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Abstract
This paper attempted to examine social action within and between communities that facilitate access to resources geared towards livelihood security. How community livelihoods and conflicts are (re)shaped by land/ water grabbing over time and across spatial scales in Tana River Delta, Kenya. Within the phenomenon of land/water grabbing (large scale land investment) for hydro-electric power, irrigation schemes, rice, sugarcane and Jatropha production and their impact on community livelihoods and conflict. This study uses political economy and ecology framework in placing the readers in the heart of the recent land deals by the state corporation as investor, foreign investor and past state and non-state actors in rural Kenya Delta. The frameworks are used to further understand and explain these current events. It is a comparative case study that draws on a range of social actors; both state and non-state actors over time and across spatial scales within the case study. It draws on in-depth field interviews that were explicitly expressed from different respondents in the community from the voices of Tana to understand this phenomenon. 
Relevance to Development Studies

The paper is situated within current and timely debates on the changing social livelihoods, food security and conflict in production and consumption due to emerging new phenomenon of land/water grabbing in the community. It attempts to explore livelihoods within and between communities in lower Tana Delta as a result of state and non-state actions and policy decisions on rural development towards poverty reduction. The study is useful in understanding when and how these events inform theoretical debates. It endeavours to critically examine some aspects of land/water grabbing (Large scale land investment) through different perspectives. This is by focusing on Tana Delta community in Kenya. 
Keywords

Community livelihoods, conflicts, food security, large scale land investment (Land/water grabbing) 
Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Current large scale land investments towards rural development and poverty reduction have generated much critique within theoretical debates. Li (2011) argues in ‘Centering labor in the land grab debate’ and highlights that employment and payments of land lease is not promising in tackling poverty. Her concern is that it poses a threat to rural livelihoods when the land is needed but their labour is not resulting in expulsion of people from land. In addition, De Schutter (2011) reviews three perspectives in which land investment can be examined; (1) benefits to small-scale vs. large-scale farming, (2) the notion of ‘underutilized’ land which may not lead to ‘win-win-win’ situation and (3) ‘development of markets for land rights’ likely to threaten future generation utilization of land. In his article ‘How not to think of land-grabbing: three critiques of large-scale investments in farmland’ he argues that 
‘by making such a presupposition, we underestimate the opportunity costs involved in giving away farmland that is considered ‘idle’ to promote a type of farming that will have much less powerful poverty-reducing impacts than if access to land and water were democratized for the local farming communities​. We overestimate the capacity of the governance structures in the host countries….’ (p.250). 
In contrast, Deininger(2011) argues in Challenges posed by the new wave of farmland investment that it can provide opportunities in both economic and social benefits that can also sustain community livelihood strategies when the use of natural endowments are put into consideration to avoid land conflicts. This paper takes their argument further in the field by drawing from in-depth interviews from the community perspective on state-led land/water grabbed and foreign land investment for biofuel production in Tana Delta Kenya. 
The phrase land grabbing and Large-scale land investments mean the same thing. It is a strategic term used through different critical agrarian perspectives in development theory. Hence the former is politicized while the latter de-politicized (Borras and Franco 2012: 39). It is a comparative case study that draws on a range of social actors; both state and non-state actors over time and across spatial scales within the case study. It explores the debate while also examining social actions within and between communities that facilitate access to resources geared towards poverty reduction and livelihood security. 
1.1
Problem Statement

Land and water are material resources that invite and integrate economic and social interests both globally and locally because of the importance of cross-scale interaction in production. They are political both at the global and local level due to the cross border or territory social and economic relations, as well as between and within societies in different states (RIPE 1994). RIPE concern is the influence of world economic processes and consequences on social livelihoods ‘within and across national boundaries’ (p. 3). For instance, change in the traditional use of land from subsistence food to food for export and/ biofuel crop production, for construction of dams and how this is affecting rural livelihoods. 
Current concern in rural development debates has been expressed due to issues such as increased high unemployment, climatic change, food insecurity especially as large scale land investment emerge purposed for food production for export and biofuel crop production (von Braun and Meinzen-Dick 2009, Zoomers 2010). Despite the stated intentions of development investments on land to reduce poverty; this seems not to be the case. Instead some observations disclose increased inequality creating risk, vulnerability and uncertainty to rural population as a result of large-scale land deals (De Schutter 2011, Li 2011, Li 2009). While others suggest that in spite of these, there are opportunities which when utilized can be beneficial such as when land is ‘dormant’ (von Braun and Meinzen-Dick 2009, Deininger 2011). How then do we understand these acts in a bid to rural livelihood security in the current phenomenon? 

Rural Tana delta community in Kenya has a different view on this type of foreign investment
. While they have resisted state-led Tana Athi River Development Authority (TARDA) project and other land investments in the area, foreign Bedford Jatropha project has been welcomed. The question here is how come there is this difference in community reaction to the state and foreign project.  In Tana, past state actions in the area led to negative multiplier effect on community’s socio-economic activities, local food security while displacing indigenous people and is also attributed to conflicts within the area. This paper aims to understand the change in social livelihoods and conflicts within emerging issues in property relations in the context of non-state and state-led land/water grabbing in Kenyan delta. The next section introduces the Case context.

1.2
Kenya Case context

This section highlights past state actions as actor in land/water grabbing and current non-state actors as foreign investment. States role in development and policy decisions is important and therefore knowing why the cause of support on foreign investments and their actions gives us a better understanding of the current event. 

1.2.1
History of land/water grabbing

In Kenyan history, powerful actors who were well connected with the head of state, retired President Daniel Arap Moi and or in positions of power often used their privileges to grab public resources such as land (Klopp 2000). Even when there was going to be a change in government or development that would hinder politicians from getting access to these resources, they employed different strategies to ensure that their political and economic gains and positions are not interfered with; this includes actions by land administrative officials (Klopp 2000). Kenyan policies in agribusiness seem to be supported by the state as long as politicians can benefit politically and economically (Currie and Ray 1987). In this way parastatals, local and foreign investor that incorporate politicians’ interests would then enjoy ‘political protection’ and ‘government support in the face of concern amongst MPs over the ecological consequences’ of specific cash crops i.e. tobacco (Currie and Ray 1987).So we are able to understand the ways in which different social interactions between state and non-state actors to secure their political and economic stability impact on community livelihoods and actions. 
In Tana Delta, the state uses the Tana River for hydro electrical power, irrigation schemes and also for wildlife conservation and management towards Kenyan economic growth. This has been through State Corporation such as Kenya Electricity Generating Company Limited (KenGen), Tana and Athi River Development Authority (TARDA), Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS). Upstream from the geographical area are a series of dams constructed along the river from Mt. Aberdare to Mt. Kenya turning north and down to the south via Garissa, and through Bura-Hola as it continues to flow to the delta through Garsen(see figure1.1). There are five dams built namely; Kindaruma (1968), Kamburu (1975), Gitaru (1978); Masinga (1981) was chiefly to regulate water flow to areas downstream that would be extracted for irrigation in dry spell and Kiambere (1988) reservoirs, with the last two created from Kindaruma dam (Hughes 1984; Maingi and Marsh 2002). All were constructed for hydroelectric power and agriculture purposes upstream. These have since affected the natural flow of water downstream. Although construction of dams in the area has been viewed to interfere with community livelihoods and disrupt flooding patterns since 1980s, (Duvail et al. 2012, Maingi and Marsh 2001, Hamerlynck et al. 2010); it can help regulate water supplies for some users but often at the expense of other users.
Moreover in 1988, TARDA also built dykes around 2000hectares creating a polder between water extraction on the river at Sailoni and Garsen witu road for Bura and Hola irrigation schemes (Hamerlynck et al. 2010:59). It then employed an estate system with Tana Delta Irrigation Project (TDIP) while excluding community participation (Ibid.). While the state gained economically, the community’s socio-economic activities were interrupted. Building of dykes not only prevented floods in a large floodplain area but also decreased floods in lakes and forests, reducing water level downriver ruining traditional perennial crops such as mangoes and bananas implanted by the river. Within the same area, community land was also taken by Tana River Primate Reserve (TRPR) for conservation this was through KWS (Ibid). With respect to this, the communities were displaced as they could neither use the land for farming or livestock grazing as was the tradition. How did state action impact on the community livelihood, food security and social relations within themselves and between them and the state? The next section briefly highlights community conflict within as it gives us an understanding of community reaction due to some state actions.
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Figure 1.1
Map of Kenya
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1.2.2
History of Conflicts 

Community conflicts are neither new in Kenya nor Tana Delta. The conflicts often related to ‘party politics’, ethnicity and ‘land ownership’ which then results in displacement of people (Kimenyi and Ndungu 2001). In the years 1991, 1992, 1995 conflicts erupted at different times within Tana River over land ownership as the state illegally allocated community land initially appropriated by colonial government to influential persons from other tribes (KHRC 2012, Kituo cha Katiba 2007). During this time, cattle rustlers from the Cushitic ethnic group (the Wardei, Orma, Somali) raided villages as a customary passage to men. This resulting into the displacement of people and others killed; animals stolen. There were also conflicts over resources and economic rivalry. These other Luo and Kikuyu tribes leaving in the area were later attacked by unknown raiders displacing some, killing others including the police and destroying property; the violence ended after the election results in 1997 which favored the coastal tribes. By this, the coastal tribes were able to vote in their leaders who were also in support of federalism commonly known as Majimbo system in Kenya (Kimenyi and Njuguna 2001, Kituo cha Katiba 2007). This was the second Multi-party election after the first which took place in 1992 and, the former Kenyan President Daniel Arap Moi and his Kenya Africa National Union (KANU) was re-elected. The opposition candidates were vying through FORD-Asili, FORD-Kenya and National Development Party (NDP) parties whose founders were from the Luhya and Luo community. Thousands were displaced, many killed, and property destroyed leading to tourism industry collapsing and the displaced losing jobs. 

In addition, in 2001, conflict erupted between communities within Tana Delta that led to the massacre of about 130 people purported to be due to land, water and pasture as reported in the media (Tana River Conflict-The Gesis 2012). Media reported the conflict which had started over grazing land and access to water escalated to the community being divided into ethnic groups and religion. Following this event Coast Interfaith Council of Cleric (CICC) a civil society was formed, peace and security prevailed as conflicts within the community were solved together with respective chiefs. The conflicts in the pastoralist region can be attributed to the current land adjudication/titling process that seems in favor of farming (Kimenyi and Njuguna 2001, Markakis 1999). The Kenya Red Cross Society (KRCS) Chief Executive during an interview in K24TV confirmed that pre-election violence was observed in 1992, 1997, 2002, 2007 in Tana, North eastern region and other parts of the country i.e. Mt. Elgon and now 2012 is ascribed to land disputes over boundary (Pre-Election Violence Watch 2012). The next section presents a brief situation today. 

1.2.3
Current events and investments 

Tana delta within the coast province is an area often associated with floods, droughts, conflicts/banditry and food insecurity through the media, news papers both globally and locally. At this, International non-government organizations such as World Food Programme (WFP), Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), Red Cross (RC) among others then intervene through varied capacities such as provision of food emergencies, shelter and blankets. But this is after the president announces a ‘national disaster’ in the country. What are the underlying issues of this recurrence? 

