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Abstract

Informal networks are essential risk-coping mecéiasifor people living in
impoverished communities. However, the consequenicésplacement on informal
institutions have received limited attention. Owdy of displaced indigenous
households from the Shuklaphanta Wildlife Resenidepal indicates that
displacement followed by an inadequate land comgiersscheme led to serious
household partitions and adversely affected pagdl kinship relationships. Moreover,
poor harvests in the resettled communities and igipwonflicts over the control of
limited land gradually destroyed the traditionalrpa-client system of permanent
agricultural. Overall, the erosion of informal riskping mechanisms has created a

vicious cycle of poverty.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Studies show that the practice of conservationutinadisplacement adversely affects people’s
welfare, and particularly that of economically masgdized people (Agarwal and Redford, 2009;
Heming & Rees, 2000; Lam & Paul, 2011). On the obi@nd, a large body of literature argues in
support of informal risk-sharing mechanisms sendagpoor people’s last resort when they
experience acute economic hardships or similarksh@dderman & Paxson, 1994; Besley,
1995; Dercon & Krishnan, 2003). However, informadtitutions are effective only when there is
an inelastic supply of informal networks in thegeece of a shock. To put it another way,
informal risk-sharing is often considered to befdieback option for the poor in crisis. There is
limited evidence on how such informal institutidghemselves relieve an economic downturn or
socio-political crisis. This paper examines th&iis at a greater depth and employs a cross-
disciplinary approach. More specifically, we anayhe effect of a conservation-led

displacement on the level of informal risk-sharamgong the rural poor in Nepal.

Almost 23% of Nepal's total surface area has be¢aside for conservation (DNPWC,
2010). Large-scale displacements continue to reptébe major conservation strategy yet the
indigenous communities face social exclusion winiak been historically rooted in the land
settlement policies (Lam, 2009). The backdrop of slocio-economic upheaval involved a
displaced indigenous group, the Rana Tharus, invdgtern-most districts of Kanchanpur in
Nepal. The Rana Tharus community experienced a{scgle displacement due to the expansion
of the Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve in 2001. Counsaitly, the Nepalese government carried
out a land-based resettlement scheme on the perttiat all displaced families should be given
cultivable land in the resettled areas, which thewiously lost due to the extension of the
wildlife reserve. Furthermore, the social and aatewomposition of displaced villagers should be

maintained in the newly developed resettled comtiesy(Bhattarai, 2001).



Based on a case-study comprising of a sample disffaced and non-indigenous
households from the Shuklaphanta Wildlife Resenideépal, we attempt to find the
consequences of displacement followed by a landebasmpensation policy on informal risk-
sharing between Rana households. We compare tbkded effectiveness of three prominent
interpersonal relationships, which shaped the &granformal institutions of Rana households
over many generations, between before and aftatiipdacement. First, we examine the
household partitions in traditionally large Ranai$eholds, which have served as the main
source of informal exchanges of goods and serwgesthe generations. Second, we analyse the
changes in patrilineal kinship relationships whietve traditionally been a major source of
informal security for Rana households, both ecowaity and socially. Thirdly and finally, we
discuss the changes in the patron-client systepeiwhanent agricultural workers, the main

source of agricultural labor for Rana landowners.

It has been well documented in the literature iti@rmal risk-sharing is a fundamental
risk coping mechanism for the rural poor (Coate Badallion, 1993; Fafchamps, 1992; Foster &
Rosenzweig, 200; Ligon et al., 2001; Rosenzwei§8)9These agrarian institutions are shaped
by interpersonal relationships, which often supgatweak formal institutions such as social
safety nets programs (Fafchamps & Gubert, 2006gmex & White, 2007). Diverse forms of
informal safety nets include employing inter-housdtiransfers of food, livestock and loans
(Jodha, 1981; Rahmato 1987), borrowing grain fram(W/atts 1983), exchanging goods and
services with neighbors and relatives (Kipnis, J98nd credit arrangements with relatives

(Agarwal, 1992).

However, the consequences of displacement andili¢dizdn policies on rural informal
institutions have received limited attention. Witlea social impacts of displacement on local

communities have been addressed by cross-disaipktholars (Colchester, 2004; Goodall,



2006; West & Brockington, 2006; West et al., 20@8)dies seldom touch the core aspect — the
interlocking relationships between the changesfiormal social networks and the implications
for local livelihoods. In a recent study on ColombValez and Bello (2008) show that forced
displacement not only disperses and uproots fagrilig also fractures their household structure
and social fabric, thus leading to the erosiomédrimal securities. They find that 50% of
displaced families had an intact nuclear structcoeapared with 60% of families amongst the
non-displaced population in the same residentiflost areas. Another study shows that in
Colombia only 9.2 percent of displaced househo#isthe opportunity to ask for loans to
relatives, neighbors, and friends, in contrast@gércent before displacement (Ibafiez and Moya,;
2006). In a similar but somewhat different studymdérmal family safety nets in Poland in the
post-1990s and during the transition from a Martasa capitalist country, Cox and Okrasa
(1996) found that inter-household transfers dropgpgudificantly and family networks became
weaker after the transition. These studies illgsttiae constraints on informal safety nets as

coping strategies when sudden economic shocksreses @ merge.

Our paper aims to investigate the influence of ldisgment on informal risk sharing
institutions. Both quantitative and qualitativedeamce from our study suggests that displacement
followed by an inadequate land compensation scHedth® serious household partitions in the
wake of impoverishment. This also adversely aff@tie patrilineal kinship relationships.
Moreover, the poor harvest in the resettled comtresand growing conflicts over the control of
limited land in the resettled areas deprived thditional patron-client system of permanent
agricultural workers and reduced kinship ties. Tgr@mpted a vicious cycle of poverty because
food security for displaced Ranas to a large dedissgppeared. The economic downturn
resulting from the poor harvest coupled with ernsdbinformal risk-sharing networks appeared

as a double whammy on the poor.



As a policy response, Cernea’s (1997) ‘Impoverighimisk and Reconstruction’ (IRR)
model has been widely used to design policy franmksvto mitigate the risks for people on the
move. It primarily focuses on the economic riskéielihoods, however, it fails to link them to
simultaneous social and political risks. Kanbu283) suggestion for generalized social safety
nets shows merit but lacks credibility as theneasystematic evidence for the feasibility and
practicality of such options, especially on howptevent the erosion of informal safety nets. Our
findings are in line with the increasing evideniattinformal agrarian institutions facing crisis
often lose their credibility to support the podieetively. However, in this paper we provide a
deeper understanding of the cultural, social amth@mic factors concerning the displaced Rana
Tharus community in Nepal. We believe rich evidealoag this line would help design more
inclusive social safety nets that foster and mairttaditional informal networks. This latter task

is outside the scope of this paper.

