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Psychological and Social Impacts of Top-Down Conservation Initiatives on Indigenous Com-

munities: Lessons from the Announcement of two Royal Decrees in Thailand

Abstract

Despite a growing social inclusiveness of global policy texts, conservation practice has not yet fully
embraced the meaningful participation of local and Indigenous communities residing in protected ar-
eas. In this context, the Thai government approved two Royal Decrees for ecosystem conservation in
November 2024 that would severely threaten the livelihoods, living prospects, and continued residence
of Indigenous communities in protected areas. Protests with 10,000 participants prompted a review of
the Decrees in May 2025. In response, this research report investigated the psychological and social
implications of the announcement of the Royal Decrees and argues that it undermined community
social capital and intrinsic engagement with everyday environmental heritage. We drew on qualitative
and survey data, collected from 09/2024 to 05/2025 in two Pgaz K’Nyau and two Hmong communities
in the northern Thai highlands, and comprising community consultations with 73 participants, 101
semi-structured interviews, and two survey rounds with 384 observations in total. We used qualitative
thematic and descriptive statistical analysis to explore how community members experienced, inter-
preted, and responded to the announcement of the decrees. We found that Indigenous villagers expe-
rienced anxiety and unease, and that the decrees undermined community efforts to conserve and en-
gage with local ecosystems. The continued uncertainty surrounding communities’ future sparked a
strong activist sentiment to resist the decrees. Disruptions of community social capital and everyday
environmental heritage also had plausible and potentially significantly negative ecological down-
stream effects. We therefore call for an urgent correction of the conservation initiative to embrace

inclusive and bottom-up natural resource governance.
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1 Introduction

Notwithstanding considerable variation in intervention modes across regions and over time, global
ecosystem conservation practice has displayed a renewed and growing interest in top-down driven
modes of area protection since the 2000s (Brondizio et al., 2021; Tauli-Corpuz et al., 2020; Wilshusen
et al., 2002). The latest global policy iteration — the 30x30 Initiative of conserving 30% of marine and
terrestrial areas by 2030 — exemplifies this trend. Despite an inclusive rhetoric, it remains prone to
subordinating local and Indigenous communities to state-driven conservation agendas (Herse et al.,
2024). This is problematic, given an abundance of evidence that suggests that top-down modes of
ecosystem conservation have exhausted their positive potential and are highly likely to produce detri-
mental social as well as counter-intuitive ecological outcomes (Dawson et al., 2021). It is therefore
encouraging that international policy texts increasingly recognise social aspects of conservation and

commit to the recognition of Indigenous peoples in ecosystem conservation.

However, conservation practice has yet to fully embrace this inclusive sentiment. Thailand is a case in
point. As a Southeast Asian country with abundant tropical forests, Thailand is party to binding inter-
national conservation treaties including the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). The CBD ex-
plicitly recognises the role of Indigenous peoples: Article 8(j) requires parties to “respect, preserve and
maintain knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous and local communities” for conservation,
while Article 10(c) obliges them to “protect and encourage customary use of biological resources in
accordance with traditional cultural practices” (Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity,

2011:8-9).

Despite the policy commitment, Thailand has a long history of tensions between aggressive state-led

conservation initiatives and Indigenous communities residing in or near national park areas (Herse et
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al., 2024; Trakansuphakorn, 2008).! Not diverging from this path, the Thai government announced on
12 November 2024 two draft Royal Decrees to regulate natural resource conservation within national
parks and wildlife sanctuaries (henceforth referred to as “Royal Decrees” or “decrees” for simplicity).?
Royal Decrees are legally binding policy instruments proposed by the executive branch in order to
articulate specific rules under existing acts of law — in this case, they were grounded in Section 64 of
the National Park Act B.E. 2562 (2019) and Section 121 of the Wildlife Conservation and Protection
Act B.E. 2562 (2019), respectively. While still in their proposal stage that applied to only a limited
number of Thailand’s protected areas, the Royal Decrees would impose significant constraints on res-
idence, land use, and tenure security for highland Indigenous communities. The top-down formulation
sidelining local and Indigenous communities provoked considerable community backlash following
the announcement of the draft decrees, and protestors including over 10,000 Indigenous community
members demanded a review of the laws during a nine-day protest encampment in front of Chiang Mai

Provincial Hall in northern Thailand between 24 March and 1 April 2025 (Tran, 2025).

Six months after the announcement of the Royal Decrees, the Thai government conceded to the pro-
testers and established a subcommittee on 21 May 2025 to review and revise the drafts. To inform this
ongoing policy process, this present research report examined the early impacts of the announcement
of the Royal Decrees. Focusing on the psychological and social reactions of Indigenous villagers in
potentially affected communities that fell under the remit of the Royal Decrees, we drew on extensive
qualitative and survey data from four Indigenous highland villages and analysed how community
members experienced, interpreted, and responded to the announcement of the decrees prior to their

nationwide roll-out.

! While not necessarily living directly within forests, these communities are organised as villages near forest areas with
livelihoods typically depending considerably on their varied use of forests or forest lands.

2 Royal decrees are “subordinate legislation approved by the Council of Ministers, signed by the King, and proposed by
the Minister authorized to implement a specific task under an Act” (OECD, 2020:64). Decrees are proposed by the ministry
concerned with the respective act (e.g. Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment for royal decrees relating to the
National Park Act B.E. 2562 [2019]).
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The findings lead us to argue that even the announcement of the draft decrees had a considerable
negative impact that undermined community social capital and intrinsic engagement with everyday
environmental heritage. As the communities already engaged in a wide range of environmental and
conservation-related heritage practices ranging from firebreak clearing and tree planting to rituals in-
volving natural deities, we recommend a stronger inclusion of forest-dependent communities in co-
managed conservation frameworks. In addition, we advocate for independent support for their engage-
ment with everyday environmental heritage and for intergenerational knowledge transmission to
strengthen conservation-relevant social capital. Structured platforms for dialogue between policymak-
ers and communities, facilitated by independent academic mediators, would further allow conservation
objectives to be pursued collaboratively. In this way, the same ecological goals motivating the Royal

Decrees could be achieved with fewer social harms and greater legitimacy.

2 Background

2.1 Study area

According to official statistics, forest cover in Thailand had reduced steadily from estimated 53.3% of
the land area in 1961 to 25.3% in 1998, when it slowly rebounded and stabilised at 31.5% by 2023
(FAO, 2009:13; RFD, 2025). In response to the rapid deforestation, Thailand declared forest conser-
vation targets of 15% of the total Thai land area under the /985 National Forest Policy, which were
expanded shortly thereafter to 25%. The rapid expansion of conservation areas reached the 25% goal
as early as 1991. Current goals to attain 40% of forest coverage were enforced by the National Council
for Peace and Order under the military government following the coup d’état in 2014. Internationally
recognised terrestrial protected areas according to the World Database on Protected Areas amounted
to 18.43% or 94,712km? of Thailand’s land area in August 2025 (see map in Fig. 1) (UNEP-WCMC,
2025). The specific study area of Chiang Mai Province had with 68.3% the fourth-largest portion of

forest area among the 76 Thai provinces — well above the northern regional average of 63.2% and the



113

114

115

116

117

118
119

120
121

122

123

124

125

126

127

128

129

Page 6

national average of 31.5% (RFD, 2025). The province also had an extensive Indigenous population,

with Karen and Hmong being the two most numerous among the diverse Indigenous groups residing

in the north of Thailand.
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Fig. 1. Study area of Thailand with terrestrial (green) and marine (blue) protected areas as per
World Database on Protected Areas, August 2025.

Source: UNEP-WCMC (2025).

Traditionally, Thailand had been following a concept of conservation as a “people-free forest” for over
60 years (Forest Act B.E. 2484 [1941] and National Reserved Forest Act B.E. 2507 [1964]). The ef-
fectiveness of its largely top-down protected area management approach has been questioned repeat-
edly. On the one hand, research had documented that the rates of forest loss were somewhat lower
within than outside of protected areas (Liu ef al., 2022). On the other hand, abundant evidence has also
documented how forest conservation areas experienced deteriorating soil health and how conservation
policies exposed forest-dependent Indigenous and local communities to health risks, livelihood chal-

lenges, and threats of arrest and eviction (Bruun et al., 2017; Ingalls et al., 2018).
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Although the miliary government was succeeded by two general elections after the 2014 coup d’état,
the Thai conservation policy agenda has retained a repressive character. For instance, 46,000 court
cases relating to alleged forest encroachment — often by forest residents themselves — have been regis-
tered nationwide between 2014 and 2022 (Green News, 2022). Protests have abounded in response to
the conservation policy, both in Bangkok and other provinces, including in Chiang Mai at the APEC
Summit on 24 August 2022, where activists protesting current conservation laws (i.e. the National
Park Act B.E. 2562 [2019]) were met with police violence. The subsequent proposal of the two Royal
Decrees represents a continuation of the hardline conservation policy agenda since the 2014 military

government.

2.2 Progression of the Royal Decrees

The draft Royal Decrees were originally proposed on 11 July 2023 and approved by the Cabinet on 12
November 2024 — and represent one the most significant recent developments in Thailand’s conserva-
tion policy landscape. The approved decrees were still in a proposal stage as they sought to implement
conservation projects in six initial areas including four national parks, one wildlife sanctuary, and one
prohibited hunting zone (Thai PBS Policy Watch, 2024). The legislative language of the decrees al-
luded to supporting communities living in these forest areas, especially by permitting residence or
work on land that communities had used prior to the enforcement of the decrees. However, households
residing in the classified areas would be restricted to maintaining 20 rai (3.2 ha) of land under a 20-
year residency tenure, and they would be denied land ownership or the right to hold other land outside

the designated area.

As a set of specific and legally binding rules for the already problematic conservation policy under the
National Park Act B.E. 2562 (2019) and the Wildlife Conservation and Protection Act B.E. 2562
(2019), the proposed implementation incited strong opposition from civil society, particularly Indige-

nous groups in northern Thailand. Local communities voiced concerns that the decrees would continue
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the transformation of lawful residents into de facto trespassers, centralise conservation authority in
state agencies, and undermine the legitimacy of local environmental management practices. Concerns
were further compounded by the absence of clear provisions for rights renewal after the initial 20-year
term, potentially affecting over 4,000 communities and 4.2 million rai (672,000 ha) of land if scaled
up nationwide (Thai PBS The Active, 2024). Mass mobilizations ensued in response, including the
aforementioned protest encampment of over 10,000 Indigenous people in Chiang Mai in March and
April 2025. Protesters demanded a review of the laws and the formal recognition of Indigenous land
rights, eventually leading to the Cabinet’s acceptance of key demands on 1 April 2025 (Asia

Indigenous Peoples Pact, 2025).

