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ABSTRACT 

OF THE THESIS OF 

 
Nour Hussam Fakih for Master of Sciences 
 Major: Rural Community Development Program 
 
 
Title: Farmers’ Resilience In War Zones – A Case Study of Wazzani; A Geopolitical 
Village on The Lebanese-Occupied Palestinian Borders 
 
 
This thesis investigates the resilience and recovery strategies of farmers in Wazzani, a 
Lebanese village situated on the border with occupied Palestine. For decades, 
Wazzani’s agricultural life has been repeatedly disrupted by Israeli invasions, aerial 
bombardments, and scorched-earth tactics targeting fields, orchards, and irrigation 
infrastructure. Despite recurring devastation, farmers consistently return, rebuild, and 
sustain their agricultural livelihoods, embodying practices of sumud (steadfastness) and 
adaptive resilience. Using Wazzani as a case study, this research examines the historical 
and contemporary mechanisms that enable farmers to persist and return under 
conditions of war, displacement, and environmental destruction. Qualitative data were 
generated through semi-structured interviews with ten farmers, complemented by two 
interviews with agricultural engineers from the Lebanese Ministry of Agriculture (South 
Governorate) to contextualize institutional constraints and support mechanisms. These 
testimonies were triangulated with document analysis of governmental reports, NGO 
assessments, media archives, and academic studies. The study contributes to scholarship 
on agrarian resilience in conflict zones by centering farmers’ voices and by adopting a 
decolonial lens that frames war not as a neutral “conflict” but as ongoing aggression, 
occupation, and land theft. Findings highlight agriculture as both a livelihood and a 
land-based practice of endurance through which rural communities resist erasure.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

A. Background of the Study 

Agriculture in conflict-affected regions is deeply vulnerable to destruction, 

displacement, and systemic neglect. In South Lebanon, farming communities have 

endured decades of bombardment, occupation, and forced migration, yet agriculture 

remains a cornerstone of local survival, culture, and identity. Wazzani, a village perched 

on the Lebanese-Palestinian border, epitomizes this paradox of vulnerability and 

endurance. Its farmers face the constant risk of invasion and bombardment, but they 

persist in cultivating land as both livelihood and resistance. The village’s strategic 

location has rendered it a site of recurrent violence since 1948. Israeli aggressions—

including Operation Litani (1978), the invasion and occupation of 1982–2000, the “wars 

of collective punishment” of the 1990s, the July 2006 war, and the more recent 

escalation during the 2023–2025 Gaza war (Suleiman, 2024; Khayyat, 2025; Schechla, 

2024))—have systematically targeted rural communities like Wazzani. The destruction 

of orchards, olive groves, irrigation systems, and homes has not only undermined 

economic security but has sought to sever the social and cultural ties that bind farmers 

to their land (ESCWA, 2024; Rebeiz and Yazbeck, 2026). Despite these repeated 

assaults, Wazzani’s farmers have continuously demonstrated resilience, returning to 

replant, rebuild, and reaffirm their belonging. The persistence of Wazzani’s farmers 

raises urgent questions about the foundations of agrarian resilience under conditions of 

protracted war. While international reports often document agricultural destruction in 

South Lebanon (World Bank Group, 2024; FAO, 2024), far fewer studies center on the 
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lived strategies of farmers who repeatedly restore their livelihoods. This gap obscures 

the agency of rural communities, reducing them to passive victims of war rather than 

recognizing their role as active agents of survival, adaptation, and cultural continuity. 

Understanding resilience in Wazzani is not only academically significant but also 

politically urgent. The deliberate targeting of agriculture in South Lebanon is a colonial 

tactic aimed at eroding rural life, displacing populations, and asserting territorial 

control. By documenting farmers’ resilience strategies, this study foregrounds local 

knowledge and highlights how land-based practices serve as acts of resistance against 

dispossession. 

 

B. Research Questions 

Central to this study is the question: What factors enable farmers in Wazzani to 

persist in agricultural production despite recurring wars, displacement, and destruction? 

Sub-questions guiding the inquiry include:  

1. How have resilience strategies evolved across different wars?  

2. What role do cultural identity, land ownership, and community networks play in 

sustaining agriculture under conditions of aggression?  

3. How do farmers conceptualize and enact sumud in their agricultural practices?  

4. Finally, what lessons from past resilience strategies can inform future recovery efforts 

in Wazzani and comparable rural borderlands? 

 

C. Research Objectives 

The broad objective of this study is to examine the resilience of farmers in war 

zones, using Wazzani as a case study. The specific objectives of the study include to 
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1. Analyze relevant literature on the historical and contemporary strategies 

employed by farmers in Wazzani to recover from repeated cycles of 

agricultural destruction  

2. Identify the cultural, social, and economic factors that enable persistence in 

farming through semi-structured interviews and thematic analysis, and 

3. Compare resilience mechanisms across different periods of aggression 

(1978–2006, 2006–2023, and 2023–2025) through an analysis of relevant 

literature  

 

D. Significance of the Study 

The study contributes to the literature on agrarian resilience by centering the 

voices and lived strategies adopted by farmers in the face of prolonged, cyclical conflict 

rather than discrete post-war recovery. While most frameworks for understanding 

agricultural resilience presuppose some interval of stability from which recovery can be 

measured, no such stability exists in Wazzani. And so, by demonstrating that farmers 

continue to adapt and persist across overlapping cycles of war (from Operation Litanin 

in 1978 through the late 2023-2025 escalation), this study challenges linear recovery 

models and calls for more dynamic conceptual tools that account for cumulative 

agrarian destruction, anticipatory adaptation of farmers, and intergenerational 

knowledge transmission. 

The study also makes a significant contribution to the concept of sumud, 

extending its theoretical application beyond its more commonly studied urban and 

symbolic registers into the domain of everyday agricultural labor. Farming in 

Wazzanini is beyond an economic activity. It is a land-based political practice through 
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which rural communities assert belonging, refuse erasure from their lands, and resist 

dispossession from their livelihoods. By grounding the sumud in the literature of 

cultivation, the study enriches both agrarian studies and decolonial scholarship. 

Additionally, the study reveals a form of structural violence that is often overlooked in 

mainstream development discourse by identifying and naming the systemic targeting of 

orchards, irrigation infrastructure, and farming households as a deliberate colonial 

strategy aimed at dispossessing rural communities from their land and dismantling the 

social fabric of rural life.  

Furthermore, the research findings have implications for agricultural recovery 

programming and rural development policy in conflict-affected areas of Lebanon. The 

study reveals that state absence, particularly the limited engagement of the Lebanese 

Ministry of Agriculture in Lebanon’s border regions, places an unsustainable burden of 

agricultural recovery on individual farmers and informal community networks. These 

findings underscore the need for institutional reform, sustained public investment in 

border agriculture, and policies that recognize farming not as a livelihood strategy but 

as a practice of community stabilization and cultural continuity. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
A. Introduction 

This chapter is organized around two interconnected objectives. The first 

objective is theoretical and involves establishing the conceptual framework through 

which agricultural resilience under war is understood in this study. The second objective 

is historical and contextual, and involves tracing the particular conditions of conflict, 

displacement, and agricultural recovery that have shaped farming communities in South 

Lebanon from 1948 to the present. Together, these objectives justify the structure of the 

literature review, which moves from conceptual grounding to historical analysis.  

Agrarian resilience, political ecology, and sumud are discussed in this chapter, 

allowing the study to move beyond both purely technical accounts of agricultural 

adaptation and purely symbolic accounts of resistance. While agrarian resilience 

captures the practical, livelihood-level strategies that allow farming to continue under 

war, political ecology situates those strategies within existing structures of power, 

resource control, and deliberate destruction, and sumud names the ethical and identity-

laden dimension of farmers’ persistence on land under conditions of ongoing 

aggression. An intersection of these three lenses characterizes the experience of farmers 

in Wazzani. By bringing these concepts together, the study examines how agricultural 

resilience in Wazzani is produced through both farmers’ adaptation strategies under 

protracted conflict and land-based claims to identity and sovereignty, and the sections 

that follow use this framework to review the contextual and historical background of 

South Lebanon’s agrarian borderlands. 
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B. Conceptual Lenses: Agrarian Resilience, Political Ecology, and Sumud 

Research on rural livelihoods under violence shows that “resilience” is not only 

a technical capacity to recover but also a social and political practice shaped by power, 

dispossession, and place-based attachments. In agrarian settings, households often 

sustain livelihood continuity by diversifying crops and income, mobilizing kinship 

labor, sharing equipment, and prioritizing assets that can survive disruption (Scott, 

2014). Political ecology further emphasizes that environmental harm in war is rarely 

incidental; rather, land, water, and agriculture become contested resources through 

which territorial control is asserted and rural societies are reorganized (Makdisi, 2000; 

Zeitoun et al., 2012). Within the Arab context, sumud (steadfastness) offers a 

complementary lens: remaining on land and continuing cultivation can function as a 

moral and political practice through which communities resist erasure and reaffirm 

belonging (Khalidi, 1992; Peteet, 2005; Saad-Ghorayeb, 2002). This study brings these 

lenses together to examine how agricultural persistence in Wazzani is produced through 

both practical adaptation and land-based claims to identity and sovereignty. 

From the forcible displacement and dispossession of Palestinians and the 

establishment of Israel in 1948, through the successive Israeli invasions, occupations, 

and bombardments that have punctuated South Lebanon’s modern history, farming 

livelihoods in the borderland region have been shaped by repeated cycles of violence, 

destruction, environmental harm, displacement, and recovery. Each historical period of 

violence has left distinct marks on land, water systems, and farming communities in 

South Lebanon, and it is through this layered history that the concepts of agrarian 
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resilience, political ecology, and sumud are used to analyze and interpret the lived 

experiences of Wazzani’s farmers. 

 

C. Agriculture, Displacement, and Border Violence in South Lebanon (1948–2000) 

Historical scholarship documents that the Lebanese–Palestinian borderlands 

were subjected to militarization and external pressure even before the establishment of 

the Israeli settlement in 1948. Despite being under French Mandate rather than British 

rule, southern Lebanese villages experienced early forms of Zionist expansionism, 

including cross-border raids and harassment by armed militias such as the Haganah and 

Irgun (Khalidi, 1997; Morris, 2001). These incursions disrupted rural life through 

livestock theft, property destruction, and intimidation of border populations, laying the 

groundwork for future displacement and chronic insecurity (Mattar, 1988). Although 

Lebanon was not the primary territorial target, scholars argue that these early 

aggressions foreshadowed the violent dispossession and regional destabilization that 

would intensify after 1948. 

The creation of Israel in 1948 marked a decisive transformation of borderland 

life in southern Lebanon. The Nakba displaced more than 750,000 Palestinians, with 

tens of thousands seeking refuge in Lebanon, particularly in the south (Sayigh, 1994; 

Peteet, 2005). This influx altered demographic compositions and placed acute pressure 

on fragile rural economies, land access, and basic services in border villages such as 

Wazzani. Violence extended beyond armistice lines: in late 1948, Israeli forces carried 

out massacres in Lebanese border villages, most notably in Hula Adaisseh and Tyabeh, 

where dozens of civilians were executed (Morris, 2004; Pappé, 2006). Operation Hiram 

further extended Israeli military operations into southern Lebanon, devastating rural 
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communities and establishing a precedent of cross-border violence that would recur 

over subsequent decades (Pappé, 2006). 

