TE_940
o . & BUILDING
: * CAPACITY
I3 WORLDWIDE
W

'/ FROM THE AMERICAN PEOPLE
Pact

Report of the Second Citizen
Satisfaction Survey in Target
Communes of the LAAR Project

Economic Institute of Cambodia

June 2010



LAAR: Second Citizen Satisfaction Survey 2010

Contents
EXECULIVE SUMIMIALY.. ..ot i ittt e e e e e e e e et e eeeeaeaeaaaaaaaaeaaaeseeassaaasaasaaaansnnnsnnennnes Vi
R [ 011 oo [0 Tox i o T o PP P PP P PP PPPPPR 1
2 THE LAAR PIOJECL.....cuiiiiiee ettt e e e s e e e e e e st e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ennreees 2
I I Y =3 i T o (o] [0 o | TP PP PPRRTP PP 3
3.1l SUINVEY INSUMENES. ..uteiiii et e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e eneaane s 3
T 7= 1121 o] [ o 4
3.3  Organization of Fieldwork and Respondent Selection.................cccooeeee s 6
3i4  ANAIYSIS .. et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaane 7
3.5 REPOIMING. ..ttt e e e e e e e a e e e e e s 8
4 CharacteristiCs Of the SAMPLE..........uviiiee e 9
N N O (7= £ T T TP P PP PPPPPPPPI 9
4.2  Changes from thBaSEliNE...........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 11
R B 010 o1 (o] = SO OPPPRP PP 11
5 Perceptions of the Role of the Commune Council............ccccovviiiiiiiie e 13
O =g 1101 0= 11 (o] o PP TP PPPPPPPP PP 15
6.1 Inwhat ways do citizens participate in local governance?.................cccoceeeeeeeecinnnnns 15
6.2 Do people value their experience of participation? Why2..................o oo, 16
6.3  What sort of additional / improveg@articipation opportunities would citizens appreciate?
17
6.4 Do councilors understand their obligations to facilitatticipation?...........ccccoccvvvee.. 18
6.5 Do councilors positively value participation? What benefits do they see for themsel\Bes?
6.6 Do councilors see a need to positively encourage marginalized groups to participate? Why?
19
6.7  What initiatives have they taken to address the needs of umrdpresented groups?...19
A =111 01T £ 11 « PP P PP PPPPPRP 20
7.1  Which people participate in civil society activities, and haw?................................... 20
7.2  How do people characterize the incentive for people to participate in CSQs?2........ 22
7.3  How do people perceive the role of CBOs? Action? Advocacy? Service delivery?.22
7.4  Are civil society organizations more active than formerly2...........cccoooiiiiiiiiniinnen. 22
7.5 How do councilors perceive thele of Civil SOCIEtY2..........cuvviiviiiiiiiiee e 23
7.6  How do councilors see their own role in respect of civil so@ety leader, facilitator or
partner?What actions do they take to facilitate partnership?..........ccccccocoiiiin. 24
7.7  What other partnerships do councilors value?.............cccco s 24
7.8  How well do different groups within the commune council cooperate?.................... 25



LAAR: Second Citizen Satisfaction Survey 2010

I I = 10 1] 0 1= 1= o [V TR U PP PTPTTP PP 25
8.1  What do people&know about the activities of the council?................cco oo 25
8.2  What do citizens want to KNOW @bOUL?............ccoiiiiiiiiiiie e 26
8.3  How would they like to find QUL2...........uviiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e 27
8.4  What initiatives do councils take to improve information dissemination?................. 28
8.5 Do citizens understand their rights to iNnformation?..............cccoveeeeiniiiiieeee e, 28
8.6 Do councilors understanttheir obligations to inform the citizens? What do they believe
people should be allowed t0 KNOW?........oevviiiiiiiiiiiiceeecee e 29
8.7 D0 councilors ValUBanNSPArENCY?.......ccccccccuerriiriiriiienrierrreeeereererereeeeeseaaaaaaaaaaaaaaeaenes 29
8.8  What sort of people do councilors believe enjoy the right to knaw?........................ 29
8.9 How widely and how effectively are standard price lists used for council services?30

O ACCOUNTADIIIEY. .. .eeeeeeeie ettt e e e s e e e e e e s r e e e e e e s b e e e e e e e annne 30
9.1 Do the citizens believe the council understand their needsveadts to respond?........ 30
9.2 Do citizens perceive the council as responding effectively to needs when it can? Is the
council perceive@s more responsive than it used to DE2.........ccccciiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee 32
9.3  How much importance is given to the different needs of poor and vulnerable groua
9.4  If the response of the council is not satisfactory, what should citizens.do?............. 33
9.5 How do councilors see their accountability relationships to the community and to higher
[EVEIS OFf QUINOIILY 2. e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 34
9.6  What limits do councilors place on their obligations to respond to community need3®
9.7  What obligations do councilors feel to respond to citizens needs?...........ccccccceeenee 35
9.8 What do citizens and councilors understand by democracy? Do citizens feel they have
freedom to engage in PolitiCal ACHIONSZ......uuuiiiiiiiiiiiieiceeeeeee e 36

10 SUMMING Uittt et e s e e et bbb e b e e s s e s e e e e e eeeeeeeeaaaaaaaaaaaens 37
10.1 How do citizens perceive their commune COUNCIl?..........coooiiiiiiiiiriiiii e 37
10.2 How do councilors perceive themsSEIVES?..........oooiiiiiiiiieeee e 38
10.3 How participattN® A& /I Y02 RAIl Qa..£.2.0L.f..RSY.2.0NI3®e K
10.4 How strong are the partnership arrangements of the councils?.............................. 38
10.5 How transparent is the behavior of the commune councilS2..........ccccccvvii. 39
10.6 How important is the accountability relationship between councils and citizens?....39
10.7 Whatchanges have occurred since the baseline survey?..........cccccovviieeeieeennnnne. 39
10.8 Does the survey provide any evidence that LAAR is making a difference?............. 39

REIEIEINCES.....ce et e e e e e e e e e e e e e a i r e e e e e e 41



LAAR: Second Citizen Satisfaction Survey 2010

List of Tables

Table 1: Summary of sample communes and villages..........ccccooociiiiiiiiieeee e 6
Table 2: Proportion of citizen respondents classified as.pQQr...........ccccooecviieiiieeiniiiiiieeeee e 9.
Table 3: HOUSING QN0 ASSEIS. ... ...ttt er e e et e e e e e e e aae e e e e e e e e e e s e e s s s e s s s as s s ssaaansnnrnnnes 10
Table 4: Citizens reporting shortages (more than one or two times).........cccccvvvveeiveeeeeeeenn. 11
Table 5: EAUCALION [BVELS.........cooiiiiiic e 12
Table 6: Disaggregation of councilors (treatment graup)..........ccvvveeeeeeiriiiiiieee e 12

Table 7: Citizens see village authorities as better understanding their needs, but Value the capacity
of the commune council to respond effectiVely..........ouii 14

Table 8: Average number of CSO memberships per councilor (excluding political parties)...21

Table 9: Councilors selection of the three most important partnerships.............ccccccveeeeeneee. 24
Table 10: Councilors in LAAR target communes ratsubeess of the council in resolving internal
conflicts higher than do NGRAAR COUNCIIOIS...........ccooiiiiii e 25
Table 11: Aggregate scores for questi@mn knowledge, by group............ccooeeecciinnninnivnnnnnnne. 26
Table 12: Councilors have exaggerated views of the effectiveness of official means of information
(0 11T =T 0 11 8= 11T o PRSPPI 28
Table 13: Councilors support the right of citizens to monitor CC activities...................cco...... 29

Table 14: Citizens who saw a price list are most likely to say they paid the correct.price......30
Table 15: Human rights are seen as the most important component of demacracy............... 36

Table 16: There is modest but encouraging evidence of the impact of LAAR on perceptions of citizens
=g o [0 o010 [ Lo | (o] PP 40



LAAR: Second Citizen Satisfaction Survey 2010

List of Figures

Figure Caption Page

1 lllustration of tabulation of results 7

2a Citizens see infrastructure development as the most important role of the 13
Council

2b Councilors see information and administration roles as more important 13

3 Councilorsselections formostimportantrole of thecouncil 14

4 Selection otommunecouncil asbestunderstanding /most effective amongst 15
different groups

5 Participation irmeetings is frequent bumostly passive 16

6 Women, Yuth andnon-farmersare less likely to be happy with decisions take 17

7 Councilorsagreeing that even with no participatory meetings they could 19

prepare a development plan
8 Membership of civil society organizations 20
9 Civil society participation by category 21
10a Improved councilor perception of CSO (% agree with positive statements) 23

10b Improved councilor perception of CSO (% agree with negative statements 23

11 Citizens are not well informed about council affairs 26
12a Good and very good ratindsr council performance by service area 31
12b Satisfaction with council services is similar across all social groups 31
13 Citizens of LAAR target communes rate the performance of ¢thaincils more 32

highly than those of noarget communes

1l4a Onlya minority of citizens believe that the council should do more to addres 33
the needs of vulnerable groups

14b Councilors want to do more to help the poor but see other groups as a lowe 33

priority
15 Citizens and councilors assert the rightgitizens to hold the commune counc 33
to account
16 Some results suggest increased deference todikgict since the baseline 34
17 Examples of actions cited by councilors give and insight into the range of th 35



Figure Caption

18

concerns

Citizens perceivincreased political freedom

List of Annexes

AwbdpE

Annex 1: Citizen Questionnaire
Annex 2: Councilor Questionnaire
Annex 3: Sample Communes
Annex 4. StatisticdMlethods

Vi

LAAR: Second Citizen Satisfaction Survey 2010

Page

37



LAAR: Second Citizen Satisfaction Survey 2010

Executive Summary

Background of the survey

The Second Citizen Satisfaction Survey follows a baseline survey carried out im2008jectives

of the survey were (1) to measure changes since the baseline in citizen perssptioommune
councils; (2) to measure changes since the baseline in cormouncilor perceptions of their roles
and functon; (3) to measure how citizeand councilor perceptions of good governance and the role
and function of commune councils differs between LAAR target andarget communes and (4) to
measure differenceshithese perceptions between social groups.

