi

KSPP-8 Tabonji 315.142 Ha Peternakan, padi sawah dan sagu

KSPP-9 Nakias 173.971 Ha Jagung, kacang tanah, kedelai, padi sawah dan ternak sapi

KSPP-10 Selil 65.280 Ha Perkebunan sawit dan ternak sapi

Tabel 3.G.5: 

Arahan Komoditi P er Klaster 

Sentra Produksi Pertanian (KSPP)

di Kawasan MIFEE
Sumber: Grand Design MIFEE, Kementerian Pertanian, 2010

Untuk mendukung pemenuhan kebutuhan gula, maka produksi tebu menjadi salah satu aktivi t as di MIFEE. 

Papua sangat berpotensi untuk menjadi penghasil tebu yang besar karena memiliki lahan untuk produksi tebu 

terluas di luar Jawa yaitu sebesar 500.000 Ha atau 47 persen dari total lahan tebu di luar Pulau Jawa.

Selain tebu, bahan non-pangan lainnya yang akan dikembangkan di MIFEE adalah kelapa sawit. Industri kelapa 

sawit menghasilkan devisa negara terbesar diluar minyak dan gas bumi. Indonesia merupakan penghasil 

kelapa sawit terbesar di dunia, yaitu menghasilkan 43 persen dari total produksi minyak mentah sawit (Crude 

Palm Oil/CPO) dunia. Pertumbuhan produksi kelapa sawit di Indonesia sebesar 7,8 persen per tahun lebih 

tin

g

gi dibandingkan dengan Malaysia yang hanya sebesar 4,2 persen per tahun. 

Gambar 3.G.6: 

Produksi Minyak Kelapa Sawit 

Indonesia dan Malaysia (Juta Ton)
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level, central government released Master Plan for Acceleration and Expansion 
of Indonesia`s Economic Development (MP3EI) to reinforce the implementation 
of MIFEE. MIFEE became a part of the Maluku and Papua economic 
corridor39that targeted as an agricultural central production. MP3EI is a 
breakthrough to accelerate Indonesian development through a “not business as 
usual” pattern. MP3EI regards the private sector as an important player to 
increase the investment. The role of the central government is to create the good 
investment climate and to loosen regulations that burden the investors.40 It is 
supposed to support the implementation of MIFEE.  

The most crucial policy is the spatial planning that released by Merauke 
District. The Merauke District formed Merauke spatial planning that later 
became the Local Regulation No. 14/2011 of Merauke District based on national 
spatial planning law.  From this spatial planning, the localgovernment 
determinated the area for MIFEE project. The Head of Merauke District, from 
John Gluba Gebze and Romanus Mbaraka period, has given the location permit to 
41 companies over 2.5 hectares area for investing in MIFEE project.41 From the 
41 companies that operated in MIFEE, many group of companies are very 
famous in the business of plantation and forestry sector in Indonesia especially 
in Sumatera and Kalimantan. They are old player in this sector. For example the 
Wilmar and Korindo groups have been doing in this sector since Soeharto`s era. 
These companies are often exposed on environmental or social problems. It can 
imagine that the problems that emerge after the implementation of MIFEE 
project will not much different from other region that became the target of 
plantation and forestry before MIFEE.  

 
Table 3. Companies and concession area in MIFEE  (2014) 

No Company Commodity Area (hectares) Location 
(sub 

District) 
Location 

Permission 
Operation 

Permission 
 Korindo Group      
1 PT. Dongin 

Prabhawa 
Palm oil  39,800 34,000 Ngguti  

2 PT. Berkat Cipta 
Abadi  

Palm oil 40,000 14,525.80 Ulilin  

3 PT. Inocin Abadi Industrial 
timber 
plantation 

100,000 99,665 Ulilin  

                                                        
39 Central government determined the targeted for acceleration the indonesia`s 
economic into 6 economic corridors. First, Sumatera economic corridor that targeted as 
a center for national energy production. Second, Java economic corridor as a driven for 
national industry and services.  Third, Kalimantan economic corridor is targeted for 
mining and energy production. Forth, Sulawesi economic corridor is a centre of 
agricultural, plantation, fishery, oil and gas, and also mining production. Fifth, Bali – 
Nusa Tenggara economic corridor as a tourism target and supporting of national food 
prodution. Sixth, Maluku – Papua economic corridor as a centre of agricultural (food), 
fishery, energy and mining production. 
40 MP3EI Document, 2011 
41 Interview with Spatial Planning Board of Merauke District, 26 August 2014. 
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(IUPHHK-
HTI) 

4 PT. Papua Agro 
Lestari 

Palm oil  39,800 32,347,40 Ulilin 

 Medco Group     
5 PT. Selaras Inti 

Semesta 
IUPHHK-
HTI 

301,600 169,400 Kaptel 

6 PT. Medco Papua 
Industri Lestari 

Wood and 
Chip 

2,800 - Kaptel 

7 PT Medco Papua 
Alam Lestari 

IUPHHK-
HTI 

74,219  Kaptel 

 Modern Land 
Group  

    

8 PT. Wanamulia 
Sukses Sejati  

IUPHHK-
HTI 

61,000 Na Animha 

9 PT. Agri Surya 
Agung 

Sugarcane 40,000 36,774 Ilwayab, 
Tubang, 
and Ngguti 

10 PT Nusantara 
Agri Resources 

Sugarcane  40,000 39,005 Ilwayab, 
Ngguti 

11 PT Mega Surya 
Agung 

Soybean 
and cornn  

24,697 
(changed of 
coordinate 
into 
9,882.674 

Na Kaptel, 
Ngguti 

12 PT. Wanamulia 
Sukses Sejati 

IUPHHK-
HTI 

96,553.56 Na Kaptel, 
Muting 

13 PT. Wanamulia 
Sukses Sejati 

IUPHHK-
HTI 

116,000 Na Kaptel, 
Okaba, 
Ngguti, 
and 
Muting 

 Hardaya Group     
14 PT. Hardaya 

Sugar Papua 
Plantation  

Sugarcane  44,812 37,898 Jagebob 

15 PT. Hardaya Sawit 
Papua Plantation 

Palm oil 62,150 44,740 Jagebob 

 Rajawali Group      
16 PT. Cenderawasih 

Jaya Mandiri  
Sugarcane  40,000 22,117 Malind, 

Kurik 
17 PT. Karya Bumi 

Papua  
Sugarcane  30,000 15,628 Malind, 

Kurik 
18 PT. Rizki Kemilau 

Berjaya 
Sugarcane 10,000  Kurik 

 Astra Group      
19 PT. Dharma Agro 

Lestari 
Sugarcane  50,000 Na Tubang, 

Okaba 

書式変更: スペイン語 (インターナショ
ナル ソート)

