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Security is meant to protect a nation and its citizens from foreign enemies or from threats to their life and property within the country. The focus of the latter that we call human security is safety of the person and community while the former deals with the defence of the borders. The emphasis of human security is not on what people might wish to gain but on retaining what they already have and protecting them from destitution. Among the threats to such security is internal displacement caused by factors such as ethnic conflicts, natural disasters and development projects. This paper will limit itself to development-induced deprivation that alienated people from their livelihood including land, food, occupation and house. With it, their social and economic status declines and eventually they are impoverished and marginalised. Briefly, their human security is threatened. This paper will, therefore, study the security aspects of development-induced displacement and deprivation and the insecurity they cause among those whom development projects displace (DP) or deprive of land and other sustenance without physical relocation (PAP)
 and see whether alternatives are possible to it. 

Human Security as a Right 


Human security is a relatively new concept, now widely used to describe the threats associated with events such as civil wars and genocide that result in population displacement. Human security and national security should be and often are mutually reinforcing but in reality a secure State does not automatically mean secure people. Protecting citizens from foreign attacks is a necessary but inadequate condition for the security of its citizens. Thus in order to understand human security one has to go beyond the traditional concept of ‘national security’ or defence from external threats. The focus of human security is Article 21 of the Constitution, right to life that the Supreme Court has interpreted as every citizen’s right to a life with dignity.

While all agree on the definition of human security as protection of individuals and communities, consensus breaks down over precisely what threats they should be protected from. Those who give it a narrow interpretation speak only of violent threats to individuals or protection of individuals from internal violence. Others give it a broad meaning and include in it threats of hunger, disease and natural and human made disasters since these causes kill more persons than wars, genocide and terrorism do. People need protection from violence but they do not limit security to it. Its broadest formulation that threats to human dignity and economic security go against human security has many adherents because it is desirable to protect people from malnutrition and disease apart from disasters and violence. Besides, despite their apparent contradiction these threats and approaches to human security are complementary and interrelated especially in poor countries (www.zedbooks.co.uk). 

That is why human rights activists use the concept of human security as linked to the security, development and protection of civilians. Human beings need security in its narrow sense from foreign enemies, natural and human-made disasters and other forms of deprivation. Thus, human security goes beyond retaining what people already have. It is “freedom from fear and freedom from want”. Development-Induced Displacement is a major threat to it. Hence one has to understand the role of development projects in the security of the persons they deprive of livelihood and ask whether in reality the State protects human security.

Displacement and the Development Paradigm
A mode of understanding is to look at the development paradigm and ask whom it benefits. Some think that its focus is on the economic security of the State at the cost of a section of its citizens and that people become insecure in order to protect the country’s security. Development of every citizen was the objective of post-independence planning but there are indications that in reality greater emphasis was laid on economic growth than on its benefits reaching every citizen. The dominant development paradigm suggested the use of the natural resources for projects such as mines, dams, industries, nuclear installations and military bases. They acquired land that people inhabited and in the name of national development, displaced some and deprived others of their land and sustenance without physical relocation. But very few have asked “development for whom, for what and at what cost?” (Seth 2002: 221-223).

That question is relevant because studies show that far from improving their lifestyle, the type of development in vogue deprives the DP/PAP of their sustenance and denies them the right to a life with dignity by depriving them of land, food, nutrition, safe drinking water, work, education and residence at a place of their choice. Studies indicate that the projects have caused 50-60 million DP/PAP in post-colonial India (Fernandes 2004: 1192), the biggest number of them of dams (Baboo 2002: 195). Only 25% of the DP have been resettled partially, some have got niggardly compensation and others have been ignored (Nag 2002: 42). Thus, most of them have been impoverished and marginalized in the name of national development, have been pushed into a situation of insecurity and have lost their right to a life with dignity.

We call it human insecurity which takes many forms, beginning with social insecurity by directly uprooting communities and entire village and destroying long established social networks and bonds in which they found their security. It also leads to economic insecurity by curtailing people’s access to the natural resources on which they depend (Wagle 1998). Women feel insecure because of the destruction of the community structure that (Seth 2002: 230).  In the following sections we shall discuss these aspects that are collectively called human security.