Survey Instruments

Two questionnaires were used in the survey; one to be administered to citizens and one to

commune councilors. The questionnaires were developed from those used in the baseline survey
but were etensively revised, principally to give a clearer focus on the key themes of participation,

partnership, transparency and accountability.

Sampling

The survey was conducted in 85 target communes in the provinces of Battambang, Pursat, Kampong
Cham, Kampong@hom, Prey Veng, Svay Rieng, Kandal and Takeo. The 85 target communes were the
same communes surveyed in the baseline. Févty (45) control communes were selected by
random draw from all nostarget communes in these provinces. Three villages (on avemagee
sampled per commune and three male adult citizens and three female adult citizens were
interviewed in each village. In each commune the council chief and two other councilors (one
female) were interviewed.

Summary Findings z Changes since the baseline

Living Conditions

Most respondents considered that their standards of living have continued to improve since the time
of the baseline survey. There is a significant increase in ownership of assets, most strikingly of
telephones. However more citizens pated experiencing periodic shortages of some of the
necessities of life, than was the case in the baseline survey.

Perception of Commune Councils

I AGAT SyaQ LISNOSLIiAzya 2F GKSANI O2YYdzyS O2dzy OAf
survey and pdicipation in civil society has increased. Questions on the political climate including
OAGAT SyaQ FNBSR2Y (2 LINILAOALI GS Ay LRtAGAOI T
within the councils showed large improvements compared to Itlaseline. However it should be
remembered that the baseline was conducted during an election year and this may have influenced

the results.

Citizens in LAAR communes have measurably better perceptions of their commune candcils
councilors in LAAR commem express measurably more positive views of good governance
principles, than do their counterparts in ndarget communes. Citizens in LAAR target communes
attend more meetings, speak more often, are better informed about the councils and express higher
levels of approval for council performance. Councilors in LAAR target communes have more strongly
positive views on the accountability of councils to citizens. Both groups expressed more favorable

Vil
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views on partnership between the councils and civil sociétpwever, although statistically
significant in aggregate, the differences are not large and on the majority of issues citizen and
councilor perceptions as measured by this survey do not differ greatly between LAAR target
communes and otherdt may be unealistic to expect dramatic differences given the long time
scales required for attitudinal changthe short period from the baselinend that goodgovernance
messages are not unique to LAAR.

Not surprisingly, itizens see infrastructure development aeilhg the most important role of the
counci| as thisis often its most visible roleand is the basis for much of the interaction between
councilors and citizens. Citizens give high importance to infrastructure development and believe that
the council share their priorities.Citizens also see the council as a source of assistance for personal
difficulties, for resolving disputes and as a channel of communication to higher authority.

Councilors are more likely to see their role in terms of disseminatingniaftoon, of problem solving

and of administrative tasks, but improvements in public infrastructure feature prominently in their
aspirations. Councilors perceive themselves as having a general mandate to address all types of
regulatory, social and economissues in the commune. There is some ambiguity as to whether
councilors see themselves primarily as leaders and representatives of their communities, or as
representatives of state authority to the communities.

Citizens expressed mainly favorable opiniafighe performance of the commune councils, with
very few strongly negative responses being offered.

Participation

More than half of adult citizens report having attended a meeting concerned with local governance
Ay GKS LI aid &SI NI opinibns afthSsg meetings anelfosivé alttidGgh they Bre
skeptical of the extent to which their participation influences decisions taken. However citizens join
these meetings because they are invited or instructed to attend by the authorities and patitcip

is mainly passive few citizensreport having spoken at meetings. It cannot yet be said that there is a
firmly established culture of decisiemaking through dialogue between local government and
citizens.

Outside the context of meetings, citizenganuch more likely to approach their villagadersthan

to contact a commune councilor directly, although a significant minority of citizens will visit the
commune office not only for administrative reasons but to propose development projects or seek
assistance with resolving disputeBetter educated citizens are more likely than others to contact
the council directly. The minority of citizens who speak in meetings are also much more likely to
contact the council in person, particularly to discuss comityussues.

Women and the poor are less likely to attend meetings, less likely to speak at meetings and less
likely to believe that their views will be heard. Councilors and citizens see assistance to the poor as
an important aspect of the council rol&here is less agreement on the extent to which women or
other underrepresented views have special needs that require a response from the commune
council.

Partnership
Cambodian citen membership of civil society organizations is quite extengiveore than half of
citizens are members of at least®organization while councilors typically have leadership roles in

viii
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one or two organizations and memberships in a further three, excluding political pasissever

the frequency of activity is low. Citizenscliding members of civil society organizations, as well as
councilors report good cooperation between civil society and the councils. Councilors have mainly
favorable views of civil society organizations and see them as partners with the council for
develgoment of the commune. Other horizontal partnerships of the council seem to be quite limited
in scope: councilors see their most important partners as being provincial technical departments
rather than, for example, neighboring communes.

Transparency

Citizens are not well informed about the affairs of their commune councils. However the primary
reaon for this is lack of interest when citizens attempt to obtain information about the council
they are generally able to do so. Councilors assert the rightginéns to information moretsongly

than do the citizens themselves. However a significant minority of counailsosbelieves that they

have the right to deny information to certain categories of citizen including political opponents. The
specific effots of LAAR to encourage the use of publicly displayed price lists for council services have
met with only partial succes3his may be linked to litecy ¢ citizens with posprimary education

were more likely to recall seeing prices displayed than wéhners.

Accountability

Councilors strongly assert that they are accountable to the citizens of the commune and that citizens
have the right to take a range of actions to seek redress in the case of poor performance by the
council. However it is not clear o effective this downward accountability relationship is in
practice. Councilors see themselves as occupying a low level in a hierarchy of authority and defer to
higher levels of administratiognotably the District, for important decisions. There is eeince that

this deference to higher authority may have increased since the baseline.
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1 Introduction

This report presents the findings of tisecondCitizen Satisfaction Survey of target communes of the
Local Administration and Reform (LAAR) project, carried outdot Pic.by Economic Institute of
Cambodia (EIC) from December 2009 to June 20k6.survey was designed as a fologvto a
baseline arvey conducted by Centre for Advanced Studies (CAS) in 2008.

The defined objectives of the second Citizens Satisfaction Survey were to:

1. Measure the changes, if any, in citizen perceptions of commune councils in communes
covered LAAR since the baseline;

2. Measure the changes, if any, in perceptions of commune councilors of their role and
function, since the baseline;

3. Measure the differences, if any, between perceptions of citizens and commune councilors,
on key aspects of good governance and the role andtimmof commune councils, in LAAR
target communes and in netarget communes (which share similar demographic traits);

4. Measure differences in perceptions, if any, amongst citizens and commune councilors on the
role and function of commune councils and kagpects of good governance based on
gender, age, ethnicity, disability, income, location and any other disaggregatable traits.

Although sufficient material was retained from the baseline survey to permit direct longitudinal
comparisons in key areas, the@ptionnaires were substantially-gesigned to focus more clearly on

the key LAAR principles of participation, partnership, transparency and accountability. The survey
was conducted in the same 85 LAAR target communes as in the baseline, though thé grauipo

of 45 nontarget communes was a new sample. Sampling procedures are described in the
methodology section of the report.

Two questionnaires were administered. The first was addressed to equal sized random samples of
men and women citizens, with thiotal sample size being 2,34The second questionnaire was
addressed t@wommunecouncilors with the intention being to question theommunechief and two

other councilorsin eachcommune, with at least one of the three being a woman. Due to the gender
imbalance incouncil membershig, the final sample consisted of 286 men and 104 women
councilors

The surveyroduceda large volume of datmcluding socieeconomic and demographic information

as well as many aspects of citizens and councilors views dfgogarnance. These data arepable

of analysis from many viewpoints. Rather than attempt an exhaustive analysis of these data, this
reportisorgariSR | NP dzy R | &aSid 2F (1S@& NBASINOK ljdzSadAz2ysq
and expectations of theicommune council and the response they receive fratauncilors Full

summaies of survey responses disaggregated by gender lapn@n ad hocpoverty indicator for

citizens, and by gender andouncil position ¢hief / other) for councilors and with cross
comparisons between citizens and councilors andyitblinal comparisons with the baseline are

presented aseparate dataset

This report is primarila factual description of the survey results and the findings of analysis. It does
not include policy analysis or recommendations. However the final section of the report presents an
interpretation of the findings in the context of the evolving social, rewoic and governance
environment of rural Cambodia.