書式変更: スペイン語 (インターナショ
ナル ソート)
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20 PT. Bhakti Agro 
Lestary 

Sugarcane 26,098.13  Animha 

 Mayora Group      
21 PT Swarna Hijau 

Indah  
Sugarcane 36,363 33,668 Tubang, 

Kimaam 
22 PT. Randu kuning 

Utama 
Sugarcane 40,000 Na Ilwayab, 

Tubang, 
Kimaam 

23 PT Kurnia Alam 
Nusantara 

Sugarcane 50,00 Na Tubang, 
Ilwayab 

 BIA Group     
24 PT Bio Inti 

Agrindo 
Palm oil 39,900 36,400.90 Ulilin  

25 PT Ulilin Agro 
Lestari 

Palm oil 12,538.53  Ulilin 

 Wilmar Group     
26 PT Wahana 

Samudra Sentosa 
IUPHHK-
HTI 

79,033.99 Na Kaptel, 
Ngguti 

27 PT. Anugrah 
Rejeki Nusantara 

Sugarcane 27,457.27 Na Tanah 
Miring, 
Animha 

28 PT Lestari Subur 
Indonesia 

Sugarcane 25,102.285 Na Jagebob, 
Sota 

 AMS Group     
29  PT. Agrinusa 

Persada Mulia 
Palm oil  40,000 39,692 Muting 

30 PT Agriprima 
Cipta Pesada 

Palm oil  33,540  Muting, 
Ulilin 

 Without Group      
31 PT. China Ghate 

Agriculture 
Development  

Rice, 
Cassava, 
Ground nut 
and Corn 

20,000 Na Okaba 

32 PT Internusa Jaya 
Sejahtera 

Palm oil 18,567.05 Na Muting, 
Ulilin and 
Elikobel 

33 PT Purna Karsa 
Wibawa 

Sugarcane 20,223.92 Na Ngguti, 
Tubang, 
Okaba 

34 PT. Plasma Nutfah 
Marind Papua 

IUPHHK-
HTI 

67,736 64,050 Ngguti, 
Okaba and 
Kaptel 

35 PT. Merauke 
Rayon Jaya 

HTI 206,800   

36 PT Sino Indonesia 
Shunlida Fishing 

Fish 
Processing 
Industry 

33 Na Merauke  

37 PT Dwikarya Fishery   Ilwayab 
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Reksa Abadi 
38 PT. Cipta Papua 

Agri Lestari 
HTI Merauke 

District 
Consideration 
No. 
552.2/1616 

  

39 PT Indonesia Jaya 
Makmur Investasi 

Sugarcane 20,223.94  Ngguti, 
Tubang 

40 PT Global Papua 
Abadi 

Sugarcane  31,026.95  Tanah 
Miring, 
Jagebob 

41 PT. Karisma Agri 
Pratama 

Rice, Corn 
and Ground 
nut 

40,000 37,786 Tubang 

Source : Investment Board of Merauke District, 19 August 2014. 
 

 
Land Grabbing in MIFEE Project 
 

The Head of Merauke District gave the location permit for companies to 
invest in MIFEE. The companies` location permit were released from 2008 (the 
project still MIRE) until 2013.  During John Gluba Gebze period as a Head of 
Merauke District, he released location permit for 36 companies in the area 
around 50% of total Merauke area.42 However, many companies could not 
operate properly or worked very slow due to the land transfer problem from 
adat landowner to companies. This condition made the local government 
withdrew many companies’ location permit that not operate actively for 3 years 
based on government regulation No.2/1999.43 Even the many land problems 
emerged, Local head of Merauke District kept giving new location permit to 
other companies and new location permit to replace the other companies that 
the permit had withdrawn before. In Romanus Mbaraka period, he also released 
new location permit for 16 companies that consist of new location permit for 3 
companies, 10 companies replaced companies that the permit had been 
withdrawn, and 3 others for the old companies that asked for prolonged 
permission. 44 In the proses of location permit, the Head of Merauke District 
decision was only based on the Merauke District spatial planning. He gave the 
permission without the notification and consent of the adat communitites as the 
adat landowners. Consequently, It became the most crucial problem that 
obstructed the company to open plantation.  In order to smooth the process of 

                                                        
42 Investment Board of Merauke District data, 2011. 
43 Based on Government regulation No. 2/1999 about the location permit. In the article 
5 paragraph (1) regulate that  (a) the location permit only give for one year for the area 
less than 25 hectares, (b) the location permit will give for two  years for the area 25 until 
50 hectares, (c) the location permit will give for three years for the area more than 50 
hectares. 
44 Interview with Investment Board of Merauke District, 15 August 2014. 

書式変更: スペイン語 (インターナショ
ナル ソート)
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land transfer, not few companies used the “illegal ways”45 to get the permission 
from adat communities. Surprisingly, it was not rare that local government and 
leaders in kampung involved in this process.  

The negotiation process between company and adat landowner in 
transferring land right faced many problems. The land transfers process lead to 
grabbing, because the process of negotiation without explained the detail of the 
company project or not rarely deliberately hidden by company. The company 
often asked for the Merauke local government to approach and persuade the 
adat communities to accept the companies offering. Local government usually 
supported the companies in this process.  During the approaching process, 
sometimes the local government representative did not explain in detail the 
project from the companies. Usually, the representatives from local government 
only persuaded the community with amount of money and promises so called of 
development.  In this process, usually the adat landowner communities agreed, 
especially if the the Head of Merauke District is the one who approached the 
communities directly.  