After 2008, it also received focus due to planned large scale land deals for food production for export. Ochieng-Oron (2009) question Qatar land deal with Kenya just as the country was experiencing drought and crop failure at which the government responded by declaring a ‘national food shortage emergency’(in Cotula et al. 2009: 86-87, Hartley 2009). This was also as ‘questions were being raised as to why the Government had chosen to lease the land instead of engaging local farmers to boost food security in the country’ (Mathenge 2009).  However, the land deal was not accomplished thus what led to this reaction? 

Then within the same area, land was transacted to additional foreign and national investors. The TARDA run by the state formed a public-private partnership with the local investor leading Sugar Company in Kenya and leased out 20,000hectares to Mumias Sugar Company Ltd. for production of sugarcane and rice (FIAN 2010). TARDA and other projects such as TDIP in the past had been producing rice, cotton, maize at Bura and Hola with funding from WB, Dutch and Japan government TDIP stalled (Smalley and Corbera 2012). However part of the TARDA land has already been implemented for rice production and sugarcane is still in progress. Private livestock ranches in the region had also subleased out approximately 93,337 hectares of land to Canadian investor Bedford biofuels for production of Jatropha with 64,000 hectares to be cultivated (Smalley and Corbera 2012). The communities’ resisted TARDA project and have since postpone their project till after the general election in the year 2013 while welcoming the Bedford biofuels in which Jatropha production is in progress as later elaborated in this paper. There are other valuable near land transactions that were and have been resisted in the region that are useful in exploring/examining land grab features in the area. 
Nonetheless, as the projects have taken off, there has also been increased conflicts/violence between farmers and pastoralists near the TARDA area proposed sugarcane project. In November 2011 tensions and community clashes started again. When an individual from one ethnic group was killed the other would retaliate. In between, the CICC and chiefs intervened. In June 2012 tension was high, July in the period of field research conflict increased and eventually in August 12th  till September 2012 in a span of 3 weeks a massacre that left more than 113 dead including the police, houses and police vehicle burnt down, and people displaced(Facts-Tana Clashes 2012, Tana River-Where is Government? 2012). The village raiders were armed with firearms, while farmers had machetes, Pangas to defend themselves. Yet throughout the violence the state did not intervene when it started and escalated until it was too late. The recent occurrence was presumably linked to grazing land and water though it has also been linked to ‘politics of displacement to uproot one group ahead of the poll’ general elections (Tana River-Where is Government? 2012). What are the real issues behind the recent violence and the state, why did it not act? The next section gives the main research question.  

1.3
Research question

This paper is important in understanding community actions in maintaining/enhancing their livelihoods by examining: First, the impacts of state-led and non-state led land/water grabbing on community relations and traditional livelihoods strategies from history to date; drawing from in-depth interviews from the community perspective, implications on local food security and conflict. Second, how emerging actors in this context influence social livelihoods within; what opportunities does the investor give to enhance the livelihoods within the community in Tana. Third, the community relations within due to barriers/restrictions by state actions and opportunities offered by the investor, in what way are these negotiated. These lead to the main question; how has land/water grabbing (re)shape livelihoods within and between communities in Tana delta? To answer the question, 2 land cases by the state and non-state actor for biofuel production are examined.

However, the current research question has been revised. The initial question in my research design was; how does land grabbing impact on food security? It was indeed useful in bringing these issues in the field on the table. During analysis this was changed in order to integrate the emerging phenomenon within the broader context of land grabbing such as water grabbing and conflict. In taking this angle we then are able to understand why and how policy choices, donor interventions may lead to either intended or unintended outcomes; when and how they inform theoretical debates and better still, what are the struggles and negotiation strategies to secure livelihoods, reduce poverty in attaining rural development within the community. This is also as most projects attempted by the state have not been successful. This paper approaches these issues within the political economy and ecology framework using mixed research methods as elaborated in the next section.

1.4
Research Approach and Methodology

Qualitative an alternative to the dominant quantitative approach was chosen to understand the holistic setting of the case study. This however is with a realization that the latter approach is also useful in coding, counting, analysing and reporting part of my findings (O’ Leary 2010: 105; Elliot 2008:76). The former was appropriate for this research design and answering the research question which required in-depth interview, different views and case realities (Odell 2001). It appreciated ‘power of research’ as it engaged with both the respondents and researcher (Ibid: 113); and gave space for respondents to voice their experiences. Due to its flexibility process, it allowed exploration and further understanding of social complexities, processes and interactions within and between the communities. Moreover, case study selection was influenced by ‘intrinsic interest’ accessibility and practicality (O’Leary 2010; Yin 2003). That is relevance, uniqueness, timeliness to current events, unfamiliarity, and current focus by media in the study area. Tana Delta came to focus due to proposed implementation of large scale biofuel production (sugarcane and Jatropha) at the time of global crisis in fuel, food and finance. The crisis was not only experienced at the global but also local level in developing countries.  

The analysis was at the community level as it examined ‘how these events (re)shape/influence relations in the community’ and encompassed other rising issues relating to the concepts. With respect to this, the study engaged with grounded theory since theories and concepts were in the process of construction as other phenomenon emerged during analysis (Uwe 2009: 429). Thus in depth info on field questions is presented in Appendix (1). 

1.4.1
Research methods

Interview (existing text and in-depth) and observation methods were employed in this case. O’Leary identifies documentation and written text as some forms of ‘primary source of research data’ (O’Leary 2010:223). She refers to documents as ‘respondents who can provide information that is relevant’ such as empirical literature from other studies within the same area of focus (Ibid: 224). Interview is flexible as data can be collected in various ways; verbal face to face (individual and group interview), telephone and non verbal (personal and private communication). This was to ensure that information which was not captured from a respondent was later gathered via media and email. The choice of these methods was so that in case I was not able to get field data or uncertain events occur before or after I get to the field then I could still access data. These methods allowed the use of mouth, eyes and ears creating room for further probing as different reactions were observed during the interview process. Whereas in-depth interview and observation entailed: (1) more listening, (2) use of reflective thought and (3) eyes; 2 and 3 were necessary in interviewing existing text. 

In observation, the researcher has to see it as it is in the field. This allows one ‘to get a sense of reality and work through the complexities’ while using all senses (Ibid: 209). It allows for both non verbal and verbal data. For example, during the interview the researcher probed the respondents and informants, while observing and participating directly in the field. Thus observation was participatory. With respect to interview and observation, they complemented each other as a variety of direct or indirect data was gathered at the same or different times to understand the realities.

Therefore, Observation technique used was unstructured and open. Field interviews too were semi structured and shifted to a ‘free flowing’ unstructured style in order to ‘establish rapport, gain trust’ meanwhile allowing the respondents to ‘talk and really express their ideas’ (O’Leary 2010: 195). There were initial questions prepared in order to get all the intended information however, during the interview process ‘interesting and unexpected data’ and issues emerged that were relevant to the research question hence the structure was made flexible (Ibid.). The questions were in close consultation with my supervisors. All responses and observations were noted in a book except one that was audio recorded, including pictures. Written text replaced what was observed as reality in the field including narratives to be conceptualized and explained.
1.4.2
Research Activities

Field data was collected in Garsen constituency, Garsen division as it is the central site where all respondents were located. Access was via personal network and letter of field introduction written by ISS to ease my work as it informed the area administration of exactly what and why I was conducting the research. Further access was assisted by 2 key informants from the indigenous community. The first was the chiefs’ son and as for the other informant, he was a community leader who grew up within the affected villages by the TARDA project. The two are also influential leaders in the community, are board members in different ranches and thus access was made easy. I worked with the chiefs’ son in the first 3 days whereas the other in continuing days. They both assisted in accessing the Bedford Biofuel personnel, TARDA project area and other community leaders. Although the research period was July to August, field data was collected for 8 days; and further data collected through telephone and non verbally. Some interviews were planned while others impromptu while seizing any available opportunity. For example, while looking for the area map in one of the ministry offices; the researcher ended up directing a group interview. The field research involved individual interviews with 17 respondents and 3 group interviews. This was both in Swahili for some and others English depending on the respondent’s preference. All interviews were carried out, translated and noted by the researcher.

Respondents were: Ministry of Livestock production, Ministry of Agriculture, the area chief, then Bedford personnel and other community leaders in that order; this was done to enable enough time to gain trust with other community leaders. This was also to grasp the issues being studied on the ground as much as possible and have a more concrete head start. In doing so the researcher gained much insight in interviewing other respondents. Telephone calls were made to schedule the interviews. Some respondents were interviewed when they came into town for meetings while others where it was comfortable to them. These were community leaders/representatives living within the study area. Every ranch leader was interviewed except for one in which information was gotten from the chairman of all the ranches. Conversations had with other people have also been included. Nevertheless, different people assisted differently through the study process, field visits to the sites of the land deals and these reflections and implication have been included later in the paper.
1.4.3
Analysis of Data

This was by use of both primary data noted on diaries and journal from the field and secondary in published journals and literature from government of Kenya. Field interviews and observations were written down as empirical text at the same time concepts were being identified based on reflection of the research process on how and why each step was taken. I attempted to use Strauss and Corbin (1998) suggestion on grounding theory to reflect back on what respondents said and meant, observations, discussions and conversions they had with each other and also the conversations among themselves in the field and also reading a bit of literature.
1.5
Challenges

Due to the field findings, the research question had to be changed and so figuring out the overall presentation of the paper has been a challenge, while at the same time being careful not to leave out what may be useful for the discussion of the paper. All field data collected seemed important yet, identifying and integrating them within the theoretical debate took lots of time and much reflection. This was confusing as theory discussions seemed different from reality on the ground, which makes me wonder the path to take generalize or be case specific, when do we stay using field data in literature. Also for example defining land grabbing, this was very challenging defining it using theories. 
Using mixed method was challenging as it takes time in analysing yet also made interesting discoveries from which i have learnt a lot.  This paper draws much from the field findings as reality is what I identify with. In the first and second half day of field research, gaining trust with the community was a bit of a challenge. Writing the paper within this short time available was not easy at all.

1.6
Conclusion

This chapter has introduced the context of the study, social actors (both state and non-state) who have an influence on community livelihoods and conflicts in Kenya and including the recent community conflicts in Tana. It has highlighted past state and non-state actions and social interactions that do facilitate certain policy decisions on development projects. Development projects seem to be supported and given ‘political protection’ only if they provide political and economic benefits to powerful actors in the government. In this way, politicians can maintain power and privileges that come with such interactions. Yet these projects may also threaten or disrupt rural communities’ livelihoods especially those people who depend on land and water as their means of subsistence production threatening local food security and creating conflicts between and within the community. Thus are sometimes opposed by the community.  For example, the construction of dams and irrigation schemes for ‘national economic growth’.   
While state decisions on certain development projects (TARDA) may create barriers to social livelihoods, other actions such as supporting large scale land acquisition for Jatropha production may offer new opportunities in poverty reduction and livelihood security. How then do these opportunities (re)shape livelihoods within and between communities in Tana Delta? The study has used different methods on the case study to answer this question. 
Chapter 2 Literature Review
This chapter briefly discusses the theoretical frameworks, and then links concepts to theory and finally highlighting the structures and processes taken to enhance and secure livelihoods through state-society interactions in agrarian change and development.

