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“Festivity Without Feast”: Autonomy, Prosperity, Mutuality
and Inequality in a Mentawai Village

Darmanto
Oriental Institute, Czech Academy of Sciences

Abstract

Among the Mentawai, autonomy, prosperity, and mutuality are core values that foster their
egalitarian ethos. In the last few decades, they have reconfigured these values in their quest
for equality with outsiders who have consistently looked down upon them. The state encourages
and facilitates their pursuit by establishing a centralised village, implementing development
projects, and promoting engagement in commodity production. These processes direct
productive work results towards household livelihoods, legitimising wealth accumulation and
sidelining sharing practices. In seeking equality with outsiders, the realisation of autonomy
and productivity increasingly leads to internal inequality, which is the antithesis of their
egalitarian quest and becomes an end in itself. The emergence of elites (sautek) who act as
mediators between the Mentawai, outsiders, and external authorities further signals the rise of
social inequality. This article suggests that pursuing autonomy and prosperity within the
context of state formation is central to transforming the egalitarian ethos among an acephalous
society.

Keywords: Value, autonomy, prosperity, inequality, state, village, cash crops

Introduction: Festivity Without Feasts

When | recently observed a communal work team constructing the village drainage system in
Muntei during my fieldwork in summer 2024, a worker half-jokingly asked me to join in so |
could see how hard it was to work on the community’s infrastructure projects. He claimed they
were paid a low daily wage but worked eagerly, as their labour contributes to creating a better,
healthier, and more beautiful village that their children and grandchildren will be proud of.
Another worker gave a different assessment, talking enthusiastically about the village’s
development and thanking the government for funding it and teaching them about progress.
Yet another worker expressed the pain of receiving orders and working under the authority of

his fellow villager. The worker further explained:

Look, we are lucky that we settled in this village. We are sick of floods in the
old settlement. Coconuts and cloves didn’t grow there. There was no church.
No nurse took care of ill people. Now we have a prosperous community. Tin
roofs. Brick houses. Paved roads. Nobody is naked. We have a school. We all
worked hard to build a better village, but not everybody gets the same amount
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of the development cake. The village looks like a community feast. But
workers like us are like hunting dogs. We get the bone while the leaders get
the meat.

The worker’s words illustrate the Muntei villagers’ ambivalence about living in a
government village. Ongoing development projects have brought paved roads, water
installations, and other public infrastructure improvements. People enjoy a collective and
bustling atmosphere reminiscent of a communal feast, where greetings and conversation are
the most salient features. Young men and women have ample time to socialise with their peers
in the church, school, or local kiosks, or on the volleyball pitch. The vibrancy of village life
makes it more appealing than a solitary hut in the gardens. The village is a pleasant place where
people can break free from the backwardness of the past (Persoon 2002; Eindhoven 2019) and
savour the feeling of progress. Another attraction of the village is the diversity of livelihoods,
as it provides more opportunities than restrictions. People can have relative autonomy over the
type of productive work they pursue, whether that is traditional gardening, cash-crop
production, off-farm activities, or cash-for-work from state development projects.

While the village offers prosperity and conviviality, it also creates a new situation
where people feel unequal and lack genuine social interaction. The younger generation laments
that they do not have the same opportunities to benefit from development. A few people attain
political authority from external agencies and transform their power into economic wealth. The
elders bemoan the lack of genuine sociality, as they spend most of their time producing cash
crops instead of tending fruit trees and pigs and organising communal rituals, echoing what
Reeves (1994) found in the upstream government settlement. Now they have more biscuits,
rice, and sugar, but less pork and game meat to share. The lack of frequent communal feasts
means they do not often eat meat together, which represents a lack of cohesion, solidarity, and
mutuality (Darmanto 2024; Singh, Kaptchuk, & Henry 2021). One villager sums up their life
in the village as “festivity without feasts”. They enjoy a vibrant and festive ambience, yet they
also experience the absence of shared meals, the emergence of sharper inequality, and a lack
of mutuality. The idiom is not merely indicating“the jumble of anxieties, aspirations and
dilemmas” (Chua, 2014; 736) that characterise the relations of a stateless society with state-led
development. | argue that it reveals the dynamic of the production, realisation, and
transformation of key social value which drives people’s motivation and willingness to adopt
new practices, as the Mentawai primarily express the realisation of important values through

food vocabularies (Darmanto 2020).
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The article explores the Muntei people’s struggle to balance their key, yet hierarchical,
values—especially autonomy, prosperity, equality and mutuality—in the context of state
formation. These are the central values that have animated Mentawai ideas of a good person
and the good life (Darmanto 2020). Autonomy means the capacity to live with a measure of
economic self-sufficiency and the freedom to live, act, and work as one wishes in one’s
ancestral land without following external orders. It involves self-assertion and the mediation
and recognition of others. Prosperity means fecundity and is a sign of productiveness: the
power or efficacy to regenerate the vital resources that allow individual households and clans
to live contentedly. Traditionally, individual households and clans achieved autonomy and
prosperity primarily by rejecting formal leadership, limiting wealth accumulation through
requests and demands, producing sufficient food on their ancestral land, and raising new
generations. However, the pursuit of these values can instigate negative or “shadow values”
(Willerslev, 2013: 14), such as selfishness, violent competition, and social distancing. To
elevate the positive values of autonomy and prosperity, and to suppress negative values, the
Mentawai collectively participate in various social acts of mutual participation (makere),
primarily through communal feasts and mundane generosity. Mutual participation, or what |
call mutuality, is thus a more encompassing and “comprehensive” value (Munn, 1986; 20)
generated and realised when nobody is subjugated and everyone can develop valuable and
livable social relationships.

This article, however, not merely indexes these values but examines the dynamics and
dialectical relationship between values and social change. The article demonstrates that values
are not inert but are always relational and contextually negotiated, enacted, and transformed in
different social contexts. Analysing the transformation of values can help elucidate how and
why external stimuli can be integrated into an existing social schema (Fajans 1988; Sahlins
1985; Sommerschuh 2022) or profound changes can occur in the pursuit of continuity (Buitron
2020). Radical change occurs when old values are replaced by new ones, as Sahlins (1992)
argues, or when a new value is established, as Graeber (2001; 2013) claims. Others suggest
that cultural change happens when the relationships between key values have changed
(Robbins 2004; 2005) or new practices realise and reassert a certain value but encroach upon
other values (Sommerschuh 2022; Remme 2021; Buitron 2020). My article contributes to this
discussion by showing that new social practices in Muntei realise and reassert both positive
and negative values, yet the new practices to generate a “positive value transformation” (Munn,
1986: 20). The implication is that the new practices reconfigure the relations between the

structure of value so that negative and positive values are no longer mediated, thereby creating
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unresolved tension. The consequence of this dynamic tension is not the emergence of new
conflicts, as Sommerschuh (2022) observes among the Aari community, but, | argue, rather an
instability of value realisation in which the positive and negative values are both
simultaneously constituted, shifted, and entangled in situated practices (Remme, 2021:74)
without being transformed into something more “comprehensive and powerful” (Munn, 1986:
21).

To support my argument, | first describe the main historical developments that explain
why the Mentawai in Muntai embraced the idea of a sedentary village. Then | examine how
the Mentawai have reconfigured their understandings of autonomy, prosperity, equality, and
mutuality in a new context. The following section then describes how state development and
commodity production alter the dynamic relations between social actors and their social acts,
and how this transformation reconfigures the dialectical relationships of autonomy, prosperity,
and mutuality. The third section explains how the newly introduced political institutions lack
a mechanism to compel autonomous and prosperous individuals to invest in social practices
that elevate positive values, instead facilitating the transformation of negative values. The
ethnographic material in all sections is primarily drawn from 18 months of fieldwork (from
2012 to 2014) undertaken for my MPhil and PhD theses, as well as a brief visit (5 weeks) in
2024 for a research project on the indigenous conceptualisation of food insecurity and social
value. | employed various methods, including focus group discussions (FGDs), interviews, and
participant observation. Historical and secondary data were gathered from government and
missionary archives, primarily through the KITLV library and collection, as well as NGO

reports and local newspapers.