In this paper, I take three cases in three kampungs for samples of the 
process of land grabbing. These three kampungs are Senegi Kampung, Domande 
Kampung and Onggari Kampung. The first kampung represents the kampung 
that accepted the company to cultivate their adat land in the early of MIFEE 
implementation when John Gluba Gebze was still the Head of Merauke District.  
The second kampung, Domande kampung, is kampung that represents the 
kampung that accepted the company to cultivate their adat land after Romanus 
Mbaraka became a new Head of Merauke District. The third kampung, Onggari 
Kampung represents the kampung in Merauke that rejected the company to 
cultivate the Onggari adat lands.  In addition the kampung of Onggari and Senegi 
also conducted the Participatory Mapping, and Domande kampung initiated to 
conduct of Participatory Mapping.   

 
Table 4. Basic information of Senegi, Domande and Onggari Kampung 

Name of 
Kampung  

Areas 
(hectares) 

Population  Tribes  Clans 

Senegi   65,524.58a 435 people  
108 householdersc  

Marind 
Anim  

7 clans:  
Gebze, 
Mahuze, 
Balagaize, 
Ndiken, 
Samkakai, 
Basik-Basik, 
Kaized 

Domande Na 691 people 
153 householdersc 

Marind 
Anim 

7 clans: 
 Gebze, 

                                                        
45 In the process to get land right from adat community, the companies using many ways 
for example the intimadating, coopting the leaders in kampung, cheated in the process 
of negotiation etc. See in Zakaria, et al. 2011. MIFEE Tak Terjangkau Angan Malind: 
Catatan atas Upaya Percepatan Pembangunan di Kabupaten MErauke. Yayasan Pusaka. 
Jakarta.  
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Mahuze, 
Balagaize, 
Ndiken, 
Samkakai, 
Basik-Basik, 
Kaized 

Onggari   15,000b 430 people 
73 householdersc 

Marind 
Anim 

6 clans :  
Gebze, 
Mahuze, 
Balagaize, 
Ndiken, Basik-
Basik, Kaized 

Source : (a) Participatory Mapping Document, 2011, (b) Official Rejection Letter from 
Onggari Adat communities  to the government, (c) Indonesian Statistic Bureau, 2011; 
(d) interview with the kampung leader of each kampung. 

 
 
Senegi Kampung 

In Senegi kampung, the company that wanted to get the right to cultivate 
over the adat land Senegi kampung is PT Selaras Inti Semesta (PT SIS). This 
company is subsidiary of Medco group under Arifin Panigoro. Arifin Panigoro is 
the active partisan of Indonesia Democratic Party (PDI-P). He is very active in 
pushing the local government of Merauke District to open investment for large-
scale plantation and agricultural.46 PT. SIS is shared company between Medco 
and LG (Korean company). 47  This company holds the Head of Merauke District 
location permit (Recommendation No. 522.2/3574) over 301,600 hectares for 
industrial timber plantation (Hutan Tanaman Industri, HTI) since 18 August 
2007. Then this company held the Principle license of investment on 1 March 
2008. After the Indonesian ministry of forestry (MoF) issued the license through 
SK.18/MENHUT-II/2009 (22 January 2009), the area can be cultivated only 
169,400 hectares.48  

 However, in the first time this company operated in concession area, the 
adat landowner communities against the company operation over their adat land. 
The company and local government utilized the adat land of Senegi kampung 
without consent of the communities as an adat landowner. The community 
blockaded the company to enter their lands. However, after the approached from 
Head of Merauke District, in the end the adat landowners in Senegi Kampung 
agreed to give the right for company to cultivate their land The first time, PT SIS 
directly approached the adat member communities in Senegi through the 
leaders 49  and promised to improve the economic condition of the adat 
communities in Senegi in order to get the permission from communities to 

                                                        
46 Ito, Takeshi, et al. 2014. 
47 Interview with Medco Cellulose Deputy RO Merauke, 10 January 2014 
48 Investment Board of Merauke District, August 2014.  
49 The structures of leadership in Senegi kampung divided into two leaderships. First is 
the kampung  leader as the kampung administrator in relation with governmentt 
structure. Second is the adat leader. This leader has the authority in adat (traditional) 
concern, also include the authority over the adat land.  
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clearance the adat forest in that area.  However, the communities rejected and 
against the company`s effort. Therefore, the company asked the John Gluba 
Gebze as a Head of Merauke District to help PT SIS to approach the communities 
in Senegi kampung. Due to the close relation between John Gluba Gebze and 
Arifin Panigoro, he agreed to help Medco group to approach the communities to 
give up their right over the adat land.   

 As a Head of Merauke District and member of Marind Anim tribe from 
Gebze clan, John Gluba came to kampungs to meet with the adat community 
members of Senegi kampung. He asked the communities to give their land to 
open plantation. He promised to the communities that the company and himself 
would make Senegi kampung became the small city through development. The 
communities could earn money if they permitted PT SIS to open plantation over 
their land. By means of many promises from the Head of District, the adat 
communities in Senegi agreed to negotiate with company representative to open 
the plantation. In the end, the communities agreed to give permission to PT SIS 
(Medco group) and received 300 million rupiah for the compensation money 
called tali asih.50 This amount of money was a compensation for the adat land 
that used to open plantation for 60 years starting from 2009.51 The landowner 
also will receive the compensation money from timber harvesting that 
mentioned in the document of agreement between the adat members that 
represented by head of one clan (Gebze clan) with the manager of PT SIS. 
Kampung leader and adat leader signed as witness from this agreement. The 
Head of Merauke District and Katholik Church leader of Kumb also signed as 
mediator in document of agreement between adat landowner of senegi Kampung 
and PT SIS..52 Later, it became the problem between adat communities and the 
company, because in the process of negotiation the company did not explain the 
detail of the project. The communities felt that they cheated by the company. 
Even, they did not know that their land would be used for 60 years.   

