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Introduction 

Land acquisition anywhere in India is now associated with strong popular movements. 

During the past decades acquisition exercises were not politically volatile issues as resistance 

was weak, evictions from residential areas were low and market prices of land were reasonable. 

But today the situations has changed with increased market prices of land, need for urban land 

and due to the evictions of families from densely populated residential areas. Since it is generally 

regarded as a state subject, these movements are mostly against the state governments who by 

statute are entrusted with this difficult task. Therefore the task of acquiring land has become 

difficult for the states.  

The states are faced with a situation of whether to facilitate land acquisition for, creation 

of industrial infrastructural facilities and urbanization or to address the concern of farmers and 

those persons who lose their houses and livelihood in the process of acquisition. The choice of 

the states in this regard depends on the nature of development it wants. An efficient and 

economic use of the scarce land makes them opt for the former which helps to raise the national 

income and per capita income. The criterion of equity on the other hand make them opt for  a 

more  humane approach to development that guarantees freedom of choice and distributive 

justice to the people who are the victims of development. In short it is again a question of 

efficiency Vs equity that has always haunted the developing economies of the world ever since 

they began striving for development. Land acquisition in Kerala had also been a difficult 

proposition, considering the high density of population, large areas under paddy cultivation and 

the presence of water bodies.   

(i)  Brief objective of the project 

1) Examine the market dynamics of land, by examining the present land use pattern and the 

nature and extent of acquisition in Kerala, during the last decade. 



2) Assess and compare the impact of loss of land and shelter through acquisition by the 

government on the lives and livelihoods of the local people. 

3) Assess the policy and institutional support for the people who lost land and livelihood 

through land acquisition.  

4) Make policy recommendations for sustainable land utilization that maintains the local 

people's concerns and welfare. 

DATABASE AND METHODOLOGY 

This research is based on both primary and secondary data. The main source of secondary 

data regarding the acquisition of land is the revenue department Kerala Government. The 

development agencies connected with land requisition in Kerala includes Kerala Industrial Infra 

Structure Development Corporation (KINFRA), Kerala State Industrial Development 

Corporation (KSIDC), District Industrial Centers (DICs), National Highway Authority of India 

(NHAI), National Airport Authority of India, Rail Vikas Sanchar Nigam, Inland Water Authority 

of India and so on. Data regarding the area of land acquired was collected from these sources 

either personally or by using the right to information Act (RTI Act) 2005.  

A project wise list of the area of land acquired and the number of families ousted for the 

purpose was then prepared for all the 14 districts in Kerala. From these lists the three districts 

that ranked high in the area of land acquired during the time frame from 1
st
 January 2000 to 31

st
 

December 2010 were identified. This secondary data when analysed revealed Kannur, 

Trivandrum and Ernakulum as the three districts which ranked high in the area of land acquired.  

From each of these districts one project that revealed to have displaced more than 100 

households was randomly selected for selecting the sample of displaced households. Thus 

Kannur International Air port Limited in Kannur   (KIAL), Techno city in Trivandrum and 

International Container Transshipment Terminal (ICTT)  in Ernakulum. From these three project 

sites, altogether 555 households were evicted and thereby displaced. The sample size for this 

universe was fixed as 227 according to sample size norms prescribed by Krejice and Morgan 

(1970). At the disaggregated level sample proportionate to the total population of the displaced 



land owners was selected from each project. Thus the no of households selected from KIAL was 

50, ICTT was 129 and Techno city was 48. 

After the introductory chapter we have a historical review of the process and procedure of 

land acquisition in the second chapter. Here the many and varied reasons behind the requisition 

of land by different development agencies in Kerala are highlighted. An argument is made for 

the state to take these demands case by case and evaluate their merits and demerits to select the 

people friendly projects. The selection should also be made after giving some thoughts to the 

human faces of the poor, weak and the losers of this developmental bargain and the government 

here is to act as an intermediary and not as an authority in the process of land acquisition. 

The third chapter goes through the existing literature highlighting the major hypotheses 

formulated up to this time and states the hypotheses of the present study. The major studies are 

categorized under theoretical, empirical and studies that has got human rights implications. The 

hypothesis of the study is that the livelihood index of the displaced households after 

displacement is not less than the livelihood index before displacement. This hypothesis is tested 

and rejected in the fifth chapter that confirms impoverishment of the displaced households in all 

projects together and independently. 

In the fourth chapter the nature and extent of land acquired in Kerala for public purpose is 

highlighted. For the state as a whole the area acquired comes to around 4165.44 hectares during 

the period 2000-2010. District wise, it was from Kannur that nearly one fourth of the land was 

acquired in Kerala. From this district alone 1035.72 hectares got acquired evicting 208 

households. Next in order is Trivandrum with 647.57 hectares from where 122 households were 

displaced.  At the same time in Ernakulum we have the highest number of displaced households 

in the state with a figure of 560 from 408.32 hectares. The chapter also gives the project wise 

details of land acquired in all the districts of Kerala. 

An impact assessment on the lives and livelihoods of the households taken up for detailed 

enquiry is presented in the fifth chapter. The first section of the chapter examines their lives 

before and after acquisition in terms of their access to land, its nature and use, their residential 

and housing status, employment and occupational status.  



In the second session a livelihood index was constructed for each of the 227 displaced 

families using some parameters categorizing their livelihoods to poor, satisfactory and good. Of 

them no one was marked poor before displacement and 165 (73 percent) households had a 

satisfactory livelihood index and 62 (27 percent) had a good livelihood index. But after 

displacement their status changed. 34 percent of the satisfactory category and 3 percent of the 

good category turned to poor category indicating impoverishment to more than one third of the 

households. Only 40 percent of the satisfactory and 3.5 percent of the good category households 

could retain their same status as before displacement. Twenty one percent of the good 

households also turned out to have fallen into the satisfactory category. The evidence of this 

displacement was statistically tested using paired sample tests and our hypothesis that there is no 

difference between their status before and after displacement is rejected. In order to know the 

variability of the status among the projects an ANOVA test was also done that showed variation 

in the livelihood status of KIAL than the other two project sites. 

Chapter six presents the social and institutional support received by the displaced and makes 

policy recommendations for sustainable land utilization that maintains the local people's 

concerns and welfare.  The rehabilitation experiences of the sample households differed from 

project to project. This was mainly due to the differences in the social and institutional support 

the displaced could muster in support of their cause. 

 In the case of KIAL rehabilitation can be considered to be a success to some extent, even though 

there cropped up some discrepancies here and there. In ICTT due to the sheer strength of unity 

and solidarity to a common cause the displaced households could force the government 

authorities to heed their voices and take every measure to get themselves resettled. The 

population displaced from techno city neither had unity or strength to put up an organized 

struggle against the injustice done to them. Except for some protests by the left front led 

agitations they had no social or political back up to lean on. Therefore they had to endure many a 

hardships and accept the rehabilitation package provided by the government. The land of 



resettlement is practically vacant and most of the displaced are yet to receive their title deeds 

waiting endlessly for the expected alternate land. 

Given these state of affairs we find the resettlement and rehabilitation process of the 

sample households as yet to be completed in all the three sites. The desperate faces of the 

displaced population with anguish writ large over them makes us to conclude that the state 

should strive for human development while the market forces are to be let free to take care of 

economic development.  

 


