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Executive Summary  

Background of the survey  
The Second Citizen Satisfaction Survey follows a baseline survey carried out in 2008. The objectives 

of the survey were (1) to measure changes since the baseline in citizen perceptions of commune 

councils; (2) to measure changes since the baseline in commune councilor perceptions of their roles 

and function; (3) to measure how citizen and councilor perceptions of good governance and the role 

and function of commune councils differs between LAAR target and non-target communes and (4) to 

measure differences in these 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 extensively 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 Thom, Prey Veng, Svay Rieng, Kandal and Takeo. The 85 target communes were the 

same communes surveyed in the baseline. Forty-five (45) control communes were selected by 

random draw from all non-target communes in these provinces. Three villages (on average) were 

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 ɀ 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 reported experiencing periodic shortages of some of the 

necessities of life, than was the case in the baseline survey. 

Perception of Commune Councils   
/ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ōȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ 

survey and participation in civil society has increased. Questions on the political climate including 

ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŦŜŀǊ ŀƴŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ 

within the councils showed large improvements compared to the baseline. 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 councils and 

councilors in LAAR communes express measurably more positive views of good governance 

principles, than do their counterparts in non-target 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 
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views on partnership between the councils and civil society. However, 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 others. It may be unrealistic to expect dramatic differences given the long time-

scales required for attitudinal change, the short period from the baseline and that good governance 

messages are not unique to LAAR.  

Not surprisingly, citizens see infrastructure development as being the most important role of the 

council, as this is often its most visible role and is the basis for much of the interaction between 

councilors and citizens. Citizens give high importance to infrastructure development and believe that 

the council shares 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 disseminating information, 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 economic issues 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 opinions of the 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 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊΦ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ opinions of these meetings are positive although they are 

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 participation 

is mainly passive ς few citizens report having spoken at meetings. It cannot yet be said that there is a 

firmly established culture of decision-making through dialogue between local government and 

citizens. 

Outside the context of meetings, citizens are much more likely to approach their village leaders than 

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 disputes. Better 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 community issues. 

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 role. There is less agreement on the extent to which women or 

other under-represented views have special needs that require a response from the commune 

council. 

Partnership  
Cambodian citizen membership of civil society organizations is quite extensive ς more than half of 

citizens are members of at least one organization while councilors typically have leadership roles in 
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one or two organizations and memberships in a further three, excluding political parties. However 

the frequency of activity is low. Citizens, including 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 

development 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 

reason for this is lack of interest ς when citizens attempt to obtain information about the council 

they are generally able to do so. Councilors assert the rights of citizens to information more strongly 

than do the citizens themselves. However a significant minority of councilors also believes that they 

have the right to deny information to certain categories of citizen including political opponents. The 

specific efforts of LAAR to encourage the use of publicly displayed price lists for council services have 

met with only partial success. This may be linked to literacy ς citizens with post-primary education 

were more likely to recall seeing prices displayed than were others. 

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 how 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 administration ς notably the District ς for important decisions. There is evidence that 

this deference to higher authority may have increased since the baseline. 
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1 Introduction  
This report presents the findings of the second Citizen Satisfaction Survey of target communes of the 

Local Administration and Reform (LAAR) project, carried out for Pact Inc. by Economic Institute of 

Cambodia (EIC) from December 2009 to June 2010. The survey was designed as a follow-up to a 

baseline survey 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 and function of commune councils, in LAAR 
target communes and in non-target 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 key aspects 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 questionnaires were substantially re-designed 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 the control group 

of 45 non-target 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 the total sample size being 2,341. The second questionnaire was 

addressed to commune councilors, with the intention being to question the commune chief and two 

other councilors in each commune, with at least one of the three being a woman. Due to the gender 

imbalance in council memberships, the final sample consisted of 286 men and 104 women 

councilors. 

The survey produced a large volume of data including socio-economic and demographic information 

as well as many aspects of citizens and councilors views of local governance. These data are capable 

of analysis from many viewpoints. Rather than attempt an exhaustive analysis of these data, this 

report is organizŜŘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ƪŜȅ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƭǳŎƛŘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ 

and expectations of their commune council and the response they receive from councilors. Full 

summaries of survey responses disaggregated by gender and by an ad hoc poverty indicator for 

citizens, and by gender and council position (chief / other) for councilors, and with cross-

comparisons between citizens and councilors and longitudinal comparisons with the baseline are 

presented a separate dataset. 

This report is primarily a 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, economic and governance 

environment of rural Cambodia. 
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2 The LAAR Project 
LAAR is a five-year USAID-funded project with the objective of institutionalizing participatory 

democratic practices within sub-national government and activating sustainable links between 

commune councils, civil society and national level government that positively impact 

Decentralization and De-concentration (D&D) reform. LAAR is implemented through civil society 

partners in 356 communes in eight provinces1. LAAR commenced in 2006 and the planned 

completion date is September 2010 (Box 1). 

 

                                                           
1
 The LAAR target provinces are Battambang, Pursat, Kampong Cham, Prey Veng, Kampong Thom, Kandal, 

Takeo and Svay Rieng. 

Box 1: The LAAR Project: Extract from the Consultantõs Terms of Reference 

The Local Administration and Reform Program (LAAR) is the first component of the Strengthening 

Governance and Accountability Program (SGA) being implemented by Pact Inc. under Cooperative 

Agreement 442-A-00-05-00007-00 with the United States Agency for International Development (USAID). 

LAAR takes advantage of the opportunity presented by the Royal Government of Cambodiaôs 

decentralization and de-concentration process being implemented under the Governmentôs Rectangular 

Strategy, to enhance democracy, good governance and social development at the local level. 

LAAR is a five year program that works with 356 commune councils, 356 commune mobilizing committees, 

13 provincially based partner NGOs, district authorities, provincial authorities, the Ministry of Interior and 

other development partners. The goal of the LAAR program is óeffective, robust and sustainable engagement 

between citizens and their elected commune representativesô. To achieve this LAAR works to develop the 

capacity of commune councils to deliver basic development functions and services, while increasing the 

capacity of local communities to demand development functions and services, and working with national 

government and civil society groups to ensure an enabling environment for this to occur. 