This paper contributes in two ways. First, we &fill the knowledge gap by
demonstrating that conservation-led displacemenonly impoverishes the poor and
marginalized people further but also adverselycasf&inship ties and other traditional risk-
sharing networks. Second, we intend to stimulagedibcussion of a more inclusive
compensation package that restores traditionatiagranstitutions. The paper is organized as
follows. Section 2 provides an ethnographic accaditihe livelihood systems of Rana
households and traditional agrarian institutionssdction 3, we provide a brief overview of the
Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve and the land-bassettlement program. Section 4 discusses the
survey methodology and empirical findings. In satth, we discuss the contemporary history of
agrarian institutions and a deeper understandirtigeo$ocioeconomic transformation of Rana
Tharus households. This is followed by concludiagparks. For the purpose of maintaining

privacy, people’s names in this paper are pseudenym



2. AN ETHNOGRAPHIC ACCOUNT OF THE LIVELIHOOD SYSTEM OF RANAS

Rana Tharus (hereafter referred to as Ranas) Werkrs$t settlers in the Kanchanpur, the furthest
western district of Nepal. When the Rana ancesigtscame to Shuklaphanta, it was wild and
comprised extensive forest and wildlife. Rana atezesvorked very hard to convert forest into
arable land. After many years’ effort, Ranas susitdly integrated their agricultural knowledge
into the micro-environment and created enough ariaold. Many of them started to settle down
in the Shuklaphanta permanently and the first Ratidement, Rauteli Bichawa, was established.
Since that time, agriculture has been their mayetihood for many generations. The
characteristics of the soil and climate have lethéodevelopment of two planting seasons. In the
wet season, rice is the major crop for irrigatedllavhile corn is for non-irrigated land with some
sesame and black lentils. In the dry season, whaadtard, lentils and beans are the main crops
grown. The multiple crop planting system has redube risk of Ranas suffering economic
distress caused by the seasonality of agriculayek and any sudden crop failure. Animal
husbandry is an integral part of the Rana housebaddomy because it produces dairy products
for domestic consumption and ensures the suppdyiohal labor. In addition, the timber and
non-timber forest products of Shuklaphanta alseigesl Ranas with fodder, furniture, fuel,
handicraft and food. Prior to their displacemeran&s enjoyed a highly stable subsistence
agricultural system (Lam, 2009). Their traditiosatial arrangements which closely related to
their economic activities have also played a ciuoig in maintaining their subsistence

livelihood system.

a) Theconcept and practice of Badaghar households



The formation, structure and management of Ranadimids are fundamentally linked to the
issue of livelihoods. In the past, abundant larsdbueces allowed Ranas to live in joint-family
households. This particular household arrangemetinomly fulfilled labor needs but also ensured
mutual security for every household member. Thaweeld and big households (known as

‘Badaghar’), over time, became the ideal household moddR#oras.

According to most Rana informants, the typical Raoasehold resembles a large family
with more than three generations living under #rae roof. Most of the Rana families never
experienced household partitions since their ancestigrated to Rauteli Bichawa. Typically, a
Badagharmeans a family of thirty to forty members. All is@hold members take part in faming
activities and contribute their income from thevest. The household’s total expenditure is
shared by all and they typically use a single kettchThis single kitchen has been an important
symbol of the large family structure, as the siza Badagharis reflected in the time it takes to

cook meals for all.

The cultural interpretation &adaghargoes beyond the literal meaning of a joint-family
household. A patrilineal joint-family householddefined as having up to fifteen members
consisting of two or more agnates related lineailg/ or collaterally with their wives, married
sons and their unmarried children (Gray, 1995,7). B contrast, for Rauteli Bichawa Ranas,
Badagharmeans a household structure that has historigaifi§iance in a number of ways.
Firstly, the popularity oBadagharswvas very much related to economic realities. feslidack to
the early settlements of Rana households in RaBitegtiawa where land was abundant but the
labor force was scarce. Particularly, clearing$tsgroved to be very labor-consuming work.
Due to its geographical remoteness and endemicimailtawas also hard to find seasonal
workers from neighboring regions. Therefore, Radregeved that larger families were preferable

because they ensured a sizable labor force thatezhpeople to survive.



Secondly, the existence Badagharsan Rana societies was also due to their cultural
ideology and the sense of social security. MostaRamere proud to hagadagharsand had a
strong preference to live together. In-depth pesbkorierviews with Rana household members
reveal the fact that mutual love and bonds betviaerly members and social security
considerations were the two major forces that nadéist them to live together. The people from
older Rana generations frequently mentioned thanhigdarge families secured their livelihoods.
As they became older the younger household memimrkl gradually take over all

responsibilities and look after them. Deepak froautli Bichawa commented that,

We really want to have big families because we leaeh other very much. We always
think if we need to separate, it may be difficalt $urvival, therefore we always prefer
living together.

b) Traditional agrarian production relations

Household members had long been the primary sadiledor input in the Rana agricultural
system, even in the busiest farming seasons suttegslanting and harvesting. Besides
household labor, théamaiyasystem (traditional patron-client system involvpgrmanent
agricultural workers) was another important fadehe old Rana society. The system differs
from other bonded labor systems. According to RakD99), many wealthier Rana families
traditionally hired young workers from poor Rananfikes to work for them. The young
Kamaiyagtypically stayed with their masters’ families ateit primary duties included
housework and agricultural work. Rankin (1999, 3). @escribes the indigenous Rafamaiya
system as being practised throughnerous patronage’ and ‘integrated into the kmskstems
and societies of their masters’. Furthermore tistesy served as a “private safety net’ for the

poor Ran&amaiyas While salary was generally paid in the form ofiagitural produce and



basic necessities such as food and clothing, #esived temporary and long-term assistance if a

crisis erupted.

Despite the fact that household members and thditmaal patron-client system
(Kamaiya)provided most labor resources, another form adigburmaa,which referred to the
patrilineal kinship system, deserves mention. Alfowealthy Ranas did not cooperate
economically withKurmaasduring their difficult times, Ranas could alwaystan help from
their Kurmaaseither in the form of labor or spiritual suppdfurmaalaborers differed from
others because they never received any matenahréidr their work. The clos€urmaarelations
therefore served as dependable and flexible safgt/for most Ranas. Based on the available
information garnered from interviews, previous gatiens of Ranas often invited th&urmaas
to live closer to them, for example their sons atersiblings. They believed this could guarantee

mutual help and it was particularly noticeable amfresettled Rana settlements.