The Birth of a Village and the Rise of Sautek

A centralised settlement is an alien concept for the Mentawai, the indigenous people living on
the Mentawai Islands (West Sumatra). The various terms used for a settlement (kampung,
barasi, dusun, and desa) are recent borrowings from Malay and Indonesian. Historically, the
Mentawai had been scattered across their ancestral land and organised themselves into
autonomous, patrilineal, and exogamous groups called uma, which structure rituals, political
decisions, and land ownership. An uma consists of one, a few, or dozens of self-sufficient
nuclear families (lalep), totalling anywhere from two to about one hundred individuals. It has
many characteristics of “open aggregation” relations (Sillander 2019, 72) or ‘“anarchic
societies” (Gibson and Sillander, 2011: 1), such as perpetual membership change and constant

diffusion and fission based on various narratives of differentiation (Reeves 2001). Hence, an
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uma is not a stable and unchanging unit of self-identification, but an ongoing social construct
that changes over time. Nonetheless, the social ties among members of an uma are primarily
egalitarian, which also applies to the relations between umas. Their egalitarian political ethos
motivated the Mentawai to maintain a dispersed residential arrangement and cultivate complex
gardens consisting of both subsistence and cash crops on their land, away from the gaze of
others. Distance is essential, as without the spatial buffer, they would face “mimetic” conflicts
and become subject to others’ desires (Hammons 2010).

At the end of the 19th century, Dutch officials sought to civilise the Mentawai and
introduced seven policies to achieve this (Bakker 1999), prioritising the suppression of
headhunting and establishing centralised settlements. These policies, implemented with the
help of missionaries, were an attempt to change the “lazy, underdeveloped and stupid” (Hansen
1914: 32) or, in the words of a missionary, to transform “the distress of poor people trapped in
terror of evil” into “progress and productive” work (Borger 1932; 14). Most policies did not
succeed, as the Dutch lacked a clear implementation programme and recognised their
limitations and the vulnerability of their position living surrounded by the Mentawai (Bakker
1999; Persoon 1986). However, the Mentawai saw the pacification and the idea of a centralised
settlement as important historical moments, because they broke the chain of constant fear of
violent feuds (Hammons 2010; Schefold 2007) and encouraged most of the uma to live closer
to each other.

After Indonesia’s independence, the provincial government of West Sumatra continued
the Dutch policy, forcing the Mentawai to adopt one of the official religions (Sihombing 1979;
Coronese 1986). The government also sent a police force to order the scattered uma to join a
newly established centralised settlement denoted by the Malay word kampung. If an uma
refused to move to a kampung, the police and military troops burnt down or demolished their
houses. Alongside violence and coercion, the police also brought rice seeds and encouraged
the Mentawai to engage in cash crop production. Even more consequential than coercion was
the establishment of civil governance in the everyday organisation of the Mentawai through
the appointment of local leaders. In the 1970s, the central government launched the OPKM
(Otorita Pengembangan Kepulauan Mentawai/Mentawai Islands Development Authority), the
first coordinated attempt to modernise Mentawaians by establishing a larger settlement (OPKM
1978). With funding from logging operations, the OPKM promised churches, schools, teachers,
and nurses to all uma in Siberut Hulu and further upstream if they agreed to relocate to Muntei.

Following a nationally uniform template of the new 1979 Village Law, Muntei, like other
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villages in the archipelago, was officially established as a government village in 1981, and the
term kampung was changed to village (desa).

While external interest suggests top-down state formation, most people firmly reject
the idea that the government forced them to dwell in Muntei. They wanted to live in a new
place to access better conditions. This desire was also shaped by the Mentawai idea of framing
a major move as a historic event and a way to exercise their agency. Moving to and settling in
a new place is not unusual in Mentawai history (Tulius 2012; Darmanto 2016). People
constantly moving, claiming and occupying new places until all the terrestrial space in the
Mentawai archipelago had been discovered, claimed, or cultivated. These places are a chronicle
of events and relations, including family feuds, bad deaths, headhunting, exogamous marriages,
peace rituals, and inter-clan ties. Most Muntei people claim that moving to a village is a
transformative moment that offers a better life, characterised by the cultivation of productive
cash crops, a steady income, improved clothing, and housing. They frequently refer to the
village as barasi, which is derived from a Minangkabau word meaning “clean”. Humans build
dwellings in such places, which stand in contrast to not-so-clean spaces (bakkat seksek), such
as forests, sago gardens, and old settlements. The decision of people in Muntei to embrace the
village cannot be separated from their official status as a backwards and isolated community—
a status constructed through a long process of marginalisation (Tsing 1993; Li 1999). Moving
to a village is a way of “being seen like the state” (Timmer 2010) and making a positive
response to the “centre” of power by adopting a new form of livelihood and governance.

The village eventually persuaded the laleps from different umas to live alongside each
other. While the settlement did not diminish each uma’s constructed identity, which was based
on particular places, stories, myths, events, and history, it did compel them to develop a new
non-violent ethos and expand their horizontal relationships, moving beyond the vertical
(genealogical) associations and story-making of differentiation (Reeves 1994) that typically
represent their primary social identification. Horizontal relations fostered a sense of belonging
to a place and introduced the somewhat distinct principle of locality into genealogy. While the
identity and loyalty of an uma and its members to their original places, genealogies, and stories
remain prevalent, people are gradually identifying themselves as “Indonesian people from
Muntei”, a constructed identity that emphasises Indonesian-ness and the village as the primary
social identifier.

Unlike typical anti-state societies (Clastres 1987; Scott 2009), the residents of Muntei
have gradually welcomed government authority and sociopolitical institutions, such as the

village administration, schools, and the police. Religious authority established a similar
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structure that connected the community and the trans-regional Church or Islamic institutions.
These authorities gradually introduced alien political forces, complicating any principle of
negotiated autonomy and equality that traditional social organisation might have achieved. The
establishment of new institutions became inevitable as the post-New Order development
project centred on the proliferation of new administrative units (sub-districts, villages, hamlets)
(Carroll 2009; Antlov 2019). Furthermore, decentralisation introduced the discourse of putra
daerah (Eindhoven 2007), shifting the occupation of these offices to Mentawaians rather than
non-Mentawaians. While the villagers were appointed to those positions, they are not rooted in
an egalitarian or traditional setting; instead, the legitimacy of these leaders depends on the
institutional framework sanctioned by the state and external authorities (Persoon 1988).

The Muntei people have a special term, sautek, for such leaders. Meaning “those who
have a head”, sautek connotes a person who understands what external authorities, especially
the state, want and what the community expects from the state. The term sautek also
encompasses church leaders or shop owners involved in development projects as contractors
or creditors. Sautek often denotes an influential individual who is less engaged in gardening
than the ordinary Mentawai and instead spends all day in a village office or shop, planning,
reporting, calculating, participating in development projects, and distributing state funds.
Sautek are distinguished from traditional non-political leaders, who manage the ritualised
relations of their uma through their oratory skills and ability to communicate with spiritual
powers (Loeb 1929a; Schefold 1970; Hammons 2012). Instead, sautek has essential assets for
managing ties with state development, including formal education and literacy in the
Indonesian language. As the term is associated with new sociopolitical and economic powers,
people connect sautek with a new type of person emerging from their sedentarised life in the
village, often called the new Mentawai (Mentawai sibau), who embody a new form of social
hierarchy. Sautek represent the reconfiguration of the Mentawai idea of autonomy, prosperity,

and mutuality.