Specifically, the objectives of LAAR are to: 

Å Build sustainable horizontal and vertical links between citizens, local government and national 
government (increase demand); 

Å Increase public participation in the Commune Investment Planning and Decentralization and De-
concentration reform processes (improve policy); and, 

Å Increase and institutionalize participatory democratic processes and democratic practices within 
sub-national government (improve supply). 

 

To achieve this LAAR has implemented activities: 

Å Assisting citizens to engage in effecting change; 

Å Assisting commune councils to broker services from sub-national government agencies; 

Å Working with the Royal Government of Cambodia to adopt relevant reforms to facilitate the 
decentralization and de-concentration process; 

Å Working with national civil society groups to better coordinate decentralization and de-concentration 
reform activities; 

Å Assisting commune councils to embed democratic process in commune council activities; and 

Å Promoting good governance values of participation, accountability, transparency, partnership and 
equity, and the responsible stewardship of natural resources. 
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3 Methodology  

3.1 Survey Instruments  
Following the precedent of the baseline 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 total of around 220 responses and 2000 responses 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 socio-economic questions intended 

primarily to obtain the information needed to disaggregate the responses by type of respondent. 

¢Ƙƛǎ ά5ŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎέ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭƻǊ ŀƴŘ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴ vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ 

consisted of material taken from the baseline survey. 

{ŜŎǘƛƻƴ нΣ ά/ƻƳƳǳƴŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭέΣ ŦƻǊ citizens consisted of a single open question requiring the 

respondent to state his or her understanding of the role of the commune council. Councilors were 

asked a similar question together with information about their position, length of service and party 

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 decision-making, 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 participatory approaches. 

{ŜŎǘƛƻƴ п ǿŀǎ ǘƛǘƭŜŘ άtŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΦέ tŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿŀǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƻ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇŜΣ ǎŎƻǇŜ ŀƴŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ 

cooperation between the commune council and civil society organizations and also partnership of 

the council with other levels of government, the 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. 

¢ƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƛǘƭŜŘ ά¢ǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴŎȅΦέ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ taken to refer to 

ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ 

the commune council. Fiduciary transparency was not explored in depth because it was felt that a 

questionnaire survey would be unlikely to obtain useful information on this topic. Councilors and 

ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŎŀƭ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ǘƻ 

information. 

In Section 6Σ ά!ŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅέΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ of the 

council in delivering services to the citizens. Citizens were asked for their views on the alignment of 

ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴΦ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭƻǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭΩs 

accountability relationships with citizens and with higher 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 minorities and the disabled), for their views on the most important characteristics of 

democracy 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 types of crime.  

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 informal interactions between council 

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

ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƭŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ άƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ōǳǘ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘέ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ 

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 English-speaking Khmers and a native English speaker with 

Khmer language skills. A further review of the questionnaires was carried out after the initial field 

tests. Finally, a further independent back-translation of the questionnaire commissioned by Pact 

revealed some minor discrepancies that have been taken into account in reporting. 

The questionnaires 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 non-target 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 the respondents in each village were male and three were female. Within 

households, individual respondents were selected randomly by the Kish Grid method. 

!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘΩǎ terms of reference implied drawing of a new random sample of 

communes, after discussion with Pact it was decided that the objectives of the survey would be 

ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōȅ ǊŜǇŜŀǘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ άǇŀƴŜƭέ ƻŦ ур ŎƻƳƳǳƴŜǎΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ 

not strictly a random 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 from Ministry of 

tƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΩǎ /ƻƳƳǳƴŜ 5ŀǘŀōŀǎŜ ό/5.ύΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ 

characteristics of the baseline control group and of the target communes. Therefore a new control 

sample of 45 communes was drawn from non-LAAR target communes in LAAR target provinces 

(seven provinces as LAAR has full coverage of Pursat Province). The control sample was matched to 

ǘƘŜ άǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘέ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ōȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ŦƛǾŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎΥ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅΣ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ 

farm households, the size of ǘƘŜ άǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴŜκǎŀƴƎƪŀǘ ŦǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

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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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 being selected (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. However it is unlikely 

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 major source of error in rural Cambodia. 

The final selection of communes and villages is detailed in Annex 3 and is summarized in Table 1. 

 

 

 

 

Box 2: Sampling Procedures 

1. The sample target communes are the same 85 target communes as in the baseline. 

2. The control sample has been selected by random drawing of 45 communes from all non-target 

communes in the LAAR provinces, with equal probability of selection for all communes. However the 

procedure was not quite random as the first two ñdrawsò were rejected on grounds of markedly different 

characteristics from the target sample (lower poverty levels and lower population per commune). The 

characteristics of the sample and control groups are summarised in the following table. 

 Count Mean Max Min STDEV 

LAAR Target Communes      

Population 356 9,514 33,525 973 4,709 

Population Density 348 341.45 11,805.30 0.73 751.66 

% Farm House Holds 356 89% 100% 0% 17% 

CSF Poverty Allocation 356 R20,174,887 R22,544,090 R19,116,463 R573,799 

Estimated Poverty Headcount 356 28% 49% 5% 8% 

Target Commune Sample      

Population 85 10,738 26,202 2,245 4,468 

Population Density 83 441.23 11,805.30 5.28 1,355.36 

% Farm House Holds 85 89% 100% 0% 17% 

CSF Poverty Allocation 85 R20,147,353 R21,476,974 R19,323,160 R508,043 

Estimated Poverty Headcount 85 28% 43% 5% 7% 

Control Sample      

Population 45 9,467 22,730 1,802 4,009 

Population Density 42 438.34 7,233.62 7.34 1,089.51 

% Farm House Holds 45 86% 100% 17% 19% 

CSF Poverty Allocation 45 R19,406,498 R21,436,118 R4,992,690 2,823,646 

Estimated Poverty Headcount 45 27% 40% 7% 7% 
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Table 1: Summary of sample communes and villages 

  Target Control 

GIS Province Communes Villages Communes Villages 

2 Battambang 17 46 4 11 

3 Kampong Cham 11 39 13 38 

6 Kampong Thom 9 26 4 10 

8 Kandal 6 13 3 7 

14 Prey Veng 9 25 12 42 

15 Pursat 12 39 0 0 

20 Svay Rieng 10 26 4 10 

21 Takeo 11 41 5 17 

  85 255 45 135 

 

3.3 Organization of Fieldwork and Respondent Selection  
Twenty-eight (28) selected enumerators were given field training on the final draft questionnaires. 