2.1
Theoretical framework 

To answer the research question, both political economy and political ecology frameworks are as analytical lenses. The changing issues within the environment-nature-society interaction and realities can be understood and traced from historical to contemporary events (Bernstein 2010; Neumann 2005). This is important as rural livelihood practices depend on natural productive resources in the environment for their means of subsistence and community benefit. Therefore, they are useful to understand how and why despite development project and being rich in resources there is poverty, inequality and differentiation within the community? What have been the processes of change and how do they come about? Political economy aids in understanding the forces behind building of dams for hydro-electric power and irrigation schemes, biofuel and food production for export. We get to know the nature of politics in production and consumption through Bernstein’s key questions on ‘who owns what? Who does what? Who gets what? And what do they do with it?’ (Bernstein 2010:22). However it does not tell us the causes and consequences of these processes on social changes in community culture practices and behavior (Blaikie 1985). 

Political ecology stretches it further to ask how and why the community reacts to what they know in order to maintain or enhance their livelihoods due to these economic activities on their environment over time and scale. It involves challenging prevailing views about human-environment relationships (e.g.. that subsistence farmers degrade their land), explores how the framing of particular projects affects their outcomes, and emphasizes the importance of power relations in understanding processes by which some people gain while others do not (Neumann 2005, Robbins 2011).  For example, when dams were built upstream overtime, the flow of water was interrupted and indigenous community displaced from their ancestral land. Farming practices within the immediate vicinity, around and along the river was disrupted and to date still deteriorates as forest and perennial crops which farmers relied were destroyed.
 The project in the area was funded by the Japan for irrigation schemes and protected area carved out like the primate reserve by conservationist (Hamerlyck et al 2010). Who wins and losses mainly in Tana where the direct actor is the state? Why has the conflicts been specifically in the TARDA area and immediate environ changing community social and political relations in defense of their traditional practices and subsistence production. These state projects may be seen to have led to Scott’s violation of moral economy and subsistence ethics as it also led to conflict between farmers and pastoralists though not the only cause (Scott 1976). At the local level particularly as globalization continues to transform the indigenous people means and modes of production within the delta. The next section discusses the concepts used from different perspectives.

2.2
Conceptual discussion

Scoones (1998) affirms Chambers’ term of Livelihoods to ‘comprise the capabilities, assets (including both material and social resources) and activities required for a means of living’ (p.5). This may also involve traditional practices, processes and means of subsistence attained as human and environment interact to enhance their livelihoods security while protecting their ‘natural resource base’ (Neumann 2005, Scoones 1998: 5). Community livelihood strategies are assessed in relation to assets in natural resource areas prone to floods and droughts as is the case of Tana. The area has different endowments which the communities rely on i.e. wetland, irrigated, grazing areas, and forestland, semi-arid and arable. These areas are used for different activities and are considered in case of any development investment so as to avoid conflicts with the community this seems not to have been so with TARDA. Some areas are of much value to the community as it is shared and has variety of uses for livelihood activities whereas other areas are not being used hence have been ‘dormant’ for a long time such as the Bedford ranches. This does not interfere with livelihood strategies but instead offers opportunities to the community unlike the TARDA area where there are barriers that have constantly led to conflicts. This is elaborated later in the paper. There are five livelihood resources available; in Scoones (1998) (a) natural, land and water mainly used for means of subsistence; (b) physical which is as a result of economic productive activities irrigation canals, road etc; (c) human labour through knowledge and skills; (d) financial credits and loans (Ellis 2000), and (e) social capital which is based on privileges within and between communities derived from social (Moser 1998). In this case natural and social resources are important. Land and water are significant in subsistence production, and social capital in accessing resources through social interaction in rural areas. 

The term land grabbing has been perceived differently by various actors; from scholars to, conservationists, government and local community in Kenya delta (Borras et al. 2012; Mehta et. al. 2012; Smalley and Corbera 2012). Borras and Franco (2012) relates the term to ‘emerging dynamics of changes in land use and property relations’ for production of ‘flex’ crops (i.e. rice, sugarcane and corn) that can be converted into biofuel. Defined as large scale land deals leased out to either foreign or local investors (‘through state-owned entities and public-private partnerships’), with whom change in the traditional use of existing land has been exchanged for production of monoculture crops e.g. sugarcane, jatropha, rice, palm oil and/ for production of food for export in the rural areas. This has been associated with access and control of not only land but also water being appropriated, controlled by powerful actors by expelling and excluding the local communities from their use (Mehta et. al. 2012:197). It is also seen as an investment by Deininger (2011) that despite its challenges, when there is dormant land can be utilised to enhance socio-economic activities mainly when it is land in an area that was not being used by the community so as to avoid interfering livelihoods. Therefore in relation to natural endowments, when land that was being used by a community for their subsistence production is taken from them and water is also diverted so that the people are displaced from their land directly or indirectly through floods while at the same time their food security is threaten, and conflict between and within the area is as a result of that event over time, undermining their traditional practices then, that would be a land grab. This could also be when the ‘right’ social interactions in the processes of acquiring land are not followed, then it can be termed grabbed if a politicians’ interest in not considered as mentioned in chapter 1. Nonetheless, land is also used by the community for their food security.

Food security can be defined via various ways depending on the context. In relation to World Food Summit of 1996 it ‘exist when all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life’ (FAO 2006). Therefore food security may be ascertained via local access and control of entitlements as a component of capabilities and assets which a community can access food by either producing or buying (Sen 1981 and FAO 2006). Devereux and Sen seem to argue for rights, opportunities and entitlement relations as key to accessing productive resources (Devereux 1993 and Sen 1981). However their view may be useful when complemented with food sovereignty which aims at tackling issues of power inequality involving these resources towards food security (Patel 2009). Food sovereignty is an alternative way created at Nyeleni declaration conference of 2007 to enable ‘the right of peoples to healthy and culturally appropriate food produced through ecologically sound and sustainable methods, and their right to define their own food and agriculture systems. It puts the aspirations and needs of those who produce, distribute and consume food at the heart of food systems and policies rather than the demands of markets and corporations’ (p.11).  The term used here is food production as the community depends much on land and water. In addition, as water is central in any crop production it has rather attracted different actors with a common interest in the resources. This may be problematic due to state led land grab for hydroelectric power and large scale irrigation schemes in this case as crops are often destroyed by floods yet farmers are not compensated. How then do they negotiate to benefit from these resources and avoid being exploited by the state? The next section highlights the structures and processes of politics of social interactions in accessing these assets.
2.3
Structure and processes in livelihoods
In the context of land grabbing/investment Bebbington (1999) articulates the significance of social capital in accessing benefits. He argues that: 
(a) ‘people’s access to five types of capital asset; (b) the ways in which they combine and transform those assets in the building of livelihoods that as far as possible meet their material and their experiential needs; (c) the ways in which people are able to expand their asset bases through engaging with their other actors through relationships governed by the logics of the state, market and civil society; and (d) the ways in which they are able to deploy and enhance their capabilities both to make living more meaningful and to change the dominant rules and relationships governing the ways in which resources are controlled, distributed and transformed in society. Particular attention is paid to the importance of social capital as an asset through which people are able to widen their access to resources and other actors’ (p.2021).

Scoones adds that institutions are significant as opportunities can be identified and negotiated to contribute to, while reducing risks such as impacts of floods and drought to the rural community. In reference to Chayanov’s concept of peasant economy, farmers and pastoralist relations in Tana are towards risk-averse while also ensuring that their subsistence ethics is not threatened as has been in the past by state development projects (1988). They are careful in decisions they make that will not be a threat but offer opportunities in enhancing their livelihoods not only now but also for the future particularly as state policy decision and actions is viewed as a threat. For example, in the current Kenyan constitution ordained on the 27th August, 2010, any dormant land can be taken from the community by the state and distributed to outsiders; the community instead prefer to sub-lease land (ranches) for their social and economic benefit while keeping the land within the reach of future generations. 
The overall chairman of all ranches Mr. Pakia mentioned the ranches are viewed as economically viable and stated “We did not want the ranch to be taken from us by the government and given to someone else. The project was GOD sent hence, the community still owns these ranches. This will also be of benefit to generations to come and remain within the community”
. He added that poverty level was so high in the area and the communities were not able to raise money for development of these ranches. Yet, another chairman of Giritu ranch Mr. Mitsozi Wachu put forth; in Swahili “hatutaki ardhi ibaki wazi bila kutumika, tunafaa kuitumia kwa manufaa ya wenyeji wetu ili ikaweza kutuinuwa au kuinua kiwago cha maisha yetu iwe bora zaidi” in English “We do not want land to remain ideal, we need to use it to benefit the community and raise their standard of living’’
. Popkin in (1979) affirms the rational choices made though compelled by state actions. 
The interactions within and between community is important for their survival and protection from state exploitation, hence cooperate within mainly as state actions have put their subsistence practices and food production at risk while also creating conflict between farmers and pastoralist. In Scott’s (1976) moral economy, one reason farmers are opposing the state is unfulfilled promises and constant exploitation and marginalization. Robbin asserts ‘social and cultural relationships are rooted in economic interactions among and between people’ (p. 59) and is therefore helpful to retain livelihoods.  However, in their relations with influential and political actors, they reciprocate either through voting in their leaders or trading off part of their land in order to access title deeds in this case from County Council offices. 
During an interview with a group of farmers on the 13th July, 2012, they mentioned that the community had decided to go for block title deeds to keep off the foreigners/Wardei since the county council members sold off land to Somalis because they have money. The farmers were saying, if you have money, you get land, if you don’t then you get none. Hence, block title deed was easier to get than individual title deed and so community meetings were held to choose a trusted person in the community with integrity to represent their land grievances to the county council. One respondent complained that they are denied title deeds so as their land is sold to foreigners. He stated “we want our title deeds” and added that “The president (Mr. Kibaki) in the first phase (the year 2002) agreed and promised title deeds but nothing has happened; we still do not have title deeds”. Yet another respondent agrees that it was possible to get the title deeds if you are a local, yet it was much easier for foreigners. There is too much corruption and tribalism. Respondents all expressed that they had been marginalized exploited for too long, had few leaders from the community who can represent them in parliament. They complained that even in acquiring block title deeds they had to trade off part of their land in exchange. A community leader, Mr. Sammy responded that it has not been easy getting an individual title deed and for that reason, the government has grabbed and other investors are trying to cheat them off their land
.
Likewise, current issues of access and control of resources are influenced by social capital which is important in institutional negotiations and processes in governance and this includes transnational organizations (Scoones 2009, Bebbington 1999). In Tana it is the East Africa Wildlife Society, Kenya Wetlands forum, and World Wide Fund for Nature that assisted in lobbying hence the community resisted the state-private joint Mumias sugarcane project (Key informant). This they did in liaison with institutions at local level such as chiefs, village elders, community leaders such as teachers, religious leaders etc. However, when World wide fund for nature tried to mobilize the community to resist Bedford biofuel investment, they instead were resisted. Governance makes state-local-global coordination and politics possible through ‘relations and interactions between state and society’ (Hyden and Court 2002:17, Leftwich 1994). The state is defined here as ‘comprising the range /composition of political, social, economic and coercive institutions that exercise “public” authority in a given territory’ (Fox 1993:11-12). The exercise of authority is not just at the national but is interconnected transnational caused by ‘global economic order’ leading to a flux in commodity and dynamic social relations and production (Bernstein 2010, RIPE 1994:3). Governance is termed as the ‘formation and stewardship of formal and informal rules that regulate the public realm, the arena in which state as well as economic and societal actors interact to make decisions’ (Hyden and Court 2002: 19). This is a process in which different stakeholders both weak and strong actors find the need to cooperate to collectively work out local grievances. 

