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INTRODUCTION: FRONTIER MAKING
THROUGH TERRITORIAL PROCESSES.
QUALITIES AND POSSIBILITIES OF LIFE

n recent years, the concept of ‘frontier’ has
become an
in the

important analytical device
social sciences to discuss resource-
making in connection with state formation,
procurement of labour, environmental destruc-
tion, transformation of landscapes, and climate
change (see Geiger 2008; Gregory 1982;
Tsing 2005; Kelly and Peluso 2014; Li 2014
McCarthy 2013; Cons and Eilenberg 2019).
In fact, the frontier has become such a popular
theoretical concept that it threatens to become
blurred with different meanings. In the early
discussion frontiers were mainly understood
as areas open to expansion and exploitation or
colonialization, nonstate spaces (Scott 1998),
while the current discussion has specified
different types of frontiers (Geiger 2008;
Kréger and Nygren 2020) and frontier making
processes (Acciaioli and Shabrawal 2017). The
rapidly shifting frontier situations in the current
world suggest that the frontier becomes a useful
concept in connection with territorialization,
since the frontiers as open areas give rise to
efforts to map, regulate, expand, and extract
in these remote areas. Rasmussen and Lund
(2018: 388) proposed that ‘frontier dynamics
dissolve existing social orders—property
systems, political jurisdictions, rights, and
social ~ contracts—whereas territorialization
is shorthand for all dynamics that establish
them and reorder space anew.” We propose that
frontiers are spatial, temporal, and relational
involve

situations that territorial processes

that qualify landscapes and relations between

humans and other beings, such as plants,
animals, and so forth. Territory making refers
here to attempts to maintain or create access to
land through boundary making by humans and
other-than-humans.

In this special issue, we focus especially
on the processes of the commodification
of nature under frontier conditions. We ask
how environments and other-than-human
and human lives are in different ways made
into commodities that are to varying degrees
social and

alienated from their previous

environmental contexts, producers, and even
environments (e.g. West 2006: 183-183). In so
doing, we foreground the connections that the
commodification and creation of territories and
frontiers have with their concrete effects. As we
explore how environments and lives are turned
into, or re-valued as, commodities, we want to
emphasize that they are ‘fictitious commodities’
(Polanyi 1944: 76). This means that while they
are treated—in certain historical contexts—as
commodities, they have not been produced for
the market, and they have important material
properties, meanings, and indeed lives of their
own irrespective of their commodification
(Tsing 2013). These meanings, lives, and effects
depend always on the wider socio-ecological
context and on the relations in which they
are embedded (Chao 2018: 637; Peluso 2012:
79, 82). It is these particular historical and
ecological webs of relations that we explore.
These webs
of frontier and territory making. Shifting

of relations emerge out
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frontierization and territorialization processes
that produce webs of relations and overlapping
socio-natural orders point to messy power
relations that become indexed in the frontier
landscapes. For example, oil palm plantations
or large soya fields replacing forests or gardens
manifest new socionatural and hierarchical
human relations, and thus values.

McCarthy (2013: 184) notes that frontiers
are about struggles over how local environments
and practices are wvalued. This echoes David
(2001: 88)

greatest political struggles are not only about

Graeber’s observation that the
appropriating value, but over defining what
value is and what is valued (see also Lounela
2021; Moore 2015: 14, 54; Tammisto 2018: 19,
21-23). In this issue, the authors explore how
‘nature’ or components of the environment,
including both human and other-than-human
lives, are re-valued as resources and especially
as commodities, namely things that can be
exchanged for money and other commodities
on the market between reciprocally independent
partners (Gregory 1982: 12, 19).

Frontiers are also sites of invention of new
commodities. For instance, carbon has become
a new form of commodity through climate
change mitigation projects in which emission
permits are sold on the market (Dalsgaard 2013;
Lounela 2015). In this issue Lounela examines
how environmental projects entangle with the
plantation industry introduced by the state
and corporate actors to reforest the drained
swampland to rewet the land and a# the same
time feed the plywood factory. Paradoxically, the
Dayaks and the industrial actors adopt the same
tree species to draw boundaries in the space that
the state wishes to mark as state land. Shifting
territorialization is characteristic of the frontier
situation, in which multiple projects dissolve or
stabilize relations and different valuations of the

environment.