¢ƘŜƴ ǘǿƻ ǊƻǳƴŘǎ ƻŦ Ǉƛƭƻǘ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǳƳŜǊŀǘƻǊǎΩ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ 

check the consistency of the questions. Three wrap-up sessions were conducted after field-test. 

Based on the outcomes, some revisions were made to the questionnaires and a practical guideline 

for interviews was developed. 

The enumerators were divided into four fieldwork teams. Each team comprised one supervisor, one 

local guide, and seven interviewers (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 intervened in case 

troubleshooting was needed during the interview and assured the quality and consistency of each 

questionnaire once the interview was completed. On average, each interviewer could conduct three 

to four questionnaires per day and thus fieldwork teams could survey four villages per day.  

An attempt was made to pre-select 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 commune 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 the council. However, the final sample did not precisely follow these rules as in 

some cases the pre-selected 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 survey. The first 

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 villages to the 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 fifth selected households and the three male respondents were selected from 
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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. However, as 

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 (i.e. 7th, 8th household 

and so on).  

Completed questionnaires were entered in the computer using a template designed using CSPro 

software. Data were then exported to MS Excel and SPSS for analysis. 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 where more complex 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 response. Three 

disaggregations were employed for all questions: by gender (both questionnaires); by poor / non-

poor (citizens only) and commune chiefs / other councilors (councilor questionnaire only). Results 

ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ [!!w ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴŜǎ όάǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǳǇέύ ǿŜǊŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻntrol 

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 level.  Lƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ мΣ ά¢w¦9έ ǳƴŘŜǊ άDŜƴŘŜǊέ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ 

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 statistically significant. However the differences between percentages of 

respondents who were household heads in poor and non-poor groups and in treatment and control 

groups are not statistically significant. 

It should be noted that as this is a test of significance at the 95% level, random variations will result 

ƛƴ άŦŀƭǎŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜǎέ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƛƴ нлΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ слл ǎǳŎƘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ 

survey results alone, a considerable number of false positives is to be expected. 

 

Tests of significance for gender differences and poor / non-poor differences, and for chief / councilor 

differences in the councilor questionnaire, refer to the treatment group only. 

All survey results are tabulated in this format in a separate dataset.  

Men WomenPoor NonPoorAll Men WomenPoor NonPoorAll Gender Poverty Treatment

# Respondents 768 763 448 1083 1531 404 406 249 561 810

DEM4

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

Position in household

FIGURE 1: ILLUSTRATION OF TABULATION OF RESULTS

Treatment Group Control Group Significance
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The dataset also presents longitudinal comparisons for treatment group respondents, for questions 

which are the same as, or closely comparable to, questions in the baseline questionnaire. 

The final table in dataset cross-compares responses from citizens and from councilors in the LAAR 

target communes, for those questions asked to both groups.  

Additional disaggregations (youth / older people, CBO members / non-members, farm households / 

non-farm households etc) were applied at the level of individual questions where this was relevant 

to the analysis, and are reported in the text. 

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

¢ƘŜ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƛƴǘƻ άǇƻƻǊέ ŀƴŘ άƴƻƴ-ǇƻƻǊέ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǿŀǎ ŘƻƴŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŀ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 

self-assessment, reported 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 survey. The final version of 

the formula identified a respondent as poor if: 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƘƛǎκƘŜǊ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ άǿƻǊǎŜέ ƻǊ άƳǳŎƘ ǿƻǊǎŜέ 

than the average for the commune (DEM 15); OR The respondent reported lacking sufficient 

ŦƻƻŘ άƳŀƴȅ ǘƛƳŜǎέ ƻǊ άŀƭǿŀȅǎέ ό59a мсύΤ 

¶ AND 

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

¶ AND 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƻǿƴǎ ƴƻ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ǘǿƻ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎΥ ƳƻǘƻǊŎȅŎƭŜ ό59a мнύΣ 

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

This resulted in around 30% of the respondents being classified as poor: this is roughly in line with 

current estimates of poverty headcounts in rural Cambodia (World Bank, 2009). It seems reasonable 

to assume that this formula will identify the poorest 30% of respondents with 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  
Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ŀƭƭ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ŎƛǘŜŘ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ [!!w ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴŜǎ όάǘƘŜ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǳǇέύ 

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 interpreting the 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 probably perceive a survey 

ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǘȅǇŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ άƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭέ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ necessarily have a clear understanding of the 

relationship between the survey team and the local authorities. Cambodian rural people tend to 

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

moderate some responses or express opinions more favorable to the local authorities than those 

they actually hold. 
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4 Characteristics of the Sample 

4.1 Citizens 
¢ƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ур άǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ǎŀƳǇƭŜέ ŎƻƳƳǳƴŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ тсу ƳŜƴ ǿƛǘƘ 

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 women. The 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 a male 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 report. 

Twenty-ƴƛƴŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ όнф҈ύ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ άǇƻƻǊέ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ad hoc 

methodology described above ς this is roughly in line with current poverty headcount estimates for 

Cambodia (World Bank 2009). More women (32%) than men (27%) were classified 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. Most (78%) are married, with only 14% of 

the respondents being single (never married). Less than half (41%) have completed primary school. 

