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This study was to assess community participation in the Lao 

Ngam Selected Field Area Project (LSFAP) and its influencing factors. 

I t was conducted in 12  villages in the Lao N gam district, the province 

of Saravanh, Laos, where the LSFAP was implemented. The general 

objectives of the study were to assess the level of participation and the 

factors influencing it during the third phase of the project ( 1992-

1995) . The specific objectives were to: ( 1 )  describe the operation of the 

LSFAP; (2) examIne the socio-demographic background of 

participants; (3) determine the level of participation existing in the 

villages in various activities; and (4) identify factors that influenced 

participation in the LSFAP. 
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A total of 1 23 respondents involved in the 2 main activities: rice 

field ploughing and poultry raising in 12  villages were sampled using 

the proportionate sampling technique. Data for the study consisted of 

both qualitative and quantitative nature. The quantitative data was 

gathered by formal interviews while the qualitative data was collected 

using group discussion. Additional data were obtained by informal 

interviews and field observations. Structured questionnaires formed 

the main tool for the data collection. The quantitative data was 

analysed using descriptive frequency distribution to present and 

summarise the data. Pearson Correlation and Chi-square were used 

to determine the association between participation and all 

independent variables.  The qUalitative data was analysed by an 

inductive content technique. 

The study revealed that the level of participation of the project 

members in the LSFAP was at the medium level in all three stages: 

decision-making, implementation and benefit sharing. Education, 

politico-administrative support, project leadership, Community 

Development Board (VCDB) leadership, project member-project 

member (PM-PM) linkage and project member-project staff (PM-PS) 

linkage were found to have significant relationship with all the three 

stages of participation. 
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However, in this study, only organisational membership had 

positive relationship in two stages of participation: decision-making 

and implementation. 
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VILAYHAK SOMSOULIVONG 

Mei 2000 

Pengerusi Dr. Asnarulkhadi Abu Samah 
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Kajian ini bertujuan menilai penglibatan anggota komuniti di 

Loa Ngam Selected Field Area Project (LSFAP) dan faktor-faktor yang 

mempengaruhinya. Kajian ini dijalankan di 1 2  buah kampung, di 

daerah Loa Ngam, Saravanh, di mana LSFAP dilaksanakan. Objektif 

umum kajian adalah untuk menilai tahap penglibatan dan faktor-

faktor yang mempengaruhinya dalam tahap ketiga perlaksanaan 

projek ( 1992- 1995) . Objektif khusus kajian adalah untuk 1 )  

menghuraikan operasi perlaksanaan LSFAP; 2 )  mengkaji latar 

belakang faktor-faktor sosio-demografik para peserta; 3) 

mengenalpasti tahap penglibatan peserta dalam pelbagai aktiviti; dan 

4) mengenalpasti faktor-faktor yang mempengaruhi penglibatan 

peserta dalam LSFAP. 
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Seramai 123 responden terlibat dalam dua aktiviti utama: 

pembajakan sawah padi dan penternakan, dari 12 kawasan projek 

yang telah dipilih. Teknik persampelan "proportionate sampling" 

telah digunakan. Kajian ini menggunakan kedua-dua pendekatan 

kuantitatif dan kualitatif. Data kuantitatif diperolehi daripada 

temubual formal manakala data kualitatif diperolehi daripada 

perbincangan berkumpulan. Data tambahan didapati menerusi 

temubual tidak formal dan pemerhatian langsung. Soalselidik 

berstruktur digunakan sebagai instrumen utama dalam 

pengumpulan data. Taburan kekerapan telah digunakan untuk 

menganalisa dan merumus data kuantitatif. Kolerasi Pearson dan Chi 

Square telah digunakan untuk menentukan hubungan di antara 

penglibatan dan pembolehubah-pembolehubah bebas. Data kualitatif 

dianalisa menggunakan teknik kandungan induktif. 

Kajian menunjukkan bahawa tahap penglibatan peserta di 

dalam projek LSFAP adalah di tahap sederhana di dalam tiga 

peringkat: perlaksanaan projek proses membuat keputusan, 

implementasi, dan perkongsian faedah. Dapatan kajian menunjukkan 

terdapat perkaitan di antara pembolehubah-pembolehubah bebas 

dengan pendidikan; sokongan politik-pentadbiran; kepimpinan 

projek; kepimpinan badan pembangunan komuniti kampung (VCDB); 

hubungan peserta projek dan hubungan peserta projek dan staf 
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projek, dalam ketiga -tiga tahap penglibatan tersebut. 

Walaubagaimanapun, didapati hanya keahlian dalam organisasi 

sahaja yang mempunyai hubungan positif dalam kedua-dua tahap 

penglibatan iaitu proses membuat kcputusan 

dan implementasi. 