Autonomy, Prosperity, Equality and Mutuality

Autonomy is not an emic term postulated by the Muntei people themselves, but it is definitely
a cultural value that underpins the schema of life in Muntei. A virtuous and valued Mentawai
person has certain socially perceptible qualities that indicate the importance of autonomy. In
the Mentawai ontology, the body (tubbu) differentiates human persons from non-humans
(animals, rainbows, spirits) (Schefold 1973; Loeb 1929b), but the mind or perspective (patuat)

makes each human person unique, as it serves as a decision-making locus. A person who can
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assert their patuat in decision-making and in relation to others is considered a complete,
autonomous social being. Other important attributes of autonomous social actors are diligence
and productiveness. Diligence (majolot tubbu) is associated with a person’s willingness to work
creatively, indicating that carrying out a productive act as a result of one’s own will, without
any instruction from others, is paramount. The diligent person contrasts with the lazy person
(simabeili), who has a motionless body and an immobile patuat. Being mabeili is considered
shameful as it signifies being dependent on and easily subject to the subordination of others.
This means that diligence and productiveness are ideally aligned with one’s personal moods
and preferences.

Autonomy is enacted through living self-sufficiently and is facilitated by the dispersed
residential arrangement, where people can live creatively and work productively away from
the gaze of others but are always ready to enter into relationships. A person’s autonomy is
acquired only through their capacity to have a sufficient livelihood and is intertwined with the
value of prosperity (makayo). Makayo not only means having enough material resources but
also encompasses having a larger family and more children, which is closely related to vitality,
strength, health, and abundance in Southeast Asia and beyond (Fox 1995; Bloch and Parry
1982; Buitron 2020). Prosperity is made visible by the products of one’s labour in the gardens
and the growth of one’s family. Gardens are paramount because the critical product of the
gardens, food, symbolises nurturing and is an active agent in creating dependents (children)
and transforming them into autonomous social actors. Prosperity, therefore, can only be
attained through a lalep (family), a social institution that enables men and women to share their
creative labour and produce their house, gardens, and offspring.

The Mentawai’s autonomy and prosperity rest on their aversion to others’ control,
demands, or instruction and discomfort with anyone being wealthier or better than others. The
pursuit of these values does not mean that Mentawai lives are free of conflicts and violence.
Instead, autonomy and prosperity can instigate rivalry and competition that threaten the co-
existence of individuals and families. Possessing numerous gardens certainly generates social
prestige. Yet, it can also be seen as hazardous, subterranean, and a threat to the cohesiveness
of the uma and others, especially when the aim is to achieve prestige and prosperity for its own
sake. Being diligent and industrious, and owning a larger garden, as well as a beautiful
longhouse, are positive aspects; however, the pursuit of these activities is also “captured by its
shadow and collapses into its opposite” (Willerslev, 2013:14), generating aggression, violence,

and disrespect, which can contribute to the creation of social distance and hierarchy. Rivalry,
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selfishness, stinginess, and greed often stem from shortcomings in recognising others’
autonomy and prosperity.

When they encounter selfishness, violence, and social hierarchy, the Mentawai must
establish social relationships that mitigate these negatives. The principal ways to prevent social
tension and disruption in any uma are sharing food and eating together, both in everyday meals
in a household and in the highly ritualised communal feast within the uma (Darmanto 2025).
Eating together and sharing meat help negate the other side of autonomy—selfishness—and
symbolise and manifest social solidarity and mutuality. Sharing is perhaps the most salient
form of mutuality, and it is the primary means by which the Muntei people create and recreate
their two fundamental and most important institutions: the lalep and the uma. It is in these
institutions that the dialectical tension between positive values (autonomy, prosperity, and
relatedness) and negative ones (stinginess, greed, and commanding) is constituted, balanced,
and mediated. A communal feast demonstrates how the Mentawai developed a platform to
navigate the tension between autonomy, prosperity and the negative impact of these values
(Fajans 2006), serving to enact mutuality as the society’s most important value (Gibson 1988;
Mauss, 1990: 101). The importance of sharing then makes eating alone the ultimate social
transgression. Eating alone is strongly prohibited, as it represents an extreme form of
selfishness and the antithesis of mutuality. In a society with no stratified social institutions, no
fellow human being can punish the transgression of this social order but the spirit of the water
and its embodiment, the crocodiles by drowning people or attack people (Schefold 2007).

Mutuality here is not merely a precondition for a normative egalitarian ethos or the
other side of autonomy (Buitron and Steinmuller, 2020: xxv) but the most important value that
“mediates the fundamental contradiction” between the positive valuation of autonomy and
prosperity and the negative valuation of inequality, selfishness, and hierarchy. More
specifically, mutuality here refers to a form of collective participation in the social recognition
of a social actor’s autonomy and prosperity. At the same time, it involves an acknowledgement
of the negative potential of these values. While it carries connotations of encompassing (Munn,
1986: 20), mutuality has many forms and shapes. It can be elaborate, as in a communal feast
and ritual speech, but it can also be mundane, as when people share tobacco, fruit, or a garden,
or offer others a bed for the night. It can be realised in moments of grief during a mortuary
ritual or simply by attending lunch together. A common mutuality-asserting statement is, “we
have done it together” (makere ita) or “we have converged our perspective/mind” (makerek
patuatmai), which a speaker utters when asked to explain the most satisfying social act. The

statement illustrates the joy of participating together in social acts without diminishing others’
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autonomy (Buitron and Steinmuller 2020). The quality of mutuality lies in the balance between
recognising another person’s autonomy, admitting social dependence, and acknowledging the
necessity of sociality, which can be elaborated as in a communal feast but more frequently
through spontaneous or voluntary acts of generosity.

Village and the Reconfiguration of Values Realisation

The desire to enhance autonomy and prosperity motivates the Muntei people to establish
relations with the state and live in the resettlement village. The Mentawai have a mimetic desire
to emulate others (Hammons 2010) and are always keen to participate in what non-Mentawai
people have, seeing it as a way of realising their autonomy, equality, and mutual connection
with others. The village supports various social practices that reconfigure their assertion of
autonomy. First, it prevents state officers from encroaching on their will and dictating what
they should do. If they had continued living in their ancestral land, the Minangkabau officers
would constantly lecture them on proper living, eating, and behaviour. To become respectable
in the eyes of the state, they must be equal to the Minangkabau and other non-Mentawai living
in sedentary villages, where they can assert their autonomy and cut off the mediation of the
Minangkabau people. Moving to the village voluntarily asserts their freedom to choose how,
when, and with whom they develop relationships._In contrast to Melanesian societies that
experience village life as a form of humiliation (Robbins 2005), the Mentawai embrace the
village to relieve the pressure and avoid humiliation, rejecting the position of inferiority to
others. Second, the village does not entirely diminish their autonomy. People imitate the
traditional settlement, where each house is clustered around a ritual house a short distance
away. This allows the visible autonomy of the lalep and uma to remain intact. Furthermore,
living in the village does not convey full and complete sedentarisation. Instead, people
creatively develop “spatial mobility” (Stasch 2013), moving between the village, the old
settlement, and various gardens on the small islets (Persoon 1994).

Pursuing autonomy in the asymmetrical relations with other ethnic groups created by
state development also drives the new aspiration for a productive and prosperous life, as seen
in Minangkabau and other small groups like the Mentawai (Niasan, Batak, and Javanese).
Although insignificant in number, these migrants almost completely controlled religious
affairs, economy, education and trade on the islands (Eindhoven 2019; Persoon 2002). More
importantly, they had a better and more prosperous life, as illustrated by their brick houses, tin
roofs, clothing, rice consumption, and other imported foods. The persistent stereotype of

laziness and unproductivity, dating back to colonial times, further drives the Mentawai to
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emulate the prosperity of these migrants. The Mentawai regarded these migrants with awe and
curiosity, as they believed they possessed better traits and skills for a prosperous life than their
neighbours, who were enmeshed in their origin myths (Bakker 1999). They do not want to be
like the Minangkabau or Javanese, but rather want to be prosperous like them. As one person
narrated,

The Minangkabau do not have land here. They do not have strong bodies to work in the
gardens. But their houses are better. They seem to never run out of money. Let’s do better than
them. We have to send our kids to school. We should open a shop. We should be more diligent
and cultivate cloves and coconuts more. And we should work with the government. Our Kids
should be teachers, policemen, or nurses, not just walking around with a machete.