Governance through state authorities provides an entry point for both multinational and national state into local level activities, for example through multinational investment in large scale biofuel production as in the ProCana sugarcane production case in Mozambique (Borras et al. 2011). In Kenya, this includes national and local state structures, and local and international organizations partnering with the state to advance policy decisions towards biofuel production (Hunsberger 2010). Through governance the state exercise its influence at the national and local level by decentralization while at the same time incorporating the interest of Multinational donors such as IMF, WB in exchange for rural development projects i.e. infrastructure. At this, the state seems to play a precarious role as it has to create a power balance to meet the interests of different groups (Swanepoel 2000). It is not in all cases that every interest group’s grievances are met hence may lead to conflicts that transform decisions made by the state (Fox, 1993:22, Kerkvliet 2009). 

The state is perceived differently by various groups; as benevolent to serve the ‘public’, as a class to serve ‘powerful interest groups and as a self-interested state to serve ‘bureaucrat and politicians’ (Mackintosh 1994). It may also be viewed through Weber and Marx’s perception of power termed ‘zero-sum’ as it works in favor of its political and economic interest (Tansey 2000: 6). Power is expressed in everyday politics everywhere and influencing society behavior depending on the interests of various groups towards material and symbolic resources (Kerkvliet 2009). Although the state plays a significant role in development and poverty alleviation, it is sometimes caught in a dilemma as it tries to incorporate its interest and that of others from various groups at the national level. Kenya seems to be a self-interested modern state as it has often served the interests of influential actors in government especially politicians and bureaucrats. These influential actors often have different development interest from that of the community as they will support a project that is of benefit to them and in case there is shared interests may result in lots of bureaucracy that places weaker actors at a disadvantage for example when processing a title deed, you can face obstacle when the politician is interested in your land. Land grabbing by these actors is very normal in Kenya as they enjoy political and economic privileges within their social interactions (Klopp 2000). Klopp states that these ‘Powerful actors will attempt to maintain patrimonial control by developing creative counter-strategies to change. When faced with declining patronage resources, they will find alternative sources, often amplifying corruption and violence in the process’ (p.8).
The state often serves politicians and bureaucrats interest which makes land grabbing a normal affair. Therefore even when the state’s idea of poverty reduction and rural development appears to be beneficial to the rural poor via state development projects such as alienating land aka land grabbing for ‘national investments’, it may often result in partial and unexpected outcomes for different interest groups. 

Accordingly research seems to communicate that state structures and processes may seem not to be clear or transparent and are known to be corrupted especially with the current global large scale land investments for biofuel production and dam construction (Borras et al. 2011; Vermeulen and Cotula 2010). This was also communicated during farmers group interviewd mentioned above in the paper. More often than not, the Kenyan state through  state leaders act to serve their own interests and offer ‘political protection’ to their social affiliates who are investors, investors who then provide them with economic and political support (Klopp 2000, Currie and Ray 1987) and more capacity to grab land (Markakis 1999, Klopp 2000). For example concerning Kenyan laws on government land; According to the Government of Kenya Land Act Chapter 280, section 87 concerning dam construction and water extraction; 

‘The government may at any time enter upon any land, leased out occupied under this Act, and may there do any work which it may consider necessary for maintaining or improving the flow of water in any river or stream on the land, and may construct and maintain dams or divert any river stream, without paying compensation except for buildings and crops destroyed or damaged’ (p. 30-31). 

The state considers every land as government land and though this supposed compensation may appear on paper, in reality this is different. It was mentioned that crops cultivated on farms are washed away by floods due to dams for hydro-electric power being opened upstream, and that while pastoralist were compensated, farmers were not (personal communication). 

Fox posits the examination of both state autonomy and capacity that state leaders utilize in exercising power to understand why certain decisions are made or not (p.12). In the same way, he adds that by exploring both state and society-centered approaches we are able to understand the intrinsic nature and politics of power embedded in governance as relations between and within social and interest groups are negotiated to make or change policy. For example why past state development projects in Tana have not been successful or even why despite being faced with resistance, the state still plans to cultivate sugarcane production or even why the state did not intervene in the recent Tana massacre that displaced and killed people. Or explain why getting individual title deed is much difficult than securing block title deeds by the community. This paper does not have all the answers to these but exposes these actions of politics in the utilization of resources and control in Tana (Kerkvliet 2009).  
In spite of this, to avoid conflict in this complex web of relations, the state and society group interests are included in negotiations. This may not strictly result in a win-win but a win-lose situation as power is inherent in socio-economic relations to sustain livelihoods. Politics is everywhere and at different scale levels from national to community (Kevkvliet 2009). And therefore, all social actors are significant in mediating processes and structures that may facilitate or hinder access and rights to livelihood resources to the rural community. Social actors vary from local, national and international level and at each level interest are different, and we also have powerful and weak actors whose objectives are different. The negotiations are often among different groups from community representatives, civil society, businessmen, etc each with his or her own interest yet the relations seems to be based on who is who and what they can get from that interaction due to economic and political gains.
2.4
Conclusion

Social interactions in negotiating for access to land here seems to depend on who is who, what one can get, who will act to ensure there are benefits. State as an actor in these processes may often choose to interact and serve powerful actors in order to get economic and political benefits. When community as a group of actors too has to be served by state actors, it is often reciprocal interaction i.e. when farmer want title deeds and so they vote in their community leader in return. This is the same for an investor as this relation depends on what opportunities are offered that will of benefit the state actor. It seems that the support of development projects are not only dependent on what and how communities may gain but also opportunities it offers to state actors. These relations are based on trust though not often sustained as interests change depending on emerging opportunities and hindrances mainly to state actors. Different institutions play various roles in enhancing livelihoods such as civil society. While community actions as agency are important towards negotiating and securing for their socio-economic activities and development. In these relations, there seems to be politics and power in livelihoods, it’s explicit in the actions taken and resulting consequences as economic gains/investments depend on social and political interactions.

Chapter 3 Overview of Study Area  

This chapter presents an overview of the area livelihoods, reflection of field process and details who the community is and likely stakeholder. 

3.1
Background of study area

Tana River delta is an area in the coastal province of Kenya with great productive resources land and freshwater. The area borders main Tana River in the north-south Kitui while covering south of the river in Malindi district and east of the sea. It is divided into 3 divisions: Garsen, Tarassa and Kipini division. It has the longest (1000km) river in Kenya and has land area that covers 38,446km² with high agricultural potential for food production (KNBS 2001).  The area under water mass is 3226 km²; ploughing and planting 3822 km² and land that is for lease 8964 km²
. It is therefore one of the most important areas for Kenyan economy highly dependent on Agriculture sector which creates up to 85.4 percent employment in the rural areas given the rich productive resources (KIHBS 2005/06). 

The river is also shared by upstream north and downstream south areas for socio-economic activities emplacing the importance of water for food production. These resources are used by the communities for their traditional livelihood practices such as farming, pastoralism, fishing and domestic purposes as cooking. Hence are important as they are the main means of subsistence to ensure food and livelihood security as traditionally practiced by the indigenous people. However, food production in Tana is dependent on both rain-fed and flood agriculture. 
Some villages have often diverted the river into or out of their areas for use and to protect livelihoods during floods and drought sometimes leading to silent conflicts that village elders intervene to resolve. How and why do we have floods? These are brought about through: 1) Rains in the geographical area which naturally flows to the delta and is of traditional significance to the community. 2) Tidal waves which stream in via the delta every two weeks and is saline water. 3) Opening of dams which have been constructed upstream by state corporations. It is an area where different actors within and outside the community share the resources and compete to enhance their political, economic and social relations. 

Land and water are used by the community composed of different ethnic groups, the state and non state actors for various purposes. Apart from the community and the state are other local and foreign private industrial investments established within the region. They are not looked into as they are out of this studies scope. This section gives detailed livelihood diversification and differentiation socio-economic activities within and among the community
.

3.2
Community Livelihood diversification

The community areas are divided into various villages; each village distinct in the style of house construction and fencing that easily identifies with each ethnic group. Landscape and practices between the villages are different. For example, in a Pokomo village there are mango trees while an Orma village is an open field for storage of animals (see pictures). 
Figure 3.1
Pokomo Hewani village 
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Source: Field work 2012

Major ethnic groups are the Pokomo and Orma whose main source of food in the community is crop and livestock production respectively. This they produce at different locations depending on how favorable the utility of land and water is at any given time towards their social and economic interest. For example in dry spell rice is cultivated in oxbow lakes at a time when water levels in the river are too low. Others are the Wardei, Luo, Kikuyu who migrated to the area. Whereas the Pokomo farm along the river and staple food is bananas, Orma are pastoralist recently trying out crop production while staple food is rice. The population is about 100,000 people with estimated small scale farmers as 73000  who own from about 2acres to 15 acres though the average being approximately 1.5/2 acres
. Therefore small scale farmers contribute a lot to the community food production and any disruption to their production may undermine it. Food production is different within the division.

In Tana delta, rice and maize are the main staple food with maize mainly grown at Kipini as the area receives reliable rain of about 1000millimetres litres per year and it is a cosmopolitan area where immigrants live and those displaced settle
. Both Ozi location and Kilelegwani sub-location (Kau and Kilunguni area) rely on flood irrigation and rain-fed farming to produce rice in small scale. It is in these two areas that conflicts normally occur between farmers and pastoralist over grazing land, water and pasture, though also occurs in other areas as well. Horticulture crops are mangoes which are also consumed for survival in Garsen mainly Shirikishwa, Ngao and Charo location during lean times. For example, Pokomo plus Giriama heavily depend on mangoes so that in dry spell it is mixed with flour and cooked as a meal. 
Figure 3.2 

Orma Banda Village
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Source: Field work 2012

In addition, land for livestock movement is used interchangeably between the divisions in two main ways that is; the hinterland (semi-arid) lays the ranches and riverine (wetland) comprises the delta. The main issue here is water; hence the movements from hinterland to riverine in Kipini a small area livestock rely on for water and pasture
. Hinterland movement is due to few water reservoirs.  During wet seasons livestock are moved from riverine to hinterland in order to give grazing land some rest for re-growth. In dry seasons month of January-March and July-October move from hinterland to riverine for water and to get pasture in the wetlands. These periods are considered lean for pastoralists and worsen during long dry spell resulting into conflict between farmers and pastoralist

. During the months of January, February, July and August crops are ready and farmers are preparing to harvest but then face lean times in April, May, October and November since they are planting and weeding
. Tana River community has about 160,000 livestock (cattle, goats and sheep) which at any given time is relied upon. However, influx results in a maximum of 1 million livestock convening at the delta in Kipini during dry spell to share water and pasture causing conflicts within (Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of livestock production). These are livestock from upstream regions such as North Eastern, Garissa and southern Somalia as these communities also practice pastoralism. These areas are Arid and semi Arid land (ASAL). 