LAAR: Second Citizen Satisfaction Survey 2010

2 The LAAR Project

LAAR is a fivgear USAIBunded prgect with the objective of institutionalizing participatory
democratic practices within suiational government and activating sustainable links betwee
commune councils, civil society and national level government that positively impact
Decentralization and Deoncentration(D&D) reform. LAAR is implemented through civil society
partners in 356 communes in eight provintes AAR commenced in 2006 ande tiplanned
completion date is September 2010 (Box 1).

Box1The LAAR Project: Extract from the Con

The Local Administration and Reform Program (LAAR) is the first component of the
Governance and Accountability Program (SGA) being implementbtt. byndeacCooperati
Agreement 44200050000700 with the United States Agencyefmatitnal Development (US4
LAAR takes advantage of t he opportunit
decentralization addc oncentr ati on process being i mg
Strategy, to enhance democracyggoechance and social development at the local level.

LAAR is a five year program that works with 356 commune&conuitgjrigsmobilizing commit
13 provincially based partner N@€sct authorities, provincial authtrdiddinistry of éribrand
ot her devel opment partners. The goal of

bet ween citizens and their elected commu
capacity of commune councils terdadisic development functions and services, while incrg
capacity of local communities to demand development functions and services, analtioumak
government and civil society groups to ensure an enabling environment for this to occur.

Specifically, the objectives of LAAR are to:

A Build sustainigbhorizontal and vertlzs#ts between citizens, local government and
government (increase demand);

A Increase public participation in the Commune Investment Planning and rDanenbal
concentration reform processes (improve policy); and,

A Increase and institutionalize participatory democratic processes and democratic
subnational government (improve supply).

To achieve this LAAR has implemented activities:

Asssting citizens to engage in effecting change;
Assisting commune councils to broker servicesrfadionsiiigovernment agencies;

Working with the Royal Government of Cambodia to adopt relevant reforms t
decentralization anecdacentrain process;

Working with national civil society groups to better coordinate decentratipaitem iy
reform activities;

Assisting commune councils to embed democratic process in commune council acti

Promoting good governance vafugarticipation, accountability, transparency, partne
equity, and the responsitéle/ardship of natural resources.

' The LAAR target provinces @&attambang, Pursat, Kampong Cham, Prey Veng, Kampong Thom, Kandal,
Takeoand Svay Rieng.

o Do Do Do Do P>
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3 Methodology

3.1 Survey Instruments

Following the precedent of thébaseline survey, two questionnaire survey instruments were
prepared, one to be administered to councilors and the other to citizens. The questionnaires were in
the Khmer language and required a totélavound 220 responses and ZDf@&sponses respectively.

The questionnaires were developed from those used in the baseline but substantial revisions were
made with the agreement of Pact.

Section 1 of each questionnaire consisted of demographic and-scolmomic questions intended

primarily to obtain theinformation needed to disaggregate the responses by type of respondent.
CKAA G5SY23INI LIKAOE aSOlAazy ¢la GKS aryS Ay o02iK
consisted of material taken from the baseline survey.

{ SOGA2Y HI &/ 2 Y YizhS corsBtedyod & BidglE op&r2 dudstion requiring the
respondent to state his or her understanding of the role of the commune council. Councilors were

asked a similar question together withformation about their positionlengh of service angarty

affiliation, and with a closed question requiring the councilor to choose between a set of alternative
statements of the general role of a commune councilor.

Section 3 of the questionnaires focused on participation: citizens were asked in what ways they
participate in local decisiemaking, in what ways they interact with their commune councilors and
their views on these experiences. Councilors were asked about their interaction with citizens
together with questions on the importance they attach to pagatory approaches.

{SOGA2Y n gta GAGESR dat | NIYSNBKALDE t | NIy SNBKAL
cooperation between the commune council and civil society organizations and also partnership of

the council with other levels of governmenthe private sector and so on. Both citizens and
councilors were asked about their membership and active participation in civil society, and their

views of the motivations and effectiveness of civil society organizations. Councilors were asked
additional questions about their views on the nature of the relationship between council and civil

society, and also about other types of partnership in which the council is engaged.

¢tKS ySEG aSOiAaz2y 61 a GAGE SR 6&¢ NI ya tdkeNId yeforaobé C2 NJ
OAGAT SyaQ (y2e¢tSRAISs 00Saa G2 1yz2e¢6fSR3IS IFyR LIS
the commune council. Fiduciary transparency was not explored in depth because it was felt that a
guestionnaire survey would be unlikely @itain useful information on this topic. Councilors and
OAGAT Sya 6SNB Fa1SR +ty ARSyGAOl ¢ asSid 27F jdSaida
information.

In Section6z  a! OO02dzy il oAt AGeeér NBalLRyRSydaa ogsNe | a1SR
council in delivering services to the citizens. Citizens were asked for their views on the alignment of
GKS O2dzyOAt Qa AYyiSNBada oAGK GKSAN 26y dQ/ 2dzy OA
accountability relationships with citizens and whigher authorities. Both types of respondent were

asked for their views on the priority that should be given to groups with special needs (women,

youth, ethnic minoritiesand the disabley for their views on the most important characteristics of
democray and on appropriate actions for citizens to hold their council to account.
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The questionnaires concluded with general questions covering respondent perceptions of living
conditions now compared to two years ago, and of the incidence of various typeamef cr

The principal reason for the extensive revisions undertaken to the baseline questionnaire was to

focus more effectively on the key themes of participation, partnership, transparency and
accountability and also to explore the nature of formal and rimfal interactions between council

and citizens that contribute to the culture of democratic good practice. In order to avoid increasing

GKS G201t fSy3dkK 2F (GKS 1jdzSadA2yylrANSE a2YS aGAy(:
were discarded.

The revisions to the questionnaires were carried out through close cooperation between EIC and
Pact. The questionnaire was drafted in English then translated. The translation was carefully
compared against the original by both Englégieaking Khmers and ative English speaker with
Khmer language skills. A further review of the questionnaires was carried out after the initial field
tests. Finally, a further independent batknslation of the questionnaireommissionedby Pact
revealed some minor discrepans that have been taken into account in reporting.

The guestionnaires are presented as Annexes 1 and 2.

3.2 Sampling

The overall pattern of sampling was similar to the baseline survey: that is, 85 LAAR target communes
were sampled together with 45 netarget communes with similar demographic characteristics. In
each commune three commune councilors were interviewed. Three villages were sampled per
commune. In each village one respondent from each of six randomly selected households was
interviewed. Three of ta respondents in each village were male and three were female. Within
households, individual respondents were selected randomly by the Kish Grid method.

't 0 K2dAK K Serm® afyréfendeimgliédQdiawing of a new random sample of
communes, after discussion with Pact it was decided that the objectives of the survey would be
0SUGSNI aSNBSR o0& NBLISFHG adaNBSeAy3a 2F (GKS ol asSta:
not strictly a ralom sample drawn from a single sampling frame of 356 target communes, but a set

of eight provincial samples with an equal proportion of communes (i.e. 85/356) in each province.

It was observed, based on the report of the baseline and on data extracted Kforistry of
tfFyyAyaQa /2YYdzyyS 5FdGlFrolrasS 6/5.03x 0GKFG GKSNB
characteristics of the baseline control group and of the target communes. Therefore a new control
sample of 45 communes was drawn from AOMAR target aamunes in LAAR target provinces

(seven provinces as LAAR has full coverage of Pursat Province). The control sample was matched to
GKS aGUNBIFGYSylGée alYLIS o6& O2YLINRYy3I FADS OFENAIO
farm households, the size af KS G LR GSNIie Ffft20F0A2y¢é 2F GKS O
estimated poverty headcount based on a method developed by the NCDD Monitoring & Evaluation

Unit: all these data are derived directly or indirectly from CDB. The procedure adopted was to draw
samples at random until a sample with a good match was obtained: in the event two samples were
discarded and the third sample drawn was accepted. This procedure is described in Box 2.
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Box 2:Sampling Procedures
1. The sample target communes are theSstarge8communes as in the baseline.
2. The control sample has been selected by random drawing of 45 commursgedm all [
communes in the LAAR provinces, with equal probability of selection for all communes. How:«
procedure was not quitdeanas the fitstoii d r aesesré@)ectath grounds of markedly different
characteristics from the target sample (lower poverty levels and lower populatipper commu
characteristics of the sample and control groups are summarised iiathke following
Count Mean Max Min STDEV
LAAR Target Communes
Population 356 9,514 33,525 973 4,709
PoplatiorDengy 348 341.45 11,805.30 0.73 751.66
% Farm dliseHolds 356 89% 100% 0% 17%
CSF Poverty Alidion 356 R20,174,887 R22,544,090 R19,116,463 R573,799
Estimated PertyHeadcount 356 28% 49% 5% 8%
Target Commune Sample
Population 85 10,738 26,202 2,245 4,468
PoplatiorDengy 83 441.23 11,805.30 5.28 1,355.36
% Farm dliseHolds 85 89% 100% 0% 17%
CSF Poverty Allocation 85 R20,147,353 R21,476,974 R19,323,160 R508,043
Estimated PertyHeadcount 85 28% 43% 5% 7%
Control Sample
Population 45 9,467 22,730 1,802 4,009
PoplatiorDengy 42 438.34 7,233.62 7.34 1,089.51
% Farm dliseHolds 45 86% 100% 17% 19%
CSFPoverty Allocation 45 R19,406,498 R21,436,118 RA4,992,690 2,823,646
Estimated PertyHeadcount 45 27% 40% 7% 7%

4

Rather than sample three villages in each commune, it was decided to sample villages in
approximate proportion to the total number of villages in each commune, resulting in a roughly
equal probability of any village beajrselected (within the already selected communes). For efficiency
the number of individual respondents was maintained at six per village, so a citizen in a large village
would have a lower probability of selection than a citizen in a small village. Hovtaseunlikely

that this would introduce a significant bias into the results.

