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Executive Summary 

 

This study aims to ascertain the impact of large-scale land acquisition for agro-industrial 

development on the existing land tenure and to investigate the implications of various land 

deals on the livelihoods of the local people, by two ELC companies, Socfin-KCD and Dak 

Lak, that have been working in Bousra Commune of Mondul Kiri since 2008. The study 

takes a comparative approach by looking into the ELC business models and conflict solutions 

of these two companies, and the impact of these deals on local land tenure and the 

implications for livelihoods.  

 

Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected between April and December 2016, 

including a survey of 159 households to augment the measure of the impacts on land tenure 

and livelihoods. With regard to local tenure, the study examines how each company 

considered and addressed the legal land rights claimed by the local people, and how various 

options were developed as remedies for the affected farmers. Regarding local livelihood 

implications, the study investigates how the presence of the companies can contribute to 

changes in local livelihoods through various aspects such as income, consumption, and asset 

holdings. Considering the diverse land deals of the companies with the affected people, it is 

hypothesized that different treatments of land conflicts will lead to different outcomes for 

livelihoods, all things being equal, and that those who exchanged their land for compensation, 

due to the presence of ELC companies, are worse off.  

 

The situation in this commune illustrates three key dynamics that run through much of the 

literature on Cambodian land conflict:  

 

(1)  agribusiness investment in the form of economic land concessions;  

(2)  Khmer migrants moving to “frontier” areas where indigenous people live; and  

(3)  government efforts to promote, yet increasingly also to manage, this rush to the frontier 

by both large and small-scale investors, as conflicts with indigenous inhabitants 

become increasingly prominent.  

 

These dynamics exemplify the story of the Cambodian frontier, and the specific case of 

Bousra captures them all. 

 

The key findings of the survey are outlined as follows:  

 

The impacts of the ELC companies on land tenure and the companies’ strategies to solve 

land conflicts include:  

 

Impacts on land tenure of smallholders:   

 

• The ELCs generally overlap various types of land uses, both individual and communal 

properties, of the local farmers. The upland farms and fallows are the most prevalent 

forms of conflict in overlapped claims. The land conflicts inside the ELCs are caused by 

three different factors: (1) lack of the government consultation with local authorities and 

affected peoples; (2) the companies’ firm stand that they have contractual rights over the 

ELCs areas, and (3) affected peoples’ position that they have legal rights over the land.  
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• In trying to address some of the local land claims inside their ELCs, both companies 

provided four different options: cash compensation for the exchanged land; remain in 

place with the same land rights; relocation of their existing land; and contract farming 

where the affected farmers receive inputs on credit and technical support to cultivate 

rubber, which they will then sell to the company when it matures. Initially, neither 

company offered cash compensation as an option, but both close to add it in response to 

ongoing conflict with local residents. The majority of the affected farmers chose cash 

compensation and contract farming.  

 

• The fundamental difference between the companies lies in the extent to which they 

acknowledged and implemented the leopard skin policy of the government. Socfin-KCD 

had a relatively stricter, legalistic approach in dealing with the affected people, while Dak 

Lak offered a relatively softer one by acknowledging local land claims during their ELC 

land-clearing activities. Dak Lak acknowledged the leopard skin policy from the outset, 

and ended up developing just 1,400 hectares (34% of 4,162 hectares), leaving the rest for 

local claims and preserved lands. In contrast, Socfin developed nearly 4,000 hectares 

(75% of 7,000 hectares), thus leaving 3,000 hectares for preservation and local use 

despite also conducting a formal environmental impact analysis.  

 

• With the exception of Khmer migrants, all types of indigenous households across both 

companies reported that their number of farm plots decreased between 2008 and 2016. 

The group that accepted the cash compensation resolution option experienced the highest 

reduction, nearly 50% of their claimed farm plots before 2008. They could have lost even 

more as their current number of plots were acquired from more land clearing in the 

aftermath of ELC investment. The affected farmers who chose contract farms with 

Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak now hold the largest size of upland farms/fallows compared to 

other groups, as compared to those who opted for other options.  

 

• The practice of traditional agricultural methods, i.e. rotational or shifting farming 

systems, has significantly changed as it should. It has reduced significantly due to 

shrinking availability of farmlands and the inferiority of its productivity. Dak Lak has had 

less effect given its softer approach in dealing with the local claims. As such, there are 

still rotational farming practices in villages affected by Dak Lak.  

 

• The ELCs have created land use displacement. After losing their lands to the companies, 

the people go and search for more lands where possible for their survival and prosperity. 

The survey findings reveal that approximately 50% of upland farm plots currently held by 

the farmers were acquired through clearing new lands, especially after 2008. This 

happened to residents affected by both ELCs as they are close to each other.  

 

• The ELCs have had a significant impact on the communal properties of the local people. 

These properties include sacred forestland, cemetery area, reserved land, pastoral lands, 

forest areas for traditional harvest of timber and non-timber forest products, and lakes and 

ponds. Dak Lak has shown respect for the cemetery areas and sacred forestland, while 

Socfin-KCD through consultations with representatives of local residents acknowledges 

the cemetery areas and mapped sacred forestland to be protected.   

 

• The ELCs have had a significant impact on the communal properties of the local people. 

These properties include sacred forestland, cemetery area, reserved land, pastoral lands, 
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forest areas for traditional harvest of timber and non-timber forest products, and lakes and 

ponds. Dak Lak has shown respect for the cemetery areas and sacred forestland, while at 

a later stage Socfin-KCD through consultations with representatives of local residents 

acknowledges the cemetery areas and mapped sacred forestland to be protected and as of 

presence Socfin-KCD maintains 180ha of sacred forest.  

 

• The most difficult issue is the verbal claims of land usage by local people over lands in 

the ELC areas. And as the land speculation has increased dramatically in the past years, 

the claims and conflicts have been inevitable. The presence of the two companies and 

their prolonged conflicts with the local people has undermined the communal land titling 

processes that was underway. The application process cannot proceed further given the 

ongoing conflicts. Moreover, the conflicts have weakened the community solidary and 

sentiment for communal land titles.  

 

Wider implications on local livelihoods:  

 

• One important aspect is that the ELC companies have provided certain benefits widely to 

the local people across villages. Among these, is the improvement of the local 

infrastructure such as roads, schools, and hospitals. These improvements to infrastructure 

address major obstacles for local livelihood and well-being.   

 

• The ELC companies have created jobs, although a very small number of local people 

have gained employment. They find the job conditions not favourable to them and the pay 

is relatively low, although Socfin-KCD abides by the Cambodian Labour Law in 

providing all the fringe benefits as required by the law. The survey shows that company 

jobs do not make the families of ELC labourers better off than other groups. Given no 

availability of baseline, this could mean they were already worse off than others pre-ELC 

investment.   

 

• The presence of the two ELC companies have provided alternative livelihood strategies to 

local farmers including crops diversification and modern agricultural practices that can be 

positively considered good opportunities for crop yield increase and better income 

generation from farming activities. For example, some farmers who choose contract 

farms with Socfin-KDC and Dak Lak, have adopted perennial industrial crops, such as 

rubber. These farmers stand to benefit from a regular income when their rubber plantation 

yields latex in the near future.  

 

• The cooperative or contract farming model presents a win-win situation for large-scale 

investors and smallholder farmers, causes less conflicts between large-scale investors and 

local smallholders, spreads technologies in the production of rubber, provides direct 

market and credit for smallholder farmers. However, contract farming for rubber is 

generally much harder for poor smallholders than for wealthy farmers because of the long 

wait until maturity. In such the studies cases, the majority smallholder farmers that 

entered into this option did not look after the rubber trees well, and could not wait for the 

rubber trees to mature and yield income and ended up being cashed out by Socfin-KDC. 

Another disadvantage is that the farmers could be vulnerable to unfair agreements. Also, 

they may lose their flexibility to switch to more profitable crops or crops that have a 

shorter maturity rate than does rubber. However, some measures, such as inter-cropping, 

have been taken to provide revenue during the immature phase of the rubber field.  
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1. Introduction  
 

1.1. Background  
 

Given its abundance of land resource, the Cambodian government now facilitates the large-

scale land acquisition (LSLA) through a new mechanism called Economic Land Concession 

(ELCs). To attract corporate investors, the 2001 land law (chapter 5) allows the government 

to grant state private land, in the form of a long-term lease, to private sector businesses, for 

agricultural and industrial-agricultural exploitation, which includes cultivation of food crops 

or industrial crops, raising animals and aquaculture, construction such as a plant or factory 

and facilities for the processing of domestic agricultural raw materials, or a combination of 

some or all of the above activities. An ELC could be granted to either a natural or a legal 

person for the maximum of 10,000 hectares and up to 99 years (2001 Land Law: art. 59 and 

61). The government’s sub-decree 146 was issued in 2005 to operationalize the ELC. 

 

ELCs, as currently developed, often cause land conflicts due to a generalized failure to follow 

legal guidelines. Many such conflicts have erupted when the companies start to develop their 

ELCs. The NGO Forum on Cambodia recorded 405 cases of land disputes since 1994 

(NGOF, 2014). The disputes involve 65,867 households nationwide and 145,000 hectares of 

agricultural and residential lands. ELCs are responsible for 26% of these disputes.  

 

Land conflicts are especially acute in areas where indigenous peoples live, given the fact that 

as they traditionally settle in remote areas where land is abundant. These lands then become 

targets of both ELCs and economic migrants from more densely populated areas. According 

to Diepart (2016), this rural-rural migration pattern is nearly twice the rate of rural-urban 

migration between 1997 and 2008. This has of course had an effect on the livelihood, 

tradition, and culture of the indigenous people. ELCs usually overlap the indigenous people’s 

lands and properties, which include residential land, agricultural land, spirit forests, cemetery 

areas, reserved lands, and other commonly held resources such as pastural lands, ponds, 

steams, and NTFP areas.  

 

The Cambodian government began a reform process in 2012 (under Directive 01) aimed at 

alleviating these conflicts by (a) reducing some existing ELCs and placing a moratorium on 

new ones, and (b) formally allocating land to citizens living in contested areas; this was 

supposed to achieve the “Leopard Skin” policy objective of allowing ELC development and 

local communities to operate side by side in the same landscape. The government, through 

the implementation of Directive 01, has cut off 380,000 hectares from existing ELCs which 

represents about 20% of the total ELC area. However, in many cases the conflicts persist as 

Directive 01 does not provide a complete and systematic resolution mechanism. Many areas 

in conflict, inside ELC, were not titled for various reasons. 

 

In effect, Directive 01, which was implemented not without problems, has interacted with 

other conflict resolution mechanisms, however, the legitimacy and reach of these other 

mechanisms continue to be an issue across the country. 

 

Against this backdrop, this study seeks to generate evidence on how the large-scale land 

acquisition, through ELC mechanism in Cambodia, has impacted local land tenure and 

livelihood development of smallholders. The evidence will hopefully serve as a basis for 

further dialogue with national stakeholders and contribute to cross-country learning in the 
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Mekong region. For the purpose of comparison, this study focuses its investigation on the 

approaches of two ELC companies that may provide a wider scope for discussion.  

 

1.2. Objective of the Study  
 

The aim of the study is to examine the impact of large-scale land acquisition, for agro-

industrial development, on existing land tenure and investigate the implications of various 

land deals offered by the companies for the livelihood development of the local people.  

 

The study assumes an important role of land in multiple rural livelihood strategies. Therefore, 

what happens to the land may have a tremendous effect on the livelihood of local people who 

are landholders. While land tenure simply means the terms on which the land is held (Bruce, 

1993), it does not refer to just arable farmland, but also sacred forestland and other common 

lands used for traditional livelihood practices such as raising cattle and collecting timber and 

non-timber forest products. This reflects a popular saying among villagers: “land is life; 

forest is market.”  

 

It is usual for ELC companies to encounter protests from the local people when they develop 

their ELC areas. Therefore, for the measure of the impact on land tenure of smallholders, 

the study will examine how each company takes into consideration and addresses the legal 

land rights claimed by the local people, and how various options are developed as a remedy 

for the affected farmers.  

 

With regard to the wider implications for local livelihoods, the study will investigate how 

the companies can contribute to livelihood transformation through various means, including 

employment. Moreover, the investigation looks into the changes of the income, consumption, 

and assets of local people, specifically those who were directly affected, as well as, those who 

were not. As the companies have various land deals with the affected people, it is 

hypothesized that the different treatments of land conflicts lead to different outcomes for 

livelihoods, and those people who lose their lands to the company are more often than not 

worse off.   

 

1.3. Methodology  
 

The study takes a comparative approach by looking into two large-scale agro-industrial 

development companies, in terms of their business models and business practices and how 

these impact on local landholders.  

 

In order to select the most practical and appropriate cases possible for this comparative case 

analysis, the study conducted a scoping study, through stakeholder contacts and literature 

review, in order to identify and assess several ELC projects in Cambodia. Four ELC cases 

that were potentials for this study included: (1) Grandis Timber Co., Ltd. in Kampong Speu; 

(2) BNP Rubber Co., Ltd. in Kampong Thom; (3) Socfin-KCD Co., Ltd. in Mondul Kiri, and 

(4) Dak Lak Mondul Kiri Aphivath in Mondul Kiri. Field visits to these cases were also 

conducted to collect more data and gain deeper knowledge of each ELC case.  

 

Given the comparative approach, that the study is undertaking, it was considered 

advantageous if the cases shared a range of features that made the comparison interesting and 

at the same time kept the comparison as free as possible of dissimilar factors. In particular, 

factors such as location, local government, community solidary, availability of land, and soil 
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quality, were carefully examined. After due consideration, the study carefully selected two 

cases: (i) Socfin-KCD Co., Ltd.; and (ii) Dak Lak Mondul Kiri Aphivath as both companies 

share various similar features: (1) same business model [ELC], (2) same commodity [rubber], 

(3) roughly the same location [Bousra]; (4) soil fertility [red soil]; (5) roughly the same start 

time [2007-2008], and (6) interaction with Directive 01. While some other features were 

different, these differences make the two companies interesting on a comparison scale. For 

example, Socfin-KCD is a European based company with limited share of a local partners, 

while Dak Lak is an investor of a state-owned company based in Vietnam, which is a 

neighbour of Cambodia. The two companies employ quite a similar approach to addressing 

land conflicts with the local people, but there is a core difference in it that the solution 

outcomes and impacts were different.  

 

The choice of Socfin-KCD Co., Ltd. and Dak Lak Mondul Kiri Aphivath also offers another 

advantage. There was a similar study1 (Ngo and Chan, 2010) that looked into land conflicts 

with these two companies in 2009, which is when their investments began. This study can 

therefore benefit greatly from the existing knowledge and can use the previous data as a 

baseline that will inform the current research. This new research can serve as a follow-up to 

Ngo and Chan and allow the current study team to collect wider data and look more deeply 

with their own analysis.  

 

In order to embrace as many data sources as possible and also to ensure data reliability, the 

study employs a three-prong approach using multiple steps for the data collection:  

i) individual interviews of key informants; ii) group discussions with key strata of the 

population; and iii) household survey.  

 

1) Key informants include the company representatives; company staff; ELC labourers; 

commune councilors, village chiefs, NGO staff; representatives of the tripartite 

committee; and community focal persons.  

 

2) The group discussions were held with traditional leaders, farmers who work in 

contractual arrangement with Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak, farmers who later sold their 

contract farms, farmers who accepted cash compensation from the companies, general 

farmers who grow crops of their own choice, ELC labourers, and youth who were not 

employed by the companies.  

 

3) The household survey was conducted with 159 households in four villages: Bousra 

(village 3), Lameh (village 5), Puchar (village 6) and Pulu (village 7). The survey 

targeted its investigation on six specific groups and the surveyed households were 

classified into these six groups: 1) contract farm [with Socfin-KCD], 2) contract farm 

[with Dak Lak], 3) cash compensation, 4) ELC labourers, 5) locals with no conflicts, 

and 6) Khmer migrants. The groupings are complex as they attempt to capture certain 

features of the complicated socioeconomic situation of the locality.  

 

  

 
1 A study on “Does Large-scale Agricultural Investment Benefit the Poor?”  
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The following further explains key features of each household group:   

 

1) Group 1: Contract farm [Socfin-KCD]: villagers whose lands are affected by 

Socfin-KCD Company and agree to resolve the dispute by accepting contract farms 

(family plantation) with Socfin-KCD Company.  

 

2) Group 2: Contract farm [Dak Lak]: villagers whose lands are affected by Dak Lak 

Company and agree to resolve the dispute by accepting contract farms (cooperation 

plantation) with Dak Lak company.  

 

3) Group 3: Cash compensation [Socfin-KCD]: villagers who accepted the cash 

compensation from the company for their affected lands. This group also includes 

those who have sold their family farms to the company. There was supposed to be a 

group of villagers who accepted cash compensation from Dak Lak for comparison. 

However, there were only a few households in that category; therefore, these are not 

included for quantitative comparison purposes.   

 

4) Group 4: ELC labourers [Socfin-KCD]: villagers who have worked as wage 

labourers for ELC companies. There was a group of villagers who worked for Socfin-

KDC. There was also villagers who worked as labourers for Dak Lak. However, there 

were so few villagers getting jobs with Dak Lak company that a fair comparison 

cannot be made.  As such, this group primarily represents villagers working as 

labourers for Socfin-KCD company. Their status as wage labourers does not suggest 

that the people in this group own no lands or have no land conflicts with the 

companies. However, their ability to generate constant income from regular 

employment is a distinct feature of this study to compare them with other groups. The 

regular income is an alternative and/or additional aspect of their livelihood. This 

group is more specifically meant as a control group for comparison with regard to 

implications on livelihoods, whether ELC investment enables them to economically 

outperform their peers in other groups who have or do not have conflicts with ELC 

companies.  

 

5) Group 5: Locals with no conflicts: villagers who do not have land conflicts with 

Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak companies. People in this groups are meant as another 

control group for comparison with groups of different land conflict deals with ELC 

companies.  

