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Abstract

This paper examines how internal displacement affects the agricultural livelihoods. Household data used in the paper was collected from welfare camps in Batticaloa, eastern Sri Lanka, where the internally displaced persons (IDPs) from the village of Sampur were encamped. The field work was done in 2007 and 2008. These Tamil IDPs, after a three year encamped-existence in Batticaloa, have at the time of writing been moved to temporary shelters in three villages in Mutur DSD. As expected, displacement has had a statistically significant negative impact on their livelihoods. Agriculture based livelihoods were special because these were the most affected and also because their subcategories—farming, livestock farming and fishing—had been affected differently. We were able to link these differences with the degree of dependence of livelihoods on immovable private (paddy land) or common property (sea) assets. The abruptness and the life threatening nature of conflict displacement had also affected assets like livestock, and agricultural equipment, which are normally mobile. We are able to quantify such losses among the households in Sampur and are able to link such losses to the impoverishment of the households. The analysis is based on the DfID livelihoods approach extended to cover conflict settings.
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1. Introduction

Civil conflicts and agriculture are related in non-trivial ways. That agricultural issues, in combination with other catalysts, can cause civil conflicts in poorer countries is generally accepted in the literature (Homer-Dixon 1991; 1994; 1999; Stewart 2000; Stewart and Fitzgerald 2001; Miguel, Satyanath and Sergenti 2004). There are other works that add a positive spin to this causal link and argue that agricultural development can usher in peace for countries already in conflicts (de Soysa, Gleditsch, Gibson and Sollenberg 1999; Addison 2005). The present study, however, is about the reverse causal link which highlights how civil conflicts decimate agriculture. This destruction is analyzed using information from internally displaced persons (IDPs) of the village of Sampur in eastern Sri Lanka.

The significance of rural agriculture in eradicating poverty and promoting development has been repeated many a time (Chambers 1999; OECD 2006; Bezemer and Headey 2008). This literature takes the view that agricultural development is pro-poor as it lifts communities out of penury and hunger. A more recent chain of events had also drawn attention to rural agriculture: the resilience of the Chinese economy to the 2008/9 financial crisis. One reason behind the Chinese resilience is that the migrant works that lost jobs in the cities were able to return to agricultural work in their villages (The Economist 2010).
 This cushioned the initial shock of the financial crisis on the Chinese economy. It follows that while rural agriculture is useful to achieve the ideals of the market system through development, it can also come handy in avoiding inherent malaises of that system (recessions).
In times of conflict, however, rural agriculture is one of the very first casualties.  Muggah (2000), for example, argues that the loss of livelihoods among the conflict induced displaced (CID) is a key factor that can lead to mass impoverishment. Most of these lost livelihoods, needless to say, are agricultural. That conflict displacement destroys rural agriculture, is to state the obvious. What is more important is to examine how this destruction takes place and to identify the aspects of agricultural livelihoods are most affected. This understanding is critical for rebuilding or replacing these livelihoods.

The livelihoods approach has received attention within the rural development debate (see http://www.livelihoods.org). Building on Sen’s (1981) concept of entitlements, the approach links assets and economic activities, as well as the role of the institutions in determining the use of and return to assets. Chambers and Conway (1992) define livelihoods as constituting capabilities of people, tangible and intangible assets and activities undertaken to make a living. The term “sustainable livelihoods” coined in this paper has become a key concept in present day poverty debate. Though the sustainable livelihood framework is often applied to refugee and IDP livelihoods, Jacobsen (2002: 98) argues that it is useful mainly to analyze poverty reduction in stable situations. Displaced people and refugees, in contrast, seek livelihoods in situations which are far from “stable”. This paper uses Jacobsen’s (2002: 99) definition of a livelihood, as it is more relevant for situations of CID:

In communities facing conflict and displacement, livelihoods comprise how people access and mobilize resources enabling them to increase their economic security, thereby reducing the vulnerability created and exacerbated by conflict, and how they pursue goals necessary for survival and possible return.

In this work we follow national income accounting practices and classify agricultural livelihoods into three categories: farming, livestock farming, and fishing. All other livelihoods are classified as non-agricultural livelihoods. In the analysis that follows we show that the displacement impact on different categories of agricultural livelihoods was extremely sensitive to the asset endowment at displacement. Korf’s (2004: 277) framework including the six-fold asset endowments—natural, physical, human, social, political, and financial—and their interaction with various market and non-market institutions laid the foundation for our analysis.
The main constraint in doing microeconomic analysis in conflict affected regions is the availability of data (Korf 2004: 279; Muggah 2008: 139). For instance, Mutur divisional secretariat division (DSD), which includes the village of Sampur—the focus of this study—was not even included in the 2001 census. Mutur DSD was not included because several villages within the DSD were under LTTE control at that time (Bohle and Fünfgeld 2007: 672). Thus, to our knowledge, no reliable secondary data is available for the region we explore in this study after the eruption of violent conflict in 1983. Therefore, in order to perform any kind of economic analysis one has to rely on primary data. In that regard Bohle and Fünfgeld  highlight another problem: the “need for protecting the security of research participants.” This is because Batticaloa district where we did field work was, at the time we collected data, a highly volatile and a dangerous location. In fact, security concerns forced us to divide our data collection process into two periods. By overcoming the data collection challenges our work has led to a significant and a unique improvement in the quality of data used in the relevant literature.