9 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

Foremost, I would like to express my deep sense of gratitude 

and sincere appreciation to my supervisory committee, Dr. 

Asnarulkhadi Abu Samah (chairperson), Dr. Zahid Emby and Assoc . 

Prof. Dr. Jayum A. Jawan for their dedication, patience and 

encouragement over the last few years for supervising this research 

work. The comments and sharing of ideas during the period of 

supervision have been valuable not only to the study, but also to the 

people in similar practice. Again and again, I would like to say to all of 

them thank you very much, Terima Kasih, and Khop Chay Lay Lay. 

I would like to record here my gratitude to the people involved 

in the Lao-Swedish Forestry Programme and the Department of 

Forestry, Laos, for providing the support and funding to enable me to 

complete this Master programme. A note of my gratitude goes to Mr. 

Sem Samounty, the Director General of the Department of Forestry, 

Mr. Inpeng Sayavong, Mr. Phimmasone Phimvilay and all the officers 

of the Lao Ngam District Agriculture and Forestry Office, who have 

supported me and worked with me thus far. 

My deep appreciation is also extended to all the Lao graduate 

students who have stayed and studied in Malaysia. It is my pleasure 



1Q00463'",59 

1 0  

to thank my friend Miss. Badriya Makol, Johanim Johari and 

Norashikin Mahmud who have helped and encouraged me with their 

good sense of humour in completing this project. 

Finally, I would like to thank my parents, my brothers, 

Khamtanh, Bounmark, Boun�y, Somsay and every one from the 

family of Somsoulivong for their love, support, encouragement that 

has sustained me over the two and half years in Malaysia. 

Thank you to all of you, Terima Kasih, Khop Chay Lay Lay. 

Vilayhak Somsoulivong 
April, 2000 



14 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

DEDICATION 
ABSTRACT 

2 
3 
6 
9 

ABSTRAK 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
APPROVAL SHEETS 
DECLARATION 

1 1  
1 3  
1 8  
2 1  
22 

LIST OF TABLES 
LIST OF FIGURES 
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

CHAPTER 

1 .  INTRODUCTION .................................... . 
1 . 1  Background . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
1 .2 Statement of the Problem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

1 .3 Objective of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

1 .4 Significance of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . 

1 .5 Limitation of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  

24 
24 
30 
34 
34 
35 

2 REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND 
THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 
2 . 1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 
2 .2  Review of Literature . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  36 
2 .2 . 1 Review of Community Development . . . . . . . . . . . 37 

2 .2 . 1 . 1  Definition of Community . . . . . . . . .  36 
2 .2 . 1 .2 Concept of Community 

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  39 
2 .2 . 1 .3 Community Development 

Approach . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 
2 .2 . 1 .4 Process of Community 

Development . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  47 
2 .2 .2  Review of Community Participation. . . . . . . . . . . .  49 

2 .2 .2 . 1 Definition of Participation. . . . . . . .  50 
2 .2 .2 .2  Level, Type and Dimension 

of Participation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54 
2 .2 .2 .3  Importance of Participation in 

Community Development. . . . . . . . .  60 
2 .2 .2 .4 Factors Influencing Participation 64 

2.3 The Conceptual Framework . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68 



1 5  

2 . 4  Conclusion 72 

3 METHODOLOGY . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  76 
3 . 1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  76 
3 .2  Research Sites . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  76 
3 .3  Co-operation in Data Collection . . . . . . . . . .  79 
3 .4  The Questionnaire . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . 79 
3 .5  Instrumentation and Pre-testing . . . . . . . . . .  80 
3 .6 Reliability Test of the Questionnaire . . . . . . . . . .  8 1  
3 .7  Respondents of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  83 
3 .8  Process of Data Collection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  86 
3 .8 . 1 Sources of Data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  86 
3 .8 .2 Field Study Operation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86 
3 .8 .3  Selection of Enumerators. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  89 
3 .8 .4  Data Gathering Techniques . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88 

3 .8.4. 1 Formal Interview . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  88 
3 .8.4.2 Informal Interview . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  89 
3 .8 .4 .3 Group Discussion. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  90 
3.8.4.4 Field Observation . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  9 1  

3 .9  Operational Definition of  Variables 
and their Measurement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 92 

3 .9 . 1 Dependent Variables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  92 
3 .9 . 1 . 1  Participation in Decision Making 93 
3 .9 . 1 .2 Participation in Implementation 94 
3 .9 . 1 .3 Participation in Benefit Sharing 96 

3 .9 .2  Independent Variables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 97 
3 .9 .2 . 1 Socio-demographic Characteristic 97 
3 .9 .2 .2  Institutional Factors . . . . . . . . .  1 00 
3 .9 .2 .3 Cultural Factors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 02 
3 .9 .2 .4 Project Activity Factors . . . . . . . . . . . 1 04 
3 .9 .2 .5  Linkage Factors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 07 