3.3
Socio-economic activities

The market for animals is very active as it is along the Mombasa-Garsen-Garissa road and with an average of 400 cattle sold per week which translates to 1600 animals in a month. The average catch is 6 million Kenyan shillings in low season up to 8 million Kenyan shillings during peak season. ‘Livestock is the centre of livelihood in the region’ as 8,000 households depends on livestock market and on average small scale holders have 5 cattle and 8 goats per household as each produce 9 and 2 litres of milk respectively
. Average livestock on milk production during wet season is 2 litres per day yet excess goes to waste. During dry spell, product is not enough such that a household with 6 persons will not receive enough milk from 5 cattle. During dry spell, the reduction is half a litre per animal. 

Nonetheless, Livestock keepers depend on milk as their food. If quantity is also reduced, it is rough in the hinterland. Main staple food is milk and meat in the hinterland. Pastoralists take strong meals after 2 days hence “one can have money but not access to food reservoirs”
. The catchment area is Hasa, Mnazini, Bandi, Galili, Kipao and Oda.  Reason for market activity is because of commercial bank and security which has been enhanced and is available in the area. Livelihoods have been changed by market for the better and availability of livestock. Every livestock farmer finds his or her share every weekend from the sale of their animals though mainly conducted by men. Within the daily working calendar, there is sale of livestock. The market brings in about 100 million Kenyan shillings per year
.  Livestock exchange main day is every Saturday from 10 am to 11am.

Small scale holders make yoghurt and ghee. Plans are in progress to have a slaughter house project to benefit the community.  The slaughter house is to ensure food (meat) can be exported so that farmers and pastoralist benefit instead of middlemen. This will be through a livestock marketing association. Farming 10 years ago was maize and rice for subsistence consumption; now this has shifted to food produced for market- there are emerging cash crops (i.e. cotton and hot chillies) which are of more economic value hence the shift notably only in Kipini. In Garsen and Tarassa, the shift from one food production to the other is because crops are not harvested as expected due to spoilage and the market price for other crops is too low. 
On observation, on farm activities by Pokomos are conducted by both men and women; and women bring and sell their crop produce at the market. This they also sell to pastoralist women who then go and sell to travelers at Minjila. Milk and milk products are mainly sold by pastoralist women in 2-3litre yellow jerry cans. 

Figure 3.3 

Pokomo farmer
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Source: Field work 2012
3.4
Reflections on the field process

In the bus seated next to me on the overnight journey to Tana is Otis Collins an Administrative Police who was going to report to his newly stationed area in Lamu Port as he has been deployed in the area as a result of the Mombasa Republican Council (MRC) threats and activities in the coastal province as well as Somali pirates. We then get to converse on security in Tana to be very tight and changed the discussion to state-led actions on Saboti Land Defence Force (SLDF) a militia group that resulted in deployment of Kenya military force to Mt. Elgon area to end the groups’ militia activities. The Kenyan state had the capacity to ensure there is security for its citizens. After passing through Malindi town in the morning, what awaited me was a surprise. Being at 9am in the morning, most passengers were now wide awake and chatting though others still sleepy. The bus stops at ‘Kalagoni’ and two military escorts get into the bus with guns. They were to escort the bus all the way to the final destination which was Mpeketoni village. That is when it dawned to me that I was headed to an unknown area and I feared what was ahead while at the same time knowing that I was in good hands due to my access through the area chief and his assurance that my safety was a priority within his jurisdiction. Inside the bus too was very quiet. By the time I got to my destination ‘Minjila’ I was relieved though still had 10km to get to Garsen town which I did using a motorbike to start my field work.

While arranging to get to the field, I was debriefed about the study area, what to expect and who the gatekeepers were by a previous researcher. I had been concerned about my safety as it was unfamiliar territory and also given the fact that the MRC, a rebel group had threatened to take over the whole of coast province as part of Zanzibar. I did get 3 contacts, the colleague to the gate keeper as both are ‘nature Kenya staff’. The two are migrants in the area.  While in the field, I overheard how they were negatively perceived by the community and so did not contact them as I risked not getting access to information in the community. If seen with them, I would lose their trust. It seemed as though there was tension between the community and nature Kenya so decided to keep away completely as they were frontrunners against Bedford biofuel to the extent of testifying them in court. The case against the investor was eventually dropped when community leaders warned nature Kenya. The other 2 contacts were established through personal and professional network. I was referred to the area chief and his son. This was a better option as I knew my security was assured. Also choosing to contact the chiefs’ son as he was within my age bracket as culture and religion too had to be respected. In this case, given an option between son and father; it is a sign of respect to approach the former and then when need be consult the latter. Having done this eased my access in the area and community. I eventually was in contact with the chief during the interview. I observed in the field chiefs do play a crucial role in the community. They are trusted by the community and what they do and say counts.  

Land issues are controversial in Kenya and so although my initial plans were to study ‘large scale land grabbing and food security’, and knowing that I was to interview some government ministries; I changed my working title to ‘livelihoods and small scale farming towards food security’ in my letter of introduction. Intention was to access as much information as possible. Going ahead with the initial title would have been unfruitful. Due to the time and season livestock movements to the delta, pastoralists were not interviewed. However, I interviewed Mr. Dido the leader of pastoralist community and who is also the Chairman of CICC. Having a variety of respondent did cover other areas. Example, though I was not able to interview the pastoralists, I did get much insight from the District livestock production which I would not have gotten from the pastoralist. Interestingly, when interviewing Mr. Dido, he mentioned having mistaken me to be of another ethnic group; some thought I was from Rift Valley (Kalenjin) and others Western Province (Luhya) until he asked me my native and father’s name. My meeting with Mr. Dido was impromptu; he was rushing for peace talks between farmers and pastoralist at Wema centre on 12th July 2012 hence took that chance to interview him. All respondents were also elderly men and while I spoke to some women while on farm and market place. It is a patriarchal society and decisions on land and development are negotiated by men.
Right from the initial contact, I was termed as ‘mwanafunzi’ (student) and not researcher. When introduced to other community leaders on the first day, they did seem nervous hence interviews were started off at the government ministries. It occurred to me that in gaining access to information, acknowledging hierarchy is the key. In case, if I would have followed a different route, then I would not have gotten much support as I did get from the community leaders. It seemed as though, researchers were seen as a threat as past researchers were environmentalist who were an obstacle to the area’s development especially as the community had embraced and welcome the new large scale project on Jatropha which the community seemed enthusiastic about. They were also curious that I was a Kenyan student studying in the Netherlands and wanted to know if I had been following the proceedings for the post election violence; if I had met Ocampo the International Criminal Court (ICC) prosecutor. The respondents were also wondering why currently most of the researchers’ visiting the area were from the Netherlands. They wanted to know exactly why so much interest is on Tana and I remember saying jokingly that probably because it’s a land surrounded by water and Netherlands wants to know why Tana is still not yet developed. 
On 12th Wednesday at about 9 O’clock in the morning, am having breakfast in restaurant as I wait for 10 O’ clock to go meet with Mr. Joel Ruhu at Kitangale ranch and am also wondering how to get to the area using a motorbike. As I stand up to walk outside, I see this man wearing a hat written Bedford biofuels and as I watch everyone is greeting him lots of respect. They shook his hand with both of their hands and others saluted when he passed and called him ‘mkubwa’ meaning the leader. He is the aspiring politician within the constituency in the coming Kenyan general election and as those interviewed stressed, the man who brought investors in Tana and would ensure that there is development and reduced poverty. His home area is also within Salama location, the villages where TARDA project grabbed land.
Reflecting on the choice of methods I chose, it was so that in case anything happens then I can fall back on. For example while in the field, the Ministry of Health nutritionist was not in the area and so emailed him. Through telephone, calling and Short Message Service (SMS) I did get updates of what was going on in Tana from one of the key informants. Also immediately after my field work violence escalated in Tana between farmers and pastoralist and was therefore able to update my data   by watching Kenya National news and other information which I would not have gotten had I chose a different method.
3.5
The community
The 2 key informants represented the community and complemented each other’s shortcoming. For example, one was more familiar with one area than the other, both contributed and supported greatly. This was also to get different perspective on the issue. I realized all those interviewed majorly were from one ethnic group/though the other groups too were interviewed. However, I did also talk to a few pastoralists in the community who were curious why I was walking with my 1st informant. The term ‘community’ was used a lot in reference to the ranches but ‘communities’ to refer to those living in the TARDA area. Who then were the community vs. communities? Until I reflected on various narratives, the community was farmers and pastoralists who live and own the Bedford ranches. The communities were referred to as ‘them’ Wardei living on both the ranch and TARDA area. The Tana community also grouped themselves ‘us’ Bantus (farmers) and ‘Cushites’ (pastoralists). It dawned on me that out of all the 24 respondents interviewed, 5 were pastoralists and the rest farmers. Most of the Bedford biofuel ranch chairmen were the Pokomo and they are the once who own much of the ranches as four of the six belong to them (see Table below). My strategy was to interview the owners of these ranches and my 1st key informant an Orma introduced me to some. In fact it just so happened that the Pokomo owned the ranches. Each ranch belongs to either a farmer or Pastoralist same even as I reflect on Mr. Joel Ruhu’s statement.  I noticed the 1st key informant was enthusiastic about the Jatropha project while the 2nd both projects. That is why I can say that farmers are Key stakeholders. 
Table 3.1
Summary overview of ranches
	Ranch
	Location
	Community
	Total hectares
	To be for Jatropha
	Others activities
	Squatters

	Kitangale
	Ngao
	Farmers
	19800
	10000
	98000
	No

	Kibusu
	Shirikiso
	Farmers
	28000
	10000
	18000
	Yes 

	Haganda
	Bilisa
	Pastoralists
	13000
	10000
	 3000
	No

	Ida-sa-godana
	Bilisa
	Pastoralist & farmers
	52000
	30000
	28000
	Yes

	Giritu
	Salama
	Farmers
	39000
	20000
	19000
	Yes

	Kondertu
	Chara
	Farmers
	11500
	None
	All
	No


Source: Field data 2012
As not all the ranches i.e. Kondertu will be utilized for Jatropha production, part of land remaining is for reinvestments to the community. That is, establishing cattle project and food cultivation, grazing, expansion of family generation, irrigation and partly for wildlife conservation and ecosystem (especially in fragile and wetlands area). Communities living in the area practice mixed farming and are therefore pastoralists and farmers. Squatters who are the Wardei (Somali) are present and absent in some ranches. For example in Ida-sa-godana ranch, squatters have established a trading centre and mosque. Meaning they are permanent residents. Being the only ranch that has survived and produces livestock for market, the current stocking rate is 9000 cattle. When investment in land starts, the maximum cattle to graze inside will be 3,000. 
3.6
Conclusion

Livestock production is indeed economically viable with high returns hence a good investment. Pastoralists seem to have more money than farmers, while farmers seem to have influential positions including in the Ministry of Livestock production and influential connections of which the pastoralist do not have so they interact to fully benefit from their traditional socio-economic activities. It is also important to note that Ida-sa-godana ranch was headed by a Pokomo who is in the Ministry of Livestock Production and one of the reasons it did not collapse. Also the Wardei in that ranch are ‘squatters’ yet enjoy the benefits of socio-activities within the community.  
Chapter 4 Background of TARDA project area
This chapter details the consequences of state action on community livelihoods and relations (food production and conflicts) as stated by ‘voices of Tana’.  
4.1
Overview of TARDA area

TARDA project area accommodates many tribes and therefore different livelihood activities. In this area, cultivation of large scale rice and sugarcane production was proposed by the state corporation in partnership with Mumias Sugar Company. Rice was already cultivated on part of the land (Figure 4.1).