Among the government responses was the formation of a joint law amendment committee formally
referred to as “Subcommittee to Study and Revise the National Park Act B.E. 2562 (2019) and the
Wildlife Conservation and Protection Act B.E. 2562 (2019)” on 21 May 2025 (National Land Policy
Committee, Order No. 2/2568 [2025]). Among its objectives were to “Study, analyse, and evaluate the
impacts of existing laws relevant to conservation projects in national park and wildlife protection ar-
eas” and to “Conduct fieldwork to collect public input and factual data within areas defined by national
land policies and Cabinet resolutions, reporting within 90 days” — which prompted the current study

to inform the ongoing policy process at a critical juncture.

2.3 Indigeneity and Heritage in Conservation Policy

Conservation policy research has repeatedly demonstrated that top-down intervention modes in gen-
eral, and those that exclude Indigenous communities in particular, have often yielded problematic so-
cial as well as counter-intuitive ecological outcomes (Dawson ef al., 2021; Fa et al., 2020; Garnett et
al., 2018; Tauli-Corpuz et al., 2020). Aside from extensively documented negative social outcomes
including human rights violations, evictions, economic hardship, and cultural erasure (Linh et al.,

2021; Tauli-Corpuz et al., 2020), the wide range of negative conservation outcomes in externally and
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top-down imposed conservation arrangements could include a shift of environmentally harmful prac-
tices to less effectively protected areas, accelerated biodiversity loss from ecosystem disruption and
selective species overpopulation alongside the expelling of local populations, and perverse incentives
for economic extraction or even destruction of forest lands to avoid expropriation (Balmford et al.,
2025; Dawson et al., 2021; Haenssgen et al., 2023; Miller et al., 2023). While the underlying impact
pathways have primarily focused on power imbalances, rights and resistance, and livelihood strategies,
psychological mechanisms and social dynamics have received less attention (Balmford et al., 2021;

Valatin et al., 2016).

Conversely, studies of locally or co-managed conservation areas around the world have shown that
empowering Indigenous communities can enhance conservation capacity, reduce habitat loss, and con-
tribute to the restoration of native plants while culturally and economically safeguarding Indigenous
livelihoods (Brondizio et al., 2021; Fa et al., 2020; Garnett et al., 2018; Tran et al., 2020). However,
while locally and Indigenously led conservation approaches tend to be more effective on average, we
also need to remain mindful that Indigenous and local forest-dependent communities are neither ho-
mogenous and cohesive social units, nor are their practices universally pro-environmental. For in-
stance, the now abandoned practice of pioneering swidden cultivation in northern Thailand had con-
tributed to the stubborn stereotype that some ethnic groups are forest destroyers, and reports of varied
forms of ecological engagement and tensions within and across highland communities have been doc-
umented widely (Forsyth & Walker, 2008; Ingalls et al., 2018; Laungaramsri, 2003; Roth, 2007;
Youdelis, 2013). Nevertheless, conservation policy has recognised the positive potential and begun
incorporating social and cultural aspects experienced by local and Indigenous communities into policy
frameworks, for instance by articulating the nonmaterial benefits that humans derive from local eco-
systems (IPBES, 2022; Trevifio, 2022). The methodological assessment report on the diverse values
and valuation of nature by IPBES (2022:10) thereby stressed that social and cultural diversity shape

people’s worldviews and their relationships to ecosystems. The report argues that, for instance, “a
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forest may simultaneously be seen as a useful resource for harvesting timber (/iving from), a harbour
of biodiversity and carbon sink (/iving with), a cultural landscape (/iving in) or as an inseparable part
of one’s body or of the ecological identity of a community (/iving as),” which can potentially inform
conservation policy decisions. A focus on “heritage” and its active role in shaping this bidirectional
relationship could potentially enrich culturally sensitive and socially inclusive conservation policy re-

search and practice yet further (Bele et al., 2024).

Contemporary conceptualisations of everyday heritage highlight its forward-oriented character by
“mak[ing] us who we are, colour[ing] how we interact, and shap[ing] the futures that we can envisage
and might create” (Auclair & Fairclough, 2015:4). This conceptualisation acknowledges “the ‘work’
that ‘heritage’ ‘does’ as a social and cultural practice” (Holtorf & Bolin, 2024; Smith, 2006:11); that
is, a process of meaning-making and negotiation about which in-/tangible aspects of a community’s
cultural practices create a sense of attachment to people, identity, and place (Auclair & Fairclough,
2015; Auclair & Garcia, 2021). Expressions of in-/tangible heritage evolve throughout this process
and materialise as “ordinary” objects, imaginaries, and practices (Bonnin & Moore-Cherry, 2023;
Coles et al., 2013) — and are therefore not limited to traditional or primordially framed stereotypes of
Indigeneity. This analytical framing draws attention to the transmission and re-interpretation of social
memory; its role in forming attachments has a deeply affective character that can bring to the fore the
psychological consequences of conservation policy; and the negotiation and intergenerational trans-
mission of heritage can help explain collective responses to conservation policy in the context of cul-

tural reproduction.

The concept of everyday environmental heritage therefore helps understand the potential impacts of
conservation policy on communities’ transmission of social memory, their sense of belonging, and the

continuity of their cultural practices. It also complements existing scholarship that has focused on her-



226

227

228

229

230

231

232

233

234

235

236

237

238

239

240

241

242

243

244

245

246

247

248

Page 11

itage a cultural marker threatened by top-down conservation (Aziz et al., 2024), as a tool for environ-
mental management (Rodrigues et al., 2022), or as an element to value cultural ecosystem services

(IPBES, 2019; Trevifio, 2022).

3 Materials and Methods

3.1 Research Design

The research informing this report involved participatory action research with heritage-sensitive pilot
activities in four highland Indigenous communities in northern Thailand. The pilot activities supported
existing everyday environmental heritage practices that were likely to contribute to forest conservation,
which we identified during prior ethnographic research and participatory work with the communities.
Pilot 1 involved community-led forest protection activities like firebreak clearing, Pilot 2 supported
origin-labelled product marketing, and Pilot 3 focused on youth media training to capture and com-
municate communities’ environmental heritage. The evaluation of these pilots was not the focus of
this research report, but they their links to conservation-related heritage practices rendered villagers’
pilot participation relevant for the analysis. The pilot implementation did not take place in a random-
ised design involving control communities without pilots as “counterfactuals,” but our study included
in each community villagers who participated in the pilot activities and villagers who were not in-

volved in any of the pilots.

The study sites were part of a long-term research agenda and were originally invited to participate
owing to their heterogeneous socio-economic conditions, comprising two Pgaz K’Nyau (Karen) and
two Hmong villages with varying degrees of rural economic integration and diverse forest conservation
practices: Pgaz K’Nyau Village A is a small and remote community within a national park, Pgaz
K’Nyau Village B is a market-integrated village that had largely converted to Christianity, Hmong

Village A is a relatively large agriculture-based community adjacent to a national park, and Hmong
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Village B is an affluent and tourism-dominated village located in a forest conservation area. These
case study communities were not included in the initial trial areas of the Royal Decrees, but their
location in or adjacent to national park areas meant that they fell directly under the remit of the Royal
Decrees once they would be scaled up nationwide. The communities’ past experience with top-down
conservation and development schemes over the previous five decades also meant that they could
plausibly envision the impact of the full scale-up and enforcement of the Royal Decrees on their com-

munities (Haenssgen et al., 2023).

3.2 Data collection

The research project collected several forms of qualitative and quantitative data including observations
from community consultations, semi-structured interviewing, and individual panel surveys in the four
case study communities. These multi-method data sources provided complementary evidence of the
psychological and social reactions to the Royal Decrees on the individual and community level. The
project commenced in June 2024, community and stakeholder consultations were initiated from Sep-
tember 2024 onwards, and formal data collection activities began in November 2024 — at the time of
the announcement of the Royal Decrees. The data in this study involved (see Supplemental Material

for the qualitative and quantitative data collection tools):

(1) documentation of community and stakeholder engagement (stakeholders including an Indige-
nous project Advisory Board comprising community leaders, and Indigenous activist scholar,
and a representative of a regional advocacy organisation for Indigenous rights) during the study
implementation in the form of bilingual Thai and English implementation notes and summary
reports alongside photography and video footage of the community consultations,

(2) bilingual Thai and English transcripts based on the audio-recorded conversations of 45-minute
semi-structured interviews with villagers from all four communities, maintained in the

MAXQDA 2020 software; and
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(3) two rounds of survey data from 30-minute individual interviewer-administered questionnaires
with villagers from all four communities, recorded on tablets with the KoboToolbox software

and maintained in Stata 17.

While the full research project would involve three waves of mixed-method data collection (specifi-
cally Items 2 and 3 in the list above) spanning Baseline (prior to pilot implementation), Midline (six
months into the pilot implementation), and Endline data collection (one month after completion of the
pilots and nine months after their start), the present study draws on data from the first two waves (i.e.
Baseline and Midline). The data were gathered by graduate-level research assistants who resided in
the communities during the data collection and who were supported by Hmong and Pgaz K’Nyau
research facilitators who lived in the study communities. The consultations, interviews, and surveys
were conducted in Thai language as all participants were fluent in Thai. The community-based research
facilitators also supported the data collection through occasional ad hoc translation that was required
during interviews with community elders in their first languages. The interview recordings were tran-
scribed with meaning-based English translations and analysed in Thai and English by the multi-lingual
study team. Prior informed consent and media consent was obtained from all research participants, and

all participants received the equivalent of GBP 2.50 as compensation for their time.

We recruited community-based participants aged 16 years and above. The sampling of pilot partici-
pants was on a self-signup basis, followed by snowball sampling of volunteers to support cooperation
within the activities. The broader qualitative and survey data collection involved purposive sampling
that intentionally aimed at a high diversity of genders, age, and pilot participation within each of the
four study communities (Haenssgen, 2020). Village authorities supported village access, consultations,
data collection, and pilot implementation. The resulting data are summarised in Table 1 and included
(as of 31 May 2025) four community consultations with a total of 73 consultation participants, 101
semi-structured interviews, and 384 survey observations including a panel of 143 respondents who

could be revisited in the second survey round.
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Table 1. Data sources.

Participants

By village

Data source Analytical value p p % fe-
gaz gaz Hmong Vil-  Hmong Total male

lage A Village B

K’Nyau K’'Nyau
Village A Village B

Observations and operational infor- 50
Consultations?® mation about community priorities 21 18 14 73 46.6%
and reactions to the Royal Decree

Targeted discussions on partici-
Interviews pants’ experiences and thoughts 25 25 26 25 101 47.5%
about the Royal Decrees

Baseline Community-level conservation 43 50 49 58 200 51.0%°
> Midline practices and heritage engagement 50 47 48 39 184  47.5%°
g Of which: ~ With indirect Ii‘nks to Roygl Decree
“  Revisited gt~ and like-to-like comparison of 43 28 45 27 143 46.9%

Midline changes over 6-month period®

Notes. Data as of 31 May 2025; data collection was ongoing at the time of this study, including planned endline data collection in August
2025.