Although the 1949 Armistice Agreement formally ended large-scale hostilities, 

low-intensity violence persisted throughout the 1950s and 1960s. Israeli patrols 

repeatedly crossed into Lebanese territory, agricultural fields were targeted, and water 

diversion projects along the Jordan and Litani rivers underscored the strategic use of 

land and water as instruments of control (Makdisi, 2000; Zeitoun, Eid-Sabbagh, & 

Loveless, 2012). By the 1960s, Israeli raids increasingly targeted villages suspected of 

harboring Palestinian militants, destroying crops and disrupting agricultural cycles and 

reinforcing the precarity of rural livelihoods along the border (Sayigh, 1994). These 

patterns entrenched agriculture as both a material target of violence and a symbolic 

anchor of steadfast presence. 

Throughout the 1970s, cross-border violence intensified. Repeated Israeli raids 

destroyed olive groves, citrus orchards, tobacco fields, and farm infrastructure, forcing 

farmers to abandon harvests under bombardment and eroding the economic foundations 

of rural life (Sayigh, 1994; Peteet, 2005). The arrival of Palestinian guerrilla groups 

after 1969 introduced a contradictory dynamic: while their presence offered some 

protection against incursions, it also provoked large-scale retaliatory strikes that further 

devastated Lebanese villages (Makdisi, 2000). Rural households were increasingly 

caught between competing militarized actors, with agriculture bearing the cumulative 

costs of escalation. 

This escalation culminated in Israel’s March 1978 invasion, known as Operation 

Litani, which displaced more than 250,000 people and destroyed dozens of villages 

across South Lebanon (Amnesty International, 1978). Farms were burned, irrigation 
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canals ruined, and livestock killed. International condemnation led to the establishment 

of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL), tasked with monitoring 

Israeli withdrawal and stabilizing the border (UNIFIL, 2020). Despite these measures, 

insecurity persisted. Displaced families gradually returned to their farms, clearing 

rubble and attempting to restore cultivation under highly precarious conditions (Peteet, 

2005). Recovery initially focused on subsistence crops such as wheat, beans, and 

vegetables, while replanting of olives and citrus proceeded slowly due to uncertainty 

over future invasions (FAO, 2009). Acts such as planting olive saplings carried 

symbolic weight, embodying sumud (steadfastness) and asserting belonging in the face 

of destruction (Saad-Ghorayeb, 2002). 

In June 1982, Israel launched Operation Peace for Galilee, a full-scale invasion 

that extended to Beirut, killing thousands of civilians and displacing nearly half a 

million people (Sayigh, 1994; Norton, 2007). Israeli airstrikes and artillery deliberately 

targeted civilian infrastructure, including farms, markets, and irrigation networks 

(Amnesty International, 2006). The invasion initiated nearly two decades of occupation. 

A self-declared “security zone,” enforced partly through the South Lebanon Army 

(SLA), imposed severe restrictions on movement, land access, and agricultural markets 

(Harik, 2004; Norton, 2007). Farmers faced checkpoints, land mines, and the constant 

threat of violence, leading to abandoned fields, disrupted harvest cycles, and the 

collapse of local markets (Peteet, 2005; FAO, 2009; Zeitoun et al., 2012). 

Despite these constraints, rural households developed strategies of quiet 

persistence. Families cultivated crops clandestinely, often at night, mobilized kin-based 

labor, and organized communal harvests as acts of both survival and defiance (Peteet, 

2005). Practices such as planting olive trees in contested areas became expressions of 
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sumud, signaling that farming functioned simultaneously as livelihood and political 

resistance (Saad-Ghorayeb, 2002). During this period, Hezbollah emerged not only as a 

military resistance movement but also as a socio-economic actor embedded in rural 

communities through assistance networks, reconstruction initiatives, and claims of 

protective legitimacy (Harik, 2004; Saad-Ghorayeb, 2002; International Crisis Group, 

2000). 

The 1990s witnessed renewed campaigns of collective punishment. Operation 

Accountability (1993) and Operation Grapes of Wrath (1996) caused mass 

displacement, forcing hundreds of thousands to flee and abandon farms during critical 

agricultural seasons (Human Rights Watch, 1996). Humanitarian and human rights 

reporting documents extensive destruction of orchards, livestock, irrigation systems, 

and farm-based storage and processing infrastructure (FAO, 2009; Amnesty 

International, 2006). The use of cluster munitions further contaminated farmland, 

rendering large areas unsafe for cultivation (UN OCHA, 2006). Farmers interpreted 

these assaults not merely as collateral damage but as existential attacks on the 

relationship between land, identity, and livelihood (Peteet, 2005). 

Despite devastation, displaced families consistently returned after each 

campaign. Recovery relied heavily on kinship networks, localized reconstruction 

efforts, and the reactivation of household and communal labor regimes (Saad-Ghorayeb, 

2002; Peteet, 2005). These practices fostered a culture of resilience that, while shaped 

by deep scars of poverty, emigration, and environmental degradation, also contributed 

to the conditions that made Israel’s withdrawal possible in 2000 (Makdisi, 2000; 

Norton, 2007; Sayigh, 1997). Studies of villages such as Wazzani highlight how rapid 

return, social solidarity, and immediate replanting laid the groundwork for post-
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withdrawal recovery and reinforced Hezbollah’s legitimacy as both protector and 

provider (Fisk, 2001; International Crisis Group, 2000). 

 

D. Post-Withdrawal Recovery and Renewed Devastation (2000–2006) 

Israel’s withdrawal from much of South Lebanon on May 24, 2000, reshaped 

local governance and recovery dynamics, enabling return to lands that had been 

inaccessible while also exposing gaps in state-led rural reconstruction (International 

Crisis Group, 2000; Norton, 2007). The years after withdrawal are described as a period 

of cautious agricultural rehabilitation, characterized by replanting perennial crops, 

diversification into vegetables and new varieties, and the reconstruction of irrigation 

systems—often facilitated through cooperatives, NGOs, and resistance-linked 

institutions rather than comprehensive state-led programs (Traboulsi, 2007; UNDP, 

2006). 

Despite these gains, recovery remained structurally fragile. Persistent 

insecurity—including Israeli overflights, surveillance, and periodic cross-border 

incidents—continued to shape everyday agricultural decision-making and discouraged 

farmers from investing in long-term or capital-intensive assets (Norton, 2007; UNIFIL 

reporting). Scholars emphasize that this environment of “incomplete peace” produced 

livelihood strategies oriented toward flexibility and risk minimization rather than 

productivity maximization, reinforcing patterns of underinvestment in durable 

infrastructure and perennial cultivation (Traboulsi, 2007). 

The July 2006 war abruptly disrupted this fragile recovery trajectory. Extensive 

documentation details mass civilian displacement, large-scale destruction of agricultural 

infrastructure, and widespread contamination of farmland with cluster munitions, 
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severely restricting land access and rendering post-war agricultural activity hazardous 

for years (Human Rights Watch, 2006; UN OCHA, 2006; FAO, 2009). Orchards, 

irrigation networks, storage facilities, and livestock assets were heavily damaged, 

compounding economic losses and prolonging displacement in rural communities. 

Research on immediate recovery after 2006 highlights the central role of donor 

assistance, NGOs, local solidarity networks, and community-based initiatives in 

restoring agricultural livelihoods (Fawaz, 2009; Peteet, 2005). Farmers’ return to 

cultivation was often organized around the resumption of seasonal agricultural 

routines—such as olive harvesting and small-scale replanting—that carried not only 

economic significance but also cultural and political meaning. Across this scholarship, 

acts of cultivation, replanting, and land maintenance are consistently framed as 

expressions of sumud(steadfastness), reflecting the dual role of agriculture as both a 

livelihood strategy and a means of asserting presence, continuity, and resistance. 

 

E. Chronic Insecurity and “Anticipatory” Adaptation (2006–2023) 

Following the August 2006 ceasefire under United Nations Security Council 

Resolution 1701, South Lebanon entered a prolonged period widely described as neither 

stable “post-conflict” recovery nor open war (UN Security Council, 2006). UN 

reporting under the 1701 framework documents recurrent violations and tensions along 

the Blue Line, reinforcing uncertainty and shaping rural decision-making about crop 

choice, investment, and labor timing (UNIFIL reporting; UN Secretary-General reports 

on 1701 implementation). Within this context, farmers in villages such as Wazzani 

reported repeated harassment while accessing irrigation canals, grazing lands, or fields 

near the border (Saad-Ghorayeb, 2002). 
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Disputes over water resources—particularly in the Hasbani–Wazzani basin—

remained persistent flashpoints, with Israeli threats of military action accompanying 

Lebanese attempts to expand irrigation infrastructure (Zeitoun et al., 2012). Such 

pressures disrupted agricultural cycles while reinforcing the perception of incomplete 

sovereignty in border communities (Norton, 2007). 

This prolonged insecurity shaped farming strategies in distinctive ways. 

Scholars describe the emergence of “anticipatory resilience,” whereby households 

selected crops capable of withstanding neglect, avoided infrastructure-intensive 

investments vulnerable to destruction, and relied on cooperative or kin-based networks 

as safety nets during displacement (Fawaz, 2009; Scott, 2014; Traboulsi, 2007). 

Tobacco, olives, and citrus remained central to household portfolios, while 

diversification into seasonal vegetables and small livestock herds enhanced mobility 

during periods of evacuation (Traboulsi, 2007). Women increasingly shouldered 

agricultural responsibilities, managing gardens, livestock, and food stocks while men 

worked fields under heightened risk (Peteet, 2005). The psychological toll of living 

under drones and constant surveillance was severe, with children associating farming 

with danger and uncertainty (Save the Children, 2013). Yet continued presence on the 

land was widely articulated as a moral obligation: to abandon fields was to concede 

erasure (Khalidi, 1992). 

Hezbollah played a decisive role in sustaining rural resilience during this period. 

Beyond its military deterrence, the movement expanded social service provision, 

including agricultural support programs such as subsidized irrigation equipment, seed 

distribution, compensation for war damage, and systematic demining of unexploded 

ordnance that enabled cultivation of previously unusable land (Harik, 2004; Saad-
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Ghorayeb, 2002; Human Rights Watch, 2007). Hezbollah’s involvement also carried 

symbolic weight: many farmers framed their agricultural persistence as part of a broader 

struggle for sovereignty, with farming understood as resistance rather than solely 

economic activity (Norton, 2007). Participation in cooperatives—often facilitated by 

Hezbollah or sympathetic NGOs—reinforced this political dimension of agricultural life 

(Traboulsi, 2007). 

Intergenerational transmission of resilience practices remained central, as elders 

recounted experiences of earlier wars (1978, 1982, and 2006), embedding sumud as 

both heritage and duty (Peteet, 2005; Khalidi, 1992). Agricultural rituals such as olive 

harvest festivals and communal tobacco curing functioned as sites of cultural memory, 

reinforcing belonging under persistent threat (Fawaz, 2009). By the early 2020s, South 

Lebanon was widely described as existing in an “unfinished interlude”—neither at open 

war nor genuinely at peace (International Crisis Group, 2021). Farmers invested 

cautiously in greenhouses, irrigation systems, and cooperative marketing, fully aware 

that such assets could be destroyed in a single escalation (Zeitoun et al., 2012). 