In the cases examined by Itkonen and
Tammisto local people turn to small-scale
commodity production in order to protect
their territorial conceptions and the relations
attached to them in the context of large-scale
natural resource extraction. By doing so, people
may be protecting the values that inform local
relations and conceptions of the environment,
values that may significantly differ from
commodity logic. Wiping out previous species,
livelihood systems, and—human and other-
than-human—populations, and replacing them
with new ones raises profound questions about
existence: Kroger calls us to examine what
lives are allowed to exist on frontier areas. He
asks how different kinds of lives are valued,
and according to what value systems. In all
these cases, the processes of revaluing ‘work’,
components of the environment, and landscapes
create shifting frontier situations.

In this issue, the authors examine every-
day practices and scales of different forms of
territorialization in regions that have frontier
characteristics: rapid natural resource extraction
and commodification, contested boundary
making processes, colonialization, and over-
lapping territorialization processes in an effort
to stabilize rule over people and resources, in
the South and North, namely the Finnish
Lapland, Kalimantan in Indonesia, rural areas of
Papua New Guinea, and the Brazilian Amazon.
Large-scale resource extraction and struggle
over different tenure regimes are in progress
in all these areas. In their respective texts, the
authors focus on different aspects and qualities
of frontier making, namely questions about
territorialization, the spatio-temporal dynamics
of frontiers, and the possibilities of life under
frontier conditions.
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TERRITORIALIZATION AS
AN EFFORT TO STABILIZE
RELATIONSHIPS

The classic definition of ‘territorialization’ refers
to human expansion in geographical space. For
instance, Vandergeest and Peluso (1995: 388)
famously proposed that territorialization is
‘about excluding or including people within
particular geographic boundaries, and about
controlling what people do and their access
to natural resources within those boundaries’.
In this special issue, we emphasize that
territorialization is a fragmented and uneven
process, and control and rule are always contested
and ambiguous, producing overlapping zones
(Hansen and Stepputat 2006) illegibility of the
state, and networks of power (Das 2004: 234)
that involve other-than-humans as important
markers of the territorial boundaries.

Territories  include many kinds of
boundaries, inclusions and exclusions, and
new entities. Michael Sheridan (2016: 33) has
argued that boundaries in England and ‘the
boundary’as a concept often mean exclusion but
in another context the boundary may create and
unify, raising the question of what meanings
boundaries have. He suggests that, for instance,
boundary plants can transform the boundary
concept. Recently, scholars looking at boundary-
making have begun to take seriously the role
of the plants in these processes (Brighenti
2010: 60).

In this issue, authors propose that territory
should not be understood only as "human
territory’ but that territories involve other-than-
human actors that participate in the making of
territories or in territorializing processes (Besky
and Padve 2016). In anthropology, plants have
for a long time been the object of study in terms
of their symbolic meanings in connection with
human institutions and territorial practices,

but in the current discussions, plants are also
understood to be social and have agency as
selves (Kohn 2013:92; Hartigan 2019:1).
How different plant species and their commod-
ification entangle with the lives of local
populations has been less studied (see Chao
2018), but in this issue, authors explore the
socio-material relations that commodity species
give rise to.

“Territory’is a concept loaded with multiple
understandings, definitions, and usages in the
social sciences. In the 1960s, anthropologists
discussed mainly ‘human territory’ and stressed
human adaptation to the environment in the
footsteps of Julian Steward’s ecological anthro-
pology in discussing human territoriality mainly
as resource use, control, and distribution in
territorial terms (Dyson-Hudson and Smith
1978).

Political ecology, a theoretical orientation
closely related to environmental anthropology,
adopted the notion of territory mainly from
geographers. Robert Sack (1983:55) defined
territory as ’an attempt by an individual or
group to affect, influence or control people,
phenomena, and relationships by delimiting
and asserting control over a geographic area’.
This definition inspired political ecologists to
turther develop the concept of ‘territorialization’.
In this special issue, the authors suggest that we
need to understand why and what territorial
acts people choose in frontier situations, and
what kinds of limits there are to their choices.
We stress the importance of plant species and
animals as companions to humans in their effort
to maintain, expand, and mark territories. Local
territorial acts are strategies and responses to
territorialization by the state or other actors.

Itkonen explores long-term processes
of territorialization by the Finnish state and
global corporations in the Finnish Lapland.
In response, the local Simi territorial acts aim
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to maintain, create, and contest territories of
reindeer herding in Lapland. The changes in
reindeer herding patterns and Sdmi livelihoods
reflect the territorialization processes in the
Finnish frontier situations, showing also that
frontiers are not necessarily located only in the
Global South (Geiger 2008: 95-96). Itkonen’s
article focuses importantly on human-animal
relations: the human-animal territories are
formed through reindeer herding, which creates
flexible boundaries because wandering reindeer
also are boundary 'markers’. This explains why
reindeer herding remains important to the
Sami and incorporates new technologies and
increasing commodification as a response to
increasing regulation and impact by the state
and the European Union.