3. ABRIEF NOTE ON THE SHUKLAPHANTA WILDLIFE RESERVE

During the 1960s, influenced by the growing globabservation ideology and the King'’s special
interest in establishing protected areas in Nepfaliklaphantawas first designed in 1969 as the
Royal Sikar Reserve (closed to public shootinghawestern district of Kanchanpur, Nepal
Kanchanpur (Figure 1). Later in 1976, it was o#filyi declared the Royal Shuklaphanta Wildlife
Reserve with a total area 155 sq. km as a resgortbe shrinkage of the forest area in
Kanchanpur district. This had been caused by 8iegipopulation and demands on agricultural
land and forest resources. The designation of #nk iB a typical fence-to-fence management
model which is part of the International Union the Conservation of Nature and National

Resources (IUCN) protected area categories, intwdlicsettlements and human activities such



as cultivation, fishing and hunting are outlawed.
[Figure 1 is about here]

Although the Park is relatively small in sfzé is ecologically important for many
reasons. The Park is home to the world’s largeguladion of Swamp deer (2000 at last count),
and its extensive grassland and swamp along wéthrépical and sub-tropical forests has
supported some endangered species of tigers, elespdrad rhinoceros. Moreover, a total of 349
bird species including six globally threatened sgebas been recorded in the Park (Upadhyaya
& Yonzon, 2003). However, the on-going developn@ntew settlements adjoining the Park and
illegal settlements in the whole district has hiedepreservation efforts in the Park. Activities
such as logging, grazing and poaching have seyi@ashaged the natural environment and
wildlife habitats. Since the Park area was rel&igenall for wildlife protection, an extension of
the Park was mandated in 1981 to strengthen caatsamof the flora and fauna in the area
(Bhattarai, 2001). It was proposed to extend iL6% sq. km for the reserve (see Figure 2). This
time, a total of seventeen existing blocks of fléagesinside the proposed extension area were

affected.
[Figure 2 is about here]
a) Theland-based resettlement program

Considering the large-scale turmoil that would heasailted from poorly implemented policy,

the royal directives emphasized three principles:
1) All displaced families should be given land whitley lost to the extension of the Park

2) All compensation land should be cultivable



3) The social and cultural composition of displacdtagers should be maintained in the

resettled areas (Bhattarai, 2001, p. 270).

Figure 2 shows that seven places adjoining the Wark designed for resettling affected
families and one major consideration in allottingd was on the basis of land registration record.
The State decided to provide a similar landholdiizg to affected families who had official land
documents or some sort of record in survey fielokspwhile the rest which were identified as
illegal occupations could only get five to ten kat{0.035ha) of land. According to Bhattarai

(2001), there was no appeal mechanism for theséi¢daragainst the decision of the State.

The Park’s resettlement program, which took netavinty years (since 1981) was
completed in May 2002. As pointed out by Bhatt§28i01) this delay had serious implications
for the local livelihoods and the forest’s preséiova The rapid encroachment in the resettlement
sites amidst corrupt bureaucracy and dramatic awaimgthe political environment after the 1990
People’s Movemefit made the resettlement commission outcomes wonger. a period of 20
years the 18 commissions were unable to satisthctesolve the resettlement program because

it became virtually unenforceable.
[Table 1 is about here]

It took almost six years to gather information @u$ehold composition and land
distribution. During the % and ' Commissions, surveys were carried out but thdgdab
properly document each household’s name and geodgposition. Moreover, the surveys did
not distinguish between landowners who were thgirmal inhabitants or encroachers, which
caused further difficulties in land allocation risg in ad hocdistribution. At the same time, the
delays encouraged encroachers to resettle in reag #nat were already occupied and this

created less incentive for the affected familiesegettle. Also, many affected families often



supported by political parties resisted leaving #mslresulted in further delay. Above all, the
number of affected households increased threeifiald years, from 1199 in 19874
commission) to 3397 in 1998 (#&ommission), which put further pressure on foeests.

Finally, a total of 2108 hectares of forest landwkeared to resettle 2249 households in seven
locations (Table 2.2). These households were carsgbinto four groups: 1) Households with
proper landownership (926), 2) Households withsteged land but without ownership title (100),
3) Households confirmed as encroachers (954), aktbdseholds under investigation (169). The
remaining households received no compensation;wleeg identified as settling in the Park after

the announcement of the extension program (Pandégr&on, 2003)
[Table 2 is about here]

In October 2001, the Park authority decided toree the extension program with the
help of the army. This action was undertaken byRtaekk management under the authority of the
State. Remaining households inside the extensem\aere forced to evacuate as the army
deployed elephants to destroy their houses. Theuatian was completed in May 2002 (Pandey
& Yonzon, 2003). However, the disputes continueehneafter the displacement was over. As
documented by Bhattarai (2001, p. 319), the mappeative of the project was to remove local
communities from the Park with little sign of effdo restore people’s livelihoods properly.
Instead of paying Rs 2000 to the affected familieelocate, none of social safety net programs
was implemented to restore people’s livelihoodsaAesult there was a steady deterioration in

people’s livelihoods with increasing poverty angling social strife in local communities.

4 SURVEY AND EMPIRICAL OUTCOMES

a) A brief description of fieldwork on the Ranas



The fieldwork was motivated by the lack of evideloomcerning the socio-economic impacts of
conservation on marginalized social groups. We ttbp multiple research methodology
including household survey, focus group discusgpanticipant observation and in-depth
participant interviews. While the household surwes designed to capture a broader picture of
the socio-economic conditions of the Rana socté/conventional anthropological techniques
of participant observatidrand in-depth participant interviews were condudtednalyze more
closely the daily livelihood practices of Ranas #meltransformations in Rana society during the
relocation and in the new settlement. Focus grasgudsions were also implemented to
encourage the local inhabitants to enumerate theaton experience in their own words.
Discussion group participants included local leadex-government officials and local people
(both Ranas and hill migrants). Frequent discussamnong locals also allowed us to verify the
information under challenging circumstances sucthasbsence of baseline data and the
political insurgency. Additionally, information fne these group discussions complemented the

survey outcomes by providing greater insights theoRanas’ growing impoverishment.
[Table 3 is about here]

Based on repeated consultations with the Park atttamd some local NGOs, the
indigenous Ranas from the Rauteli Bichawa villagegerconsidered to be the most appropriate
subject of our study. The Rauteli Bichawa villalgeated in the western part of Kanchanpur
district, was selected for several reasons, inolids unique location and historical relevance.
Before the establishment and extension of the RlagkiRauteli Bichawa village overlapped the
Park area. It is the biggest park-affected villagth more than 1,000 displaced households. As
shown in Table 3, after the forced displaceme2001, Rauteli Bichawa became the smallest
administrative village in Kanchanpur district withly three existing hamlets - lymilia, Jhilmila

and Shivapur. Moreover, it was the first settlenfentndigenous Ranéslt was also the first



human settlement in Kanchanpur district and theaRanginally settled in in this particular

forest frontier (KDDC, 2002). The earliest settlensewere lymilia, Hariya, Bataya and Bichawa,
which were located in the southern part of the Raudk later extended to other areas such as the
neighboring district, Kailali. Today, the Ranas #rend only in Kanchanpur and Kailali districts

in Nepal and the States of Uttaranchal and Uttad&sh in India.

Historical circumstances made the Ranas oneeadidiminant population groups in
Rauteli Bichawa village. According to the ex-seargtof the Rauteli Bichawa Village
Development Committee Office, before the displaaaithe total population of Rauteli Bichawa
in 2000 was 9,956 with 1,649 households (2005,gmaiscommunication). Official data on the
Rana population is not available for many reasor@snly because the Ranas are broadly
classified as the ‘Tharu’ grolijand the Nepalese government does not publishratio
population census figures on Tharu sub-groups. r@8#g,csome local data is in the hands of the
Maoists and consequently difficult to access. Haamethe information from the village offite
and the focus group discussions outcomes suggedshtntotal number of Rana households was
350 in 2000 (approximately 20 percent of the thtalseholds) and they were distributed
unevenly in the nine hamlets (Table 3). After tbeeéd displacement in 2001, the Rana
population in Rauteli Bichawa declined to only Hsfliseholds, all of them settled in lymilia and
Jhimila. They were relocated to different villagesl one of the biggest resettlement areas was

Dhokka Block, which was located about 4 km from elek Rauteli Bichwa village (Figure 2).