 After the signed of the agreement and the company started to open the 
plantation, the communities in Senegi kampung violated from the forest clearing. 
The gathering food from the forest was limited. This impacted the livelihood of 
the adat communities in Senegi. Through the CSR program, the company made 
the garden and rice field to cultivate by the communities in Senegi. However, it 
did not work, because the adat communities in Senegi kampung were not 
familiar with the cultivating rice because they used to gathering and collecting 
food. Only few people joint this program. Beside that, not many people in Senegi 
that could work in the company. The communities dissatisfied with the condition 
that they experienced after they gave their land to the company. They also 
dissapointed because the promises from Head of Merauke Districts before the 

                                                        
50 Interview with adat Communities member of Senegi Kampung, 11 Januari 2014 and 
23 August 2014.  
51 Interview with Medco Cellulose Deputy RO Merauke, 10 January 2014 
52 Agreement document between Clan of adat landowner and PT SIS about hak ulayat 
(customary/adat) land management for industrial timber plantation (HTI)., 12 
December 2009.  
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land transfer right negotiation did not come true. Therefore, they want to get 
back their land from Medco.53 

 

Domande Kampung 

The second case is the process of negotiation of land transfer in Domande 
kampung. PT Karya Bumi Papua and PT Cenderawasih Jaya Mandiri companies 
as a Rajawali Group subsidiary companies got the location permit from the Head 
of Merauke District on 2010 over the 70,00054 hectares for sugarcane plantation. 
The procedures carried out by these companies were different with the PT SIS, 
because these companies would convert the forest into plantation. Initially, the 
companies received the License for forest conversion from MoF (SK Pelepasan 
Hutan)55 on March 2011. Then it can be used to continue the process in 
Directorate General of Planning Agency of MoF to determine the areas that can 
be converted into the plantation. Based on the Planning Agency decision, PT 
Cenderawasih Jaya Mandiri only can cultivate 22,117 hectares and PT Karya 
Bumi Papua only 15,628 hectars. After that the companies could continue the 
process of the plantation permit to open the sugarcane plantation.   

Before the companies carried the document to the MoF, the companies 
should negotiate with the adat communities in Domande as adat landowner. In 
this way, Rajawali Group which represented PT Cenderawasih Jaya Mandiri 
negotiated with the the adat landowner in Domande in November 2010. This 
process involved the Head of Merauke District Parliament (Leonardo Mahuze) to 
approach the adat communities in Domande to give the permission for Rajawali 
group to open sugarcane plantation over their land. The company through 
Leonardo Mahuze promised to improve the economic condition of the adat 
community in Domande through the Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR).56 The 
interesting thing is the position of the Leonardo Mahuze as a Head of the 
Merauke District Parliament but at the same time also the Head of consular in 
the local NGO (Yasanto) in Merauke. This NGO signed the MoU with Rajawali 
Group that this NGO will do the empowering program from Rajawali Group as a 
form of CSR.57 It can be seen as a reason why the presence of the NGO in 
advocating adat community is not effectively in this case. Moreover, the Rajawali 
group also coopted the Adat community board (Lembaga Masyarakat Adat, 
LMA)58 leader in Domande Kampung59 to help persuading adat community to 

                                                        
53 Interview with adat member in Senegi Kampung, 23 August 2014.  
54 PT Cenderawasih Jaya Mandiri held location permit over 40,000 hectares in Malind 
and Kurik sub district; and PT Karya Bumi Papua held location permit over 30,000 
hectares in Kurik sub district. 
55 S.152/Menhut-II/2011 for PT Cenderawasih Jaya Mandiri and S. 153/Menhut-II/2011 
for PT Karya Bumi Papua.  
56 Interview with adat communities of Domande Kampung, 13 January and 21 August 
2014 
57 Interview with Jago Bukit (YASANTO staff) in 15 August 2014. 
58 LMA is a new body that formed by central government after the launched of Special 
Autonomy Law No.21/2001. The formation of the LMA was supposed to support 
Indonesian government and also balancing the power of  Papua Council Presidium 
(Presidium Dewan papua, PDP) and Adat Papua council (Dewan Adat Papua, DAP). At 
the first stage it only established in Province, later ithe LMA existence is not only in the 
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give their land to the company to cultivate sugarcane plantation. The LMA in 
Domande kampung is actively persuading the member of community to giving 
up their land for plantation by a promise they could earn money from the 
companies. 60 

By involving the Head of Parliament and the LMA leader in a kampung 
level, the adat community agreed to give their land to cultivate into sugarcane 
plantation. On 21 November 2010, seven clans signed the agreement document 
with the number compensation 6 billion rupiah to 158 Householder61.  It gave 
through the head of the each clan according of the area that one clan had.62 
Beside that, the company also promised to improve infrastructures in Domande 
kampung. As the commemoration of the negotiation process, the companies 
build the stone monument which contains the promise of the company to the 
adat community in Domande kampung. This promised stone signed by seven of 
the clan head, LMA leader, Adat leader, kampung leader and also the company of 
Rajawali group representative.  Moreover, the leader (adat leader, LMA leader 
and Kampung leader) in Domande Kampung and kampung administrators 
receive the incentive (500,000 – 1,000,000 rupiah) per month from Rajawali 
group.63 

 

Onggari Kampung 

The third case is the negotiation process of the land transfer in Onggari 
Kampung. This case is different with two cases above. Senegi and Domande are 
the cases that agree to receive the companies to cultivate their adat lands. In 
Onggari case, the communities rejected to give their land to the Rajawali Group. 
The reason of the rejection is the contention area that left for community is small 
(around 15,000 hectares). Since their land was used for transmigration 
programs in Soeharto`s period. Other reason of the rejection is the active 
advocacy from NGOs. 

                                                                                                                                                               
Province but also in District, even in the sub District and Kampung level. Moreover, it 
becomes new contestation between adat leader that inheritance of community leader 
and LMA leader as a leader in adat community in kampung level.   
59 The leadership in Domande Kampung consists of 3 leaders. (1) adat leader, the leader 
that recognized by adat community member before the state existence. (2) kampung 
leader is the leader that formed since colonial period under the Dutch, but this position 
became very actively control the kampung in the Soeharto period under the Village Law 
No.5/1979. And the (3) LMA leader is the leader that established by central government 
after the establishment of Papua Special Autonomy law. It made the political structure in 
the Kampung level became more complicated.  
60 Interview with adat communities of Domande Kampung, 13 January and 21 August 
2014 
61 45 householder from Gebze clan, 42 householder from Mahuze clan, 25 householder 
from Ndiken clan, 27 householder from Kaize, 3 householder from Samkakai clan, 8 
householder from Basik-basik clan, and 8 householder from Balagaize clan.  
62 Document of Berita Acara Musyawarah Pembagian Uang tali Asih, Kampung Domande, 
Distrik Malind.  
63 Interview with community of Domande Kampung, 21 August 2014 
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In 2010 the Rajawali Company start to persuade the communities for 
giving permission to open sugarcane plantation in Onggari Kampung. Rajawali 
Group also involved the local government to approach the communities. 
However, the adat member of Onggari kampung was unwavering stance to give 
their adat land to cultivate Rajawali group. Even the Rajawali group helped 
contructing the new church and gave many assistants in Onggari Kampung. The 
adat communities argued that they could not give their land because their live 
very depend on to their land to fulfill their live necessity to hunt, catch fish, or 
collecting sago.64 

