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Cooking money: gender and the symbolic
transformation of means of exchange in a
Malay fishing community

JANET CARSTEN

Many writers have commented on what they conceive to be an apparent

. antipathy of Malays for money, commercial relations and even labour.

This conception which has its roots in the colonial era' has led to a long
| debate centering on the nature or causes of a supposed ‘economic
I retardation’ among Malays and refutations of this charge.?2 While I do not
|- wish to enter into the detail of this debate here, it is significant that much
| of it has centred around a perceived contrast between the Malay values
- and those of Chinese traders and middlemen with whom the former are
| in intense contact. (See, for example, Mahathir 1970, Freedman 1960.)
i The question of why it is that Chinese traders have managed to be highly
. successful in precisely the spheres which the Malays are conceived as
- having difficulty in penetrating has thus pushed the discussion towardsa
| consideration of ethnic differences between Malays and Chinese.

~ There is an evident contrast between the kinship morality of the
| Malays and the business ethics of the Chinese. This has been documen-
i ted by Lim (1981) for a Malay fishing village in Brunei. Lim argues that
- the moral emphasis of Malay fishermen is on mutual help based on
kinship, while those of the Chinese traders centre on commercial

© . relations and the profit motive. The Chinese, who are external to the

. moral community of the Malays, are thus ideally placed to play the
commercial role which is antipathetical to the Malays themselves.
While this argument goes a long way towards explaining the widely
observed importance of Chinese middlemen in Malay fishing communi-
ties (see Firth 1966, Lim 1981), it still leaves a number of questions
unresolved with regard to the symbolic significance of money for Malays.
In particular, the different relationship of men and women to money
remains problematic. In a Malay fishing village on Pulau Langkawi from
Where the material presented in this chapter is drawn, as elsewhere in
Malaysia and Brunei, men hand over their earnings to their wives who
either exclusively manage or dominate in the economic running of the
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household (see Rosemary Firth 1966: 27; Djamour 1959: 42; Lim 1981
We thus have a situation where men are the producers of mo,ne but )
women who almost exclusively handle it. ’ e
Thl_s brings us to a number of questions. Firstly, how is it possible
explain the fact that women are so closely involved in the handlin o
money, and men, having earned it, seem only too anxious to get rid ogf " f
Secondly, following from this, it would seem that by giving mone ltt-
women, men are relinquishing control and dominance to wonfe ¥
although this dominance is highly circumscribed, and does not f(r)l :
example, extend to the political sphere. To what extent then is C();ltr E
0\./e‘r money linked to a dominance of women, and if it is, why are meo
w1lllpg to pass control to women in this way? And, further’ we are led tn
conS{der the symbolic significance of money itself. For if commercif?
r@lgtlons are somehow antithetical to Malay kinship mor’ality how doéls
giving money to women resolve the problem created by this an’tipathy In
the concluc!lng section of this chapter an attempt will be made to anS\;V(::r
thesg questions and to draw out the relationship between gender, mone
and ideas about the moral community. ' , ’
In order to achieve this it is necessary first to trace out the uses of money
—exchange, saving and consumption—in one particular community and to
look at the processes of labour in which women and men engage. It will be
argped that the household division of labour, practices of cons.umption
saving and inheritance all reveal a strong resistance to division within thé
house. Men earn money and fish outside the house in relations of
exchange. These relations are conceived as being antithetical to the house
and consanguineal kinship. The opposition between the unity of the
house E}nd the division represented by economic exchange between
housps 1s played out in terms of gender symbolism. In its use money is
mediated by women in and of the houschold. Just as they cook ﬁShA
women transform money from a means of exchange to a consumptior;
good so that it ceases to threaten and actually sustains the household.

The '1s.land of Langkawi is situated off the west coast of Malaysia and
administratively forms part of the state of Kedah. The village, on the
south-west coast of the island, has a population of about 3 OOO’divided
among several named hamlets. The main economic activity’of the male
1nh.ab1tants is fishing, although rice cultivation forms an important
agricultural base. It may be helpful to briefly describe the household and
1ts composition in Langkawi.

Perhap§ the most important principle embodied by the household is
that of unity and resistance to division. Household unity is expressed in a
number. of ways. It is reflected in the spatial arrangements of the house.
In particular, the house never has more than one hearth, dapur.

sl
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- However many couples reside together in one house, they always cook

and eat together. And this commensality is a prime focus of what it

" ‘means to be of one household. There is no gradual spatial separation of

oung couples before the establishment of a new household.
Another reflection of household unity is the close bond that should exist

- petween siblings. Disputes between adult siblings are always highly
threatening and are particularly disruptive when they occur. Appro-
~ priately enough, such disputes are particularly likely to arise over the divi-

on of household property — inheritance — and generally have far-
reaching consequences for those involved. It is in order to safeguard the
harmony of these relations that married siblings never co-reside.

- ‘Members of a single household may be vertically disposed over two, three

or four generations, or may consist of a single generation only, but there
are no laterally extended households. This proscription is explicitly an
attempt to avoid any conflict of interests that may arise between siblings
through their obligations to their own nuclear families. That harmony
between brothers and sisters should be so carefully safeguarded relates to
the fact that siblings more than all other categories of kin represent house-
hold unity (as well as wider kinship relations and those with co-villagers).
For it is the sibling group that has its origins in one house.

The importance of unity between siblings is reflected in a number of
other ways. Marriages of a group of brothers and sisters should ideally
take place in the order of their birth and this is particularly important
between sisters. The in-marrying spouse who destroys the harmony
within a group of siblings by marrying on whose older brother or sister is
still unwed is said to ‘step over the threshold’, lankah bendul, in other
words to violate the integrity of the house, and incours a ritual fine. The
close ties between sisters is apparent in their warm and affectionate
relations as adults. Because of this close emotional bond, the mother’s
sister is regarded as a particularly appropriate foster mother for a child
whose own mother has died or moved away.

Across the generations too, the tie between female consanguines is of
major significance. Mothers and daughters tend to have close, intense
relations, and daughters prefer to reside with their mothers than with
mothers-in-law after marriage. Similarly, in old age, widows prefer to live
with their married dauthers than sons. If the house represents unity, then
this unity is created and upheld above all by female consanguines.

Marriage is the ideal and the norm for all adults. There are no
bachelors or spinsters in the village and divorce or widowhood are
generally followed by remarriage, even in old age. After marriage
residence is rather mobile, villagers lay great emphasis on its uncertainty
and unpredictability, and explicitly deny the existence of rules governing
post-marital residence. This can be connected with a more general
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unwillingness to accord prior rights over a young couple to either the
wife’s or the husband’s kin. However, a general pattern of residence mgq
be discerned: initially a couple commute between the two parenty]
households, spending periods of varying length in each; this is followeq
by a period of uxorilocality lasting until the couple have one or two
children. After this a new houschold is often established in either the
husband’s or the wife’s natal compound. This is often done prior to the
marriage of a younger sibling to avoid the necessity of co-residence.