The Rauteli Bichawa Ranas had to endure many nalledlges and the ways in which
they cope with them is central to our analysissTgrovides us with the opportunity to probe the
influence of forced displacement and transformaitlandownership on the livelihood of
indigenous Rana communities. Three field trips veeneducted over a period of 18 months

between 2004 and 2006. In particular, the visR006 contributed to the current study in two



substantial ways. Firstly, the latest informationtbe Rana households enhanced the quality of
our analysis on the relationships between resetii¢@mnd household livelihood status. Secondly,
it helped us verify and share the main findingdwatcal informants. The sample was restricted
to a group of 72 households due to financial cairsts and adverse socio-political conditibns
The comparison group, comprising of 30 Rana houdshwas selected from the two hamlets of
Rauteli Bichawa village, lymilia and Jhimila, loedtnear the periphery of the Park (see Figure
2). The resettled group selected for our studyuithet! 42 displaced Rana households from the

two hamlets, Rampur and Beldandi of the Dhokka Bloc
[Table 4 is about here]

The Rana households within each hamlet wereteeleandomly. Also both genders
responded to the household level questionnaire.extewy the survey does not allow us to
examine the socioeconomic impact of displacemerttber dominant ethnic and caste grdimps
Kanchanpur district who were also affected by tktersion of the Park. Although we were
unable to evaluate the overall impact of the rdiocaon the displaced people, it helped us
identify the comparison group and the displacedaRda the best possible extent. Nepal is an
ethnically diverse country and the heterogeneityacio-economic circumstances across
different ethnic groups makes it difficult to iddépta closely matched control and treatment
group at the baseline. In particular Kanchanpsréxaerienced substantial demographic

changes due to the influx of hill migrants over gasst thirty years (Pandey & Yonzon, 2003).

In this study, Ranas in both the comparison andrésment (displaced) group shared

similar socio-economic characteristics. They akdl in the Rauteli Bichawa village before the

! According to the 2001 census data, the caste tmitiéy distribution of the population in Kanchampwere as

follows: Chettri (30%), Tharu (20%), Brahmin (17%)alits (14%); Thakuri (5%); and others (14%).



displacement, speaking the Rana language and @racthe same daily rituals. While the
landholding sizes varied among the Ranas, partiggRanas from Ward 3 (Andaiya) being the
richest, all Ranas were actively engaged in aguoel Most of them were illiterate and
experienced similar social changes such as thedattion of land reform policy, hill migration
and the creation of Park. Thus, the relatively hgemmus nature of the Rauteli Bichawa Ranas,

provides good matching criteria between the corsparand the treatment (displaced) group.

b) Changing agrarian livelihood structure

The actual amount of land compensated was far Wwbat the government originally promised.

As shown in Table 5, the average landholding sizéHe resettled Rana households fell from
151.2 Kattas to 74.8 Kattas and from 88.8 Katt38t@ Kattas in Rampur and Beldandi,
respectively. The average difference of the landinglsize is statistically significant at 1 percent
The Rana families who were categorized as illegalipants because they did not have legal land
registration were affected the most. They recesredverage around 11 percent of their actual
land (only 2-10 Kattgs whereas the households with proper registratamhdn average

compensation rate around 56 percent.

[Table 5 is about here]

According to the resettled Ranas, the quality eflétmd in the Dhokka Block was poor.
The soil’'s poorer water storage capacity causdadifies for rice planting. Field visits were
conducted in the rice fields in Rauteli Bichawa &iwkka Block. Most people in the
comparison group of Ranas stated that the soidckegp water for almost one week so they had
plenty of time to transplant rice. However, resettRanas pointed out that after ploughing and
irrigating, they had to plant rice immediately besa the soil would be dry out again within a

few hours. On average, they had to spend doublentieein ploughing the same size of land than



before.Altogether, the average productivity rate of theetded households was about 21
kilograms of rice per Katta, which was less thalf tiawhat the households in the Rauteli
Bichawa village produced on average. The meanrdifiee in the productivity rate is found to be

statistically significant at 1 percent.

[Table 6 is about here]

Before the extension of the Park, agriculture vii@sRanas’ main source of livelihood.
Most of the Ranas were landowners cultivating tbein land. Once resettled a sizable portion of
them became landless. This caused a significamigeha the livelihood choices; we find that
almost 27 percent of the displaced Ranas startetlacbual agricultural work for others to meet
their economic needs (Figure 3). According to thesponses, difficulties with current

livelihoods have been the biggest change in thessl

[Figure 3 is about here]

C) Family Breakdown in the Resettled Villages

[Table 7 is about here]

The resettlement program started in 1988 and aoetiuntil 2001. In the first phase, about 200
households received land as compensation fromabhergment. All of them were from Rauteli
Bichawa village including 60 Rana households. 1822@vhen the second phase of the
resettlement program was administered, the ren@imduseholds from the seven hamlets (part
of the Park extension) of the Rauteli Bichawa gé#lavere forced to move out, and as a result
another 100 households were relocated to DhokkekBidwhom 10 were Rana households

(Table 7).



[Table 8 is about here]

Based on the official statistics, the number opldised Rana households in Dhokka
Block was originally around 55 households in 208&wever, by the time the research was
conducted in 2005, the number of Rana householBiakka Block increased to almost 150.
The figure reflected the fact that fast and extenbkiousehold partitions had happened among
Dhokka Block Ranas. As is evident from Table 8,@h80 percent of the displaced Ranas
experienced family break ups whereas the same xypasienced by only 43 percent of the Ranas
in Rauteli Bichawa village. The mean differenceéha family break up rate is found to be

statistically significant at 1 percent.

[Table 9 is about here]

The delay in household partitions of Dhokka Bloa@nBs may be linked to their longer
historical control over land than lymilia and JhierRanas. A majority of household separations
of Dhokka Block Ranas happened before 1995 angeimtost recent period after 2001. The
timing corresponded with important developmentBank policy. In the early 1990s, the Park
authority started to allocate land to affected fasi In 2002, the authority carried out a forced
resettlement program. During the 1990s, althoughtiRampur Ranas were granted land in
Dhokka Block, they did not leave Rauteli Bichawamediately because the enforcement policy
was weakly implemented. Many households practi@di® cultivation in both old and new
land. Their landholding size and productivity ictfdoubled. They received substantial income
from selling surplus agricultural products and sd®ama landowners became even wealthier.
Extensive landholding and sufficient food presertreslexistence of huggadaghardn Dhokka

Block.