Resilience during this period was increasingly anticipatory rather than reactive, with 

households preparing for the likelihood of renewed conflict (Scott, 2014). Each 

agricultural season unfolded under the shadow of past devastation and the expectation 

of future violence, underscoring the cumulative and forward-looking nature of sumud 

(Norton, 2007; Fawaz, 2009). 

 

F. 2023–2025 War and Agrarian Harm 

The outbreak of Israel’s war on Gaza in October 2023 rapidly reverberated 

across South Lebanon. Hezbollah opened a “second front” along the border in support 
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of Palestinian resistance, triggering Israeli retaliatory strikes that heavily targeted border 

villages, including Wazzani (BBC, 2023; International Crisis Group, 2023). 

Bombardments coincided with the olive harvest season, a cornerstone of both household 

income and cultural life documented by Khayyat (2022)  as central to Lebanese border 

communities’ identity and livelihoods, displacing families within days and resulting in 

the loss of harvests prepared over the course of the year (FAO, 2023). By November 

2023, more than 86,000 residents of South Lebanon had been displaced, with Wazzani 

among the hardest-hit communities (UNHCR, 2024; UN OCHA, 2024). 

Displacement disrupted critical agricultural cycles. Winter sowing was 

abandoned, citrus orchards withered from neglect, and tobacco nurseries—normally 

prepared in early spring—were left untended (FAO, 2023). Kinship-based labor 

networks essential to farming resilience were fractured, weakening collective strategies 

that had historically enabled recovery (Makdisi, 2024). In early 2024, Israel escalated to 

what human rights organizations described as a “scorched earth” campaign, with 

incendiary munitions and artillery systematically destroying orchards, wheat fields, 

livestock barns, and irrigation infrastructure (Amnesty International, 2024; Human 

Rights Watch, 2024). Reports confirmed the use of white phosphorus, contaminating 

soils and rendering farmland hazardous for years (UN OCHA, 2024). By mid-2024, 

extensive olive groves, citrus orchards, and greenhouses had been reduced to ash, 

leaving returning farmers to landscapes marked by craters and unexploded ordnance 

(FAO, 2024; International Crisis Group, 2024). 

The assassination of Hezbollah’s Secretary General Hassan Nasrallah on 

September 28, 2024, marked a further escalation. The airstrike in Beirut’s southern 

suburbs was followed by intensified bombardments across South Lebanon, resulting in 



 

 24 

renewed displacement and the abandonment of agricultural lands through consecutive 

planting cycles (Reuters, 2025; BBC, 2025; UN OCHA, 2025). By mid-2025, 

agricultural livelihoods across the south had largely collapsed under repeated 

displacement, destruction, and disrupted supply chains (FAO, 2025; UNHCR, 2025). 

Food insecurity intensified as local production declined, debt increased, and imports 

replaced locally grown produce (Save the Children, 2024). Women bore 

disproportionate burdens in managing households under displacement, while youth 

increasingly migrated, threatening intergenerational continuity in agriculture (Makdisi, 

2024). 

Despite devastation, symbolic acts of resilience persisted. Farmers planted small 

vegetable plots or olive saplings—often with little expectation of economic return—as 

assertions of presence and refusal of erasure. Cooperatives coordinated limited seed 

distribution with NGO support, while Hezbollah’s demining units continued clearing 

unexploded ordnance to reopen farmland where possible (Human Rights Watch, 2024). 

As Saad-Ghorayeb (2002) and Peteet (2005) have established, these acts embodied 

agrarian sumud, demonstrating that cultivation itself remained a form of resistance. 

Given the recency of this period and the evolving nature of documentation, this study 

treats evidence from 2023–2025 as emerging material to be triangulated with interviews 

and field observation rather than as settled scholarship. 

 

G. Wazzani as a Borderland Agrarian Case 

Wazzani’s location adjacent to the frontier and its reliance on riverine irrigation 

make it a relevant case for examining how agriculture is shaped by militarized 

geography. Scholarship on modern Lebanon and borderland governance, alongside 
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water-security research in the Hasbani–Wazzani basin, underscores how irrigation 

infrastructure and water flows carry political meaning and can become flashpoints 

during escalation (Traboulsi, 2007; Norton, 2007; Zeitoun et al., 2012). Wazzani’s 

agrarian system—combining olives, citrus, tobacco under the Régie structure, seasonal 

vegetables, and small livestock—also aligns with literature describing diversified 

household portfolios as central to agrarian resilience in insecure environments (FAO, 

2009; Traboulsi, 2007). In this setting, agricultural activity functions simultaneously as 

livelihood, cultural continuity, and a land-based claim to remain, making Wazzani a 

strategic site for exploring how sumud is practiced through farming across repeated 

cycles of destruction and return. 

 

H. Gap and Contribution 

While existing work documents episodes of destruction and recovery in South 

Lebanon, fewer studies center farmers’ own narratives across multiple wars to explain 

how resilience is reproduced over time—through kinship labor, cooperative strategies, 

investment decisions under risk, and the intergenerational transmission of “how to 

return.” This study addresses that gap by foregrounding farmers’ testimonies in 

Wazzani and systematically comparing resilience mechanisms across key periods 

(1978, 1982–2000, 2006, and 2023–2025), linking lived strategies to broader debates on 

agrarian resilience, political ecology, and decolonial approaches to war and land. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

A. Methodology Overview 

The preceding chapter discussed how protracted cycles of conflict, 

displacement, and environmental damage have influenced farming livelihoods in the 

borderland region of South Lebanon, and further introduced the concepts of agrarian 

resilience, political ecology, and sumud as the theoretical lenses through which these 

dynamics are analyzed. Such a theoretical and historical framework served as the basis 

through which agricultural persistence in South Lebanon is understood in this study. 

Building on this foundation, this chapter outlines the methodological approach used to 

generate and interpret the study’s empirical findings. It describes the analytical 

framework, research design, sampling strategy, fieldwork context, and data collection 

methods, and reflects on the ethical and practical constraints that shaped the research 

process. 

 

B. Study Area 

The study area is Wazzani (Al-Wazzani). Wazzani is a small village in Southern 

Lebanon’s Marjayoun District within the Nabatieh Governorate. It is positioned on the 

banks of the Hasbani River immediately North of the Blue Line separating Lebanon 

from Israel (Wanderlog, n.d.), and was estimated at fewer than 1,000 residents.  

Wazzani’s economy is centered on agriculture, with farming reliant on irrigation 

from the Hasbani River, which supports the cultivation of crops such as fruits and 
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vegetables in the area’s alluvial soils. Small-scale herding of livestock is also practiced 

in the community as it provides income for local households, though output remains 

modest due to limited mechanization and scale. Border restrictions and recurrent 

security tensions constrain agricultural productivity by limiting access to fields and 

discouraging investment in expanded irrigation. The ongoing tension has precluded its 

development, keeping economic activity at subsistence levels.  

Wazzani was selected as the case study for this thesis for several interconnected 

reasons. Firstly, its location on the Lebanese-occupied Palestinian border renders it one 

of the most persistently exposed agricultural communities in the region, having 

sustained repeated cycles of destruction and recovery from war that has lasted more 

than seven decades. Secondly, Wazzani’s agrarian system, which involves a 

combination of olives, citrus, tobacco, and irrigated vegetables, alongside its reliance on 

the contested Wazzanini River, further makes it a strategically significant site for 

examining how war operates as both a social and ecological force on farming 

livelihoods.  

 

C. Research Design 

This study employs a qualitative multi-method case study design centered on 

Wazzani, a Lebanese border village repeatedly affected by Israeli military aggression. 

The multi-method design integrated semi-structured interviews with farmers and 

institutional actors to collect primary data on lived experiences, adaptive strategies, and 

institutional constraints, documentary analysis of governmental and intergovernmental 

reports, NGO assessments, and media archives to provide historical and contextual 

grounding, and academic literature, which situated the findings within broader 
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theoretical debates on agrarian resilience, political ecology, and sumud. These methods 

were not employed in isolation but triangulated iteratively, with each source of evidence 

used to corroborate, contextualize, and deepen the interpretation of the others. This 

triangulated design strengthens the analytical rigor of the study and reduces the risk of 

over-reliance on any single source of data, which is particularly important given the 

access constraints and security conditions under which fieldwork was conducted. The 

qualitative approach was used to address the research questions, which are concerned 

with understanding how farmers in Wazzani have navigated, interpreted, and responded 

to recurring cycles of conflict, displacement, and recovery over time. By using this 

method to address the research questions, the depth, contextual sensitivity, and 

foregrounding of participants’ own voices, knowledge, and lived experiences were 

documented, analyzed, and interpreted.  

D. Sampling Strategy and Participants 

Primary data were generated through semi-structured interviews with a 

purposive sample of ten farmers, selected to reflect variation in farm size, cropping 

systems, and exposure to border-related violence. In addition, two interviews were 

conducted with agricultural engineers working at the Ministry of Agriculture (South 

Governorate), including a senior official, to provide an institutional perspective and to 

contextualize governance, constraints, and agricultural support mechanisms.  

The farmers included in this study share a number of defining characteristics 

that are central to understanding the findings. All participants are long-term residents 

of Wazzani or its immediate surroundings, with strong familial and generational ties 

to the land. Their engagement in agriculture is therefore not solely economic, but deeply 

connected to identity, belonging, and continuity across generations. 
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In terms of scale, the sample consists primarily of small- to medium-sized 

farmers operating within family-based agricultural systems. Their production is 

typically limited in scale and often combines subsistence-oriented cultivation with 

modest market engagement. This distinguishes them from larger, capital-intensive 

agricultural actors who have historically entered the area as external investors. 

The interviews highlight a clear distinction between these two groups. Large-

scale or profit-oriented farmers—often described by participants as external actors—

tend to approach agriculture primarily as an economic investment. As such, they are 

more likely to withdraw from the area during periods of conflict in order to minimize 

financial losses. In contrast, the farmers in this study repeatedly emphasized their 

return to the land following displacement, despite ongoing risks and destruction. 

This difference is not only economic but also social and spatial. While external 

investors may cultivate larger and more distant plots, the farmers in this study are often 

engaged in land directly adjacent to their homes or within their village boundaries, 

reinforcing their physical and emotional attachment to place. Their agricultural practices 

are embedded in everyday life, family structures, and community relations. 

Furthermore, many participants have been involved in agriculture for decades, 

often beginning in early childhood as part of family farming activities. This long-term 

engagement reflects the transmission of local agricultural knowledge and practices 

across generations, even as conditions of conflict continuously disrupt production. 

Importantly, the persistence of these farmers in returning to and cultivating the 

land—despite repeated displacement, destruction of assets, and lack of institutional 

support—distinguishes them from more mobile, profit-driven actors. Their practices 
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reflect a form of agriculture rooted not only in livelihood strategies but also in long-

term attachment and commitment to the land. 

This distinction is critical for interpreting the findings of this study. The forms 

of resilience documented here are specific to farmers who are socially and historically 

embedded in Wazzani, and whose continued agricultural activity reflects both 

necessity and a deeper relationship to place that extends beyond economic calculation. 