 

6) Group 6: Khmer migrants: households of migrants who have come and settled in 

the locality. Most of them in the samples arrived after 2008 and which reflects the 

recorded incidents of immigration flow into the area.  

 

Among the six groups, groups 1-5 are all local Bunongs, meaning that they have been settled 

in the area through many generations, except some interruption, most notably, during the 

Khmer Rouge regime. Group 6 are Khmer migrants who have come from lowland Cambodia 

and settled in the commune. Groups of villagers who accepted the other two resolution 

options, relocation (land swap) and remain in place (leopard skin), do not be form a 

significant group because there are too few of them for quantitative measurement purposes.   
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The six groups allow the study to compare findings among groups in different ways. First, it 

can compare among different groups of Bunongs (Group 1-5). Secondly, it can also compare 

all Bunong groups (Group 1-5) with Khmer migrants (Group 6).  

 

Table 1 below shows the distribution and characteristics of all 159 sample households across 

the six groups.  
 

Table 1: Distribution and characteristics of the sample households 

 
Source: Household survey by CPS (2016) 
 

A 10-page semi-structured questionnaire was used to capture data on three major areas: (1) 

general information about the interviewees and interviewed households; (2) land use and land 

conflicts; and (3) current situation of livelihood, household assets, and debt. 

 

In the broader perspective of livelihood development, the study is well aware of a complexity 

of a political and socio-economic context of Bousra commune. Therefore, the analysis takes 

into consideration the fact that not all implications for livelihood can necessarily be 

exclusively attributed to the presence of the two ELC companies. Many other associated 

factors come into play in the locality, for example, other ELCs, social land concession 

programme, logging, land market, the role of immigration, and so forth.  

 

Two local guides, who have knowledge of the locality and history of land conflicts, were 

employed to assist the study team in all steps in the identification of concerned stakeholders 

and general communication with the villagers. Both guides belong to the Bunong ethnic 

group and can communicate fluently in the Bunong language, as it is their mother tongue.  

 

 

  

Characteristics

Contract 

Farm [Socfin-

KCD]

Contract 

Farm [Dak 

Lak]

Cash 

Compen-

sation

ELC 

Labourers 

Locals with 

no conflicts

Khmer 

Migrants
Total

# sample households 25 24 23 25 24 38 159

1. Type of Household Head

Man headed 95% 76% 89% 83% 91% 89% 87%

Woman headed 5% 24% 11% 17% 8.7 11% 13%

2. Marital Status of Respondents

Married 84% 71% 91% 72% 92% 95% 85%

Divorce/separated 16% 25% 5% 16% 0% 5% 12%

Single 0% 4% 4% 12% 8% 0% 3%

3. Poor Identifcation of Surveyed Households

Poor 1 (Extremely poor) 16% 13% 13% 32% 17% 5% 15%

Poor 2 (Poor) 4% 25% 13% 16% 4% 0% 9%

Non-poor 80% 63% 74% 52% 79% 95% 75%
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2. Overview of Land Conflicts in Bousra 
 

2.1. Institutional Context  
 

As the study aims to examine the comparative impact of Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak on the 

land tenure of smallholders (local people) in Bousra commune, it is important to clarify some 

key institutions that are closely related to the governance of land and natural resources. Major 

institutions include: indigenous people community; communal land tenure; customary user 

rights; social land concession; economic land concession; leopard skin policy; and Directive 

01. Below are brief explanations of these institutions:  

 

▪ Indigenous People Community (IPC): this group is distinct from the administrative 

village. For recognition of its identity, customs, tradition, culture, and rights as 

indigenous people, the government requires the indigenous people to form themselves 

into groups according to their ethnicity, in a particular village, so that they become an 

indigenous peoples’ community2 (IPC). However, people in this group have to go 

through a number of processes in order to satisfy the requirements of an official IPC. 

Firstly, their self-identification has to be recognized by the Ministry of Rural 

Development. Then, the community has to register themselves as a legal entity with 

the Ministry of Interior. Finally, they can apply to register all their lands under 

communal land title with the Ministry of Land Management, Urban Planning, and 

Construction.   

 

An IPC does not necessarily comprise all members of an administrative village. 

Therefore, they are not an equivalent institution. On the other hand, members of an 

IPC are not limited to just families of indigenous people from just one administrative 

village, although typically this is the case.  

 

In the case of Bousra commune, an IPC of the Bunong ethnic group has been formed 

in each administrative village (Khmer ethnic does not join). Therefore, there are now 

7 IPC, whose identities and legal status are already recognized by the government, but 

they have not yet had their communal land tenure registered by the government. 

 

▪ Communal Land Tenure (CLT): is a land tenure regime recognizing a customary 

collective ownership of the immovable property of the indigenous people community 

(Land Law, art. 23-28). This means the indigenous people have to identify and form 

themselves as an indigenous people community and also register their community as a 

legal entity, so that they have the legal capacity to own their collective immovable 

property for their customary use. The immovable properties under the communal land 

tenure consist of two types: (1) individual family properties which include residential 

areas, actual agricultural lands (lowland paddy fields and orchards), and fallow lands 

reserved for shifting agriculture; and (2) communal properties which include sacred 

forestlands, cemetery lands, and reserved lands.   

 

 
2 According to 2001 Land Law (art. 23), an indigenous people community is a group of people that resides in 

the territory of the Kingdom of Cambodia whose members manifest ethnic, social, cultural and economic unity 

and who practice a traditional lifestyle, and who cultivate the lands in their possession according to customary 

rules of collective use.  
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▪ Customary User Rights: is a legal provision that recognizes the access to or use 

rights of the local people, according to their traditions, over the natural resources 

including timber and non-timber forest products necessary for their traditional 

livelihoods. (Law on Forestry, art. 40-47 and Law on PA, art. 21-28) 

 

▪ Social land concession (SLC): is a legal mechanism to transfer private state land for 

social purposes to the poor, who lack land for residential and/or family (subsistent) 

farming purposes (SD 19, art. 2).  

 

▪ Economic Land Concession (ELC): is a legal right established by a legal document 

issued at the discretion of the competent authority, given to any natural person or 

legal entity or group of persons to occupy state private land for large-scale and long-

term agricultural and industrial-agricultural exploitation. Under the 2001 land law, an 

economic land concession could be as large as 10,000 ha and for a period up to 99 

years long. (Art. 28-29 of 2001 Land Law and Art. 2 of Sub-decree 146) 

 

▪ Leopard Skin Policy: is a policy measure initiated by the national government to 

ensure the co-existence of the large-scale ELC and the local smallholders. This means 

the national government acknowledges the fact that the granted ELC overlaps with the 

legal land tenure of the local peoples and thus requires the lawful land rights of the 

local people be separate from the ELC and allows them to remain where they are 

inside the ELC. Then, these small plots of smallholders, in various locations inside a 

large ELC, will appear like the spots of a leopard skin. The contour of the Leopard 

Skin Strategy is quite explicit in the Sub-decree 146 and even so more in the ELC 

contract, in which the government requires the concessionaires to respect the legal 

land tenure of the local people inside the ELC areas. Therefore, it should not come as 

a surprise to the ELC Company that there were local people’s lands inside their ELC 

areas. The State and concessionaires have based their argument on the fact that land 

acquisition, after 2001, was illegal which make the security of tenure of those local 

households quite vulnerable. The state and concessionaires rely on this to legitimize 

their land rights, while local people may not have legal document to prove their 

possession or usage of the lands, especially when the areas are full of bushes or trees 

as the leopard skin policy requires existing use of land by claimants.  

 

▪ Directive 01: is a policy measure undertaken by the national government in May 

2012 with the aim of enforcing and improving the effectiveness of the ELC 

management. It orders a moratorium on ELC granting and the enforcement of ELC 

contracts by reviewing the ELC performance, especially enforcing the Leopard Skin 

Policy in order to protect the people’s lands from overlap by ELC. To operationalize 

this leopard skin policy, the government launched a mass campaign sending youth 

volunteers to measure lands and issue land certificates to smallholder farmers or 

residents of houses and/or farms in conflict with ELC companies or public 

forests/lands. In practice, new lands were also ceded in favour of local claims, causing 

many ELCs to be reduced significantly in size. Subsequent measurement and 

registration of ELCs by responsible authorities then followed.    
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To fully grasp the impact of ELC on land tenure of the local people, a key aspect would be to 

understand how this government’s leopard skin policy is actually translated into practice on 

the ground. Although Bousra commune is predominately inhabited by the Bunong indigenous 

group, at present Khmer migrants are also a large part of the population. As such, the impact 

of ELC on local people will not be limited to just Bunong people, but also Khmer migrants.  

 

2.2. Boursa Landscape  
 

Demography  

 

Bousra is a commune of Pechrada district, Mondul Kiri province. It comprises seven compact 

villages which are also referred to as an ordinal number. These villages are: Puteut (village 

1), Puraing (village 2), Bousra (village 3), Putil (village 4), Lameh (village 5), Puchar (village 

6), and Pulu (village 7).  

 

Table 2 below shows the situation of population statistics in Bousra in 2016 with a separation 

of the Bunong ethnic group from the total population. As it shows there are 1,497 families or 

6,316 people in total in the commune. The Bunong population is 4,345 individuals in 995 

families, which is about 66% of all families. From the key informants interviewed, there has 

been numerous cross-ethnic marriages between the Bunong and the Khmer population, who 

have been migrating into the area since the mid-2000s. It is unclear whether the special rights 

to land access for the Bunong are also enjoyed by Khmers who married into Bunong families.   

 
Table 2: Population of Bousra commune, 2016 

No. Village Name 

# Family  # Population  

Total Bunong  % of Bunong Total Bunong  % of Bunong 

1 Puteut [village 1] 271 167 62% 1,145 724 63% 

2 Puraing [village 2] 155 129 83% 561 510 91% 

3 Bousra [village 3] 159 102 64% 820 476 58% 

4 Putil [village 4] 182 116 64% 745 471 63% 

5 Lameh [village 5] 247 155 63% 899 565 63% 

6 Puchar [village 6] 153 153 100% 761 721 95% 

7 Pulu [village 7] 330 173 52% 1,385 878 63% 

  Total 1,497 995 66% 6,316 4,345 69% 

Source: Commune statistics, 2016.  

 

In terms of population size, Pulu (village 7) is the largest, followed by Puteut (village 1), and 

Lameh (village 5). Other villages share similar sizes with an average population of 720. In 

relative terms, the population of Pulu (village 7) is twice the average size of the smaller 

villages.  
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Economic Land Concessions  

 

As a commune of Pechrada districts (among other 3 communes), Bousra is home to several 

ELC projects that include the following:  

 

(1) Sethikula Co., Ltd. [4,273 ha, for rubber plantation]  

(2) Varanasi Co., Ltd. [2,705 ha, for rubber plantation]  

(3) Dak Lak Mondul Kiri Aphivath [4,162 ha, for rubber plantation]  

(4) K Peace Investment Cambodia Co., Ltd. [472 ha, for rubber plantation] 

(5) LKL Construction Co., Ltd. [5,559 ha, for rubber plantation] 

 

Not all these ELC areas are wholly located within the boundary of Bousra commune. For 

example, approximately half of the areas of the neighbouring commune of Dak Dam, 

Sethikula and Varanasi are adjacent to each other (see Figure 1) and actually leased by 

Socfin-KCD Co., Ltd. As this study wishes to examine the impact of Socfin-KCD and Dak 

Lak, background information of both companies will be further elaborated in Chapter 4 

(Profiles of the Companies).  

 

Figure 1: ELC project sites of Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak in Bousra commune, Mondul Kiri 

 
Source: IMG, 2016  
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Social Land Concessions (SLC)  

The study team did not obtain formal documentation of the SLC project in the area, but 

gathered data from interviews with key informants from the area.  According to local sources, 

the SLC project was established in 2010 on the outskirts of Lameh village and covers 2,400 

ha3. The project was jointly requested by the provincial governors of Mondul Kiri and 

Kampong Cham and was meant for 400 veterans from Kampong Cham and 161 land-poor 

families from Bousra commune (in Mondul Kiri). The SLC has been criticized for lack of 

transparency in the process and consultation with local communities.  

 

According to local reports, Muslim Cham from Kampong Cham province were the majority 

of the SLC beneficiaries. Moreover, they are not actually poor, but wealthy people who have 

settled and invested in pepper and rubber plantations on the lands. It was also reported that 

the SLC area overlaps the cemetery areas, sacred forestland, and reserved lands for rotational 

agriculture, leading to conflicts between the new comers and local indigenous people who are 

currently trying to get their lands registered under CLT.  

 

Migration   

Bousra has been characterized by a significant inflow of migrants over the past 1.5 decades. 

The local administration does not have proper records of these migrants, but Figure 2 below 

simply depicts the population growth driven by both newly born babies and in-migration. The 

commune population increased very rapidly over the past 15 years. As shown below, the 

commune had approximately 500 families in 2002. Since then, the number has increased to 

nearly 1,000 families by 2009 (almost double in 7 years) and reached nearly 1,500 families in 

another 7 years (2016), which is almost triple that in 2002. Behind this population growth, the 

share of migrant population has significantly increased from less than 10% in 2002 to 33% in 

2016. In addition, there are also seasonal migrants who are not counted in the population 

statistics. They come to harvest seasonal crops like cassava and black pepper, while some tap 

rubber trees in the area.    

 
Figure 2: Illustration of population change in Bousra, 2002-2016 [# families] 

 2002 2009 2016 

   
Total: ~ 500 Families Total: ~ 1,000 Families Total: ~ 1,500 Families  

Source: Commune statistics and interviews with key informants, 2016 

 

According to local reports, the population increase is attributed to both expanded families of 

the local Bunong ethnic group, as well as the inflow of migrants. The families of the Bunong 

ethnic group have expanded significantly, but not to the level of migrant inflow. Local reports 

suggest that the major attraction for migrants to Bousra is the abundance of resources, 

especially the fertile red soil in the areas and job opportunities with ELC companies. Besides 

 
3 Original request was 3,000 ha.  

Local Bunongs
94%

Khmer Migrants
6%

Local Bunongs
87%

Khmer Migrants
13%

Local Bunongs
67%

Khmer Migrants
33%
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employment with the ELC companies, of major interest to the migrants in Bousra are the 

pepper farms (for current commodity boom), and trade opportunities. The previous wave of 

migration was also the consequence of the failure of intensive cassava production by 

households in Kampong Cham due to over-indebtedness. These households migrated to 

Mondul Kiri to reproduce the same sort of cassava intensive system, which may not be 

sustainable in the long term.  

 

Other Investment Projects  

Besides the presence of Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak, Bousra is also home of other ELC 

projects, which include K Peace Investment Cambodia Co., Ltd. [472 ha, for rubber 

plantation] and LKL Construction Co., Ltd. [5,559 ha, for rubber plantation]. Other 

investment projects are Mondul K Resort Tourist Company at Bousra Waterfall and a cocoa 

plantation of Dutch investor.  

 

2.3. Profiles of Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak Companies  
 

Socfin-KCD Co., Ltd.  

 

Socfin-KCD (Cambodia) started as a joint venture between Socfinasia and its local partner, 

Khaou Chuly Development (KCD) Co., Ltd. Socfinasia who owned 86% of the investment 

share, while KCD possesses 14%. However, since 2014, Socfin-KCD acquired all the shares 

and owns 100% of the two ELC projects in Mondul Kiri: Sethikula [4,273 ha] and Varanasi 

[2,705 ha]. Socfin-KCD’s acquisition of Varanasi and Sethikula occurred respectively in 

2009 and 2010.  

 

Coviphama Co., Ltd. is another ELC project that was acquired by PNS Ltd (Luxemburg), 

another company held by Socfinasia. It was attained in 2013 on 5,345 ha. The PNS Ltd. co-

owns a 90% stake in Coviphama, while a local partner owns the other 10%. However, in 

practice Socfin-KCD manages all three ELC projects (Sethikula, Varanasi, and Coviphama) 

as it presents data and reports of all three projects. Nonetheless, this paper will try, where 

possible, to exclude Coviphama from the other two so that the analysis can capture just the 

impact of the Socfin-KCD’s projects (Sethikula and Varanasi) in Bousra. Within the context 

of this report, Socfin-KCD refers to a combination of Sethikula and Varanasi projects, while 

Socfin-Cambodia will denote all three projects in Cambodia together (Sethikula, Varanasi, 

and Coviphama).  

 

In Cambodia, it was reported that the total investment for all three projects in Cambodia, 

since its inception in 2009, was nearly €70 million (€45 million for Socfin-KCD) as of 2015, 

20% of which has been invested in building social infrastructure in the area. The rubber 

plantation was completed on a total area of 7,300 hectares (4,000 ha for Socfin-KCD) out of 

the 12,323 ha concession areas, which represents 59% of the holding. As for Socfin-KCD, the 

rubber plantation occupies approximately 57% of the total concession area in the contract 

(representing some 4,000 ha out of 6,978 ha). The other 3,000 ha is to remain as reserved 

forest. Rubber trees on 456 ha were producing latex in 2015 and 1,500 ha more were 

expected to be in production in 2016.  
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Dak Lak Mondul Kiri Aphivath  

Dak Lak Mondul Kiri Aphivath (in short Dak Lak in this report) is a Vietnamese state-owned 

company, with headquarters in Dak Lak province, which is on the border with Cambodia. 

Dak Lak specializes in planting, tending, exploiting, processing, and exporting natural rubber. 

Dak Lak is one of the subsidiaries of Dakruco, whose main business includes production of 

rubber, hotels, and restaurants, and which manages over 24,000 ha of rubber in Vietnam, 

Cambodia, and Laos. The key products of the company comprise Standard Vietnam Rubber 

(SVR), latex, and rubber wood furniture.  

 

Dak Lak Mondul Kiri was granted an ELC of 4,162 ha in 2008 for 70 years (but was later re-

negotiated to only 50 years). From the interview with the company representative, the 

company’s ELC area is now only 1,500 ha, on which the rubber plantation covers 1,420 ha. 