Most households in the village have about four or five members. Adyl
men and women do not live alone, nor do married couples before the birgy
of at least one child. The single person household is sterile, unproductiye
and asocial. Although households embody both the consanguineal and
the affinal principle, the latter tends to be subsumed to the former. Ag g
revealed by the frequency of divorce, the marital bond is potentially more
fragile than those of consanguinity. Nor are new households established
until this consanguineal principle has been asserted through the birth of
children. It is through marriage and the birth of children that new sibling
groups come into being and new households are established, households
which embody the principle of consanguineal unity and indivision, and
which are dominated by a core of related women.

Division of labour between household members

The two fundamental principles which govern the division of labour
within the household are sex and age. The most clear division is that
women do not go fishing and men do not generally engage in household
labour. Agricultural labour is, to some extent, shared between the sexes.
However, women predominate in all but the heaviest tasks. Age governs
the extent to which the two sexes engage in their respective spheres of
labour activity, both by imposing physical limitations and through the
operation of an age-based hierarchy within the household.

Household labour

All household labour is performed by women. Men do not engage in the
major tasks of household work which are shared between women of the
same household. The sharing is not an equitable division but operates
according to the principle of age hierarchy whereby older women do less
work and only the more prestigious kinds.

Young girls are expected to help with household labour from an carly
age, although the amount they are expected to do gradually increases
with age. During school years they perform tasks rather. imtermittently
and generally only after some nagging from their elders. In contrast,
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i se kinds of labour. Once she
s are not expected to help with these kin
5 urllff[t)(;ZhOOI a young girl, anak dara, is expected ‘to apply herself to
» sework with great diligence. Her work is supervised by her mother
ou

d general conduct will be noted by visitors to the household.
a

" Ttis not infrequent to find anak dara in their late teens or early twenties

*who perform the major part of all the household work .wt.1i1e their m(_)thers
. (‘)Pse and supervise their efforts, taking only a minimum role in the
oo themselves. When there is more than one young female household
| k'f:'laboub; r, they will share the main tasks of household labour between
: e 'eFl;e division will not be formalised and will vary, depending on the
i thergﬁd capacity of the women concerned; but the more menial household
| - ?fseks will generally be performed by the younger women. (AsS a \Z?m?ln
< rows older, she will gradually resign hqusehold work to her adult daugh-

- ters unless she is the only adult female in the household.

We can see, then, three main principles of organisation of househoAlﬁ
labour. The first is that it is shared be.tween women of one ho’use. :
women, unless incapacitated by age or iliness, participate in the labOL}i1 0
the household of which they are members. However, in the case ofg erl
women who co-reside with younger, the labour tends to be occasiona

“ and rather symbolic. The second principle, then, is that of an age-based

hierarchy operating between women of one house. This 'is strongly
expressed between generations and is also present, although in a weaker

“form, within generations — that is, between sisters or sisters and sisters-
b

in-law. Thirdly, it is important to emphasise that household labour- is
performed separately by women of different householdg. Coopergtlve
work does not take place in this sphere, although in exceptional
circumstances, for example, illness or childbirth, neighbours from the
same compound or close kin may give their assistance.

*Agricultural labour

While household labour is exclusively female, and is shared only by
women of one house, agricultural labour is undertaken by.both women
and men, and its organisation is often the subject of a variety of rather‘
complex cooperative labour arrangements. There are two main sphireﬁ
of agricultural labour: the wet rice fields and Yegetab!e ggrdens. I sha
discuss here only the more important of these: rice cultivation. However,
the same broad principles apply to work in the vegetable gardens.

Rice labour

- The different tasks of rice cultivation, associated with different phases in

the crop’s growth, are generally performed by either men or women but
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not by both together. However, the division of labour is flexible e
for it not to be unusual to see exceptions to this rule. The organis
_and most of the labour itself are dominated by women, particular

Ough
atiOH

ly b
those in middle age who are no longer tied to the house by yotu
children. Indeed, this division of labour between younger and olde,

women is one of the marks of the dominance of the latter withip the
house. Work in the rice fields, kerja bendang, is generally preferred ¢,
housework, kerja ruman. Although older women sometimes claim thyg
their daughters remain at home because they enjoy housework, thjg is
usually strenuously denied in private by young women themselves,

The fact that rice production is predominantly female is partly 5
concomitant of men’s involvement in fishing. In this respect women see 5
difference between themselves as the wives of fishermen, and women ip
mainland communities who are perceived as being more confined within
the home. Women’s dominance in the sphere of rice cultivation ig not
merely of practical significance. The centrality of rice in South-east Asian
cultures is well documented. For Malays, not only is rice the basic staple
and the most important constituent of aff meals (in fact ‘cooked rice’ in
Malay means food), it also plays a role in almost every ritual and, in the
recent past, padi was itself the subject of a major set of rituals. The vital
role of women in the cultivation of this economically crucial crop with its
rich symbolic load provides us with one clue to the authority of women in
Langkawi, and this authority in fact begins to rise at precisely the age
when women are most active in the organisation of rice labour.

The rice seed is sown in nurseries by women. The work is generally
done individually; however, women who are not planting a large area
frequently use the same nursery. A charge may be levied but when those
concerned are close kin and neighbours, as is usually the case, this is
generally not paid.

Clearing and ploughing the padi fields is men’s work and today is
done with the aid of J apanese mini tractors, which are hired along with
the labourers to use them. Once the land has been cleared, p]oughed,
fertilised and flooded, all tasks performed by men, it is ready for the
seedlings. Preparation of the padi fields, then, the only phase of rice
cultivation undertaken exclusively by men, has been almost completely
commercialised, utilising hired labour and machinery.

Transplanting the seedlings from the nurseries to the padi fields is
exclusively female labour. The work i1s occasionally done individually but
generally women prefer to work in groups. After transplanting, rice plots
must be kept free of weeds and the water levels checked. This mainte-
nance is performed by men or women individually. The final stage of the
rice cycle is the harvesting. While reaping is done exclusively by women,
threshing is undertaken mainly, but not exclusively, by men.

- a’c’[ss up in each other’s clothes, exchange jokfes which are often lllleav}}i
( ’dr_fh sexual innuendo with each other and with men, and they d]?g'
. Xleely It is no wonder, then, that women say they prefer to work in

o groups, that it is faster, pleasanter and less lonely, that way.