²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƭŀƎ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ƳŜƴΥ нн҈ ƻŦ ǿƻƳŜƴ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƴƻ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ 

with 12% of men. Most citizens regard themselves as farmers: 69% (men 73%, women 64%) report 

own farm work as their personal occupation. Women (66%) are less likely than men (78%) to regard 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŦŀǊƳ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ !ƎƎǊŜƎŀǘƛƴƎ άƻǿƴ ŦŀǊƳέ ǿƛǘƘ άŦŀǊƳ 

ƭŀōƻǊέ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘǎΣ тр҈ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ŦŀǊƳ ƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘǎ ŀǎ 

most important. Nevertheless, even in these mainly rural communes, that leaves 25% of the 

population who regard non-farm incomes as most important. 

Farm households are more likely to be poor than non-farm households. However there is a major 

gender difference: men reporting their main household livelihood as non-farm are much less likely 

to be poor than farm men, but for women the difference is not significant (see Table 2). 

Table 2: Proportion of citizen respondents classified as poor 

Category Men Women All 

Farm households 29% 33% 31% 

Non-Farm households 15% 30% 24% 

All households 27% 32% 29% 

 

Fifty-seven percent (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 5.3 with no significant difference 

between poor and non-poor 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 56,440 Riel, with 

women estimating slightly higher amounts than men. Poor families estimate their spending at 

47,627 Riel per week. The estimated food expenditure was not used in the poverty classification 

formula and so this large difference provides independent evidence of the reliability of the 

classification. 

Almost two thirds of households (64%) own motor vehicles, mainly motorcycles but 9% report 

owning cars or other four-wheeled vehicles. Seventy-four percent (74%) of households own 

televisions and 57% own telephones. 

Table 3: Housing and assets 

 Poor Non-Poor 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 identification of ñpoorò respondents. 

 

Two-thirds 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 were only minor differences between the reported borrowing of poor and non-poor 

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) 

ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ άōƻǊǊƻǿƛƴƎ ƳƻƴŜȅέ. 

The poor are more likely than the non-poor to report shortages of food, clean water, medical costs 

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

food. Seventy-one percent (71%) of respondents reported that they are never short of fuel ς this 

figure did not differ between poor and non-poor.   

The most common roofing material is galvanized iron (41%), with roughly equal proportions of poor 

and non-poor having this type. Poor families are much more likely to have thatched roofs and non-

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 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ōŜ άǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜέ ŀǎ the average for the commune. 

Very few respondents estimated themselves to be less poor than the average. Twenty-six percent 

(26%) of all citizens and 71% of poor citizens stated themselves to be poorer than average and 5% 

όмт҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƻǊύ άƳǳŎƘ ǇƻƻǊŜǊέ.  

For most demographic and socio-economic indicators the control group is broadly similar to the 

άǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘέ ƎǊƻǳǇΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭ ōǳǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ 

ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ άƻǿƴ ŦŀǊƳέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜΥ сф҈ ŦƻǊ the target communes but only 66% 

ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭΣ ǿƛǘƘ άŦŀǊƳ ƭŀōƻǊ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǎέ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΦ 
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4.2 Changes from 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 telephones increased from 36% of 

households in 2008 to 57% in 2010. Men and women respondents reported similar increases. As a 

consequence of these increases in assets, the number of households classified as poor ς using the ad 

hoc formula calibrated against the 2010 data ς 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 

consumption-based) poverty headcount. More detailed research and analysis would be needed 

before strong conclusions could be drawn. Conversely, 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 to reflect a difference in the survey methodology 

όƛǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘƻǊƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ŀǊǊƛǾŜ ŀǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǾŜȅΣ ŀ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƻǊȅ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŎƭŜŀƴ 

ǿŀǘŜǊέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ŀƳōƻŘƛŀƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅǎƛŘŜύΦ 

Table 4: Citizens reporting shortages (more than one or two times) 

Category Baseline Follow-up 

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 

ǿŜǊŜ άōŜǘǘŜǊέ ƻǊ άƳǳŎƘ ōŜǘǘŜǊέ ǘƘŀƴ ǘǿƻ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƎƻΣ ŀƴŘ от҈ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ 

situation had improved in that time. However the rate of perceived improvement appears to have 

slowed: in the baseline survey 72% of respondents reported 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 the non-poor. 

However poor respondents 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 demographic and socio-economic 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 councilors, 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 councilors living 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). 
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Only 1% of councilors were classified as poor. Most councilors live in houses with tiled roofs (70%), 

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

than the average citizen on (non-rice) food. Councilors are less likely than their fellow citizens to 

experience shortages of food and other necessities. Nevertheless councilors do not perceive 

ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ŀōƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƻŦ ƭƛǾƛƴƎΥ ф҈ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀǎ άƭŜǎǎ 

ǇƻƻǊέ ǘƘŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ όо҈ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎύ ŀƴŘ м҈ άƳǳŎƘ ƭŜǎǎ ǇƻƻǊέ ό0% of citizens). 

Councilors are also farmers and consider farming to be their primary occupation and means of family 

livelihood. Eighty-ǘƘǊŜŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ όуо҈ύ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ άƻǿƴ ŦŀǊƳέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ƻƴƭȅ у҈ 

ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƴƎ άǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣέ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƻƴƭȅ 3% considered government work to be their 

ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘΦ 

Seventy-five percent (75%) of councilors stated that they had completed primary education, as 

compared with only 41% of citizens. However there is a statistical oddity in that in the baseline 

survey of 2008 only 49% of councilors stated that they had higher than primary education. There 

was no council election between 2008 and 2010 so the population of councilors is almost the same. 

This difference may reflect changed perception of the importance of education. 

Table 5: Education levels 

 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. Eighty-four percent (84%) of councilors reported that 

the living conditions of the community were better or much 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.  

aƻǎǘ ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƳŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ /ŀƳōƻŘƛŀ tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ tŀǊǘȅΦ !ƭƳƻǎǘ ǘǿƻ-thirds (63%) were 

elected in the first commune elections in 2002 and many of these had previously served as 

commune officials (Table 6). 