The other 80 ha are preserved lands. Therefore, the company has been able to make use of 

only 36% of the ELC area in the contract. The company has no plan to expand their 

production due to declining rubber price.  

 

2.4. Evolution of the Land Conflicts  
 

As background information, it is important to note some the history related to the presence of 

the two companies operating in the study area. Khaou Chuly Development Co., Ltd. came to 

the area in 2007 for the development of the current Varanasi ELC site. It encountered protests 

from local people. Despite efforts from the NALDR, to resolve the conflict in May 2008, a 

violent protest erupted in late 2008, resulting in the burning of the company’s property, such 

as tractors. The Varanasi site was later acquired by KCD in 2009. A year later, KCD also 

acquired Sethikula site. When taking part in the joint venture as Socfin-KCD, the company 

conducted EIA, organized open meetings and then continued to develop the land for rubber 

plantation. The company also addressed the conflicts with the people through an established 

special unit: the Bunong administration. However, the extent of these undertakings could be 

insufficient as conflicts with local residents still happened.4 Dak Lak was granted the ELC in 

2008, which was after the presence of Khaou Chuly Development Co., Ltd., but before that of 

Socfin-KCD. This sequence of time may have provided an opportunity for the companies to 

learn from each other, particularly with regard to dealing with land conflicts with the local 

people who share the same locality.  

 

Stakeholders have generally viewed the land conflict in Bousra commune as a complicated 

and even chronic one because it has lasted almost 10 years at the time of this study (2016). 

The case location itself has experienced a very dynamic transformation. The socio-economic 

and demographic changes have been so remarkable, due to inflow of capital and migrants all 

of which have created high demand and competition for local land, especially as the land 

price and speculation have risen over the past 8 years.  

  

The evolution of land conflicts between the two companies (Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak) and 

the local people can be divided into three major phases in relation to the government’s effort 

to address land conflicts nationwide. Under government Directive 01, a volunteer youth 

campaign was implemented during 2012-2013 to survey and issue land titles to smallholder 

 
4 The current Socfin-KCD management asserted that the company conducted EIA following FPIC (free, prior 

informed and consent). However, given the continuous conflicts since the beginning, it is unable to confirm if 

such procedure was followed or followed properly.    
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farmers who had conflicts with ELC companies. This campaign was dubbed simply Directive 

01. The three phases of this campaign are as follows:  

 

1. Pre-Directive 01 [2009-2011]: Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak started their development 

activities on the ELC sites, which was then followed by the reaction from the local 

farmers. The land conflicts thus came into play and both companies tried to address 

the local land claims through various means and options. The two companies adopted 

quite similar resolution options to address the local land claims. Despite this, the 

differences were quite fundamental, especially with regard to the companies’ 

acknowledgement and implementation of the government’s leopard skin policy 

 

2. During Directive 01 [2012-2013]: when Directive 01 came into effect and added a 

new dimension to the conflict resolution efforts for both companies; the conflict with 

Dak Lak was basically addressed because Dak Lak did not have land left in 

contention, while that of Socfin-KCD remained unresolved and continued beyond the 

Directive 01.  

 

3. Post-Directive 01 [2013-Present]: Dak Lak’s conflicts became mostly stable, as the 

company had already given up so much land in the contract, from 4200ha to some 

1400ha (as compared with from some 7,000ha to 4,000ha for Socfin-KCD), but the 

Socfin-KCD conflict continues via a French court case, the tripartite committee, the 

multi-stakeholder process, and the mediation process, although these mechanisms are 

not only for resolving land conflicts.  

 

 

3. Findings: Impact on Land Tenure  
 

3.1. A Comparative Approach for Land Conflicts  
 

Although both companies tend to adopt similar options for addressing the local land claims, 

they are not actually the same. A fundamental difference is their commitment to implement 

the government’s leopard skin policy. Dak Lak acknowledged this policy from the beginning 

and also during the Directive 01 campaign. Socfin-KCD, however, regards their ELC as 

wholly granted to them by the government, although it separated the population land from 

business land at the beginning of the operations, and according to the contract assumes that 

all ELC areas are state lands and thus local claims inside the ELC are to be resolved through 

tough negotiations. This position clearly distinguishes Socfin-KCD’s treatment from that of 

Dak Lak, a Vietnamese state-owned company who tended to readily accept people’s claims 

for fear of personal attack.  

 

Dak Lak reportedly respects the local land rights and does not offer cash compensation. The 

company only offers that option (cash compensation) when there is fierce contestation and 

discontentment from a few villagers. As a result, not many people choose this option. Given 

the leopard skin policy, cash compensation shall not be an ideal option as it goes against the 

policy, as well as, the ELC contract itself. Socfin-KCD, however, offered this option from the 

beginning and it appears to be the most popular one. This practice is almost the opposite to 

that of Dak Lak, who shares the lands with local people. A popular choice for cash 

compensation in Socfin-KCD case does not necessarily mean people genuinely prefer the 

option. People criticize that the process of other options were not made favorable for them. 

They therefore force themselves to accept cash compensation. To express their 
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discontentment with the cash compensation by Socfin-KCD, there is a popular saying among 

the local people “Eat First, Pay Later” meaning “eat before you pay” which is the opposite 

of “pay before you eat”. This analogy reflects the company’s strategy of clearing up the 

people’s claimed lands first and then negotiating the pay or compensation later. That 

approach leaves the people in a vulnerable position in the negotiation.  

 

Through the EIA, market price study, and consultation with local people and the Bunong 

Administration, Socfin-KCD developed a standard rate for cash compensation, $200 per 

hectare of land and $2.5 per fruit trees on the farmland. That is reported by the company and 

widely spoken of by various stakeholders. However, many farmers report they get paid well 

below that rate and not consistently from one farm to another. Some get only $100 per 

hectare; others get $150. There seems to be two possible explanations for this discrepancy. 

Firstly, because each family is dealt with separately for the compensation. People express 

doubt that the company’s staff could have cheated the villagers. Secondly, people may have 

been confused with the compensation deal with the KCD company, who arrived earlier to the 

Varanasi site and had its own way of addressing the compensation, which is for some was 

low as $100 or even lower per hectare.  

 

Even though Socfin-KCD developed several mechanisms to communicate with the local 

population: a tripartite committee, Bunong Administration, and held open meetings with 

those affected, announcements displayed at the commune office, in the villages, at the 

community committee house and the company office, local people still did not understand 

clearly where the ELC boundaries were and they could only react when the company start 

land-clearing activities from one zone to another inside the ELCs. Such practice has ignored 

some villagers who were not aware of the event and even allows some opportunistic villagers 

(who were then well aware) to claim other people’s lands. Early notice and coordinated 

response to all local claims in a particular ELC development zone with participation of local 

and functional authorities in a systematic way rather than with just individual farmers would 

have helped to minimize, if not eliminate, the shortcomings.  

 

Respecting the local land rights, leaving the farmers to remain where they are, is totally 

adhering to the leopard skin policy. While both companies have made this option available, 

local people complain that Socfin-KCD only considers a few cases for this option. The 

company argues that people were given the option but report that not many chose it. Only a 

few farmers, who dared to fight hard with the company, were finally offered this deal. Not 

many farmers chose this option either with Dak Lak, but people argue that it is because other 

options appear more favorable to them. For example, some chose the option of relocation to a 

site with fertile soil and closer to the main road and other residents. On the other hand, the 

remain-in-place option has also its own challenges for both the company and the villagers. 

For example, the land in question is often far inside the ELC and the farmer would have to 

cross the ELC gates well-guarded, though the gates are always open. Moreover, the farmer is 

somehow obliged to be responsible for certain risks or damages that might happen to the ELC 

properties. However, the company built and improved roads inside the ELC areas, making 

access easier and faster.    

 

For the relocation option, some people found the new location offered by Dak Lak reasonable 

for them, although they received only half of their land, but the allotment was cleared.  Also, 

the soil on the relocation site is fertile and suitable for crops. Moreover, the new location is 

closer to their home and the main road. By contrast, other people cast criticism on Socfin-

KCD for the same option, particularly with regard to the distance and soil quality of the 
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relocation site. These people argue that the land usually has rocky soil and is far away from 

their home. The company management asserts that this is not true and that the new locations 

have good soil and even new roads built by the company to facilitate access, which is 

confirmed by the visit of the study team. The relocation, which was chosen due to the high 

concentration of existing fields, was also to favour the Leopard skin policy approach.  

 

With regard to the contract farm option, people found that Dak Lak’s model is more 

favorable than that of Socfin-KCD. For example, Dak Lak offers ownership tenure of the 

plantation to the people, but the deal with Socfin-KCD is rental tenure for 60 years because it 

follows the contract with the government which requires $3/ha per year. Both companies 

provide technical training and are responsive to the people’s request for technical support.  

 

Dak Lak also offers credits to support the maintenance cost for the whole pre-harvest period; 

Socfin-KCD supports only the first year and argues that it requires minimal maintenance after 

that. The credit terms from Dak Lak are more favourable. Over 20 years there is a 9 year 

grace period, where people do not have to pay any interest and 5% annual interest rate after 

that. Socfin-KCD’s credit terms are 15 years long, 5% annually for the first 7 years (before 

the first harvest) and 8% for the remaining period. Dak Lak is more transparent with the 

credit. The company sends a regular bill to update the farmer. Many contract farmers with 

Socfin-KCD do not know how much they owe the company since they do not receive a 

regular update although the company would share information upon request by the farmers. 

Additionally, Dak Lak gathers the contract farms (cooperation plantation) on good soil in a 

concentrated location that is more adjacent to the main roads and village. Some family 

plantations under Socfin-KCD are also gathered in a common location, but a few others are 

scattered on unfertile soil and in distant places (although they were later relocated by the 

company to better places together), according to reports by people. For example, the farmer 

in Bousra (village 3) was given a contract farm (family plantation) in Puchar (village 6), 

making it difficult for the farmer to travel and to take care of his farms. Unlike Dak Lak, 

Socfin-KCD reserves the right to buy out the contract farm, which is good but at the same 

time prompts a grey area for potential conflict of interest. Actually, families have not paid 

any fee to the company yet as most have yet to start harvesting the trees.   

 

Overall, Dak Lak has clearer policy measures or formula to deal with the affected land. 

Generally, the villagers were able to report the same policy formula, as did the company. For 

example, all lands remain where they are for Option 2 (remain in place), people get half share 

of cleared land in a new location for Option 3 (relocation), and Option 4 (contract farm). By 

contrast, Socfin-KCD do not present clear policy measures for each option of the deal, 

according to many people’s views expressed in the study. However, the company reports that 

sufficient explanation was given. Generally, people, including key informants of the villages, 

report that they cannot figure out the formula for the land plot they have received in exchange 

for their affected plot; whether it is half, 1/3, or anything of their affected plot. The following 

examples will illustrate this fact: one farmer reports getting only 0.7 ha in exchange for 3 ha; 

another one gets 1.1 ha in exchange for 3 ha; another farmer get 4 ha in exchange for 16 ha. 

There were certain cases where a farmer got the same size of land. One example, was a 

farmer in Puchar (village 6) who got 1.1 ha in exchange for his 1.1 ha in the previous 

location. However, the company argues that after they signed the agreement they should not 

protest.  This begs the question of whether the local people knew clearly what they had 

signed for.   
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Impact on the traditional agricultural practice: the presence of both companies has 

contributed to the decline of the shifting agricultural practice in Bousra. However, Socfin-

KCD is more responsible for the decline, as such agricultural practice, it is reported, has more 

or less disappeared in villages that have conflicts with Socfin-KCD. Shifting cultivation, 

though declined, is still prevalent in villages like Lameh (village 5), Puchar (village 6), and 

Pulu (village 7) that have more overlapped land claims with Dak Lak.  

Impact on communal land and common use resource: the reserved lands and other common 

use areas such as pastoral land, lake/pond, and forest area for TFP/NTFP have been generally 

dispossessed from the people. Only cemetery areas and sacred lands are recognized and set 

aside for the people. The respect for sacred forest areas by both companies are similar. Dak 

Lak respected all the local claims, while Socfin-KCD took a more formal approach by 

identifying these forest areas in the Land Use Master Plan and leaves some 3,000 ha as 

preserved forests (including environmental areas), although some have been encroached by 

people.   

Impact on communal land title: the investment activities of Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak do 

have implication for the communal land tenure regime of the local Bunong. The overlapping 

claims with local people have affected the communal land title process, making it slower. 

However, there are several other major factors that have dragged out the process. The 

divergence of interests among Bunong people is a main issue. Many farmers have received 

the ownership titles from the Directive 01 campaign. Availability of credits from MFI have 

also accepted people’s private land as mortgages. Other villagers have opted for Christianity, 

thus making the sacred forest, which is part of the communal land tenure, less important to 

them.  

 

Table 3: Summary of comparative approaches to land conflict resolution  

 Socfin-KCD Dak Lak  

Solution for 

affected farmlands 

and fallows 

- abide by contract and 

develop various mechanisms 

to deal with people 

- simple policy measure to 

give in when people claimed 

the lands  

Option 1: cash 

compensation 

- company offered from the 

outset at a standard rate: $200 

per ha; $2.5 per fruit tree  

- most popular option because 

other options become 

complicated even if selected  

- company did not offer the 

option from the outset. A few 

families strongly protest for it  

- few families opted for it as 

they prefer cash   

Option 2: remain in 

place  

- a few families get it because 

they want to stay  

- second most popular option  

Option 3: relocation  - initially, least preferred 

because it is located at a far 

distance and on unfertile soil 

but later complaints were 

addressed   

- more ambiguous policy 

measure/formula for land 

swap 

- few families choose it as 

others find other options 

better for them   

- clearer policy 

measure/formula for land 

swap 
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Option 4: contract 

farm 

- second most popular option, 

but credit scheme is less 

favourable and thus drop-out 

rate is high  

- farmers rent the farmland for 

60 years  

 

- most popular option and 

credit scheme is more 

favourable and thus the 

retention rate is high 

- farmers own the farmland as 

their private property  

- more responsive to farmers’ 

request for technical support   

Credit scheme for 

contract farmers  

- loan period: 15 years 

- grace period: 7 years 

- annual interest rate: 5% for 

grace period and 8% for the 

rest 8 period.  

- credit support for 

maintenance cost of first 

year. 

- loan period: 20 years 

- grace period: 9 years 

- annual interest rate: 5% p.a.  

- credit support for 

maintenance cost of 7 years.  

Practice of 

traditional 

agricultural 

method 

- more decline of shifting 

agricultural practice. 

- less decline of shifting 

agricultural practice.  

Solution for 

affected communal 

lands 

  

Sacred forestland  - some are left for villagers; 

some are cleared and not 

returned, but organize 

offerings for the spirits  

- company generally respects 

the villagers’ claims, thus 

keep it for local practice   

Cemetery land  - generally kept for villagers  - generally kept for villagers  

Reserved land  - company did not recognize - company did not recognize 

Traditional 

TFP/NTFP areas 

- company did not recognize - company did not recognize 

Pastoral land  - company did not recognize - company did not recognize 

Waterbody 

(lake/pond) 

- company did not recognize - company did not recognize 

 

Overall Scope and Scale of Land Conflicts  

Because all 7 villages of the commune compact together and are affected by two companies, 

it is not easier to compare the level of overlapped land claims across villages by each 

company. Tables 4, 5, and 6 below are formulated to illustrate the scope and scale of land 

conflicts across the seven villages. The size of the symbol attempts to compare the scale of 

conflicts between villages, not necessarily between companies. No precise data can be 

obtained from each village. Therefore, the study employed a group discussion with key 

informants who have good knowledge of the conflict history in the commune. This way, the 

data is cross-checked among the key informants and they need to agree on the sense of cross-

village comparison. As such, the size of the circle is just an indication for comparison across 

villages.  
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Table 4: Scope of impact on various lands by Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak  

ELC 

Company 

Puteut 

[village 1] 

Puraing 

[village 2] 

Bousra 

[village 3] 

Putil 

[village 4] 

Lameh 

[village 5] 

Puchar 

[village 6] 

Pulu 

[village 7] 

Socfin-

KCD 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Dak Lak  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Affected by Socfin-KCD/Dak Lak [circle size indicates scale of impact, relative by row]      

 Not affected by Socfin-KCD or Dak Lak   
Source: Interviews with key informants, Dec 2016 
 

As Table 4 shows, both companies have affected all seven villages, but Socfin-KCD has no 

problem with Putil (village 4) while Dak Lak does not affect Puteut (village 1). The level of 

impact varies from one village to another. The impact of Socfin-KCD is more pronounced in 

Puteut (village 1) and Puraing (village 2) while Dak Lak is more responsible for the impact in 

Lameh (village 5) and Puchar (village 6). Bousra (village 3) and Pulu (village 7) are roughly 

affected by similar degree from both companies. Putil (village 4) is actually the least affected, 

given its distant location from other villages of the commune and ELC sites. Putil has just 

some conflict with Dak Lak on a cemetery land.  

 

For a better understanding on the scope of impact, the lands that are claimed by the people 

are classified into 10 types, which include the following:  
 

Type of land  Explanation  

Residential land  Land for family housing  

Lowland farm Farmland on a low area, usually for wet-season paddy production  

Upland farm Farmland on a hilly area that is under cropping  

Fallow land  Farmland on a hilly area that is not under cropping, but reserved for 

shifting agriculture method  

Sacred forestland Forestland area believed to have the spirits and are thus worshipped by 

the local people 

Cemetery land Area that the community people keep as burial ground for dead bodies  

Reserved land A common land area that the people reserve for their future generation. (It 

has been specified. A couple of NGOs did study but provided different 

results.)  

Traditional 

TFP/NTFP areas 

Forest areas where the local people harvest or collect timber and non-

timber forest product for their household consumption and traditional use.  

Pastoral land  Grazing areas for cattle  

Waterbody 

(pond/lake) 

Water sources for household use and/or fishing.  