3 . 1 0  Data Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  108 
3 . 10 .  1 Quantitative Data Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . 108 
3 . 10 .2 Qualitative Data Analysis . . . . . . . . . . .  1 10 
3 . 1 1  Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 1 1  

4 PROFILE OF THE STUDY VILLAGES, 
PROJECT OPERATION AND 
RESPONDENTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 13 
4 . 1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 1 3 
4 .2 Profile of the Study Villages . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 13 
4 .2 . 1 Political Profile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . .  1 1 3 
4 .2 .2  Economic Profile . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 17 
4 .2 .3  Infrastructure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 1 9 
4 .2 .4 Resource Utilisation and Management . . . . . . .  12 1 
4 .2 .5  Customs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  123 
4 .3  The LSFAP Operation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . .  124 



16 

4 .3 . 1 Approach and Objectives of  the LSFAP 125 
4.3 .2 Context of Community Development 

under the LSFAP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  128 
4.3 .3 The Process of Project Establishment 129 

4.3.3 . 1  Selection of Target Village 130 
4 .2 .3 .2 Feasibility of Project Activities .. 130 
4 .2 .3 .3  VCDB Establishment . . . . . . . . . . .  132 

4.3.4 Project Activities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 33 
4 .3 .5 Project Support . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  139 

4 .3 .5 . 1 Government Technical Assistance 139 
4 .3 .5 .2 Knowledge Support . . . . . .. . . .  14 1 
4 .3 .5 .3 Fund Support . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  142 

4.3 .6 Project Management . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 44 
4 .3 .6 . 1 Organisational Structure . . . . . . . .  145 
4 .3 .6 .2 Authorities and Duties of 

the LSFAP Staff . . . . . . . . . .  146 
4 .4 Respondents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  147 
4 .4 . 1 Age . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  148 
4.4 .2 Sex . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  148 
4.4.3 Family Size . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 50 
4.4 .4 Ethnicity . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  150 
4 .4 .5 Educational Level . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  15 1 
4.4 .6 Occupation . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . 153 
4.4.7 Family Income . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 54 
4.4.8 Organisational Membership . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 56 
4 .5 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 57 

5. FINDING AND DISCUSSION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  160 
5. 1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  160 
5.2 Level of Participation in the LSFAP . . . . . . . . . . 160 
5.3 Factors Associated with the Level of 

Participation . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  162 
5.3 . 1 Institutional Factors . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .  163 

5.3. 1 . 1  Politico-administrative Support. 164 
5 .3 . 1 .2 The Project Leadership . . . . . . . . . . 166 
5.3. 1 .3 The VCDB Leadership . . . . . . . . . .  169 

5.3 .2 Cultural Factors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 172 
5.3.2. 1 Perception towards the Project . 172 
5 .3 .2 .2 Attitudes towards the Project .. 174 
5.3.2 .3 The Belief System . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 176 
5 .3 .2 .4 Values of the Project to Villagers 177 

5 .3 .3 Project Activity Factors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 8 1  
5 .3 .3 . 1 Appropriateness of Project 

Activities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 8 1  
5 .3 .3 .2 Level of Farmer's Adoption. ... . . . . . 1 84 
5.3 .3 .3 Government Technical Assistance 187 

5 .3 .4 Linkage Factors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 89 



6 

17 

5.4 Factors Influencing the Level of Participation 1 9 1  
5 .4 . 1 Educational Level and Participation . . . . . . . . . . . .  193 
5 .4 .2 Organisational Membership and 

Participation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  194 
5.4 .3 Politico-administrative Support and 

Participation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  195 
5.4.4 Project and VCDB Leadership and 

Participation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . 197 
5 .4 .5 PM-PM and PM -PS Linkages and 

Participation . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . 199 
5 .5  Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 1 

CONCLUSION ...................................... . 

6. 1 Summary of Major Findings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  

6.2 Recommendation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
6 .2 . 1 The Project Authorities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  

6.2 .2 The Project Members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 
6 .2 .3  Future research . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

203 
203 
2 10 
2 1 0 
2 12 
2 1 3 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 2 1 4  

APPENDIX 
Interview Questionnaires 

BIODATA OF THE AUTHOR 

22 1 
222 

24 1 



Table 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

LIST OF TABLES 

Reliability of the Questionnaire Used 

Distribution of Sample Respondents 
by two Activities and Selected Villages 

Ethnic Group by Villages 

Target Villages, Project Activities and 
Numbers of Participants in the LSFAP 

The Knowledge Support Undertaken 
through the LSFAP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Respondents by Age, Sex and Family Size . . . . . . . . . . 

Respondents by Ethnicity 

Respondents by Educational Level 

Respondents by Occupations 

Respondents' Family Income 

Respondents by Organisational Membership . . . .. .  . 