Figure 4.1
Rice cultivated
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Source: Field work 2012

 However, the community agreed to have the sugarcane project to go on but postpone till after the election of the new government in 2013. Villages around the already cultivated land have been affected in that TARDA project has now squeezed their land. Mr. Sammy Hewani community leader in the area said that block four area which was actively being utilized by 13 farmers for their food production was also taken and spoilt yet food was already cultivated in these farms.  This is in addition to the already taken land from Hewani which was about 800 hectares and Wema greatly affected by the TARDA project, this is within Salama location. The ‘Wardei’ as the name means foreigners who are also pastoralist were displaced and sent off to Kipini; just before rice was cultivated, though i did not know where exactly the displacement took place.  Bandi, Vumbure, Sailoni, Kulesa are also villages near the TARDA area that have been affected as their land has been grabbed leaving them with no space for expansion or for future generation as highlighted below.

4.2
Why the tension towards TARDA 

The large scale irrigation schemes though planned in 1952 started in 1992. A community representative expressed emphatically that the communities resist the government since the community themselves have invested into the land.  He added that, Hewani, Wema all the way to Galili are ancestral villages and were there when the project started. The indigenous community neither knew the government nor that their land would be taken away from them.  He then pointed out that, TARDA grabbed the community land leaving no provision for future expansion and also wondering where these people would and where they would get land for their generation? He then gives one example, in Galili area where cattle graze on farms that are already cultivated. The cattle get in and eat crops in the farms causing bringing conflict between the communities. This happens in Sailoni area where pastoralists direct their cattle to feed on farmers’ crops and yet if pastoralists move to hinterland and riverine, it is dry and increasingly overgrazed as a result of influx from north up stream...

Initially, TARDA occupied a small area but later grabbed grazing land by extending to the community. One respondent said “if most of the area had not been taken, livelihoods would be better for the community. It was both for pastoralists and farmers but now the remaining area is not enough for grazing as it is. Animals eat food produced in the field” [personal communication]. In particular, Galili, Hewani, Banda, Mitapani and Sailoni borders the TARDA project hence expansion of area for grazing during drought is a problem as it also brings conflict between farmers and pastoralists. 

Another community leader and an area councilor who were present when TARDA approached the community elaborated that; TARDA project in 1993 approached the community for some land on grounds and promise that it would be given back to the community for their own farming. In 1994, interest was different from the initial agreement as TARDA kept back the land hence the community took TARDA to court and to date there has been no judgment. Dykes were built and TARDA took away whatever land that was surrounding these dykes as theirs. According to one of the location community leaders Sammy, “their land had a boundary far away” [he points towards the TARDA grabbed land and what remains of the land to date]. He adds that the county council was given part of the land to build dykes and took the opportunity to take the whole area as theirs. The community project too was taken, that is the Hewani Minor irrigation scheme and was for some time not working after that. This affected the community food production. However, in the month of June 2012, the community forcefully took back part of it and rice cultivation was in progress during the field research see figure 4.2 below. The farmers were given a go ahead to utilize the land for food production by the community leaders in the area. The community elders have told farmers to continue using the land and have dared anybody to remove them from it.
Figure 4.2
Hewani Minor Irrigation Scheme
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Source: Field work 2012

Yet another community leader Mr. Pakia stated that in early 1990s they promised that Hola and Bura was to be used by small scale farmers as contract farming, so that they would cultivate and sell rice to TARDA. The government lied and instead took the project solely as theirs and has taken most of the fertile land. He asks, “Why have they done these yet in places like Mwea and Nyandarua have contract farming and land still remains in the hand of the community?” As a renowned and respected community leader, he asserts that “TARDA found us here and this is our ancestral land. The community will never be happy with TARDA as they believe it was established to rob them of their land” hence is resisted. 
A community leader mentioned “The community is not resisting because of the projects but the unfulfilled promise by TARDA to allocate and return back part of the land to the community”. This is in contrast to Mwea irrigation schemes where farmers have contracts and are supported with everything including market without taking away their land. The community elder stated that the people are supporting the Jatropha project while stressing that “we are rich but poor at the same time, we are tired of being exploited we are opposed to Mumias sugarcane because of unfulfilled promises”. 
The community leader finally added that “Ardhi yetu imechukuliwa kimabavu, irudishwe kwetu (our land was taken by force and should be returned to us) as there is high unemployment, we need this land for our food security as without it we cannot make it. We need land for our food production and for settling our population which has increased by 3 fold”. For example in Hewani, an area of 135 acre is sustaining the villagers at this time. The leader further states that they want judgment taken as it has been 19 years since court proceeding and now the file is lost and cannot be found. Interestingly all community leaders interviewed emphasized on the TARDA project that it was grabbed and is partly to blame for the conflicts as much of the grazing area was grabbed. And although several dams have already been constructed, another is to be built by Kengen and TARDA but is currently being opposed by the communities (Red Cross communication).However; i did not get to interview anyone from TARDA offices.
4.3
Concerning Squatters

Two community leaders interviewed at Hewani village mentioned that in the proposed TARDA land for sugarcane, there are squatters who were the Ormas living on wetlands towards Kipini. They would be displaced when the project started. However, they also state that if and when the project starts, the Ormas would have to be compensated. Although it was mentioned those communities living inside the dykes are seen as squatters, none have been displaced yet. The squatters here according to the community meaning they are surrounded by dykes built by the state which then declared that all those within the dykes are squatters yet, it is their land. Hence, the Wardei are viewed by the community as not squatters but as pastoralist foreigners who settle in any space they get without permission. The Garjale (foreigners/Somali) based in the middle of Hewani, Wema and Kulesa village were sent away by Orma. The government relocated the foreigners who came in as temporary refugees to stay right in the middle of the ancestral land during the time of Minister Marsden Madoka former minister for foreign affairs. Foreigners came in since 2005 and were shifted from Danisa area because of bandits.
4.4
Implications on community conflicts

In an interview with Mr. Dido, leader of Imam and pastoralists accents that the indigenous communities have no problem. He added that the main problem was the foreign visitors who are allowed to graze in the area causing conflict as they graze on food already growing in farms. He adds that the foreign pastoralists graze with guns and this causes insecurity to the people in the community as the community has no access to weapons to defend themselves from these foreigners who come to spoil our crops threatening our food security. And that the Pokomo and Orma (all rear animals but more so the Ormas) and solve problems on their own through the chief and or peace talks. They rely on informal institutions to settle their problems within. He as the leader of Pastoralists is confirmed that TARDA grabbed land hence grazing is in and along farmers land. Foreigners do not know the rules and /ignore the rules within the community. He blamed this on the administration as they do not act to community complains. However, in Kilelegwani, it is within the community. In the first week of July, within the area 2 persons were killed; one from each community that is, a pastoralist and a farmer. Peace prevailed through Coast Interfaith Council of Cleric (CICC). Dido adds that, “what happens is that the Orma graze with foreigners (Somalis) and are then incited by the foreigners so that when there is conflict, they run off and leave the Orma and Pokomo fighting”. By contrast, in Kipini there are conflicts between pastoralists and farmers as all are foreigners.

Farmers have seasons of cultivating crops and time their cultivation and harvest before floods brought about by rains. The area used for grazing by small scale holders in the delta is not a problem but the “influx in the region is too high” causing congestion and overgrazing-Land policy does not favor livestock production”; and they can do nothing as ‘outsiders/foreigners’ graze using firearms while the indigenous communities have no firearms resulting in conflicts (DDLPO). A Red Cross respondent mentions that ‘Security contributes a lot’ to food production. Pastoralists that came in as foreigners have weapons and graze their animals on already cultivated land. Since the community does not have guns and weapons as the foreigners; they watch as what is cultivated is grazed on hence also resulting in conflict. The government is aware of this but is not doing anything about it. Pastoralists are spoiling crop production. This compels the community to buy food from shops yet they had cultivated their food for consumption. Mr. Dido Mtono a pastoralist leader, an Orma and chairman of peace CICC reaffirmed what farmers were saying concerning the foreign pastoralists. 
Salama location is an area in which at the time of field research, farmers and pastoralist fought because livestock were left to feed on the already food growing on farms causing conflict between the pastoralist and farmers.
4.5
Implications on food security 

Before the Kengen dams upstream were built, floods were of benefit to the community for food production hence there was lots of harvest. Food was in plenty all year round. After construction of dams this reduced and foods cultivated on farms are washed away by floods due to dams being opened upstream. According to District Deputy Livestock Production Officer (DDLPO), “Floods is not a threat as oxbow lakes will have more water for pasture, enough even during dry spells” and areas of grazing. “Dams built in the highlands ‘denied and changed the lifestyle of our people; used to be for cultivation of bananas, rice grown just along the river by utilizing the water in the oxbow lake. This was interfered with by putting up dams thus pastoralist livelihoods been degraded”. The DDLPO mentions that these are Kengen dams for hydro-electric power. 
On the 12th July, i directed another impromptu group interview when i had gone looking for Tana River Map, these were District Development Committee Members who mentioned that indeed the Kengen dams built upstream was a threat to their livelihoods and several times the community had made several complains; including the area Member of Parliament Dunsan Mungatana who presented the matter in parliament but those in charge upstream did not take any action. That instead, those in charge upstream warn the community downstream that the dams will be opened through the radio and by that time even, before the community do anything, water is all over crops and pastoralist huts flooded while crops spoilt. Before these floods, the community are often warned by Red Cross, and is why I even interviewed the Red Cross staff as well.

According to DDLPO, due to persistent dry spell, pastoralist move to the delta area hence area is overgrazed due to lack of rains, pasture, poor re-growth of grazing areas. The area received little rains last year and ‘delta currently dry and overgrazed’. The movement to hinterland was in order to allow time for grazing space to relax during wet seasons. There was implicit anger in his tone of voice, “we blame the government for denying the people of Tana River to enjoy that resource in the community-(pause)-because the inhabitants denied natural floods resulting in hunger and mango plantations dying-(pause and change in voice to high then low)-‘the diamond here is mango plantation’, which are just along the river, they thrive as a result of the floods”. He states that “when we have floods, we can harvest food throughout the year thus having bumper food produced and livestock products“ hence “more floods more food”. 

He also adds that customary livelihood within the area is livestock; there are few animals to sustain the community therefore the move to agriculture as an enterprise. He further expressed “the ranches have not been enjoying resources because of illegal visitors... [Pause]... Animal grazers in Tana have enough area for grazing, so they have enough seasoned geographical division. They know there grazing patterns so well, the problem is the illegal influx”. Furthermore, this is due to ‘denial of the floods caused by the dams built and controlled from upstream for hydro-power’. He put across “it was shames for an Orma (Cushite) to line up for ‘Unga’ (flour) hence are currently forced by condition of floods (dams)”. According to Ministry of Health, causes of malnutrition include persistent drought in the area leading to decreased food production, floods at Tana River and consumption of a single diet. This is especially among the pastoralists who are also known as cushites. This is in pastoralist areas such as Chira, Konkona, Galili and Onkolde among others villages in Garsen. The situation gets worse during dry spell and floods when there is animal movement to riverine, there are conflict in the community and crops are washed away by floods.