 

 

Table 5 and Table 6 try to illustrate the degree to which each company affected each type of 

land. As both Tables shows, both companies do not affect residential lands.  

 

Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak affected all other types of lands. Lowland farms appear least 

affected compared to other land types. The most prominent one was the upland farms and 

fallow lands. Sacred forestlands, cemetery areas, and reserved lands are all significantly 

affected.  
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The circle size only tries to make sense out of the information collected from various sources, 

especially key informants, but cannot be confirmed. It is a challenge because there is no 

single point of data coordination that could be found in the locality. However, some 

conflicting data has been reported by different sources. While this has made it difficult to 

construct a unified presentation, it also reveals the lack of solidarity and coordination among 

the affected people as a joint force.   

 
Table 5: Types of lands affected by Socfin-KCD 

Types of land  Puteut 

[village 1] 
Puraing 

[village 2] 
Bousra 

[village 3] 
Putil 

[village 4] 
Lameh 

[village 5] 
Puchar 

[village 6] 
Pulu 

[village 

7] 

Residential land        

Lowland farm        

Upland farm        

Fallow        

Sacred forestland        

Cemetery land         

Reserved land        

Note:  Not affected    Affected [circle size indicates scale of impact, relative by row] 

 

Source: Interviews with key informants, Dec 2016 

 

 
Table 6: Types of lands affected by Dak Lak    

Types of land Puteut 

[village 1] 

Puraing 

[village 2] 

Bousra 

[village 3] 

Putil 

[village 4] 

Lameh 

[village 5] 

Puchar 

[village 6] 

Pulu 

[village 7] 

Residential land        

Lowland farm        

Upland farm        

Fallow        

Sacred forestland        

Cemetery land       
 

Reserved land        

Note:  Not affected    Affected [circle size indicates scale of impact, relative by row] 

Source: Interviews with key informants, Dec 2016 
 

Socfin-KCD reported that it had compensation documents shared with local authorities and 

local people can access them and compensated people also received an original copy of these 

document according to the current company management. At the beginning, 846 families 

requested compensation for 1467 ha. Socfin-KCD accepted 815 requests on 1348 ha for 

compensation, although at different prices according to the time from 2009 to 2012. It is 
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difficult to capture the scale of overlap by both companies on various types of lands. The 

affected people have no mechanism to keep such kinds of records for their internal 

coordination, as well as for communication with outsiders. Figure 3 below presents data from 

a survey that was conducted by CIPO in all 7 villages during Sep-Oct 2015. However, this 

study was deemed poorly done by the management of Socfin-KCD and other organizations as 

figures do not match the reality in the field.  

 
Figure 3: Scale of conflicts on upland farms and fallows [hectares] 

  

Source: Cambodia Indigenous Peoples Organization [20 Sept-4 Oct 2015] 

  

 
Figure 4: Illustration of land use transformation inside Dak Lak and Socfin-KCD ELCs  

Pre-ELC Investment Aerial Photos   ELC Investment Aerial Photos 

2007: More deforestation  2014: Increase of plantation biomass  

  
2004: Expansion of land uses  2011: Areas are parceled for plantation  

Affected by 
Socfin-KCD, 
863 , 78%

Affected by 
Dak Lak, 

244 , 22%

Dak Lak Dak Lak 

Varanasi Varanasi 

Sethikula Sethikula 
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1994: there exist agricultural land use 2009: Massive deforestation  

  
Source: Diepart, Jean-Christophe (using Google Earth)  

According to this survey, 1,106 hectares of upland farms and fallows across 7 villages were 

affected. Socfin-KCD has more conflicts with the people. Its conflicts involve 863 hectares 

representing 78% of the affected lands, but this, in part, reflects the ELC size they obtained, 

which is much larger than that of Dak Lak. Dak Lak has had involvement on 244 hectares, or 

22% of the affected lands. 

 

The evidence of land conflicts or overlapped land claims is clearly supported by the aerial 

photos available from google earth. Figure 4 illustrates the transformation of land uses inside 

the ELCs of Dak Lak and Socfin-KCD over time. It clearly shows what was already existing 

and the expansion of land uses in the areas before the ELC investment (2008). The granting 

of ELCs clearly overlaps these existing land uses by the local people. the companies then 

continue deforestation on a massive scale and turned most of the ELC areas into rubber 

plantations.    

 

  

Dak Lak 

Varanasi 

Sethikula Sethikula 

Varanasi 

Dak Lak 

Dak Lak 
Dak Lak 

Varanasi Varanasi 

Sethikula Sethikula 
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3.2. Impact on Agricultural Lands  
 

3.2.1. Transformation of Land Holdings   

 

Agricultural lands, especially upland farms and fallows, are most widely affected by the 

investment of Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak. In general, all groups of households own both 

lowland farms and upland farms, but the size of upland farms are much larger than the 

lowland farms. The Khmer migrants also have this kind of lowland farm for paddy 

cultivation, but the size of the plots is much smaller than other groups.  

 

Figure 5 explains the average number of farmland plots owned by each group of households 

and it compares the change between two periods: (1) by 2008, which was before ELC 

development, and (2) by 2016, the time of this survey. The surveyed households were asked 

to recall the 2008 data.  

 
Figure 5: Average number of upland farm/fallow plots held by group [#plots/household] 

 

Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 

Figure 5 shows that all types of households have seen their number of farm plots decreased 

between 2008 and 2016, except Khmer migrants. The group that accepted the cash 

compensation once had the highest number of farm plots before 2008, but since then have 

lost the most, nearly half of their farm plots.  

 

The dynamics of land possession between 2008 and 2016 ire actually mixed. The irony is that 

groups such as contract farms and locals with no conflicts also have seen the number of their 

plots decreased during this period. That clearly suggests the dynamic is not attributed wholly 

to ELC, but there are other factors. For instance, the Khmer migrants have seen their number 

of farm plots double over the same period and the increase is commonly due to purchases. In 

this case, it clearly indicates an active land transaction in the commune.  
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Figure 6: Average size of upland farm and fallow currently held by groups [ha/household] 

 
Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 

 

Figure 6 shows the average size of farmland (upland farm and fallows) that each household 

have on average in hectares by the time of the survey (2016). As it shows, the size varies 

considerably among all groups and it is well in line with the number of farm plots held by 

each type of households. Both groups of contract farms hold the largest farmland (on average, 

5.16 ha to 5.83 ha per households). Among the local Bunong, ones with no conflicts with the 

ELC companies appear to own the smaller farm size, 2.17 hectares per household on average, 

while some migrants have seen an increase in plot size over time.  

 

Interestingly, the Khmer migrants do not own large farmland. On average, they have 1.63 

hectares per household. That is 3 times less compared to the contract farm groups. In a way, 

that may reflect the intensive method of their agricultural practice that they don’t need as 

much land compared to their counterpart, local Bunong, who have adopted more traditional 

ways of farming.   

 

3.2.2. Socfin-KCD and Land Conflict Resolution   

 

Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak take their own measures to address the conflicts with farmers that 

have developed through three major stages: pre- Directive 01 [2009-2011], during Directive 

01 [2012-2013], and post-Directive 01 [2013-Present].  

 

Pre-Directive 01 [2009-2011] 

 

This does not count the period when Khauo Chuly Development Co., Ltd. came to the area in 

2007 for Varanasi site. It captures only from 2009 when Socfin-KCD acquired Varanasi and 

then Sethikula in 2010. During this period the conflict was so difficult between the company 

and the people. Three drivers for the conflict were: (1) the ELC had just been granted by the 

national government without adequate consultations with the people and local authority, 

although as soon as Socfin took over, studies were conducted and multiple mechanisms for 

5.83 
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3.54 

2.43 2.17 
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communication were set up: (2) the company took a firm contractual position that they get 

concession rights from the government over the land; and; (3) the people took a firm position 

that they are the legal right holders of the lands. According the local authority and the 

company, all local land claims were completely addressed, but later re-emerged when the 

government launched its Directive 01.  

 

Because of their legal contract with the national government, Socfin-KCD saw itself as a 

single legal holder of the land concession. However, Socfin-KCD accepted the fact that there 

were actually local land claims inside their ELC and tried to resolve the conflicts with the 

people by offering the following four options for the claimants:  

 

▪ Option 1: Cash compensation: After conducting the EIA, the company offers a buy-

out at a standard rate of $200 per hectare of farmland and $2.5 for fruit tree on the 

land. According to the company, this option was most popular one. It is estimated that 

a few hundred families have taken this option. Among other reasons, many farmers 

chose for this option because they found that the other options were made difficult or 

not conducive for them.   

 

▪ Option 2: Remain in place (Leopard Skin): The company allows the land claimants to 

stay where they are inside the ELC and they can work on their land as usual. 

According to the people, just a few people got this option. People reported that only 

those who dared to fight hard with the company were finally allowed to stay at their 

existing location, while the company reported it offered a free choice for people.  

 

▪ Option 3: Relocation (land swap): The company offers a piece of land in new location 

as an exchange for the old location and people can plant any crop they want to. Not 

many have taken this option because often the new land is rocky or unfertile soil 

although they later were transferred to a better place.  

 

▪ Option 4: Contract farm (family plantation). The company develops rubber plantation 

(called family plantation) in a new location. The farmer rents this family plantation 

from the company for 60 years. The cost of family plantation development is offered 

on a credit scheme for 15 years, with an annual interest rate of 5% for grace period (7 

years) and 8% for the rest 8 years. The company provides technical training to 

farmers and charges a management fee of $100 per year per hectare. The farmers are 

obliged to sell the rubber latex to the company at a market price that will be 

determined as an index to the international price.  

 

The people echo that most of them have accepted the cash compensation because the other 

options are not conducive and certain for them. In the case of family plantations, people 

would not own the land, but rent for 60 years and owe debt to the company. In addition, they 

have to bear the maintenance cost and uncertainty in the future.  

 

Although options are made available for the affected people and the majority of them choose 

cash compensation and contract farms (family plantation), there are instances that the 

affected people are not considered by any of these resolution options. This is mainly because 

their lands are claimed by other villagers. For instance, when they measure the land with the 

company team in the field, the opportunistic villagers also claim lands of their neighbours 

and get all cash compensation from the company. The actual landowners don’t get any 
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compensation when they show their land to the company because it was already measured 

and compensated.  

 

In a way, this form of resolution as cash compensation have induced new forms of conflicts 

within the communities. However, on the flip side, Socfin-KCD’s approach to conflict 

resolution was flawed. The company should have known that there could be a possibility that 

some people might take advantage, and they should have taken steps to ensure the process 

was fair and transparent. They could have used a version of what later happened in the 

systematic adjudication for land titling, where there is a data collection period followed by a 

public display of the information and a comment period to settle any disputes before the titles 

– or in this case, the compensation money – is distributed. Such flaws actually complicated 

the conflicts in the later stages. For instance, conflicts erupted so readily when the 

opportunity arose, in 2012, when the students came in under Directive 01. This is because the 

company resolution process was inadequate, and it is clear that it helped prolong the conflict 

rather than actually resolve it. 

 

There are quite significant numbers of famers choosing the contract farm (family plantation) 

option. As reported by the company, around 150 families opted for this option from the initial 

stage, covering a total area of 350 hectares (that is 2.33 hectares per family on average). 

However, many of them later sold the farm back to the company. More than 200 hectares of 

family plantation were sold back to the company, while some farms look like forests again as 

they are not well maintained. The farmer was paid a net price5 of $1,000-1,500 per hectare 

based on actual quality of their rubber plantation. The discussion with farmers reveals a 

number of reasons that had caused them to sell back their rubber plantation to the company. 

These include:  

 

- Concern over rubber growth and yield. The rubber trees were not growing well and 

this would undermine their yield. This is partly because the soil is not fertile. On the 

other hand, farmers lack capital and labour for proper maintenance. According to their 

report, the growth rate of their rubber trees is usually just 50% compared to that of the 

plantation of the company. The company actually observed that stunted growth, sent 

alert to the farmers and encouraged them to improve the maintenance, which was 

simple, but not done.  

- Concern over the debt and repayment. Many farmers did not know how much their 

debt iwas. Moreover, the ongoing low price of rubber latex reinforced their concern 

regarding the ability to repay their debt, even though debt repayment has not yet been 

required by the company.  

- Concern over land ownership. As they know the land does not belong to them. These 

farmers only rent their land from the company and owe debt to the company. Having 

said that, they feel like they work for free because at the end they have to repay the 

debt and the company will eventually get back the land.  

- Some farmers need the money to address some urgency in their families.  

- The farm is too small and too far to maintain.  

 

During this survey, the number of contract farms decreased from around 350 hectares to just 

150 hectares for 69 families, based on data obtained in September 2016 (see Figure 7). 

However, more farmers have sold their plantation since then. It was reported in December 

2016 that family plantations dropped to just around 50 families on about 120 hectares.  

 
5 After debt settlement.  
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Figure 7: Number of families engaged in contract farm with Socfin-KCD  

 
Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 
  

 

 

During Directive 01 [2012-2013] 

 

As reported by the company, as well by the local authority, it took three years (2009-2011) 

for all conflicts between the company and local people to be resolved. Since that time, there 

had been no more complaints, until the new policy issued by the national government in mid-

2012, called Directive 01.  

 

Following the announcement of Directive 01, by the national government, land disputes 

between Socfin-KCD and the villagers in Bousra commune re-emerged. People started to 

reclaim their lands for the reason that their land rights were only partially addressed in the 

previous deal and that the $200 compensation per hectare was not fair to them.  

 

As a result, around 150 families from 6 villages6 resumed a complaint against Socfin-KCD to 

reclaim their lands. Although their lands were resolved a few years back, the people argued 

that their land rights were not fully addressed. For example, out of the 10 hectares they had, 

only 2 hectares were resolved. Another argument was that the compensation of $200 per 

hectare was not a fair price for them. They now want a fair market rate. However, there is 

also an allegation that some people just claim lands here and there without proper proof.  

 

In response, Socfin-KCD did not consider the complaints as they did not know if there were 

any. The company, therefore, did not cooperate with the youth volunteers under Directive 01 

campaign to go into the ELC areas and measure the lands as claimed by the local people. 

Although the company requested for information sharing and cooperation, it was not agreed 

by the youth volunteers on site. When the company challenged them, they insulted the 

company citing the order from the PM. The volunteers measured and issued claimants title in 

the environmental protection areas as well.  

 
6 Except Putil (village 4)  

Drop-out family 

plantation, 81 

Pulu [village 7], 22

Puchar [village 6], 12

Bousra [village 3], 11

Lameh [village 5], 10

Puraing [village 2], 10

Puteut [village 1], 4

Retained family 

plantation, 69
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Not only those who accepted cash compensation were unable to reclaim their lands, those 

under the contract farm arrangement or those whose lands still remain inside the ELC area 

could not ask the Directive 01 mission to register their lands. Socfin-KCD held a strong 

stance that the ELC areas are state lands granted by the government to the company; and 

thus, ownership for smallholders is not legitimate. Despite this, some people, who are Khmer 

migrants, managed to convince the youth volunteers to register their lands. As a result, 

Socfin-KCD lost some 570 hectares to smallholders (not Bunong inhabitants, but Khmer 

migrants) under this Directive 01 campaign.  

 

Post-Directive 01 [2013-Present] 

 

After the Directive 01 campaign, there was another motivation for people to pursue their 

complaints and to reclaim lands from Socfin-KCD. This case is still active. It is a court case 

in France against Bolloré Group, who is a major shareholder of Socfin Group, in fact the 

parent company of the Socfin-KCD. This court case has accused Bolloré on the grounds that 

its investment jeopardizes the land rights and livelihood of the local people as Socfin-KCD 

had chased the people off their lands and paid an unfair compensation for only part of the 

affected lands. Some plots were missed during the previous round of resolution. There were 

51 individuals, not even families, according the company. 

 

In order to address this land dispute, a mechanism established in 2009 was reactivated with 

change of representatives in 2015 in order to transform the confrontational contestation into a 

peaceful negotiation process. The mechanism is called “tripartite committee” which 

comprises members from (1) representatives of complainants (the people), (2) the company 

(Socfin-KCD), and (3) the local authority (commune council). Among six villages that were 

affected by the investment, five villages7 decided to use the tripartite committee as they are 

convinced that negotiation will help. However, it was not a land dispute resolution 

mechanism and was not reactivated for this sole purpose. Another village, Lameh (village 5) 

did not participate in this tripartite committee, but chose to pursue the court mechanism in 

France. Initially, there were 93 families choosing this court option. Most of these 93 families 

are from Lameh, while others are from a few villages. However, the number of complainants 

for the case was later reported to have dropped to 82, and then further to 62 as of late 2016.  

 

Nonetheless, the tripartite committee did not gain much trust, as the people had doubts 

whether the committee would be serving the company’s interest, over those of the people. 

The company, from the other side, did not trust the tripartite committee either because they 

seemed to be so vocal about the court case, while at the same time sitting in the tripartite 

committee. 

 

There was also concern about the capacity gap, between the company and local people, in 

this negotiation process. The people do not get any support to strengthen their bargaining 

power in relation to the company. The tripartite committee was also criticized about the 

representativeness of the people, since it did not use the existing mechanism of the IP 

community management structure, recognized by the Ministry of Interior. However, the 

tripartite committee were elected representatives supported by UNOHCHR, for training, 

according to the company. But this critique has its own flaw because the complainants were 

not all Bunong peoples who are members of the IP communities. In this case, it seems the 

 
7 Puteut (village 1), Puraing (village 2), Bousra (village 3), Puchar (village 6), and Pulu (village 7)  



28 
 

existing IP community management was not the right mechanism to represent all these 

complainants either. 