Cooking money 123

ting and threshing small plots are sometimes done by members
Har'Vesl household working together, but in general larger labour
o SIn Zqisting of up to twenty-five people, many of them from
oupe C(;mkuseholds, are preferred. Harvesting, even more thgn trans-
i ffer‘eﬂt is a time of cooperative labour. The atmosphere.: dur.lng such
planties 'lons is festive: the midday meal and break are minor informal
O o s where news and stories are exchanged. Children may be
celebratl(;nod is plentiful and good, it is eaten with particular relish;
‘reseI}t, rOis highly informal and women and men tease each other and
beh\i/‘i]iﬁgut the constraint that is normal within the house. Women may

d

People in Langkawi distinguish several different ways of recruiting the

“collective labour that is used in transplanting and harvesting, and it is

significant that both of these labour processes are dgmlnateddby wo;?Oe;.
Of these different categories one of th’e mogt .Wldely.gsl? llS i, o tg
pinjam (literally, ‘borrowed cooperatlon ). Thls 1S unpai | e pnge en to
kin, neighbours and friends on a single oceasion, for‘examp. e, (;) < Zac_
harvesting, for which no short-term reciprocation is requl'r‘e f.t pade
tice, labour reciprocation, though not precisely calculated, 131;) den 1:)1n ¢
within one planting and harvesting season. Those who are called up

“ help are usually close consanguines, neighbours or affines. Often tﬁese
- eategories overlap, and, in general, those involved are those with whom

ego is closely involved and with whom exchanges O.f visits, foc;d nar(l)(i
services are frequent. There is often a noticeably high proportio
in in such groups. .

afleziggrlmllnilfll;ortint citegory of cooperative labour is berder‘au. Undﬁi
this system a team of women (usually betwelen two and thlrt‘y)l W(t) )
together for one season of planting and harvgstmg. They all transp 1atr: 0
harvest each member’s crop in turn, exchangl'ng labour on an equa fas1s
on each person’s land in rotation. Reciprocation always occurs th{:r.e 01%):f
in the short term, and is rather precisely calcu!ated. The comp0s1t‘10.n 0
these groups does not present a great contrast with those of gotorzgcr1 szn/cillvlzé
Once again close consanguines and affines are well represelznte. . 1 nded
larger groups unrelated neighbours or more dls:tant relatlvc?s .dre nc 111 ‘ ,
Categories that would not normally be found in gotong pinjam gr;) po.r .

Villagers say that in the past the berderau system was usi . ;Illl ore
€xtensively than today and it does appear thgt the role of Yvag;: a s
increasing. As we have seen, it is partlcularly prevalent in the phrep.
ation of the fields for planting, the only excluswgly male task oft e rice
¢ycle. Where hired labour is used for transplanting and harvesting, i.e.,
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female tasks, it is often used together with the unpaid or partly pa;,
labour of close kin.

Between reciprocated labour exchange and wage labour there is thyg
further category of cooperation known as upah pinjam (literally,
rowed wages’) whereby a proportion of the going wage rate IS pajg
usually to distant kin or affines. Generally, those recrujted n this way
live outside the immediate neighbourhood of those who are paying they,
and are not involved in the intense exchange relationships that are
characteristic between neighbours of one compound or between close
kin or affines.

Although upah pinjam is strictly speaking wage labour, it in fact ocey.
pies an intermediate space between relations which are so close as to be
quite incompatible with financial reimbursement for labour and thoge
which are distant enough to tolerate a pure commercial content. Sych
intermediate relations are typically with distant consanguines and affineg.
In other words, they are with co-villagers. Wages paid for rice production
are thus always qualified by kinship and community ties. Labour recruit-
ment through upah pinjam and other arrangements which have a com.-
mercial element but are yet not fully commercialised and which rely
heavily on the moral content of such ties show this very clearly.

Cultivation is almost entirely for household consumption. Female
dominated rice production then involves household members, their
closest consanguines and affines and co-members of the community in
subsistence production which is for the household as an individual unit.
While some aspects of production are partially commercialised, in par-
ticular, those in which men predominate, the degree of commercialisation
is limited by the moral precepts of kinship and community. In all these
aspects rice cultivation provides an almost complete contrast to fishing.

‘bor.

Fishing

[ will summarise the basic principles concerning ownership of boats,
division of earnings and recruitment to fishing crews in order to be able to
sketch a comparison between male and female cooperation.

First and most important, women do not go fishing.? Menstruating
women may bring misfortune to a fishing trip through their presence on
the boat or by touching the nets. The effect of this belief is to exclude all
women from marine fishing trips.

Men begin to fish after leaving school when the normal practice is to
engage in migrant work on the mainland. Most young men leave the
village and work on the big fishing trawlers  that operate from the
mainland Kedah coast. This phase of productivity is a prelude to
marriage and the assumption of full adult status .in the village. The

Cooking money 125

\n men’s earnings which are crucial to this process are ;on;frtilarlnees
r“:litted to the parents and are defrayed aggmst the expenses (l)l n; rria gon
_enificant that the greater part of this money is normally sp

e 'Slg'n or extending a parental house at the time of a marriage. ’

buiing iage, men reside and work in the village. It is a husband’s
After ma'r gn \gNiéh his wife. Men fish in local waters in small boats, most

adty > relr;qd‘f which have inboard engines. Some of the fish Caught are

b nOtj C(())nsumed locally but the majority are bought by Ch}nese

o fu;nen towkays, and exported to Penang and Singapor'e. Fishing is

= dsdh?ghly ’commercialised and is not a subsistence occupation.

o st fishing crews consist of between two to four men, faged between

: ~ ' : 1\1/10twerklties and late forties — the most productive years tor ﬁshermen.

A ol ajority of fishing boats in the village are owned md1v1fiual.ly by

Theléﬂ O\JNIIGI'—USGI'S. Joint ownership is rare but a significant mmorlty. 0}1:

: :ngts are owned by the government fishing development agency WhIC
" pﬁ?s up the money, which the fisherman Fhen repays 1E'n:10tnthly01fn§‘;a;
'ments, eventually becoming the owner hlmse:lf. The t 1rh y]waea]l pout

. ownership involves those owned by Chinese mlddlemen'whollflst o g ke
- 50 percent of the earnings of the boat or buy the catch at half price.

is divided between the crew. , .

reS"It‘li: dl?ellacify investment necessary to buy boats and ne'ts 18 g[el;e;:;liy
financed by loans — either from the government or from Chflinﬁse 0 W)})I (;
Thus, the category of single owner—users includes many ; e%mﬁgrman
are repaying loans to Chinese towkays. In these (?a;eg 'lcl e tlsler man
repays the loan gradually. Payments are made wit ; ra r than
money, and the amounts vary with the catch. Erom the' fis ermaz P '
of view, a more flexible open arrangement w1.th a Chinese towkay mt y
seem more attractive than a government loan v&{1th scheduled rlelpzlyir;en S,
especially as the former loan is ‘interest fre.e’ in contrast to the al efj. -

Fishermen who are repaying loans to Chinese towkays are involve o
a long-term contractual relationship. They sell all their lcatc?hto thz
fowkay at a fixed price which is usually 5 t0‘10 per cen‘t‘ej:c, ‘ban»nd’
market price. The fisherman is described as.bemfg‘terzkat,, tied’, ‘bou reé
to the towkay who in return distributes. various tavourg . He maz ;%S o°
to defer a repayment during a poor fishing pgnod, use his cor}r;ec ;e 20
Negotiate a good price on new equipmer%t, give further loans hoi OF s
to the boat or engine, or may loan his own boat wl;etn tha t
fisherman has broken down. It is clear that such ‘favourg in fact se}:frgeb t0
Perpetuate the relationship until the fisherman is bound in ahweg (})l ¢ :;1 > s
and obligations, and this fact is clearly perceived by the fis nen
themselves. The relationship between towkay and ﬁshf:rman énle]ly e on
be passed from father to son. When a young man begfns to fis C(;n e
own, the most likely person to look to for a loan to finance new cap
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will be the towkay of his father with whom there is already an establigh, d
relationship.4

The distribution of earnings between crew members, the captain, ang

the boat owner if different from the latter, varies according to the Kind of
fishing and the particular crew.3 However, in all cases one basic Princip]q
applies: apart from each person’s carnings, a separate share is calculateq
for the boat, this is the syir bot which accrues to the boat owner. Frop j;
he pays for fuel, the cost of maintenance of the boat and, in many caseg
repayments on loans. As much as possible of the boat share is SaVed,
separately against future expenses on fishin g equipment. It is not useq for
general household expenses.