4.6
Conclusion
The community views TARDA project as a threat for having contributed to conflicts in the area as grazing land is no longer big enough for both pastoralist and farmers. While TARDA has taken away part of community land, the concern is the future generations. However we also get to know the importance of social capital/ community as they have tried to take back part of their land under the protection of community leaders. State development project have created obstacles in the social livelihoods and conflict of these community. As we learnt in the previous chapter, livelihoods/ economic activities in the area is dependent on how communities interact to enhance their socio-economic activities. This community is highly dependent on land and water and when land is grabbed, and they have constant conflicts between and within themselves then their economic productivity is also at risk. To gain economic benefits by using productive resources depends not only on social actions but also political actions. When the TARDA project Mumias Sugar Company starts, the Orma will be displaced from their ancestral land yet again as they mainly rely on livestock production, they are unlikely to take the states actions lightly. 
In addition, in squeezing land, it appears the community are displaced indirectly as these land grabs have negative implication on food production and conflicts in the area. Also, while there are foreigners grazing in the area, the administration has not been doing anything. It is also important to note here that Yusuf Hajj is from the pastoralist community and Somalia descent, he is also the minister of defence and security in Kenya. Why then aren’t community complains not heard or are ignored. The community Orma and Pokomo traditional livelihoods are restricted by the TARDA project. Also of note here in complains of floods, the community have laid the blame on Kengen activities. These state projects don’t seem to have offered much opportunities to the community but instead obstacle. Bedford biofuel offers some opportunities that may be beneficial to community livelihoods.
Chapter 5 Overview of the Ranches
This chapter also gives a brief account of the recently implemented second land deal (Bedford Biofuel), its progress and the perception of the community. It also examines opportunities that the investor offers to the community. By this we are then able to understand how the community within and between interact to enhance their livelihoods.
5.1
Brief History and overview of the ranches

There are seven (7) ranches in the area of which six are being subleased to Bedford biofuels. In summary, all the six ranches accepted the Bedford investors [See table below]. Ranches extend from Ida-sa-godana all the way to Kondertu. The seventh ranch had already been identified by G4 industries, investors from German for sunflower production. Hence is not part of the focus in this study. Ranches are best suited in semi arid areas, and were started in the late 1960s and early 70s for meat production and export. The Local community bought shares and some brought in cattle. However, due to great drought of 1992/1994 animals died and the ranches did not recover from this loss hence collapsed as there were no returns to investments
. There were efforts to improve upon them through constant change in Directors yet no growth. The community also borrowed loans from Agricultural Finance Cooperation (AFC) through the backing of the government parastatal. There were loan burden and no livestock in the ranch for sale; and so the loan interests increased with time as ranches became heavily in debt. Come the year 2003/2004 the government recommended that the loan burdens be released and written off to farmers across the country thus the community were able to take back their title deeds from AFC
. The loans were officially written off 4 years later.

Right after that, there were interests from different investors. An example is an organization for carbon credits and trees that approached them for large scale land investment. They were welcomed to invest but after the initial visit in the area, they did not come back. It is not know why they never came back. The community was then free of loans but no ranching activities going on. In Ida-sa-godana ranch, livestock production continued but not as anticipated. What is more, before the initial lease from government expired, other investors came in. By this time there were no employees in the ranch and land was not being utilized to benefit the community hence sub-leased to Bedford biofuel. The ranches each have chairmen and board their respective board members from each ranch and then head by overall chairman of all ranches combined Mr. Pakia.  

5.2
How investors arrived in Tana River

In an in-depth interview with Mr. Pakia he said that, Bedford biofuel begun pursuing for land in 2008; initially approached Magarini through former MP honorable David Kombe, but there was a problem of land ownership as investors neither wanted to displace people from the ranches nor deal with squatters. The ranches were no longer being used for livestock production. They were big in size for large scale investment and had no problem with land ownership as the land belonged to the community. Second, there was the Ministry of land, County Council and legal fees to be paid and renewal of lease which Kitangale and other ranches were almost expiring. Government started giving lease on single ranch not as a block covering all the ranches. Thus pilot started with Kitangale ranch. Kitangale ranch was first among others because of technicalities like; extension of lease for 45 years and ranch land surveyed. However, the agreement was that when the Jatropha project is fully established, ranches would refund the expenditure to Bedford biofuel. Some of the expenses paid included land survey, legal (fees) plus attaining license from National Environment Management Authority NEMA, including public rally in which the community were asked whether they wanted the project to run or not at which they agreed.

In accordant with land requirement, when extending a lease title land has to be resurveyed and report filed to the director of survey. The title deed was renewed for 45 years which is also the said life span of the crop. Although other ranches have an agreement with the investor, they are not still fully subleased yet are receiving payments. Nonetheless, conditions were given by NEMA to Bedford; to establish plantation west of B8 and not east of B8 (on the eastern side, there are rivers and delta proper ‘fertile and fragile land’). They were also not to clear the whole land. About 1000 to 2000 hectares was to be retained and project implemented 500metres from the road and in a manner that animal and wildlife corridors were accessible. 

5.3
Further plans in search of water 

In October 2011, the Pilot started on about 500acres of land, but only managed to clear 200 acres due to lack of the expected seasonal rainfall as the plant needs water to establish rooting system. Clearance was started, finished and planting on 19 acres accomplished in November. Although rains delayed, the crop is doing well and had already produced seeds right after four months (figure 5.1). The plant is to be left to grow until it reaches its maximum of four years as full maturity. However, Mr. Pakia and DDLPO in different interviews confirm that the plants are not doing as well as expected. The area is semi arid and water is needed to sustain the young plants and for domestic use. Borehole was dug but the water was salty. So after Kitangale, the project is to be moved to Ida-sa-godana ranch which is in close proxy to the River where there will be access to water DDLPO. 
Figure 5.1
Jatropha Pilot at Kitangale ranch

[image: image9.jpg]a: e
. :#.*

l'e Q' Wgw ,_“ ‘.
"'yé""b"t .’m’;

"“' l:" If

%""'ﬁw “"“" .“
y Bl A‘},’ ;'gyﬂ 'A? %

1u/;‘ ’ "‘J’(
“% ! ;§4

iy





Source: Field data 2012

The amount of water plants received is less hence the plans to put up Dams along seasonal rivers as “about 200 hectares already piloted” said Mr. Pakia. These plans take off immediately after July as sites for construction of dams have already been identified along the ranches in strategic areas. It was clarified that the water was not for irrigation but for domestic use and sustaining other activities. Likewise, much of the water needed is for establishing nurseries. Furthermore, initial cultivation would be started on 6,000ha in each ranch the District Deputy Livestock Production Officer.  

Building of dam/small water catchment areas is perceived by the community to be good for livestock production and crop rescue. Hence Bedford biofuel plans to build dams in the area has been received well “so that when there is floods, it can be used and stored in dams and help us when it comes to storage and in drought” (DDLPO).He adds that dams to be constructed in upper Garsen to prevent the conflicts between farmers and pastoralist as animals will not have to move downstream and spoil farmers produce. Besides, the River has been changing its course.

5.4
Benefits to the community

Concerning anticipated benefits; Mr. Pakia the chairman [1] acknowledges that “any investor local or international has one target, which is profit”. If project succeeds it would make the ranches viable. Benefit would be provision of capital for re-investment and employment creation. The ranches lay dormant for long and were not bringing in any economic value. There will be economic viability such as employment, entrepreneurs (small businesses) and other activities taking place and creating jobs which were not there before. The locals are to be considered and given priority. The benefits would be 80 percent employments to the local community (however this can also be filled by outsiders who may have better skills) while 20 percent to foreign employees who have technical expertise and skills. About 14000 workers will be employed from the community as drivers, non-skilled and skilled laborers i.e. clerks, Human resources etc when the project is implanted in all the ranches. Over and above are economic activities i.e. supermarkets, stores and bars to create jobs in one way or the other. 
From 2009, investor has been paying rent, they paid all the rates to the county council and government and in goodwill paid all the debts that are over 4million said Mr. Joel Ruhu the Bedford Personnel. The payments are made to the ranchers, who then pay land rent to land commissioners and land rates to the county council. These payments are also inclusive of income earned by the ranches for subleasing in compliance with the initial agreement. That is to say, the Memorandum of Understanding MOU signed with Directors of the ranches, stipulate that payments are to be made in three phases; first before the project starts, second for bush clearing, third after 3 years. Furthermore, the investors pay over 1 million a year to the ranchers for the use of the land. And ranchers continue to keep livestock, though at some point this had stalled. This is aiding payment of health services and school fees for the children of ranch members. Besides, when the project is established part of social cooperate responsibility would be to utilize 3 million dollars for every ranch towards humanitarian aid. They also assisted the community secure their ‘block title deed’. Meanwhile, to ensure that the investor does not grab their land, it remains registered under the name of their ranch. With respect to this, the community has their own lawyer who represents them and is present in every meeting held with the investor. At any given time, meeting is only held when the two lawyers are present. Also, the ‘government’ supports the Jatropha project.
Why others were resisted

Area councillor of Salama location elaborates Mat international were given letter of allotment in the year 2007 for 6000hectares of land for sugarcane production. This was through the county council and before title deed was issued. Block title deed was in progress. In 2008, the foreign investor (owned by Arabs and Somalis) in the process interchanged, and instead of taking the agreed amount of 6000hectares,took away the 24000hectares that was left for the community (the investor tried to register the land as theirs instead of the communities name on the title deed). Upon discovery, the community resisted them. Nonetheless, the community had agreed but then discovered that ‘Mat international’ was to be the bearer of the title deed and not them. They came to the area before the Mumias sugarcane investor. They had taken more land than what they were given and were connected to Tana River by Professor Kivutha Kibwana. This led to the community resisting them and has therefore not started any implementation to date as the case is being followed in court. 
In a group interview, it was mentioned that Qatar investors were to be given land around Kipini, wetlands, Kilunguni area. Then, when Danson Mungatana the area Member of Parliament came and held a meeting with the community concerning the issue, they refused and that was it, the Qatar investors were not to be seen in that area. The community sent word back that Qatar investors be given land in Lamu District if they want to build the Lamu port yet this would not be of benefit to their community. As it was not for the development of the community in Tana River, they resisted.

5.5
Perspectives on food security and Jatropha project

The District Agriculture Officer, Mr. Swibe had this to say concerning food security and change in the use of land for Jatropha production: “why leave land dormant/idle yet this can be used for something that is of economic value? This does not affect food security as food can still be accessed through buying from the market”. He adds that, in maintenance of food security, farmers need to increase area of cultivation for crops, expansion of area for food production, adoption of new technologies, and diversification of production to aid in survival. 
In comparison, DDLPO views food security as when one relies on his/her own production, consume it and exchange some of what is owned to support ones livelihood. In addition, he views is that the region is to be at par with modern change of life by changing lifestyle through both selling animals and getting into construction of buildings.