2 In addition to four meetings with advisory board members, ad hoc meetings with project stakeholders, and study implementation notes
from the research team.

b Note that Chiang Mai was also afflicted during this period by an extraordinary earthquake and the annual “burning season” of high to
extreme air pollution between February and April. A historical flood in October 2024 preceded the formal data collection.

¢ One respondent in Hmong Village A disclosed a diverse gender identity.

3.3 Data analysis

Although the project was not originally intended to assess the impact of the Royal Decrees, the rich
contextualisation of the research activities nevertheless provided extensive insights into community
livelihood and conservation experiences that helped establish a comprehensive picture of the direct
and indirect impacts of the Royal Decrees. To enable this assessment, we identified references to the
Royal Decrees and the broader conservation policy environment in the qualitative materials from the
community engagement and interviews, which we analysed thematically with view towards the impact
on individuals, community life, and heritage practice (Haenssgen, 2020). Following the identification
of community sentiment towards the Royal Decrees in the consultations and their broader community
impact in the semi-structured interviews, we analysed the survey data with inferential uni- and bivari-

ate descriptive statistical analysis (Agresti, 2018).

The statistical analysis documented first the community context and the extent of problematic interac-

tions with conservation actors at baseline. We subsequently focused specifically on the sub-sample of
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the balanced survey panel to analyse short-term changes in the communities during the six-month
survey period. We compared changes among villagers with and without problematic conservation ex-
periences and people who did and did not participate in the pilot activities. Relevant outcomes in-

cluded:

(1) villagers’ perceptions of personal and community changes year-on-year in terms of community
life, economic situation, local conservation activities, and local ecosystem health;

(2) villagers’ personal involvement in community life, cultural practices, local conservation activ-
ities, and environmental issues over the past month;

(3) year-on-year changes of villagers’ feelings of engagement with community activities, commu-
nity organisations, village cultural heritage (e.g. tree ordination ceremonies), local forest pro-
tection, and environmental issues more generally; and

(4) current assessments of community social capital using an index based on nine indicators in-
cluding villagers’ feelings of attachment to the village, trust, pride, and connections to other

community members and the local environment.

Confidence interval calculations and statistical tests comparing the panel responses across survey
rounds involved (a) for binary and categorical variables logit 95% confidence intervals (CIs) and Pear-
son X? tests, and (b) for the social capital index as continuous variable linear 95% ClIs and two-sample
Student’s #-tests (robustness checks using nonparametric Wilcoxon rank-sum tests produced substan-

tively the same results and were not reported here for brevity).

4 Results

4.1 Observations from community and stakeholder engagement

Qualitative observations from the community consultations as well as from stakeholder engagement

and study implementation demonstrated a visible and growing concern about the Royal Decrees in the
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Indigenous communities. Prior to the announcement of the Royal Decrees, all the communities were
generally upbeat about the research collaboration and opportunities to support their conservation-re-
lated everyday heritage. For example, village elders highlighted that each community continued to
preserve its cultural heritage strongly, and villagers discussed options to support community-based

conservation activities like firebreak clearing and forest fire monitoring.

However, the enthusiasm was not universal and weakened considerably over time. The Royal Decrees
played an evident role in this process: Upon announcement of the decrees in November 2024, our study
team experienced immediate community reactions — both towards the government initiative and to-
wards our own research activities. Villagers and village leaders were explicit that, if the new law was
to be enforced nationwide, the research project’s efforts could become nearly meaningless. However,
not all villages experienced these concerns equally. In Pgaz K’Nyau Village B, distress from the Royal
Decree was initially minimal as land-use areas were comparatively clearly defined by government
authorities. However, by March 2025, community leaders observed that, “Regarding the Conservation
Forest Royal Decree, community members are increasingly aware and concerned. Local leaders ac-
tively share information about arrests made by state officials and coordinate community responses”
(Advisory Board minutes). In contrast, villagers in Hmong Village A expressed immediate apprehen-
sion and disappointment “because research projects often visit but fail to support them in their strug-
gles against injustice. They feel anger and frustration, with bias from government officials still evi-
dent” (implementation notes). In Hmong Village B, where the tensions between community and con-
servation officials had in recent years been the most intense among the four case study communities,
the Royal Decrees were described as “deeply troubling” and the consultations revealed that “Some
community members are beginning to feel that, if they no longer have any rights to access or benefit
from the land they have cared for, then they may as well abandon forest fire prevention [that many

regard as environmental heritage]” (consultation notes). We could thus observe an intensification of
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negative sentiment across all sites, with worrying tendencies towards disengagement from external

partners as well as from local conservation practices.

4.2 Qualitative research findings

The qualitative analysis demonstrated how the Royal Decree announcement profoundly impacted com-
munities and their environmental heritage. A first key theme was the looming loss of land. The threat
of effectively expropriating villagers after 20 years — now explicitly and credibly formulated in the
Royal Decrees — created a sense of despair and fear of displacement. For example, a villager in Hmong
Village A described how, “The new laws make it feel like we are losing everything that is important to
us — our fields, our homes, and our future” and went on to describe how “hopeless” the situation made
him: “I also have children, and if I pass away, they will have to carry on. But in 20 years, they might
lose all their rights. It’s disheartening” (male, 55 years, Hmong Village A). As the quote illustrates,
the land insecurity created by the Royal Decrees deprived villagers of their visions for the future. Pgaz
K’Nyau Village B was an outlier among the four communities as villagers’ residential land was
deemed more secure because it was allocated by the government around 20 years ago. Nevertheless,
even here the Royal Decrees created uncertainty and unease, reflected for instance in the statement of
a woman who worried about the future of her children: “If this law forces us off our land, where will

our children go? These forests are part of who we are” (female, 38 years, Pgaz K’Nyau Village B).

Implicit in such expressions was a second key theme: the growing uncertainty about the future and a
loss of attachment to place. In general, the transmission of social memory persistently inspired a sense
of attachment to place and community. In Hmong Village A, social memory revolved for instance
around local legends (Doi Pha Klong) and visits of the late King Rama IX, while the community re-
peatedly stressed the importance of the Tong Seng tree as central for their sense of attachment to the

local environment:
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During New Year, the elders gather the kids [around Tong Seng in the community forest] and
tell them stories about how we must take care of the forest, celebrate it, and give back to it as
a way of honouring its spirit. They say the forest gives us a good life in return. It’s a tradition
that’s been passed down for generations, and even now, when people see the forest, it reminds
them of the importance of preserving and respecting it. It’s such a big part of who we are.

(male, 35 years, Hmong Village A)

The previous quotes already indicated that the Royal Decrees weakened engagement with community
life that would hinder such a transmission of social memory as described here, thus threatening villag-

ers’ sense of attachment and visions of the future.

Villagers also emphasised with anger how the decrees reactivated historically entrenched discrimina-
tion of Indigenous forest dwellers as “forest destroyers or encroachers” (male, 26 years, Hmong Vil-
lage A) and scapegoated them in an “unfair” way compared to urban communities (female, 30 years,
Pgaz K’Nyau Village B; see discussion section for further detail on the historical discrimination). But
discrimination was not only rhetorical. The new policies would also actively restrict Indigenous prac-
tices. Villagers for instance in Pgaz K’Nyau Village A, some of whom continued to practise rotational
farming, felt for instance that, “fop-down policies might overlook the nuanced relationship villagers
have with the forest, where conservation and subsistence farming coexist” (male, 51 years, Pgaz
K’Nyau Village A). Yet again it appeared that environmental heritage was threatened by the Royal

Decrees.

The continued discriminatory framing was ironic, given that members from all communities readily
cited examples of bottom-up community-based conservation activities. Such activities would for in-
stance include tree planting (“the area around your accommodation used to be barren farmland, but
now we ve planted trees and increased green spaces significantly,” male, 58 years, Hmong Village B),
or laborious firebreak clearing that “requires cooperation and a lot of endurance” (male, 51 years,

Pgaz K’Nyau Village A). Villagers also generally reiterated their alignment with conservation goals
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and expressed a readiness to collaborate with forest authorities: “While villagers like us support con-
servation efforts, we stressed the importance of collaboration between the government and local com-

munities” (male, 51 years, Pgaz K’Nyau Village A).

However, the potential uprooting of communities together with the discriminatory policy tone ex-
pressed themselves in a third key theme, which was a tendency of the Royal Decrees to generate
stronger community activism against the proposed legislation. While at least some members from all
four study communities were involved in protest movements against the Royal Decrees, especially
respondents from Hmong Village A and Pgaz K’Nyau Village B explicitly expressed their readiness
to stand up collectively. For example, a respondent from Pgaz K’Nyau Village B articulated strong

resolve, stating that,

This land is more than just property. It’s our history, our way of life. If they take it, our children
will lose everything. If the government doesn’t listen to us, we’ll make them hear us. We're

ready to fight for our land. (male, 32 years, Pgaz K’Nyau Village B)

This and similar statements underlined a broader sentiment of community mobilisation and resistance

to assert their rights.

The qualitative data therefore suggested that villagers recognised severe threats from the Royal De-
crees to their communities’ lives and heritage. The decrees amplified the already existing sense of land
insecurity and ethnic discrimination, weakened their attachment to their local spaces and communities,
and exhibited strong potential to disrupt everyday environmental heritage and conservation practices.
These tensions contributed to increased community activism, with villagers explicitly expressing read-

iness to collectively resist the legislation.

4.3 Survey findings

Detailed results of the descriptive statistical analysis including hypotheses tests comparing responses

of the panel participants across survey rounds are presented in Supplemental Material Table Al.
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Among the 200 survey participants at Baseline, 22.0% confirmed that they or their families ever had
problematic experiences with forest authorities (95% CI [16.8%;28.3%]), ranging from 4.0% in Pgaz

K’Nyau Village B to more than 40.0% in Pgaz K’Nyau Village A.

Overall, the survey data indicated mixed trends across the four indicator domains over the six-month
study period. For example, while year-on-year assessments of community life stabilised (i.e. trending
towards “no change”), the nine-item social capital index declined by 1.22 indicator points (-19.5%,
2<0.001). In contrast, we could observe an increasing trend of month-on-month personal involvement
in community activities (+5.6 percentage points, p=0.029) and in community organisations (+11.9 p.p.,
p=0.003) — reaching a level of nearly 50.0% at Midline in both cases. Yet more striking was a signifi-
cant increase in respondents’ month-on-month involvement in forest protection (+28.0 p.p., p<0.001)
and general environmental issues (+16.1 p.p., p=0.002) together with an improved perception of year-
on-year environmental changes (+16.8 p.p. responding “improved,” p=0.016). Contrary to expecta-
tions, also the personal involvement and general engagement with the communities’ cultural heritage
increased significantly, with +11.9 p.p. (p=0.023) of the respondents feeling “more engaged” and

+11.9 p.p. (p=0.003) reporting recent personal involvement in cultural practices in their village.