Level of Respondents' Participation 
in the LSFAP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Level of Politico-administrative Support 
as Perceived by Respondents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Respondents' Views Towards the Proj ect 
Leadership . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Level of Project's Leadership as Perceived 
by Respondents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Respondents' Views Towards 
the VeDBs' Leadership 

18 

Page 

82 

85 

114 

138 

142 

149 

151 

153 

154 

155 

157 

161 

165 

167 

168 

170 



17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Level of VCDB Leadership as Perceived 
by the Respondents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Perception of Respondents 
towards the Project . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Attitudes of Respondents towards 
the Project . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Respondents' Perception towards their 
Belief System . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Perception of Respondents on the 
Appropriateness of Project Activities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Level of Appropriateness of the Poultry 
Raising (PRA) and Rice Field Ploughing 
Activities (RFPA) as Perceived by Respondents . . . .  

Farmers' Adoption of Agricultural 
Techniques and Methods Introduced 

Level of Farmers' Adoption of the 
Agricultural Techniques and Methods 
Introduced . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Respondents' Perception towards 
Government Technical Assistance 

26 Level of the Government Technical 
Assistance as Perceived by Respondents 

27 

28 

29 

30 

Linkages between Project Members, 
Project Staff and Government Agencies 

Relationship between Education 
d P  

. .  . 
an articlpation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Relationship between Organisational 
Membership and Participation 

Correlation between Politico 
-administrative Support and 
Participation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

19 

171 

173 

175 

176 

181 

183 

185 

186 

187 

189 

190 

193 

195 

196 



3 1  

32 

Correlation between Project and 
VCDBs' Leadership and Participation 

Correlation between Linkages and 
Participation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

20 

198 

200 



Figures 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

LIST OF FIGURES 

A Map of Lao PDR Showing The Saravanh 
Province . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Macro-organisational Structure of the 
LSFAP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Typology and Level of Community Participation . . .  

The Conceptual Framework: Relationship 
between Different Factors with 
three Stages of Participation . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

A Map of the Lao Ngam District Showing 
Studied Villages . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

Village Organisational Structure 

Micro-organisational Structure of the 
LSFAP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

2 1  

Page 

25 

29 

58 

70 

77 

1 16 

145 



BBA 

CD 

CP 

DAFO 

DOF 

ECDU 

GAC 

GNP 

GF 

GOL 

FAO 

IA 

ICGA 

LAO PDR 

LSFAP 

LSFP 

MAF 

NGO 

NOFIP 

PA 

PAFO 

PgRA 

LIST OF ABBREVIATION 

Buffalo Bank Activity 

Community Development 

Community Participation 

District Agriculture and Forestry Office 

Department of Forestry 

Extension and Community Development Unit 

Government Agency Concerned 

Gross National Product 

Grant Fund 

Government of Laos 

Food and Agriculture Organisation 

Irrigation Activity 

Industrial Crop Growing Activity 

Lao People Democratic Republic 

Lao Ngam Selected Field Area Project 

Lao Swedish Forestry Programme 

Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 

Non-government Organisation 

National Office Forest Inventory and Planning 

Paddy Activity 

Province Agriculture and Forestry Office 

Pig Raising Activity 

22 



23 

PM-PM Project Member and Project Member 

PM-PS Project Member and Project Staff 

PM-GAC Project members and Government 

Agency Concerned 

PPP People Participation Programme 

PRA Poultry Raising Activity 

RBA Rice Bank Activity 

RFPA Rice Field Ploughing Activity 

RF Revolving Fund 

RMDF Resource Management and Development Fund 

SFAs Selected Field Areas 

SFDP Small Farmers Development Programme 

SFE State Forest Enterprises 

VCDB Village Community Development Board 

WUG Water Use Group 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

The Lao People's Democratic Republic (Lao PDR), popularly 

known as Laos, is a land locked country situated in the centre of the 

Indo-Chinese Peninsula sharing its borders with China, Vietnam, 

Cambodia, Thailand and Myanmar (Figure 1 ) .  It has a popUlation of a 

little over five million people and occupies an area of about 236,800 

sq. km. Most part of Laos is mountainous forests and criss-crossed 

by rivers. In accordance to its geography, language and the 

settlement of diverse ethnic groups who have different cultures, 

customs and ways of living, the popUlation of the country was 

classified into 68 different ethnic groups. However, all of the ethnic 

groups are commonly divided into three main groups: Lao Loum or 

Lowland Lao, Lao Theung or Midland Lao and Lao Soung or Highland 

Lao. Lao Loum is the main ethnic group, comprises 56% of the total 

population. The Lao Loum group plays a dominant role in the 

country's political and economic system. They occupy the flat lowland 

areas along the rivers and valleys. Most members of the group are 

engaged in paddy cultivation which is considered as permanent 
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