 The reason that the community still had strong position vis a vis company 
and local government representatives was the NGOs (Yasanto and Pusaka) 
advocates. Pusaka as a NGO from Jakarta was very actively advocate the 
communities to against the company. Moreover, this kampung sent the letter 
officially to the Rajawali Group and local government to reject the request from 
Rajawali group to cultivate their adat land. Later, initiated by Pusaka, this 
kampung conducted the participatory mapping to create the adat land map in 
order to counter government map that used for MIFEE investment guidance.65  

 

Conducting Participatory Mapping for Adat Land Protection from MIFEE 

Participatory mapping developed in the late 1980s is a part of 
Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) with the  primary purpose of this mapping 
was to elicit local knowledge and facilitate discussion within communities 
(insider and outsiders) through sketch mapping.66 In 1990s the advancing of 
technology in Spatial Information Technology (SIT) changed the model of 
participatory mapping from only used sketch mapping, it was developed by 
using the geographic information system (GIS) and low cost global positioning 
system (GPS) technology. The access to the SIT not only limited for the 
government authority but also utilized by non government actors (NGOs, 
societies, etc).67 Participatory mapping spread in Southeast Asia in the early 
1990s. It produced documentation for land claims.68  

In Indonesia, the participatory mapping began in 1992. It followed the 
international agenda that started very actively to advocate customary right 
through participatory mapping in 1990s. The first project of participatory 
mapping was a project that conducted by World Wild Fund (WWF) in Kayan 
Mentarang, East Kalimantan.69 This participatory mapping was followed in West 
Kalimantan by establishing the Pancur Kasih organization (1995) that 
responsible in establishing an adat mapping of Dayak communities in   West 
Kalimantan. This participatory mapping was conducted for struggling their adat 
land to recognize the existence of adat communities and lands.70Participatory 

                                                        
64 Interview with community of Onggari kampung, 20 August 2014 
65 Interview with Pusaka director, January 2014 and August 2014.  
66 Chapin, Mac, et al. 2005. Mapping Indigenous Land. On Annual review in Anthropology. 
No. 34. p.619-638 
67 Rambaldi, Giacomo. 2005. Who Owns The Legend?. On URISA Journal. Vol.17. No.1.  
68 Chapin, Mac, et al. 2005. 
69 Peluso, Nancy. 1995. 
70 Pramono, Albertus Hadi, et al.  



Draft Paper  
Not for citation  

  21 

mapping was more performed since the establishment of government regulation 
No. 69/1996 about the public participation on spatial planning. Then it was 
responded Indonesian activists by formation of Network for Participatory 
Mapping (Jaringan Kerja Pemetaan Partisipatif, JKPP).71 However, in this year 
the participatory mapping activity was still very limited. In the period of 1996-
1997, Several maps were conducted in several adat villages in Kalimantan 
(Telivaq, Mamahak Teboq, Lutan, Ujoh Bilang, Mamahak Besar, Tanjung Jaatn, 
the Sungai Belayan area, Engkuni Pawek, Benung Pituq and Tepulang).72  These 
maps as result of participatory mapping were difficult to influence the 
government landscape.73 This is mainly because of the government under 
Soeharto did not give many freedom for this activities to be implemented. After 
the Soeharto`s fell down, the activities that struggled the adat communities` right 
more intensified. The establishment of Indigenous Peoples Alliance of the 
Archipelago (Aliansi Masyarakat Adat Nusantara, AMAN) in 1999 encouraged the 
struggle for the rights of adat community in Indonesia. Inline with AMAN agenda, 
participatory mapping that initiated by JKPP became the important agenda to 
strengthen the adat position to claim their adat land and forest in order to 
guarantee their continuity of their livelihood.74  

In Papua Province, the participatory mapping is growing through the 
establishment of special autonomy law No. 21/2001. Recognition towards adat 
communities right in Papua is stated clearly in article 43 of this law. Article  43 
mentioned that (1) the Provincial Government of Papua oblige to recognize, 
respect, protect, empower and develop the rights of adat communities based on 
prevailing legislation. It also describes the adat communities` right is customary 
rights (hak ulayat). In this article also regulates the process of the transferring 
adat land rights from adat communities into other parties must be preceded by 
consultation (musyawarah) with the adat communities. It cannot be only 
approve by the adat leader. It becomes a requirement for issuing permit/license. 
It is not only applied for communal adat land but also individual adat land.75 This 
recognition is also reinforced by Special Provincial Regulation (Peraturan daerah 
khusus, Perdasus) No. 22/2008 and No. 23/2008 about protection and 
management of natural resources of Papuan adat communities and the 
recognition of customary rights over the adat land 76  However, the 
implementation of the special autonomy seems to be half hearted.  One side, in 
the term of a huge budget for implementation of Special Autonomy77 there is no 
doubt of the big concern of the government to improve the economic welfare 
through development. However, in the other side, for boosting economic 

                                                        
71Ahmad, SJA, et al. 2009. Menuju Demokratisasi Pemetaan : Refleksi Gerakan Pemetaan 
Partisipatif di Indonesia. JKPP. Bogor. 
72 Deddy, Ketut.2006.   
73 Pramono, Albertus Hadi, et al. 
74 Ahmad, SJA, et al. 2009. 
75 Papua Special Autonomy Law No. 21/2001 . 
76 Ahmad, SJA, et al. 2009. 
77 Amount of budget for supporting Special Autonomy in Papua increased every year. 
After the implementation of Special Autonomy, Provincial government of Papua 
received Rp. 1,382,300,000,000 (2002), Later, it Special Autonomy funds increased into 
Rp. 4,355,950,048,000 (2013). These Provinces (Papua and Papua Barat) received the 
provincial budget much bigger compare with other provinces in Indonesia.  
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development in Papua, government also boosted the investment that 
development often disregards the customary rights (hak ulayat). The 
implementation of MIFEE became the obvious examples the government 
neglected the existence and right of adat communities in Papua on behalf of 
development project. Therefore, it encouraged the NGOs to advocate the adat 
communities in Merauke through Participatory Mapping to protect adat land 
from land grabbing process in MIFEE.  