A more detailed examination of the sub-groups indicated that respondents with problematic conserva-
tion experiences were less likely to report improved engagement with heritage practices while also
starting from considerably lower levels compared to people without problematic histories with forest
authorities. Where improvements were registered, these were typically smaller or less significant than
those among pilot participants (67.1% of the panel sub-sample), which was a highly relevant insight
given that participation in the pilot activities was positively correlated with problematic conservation
experiences (correlation coefficient +0.19, p=0.030). For example, whereas the involvement in village
cultural practices increased from 43.2% to 58.9% among people without problematic experiences, peo-

ple reporting problematic experiences remained constant at a lower level of 34.3%. Conversely, people
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participating in the pilot activities had a considerably higher baseline level and increase in their in-
volvement in community cultural practices compared to non-participants (39.6%, +17.7 p.p., p=0.006
vs. 19.1%, +10.6 p.p., p=0.262; also see Fig. 2). Similar patterns arose with respect to recent involve-

ment in and broader engagement with forest protection and general environmental issues.

a) Social capital b) Involved in cultural practices c) Involved in forest protection
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Fig. 2. Trends in social capital, cultural involvement, and forest protection involvement among re-
spondents with problematic conservation experiences (red) and by pilot participation (green,).

Note. n=143 panel respondents. See Supplemental Material Table Al and survey questionnaire for underlying indicator construction.

The descriptive statistical analysis therefore indicated that problematic experiences with conservation
authorities were linked to either suppressed improvements or an accentuated decline of community-
level social capital, heritage, and conservation indicators. While people with problematic conservation
histories were more likely to participate in the pilot activities of our project, the indicator developments
suggested that pilot participation may be able to counteract problematic impacts of oppressive conser-

vation practices at least to some extent.
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5 Discussion

This research report explored the impacts of two recently announced Royal Decrees for ecosystem
conservation in four Indigenous highland communities in northern Thailand. The findings from our
multi-method approach consistently highlighted predominantly negative psychological and commu-
nity effects: Indigenous villagers experienced anxiety and unease, the decrees counteracted community
efforts to conserve and engage with local ecosystems, and the continued uncertainty surrounding com-
munities’ future incited a strong activist sentiment to resist the policies. A positive outlier was a mar-
ket-integrated Pgaz K’Nyau community where villagers felt relatively at ease with the existing gov-
ernment land allocation, but the ongoing uncertainty about the scope and impact of the Royal Decrees
gradually created anxiety and resistance even in this case. If implemented and enforced at scale in their

current form, our analysis suggests that the Royal Decrees would be likely to:

provoke a livelihood crisis in highland communities,

e create further strain on the already problematic relationship between communities and conser-
vation authorities,

¢ inflict widespread damage to communities’ everyday environmental heritage,

e depress intrinsically motivated community-led forest management activities, and

e perversely contribute to increased forest fire risks and ecosystem degradation.

The announcement of the decrees provoked significant distrust and disengagement from external con-
servation stakeholders. Particularly worrying were also the attenuated short-term improvements or ex-
acerbated declines among villagers with problematic histories involving conservation authorities.
However, our quantitative analysis also documented how active efforts to support community heritage

could at least abate some of the likely negative impacts of the top-down policy.



500

501

502

503

504

505

506

507

508

509

510

511

512

513

514

515

516

517

518

519

520

521

522

523

524

Page 23

Our multi-method study hinted at key psychological and social effect mechanisms that may have con-
tributed to the surprisingly tangible impacts of the announcement of the Royal Decrees. From a psy-
chological perspective, stress and anxiety such as those reported by the study participants would un-
dermine strategic thinking and drive people into a more short-term oriented survival mode (Haushofer
& Fehr, 2014; Starcke & Brand, 2012). Building on the participants’ reactions to the policy initiative,
which included the reactivation of historical ethnic stereotypes and reflected threats to “deeply held
beliefs and trust,” the psychological reaction may even reach the traumatic level of “moral injury”
(Leepreecha, 2019; Williamson et al., 2021:453). Adverse psychological reactions of this kind would
undermine pro-social engagement with other community members, everyday heritage and the trans-
mission of social memory, and voluntary action to protect the forest environment for long-term sus-
tainability. The growing disengagement of the study participants lent strong support to this interpreta-
tion, and this would plausibly intensify if the Royal Decrees were to be rolled out at scale. The in-
creased threat of eviction and the disengagement from everyday environmental heritage would amplify
these tendencies as community members appeared to lose their established stake in their future together

with mechanisms to retain their attachment to place through engaging with their heritage.

These developments are situated within and interact with the broader historical, political, and social
context of forest conservation in Thailand. Thai policy and public discourse have for decades mobilised
stereotyping narratives about Indigenous highland communities, such as that Hmong land management
practices were responsible for widespread forest loss while the Karen have been romantically framed
as forest guardians (Forsyth & Walker, 2008; Haenssgen et al., 2023). The discriminating discourse
continues until today, and community members in our study clearly noticed this sentiment in the for-
mulation of the Royal Decrees. This neglects not only Indigenous communities’ diversity but also their
evolving livelihoods and gradual adaptation to conservation challenges. For example, economic live-
lihoods have commonly diversified away from subsistence farming to also include cash cropping and

organic as well as agroecological cultivation techniques. In addition, many communities have adopted
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a wide range of conservation-oriented land management activities (e.g. tree ordination, cessation of
pioneering swidden agriculture) — partly in response to natural resource management challenges, and
partly as explicit reaction to the pressures and threats of conservation officials (Baird, 2020; Delang,
2002; Isager & Ivarsson, 2002). At the same time, the combined pressure from the Thai conservation
policy and rural development agenda have also fuelled individualisation trends and the out-migration
especially of youths into urban areas, which contributed further to severing the attachment to local

spaces (Haenssgen ef al., 2023).

Although international frameworks promote a more positive approach to the recognition and rights of
Indigenous peoples, the Thai government has criminalised forest-dependent livelihoods that were com-
mon in many communities while observers noted that powerful landholders and politically connected
actors have rarely been subject to the same scrutiny (Trakansuphakorn, 2008). However, ongoing pol-
icy change has been providing frameworks and openings for more constructive interactions. Among
others, the Thai government passed on 6 August 2025 a Law on the Protection and Promotion of the
Way of Life of Ethnic Groups that represents a formal mechanism for negotiating with the Thai gov-
ernment in the protection of rights and cultural practices of Indigenous peoples (despite controversies
e.g. over replacing the term “Indigenous peoples” with “ethic groups”), and Indigenous groups in Thai-
land had previously successfully challenged conservation policy interventions by appealing to the Thai
Cabinet Resolutions dated 2 June 2010 and 3 August 2010 to restore the traditional practices and live-
lihoods of Karen and Chao-le. Despite the scale and extent of protest required, also the response of the
government inviting evidence for reviewing the Royal Decrees is testimony that bottom-up responses

can contribute to the conservation policy process.

Overall, our empirical findings confirmed the adverse expectations provided in the literature that top-
down policies can entail not only social injustice but also ecological inefficiency. At the same time,

our conceptual focus on everyday environmental heritage has offered a useful analytical tool to render
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such impacts visible within the broader community context — and to explore possible routes for reme-
dial action. However, it is important to recall that the project behind this research was not originally
designed to assess specifically the impact of the Royal Decrees. Parts of the analysis therefore remain
circumstantial. For example, while overall negative trends in community social capital may be linked
to the psychological impact of the Royal Decrees, they may have also been influenced by the social
and ecological impact of the “burning season” of high to extreme air pollution between February and
April, which intersected the Baseline and Midline surveys. The region was also afflicted during this
period by an extraordinary earthquake on 28 March 2025 originating from Myanmar, while a historical
flood in October 2024 preceded the formal data collection. It is therefore important to continue moni-
toring their impact while implementing dedicated policy evaluation research. Expanding the range of
case studies to directly affected communities and including a broader, nationwide survey of Indigenous
communities’ experiences with Thai conservation policy can further complement the limited regional
scope of our analysis. In addition, this research report focused on the impact of the announcement of
the Royal Decrees. However, as they have been opened for negotiation and review, the impact of
implementing and enforcing these and future Royal Decrees will depend on the ongoing negotiations
with the Thai government in an evolving policy landscape that included the recent passing of the Law
on the Protection and Promotion of the Way of Life of Ethnic Groups as a first key for recalibrating

power in a more balanced way.

6 Conclusion

Our study is another stark reminder of the pitfalls of top-down policy making in the name of conser-
vation. Despite strong intrinsic motivations among community members to care for their environment
that closely align with the conservation motive of the newly proposed Royal Decrees, the decrees have
been found to reactivate historical trauma, suppress community-led conservation, and threaten Indig-

enous livelihoods and heritage. Put simply, the Royal Decrees in their current form appear unlikely to
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effectively support communities or forest health. Rather the contrary: Based on the available evidence,
we conclude that the Royal Decrees are heritage-destroying and likely to undermine conservation pro-
gress made by local initiatives, which also renders them inconsistent with Thailand’s international

obligations to the CBD.

As the Thai government considers scaling up the decrees, urgent revisions are therefore necessary to
prevent further damage. While the Royal Decrees would benefit from embracing inclusive and bottom-
up natural resource governance, broader national-level plans like Thailand’s Nationally Determined
Contribution to reduce greenhouse gas emissions tend to prioritize energy and corporate sectors (Office
of Natural Resources and Environmental Policy and Planning, 2022), largely overlooking the untapped
potential of local community contributions to ecosystem health and biodiversity conservation. Com-
munity-led environmental mitigation plans, developed collaboratively with local administrative organ-
isations, may better address context-specific needs and leverage already existing conservation-effec-
tive heritage practices. Such an approach necessarily requires a mindset shift in Thai public admin-
istration away from top-down modes of conservation governance. Even where there have been at-
tempts to write laws granting rights to communities and recognising the understanding of frontline
officials in the past, such efforts have repeatedly been dismissed during the legislative process in par-
liament due to obstruction at the policy-making level. As communities are not opposed to the goals
but to the modes of the Royal Decrees, joint management solutions that promote bottom-up participa-
tion are therefore needed, supported by new platforms for dialogue between government policymakers
and local communities, facilitated by academic mediators, and informed by locally grounded research.
Framing conservation reforms through the lens of CBD obligations could provide a further lever for
communities and civil society to hold the state accountable and push for co-designed solutions that

align with both ecological and cultural sustainability.
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However, not every response has to depend on state action. Community-driven solutions proposed by
our study participants included sustainable livelihood initiatives such as ecotourism, marketing of en-
vironmental heritage artefacts such as contemporary handicrafts, and an endogenous shift towards new
agroecological production techniques. To retain the local transmission of social memory in the contin-
ual evolution of everyday environmental heritage, youth-focused initiatives may also engage younger
generations in cultural preservation through media and public communication training and the creation
of physical spaces for generational knowledge transmission and ecological engagement. Media plat-
forms at the local and national levels can also help challenge and shift prevailing negative narratives
about highland communities, supported by youth media and locally grounded science communication.
In short, our study demonstrates that re-engaging communities through bottom-up and heritage-sensi-
tive initiatives can boost conservation-relevant social capital and environmental engagement while

counteracting at least some of the Royal Decrees’ already tangible damage.
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Table Al. Detailed results of descriptive statistical analysis.