By allowing them to show their productive work, learn new skills and techniques, and
realise a new form of prosperity, the village also introduced the Mentawai to the state as a new
external power that gave them prosperity. As all non-Mentawai worked for the government or
engaged in trade, the Mentawai realised that prosperity came from an unknown place. The idea
of fortune and prosperity generated by unknown human and non-human outsiders is not entirely
alien to the Mentawai. Autochthonous and ancestral spirits are essential sources of blessing,
creating the flow of life for a Mentawai individual (Schefold 1973; 2002). The continuity of
life and the social order hinges on maintaining a relationship with these spirits, who have a
fundamental pact with the Mentawai ancestors and are the only entities that can punish human
mistakes and enforce the social order (Schefold 1990; Hammons 2010). The flow of life from
both ancestral and autochthonous spirits ensures the physical well-being, unity, and prosperity
of the family, livelihoods, and communal relations. In the new context, prosperity and an
increase in vital resources hinge on the ability to tap state resources and participate in the
production of cash crops for the global market.

Furthermore, the establishment of a resettlement village is also seen as an opportunity
for people from different uma to realise mutuality. Muntei residents were willing to stay in the
village because it required collective sacrifice—abandoning ancestral lands and gardens, as
well as leaving behind old traditions. They collectively built the settlement from scratch, with
each uma and person contributing to its development in various ways. The village also
promised a new form of collective conviviality in the form of a church, a football pitch, and a
shop. Nonetheless, people associated settlement life with the indigenous conception of safety
and a good life (Schefold 1991; Hammons 2010)—one that involved living together without
the constant feuds, intense rivalry, and fear of retaliation that marked their ancestors’ distant

past. The prospect of generating fortune from the market as well as gaining attention from the
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government and the Church signals the godesod life. They share this perspective with many
Southeast Asian societies and others (Chua 2012; Henley 2004; Descola 2012), suggesting that
having a good life requires relations with powerful human and non-human stranger-beings who
bestow blessings, gifts, and other concessions in return for offerings and allegiance. The sense
of being equal and mutual in the village redefines and reconfigures the most cherished values,
as each person participates in creating a good settlement. People often say that the village is a
place where they can experience a “festive” ambience, where people greet each other every
day and engage in vibrant social interaction, making them feel like they are at a communal

feast, indicating a greater significance within people’s conceptions of mutuality.

Cash Crop Production, the Decentralisation of Uma, and a New Form of Prosperity
Participation in cash crop production is certainly not new in Muntei. The people there have
engaged with the global market by trading timber, rattan, and other forest products for imported
goods since at least the 18th century. Coconut was the most established cultivated crop before
the colonial encounter (Asnan, 2007:167), yet it was only considered a domestic plant of equal
importance to durian or jackfruit. Cloves, cocoa, and other introduced crops, such as those
grown in fruit gardens, were adopted, cultivated, exchanged, and sold at local and global
markets. Indeed, cloves or cocoa are not easily shared communally but are mostly sold for cash.
However, involvement in cash-crop production also enabled people to instil social mutuality.
Personal belongings, such as a mosquito net or a large wok (kuali), obtained from selling copra
or cloves, could contribute to uma affairs, such as the collective payment of a bride price (alak
toga) or a compensation payment following a collective dispute (tulou) (Hammons 2010).
Producing commaodities for the market has enabled them to attain prosperity while preserving
the existing tension between individual autonomy and the group’s egalitarian ethos, thereby
intensifying the dialectical processes that generate these values.

However, the village provides a new space for productive work that has reconfigured
the institutions of the lalep and the uma. First and foremost, they moved away to their ancestral
land and lived in other clan land. The demand for coconuts and cloves encourages them to
compete for land. As cash crops demand tenurial security (Potter and Badcock 2004; Li 2014),
they prefer to have privatised land. Hence, land and the cash crops on this land have
increasingly become individualised. Crop producers like to have land as household property
and would not wish it to be collective property. The crop owner can enjoy greater autonomy in
transferring land to other parties and is not obliged to share the proceeds with their kin. An

informant said, “Coconut and cocoa are products of my work, not all my siblings and my
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nephew’s sweat. They are milik pribadi (private possession). Other people don’t have hak
(rights).” An aspiration to maintain the production of cash crops becomes an assertion of the
individual household’s investment in coconut or clove trees as a commodity.

The privatisation of land is part of the larger shift in the position of the uma as the centre
of social production. While it has not entirely separated lalep from the flexible and fluid
arrangements of uma’s social relations and obligations, it has affected the solidarity between
families and the contribution of each family to the uma’s affairs. Sharing within the uma
remain, but involvement in cash crop production has forced the family to establish and maintain
a degree of spatial and social autonomy from the uma, to which they were previously tied via
the sharing of food and ritual obligations. Cash crop production has brought structural changes,
thereby establishing the nuclear family as the unit of land ownership, control, reward, and
investment. Thus, while the people of Muntei engage in productive activity, the ultimate
objective is to create more autonomy for the lalep and contribute less to the uma’s affairs. The
new generation born in the settlement, devoted to cash crops, prefers to build larger brick
houses with tin roofs and purchase a motorcycle rather than build a longhouse. A family that
owns a large house with ceramic floors is now considered a makayo, even though they do not
have lush sago gardens or countless pigs. Yet, a new form of makayo ia is typically individual
possession, such as money or a brick house that cannot be shared.

The limited number of clans building communal houses and the decrease in pig tending
in Mentawai further signal a change in the nexus of lalep—uma relations and the rise of an
economic attitude emphasising individual wealth. Pigs and the communal house embody an
egalitarian ethos where autonomy and prosperity are socially realised, recognised, and
accepted. Cosmologically, the origin of pigs and the house is linked to the emergence of
shamanism and the Mentawai cultural order (Hammons, 2010: 39). They serve as a source of
social prestige, indicating a person’s status. Individual pig owners can exchange live pigs for
valuable imported goods, enhancing their autonomy. However, the meat must be slaughtered,
sacrificed, consumed, and offered to spirits at communal feasts, integrating people into a
contrastive totality (Mauss 1990) in the communal house, the longhouse. Pigs and the
longhouse not only measure one’s productive activities but also act as a means of social
integration, as individual pork consumption is strongly prohibited (Schefold 1982). Pigs and
the house embody mutuality and equality, the ultimate object of society’s desire. Pigs generate
solidarity and mutuality because they are consumed and shared collectively only at ritual feasts

(along with chickens and wild game), and the longhouse symbolises unity and equality.
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Now, pig-keeping has mostly been replaced by cash crops. Focusing on producing cash
crops for the market allows people to transform their creative energy and capacity to be
productive into money. Producing cash crops has helped people realise their desire for
autonomy and prosperity. Paddling a canoe full of copra or placing a sack of dried cloves in
front of a merchant’s store is something people can be proud of. They can wander into a
migrant’s shop to examine the goods, select their clothes, and buy a sack of rice. They can
purchase clothing and modern luxuries such as televisions and motorcycles, or send their kids
to pursue higher education with the cash they earn. Income from cash crops can provide a sense
of freedom and connect their actions to larger social networks beyond their settlement. Money
seems to be a concrete form of desire, contributing to social prestige and effectively replacing
the value of pigs.