Several kampungs that affected from MIFEE created adat land map that 
initiated by NGOs. NGOs persuaded the communities to create the adat land map 
to protect their land. Participatory mapping to make the adat land map believes 
that can become the powerful instrument to counter government map that used 
to claim over the land or forest area. Moreover, it is expected to stop the land 
grabs effort from company or government. The three kampungs (Senegi, Onggari 
and Domande) also conducted the participatory mapping as a form of resistance 
to the implementation of MIFEE, which caused the loosing of the community land 
rights. Every kampungs has its initial reason to make the adat land map through 
the participatory mapping. However, it can see as a result of the MIFEE 
implementation, which makes the adat communities need to create their own 
map.   

From the first case in Senegi, the consciousness of the adat communities 
about the necessary to make the adat map came from the socialization about the 
important of participatory mapping from Yayasan Pusaka (NGO) that supported 
by international NGOs (Forest People Program and Climate Land Use Alliance). 
The other reason is the disappointment of the adat communities in Senegi 
towards Medco group Company that deemed to violate it promised to Senegi 
communities. Therefore the kampung leader of Senegi asked Yasanto to help 
creating the adat land map of Senegi kampung.  

 The participatory mapping in Senegi Kampung conducted on 2013. The 
process of the participatory mapping performed in three months (from October 
until December 2013). This project was funded78 by local government. The 
reason of the local government supported this project is part of the effort to 
counter the negative issues related to the land grabbing issue that spread after 
the implementation of MIFEE. Because after the implementation of MIFEE, many 
NGOs that unified into Papuan People’s Solidarity to Reject MIFEE (SORPATOM) 
was very intensive voiced the negative impact of MIFEE to adat community in 
Merauke. Even, they sent letters to United Nation Committee on the Elimination 
of Racial Discrimination (UNCERD) requested to send the letter to the 
Indonesian government to abandon the implementation of MIFEE.79 Other 
reason is the adat map existence made easier for the government to map the 
owner of the adat land in every kampung.80 Beside that, the close relation 
                                                        
78 This participatory mapping was funded from Grant of local government budget 
expenditure 2013 of Merauke district. The local government granted 560.300.000 
rupiah for conducting participatory mapping in 5 kampungs (Senegi, wayau, Baad, Koa 
and Kaiza) of Animha sub District.  
79 FPP. et al, 2013.Manis dan Pahitnya Tebu: Suara Masyarakat Adat Malind dari 
Merauke, Papua. Yayasan Pusaka. Jakarta. 
80 Ringkasan Laporan. 2013. Program Pemetaan Tanah Adat Secara Partisipatif  Lima 
Kampung di Distrik Animha, kabupaten Merauke. Yasanto. Merauke. 
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between Yasanto (NGO in Merauke) and Head of Merauke District (Romanus 
Mbaraka, made the Head of District agreed to fund the participatory mapping in 
this kampung.  

 The other case of the participatory mapping is the participatory mapping 
in Onggari Kampung. On the process of participatory mapping, Yayasan Pusaka is 
very active in introducing the participatory mapping in this kampung. Together 
with other NGOs that incorporated into SORPATOM, Yayasan Pusaka promoted 
the termination of MIFEE project because it caused land grabbing over adat land. 
However, it did not succeed to stop the MIFEE project. Therefore, Yayasan 
Pusaka believed that participatory mapping could be an instrument to stop the 
land grabbing. The trusted of the communities in Onggari kampung towards 
Yayasan Pusaka is high because this NGO has advocated this kampung in facing 
Rajawali Company that would take their land for opening plantation. Therefore, 
the initiative from this NGO to conduct participatory mapping was welcomed by 
the communities in this kampung. The adat communities through the leaders in 
kampung requested the Yayasan Pusaka to help the participatory mapping of 
adat land in Onggari. In 2011, the participatory mapping was conducted in 
Onggari Kampung. International NGOs, Forest People Program (FPP) and Climate 
Land Use Alliance (CLUA) supported by funded this participatory mapping 
through Yayasan Pusaka (NGO).  The end product of the participatory mapping is 
the adat land map that bordered the adat land of Onggari Kampung with other 
neighbor kampungs. This adat map was expected could be a last defense for 
Onggari communities in facing Rajawali Group Company.  Moreover, this map 
became the instrument for the Onggari`s communities to claim over their land.81  

 The request for making adat map also occur in Domande kampung.82 
The Secretary of Domande Kampung requested to the student of Musamus (one 
of the university in Merauke) to facilitate the participatory mapping in Domande 
kampung. It will be self-funded by the Domande`s communities. The adat 
communities in Domande felt that creating the adat land map is important. The 
initial aspiration to make the adat map driven by the contestation over the land 
between Onggari and Domande Kampung that took place after the Onggari 
claiming the part of the land that believed by Domande communities as a adat 
land of Domande. Therefore the secretary of Domande Kampung wanted to make 
the adat land map of Domande kampung. Domande kampung will be used this 
map to claim the adat land that claimed by Onggari Kampung. However, the 
realization of participatory mapping still becomes the agenda and negotiation 
process between the Musamus and kampung administrators in Domande.83  

 
Table 5. Participatory Mapping in Senegi, Onggari and Domande kampung 

 Senegi Onggari Domande 
Time 2013 2011 On negotiation 

process to conduct the 

                                                        
81 Interview and Correspondence with Director of Yayasan Pusaka on August 2014 and 
December 2014  
82 I found this information when I conducted my fieldwork (August 2014) in Domande 
Kampung. 
83 Interview with adat communities in Domande, 22 August 2014 
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participatory mapping 
(2014) 