There are four other features which make this study unique within the literature on the conflict in Sri Lanka in particular and within the discipline of refugee studies in general. Firstly, no previous study has been able to quantify the impact on agricultural livelihoods of CID. This is due mainly to the lack of data. Secondly, only a few studies (Amirthalingam and Lakshman 2009b; 2009c; 2009a; Kulathunga and Lakshman 2009) focus on the economic impact of CID. It is alleged that economists have contributed far less to displacement literature even thought their contribution is highly sought after (Cernea 1995; Cernea 2007). Though Cernea’s concern is primarily in relation to development induced displacement (DID), paucity of economic analysis and interpretation is also felt in relation to CID. Thirdly, the richness of our data enables us to separate the impacts of conflict based on subcategories of agricultural livelihoods—farming, livestock farming, and fishing. Using Korf’s (2004: 277) framework we show that the three types of agricultural livelihoods are impacted differently by displacement. This exercise has revealed that different types of livelihoods, which emphasis different endowments as per Korf (2004), have weathered displacement differently. For instance, livelihood of certain individuals that emphasis, or rely more on, immovable assets would have affected worse by displacement than livelihoods of other individuals that emphasis movable assets. Researchers have not been able to quantify such differences until now. Fourthly, this work and the approach we use provide an elegant means of operationalising some of the ideas proposed in the Guiding Principles by Deng (2000). For instance Principle 22.1.b acknowledges that IDPs have “The right to seek freely opportunities for employment and to participate in economic activities.” However, the present work shows that this right is meaningless unless the IDPs are given free access to their entire livelihood generating assets.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 outlines the Sri Lankan experiences on internal displacement and enumerates the critical events that mark the process of displacement of the people of Sampur. This is followed by an examination of agricultural livelihoods in pre-displacement Sampur. Section 4 explains the process of gathering data for our study. Then in Section 5 we present four case studies of households from the main sample and identify some salient features that underlie livelihood losses. This work is extended in Sections 6 which perform a cross sectional analysis of the complete sample. Finally, Section 7 provides some concluding remarks.
2. Displacement of people in Sampur, Sri Lanka

Since the anti-Muslim pogrom of 1915, Sri Lanka has experienced several incidents of ethnic violence (Ali 1997). The worst of these came in 1983 resulting in the deaths of nearly a thousand civilians of Tamil origin. Since 1983, the ethnic violence has escalated into a civil war waged between the government of Sri Lanka (GoSL) and the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE). The war ended in May, 2009 with a military win for the GoSL. However, the results of the 2010 presidential election had been interpreted as a stark reminder that the ethnic estrangement had survived the ethnic war. The end of war in 2009 and the bloody approach toward that generated unprecedented numbers of IDPs from Vanni, in the Northern Province. Reports of violation of their rights in the internment camps attracted many international headlines. After months of detention these IDPs have now being allowed freedom of movement but their return/relocation is slowed down by the nearly 30 years of war and destruction in places they are returning to. A particularly challenging task is the reinstating their old livelihoods or giving them new ones. 
The discussion on the Sri Lankan IDPs has been reignited by the recent IDPs crisis. However, the problem has a much longer history. The expulsion of nearly 75,000 Muslims from Northern Province (mainly from Jaffna and Mannar districts) by the LTTE in 1990 is generally considered the origin of the IDP problem in Sri Lanka. Thereafter in many occasions Sinhalese, Muslims, and Tamils have been displaced in the country. IDP numbers in Sri Lanka vary widely, depending on the source of information and the period for which the estimation is made. (van Brabant 1998) argues that the number of IDPs in the country is sensitive to the intensity of the conflict which was proven horribly right by the event in May 2009.
The displacement of the people of Sampur happened at the beginning of the latest phase of the war between the GoSL and the LTTE. Amirthalingam and Lakshman (2009b; 2009a) provide a detailed discussion about the process and phases of displacement of IDPs from Sampur and how they were provided shelter in welfare centers in Batticaloa. An important message that comes out of this displacement story is that these IDPs in the bid to save their life had to leave behind their livelihood assets. Agricultural equipment, fishing gear and boats, livestock, etc. were left behind in Sampur. On their escape route, in Paddalipuram, in Punnaiyadi, in Verukal, in Kathiraveli, and in Vakarai, with the fighting intensifying and catching up with them, the IDPs were forced to leave behind the mobile and portable assets, and take routes via sea or jungle to Batticaloa. At these points they lost bullock-carts, bullocks, bicycles, motor-bikes, hand-tractors, tractors, and the goods they were carrying in these vehicles.
The IDPs who arrived in ad hoc groups to Batticaloa were allocated to the various welfare centers in, what could best be described as a random manner. For this reason, Sampur people could be found in various camps intermingled with IDPs from other villages in Mutur DS division. There were instances where even individual sub‑households of some extended families were compelled to live in separate camps. At the time of writing these IDPs are still not allowed to return to their village because it is within a High Security Zone (HSZ). The Extraordinary Gazette No. 1499/25 dated 30/05/2007, declared the entire Mutur East covering 19 GS divisions as a HSZ.
 Later on another Extraordinary Gazette (No: 1573/19) dated 30/10/2008, reduced the area covered by this HZS as demarcated in Figure 1. As per the figure the village of Sampur is still located within the HSZ. Some of the IDPs who were originally displaced from the Grama Sevaka (GS) divisions of Pallikudiyiruppu, Nalloor, Paddalipuram, Kaddaiparichhan South, Kaddaiparichchan North, and Chenaiyoor who were living in Batticaloa as IDPs have been resettled in their villages during the latter part of 2008 and early 2009. In an even later development all of the remaining IDPs in Batticaloa, including all of the Sampur IDPs, have been moved to new welfare camps in Kaddaiparichchan, Paddiththidal, and Kiliveddi.
 These new camps are located in Mutur DS division which the village of Sampur is also part of. Notice, however, that the data in this paper relates to a time when they were in Batticaloa.
3. Agricultural Livelihoods of Sampur people