  

 

  

Table 6: Disaggregation of councilors (treatment group) 

  Number Percentage 

   

Women 75 29% 

Commune Chiefs 67 26% 

Elected After 2002 95 37% 

Opposition Party 50 20% 

Total Number 255 100% 
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5 Perceptions of the Role of the Commune Council  
Citizens see the most important role of the council as being to promote development and in 

particular to develop the physical infrastructure of the commune, followed by solving problems for 

individual citizens. Councilors place more emphasis on dissemination of information and skills 

transfer, followed by administrative tasks (Figure 2).  

Asked to name up to five roles of the commune council, 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 non-poor ones. 

Interestingly, dealing with domestic violence was cited as a role of the commune council by one-

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 and non-target communes, 

though commune chiefs were much more likely to mention this (45%) than other councilors (28%). 

 

However, when citizens and councilors ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƻŦŦŜǊ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ά/ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ƛǎ 

ƴƻǘ ŘƻƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘƻƛƴƎέ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊǿƘŜƭƳƛƴƎ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ōƻth groups related 

to infrastructure development. Seventy percent (70%) of citizens and 71% of councilors mentioned 

an infrastructure development priority first amongst up to three suggestions. The proportion 

mentioning any infrastructure activity was 76% of citizens (81% of men and 72% of women) and 86% 

of men and of women councilorsΦ bƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ άǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ǎƻƭǾƛƴƎέ όф҈ύ 

ŀƴŘ άŀǎǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƻǊέ όт҈ύ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀǎ мл҈ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΦ Councilors mentioned 

information disseminatƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦǘŜƴ όнм҈ύ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ άŀǎǎƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƻǊέ όмо҈ύ 

ŀƴŘ άǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ǎƻƭǾƛƴƎέ όмн҈ύΦ 

In addition to the open questions, councilors were asked to select between a range of alternative 

descriptions of role of the commune council, focusing on development rather than administrative 

tasks. In this question the most favored choice among all councilors was development according to 

local needs. Problem solving, helping the poor and vulnerable and order and security all attracted 
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between 10% and 20% of responses. Only 7% of councilors considered that development following 

policy from the higher level to be the best description of their mission. 

 

Citizens place more trust in village elders and village chiefs than they do in commune councils, 

although there is stronger belief in the capacity of the councils for effective action. Table 7 shows 

the responses of citizens to two questions asking them to select the institutions best able to 

understand the needs of the people and secondly best able to respond to those needs. 

Table 7: Citizens see village authorities as better understanding 

their needs, but Value the capacity of the commune council to 

respond effectively 

 Understand Respond 

Commune Council 21% 37% 

Village elders/ village chief 60% 37% 

Community organization  6% 8% 

Political party 4% 4% 

NGO 6% 10% 
 

On this measure, there are some differences of views of the councils between social groups. Men 

were significantly more likely than women to select the commune 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 understanding and effectiveness of the councils than do non-poor 

citizens (Figure 4). 
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6 Participation  

6.1 In what ways do citizens participate in local governance?  
Ordinary citizens do not normally attend commune council meetings. Most citizens (87%) and 92% 

of poor citizens have not attended a council meeting in the past year and only about 5% of citizens 

have attended more than one meeting of any kind at the commune office. However 41% of citizens 

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

ƘŀǾŜ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŘ άƻǘƘŜǊ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΦ Forty-five percent (45%) of respondents had 

not attended a meeting of any kind. 

Citizens attend meetings to listen. Only 5% of respondents stated that they had spoken in any 

meeting in the past year. Non-poor 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 of the non-target communes: the differences are small but 

statistically significant. 

Members of households gaining their livelihood from agriculture or natural resources activities 

όάŦŀǊƳ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎέύ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƘŀƴ ƴƻƴ-farmers. Young people are 

significantly less likely to participate in and speak in meetings than their elders (Figure 5). This latter 

difference is related to age not status in the household: only 49% of young household heads had 

attended a meeting as compared with 80% of household heads aged over 30. 
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Outside of formal meetings, most interaction with formal or informal authority is through the village 

chiefs and village elders. One-third (35%) of citizens stated that they had contacted the village chief 

to express their views at least once in the past year, and 44% stated that they had contacted an 

elder. Citizens are much less likely to seek out a commune councilor (17%). The proportion of 

citizens making active contact with other categories (officials, political parties, NGOs, religious 

authorities, community mobilizing committees ŀƴŘ άƛƴŦƭǳŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎέύ ǿŀǎ ōŜƭƻǿ мл҈ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ŎŀǎŜǎΦ 

wŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ Ŝǉǳŀƭƭȅ ǎǇƭƛǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ άǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭέ ŀƴŘ άŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ 

with citizens in the target communes more likely to contact authorities to discuss community issues. 

There 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 from commune councilors or from other types of authority 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 mainly favorable. 

When asked why they attended meetings, 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 invited. Seventy-ǘǿƻ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ όтн҈ύ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ 

ŀƎǊŜŜŘέ that the meeting was useful for learning about the activities of the commune council and 

71% strongly agreed that the meeting was useful for telling the commune council about their needs. 

Asked whether they found the meeting enjoyable, 81% agreed strongly. 

Citizens also asserted, though less strongly (64% strongly agree) 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 agree). Women did not differ from men on their views of the ease of speaking in meetings 
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but significantly less poor citizens (50%) strongly agreed that it was easy to speak. There is a slightly 

better perception in the target communes than in the non-target communes on this issue. 

Given what appears to be a ǎǘǊƻƴƎ άŀŦŦƛǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ōƛŀǎέ; i.e. a default tendency to agree with positive 

statements, it is significant that only 51% of citizens strongly agreed that when a person like 

themselves speaks in a meeting, the leaders listen carefully. More citizens were prepared to 

somewhat disagree or strongly disagree (28%) that the issues discussed in the meeting were 

important to themselves and their families. However 55% strongly agreed and a further 38% 

somewhat agreed that they were happy with decisions taken in the meeting. Women, non-farmers 

and young citizens were less likely to assert strongly that they were happy with decisions (Figure 6). 