Group Total (n =286)
Survey round Baseline Midline Difference
Statistic Mean 95% ClI Mean 95% ClI Mean p -value
Domain Indicator
Worsened  20.3% [0.145;0.277] 4.2% [0.019;0.091] -16.1p.p
0 . 0, .
Community life No change 37.1% [0.295;0.453] 61.5% [0.533;0.692] +24.5p.p <0.001
Improved  35.7% [0.282;0.439] 30.8% [0.237,0.388] —4.9p.p
No answer 7.0% [0.038;0.125] 3.5% [0.015;0.082] -3.5p.p
personal Worsened ~ 30.1% [0.231;0.381] 12.6% [0.081;0.191] —17.5p.p
0 . 0, .
economic No change 33.6% [0.263;0.417] 60.8% [0.526;0.685] +27.3 p.p <0.001
. . Improved 30.1% [0.231;0.381] 21.7% [0.157;0.292] —-8.4p.p
1. Year-on-year situation
communit No answer 6.3% [0.033;0.117] 4.9% [0.023;0.099] -1.4p.p
assessmen‘t, Involvement in Worsened  4.9% [0.023;0.099] 3.5% [0.015;0.082] -1.4p.p
community No change 46.2% [0.381;0.544] 41.3% [0.335;0.495] -4.9p.p 0.359
forest Improved  37.1% [0.295;0.453] 46.9% [0.388;0.551] +9.8 p.p '
preservation No answer 11.9% [0.075;0.183] 8.4% [0.048;0.142] —-3.5p.p
Worsened  8.4% [0.048;0.142] 2.8% [0.01;0.072] -5.6p.p
State of local No change 39.2% [0.315;0.474] 32.2% [0.25;0.403] —7.0p.p 0,016
environment Improved  39.9% [0.321;0.481] 56.6% [0.484;0.646] +16.8p.p
No answer 12.6% [0.081;0.191] 8.4% [0.048;0.142] -4.2p.p
No 37.8% [0.302;0.46] 23.8% [0.175;0.315] —14.0 p.p
Community life Yes 41.3% [0.335;0.495] 46.9% [0.388;0.551] +5.6p.p 0.029
No answer 21.0% [0.151;0.285] 29.4% [0.225;0.374] +8.4p.p
Cultural No 42.7% [0.348;0.509] 23.8% [0.175;0.315] -189 p.p
2. Personal practices in Yes 37.8% [0.302;0.46] 49.7% [0.415;0.578] +11.9 p.p 0.003
o . village No answer 19.6% [0.139;0.269] 26.6% [0.2;,0.344] +7.0p.p
involvement in
. No 47.6% [0.395;0.558] 21.0% [0.151;0.285] —26.6 p.p
past month Protection of
local forests Yes 31.5% [0.244;0.396] 59.4% [0.512;0.672] +28.0p.p <0.001
No answer 21.0% [0.151;0.285] 19.6% [0.139;0.269] —-1.4p.p
General No 39.9% [0.321;0.481] 21.0% [0.151;0.285] —-18.9p.p
environmental Yes 38.5% [0.308;0.467] 54.5% [0.463;0.625] +16.1p.p 0.002
issues No answer 21.7% [0.157;0.292] 24.5% [0.181;0.322] +2.8 p.p
Less engaged 11.9% [0.075;0.183] 18.2% [0.127;0.254] +6.3 p.p
Community No change 38.5% [0.308;0.467] 39.2% [0.315;0.474] +0.7 p.p 0.070
activities More engaged 35.7% [0.282;0.439] 37.1% [0.295;0.453] +1.4p.p '
No answer 14.0% [0.092;0.207] 5.6% [0.028;0.108] —-8.4p.p
Less engaged 18.9% [0.133;0.262] 21.7% [0.157;0.292] +2.8 p.p
Community No change 32.9% [0.256;0.41] 38.5% [0.308;0.467] +5.6 p.p 0318
organisations More engaged 36.4% [0.289;0.446] 33.6% [0.263;0.417] -2.8p.p ’
No answer 11.9% [0.075;0.183] 6.3% [0.033;0.117] -5.6p.p
3. Year-on-year Less engaged 15.4% [0.103;0.223] 17.5% [0.121;0.246] +2.1p.p
changes in Cultural heritage Nochange 42.0% [0.341;0.502] 38.5% [0.308;0.467] -3.5p.p 0023
feeling of of village More engaged 23.8% [0.175;0.315] 35.7% [0.282;0.439] +11.9p.p
engagement No answer 18.9% [0.133;0.262] 8.4% [0.048;0.142] —10.5p.p
Less engaged 9.8% [0.059;0.159] 15.4% [0.103;0.223] +5.6 p.p
Protection of No change 33.6% [0.263;0.417] 37.1% [0.295;0.453] +3.5p.p 0175
local forests  More engaged 43.4% [0.354;0.516] 40.6% [0.328;0.488] —2.8 p.p ’
No answer 13.3% [0.086;0.199] 7.0% [0.038;0.125] —6.3 p.p
General Less engaged 10.5% [0.064;0.167] 21.7% [0.157;0.292] +11.2 p.p
0, . 0 . _
environmental No change 38.5% [0.308;0.467] 37.1% [0.295;0.453] -1.4p.p 0.051
issues More engaged 38.5% [0.308;0.467] 33.6% [0.263;0.417] —4.9p.p
No answer 12.6% [0.081;0.191] 7.7% [0.043;0.134] —-4.9p.p
4. Social capital Social capital index (0-9)h 6.22 [5.932;6.516] 5.01 [4.643;5.371] —1.22 <0.001

Notes. Panel sample of 143 participants as of May 2025. Cl is confidence interval, p.p. is percentage point. Categorical indicators reporting logit 95% confidence interval for
proportions; continuous indicator reporting linear 95% confidence interval. Hypothesis testing using Pearson X2 test for binary and categorical variables, and two-sample Student’s

t-tests for social capital index.

* Excluding participants who answered "don't know / prefer not to say."

b. Community social capital was assessed by responses to nine positively and negatively framed statements including (1) “I feel strongly connected to other villagers,” (2) “I feel
strongly attached to my village,” (3) “I feel pressure from other members in my village to behave in a specific way,” (4) “In this village, people generally do not trust each other in
matters of lending and borrowing money,” (5) “I feel a strong connection to the natural environment around my home,” (6) “Most people in this village are willing to help if you
need it,” (7) “I feel proud when | think about my ethnic background,” (8) “The members of this village fight together for the well-being of the community,” and (9) “I find it difficult

to balance my responsibilities towards myself, my family, my work, and my community.”



Table Al - continued. Detailed results of descriptive statistical analysis.

By conservation experience®

Grou
P No problematicconservation experiences (n =186) Problematic conservation experiences (self or family) (n =70)
Survey round Baseline Midline Difference Baseline Midline Difference
Statistic Mean 95% ClI Mean 95% ClI Mean p-value Mean 95% Cl Mean 95% Cl Mean p -value
Domain Indicator
Worsened  16.8% [0.105;0.258] 6.3% [0.029;0.134] —10.5p.p 22.9% [0.117;0.398] 0.0% [0;0] -229p.p
Community life No change 43.2% [0.335;0.533] 57.9% [0.477,0.674] +14.7 p.p 0.022 25.7% [0.138;0.428] 71.4% [0.542;0.841] +45.7 p.p <0.001
Improved 36.8% [0.277;0.47] 35.8% [0.268;0.46] -1.1p.p ' 42.9% [0.275;0.597] 14.3% [0.06;0.304] —-28.6p.p '
No answer 3.2% [0.01;0.094] 0.0% [0;0] -3.2p.p 8.6% [0.027;0.238] 14.3% [0.06;0.304] +5.7 p.p
personal Worsened  30.5% [0.221;0.405] 10.5% [0.057;0.185] —20.0 p.p 22.9% [0.117;0.398] 11.4% [0.043;0.271] —11.4p.p
economic No change 35.8% [0.268;0.46] 61.1% [0.509;0.704] +25.3 p.p <0.001 34.3% [0.204;0.515] 65.7% [0.485;0.796] +31.4p.p 0.014
1. Year-on-vear situation Improved  30.5% [0.221;0.405] 28.4% [0.202;0.383] —2.1p.p 34.3% [0.204;0.515] 8.6% [0.027;0.238] -25.7p.p
.communi‘; No answer 3.2% [0.01;0.094] 0.0% [0;0] -3.2p.p 8.6% [0.027;0.238] 14.3% [0.06;0.304] +5.7 p.p
assessmen{ Involvementin  Worsened  5.3% [0.022;0.121] 5.3% [0.022;0.121] 0.0 p.p 5.7% [0.014;0.206] 0.0% [0;0] —5.7p.p
community No change 42.1% [0.326;0.523] 35.8% [0.268;0.46] -6.3p.p 0.170 60.0% [0.43;0.749] 57.1% [0.403;0.725] —2.9p.p 0.478
forest Improved  43.2% [0.335;0.533] 55.8% [0.456;0.655] +12.6 p.p ' 22.9% [0.117;0.398] 25.7% [0.138;0.428] +2.9p.p '
preservation No answer 9.5% [0.05;0.173] 3.2% [0.01;0.094] -6.3p.p 11.4% [0.043;0.271] 17.1% [0.078;0.336] +5.7 p.p
Worsened 9.5% [0.05;0.173] 3.2% [0.01;0.094] -6.3p.p 8.6% [0.027;0.238] 2.9% [0.004;0.182] -5.7p.p
State of local No change 34.7% [0.258;0.449] 27.4% [0.193;0.372] —-7.4p.p 0,017 48.6% [0.325;0.65] 48.6% [0.325;0.65] 0.0p.p 0.768
environment Improved  46.3% [0.365;0.564] 66.3% [0.562;0.751] +20.0 p.p ' 28.6% [0.159;0.458] 31.4% [0.181;0.487] +2.9p.p '
Noanswer 9.5% [0.05;0.173] 3.2% [0.01;0.094] -6.3p.p 14.3% [0.06,0.304] 17.1% [0.078;0.336] +2.9 p.p
No 43.2% [0.335;0.533] 17.9% [0.114;0.27] -25.3p.p 37.1% [0.227;0.543] 37.1% [0.227;0.543] 0.0p.p
Community life Yes 37.9% [0.287;0.481] 55.8% [0.456;0.655] +17.9p.p <0.001 48.6% [0.325;0.65] 28.6% [0.159;0.458] —20.0p.p 0.096
No answer 18.9% [0.122;0.282] 26.3% [0.184;0.361] +7.4p.p 14.3% [0.06;0.304] 34.3% [0.204;0.515] +20.0 p.p
Cultural No 38.9% [0.296;0.491] 22.1% [0.148;0.316] -16.8 p.p 45.7% [0.3,0.624] 31.4% [0.181,;0.487] -14.3p.p
practices in Yes 43.2% [0.335;0.533] 58.9% [0.488;0.684] +15.8p.p O. 34.3% [0.204;0.515] 34.3% [0.204;0.515 0.0p.p .