Cash crop production has compelled most people to argue that pigs are no longer
suitable for village life. A complex system of taboos prevented ordinary people, especially
younger generations, from participating in pig husbandry. They felt that it required complex
skills, with few direct benefits but many risks. Another common problem with keeping pigs is
that they require daily attention but are easily wiped out by an attack of oiluk, a kind of swine
flu. Regular feeding required owners to travel back and forth to their pig huts at least once a
day, sometimes having to cross the river. Overcoming strict taboos and investing heavy labour
was not always rewarded. People claim it is easier to work on cash crops because cloves and
coconuts produce a stable harvest and are unrelated to complicated taboos and rituals. This is
not to say that pigs cannot be sold for money or are less valuable or no longer important. On
the contrary, pigs are still valuable, desirable, and important. Nevertheless, producing pigs is
often seen as impractical. Unlike dried clove buds or cacao beans, pigs cannot be kept in
storage. The market for pigs is also limited. For religious reasons, Minangkabau traders refrain
from collecting pigs and delivering them to the regional market. Unlike pigs, a sack of dried
cacao beans is not associated with pollution (najis) and, therefore, is readily accepted by the
market. Cash crops can be exchanged at a migrant’s shop, pay for a ferry ticket at a travel
company, and be saved to help children when they start university. People feel the future is no
longer about becoming a producer of pigs, the animal that embodies the value of sharing and
mutuality.

Cash crop production offers an avenue for realising autonomy, productiveness, and
prosperity. Yet, it also disrupts dialectical value realisation by generating an unwanted situation
where the negative aspects of independence and prosperity—that is, inequality and

selfishness—emerge. Cash crop production fosters the realisation of autonomy and prosperity,
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yet it also sets in motion processes that encroach upon these same values. The key processes
that disrupt value relations relate to realising autonomy and prosperity through new economic
attitudes and shifting uma-lalep relations. The dynamic transformation of these relations is
further intensified when the village conjures up sautek, the new social actors who have attained

power in the sociopolitical economy and manage village funds and development

Village Development, Sautek, and the Money Eaters

A critical feature of contemporary Muntei life over the last two decades has been a series of
community-driven development projects (Li 2007; World Bank 2014), culminating in the 2014
Village Law, which obligates the government to allocate millions of dollars directly to the
village fund (Antlov 2019). One key component of recent development projects is providing
the village with lavish funds. The central and local governments (provincial and district)
facilitate, supervise, evaluate, and monitor the funds, guiding the village’s priorities, such as
infrastructure and economic empowerment. Still, the village institutions have the autonomy to
decide what infrastructure and financial projects they pursue through a Village Forum
(Musyawarah Desa) overseen by the Village Council and village officials. Potential
development projects are typically discussed in a “deliberative” fashion and a “consensus” is
sought (Permendesa No 16/2019), unlike in the previous World Bank rural village programme
that emphasised competition.

Another key development is the establishment of the Village Enterprises Agency, also
known as BUMDes. This institution’s primary task is to develop the village’s unique products
and services for sale in the market, thereby sustaining its funds. The Village Forum discusses
BUMDes’ specific organisation and strategic vision and appoints the managers responsible for
daily development operations. The managers are expected to create business strategies,
enhance the village’s financial capacity, manage human resources, and report to the Village
Forum on economic development. The Village Forum and BUMDes have become the centre
of community entrepreneurial projects. As the investment strategies and rules of BUMDes are
generated from the bottom up in the Village Forum, there is ample room for villagers to propose
their own projects. Each adult man can be a partner (mitra), a new category of political
membership that refers to the commitments and affiliations they acquire from working with
BUMDes.

In the context of the BUMDes schema, village development appears highly compatible
with autonomy and prosperity. Elsewhere, the existing ruling class of a village (Sidik and

Habibi 2019) has been known to reconfigure development projects to seize the village fund.
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However, landownership in Mentawai society does not create a ruling class. Because all
individuals have access to ancestral lands and simultaneously live or cultivate on others’
ancestral land, no single group can use land to consolidate power (Tulius 2012; Darmanto
2016). Hence, the competition for development funds is relatively open. Success depends not
on any traditional clan status but on an individual’s ability to navigate the new formal
institutions of the Village Forum and BUMDes. Adult men in Muntei enthusiastically develop
their political prowess and demonstrate their competitive drive by proposing new economic or
infrastructure projects. They reconfigure development work through ‘“de-collectivising
community projects” found in South America (Buitron 2020). Proposing a chicken farm to
supply local meat or securing the tender for a road construction project is sufficient to persuade
BUMDes and the village forum to release the village funds. Hence, development is organised
following the traditional principle of autonomy, echoing the way an individual works on their
own garden.

However, the personalisation of development runs counter to the principles of
accountability and responsibility. The villagers, village officials, and development agencies
typically establish mutual understanding to avoid the adverse effects of bureaucracy and
accountability. A successful mitra of BUMDes typically offers a certain percentage of the
allocated budget to the village head or a member of the Village Council, or to BUMDes, which
sanctions, supervises, and evaluates the development contract. To successfully compete for an
enterprise project, villagers must establish relationships with the officials and authorities who
oversee the village’s funds. Therefore, to benefit from village funds through BUMDes,
villagers must accept inferior political positions, which establishes a political hierarchy. Hence,
the Village Forum and BUMDes become shopping forums where powerful agencies can obtain
development benefits. Thanks to the commissions they receive, the village officials are
gradually accumulating capital, land, and crops, building better houses, and sending their
children to university. They are also expanding cash crop cultivation and using their wealth to
employ their kinsmen and villagers who worked in their gardens.

Community-driven development through village enterprises reinforces a trend towards
wealth accumulation and the political importance of state and village officials. Aiming to
encourage meaningful participation from the community, community-driven development
operating in a largely acephalous society has the opposite effect, as it establishes a new form
of local brokers. Village officers, BUMDes managers, and other state agencies actively channel
a state revenue stream to their clans and affines, creating a “neo-patrimonial” system found in

Indonesia and beyond (Barker and Klinken 2009) and expanding the state apparatus through
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an “infestation of petty bureaucrats wielding petty powers” (Ferguson, 1990: 273; Hadiz 2004).
The proliferation of development and the state’s budgetary surge have given rise to these petty
bureaucrats who run and manage development projects. Muntei residents now commonly
distinguish between sautek, who know how to generate and manage government funds, and
sipukarajo, who can only access development funds through daily labour. This distinction
implies that sautek enact more “efficacious work™ than ordinary villagers. Through sautek,
people experience a new form of inequality where some individuals can attain more power and
wealth, undermining the autonomy and prosperity of others. Sautek have seized the opportunity
to connect with specific state institutions and officials, positioning itself as representatives of
the settlement. This has granted them power and authority over others, which creates social
inequality, as their authority and privilege are linked to a mode of social, cultural, or economic
prestige. Hence, instead of being a means to achieve autonomy, the village development is

increasingly becoming a vehicle for new forms of inequality.

The Money Eaters

Sautek are constantly accused of betraying the community and being “money eaters” (Sikop
bulagat). This is a popular term applied to people in charge of a development project who keep
the benefits for themselves or their families. This accusation was initially levelled at the
Minangkabau people, particularly those who hold authority or administer state funds
(Eindhoven 2007) but it is now also directed towards fellow Muntei residents and other
Mentawai who “keep” public funds in their pocket—a euphemism for any form of corruption.
The usage of “eating” is particularly telling. The idea of “eating money” may not have been
invented by the people of Muntei (see Sexton 1988; Dyer 2017), but the term is particularly
apt in a Muntei context. This label is always applied to those who have benefited personally
from their involvement in the implementation of development projects. It has consistently been
used to demand fairness, equal rights, and equality. According to the Mentawai, any prosperity,
authority, power, and wealth should ideally be shared.

The accusation of “eating money” is not trivial, though it is often articulated in a jocular
tone. To claim a person is “eating money” is a serious accusation, as eating alone and not
sharing are antisocial acts. Breaching this taboo is punishable by sickness and even death
(Schefold 2007; Darmanto 2020). Because people often believe that money originates from the
market and the state, the metaphor of “eating money” illustrates a natural human tendency to
be corrupt when holding power from the external realm without any institution or social

mechanism to enforce sharing. The accusation that local elites “eat money” is thus linked to
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selfishness, a lack of sharing, and the threat of supernatural sickness. One comment from a man
from a small uma captures the general feeling of those who are not prominent in the settlement:

Sautek and their family eat sarat simananam [delicious things]. They always have
money. They eat a lot of pork. Every day, they go to the market and buy fish. Their children
always have rice on their plates. They have smooth skin [mabubut], working mainly in the
office. They get all the money from pamerenta [the government]. Once they are up, they do
not want to go down. They keep their place. Someday, they will be sick as they do not share
wealth.