 

Partly to address the capacity gap, as well as to encourage broader involvement of the other 

interested stakeholders, there was another platform, called multi-stakeholder dialogue, 

coordinated by the UNOHCHR. This platform allows broader stakeholders (including NGOs 

like WWF and ADHOC), than does the tripartite committee, to participate and voice their 

concerns as well as proposed solutions for the dispute. However, the people have again 

questioned the effectiveness of the platform, since many people have attended the meeting, 

and the achievements have been quite limited. Some participants did not have good 

background knowledge of the issues and therefore asked many questions that were not very 

helpful. That made the process very time-consuming. It was also observed that concerned 

NGOs do not regularly participate in this platform.  

 

Without much hope from the tripartite committee, the complainants and Socfin-KCD have 

sought an alternative to the third party to help resolve the conflict. Also, with consent from 

Socfin-KCD, the Independent Mediation Group (IMG)8 has stepped in to be a mediator for 

the contesting parties, Socfin-KCD and the people. As a result, IMG has worked with both 

parties to develop a map of the disputed lands, which serves as clear evidence and a base for 

mediation. The maps of all the disputed areas are now complete and all concerned parties are 

now in the process of starting the mediation.  

 

The new mediation mechanism does not rule out the existence of the tripartite committee. 

The two mechanisms are separate, but play their own important roles. While the mediation 

mechanism has a mandate to help broker the conflict transformation between the people and 

company, the tripartite has its relevance beyond this conflict resolution. Even though the 

conflict is not completely resolved between both parties, the company will continue its 

business operation for tens of years.  Over time, this tripartite mechanism can continue to be 

an important channel for communication between the company and the people, so that, for 

example, the people can voice their concerns or request social contributions from the 

company. The company, in return, can respond more effectively to the people for its 

corporate social responsibility activities, even though this happens outside ELCs.   

 

3.2.3. Dak Lak and Land Conflict Resolution  

 

Pre-Directive 01 [2009-2011] 

 

As reported by the company and also echoed by the villagers, Dak Lak takes a softer 

approach in their dealings with the local people. Although Dak Lak has no mechanism to 

early inform villagers about their land clearing activities, it quickly acknowledges any land 

claims by the local people during its clearing activities. Dak Lak offers four options to 

address local land claims.  

 

▪ Option 1: Cash compensation: Dak Lak initially did not offer this option as it had 

concerned that people would use up the money and then may seek to acquire new 

land. But later there were complaints from some villagers who strongly insisted on 

 
8 IMG is a registered Cambodian company providing independent mediation service to parties of conflicts in 

Cambodia.  
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cash compensation. As a result, Dak Lak had to offer this option, even though just a 

few farmers opted for it.  

 

▪ Option 2: Remain in place (Leopard Skin): The company will stay where the claims 

are and people can use or develop the land on their own and at their own cost. 

According to Dak Lak, many villagers chose this option. It is the second most popular 

option after contract farms (cooperation plantation) in option 4. Those who chose this 

option were mostly villagers from Lameh (village 5), Puchar (village 6), and Pulu 

(village 7) as they can communicate with Dak Lak in the Vietnamese language. 

 

▪ Option 3: Relocation (land swap). Usually and in fact it is assumed that there are trees 

and shrubs on the land. Therefore, the deal was that the company agreed to clear the 

land and the farmer agreed to share half of their land with the company. The half 

share, for the farmer, is relocated to new area at the edge of the ELC and closer to the 

village. The new location is shared in a concentrated area with other farmers who 

opted for the same option. Despite this, not many have chosen this option. People 

explained that they chose this option because they were not aware of option 2 given 

some barriers in language with Dak Lak. On the other hand, they didn’t want to be in 

debt as in Option 4. This also suggests the resolution approach employed by Dak Lak 

is ad hoc and individualized, rather than a systematic one.   

 

▪ Option 4: Contract farm (cooperation plantation). On the 50% share of land as in 

option 3, the company agreed to develop rubber plantation on the farmer’s land, 

called “cooperation plantation.” The company directly offers a credit scheme (out of 

the company’s budget) for the development cost. The scheme lasts for 20 years, with 

9-year grace period and then 5% annual interest rate after that. The company provides 

free training to farmers on maintenance techniques, and offers a credit scheme for the 

maintenance cost. For example, the farmers can buy fertilizers from the company, if 

they cannot afford it on their own. Then, this input cost is incorporated into the 20-

year credit scheme. The company agrees to buy the rubber latex from farmers with a 

reference price of 80% of FOB price in Bangkok. The people are also allowed to have 

intercropping inside the company’s plantation should they need that to address their 

short-term food and income needs.  

 

Option 1 and Option 3 are respectively the least popular ones. Very few families have chosen 

these two options. As echoed by other villagers, most people chose Option 4 (contract farm), 

followed by Option 2 (remain in place). The advantage is that they can remain where they are 

and continue their usual crop practice with Option 2. Also they find Option 4 more useful for 

them in the long run. Moreover, the new location in Option 4 is on acceptable fertile soil, and 

closer to their home with even proper road access. In addition, the loan term under Option 4 

is conducive for them too. According to Dak Lak, the contract farm involves around 60 

families9 on 170 hectares. Most of them are families from Lameh (village 5), followed by 

Puchar (villagfe 6) and Pulu (village 7). Other people, who chose option 3 (relocation), are 

now growing crops of their choice, mostly cassavas and paddy, and some rubber.  

 

From the beginning, Dak Lak did not have the policy to buy the contract farm from farmers 

because they encourage farmers to own them for their long-term benefit. Some farmers, 

 
9 This number may has dropped as some have sold their plantation to other contract farmers. From key 

informants, around 50 families were identified: 20 in Lameh (village 5), 15 in Puchar (village 6), 10 in Pulu 

(village 7), and 5 in Puraing (village 2).  
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however, have sold the plantation to other farmers, when they faced some challenges, for 

instance, insufficient labour to take care of the plantation.  

 

During Directive 01 [2012-2013] 

 

Although Dak Lak has addressed various land claims of the local people, the implementation 

of Directive 01, through the volunteer youth campaign, further encouraged people to claim 

more lands. In response, Dak Lak cooperated with the Directive 01 mission and allowed the 

volunteers to measure and register the lands for people. In total, Dak Lak cut off more than 

2,000 hectares from its initial ELC size (4,162 hectares) for the local people and preserved 

lands.  

 

Post-Directive 01 [2013-Present] 

 

As more lands were cut off for claims by local people during the implementation of Directive 

01, Dak Lak now only maintains the ELC area of 1,500 hectares. Of this area, 1,420 hectares 

are under rubber plantation while the other 80 hectares are preserved forest areas. Its contract 

period is also reduced to just 50 years, instead of 70 years. Since then the company’s situation 

has been mostly stable.   

 

3.3. Impact on Agricultural Practice 
 

Traditional Agriculture Practice 

 

Since the presence of the ELC companies in this locality, the practice of traditional 

agriculture methods (rotational or shifting farming system) has changed significantly. The 

practice of shifting agriculture in Puteut (village 1), Puraing (village 2), and Bousra (village 

3) has almost disappeared now. A large part of local lands were affected by the ELC projects 

of Socfin-KCD. There are some remained lands, but they have mostly rocky soil, which is not 

good for farming. The practice of shifting agriculture has also declined, but remained more 

prevalent in Lameh (village 5), Puchar (village 6), and Pulu (village 7). These villages were 

affected more by Dak Lak, and Dak Lak showed more respect for their traditional land 

tenure. Also, the company has since abandoned a large part of its ELC and has lost interest in 

expansion. The other three villages (village 1-3) were more affected by Socfin-KCD.  

 
Table 7: Transformation of traditional agriculture practice 

 Puteut 

[village 1] 
Puraing 

[village 2] 
Bousra 

[village 3] 
Putil 

[village 4] 
Lameh 

[village 5] 
Puchar 

[village 6] 
Pulu 

[village 7] 

Pre-2008  

 
 

 
 

 

 

N/A 

 

 

 

 
 

 

By 2016  
 

⃝ 
 

⃝ 
 

⃝ 
 

N/A 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 Presence of shifting agriculture         Decline of shifting agriculture     ⃝ Absence of shifting agriculture  

Note: Socfin-KCD ELC overlaps more with village 1-2-3 and Dak Lak ELC overlaps more with 

village 5-6-7.  

Source: Interviews with key informants, 2016 
 

The ELC of Socfin-KCD, especially, and Dak Lak have played a significant role in causing 

the decline of traditional agriculture methods, but they are not exclusively responsible for 

that. Other contributing factors include the presence of other ELC projects, investment 
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projects, and immigration. The effect of globalization has also significantly contributed to 

this change.  

 

Besides land grabs by large holders, the inflow of the migrants into the areas through job 

opportunities, SLC programme, and agri-business opportunities, has increased pressure on 

the land. Although they usually seek to acquire lands through purchase, Bunongs are still 

concerned about the threats of grabs. Thus, they have to adapt their farming techniques by 

growing some handy perennial crops, rather than leaving their lands fallow. On the other 

hand, local farmers themselves have considered modern agricultural technique in order to 

participate and respond to the global market. For example, many farmers have converted their 

farmlands to both short-term and perennial cash crops such as cassavas, cashews, rubbers, 

avocados, coffee, and peppers.  

 

 

Agricultural Transformation   

 

Figure 8 illustrates the pattern of cropping on all farm plots owned by all households covered 

by this survey. The degree of diversification remains very limited. As the figure shows, rice 

remains an important crop, especially for family subsistence of the locals. At the same time, 

the local people have also changed their agricultural practices by adopting the cultivation of 

cash crops such as cassava, rubber, pepper, and others.  

 

Besides the two groups of contract farmers, other groups of local Bunongs also planted 

rubber on their land, but to a far less degree. Despite this, the changing pattern may have 

promoted two considerations. Firstly, without the contract farm model of the two companies, 

farmers who have contract farms with Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak would have grown fewer 

rubber trees. Secondly, without the presence of Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak in the areas, the 

number of households growing rubber would also have been fewer, if any. Interestingly, none 

of the migrants have reported rubber on their farm plots, which is quite a different behavior.  

 

Other crops that are also been grown, but not widely reported by farmers in this survey, are: 

cashews, coffee, avocados, beans, and mangos.  

 

The crop pattern among the Khmer migrants is quite different from the other groups of the 

Bunong inhabitants. Two major crops that are strongly considered by the Khmer migrants are 

pepper (on 43% of their farm plots) and cassavas (on 37% of their farm plots. The local 

Bunongs also start to grow pepper. Though not very significant, it is generally observed 

across all other groups of the Bunong farmers.  
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Figure 8: Patterns of agricultural diversification [total plots=394] 

 
Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 
 

 

3.4. Impact on Land Use Displacement  

 
After losing their lands to the companies, people did not just stop there. When they feel they 

need more land, for their survival and prosperity,they went in search for more land where 

possible. People report they now have to go and do their agricultural practices in far off 

places. The household survey tried to capture this phenomenon of new land acquisition and 

use.   

 

Figure 9 below reveals the land acquisition mode for the upland farm/fallow by examining 

the pattern among 347 plots. The finding is very striking. As showsn, approximately 50% of 

these upland farm plots are acquired by clearing of new lands that predominantly occurred 

after 2008. Generally, this new land clearing activity was undertaken by local people. The 

group who received cash compensation from the ELC companies has of course acquired 

more new lands; this group acquired 11% of these new lands. However, the shares acquired 

by other groups are also not much less significant, except in the case of the Khmer migrants. 

Only 0.6% of the newly cleared lands are responsible by the Khmer migrant group.  
 

Figure 9 further confirms that the Khmer migrants generally acquired upland farms through 

purchase. As it shows 79% of the Khmer migrants have purchased their upland farm plots. 

This mode of land acquisition was also observed among other groups of local inhabitants, but 

to a far less extent.  
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Figure 9: Pattern of upland farm/fallow acquisition [% of total plots, 347] 

 
Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 

 

Figure 10 also confirms that acquisition of upland farm/fallow, through the clearing of new 

lands, is apparently prevalent across all groups for upland farm/fallow, except for the group 

of Khmer migrants. A higher percentage of the ELC labourers have engaged in clearing new 

lands (69% of them), followed the locals with no conflicts with ELCs (63%) and the cash 

compensation group (61%). Then, to a less extent, 49% of the contract farmers with Dak Lak 

have cleared new lands compared to 39% of the contract farmers with Socfin-KCD.  
 

Figure 10: Pattern of upland farm and fallow acquisition by group [% within group] 

 
Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 
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3.5. Impact on Communal Lands  
 

The ELC do not affect only lands that were the properties of individual families, but also 

communal lands, which include sacred forestland, cemetery area, reserved land, pastoral 

lands, forest areas for traditional harvest of timber and non-timber forest products, aa well as 

lakes and ponds. Table 8 below illustrates the impact of Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak on these 

types of lands.   

 
Table 8: Company’s deals for communal lands  

 Socfin-KCD Dak Lak 

Communal Lands 

Sacred forestland  
 ⃝ 

Cemetery land  ⃝ ⃝ 
Reserved land  

 

 
 

 

Areas for traditional 

TFP/NTFP  

 

 
 

 

Pasture land  
 

 
 

 

Lake/pond 
 

 
 

 

 all taken by company   partially taken by company ⃝ all kept for community  

Source: Interviews with key informants, 2016 
 

 

Generally, people came together to protest with the company to protect their communal 

lands, except pasture lands and lakes/ponds. However, the company reacts differently to 

different types of lands. The sacred forestland and cemetery land generally receive more 

attention from the company than other types. All other lands are not taken into consideration 

by the company, although the areas have been traditionally used by the people. Given the vast 

areas, the companies may have viewed these particular land holds more as the characteristics 

as state lands, rather than as the community’s property.  

 

As shown in Table 8, Dak Lak and Socfin-KCD have the same degree of respect for the 

cemetery lands. All cemetery areas were removed from the ELC and reserved for the 

community. However, both companies have different levels of respect for the sacred 

forestland. Dak Lak kept all sacred forestlands claimed by the people. In case the company 

had already cleared the forest without pre-knowledge, Dak Lak later agrees to organize a 

traditional offering to apologize to the spirits and then separate it off for the community. In 

the case of Socfin-KCD, the company clears many sacred areas and leaves some. For 

example, out of approximately 200-300 ha of sacred forests in both ELCs of Socfin-KCD, 

only 20-30 ha remains; the rest have been cleared. The company organized a traditional 

offering to apologize to the spirits, but those lands already cleared were not returned to their 

old function for the community.  

   

Because Dak Lak demonstrated better respect for the local land rights and has considerably 

reduced its ELC size (down from 4,162 ha to just 1,500 ha), the scale of impact on the 

communal lands has been much less for the community people compared to what has 



35 
 

happened with Socfin-KCD, which has taken tougher measures with the people and has 

already developed most of its ELC areas.   

 

3.6. Impact on the Registration of Communal Land Titles  
 

The Bunong indigenous people are now facing a dilemma between individual private land 

title and communal land title.  

 

Despite dynamic inflow of migrants into the area, the proportion of the Bunong indigenous 

ethnic group still forms a majority, despite the fact it has been significantly reduced. As per 

Figure 11, Bunong ethnic is now responsible for 2/3 of all families in the commune. Pulu 

(village 7) and Puchar (village 6) have the largest number, 173 and 167 families respectively. 

Bousra (village 3) has the least number of Bunong families (102 families).  

  
Figure 11: Distribution of Bunong families in Bousra commune [# families] 

Source: Commune Statistics, 2016 

 

These Bunong ethnic families have organized themselves into seven indigenous peoples 

communities (IPC), one IPC per village. They aim to have their lands registered under the 

communal land tenure as a collective ownership for all their IPC members. However, the 

villagers have lost various parts of individual and communal lands to the ELC projects. 

Ongoing land conflicts between the companies and the villagers have dragged out the process 

for IPC organizing, as well as the registration process of CLT. Despite this, the process didn’t 

get stuck and as shown in Table 9, all of them already got their ethnic identity recognized by 

MRD in 2011 and got their IPC registered as a legal entity with MOI in 2011 and 2012. Five 

of them have had their internal rules adopted. All of them haven’t submitted the application 

to MLUMPC for CLT registration yet, as none of them have completed the preliminary map.  

 

  

# Non-Bunong 

families, 502

Pulu [village 7], 

173 

Puteut [village 1], 

167 

Lameh [village 5], 

155 

Puchar [village 6], 

153 

Puraing [village 2], …

Putil [village 4], 

116 
Bousra [village 3], 

102 

# Bunong families, 

995
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Table 9: Status of communal land title registration in Bousra commune 

  

Recognized 

by MRD 

[date] 

Recognized 

by MOI 

[date] 

Internal rule 

adopted [date] 

Preliminary 

Map 

CLT 

Application 

with 

MLMUPC 

Puteut [village 1] 26.07.2011 25.11.2011 In progress  In progress Not yet 

Puraing [village 2] 06.10.2011 22.05.2012 25.02.2012 In progress Not yet  

Bousra [village 3] 06.10.2011 04.06.2012 15.02.2012 In progress Not yet  

Putil [village 4] 26.07.2011 25.11.2011 In progress  In progress Not yet  

Lameh [village 5] 06.10.2011 22.05.2012 14.02.2012 In progress Not yet  

Puchar [village 6] 06.10.2011 22.05.2012 15.02.2012 In progress Not yet  

Pulu [village 7] 26.07.2011 25.11.2011 19.12.2011 In progress Not yet  

Source: Field Survey by CPS (2016) and CIPO Report (2015)  

 

This registration process, of CLT, was later complicated by the Directive 01. While they are 

supposed to register all their lands together under a single communal land tenure, many 

members of the IPC have received individual private land titles under this Directive 01 

campaign during 2012-2013. Although some members are willing to convert the individual 

private land title back into the CLT, others do not want to. A number of reasons that would 

have explained the motivation of some villagers to disintegrate them from the IPC are as 

follows:  

 

- If they abandon the individual land title and integrate the land back into the CLT, they 

will for sure lose their formal ownership and have to wait for the CLT that is yet to be 

registered and issued by the government. Such process is not certain and it may take 

years. It’s actually a dilemma.  