The usual practice is for the earnings to be divided in half. One half i
the boat share and the other is divided equally between crew members,
including the captain. Apart from their cash earnings, fishermen alsg
divide up a small proportion of the day’s catch between them. In contrast
to their money earnings, however, the shares of fish are precisely
calculated so that each member of the crew, including the captain, takes
an exactly equal portion of the catch home with them.

While participants state that the particular division of cash is fixed for
each fishing crew and type of operation, it is in fact subject to substantial
variation depending on the size of the catch. Almost all the owners
reduce the boat share when the catch is small. In the majority of cases I
was told that if the earnings were very low — as often happens — they
would be equally divided so that on these occasions the income of the
owner was the same as that of the other crew members. Periods of

successtul fishing would maximise income differences between the two
categories of fishermen, while periods of low productivity would be
associated with greater equality of income.® Reductions in the boat share
are particularly likely to occur when (a) the captain is also the owner and
(b) when he and the crew members are closely related, generally through
kin ties. The tendency to reduce the boat share reveals very clearly the
tension involved in engaging in purely commercial relations with Malay
co-villagers, especially when they are close kin. ‘

Informants comment that in recruiting fishing crews there is a clear
preference for non-kin. The relationship between crew members is
temporary, flexible and mobile; there is a rather rapid turnover in the
personnel of fishing crews, with people frequently participating for a
matter of months or even weeks. This mobility coupled with the highly
commercial nature of the relationship is ill-adapted to the kind of
behaviour ideally associated with close kin — relations which are built
above all on a notion of permanence and reciprocity.

The overriding commercial nature of the relationship is underlined not
only by the precise calculation of earnings and the temporary nature of
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but even in the way that fishermen eat together on the boat. Ol:
e in the way that they do not eat together, for msteaq, eac
rather brings his own individual portion of rice and takes his meal
ﬁ,‘shermaln and without sharing. Eating rice togetherisa p()tgnt gymbol of
Scparatelﬁ and kin unity which does not occur on a fishing boat.
h‘oqsehO 1. it seems, are neither of one house nor even of one boat. After
e Flshermsefui dz; s ﬁsiling the captain may treat the crew in the coffee shop
- food Zomists of drinks and snacks, not a full rice meal. I't is
buittliziseaten in t‘he boat nor in the house and, most important, 1t is
e

. ght. If it is paid for by the captain, tuan bot, this further underlines
~pought.

hierarchy of the relationship. It is worth contra§ting these co'mrr.len.sal
b th¢ s wi already described for cooperative work parties in rice
S e s ki d neighbours work together,
= production. In the latter case, when in an g pours work together,
hey eat a full rice meal together in the most festive
; t osphere. The meal is indeed the climax of the occasion.
i am}*}ishirmen frequently spoke of the dangers which ;mghtt }fesult glc:rn
ing kinsmen as crew members: any disputes arising from the comm
‘ lclzx\ll aftivity of fishing would have se;verehir:}lfilrg;lssslig?;?r\; :Sardr:lsz‘rllé(s):g
-relations between kin. The manner in w : s dlsoussed
" was reminiscent of the way fears were expressedt 01}{‘ re s d]igputes
- marriages between kin. In the l:atter case the' pof e’n ia o re{ations
between the married couple having a wider mgmhcan-ce clations
& in was seen as an important factor yvorkmg against
zrelzl‘g(;?rln;liln much the same way it.seems that a hlg%ﬂ‘}.’ colmrtnoe;curlgsfi
- relationship is unsuitable amongst 'klns{;nen - trl;eur;:ié; simply g
i isputes arising and disrupting the community.
rlsfll(“l?ef {1013\? proportiong of kin in fishing crews, which is allso'dOCl]l;:i:,]ézﬁ
.. for Malays in other areas,” relates to another aspect of relations ween
- crew members which makes them problematic for some ca‘tf:g'ortll oS ¢
close kin. The relationship between the fuan bgt and hls crew 1sh a hlg );
- hierarchical one. Not only does the fuan receive an income w 1cd 1rsi ;1
times substantially higher than that ()f his crew, but his bc[];a;nolrllrt inllll allg
fishing trips clearly reveals his superior status. The l‘l/.la‘l’t o (t:)o e i};
gives orders to the crew and supervises the w.0r1.< of its mem ers. o
responsible for the route the boat takes, the timing of the casﬁlng.o_ the
nets and for all other aspects of the labopr‘process as We{ll as the ivxsri "
of the earnings at the end of the day. He is in many ways in the positio
bOS ) . . .
Tshe strongly egalitarian nature of Socia! rela}tlons n Lgngkag'lc,aeinrg (;lcllz
attempt to cast all relations as far as possible in a nhon—hle'ra;-c 1J[he node
I8 very marked. This is particularly true of‘ ~relat10ns wit "}11 same
generation where this is a narrow age difference and there 1s
= Overriding difference of status.
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Where kin ties are recorded within the fishing crew the most frequenpt
are those between father and son or between brothers. The former rela.
tion is always a hierarchical one, while the latter tends to take this form
when there is a large age difference between the brothers. In other words,
although fishing together is best done with those who are completely unye.
lated, the activity is compatible with one form of kin relation: thgy
between kin who already have a clearly hierarchical relationship — fathey
and son or older and young brother. It is hi ghly problematicin arelation of
amicable equality such as that between first cousins, and it is notable that
cousins are rarely found together in fishing crews.

As in other spheres, we'see that the avoidance of disputes, especially
between affines, is one of the most important factors in determining
recruitment to fishing crews. Relations within the crew are preferably
with those with whom a dispute would be least disruptive — non-kin, or
with categories of close kin where there is a relatively great ability to
avoid such disputes because of an ‘inbuilt’ tolerance of hierarchy and
where the closeness itself inhibits the possibility of relations breaking.

Not only do crews preferably consist of non-kin, but many of the above
characteristics of fishing are categorically in opposition to ideals of
behaviour between kin. In a community united by a web of con-
sanguineal and affinal ties and in which there 1S, moreover, a concern to
conduct relations on an egalitarian basis, fishing is in many senses
‘anti-community” as well as ‘anti-kinship’. It is therefore perhaps unsur-

prising that there has been traditionally a tendency to enter relationships
in this sphere with the Chinese who remain outside the social and moral
community of the Malays.