As described in the second section the economy of Sri Lanka was affected by the ongoing conflict over the last two and a half decades. This effect was felt differently in different regions of the country. The economy of Northern and Eastern part of the country was the most affected (Abeyratne 2004; Korf 2004; Abeyratne and Lakshman 2005; Närman and Vidanapathirana 2005; Korf 2006; Korf and Fünfgeld 2006). Within regions also the conflict has had varying degrees of economic impacts. For instance, while Trincomalee district, in general, was one of the severely affected districts, within that district, the economic impact varied widely from area to area. Since Sampur was under the LTTE control for a long period—punctuated by couple of short periods of government control—it experienced a more severe economic impact than its neighboring government controlled Mutur.

The above means that all livelihoods of the Sampur people were functioning below potential at the time of their displacement. Most important among these were the livelihoods in paddy cultivation and fishing. Paddy cultivation, being a heavy user of urea as the most important fertilizer, was severely affected by the restriction of supply of urea in the region. The discussions with the IDPs revealed that the average yield of paddy in Sampur was significantly below potential. The general picture with regard to the agriculture in northern and eastern Sri Lanka is examined by Korf (2004: 283) and also by Abeyratne and Lakshman (2005).

Fishing, which is a major income earner in northern and eastern regions, has also been severely affected by the conflict. Siluvaithasan and Stokke (2006) discuss in detail how deep-sea fishing bans, other restrictions, and life threats to fishermen (all by-products of the conflict) have curtailed the output of what used to be a vibrant industry. “While the Jaffna District alone provided 20-25 percent of the total fish production in Sri Lanka before 1983, its contribution was reduced to 3-5 percent by the end of the third Eelam war” (Siluvaithasan and Stokke 2006: 240). Korf (2006) and Korf and Fünfgeld (2006) on the other hand refers to livelihood difficulties encountered by fisher folk in the east. This evidence though not for Sampur, suggests that fisheries based livelihood activities in Sampur too would have been functioning below potential after the eruption of violent conflict in 1983. Though we cannot provide quantitative data in support of this assertion, the interviews with key informants strongly support it.

In addition to paddy cultivation and fishing, there were many other livelihoods that were useful income providers in pre-displacement Sampur. Dry land agriculture – e.g. growing of banana, chili, and onions – was such a significant income generator. In addition a limited number of farmers also engaged in chena cultivation. Cattle and buffalo raisers in Sampur earned significant income from selling milk as well as calves. Chicken and goat also generated income though less than that of cattle and buffalo. Ownership of bullock carts was another important source of income. As a critically important means of goods transportation, bullock carts were used for transporting paddy bags from the field, coral reef to the lime-kiln, etc. In addition the bullock cart owners earned much by transporting paddy, lime, and also firewood to Mutur town.   The bullocks were also useful to plough paddy lands and dry lands for cultivation.

All of the above livelihoods were based on some form of asset—paddy land, dry‑land, livestock, bullock carts, etc. However, even without assets these people could use their labor endowments to earn income. They worked as casual laborers in paddy fields, dry lands, lime-kilns and in fishing activities. Higher forms of human capital such as masons, and carpenters in Sampur earned even more than these casual laborers. Another important livelihood based on human capital was government service, mainly service as government school teachers in the two government schools in Sampur. It must be highlighted that all these forms of livelihood, without exception, were functioning below potential even before displacement because of the prevailing conflict.

4. Data and methodology

The data for this work were obtained by interviewing a group of households randomly selected from the village of Sampur, who at the time of interviews were housed in welfare centers in Batticaloa. A structured questionnaire was also administered to collect specific quantitative data. Interviews with GS officers and NGO officials who work in this area were also important sources of information. Where relevant, we used such institutional information to triangulate the information furnished by the IDPs. Field visits and observation methods were also used over a four-week period in August, 2007 as well as in April 2008.
 Only one research team consisting of three members was used and the team was headed by the first author who is able to work in Tamil language.