 

 

E. Fieldwork Context and Constraints 

Fieldwork was conducted under active security constraints linked to the ongoing 

escalation in South Lebanon. Access limitations, communication disruptions (including 

intermittent telecommunications), and heightened mobility risk reduced the feasible 

number of farmer interviews from the initially planned sample. Nevertheless, the 

achieved sample provided sufficient depth for thematic analysis, and patterns across 

interviews converged around recurring mechanisms of displacement, recovery, and 

land-based persistence. 

 

F. Data Collection Procedures 

Primary data used for this thesis were collected through semi-structured 

interviews conducted with ten farmers and two agricultural engineers from the Lebanese 

Ministry of Agriculture. Semi-structured interviewing was selected as the primary data 

collection instrument because it balances thematic consistency across participants with 

the flexibility necessary to follow emergent threads and allow respondents to elaborate 

on experiences of conflict, loss, and resilience. Secondary data were gathered through 
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systematic document analysis encompassing governmental agricultural reports, United 

Nations agency assessments, NGO field evaluations, media archives, and peer-reviewed 

academic sources. These documentary sources served to corroborate and contextualize 

the primary interview data, to establish the historical record of agricultural damage and 

recovery across conflict periods, and to situate the Wazzani case into the broader 

regional literature. 

All interviews were also conducted under an Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

protocol with informed consent and trauma-sensitive safeguards, including voluntary 

participation, the right to withdraw, and the option to skip questions. Arabic, the first 

language of all participants, was used to conduct the interview to ensure linguistic 

accessibility and minimize interpretative barriers between the student researcher and 

respondent.   

 

G. Analytical Framework 

The analysis followed an inductive thematic approach in which themes were 

allowed to emerge from repeated and iterative engagement with the interview transcripts 

and documentary sources. This approach was chosen to remain responsive to the 

complexity and specificity of the Wazzani case, and to ensure that the conceptual 

framework discussed in the preceding chapter informed the interpretation of findings 

without constraining what the data could reveal. Coding proceeded iteratively, with 

themes refined across multiple readings until patterns converged around recurring 

mechanisms of destruction, adaptation, land-based persistence, and institutional absence. 
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H. Data Analysis 

Interview recordings were transcribed, anonymized, and analyzed using 

inductive thematic analysis, supported by iterative coding. Analytical rigor was 

strengthened through triangulation across farmer interviews, institutional interviews, 

and documentary sources. Ethical considerations included confidentiality, secure data 

storage, and prioritization of participants’ well-being throughout the research process. 

The methodological approaches outlined in this chapter reflect the nature of the 

research questions this study seeks to answer. Questions about the resilience strategies 

practiced by farmers, the structural and social conditions that sustain farmers’ presence 

on contested land, and how sumud is enacted through everyday agricultural labor cannot 

be adequately addressed through quantitative measures or generalized models. They 

require sustained engagement with the voices, memories, and lived experiences of the 

people under investigation. It is on this methodological foundation that the next chapter 

proceeds to examine Wazzani and its ecology, agrarian system, and history of 

protracted conflict cycles, as the empirical ground through which the theoretical 

framework is interrogated and rendered concrete against the specificities of a militarized 

borderland agrarian context. 
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CHAPTER IV 

CASE STUDY – WAZZANI 

 

Wazzani is a small rural village in the Marjayoun district of South Lebanon, 

located immediately adjacent to the Lebanese–Israeli/occupied Palestinian frontier. Its 

borderland position places it within a narrow strip repeatedly exposed to military 

operations, cross-border incursions, and aerial surveillance, rendering the village both 

geopolitically vulnerable and agriculturally precarious (Traboulsi, 2007; Norton, 2007). 

proximity to settlements and military infrastructure across the frontier heightens 

wazzani’s strategic significance for both defensive and offensive actors, and this has 

repeatedly translated into the direct targeting of agricultural assets during escalations 

(makdisi, 2000; human rights watch, 2006). farmers cultivate in a landscape shaped 

simultaneously by ecological potential and military exposure, with everyday 

decisions—crop choice, planting schedules, and investment in infrastructure—

negotiated against a security calculus rather than purely agronomic considerations 

(Unifil, 2018). Wazzani’s settlement pattern, characterized by dispersed orchards and 

terraces clustered around riverine irrigation points, places much cultivated land within 

line-of-sight and range of cross-border weaponry and surveillance systems (Traboulsi, 

2007; UNIFIL, 2020). This helps explain why pumps, canals, barns, and storage 

facilities are repeatedly damaged during escalation, and why durable on-farm 

investments carry heightened risk (Zeitoun, Eid-Sabbagh, & Loveless, 2012). 
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A. Ecological and Hydrological Foundations 

The Wazzani River, a Hasbani tributary, is the hydrological lifeline of the 

village, supporting irrigated citrus plains, olive orchards, and summer cultivation of 

high-value vegetables (FAO, 2009; Zeitoun et al., 2012). Control over water is both an 

economic necessity and a politically charged issue: attempts to expand irrigation or 

install pumping infrastructure have historically generated external pressure or direct 

interdiction, making water simultaneously a livelihood input and a contested resource in 

the region’s political ecology (ICG, 2010; Zeitoun et al., 2012). Agroecologically, 

Wazzani lies within a Mediterranean zone characterized by dry, hot summers and mild, 

wet winters. Alluvial soils on lower slopes favor olives, citrus, and tobacco, while 

higher elevations support cereals and grazing (FAO, 2009; Traboulsi, 2007). However, 

repeated bombardment, deforestation, and UXO contamination have degraded topsoil, 

impaired hydrological functioning, and increased erosion, reducing productive capacity 

and raising recovery costs after each escalation (Human Rights Watch, 2007; FAO, 

2024). 

 

B. Agrarian System and Livelihood Structure 

Wazzani’s agricultural system has historically been plural, combining perennial 

tree crops (olives and citrus), tobacco as a cash crop tied to the national Régie system, 

seasonal vegetable production, and small livestock herding (FAO, 2009; Traboulsi, 

2007). Diversification underpins household food security while also generating market 

income when security and market access permit. Olive cultivation is central to agrarian 

identity and subsistence: groves provide seasonal labor, oil for household consumption, 

modest marketable surpluses, and intergenerational patrimony reinforced through 
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harvest rituals (Khalidi, 1992; Peteet, 2005). The targeting of olive trees during military 

campaigns, therefore, represents both an economic blow and a symbolic assault on 

communal continuity (Amnesty International, 2006). Citrus orchards, concentrated on 

irrigated flats adjacent to the river, historically delivered higher cash returns and linked 

households to markets in Tyre and Sidon; yet reliance on uninterrupted irrigation makes 

citrus highly vulnerable to pump sabotage, canal destruction, and displacement-related 

neglect (FAO, 2009; Traboulsi, 2007; Zeitoun et al., 2012). Tobacco provided 

predictable—if modest—revenue and anchored household labor regimes during curing 

season, but barns and storage infrastructure have been repeatedly damaged during 

escalations (Harik, 2004; Traboulsi, 2007; Human Rights Watch, 2006). Wheat, 

legumes, vegetables, and small ruminants function as buffer assets for consumption, 

local exchange, and mobility during displacement; livestock can often be moved to 

conserve value when cultivation becomes too dangerous (FAO, 2009). 

 

C. Social Organization, Land Tenure, and Sumud as Practice 

Agriculture in Wazzani extends beyond production to structure social life, 

property regimes, gender roles, and intergenerational knowledge transmission. Land 

tenure is predominantly familial and fragmented through inheritance, with ownership 

conferring subsistence and social standing (Khalidi, 1992). The persistence of formal 

and informal claims—even when fields are abandoned—shapes return choices and 

complicates relocation incentives (Saad-Ghorayeb, 2002). Olive harvests, tobacco 

curing, and irrigation maintenance are collective activities, with reciprocal labor 

exchange and cooperative workgroups constituting social capital that becomes 

indispensable during crises (Fawaz, 2009; Scott, 2014). Women’s roles are particularly 
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central—crop tending, olive oil processing, dairy production, and food stock 

management during displacement—anchoring household survival and mediating access 

to informal markets and remittances when male work is constrained (Peteet, 2005; 

Fawaz, 2009; FAO, 2009). Where security permits, farmers integrate into regional 

commodity circuits through citrus and tobacco, and cooperatives can strengthen 

bargaining power; yet repeated conflict (road damage, checkpoints, closures) often 

severs these linkages, pushing households toward subsistence and informal exchange 

(Makdisi, 2000; ICG, 2010). In this setting, sumud (steadfastness) becomes legible as 

practice: remaining on and cultivating land asserts presence against displacement and 

resists erasure, with ritual and oral histories framing land as ancestral heritage and 

abandonment as surrender (Khalidi, 1992; Saad-Ghorayeb, 2002; Peteet, 2005). 

 

D. Wazzani Through Conflict Cycles  

1. Early Border Violence and Water Contestation (Late 1940s-1960s) 

The broader history of hydropolitical contestation over the Jordan River 

headwaters, of which the village's spring system is a crucial component, is the source of 

Wazzani's experience of conflict-driven agrarian disturbance, which predates the full-

scale Israeli invasions of the late twentieth century. Five different plans for managing 

the Jordan's waters were proposed between 1939 and 1953 alone (Blanford, 2002). The 

allocation of Jordan's headwaters was taken seriously as early as the 1930s, when 

increased Jewish immigration to Palestine created a sustained demand for water 

management to support agricultural development. A 1920 pact between Britain and 

France regulating their separate missions, which allowed Lebanon unfettered use of 
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water from the Hasbani River, served as the foundation for Lebanon's original claim to 

water from the Hasbani before any downstream entitlement (Blanford, 2002). 

The 1953 Johnston Plan, negotiated by US ambassador Eric Johnston, was the 

most extensive attempt at regional water allocation. It gave Lebanon 35 million cubic 

meters annually from the Hasbani and Wazzani systems to irrigate about 8,700 acres in 

the Hasbaya district (Blanford, 2002; Amery, 2002). The water resources of the 

Hasbani-Wazzani basin were left in a condition of legal ambiguity that would last for 

decades and create recurrent grounds for dispute because none of the four riparian 

governments ever approved the plan (Blanford, 2002). The Arab League attempted to 

divert Jordan's headwaters, including the Hasbani, in response to Israel's unilateral plan 

in 1959 to channel Jordan waters to the Negev Desert; Israel bombed the diversion 

works in 1965, setting off a series of cross-border skirmishes that contributed to the 

circumstances leading up to the 1967 Arab-Israeli war (Blanford, 2002). The idea that 

the village's water resources were not just a local agricultural issue but also a focal point 

in a regional hydropolitical struggle was established during this time for Wazzani in 

particular. This reality would influence the farming communities' vulnerability 

throughout subsequent conflict cycles. 

During the 1967 war, Israeli forces destroyed Lebanon's original pumping 

station and eight-inch pipe next to the Wazzani springs, preventing Lebanon from using 

the spring water for thirty-four years. This was the most significant act of infrastructure 

destruction during this early period (Blanford, 2002; Amery, 2002). At a time when the 

village's agricultural system, which relied on the Wazzani Spring for irrigated citrus, 

tobacco, and vegetable agriculture, was still growing, this one act cut off Wazzani's 

institutional water infrastructure. For more than thirty years, the devastation essentially 
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prevented Lebanon from developing its rightful portion of the Hasbani waters, leaving 

Wazzani's farmers reliant on haphazard and unofficial water access arrangements while 

Israeli infrastructure across the Blue Line continued to use the same system. 