Finally, it is possible to draw out the contrast between fishing and rice
cultivation. We have seen that the former, carried out exclusively by
men, is conducted on an entirely different basis from the latter which is
female-dominated. Whereas rice is grown almost entirely as a subsis-
tence crop for the household, fishing is the most important means of
acquiring cash; it is a highly commercialised activity. While rice pro-
duction involves cooperation with close consanguineal and affinal kin as
well as more distant relatives and co-villagers, fishing is carried out either
individually or, ideally, with unrelated men. Cooperation between
women in rice production for cash, when undertaken, typically involves
equal sharing of earnings, whereas we have seen that income from fishing
is highly differentiated and the labour process itself is one in which orders
are given and taken.

If fishing can be seen as in some way ‘anti-household’ and ‘anti-
community’ and this is symbolised by the non-commensal relations of
men of one boat, rice cultivation, by contrast, can be seen as precisely
embodying many household and community values. And this is neatly
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med up by the fact that cooperative labour groups z.llways.eat a full
G meal, makan nasi, together — indeed this is the high point of the
I‘weking ciay. We can now begin to understand why it is that women are
= :~WOr letely excluded from fishing — an activity which embodies a negation
. 'Comﬁ the values with which they are most closely associated. Perhaps
';“:\f/; more significantly, we can also see why it is that men are not

T explicitly excluded from rice production, why they must be included in

' this activity. For the contrast between male economic relations and those
: which underlie predominantly femalg cooperation in rice cult1vat10.1(1j is
not only interesting in itself, but is hlghly &gmﬁcanF when we consi lel:r
the notion of community and its basis in so.c1al relations. It 1s out gf t c:,c
kind of cooperation which women engage in that at least one notion o
¢ommunity can be seen to derive. And yet, as we.shall sef:, j[he faf:t that
. this notion is a ‘female’ one is often pr.ob].ematlc. Men’s inclusion or
reintegration into this notion of community is always finally necessary.

Income

Without going into the details of household income here, it is clear from
the division of labour between household members that almost all cash
income is earned by men — in their youth as migraqt workers aqd !ater
through local fishing. Women’s ability to earn money is extremely limited:
small amounts may be earned through the sale of home-made cakes and
snacks, from collecting bivalves from the rocks along the sea shore and
- from the sale of eggs, fruit and vegetables. However, such p'roduce tends
to be consumed at home rather than sold for profit. Cash income from
_ these sources is both limited in amount and occasional. As supplements to
the diet these contributions are highly valued. More so th‘an any other is
the basic staple and most ideologically significant crop, rice. Almost no
households in the village produce a big enough rice surplus to sell bl}t
perhaps one third manage to achieve self—sufﬁciency: In this way women’s
labour provides a major contribution to household income and provides
perhaps one clue to the basis for their domestic authpnty. '

It is important to emphasise here that women neither engage in the
processing nor the marketing of fish. Nor, indeed, do women 1n the
village engage in trade in any major way, as they do els;where in

* Malaysia.® Most of the sundry shops in the villagg (E.lnd the main town of
the island) are Chinese owned and run. In fact it is notable that, even
When selling such items as home-made snacks, women tend to use men or
children of the household as intermediaries. In this way the materla!
Presented here provides a direct contrast to that of Stirrat for a Sri

- Lankan fishing village (see chapter 4) where women and the market are

- dlosely associated. T will return to this point in the conclusion.
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Household budgeting: expenditure and saving

Although it is men who provide most of the household’s cash income, jt i
women who have the major role in running the household finances, Ay
the end of the day, when men return from fishing, they turn over their
day’s earnings to their wives, keeping only a small amount of ‘coffee
money’, duit kopi, for themselves. As well as the money that men hapg
over to their wives, they also give them the fish which they have brought
home. The fish will be cooked by women in the kitchen and eaten later i
the day. ‘

Although I knew of cases of husbands who were known to keep money
back from their wives, in general these cases were exceptions. When 4
fisherman returns home after a day’s work his wife will ask him how much
he has earned and expects to be given the day’s earnings. Men are
expected to ask their wives for money when they need it and, just as the
husband who keeps money back from his wife is frowned upon, so is the
wife who does not give money to her husband when he asks for it. Both
forms of behaviour occur but are likely to cause disputes. Income earned
by either a husband or a wife is regarded as belonging to the couple
jointly and equally. Husbands and wives do not maintain separate funds
or save scparately. Cash handed over by a husband to the wife is thus
administered by her but belongs to both of them.

While spending patterns may vary from houschold to household,
certain principles clearly emerge. The most obvious point is that house-
hold budgeting operates on a daily basis. Almost all necessities are
bought in small quantities every one or two days and these take up the
major part of a household’s income. All regular items of household
expenditure are administered by women. It is they who thus have control
over the day to day running of the household economy and this in fact
means the greater part of decisions over expenses. Although women
control the way money is spent, they often send children or men of the
household to do the actual buying in a manner which is reminiscent of
their reluctance to engage in direct sale for cash.

Major decisions over expenditure are usually arrived at after joint
discussion by wife and husband (or the main income earner of the
household). While in some households men may take a more active role
in decision making, I know of no case in which a woman was totally
passive in the running of household affairs. They may share important
decision making with a husband or father but they never completely
resign their control over the household economy. Women'’s authority
continues to rise with age long after men’s has begun to decline. This
means that in old age a wife’s control of the household economy is at its
peak, while her husband, by contrast, no longer active in fishing, is in @
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kate of almost childlike economic depe.nfiency in which he must ask his
ife for pocket money if he wishes to visit the coffee sh'o'p. .
X Wwhen more than one adult couple reside together, decision making anq
accounting can become more complex since it is the married couple thfat is
 the basic economic unit of the household. We have seen that the earnings
:)f husband and wife are regarded as joint property, _benda Syarllfz?t.. As
' ong as the co-resident couples continue to be economically self—sut.hment
_ they always maintain their own funds and save separately.‘Thls also
: applies to unmarried young men, who, as we saw, are substantial income
carners. These young men, however, although they spgnd more freely
than married men, nevertheless do notsave money on.thelr own behalves.
Instead, they give their surplus to their mothers or sisters fqr saving.
Once a couple has ceased to be self-sufficient, the economic separation
- within the household will no longer be maintained. For example, in one
" household, consisting of a married couple of which the husband no
Jonger went out fishing and their married dagghter, almgst all expenses
 were met by the young son-in-law’s earnings as a fisherman. The
household operated out of one fund, all earnings were pooled. In
contrast, another household I knew well was maintaining three separate
funds, that of the parents (still self-sufficient), a married son and his wife
and an unmarried son. All three economic units saved separately and ‘Fhe
household also kept three totally separate savings pools for the running
expenses of three fishing boats. '

So far we have seen that cash enters the household economy mainly
through the individual efforts of men; once there it becorpes part of the
joint property of a married couple. The married coupl«':: is the smalle§t
unit which can make up a household. Aslong as couples living together in
one house continue to be economically self-sufficient they cpulcl
potentially form a viable household unit by themselves. The rpgmte-
nance of separate savings can be seen, then, as a way ‘of gv01d1ng a
potential conflict of interests within the house and of facilitating separa-
tion of resident couples should disputes occur. . o

The separation and division represented by highly 1nd1v1duated earn-
ings and, for households with more than one conjugal unit, only partially
unified household funds, is negated in the way money is spent. We' have
already seen that the notional centre of the house is the single.undmded

" dapur, kitchen, hearth, stove. It is highly significant thgt while couples

~ Mmay save separately from each other, the precise diV}510n of evgryday
household expenses, which are actually called belanja dapur, literally
‘kitchen expenses’, is explicitly left uncalculated. Thus, although I was

able to obtain detailed accounts of household expenditure with great

; ease, it was extremely difficult to get accurate information on how much
i ‘Mmoney had been spent by individual household members and on what.
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Women in all these households would say the division of daily eXpenseg
was not calculated, ‘whoever has money goes to buy’. “Whoever has
money spends.’?