People from 19 GS divisions in the Mutur DS division in the Trincomalee district were displaced in April 2006. Our study, however, covers only the two GS divisions that constitute the village of Sampur. A total of 736 families—a total of 2934 people—lived in Sampur according to District Secretariat Trincomalee (2006). In our sample there are 76 families incorporating a total of 311 individuals. The sample thus includes 10% of the families and individuals from the general population. 

There was an element of randomness in the way the households were directed to welfare centers by the government officials who received them in Batticaloa. This ensured that the sample we have used is essentially a random sample of IDPs from the village of Sampur. This randomness, we feel, was instrumental in the sample having properties similar to the population. We also included some IDP households currently living in and around Batticaloa town but living either in rented houses or with relatives. We interviewed all except non-Sampur households in these locations. Note that the IDP livelihoods are in a state of constant change and that our results are correct as of April, 2008.

5. Impact of displacement on agricultural livelihoods: case studies

This section, using a panel of case studies, discusses the agricultural livelihoods of some of the households in our sample. This approach, motivated by Muggah (2000), lay the groundwork for the cross sectional analysis which follows. For instance, it enables us to identify some of the relations we formalize later. Also the various hypotheses tested in this paper were mooted and developed using the case studies. The case studies are also important to emphasize the human tragedy behind the numbers (statistics) we have compiled. In what follows we select a stratified sample of four families out of the main sample of 76 representing the agricultural livelihood categories described earlier.
 Table 2 summarizes livelihood information pertaining to four households selected from these categories.
[Table 2 about here]

Household 47 consisted of husband (55 years), wife (42 years), and an adopted son (2 years) at the time of data collection. The couple had three children (2 sons, 1 daughter) out of which the youngest son was conscripted by LTTE (later we learnt that he died in 2009). Other two children are married and they too are displaced like their parents. The household before displacement had several agriculture related income sources: income from paddy field, income from bullock cart, and income from seventeen buffalos and five cows. We have placed this household in the livestock category because the annual contribution from livestock (Rs.432,000) to the household annual income is higher than either farming (Rs.179,400) or fishing (no income) or non-agricultural (no income) livelihoods. 
The livestock income consists of income from selling milk, income from selling cows for meat, and hiring out buffalos for agricultural work. Sampur population being completely Hindu has neither a slaughtering house nor a beef stall. However, there is huge demand for beef from neighboring Mutur town which is predominantly Muslim. It is illegal to sell buffalo meat for health reasons. However, it is not uncommon to illegally pass buffalo meat as beef. During the cultivation season in Sampur buffaloes are in high demand. Their usefulness was enhanced as it was not easy to use tractors for agriculture during the war; there were strict fuel restrictions imposed by the GoSL. Replacing mechanized power with animal power worked well as a coping strategy during the protracted conflict but was not helpful in the face of displacement. Cows could not be used for agricultural work as they were not as strong as the buffalo. In the final analysis the buffaloes were the more profitable to the owners. However, raising buffaloes is more difficult as they need a lot of water to cool off and are not as domesticated as the cows. For instant in dry seasons the owners need to take their buffaloes in search of tanks with adequate water. This also meant the especially the farmers who reared buffaloes depended on common property for grazing land.
The displacement deprived Household 47 of their land and livestock and thereby caused a catastrophic drop in their income. In Kurukkalmadam welfare camp in Batticaloa where they lived after displacement the skills that they have are of no use to earn a living. The household rely on relief material from the NGOs for their survival. The household received financial help in the form of a loan from the husband’s brother who is married to, living and working as a government servant in Batticaloa. This brother has offered shelter to their sister who also has been displaced and as a result does not have enough room for the family his other sibling.
Household 3 consists of three members: husband (53 years), wife (47 years), and an adopted son (10 years). The wife earned a significant amount as a government teacher in Sampur Maha Vidyalayam. However, her annul income (Rs.244,800) was less than what the household earned as farming income annually (Rs.525,000). With the loss of land following displacement all of the farming incomes disappeared leaving the household to rely solely on wife’s salary. The government teachers have an administrative mechanism whereby they could temporarily attach themselves to nearby schools. This mechanism was explained in more detail by Amirthalingam and Lakshman (2009a). Continuity of the salary meant that the household’s disposable income was above the average income of the average household of our sample. However, their expenses were also above that of the others. For instance the household had rented a house in Batticaloa while most of the others displaced from Sampur were in camps.
Their expenses were also high because of several commitments for debt repayment. It is interesting that they had made use of the distress loan (equal to ten months’ salary) facility available to government servants and had invested it in agricultural livelihoods. They had also borrowed other sums in Sampur for the same purpose. In addition, the wife had also obtained a housing loan. Displacement had made them loose claim to all the assets (backed by these debts) including the house, agricultural land and expensive agricultural equipments such as water pumps (kerosene run 1, and electrical 4), and agricultural hoses. However, they are still liable to account for their liabilities. For instance even though the wife’s salary is Rs.20,400 per month, after deductions for debt repayments, she gets to take home only Rs.13,400. In addition the husband has borrowed Rs.200,000 from friends while in displacement to repay the earlier farming loan. The household had mortgaged gold jewelry for a sum of Rs.50,000 which also helped them survive the initial shock of displacement.
Household 6, our next case study, includes husband (55 years), wife (50 years), and seven children: five sons (aged 32 years, 25 years [at death in 2004], 26 years, 24 years, and 20 years), and two daughters (aged 30 years and 22 years). Back in Sampur the main livelihood of this household was fishing. Traditional fishing, particularly the sort they engaged in, is labor intensive—and five sons mean a lot of labor. Naturally the household was doing well before displacement. It is important to note that the sons who were married and had families of their own continued to work with the father and other siblings. So as far as fishing livelihood is concerned the household did extend beyond the people who shared a shelter.
Their main income was from kaddu valai, which is a fishing net tied onto a row of long poles basically setting up a semi permanent fenced trap in the sea. The household owned four of these which cost about Rs.150,000 each. Fixing the poles on the sea bed and arranging the net required great stamina, endurance and diving skills. Each morning they used a thoni (small kattumaram type wooden boat no engine), which cost Rs.60,000, to paddle into the sea and collected the fish trapped inside the kaddu valai. Ones catch depended mostly on ones luck. It is very interesting that these kaddu valai set up in the sea which a common property could be sold. In addition to these the household also had four thirrukkai valai (a fishing net, costing Rs.10,000 each, used specially for catching ray fish), which earned them a seasonal income. The average monthly income from these activities (Rs.150,000) was shared between the father and the sons who manned this operation. 
We met the husband and the wife in Navatkeni camp where they lived after displacement. The second son joined the LTTE sea wing in mid 1990s. His experience in swimming and diving as a versatile kaddu valai operator would have helped him during the involvement with the LTTE. He died in a sea battle in 2004. The following year, in 2005, the fourth son was conscripted by LTTE at the age of 22 years. At the time of collecting data he was in a rehabilitation camp.