However, people understand that “eating money” is not necessarily the most serious
thing. Those in power are perceived as having their own self-interest, and the funds originate
from external sources; the central problem is the failure to share. Iliness results from any
substance consumed alone. Hence, it is strongly believed that all “money eaters” will
eventually suffer serious illnesses. Pork, sago, or taro can be shared, and this will convert
sickness into the possibility of successful social relations (Darmanto 2020). Power, authority,
and money, however, are not food. They may be shared but cannot be divided, distributed,
shared, or consumed like pork or chicken. While the illness of “eating alone” is curable, there
is no ritual to remove money from the body of the sick person and share it with the community.
Eating money is a social metaphor for the social inequality people have experienced since
living in the settlement. State development projects restructured social relations, contributing

to the rise of “money eaters”.

Conclusion

The Muntei people embrace life in a government settlement, which can be explained by their
pursuit of key social values: autonomy, prosperity, and mutuality. Life in the government
settlement reconfigures the realisation of these key values. The village brings about autonomy
and prosperity through cash crop production, tapping into development resources, and
achieving equality with non-Mentawai. Mutuality, in this new context, is realised through the
collective project of establishing a modern village. However, living in the village has shifted
productive work and a form of prosperity. The new focus on cultivating crops leaves less time
for raising the pigs and chickens needed for exchanges and communal feasts. It also means
people competitively dedicate their labour to better housing, expanding their gardens and
accessing government funds, leaving behind key social practices that foster sociality and

mutuality. The “festivity” people describe represents the positive side of their pursuit of
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autonomy and prosperity. Yet, the absence of a feast indicates the realisation of selfishness,
wealth accumulation and the absence of mutuality.

The idiom “festivity without feasts” symbolises and represents the instability of value
realisation in the context of a new social setting and practices (Remme 2021). Autonomy and
prosperity, along with their “shadows” (Willerslev, 2014: 14), shift in form and content across
space and time, and in situated practices. The villagers’ quest for autonomy and prosperity can
drive significant social transformations, where people realise that they encounter wealth
accumulation, inequality, and political hierarchy rather than mutuality. While pursuing well-
being (and their attainment of autonomy, prosperity, and mutuality) in village development,
people generate dependency and considerable commitment to external authority and hierarchy.
The regenerative project of individual households and uma requires the creation of a new,
larger social institution and engagement with external powers that perpetuates material and
status inequality and differentiates between the villagers, sautek, the state and the market. It
illustrates that profound change may not follow from new values being adopted (2007) or from
old values being realised through new practices (Sommerschuh, 2022: 908). In contrast, the
pursuit of more all-encompassing communal values contributes to negative value
transformation, elevating negative values to a dominant position, or at least, bringing the
realisation of negative ones without “effecting” and elevating positive values into communal
values (Munn,1986: 21).

This article demonstrates how significant changes can occur within a framework that
prioritises continuity. The Mentawai engage with the state and the market, continuing a cultural
strategy of cultivating relations with powerful, potentially dangerous strangers (Schefold 2002;
Chua 2014; Buitron 2020). To tap state resources, the Mentawai do not merely engage with
others by mastering specialised techniques of power, as in Amazonian society (Buitron 2020),
or domesticating external power, as in other Austronesian societies (Fox 1995; Oosten 1988).
Instead, they seek to accommodate the powerful strangers’ perspective to create equality and
mutuality. This process, however, requires the mediation of a particular social actor who wields
power. My analysis underscores the importance of distinguishing between the various
mechanisms by which external resources are appropriated, deployed, and distributed to foster
mutual benefit. Shamans and ritual leaders can mediate but cannot impose conditions on the
flow of blessings from the autochthonous spirits and the ancestors’ life flow (Loeb 1929b;
Reeves 1994). By contrast, sauteks and new political leaders control the distribution of

development funds and handouts through patrimonial relations. Sautek can impinge on the
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autonomy and prosperity of other villagers and co-opt mutuality for the sake of village
development and their own interests.

The primary issue is the lack of a sociocultural framework or institution that mitigates
the social inequality accompanying the village’s progress and prosperity. Yet, people are aware
of the political stakes of this transformation. Muntei villagers frequently demand that
development activities be carried out through the existing social system (uma), with the village
offices only playing the role of a mediator. People also demand that each decision regarding
village needs involve the direct participation of all households. Moreover, some support the
radical idea that the village fund and state support should be spent on activities that can be
directly shared and enjoyed by all people, regardless of their identity and status. This might
involve spending on public infrastructure (roads, housing) or a direct cash transfer programme
(Ferguson 2015). “Just share all the money from the government equally to each household,
like we share the shared meat (otcai) equally.” This suggestion is sometimes accompanied with
the demand that the village should regularly organise a kind of feast in which the village fund
would cover the expenses. Such an event might not succeed in reinforcing the traditional
connection between autonomy, prosperity, and mutuality, but at least it would appease the
resentment of people who feel unable to participate in or gain an equal share of the village’s

development.

References
Antlov, H.

2019 ‘Community Development and the Third Wave of Decentralisation in
Indonesia: The Politics of the 2014 Village Law’, Swedish Journal of
Anthropology 2 (1-2): 17-31.

Asnan, G.
2007 Dunia Maritim Pantai Barat Sumatra. Yogyakarta: Penerbit Ombak.
Bakker, L.
1999 ‘Tiele! Turis! The social and ethnic impact of tourism in Siberut, Mentawai’,

Leiden: Leiden University. Master's Thesis.

Barker, J. and van Klinken, G.

https://scholarhub.ui.ac.id/jai/vol46/iss2/1 20
DOI: 10.7454/jai.v46i2.1225




Darmanto: “Festivity Without Feast”
ANTROPOLOGI INDONESIA SPECIAL ISSUE | VOL. 46 NO. 2 2025

2009 ‘Reflections on the State in Indonesia’, in G. Van Klinken & J. Barker
(eds) State of Authority: The State in Society in Indonesia. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press. Pp.17—45.

Bloch, M., and J. Parry.
1982 ‘Introduction: Death and the Regeneration of Life’, in M. Bloch and J. Parry
(eds) Death and the Regeneration of Life. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press. Pp.1-24

Borger, F.
1932 ‘Vom Punen der Mentaweier und Wie ein punen be den Mentaweirn
Verlauft’, Berichte der Rheinischen Missions-Gesellschaft 18 (28): 44-54.
Breman, J.
1990 Labour Migration and Rural Transformation in Colonial Asia. Amsterdam:
Free University Press.
Buitron, N.
2020 ‘Autonomy, Productiveness, and Community: The Rise of Inequality in an

Amazonian Society’, Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute 26: 48-66.

Buitron, N., and H. Steinmdiller.
2020 ‘Les fins de L’égalitarism”, L’Homme 236  (3): 5-44. https://
doi.org/10.4000/lhomme. 37923.

Buuren, J. van.

1932 Memorie van overgave Mentawaei eilanden, Muara Siberut. Unpublish.
Carroll, T.
2009 ““‘Social Development’ as Neoliberal Trojan Horse: The World Bank and the
Kecamatan Development Program in Indonesia’, Development and Change 40
(3): 447-466.
Carsten, J.
1995 ‘The Substance of Kinship and the Heat of the Hearth: Feeding, Personhood and

Relatedness among Malays of Pulau Langkawi’, American Ethnologist 22 (2):
223-41.

21

4@‘2@

Published by Ul Scholars Hub, 2025



Antropologi Indonesia, Vol. 46, Iss. 2 [2025], Art. 1
ANTROPOLOGI INDONESIA SPECIAL ISSUE | VOL. 46 NO. 2 2025

Carsten,J. (ed.)
2000 Cultures of Relatedness: New Approaches to the Study of Kinship.Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.

Chua, L.