It should be noted that the sampling methodology would exclude any citizen not living in a formal
dwelling. This is unlikely to be a magmurce of error in rural Cambodia.

Thefinal selection otommunes and villages is detailed in Annex 3 and is summarized in Table 1.
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Tablel: Simmaryof samplecommunesandvillages

Province
Battambang
Kampong Cham
Kampong Thom
Kandal

Prey Veng
Pursat

Svay Rieng

Takeo

Communes Villages

17
11
9
6
9
12
10
11
85

Target

46
39
26
13
25
39
26
41
255

Control

4
13
4
3
12

45

3.3 Organization of Fieldwork and Respondent Selection
Twenty-eight (28) selecte@numerators were given field training on the final draft questionnaires.
LIAf 2@
check the consistency of the questions. Three wuppsessions were conducted after [fl@est.

Based on the outcomes, some revisions were made to the questionnaires and a practical guideline
for interviews was developed.

¢tKSy (g2

NE dzy R &

27

dSadAay3

Communes Villages

11
38
10
7
42
0
10
17

135

gSNBE O2yRdz00GSR

The enumerators were divided into four fieldwork teams. Each team comprised one supervisor, one
local guide, and seven tarviewers (one interviewer for the councilor questionnaire and six
interviewers for the citizen questionnaire). Each fieldwork team was responsible for two provinces.

Interviewers worked under close supervision of the field supervisor, who intervenechsa
troubleshooting was needed during the interview and assured the quality and consistency of each
guestionnaire once the interview was completed. On average, each interviewer could conduct three
to four questionnaires per day anbusfieldwork teans could surveyfour villages per day.

An attempt was made to preelect the three councilor respondents per commune to ensure a
random sample. A sampling frame of all councilors in each commune was constructed, largely based
on telephone contacts with the comune chief or clerk. The selection rule was then: commune chief
(male or female) plus one female councilor (if any) plus one additional male councilor or two if there
were no females on theouncil. However, the final sample did not precisely follow thedes as in

some cases the preelected councilors were not available and other councilors were substituted.
Nonetheless, the substitution was also done randomly.

Selection of citizen respondents followed the same practice as in the baseline surveyrsthe fi
household was randomly selected within the first five households of the village beginning at the
main village road. The second to sixth households were selected by adding an interval of 10
households for small villages or 20 households for large &glagthe previous selected household.

To ensure a representative sample according to gender (50% male, 50% female), three female and
three male respondents were selected per village. The three female respondents were selected in
the first, third and fifthselected households and the three male respondents were selected from

6
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second, fourth and sixth households. The Kish Grid method was employed to select an interviewee
from amongst the adult household members of the required gender who were present. Hovesver
most households contain only two to three adult members and not all these would be present,
selection at this level was largely on the basis of availability.

In the case that no adult of the required gender was available in a selected household, a
replacement household was chosen by the same interval sampling method %{j.&" household
and so on).

Completed guestionnaires were entered in the computer using a template designed using CSPro
software. Data were then exported to MS Excel and SP3fditysis. Data were computed into two
datasets which were compared with each other to check for entry errors.

3.4 Analysis
Most analytical work on the survey data was done using MS Excel spreadsheets for flexibility and
ease of updating. SPSS was used wheneroomplex statistical analysis was required.

The basic procedure of analysis was to tabulate responses either as average values or (for the
majority of coded responses) the percentage of respondents offering each respohsse T
disaggregations were empjed for all questions: by gender (both questionnaires); by poor /-non

poor (citizens only) and commune chiefs / other councilors (councilor questionnaire only). Results
F2N) GKS [!'!w dFNBSG O2YYdzySa 6aGNBF GYSyitibl I NP dzLJE
group.

Two simple tests of significance, for absolute values and for proportions respectively (described in
Annex 4 with source reference) were employed to determine whether differences between
categories were significant at the 95% confidence leke}f CA I dzNBE M3 a¢w! 9¢ dzy RS
that the difference between percentage of male respondents describing themselves as heads of
household (72%) and percentage of female respondents describing themselves as heads of
households (17%) is statistialsignificant. However the differences between percentages of
respondents who were household &gs in poor and noipoor groupsand n treatment and control

groupsare not statistically significant.

It should be noted that as this is a test of significaatéhe 95% level, random variations will result
Ay aFFfasS LRaAAGAOSEAE Ay 2yS OFLaS Ay wnod !'a GKS
survey results alone, a considerable number of false positives is to be expected.

FIGURE 1: ILLUSTRATION OF TABULATION OF RESULTS

Treatment Group Control Group Significance
Men WomerPoor NonPoorAll Men WomerPoor NonPoorAll Gender Poverty Treatmel
# Respondents 768 763 448 1083 1531 404 406 249 561 810
DEM4 Position in household
Head of household 72% 17% 48% 43% 44% 71% 19% 41% 47% 45% TRUE FALSE FALSE
Spouse 8% 60% 37% 33% 34% 9% 62% 42% 33% 35% TRUE FALSE FALSE

Tests of significance fgender differences and poor / ngmoor differences, and for chief / councilor
differences in the councilor questionnaire, refer to the treatment group only.

All survey results are tabulated in this formatirseparate dataset
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The datasetlso presentdongitudinal comparisons for treatment group respondents, qaestions
which are the same as, or closely comparable to, questions in the baseline questionnaire

The final table irdatasetcrosscompares responses from citizens and from councilors in &R
target communes, for those questions asked to both groups.

Additional disaggregations (youth / older people, CBO members nmambers, farm households /
non-farm households etc) were applied at the level of individual questions where this was relevan
to the analysis, and are reported in the text.

The results are not disaggregated by province: the sample was not designed to permit this.

¢tKS RAGAAAZY 2F (GKS HARENESINFIRR R ANR2YVSRAAY Y HA
seltassessment, repted food shortages and ownership of assets. Other indicators, such as housing
type and reported borrowing patterns were rejected either as making little difference to results, or
because directly comparable data were not available from the baseline sufbheyfinal version of
the formula identified a respondent as poor if:
1 ¢KS NBaLRYyRSy({d NBLR2ZNISR KA&akKSN K2dzaSK2ft R f A
than the average for the commune (DEM 18RThe respondent reported lacking sufficient
F22R G VilAywSa¢e 2N alfgleaég 0659a mMcOT

1 AND

1 The respondent lives in a household that does not own a car (DEM 12);

T AND

1 ¢KS NBaLRYyRSyiQa K2dzaSK2fR 2¢gya y2 Y2NB GKI Yy

television (DEM 13), telephone (DEM 14).

This resulted iraround 30% of the respondents being classified as poor: this is roughly in line with
current estimates of poverty headcounts in rural Cambodia (World BA09). It seems reasonable

to assume that this formula will identify the poorest 30% of respondeiitls acceptable reliability.

It is not suggested that the formula results in a definitive poverty headcount, comparable with World
Bank or other sources.

3.5 Reporting

Ly GKS GSEG 2F GKS NBLRNISZ Fff FAIdzNBEG ORNBSRLING 7
unless explicitly stated to refer to the control group. Where the text draws attention to different
responses received from different categories of respondent, the implication is that the difference is
statistically significant.

In interpretingthe responses received from citizens it should be taken into account that respondents

might feel wary of expressing controversial or critical opinions despite the assurance of
confidentiality offered by the enumerator. Rural Cambodians would very prolpebeive a survey

2F (GKAAa (el |a |y a2 heegsdalyhatieéa cleaNBn@esstaridinglof/tRe & 2 dzf |
relationship between the survey team and the local authorit@€ambodian rural peopléend to

avoid confrontation in general and with autfity in particular and for these reasons might

moderate some responses or expragsnions more favmble to the local authorities than those

they actually lold.
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4 Characteristics of the Sample

4.1 Citizens

¢KS OAGATSY NBaLRyRSyGaSyi2 aIKBLIAINIIG2Y Ndzy SixK Sg § NE
an average age of 41.2 years and 763 women with an average age of 37.8 years. The average age of
adult Cambodians (aged 20 and over) measured by the 2008 Census is roughly 37.4 years for men

and 39.0 years for womerhe higher average age of the male sample and the high proportion of

men describing themselves as heads of household (72% as compared with 17% of women
respondents) probably indicates a bias towards selection of the head of household in households
where amale respondent was sought. However there are no strong indications against regarding the
sample as generally representative of the adult population in the target communes. Therefore the
sample will be assumed to be representative henceforth in this rtepor

Twentyy Ay S LISNOSYyd owmdiz0 2F GKS NBALRYRd&yhdca 6 SNB
methodology described abowethis is roughly in line with current poverty headcount estimates for
Cambodia (World Bank 2009%ore women(32% than men (2799 were dassified as poor; this

reflects differences in reported ownership of motor vehicles (other indicators used in the formula

did not differ significantly between men and women).