 

6.3 What sort of additional / improved participation opportunities would 

citizens appreciate?  
When offered alternative suggestions for 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 vulnerable groups to speak. The third option attracting a significant number of respondents 

was that meetings should be organized at a different time of day (17%). There were no significant 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΣ ƻǊ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ άǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘέ ŀƴŘ άŎƻƴǘǊƻƭέ ǎŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦ 

Asked to select between options for other ways in which the commune could make it easier for 

citizens to communicate with them, the most popular option (45%) was to hold small meetings 

below village level (a strategy already adopted under LAAR). Thirty-four percent (34%) preferred that 

commune councilors should come to speak individually with citizens, and 18% preferred that the 

councilors should 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 councilors assert 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 

councilors expressed any doubt of the depth of their local knowledge. There was no significant 

difference between men and women councilors or between treatment and control groups in this 

regard. 

Almost all councilors supported the statement that any citizen can easily tell the council if he or she 

has a problem. However women councilors were significantly less likely to strongly agree with this 

statement (87%) than men councilors (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 with commune councilors, just over half of 

councilors selected ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ ƻǿƴ ƘƻƳŜ as the most frequent setting in which they speak to 

citizens. The other frequently cited location (42%) was άvillage meetingέ. Neither the commune 

office nor the ŎƻǳƴŎƛƭƻǊǎΩ own homes were mentioned as the most frequent setting by a significant 

number of councilorsΦ bƛƴŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ όф҈ύ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ άǇŀƎƻŘŀέ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ 

ƻƴƭȅ м҈ ƻŦ άǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ƎǊƻǳǇέ councilors did: the reason for this difference is not clear. 

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

for themselves ? 
Councilors consider meetings to be overwhelmingly the most important means by which they gain 

understanding of the situation in their commune. Over 60% of councilors included village meetings 

ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘΦ άDƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘŀƭƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎέ ǿŀǎ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ оо҈ 

of councilors in LAAR target communes but only 18% of the councilors in the control group. 

Surprisingly few councilors felt that they understood the situation best just by living there or by 

talking to acquaintances. 

Like their citizens, councilors tend to overwhelmingly support positive-sounding statements about 

participation, to the extent that it is difficult to distinguish shades of opinion amongst their 

responses. Ninety-eight percent (98%) of councilors strongly agree that village meetings are an 

important opportunity for the council to inform citizens about their work, and 96% strongly agree 

(the remainder somewhat agree) that meetings are an important opportunity for councilors to learn 

from the citizens. Their reactions to the statement that even if there were no meetings the commune 

council could still develop a plan were more nuanced. Twenty-three percent (23%) strongly agreed 

and 15% somewhat agreed, but the majority (53%) strongly disagreed with the statement. On this 

test commune chiefs appear more appreciative of the value of participatory meetings than do 

councilorsΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ŀƳōƻŘƛŀ tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ tŀǊǘȅ councilors appear more appreciative than those from 

the opposition (Figure 7). 



LAAR: Second Citizen Satisfaction Survey 2010 

 

19 
 

 

Councilors also react enthusiastically to the suggestion that if people see the councilors working hard 

they are more likely to vote for them as an additional advantage of public meetings. Eighty-seven 

percent (87%) strongly agreed with this statement while only negligible numbers disagreed. 

6.6 Do councilors  see a need to positively encourage marg inali zed groups 

to participate? Why?   
The councilors were asked to evaluate the statement that the most important needs of all citizens 

are the same. It was hoped that this would elucidate differences of opinion on the need for support 

to poor or vulnerable groups. However respondents were again near-unanimous (93% strongly agree 

and 6% somewhat agree) in support of this statement. The implication of the statement may not 

have been fully understood: when councilors were asked about the special needs of vulnerable 

groups, a substantial minority (about one-third) considered that women, youth and disabled people 

had no special needs requiring action by the council, although there was greater awareness of the 

special needs of the poor (with only 15% choosing the poor as having no special needs). 

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

represented groups?  
When councilors were asked to cite actions by the commune council 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% of councilors overall). Thirty-three percent (33%) of 

councilors mentioned cooperation 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 proportion mentioning 

financial help was much higher (27%) in non-target 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 

society organisation (CSO). Men are more likely to be members than women. The poor are as likely 

to be members as the non-poor. 

However, most CSO members are not very active. The average time stated since last attending a 

meeting is more than six months, for those describing themselves as leaders as well as for ordinary 

members. 

The most popular CSO is the pagoda society, with 26% of respondents describing themselves as 

members. Total reported membership of agriculture sector groups (farmer groups, fishery and 

forestry communities, and farmer water user communities) was 24% of respondents. Seventeen 

percent (17%) of respondents are organized in water and sanitation groups and 16% in road 

maintenance groups. Membership of political parties comprises 12% of the population. 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 

(Figure 6). The last figure should be treated with caution as 5% of control group respondents 

described themselves as members of CMC even though these committees have not been established 

in their communes.  

 

There are fairly small differences in participation rates across different social groups. Women and 

young people are somewhat less likely to be members and less likely to be leaders of civil society 

organizations than men and older people. Members of non-farm households appear slightly more 

likely to participate and to lead than farmers do. 
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Virtually all commune councilors described themselves as members or leaders of at least one civil 

society organization, with 84% stating that they were members of political parties (as it is not 

possible to become a commune councilor without being nominated by a registered political party, 

this is a surprisingly low figure). Other popular types of CSO for councilors to participate in are water 

and sanitation groups (45%), savings and credit associations (also 45%), road maintenance groups 

όсо҈ύΣ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ όпр҈Σ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ор҈ ƻŦ ƳŀƭŜ councilorsύ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

(42%). Forty-three percent (43%) of councilors described themselves as members of the community 

mobilizing committee. Councilors are much more likely to play a leadership role than are ordinary 

citizens, with 58% of male and 60% of female councilors describing themselves as leaders of an 

organization other than a political party. 