- With dynamic transformation in the area, land prices have much increased. An 

individual private land title allows the transfer of ownership through sales. The farmer 

does not have that right if they choose to be in a CLT.  

- The other benefit of individual private land title is access to mortgage loans. Again, 

with strong integration into the free market capitalism, many farmers are now in need 

of investment capital for their lands, for example, growing high value crops such as 

peppers.  

- Although they realize they can share rights to the reserved lands for future 

generations; they also reason that the community does not have much reserved lands 

left.   

- While splitting themselves from IPC may cost them access to other communal 

property, such as sacred forestland for traditional worship, many Bunong families are 

now members of the Christian Church and so have weaker ties to traditional beliefs. 

There are now 4 churches in the commune.  

 

As a result of Directive 01 by RGC in 2012, some IP members were encouraged to receive 

individual titles. The study also finds out that IP families receive hard-land title of their 

residential and farmland. However, the study is not able to capture how many hard-land titles 

have been granted.  

 

Another factor hampering the CLT process is the ongoing land disputes among villages 

(boundary issues), and also among villagers within villages. Moreover, the IPC also faces 
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land disputes with newcomers (migrants) including Muslim Cham who are beneficiaries of 

SLC programme. On top of these problems, limited capacity of IPC management committee 

regarding CLT registration and the lack of support in the process has delayed the registration 

process. 

 

 

3.7. Implication of Directive 01  
 

As shown in Figure 12, 26% of all 614-land plots covered by this survey are titled or registered 

by the government. Others are untitled. In comparison, by type of lands, more of the residential 

lands are registered. As revealed in Figure 13, 43% of the residential lands are titled, compared 

to 20% and 18% respectively of the upland farm/fallow and lowland farm.   

 

 Figure 12: Untitled plots [% of all plots] Figure 13: Titled plots by type of land  

  
Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 

 

Figure 13 compares the registration of land plots among groups. It shows a significantly 

higher proportion of the Khmer migrants managed to have their land plots registered; 71% of 

them. Only 11% of the group of villagers, who accepted the cash compensation, got their 

lands registered. Of note, 18% of the Socfin-KCD’s contract farmers, though comprising a 

smaller percentage compared to those of Dak Lak, also have their lands registered by the 

government. However, this does not necessarily mean they get the titles for the plot of the 

contract farms (family plantation) inside the company’s ELCs. It could be for their other plots 

outside the ELCs.    
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Figure 14: Distribution of titled plots by group [% within group] 

 
Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 
 

Figure 14 presents the comparison of the degree of registered lands among different groups. 

Generally, the villagers have received the land titles more for their residential lands than for 

their upland farm/fallow.  

 
Figure 15: Distribution of titled plots for various types of land by group [% with group] 

 
Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 
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4. Wider Implication: Social Differentiation of Local Livelihoods  
 

With an interest to observe the implication of the presence of Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak on 

the livelihood of the local people, this study attempts to examine some concerned areas that 

are pertinent to the livelihood development as outlined below.  

 

4.1. Employment 
 

Since their respective inception, Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak have made jobs available in the 

areas and employed both the local inhabitants and the migrants. As both companies are still in 

the development stage, they need both skilled and unskilled workers to work in 

administration, medical care, construction, electrical, the garage and plantations. Both have 

completed the development of their rubber plantation, but the whole plantation hasn’t yielded 

latex yet. Only some areas have yielded; the majority of the plantation is to produce latex in 

the years to come.  

 

From the interview, Socfin-KCD currently employs about 500 workers10. Dak Lak reported 

an employment of 82 workers on its fully developed 1,420 ha rubber plantation. The job 

opportunities will increase in several years, when the latex could be harvested on a full scale, 

hopefully by 2022. When the rubber plantation produces yields, there will be three types of 

jobs needed: (1) maintenance, (2) care and cure, and (3) tapping the latex. For tapping jobs, 

on average a worker will be needed for every three hectares of rubber. In this regard, Socfin-

KCD hopes to employ an estimated 2,000 workers by 2022 while Dak Lak’s employment 

may increase to around 500 jobs.  

 

A small proportion of local Bunong people are interested in employment with the companies. 

Out of its current employment (500 workers), Socfin-KCD estimates that 10-15% of its 

workers are from Bousra commune, and half of them (6-7%) are Bunong ethnic. Dak Lak 

does not employ as many Bunong compared to Socfin-KCD. There are just a few Bunong 

people working at Dak Lak out of its 82 workers. Therefore, the migrants, rather than the 

local Bunong people, generally consider these employment opportunities.  

 

Socfin-KCD offers a contract-based full-time job with monthly salary in compliance with the 

labour law of Cambodia. The company is aware of the difficulty that the people are facing 

with this kind of full-time employment, as it was not their common practice, but the company 

finds it’s a way of life that the people need to adapt. The company does not see it will be able 

to provide shorter-term (part time) or non-contract-based employment given the agronomic 

conditions of rubbers. Similarly, Dak Lak does not offer part-time jobs.  

 

On average, an individual tapper earned a basic salary of $150-180 per month in 2016 which 

was increased to $170 to $220 in 2017by Socfin-KCD. In addition, the company offers 

bonuses on three measures: attendance, production, and quality. The company also provides 

free services for houses, electricity, water, school, health care and work accident insurance 

with the National Social Security Fund (NSSF).11 When all these fringe benefits are 

accounted, a tapper may earn approximately $13 to $15 per day (as of 2016), which is more 

competitive than other jobs people can find in the area, as the company claims. In addition, 

the company provides tappers with other benefits such as fuel allocation and advance 

 
10 A total area of 6,978 ha for Varanasi and Sethikula projects, plantation area of 58%.   
11 Socfin-KCD provides a health clinic and two schools for families of workers.  
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payment for motorcycle purchase12. Dak Lak employs a combination of basic monthly salary 

and an output-based performance. Thus, the worker’s earning at Dak Lak is more varied. 

Some make more than others between $150 and $200 per month. Similar to Socfin-KCD, 

Dak Lak also provides free services for housing, electricity, water, schools, and a health 

clinic. However, these tend to be of poorer quality.    

 

The limited share of the local Bunong people, in the employment of both companies, invites 

various questions and viewpoints. The companies always express their enthusiasm to employ 

the local people, as they really need people to work, but they find the locals are not as 

interested to work and in the case that they are interested, they would only work for a while 

and not continue to work after they get paid. Then, they would come to find work again when 

they need money. Working on a routine of 8 hours a day is new to them. To partly address 

this problem, the company imposes penalty on uninformed absence. For example, if one 

earns $7 a day, then the penalty rate would apply $10 per absence, though at a maximum of 

$13 per month. With an aim to improve the relationship with the local Bunong for the 

employment with the company, Socfin-KCD has actually established a department, called 

“Bunong Administration.”  

 

Local peoples reported various reasons for why they are not so interested in employment 

opportunities with the companies even when made available. People tend to generalize that 

only villagers who are rather old and needy, without other earning options, would be willing 

to work for the companies. The younger generation, especially youth, will not. This is also 

confirmed by those who are currently or were in employment with Socfin-KCD. A number of 

reasons that were discussed include the following:  

 

- First, people find the working conditions are so difficult for them. They are actually 

interested in earning some money for their livelihoods and many of them tried, but 

later on most of them quit. To work for the company, as it was elaborated, one has to 

get up at 3:00 am13 in order to cook and pack food for breakfast and lunch so that they 

can leave home around 4:30 am and arrive at the company around 5:30 am or 6:00 

am. Then, the truck will take them to the work site. They may arrive and start work at 

the work site at 7:30 or later depending on how far it is. They will then work until a 

lunch break at 11:00 am and resume work again from 12:30 pm to 3:00 pm or 4:00 

pm. Some will then arrive home at 4:00 pm or 5:00 pm. Sometimes, they would arrive 

home even at 6:00 pm, if there are obstacles on the road. Therefore, the work takes so 

much time for them and they almost have no time for the family and other work at 

home or on their farm. However, the company management refers to compliance of 

the labour law that requires 8 hours of work per day.   

  

- The working environment on the ELC sites is not favorable. It’s very different from 

many peoples social habits. Some report that they have to work straight through 

without any interaction with other workers, for example, for fun or amusement. A 

supervisor closely monitors their works and thus they have to perform the tasks neatly 

during work. They find it is not a pleasant environment to work for the long run. 

Moreover, they do not like the fact that there are so many that they have to follow, as 

they are used to working on their own farms and foraging.   

 
12 Socfin-KCD once provides motorbikes for tappers, but the experience was that the morale hazard makes the 

garage always full of motorbikes for repairing.  
13 All these reported times may have somehow carried some exaggeration or it is a loose way of timer by the 

locals rather than a precise one.  
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- While the level of paid salary is not so low, neither is it so good given the time and 

level of effort spent. The jobs take so much of their time and thus limit the people’s 

freedom and flexibility to cover other work at home or on the farm. Therefore, they 

find the salary is just enough to spend for the month they work. When they engage 

with this paid work, they do not have time for other activities and thus have to spend 

more. Moreover, the pay schedule is not favourable either. People find it too long to 

wait for the salary until the end of each month.  People expressed their preference for 

wage payment every two weeks. 

 

- People do not see the value in working for the companies. With the rather low salary, 

that is just sufficient for the monthly expenses, in addition to the time requirement and 

working conditions and environment, many people do not generally like the job and 

see themselves as a slave of the company. There is a popular saying in the area, 

especially among former workers for the companies:  “working for the company is 

just like a slave of the company.”  

 

- Besides jobs at the companies, that appear more formal to locals, there are also other 

jobs available, from other sources that look more informal or illegal in terms of 

deforestation. For example, there are still forests, though in far off locales, where 

timber can still be harvested for informal or illegal trade in the area. Youth and young 

adults are happy to earn their living from this source. Also, the boom of modern crop 

plantations, such as rubber, pepper and cassava in the area, by the local inhabitants 

and the migrants has created more jobs. This type of work is not full time. It allows 

people to earn some money14 and have more freedom15. With the remaining time, they 

have flexibility to work on their own farm or engage in mutual help arrangements 

with other villagers.   

 

- People tend to think and be concerned about the future. With threats from private 

companies and the inflow of migrants, land is getting scarce. As land is getting less 

available to them, it is more vital to protect their existing land and try to grab some 

more when possible. This is clearly confirmed by the fact that a significant number of 

the local inhabitants have engaged in clearing new lands. Therefore, it is more 

important for them to grow crops on all of the land they have now, or they may lose 

them to others and leave no land for future generations  

 

4.2. Corporate Social Responsibility  
 

Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak believe that all individuals and corporations need to actively be 

involved in the host country’s social, economic and environmental development. The two 

ELCs have contributed both in cash and in-kind supports, employment opportunities to the 

local communities and collaborated with other local NGOs to have lasting impacts. Based on 

the reported data, Socfin-KCD has contributed to local infrastructures as follows: 

 

- Over 500 km of road within the concession and over 45 km for Bousra commune; 

- 16 bridges; 

 
14 The daily rate is similar to that paid by the company. The employer provides breakfast.    
15 People, the employer and the worker, know each other. They treat each other better and feel more socially 

connected.   
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- 2 schools within the plantation; 

- 2 field hospitals 

- 466 houses with free access to utilities; 

- Rehabilitation of roads, bridges, markets; in-kind supports to local schools and health 

facilities. 

 

On the economic side, Socfin-KCD has implemented the contract farm scheme, which 

benefits 59 households of smallholder on 150 hectares. As part of the scheme, the households 

benefit in terms of technical assistance and input materials and on-the-job trainings. 

Environmentally, the company has preserved 3,000 hectares of forests, adopted sustainable 

agricultural practices and realized zero net deforestation.  

 

Similarly, Dak Lak has built 100 houses, 2 schools, health facilities, water and electricity 

utilities and access roads within the plantations. Local communities have also benefitted by 

participating in a smallholder economic scheme, contract farms, locally called “cooperation 

plantation.” Dak Lak provides both technical and material inputs (fertilizer and seedling) and 

other related on-farm trainings to the participants.  

 

4.3. Sources of Income for Local Livelihoods  
 

Those who had no conflicts with the companies, or even got employed by the companies, are 

not necessarily better off than their counterparts.  

 

Figure 15 shows the level of annual income that each group of households earns on average. 

The Khmer migrants earn the highest level of income although no contribution from paddy 

crop. All groups who have been involved in the land conflicts earn a quite similar level of 

income. It does not show a significant different between contract farm groups (Socfin-KCD 

and Dak Lak) and the cash compensation group. These three groups who have conflicts with 

the companies actually earn higher income than the other two groups: the locals with no 

conflict and the ELC labourers. Given the absence of a baseline, this could also mean the 

groups were better off since the pre-conflict time.  

 
Figure 16: Level of annual average income earned from different sources  

 
Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 
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Table 10 below presents various income sources that the local people are currently earning 

for their livelihood. As it shows, the sources of income are very diversified among all groups, 

except the Khmer migrants who have no conflicts with the company.  

 

Cash crop appears as a source of income that most households have relied upon, followed by 

livestock. Earning from wage/unskilled labour appears significant, not only for the group of 

ELC labourers, but also across other groups although fewer Khmer migrants earn that 

income. Despite the reported shrinking forest areas (lost to the ELC), NTFP is still reported 

as a livelihood source for so many households. However, this does not justify that the ELC 

have not reduced the forest areas and thus NTFP. The local people find the forest an 

important source of their traditional livelihood. A common saying in the area goes: “land is 

life; forest is market.” 
 

Table 10: Source of income for local livelihoods 

 
Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 

 

The Khmer migrants are more dependent on income from petty trade (vendor) in the area and 

also growing cash crops. However, there are many local Bunong inhabitants who earntheir 

income from petty trade (vendor). These local inhabitants are the contract farmers with 

Scofin-KCD and Dak Lak and locals with no conflict with the ELC companies.   

 

 

4.4. Pattern of Asset Holding  
 

As illustrated in Table 11, households generally own various types of assets in 2016 and the 

proportion of people who own each asset has all increased, except the bull cart. Phone and 

motorbikes are the assets that most people own in 2016 and also have increased the most 

among surveyed households, 56 and 43 percentage points each respectively, from 2008. 

Other assets that are also commonly owned by the villagers are TVs, wells, hand tractors, and 

DVD players. The proportion of households who own these assets has moderately increased 

between 2008 and 2016.  

 

The percentage of households owning cars and jewelry is not high, but not insignificant -13% 

and 15% respectively of the surveyed households. However, the proportion of increase of 

11% each from 2008 is very high. That means almost none of the households owned these 

two assets in 2008. More importantly, the reported value of these assets, as of 2016, was very 

high in relation to other assets in the households. The reported average value for a car was 

No. Income source

Contract 

farm [Socfin-

KCD]

Contract 

farm [Dak 

Lak]

Cash Compen-

sation

ELC 

Labourers

Locals with 

no conflicts

Khmer 

migrants
Total

1 Cash crop 100% 88% 96% 96% 88% 53% 84%

2 Livestock 72% 83% 74% 80% 63% 21% 62%

3 Unskilled labor 56% 63% 61% 100% 33% 11% 50%

4 Rice cultivation 60% 71% 65% 60% 50% 3% 47%

5 NTFP 36% 75% 65% 48% 38% 5% 41%

6 Vendor 24% 38% 4% 8% 38% 71% 34%

7 Civil servants 8% 21% 22% 12% 21% 18% 17%

8 Skilled labor 8% 4% 26% 16% 13% 5% 11%

9 Remittance 8% 0% 0% 8% 4% 8% 5%

10 Hunting 4% 0% 9% 8% 8% 0% 4%

11 Others 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 3% 1%

Total 376% 442% 422% 436% 358% 197% 357%
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$8,214 and for jewelry, $1,052.  Of course, these two assets are more generally owned by the 

Khmer migrants, but the local Bunongs have also started to own them.   

 

Table 11: Percentage of households owning various assets [ranked by Change 2008-2016] 

 
Gr 1: Contract farm [Socfin-KCD]    Gr 4: ELC Labourers  

Gr 2: Contract farm [Dak Lak]    Gr 5: Locals with no conflicts  

Gr 3: Cash Compensation     Gr 6: Khmer migrants 
 

Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 

 

 

4.5. Patterns of Credit Access  
 

The surveyed households were asked to report their outstanding loans by the time of the 

survey. These reported loans do not include the credit schemes under the contract farms with 

Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak. As a result, it appears that taking loans is quite common among 

the surveyed households. On average, 65% of them reported outstanding loans, but the 

tendency of borrowings is highest among the cash compensation group and the Khmer 

migrants. 75% of the households, in each of these two groups, have outstanding loans.  

 

The average size of credit is $990 per borrowing, but it varies considerably among groups. 

Although proportionally more of the cash compensation groups have borrowed the credit, 

their loan size is very small, $265 per borrowing. The average loan size is highest among the 

locals with no conflicts ($1,857) and the Khmer migrants ($2,080).  

 

Overall, the majority of borrowing is for productive purposes such as farm activity or 

business expansion and purchase of vehicles. However, the reported use of loans for 

unproductive purposes is very high, especially for the cash compensation group and ELC 

labourers. Addressing illnesses, daily consumption, and debt repayment are the three major 

reasons for these two groups to access credit. As per Table 12, approximately 60% of 

borrowing by these groups are for these three purposes. Taking loans for house improvement 

is high among the contract farmers with Socfin-KCD and the locals with no conflicts with the 

companies. Of these two groups, 14% and 32% respectively have borrowed for house 

renovation.  