Lesson learnt

This has been a lesson learnt from the TARDA project, “we do not want our grandchildren to stay without land yet it’s given to foreigners. We are seeing what TARDA has done to Hewani, Wema, Kulesa villages; we will not accept that as the land belongs to us” says the area councilor. He adds that any development on the land would have to be after the ushering in of a new government; then they will talk of development in that land. Any progress by the state-private investor has been stopped by the community. Land to have been subleased out is from Wetu to Injaru. 

5.6
Conclusion
In this finding, it seems the state through its state leaders will support a development project that will be of benefit to them as well. The ranches have been dormant for a long time, and as long as resource base will not lead to livelihood disruption then i would support this yet, without community support on the other have having been dormant for a long time. We get to realise here that state actions vary depending on its interest and that not all actions by the state are bad; depending on how the involve the community in such negotiations. That is, the loans written off and immediately and investors come in such of always, through powerful actors in the government. However, the question here though the foreign investor offers opportunities, who then gets to benefit from them. There are many benefits to the community including economic benefits; it is seen to be a solution to farmer, pastoralists’ conflicts thus of social interactions.   
Chapter 6 Opportunities for social livelihoods 
This chapter summarizes the findings of the study through the diagram below, in order to answer the main question, How has land/water grabbing (re)shape livelihoods within and between communities in Tana Delta? Key actors here are the state corporation project and foreign investment. What opportunities are available for the Bantus and Cushites, and how and why they group and re-group towards enhancing their livelihoods.  
This is a statement by Mr. Ruhu on why Jatropha was welcomed which was very useful in understanding livelihoods within and between communities;
“Jatropha is the only single project that got overwhelming support from the community. Every single project started here must receive opposition simply because this area is not an area that accommodates one tribe and interest from pastoralist and farmers vary depending on their interest. If the project is farmer based, it gets opposition from the pastoralists and if project is pastoral based, farmers are not comfortable development wise; it depends which side of the coin the development is leaning on. This project got support from the community. Some ranches are farmer based while others pastoralist based and since they both have a common problem; they were dormant and not producing, they all go for the solution”
.
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To start with, the main community here is Farmers I and Pastoralists I who are also the indigenous group and have resisted development projects in the past. They both live on the upper Garsen and lower part near Kipini border hence the 2 groupings on the TARDA project side. Farmers II and pastoralists II live in Kipini. This is where many communities live and conduct their livelihoods activities. The community has resisted the TARDA project for different reasons. While farmers I want the project though at the same time do not trust the state, pastoralists I do not as they will not only lose their grazing land but also when and if the sugarcane start they will be displaced. The TARDA area is part of arable land and riverine where pastoralists graze their animals during dry spell. The question is, where do they go to yet that is their ancestral land? Where will they graze? At this point if the project takes off; it seems both farmers and pastoralist will lose. As land in TARDA area continues to be squeezed in an effort to cultivate sugarcane, more conflict is likely to be experience as animals graze on farmers crops. These conflicts the community is trying to avoid. Kipini is also a shared area with lots of immigrants and where internally displaced settle. Whereas farmer II own land in the area and Pastoralists II own none and are vulnerable to further displacement by the community and state. When there are conflicts at Kilelegwani and Kau area that is on the TARDA side, group B collectively face group D to solve their problems often through violence. Also the state corporation may go at lose in case it forges ahead with their plans. Farmers and pastoralist subsistence production will be put at risk and they may then employ Scott’s (1986) weapons of the weak mechanism as they cooperate to challenge states actions. 

However it is important to note here that relationships are based on who is who in government. Group A, B and C have influential actors in government with big post. Of notable interest here is C who holds the 2 most important ministries in the country that is for Defence, and security and has very close ties/roots in D. A & B too combined are influential tribes in the state.  Especially in the incidence of conflicts that have been blamed on administration. Why is it that D graze using weapons and no action is taken against them one would ask. This would explain why though state had capacity to intervene in the recent massacre yet it did not act while the head of state kept mum even as the rest of the country cried out for action. At first glance it may seem that D will lose if the project takes off on the contrary it appears that all social actors may lose. In spite of this, community on B&D can be viewed to have high capacity to act but less autonomy as they are not acting of their own interest but as a group.
Development projects come in the area through influential actors in government. This is was the same with Bedford biofuel. The key stakeholders here as mentioned is A as investors were brought in it also relate with influential actor i.e. former state official, highly educated representative in different government ministry crucial here is livestock production. The project will benefit A, B and C; though D (pastoralist II) appear to have also gained through community trade-off at the county council during title deed processing as complained by respondents. They will not be displaced and as one community elder said, they would instead have to pay land rates and fee for the part of land the occupy to county council. In A & C, payments made to them are going towards children education etc and are benefiting from the investment. It appears that each ranch benefits their own, thus were eager for the project to start in their respective ranches. B too may benefit because of the factories at Mpeketoni, however this was not to be disclosed as negotiations were still on. When the dam is built then it will be of benefit to all the communities as effects of floods brought about by state upstream will reduced and crops will not be spoilt. Also conflicts/influx of animals will reduced as the proposed dams would provide water for grazing animals hence they won’t have to enter through farmers crops.

Conclusion

The main question is how has land/water grabbing (re)shape livelihoods within and between communities in Tana Delta?

Land/water grabbing has led to conflicts between farmers and pastoralists and interfered with their socio-economic activities. When grazing land was taken from pastoralist and farmers, land was squeezed so that there was not enough space for expansion or grazing this created conflicts between farmers and pastoralists because animals were now grazing on farmers food crops. Natural resource is an asset that both farmers and pastoralists rely on for their means of subsistence and is used differently by each group. For farmers its cultivating land hence along rivers to also benefit from water while pastoralist move between riverine and hinterland for their animals pasture. Livelihoods strategies depend on natural resource base (Scoones 1998). It also depends on social capital for in this way the community can access resources that will enhance or his/ her livelihood security. In this case, both natural and social capital is important, as land and water are seen as productive resources and benefiting from these resources. As well as human (knowledge, skills, labour), financial and physical capital. 
In Tana area, the natural endowments are different as the community rely on wetland, irrigated, grazing areas, forestland, semi-arid and arable. Different livelihood activities are conducted on these areas by different communities and so when investing in land then this is to be considered, to prevent conflicts between and within users in the community. Therefore, there are some areas which are constantly used and of both economic and social value to the community that when this land is grabbed may lead to conflict and this is the part of the area TARDA took from the community i.e Hewani, bordering it. This interferes with livelihood strategies as it creates obstacles to the community resulting in social conflicts whereas; Bedford Biofuel invested in an area that was no longer being used due to effects of drought hence offers opportunities to the community. 
Dams constructed upstream too disrupt the community livelihoods while spoiling their crops. While floods in Tana known to be good for food production, when dams are opened, it causes flooding in the area which is damaging to crop yet on the other hand, floods in the area is seen as good. The difference is the speed at which it flows downstream and without proper warning. These are state corporations that seem to be serving other powerful actors interest from upstream. These flooding interfere with food production, in that when the crops are already growing and almost being harvested, floods wash them off. So can we then say food security is food production, yet a farmer is denied access to that which s/he has produced and without compensation?  

Also in an attempt to secure their land for future generations, farmers prefer having their own title deeds yet this is made difficult at the county council and so they corporate as a group in order  to get their ‘block title deeds’ by choosing a respected member from the community to represent them. They do this to protect their land for future generations, and this was one of the reasons the given. They sub-leased their land to Bedford to prevent the state from taking their land and giving it away to the Somalis. However, interview with are chief Abdul Bachero who is also the chairman of Haganda ranch mentioned that  they were sub-leasing to get capital and re-invest on livestock production. The Somalis are pastoralist and as shown from their market transactions, in this paper, the state will back them because of the economic benefits they will get. This may also be a reason as to why a large number of them live inside Ida-sa-godana ranch. 
As mentioned in this paper land grabbing in Kenya is very normal and, powerful actors in the state will support projects that are of economic and political benefit to them of which Mr. Joel Ruhu mentioned in his statement concerning development project.  Development projects will only be supported if Kenya politicians can gain from it, this also seems to include policy choices made, and they are often to serve the interests of particular investors. For example, Mr. Joel Ruhu, he is running for next general election and he is also the head personnel in the Jatropha project and the government to has supported the Jatropha project. 
Which makes me wonder why has the TARDA project been resisted, yet it’s a state corporation? I only got one side version of the story from the community. I did not get to interview any official in TARDA project. Nonetheless, when we look at opportunities to community livelihoods, is that the Bedford biofuel plan to construct dams upstream would prevent conflicts between farmers and pastoralist as animals will not have to move downstream to spoil farmers produce and also provide jobs to the local. Jobs i would say are being provided directly but also indirectly when researchers go to Tana to conduct their research, and other visitor.  
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Appendix

Table : Summary of questions

	Concepts
	Information required 

	Land grabbing
	how and why step taken, whether or not people have been/will be expelled from land, even if not expelled from land, to what extent has community food supply been disrupted, ongoing plans of the projects and utilization of land, benefit to the community, has food production been disrupted, why has one land project been embraced by the community while another opposed.

	Food security
	Has the communities’ ability to produce food been negatively affected and or if there are changes in local food production and consumption, whether or not subsistence production has been disrupted and to what extent, has there been change from subsistence livelihood to other activities.

	Food insecurity
	Cause of food insecurity, when it started and how this came about, who are affected and why, how would communities be food insecurity given escalating food prices, causes of malnutrition and who gets affected.

	˟Water grabbing


	what affects food production (livestock and crop production), how it is affected and why 

	˟Conflicts
	what causes it, why and how they come about


Source: ˟These emerged repeatedly during field interview hence were included as part of data.

� Community here are the Pokomo and Orma who are mainly farmers and pastoralist


� Accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/map/kenya_map.htm" �http://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/map/kenya_map.htm� 


� Personal Interview on 13/7/2012.


� Personal Interview on 11/7/2012.


� Personal Interview on 12/7/2012 at Hewani (Salama location)


� Interview with Ministry of Agriculture Garsen on 10/7/2012


� Community discussed in this paper is the pastoralists and farmers.


� Ibid. Individual small scale farmers not yet defined as it varies.


� Ibid.


� Personal Interview with Ministry of livestock production Garsen 10/7/2012


� Interview with Ministry of Livestock production 


� Drought Early Warning Bulletin, June 2012 Accessed at �HYPERLINK "http://www.aridland.go.ke/bullentins/2012/Jun/tana_river.pdf"�http://www.aridland.go.ke/bullentins/2012/Jun/tana_river.pdf� 24/09/2012.


� Ibid.


� Interview with Ministry of Livestock production


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� It was also around this time that conflicts were being experienced and banditry was rampant.


� These were in areas where farmers were affected by drought and crops failed to the drought that hit in specific areas including Tana River and particular years causing collapse of ranches/farms and no returns on investments. The loans were written off during the period (2008-2010) when Mr. William Ruto was the Minister of Agriculture. 


� Interview with chairman of all ranches Mr. Pakia.


� Personal interview with Mr. Joel Ruhu on 11/07/2012 at Kitangale ranch





PAGE  
v