In this way the individuation represented by money earned through
fishing is negated by the interposition of women. We have seen hoy
fishing is in many ways opposed to the principles which the house
represents. When money enters the house it is first transferred from mep
to women, and, secondly, it is de-individualised, becoming the Property
of the married couple. Thirdly, this de-individualisation is pushed furthey
in the way that money is spent by women on household expenses,
belanja dapu. Division within the household is deliberately played
down; there is one dapur to the house and its running expenses are, gt
least in theory, met by all adult household members collectively.
‘Whoever has money spends’, in other words, individual ability to pay is
unmarked, differentiation between household members and between
couples is minimised. Earnings may be tainted by ideas opposed to
kinship, by commercial and individualistic values, but in their passage
through the house, the central symbol of kin unity, and through the
hands of women, they become imbued with the ideals of kinship and thus
‘socialised’. The negative, anti-social power of money is thus neutralised
through the action of women associated with the house.

If spending and consumption seem to be as far as possible undifferen-
tiated within the house, saving is not necessarily confined within one
house. There is one form of saving which in fact involves cooperation
between houses. Aswe shall see, it is in fact aimed less at the accumulation
of money and more at a kind of generalised consumption focusing on the
house, and especially on the very heart of the house, the dapur, and which
involves many houses in a kind of chain of generalised consumption.

As we have seen, married couples save jointly: one household may
have more than one post office savings account for each couple’s
personal savings as well as for the running expenses of any fishing boat
owned by household members. Apart from these accounts and cash kept
in the house, there is another method of saving which operates according
to different principles. This is the rotating saving society, kut.19 This
institution is dominated by women and is a further example of women’s
power to negate the ‘anti-kinship’ and ‘anti-social’ aspects of money. In
this case, however, the ‘socialisation’ of money goes further for it
involves not just the single household but neighbours, kin and affines -
the wider community.

The kut is a mode of saving which usually involves about ten to twenty
women, organised by one woman known as the kepala kut - head of the
kut. Each member of the society contributes a fixed sum of money which
1 usually collected weekly by the kepala kut. Each week one member of

Cooking money 133

the kut receives the total amount of money collected from a.ll members.
: ften a small sum is deducted from this and kept as a commission by the
illcc)(gpala. The order in which the different members receive the total sum is

fixed by drawing lots or by mutual agreement at the beginning of the kuf's

existence. ‘
ey(}rhe kut may be terminated after each member has received the to‘tal
collection once — or it may begin again. There are cases of kut which

endure for many months in this way although some terminate after only

* one cycle. Some kut are a means of collecting cash but in the majority of
- cases money is raised for a specific purpose, such as buying grgckery,
¢ cooking pots or other household articles, each member receiving the
“same article in rotation.

Although the amounts involved in each contribution are usually small,

kk" many women are members of several associations. This means that the
" total amounts of money paid to kut per month can be quite significant. It

also means that even if the membership of different kyt ove.rlap, ez.u:h
woman’s participation in several involves her in relations with a wide
circle of other women. In terms of the total amounts of money and the
numbers of people involved, these associations are, then, highly sig-

* /- nificant in the community.

It is important to stress that these organisations are run by and for
women. They either raise cash for the purpose of buying household
articles or these articles are directly acquired. However, these goods are
not just associated with the household in general, they are often closely
associated with cooking and eating and with the dapur (for example,

i ots, crockery, trays, glasses).
Co%lllg%lpwomen Wer}; askyed about how members of the kut were
recruited, they always mentioned the importar}ce of being able to trust,
caya, other members of the kut. The persons involved must be reason-
able and reliable, capable of committing themselves to giving a fixed sum
every week over a period of several months. Equally, the mgmbers must
trust the kepala to administer the kut honestly.and res‘ponsably. ’

Kepala kut prefer to recruit orang dekat, literally clos'e people’, as
members. This means neighbours and relatives; geographllc closeness is
partly a matter of convenience, since it makes the gollec@on qf contri-
butions easier. But as one kepala emphasised when dlscussmg thls,.OTang
dekat jadi adik-beradik juga, ‘neighbours too becorr}e (are like) kin’. In
other words, the closeness of relations with others is based as.much on
locality as on kinship. It is in fact the overlapping and cross-cutting of the
Categories of neighbour and kin that is at the hleart of the intense
exchanges between people of one neighbourhood.! .

Analysing the kin relations between the kepala kut and other kut
members, as well as any kin ties between the members themselves, [
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found that out of 170 women involved in 11 kut, only 16 were unrelated ¢,
any other kut member. In other words, the mutual trust between Mmemberg
ofa kurhas its basis above all in kinship; the large majority of members are
kin either of the kepala or of other members. The most frequent kinship
links in these associations are those between first cousins, between auntg
and nieces, mother and daughter and between sisters. In other words, kys
members tend to be united by close consanguineal lines. There is a rela-
tively low proportion of affinal connections between fur members which
can be related to qualitative aspects of relationships between female
affines. Briefly, these relationships are often tense and strained apg
women tend to prefer to cooperate with their consanguines rather thap
with affines in many contexts of their daily life.

If we recall the principles of recruitment to fishing crews discussed
above, the difference between male and female association for €economic
purposes becomes even more clear. We saw carlier how there is g
preference for non-kin in fishing crews and that nearly two-thirds of a[]
fishermen are in fact unrelated to other members of their crew. The
principles of recruitment to those two forms of cooperation offer a very
clear contrast in this respect. In the one case non-kin are ideal members
of a temporary, commercial, hierarchically-based association and this is
explicitly to avoid the possibility of disputes with kin; in the other it is kin
who can be trusted and relied upon in a relationship which, although
economic, has a strong social and moral content.

If the categories of kin which regularly occur in the two forms of
organisation are compared we find a further contrast. In fishing groups,
the prevalence of the father/son tie was linked to the relation of
dominance which the tuan bor has with the crew members and the fact
that this is difficult to accommodate to more egalitarian kin relations.
Between the kepala kut and members, however, it is ties between first
cousins and between aunt and niece which are more frequent than any
other. The more egalitarian kin relations dominate in an association
whose hierarchical content, even between kepala and ordinary members,
is minimal. The kut is an association of equals in which the head is,
essentially, an organiser without significant power, and the benefits are
reaped by all members in rotation. The commission levied by the head is
either non-existent or minimal. Significantly, then, it is precisely the
categories of kin that are totally absent in fishing crews that are the most
frequently represented in the kur.