Gr 1 Gr 2 Gr 3 Gr 4 Gr 5 Gr 6 Total

1 Phone 92% 83% 91% 72% 83% 95% 87% 56% $84

2 Motorcycle 100% 96% 78% 80% 88% 87% 88% 43% $491

3 TV 52% 29% 61% 28% 54% 66% 50% 33% $69

4 Well 72% 46% 61% 36% 42% 42% 49% 25% $282

5 Hand tractor 68% 58% 39% 32% 29% 5% 36% 23% $2,090

6 DVD player 44% 42% 35% 12% 29% 37% 33% 21% $38

7 Pump 20% 21% 13% 16% 25% 42% 25% 19% $152

8 Saving 20% 25% 22% 8% 21% 8% 16% 12% $197

9 Car 12% 13% 4% 8% 4% 29% 13% 11% $8,214

10 Jewelry 8% 13% 9% 4% 13% 34% 15% 11% $1,052

11 Bike 28% 29% 22% 24% 17% 13% 21% 3% $18

12 Thresher 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 1% 1% $50

13 Cassette player 8% 4% 0% 0% 4% 18% 7% 1% $86

14 Cart 12% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 3% -2% $700

15 Others 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 1% -3% $1,792

Change, 

2008-2016

2016
No. Asset

Average 

Value, 2016
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In terms of source of credit, the bank/MFI has played an important role in providing this 

credit service in Bousra commune. Approximately 70% of the loans are reported to have been 

borrowed from this source, especially the Khmer migrants and the locals with no conflicts, 

who have borrowed sizable amounts. Borrowing from relatives is also significant, especially 

for the cash compensation group and the contract farmers with Socfin-KCD. Interestingly, the 

source of credit from private moneylenders is quite low, 5% overall.  

 
Table 12: Profile of credit borrowing [% of borrowing within group] 

 
Source: Field survey by CPS (2016) 

 

The significant role of banks/MFIs in servicing credit to the area is accompanied by the use 

of land/house certificates as collateral to back up loans. Such use of collateral is more 

common among the Khmer migrants; their land/house certificates back up 66% of their 

borrowings. Other groups of local Bunong inhabitants also rely on such collateral to secure 

their borrowings, but to a lesser extent compared with the Khmer migrants.   

Contract farm 

[Socfin-KCD]

Contract 

farm [Dak 

Lak]

Cash 

Compen-

sation

ELC 

Labourers

Locals with 

no conflicts

Khmer 

migrants
Total

Households with Borrowing 64% 58% 74% 60% 58% 74% 65%

with 1 borrowing 48% 46% 39% 52% 42% 61% 49%

with 2 borrowings 12% 13% 22% 4% 13% 5% 10%

with 3 borrowings 4% 0% 9% 4% 4% 8% 5%

with 4 borrowings 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 1%

Average Size of Borrowing $406 $438 $265 $285 $1,857 $2,080 $990

Source of Borrowing [% of borrowings within group]

Bank/MFI 60% 59% 62% 61% 89% 81% 69%

Relatives 25% 18% 24% 6% 11% 11% 16%

Private creditors 5% 0% 0% 17% 0% 8% 5%

Saving groups 0% 6% 10% 6% 0% 0% 4%

NGOs 10% 6% 3% 6% 0% 0% 4%

Friends 0% 12% 0% 6% 0% 0% 2%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Collateral for Borrowing [% of borrowings within group]

Land/house titles 24% 47% 17% 39% 42% 66% 40%

Saving group membership 43% 6% 41% 50% 37% 11% 30%

No supporting documents 29% 41% 34% 11% 11% 20% 23%

Other legal documents (ID etc.) 5% 6% 7% 0% 11% 3% 7%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Purpose of Borrowing [% of borrowings within group]

Business/farm expansion 76% 76% 38% 33% 53% 61% 56%

Illness 5% 0% 21% 22% 5% 17% 13%

Daily consumption 5% 0% 24% 22% 0% 14% 12%

House renovation 14% 6% 3% 0% 32% 6% 9%

Debt payment 0% 6% 14% 17% 5% 0% 6%

Purchase vehicle 0% 6% 0% 0% 5% 0% 1%

Others 0% 6% 0% 6% 0% 3% 2%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Effectiveness of Borrowing on Livelihood [% of borrowings within group]

Improving 62% 76% 38% 50% 74% 67% 60%

Remain the same 38% 24% 31% 17% 5% 11% 21%

Not improving 0% 0% 31% 33% 21% 22% 19%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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As reported by the respondents, borrowing has generally contributed to the improvement of 

their livelihood, except for the cash compensation group and ELC labourer group. Only 38% 

and 50% of the loans taken respectively by these two groups are deemed successful. This rate 

is low compared to other groups and it seems to correspond to the fact that their loans are 

mainly for unproductive purposes such as addressing illnesses, daily consumption, and debt 

repayment.  

  

 

5. Conclusion and Policy Implication   
 

With an attempt to examine the impact of ELCs on local land tenure and the implications to 

local livelihoods, the study has employed both qualitative and quantitative approaches, 

through multiple stages, in order to make an assessment that is as comprehensive as possible. 

Overall, the issue itself is both complex and complicated since it includes local claims from 

villages and involves two companies with a history of conflicts over nearly a decade. In 

addition, the case has been complicated by other factors such as inflow of Khmer migrants, 

indigenous peoples’ culture, farming practices and their customary rights recognized by law, 

land speculation in the areas, and the arrival of other companies.  

 

Based on the qualitative approach, mainly through reports by local people and key 

informants, Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak companies have had significant negative impacts on 

the local land tenure, both individual and communal lands, and also common property 

resources in all seven villages in the locality. Except for residential land, the range of local 

lands that were overlapped by the ELCs of both companies include lowland farms, upland 

farms and fallows, sacred forestlands, cemetery lands, reserved lands, and common use 

resource areas such as pastural lands and forests. Despite such impacts, land holdings by the 

local residents at present are still about 3 to 5 ha per household, much above the national 

average. This is due to the availability of lands/forests outside the areas of ELCs that people 

could clear and also due to the relaxed practices of Dak Lak and to some extent Socfin KCD.   

 

The two companies have not had the same degree of impact on lands in different villages. 

According to reports by the local people, Socfin-KCD is responsible for nearly 80% of the 

conflicts with individual households whose farmlands were affected by the ELCs, while Dak 

Lak is accountable for more than 20% of the conflicts. This of course reflects the fact that 

Socfin-KCD’s ELC size is larger than Dak Lak’s (4162 ha compared with about 7000ha), 

however it is not 4 times larger. The main difference is that as a private company, Socfin-

KCD tries to stick to the contract and law as much as possible, while Dak Lak, as a state-

owned company had employees who gave in to many claims by local residents.   

 

The magnitude of impact is highest on upland farms and fallows because it concerns the 

direct property and livelihoods of many hundreds of local households. Despite the respect by 

ELC companies, local residents report significant impact on their communal lands (such as 

sacred forestland, cemetery area, and reserved land) and common use areas such as pasture 

lands, forest areas for traditional harvest of timber and non-timber forest products, and lakes 

and ponds. These areas have important cultural value and are sources of livelihood for the 

local Bunong communities. Except cemetery areas and some sacred forestland, the two 

companies have not recognized these communal lands and common use resources when local 

land claims overlap with their ELCs, as they adhere to the ELC agreements with government. 
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The impact of the ELCs has also affected traditional agricultural practices. The practice of 

shifting agriculture has changed significantly. Such traditional farming in Puteut (village 1), 

Puraing (village 2), and Bousra (village 3) has almost disappeared, yet has continued in 

Lameh (village 5), Puchar (village 6), and Pulu (village 7). The decline in shifting agriculture 

is partly due to less availability of land, but can also be explained by the fact that the local 

people have adopted permanent agriculture on their farmland. It is no longer viable to 

practice shifting agriculture in the current context of open trade and improved connectivity.    

 

Although both companies tend to adopt similar options for addressing local land claims, the 

core difference lies in their commitment to implement the government’s leopard skin policy. 

Dak Lak acknowledged this policy since the beginning and also during the Directive 01 

campaign. Socfin-KCD instead regards their ELC as wholly granted by the government to 

them and assumes that all ELC areas are state lands and thus local claims inside the ELC are 

not legitimate, although negotiations, compromise and considerations have been given to 

local residents until the time of the study. Such position clearly distinguishes Socfin-KCD’s 

treatment from that of Dak Lak regarding the respect and recognition of local land rights.  

 

Nonetheless, the consequences on land holdings of smallholders is presenting a mixed 

picture. From the quantitative approach, through household interviews using a semi-

structured questionnaire, the results show that the groups of households that were affected by 

ELCs or even lost their claimed lands and got cash compensation are not necessarily now 

holding smaller farmlands than those who were not affected. More interestingly, not only 

those household groups that were affected by the ELCs report the reduction of upland farms, 

this trend is also found among households of ELC labourers and the locals with no conflict 

with the ELCs. The disproportionate size of current land holdings by different groups is not 

explained by new land acquisition. As approximately half of the current upland farm plots 

were acquired by clearing new lands, all groups of Bunong inhabitants have been involved in 

this means of acquisition. The group of Khmer migrants generally acquired new lands 

through purchases.   

 

The implications on local livelihoods appears counter-intuitive. The locals who have no 

conflicts with the companies and those who even get employment with the companies are not 

necessarily better off than other groups. The companies have created jobs, but a very small 

number of local Bunong inhabitants get employed by the ELCs for many reasons. One such 

reason is the local people are not used to being engaged in routine hours of employment with 

terms and conditions as stated by the labour law. The job conditions are  difficult and the pay 

is relatively low. As revealed, the jobs do not make the families of ELC labourers better off. 

Their income level is actually the lowest compared to other groups of  Bunong inhabitants. 

On the other hand, the groups of households engaged in contract farms with Socfin-KCD and 

Dak Lak do not necessarily earn higher income than those who have lost their lands and 

received cash compensation. More interestingly, the group of households who accepted cash 

compensation for their affected lands actually earn higher income than their counterparts who 

had no conflict with the ELC companies.  

 

However, it seems that the contract farm groups are likely to enjoy a higher benefit in the 

future. At the time of the survey, this group has not yet had any return from their farms, but 

once they have mature rubber trees, it seems promising they may have very good incomes. 

Therefore, their livelihoods may change in the coming years when they can harvest the 

rubber latex. From the angle of farming diversification, the Bunong inhabitants have 

generally transformed their agricultural practices growing more permanent cash crops, but the 
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affected groups with contract farm models own more rubber plantation than other Bunong 

inhabitants.  

 

A wider implication, at the asset holding level, is that the groups who have conflicts (cash 

compensation and contract farms) seem better off than the non-affected households (locals 

with no conflict and ELC labourers). A higher proportion of the former groups owns various 

important household assets such as motorbikes, TVs, DVD players, hand tractors, savings, 

jewelries, and cars. Although it is possible that the group who accepted cash compensation 

may have used their money productively and prospered, this does not necessarily suggest that 

the current livelihood status of these people can be directly attributed to the choices of land 

deals it has opted for. Instead, it could be the other way round. For example, the locals with 

no conflicts may have been poorer and had very little land, and that’s why they had no 

conflicts with the ELCs. Or, the contract farm groups may have been better off and owned 

large farmlands, and that is why they were treated better and had the ability to afford contract 

farms.  

 

Policy Implications  

The case study suggests the following implications for policy consideration:  

1) Enforcing the leopard skin policy: Despite its good intention, this policy has not been 

well acknowledged and implemented by the companies. The policy is well known among 

the local key informants and villagers, but they don’t understand what it really means. 

Therefore, enforcing the leopard skin policy is important in two ways. Firstly, it avoids 

land conflicts with local peoples and thus enables harmony or co-existence between local 

smallholders and large-scale investors. To be effective, it is again important that the ELCs 

and local claims are registered. Secondly, it reinforces the management of state lands. If 

the leopard skin policy is not effective, as the case study shows, the people will seek to 

acquire new lands by clearing forestlands and that will in turn jeopardize the state land 

management. It means the state will lose other lands. One may argue that the people 

would still clear new lands despite enforcement of the leopard skin policy.  But this will 

only be possible if local claims are not all registered.  In the case that some people may 

need additional land, the scale of new clearing would be minimal. One may also argue 

that new land clearing will still be encouraged by the demand from Khmer migrants. But 

that will require additional policy options, if complete land registration cannot prevent the 

new clearing.  

 

2) Recognizing local land tenure is important, but the leopard skin policy is not necessarily 

best in all circumstances. The policy could work well for the recognition of, for example, 

sacred forestland and cemetery areas, as they should culturally remain where they are. 

However, it would be awkward for both the concessionaires and villagers if the farmland 

plots are left scattered inside the ELCs. Moving all these small farm plots into a 

concentrated area would be a far better option, as was done by Dak Lak.  However, in this 

case it has to be ensured that the relocation site is appropriate and acceptable to the 

villagers in terms of distance, topography, and fertility. This solution is not unattainable, 

as many people feel satisfied with the relocation sites offered by Dak Lak.  

 

3) Cash compensation is not a smart solution. This option can be an easy solution, but it may 

create situations for more problems to arise. As it was in the case in some villages in 

Bousra, where people opted to claim other villagers’ lands, let alone free lands, as theirs 

and were willing to get cash compensation despite the low price. This could encourage 
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some people to do more of the same (grab or claim more lands afterward) with the 

expectation of getting more cash. In the case that the land plots are really their own, some 

people may opt for cash compensation given their shortsighted thinking or urgent short-

term needs, especially when they expect to clear new lands. Another possible likelihood 

is that the company, who may have leverage would make other options difficult, so that 

people have no choice but to accept the cash compensation. This is not a wise solution 

either, as some people will then become landless and thus putting the government in the 

position of havin to implement different land distribution programs or people will clear 

new state land by themselves. All in all, cash compensation is not a smart option for 

conflict resolution and therefore should be banned.   

 

4) Cooperation between investors and local farmers, through contract farm models as 

implemented by Dak Lak and Socfin-KCD, should be encouraged and facilitated. There is 

an argument that Dak Lak can offer such cooperation because the credit scheme for 

farmers is subsidized by the state’s low interest rate. However, that scheme is probably 

not so huge and could be covered by the company’s corporate social responsibilities. On 

the other hand, such cooperation can be a de facto investment and will in return render a 

secure and peaceful environment for the company’s operation when the local people can 

share their earning and prosperity.  

 

5) The cooperative or contract farming model presents a win-win situation for large-scale 

investors and smallholder farmers, as it causes fewer conflicts between large-scale 

investors and local smallholder. This model also spreads new technologies in the 

production of rubber and provides direct market and credit for smallholder farmers. 

However, many smallholder farmers were unable to look after rubber trees well, and 

could not wait for rubber to yield income. It could therefore be unfair for some local 

residents, because of the inflexibility for smallholders, who find it difficult to switch to 

more profitable crops or crops that have a shorter maturity rate.    
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7. Appendices  
 

Appendix 1: Overview of Regulatory Framework on Large-scale Land 

Acquisition 
 

The 2001 land law (chapter 5) allows the government to grant the state private land as a long-

term lease to the private sector for agricultural and industrial-agricultural exploitation, which 

includes cultivation of food crops or industrial crops, raising animals and aquaculture, 

construction such as a plant or factory and facilities for the processing of domestic 

agricultural raw materials, or a combination of some or all of the above activities. An ELC 

could be granted to either a natural or a legal person for the maximum of 10,000 hectares and 

up to 99 years (Land law: art. 59 and 61). The government’s sub-decree 146 was issued in 

2005 to operationalize the ELC. 

 

Per the sub-decree 146 (art 3), the ELC is supposed to serve the following five purposes: 

1. To develop intensive agricultural and industrial-agricultural activities that requires a 

high rate and appropriate level of initial capital investment, 

2. To achieve a specific set of agreements from the investor for developing the land in 

an appropriate and perpetual manner based on a land use plan for the area, 

3. To increase employment in rural areas within a framework of intensification and 

diversification of livelihood opportunities and within a framework of natural resource 

management based on appropriate ecological system, 

4. To encourage small, as well as large investments in economic land concession 

projects, and  

5. To generate state revenues or the provincial or communal revenues through economic 

land use fees, taxation and related services charges. 

 

Only certain lands are subject to consideration of ELC. Per the sub-decree 146 (art. 4), ELC 

could only be granted on lands that meet all of the following five criteria: 

 

1) The land has been registered and classified as state private land in accordance with the 

Sub decree on State Land Management and the sub-decree on Procedures for 

Establishing Cadastral Maps and Land Register or the sub-decree on Sporadic 

Registration. 

2) The Provincial-Municipal State Land Management Committee has adopted a land use 

plan for the land and the land use is consistent with the plan. 

3) Environmental and social impact assessments have been completed with respect to the 

land use and development plan for economic land concession projects. 

4) Land being leased has solutions for resettlement issues, in accordance with the 

existing legal framework and procedures. The Contracting Authority shall ensure that 

there will not be involuntary resettlement of lawful landholders and that access to 

private land shall be respected. 

5) Land for which there have been public consultations, with regard to economic land 

concession projects or proposals, with territorial authorities and residents of the 

locality. 

 

Despite the fact that sub-decree 146 was effective in Dec 2005, the government had already 

granted many ELCs since 1995. Some ELCs were cancelled and then re-granted later over 

the years. And although sub-decree 146 authorizes the Minister of Agriculture, Forestry, and 
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Fisheries (MAFF) to grant ELC (art. 29), there had been ELC granted by other ministries. 

This has caused difficulty in compiling data, especially when no full data was disclosed by 

the concerned agencies. A local NGO, Licadho, has reconciled data and found that a total of 

272 ELC projects were granted on 2.14 million hectares (Licadho, 2015), around 50% of 

which were given to investors from countries in the region (eg. China, Vietnam, Malaysia).  

 
Figure 17: Distribution of Economic Land Concessions by nationality of investors 

   
Source: Licadho (2015)  

 

Acknowledging the chaos and wide conflicts that have resulted from  the ELC policy, the 

government issued Directive 01 in May 2012 to suspend the granting of new ELCs. Per 

Directive 01, the youth volunteer campaign measured and issued the land titles to formalize 

lands for smallholders, especially for areas in conflicts with ELCs. Also, the government 

formulated an inter-ministerial committee to conduct a nationwide review of ELCs with aims 

to cancel the projects that do not abide by the law and ELC contract. Since then, MOE and 

MAFF has cancelled and downsized many ELCs.  