Insecurity as Human Beings 


Human security is the totality of the social, economic and other components. Article 21 of the Constitution speaks of right to life. In several cases the Supreme Court has held that it is not confined to physical existence but includes in its ambit every citizen’s right to a life with dignity. It includes all necessities such as adequate nutrition, shelter, work and other facilities (Vaswani 1992: 158-159). Thus, Article 21 ensures security of a person’s livelihood. This right is mentioned also in international covenants. For example, Article 1 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights that came into force on January 3, 1976 says that all peoples have a right to self-determination. By its virtue they determine freely their political status and pursue their economic, social and cultural goals (Cheria et al 2004: 143). 

In practice, however, one witnesses a breakdown of such provisions through acts like development-induced displacement that denies human security to the project DP/PAP by alienating them from their land and livelihood without their consent. In most cases they are not even informed of the alienation of their livelihood. Studies in Andhra Pradesh, Orissa and West Bengal show that the official notification that should be the main source of information about the project is of some use only to a few persons. Most future DP/PAP came to know about their deprivation when the officials came to measure the land for the project (Fernandes et al 2001: 116). In Assam, out of 726 DP/PAP interviewed 241 (33.19%) came to know about it from the officials when they came to survey the land, 71 (9.9%) got the information through the radio and newspapers another big number heard about it from other villagers and a few only at the time of their displacement. There are no signs of the officials making an effort to give the people information about it. Most notifications were published in newspapers to which the local people did not have access (Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 139-140). 

The trauma it causes is the first step in insecurity. It happens because the Land Acquisition Act 1894 (LAQ) that is an enabling Act for land acquisition is based on the eminent domain of the State. Its first facet is that it recognises only individual property. All biodiversity and what does not have an individual title is State property. Its second facet is that the State alone has the right to define a public purpose and deprive even individual property owners of their assets in its name (Ramanathan 1999: 19-20). The public purpose has not been defined even 112 years after the enactment of the LAQ. Displacing them by giving limited information is intrinsic to the eminent domain and it is the first step in the trauma and insecurity that it causes. The law demands only formal information through a notification in two newspapers but not that the State ensure that the information reaches the persons to be affected by it.

The situation is worse when it comes to common property resources (CPRs) on which a large number of the DPs/PAPs depend. But the law treats them as State property and its dependants as encroachers. They do not have to be informed about their displacement since the State is considered their owner. Many such communities have lived on that land for more than a thousand years and have developed a symbiotic relationship with it. But many of them are not even counted among the DP/PAP. That causes immense insecurity among the CPR dependants. More than in the post, the definition of the public purpose brings the CPR dependants in direct conflict with the State particularly with the onset of neo-liberal globalisation when “public purpose” is used increasingly to serve private corporate interests (AIA 2002: 1).

The disjunction between the interests of the State and those of the DP/PAP and the insecurity it causes in the latter came out clearly in the Assam displacement study. By official count the State used around 3.9 lakh acres of land for development 1947-2000. It affected some 400,000 persons. In practice the total is a little over 14 lakh acres that caused more than 19 lakh DP/PAP. The more than 10 lakh acres that are not counted are CPRs that the State considers its property that is transferred from one department to another. It considered its inhabitants encroachers whom it did not have to count among the DP/PAP. Little wonder then, that more than 50% of them are tribals who are 12.4% of the population (Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 108). Once the CPRs are treated as State property those who depend on them are ignored. Thus, development-induced displacement denies the security of the DP/PAP as human being.
What is said of Assam is equally true of others. For example, in Andhra Pradesh 25% of the 24,92,356 acres used for development projects 1951-1995 are CPRs (Fernandes et al 2001: 57) and in Orissa more than 50% of the 20 lakh acres. It will be the case in the Northeast as the ongoing study on development-induced displacement in three States shows. It will be worse in the future since much of the land to be acquired for the proposed projects is in regions whose tradition is community ownership but not recognised as such. For example, Arunachal Pradesh does not come under the customary law or the Sixth Schedule but many of the 48 dams under active consideration are in that State. They will acquire mostly CPRs (Menon 2003). In other States too much of the land will be tribal CPRs, for example the proposed Tipaimukh dam in Manipur that will use the CPRs of the Zeliangrong Naga, Hmar and Kuki tribals. Of its submergence area of 308.60 sq. km, 209.79 is forests, 11.95 sq. km is village land, 61.6 sq. km horticulture and 25.25 sq. km is agricultural land (Rounglevausuo Dams Update 2004). 