2. Personal ices i % [ ] % [ ] 0.034 % | ] % | ] 0.326
. . village No answer 17.9% [0.114;0.27] 18.9% [0.122;0.282] +1.1p.p 20.0% [0.097;0.367] 34.3% [0.204;0.515] +14.3p.p
involvement in

. No 46.3% [0.365;0.564] 16.8% [0.105;0.258] —29.5 p.p 48.6% [0.325;0.65] 28.6% [0.159;0.458] —20.0 p.p
past month Protection of
local forests Yes 33.7% [0.249;0.438] 68.4% [0.584;0.77] +34.7p.p <0.001 28.6% [0.159;0.458] 42.9% [0.275;0.597] +14.3p.p 0.219
No answer 20.0% [0.131;0.293] 14.7% [0.089;0.234] -5.3p.p 22.9% [0.117;0.398] 28.6% [0.159;0.458] +5.7 p.p
General No 40.0% [0.306;0.502] 16.8% [0.105;0.258] —23.2 p.p 45.7% [0.3,0.624]  34.3% [0.204;0.515] -11.4p.p
environmenta Yes 41.1% [0.316;0.512] 63.2% [0.53;0.723] +22.1p.p O. 31.4% [0.181;0.487] 34.3% [0.204;0.515] +2.9p.p .
i | % | ] % | ] 0.001 % [ ] % [ ] 0.580
issues No answer 18.9% [0.122;0.282] 20.0% [0.131;0.293] +1.1p.p 22.9% [0.117;0.398] 31.4% [0.181;0.487] +8.6p.p
Less engaged 11.6% [0.065;0.198] 14.7% [0.089;0.234] +3.2p.p 14.3% [0.06;0.304] 22.9% [0.117;0.398] +8.6 p.p
Community No change 36.8% [0.277;0.47] 33.7% [0.249;0.438] -3.2p.p 0.032 42.9% [0.275;0.597] 60.0% [0.43;0.749] +17.1p.p 0.069
activities More engaged 38.9% [0.296;0.491] 49.5% [0.395;0.595] +10.5p.p ' 34.3% [0.204;0.515] 8.6% [0.027;0.238] —-25.7 p.p '
No answer 12.6% [0.073;0.21] 2.1% [0.005;0.081] -10.5p.p 8.6% [0.027;0.238] 8.6% [0.027;0.238] 0.0 p.p
Less engaged 17.9% [0.114;0.27] 16.8% [0.105;0.258] -1.1p.p 22.9% [0.117;0.398] 28.6% [0.159;0.458] +5.7 p.p
Community No change 31.6% [0.23;0.416] 36.8% [0.277;,0.47] +5.3p.p 0931 37.1% [0.227;0.543] 51.4% [0.35;0.675] +14.3p.p 0156
organisations More engaged 40.0% [0.306;0.502] 43.2% [0.335;0.533] +3.2p.p ' 34.3% [0.204;0.515] 11.4% [0.043;0.271] —22.9 p.p '
No answer 10.5% [0.057;0.185] 3.2% [0.01;0.094] -7.4p.p 5.7% [0.014;0.206] 8.6% [0.027,0.238] +2.9p.p
3. Year-on-year Less engaged 15.8% [0.097;0.246] 12.6% [0.073;0.21] -3.2p.p 17.1% [0.078;0.336] 28.6% [0.159;0.458] +11.4p.p
changes in Cultural heritage No change 35.8% [0.268;0.46] 38.9% [0.296;0.491] +3.2p.p 0.005 62.9% [0.457;0.773] 40.0% [0.251,0.57] —229p.p 0291
feeling of of village More engaged 27.4% [0.193;0.372] 43.2% [0.335;0.533] +158p.p 11.4% [0.043;0.271] 20.0% [0.097;0.367] +8.6p.p
engagement No answer 21.1% [0.14;0.305] 5.3% [0.022;0.121] -15.8 p.p 8.6% [0.027;0.238] 11.4% [0.043;0.271] +2.9p.p
Less engaged 6.3% [0.029;0.134] 12.6% [0.073;0.21] +6.3p.p 14.3% [0.06;0.304] 20.0% [0.097;0.367] +5.7 p.p
Protection of No change 30.5% [0.221;0.405] 34.7% [0.258;0.449] +4.2p.p 0.155 51.4% [0.35;0.675] 48.6% [0.325;0.65] —-2.9p.p 0.934
local forests  More engaged 50.5% [0.405;0.605] 47.4% [0.375;0.574] —-3.2p.p ' 22.9% [0.117;0.398] 20.0% [0.097;0.367] —2.9 p.p '
No answer 12.6% [0.073;0.21] 5.3% [0.022;0.121] -7.4p.p 11.4% [0.043;0.271] 11.4% [0.043;0.271] 0.0 p.p
General Lessengaged 6.3% [0.029;0.134] 20.0% [0.131;0.293] +13.7 p.p 17.1% [0.078;0.336] 25.7% [0.138;0.428] +8.6 p.p
environmental No change 35.8% [0.268;0.46] 33.7% [0.249;0.438] -2.1p.p 0,019 51.4% [0.35;0.675] 51.4% [0.35;0.675] 0.0p.p 0.557
ssues More engaged 45.3% [0.355;0.554] 41.1% [0.316;0.512] —4.2p.p 22.9% [0.117;0.398] 11.4% [0.043;0.271] -11.4pp
No answer 12.6% [0.073;0.21] 5.3% [0.022;0.121] -7.4p.p 8.6% [0.027,0.238] 11.4% [0.043;0.271] +2.9p.p
4. Social capital Social capital index (0-9)° 6.16 [5.792,6.523] 5.12 [4.695;5.536] —1.04 <0.001  6.63 [6.061;7.196] 4.54 [3.74,5.346] -2.09  <0.001

Notes. Panel sample of 143 participants as of May 2025. Cl is confidence interval, p.p. is percentage point. Categorical indicators reporting logit 95% confidence interval for
proportions; continuous indicator reporting linear 95% confidence interval. Hypothesis testing using Pearson X2 test for binary and categorical variables, and two-sample Student’s

t-tests for social capital index.

* Excluding participants who answered "don't know / prefer not to say."
b. Community social capital was assessed by responses to nine positively and negatively framed statements including (1) “I feel strongly connected to other villagers,” (2) “I feel
strongly attached to my village,” (3) “I feel pressure from other members in my village to behave in a specific way,” (4) “In this village, people generally do not trust each other in
matters of lending and borrowing money,” (5) “I feel a strong connection to the natural environment around my home,” (6) “Most people in this village are willing to help if you
need it,” (7) “I feel proud when | think about my ethnic background,” (8) “The members of this village fight together for the well-being of the community,” and (9) “I find it difficult
to balance my responsibilities towards myself, my family, my work, and my community.”



Table Al - continued. Detailed results of descriptive statistical analysis.