Excluding political parties, the average number of CSO leadership roles held by a commune councilor 

is 1.5 and the average total number of memberships is 4.7 (Table 8). By comparison the average 

number of CSO memberships for an ordinary citizen is 1.8. 

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

  Men Women Chief Non-Chief All 

Leader 1.7 1.1 2.4 1.2 1.5 

Member 4.6 5.1 4.9 4.7 4.7 
 

Twelve percent (12%) of members of civil society organizations stated that they had attended 

meetings of the commune 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 groups overwhelmingly agreed that their CSO cooperates closely 

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 

CSOs? 
Citizens and councilors see a desire to assist their community and in particular the most vulnerable 

members of the community as the most important motivations for joining civil society organizations. 

However personal gain and instructions from authority are also seen as important. 

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 this waȅΣ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ǘƘŜ ом҈ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜƛƴƎέ 

should be taken as a better indicator. Women were more likely to hold this opinion than men and 

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

Among the alternative motivations for CSO involvement offered, the choice attracting the highest 

ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜέ responses was help people less fortunate than themselves (71%) 

followed by help themselves and other people together (66%). Get more respect in the community 

received strong agreement from 43% of respondents while 56% strongly agreed that because they 

are told to by their leaders was an important factor. The responses of members of CSO to these 

questions were similar to those of the whole sample. 

Councilors were somewhat less likely to see personal gain as an important incentive for participating 

in CSOs, with 25% strongly agreeing that this was important. Councilors were most likely to strongly 

agree that help themselves and other people together was an important motive (89%). Councilors 

also agreed more strongly than citizens that help people less fortunate than themselves (79%) and 

get more respect in the community (52%) were important, but were equally likely to strongly agree 

that told to by their leaders was important (56%). There were no significant differences between 

treatment and control groups, between men and women councilors or between chiefs and others on 

these issues. 

7.3 How do people perceive the role of CBOs? Action? Advocacy? Service 

delivery?  
Citizens do not necessarily see civil society organizations as effective advocates for their interests 

either in opposition to authority or in place of ineffective state authorities. When asked to rank 

community organizations and NGOs with the commune council, village elders and political parties 

and NGOs, only 6% selected community organizations and a further 6% NGOs as having the best 

understanding of their needs. Eight percent (8%) of respondents saw community organizations as 

most capable of an effective response, while 10% saw NGOs as their most effective helpers. Citizens 

of LAAR target communes were slightly more likely to see community organizations as best 

understanding their interests, than were respondents in non-target communes. 

7.4 Are civil society  organizations  more active than formerly?  
Comparing the findings of the baseline survey to the follow-up, the most striking difference is that in 

the baseline 62% of citizens of the LAAR target commune described themselves as members of a 

political party. In the follow-up 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 



LAAR: Second Citizen Satisfaction Survey 2010 

 

23 
 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀǎ άƛƴŀŎǘƛǾŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΦέ Lǘ Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎŜƭine was conducted 

in the run-up to a national election, or another methodological factor may be responsible for the 

difference. Membership of civil society organizations other than political parties has increased from 

49% of respondents in the baseline to 61% in the follow-up 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?  
Councilors see civil society organizations as important partners with the council. On some measures 

this view is more strongly expressed in LAAR target communes than in non-target communes. 

Councilors asserted strongly positive views of the role of civil society organizations overall, with 94% 

strongly agreeing that CSOs act as a bridge between the council and the community and 71% 

strongly agreeing that these organizations can provide services that cannot be obtained from line 

departments. More than half (54%) strongly disagreed with the statement that CSO are not much 

help to the citizens and 60% strongly disagreed that CSO are not useful in securing additional 

resources for the community. 

Councilors were slightly more equivocal when asked to evaluate the statement that CSO are not 

much help as they lack good governance and transparency. Ten percent (10%) of councilors strongly 

agreed with this statement and a further 22% somewhat agreed, with 25% somewhat disagreeing 

and 43% disagreeing strongly. 

Councilors in the LAAR target communes agreed (99%) that they always invite CSO to join council 

meetings; this compared with 86% in non-target communes. Most councilors (87%) strongly agreed 

that CSO attend meetings when invited. 

Comparison with the baseline data shows improved perceptions of CSOs amongst councilors on all 

these issues (Figure 9). 
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7.6 How do councilors  see their own role in respect of civil society ɀ as 

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

partnership?  
Councilors were 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 and direct. 

When councilors were asked to name up to three specific actions their council had taken to foster 

partnerships with other commune councils, line departments and NGOs from outside the commune 

(PSP6); most responses were somewhat vague and referred to efforts to build relationships and 

improve cooperation (70% of respondents offering answers in this category). The next most 

common category was information sharing initiatives (30%) followed by maintaining mutually honest 

and transparent relationships, and inviting 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 most important partners for development, with 

civil society organizations being the next most important. The value place on partnership with civil 

society organizations is higher in LAAR target communes than in non-target communes. 

Councilors were asked to select the three most important types of partnership for their council, from 

ŀ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ǎƛȄΦ  ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ǿŀǎ άǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ŦƛǊǎǘ ōȅ пф҈ ƻŦ 

respondents and mentioned by 90%. Commune chiefs were significantly more likely to mention 

technical departments (96%). 

Community organizations was the second most popular with 34% of first choices and being 

mentioned by 81%. In the control group communes community organizations were mentioned by 

only 71% of respondents. 

Councilors appear to place relatively low importance on partnerships with prominent individuals, 

other commune councils or the private sector (Table 9). Men were more likely (33%) to mention 

important individuals than were women councilors (20%). There were no significant differences 

between views of LAAR target and non-target councilors on these partnerships. 

Table 9: Councilors selection of the three most important 

partnerships 

Partnership First Any 

Technical Departments 49% 90% 

Community Based Organizations 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 ? 
Councilors were asked to evaluate the statement that the commune council has been effective in 

resolving partisan conflict within the council. This question elicited a much more striking divergence 

of responses than any other in the survey, with substantial minorities either strongly agreeing or 

strongly disagreeing and only 22% of respondents selecting the somewhat agree / disagree options. 