However, the situation changed completely wheratitbority carried out the
resettlement program in 2002, and most displace&®#und it difficult to survive due to the
dramatic shrinkage in landholding size. After tiepthcement, some of them became landless
because that had sold parts of their land in Dhd@kkak as they did not have enough labor. To
make things worse, the new land in the resettleraegats could not provide enough food for their
subsistence needs. They worked hard but they m@ienough food from their own land. More
arguments occurred between household members snuidlde household partitions inevitable.
Such partitions first occurred between married nsédéngs and then extended to the father and
sons. The more generations and memb&adagharhousehold had, the faster and more serious

was the break up. This happened to Rampur Ranasweteonce large landowners.

[Table 10 is about here]

The average size of the household for the reseRéath families who experienced family
break ups stood at 8.2 whereas the average faindywsas 12 for the resettled Rana families who
did not experience any family break up. Table 1tpgares the average number of married
couples in a family. Overall, the number of coupdas significantly lower (statistically at 5%)
for the displaced Rana households against the atsopagroup of Rana households. This
supports the fact that a majority of the displaRedha households were separated among the
married siblings. It was reported that one resg@ladagharhousehold broke up into six
households within ten years. As an illustrationfigure 4 we provide a brief outline of Bhogy

Rana’s family break up process, which is discussedore detail below.

[Figure 4 is about here]

Bhogy Rana was an indigenous landowner of Rauteh®&va. He received a total of 220

Kattas of land as compensation. Like most affe&ada families, Bhogy Rana’s household did



not move out from the Park immediately but practideuble planting when they received
compensated land from the government 14 yearsTdge substantial landholding still could not
satisfy the growing number of family members anadgally arguments between family
members made the partition inevitable. The keyattifpon was the continuous disputation over
control of the land. About ten years ago, threghms agreed to break up the big household into
three smaller joint-family households headed by@hand his two brothers, Ram and Chataa.
However, the first separation did not solve theifaconflicts. Within six years ago, Ram’s two
married sons and their families decided to sepdraie their parental household. Each
household received 15 Kattas of land. In 2000ptdeBhogy household was forced to move out
from the Park, leading to further decline in tHamdholdings, harvest size and livelihoods. As a
result, Chataa’s second married son requestedsehold separation and the other members also
had to consider partition. In 2004, Bhogy only oai8® Kattas of land and his two sons told us
that they planned to split up when after their éathdeath. In only10 years, the Bhogy household

broke up into six smaller households.

d) Social relationshipsin resettled villages

This social outcome of the displacement was not Wiepolicy-makers had envisaged. To
minimize the social impacts of displacement, treetlement area was designed keep the
affected communities together with same culturakgeound. This was particularly the case in
the Rampur area of Dhokka Block. Rana communitias fRauteli Bichawa were grouped
together. The aim was to maintain their communégwork and cultures. However, as Figure 4
shows, more than half of them did not have anytixes or friends living around them. Although
the level of loss in social networks due to displaent among displaced Ranas differed, more

than 90 percent of them felt lonely.

[Figure 5 is about here]



Many Ranas, since they moved to Dhokka Block, fotidéficult to get help from
neighbors and relatives in times of economic hapd€but of 42 households surveyed in the
Dhokka Block, 19 households responded that theyndideceive any help. Monetary and food
support was practically non-existent, and this p@a®arily because every Rana household
Dhokka Block became poorer. An alternative copiingtegy was to obtain loans. Previously,
loans of smaller amount were popular, which Rawatdcrepay in a short time following a
moderate harvest. This used to help them overcempdrary food shortages and contingency
expenditures such as marriage and mortuary ritgsed®on our household survey, 17 resettled
Rana households had debts which had accumulatgdftat they were displaced to the new
settlement areas. The amount of loan varied frors,B80 to Rs 40,000, and all of them were

received in cash. In more than 70 percent of tkesaoney was used to purchase food.

A quick look at the complex credit system in rudapal reveals that traditionally credit
followed the norm of kinship in villages and is paf the local moral economy (Levine, 1988).
Previously, in some cases credit was given fraatefest. However, in the present context Ranas
became the victims of the vicious loan cycle. Tfeed much higher interest rates compared to
what it used to be. Caplan (1970) and Levine (1288)ed that indebtedness is a critical factor
in influencing social relations at the village lef@ several reasons. First, debtor-creditor
relationships reflect the local power structuréenfmaking the debtor the subordinate group.
Levine’s (1988) careful observation on multi-ethuikages in Humla district noted that instead
of caste status, indebtedness is indeed the keg ingletermining the character of power
relations. She concludes that the rich people fdher higher or lower castes who can control
the credit have the power in the village. Secontilgir studies also indicated that serious
indebtedness is one of the major contributorsandlessness’. Levine (1988, p. 214) states that

‘the vicious cycle of debt may lead first to temgigrmortgaging and then progress to permanent



alienation of farmland*® Indeed, Dhokka Block Ranas faced increasing pregsisell their land

to repay the debt.

The story of Buli Rana clearly illustrates the telaship between impoverishment,
indebtedness and landlessness. His family mov&dhtdkka Block five years ago. The land he
received as compensation could only provide a yedi-'s food supply for his family. He could
not get any job in the village so for another sintis, and his family depended completely on
loans to buy food. Even though the interest raaehied 60%, he had to accept this because he
could not get any help from friends or relativeanRs also had to apply for loans because they
could not manage the expenses associated withagarmmedical treatment, house repairs and
funeral rites. Due to the accumulation of loansnee@ven needed to sell land to repay their debts.
Similarly, the Chanaru family moved to Dhokka Blaikteen years ago after they received three
bighasof land as compensation, which could only meet bitheir need. With no foreseeable
alternative, Chanaru received an agricultural ivam the bank. He also needed money for
medical treatment and festival celebrations. Assailt, just after moving to Dhokka Block three

years ago, he started to sell land in order toigerv

5. DISCUSSION

To get an estimate of the increasing vulnerabdliiter displacement, the household respondents
were asked, “How many months do you have enougth fo®” The average food security for

the comparison group was 9.5 months whereas iBdasonths for the displaced Rana
households (Table 11). Because of the higher vania the landholding sizes we also looked at
the level of food security per unit of land theyred (in Katta). Once measured this way, the

displaced Rana households have average food sefarrinly 6 days which is almost half of



what the comparison group had. This indicates twgoirtant things. First, given the same land
size the resettled Ranas have significantly lesd &ecurity compared to the comparison group
of Ranas. This directly points to the low produityiwf the new settlement area. Second,
resettled Ranas with a very small plot of land teackly on food sources other than cultivating

their own land.