In a very different context in Indonesian
Kalimantan, plants play an important part in
territorialization processes, generating new
inclusions and exclusions since the tree planta-
tions for industrial purposes demand land and
create new social forms and boundaries within
the swampy landscapes inhabited by Ngaju
Dayaks. Lounela explores how local people
make territories through planting commodity
trees in an effort to anticipate the external
territorialization projects expanding onto the
land they have considered endless, just to realize
that there is an end to that land (Li 2014).

Tammisto explores agricultural practices
that allow the Mengen in Papua New Guinea
to maintain their autonomy through cocoa cul-
tivation, showing that these semi-commodified
territories contribute to state formation as
people seek contact with those state institutions
they see as beneficial and seek to make their
territorial arrangements recognizable to the
state (see also Timmer 2010 and Trouillot 2001).
'The Mengen, just like the Ngaju Dayaks and the
Sami people, adopt commodity species when
they have to settle their boundaries in response

to state and corporate or other territorialization
projects. In the frontier situation with rapid
environmental changes (Tsing 2005; Cons
and Eilenberg 2019) people adopt commodity
species to guarantee their access and control to
land that is now ‘ending’ (Li 2014).
Territorialization through the commod-
ification of nature turns some landscapes
into monoculture plantations, and some
species and beings might not survive the
changes. Kroger explores soybean plantations,
which turn rainforests into territories under
private property arrangements and wipe out
subsistence livelihood possibilities of local
indigenous communities. These ways of life,
value regimes, and webs of relations are replaced
by monocultures and institutions valuing money.
Thus, territory making processes transform
whole landscapes and the everyday life of the
indigenous groups and of other beings. In
such a frontier situation, as Kroger suggests,
territorialization defines what, who, and how

beings may live within the landscapes.

QUALIFYING OTHER-THAN-
HUMAN RELATIONS
ON SHIFTING FRONTIERS

Nature elements are ‘unruly’ companions (Tsing
2012) in the territorialization projects, as
Lounela shows in her article. They have qualities
that contribute to the ways humans relate
to nature elements, beings, the surrounding
environment, and their human companions.
Looking at how territorialization qualifies
and other-than-

humans, and thus socio-natural landscapes, is

relations between humans
ever more important. Currently, large-scale

agricultural, industrial, and environmental
projects continue to revalue nature elements
as commodities in attempts to fix or create

solutions to environmental degradation, food
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security, and climate change, often with new
plant species. Anthropologists in the field
increasingly find out that transformed and
‘weedy landscapes’ (Tsing 2019: 33) are remade
with new species (Lounela, Berglund and
Kallinen [eds] 2019).

We propose that important contributions
could be made to the frontier discussion through
studies of the qualities of the other-than-
human relations in frontier situations. Deleuze
and Guattari (1987 [1980]) have suggested
that qualitative marks make the territory and
become its expressive quality—in other words—
the elements such as sounds, temporalities.
and rhythms qualify territories (Deleuze and
Guattari 1987:315). It is these qualities that
define socio-natural relations (Lounela) and
thus whose and which ways of life are possible
(Kroger).

This special issue acknowledges the need
to explore the characteristics of different
commodity species and how they qualify social
relations between people and other-than-
human species in connection with the large-
scale processes of transformation that bring
along these qualitative changes in sociomaterial
landscapes. Thus, in addition to qualities, the
scales of territorialization are important, as
Kroger’s case shows; when one plant occupies
large areas, it wipes out others. Such quantitative
changes radically change also the qualities of
relations and landscapes.

Sophie Chao (2018) has shown how the
oil palm-human interaction and the territorial
relations it involves may turn nightmarish.
Similarly, the Ngaju Dayaks have uneasy
relations with the newly introduced industrial
tree species that do not adapt well to the peat
landscape that is vulnerable to fires. On the
other hand, Tammisto describes how the oil
palm plantation is related to the local cocoa
cultivation of the Mengen, as people travel

between these two territories and their different
social institutions and relations accordingly:
cocoa cultivation allows the autonomy to
practice subsistence ways of life and control
over one’s labor and time, while the palm oil
plantation demands people to submit to the
disciplinary labor work, but brings cash. Thus,
rather than discussing in general ‘resources’, that
is ‘cash crops’, ‘plantations’, or ‘forests’ in frontier
spaces, we suggest that a focus on concrete
qualities of the relations between humans and
other-than-human actors in the making of
frontier situations offer important views to
future research on the possibilities of human
and other-than-human life on the frontiers.