All other children were married when the events in 2006 unfolded. The marriage of the third son is worth looking into in some detail. This marriage was organized in a hurry as married men were not conscripted by the LTTE during this period.
 It is interesting that marriage as a strategy involved having a party/ceremony of sorts also. Just registering ones marriage at the marriage registrar is not adequate. It is important that the news of the marriage spread in the society including the LTTE. To achieve this Household 6 had to organize a marriage ceremony attended by relations and friends. Their strategy worked and the son was spared only to find that the next son in line the fourth was conscripted. The household was not happy to talk about the current situation of this son or the event leading to him being in a rehabilitation camp.
Household 6 and the ‘sub-households’ of the children all arrived in Batticaloa after displacement. However, when they were transported to various welfare centers in Batticaloa the sub-households got separated. They got into the busses organized by the Army thinking that all of them were going to the same camp. However, that was not the case. Once the Army, on the instructions of the government agent (GA) transported the IDPs to the camps the GN officers in the area registered them. The registration entitled the IDP households to shelter and relief material. Shelter and relief were supplied with the help of NGOs operating on the ground. Occasionally IDPs themselves, including Household 6, got work opportunities when erecting the shelters. This arrangement meant that if an IDP household left their registered camp they would find themselves without food and shelter as it was impossible to transfer registration in these conditions. The sheer number of IDPs and the total confusion and disarray on ground were contributing factors. For these reasons the various sub-household of Household 6 were dispersed across several camps in Batticaloa: Navatkeni, Kalliyankadu, Iyyankeni, and Korakallimadu. We would like to flag this as a case in proof of the randomness of camp allocations, which was referred to in Section 3.