2012 The Christianity of Culture: Conversion, Ethnic Citizenship, and the Matter of
Religion in Malaysian Borneo. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

2014 ‘Gifting, Dam(n)ing and the Ambiguation of Development in Malaysian
Borneo’, Ethnos 81 (4):735-757.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00141844.2015.1020207

Clastres, P.
1987 Society against the state: essays in political anthropology (trans. R. Hurley).

New York: Zone Books.

Coronese, Stefano

1986 Kebudayaan Suku Mentawai. Jakarta. Grafidian Jaya.
Darmanto, D.
2016 ‘Maintaining Fluidity, Demanding Clarity: The Dynamics of Customary Land

Relations Among Indigenous People of Siberut Island, West Sumatra’ Master's
Thesis, Murdoch: Department of Asian Studies, Murdoch University.

2020 ‘Good to Produce, Good to Share: Food, Hunger and Social Value in a
Contemporary Mentawaian Society’, PhD thesis, Leiden University.

2025 ‘Eating, Sharing, and Mutuality of Being Among the Mentawai on Siberut
Island, Indonesia’, Food, Culture & Society28 (3): 546-572.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15528014.2024.2359773

Descola, P.
2012 ‘Beyond Nature and Culture: Forms of Attachment, Hau: Journal of
Ethnographic Theory 2 (1) : 447-471.

Department of Social
1987 Laporan Hasil Pendataan Proyek PKMT Lokasi Sarausan,
Kecamatan Siberut Selatan, Kabupaten Padang Pariaman, Propinsi Sumatra

Barat. Jakarta: Departemen Sosial.

https://scholarhub.ui.ac.id/jai/vol46/iss2/1 22
DOI: 10.7454/jai.v46i2.1225

v,
VA


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00141844.2015.1020207

Darmanto: “Festivity Without Feast”

ANTROPOLOGI INDONESIA SPECIAL ISSUE | VOL. 46 NO. 2 2025
1998 Data dan Informasi Pembinaan Masyarakat Terasing. Jakarta: Departemen
Sosial.
Dyer, M.
2017 ‘Eating Money: Narratives of Equality on Customary Land in the Context of

Natural Resource Extraction in the Solomon Islands’ The Australian Journal of
Anthropology 28 (1): 88-103. http://doi:10.1111/taja.12213.

Eindhoven, M.
2007 ‘New Colonizers? Identity, Representation, and Government in the Post-New
Order Mentawai Archipelago’, in H. Schulte Nordholt and G. van Klinken
(eds.) Renegotiating Boundaries: Local Politics in Post-Suharto Indonesia.
Leiden: KITLV Press-Brill. Pp. 40-609.

Eindhoven, M.
2019 Products and Producers of Social and Political Change: Elite Activism and

Politicking in the Mentawai Archipelago, Indonesia. Leiden: PhD Dissertation.

Fajans, J.

2006 ‘Autonomy and Relatedness: Emotions and the Tension Between Individuality
and Sociality’, Critique of Anthropology 26(1) 103-119.
http://d0i:10.1177/0308275X06061486.

1988 ‘The Transformative Value of Food: A Review Essay’, Food and Foodways 3:
143-166.

Ferguson, J.

1990 The Anti-Politics Machine. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

2015 Give a Man a Fish: Reflection on the New Politics of Distribution. Durham:
Duke University Press.

Fox, J. J.
1995 ‘Austronesian Societies and Their Transformations’, in P. Bellwood, J. J. Fox,

and D.Tryon (eds) The Austronesians: Historical and Comparative
Perspectives.  Canberra:  Department of Anthropology, Australian
National University. Pp. 214-28.

23

4@‘2@

Published by Ul Scholars Hub, 2025



Antropologi Indonesia, Vol. 46, Iss. 2 [2025], Art. 1

ANTROPOLOGI INDONESIA SPECIAL ISSUE | VOL. 46 NO. 2 2025
Gibson, T.
1988 ‘Meat Sharing as Political Ritual: Forms of Transaction Vs Modes of

Subsistence’, in T. Ingold, D. Riches, and J. Woodburn (eds.) Hunters and
Gatherers, Volume Il: Property, Power and Ideology. London: Berg Publishers.
Pp. 165-179.

Gibson, T., and K. Sillander (eds).

2011 Anarchic Solidarity: Autonomy, Egalitarianism and Fellowship in Southeast
Asia. New Haven: Yale University Southeast Asian Studies.
Graeber, D.
2001 Toward an Anthropological Theory of Value: The False Coin of Our Own
Dreams. New York: Palgrave-Macmillan.
2005 ‘Value: Anthropological theories of value’, In J. Carrier (ed.) Handbook of
economic anthropology. Aldershot: Edward Elgar. Pp. 439-54
Hadiz, V.
2004 ‘Decentralization and Democracy in Indonesia: A Critique of Neo-
Institutionalist Perspectives’, Development and Change 35 (4): 697-718.
Hammons, C.
2010 ‘Sakaliou: Reciprocity, Mimesis and the Cultural Economy of Tradition’, PhD
Dissertation. California: University of Southern California.
Hansen, J. F. K.
1914 ‘De groep Noord- en Zuid-Pageh van de Mentawei-eilanden: Ethnografische
beschrijving (met kaart en illustraties)’, Bijdragen tot de Taal-, Land- en
Volkenkunde van Nederlandsch-Indié 70(1): 113-220.
Henley, D.
2004 ‘Conflict, Justice, and the Stranger-King: Indigenous Roots of Colonial Rule in
Indonesia and Elsewhere‘, Modern Asian Studies 38 (1): 85-144
Howell, S.
1989 Society and Cosmos: Chewong of Peninsular Malaysia. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.
https://scholarhub.ui.ac.id/jai/vol46/iss2/1 24

DOI: 10.7454/jai.v46i2.1225

4@‘2@



Darmanto: “Festivity Without Feast”

ANTROPOLOGI INDONESIA SPECIAL ISSUE | VOL. 46 NO. 2 2025

Kun-Hui Ku & T. Gibson

2019

Kruyt, A. C.
1979

Leach, E.
1954

Li, T. M.

1999

2007

2014

Loeb, E. M.
1929a

1929b

‘Hierarchy and Egalitarianism in Austronesia’ Anthropological Forum 29 (3),
205-215. htttp://doi.10.1080/00664677.2019.1626216

Suatu Kunjungan ke Kepulauan Mentawai. Jakarta: Yayasan Idayu.

Political Systems of Highland Burma: A Study of Kachin Social Structure.
London: Athlone Press.

‘Introduction’, in T. M. Li (ed.), Transforming the Indonesia Uplands:
Marginality, Power, Production, . Amsterdam: Harwood Academic Publishers.
Pp. Xiii — xxiv

The Will to Improve. Governmentality, Development, and the Practice of
Politics. Durham: Duke University Press.

Land’s End: Capitalist Relations in an Indigenous Frontiers. Durham: Duke

University Press.

‘Mentawei Religious Cult’, University of California Publications in American
Anthropology 25(2): 185-247.
‘Shaman and Seer’, American Anthropologist 31: 60-84.

Londono, S. D.

2017

Mauss, M.
1990

Munn, N.
1986

‘Moral Sources and the Reproduction of the Amazonian Package.” Current
Anthropology 58 :477-501.

The Gift: The Form and Function of Exchange in Archaic Societies. New York:

Routledge.

The Fame of Gawa: A Symbolic Study of Value Transformation in a Massim

(Papua New Guinea) Society. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

25

Published by Ul Scholars Hub, 2025

4@‘2@



Antropologi Indonesia, Vol. 46, Iss. 2 [2025], Art. 1

ANTROPOLOGI INDONESIA SPECIAL ISSUE | VOL. 46 NO. 2 2025
Oosten, J.
1988 ‘The Stranger-King: A Problem of Comparison’, in H. J. M. Claessen and D. S.