By activity participation

Grou
P No participation in any pilot (n =94) Participated in any pilot (n =192)
Survey round Baseline Midline Difference Baseline Midline Difference
Statistic Mean 95% ClI Mean 95% ClI Mean p-value Mean 95% Cl Mean 95% Cl Mean p -value
Domain Indicator
Worsened  23.4% [0.134;0.377] 6.4% [0.02;0.182] -17.0p.p 25.0% [0.173;0.347] 6.3% [0.028;0.133] -18.8 p.p
0 . 0 . 0, . 0, .
Community life No change 44.7% [0.311;0.591] 53.2% [0.389;0.67] +8.5p.p <0.001 28.1% [0.2;,0.38]  60.4% [0.503;0.697] +32.3p.p <0.001
Improved 14.9% [0.072;0.283] 40.4% [0.273;0.55] +25.5p.p 43.8% [0.341;0.539] 28.1% [0.2;0.38] -15.6 p.p
No answer 17.0% [0.087;0.307] 0.0% [0;0] -17.0p.p 3.1% [0.01;0.093] 5.2% [0.022;0.12] +2.1p.p
personal Worsened 25.5% [0.15;0.4]  19.1% [0.102;0.331] —6.4p.p 32.3% [0.237;0.423] 10.4% [0.057;0.184] —21.9 p.p
economic No change 46.8% [0.33;0.611] 53.2% [0.389;0.67] +6.4p.p 0.320 29.2% [0.209;0.391] 62.5% [0.524;0.716] +33.3p.p <0.001
1. Year-on-vear situation Improved  14.9% [0.072;0.283] 23.4% [0.134;,0.377] +85p.p 35.4% [0.265;0.455] 19.8% [0.13;0.29] -156p.p
.communi‘; No answer 12.8% [0.058;0.258] 4.3% [0.01;0.157] -8.5p.p 3.1% [0.01;0.093] 7.3% [0.035;0.146] +4.2p.p
assessmen{ Involvementin  Worsened  4.3% [0.01;0.157] 2.1% [0.003;0.139] -2.1p.p 6.3% [0.028;0.133] 4.2% [0.016;0.106] —2.1p.p
community No change 46.8% [0.33;0.611] 46.8% [0.33;0.611] 0.0p.p 42.7% [0.332;0.528] 41.7% [0.322;0.518] -1.0p.p
0.259 0.718
forest Improved  23.4% [0.134;0.377] 38.3% [0.255;0.53] +14.9p.p ' 44.8% [0.351;0.549] 45.8% [0.361;0.559] +1.0p.p '
p
preservation No answer 25.5% [0.15;0.4]  12.8% [0.058;0.258] -12.8 p.p 6.3% [0.028;0.133] 8.3% [0.042;0.158] +2.1p.p
Worsened  6.4% [0.02;0.182] 4.3% [0.01;0.157] -2.1p.p 5.2% [0.022;0.12] 3.1% [0.01;0.093] -2.1p.p
State of local No change 31.9% [0.201;0.466] 29.8% [0.184;0.444] -2.1p.p 0.188 42.7% [0.332;0.528] 35.4% [0.265;0.455] -7.3p.p 0.047
environment Improved  34.0% [0.219;0.487] 53.2% [0.389;0.67] +19.1p.p ' 45.8% [0.361;0.559] 53.1% [0.431;0.629] +7.3p.p '
No answer 27.7% [0.167,0.422] 12.8% [0.058;0.258] —14.9 p.p 6.3% [0.028;0.133] 8.3% [0.042;0.158] +2.1p.p
No 25.5% [0.15;0.4] 29.8% [0.184;0.444] +4.3p.p 38.5% [0.293;0.487] 17.7% [0.113;0.267] —20.8 p.p
Community life Yes 25.5% [0.15;0.4] 29.8% [0.184;0.444] +43p.p 0.709 53.1% [0.431;0.629] 56.3% [0.461;0.659] +3.1p.p <0.001
No answer 48.9% [0.349;0.631] 40.4% [0.273;0.55] —8.5p.p 8.3% [0.042;0.158] 26.0% [0.182;0.358] +17.7 p.p
Cultural No 42.6% [0.292;0.571] 27.7% [0.167;0.422] -149p.p 50.0% [0.401;0.599] 19.8% [0.13;0.29] -30.2p.p
5 Personal practices in Yes 19.1% [0.102;0.331] 29.8% [0.184;0.444] +10.6p.p 0.262  39.6% [0.303;0.497] 57.3% [0.472;0.668] +17.7 p.p 0.006
inv;)lvement in village No answer 38.3% [0.255;0.53] 42.6% [0.292;0.571] +4.3p.p 10.4% [0.057;0.184] 22.9% [0.156;0.324] +12.5p.p
. No 42.6% [0.292;0.571] 25.5% [0.15;0.4] —17.0p.p 47.9% [0.381;0.579] 14.6% [0.088;0.232] —33.3p.p
past month Protection of
local forests Yes 21.3% [0.118;0.354] 38.3% [0.255;0.53] +17.0p.p 0.117  37.5% [0.284;0.476] 70.8% [0.609;0.791] +33.3 p.p <0.001
No answer 36.2% [0.237;0.509] 36.2% [0.237;0.509] 0.0 p.p 14.6% [0.088;0.232] 14.6% [0.088;0.232] 0.0p.p
General No 31.9% [0.201;0.466] 23.4% [0.134;0.377] —-8.5p.p 38.5% [0.293;0.487] 16.7% [0.104;0.256] —-21.9p.p
environmental Yes 31.9% [0.201;0.466] 38.3% [0.255;0.53] +6.4p.p 0.632 46.9% [0.371;0.569] 63.5% [0.534;0.726] +16.7 p.p 0.002
issues No answer  36.2% [0.237;0.509] 38.3% [0.255;0.53] +2.1p.p 14.6% [0.088;0.232] 19.8% [0.13;0.29] +5.2p.p
Less engaged 19.1% [0.102;0.331] 23.4% [0.134;0.377] +4.3p.p 7.3% [0.035;0.146] 15.6% [0.096;0.244] +8.3p.p
Community No change 38.3% [0.255;0.53] 44.7% [0.311;0.591] +6.4p.p 0211 42.7% [0.332;0.528] 36.5% [0.274;0.466] -6.3p.p 0.284
activities More engaged 14.9% [0.072;0.283] 21.3% [0.118;0.354] +6.4 p.p ' 41.7% [0.322;0.518] 42.7% [0.332;0.528] +1.0p.p '
No answer 27.7% [0.167;0.422] 10.6% [0.044;0.233] —-17.0 p.p 8.3% [0.042;0.158] 5.2% [0.022;0.12] -3.1p.p
Less engaged 27.7% [0.167;0.422] 25.5% [0.15,0.4] —2.1p.p 15.6% [0.096;0.244] 18.8% [0.121;0.279] +3.1p.p
Community No change 31.9% [0.201;0.466] 53.2% [0.389;0.67] +21.3p.p 0.103 37.5% [0.284;0.476] 34.4% [0.255;0.445] -3.1p.p 0.820
organisations More engaged 12.8% [0.058;0.258] 10.6% [0.044;0.233] -2.1p.p ' 41.7% [0.322;0.518] 40.6% [0.312;0.508] -1.0p.p '
No answer 27.7% [0.167;0.422] 10.6% [0.044;0.233] —-17.0 p.p 52% [0.022;0.12] 6.3% [0.028;0.133] +1.0p.p
3. Year-on-year Less engaged 14.9% [0.072;0.283] 29.8% [0.184;0.444] +14.9p.p 16.7% [0.104;0.256] 12.5% [0.072;0.208] —4.2 p.p
changes in Cultural heritage Nochange 38.3% [0.255;0.53] 38.3% [0.255;0.53] 0.0p.p 0.066 45.8% [0.361;0.559] 35.4% [0.265;0.455] —10.4p.p 0.150
feeling of of village More engaged 10.6% [0.044;0.233] 17.0% [0.087;0.307] +6.4p.p 30.2% [0.218;0.402] 42.7% [0.332;0.528] +125p.p
engagement No answer 36.2% [0.237;0.509] 14.9% [0.072;0.283] -21.3 p.p 7.3% [0.035;0.146] 9.4% [0.049;0.171] +2.1p.p
Less engaged 21.3% [0.118;0.354] 23.4% [0.134;0.377] +2.1p.p 52% [0.022;0.12] 12.5% [0.072;0.208] +7.3p.p
Protection of No change 25.5% [0.15;0.4]  44.7% [0.311;0.591] +19.1p.p 0.047 38.5% [0.293;0.487] 32.3% [0.237;0.423] -6.3p.p 0308
local forests  More engaged 27.7% [0.167;0.422] 25.5% [0.15;0.4] -2.1p.p ' 47.9% [0.381;0.579] 49.0% [0.391;0.589] +1.0p.p '
No answer 25.5% [0.15;0.4] 6.4% [0.02;0.182] -19.1p.p 8.3% [0.042;0.158] 6.3% [0.028;0.133] -2.1p.p
General Less engaged 23.4% [0.134;0.377] 38.3% [0.255;0.53] +14.9 p.p 5.2% [0.022;0.12] 15.6% [0.096;0.244] +10.4 p.p
environmental No change 36.2% [0.237;0.509] 36.2% [0.237;0.509] 0.0 p.p 0175 41.7% [0.322;0.518] 37.5% [0.284;0.476] —-4.2p.p 0.146
ssues More engaged 17.0% [0.087;0.307] 17.0% [0.087;0.307] 0.0p.p 44.8% [0.351;0.549] 39.6% [0.303;0.497] —52p.p
No answer 23.4% [0.134,0.377] 8.5% [0.032;0.208] —-14.9 p.p 8.3% [0.042;0.158] 7.3% [0.035;0.146] -1.0p.p
4. Social capital Social capital index (0-9)° 5.55 [4.994,6.113] 4.51 [3.771;5.25] -1.04  0.028 6.55 [6.23,6.875] 5.25 [4.849;5.651] -1.30 <0.001

Notes. Panel sample of 143 participants as of May 2025. Cl is confidence interval, p.p. is percentage point. Categorical indicators reporting logit 95% confidence interval for
proportions; continuous indicator reporting linear 95% confidence interval. Hypothesis testing using Pearson X2 test for binary and categorical variables, and two-sample Student’s

t-tests for social capital index.

* Excluding participants who answered "don't know / prefer not to say."
b. Community social capital was assessed by responses to nine positively and negatively framed statements including (1) “I feel strongly connected to other villagers,” (2) “I feel
strongly attached to my village,” (3) “I feel pressure from other members in my village to behave in a specific way,” (4) “In this village, people generally do not trust each other in
matters of lending and borrowing money,” (5) “I feel a strong connection to the natural environment around my home,” (6) “Most people in this village are willing to help if you
need it,” (7) “I feel proud when | think about my ethnic background,” (8) “The members of this village fight together for the well-being of the community,” and (9) “I find it difficult
to balance my responsibilities towards myself, my family, my work, and my community.”



Semi-Structured Interview Topic Guides uwnsnisannsatuuuflassadie

Participating Community Member or Leader zi‘m%uam%nw%a;jﬁqequm?hﬁﬁ'w

Objectives Taniszasd
e To understand experiences of participation in the pilot activities, and their evolution
throughout the pilot.
e To generate short-term evaluation insights from pilot participants along the APEASE criteria.
o ianladszsumsainsfsunuluienssuiiesusswamnmiaseaszezaansiniansing s

° Lﬁaaﬁ’nmsﬂiuﬁuﬁagaL“’fmﬁrﬂ,m:u:é‘r’m’m;jrﬁ’rimﬁaﬂﬁuﬁﬁam’mmmsﬁ APEASE

Introduction ansuuesin

<Introduction to research following Informed Consent Form>

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. | would like to learn from your personal experience
about the life in your community and your involvement in our research. In the questions that | am
going to ask you, there are no right or wrong answers. | would like to know your personal views,
experiences, and observations in order to better understand our research from your perspective.
<msunzinmyisslasudsldnnuauuuunesuanudusan>

°umjauqmﬁ@nmLﬁws"mmiﬁnma?af: ﬁuﬁaamiﬁfwfmﬂﬂszaumstﬂﬁ’mﬁ’maaqmﬁmﬁuﬁ’imlugmu wazmsiidaninvainmlu
NTILVBILT sluﬁ'lmu‘ﬁ'ﬁmzmmqm "L;iﬁﬁmauﬁgnm%aﬁ@ dudeInMInTMuUNNed Jazaumaol LaznIEINAEILEI8I9 el
Lﬂnlﬁlmﬁa‘fmaaLi'mmg‘wawaaqmvlﬁﬁﬁaifu

Part | — About Yourself dwii 1 — ﬁagmﬁpmﬁmﬁmﬁ'uﬁ'sqm

1. [record: community, gender, survey round] [dufin: guzu, e, saunIdia]

Age g

Ethnic background mawug

Level of education szaumséinm

Main occupation answwnan

Role or position in community unumwiadunisluguou

[after pilot start] Participation in the pilot activities (Note: Pilot 1: Food origin labels; Pilot 2:
Community forest stewardship, Pilot 3: Promoting new heritage practices) [nausufianssusiries] muda

No vk wDN

JNINTININTOY (mnqu Aanssuisas 1 asnerns, Aensswdisay 2 : mayguathguou, Nanssuiiiay 3 mIsaasy

usINWUFuaNIwsanlng)

Part Il — Background gwii 2 — ananduan
8. Describe recent changes in community life a%mUﬂ’mﬂﬁiuuuﬂaaﬁﬁw’fmﬁqmﬁmﬁ'u*"fifmlwgwﬁu
9. Describe recent heritage practices and personal involvement therein afuuufianmsfifisadasmasan

sga waznsdiduhnduyanaluljidnisdinan

Part IIl — APEASE &auii 3 — APEASE
10. Affordability (Note: An intervention is affordable if within an acceptable budget or resource set it
can be delivered to, or accessed by, all those for whom it would be relevant or of benefit) anusuin
lumsdne (wanmne: mnesasaziodaaunsngield mnag]?uwﬂxmmﬁham’”ﬂ@” M?ﬂﬂﬁ?um’%mmﬁéﬁmim‘”@m%?aw”vﬁd
'ZWWZWUUﬂﬂuﬁ;ﬁ;iI’J“ITQ\?ﬁ?a7@9’7]53[.{/‘17%{)
a. [after pilot start] Describe time, effort, or money devoted to participating in the activities,
and the support received from the researchers / community [nasmsisufianssusises] Wesusiam

ANUNENEN BIBEUNIAAUMTENINAINTIY wazA TR aguﬁvlﬁé“umnﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ/qmu



11.