The citizens of the LAAR target communes are overwhelmingly Khmer speakers: very few
respondents reported using any other language at home. Mit8Y) are married, with only 14% of

the respondents being single (never married). Less than half (41%) haydeteprimary school.
22YSyQa SRdzOFGA2y tS@Sta f13 0SKAYR YSYY ww: 27
with 12% of men. Most citizens regard themselves as farmers: 69% (men 73%, women 64%) report

own farm work as their personal occupation. Won{é6%) are less likely than men (78%) to regard
GKSANI 26y FENXY & GKS LINAYOALIf &2d2NOS 2F K2dza e
flr02NE YR yI GdzNT f NBaz2dz2NDS o6FaSR fAQSt AK22RAZ
most important. Neertheless even in these mainly rural communethat leaves 25% of the

population who regard nofiarm incomes as most important.

Farm households are more likely to be poor than {fimmm households. However there is a major
gender difference: men reportintheir main household livelihood as ndarm are much less likely
to be poor than farm men, but for women the difference is not significant (see Table 2).

Table2: Proportion dfitizenrespondentglassified agpoor

Category Men Women All

Farmhouseholds 29% 33% 31%
NonFarm households 15% 30% 24%
All households 27% 32% 29%

Fifty-seven percen({57%)of citizens live in the communes where they were born, with men more
likely to have migrated than women. The average household size is 5.Jwigihgnificant difference
between poor and nofpoor households. The 2008 Census found average household size for the
entire country to be 4.7.
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Households estimate their average weekly spending on food (excluding rice) at 5%ed4®ith
women estimatingslightly higher amounts than men. Poor families estimate their spending at
47,627 Rel per week The estimated food expenditure was not used in the poverty classification
formula and so this large difference provides independent evidence of the reliabiiitthe
classification.

Almost two thirds of household§64%9 own motor vehicles, mainly motorcycles but 9% report
owning cars or other fouwheeled vehicles. Sevenfgur percent (74%) of households own
televisions and 57% own telephones.

Table 3: Housingndassets

Poor NonPoor All
Thatch roof 27% 7% 13%
Tile roof 15% 39% 32%
Motor vehicle* 25% 68% 64%
Television* 47% 85% 74%
Telephone* 25% 70% 57%
*NB that these indicators were used in ide

Twarthirds of respondents stated that they had not borrowed money in the past six months, with
most of those reporting borrowing saying this was for business investment (20%) or to buy property
(5%). There wererdy minor differences between the reported borrowing ofgroand nonpoor
respondents. However the question may not fully reflect the complex credit arrangements that are
common in the Cambodian rural economy (for example, advances against future harvests or labor)
GKAOK YIe& y2i4 06S NBIFNRSR a a02NNRgAYy3I YySeé
The poor are more likely than the ngooor to report shortages of food, clean water, medical costs

and cash income. However almost half (47%) of-poor respondents report occasional shortage of

food. Seventyone percent(71%)of respondents reported thathey are never short of fuet this

figure did not differ between poor and negvoor.

The most common roofing material is galvanized iron (41%), with roughly equal proportions of poor
and nonpoor having this type. Poor families are much more likelyawehthatched roofs and nen
poor families are more likely to have tiled roofs (see table 3).

Most citizens consider their standard of living to be similar to those of their neighbors: 66% of
NEBALRYRSyGa SadAYldSR (KSA NI thehadekagedor (he goRiuiiel 2 y &
Very few respondents estimated themselves to be less poor than the average. Tsuemgrcent

(26%) of all citizens and 71% of poor citizens stated themselves to be poorer than average and 5%
omMTE: 2F GKS LR2NDL daYdzOK L322 NBNE

For most demographic and soe@onomic indicators the control group is broadly similar to the
GONBIFGYSyiGé 3INRdAzZLId ¢KSNBE Aa |+ avlftft odzi aAx3ayais
NELR2NIAY3I a26y FlNX¥E | & K She talgdt go@riunds but dnly @St A K2 2 |
F2N) GKS O2yiGNRExX gAGK aFFNY €F02N) F2NJ 20KSNBEE | C
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4.2 Changesfrom the Baseline

The outstanding change from the baseline survey is in the ownership of assets by residents of the
survey communes. Ownership of motor vehicles increased from 54% to 64% and ownership of
televisions from 68% to 74%. Most strikingly, ownership of telephdnesased from 36% of
households in 2008 to 57% in 2010. Men and women respondents reported similar increases. As a
conseqguence of these increases in assets, the number of households classified asigiogrthead
hocformula calibrated against the 201ata ¢ was 43% of the baseline sample compared to 29% of
the follow-up sample.This finding should not be read as implying an equivalent fall in underlying (or
consumptionbased) poverty headcount. More detailed research and analysis would be needed
before strong conclusions could be draw@onversely, respondents reported increased frequency of
shortages of the necessities of life in almost all categories (Table 4). The large decrease in reported
shortages of clean water is considered most likely tcemfh difference in the survey methodology
OAG A& y202NAR2dzate RAFFAOAA G G2 FNNA@GS |G |yR
g GSNE AYy GKS /FY0o2RAlLY O2dzyiNEAARSO®

Table 4Citizengeportingshortages (more than one or two time

Category Baseline Followup

Food 23% 32%
Clean Water 87% 29%
Medical Costs 26% 38%
Fuel 7% 16%
Cash Income 44% 53%
School Expenses 14% 31%

Fifty-eight percent(58%)of respondents considered that the living conditions of the community

GSNBE GoSGUOSNE 2NJ aYdzOK o0SOGGSNE GKIy Gg2 &SkHNB |
situation had improved in that time. However the rate of perceived improvement appearsvi® ha

slowed: in the baseline survey 72% of respondergported that their living conditions had

increased in the previous two years.

Poor respondents had a similar view of the improvement in overall living conditions to thpaun
However poor respondest were less likely to consider that their family living conditions had
improved with 23% considering themselves better off than two years previously and 39% saying they
had become worse off.

4.3 Councilors

Councilors are not average citizens. The demograpidcsacieeconomic information provided by

the councilors demonstrates that the average councilor is older, better educated and wealthier than
his (usually) or her fellow citizens. The average age of commune chiefs interviewed was 58.9 and for
other councibrs, 55.5 years. Women councilors were usually somewhat younger than men (52.2
against 58.1). Almost all male councilors (98%) and more than half of women (57%) considered
themselves to be the heads of their households.

The proportion of male councilofigving in the commune of their birth was the same as for the
general population (52%). However women councilors were much more likely to be migrants (42%
native to the commune as compared with 61% of women citizens).

11



LAAR: Second Citizen Satisfaction Survey 2010

Only 1% of councilors were classifiesi@or. Most councilors live in houses with tiled roofs (70%),

own cars (14%)r motorcycles (78%), televisions (91%) and telephones (96%) and spend 14% more

than the average citizen on (naice) food.Councilors are less likely than their fellow citizéos

experience shortages of food and other necessities. Nevertheless councilors do not perceive
GKSyaSt@Sa a aArA3ayAFAOlLydte o20S GKS | @SNr3IS a
LI22NE GKFEY | @SN IS o0r 27F 0Wafditkdnd.yao FyR M3 aYdzOK
Councilors are also farmers and consider farming to be their primary occupation and means of family
livelihood. Eightyi KNES LISNOSyYy (i oyoi:0 aSt SOGSR az2éy Tl NXYE
aSt SOGAY3a ag2N) F 2 NJ 3% 2c@nSideled” §oydinment wok Atd Be theiy &
K2dzaSK2f RaQ LINAYOALIf YSlIya 2F tAQDBStEAK22R®

Seventyfive percent (75%) of councilors stated that they had completed primary education, as
compared with only 41% of citizens. However there is a statistical odditiyainin the baseline
survey of 2008 only 49% of councilors stated that they had higher phiamary education. There
was no council election between 2008 and 2010 so the populati@mowfcilors is almost the same.
This difference may reflect changed pgrten of the importance of education.

Table 5: Educatidavels

Citizens Councilors
No formal education 17% 1%
Incomplete Primary 42% 24%
Completed Primary 11% 17%
Some secondary 30% 58%

Councilors were more likely to report improved living conditions both for their communities and for
individual citizens during the past two years. Eidlotyr percent (84%) of councilors reported that
the living conditions of the community were better oruch better than two years previously, and
64% considered that the condition of their own family had improved, as compared with 58% and
37% of citizens respectively.

azaid O2dzyOAt2NE NBX YItS FyR NBLINGthir8syaBpwekeS / | Yoz
elected in the first commune elections in 2002 and many of these had previously served as
commune officials (Table 6).

Table 6: Disaggregationaoiuncilors (eatmengroup)

Numbel Percentag

Women 75 29%
Commune Chiefs 67 26%
Electedifter 2002 95 37%
Opposition Party 50 20%
Total Number 255 100%

12
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5 Perceptions of the Role of the Commune Council
Citizenssee the most important role ofhe council as being to promote development and in
particular to develop the physicaifrastructure of the commungfollowed by solving problems for
individual citizens Councilorsplace more emphasis odissemination ofinformation and skills

transfer, followed by administrative tasK&igure?).

Asked to name up to five roles of ttemmunecouncil, men citizens were somewhat more likely to
cite infrastructure development as an important role than women were, and poor citizens
mentioned infrastructure more often than ngpoor ones.

Interestingly, dealing with domestic violence was @ites a role of thescommune council byone-

third of councilors, though by very few citizens. There was no difference between the proportion of
men and of women councilors mentioning this role, or between target andtamyet communes,
though commune chiefaere much more likely to mention this (45%) than otkeuncilors(28%).