Post displacement economic situation of Household 6 is dire, to say the least. In the encamped setting they are unable to earn a living from fishing. The loss of equipment (physical capital), the scattered family (human capital), loss of access to sea (natural capital), general village environ (social capital) in combination was responsible for this situation. The displacement also cost them an important institution that supported their livelihoods: the market for fish. Compared to their asset base the household had very little financial assets. It was common for entrepreneurs in Sampur not to hoard financial assets using their profits. Instead they preferred to reinvest in their businesses. Keeping financial assets was commonly considered risky as pillage was frequent in this area. Conversion of profits and other earnings to human capital (sending the children abroad mainly for work) was a common practice in surrounding villages; but not in Sampur. Household 6 for instance saw no need for this as they felt very secure in their village. A large part of this sense of security would have been due to the fact that unlike the people of surrounding villages, the people of Sampur had never been displaced in the history of the conflict. Household 6 stripped off of all their assets relied on relief material, cash at displacement and selling and mortgage of gold jewelry for survival after the displacement. However, the most important income for them came in the form of Rs.4,000 monthly allowance from the two sons, who had got limited work in Batticaloa town. The household head was of advanced age, but that to our assessment, is not the reason for him not working. In fact this is a phenomenon observed for most of the entrepreneurs from pre-displacement Sampur. Pride and other social reasons were noticeable. However, that these entrepreneurs had not done any manual work for a while and that they had lost touch did also matter.
Household 35, our final case study, was selected from the non-agricultural stock in our sample. It consisted of father (31 years), mother (26 years), and a daughter (2 years). As is common in Sampur this household also had multiple livelihoods including paddy cultivation (2 acres), fishing and stone-braking. However, we categorize them as non-agricultural because they earned the most from stone-braking (compare the stone-braking annual income of Rs.328,000 with the agricultural income of Rs.102,000). Stone-braking fits with the category of ‘mining and quarrying’ in the industrial sector within the national accounting framework. The stone breaking is done in the forest which is a common property. The household head will find a suitable rock (the forest landscape is dotted with these) and break it into sizes that can be used for house construction. Occasionally he will work with a friend with an agreement to share the spoils. The potential customers should arrange a bullock cart (or the household head will do that for them) to transport the stones from the jungle to the construction site. As there were not many stone-breakers in the village, orders were sufficiently frequent to sustain their livelihood. With displacement the household lost Rs.10,000 worth of stone-breaking equipment as well as fishing equipment (Rs.325,000) and paddy land (Rs.150,000). All of these losses affected the livelihoods of Household 35 after displacement. Household 35 lived in Kalliyankadu camp after displacement. The household head was able to find limited work as a casual laborer in a construction site.
 He could find only six days work a month, on average, and was paid Rs.450 a day when he did. As this was not sufficient they relied on relief, and mortgage of gold jewelry, to fill the gap.
6. Impact of displacement on agricultural livelihoods: A cross sectional analysis
Figure 2 highlights the displacement impact on agricultural livelihoods of IDPs from Sampur. The figure distinguishes between households whose main livelihood comes from agricultural sources and those whose main livelihood comes from non‑agricultural sources. Figure 2 is evidence that in pre-displacement Sampur households whose livelihoods were dominated by agriculture had much higher average incomes than others (average per capita income of Rs.173,240 compared with Rs.119,285). However, the situation was turned on its head after displacement. The average annual income of non-agricultural households was slightly but nevertheless higher than the agricultural ones (compare Rs. 46,363 for non-agriculture against Rs. 35,658 for agriculture). In the case studies we identified this with the massive loss of assets suffered by the agricultural households.
[Figure 2 about here]

Figure 3 looks at per capita household income under a different lens to examine the above issue further. The figure, which is an extension of Amirthalingam and Lakshman (2009a: Figure 4), plots two Lorenz curves: one for pre-displacement income and the other for post-displacement. This inter-temporal analysis demonstrates that income equality has improved after displacement, which phenomenon was explained by Amirthalingam and Lakshman (2009a: 17) as the ‘homogenizing effect’ of displacement. Displacement by causing a percentage income fall among the richer strata that by far exceeds the percentage income fall among the poorer strata brings about this observed improvement in equality. In Figure 3 we extend this work further by locating and marking the position of households on Lorenz curves. The mark identifies the livelihood group of the household. For instance in Figure 3 the position of agricultural households is marked with a box (☐) which enables the researchers to identify agricultural households within different income cohorts. This hybrid Lorenz curve with income cohort information can be used to determine horizontal inequality (HI) in addition to measuring vertical inequality (VI) which is the regular use of Lorenz curves.

[Figure 3 about here]
Figure 3 captures HI between two livelihood groups: agricultural and otherwise. Here we do this by separating the sample into hi- and low-income cohorts: the richest 50% of the sample is in the hi-income cohort and the rest in the low-income cohort. Looking at this from the inter-temporal angle permits an interesting analysis of the response of HI to displacement. Before displacement 27/51=53% of agricultural households were in the hi-income cohort. This number was reduced to 22/51=43% after displacement. To put it differently, before displacement the agricultural households consisted 27/38=71% of the high-income cohort which came down to 22/38=58% after displacement. This clearly shows how the households of Sampur swapped income cohorts in a manner that clearly hurt the agricultural households more. It must be added that this relative income fall for agricultural households also affects their social status, a point raised in the earlier section on case studies. 
[Figure 4 about here]

In view of the topic of this paper we sought to analyze the agricultural livelihoods at a disaggregated level. This is done using Figure 4 which segregated the agricultural livelihoods into livestock, fishing and farming and provides a profile of these livelihoods pre- and post-displacement. From among the agricultural livelihoods the significance of the non-farming activities are noteworthy as it corroborates the work of Premaratne and Senanayake (2004). Average incomes of all categories, without exception, have declined after displacement. The most pronounced of these declines is witnessed for the category of livestock farmers. The post-displacement information presented in Figure 4 includes previously saved income and relief as defined by Amirthalingam and Lakshman (Amirthalingam and Lakshman 2009a). Without these added livelihoods the plight of the livestock farmer would have been even graver.