RECONFIGURING RELATIONS
ON SHIFTING FRONTIERS

Frontiers are commonly understood as liminal
spaces or sites between different orders (Geiger
2008: 88; Korf and Rayemaekers 2013: 10; West
2016:23). Due to this ‘openness’, frontiers
are for some actors places of imagination that
seem to hold the promise for expansion or
enrichment (Li 2014: 13; Tsing 2005), but often
end up being sites of great inequalities (Jacka
2015: 46). As noted above, this openness of the
situation means the frontier is a spatio-temporal
process—with a beginning and an end—during
which relationships are made, unmade, and
reconfigured.

This reconfiguration ties in with state
formation, as frontiers are sites under the
influence of the state, but often in situations
where state territorialization is also incomplete
or where state regulation is—deliberately or
not—weak. This is closely tied to the question of
different actors trying to affirm their view of how
and by whom resources should be controlled
and how on the frontier old authorities and
sovereignties are challenged, for example, when
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state institutions seek to ascertain state control,
when outside actors challenge local tenure
practices in the absence of secure tenure rights
(Hall 2011: 839), or when state institutions and
actors are formed or reconfigured.

The discursive aspect whereby certain
actors frame an area as ‘wild’ and ‘unused’, and
indeed imagine it as a ‘frontier’, is central in
making the resources available, because it often
glosses over prior forms of use, ownership, and
knowledge (Davidov 2014: 41-43; Kuokkanen
2020: 512-514; Stella 2007: 49, 51-52; Tsing
2005: 27, 32; West 2016: 4-5). In this sense
resource frontiers are spaces, and also periods
of time, where it is not clear whose valuations
and definitions prevail. On them, old authorities
and sovereignties are challenged (Peluso and
Lund 2011: 668) and relationships are made
and unmade (Bell 2015: 131). Frontiers are thus
processes in which actors not only compete over
the control and definition of resources, but in
which the actors themselves are made, unmade,
or reproduced (Tammisto 2018: 23).

In his article, Panu Itkonen examines
the inter-relationship between state-led and
state-supported industrialization and territori-
alization in parts of Lapland belonging now
to the Finnish state. From the point of view of
the Finnish state, and its predecessors, Lapland
has appeared as a resource frontier, a sparsely
populated area with seemingly unused resources.
As Itkonen shows, these territorializing practices
have at times ignored and displaced tenure
practices and rights of the Skolt Simi living
on and gaining their livelihood from the land.
'This shows how the frontier, as a meeting site
between different orders (Korf and Rayemaekers
2013:11), is a matter of perspective: what for
a certain actor looks like a frontier, a site of
expansion and ‘unused resources’, is for those
inhabiting it a lived environment and a center of

their world (Geiger 2008: 86).

Another aspect of the frontier is its
temporality and dynamic character. When
frontiers are understood as spatio-temporal
processes, we can identify when the process
begins, ends, or changes. For example, the
frontier ‘closes’'when one actor manages to secure
their tenure, when the resources are depleted
because of resource exhaustion or political
regulation (Kroger and Nygren 2020: 369) Tania
Li (2014:2, 176, 180) describes the dynamic
of the closing of the frontier in the context of
Sulawesi smallholders: as long as there is land
that can be cleared for cultivation, the land
frontier is open, and when further clearance is
not possible anymore, for example, when the
forests are conserved or owned by the state, the
land frontier closes. Likewise, when frontier
conditions emerge or are created in a new
area, the frontier may ‘shift’, for example, when
logging companies deplete forests in one area
and move to the next, where resources are made
available for them under lax regulation. Finally,
frontiers may ‘re-open’ when the conditions that
closed them are reversed.

In his article Tammisto explores these
spatio-temporal dynamics of shifting resource
frontiers by examining the longer historical
which the land,

and resources of the North Mengen were

processes under labour,
made available for extraction and how and
under what conditions the frontiers closed,
shifted, and re-opened. In the case of Central
Kalimantan, Lounela explores the histories
of commodification of nature that involve
colonial and local acts of territorialization. In
the 1960s and 1990s, the state logging and
food estate projects brought along canalization
of the swamp forests and regularly erupting
fire disasters, which opened the land to new
interventions. The timber industry together
with the state actors introduced rapidly growing
commodity tree species and new corporate
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social forms, which have drawn new boundaries
within the landscape and social relations, and
paradoxically strengthened the state control over
land, confusing the local and state territorial
boundaries.