Figure 2a: Citizens see infrastructure
development as the most important
role of the Council
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Figure 2b: Councillors see information
and administration roles as more
important
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to infrastructure developmentSeventy percent (70%) of citizens and 71%anincilorsmentioned
an infrastructure development priority first amongst up to three suggestions. The proportion
mentioning any infrastructure activity was 76%ccttizens (81% of men and 72% of women) and 86%

of men and of womertouncilorsp b 2
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In addition to the open questian councilorswere asked to select betweea range of alternative
descriptions of role of theommune council, focusng on development rather than administrative
tasks. In this questiothe mostfavoredchoice among akkouncilorswasdevelopment according to
local needsProblem solving, helping the poor and vulnerable ander and securityll attracted
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between 10% and 20% of responses. Only 7%oohcilorsconsidered thatdevelopment following
policy from the higher levéb be the best description of their mission.

Figure 3: Councillors Selections For Most Importar
Role of the Council

Solve problemsi

Help poor and vulnerable

Development following local need _

Order and security

Development following national
policy

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Citizens place more trust in village elders and village chiefs than they dammune councils,
although there is stronger belief in the capacity of the councils for effective acimlle 7shows
the responses of citizens to two questions asking themsédect the institutions best able to
understand the needs of the people and secondly best able to respond to those needs.

Table7: Citizens sewillageauthorities adetterunderstanding
theirneeds but Value thecapacity of theommunecouncil to
respondeffectively

Understand  Respond

Commune Council 21% 37%
Village elders/ village chief 60% 37%
Communityrganization 6% 8%
Political party 4% 4%
NGO 6% 10%

On this measure, there are some differences of views ofcthencils between social groups. Men
were significantly more likely than women to select tbhemmune council as having the best
understanding and as being the most effective helper of the citizens. Poor citizens appear to have
somewhat less belief in the uedstanding and effectiveness of theuncils than do nopoor
citizens(Figure 4)

14
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Figure 4: Selection of Commune Council as Best
Understanding / Most Effective Amongst Different
Groups
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6 Participation

6.1 In what ways do citizens participate in local governance?

Ordinary citizens do not normally atteradmmune council meetings. Most citizens (87%) and 92%

of poor citizens have noattended acouncil meetingin the past yeaand only about 5% of citizens

have attended more than one meeting of any kind at tbt@mmune office However 41% of citizens

in the target communes recall attending village level planniregtings and a similar proportion

KFEgS FGGSYRSR G2 0GKSNJ i eFoifive geEenti@S/&adl regpchdentsingd G KS @
not attended a meeting of any kind.

Citizens attend meetings to listen. Only 5% of respondents stated that they had spolaty i
meeting in the past year. Ngpoor citizens are more likely to speak than poor citizens (6% and 3%
respectively).

Citizens of the target communes are more likely to attend planning meetings and more likely to
speak in the meetings than citizens ofetmontarget communes: the differences are small but
statistically significant.

Members of households gaining their livelihood from agriculture or natural resources activities
OaFFNY K2dzaSK2f Raéu | NB &2YSg Kdrmers. WauhPeople@ig A @S LI
significantly less likely to participate in and speak in meetings than their elders (B)gdit@s latter

difference is related to age not status in the household: only 49% of young household heads had
attended a meeting as compared with 8@¥household heads aged over 30.

15
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70%

60%
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Figure 5: Participation in meetings is frequent but

mainly passive
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Outside of formal meetings, most interaction with formal or informal authority is through the village
chiefs and village elders. Otigird (35%) of citizens stated that they had contacted the village chief
to express the views at least once in the past year, and 44% stated that they had contacted an
elder. Citizens are much less likely to seek a communecouncilor (17%). The proportion of
citizens making active contact with other categories (officials, politicaliggariNGOs, religious
authorities,community mobilizingcommitteest YR a Ay Tt dzSy G A |
wSIaz2zya TFT2N) 6KSAaS O2yidil 0Ga 6SNB |
with citizens in the target communes more likely to contact authorities to discuss community issues.

- f LISNRE2YatL
02dzi Sljdz ff e

Thee is a similar pattern in contacts from authority: over 40% of citizens stated that they had been
contacted by village chiefs and by elders in the past year, but much smaller numbers had had any
contact fromcommunecouncilorsor from other types of authaty figure.

6.2 Do people value their experience of participation? Why?
Citizens attend meetings when they are instructed or invited to do so by the authorities. However
their recollections of these meetings are maifdyorable

When asked why they attended emtings, most participants (77% of those who had attended
meetings) stated that this was because they were told to attend by authority and a further 18%
stated that they went because they were personally invitS8dventy(i ¢ 2

I 3 NBtaRtse meeting was useful for learning about the activities of tbenmune council and

LISNOSy i

OT W20

71% strongly agreed that the meeting was useful for tellingctiramunecouncil about their needs.
Asked whether they found the meeting enjoyable, 81% agreed strongly

Citizens also asserted, though less strongly (84%ngly agreé¢ that the meeting was held at a
convenient time and that it was easy for a person like themselves to speak in the meeting (56%
strongly agre@ Women did not differ from men on their view$ the ease of speaking in meetings

16
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but significantly less poor citizens (508tpngly agreedhat it was easy to speak. Theisea slightly
better perception in the target communes than in the ntamget communes on this issue.

Given what appears to be@ i N2 y 3

G I F Fik.Nodéfalilitenglency to agiieé with positive

statements, it is significant that only 5186 citizensstrongly agreedthat when a person like
themselves speaks in a meetinthe leaders listen carefullyMore citizens were pregred to
somewhat disagreeor strongly disagrege(28%) that the issues discussed in the meeting were
important to themselves and their famibe However 55%strongly agreedand a further 38%
somewhat agreedhat they were happy with decisions taken in the etieg. Women, nonfarmers
and young citizens were less likely to assert strongly that they were happy with decisions §figure

Figure 6: Women, youth and nefarmers are less
likely to be happy with decisions taken
(Respondents Agreeing That They Were Happy With Decisions
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6.3 What sort of additional / improved patrticipation opportunities would

citizens appreciate?

When offered alternative suggestienfor making it easier for citizens to improve the quality of
meetings, perhaps surprisingly the most popular option was to hold more meetings (42% of
respondents). The second most popular choice (37%) was to make it easier for women, the poor and
other vunerable groups to speak. The third option attracting a significant number of respondents
was that meetings should berganizedat a different time of day (17%). There were no significant

RAFFSNBYyOSa 06Si6SSy 3INRAzZLIA X

2N 0SisSSy

GUNBI GdYSy

Asked to select between options for other ways in which tbhenmune could make it easier for
citizens tocommunicate with them, the most popular option (45%) was to hold small meetings
below village level (a strategy already adopted under LAAR). Thintypercent (34%) preferred that
communecouncilorsshould come to speak individually with citizens, an@olgreferred that the

councilorsshould make it easier for citizens to go to meet them.
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6.4 Do councilors understand their obligations to facilitate participation?

Most councilorsassert strongly the depth of their own understanding of the social and economic
conditions in their communes and of the needs of their citizens. Only negligible numbers of
councilorsexpressed any doubt of the depth of their local knowled@jeere was no significant
difference between men and womerouncilorsor between treatment and @ntrol groups in this
regard.

Almost allcouncilorssupported the statement thaany citizen can easily tell the council if he or she
has a problemHowever womenrcouncilorswere significantly less likely to strongly agree with this

statement (87%) than mrecouncilors(96%). Over 90% of both men and women strongly asserted
that any citizen can easily tell the council if he or she has any ideas for improving development.

Despite few citizens saying that they interact frequently vatimmune councilors just over half of
councilorsselectedA y G KS OA (i Ads $hy @dst frRgagfit sétdgris which they speak to

citizens. The other frequently cited location (42%) wmslage meeting. Neither the commune

office nor theO 2 dzy” Oowh BiNds @erementioned as the most frequent setting by a significant

number ofcouncilorsP b Ay S LISNOSy il o6d:0 2F O2y G NRBf 3INERdAzLI NJ
2yt e M: 2F 4 lcoubcilofsditStye lieasBrNg thik Hifference is not clear.

6.5 Do councilors positively value participation? What benefits  do they see

for themselves ?
Councilorsconsider meetings to be overwhelmingly the most important means by which they gain
understanding of the situation in their commune. Over 60%amincilorsincluded villag meetings
FY2y3 GKNBS aStSOdAzya 2F YSIya 2F FAYRAYy3I 2dzi o
of councilorsin LAAR target communes but only 18% of twuncilorsin the control group.
Surprisingly fewcouncilorsfelt that they understoodthe situation bestjust by living thereor by
talking to acquaintances.

Like their citizensgouncilorstend to overwhelmingly support positiveounding statements about
participation, to the extent that it is difficult to distinguish shades of opinion agsb their
responses. Ninetgight percent (98%) o€ouncilorsstrongly agree that village meetings are an
important opportunity for thecouncil to inform citizens about their work, and 96% strongly agree
(the remainder somewhat agree) that meetings are an important opportunitgdomncilorsto learn
from the citizens. Their reactiaiio the statement thateven if there were no meetingise commune
council could still develop a plamere more nuanced. Twentyree percent (23%) strongly agreed
and 15% somewhat agreed, but the majority (53%) strongly disagreed with the state@rerhis
test commune chiefs appear more appreciative of the wa of participatory meetings than do
councilor& YR GKS /| Y0 ZéukcHorsapiearlmbré apprecititiveNtia® thesrom
the opposition (Figuré).
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Figure 7: Councillors Agreeing That Even With N¢
Participatory Meetings They Could Prepare a
Development Plan
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Councilorsalso react enthusiastically to the suggestion ttigieople see theouncilorsvorking hard
they are more likely to vote for theas an additional advantage of public meetings. Eigltyen
percent (87%) strongly agreed with this statement while only negligible numbers disagreed.