[Table 11 is about here]

Before the expansion of the Park, Bedagharstructure provided informal safety nets
for most Ranas. However, changes in the economdstzape motivated by new developments in
demography and socio-economic reality significantigllenged the maintenance of traditional
Rana households. Within the lifetime of most Ratiasy first experienced household fission
since they settled in Rauteli Bichawa. They redliteat a big family could no longer offer them
food security like before. It was evident that thpid decrease in food security caused by the
Park extension program had resulted in faster aor@ iwonflict-ridden household partitions in

resettled Rana households than non-resettled holdseh

It was apparent that the rising number of land kkoisfhad undermined the traditional
Kamaiyasystem (patron-client production relations) &uwitmaarelations (patrilineal kinship
connection). Both had long contributed to houselpottiuction and served as an important
private security net for most Rana householdsrimg¢eof maintaining adequate subsistence levels.
When the landholdings of most Ranas declined, th@uat of cultivation and production also
declined and as a result they could not affordite temporary and permanent workers as they
had before. Thus, the transformation of productedations was closely associated with the
patterns of landholding and household structure. déclining social relations not only hampered
the production relations, it also affected thettarsl solidarity among th€urmaasat the local

level. Household surveys among the resettled Raélage’ Dhokka Block revealed a mix of



competitive, resentful and apathetic attitudes agrtbe Randurmaas Although they lived
close to each other, they seldom talked to eadtr athhad any social interactions. Both the rich

and the poor Dhokka Block Ranas felt that theyrditlexpect to receive any help frafarmaas

Dramatic changes in both landownership and houdaletdtions had made new
production relations and systems inevitable. Ine@dampoverishment in Rana society meant
that the pressure to produce had fallen on theldbmiof household labor only. Based on our
detailed observations, the displaced Ranas adajifedent strategies to overcome the temporary
labor shortage and other livelihood problems ingredual erosion of traditional production
institutions likeKamaiyasystem andKurmaasrelations. The majority of Rana farming practices
tended to concentrate on household members an&umoenaakin, especially kin such as
married-out daughters’ families and wives’ familidgricultural workers were seldom hired by
Ranas due to rising poverty. Moreover, Ranas hadabose relations with married-out
daughters and wives’ kin in social get-togetheid fastival celebrations. Only a handful of Rana
families would employ casual workers, and then ahlsing the most critical planting times such
as rice transplanting and harvesting. Howevergthployment period tended to be as short as

possible.

Another coping strategy was practiced when sonteeoRana families with small and
medium landholdings extended their social netwtokseighbours and friends. Ranas formed
small working groups including Pahaaris. A few RamaBeldandi village of Dhokka Block
worked with their Pahaari neighbours. They exchdrgbor and oxen for ploughing and
transplanting rice seedlings. The new alliance vbeybnd household, kinship and caste
boundaries because it allowed them to exchange abot prospective employment and
economic opportunities available in the neighboathd-or example, Pachan Rana, besides

agriculture, relied on tenancy and wage labor tovisal. He worked as a construction worker,



leased land from landlords and later planned toerioundia as a migrant laborer. All these
employment opportunities were initiated by hisride rather than any of hidurmaas Also,
when his family had no food left to consume, heenesd a non-interest loan and wheat from his

friends. Most of his friends shared similar econooiicumstances.

[Figure 6 is about here]

To sum up, the shift iKurmaarelations after serious household partitions wasitable
and now thé&kurmaadid not act as a major social and economic secnatyfor most Ranas. In
the resettled communities, bad soil quality hadbdiedi the workload for most Ranas. The help
from Kurmaaswas very important but due to conflicts over tbateol of limited livelihood
resources, particularly land, made their relatigngénse. Overall this led to a vicious cycle of
poverty as food security declined significantly fbe displaced Ranas. Figure 6 depicts a model
describing the relationships between displacenpenvigrty and safety nets. On one hand, forced
displacement coupled with inadequate land compmmsegsulted in unhappy harvests and less
food. This not only impoverished them but also liedily affected kinship ties and other sources

of informal safety nets, making the poor more vrdinde.

6. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we use a cross-disciplinary appraactocument the consequences of
displacement followed by a land-based compensaiitiny on informal risk-sharing. We study
indigenous Rana Tharus households who were digpfaom the Rautelli Bichawa village due

to the expansion of the Shuklaphanta Wildlife Resén the district of Kanchanpur in Nepal in
2001. We compared the level and the effectiventg@e prominent interpersonal relationships

among the Rana Tharus community. We examined thsdhold partitions in traditionally large



Rana households, changes in patrilineal kinshgticeiships and changes in the patron-client

system of permanent agricultural workers.

Both quantitative and qualitative evidence from stuidy suggest that displacement
followed by an inadequate land compensation scHeth® serious household partitions in the
wake of impoverishment. This also adversely affégatrilineal kinship relationships. Moreover,
the poor harvest in the resettled communities aodigg conflicts over the control of limited
land in the resettled areas ruined the traditipa&lon-client system of permanent agricultural
workers and decimated kinship ties. Overall, tm@mpted a vicious cycle of poverty as food
security fell significantly for displaced Ranas.eTé&cconomic downturn resulting from the poor
harvest coupled with erosion of informal risk-shgrnetworks represented a dual dilemma for

the poor.

Despite a large body of research supporting the that informal networks represent a
basic but effective mechanism for helping the ptog,consequences of displacement and
rehabilitation policies on rural informal institatis have received limited attention. In this paper,
we aim to fill the knowledge gap by demonstratingttconservation-led displacement not only
impoverishes the poor and marginalized people éuilut also adversely affects their kinship
ties and other traditional risk-sharing networkardimportantly, however, we intend to
stimulate further discussion of a more inclusivenpensation package that restores the
traditional agrarian institutions. In this papeg provide a deeper understanding of the cultural,
social and economic factors concerning the displ&ana Tharus community in Nepal. We
believe rich and conclusive evidence along thie bhenquiry would more inclusive social safety
nets be implemented because they will foster andtaia traditional informal networks. This

task is left to researchers in the future.



References
Agrawal, A. and Redford, K. (2009). Conservatiod displacement: An overview.

Conservation and Socie#(1), 1-10.

Agarwal, B. (1992). The gender and environment tiebassons from Indid&eminist Studie48,

119-158.

Alderman, H. & Paxson, C. (1994). Do the Poor ta8uA Synthesis of the
Literature on Risk Sharing Institutions in DevelogiCountries, ifeconomics in a Changing
World: Proceedings of the Tenth World Congres$iefihternational Economics Association,

Moscow,London: MacMillan Press.

Besley, T. (1995). Non-Market Institutions for Citemhd Risk-Sharing in Low-

Income CountriesJournal of Economic Perspectiveg3), 115-127

Bhattarai, A.M. (2001)Displacement and rehabilitation in Nepal: law, pyliand practiceNew

Delhi: Anmol Publications Pvt. Ltd.

Caplan, L. (1970)Land and social change in east Nepal: a study ofdditribal relations

London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Cernea, M. M. (1997). The risks and reconstructmlel for resettling displaced populations,

World Developmer25(10), 1569-87.



Colchester, M. (2004). Conservation policy andgedous people€ultural Survival Quarterly

281, 17-22.

Cox, D., Jimenez, E. & Okrasa, W. (1996). Familigsanets and economic transition: A study

of Worker Households in Poland.

Dercon, S. and Krishnan, P. (2004). Food Aid ardrinal Insurance in S.Dercon edited,

Insurance against Povertpxford University Press.

Devereux, S. &White, P. (2007). Pilots, principtegatronage: What makes social protection
succeed in Southern Africa. Paper presented atahierence Social Protection and Ideologies of

Welfare in Southern Africa, Oxford, 6 Dec.

DNPWC (2003)Royal Suklaphanta Wildlife Reserve and proposefiébabne management

plan. Department of National Parks and Wildlife Consgian.