Those strongly agreeing were 46% of the total and those strongly disagreeing were 32%. Members 

of the CPP are more likely to agree (Table 10).  

In the baseline survey, 31% of councilors agreed with this statement (60% strongly or somewhat 

agreeing in the follow-up) and 66% disagreed (40% in the follow-up).  

Table 10: Councilors in LAAR target communes rate the success of the 

council in resolving internal conflicts higher than do non-LAAR councilors 

  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 their commune council, nor are most 

citizens sure of where they would go to find out such information. Only about a quarter know for 

certain where any commune councilor lives. A substantial minority of citizens consider themselves 

well informed on the development activities of the council, but ordinary citizens have almost no 

knowledge of the cƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŀŦŦŀƛǊǎΦ ²ƻƳŜƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻƻǊ ŀǊŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǿŜƭƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŀƴ ƳŜƴ 

and the non-poor. 

Citizens 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 

alternatives know for sure, know a little and ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ in each case. As people 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 status (e.g. household heads, men, non-poor) could feel under pressure to over-

state their level of knowledge. 

The responses received are summarized in Figure 11. 
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Scores for aggregate knowledge were calculated by awarding two Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ άƪƴƻǿ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǊŜέ 

response and one Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ άƪƴƻǿ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜέΤ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƛƴŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƛǎ 

18. Table 11 shows the average scores by social group and the percentage of respondents in each 

group achieving at least half the maximum score. 

Table 11: Aggregate scores for questions on knowledge, by group 

(Know for Sure = 2, Know a Little = 1, Maximum Score 18) 

Group 
Average 
Score 

% Scoring 
10 or more 

Men 5.26 14% 

Women 4.31 10% 

Poor 4.26 7% 

Non-Poor 5.01 14% 

Youth 4.11 8% 

Aged 30+ 5.15 14% 

Farm 4.84 12% 

Non-Farm 4.67 13% 

Head of household 5.17 14% 

Non-head 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 the commune council. Only 10% of 

respondents stated that they had ever actively sought information from the commune 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 succeeded in obtaining all the information they required 

(29%) than were those in the non-target communes. 

Of those citizens stating that they had sought information from the commune 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 about administrative 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 as civil registration, 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 a common subject 

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 informant (32%) but a 

substantial number of citizens had also approached a commune councilor (10%), the commune chief 

(4%) or had gone directly to the commune office (7%) for information. Other means cited included 

looking at notice-boards, attending meetings and asking neighbors. 

The most common means by which citizens receive information about the commune council is from 

the village chief, with two-ǘƘƛǊŘǎ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜȅ άƻŦǘŜƴέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎέ ƻōǘŀƛƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅΦ 

Less than one third (27%) say they ever get information from a commune councilor. Other significant 

means of obtaining information are public announcements (37%), family members (26%), friends 

(23%). village notice-boards (20%) and commune notice-boards (17%). Only 10% stated that they 

ever receive information via a civil society organization, and 9% from the CMC. Use of village notice 

boards is higher in the LAAR target communes. 

Commune councilors over-estimate the level of knowledge that ordinary citizens have about the 

affairs of the council. Eighty-five percent (85%) of councilors strongly agreed with the statement that 

the citizens in your commune know everything they should know about the business of the commune 

council. Councilors also over-estimate the effectiveness of the means of disseminating information. 

In Table 12, the proportion of citizens saying they often or sometimes get information from each 

source is compared with the proportion of councilors saying that citizens often get information from 

that source (NB that the statement άŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƎŜǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ǘƻ 

άŎƛǘƛȊŜƴ ! ƻŦǘŜƴ ƎŜǘǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέύΦ The table is ordered according to the level of importance of 

different sources of information for the citizens: it is seen that councilors under-estimate the 

effectiveness of loudspeaker announcements but greatly over-estimate the amount of information 

citizens get from themselves, from political parties and from the CMC. 
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Table 12:  Councilors have exaggerated views of the effectiveness of 

official means of information dissemination 

Citizen 
Rank Source of Information Citizen Councilor 

Councilor 
Rank 

1 Village chief   62% 91% 1 

2 Public announcement (loudspeaker) 37% 22% 11 

3 Commune council 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 Community monitoring committee 9% 69% 3 

10 Teacher 7% 27% 10 

11 Political party 6% 43% 4 

Citizens: I find out information this way often or sometimes 

Councilors: Citizens often get information this way 
 

8.4 What initiatives do councils take  to improve information 

dissemination?  
Councilors see disseminating information amongst their most important roles and their strategy for 

doing this is principally verbal. Ninety-one (91%) percent of councilors respondents mentioned the 

village chief as an important channel of information amongst three responses, 61% mentioned 

village meetings and 59% regarded themselves as an important means of disseminating information. 

Only 30% mentioned village notice-boards and 17% mentioned commune notice-boards, while 20% 

regarded loudspeaker announcements as important. The CMC was mentioned by 11% of 

respondents in the target communes. 

Councilors in the LAAR target communes gave a much greater importance to village meetings as a 

means of disseminating information than did the control group (7%). Conversely, councilors in 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, the favored responses were 

similar: 35% of councilors selected village chief goes to talk to people and 25% selected commune 

councilors go to talk to people. Sixteen percent (16%) favored increased use of loudspeaker 

announcements and the same proportion favored more use of notice-boards. 

8.5 Do citizens  understand their right s to information?  
Citizens believe that in principle they have the right to know about the affairs of the commune 

council including financial matters. Less than half of citizens are aware that they have the right to 

attend commune council meetings or to examine documents at the commune council office. 

!ōƻǳǘ ƴƛƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘŜƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜŘέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŀƎǊŜŜŘέ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ƘŀǾŜ 

the right to know when the commune council will meet, what it will discuss and what it has decided. 

Only trivial numbers strongly disagreed with these propositions. On council financial matters, 44% 


