The final aspect of frontiers we want to
examine here is what possibilities of life exist
on frontiers and under what conditions. In his
text, Markus Kroger points out the fact that the
political economic and ecological discussions of
resource extraction and industrial agriculture
under frontier conditions have paid relatively
little explicit attention to what kinds of life
exist, what is allowed to exist, and for how long.
When forests are logged for timber and replaced
with monocultures, such as soybean or oil palm
plantations or cattle ranches, the possibilities
of life of certain species are extinguished, while
certain kinds of life, such as farm animals, are
fostered, but only for a specific period of time.
Kroger calls us to foreground the question of
existence and to remember that the political-
economic dynamics of frontiers affect the actual
lives and possibilities of living of both humans
and other-than-humans in different, and often

negative, ways.

CONCLUSIONS

In this special issue, we bring together four case
studies that reflect the current paradoxes of
frontier making. We bring together the cases
from Papua New Guinea, Indonesia, Brazil,
and Finland because they reflect the urgency
to understand how profound environmental
changes, overlapping and messy governance
systems, state formation processes, global
structures and capitalist projects, and local
territorial acts produce new relations and
qualities materialized in the local landscapes.
Frontier studies, we propose, should put more
focus on the qualities and possibilities of life

in the crossroads of scales of state making and
global policies and actors.

We build on earlier work on frontiers,
examining them foremost as processes and
situations. Earlier discussions of frontier and
territorializing dynamics have been valuable
but regionally focused. In this special issue we
examine the commonalities and differences
of frontier and territory making in the Global
South and the North, from Lapland to
Kalimantan and Brazil to Papua New Guinea.
We begin the issue with Anu Lounela’s article
on boundary-making with plants among the
Ngaju Dayaks of Kalimantan. It is followed
by Tuomas Tammisto’s article on a local cocoa
project and frontier dynamics in East Pomio,
Papua New Guinea, and Panu Itkonen’s
article on state territorialization through
industrialization on Skolt Sdmi lands in Finnish
Lapland. In the final research article, Markus
Kroger examines frontier dynamics as questions
of life and existence in the Brazilian Amazon.
The issue is concluded by the afterword of Timo
Kaartinen, who discusses the concept of frontier
from different perspectives by drawing on his
research in West Kalimantan and reflecting on
the articles of this special issue.

All these articles emphasize the need to
focus on the concrete qualities of other-than-
human beings in their interactions with humans
in frontier and territory making processes. The
various cases show that natural resources are
not generic, but specific natural elements that
are revalued as commodities and resources that
can be extracted. More so, in the cases discussed
here, the natural elements are living beings—
plants, animals, and humans. As discussed
in detail in each of the articles, the specific
qualities of these beings and lives bear a great
significance on how and in what different ways
frontier dynamics and territorializing processes
unfold in specific locations.

SUOMEN ANTROPOLOGI | VOLUME 46 ISSUE I SPRING 2021

11



Anu Lounela & Tuomas Tammisto

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The special issue was initiated in the panel
“Temporal perspectives on state formation and
commodification on frontiers’ coordinated
by Lounela and Tammisto for the Biennial
Conference of the Finnish Anthropological
Society in 2018. The conference theme “TIME”
informed the panel theme and the presented
papers. However, due to the many recent pub-
lications that specifically discussed temporality
and frontier (Haug, Grofmann and Kaartinen
2020) or also explored recent frontier theories
through cases studies (e.g. Cons and Eilenberg
2019; Kroger and Nygren 2020) we decided to
shift the focus of this special issue to territorial
processes taking place in what we call frontier
situations. We are grateful for the important
contributions of the panelists Panu Itkonen,
Markus Kroger, Anja Nygren, Aleksis Toro, and
Heikki Wilenius, as well as Timo Kaartinen,
who acted as a discussant. We are grateful for
the Academy of Finland (Anu Lounela, grant
1317319) and the Kone Foundation (Tuomas
Tammisto) for funding and supporting our
research.

REFERENCES

Acciaioli, Greg and Alka Sabharwal 2017. Frontier-
ization and Defrontierization: Reconceptualization
Frontier Frames in Indonesia and India. In Jaime
Moreno Tejada and Bradley Tatar (eds). Transna-
tional Fronbtiers of Asia and Latin America since 1800.
London and New York: Routledge.