While both forms of association show fewer affinal connections than
consanguineal ones, and this has been related to the tension involved in
the former, it appears that there are a higher proportion of affinal
relations between kepala kut and members than within fishing crews.
This can be linked to the previous point — that it is more easy to maintain
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e kind of fragile or tense relations within an qgalitariar} context than
~ ~-hes hierarchical one. Whereas such relations might be directly threat-
u ad by the kind of cooperation involved in fishing, they may actually
e trengthened by that of the rotating saving society. '
ber1§he kut, then, is another example of how wompn’s 'economlc cpoper—

tion is embedded in relations of kinship and in this respect is ver(};
7""7‘?1'fferent from its male counterpart. Once again, rponpy 1S I.'CITIOVC
‘ : m the context in which it is earned by men, an 1nd1v1dual.1st1c anfi
i fro mercial one, and circulates through the activity of women in associ-
k c?’Icl)]ns which ha(/e their basis in kinship and locality and which involve
?hle participants in economic exchqnge which is f‘irm‘l.y dl?a§§d lonmtfﬁz
~morality of kinship and corilmkgmty. On,cle2 again ‘individua

’ ‘shared-female-kin-money’. .

' m%zaa%icglrs%esseen that although the kur and institutions like it tenq tobe
- characterised by the actors themselves and by.anthropololglsts as SaYlnf oi

credit associations (see Ardener 1964 217), 1n.Langk.aw1 they grle 11? ac—

: focused on consumption of household articles, in partlcular,. art1.c eshassod

ciated with the dapur. But, signiﬁcantlyZ th}S. consumption 1is }3 are
between houses rather than involving one individual household. ouses
or hearths are linked together in a chain of eq}lal and Shared consumption

“ . "of the same articles. And, in this way, there isan av01danc§ of an assloc1—

. ation between the house and the accumulation Of. money, i.e., of_Va ue(sl
which somehow negate the house. In other words, :|ust asin l?ngetlrcllg ag'
day-to-day expenditure there is an attempt to qvmd the divisive and in ci
viduating effects of money, this is also present in the way money 1sf save 1,:
which, in the last analysis, is here only a deferred and generalised form o

consumption involving many houses.

- Conclusion

I have argued that there is an opposition between m'c-lle. and female
labour. Whereas women share labour between them yvlthln the house
and cooperate extensively in labour groups in 'the cultivation of r1c§ on

an equal basis, men form fishing groups that, 1dea.lly, are not base' oln
the household or kinship links and in which relations are tllerarthca't
short term and commercialised. Further, while ~women’s 1abqur is
almost exclusively within the subsistence sphere, it is fishing Whlch hls

~ the main cash earning activity in the village. Men bring money into the
house where it is handed over to women who contrpl the day-to-day

= tunning of household expenses. Expenditure and saving are unmarked
* and de-individualised as far as possible within the hoqse. Women save
in associations of kin and neighbours which once again operate on an
Cgalitarian basis. In this way women create an association of house-
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holds, a community, through the circulation of money for the purpose of
the household, in other words, of domestic consumption.

-~ We can begin to see that men and women have a very differen;
relationship to money respectively. In the introduction to this pape;
reference was made to Lim’s account of a Malay fishing village in Brune;

where women seem to occupy a very similar position to that of womep ir;
Langkawi, controlling daily household expenditure. Lim argues that the
commercial relations of fishing are opposed to the values of reciprocity
and equality and the kinship morality of the Malay community. Money
itself is ‘hot” and in some sense anti-social (Lim 1981: 203). Thus far our
arguments are essentially the same. Lim, however, goes on to state that
“The men also see their village as a community of men, as most village
affairs in reality are the men’s concern. Women in general are isolated
and removed from the central stage and often banished to the kitcher’
(ibid.: 204).

As far as men are concerned, he argues, women are outsiders to the
Malay community. In this capacity the polluting and anti-social qualities
of money can be banished to the world of women. In contrast, I would
suggest that women, being central to the Malay house, Malay kinship,
and the Malay community, have the ability to purify money, to socialise
it and invest it with the values and morality with which they themselves
are most closely associated. Divided male money becomes united kin
money through the interposition of women in the house.

How can we reconcile these two perspectives? From one point of view
they can be seen perhaps as reflections of the gender of the individual
field worker, or more significantly, of his or her informants. For one
aspect of this issue is that through working in a society which is to a large
degree sex-segregated, Lim has elicited a ‘men’s view’, while the model I
have outlined can be glossed as a ‘women’s view’. This however, only
raises the more fundamental question of the place of women in the Malay
kinship system and community, and, further, the very notion of commu-
nity begins to be revealed as problematic.

We have seen that economic activities take different forms for men
and women respectively. Women associate with others of the same
household, with kin and neighbours; they emphasise hierarchy in their
relations with close kin across the generations, but equality on a wider
cooperative basis. Above all, they avoid purely commercial relations and
it is important to remember that women in Langkawi do not usually
trade. Men on the other hand, tend not to engage economically with their
close kin but form more commercialised exchange relations in the wider
community, particularly evident in fishing groups and in their relations
with the Chinese.

Rather than seeing Malay women as outsiders to their own commtl-
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pity, it is possible to see that there is a basis for more than one notion of
:Com’munity. On the one hand, there is the model of community based on
_exchange relations, for example through fishing crews, in the coffee shop

or in marital exchanges. This model stresses differer}tiatiop, compe?ition
and alliance; it is potentially divisive and liable to filsruptxon. Th1§ is tl}e
model which underlies the male political community, men’§ relations in
the coffee shop, the fishing economy and the predominantly male

/- Muslim community centred on the mosque. It is also present, although in

2 more problematic and ambivalent way, in the manner in which men and

“women exchange brides and grooms in marriage.

The second model is one based on the household. This unit is
dominated by a group of consanguineally related women. Men are, toa
great extent, marginal to it. In all contexts what is stressed w1th1.n the
house is unity and indivision. This appears clearly in the down-playing of
individual ownership of property within the house, and in the enormous
problems caused by inheritance, resulting both in an avoidar}ce of
discussion of the topic and in a tendency to defer inheritance until long

after a particular death has occurred. Division within the house, demar-

cation and differentiation are avoided because they are antithetical to the
principles on which the house is founded. In terms of kigship relgtions
this is expressed in the close ties between female consanguines and in the
great emphasis placed on close and harmonious ties between a group of
siblings who have their origin in one house. .

At the core of the house there is, as we have seen, the single, undivided
dapur where the full rice meal is cooked by women and caten by
co-resident household members. Thus, the dapur and commensality are
at the centre of what it means to be of one house. This model of
community, then, is that of a collection of similar households, dominat.ed
by women, united internally by close consanguineal ties which receive
expression in commensality.