DNPWC (2008). Buffer zones of Nepal.tlme website of Department of National Parks and

Wildlife Conservation, Nepal, 19/2/2007 Accéssy://www.dnpwc.gov.np/mis.asp

DNPWC (2010). Protected are&s:the website of Department of National Parks §ittlife

ConservationNepal.24/11/2010 Accessittp://www.dnpwc.gov.np/protected -areas.asp.

Fafchamps, M. (1992). Solidarity Networks in Pretatrial Societies: Rational Peasants with a

Moral EconomyEconomic Development and Cultural Changeé (1), 147-74.



Fafchamps, M. & Gubert, F. (2008 ontingent Loan Repayment in the Philippimasneo.

Fisher, W.F. (2001 ¥luid boundaries: forming and transforming identityNepal New York:

Columbia University Press.

Foster, A. D. and Rosenzweig, M. R. (2001), Impgtreemmitment, altruism and the family:
Evidence from transfer behavior in low-income rasdasReview of Economics and Statistics,

83 (3), 389-407.

Gaige, F.H. (1975Regionalism and national unity in Nep@&lalifornia: University of California

Press.

Goodall, H. (2006). Exclusion and re-emplacemephsions around protected areas in Australia

and Southeast Asi&onservation and Societly 383-395.

Gray, J.N. (1995)The householder's world: purity, power and domireaimcNepali village

Delhi: Oxford University Press.

Guneratne, A. (2002Many tongues, one people: The making of Tharu ijeintNepal New

York: Cornell University Press.

Heming, L. & Rees, P. (2000). Population displacetnne the Three Gorges reservoir area of the
Yangtze River, central China: Relocation policiad anigrant viewslnternational Journal of

Population Geography6(6): 439 462.



Hutt, M. (ed.) (2004)Himalayan People's War: Nepal's Maoist rebelliodiana: Indiana

University Press.

Ibafiez, A. M. and Moya, A. (2006Jhe Impact of Intra-State Conflict on Economic \Afelfand
Consumption Smoothing: Empirical Evidence for thepldced Population in Colombi&liCN

Working Paper no. 23, Households in Conflict Networ

Jodha, N.S. (1975). Famine and famine policies:esempirical evidencd&conomic and

Political Weeklyl0, 1609-1623.

Jodha, N.S. (978). Effectiveness of farmers' adjaat to risk Economic and Political Weekly

(Review of Agriculturel3, A38-A48.

Kanbur, R. (2003). Development Economics and the@msation Principlénternational

Social Science Journahr.175. UNESCO, Paris: Blackwell.

KDDC. (2002).District Periodic Plan Kanchanpur (2059-060 to 26638). District Development

Committee.

Kipnis, A. B. (1997)Producing Guanxi: Sentiment, self, and subcultara North China

Village. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

Lam, L.M. (2003).Change of perceptions of local communities and {pedple conflicts in
regard to Koshi Tappu Wildlife Reserigpal: Unpublished master dissertation, The Usiter

of Adelaide, Adelaide, Australia.



Lam, L.M. (2009) Park, hill migration and changes in household likebd systems of Rana
Tharus in far-western NepaUnpublished doctoral dissertation. The Universityadelaide,

Adelaide, Australia.

Lam, L. M. & Paul, S. (2011pisputed Land Rights and Displacement: A Double Mg on

the Poor Working Paper.

Levine, N.E. (1988). Webs of dependence in Ruragdd\edebt, poverty and depopulation in the

Far NorthwestContributions to Nepalese Studi&s, 213-245.

Ligon, E. Thomas, J. P. & Worrall, T. (2001). Immal Insurance Arrangements in Village

EconomiesReview of Economic Studje&9 (1), 209-44.

McLean , J. & Steffen, S. (2003). Conservationpeation, and the paradigms of park and people
management- a case study of Padampur villageshanddyal Chitwan National park, Nepal.

Society and Natural Resourcs, 509526.

Muller-Boker, U. (1999)The Chitawan Tharus in southern Nepal: ethnoecalgpproach

Stiz Stittgart: Franz Steiner Verlag Stuttgart.

Pandey, S.B. & Yonzon, P. (200Resettlement history of the Royal Shuklaphantalifild
ReserveResource Himalaya submitted to the Departmehtadional Parks and Wildlife

Conservation, Ministry of Forests and Soil Conseoveof His Majesty's Government of Nepal.



Rosenzweig, M. R. (1988). Risk, implicit contraatsl the family in rural areas of low-income

countries Economic Journal98, 1148-70.

Rankin, K.N. (1999). The predicament of labour: kKeaya practices and the ideology of
"Freedom". INNepal: Tharu and Tarai neighbou(ed.) H.O. Skar.27-45, Kathmandu:

Educational Enterprises, Mandala Book Point, R&mstak Bhandar.

Sah, J.P. (2002Yegetation dynamics and their implications for thenagement of wetlands in

the lowlands of NepaUnpublished doctoral dissertation, Florida In&gronal University, Miami.

Upadhyaya, S.K. & Yonzon, P. (2003ocietal diagnosis of the settlements in the Biditere of
the Royal Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve, FarwegtaN&ubmitted to the Department of
National Parks and Wildlife Conservation, Ministf/Forests and Soil Conservation of His

Majesty's Government of Nepal.

Valez, O. R. and Bello, A. H. (2008). Family Brealuh in Bogota,Forced Migration

ResearechNo. 34, Refugee Studies Center, University ofabof

West, P. & D. Brockington. (2006). An anthropolagiperspective on some unexpected

consequences of protected ar€asnservation Biologg0, 609-616.

West, P., lgoe, J. & Brockington, D. (2006). Paaksl peoples: the social impact of protected

areasAnnual Review of Anthropolo@b, 251 1277.



World Bank. (2010). Nepal at a glance Nepal: Country in brief, 24/11/2010 Access,

http://devdata.worldbank.org/AAG/npl_aag.pdf.



Annex 1: Figures and Tables

Figure 1 Thelocation of Kanchanpur district in Nepal
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Figure 2 Location of the Shuklaphanta Wildlife Reserve and fieldwork sites
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Table 1 The performance of eighteen commissions regarding the Park resettlement project

Time Period Commissions Performance and M ajor Problems

1981 £' Commission No work done

Mid-1982 2 Commission Acquired 217 ha of forest land andrefelled, but
resettled none.

Early 1986 5 Commission No significant work done

Late 1987 to mid- 4" and ¥
1988 Commissions

Household surveys and land allocations were carried
out. However, the survey quality was poor and cause
unfair land allocations.

Mid-1992 to 1995 B to 10" Commissions

The Commissions were beset by party politics. Almos
no significant work of resettlement was done.

Mid-1996 to 1999 1% to 14"
Commissions

The Commissions were headed by politicians. All
Commissions were short-lived due to the frequent
change of government. Land was even distributed to
unlisted households who commissioners knew
personally.