Bell, Joshua 2015. The Structural Violence of
Resource Extraction in the Purari Delta. In Joshua
Bell, Paige West and Colin Filer (eds). Tropical
Forests  Of  Oceania: Anthropological ~ Perspectives.
Canberra: ANU Press.
https://doi.org/10.22459/TF0.08.2015.06.

Besky, Sarah, and Jonathan Padwe 2016. Placing
Plants in Territory. Environment and Society 7 (1):
9-28. https://doi.org/10.3167/ares.2016.070102.

Brighenti, Andrea Mubi 2010. On Territorology:
Towards a General Science of Territory. Zheory,
Culture and Society 27 (1): 52-72.
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0263276409350357.

Chao, Sophie 2018. In the Shadow of the Palm:
Dispersed Ontologies among Marind, West Papua.
Cultural Anthropology 33 (4): 621-649.
https://doi.org/10.14506/ca33.4.08.

Cons, Jason and Michael Eilenberg 2019.
Introduction: On the New Politics of Margins in Asia,
Mapping Frontier Assemblages. In Jason Cons and
Michael Eilenberg (eds). Frontier Assemblages: The

Emergent Politics of Resource Frontiers in Asia. Oxford:
Wiley. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119412090.

Dalsgaard, Steffen 2013. The Commensurability
of Carbon: Making Value of Climate Change. Hau
Journal of Ethnographic Theory 3 (1): 80-98.
https://doi.org/10.14318/hau3.1.006

Das, Veena 2004. The Signature of the State: The
Paradox of Illegibility. In Veena Das and Deborah
Poole (eds). Anthropology in the Margins of the State.
Santa Fe: School of American Research Press.

Davidov, Veronica 2014. Land, Copper, Flora:
Dominant Materialities and the Making of
Ecuadorian Resource Environments. Anthropological
Quarterly 87 (1): 31-58.
https://doi.org/10.1353/anq.2014.0010.

Deleuze, Gilles, and Félix Guattari 1987 [1980].
A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia.
Translated by Brian Massumi. London: Athlone.

Dyson-Hudson Rada and Eric Alden Smith 1978.
Human Territoriality: An Ecological Reassesment.
American Anthropologist 80 (1): 21-41.
https://doi.org/10.1525/2a.1978.80.1.02200020.

Geiger, Danilo 2008. Turner in the Tropics: The
Frontier Concept Revisited. In Danilo Geiger (ed.).
Frontier Encounters: Indigenous Communities and
Settlers in Asia and Latin America. Copenhagen:
International Work Group for Indigenous Affairs.

Graeber, David 2001. Toward an Anthropological
Theory of Value: The False Coin of Our Own Dreams.

New York: Palgrave.
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780312299064.

Gregory, Chris 1982. Gifts and Commodities.
London: Academic Press.

SUOMEN ANTROPOLOGI | VOLUME 46 ISSUE I SPRING 2021

12



Anu Lounela & Tuomas Tammisto

Hall, Derek 2011. Land Grabs, Land Control, and
Southeast Asian Crop Booms. The Journal of Peasant
Studies 38 (4): 837-857.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2011.607706.

Hansen, Thomas Blom and Finn Stepputat
2006. Sovereignty Revisited. Annual Review of
Anthropology 35 (1): 295-315.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.
anthro.35.081705.123317.

Hartigan, John Jr. 2019. Plants as Ethnographic
Subjects. Anthropology Today 35 (2): 1-2.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8322.12491.

Haug, Michaela, Kristina Grofmann and Timo
Kaartinen 2020. Frontier Temporalities: Exploring
Processes of Frontierisation, Defrontierisation and
Refrontierisation in Indonesia and Africa. Paideuma:

Journal of Cultural Anthropology 66: 171-182.

Jacka, Jerry 2015. Alchemy in the Rain Forest: Politics,
Ecology, and Resilience in a New Guinea Mining Area.
Durham: Duke University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1215/9780822375012.

Kelly, Alice and Nancy Peluso 2014. Frontiers
of Commodification: State Lands and Their
Formalization. Society and Natural Resources: An
International Journal 28 (5): 473—495.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2015.1014602.

Kohn, Eduardo 2013. How Forests Think: Toward an
Anthropology Beyond the Human. Berkeley: University
of California Press.
https://doi.org/10.1525/9780520956865.