Funded Local Government 
of Merauke District 

FPP and CLUA Self funded 

Intiative To reclaim the adat 
land  

Protect and Claim 
the adat land 

To claim the disputed 
adat land  

Facilitator Yasanto (NGO from 
Merauke District) 

Yayasan Pusaka 
supported by FPP 
and CLUA 

Musamus university 

 

 From the three cases above, the participatory mapping become the 
important instrument that giving the private space for the adat communities in 
these three kampungs. In Senegi Kampung, adat map as a result of participatory 
mapping will be used to reclaim the adat land that has been taken by the 
company through unfair negotiation. Different with Senegi Kampung, the adat 
member in Onggari felt the adat map from participatory mapping important for 
protecting their adat land from the company that tried to take their adat land. It 
is also important for claiming the adat land of Onggari member that feel by the 
community getting scarce because of the smaller land left after the 
transmigration project. Unlike the other two kampungs, Domande community 
felt the participatory mapping is important to claim their adat lands that 
threated by other parties. Adat map from participatory mapping has been seen 
as a powerful instrument to claim the adat lands.  

 

Social Implication of the Participatory Mapping  

 

The experience of several countries in the last decades showed the 
participatory mapping has brought the positive gaining for customary. The 
Participatory mapping has led the successful of land claim, compensation for 
customary land that taken by state or company, and also the recognition of 
customary land/ territory. Through the participatory mapping, it gave the 
communities the awareness over their land and resources. Moreover, the map 
maps enhanced community capacity in negotiating access to local resources, and 
increased their involvement in policy processes, especially in Indonesia after the 
decentralization. “Mapping re-inserted user communities’ existences onto empty 
state maps and thus strengthened their claims to lands and other resources. if 
local people do not have control of their maps, they may not be any better off 
than they were before their lands were mapped.”84 

However, the practice of participatory mapping also brings many 
excesses for the community itself.  NGOs which advocates the communities often 
assumes that participatory mapping as something “thing to do”. Sometimes it 
causes the misleading of the process and misused of the maps as a result of the 
participatory mapping.  It can lead to several problems that will be faced by the 
communities in utilizing their maps.  First, the mapping can cause fragmentation 

                                                        
84 Fox, Jefferson. et al. 2005. p.1-6. 
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and conflict among communities. Second, it also can make the loss of indigeneity 
of the customary land, because the map fails to provide the customary land use 
information. And the third,  the map can increase the state cooptation over the 
customary because of the legalization process. It will give an authority for the 
government to control the customary land under the legal regulation.85  

The participatory mapping that conducted to encounter the MIFEE also 
faced the same problems. The participatory mapping that conducted in three 
kampungs (Senegi, Onggari and Domande) also brings negative impact. It 
showed clearly in the neighbor kampungs, Onggari and Domande kampung. 
After the participatory mapping took place in Onggari kampung, these two 
kampung (Onggari and Domande) start to problematize the border between 
these kampung. It has never happened before. Actually, it caused the 
implementation of MIFEE project that forced the Onggari to make the 
participatory mapping to protect their land from company and local government. 
However,  this map was not communicated and consulted with the Domande 
kampung as a neighbor kampung became the lack of the Onggari kampung`s adat 
map as a result of participatory mapping. Even, the Onggari community used the 
map to claim over the adat land that overlapping with the adat land of Domande 
kampung. Finally, the map became the unilateral map that used to claim the adat 
land of Onggari kampung.  

 This condition led the fragmentation between the communities in Onggari 
and Domande. The background of the communities between the Onggari and 
Domand is the same tribes, Marind Anim tribe. These kampungs also had 
experience of inter marriage. Therefore, the occupation over the adat land 
cannot border in the rigid way between these two kampung. From the story of 
the adat community member of Onggari that his daughter married a man from 
Domande kampung, he felt angry with his son in law because of the problem 
over the adat land between Onggari and Domande. Moreover, because of 
marriage the adat landowner cannot be divided firmly between these two 
kampung, because the next generation who lived in Domande or Onggari 
kampung can get the right over the adat land from both kampungs. This is why 
the claiming of adat land from Onggari kampung ignited the anger of Domande 
Kampung.86  

 Furthermore, this condition not merely the fragmentation, but it led to 
social conflict among the adat community in Domande and Onggari Kampung. 
Several times tension took place between adat members from both kampungs. 
Worse,  adat meeting that always used to solve the problems among adat 
community could not settle this overlapping claim over the land between these 
two kampung. In order to settle this problem, the kampung administrators both 
kampungs agreed to bring this problem to the Head of Merauke District. They 
expected the Head of Districtcould solve this problem. However, until September 
2014, the overlapping claim over the adat land between these kampungs had not 
finished yet.87  

                                                        
85 Fox, Jefferson. 2011. p. 66. 
86 Interview with adat community members in Onggari dan Domande kampung. 
87 Interview with adat community members in Onggari dan Domande kampung. 
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 Actually, the overlapping area between Domande and Onggari is the area 
that cultivated by Rajawali Corporation. The Onggari communities demanded the 
Rajawali Company to pay compensation over the land that the company use or  
Domande kampung shared the compensation that they received from the 
Rajawali company to adat communities in Onggari. Therefore, the community 
member of Domande did not agree to pay, because they believed that the land 
owned by clan member in Domande. Even in order to strength the claim over the 
adat land, the administrators of Domande kampung also requested to the 
Musamus university (one of University in Merauke) through its students to help 
the communities to make the adat land map of Domande kampung.  They will use 
the adat map as a result from participatory mapping to counter the Onggari adat 
map that also as a result of participatory mapping.88 Therefore, the map that 
created from participatory process became a new instrument to achieve the 
pragmatist goal from these communities.   