Moyer (eds) Time Past, Time Present, Time Future: Perspectives on Indonesian
Culture. Essays in Honour of Professor P. E. de Josselin de Jong. Dordrecht:
Foris. Pp.259-75

OPKM (Otorita Proyek Kepulauan Mentawai)
1978 Selintas Mengenal Kepulauan Mentawai. Padang: OPKM.
1981 Memorandum Tentang Keadaan Umum Kepulauan Mentawai dan Usaha-

Usaha Pengembangannya. Padang: OPKM.

Persoon, G.
1986 ‘Local Leaders on Siberut: A Creation Not yet Completed’, in Ph. Quarles van
Ufford (ed.) Local Leadership and Programme Implementation in Indonesia.
Amsterdam: VU University Press. Pp.157-179.
1994 Fleeing or changing: Processes of change and development in tribal groups in

Indonesia (Dissertation). Leiden: FSW.

Persoon, G.

2002 ‘Defining Wildness and Wilderness: Minangkabau Images and Actions on
Siberut (West Sumatra)’, in G. Benjamin and C. Chou (eds) Tribal Communities
in the Malay World: Historical, Cultural and Social Perspectives. Singapore:
Institute of Southeast Asian Studies. Pp.439-456

Potter, L., & Badcock, S.
2004 ‘Tree Crop Smallholders, Capitalism, and Adat: Studies in Riau Province,
Indonesia’, Asia Pacific Viewpoint 45 (3), 341-356.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8373.2004.00245.x

Remme, J.H.Z.
2021 ‘The Instability of Values: Tradition, Autonomy and the Dynamics of Sociality
in the Philippine Highlands’, Anthropological Forum 31 (1): 64-77.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00664677.2021.1875196

Reeves, G.

https://scholarhub.ui.ac.id/jai/vol46/iss2/1 26
DOI: 10.7454/jai.v46i2.1225
4 -:,
/{ﬁﬁ_‘t



Darmanto: “Festivity Without Feast”

ANTROPOLOGI INDONESIA SPECIAL ISSUE | VOL. 46 NO. 2 2025

1994

Reeves, G.
2001

Robbins, J.
2004

2005

2007

Sahlins, M. D.
1985
1992

Schefold, R.
1970
1973

1982

1991
2002

Places of Death; Places of Life: Towards a Phenomenology of the Austronesian

House. PhD diss, Australian National University.

‘Narratives of Differentiation: Muntogat, Rakrak, Sirubeiteteu, and the

Ideology of Identity.” www.mentawai.org. Accessed on 15 July 2015.

Becoming Sinners. Christianity and Moral Torment in a Papua New Guinea
Society. Berkeley: University of California Press.

‘Humiliation and Transformation: Marshall Sahlins and the Study of Cultural
Change in Melanesia”, in J. Robbins and H. Wardlow (eds) Humiliation,
Transformation, and the Nature of Cultural Change. Aldershot, Burlington,
VT: Ashgate. Pp.3-21

‘Between Reproduction and Freedom: Morality, Value, and Radical Cultural

Change’, Ethnos 72(3):293-314.

Islands of History. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
‘The Economics of Develop-Man in the Pacific’, RES: Anthropology and
Aesthetics 21:12-25.

“Divination in Mentawai’, Tropical Man 3: 10-88.

‘Religious  Conceptions on Siberut, Mentawai’, Sumatra Research
Bulletin 2(2): 12-24.

‘The Culinary Code in the Puliaijat Ritual of the Mentawaians’, Bijdragen tot
de Taal-, Land-, en Volkenkunde 138 (24): 64-97.
https://doi.org/10.1163/22134379-90003482 .

Mainan Bagi Roh: Kebudayaan Mentawai. Jakarta: Balai Pustaka.

‘Visions of the Wilderness on Siberut in a Comparative Southeast Asia
Perspective’, in G. Benjamin and C. Chou (eds) Tribal Community in the Malay
World: Historical, Cultural and Social

Perspective. Singapore: ISEAS. Pp. 422-439.

27

Published by Ul Scholars Hub, 2025

4@‘2@



Antropologi Indonesia, Vol. 46, Iss. 2 [2025], Art. 1
ANTROPOLOGI INDONESIA SPECIAL ISSUE | VOL. 46 NO. 2 2025

2007 ‘Ambivalent Blessings: Head-Hunting on Siberut (Mentawai) in a Comparative
Southeast Asian Perspective’, Anthropos 102 (2): 479-494,
https://doi.org/10.5771/0257-9774- 2007-2-479.

Sexton, L.
1988 ‘Eating” Money in Highland Papua New Guinea’, Food and Foodways 3 (1-2):
119-142. http://doi:10.1080/ 07409710.1988.9961940.
Scott, J. C.
1998 Seeing Like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition
Have Failed. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press
2009 The Art of Not Being Governed: An Anarchist History of Upland Southeast Asia.

New Haven: Yale University Press.

Sidik, F. and M. Habibi
2024 ‘A Prize for the Village Ruling Class: “Village Funds” and Class Dynamics in
Rural Indonesia’, Journal of Contemporary Asia54:3, 387-411.
http://doi.10.1080/00472336.2023.2193968

Sihombing, H.
1979 Mentawai. Jakarta: Pradnya Paramita.
Sillander, K.
2019 ‘The Demand for Closeness: Social Incentives for Sharing Among Hunter-

Gatherers and Other Groups’, in N. Lavi and D. E. Friesem (eds) Towards a
Broader View of Hunter-Gatherer Sharing. Cambridge: Mcdonald Institute for
Archaeological Research. Pp. 123-149

Singh, M., T. E. Kaptchuk, and J. Henrich
2021 ‘Small Gods, Rituals, and Cooperation: The Mentawai Water Spirit

Sikameinan’ Evolution and Human Behavior 42 (1): 61-72.

Sommerschuh, J.
2022 ‘From Feasting to Accumulation: Modes of Value Realisation and Radical
Cultural Change in Southern Ethiopia’, Ethnos 87 (5): 893-913,
http://doi.10.1080/00141844.2020.1828971.

https://scholarhub.ui.ac.id/jai/vol46/iss2/1 28
DOI: 10.7454/jai.v46i2.1225
4 -:,
/{ﬁﬁ_‘t



Darmanto: “Festivity Without Feast”

ANTROPOLOGI INDONESIA SPECIAL ISSUE | VOL. 46 NO. 2 2025
Stasch, R.
2013 ‘The Poetics of Village Space When Villages Are New: Settlement Form as

History Making in Papua, Indonesia’ American Ethnologist 40 (3): 555-70.

Timmer, J.
2010 ‘Being Seen Like the State: Emulations of Legal Culture in Customary Labour
and Land Tenure Arrangements in East Kalimantan, Indonesia’, American
Ethnologist 37(4):703-712.
Tsing, A. L.
1993 In the Realm of Diamond Queen: Marginality in an out-of-the-way Place.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.
2005 Friction: An Ethnography of Global Connection. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.
Tulius, J.
2012 Family Stories: Oral Tradition, Memories of the Past, and Contemporary
Conflict Over Land in Mentawai Indonesia, PhD Dissertation. Leiden: Leiden
University.
Willerslev, R.
2013 ‘God on Trial: Human Sacrifice, Trickery, and Faith’, HAU: Journal of
Ethnographic Theory 3 (1): 140-54. https://doi.org/10.14318/hau3.1.009
World Bank
2014 ‘Community Driven Development in Indonesia’,World Bank website.

Accessed September 31,
2021. https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/indonesia/brief/community-

driven-development-in-indonesia.

29

4@‘2@

Published by Ul Scholars Hub, 2025


https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/indonesia/brief/community-driven-development-in-indonesia
https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/indonesia/brief/community-driven-development-in-indonesia

	“Festivity Without Feast”: Autonomy, Prosperity, Mutuality and Inequality in a Mentawai Village
	Recommended Citation

	“Festivity Without Feast”: Autonomy, Prosperity, Mutuality and Inequality in a Mentawai Village
	Cover Page Footnote

	tmp.1765790173.pdf.qUiEg