Source: Bhattarai (2001) and Pandey (2003)

Table 2 Resettlement locations and land distribution

Resettlement locations VDCs/ Municipality Land Grant (Ha)
Dhokka Block Beldandi/ Rampur Bilashipur 680
Simalphanta Jhalari 108.8
Butawari Laxmipur 284.24
Baghphanta Mahendranagar 565.76
Piparia Mahendranagar 115.6
Sundarpur / Bandarpur Suda 217.6
Banijhala Krishnapur 136

Total 2,108

Source: Pandey and Yonzon (2003)



Table 3 The land acquisition and the Ranas in Rauteli Bichawa village in 2000

Village Area Hamlets Total Households Rana Households
Badani Kheda 42 25

Part of the Darak 170 126

extended Park  Andaiya 514 0

area Bhursa 193 27
Lalpani 29 0
Radhapur 68 26

) lymilia 120 120

Outside the Park Jhilmila 579 56
Shivapur 234 0

Total 1,649 350

Source: Ex-Secretary of the Rauteli Bichawa Vill&ge/elopment Committee Office

Table4 Thenumber of Rana householdsin the four study settlements

Rauteli Bichawa villag Dhokka Blocl

lymilia Jhimile Rampur: Beldand
Total householc 10C 16E 50¢€ 46(
Rana househol 90 20 12¢ 19
Surveyed householt 15 15 25 17

*The Rampur estimate was based on information dexyby the ex-chairperson of Beldandi and RampdifeBu
Zone User Group Committee, Bhim Thapa.

Source: Household Survey 2005

Table 5 Land compensation

Land holding (Katta) land holding (Katta)
(Present) (Before resettlement)
Mean SD Mean SD
lymilia 59.1 53.1
Comparison Jhimila 24.1 14.3
Rampur 74.8 49.2 151.2 94.2
Resettled Beldandi 38.2 23.0 88.8 74.2

Source: Household Survey 2005

Note: Mean Land holding size is significantly diéat for the resettled households (at 1 % signifiea
level) Land is measured in Katta



Table 6 Productivity Rate (Kilograms/ Katta)

Mean
Comparison group households 44
Resettled group households 20.9

Source: Household survey 2005
Note: Mean Productivity is significantly differefdr displaced group households (at 1 % significdeuel)

Figure 3 Livelihood Changes
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Source: Household survey 2005

Table 7 Resettlement history of Dhokka Block

1889-1992 1993-2000 2001 Total

All households 200
1988-1990 Rana households 60
Surveyed households 9 6 20 35
All households 100
1991-2001 Rana households 10
Surveyed households 0 0 7 7

Source: Household Survey 2005



Table 8 Had family break up since 1988?

Comparison Displaced
group households
No 56.5 % 19.5%
Yes 43.5% 80.5%

Source: Household survey 2005
Note: The difference is statistically significant at 1%

Table 9 Timing of household partition (year since)

1990-1995  1996-2000 2001-2003

Comparison group 4 4 2

Displaced households 16 10 9

Source: Household survey 2005
Note: Precise information on year is available only for 43 households

Table 10 Average number of married couple in the household

Experienced household break up?

Overall*
No Yes
Comparison group 35 1.8 2.7
Displaced households 2.9 1.7 1.9

Source: Household survey 2005
* The difference is statistically significant at 1%



Figure 4 An lllustration: The Development of Bhogy Badaghar household

Bhogy Rana’s Family (Total 47 members)

Partition Total 11 members Total 17 members Total 17 members

In 1995 (2 males, 2 (3 males, 3 females (5 males, 6 females

Second Total 6 Total 11 members
Partition members
(2 males, 2 females
In 2000
Thid o 0B P
. Total 8 Total 5 Total 4
partition
members members members
In 2003
(3 males, (1 male, (1 male,

Source: Household Survey 2005 * * *

Figure5
Feeling about new home Have friends/relatives Felt lonely?
around?
81 56-1 92.9
43.9
19
] —
—
Negative Positive No Yes No Yes

Source: Household survey 2005



Table 11 Food security

Months Days/Katta

Comparison group

9.5 10.4

Displaced households

8.5 6.0

Source: Household survey 2005

Figure 6: The Vicious Cycle of Poverty for the Rana Households

~

Forced
Displacement

™~

Landlessness,

Poor harvest & food

Poverty and

W destitution

7

Family breakdown,
eroding social
networks and

production relations

Erosion of
informal

l safety nets




Endnotes

! After the downfall of the monarchy in 2006, albfected areas in Nepal have deleted the
‘Royal’ in their names.

% The largest protected area in Nepal is Annapumrs€rvation Area (7,629 sq. km) and the
smallest one is Rara National Park (106 sq. km)RIC, 2008).

*The 1990 People’s Movement (Nepdiina Andolajin Nepal was a multi-party movement. It
brought an end to absolute monarchy and elimindedanchayat system. It marked the
beginning of constitutional democracy (see HutQ8€0In 2006, following the restoration of
absolute monarchy in Nepal, thektantra Andolarwas launched, which once again illustrated
various political parties’ unity, leading some taihd itJana Andolan LI

4 Although displacement is one of the most commarseovation practices in protected areas in
Tarai region in Nepal, its economic and social intpdave not been well documented (McLean
& Steffen, 2003; Sah, 2002; Lam, 2003). Only McLean Straede (2003) and Lam (2003) used
an anthropological approach to evaluate the soujgécts of displacement on local communities.
However, these studies do not touch on the corecasphow does this displacement influence
local livelihoods and how do the locals react torschanges? The only comprehensive study to
explore the complex relationship between Tharus@mtvan National Park was done by
Muller-Boker (1999). Studies on Ranas and Shuklafzhare virtually non-existent.

® The first author conducted fieldwork over a perigd.5 months. During this time, she actively
observed and participated in Rana daily socialititduding daily conversations, farming
activities, festival celebrations, marriage cerermasjrituals and collecting forest resources.

® Despite the fact that written histories on thejiorof Ranas in Kanchanpur are very few, their

past has been recorded in the form of local oaalitions. Rauteli Bichawa Ranas claimed that



they originated in Rajasthan, India. Their descatglare currently known as Rana Tharus. Most
Ranas refuse to be labeled ‘Tharus’ and identiéyrtselves only as Ranas (Lam, 2009).

" The argument about the exact number of people issaie of debate between the State and
ethnic groups in Nepal. Gaige (1975) has made -@ejoth analysis of this. Some ethnographic
studies have also shown that increasing the papuolet often a strategy that many ethnic groups
use to increase their political influence (Fist2001; Guneratne, 2002).

® The secretary was a village local and therefomlfar with the composition of the local
population.

® The research was carried out when conflicts betviee Maoists and Nepalese government
were commonplace. The armed Maoists would regutaatyol the village particularly in Dhokka
Block and one of their strategies was to fomerguent strikes. The researcher was interrogated
several times by Maoists and their permission vessiad.

19 The literature on livelihood strategies in SoAtia has shown that loans are a common
strategy for rural people who encounter regulaneouc difficulties. However, when
indebtedness becomes a chronic problem, in mamgdasmers have been forced to sell their
most important assets such as land or livestock&pay the debt (Jodha 1975; Jodha 1978;

Nabarroet al 1989).