There has been some specific information released about the cancelled or downsized ELCs, 

but not all of them and there is no single source of consolidating data on the status of ELCs 

that have been reviewed, as well as on ones that were cancelled or downsized. Based on 

various sources16, the government has so far cancelled and downsized around 40 ELCs on a 

total area of approximately 280,000 hectares. MOE confiscated around 130,000 hectares back 

from 27 ELCs17 and put 14 companies on its watch list for further review. MAFF has 

cancelled eight ELCs on a total area of 50,000 hectares18 and cut off nearly 100,000 hectares 

from other four ELCs. 

 

 
16 Information released by the Council of Ministers, press releases and conferences by MAFF and MOE covered 

by the media.  
17 Khuon Narim (Cambodia Daily, 7 Jan 2015) and Aun Pheap (Cambodia Daily, 10 Mar 2015). 
18 Aun Pheap (Cambodia Daily, 22 Jan 2015)  

https://www.cambodiadaily.com/author/khuon-narim/
https://www.cambodiadaily.com/author/aun-pheap/
https://www.cambodiadaily.com/author/aun-pheap/
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In effect, after all cancellation and size reduction and following the change of all ELC 

responsibility to MAFF, the total number of ELCs with valid contracts is 229, operating in 18 

provinces on a total area of 1,550,506 ha, the production area of which is 1,055,247 ha 

(According to MAFF officials). 

 

The pressure on land is also coming from the demand by local people. According to Diepart 

(2016), there was a significant pattern of rural-rural migration from Cambodia’s lowland 

areas to the upland region. The paper studies the net migration at the district level based on 

the population census data 1997 and 2008. Of note, this rural-rural migration pattern is nearly 

twice the rate of rural-urban migration. The motivation of this migration is mainly the search 

for land. Nonetheless, most, if not all, of these land conflicts should have been resolved as the 

government, through the implementation of Directive 01, has cut off 380,000 hectares from 

existing ELCs and it represents about 20% of the total ELC area. The conflict unfortunately 

still remains as the implementation of Directive 01 was not a completely systematic 

approach: many areas in conflicts inside ELC were not titled for a number of reasons, 

resources-related and political motivation.  
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Appendix 2: Methodology Note 
 

In order to address the above objective, the study employs a combination of both qualitative 

and quantitative approaches for data collection in multiple steps.  

 

Step 1: case identification and selection [February 2016]  

 

Before the case selection, several ELC projects were identified and examined as part of a 

rapid assessment so that they could be further considered for in-depth case studies. With 

some pre-knowledge of certain cases through workshops and stakeholder contacts in the 

sector, the rapid assessment was targeting four potential companies as per the following: (1) 

Grandis Timber Co., Ltd. in Kampong Speu; (2) BNP Rubber Co., Ltd. in Kampong Thom; 

(3) Socfin-KCD Co., Ltd. in Mondul Kiri, and (4) Dak Lak Mondul Kiri Aphivath in Mondul 

Kiri. Reviews of existing literature, websites, and field visits were conducted in order to 

collect data and gain knowledge of each ELC case.  

 

Given the comparative approach that the study is undertaking, it would be advantageous if 

the two cases share the location so that the effect of other factors (for example, local 

government, community solidary, availability of land, soil quality, …) can be better 

controlled. For this reason, the study selects Socfin-KCD Co., Ltd. and Dak Lak Mondul Kiri 

Aphivath as they both share the location in Bousra commune, Mondul Kiri and plant the 

same crop, rubber. Other interesting facts are that Socfin-KCD is European owned with 

limited share of a local partner while Dak Lak is wholly owned by Vietnamese investment 

but state-run. 

 

Despite, the study is well aware of a complexity of a political and socio-economic context of 

Bousra commune. Therefore, the analysis also takes into consideration the fact that the 

impacts and especially the implication on livelihoods, are not necessary an exclusive attribute 

to the presence of the two ELC companies, but other associated factors at play in the locality, 

for example, other ELCs, social land concession programme, logging, land market, the role of 

immigration, and so forth.  

 

Step 2: rapid assessment of impact [19-22 April 2016]  

 

The study team visit Bousra commune for interviews with key informants, which include 4 

local authority representatives, 4 IP traditional leaders, 4 representatives of local NGOs, a 

coordinator of the tripartite committee, and 2 management team members of the two 

companies. A checklist is used as an instrument to guide the interview. A focus group 

discussion is held with members of the tripartite committee. All these interviews with the 

companies, local authorities, key informants and focus group discussion are to help the study 

team to have an overall understanding of the local context and big picture of the scope of impact 

that Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak have had on the local people.  

 

Step 3: identification and survey of contract farmers [17-23 June 2016] 

 

The purpose is to construct a full list of farmers who have entered into contract farm 

arrangement with Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak. The list cannot be obtained from the companies. 

An informal list for contract farms with Socfin-KCD is not updated as there are many farmers 

sold back their farms to the company. As such the study takes a two-step approach to construct 

the list of contract farms with both companies. First, a consultation is held with groups of key 
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informants such as village chiefs, traditional leaders, and members of the tripartite committee 

in order to construct an initial list. Secondly, a snowball approach is employed with an aim to 

find all contract farmers by seeking more reference from farmers already in the initial list. As 

a result, a final list is constructed with 85 names identified as contract farmers with Socfin-

KCD and Dak Lak. However, only 76 farmers are covered by survey (45 with Socfin-KCD, 28 

Dak Lak, and 3 with both Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak). Other 9 farmers are found to have just 

sold their farms to Socfin-KCD by the time of the survey.  

 
Table 13: Status of contract farms with Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak 

Village's Name Active Contract Farms 

 

Socfin-

KCD 

Dak Lak 
Total 

Puteut [village 1] 3 0 3 

Puraing [village 2] 6 1 3 

Bousra [village 3] 7 0 7 

Putil [village 4] 0 0 0 

Lameh [village 5] 8 14 21 

Puchar [village 6] 9 17 26 

Pulu [village 7] 15 1 16 

Total  45 28 76 

Source: Field survey by CPS (June 2016)  

 

Step 4: household sample survey [16-26 September 2016]  

 

For a closer investigation into the impact on the land tenure and especially the implication for 

the local livelihood, the study undertakes an in-depth survey with households in Bousra 

commune. The survey targets its investigation on six specific groups. The grouping is 

complex as it tries to capture key features of a complicated socioeconomic situation of 

locality.   

 

1) Group 1: Contract farm [Socfin-KCD]: villagers whose lands are affected by 

Socfin-KCD Company and agree to resolve the dispute by accepting contract farms 

(family plantation) with Socfin-KCD Company.  

 

2) Group 2: Contract farm [Dak Lak]: villagers whose lands are affected by Dak Lak 

Company and agree to resolve the dispute by accepting contract farms (cooperation 

plantation) with Dak Lak company.  

 

3) Group 3: Cash compensation [Socfin-KCD]: villagers who accept the cash 

compensation from the company for their affected lands. This group also includes 

those who have sold their family farms to the company. There supposed to be a group 

of villagers who accepts cash compensation from Dak Lak for comparison. However, 

there are just a few households in that category; therefore, it is not possible for 

quantitative comparison measure purpose.   

 

4) Group 4: ELC labourers [Socfin-KCD]: villagers who had/have worked as wage 

labourers for ELC companies. There supposed to be a group of villagers who work as 

labourers for Dak Lak so that a comparison can be made. However, there are just a 
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few villagers getting jobs with Dak Lak company; therefore, it is not possible. As 

such, this group primarily represents villagers working as labourers for Socfin-KCD 

company. It does not anyway suggest these labourers own no lands or have no land 

conflicts with the companies, but their ability to generate constant income from 

regular employment is a distinguished feature of this study to compare them with 

other groups. The regular income is an alternative and/or additional merit for their 

livelihoods. This group is more specifically meant as a control group for comparison 

with regard to implication on livelihoods, whether ELC investment enable them to 

economically outperform their peers in other groups who have or do not have 

conflicts with ELC companies.  

 

5) Group 5: Locals with no conflicts: villagers who do not have land conflicts with 

Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak companies. It is meant as another control group for 

comparison with groups of different land conflict deals with ELC companies.    

 

6) Group 6: Khmer migrants: are households of immigrants who have come and 

settled in the locality. Most of them in the samples had arrived after 2008 and that 

reflects the fact of immigration flow into the area.  

 

Among the six groups, groups 1-5 are all local Bunongs, meaning that they have settled in the 

area through generations, except some interruption, for example, during the Khmer Rouge 

regime. Group 6 are Khmer migrants who have come from lowland Cambodia and settled 

their residents in the commune. Groups of villagers who accept other two resolution options, 

relocation (land swap) and remain in the place (leopard skin), cannot be formed because there 

are too few of them for quantitative measure purpose.   

 

The six groups allow the study to compare its findings among groups in different ways. First, 

it can compare among different groups of Bunongs (Group 1-5). Secondly, it can also 

compare all Bunong groups (Group 1-5) with Khmer migrants (Group 6). Thirdly, it allows 

the comparison of effects by the two companies (Socfin-KCD and Dak Lak). However, this is 

only possible for Group 1 and Group 2. Both groups engage in contract farms with different 

companies.   

 

The survey interviews 159 households that belong to all six groups of interests. A 10-page 

semi-structured questionnaire is used to capture data on three major areas: (1) general 

information about the interviewees and interviewed households; (2) land use and land 

conflicts; and (3) current situation of livelihood, household assets, and debt. 

 

Step 5: Focus group discussion [15-18 December 2016] 

 

For the purpose to clarify certain findings as well as to collect more data to augment the data 

analysis, several focus group discussions are organized with specific groups of villagers. The 

groups more or less reflect the groups of respondents in the household sample survey. They 

are: (1) those who accepted the cash compensation for their affected lands; (2) those who 

later on sold out their contract farms; (3) those who are still in contract farm arrangement 

with the companies; (4) those who are currently working as labourers for the companies; and 

(5) youth who are not employed with the companies.  

 

Step 6: Validation workshop [24 January 2017]  
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The validation workshop is to consult the preliminary findings with key stakeholders at the 

national level, which include government institutions (MAFF, MLMUPC, NGOs, and 

academia). The workshop was conducted on January 24, 2017, with 18 participants over a 

half day, at InterContinental Hotel, Phnom Penh.   

 

Note: two local guides who have good knowledge of the locality and history of land conflicts 

were employed to assist the study team during Steps 2, 3, and 4 for the identification of 

concerned groups and general communication with the villagers. Both guides belong to 

Bunong ethnic and can communicate Bunong language fluently.  

 

The data from the rapid survey and household survey (through semi-structured questionnaire) 

is analyzed by using Stata software programme. Qualitative data from interviews with key 

informants and focus group discussions is also used to complement the findings generated 

from the structured questionnaire survey data.    
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Appendix 3: Investment Structure of Socfin-KCD  
 

Below information aims to help clarify the complex but related structure of the investment 

chain for Socfin-KCD in Cambodia within a broader international context.  

 

Socfin-KCD Co., Ltd.  

Socfin-KCD (Cambodia) is a joint venture between Socfinasia and its local partner, Khaou 

Chuly Development (KCD) Co., Ltd. Socfinasia owns 86% of the investment share, while KCD 

possesses the rest 14%. Socfin-KCD owns 100% share of the two ELC projects in Mondul 

Kiri: Sethikula [4,273 ha] and Varanasi [2,705 ha]. Socfin-KCD’s acquisition of Varanasi and 

Sethikula was respectively in 2009 and 2010. Coviphama Co., Ltd. is another ELC project that 

was acquired by PNS Ltd (Luxemburg), another company held by Socfinasia. It was acquired 

in 2013 on 5,345 ha. The PNS Ltd. co-owns 90% stake of Coviphama; a local partner owns 

another 10%. 

 

Socfinasia, an arm of Socfin Group, is a holding company created in 1972 with headquarters 

in Luxembourg, overseeing plantation projects in Indonesia and Cambodia.  

 

Socfin Group is an international European-owned company specializes in the rubber and 

palm oil industry worldwide. Two prominent Belgian shareholders -Hubert Fabri (50.2% 

share) and Bolloré Group19 (38.8% share)- managed the Socfin Group. Given an increased 

commodity price after a global food crisis in 2008, Socfin Group took an aggressive approach 

to expand its farm operation, growing by more than 40%, from 129,638 ha to 185,324 ha 

between 2009 and 2016 in Africa and Asia, according to a joint-press release by a group of 

NGOs (Meng Landwirtschaft, et al, 2016). As one of giant private plantation owners in the 

world, the company controls approximately 400,000 ha globally. 
 

Per the statement on its website20, the Socfin Group strives to be a leading responsible 

tropical agro-industry company, aiming to fully implement best practices in all areas of its 

operations and in all dimensions of sustainability, such as protection of the environment, 

community development, working conditions and in our supply chain. Toward that end, the 

Socfin Group is committed, among other things; to ensure that its business and operation 

practices are aligned with globally recognized social and environmental standards, such as 

the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO), the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) and 

the International Finance Corporation’s Performance Standards. 

 

Sharing the vision for sustainable development21, the Socfin Group seeks to implement 

various programmes as contribution to the balance between the three independent and 

mutually reinforcing pillars as follow: (1) Economic: creation of wealth and benefits for 

local communities, employment and training of local people, new roads and basic rural 

infrastructure; (2) Ecological: minimization of our environmental footprint, preservation of 

regional biodiversity, good agricultural practices, and (3) Social: construction of schools, 

houses and hospitals; HIV prevention and treatment programmes; smallholders’ programmes.  
 

 
19 www.bollore.com/  
20 www.socfin.com/Public/Page.php?ID=1070&ancestor1=1051&ancestor2=1392 [23 Dec 2016]  
21 www.socfin.com/Public/Page.php?ID=1071&ancestor1=1051&ancestor2=1392 [23 Dec 2016] 

http://www.socfin.com/Public/Page.php?ID=1070&ancestor1=1051&ancestor2=1392
http://www.socfin.com/Public/Page.php?ID=1071&ancestor1=1051&ancestor2=1392
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Figure 18: Illustration of Socfin-KCD as part of Socfin Group’s organizational diagram 

 
Source: www.socfin.com22  [22 Dec 2016] 

 

 

  

 
22 www.socfin.com/Public/FlashContainer.php?ID=1064&ancestor1=1051 [22 Dec 2016] 

http://www.socfin.com/Public/FlashContainer.php?ID=1064&ancestor1=1051
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Appendix 4: List of Economic Land Concession in Mondul Kiri province  

Company's Name District Commune 
Contract 

Period 

 Land 

(ha)  

Agro Forestry Research 
Pech Chreada Pu Chrey 

70 7,000 
Keo Seima Chong Phlah 

Binh Phuok Kratie Rubber 1 Co. Ltd. Keo Seima NA 50 8,926 

Dak Lak Mondul Kiri Aphivath  Pech Chreada Bousra 50 4,162 

DTC (Group) 

Pech Chreada 

NA 50 4,000 O'Reang 

Koh Nhek 

Eastern Agro Cambodia (before Muhibbah 

Engineering) 
NA NA 90 7,844 

Group of Cambodia Investor 

Pech Chreada Pu Chrey 

50 5,621   Krang The 

  Sre Ampum 

Heng Heang Siv Chanthou Transport Co. 

Ltd. 

Pech Chreada 

Sok Dom 50 4,000 Sen Monorom 

O'Reang 

Hour Ling Cambodia/HUA LIN 

(Cambodia) International Insurance Co. 

Ltd. 

O'Reang 
NA 90 8,400 

Sen Monorom 

Investment and Development Dai Nam 

(Cambodia) JSC Ltd. 

Keo Seima 
NA 50 8,685 

Pech Chreada 

Investment and Development Dai Thanh 

JSL Ltd 
Keo Seima NA 50 8,708 

K Peaace Investment Cambodia Co. Ltd Pech Chreada Bousra 50 472 

Kasekam Khmer Angkor Co. Ltd. Keo Seima NA   9,160 

Land & Developing (Cambodia) Co. Ltd. 
Pech Chreada Chong Phlah 

50 7,000 
Keo Seima Pu Chrey 

Lim Royal Joint Stock Company Ltd. 
Pech Chreada 

NA 50 9,068 
Koh Nhek 

LKL CONSTRUCTION Co., Ltd NA NA   5,559 

Master K Son, Ltd NA NA 70 6,883 

Mega First Corporation Berhard (MFCB) NA NA 50 9,477 

MO HY PA MASU ORN Kampuchea J V., 

Ltd. 
Keo Seima Chong Phlah 50 7,800 

Mondul Agri-Resource Co., Ltd Koh Nhek NA 70 9,100 

N/A NA NA   3,604 

Pacific Grand Joint Stock Company Co., 

Ltd. 
Koh Nhek Roya 50 38,057 

Rithy Kiriseima/ Tay Nam BPM Co., Ltd Keo Seima NA   5,000 

Seang Long Green Land Investment 

(Cambodia) Co., Ltd 

Pech Chreada Chong Phlah 
50 7,000 

Keo Seima Pu Chrey 

Sethikula Co., Ltd. Pech Chreada Bousra 50 4,273 

Socfin KCD (Previously Coviphama Co., 

Ltd.) 
Keo Seima Bousra 70 5,345 

Sovann Reachsey Co., Ltd. Pech Chreada NA   6,525 
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Srun Sovannaphoum Investment Co. Ltd NA NA   156,672 

Touchwood (Cambodia) Co., LTD Koh Nhek NA 50 9,018 

Unigreen Resource Co., Ltd Koh Nhek Roya 50 8,000 

Varanasi (previously as Khaou Chuly 

Development) 
Pech Chreada NA   2,705 

Villa Development Pech Chreada NA 50 728 

Vision High Land Co. Ltd Pech Chreada NA   1,000 

Wuzhishan LS Group Co. Ltd 
O'Reang 

NA 50 10,000 
Sen Monorom 

Total 389,792 

Source: NGOF Database and Open Development ELC data 
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