 

2. Operation Litani and Precarious Return (1978) 

The first significant Israeli military incursion of the Wazzani region occurred in 

March 1978 with Operation Litani, which resulted in the residents of the hamlet being 

uprooted and the agricultural infrastructure being systematically damaged. Beyond the 

immediate military goals of the operation, the invasion gave Israeli military authority 

over a strip of border territory that included the Wazzani springs. This fact has strategic 

hydropolitical implications (Blanford, 2002; Amery, 2002). Following the invasion, 

Amery (2002) reports that three interrelated factors immediately hindered the 

development and reconstruction of villages like Wazzani: the destruction of permanent 

crops like orchards during the conflict, the prevalence of land mines making large tracts 

of agricultural land unsafe, and the scarcity of water resources available to returning 

farming households. During this time, Israel established the South Lebanon Army 

(SLA) as a proxy force in the occupied border zone, adding a layer of armed authority 

that would influence Wazzani's agricultural life for the following twenty years. 

From the late 1940s onward, Wazzani and surrounding villages experienced 

recurrent cross-border raids and shelling that disrupted agricultural livelihoods (Morris, 

2004; Gordon, 2008). Farmers reported damage to orchards, tobacco barns, and grazing 

lands, reflecting how attacks weakened the rural economic base of South Lebanon 

(Sayigh, 1994; Cobban, 1984). Because the Wazzani River is vital for irrigation, it 

became implicated in wider struggles over water control through diversion threats, 
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infrastructure targeting, or intimidation around pumps and canals (Zeitoun, Eid-

Sabbagh, & Loveless, 2012; Khalidi, 1992). By the late 1960s, disputes over water and 

militarized border pressures contributed to intermittent field abandonment and 

discouraged long-term investment in perennial crops (Pappé, 2006; Makdisi, 2000; 

Traboulsi, 2007). 

 

3. Occupation, Water Control, and Agrarian Suppression (1982-2000) 

Wazzani's agricultural system had its most prolonged and methodically 

documented period of repression during the Israeli invasion of 1982 and the occupation 

of South Lebanon that followed, which was carried out by the Israeli Defense Forces 

(IDF) and the SLA. According to Amery (2002), Israel and its SLA partners destroyed 

an important agricultural resource and a symbol of communal continuity throughout the 

occupation years by burning olive groves and other trees to deny Hezbollah militants 

cover. Due to Israel's military occupation of the region and Palestinian guerrilla activity 

along the border, the Lebanese government was unable to effectively develop the water 

resources of southern Lebanon for nearly thirty years. This structural condition 

specifically prevented Wazzani from accessing or developing its legitimate share of the 

Wazzani Spring waters. 

During the occupation, water control was used as a tool to suppress agriculture. 

Saad Haddad, the leader of the SLA, objected to Israel's early 1980s plan to acquire a 

portion of southeast Lebanon east of Metulla, which would have included the Wazzani 

springs (Blanford, 2002). Israeli soldiers created a de facto water extraction system 

despite the annexation's failure, supplying the captured Alawite village of Ghajar with 

drinking water from the Wazzani springs via a four-inch pipe (Blanford, 2002; Amery, 
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2002). For the length of the occupation, however, the Lebanese water authority was 

denied substantive access to the same spring system and received no water from the 

Hasbani other than the modest, unofficial withdrawals made by individual farmers 

(Blanford, 2002). The political ecology of water dispossession that defined the 

occupation era is embodied in this asymmetry: Israeli infrastructure extracted Wazzani 

water while Lebanese farmers were denied institutional access. 

Even after the occupation officially ended, Israeli earthworks and excavation 

operations continued in the Wazzani area. In an ongoing indication of territorial intent 

along the border, Israeli forces were reportedly resuming excavation work along the 

technical fence in the occupied Golan Heights as late as October 2019. They were 

moving rocks toward Ghajar village, which faces the Wazzani orchards in Marjayoun 

district (MTV Lebanon, 2019). Thus, Wazzani was subjected to both direct agricultural 

destruction and a long-term suppression of the village's capacity for water development, 

the effects of which persisted long after the official departure in May 2000. 

 

4. The 2001-2002 Wazzani Water Crisis: Post-Withdrawal Rehabilitation and 

Renewed Threat 

When Israel unilaterally withdrew from South Lebanon in May 2000, Wazzani 

had its first real chance to repair its water infrastructure and resume farming on 

previously unreachable terrain. The Lebanese government swiftly assessed and 

addressed the water needs of returning populations through the Council of the South, a 

state organization connected to the Amal movement. In order to provide drinking water 

to several nearby destitute settlements, including Wazzani itself, a pump and four-inch 

pipe were erected next to the Wazzani springs in March 2001 (Blanford, 2002; Amery, 
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2002). According to documented sources, the goal was clearly agricultural and 

humanitarian: to provide 300 cubic meters of water annually to the roughly 200 

returning residents of the Wazzani village, a level that UNIFIL's own spokesperson 

regarded as nearly insignificant (Amery, 2002). 

Israel's response was out of proportion to the project's scope. Israeli Prime 

Minister Ariel Sharon threatened to reject the Lebanese water plan, calling it a possible 

"casus belli" (Blanford, 2002; Luft, 2002). The project "cannot be allowed to pass 

without a reaction," according to Israeli officials, including the ultra-nationalist Minister 

of National Infrastructure. The head of the Israeli Mekorot water company threatened 

"war or forceful confrontation" if agreements could not be reached (Blanford, 2002). 

The issue worsened when the Council of the South announced a more ambitious 

pumping station project in August 2002 that would pump up to 10,000 cubic meters of 

water per day via a sixteen-inch pipe to a reservoir at Taibe, serving up to sixty 

settlements in the border territory (Blanford, 2002; Luft, 2002). 

The growing tensions prompted a significant international response. Under its 

Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM), the European Commission sent an expert team in 

October 2002 to conduct an unbiased scientific evaluation of the Hasbani basin's water 

supplies and to aid in de-escalation (European Commission RRM, 2004; UN UNISPAL, 

2004). In order to examine the Lebanese projects and evaluate their hydropolitical 

ramifications, the United States concurrently dispatched a group of water specialists 

(Luft, 2002; Blanford, 2002). All parties were informed of the EU team's conclusions, 

which showed that Israel's water supply was not seriously threatened by the pumping 

station and that Lebanon's water consumption remained well below one-third of its 
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Johnston Plan allotment. This resulted in a decrease in military rhetoric without 

resolving the fundamental conflict (European Commission RRM, 2004). 

It is impossible to overestimate the importance of the 2001–2002 water crisis on 

Wazzani's agricultural system. Due to a geopolitical standoff in which Israel's threat of 

military action effectively restricted Lebanon's exercise of its own sovereign right to 

develop border water resources, the village's access to water for domestic and irrigation 

use—a necessary condition for any significant agricultural rehabilitation following the 

occupation—was held hostage. According to Amery (2002), developing the region by 

using the necessary water for food and economic security for returning residents is also 

likely to lead to conflict with Israel, a structural conundrum that has never been resolved 

and continues to define the conditions under which Wazzani's farmers must operate. 

 

5. The 2006 War and the Destruction of Water Infrastructure 

Wazzani experienced further destruction during the July–August 2006 conflict, 

which was brought on by Hezbollah's cross-border operation and Israel's subsequent 

massive military assault on Lebanon. During the 2006 conflict, Israel targeted the 

pumping stations that had been constructed and restored following the 2001–2002 

crisis, which had finally started to give the village and neighboring towns dependable 

water supplies (Blanford, 2002). The direct agricultural losses brought on by 

bombardment, cluster munition contamination, and displacement were exacerbated by 

the destruction of water infrastructure, creating a compound crisis in which the 

material foundation for agricultural resumption—reliable water, uncontaminated soil, 

and accessible land—was concurrently compromised. 
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Particularly for the town of Wazzani, the Lebanese Ministry of Public Health 

recorded the devastation of civilian infrastructure and the relocation of the village's 

residents during the battle (Lebanese Ministry of Public Health, 2006). In addition to 

replanting damaged orchards and rebuilding barns and storage facilities, recovery from 

the 2006 war necessitated rebuilding water infrastructure, which had already been 

rebuilt once since the occupation. This compounding cost depleted household and 

public resources and strengthened the structural vulnerability of agricultural investment 

in the border zone. 

 

6. Chronic Insecurity and Border Surveillance (2006-2023) 

In the period between the 2006 ceasefire and the outbreak of the 2023–2025 

escalation, Wazzani's agricultural life was shaped by persistent insecurity rather than 

genuine stability. Israeli forces maintained active surveillance and periodic incursions 

along the Blue Line in the Wazzani area, with documented incidents of gunfire targeting 

livestock herders near Al-Wazzani as Israeli forces fired from the occupied village of 

Al-Ghajar (NNA, 2023). This chronic pattern of border harassment — targeting not just 

armed actors but farmers and herders going about their agricultural work — reinforced 

the spatial restriction of farming activity that the occupation had established, pushing 

cultivation away from border-adjacent fields and orchards even in the absence of full-

scale conflict. 

During this time, Israeli earthworks and excavation activities near Wazzani 

persisted as a further indication of territorial intent. According to reports, Israeli forces 

patrolled the Adeisi border line all the way to the Wazzani area. This military presence 

kept the Blue Line under constant observation and prevented Lebanese farmers from 
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freely accessing agricultural land close to the border (Civil Society Centre, 2023). Due 

to the cumulative impact of these incidents, farmers in Wazzani were unable to predict 

that any particular planting season would go smoothly. As a result, crop choices, 

investment decisions, and labor patterns were shaped in ways that reflected the logic of 

risk minimization rather than agricultural optimization. 

 

7. The 2023-2025 War and Agrarian Collapse Pressures 

The most severe and swift agricultural collapse Wazzani has seen since the 2006 

conflict was brought on by the start of Israel's war on Gaza in October 2023 and 

Hezbollah's establishment of a "second front" along the Lebanese border in support of 

Palestinian resistance. The olive harvest season, which is the main source of household 

income and cultural continuity in Wazzani and the neighboring towns, coincided with 

Israeli reprisal strikes that immediately targeted border villages (Amery, 2002). In the 

early weeks of the escalation, the Lebanese Ministry of Public Health recorded the 

specific toll of Israeli aggression on the town of Wazzani, including civilian casualties, 

destruction of infrastructure, and population displacement (Lebanese Ministry of Public 

Health, 2024). 

The National News Agency and Lebanese national media reported Israeli 

artillery strikes that directly targeted the outskirts of Wazzani (NNA, 2024; LBC Group, 

2024). During the escalation, Israeli ground forces entered the Wazzani area; NNA 

reported border incursions that put Israeli forces in close proximity to the agricultural 

fields of the hamlet (NNA, 2024). On September 16, 2025, the Al-Manar correspondent 

recorded Israeli occupation forces firing at Al-Wazzani orchards close to the border. 

This action directly targeted the agricultural landscape and reinforced the pattern of 
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intentional agrarian destruction that has defined Israeli military operations in the region 

throughout multiple conflict cycles (Al-Manar, 2025). 