These two models of community are not isolated from each other. Men
participate as household members in the ‘female-household’ mpdel.
Finally, men are also part of the female community and this is clear in the
way work parties for rice cultivation operate and also in the context.of
communal feasts. Thus money earned by men and associated with
inequality and competition becomes problematic for them. Just as fish
are given to women to be cooked in the dapur, so money, the equivalent
of fish, can be transformed by being handed over to women in the house
for ‘cooking’ and then consumed. The dapur is not just the place'where
raw fish is cooked by women and eaten by the household, it is the site of a
many-faceted act of transformation, or ‘cooking’, performed by women,
on fish, on money, and even on themselves, as in the well known Malay
fituals that follow childbirth, where women are actually heated over a
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fire or hearth.!? The dapur is the centre of the house and the centry
location of these transformations.

Women, then, purify or socialise money, endowing it with the valueg
of kinship morality, by cooking it in the dapur. By so doing they
transform the one kind of community, based on differentiation,
exchange and alliance, and primarily male, into the other, based on the
notion of a collection of similar female-dominated houses.

We can now understand that the symbolism of money is not just that of
a means of exchange (although it is that too, at least for men) but more
importantly, it is that of a consumption good. Women’s close association
with money is founded on consumption. In spending money for the
house women reproduce the household. Further, in organising the kut,
women actually create a community of households, a female community,
by linking houses together in a chain of dapur-centred consumption.

There is thus both a female and a male meaning for money, just as
there is a predominantly male and a predominantly female model of
community. And this female version of money can itself help in under-
standing the notion of the female community. We can also see why it is
that women in Langkawi avoid trading while yet associating themselves
so closely with money. For money as a symbol of exchange is particularly
male, and only as a symbol of consumption is it associated with women.
In order to be able to transform the one into the other, women must
isolate themselves from the former.

The contrast with the Sri Lankan case mentioned above (Stirrat,
chapter 4) now becomes clear. There women are the channel through
which the ideology of the market enters the village. Women’s close
association with the market and the further association that is made
between money and pollution enables men to isolate themselves from the
competitive and disruptive effects of commoditisation in the community.
In Langkawi, as we have seen, although women are closely associated
with money, it is precisely from money as a means of exchange that
women isolate themselves. Thus it is women who transform and ovér-
come the competitive and disruptive relations of the market.

While it is possible to build up a series of oppositions between

women and
cooperation
kinship, the house,
ascribed relations
unity

men
individualism, competition,
commerce, achieved
relations

division

which seems to culminate with that of community/anti-community, theseé
oppositions are not as straightforward as they perhaps appear; the final
one does not lead to a resolution of the problem of the nature of the
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_ Malay community, but instead must lead to a closer examination of the
~ concept of community itself. For the world of men, achieved relations,
- commerce and competition is not in any straightforward way antithetical
" to the community, it is itself in fact an aspect of this notion. Nor can it be
satisfactory to exclude one half of the population —men or women — from
. “the community’. Rather we can see that there is a basis for more than
“one notion of community, corresponding to three terrains of labour
which were examined at the beginning of this paper.

Firstly, there is the household and the unity of consanguineally related
women within it, who perform household labour together. Secondly, on
" _awider basis, there is the unity of female kin, neighbours and affines of

- different households who are mobilised in agricultural labour and in

““saving associations. Finally, there is male cooperation in fishing:
- achieved, anti-kin, commercial, competitive. These three spheres of

‘- labour can be seen as the building blocks of community in its different
aspects. However, these aspects are not isolated from each other, or they
are only partially so. Finally, as was clear in the operation of work parties
of rice cultivation, men, at least, are reintegrated into the ‘female
community’.

In handing money over to women, men avoid the divisive dangers of a
community as a group of potential rivals, engaged in complex, tense and
competitive exchange relations. By cooking fish or money in the dapur,
women transform this kind of community into one based on the idea of a
family meal dominated by consanguineally related women, a collection
of like households.

Notes

The fieldwork on which this paper is based was conducted on the island of
Langkawi, Malaysia between October 1980 and April 1982. It was funded by the
SSRC (now ESRC). Additional funds were provided by the Central Research
Fund of the University of London. I should like to thank Maurice Bloch, Lady
Rosemary and Sir Raymond Firth, Akis Papataxiarchis and Jonathan Parry for
their comments on earlier drafts.
1 See Swettenham 1955: 134; Clifford 1927: 19, cited in Lim 1981:23.
2 See Firth 1950; 1966: 82, 96; Parkinson 1967; Wilder 1968; Senu Abdul
Rahman 1971; Mahathir 1970; Alatas 1977.
3 This is also true elsewhere in Malaysia, see Raymond Firth (1966: 105).
4 See Raymond Firth’s references to the daganang system for a similar
description (1966: 60-2, 377-84.)

5 See Raymond Firth (1966: 235-57, 318-29) on the complexities of the
distribution of earnings among east coast fishermen and the difficulties of
acquiring such data. I did not conduct detailed research into this area. The
following information is therefore only a rough guide to the principles
mvolved.
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6 Scarlett Epstein (1967: 241ff) has described a similar correlation betweey
agricultural yields and rewards in rural South India.

7 See, for example, Firth (1966: 105) for the non-kin based composition oy
fishing crews on the east coast; and Fraser (1966: 34-5) for Malays in south.
ern Thailand.

8 See Strange’s (1980) description of women’s involvement in the processip of
fish, and hawking in Trengganu as well as that of Rosemary Firth (1966) ang
Raymond Firth (1966).

9 In contrast Rosemary Firth (1966 17) notes that it is ‘quite easy for differen;
groups to live under the same roof, and conduct quite separate cooking ang
budgeting activities’. However, her own data (pp- 17-21) make clear the
diversity of procedure over separate budgeting with certain resources being
pooled. She continues, ‘“The eating of meals on all ordinary occasions is not
the social affair it is with us, and food is frequently eaten in solitude.’ In Lang.
kawi I would argue that separate saving and budgeting do occur but only to
a limited extent within the household. And it is precisely in cooking and
eating that the division is negated.

10 This is short for kutipan, a ‘collection’, ‘subscription’, or kutipan duit from
duit, ‘money’. See Ardener (1964) for a comparative survey of such insti-
tutions.
Jay (1969: 418) also notes that in rural Java the core membership of credit
associations are based on the neighbourhood. As in Langkawi, they are also
organised by women. However, in contrast to Java (Geertz 1962) and Mina-
hasa (Lundstrom-Burghoorn 1981), where members of such organisations
hold regular meetings which constitute elaborate social occasions, in Lang-
kawi such meetings are not held and frequently children are sent round to
collect the contributions.

12 Similar, Jay (1969: 419) has shown that the concept of mutual aid in these
organisations is derived from that which pertains to close kin and
neighbours.

13 Space does not allow an analysis of these rituals here. Briefly, I argue else-
where (Carsten 1987) that these rites, which focus on the production of chil-
dren in marriage, can be seen as a transformation or cooking of affinity into
consanguinity.

1

—_
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