 The case of participatory in Senegi kampung is different with the case 
above. The map from participatory mapping will be used to control the adat land 
that cultivated Medco group corporation, because the adat communities in 
Senegi kampung did not know how many hectares land that already cultivated 
this company. Furthermore, this map is expected can be used to claim back the 
adat land after the contract with Medco company finished.89   

 The adat map that resulted from participatory mapping is different from 
the map from Onggari kampung. The map of Onggari kampung only delineated 
the adat land border with its neigbors. The adat map as a result of participatory 
mapping in Senegi kampung is not only border between the adat land of Senegi 
kampung with other neighbor kampungs, but also border the adat land among 
the clan inside the Senegi kampung. Indeed the goal of this map is not for 
delineation among the kampung but for mapping adat landowner of the clan in 
kampung. Eventhough, the adat communities could not tell the story of adat land 
because the story about adat land is considered taboo and restrict to be 
discussed with outside of the clan from this kampung. The lack of information 
and failure to picture the indigeneity of the adat land can mislead the adat 
landowner map that produced from participatory mapping. 90  

 In addition, the rigid and detail of the map that produced by the 
communities of Senegi kampung can cause loosening of kinship among the 
communities member. It can be turn into individualistic and mare pragmatist in 
order to achieve the economic profit for each landowner. From this map, because 
it looses the concept of the adat land, it can be likely the private land rather the 
communal land. Likewise the adat land race claim can happen in this kampung. 
And for long term, the map from the participatory mapping can ignite the 
fragmentation or even conflict, because the process of the participatory mapping 
failed to gather the complete information about the history of adat land in Senegi 
kampung.   

                                                        
88 ibid 
89 Ringkasan Laporan. 2013. Program Pemetaan Tanah Adat Secara Partisipatif  Lima 
Kampung di Distrik Animha, kabupaten Merauke. Yasanto. Merauke. 
90 Ibid 
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 Another problem is the map that produced from participatory mapping in 
Senegi kampung, together with four others kampungs in Animha district is 
intended legalizing by Head of Merauke District. It is also funded by Merauke 
Local Government. Therefore it is expected the Head of Districtwill pass this map 
and recognize as a map of Senegi kampung.  In fact, the Head of District has not 
signed yet the document of the adat map from this kampung as a legal proof of 
adat landownership of kampung Senegi. It reflects that the position of the map is 
weaker because it has to wait the agreement from the Head of District as a head 
of Merauke Local Government.  Based on my observation, I saw the Head of 
Merauke District actually did not want to make the adat map, because it will 
cause more problems in the process of investment. It places as a “duty” for the 
local government to support the participatory mapping because of the black 
campaign in the implementation of MIFEE.  Consequently, the local government 
only supported by giving fund but not for legalizing the map. However, the local 
government also thought that map produced from participatory mapping will be 
useful for investment in Merauke. Through this map, the owner of the land 
become clearer, therefore it will be easier to target the community to conduct the 
negotiation.  

 From these three cases, the communities perceive the maps which 
produced from participatory mapping is the final accomplishment of all forms of 
struggle. Holding the adat maps means having the authority over the area that 
claimed. The communities did not realize that the map from participatory 
mapping is a flexible map that can change anytime in parallel with the social 
changing in the community. The gap of understanding of the produced map 
causes the social excess to happen. The simplification of adat land recognition 
views from the NGOs does play it cost. If we traced back to the law that very 
particular recognized the adat community in Papua under the Special Autonomy 
law, it clearly stated that regulates the process of the transferring adat land 
rights from adat communities into other parties must be preceded by 
consultation (musyawarah) with the adat communities. It cannot be only 
approve by the adat leader. Either understanding or neglecting the existence of 
the postulated articles, the NGOs did not satisfied with the Special Autonomy 
Law. It roots from the unserious on the implementation of law by the 
government. Many policies were launched contradictory with the mandate of the 
Special Autonomy. In example the implementation of MIFEE itself showed the 
inconsistency upon special autonomy law.  In the location permit process also 
was not through consultation with the adat communities as stated clearly in the 
law. Therefore the NGO need another tangible measurement should be created 
to protect the adat land by creating adat mapping.  

 Other reason is the NGO need the instrument that more practical and 
concrete to protect the adat land. This is also the reason several of NGOs 
promoted adat mapping through participatory mapping in Merauke. Beside that, 
there is a tendency that the NGOs will create the new instrument as a form of 
dissatisfaction towards legal instrument that created by the government.  In 
addition, the NGOs also initiated the establishment of the local regulation in 
Merauke District to recognize the adat lands that considered will give more 
guarantee to the presence of adat land. However, sometimes in fact it is not 
inconsistence and overlapping each other. The similar facts of participatory 
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mapping also found in Merauke. A perception that believed by the NGO`s 
activists that the participatory mapping became “something that has to do”. It 
becomes a generic prescription to all the adat communities that the adat 
communities have to conduct the participatory mapping to struggle their lands. 
It is believed after the adat map created, the communities can protect their adat 
land by themselves. It looks as if adat map can be granted the adat land 
communities. It appears that participatory mapping can be a simple way to 
advocate the communities. This simplification of understanding that caused 
excess from participatory mapping.   

 

Conclusion  

 Participatory mapping has been considered as an important mechanism 
to the indigenous people for struggling their claim over customary land. On this 
counter mapping, participatory mapping is believed as an effective tool to 
counter the government mapping.  This perception also was shared among NGOs 
in Indonesia who advocate for the Merauke indigenous people “Marind Anim”.  
The NGOs believes that participatory mapping could stop the land grabbing 
under Merauke Integrated Food and Energy Estate (MIFEE) project and finally 
protect the Marind Anim adat (customary).   

 Contrary to the ideal purpose of the participatory mapping in MIFEE area, 
the mapping has initiated problems. First, for the adat community it caused the 
fragmentation and conflict among the communities. Second, the legal recognition 
of the adat lands can lead to the co-optation of the adat lands by the company 
and the state. Or it can be said that the participatory mapping is creating a new 
space for “legal land grabbing”. The participatory mapping makes clear who 
owns which tract of adat land. That means that a company can easily identify the 
target of negotiation for land grabbing. Usually the key problem of any company 
to land exploitation has been the unclearness of the landowners of adat lands. 
Furthermore, once a portion of adat land is fixed as a land owned by one adat 
member, it can quite easily change the adat land into a private land. The adat 
land can be leased easily through the legal ways. If we learn from the lesson from 
other examples of participatory mapping in other part of Indonesia, it would 
possibly change the perception over the adat lands. The adat land ceases to exist 
and the private land ownership can become the dominant land ownership even 
in Papua.   

 In these senses, the participatory mapping can become double sword 
edges. On one side, it can become an instrument to protect the adat land. But on 
the other side, it also can become a new instrument to accelerate the land 
grabbing.  
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