During this time, Wazzani's water infrastructure was destroyed to the greatest 

extent to date. The pumping systems that drew spring water from the Wazzani River, 

which had been supplying drinking water to about forty nearby villages, were destroyed 

by Israeli forces. This was the third instance of this infrastructure being destroyed in a 

series of conflicts (European Commission RRM, 2004; Blanford, 2002). The cumulative 

impact of these subsequent devastations—in 1967, during the occupation, in 2006, and 

once more in 2023–2025—clearly demonstrates the hydropolitical aspect of agrarian 

harm in Wazzani: the intentional, persistent targeting of water infrastructure as a way to 

make farming communities economically unviable and their populations displaced. 
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CHAPTER 5 

FINDINGS 

 

This chapter presents the findings of the qualitative analysis conducted with ten 

farmers from the village of Wazzani. Drawing on in-depth semi-structured interviews, 

the analysis explores how farmers experience, interpret, and respond to repeated 

conflict, displacement, and environmental destruction in a borderland context. Using 

inductive thematic analysis, eight interrelated themes emerged from the data, reflecting 

the material, emotional, and symbolic dimensions of farming under conditions of 

protracted violence. The findings foreground farmers’ lived experiences and voices, 

revealing agriculture not only as a livelihood, but also as a practice of survival, identity, 

and steadfastness (sumud).  

 

A. Characteristics of Farming Practices and Livelihood Transformations 

Agricultural practices in Wazzani have undergone significant transformations under 

conditions of protracted conflict, particularly in relation to land access, crop selection, 

labor organization, and resource availability. A key shift identified across interviews is 

the relocation of farming activities to areas immediately surrounding farmers’ homes. 

Due to insecurity, restricted mobility, and the inaccessibility of more distant agricultural 

lands, many farmers now rely on small plots located near their houses. This allows them 

to maintain a minimal level of agricultural production while reducing exposure to risk. 

As one farmer described, cultivation has become limited to “small areas next to the 

house,” often under plastic greenhouses, in contrast to pre-war practices that involved 

cultivating larger and more distant plots. 
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These spatial constraints are closely linked to changes in cropping patterns. Prior to 

the most recent war, farming systems were relatively diversified, including cereals such 

as wheat and barley, tree crops such as olives and citrus, and seasonal produce such as 

watermelon, molokhia, eggplant, and tomatoes. However, current practices are 

increasingly characterized by small-scale, low-risk, and short-cycle crops, often 

intended for household consumption rather than market production. In many cases, 

farmers are no longer able to cultivate their primary lands at all, leading to a drastic 

reduction in overall productivity. 

Another major transformation concerns labor dynamics. Before the war, agricultural 

production often relied on hired seasonal labor, particularly during intensive farming 

periods. In contrast, current conditions have pushed farmers to depend almost entirely 

on family-based labor, with spouses, children, and extended family members assuming 

key roles in cultivation and maintenance activities. This shift reflects both economic 

constraints and the difficulty of mobilizing external labor under conditions of insecurity. 

At the same time, the findings highlight the increasing importance of informal 

community support networks. In the absence of institutional assistance, farmers rely on 

each other for access to essential resources such as irrigation water, tools, and 

knowledge. Participants described practices such as sharing water, lending equipment, 

and providing mutual encouragement and support. In some cases, farmers from 

neighboring areas contributed resources, including water from private wells, enabling 

limited agricultural activity to continue. These adaptive strategies emerge in a context 

marked by the near-total absence of state support. Across interviews, farmers 

consistently emphasized that they have received little to no assistance from 

governmental institutions, whether in the form of financial aid, agricultural inputs, or 
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recovery programs. As a result, agricultural continuity depends largely on individual 

and collective efforts rather than formal systems of support. 

Taken together, these transformations illustrate a shift from relatively diversified 

and semi-commercial agricultural systems toward localized, family-based, and 

resource-constrained practices. These changes reflect not only material limitations but 

also adaptive responses through which farmers reorganize their livelihoods in order to 

sustain agricultural activity under conditions of prolonged instability 

 
B. Farming Under Recurrent War and Cycles of Displacement 

Farmers consistently described war as a recurring condition rather than a 

singular event. Interviewees referenced multiple conflicts spanning decades—including 

the civil war, Israeli invasions, the July 2006 war, and the most recent escalations of 

2023–2024—each of which disrupted agricultural production and everyday life. These 

cycles of violence repeatedly forced farmers to abandon their land, often in the middle 

of growing seasons, only to return later and attempt to restart cultivation. 

Many participants emphasized that displacement had become a normalized part 

of agricultural life. Several described leaving their land multiple times, sometimes for 

months or years, before returning under uncertain conditions. Jamal, a farmer, explained 

that “every war sends us back to zero,” capturing the cyclical nature of displacement 

and return that structures farming in Wazzani. Having lived through multiple wars, he 

repeatedly abandoned his land during periods of violence and returned afterward to 

resume cultivation, only to face renewed disruption. Each cycle resulted in the loss of 

crops, livestock, and infrastructure, forcing him to restart from near zero. His trajectory 

illustrates how farming is not a continuous activity, but one repeatedly interrupted and 

reconstituted through cycles of war and return. Rather than experiencing linear 
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recovery, farmers described a continuous process of interruption, loss, and partial 

rebuilding.  

C. Systematic Destruction of Agricultural Livelihoods 

Across interviews, farmers described extensive and cumulative destruction of 

their agricultural livelihoods. Losses included crops, livestock, farm machinery, 

irrigation systems, storage facilities, housing, and energy infrastructure such as solar 

panels. These losses were not experienced as isolated incidents but as part of a broader 

pattern of repeated devastation. 

Many farmers recounted losing entire herds of livestock or being forced to sell 

remaining animals at low prices due to displacement and lack of access to feed or 

shelter. Crop losses were similarly severe, with farmers describing abandoned harvests, 

burned fields, and destroyed orchards. Several participants noted a drastic reduction in 

cultivated land over time, with some reporting a shift from farming tens of dunums to 

only one or two. 

The destruction of productive assets had long-term consequences. Farmers 

spoke of declining productivity, reduced income, and growing difficulty in sustaining 

agriculture as a viable livelihood. One particular farmer, Ghassan, narrates the 

cumulative destruction of agricultural livelihoods over time. He describes the burning of 

his storage facilities, the loss of equipment, and the destruction of entire harvests and 

orchards, particularly during the 2006 and 2023 wars. His experience reflects a pattern 

in which agricultural systems are continuously dismantled, requiring reconstruction 

after each conflict. 

 

D. Spatial Restriction and the Shrinking Geography of Farming 
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A prominent theme across interviews was the restriction of access to land, 

particularly plots located near the border. Farmers described being unable to reach large 

portions of their land due to security threats, military presence, or fear of being targeted. 

As a result, the spatial geography of farming steadily contracted. 

In response, many farmers shifted cultivation closer to their homes, planting 

small plots in relatively safer areas or near temporary shelters. This form of near-home 

farming was described as a strategy of survival rather than an optimal agricultural 

choice. Auday’s experience illustrates how spatial restriction reshapes everyday farming 

practices. Unable to move freely due to security threats, even basic mobility becomes a 

site of control. As he explains, “They bombed my car to stop me from moving and to 

disrupt my farming. So I decided to continue anyway—I go on foot.”  

Several participants emphasized that while such practices allowed them to 

maintain a minimal connection to the land, they significantly limited production and 

income. Perennial crops such as olive and citrus trees were often abandoned because 

farmers could not safely access distant orchards.  

 

E. Environmental Damage and War as an Ecological Force 

Beyond immediate destruction, farmers highlighted the environmental 

consequences of war on agricultural land. Participants described soil that no longer 

produced crops, attributing this to chemical contamination, bombardment, and the use 

of prohibited weapons. For instance, in an interview with Turkeya, she revealed the 

environmental consequences of war on agricultural systems. She describes soil and 

water contamination, reduced crop productivity, and the presence of unexploded 

ordnance that prevents cultivation. Crops fail to grow, and even natural vegetation is 
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affected, indicating long-term ecological disruption. References to white phosphorus 

and unexploded ordnance were common, with farmers expressing fear of cultivating 

land that might be contaminated or dangerous. 

Environmental damage introduced a new layer of uncertainty into farming. Even 

when land was physically accessible, farmers questioned its safety and productivity. 

Some reported reduced yields or crops failing to grow altogether, reinforcing the sense 

that war had fundamentally altered the ecological conditions necessary for agriculture. 

 

F. Absence of the State and Reliance on Informal Support Networks 

A consistent finding across interviews was the perceived absence of state 

support. Farmers repeatedly stated that they received little to no assistance from 

government institutions, particularly the Ministry of Agriculture. When support was 

mentioned, it was often described as symbolic, insufficient, or temporary. Ahmad, one 

of the participants in this thesis, explicitly points to the absence of state support in 

sustaining agricultural livelihoods, noting that neither the government nor the Ministry 

of Agriculture provided assistance. Despite losing access to part of his land and facing 

direct threats, he continues to cultivate it with his family: “I bring my family with me to 

the land and we farm it together… I will continue to come, to plant, and to harvest my 

land despite the threats.”  

In contrast, farmers highlighted the importance of informal and community-

based support. Neighbors shared water, equipment, labor, and information, while local 

and international NGOs provided limited assistance such as water tanks, seedlings, or 

emergency aid. These forms of support were critical for short-term survival but were 

widely seen as inadequate for long-term recovery or reconstruction. 
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G. Farming as Sumud (Steadfastness) and Assertion of Belonging 

For many farmers, agriculture was described not merely as an economic activity 

but as a deliberate act of steadfastness (sumud). Returning to the land, planting crops, 

and maintaining a presence in contested areas were framed as ways of asserting 

ownership, identity, and belonging. 

Several participants explicitly described farming as a form of resistance. Despite 

repeated targeting and the expectation that violence would continue, farmers 

emphasized their determination to keep planting as a way of signaling that they would 

not relinquish their land. One farmer noted that persistence itself carried meaning, 

expressing hope that continued presence might deter permanent dispossession. Ghassan 

also describes how he “built [his] house right on the border” to affirm his claim to the 

land, emphasizing repeated return despite escalating violence: “This is my land, these 

are our crops, and we will not leave them to the enemy.”  

 

H. Psychological Strain and Emotional Attachment to Land 

The emotional toll of farming under conflict was evident across interviews. 

Farmers spoke of constant fear, exhaustion, and grief, particularly in relation to personal 

loss and the safety of their families. The stress of repeated displacement and uncertainty 

weighed heavily on participants, shaping both their mental well-being and their outlook 

on the future. Rawiya, a participant in the study, describes the trauma of repeated 

displacement, the loss of her home and livelihood, and the emotional weight attached to 

every part of the land and house. Despite this, she continues to express attachment to the 

land as a space of identity and survival.  



 

 53 

At the same time, land emerged as a powerful emotional anchor. Many farmers 

described feeling dignity, strength, or a sense of purpose when working their land, even 

under dangerous conditions. The land was often described in familial or deeply personal 

terms, reflecting its role as a source of identity and emotional grounding. 

 

I. Constraints on Adaptation and the Limits of Resilience 

While farmers like Asaad demonstrated considerable adaptability, they also 

emphasized the limits of resilience under ongoing structural constraints. Despite 

Asaad’s long-term investment in perennial crops such as avocado trees, years of labor 

were lost due to war-related damage and lack of institutional support. His inability to 

replant or recover production demonstrates that adaptation is constrained by broader 

political and economic conditions, suggesting that resilience is neither infinite nor 

sufficient in the absence of stability. 