Coming back to Figure 4 it is clear that the ranking based on the pre-displacement livelihoods places livestock income at the top followed by fishing and then by farming. Average pre-displacement income of households whose incomes are dominated by non-agricultural livelihoods was the lowest among the four livelihood categories we looked at. Displacement, however, turned this pre-displacement ranking on its head. That is after displacement non-agricultural incomes were on top followed by farming, fishing and livestock based incomes. This finding can be explained using the extended DfID framework.
Figure 4 also illustrates that from among the three agricultural categories the farming is category is able to earn more during displacement. This could again be explained using the social phenomenon. When households earn relatively more income for long periods of time that elevates their social status. They find it difficult to relinquish these, especially if they are forced to do so practically overnight like in a CID setting. This could be why most of these people have been found to be not doing any work in the welfare centers. Though it is not our forte we were able to observe clear signs of depression among some of these people. There is also a more economically appealing reason for their inability to earn in the displaced setting. The most part of their working life leading up to displacement in 2006 these richer folk has been entrepreneurs. This has through time deprived them of the ability to do manual work. So we explain this situation in two ways: lack of motivation and ability to engage in the work that is available in a displaced setting. 

[Figure 5 about here]
Figure 5 provides a breakdown of the various components of post-displacement livelihood which is useful in constructing the story of how the ranks of various categories of livelihoods reversed after displacement. It is clear that the non-agriculture livelihood category which is doing relatively well rely on earned incomes more than the others. Saved income—cash at displacement, jewelry sales, jewelry mortgage, and help from relatives and friends—is also critical in this equation. Figure 5 can also be considered cross sectional proof of impoverishment of agricultural households: for the three agricultural categories the saved component is significantly higher than either the earned component or the relief component. This is a sign of impoverishment because the saved component is clearly not going to generate incomes in future. It is important to understand that in this particular socio-cultural setting selling or mortgaging ones jewelry carries more weight than mere loss of assets. The stigmatizing effect of the loss of gold jewelry within this community is documented previously (Amirthalingam and Lakshman 2009d; 2009b; 2009c).
The evidence revealed in the paper suggests that livelihoods based on livestock farming were the worst hit by the displacement impact. Information that we get from informal discussions with various GoSL ministries involved in rehabilitation reveals that at the time of compensating for the losses also the livestock farmers will be put in a difficult position, and will be compensated the least in comparison to the other livelihood categories examined here. This happens mainly because they have the poorest documentation to prove the entire loss they have incurred. The documentation debacle happens as livestock will multiply after the initial transaction. In contrast in case of fishing gear, especially boats, there would be proof of purchase and local government tax receipts. Also deeds could be used by farmers to prove agricultural land ownership. 

7. Conclusion

In this study we have been able to uncover and, more importantly, provide an economic quantification of increased impoverishment risk that set in with loss of livelihoods due to displacement. However, evidence presented here shows that people forcibly displaced as a result of conflict are not static victims. Rather IDPs from Sampur have demonstrated initiative to work within the limitations imposed by massive loss of assets following displacement, to muster up livelihoods. The study exposes various coping strategy adopted and some times adapted by IDPs to survive. This examination showed important ways in which Kort’s (2004) model can be stretched to capture effects of conflicts on livelihood in the extreme conditions such as when conflicts induces forceful displacement. In such extremes the loss of capital assets is massive. One exception may be human capital, if the IDPs manage to escape injuries and ill physical and mental health. The vast majority in our sample did escape with their human capital unharmed.

Our work shows that human capital on its own is of marginal use as a source of livelihood. True to DfID framework and Korf’s extension thereof, our work shows that human capital can function properly only if other five capital assets as well as appropriate institutional structures are available. The present work provides evidence of massive loss of income even where IDP human capital is intact, and attributes it to the loss and dearth of other assets in the forced displacement setting. Another important finding of the study was that different types of agricultural livelihoods respond differently to displacement. This effect is totally in line with the Korf framework as those IDPs who are relatively less impoverished are those whose human assets are less reliant on non-human assets. In addition, the less impoverished IDPs have received some institutional backing (in the form of markets or government service) which is also covered in the framework. This leads to the fact that Korf’s endowment assets can in most cases be mapped onto impoverishment risks presented in Cernea’s IRLR model and its extension to the CID case by Muggah. So in a way this work has amalgamated the IRLR with the livelihood-poverty framework.
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Appendix





Figure 1: The map of Sampur. Boundaries of the map identify the divisional secretariat divisions (DSD). The shaded area in the main map is the HSZ as per Extraordinary Gazette (No: 1573/19 dated 30/10/2008). The shaded area in the inset country map identifies Trincomalee district.
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Figure 2: Mean per capita income (as well are 95% error bars) of agricultural and non-agricultural livelihoods. The error bars with black dots indicate pre-displacement income levels and those with white dots indicate post-displacement income levels. The mean incomes for each category are stated in the diagram.  (1USD=Rs.114)
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Figure 3: Pre-displacement and post-displacement per capita household income distribution. The Lorenz curve closest to the income equality line is for the post-displacement setting and the one furthest is for pre-displacement setting. The corresponding Gini coefficients are 0.36 and 0.49 respectively. The position of households on the two Lorenz curves is indicated by boxes (☐) for agricultural households and triangles (▲) for non-agricultural household. The number of agricultural households (i.e. the count of boxes) among the poorest 50% and the riches 50% for each Lorenz curve is given on the diagram.  
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Figure 4: Mean per capita income (as well are 95% error bars) of different categories of livelihoods. The error bars with black dots indicate pre-displacement income levels and those with white dots indicate post-displacement income levels. The mean incomes for each category are stated in the diagram.  (1USD=Rs.114)
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Figure 5: The mean percapita saved income (solid line with black circle), percapita earned income (perforated line), and percapita relief income (solid line with white circle) of IDPs as well as the 95% error bars are given here.  (1USD=Rs.114)
	Livelihood Types
	Post-Displacement (Rs.)
	Percentages