Korf, Benedikt and Timothy Raeymaekers 2013.
Introduction: Border, Frontier and the Geography
of Rule at the Margins of the State. In Benedikt
Korf and Timothy Raeymaekers (eds). Violence on the
Margins: States, Conflict, and Borderlands. New York:
Palgrave Macmillan.

https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137333995_1.

Kuokkanen, Rauna 2020. The Deatnu Agreement:
A Contemporary Wall of Settler Colonialism. Se#tler
Colonial Studies 10 (4): 508-528.
https://doi.org/10.1080/2201473X.2020.1794211.

Kroger, Markus and Anja Nygren 2020. Shifting
Frontier Dynamics in Latin America. Journal of
Agrarian Change 20 (3): 364-386.
https://doi.org/10.1111/joac.12354.

Li, Tania Murray 2014. Lands End: Capitalist
Relations on an Indigenous Frontier. Durham: Duke
University Press.

https://doi.org/10.1215/9780822376460.

Lounela, Anu 2015. Climate Change Disputes and
Justice in Central Kalimantan, Indonesia. Asia Pacific
Viewpoint 56 (1): 62-78.
https://doi.org/10.1111/apv.12088.

Lounela, Anu 2021. Shifting Valuations of
Sociality and the Riverine Environment in Central
Kalimantan, Indonesia. Anthropological Forum 31 (1):
34-48.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00664677.2021.1875197.

Lounela, Anu, Eeva Berglund and Timo Kallinen
(eds) 2019. Dwelling in Political Landscapes:
Contemporary Anthropological Perspectives. Helsinki:
Finnish Literature Society.
https://doi.org/10.21435/sfa.4.

McCarthy, John 2013. Tenure and Transformation
in Central Kalimantan: After the ‘Million Hectare’
Project. In Anton Lucas and Carol Warren (eds).
Land for the People: The State and Agrarian Conflict in
Indonesia. Athens: Ohio University Press.

Moore, Jason 2015. Capitalism in the Web of Life:
Ecology and the Accumulation of Capital. New York:

Verso.

Peluso, Nancy 2012. What’s Nature Got To Do
With It? A Situated Historical Perspective on Socio-
natural Commodities. Development and Change
43 (1): 79-104.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7660.2012.01755 x

Peluso, Nancy and Christian Lund 2011. New
Frontiers of Land Control: Introduction. 7he Journal
of Peasant Studies 38 (4): 667-681.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2011.607692.

Polanyi, Karl 1944. The Great Transformation: The
Political and Economic Origins of Our Time. Boston:
Beacon Press.

Rasmussen, Mattias Borg and Christian Lund 2018.
Reconfiguring Frontier Spaces: the Territorialization
of Resource Control. World Development 101: 388—
399. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.01.018.

SUOMEN ANTROPOLOGI | VOLUME 46 ISSUE I SPRING 2021

13



Anu Lounela & Tuomas Tammisto

Sack, Robert D. 1983. Human Territoriality:
A 'Theory. Annals of the Association of American
Geographers 73 (1): 55-74.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8306.1983.
tb01396.x.

Sheridan, Michael 2016. Boundary Plants, the
Social Production of Space, and Vegetative Agency
in Agrarian Societies. Environment and Society 7 (1):
29-49. https://doi.org/10.3167/ares.2016.070103.

Scott, James 1998. Secing Like a State : How Certain
Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have Failed.
New Haven: Yale University Press.

Stella, Regis 2007. Imagining the Other: The
Representation of the Papua New Guinean Subject.
Honolulu: University of Hawai’i Press.

Tammisto, Tuomas 2018. New Actors, Historic
Landscapes: The Making of a Frontier Place in Papua
New Guinea. PhD dissertation.
https://helda.helsinki.fi/handle/10138/231102.
<Accessed 20 May 2021>

Timmer, Jaap 2010. Being Seen like the State:
Emulations of Legal Culture in Customary Labor
and Land Tenure Arrangements in East Kalimantan,
Indonesia. American Ethnologist 37 (4): 703-712.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1548-1425.2010.01279.

Trouillot, Michel-Rolph 2001. The Anthropology
of the State in the Age of Globalization. Current
Anthropology 42 (1): 125-138.
https://doi.org/10.1086/318437.

Tsing, Anna Lowenhaupt 2005. Friction: An Eth-
nography of Global Connection. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400830596.

Tsing, Anna Lowenhaupt 2012. Unruly Edges:
Mushrooms as Companion Species. Environmental
Humanities 1 (1): 141-154.
https://doi.org/10.1215/22011919-3610012.