Economic Security               

A major component of human security is economic security and development-induced displacement denies it to the DP/PAP by curtailing their access to or supply of natural resources on which their communities depend. As seen above, they are denied their security around the CPRs by treating them only as State Property and ignoring their dependants, thus taking away their source of food and income and pushing them into a situation of economic insecurity. Landlessness and joblessness increase after it and result in occupational shift from cultivation to daily wages, domestic work and other types that deny them the security of sustenance. Thus, impoverishment is the economic consequence of depriving people of their livelihood. Michael Cernea (2000: 23-30) mentions landlessness, joblessness, homelessness, marginalisation, food insecurity, increased morbidity and mortality, loss of access to CPRs and common services and social disarticulation as impoverishment risks. The first four of them lead to economic insecurity and the rest to other forms of human insecurity. 

That has been noticed in all the displacement studies. In Andhra Pradesh landlessness increased among the DP/PAP from 10.9% to 36.5% (Fernandes et al 2001: 112-113) and in Assam from 15.56% to 24.38%. The average area cultivated declined from 3.04 acres to 1.45 acres. Small and marginal farmers became landless and medium farmers joined the ranks of small and marginal farmers. Also support mechanisms such as ponds, wells, poultry, cattle and draft animals that supplement their income declined. Landlessness was aggravated by the shift in the occupational pattern and downward occupational shift. In Andhra Pradesh 45% of those who were involved in agriculture before displacement became landless agricultural labourers and other daily wage earners after it. Access to work declined from 83.72% before deprivation to 41.61% after it (Fernandes et al 2001: 112-113; 143). In Assam before the project 72.58% of the respondents were cultivators. Their proportion came down to 40.24%. The number of daily wage earners, domestic and other unskilled workers increased proportionately. Access to work declined from 77.27% to 56.41% (Fernandes and Bharali 2006:188). Thus the projects lay the foundation of the impoverishment of the DPs/PAPs and lead them into economic insecurity.

Social Insecurity 

The impact of development projects is not limited to the economic field but impinges on the social and cultural aspects. Deprivation leads the DP/PAP into insecurity by uprooting their communities and entire villages and thereby destroying long established social networks. The DP/PAP who live in an Informal society are forced to interact with another culture and society to which they cannot always adapt themselves. Such insecurity results in marginalization or what Cernea calls social disarticulation. Marginalization is both economic and social. It is a decline in the social status of the DP/PAP but basic to it is loss of confidence in one’s own community. Social disarticulation results from the loss of social networks. It fragments and destroys communities, social organisations, kinship groups and the social order. Without preparing the DP/PAP face the new order, lose the security they had within the social structure of their community or clan and are forced to adjust themselves to the host population. 

Social insecurity is seen often also in the reaction of the DP/PAP who are not used to the society they are pushed into. One feature of the new society is that it is market based. The DP/PAP had till then not dealt with money as the only or main source of sustenance because they had produced their own food and other needs. Once they are alienated from their resources they are forced to depend on the market for all their needs. The disarticulation it causes is seen, among others, in the use of the little money they get as compensation. Though the amount is small by market standards, in many cases it is more than what they are used to. Besides, many of them are not familiar with the market economy. The result of the interface with a new system without preparation is modernisation of inequalities. Men who want to cope with the trauma of forced displacement and of the interface with a new society, take control of the money they get as compensation and spend it on alcohol, leaving little for rehabilitation. 