	
	Cash (1)
	Jewelry (2)
	Total (3)
	(1)/(3)
	(2)/(3)

	Non-Agricultural
	5059
	10029
	46363
	11%
	22%

	Farming
	7269
	8434
	39164
	19%
	22%

	Fishing
	5964
	7096
	31584
	19%
	22%

	Livestock
	5800
	4165
	28186
	21%
	15%

	Source: Interviews with IDPs in camps in Batticaloa.


Table 1: The significance of cash at displacement and sale and mortgage of jewelry in the composition of post-displacement income are illustrated here. (1USD=Rs.114)
	Household No.
	47
	3
	6
	35

	Camp Name
	Kurukkalmadam
	Rented House
	Navatkeni
	Kalliyankadu

	Household Members
	3
	3
	2
	3

	Category of livelihoods
	Livestock
	Farming
	Fishing
	Non-agriculture

	Livelihoods Before Displacement
	Livestock farming (17 buffalo, 5 cows) and bullock cart related incomes, and paddy (5.5 acres) and dry land (0.5 acre) farming. All of this was done by the husband.
	Mainly dry-land farming (onion, banana, vegetable, and coconut) and paddy farming done by husband. Wife is a graduate teacher in a government school.
	The father and the five sons were all in the fishing industry. They even employed others as laborers.
	The father was a stone breaker. He also engaged in fishing.

	Livelihoods After Displacement
	Survived displacement using borrowed money from younger brother of husband and relief.
	Survive with wife's salary.
	Father is borrowing money from sons and use jewelry related incomes and relief.
	Working in a welding workshop (6 days a month). In addition relief and mortgage of gold.

	Previous Income (1)
	611400
	769800
	829000
	390000

	   Livestock
	432000
	0
	0
	0

	   Farming
	179400
	525000
	379000
	32000

	   Fishing
	0
	0
	450000
	70000

	   Non-Agri livelihoods
	0
	244800
	0
	288000

	Current Income (2)
	13068
	160800
	21744
	45468

	   Relief
	13068
	0
	21744
	13068

	   Labor (3)
	0
	160800
	0
	32400

	Saved Income (4)
	55000
	257000
	119500
	4000

	Total Income as IDPs (5)=(2)+(4)
	68068
	417800
	141244
	49468

	OPL (6)
	80388
	80388
	53592
	80388

	(2)/(1)*100
	2%
	21%
	3%
	12%

	(2)/(6)*100
	16%
	200%
	41%
	57%

	(5)/(6)*100
	85%
	520%
	264%
	62%


Table 2: Description of annual income and livelihood pre- and post-displacement for selected families. Values in Sri Lankan Rupees (1USD=Rs.114)
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� As the Chinese government owned the land the migrant farmers were not able to sell the land. 


� We believe that we got the proper balance of insider and outsider researchers with Tamil language skills, some exposure to firsthand displacement experience and regional navigational knowledge (both Sampur and Batticaloa). This research team therefore had a natural capacity to predict likely ethical issues and security risks faced by the research participants (see Goodhand 2000).


� GSs are the lowest level (at the village level) of regional administration in Sri Lanka. Several GSs together make up a DS division, which is the next highest level of regional administration, followed by the district secretariat which comprises several DS divisions.


� The GS divisions from which people were displaced, and displacement continues to be displaced at the time of writing, include: Sampur East (1), Sampur West (1), Kooniththeevu (2), Navaradnapuram (2), and Kadatkaraichchenai (3). The number of villages in each GS division is given in parenthesis.


� Urea was considered a potential ingredient for improvised explosive devices.


� The welfare centers in alphabetical order are: Iyankeni, Kalliyankadu, Kokkuvil, Kurrukkalmadam, Mavadivempu, Navatkeni, Palameenmadu, Savukkadi, Sebastian, Sinhala Mahavidyalayam, Sinnaoorani, Valaichchenai, and Zahira. Many of these sites are mapped by Muggah (2008: 176).


� At the time of data collection the subjects have been displaced for 2 years. Whenever the data corresponds to the 2 year period we interpolated on a straight line basis to calculate the value for a one year period. The data was analyzed using SPSS.


� Our sample had families engaged in the following livelihoods (frequencies and percentages within parentheses respectively) before displacement: Farming (31, 41%), Fishing (12, 16%), Livestock (8, 11%), and non-agriculture (25, 33%).


� Conscription of though contemplated was never implemented in the Eastern Province.


� This opportunity and his past experience in stone breaking are not related.


� Stewart (2000) discusses the concepts of HI and VI.
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