Financial hardship, lack of access to water, rising production costs, and damaged 

infrastructure all restricted farmers’ ability to adopt new technologies or diversify their 

practices. 

Many expressed a desire to modernize or improve efficiency, but stated that 

such changes were impossible without external support. Water scarcity, in particular, 

was identified as a fundamental barrier to recovery, with several farmers stating that 

agriculture could not resume at all without reliable irrigation. 

 

J. Summary of Findings 

Together, these findings illustrate how agriculture in Wazzani is shaped by 

recurrent conflict, environmental damage, and structural neglect, while simultaneously 



 

 54 

serving as a site of resistance, identity, and emotional resilience. The following chapter 

situates these findings within broader theoretical and scholarly debates on agrarian 

resilience, sumud, and agriculture in conflict-affected borderlands. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

 

This chapter discusses the findings of the study in relation to existing 

scholarship on agriculture in conflict-affected areas, borderlands, resilience, and sumud. 

Building on the themes identified in the previous chapter, the discussion moves beyond 

description to interpret how farmers in Wazzani experience, negotiate, and make 

meaning of agriculture under conditions of protracted violence and structural neglect.  

Rather than framing war as an episodic disruption followed by recovery, the 

findings reveal farming as a practice shaped by recurrent conflict, environmental 

degradation, and political exclusion, while simultaneously functioning as a form of 

livelihood, identity, and everyday resistance. In doing so, the chapter connects to the 

concepts of agrarian resilience, political ecology, and sumud introduced in Chapter 2, 

demonstrating how the Wazzani case both draws upon and extends these frameworks. 

 

A. Farming Under Protracted Conflict: Beyond Post-War Recovery 

Much of the literature on agriculture in conflict zones implicitly assumes a 

temporal sequence of disruption followed by recovery. Both humanitarian and 

development frameworks have tended to organize agricultural interventions around 

discrete phases of crisis and stabilization, on the precondition of an interval of calm 

within which livelihoods can be rebuilt (FAO, 2009; Fawaz, 2009). However, the 

experiences of farmers in Wazzani challenge this linear framing. As the findings 

demonstrate, war is not an exceptional event but a recurring condition that structures 

agricultural life over decades. Farmers described cycles of displacement, return, and 
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renewed destruction, often occurring before previous losses had been recovered. This 

pattern resonates with Vigh’s (2008) argument that conflict is not an aberrant moment 

of disorder but an endemic and pervasive condition observed in structurally 

marginalized communities. 

This also aligns with scholarship on protracted conflict, which emphasizes how 

repeated violence produces chronic insecurity rather than discrete crises (Scott, 2014). 

In Wazzani, farming decisions are shaped by anticipation of future conflict as much as 

by past experiences. War is thus embedded into the rhythm of farming itself, shaping 

expectations, crop choices, and perceptions of the future. As a result, agricultural 

planning becomes short-term, cautious, and oriented toward minimizing loss rather than 

maximizing productivity, a situation described by Fawaz (2009) and Traboulsi (2007) in 

the South Lebanese context as a logic of flexibility and risk minimization produced 

precisely by the impossibility of planning for stability. This contributes to a condition in 

which recovery is perpetually deferred, and agriculture exists in a state of constant 

precarity. 

By foregrounding farmers’ temporal experiences, this study contributes to a 

growing body of work that critiques post-conflict frameworks and instead highlights the 

need to understand rural livelihoods under conditions of ongoing instability. 

 

B. Livelihood Destruction and War as Slow Violence 

The findings reveal that agricultural loss in Wazzani is cumulative and structural 

rather than incidental. Farmers reported repeated destruction of crops, livestock, 

equipment, housing, and infrastructure, resulting in long-term erosion of productive 
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capacity. These patterns resonate with Nixon’s (2011) concept of “slow violence,” 

which refers to harm that is gradual, often invisible, and accumulates over time. 

Rather than a single catastrophic moment, war in Wazzani operates through 

repeated material depletion. Each episode of destruction reduces farmers’ ability to 

recover from the next, creating a downward spiral of diminishing resources and 

increasing vulnerability. Critically, the cumulative nature of these losses meant that 

recovery became progressively harder after each war, as farmers lacked the capital and 

resources needed to rebuild what had been destroyed. This dynamic is consistent with 

Wisner et al.’s (2004) “progression of vulnerability,” whereby root causes, dynamic 

pressures, and unsafe conditions intertwine to deepen exposure to harm over time, 

particularly for communities that have limited political voice and institutional support. 

Environmental damage, rising costs, and the loss of perennial investments further 

compound this process, reinforcing a structural condition that no amount of individual 

adaptive effort can fully overcome. 

This perspective complicates narratives that focus solely on immediate wartime 

destruction and instead draws attention to the long-term, layered impacts of conflict on 

agrarian livelihoods. 

 

C. Spatial Restriction, Borderlands, and the Politics of Access 

The study highlights how spatial restriction fundamentally reshapes agricultural 

practice in borderland contexts. Farmers’ inability to access land near the border, 

combined with fear of targeting, has led to a contraction of farming space and a shift 

toward near-home and subsistence cultivation. This finding echoes borderland 

scholarship that emphasizes how militarized boundaries reorganize space, mobility, and 
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livelihoods, rendering the border not an abstract geopolitical line but a lived and 

surveilled constraint that penetrates daily agricultural decision-making on which fields 

can be reached, when they can be accessed, and how much can be invested in them 

(Donnan and Wilson, 1999). 

Peluso and Watts (2001) argue that resource environments, including 

agricultural land, are constituted by and in turn constitute the political economy of 

access and control, and that entitlements to natural resources are continuously 

negotiated, fought over, lost, and won in violent environments. This is the case in 

Wazzani, where land is not only a productive resource but a contested and surveilled 

space. Restricted access forces farmers to abandon distant plots and perennial crops, 

undermining long-term sustainability. This spatial restriction also forced a transition 

from long-term agricultural investment to short-cycle, subsistence-oriented farming, 

fundamentally altering the nature of agricultural practice in the village. Thus, farming 

becomes a tactical practice shaped by security considerations rather than ecological or 

economic logic. Scott (2014) describes this as everyday adaptation under conditions of 

structural constraint, where livelihood choices reflect the limits of what survival permits 

rather than preferences. 

By documenting these spatial dynamics, the study contributes empirical depth to 

discussions of how borders function not only as geopolitical lines but as lived 

constraints that reshape everyday rural life. 

 

D. Environmental Damage and the Ecological Afterlife of War 

Farmers’ accounts of soil contamination, unexploded ordnance, and reduced 

fertility underscore the ecological dimensions of conflict. These environmental impacts 
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extended the effects of conflict beyond the cessation of active violence, embedding war 

into the soil itself and complicating recovery efforts long after displacement ended. 

War in Wazzani does not end when hostilities subside; it persists in the land itself. 

Environmental damage introduces long-term uncertainty, discouraging investment and 

increasing farmers’ fear of cultivation. 

This aligns with political ecology approaches that examine how violence and 

power operate through environmental transformation (Peluso and Watts, 2001; Makdisi, 

2000; Zeitoun et al., 2012). The contamination of Wazzani’s soils and the dispersal of 

unexploded ordnance across its farmland are not merely technical problems amenable to 

remediation, but are dimensions of a broader ecological violence that reorganizes the 

relationship between farmers and their land, restructuring what can be grown, where, 

and with what confidence. Nixon’s (2011) framework of slow violence is again 

instructive here: the environmental aftermath of war is precisely the kind of gradual, 

accumulating harm that resists documentation and also escapes humanitarian response, 

yet constitutes some of the most durable damage inflicted on agrarian communities.  

Understanding war as an ecological force is essential for grasping why 

agricultural recovery remains partial and fragile, even in periods of relative calm. 

 

E. Sumud and Farming as Everyday Resistance 

One of the most significant contributions of this study is its articulation of 

farming as a practice of sumud. Farmers consistently framed their return to land and 

continued cultivation as acts of persistence, refusal, and presence. Farming was not 

described solely as a means of earning income, but as a way of asserting belonging and 
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resisting dispossession. Through this lens, agriculture became a political and moral 

practice, linking everyday labor to broader struggles over land, identity, and survival. 

This resonates with literature on sumud, which conceptualizes steadfastness as 

an everyday practice rather than overt political action (Khalidi, 1992; Saad-Ghorayeb, 

2002). This resonates with Simaan’s (2017) documentation of olive growing in 

Palestine as a collective occupation carrying emotional, socio-cultural, and political 

dimensions well beyond economic return, and with Khayyat’s (2022) account of South 

Lebanese farmers who continue to farm and cultivate near the border as an active art of 

life-making under repeated cycles of war. In Wazzani, planting crops, repairing land, 

and maintaining a presence near the border are imbued with political meaning. Farmers 

expressed hope that persistence itself might deter permanent loss, even while 

acknowledging the risks involved. 

By grounding sumud in agricultural practice, the study extends the concept 

beyond its more commonly examined urban or symbolic forms, highlighting its material 

and labor-intensive dimensions. 

 

F. Psychological Strain, Loss, and Emotional Attachment to Land 

The findings reveal the profound psychological toll of farming under constant 

threat. Fear, grief, exhaustion, and personal loss were recurring elements of farmers’ 

narratives. At the same time, land emerged as a source of emotional grounding and 

dignity, providing a sense of purpose amid instability. 

This dual role of land—as both a site of trauma and a source of resilience—

reflects broader discussions in rural and trauma studies about place-based identity, 

which Amery (2002) identifies as the geographical concept of territoriality that explains 
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why farmers return to an active front-line village in what might otherwise appear to be 

an irrational act. In Wazzani, attachment to land sustains farmers emotionally even as it 

exposes them to harm. This tension underscores the complexity of resilience, which is 

neither purely positive nor freely chosen. 

 

G. The Limits of Resilience and the Burden of Adaptation 

While farmers demonstrated remarkable adaptability, the findings caution 

against romanticizing resilience. Adaptation in Wazzani is constrained by financial 

hardship, water scarcity, damaged infrastructure, and lack of institutional support. 

Farmers expressed willingness to modernize, diversify, and rebuild, but emphasized that 

such changes were impossible without material assistance. 

This supports critical scholarship that views resilience as a socially and 

politically produced condition rather than an inherent trait (Wisner et al., 2004; Scott, 

2014). As Wisner et al. (2004) argue, communities marginalized by poverty or conflict 

are placed in unsafe conditions not through individual failure but through structural 

processes that systematically deny them political voice and institutional support. In 

Wazzani, farmers’ adaptive capacity is not an enduring personal quality that can be 

relied upon indefinitely; it is contingent on material, institutional, and political 

conditions that have been chronically absent. In the absence of state support, resilience 

becomes an individual burden, shifting responsibility for survival onto those already 

most affected by conflict. These findings highlight that resilience, while present, is not 

infinite. Without material, institutional, and political support, farmers’ capacity to adapt 

remains fragile and uneven. 
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By highlighting these limits, the study challenges narratives that celebrate 

farmer resilience without addressing the structural conditions that undermine it. 