6.6 Do councilors see a need to positively encourage marginali zed groups

to participate? Why?
Thecouncilorswere asked to evaluate the statement théite most important needs of all citizens
are the samelt was hoped that this would elucidate differences of opinion on the need for support
to poor or vulnerald groups. However respondents were again Agaanimous (93% strongly agree
and 6% somewhat agree) in support of this statemdrite implication of the statement may not
have been fully understood: whecouncilorswere asked about the special needs of veldable
groups, a substantial minority (about oitieird) considered that women, youth and disabled people
had no special needs requiring action by twoeincil, although there was greater awareness of the
special needs of the poowith only 15% choosing thgoor as havingo special needs

6.7 What initiatives have they taken to address the needs of under -

represented groups?
Whencouncilorswere asked to cite actions by tltemmunecouncil to address the needs of under
represented groups, the most frequent responses related to information dissemination activities
(37% of first responses and mentioned by 55%afncilorsoverall). Thirtythree percent (33%) of
councilorsmentioned co@eration with NGOs and 24% mentioned actions designed to help meet
the basic needs of the poor. Thirteen percent (13%) mentioned forms of direct financial support to
the poor, often based on contributions from the citizens. Interestingly the proportiontioeing
financial help was much higher (27%) in ftarget communes.
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7 Partnership

7.1 Which people participate in civil society activities, and how?

More than half of all citizens of the LAAR target communes claim to be members of at least one civil
societyorganisation (CSO). Men are more likely to be members than women. The poor are as likely
to be members as the nepoor.

However, mostCSOmembers are not very active. The average time stated since last attending a
meetingis more than six months, for thoskescribing themselves as leaders as well as for ordinary
members

The most popular CSO is the pagoda society, wédb ®f respondents describing themselves as
members. Totalreported membership of agriculture sector groups (farmer groups, fishery and
forestry communities and farmer water user communities) wag9% of respondentsSeventeen
percent (17%) of respondents areorganizedin water and sanitation groups and 16% in road
maintenance groups. Membership of political parties compris@%o lof the p@ulation. Eight

percent (8%) of citizens are members of NGOs and seven percent (7%) described themselves as
members of a Community Mobilizing Committee (CMC) established under the LAAR project
(Figure6). The last figure should be treated with caution & f control group respondents
described themselves as members of C&¥€n thoughthese committees have not been established

in their communes.

Figure 8: Membership of Civil Society Organisatic
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There are fairly small differences in participation rates across different social groups. Women and
young pe@le are somewhat less likely to be members and less likely to be leaders of civil society
organizationghan men and older people. Members of nfarm households appear slightly more
likely to participate and to lead than farmers do.
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Figure 9: Civil Society Participation by Categc
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Virtually allcommure councilors described themselves as memberdeaders of at least one civil
society orgarration, with 84% stating that they were members of political parties (as it is not
possible to beomea commune councilor without being nominated by a registered political party,
this is a surprisingly low figure). Other popular types of CS@torcilors to participate in are water
and sanitation groups (45%), savings and credit associations (also 45%), roachamgietgroups
0co20X 62YSyQa aaz2O0Al (A 2gbancilds pr ¥R A VIONBR K f @
(42%). Fortythree percent(43%)of councilorsdescribed themselves as members of teenmunity
mobilizingcommittee. Councilorsare much more likelyo play a leadership role than are ordinary
citizens, with 58% of male and 60% of femataincilorsdescribing themselves as leaders of an
organizationother than a political party.

Excluding political parties, the average number of CSO leadership edtbbyha communeouncilor
is 1.5 and the average total number of membershipd.&(Table8). By comparison the average
number of CSO memberships for an ordinary citizen is 1.8.

Table8: Averagenumber of CS@emberships pesouncilor
(excludingpolitical parties)
Men Wonen Chief  NonChief All
Leader 1.7 1.1 2.4 1.2 15
Membel 4.6 5.1 4.9 4.7 4.7

Twelve percent (12%) of members of civil societganizationsstated that they had attended
meetings of thecommune council in their capacity as members of their CSO. This is significantly
higher than in the control group where only 6% said they had attended meetings. CSO members in
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both the treatment and control groupsverwhelmingly agreed that their CSO cooperatesellp
with the commune council and that the quality of cooperation is good.

7.2 How do people characterize the incentive for people to participate in

CSCs?
Citizens andouncilorssee a desire to assist their community and in particular the most vulnerable
members of the community as the most important motivations for joining civil sooiggnizations
However personal gain and instructions from authority are also seen as inmporta

Sixty percent (60%) of respondents agreed strongly or somewhat that personal financial interest was

a motivating factor for people to participate in CSOs. However given the apparent bias towards
positive responses to all the questions framed in thigwa LISNKIF LJA GKS om:> aadN
should be taken as a better indicator. Women were more likely to hold this opinionrtteanand

the control group more likely than the LAAR target commune respondents.

Among the alternative motivations for CSO invohent offered, the choice attracting the highest
LISNOSyY Gl 3S 2 7F redpansedBvgdmlp people Tebkdténate than themsel@i%)
followed byhelp themselves and other people togetli@6%).Get more respect in the community
received strong agement from 43% of respondents while 56% strongly agreed lieatiuse they

are told to by their leadersvas an important factor. The responses of members of CSO to these
guestions were similar to those of the whole sample.

Councilorsvere somewhat less ity to see personal gain as an important incentive for participating
in CSOs, with 25% strongly agreeing that this was impor@mincilorsvere most likely to strongly
agree thathelp themselves and other people togethess an important motive (89%gauncilors
also agreed more strongly than citizens thetlp people less fortunate than themsedw@9%) and
get more respect in the communig2%) were important, but were equally likely to strongly agree
that told to by their leadersvas important (56%). There were no significant differences between
treatment and control groups, between men and wonmuncilorsor between chiefs and others on
these issues.

7.3 How do people perceive the role of CBOs? Action? Advocacy? Service
delivery?
Citizens do nonhecessarilysee civil societyprganizationsas effective advocates for their interests
either in opposition toauthority or in place of ineffective state authorities. When asked to rank
community organizationsand NGOs with theommune council, village elders and political parties
and NGOs, only 6% selected commumitganizationsand a further 6% NGOs as having the best
understanding of their needs. Eight percent (8%) of respondents saw comnurgiyizationsas
most capable of an effecevresponse, whild0% saw NGOs as their most effective helpers. Citizens
of LAAR target communes were slightly more likely to see commumggnizationsas best
understanding their interests, than were respondents in #t@arget communes.

7.4 Are civil society organizations more active than formerly?

Comparing the findings of the baseline survey to the follgaythe most strikinglifferenceis that in

the baseline 62% of citizens of the LAAR target commune described themselves as members of a
political party.In the followup the equivalent figure was just 13%. It should be noted that the
wording of the question was somewhat different as in the baseline respondents were allowed to
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RSaAaONAROS (KSYyaStg@gSa a aAyl OGAGBS YndWas CoNdacted L
in the runup to a national election, or another methodological factor may be responsible for the
difference.Membership of civil societgrganizationsother than political parties has increased from
49% of respondents in the baseline 8% in the followup survey. The increase appears to be
mainly among men and the largest increase is in membership of pagoda associations (from 10% to
25%).

7.5 How do councilors perceive the role of civil society?
Councilorssee civil societprganizationsas important partners with the council. On some measures
this view is more strongly expressed in LAAR target communes than-tarmg@t communes.

Councilorsasserted strongly positive views of the role of civil societanizationoverall, with 94%
strongly agreeing that CSGst as a bridge between the council and the commuaitgd 71%
strongly agreeing that theserganizationscan provide services that cannot be obtained from line
departments More than half (54%) strongly disagreed with the statemtatt CSCQare not much
help to the citizensand 60% strongly disagreed that CSO mao¢ useful in securing additional
resources for the community

Councilorswere slightly more equivocal when asked to evaluate the statement that &£8@ot

much help as thy lack good governance and transparentgn percen{10%)of councilorsstrongly
agreed with this statement and a further 22% somewhat agreed, with 25% somewhat disagreeing
and 43% disagreeing strongly.

Councilorsin the LAAR target communes agreed (9#84} they always invite CSO to join council
meetings; this compared with 86% in ntarget communes. Mostouncilors(87%) strongly agreed
that CSO attend meetings when invited.

Comparison with the baseline data shows improved perceptions of CSOs arnongstlorson all
these issuegFigure9).

Figure 10b: Improved Councillor Perception of

Figure 10a: Improved Councillor Perception ol CSO (% Agree with Negative Statements)
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7.6 How do councilors see their own role in respect of civil society z as

leader, facilitator or partner? What actions do they take to facilitate

partnership?
Councilorsvere asked whether they perceived their role in relationship to CSOs as being essentially
as leadership, facilitation or partnership. The overwhelming majority of respondents (88%) selected
partnership, with only 3% seeing their role being to lead anelodir

When councilors were asked to name up to three specific actions their council had taken to foster
partnership with othercommunecouncils, line departrants and NGOs from outside themamune
(PSPB most responses were somewhat vague and referred ffores to build relationships and
improve cooperation (70% of respondents offering answers in this category). The next most
common category was information sharing initiatives (30%) followemhdiptaining mutually honest

and transparent relationships, andviting partners to meetings (both mentioned by 11%). There
were no clear differences between LAAR target communes and the control group on this question.