The DP/PAP face food insecurity after the loss of their land and forests. They have now to depend on the little land and forest left over and they overexploit it. They begin to view it not as a their sustenance but as a commercial commodity. For example, 71.43% of the DP/PAP interviewed in Assam study had lived in a culture of sustainable use of forests but had started cutting trees. Once deprived of their livelihood, they fall back on the same resource for survival but in the process make a transition from their traditional constructive to destructive dependence on it. While in the past most of them had treated it as a renewable resource that had come down from their ancestors and had to protect for posterity now they use the same resource as the only source of income and overexploit it (Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 177). 
Health Insecurity  

Health security is another area of concern. Health depends to a great extent on nutrition, clean water and air. Deprivation by development projects causes food insecurity and health insecurity results from it. For example, studies in Andhra Pradesh (Fernandes et al. 2001: 153), Orissa (Fernandes and Raj 1992: 152) and West Bengal (Fernandes et al 2006: 213) showed an enormous increase in water borne diseases after the project. Another disease whose incidence had more than doubled is asthma. Medical persons whom we consulted told us that it is caused partly by air pollution and is partly psychosomatic, linked to the trauma of forced relocation.
Thus, all our studies show that development-induced deprivation leads to environment related diseases. In Assam, 24.1% of the respondents reported deterioration in the quality of drinking water after the project. 48.69% considered drainage worse than in the past and 61.51% said the same about waste disposal. Only 0.46% found the quality of air cleaner than in the past and 33.28% found it more polluted. Many others complained of noise pollution because by the project. It may be a factory or vehicular traffic but common to them is disturbance it causes to the people. All of them have health implications. Greater incidence of tuberculosis and asthma is a sign. In the perception of the DP/PAP a result of environmental deterioration because of the project is a rise in diseases or new diseases entering their region, many of them linked to the poor quality of housing, toilet and drainage facilities (Fernandes and Bharali 2006: 170-176).

Gender-Based Insecurity 

Studies and experience indicate that women suffer the consequences of deprivation more than men do (Ganguly Thukral 1992: 23). In her traditional society the woman got non-timber forest produce such as firewood, medicinal herbs, edible fruits etc. from the forest. They were essential for her to play the role of the provider for the family. She also found work with these resources and made herself an economic asset. Because of it she had a relatively high status in her society. With the loss of land and forests she loses the source of work and sustenance. In our Assam sample, for example, 29.75% of the women interviewed said that they had lost their occupation but could not replace it by working outside. The projects gave the few jobs available to men, considered breadwinners. The woman thus became a housewife alone dependent on the single salary of the man. With that her social status too deteriorated because she was no more an economic asset (Fernandes and Bharali 2006:180-181). 

However, women are expected to continue to play their role as providers of the family even after the loss of the resources required for their sustenance. Almost all the women mentioned shortage of firewood, water and food as their biggest problems. Thus deterioration in their nutritional status goes hand in hand with the decline in their social status. They lose their autonomy and become housewives alone. They cannot find an alternative in the form of a job because of their low level of education and gender-based discrimination. As a result they face additional drudgery and mental agony that ultimately leads them into a situation of mental insecurity. They thus bear the sufferings of malnutrition and of mental agony. 

We have mentioned above that because of the trauma of forced displacement and of going to a new society with which they are not familiar, men appropriate the little money they get as compensation, spend it on drinking and trivia and leave very little for their rehabilitation. The enormous rise in drunkenness is intrinsic to social insecurity. Its result is gender-based insecurity. All our studies show that wife-beating increase after it. Besides, women themselves are left with no work other than what strictly belongs to a housewife. They, therefore, find solace in gossiping and some of them in drinking (Fernandes and Raj 1992: 154). Thus, the breakdown of the social systems because of displacement and deprivation leads the DP/PAP in general and women in particular into a situation of gender-based social insecurity. 

Conclusion


In this paper we have seen how development projects lead a section of society towards a situation of insecurity by displacing or depriving them of their sustenance by alienating their land, forests and other sources of work from them. In that sense development projects as they are practised today, deprive them of their basic rights as human beings. The State deprives them of their livelihood without their consent and more often than not, without even informing them of what awaits them. The first effect of these processes is impoverishment at first and marginalisation late. The people begin to think of themselves as communities incapable of developing themselves. They develop a low self-image of themselves. Ultimately it leads them to mental insecurity. They feel insecure as human persons and communities. One can thus conclude from it that the development paradigm has to be analysed from the point of view of Article 21 of the Constitution which is every citizen’s right to a life with dignity.
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