Tsing, Anna Lowenhaupt 2013. Sorting Out
Commodities: How Capitalist Value is Made
'Through Gifts. HAU: Journal of Ethnographic Theory
3 (1): 21-43. https://doi.org/10.14318/hau3.1.003.

Tsing, Anna Lowenhaupt 2019. The Buck, the
Bull, and the Dream of the Stag: Some Unexpected
Weeds of the Anthropocene. In Anu Lounela, Eeva
Berglund and Timo Kallinen (eds). Dwelling in
Political Landscapes: Contemporary Anthropological
Perspectives. Helsinki: Finnish Literature Society.
https://doi.org/10.21435/sta.4.

Vandergeest, Peter and Nancy Peluso 1995.
Territorialization and State Power in Thailand.
Theory and Society 24(3): 385-426.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00993352.

West, Paige 2006. Conservation is Our Government
Now: The Politics of Ecology in Papua New Guinea.
Durham: Duke University Press. https://doi.
org/10.2307/j.ctv1198x8f.

West, Paige 2016. Dispossession and the Environment:
Rbhetoric and Inequality in Papua New Guinea.
Durham: Duke University Press.
https://doi.org/10.7312/west17878.

ANU LOUNELA
UNIVERSITY RESEARCHER
SOCIAL AND CULTURAL
ANTHROPOLOGY
UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI
anu.lounela@helsinki.fi

TUOMAS TAMMISTO
POSTDOCTORAL RESEARCHER
SOCIAL AND CULTURAL
ANTHROPOLOGY

UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI

tuomas.tammisto@iki.fi

SUOMEN ANTROPOLOGI | VOLUME 46 ISSUE I SPRING 2021

14


https://doi.org/10.7312/west17878

	move84935979
	__DdeLink__665_4241565445
	closing-the-frontier-opening-doors-local
	abstract
	introduction
	the-cocoa-project
	local-copra-production-and-community-coo
	local-cash-cropping-and-shifting-resourc
	opening-doors-the-cocoa-project-as-a-spa
	conclusions
	aknowledgements
	_Hlk68891737
	_Hlk53494500
	_Hlk72367819
	_Hlk65772750
	_Hlk65773223
	_Hlk72367999
	_Hlk68889530
	_Hlk73521451
	_Hlk73521779
	_Hlk68871025
	_Hlk68876294
	_Hlk65678132
	_Hlk73523525
	_Hlk73526974
	_Hlk72243253
	_Hlk72939196
	_Hlk69308469
	_Hlk68937994
	_Hlk70426779
	_Hlk70581299
	_Hlk51513097
	_Hlk72371388
	_Hlk69138640
	_Hlk70517858
	_Hlk84782066
	_Hlk70519809
	_Hlk70518852
	_Hlk73529832
	_Hlk72245244
	_Hlk73531871
	_Hlk73532066
	_Hlk72375577
	_Hlk72161927
	_Hlk51242607
	_Hlk72159535
	_Hlk72377325
	_Hlk72377686
	_Hlk72159399
	_Hlk72159644
	_Hlk72161621
	_Hlk72381912
	_Hlk72161733
	_Hlk73536418
	_Hlk68620096
	_Hlk68619668
	_Hlk68616025
	_Hlk68615664
	_Hlk72421665
	_Hlk73537056
	_Hlk73537671
	_Hlk72191622
	_Hlk72194787
	_Hlk72192537
	_Hlk69061041
	_Hlk73538353
	_Hlk72236550
	_Hlk72248435
	_Hlk72198757
	_Hlk68630064
	_Hlk68630197
	_Hlk84772276
	_Hlk72200367
	_Hlk72332680
	_Hlk72333324
	_Hlk72491173
	_Hlk72201134
	_Hlk73540419
	_Hlk72334210
	_Hlk72335663
	_Hlk69136440
	_Hlk84778100
	_Hlk73562137
	_Hlk72238236
	_Hlk72509286
	_Hlk73542676
	_Hlk73542328
	_Hlk73545498
	_Hlk72510401
	_Hlk72239317
	_Hlk72792144
	_Hlk73544788
	_Hlk73564458
	_Hlk73545871
	_Hlk73564718
	_Hlk70162993
	_Hlk72244376
	_Hlk72337678
	_Hlk65779385
	_Hlk72434591
	_Hlk72425506
	_Hlk37091558
	_Hlk72435272
	_Hlk37091658
	_Hlk72322277
	_Hlk73541443
	_Hlk65779994
	_Hlk69680312
	__DdeLink__969_1049183058