7.7 What other partnerships do councilors value?

Councilors see technical line departments as their mioportant partners for development, with
civil societyorganizationseing the next most important. The value place on partnership with civil
societyorganizationss higher in LAAR target communes than in-temget communes.

Counciloravere asked to dect the three most important types of partnership for theauncil, from

I ftA&alG 2F AAE® ¢CKS Y2al LRLzZ I NJ OK2A0S gl a aiS«
respondents and mentioned by 90%. Commuéefs were significantly more likelp mention

technical departments (96%).

Community organizationswas the second most popular with 34% of first choices and being
mentioned by 81%. In the control group communes commuaityanizationswere mentioned by
only 71% of respondents.

Councilorsappear to place relatively low importance on partnerships witlominent individuals,
other commune councils or the private sector (TaBje Men were more likely (33%) to mention
important individuals than were womenouncilors(20%). There were no sigeiint differences
between views of LAAR target and ri@amget councilorson these partnerships.

Table9: Councilorsselection othethreemostimportant
partnerships

Partnership First Any

Technical Departments 49% 90%
CommunitasedOrganizations 34% 81%
District Authority 8% 50%
Important individuals 4% 29%
Other Commune Councils 2% 31%
Private Sector 2% 19%
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7.8 How well do different groups within the commune council cooperate ?
Councilorswere asked to evaluate the statement théte communecouncil has been effective in
resolving partisan conflict within theouncil THs question elicited a much more striking divergence
of responses than any other in the suryeayith substantial minorities either strongly agreeing or
strongly disagreeing andnly 22% of respondents selecting the somewhat agree / disagree options.
Those strongly agreeing were 46% of the total and those strongly disagreeing wer&8gaters

of the CPP are more likely to agrdalfle 10).

In the baseline survey, 31% obuncilorsagreed with this statement (60% strongly or somewhat
agreeing in the followp) and 66% disagreed (40% in the folop).

Tablel0:Councilorsn LAARargetcommunesate thesuccess of the
council inresolvinginternalconflictshigher than d norLAARcouncilors

Target Control
Party CPP Other CPP  Other
Agree 52% 22% 38% 17%
Disagree 29% 46% 45% 61%

8 Transparency

8.1 What do people know about the activities of the council?

Ordinary citizens are not well informed about the activities of tleimmune council, nor are most
citizens sure of where they would go to find out such information. Only about a quarter know for
certain where anycommune councilor lives. A substantial mority of citizens consider themselves

well informed on the development activities of trmuncil, but ordinary citizens have almost no
knowledge of thec2 dzy OAf Q&4 FAYIFYOALf | FFFLANBRSD® 22YSYy | YR
and the nonpoor.

Citizns were asked to estimate their level of knowledge on a range of topics concerning the
commune council. Citizens were not asked to provide information, but only to select between the
alternativesknow for sureknow a littleandR 2 y" Q (i in gaygh2case. Apeople are likely to over
estimate their knowledge when asked a question in this form, the actual level of knowledge is likely
to be somewhat less than indicated by the responses. It is also possible that respondents with higher
perceived social statue . household heads, men, npoor) could feel under pressure to over

state their level of knowledge.

The responses received ssemmarizedn Figurell.
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Figure 11: Citizens are not well informed about Council
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Scores for aggregate knowledge were calculated by awarsioglJ2 A y i a F2 NJ | alyz2e
respong andoneLI2 Ay G F2NJ alyz2g | fAGGESET GKSNB 46SNB yaA
18. Table11 shows the average scores by social group and the percentage of respondents in each
group achieving at least half the maximum score.

Tablell Aggregatecores forguestions orknowledge, bgroup
(Know for Sure = 2, Know a Littl&,-Maximum Score 18)

Average % Scoring

Group Score 10 or more
Men 5.26 14%
Wonen 4.31 10%
Poor 4.26 7%
NonrPoor 5.01 14%
Youth 4.11 8%
Aged 30+ 5.15 14%
Farm 4.84 12%
NonrFarm 4.67 13%
Head of household 5.17 14%
Nonrhead of household 4.48 11%

8.2 What do citizens want to know about?

Most citizens do not actively seek information on the affairs of gdbemune council. Only 10% of
respondents stated that they had ever actively sought information fromctimamune council, with

men more likely to have sought information than women. Respondents in the target communes
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were more likely to state that they had succeed@dobtaining all the information they required
(29%) than were those in the ndarget communes.

Of those citizens stating that they had sought information from thenmune council, the most
common reason was to enquire about specific development projects, mainly proposals for
development of local infrastructure (30%). A further 16% had made general enquires about local
development, the same proportion as had enquired aboutnaustrative matters such as civil
registration, land titles etc. Six percent (6%) of enquiries related to local contributions for
development projects.The most common category of information sought by citizens related to
administrative issues such asitikegistration, land titles etc. However a substantial minority of
citizens said that they had sought information about development issues or about the direct affairs
of the council such as the budget and use of money. Use of local contribution was accosuibject

of enquiry.

8.3 How would they like to find out?

Those citizens who said they had actively sought information did so mainly by approaching
individuals in positions of authority: the village chief was the most common infori@2%) buta
substantialnumber of citizens had alsgpproached a communeouncilor(10%), the commune chief
(4%) orhad gone directly to thecommune office (7%)for information. Other means cited included
looking at noticeboards, attending meetings and askimgighbors

The mos common means by which citizensceiveinformation about thecommunecouncil is from

the village chief, withtwal KA NRa al @Ay 3 (GKSe& a2FiSyé¢ 2N aaz2ySia
Less than one third (27%) say they ever get information fraonamune councilor. Other significant

means of obtaining information are public announcements (37%), family members (26%), friends
(23%). village noticboards (20%) and commune notibeards (17%). Only 10% stated that they

ever receive information via a cigbcietyorganization and 9% from the CMC. Use of villagice

boardsis higher in the LAAR target communes.

Communecouncilorsover-estimate the level of knowledge that ordinary citizens have about the
affairs of the council. Eightjve percent (85%) afouncilorsstrongly agreed with the statement that
the citizens in your commune know everything they should know about theebagf thecommune
council. Councilorsalso overestimate the effectiveness of the means of disseminating information.
In Tablel2, the proportion of citizens saying they often or sometimes get information from each
source is compared with the proportiaf councilorssaying that citizens often get information from
that source KB thatthe statementa OA G AT Sya 2F0Sy 3ISG AYyTF2NXI A2V E
GOAGAT Sy ' 2 7F( SYhe Alfelisiordargti Tagcdtdiiny foitte Yeged ob importandée o
different sources of information for the citizens: it is seen tleauncilorsunder-estimate the
effectiveness of loudspeaker announcements but greatly -@atimate the amount of information
citizens get from themselves, from political parties and fritve CMC.
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Tablel2: Councilorshaveexaggeratediews of thesffectiveness of
officialmeans ofnformatiordissemination

Citizen Councilor
Rank Source of Information Citizen Councilor  Rank
1 Village chief 62% 91% 1
2 Public announcem@otidspeaker) 37% 22% 11
3 Communeouncil member 27% 76% 2
4 Family member 26% 35% 7
5 Friend 23% 30% 9
6 Village notice board 20% 43% 4
7 Commune notice board 17% 43% 6
8 CBO/NGO 10% 31% 8
9 Communityonitoringommittee 9% 69% 3
10 Teacher 7% 27% 10
11 Political party 6% 43% 4

Citizens: | find out information this way often or sometimes
Councilor<itizens often get information this way

8.4 What initiatives do councils take to improve information

dissemination?
Councilorseedisseminating information amongst their most important roles and their strategy for
doing this is principally verbaNinety-one (91%)percent ofcouncilorsrespondents mentioned the
village chiefas an important channel of informatioamongst three resposes, 61% mentioned
village meetings and 59% regarded themselves as an important means of disseminating information.
Only 30% mentioned village notit®ards and 17% mentioned commune notloeards, while 20%
regarded loudspeaker announcements as importaithe CMC was mentioned by 11% of
respondents in the target communes.

Councilordgn the LAAR target communes gave a much greater importance to village meetings as a
means of disseminating information than did the control group (7%). Convecselyngilorsin the

control group attached more importance to loudspeaker announcements (47%) and to commune
notice-boards (27%).

Asked which means of information they should make more use of fdliered responses were
similar: 35% otouncilorsselectedvillage chiefgoes to talk to peopland 25% selectedcommune
councilorsgo to talk to people Sixteen percent (16%pvored increased use of loudspeaker
announcements and the same proportiéavoredmore use of noticéoards.

8.5 Do citizens understand their right sto information?

Citizens believe that in principle they have the right to know about the affairs otdh@nune
council including financial matters. Less than half of citizens are aware that they have the right to
attend communecouncil meetings or to exaine documents at theommunecouncil office.

lo2dzi yAYyS NBALRYRSydGa 2dzi 2F GSy SAOGKSNI GaidNRy:
the right to know when theommunecouncil will meet, what it will discuss and what it has decided.
Only trivid numbers strongly disagreed with these propositions. @uancil financial matters, 44%
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