 

H. State Absence, Institutional Neglect, and Informal Survival Systems 

Finally, the findings underscore the central role of state absence in shaping 

agricultural vulnerability. Farmers consistently described a lack of meaningful support 

from public institutions, particularly the Ministry of Agriculture. In response, they 

relied on NGOs, community networks, and self-organization to meet basic needs. This 

reliance on informal networks reinforced a sense of abandonment by the state and 

placed the burden of resilience squarely on farmers and their communities. 

This finding aligns with a broader literature on state absence and agrarian 

vulnerability in conflict-affected contexts. As Makdisi (2000) and Traboulsi (2007) 

have documented for South Lebanon specifically, the chronic weakness and withdrawal 

of Lebanese state institutions from the border region have structurally exposed farming 

communities in the region, with NGOs and resistance-linked organizations filling gaps 

that public institutions have systematically failed to address. Institutional interviews 

with agricultural engineers further contextualize this absence, pointing to structural 

constraints, limited resources, and political barriers to effective intervention. Together, 

these perspectives reveal a system in which responsibility for recovery is fragmented 

and uneven, leaving farmers to navigate risk largely on their own. 

 

I. Summary of Discussion 

This chapter has situated the findings within broader debates on conflict, 

agriculture, and resilience, reconnecting them to agrarian resilience, political ecology, 
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and sumud, the three conceptual lenses introduced in Chapter 2. It has shown that 

farming in Wazzani is shaped by recurrent violence, environmental degradation, and 

structural neglect, while simultaneously functioning as a practice of sumud, identity, 

and survival. The discussion has further demonstrated that farmers navigate a landscape 

in which war is embedded in both social and ecological systems, forcing them to 

continually renegotiate the meaning and practice of farming, even more so under the 

conditions of institutional absence, cumulative material loss, and escalating 

psychological strain.  By engaging with scholarship on slow violence (Nixon, 2011), 

political ecology (Peluso and Watts, 2001; Makdisi, 2000; Zeitoun et al., 2012), 

borderland livelihoods (Fawaz, 2009; Traboulsi, 2007), and sumud (Khalidi, 1992, 

Saad-Ghorayed, 2002; Simaan, 2017; Khayyat, 2022), the chapter illustrates how the 

Wazzani case both draws on and contributes to these theoretical debates. 

By foregrounding farmers’ lived experiences, the study contributes to a more 

nuanced understanding of agrarian life in conflict-affected borderlands and highlights 

the need for policies that move beyond short-term aid toward structural and political 

solutions. 

The following chapter concludes the thesis by summarizing key contributions, 

outlining implications for policy and practice, and suggesting directions for future 

research. 
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

 

A. Summary of Key Findings 

The findings demonstrate that farming in Wazzani is not experienced as a stable 

livelihood interrupted by occasional conflict, but rather as an activity embedded within 

recurring cycles of war and displacement. Farmers described repeated destruction of 

crops, livestock, infrastructure, and homes, resulting in cumulative losses that erode 

their capacity to recover over time. Agricultural livelihoods are continuously reshaped 

by insecurity, forcing farmers to adapt their practices toward short-term survival rather 

than long-term sustainability. 

Spatial restriction emerged as a central challenge, with access to land near the 

border increasingly constrained by security risks and fear of targeting. As a result, 

farming spaces have contracted, pushing farmers toward near-home and subsistence 

cultivation. Environmental damage further compounds these challenges, as soil 

contamination, unexploded ordnance, and the use of prohibited weapons introduce long-

term ecological uncertainty that extends the impact of war beyond active hostilities. 

Despite these constraints, farmers persist in cultivating their land, framing 

agriculture as an act of sumud (steadfastness). Farming is not only a means of survival 

but also a practice of presence, belonging, and resistance to dispossession. At the same 

time, the study highlights the psychological toll of farming under constant threat, 

revealing how land functions simultaneously as a site of trauma and a source of 

emotional grounding, dignity, and continuity. 
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Finally, the findings underscore the absence of sustained state support and the 

reliance on informal networks and NGOs for survival. While farmers demonstrate 

adaptability and resilience, these qualities are constrained by structural barriers, 

financial hardship, water scarcity, damaged infrastructure, and lack of institutional 

engagement, revealing that resilience is not an inherent trait but a socially and 

politically produced condition, one whose limits are reached when responsibility for 

recovery is shifted onto individuals and communities. 

 

B. Contributions to Knowledge 

This thesis contributes to scholarship on agriculture in conflict-affected areas in 

several ways, and each can be situated within the theoretical framework established in 

Chapter 2. 

First, and most directly in relation to the agrarian resilience framework, the 

study challenges linear post-conflict recovery models by demonstrating that farming in 

Wazzani is shaped not by discrete episodes of disruption and recovery but by 

protracted, cyclical violence that accumulates across decades. This reframes resilience 

not as a capacity to recover but as a sustained, effortful, and highly costly practice of 

continuing under conditions that never fully stabilize. The study thereby advances the 

argument that resilience frameworks applied to conflict-affected agriculture must not 

only account for immediate adaptive responses, but also chronicity, anticipation, and 

cumulative depletion. 

Second, it extends the concept of sumud by grounding it in everyday agricultural 

labor, showing how farming itself becomes a form of steadfastness and political 

presence in a contested borderland. Existing scholarship has theorized sumud primarily 
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in urban, camp, or symbolic registers (Khalidi, 1992; Peteet; 2005; Saad-Ghorayed, 

2002). This study moves beyond this by extending its application to a rural agrarian 

borderland, demonstrating that in Wazzani, sumud is enacted not through declaration or 

symbolic gesture but through the embodied, repetitive, and dangerous labor of planting, 

tending to crops, and returning to farmland under war – a contribution that enriches 

understanding of how steadfastness operates as a lived, material practice. 

Third, the study contributes to political ecology and borderland studies by 

highlighting how war operates as both a social and ecological force, reshaping land and 

water access, water systems, farming geographies in a specific borderland village, and 

environmental conditions.  

Fourth, and cutting across all three conceptual lenses, the study fills a micro-

historical and ethnographic gap in the existing literature on South Lebanon. While the 

broader historical record of agrarian destruction in the region is well documented in the 

available literature, no prior study has systematically examined how resilience 

mechanisms – kingship labor, adaptation strategies, sumud, intergenerational knowledge 

transfer – are reproduced across successive wars from the perspective of farmers in a 

single borderland village. 

Finally, by foregrounding farmers’ lived experiences, the research offers a 

nuanced understanding of resilience that acknowledges both farmers’ agency and the 

structural constraints that limit their capacity to adapt.  
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C. Policy and Practical Implications 

The findings point to several implications for policy and practice, organized 

around the core argument of this thesis that the limits of farmers’ resilience are not 

natural but structurally produced and can therefore be addressed structurally. 

First, agricultural interventions in conflict-affected border areas must move 

beyond short-term humanitarian assistance toward longer-term strategies that address 

infrastructure, water access, and environmental remediation. The findings reveal that 

farmers do not lack the will or knowledge to recover, but the material conditions that 

make recovery possible. This can mean prioritizing the rehabilitation of irrigation 

infrastructure, particularly the Wazzani River pumping systems destroyed in previous 

conflicts, as an immediate prerequisite for agricultural resumption. It can also mean 

investing in soil remediation programs that address chemical contamination and the 

legacy of white phosphorus and unexploded ordnance. Targeted support for perennial 

crop replanting, particularly olive and citrus, which require years to mature and have 

been destroyed repeatedly, is also essential, as these crops make up the economic 

backbone and the cultural continuity of Wazzani’s agrarian system. 

Second, state institutions, particularly the Ministry of Agriculture, need to play a 

more active and sustained role in supporting farmers, rather than relying on NGOs to fill 

structural gaps that public policy should address. This requires dedicated budget lines 

for borderland agricultural recovery, the establishment of permanent extension services 

in rural communities like Wazzani, and compensation mechanisms that reflect the 

cumulative rather than episodic nature of agricultural loss. 

Third, policies should recognize farming not only as an economic activity but 

also as a socially and politically significant practice tied to land, identity, and 
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community stability. Supporting farmers’ continued presence on the land is therefore 

essential as it contributes not only to household livelihoods but also to the broader 

social resilience of border regions, whose sustained inhabitation of contested territory 

carries significance well beyond agricultural output. Policy frameworks that treat 

agriculture in border regions as solely a livelihood sector often fail to recognize this 

dimension and systematically undervalue the case of investment. 

Fourth, and specifically to address the limits of resilience documented in this 

thesis, support mechanisms must be designed to relieve rather than further burden 

farmers who have already used up their adaptive reserves across successive conflict 

cycles. This means changing from project-based, short-cycle interventions that require 

farmers to repeatedly apply, document, and justify their needs, to entitlement-based 

support systems that recognize the structural conditions of borderland agriculture and 

provide sustained, predictable assistance that enables long-term planning rather than 

perpetual crisis management. 

 

D. Limitations of the Study 

As with all qualitative research, this study has limitations. The findings are 

based on a single case study and are not intended to be statistically generalizable. The 

focus on farmers’ narratives captures lived experiences but does not include quantitative 

measures of agricultural output or environmental damage. Additionally, security 

constraints and displacement limited access to some participants and locations. 

However, these limitations do not detract from the depth and richness of the 

data. Instead, they reflect the realities of conducting research in conflict-affected 
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settings and underscore the importance of qualitative approaches for capturing 

experiences that are otherwise difficult to document. 

 

E. Directions for Future Research 

Future research could build on this study by conducting comparative analyses 

across multiple border villages to examine similarities and differences in agricultural 

adaptation under conflict. Longitudinal studies following farmers over time could also 

provide deeper insight into how resilience and recovery evolve across successive 

conflicts.  

Additionally, interdisciplinary research combining qualitative interviews with 

environmental and agricultural data could further illuminate the long-term ecological 

impacts of war on farming systems. 

Finally, a comparative study situating Wazzani within a broader regional 

framework would contribute to a more generalized theory of land-based resistance and 

agrarian persistence under conditions of protracted occupation and conflict. 

 

F. Concluding Remarks 

This thesis has shown that farming in Wazzani is more than an economic 

activity. It is a practice through which farmers negotiate survival, identity, and 

belonging in the face of ongoing violence and uncertainty – and through which the 

theoretical framework of agrarian resilience, political ecology, and sumud find their 

most concrete and emotionally grounded expression. The cumulative destruction of 

agricultural infrastructure, the ecological afterlife of war embedded in chemically 

contaminated soils, the contraction of farmlands under militarized surveillance, and the 
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exhaustion of resilience under conditions of structural abandonment are not abstract 

analytical claims.  They are lived realities of farmers in a village in the border region of 

South Lebanon who have continued to plant through seven decades of aggression, and 

who do so not because it is easy or safe, but because the land is their right and they 

refuse to give it up.  

By continuing to cultivate their land despite repeated loss and risk, these farmers 

enact sumud in everyday, embodied, and materially costly ways. Their experiences 

highlight both the strength of local attachment to land and the urgent need for structural 

support to ensure that persistence does not come at the cost of exhaustion and 

irreversible loss. 

In documenting these experiences, this study seeks to contribute to a more 

grounded and humane understanding of agriculture in conflict-affected borderlands, one 

that recognizes farmers not merely as victims or symbols of resilience, but as actors 

navigating profoundly constrained and politicized landscapes with agency, knowledge, 

and an insistence on remaining in their lands that no war has yet been able to extinguish.  
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