12.

Practicability (Note: An intervention is practicable to the extent that it can be delivered as designed
through the means intended to the target population.) enwmaninlunsufiale (mneme: mmaaas
wxfamwsarildlumedfualuvevivaimunsndoveidmuisanuuy llagls35maiimmualinungumang)

a. [after pilot start] Describe the experience of participating in the activity to produce outputs
(esp. introduction and training, distribution of supplies and resources, communication and
support when questions arise, ongoing work on pilot tasks) [wsimsSuRanssuinses]
Tesuodszaumsallumadhiufanssuionaanasns (lasiawzatnabs MIunziLazn NIy
MIANILFIVBIAZNINENS miﬁiamma:msaﬁuagmﬁaﬁﬁwmuLﬁﬂ"fu msﬁwmaahwial,ﬁad‘l,uﬁﬁmﬁuﬁﬁaa)

Effectiveness/cost-effectiveness [after pilot start] (Note: Effectiveness refers to the effect size of
the intervention in relation to the desired objectives in a real world context. Cost-effectiveness
refers to the ratio of effect (in a way that has to be defined, and taking account of differences in
timescale between intervention delivery and intervention effect) to cost.) anufivszfiniua/anugunu

[#asnmasuanianIsutiiad] (wwm@: AN ZFNTHS IRTIGN YUWIANINTENUYEINITNAREY
Lﬁazﬁyun"'m”mq)ﬂi:mﬂ(ﬁw”aamfluu?um:aaZanmvmﬁm?o ANWAUNY IRTIGN AOTIFIUYDINANTENY

(Zua“’nHm:ﬁﬁaaﬁv%u@uam”aa@7"1'ffa5\7ﬂfmuu@7n@7’7\72us:y:nmsmdwms@i’%ﬁumm@maaLm:mm:wumnminmaa) @7’9@7”%1;1%)
a. [after pilot start] Provide personal interpretation of the pilot activity and its objectives [nas
msBufansIuiges) lﬁﬁmmmnmfluﬁ@muqﬂﬂmﬁmﬁuﬁammﬁﬁ'aaLLa:fmqﬂi:aaﬁ
[after pilot start] Reflect if the activity is able to make community members change their
behaviour (e.g. mitigating barriers) and relationships .. [wsimsSufenssuiiises]
lﬁﬁﬁmrmﬂ']ﬁansmifummsnﬁﬂﬁam%ﬂmmmﬂﬁmquﬁﬂﬁu (1w aaglassn) wazauussnnusunuslansels ...
i. Between each other (e.g. new “alliances” between groups, new people having power)
i, FTMUINNUAFUIRUTUAT IN TS mwﬂauﬁﬂuslwwumum)
ii. Tothe government (e.g. legitimacy, control, access to services) danmasy (15w ANuTaUTIIN
mMInuaY Madhisuingg)
iii. Tonature (e.g. how to generate livelihoods; how to think about, connect to, and travel
through natural space) desysumd (13w F5dssdiannuiduay 35da Faulos uszidumarnuiuisssuma)
c. [after pilot start] Reflect if other activities may be similarly or more effective in achieving the
pilot objectives [nasnsisufanssaniies] TdsaRsanifanssudug onfsdninmlunsugiaglzasduas

Aanssulalnaifssnuniailszantmwainninnseli

13. Acceptability (Note: Acceptability refers to the extent to which an intervention is judged to be

appropriate by relevant stakeholders [public, professional and political].) arwsawivled (nuzng:
arweaustle nuneds veuwaimmensslasunisaasu lainnuizay Z@mjﬂmu?@”ﬁamﬁﬂﬁiﬁbw‘"aa [smr3oumu ngaamdw
usznguniaidas] )
a. [after pilot start] Provide qualitative judgement of the nature of the activities [nasnsisufianssy
iied] lddadudigunndeansuclassrsumavasfianssu
[after pilot start] Reflect on reasons why or why not community members may want to
participate in this kind of pilot activity [nasmasufianssusises] TiRsanmguaivi luandnsuruianie
seldamadaamsiisaniag lufenssurisesdszannit
c. [after pilot start] Reflect on ability of pilot to change problematic relationships between the
community and government agencies [waimsSufansiuinses] ldazraunnusmansnvasfianssuinges
Tumsasuutlasnnuduwus 'ﬁ'ﬁﬂagmizquwmmmmmmmm"g

14.Side-effects / safety (Note: An intervention may be effective and practicable, but have unwanted

side-effects or unintended consequences. These need to be considered when deciding whether or
not to proceed.) wathadivs / amwvseadiy (wvimne: mmesssereduszdnsuaussUfudle udaraduatrodes

A’Z.d & A alz,n, a = o v A a' s A A A ' o A ' A '
NN TeqIAnTanan &IY@F}'I@W@@]'}&I&/" TJ@7L77H@BJWﬁ]'l?m'lﬁ\?[,WN7HLNB@@§HZ§]?7§I$@7LHuﬂ"?@a?ﬂﬁ?a?ﬂ)



a. Describe potential or observed impacts of the pilot activities along the following dimensions:

aftnoransznufisnafinduniefisanaldanianssutsadluiaaeluil:
i. Environmental (biodiversity/-degradation) &windey (mnawanvanemsdiniw/nstosaanenis
Fanm)
ii. Economic (work & livelihoods, diversification of incomes) wisugia (nsvhauuasidosin
m3nsyaeela)
iii. Social (social cohesion in communities) dau (ruansiaalugum)
iv. Human services (education, healthcare behaviour) usmsfuuywesssy  (Msdnen
WOANTTUNTAUAFVNIN)
v. Political (power relationships, resistance) msiiles (Audiudidssiung nMsrediu)
b. Explore other unexpected positive or negative outcomes of the pilot activities that have not
been addressed yet dsanadndidauinyiodauiilinmadndug nndanssuthiesfigelildsunsudl
15. Equity (Note: An important consideration is the extent to which an intervention may reduce or
increase the disparities in standard of living, wellbeing or health between different sectors of
society.)  evuwiwilendu  (mugine: Hosuadiidesionsa Ao YouRniinIseaaIeI9aavSaLNAIIILANG
lusnasgunisasesdn aaruiuey viegunimsewingiaaiug1eg vesasn)
a. Describe any current divisions and patterns of marginalisation in the community s8uieuuuu
nswlkenwaznisiaiunsdendlugususuzdagiu
b. [after pilot start] Describe observations of involvement in the pilot activities and who
remains excluded and for what reason [m&mnisisufanssuthses] esuiemsdunanisiidrusauludanssuthses
wazfiidslignifusalufanssy wagmazvauale
c. [after pilot start] Describe if any aforementioned outcomes and impacts may favour specific
groups in an equitable or inequitable way m&msisufanssuthsed] esuieinadniuaznansenuiinanienagu

91ageUsslorinonquanizunguludn v igfsssuvseiefsssuvsely

Part IV — Social Memory d7ufl 5 - A21UNS93 M98 9A

Thank you for these helpful insights so far. We would also like to ask more about how community
members like you think about and imagine this village and its relationship to the forest. We are
especially interested in shared memories and collective ideas about forest health that might be shared
via stories or in other ways such as dance, music, songs, theater, events, or that may even be
transmitted through objects such as clothes and their patterns.

vovounaiamiUTeyaiBiEn i iusylomiman  1sdeanIsaevaIAMAIAEITUATINAMIAY SusIN YR YITIEE 1A Al

Aeadunyduuisiduazerudiniusiuty  isauladuiliamieaiunumsedrswkazuuIAnTIuieunan MY e 1oty
£ T99513IM39T5N1501 19U NISIANTT AUAT LWAY a¥AT NINTTUAN VTOULUAFITIOIENensIUIRNg Lo LFeEUALaINAE

16. What ideas about forest health in the past and present are being shared in this community?
16. guyuilnistunnudnneatuaunmvestluefnuas dagiuegilstng

a. Arethere certain stories or events that everyone knows?@3ssidvdomgnsallathsiimnausuiinious
i ?

b. Do you remember hearing different versions of the same story from different people? How
do those versions differ? Why do you think that is? audldlminagliduFeadufeatu udnestudu
ALy nestumdtuunnmatuetsls uashlususaindududu?

c. What role do state authorities play in these stories? What other important actors are
involved ?einthsgiunumegnlsluseuaimanil Ifiunumddyaududnieiiieites?



d. Are these stories only local to the village or some people therein, or are they shared more
widely?Gaadvarilifintuamelunyiuvsaameauluvity viiedlinswewnslulunaniie

17. How do villagers learn about these stories? gulugusuiuiisessumariildognsls?

a. How are these stories told, for instance in terms of medium and language? (e.g. dance,
music, songs, theater, objects such as clothes, events, or any other artistic expressions)
Seadmaiigniategnels W lukivesdouazn1w1? (W NMsus) AUeS e azas 39ewingg Wy ek winnisal

NINsHansoanNIAalzduy)
b. Do certain people, places, objects, or events play a role in teaching these stories?@unaa an1ui
g visowmgnsallag Nunumlunisaeuviedwosenannaiinialy

Do you recall who tells such stories, and to whom ?gadnlsnseliilasdunuanied uazlilasila?

n

d. Do schools or other educational institutions play a role in teaching these stories? lsa3gunso
anumsineay q Sunumlumsaeudeadunaiinielsl?

e. Arethese stories kept somewhere (e.g. a physical place) for telling them again in the future?
FossamanigniAulifln (9u aniutes) doesldialiaudug fdnailuouamviels?

18. Are there things that are remembered differently now compared to when you were younger? i
adlafianudils Aunndrsllanaeuiinandusnthovidols?

a. Are some stories threatened to be lost or forgotten? Why might that be?ﬂﬁminmaﬁ'mﬁgﬂ
AnArnasgaeviegnauvielsl wiladaduduty

b. Have any changes in the village (e.g., new technology, migration, development, education)
affected how people remember and talk about the past?ﬁmﬂésuuﬂmmstumﬂ'ﬁwu (W walulag
Tl msewemdneiiu mswann nsfnw) dswasionisanduazynneiFessuieafuefinuesgaumsels?

c. How doyou feel about the ways the village’s history and past experiences are shared today?
Are there things that should be remembered differently?@usdnegnslsiivuse TmansuazUszaunisal

Tuafnvamyinundinsgnatenanaunutslagiu? Tadenarsanduandrseanluniely?

Part V — Wrap-up dwi 5 - agu
19. Any other aspect of pilot activities to support heritage and conservation that are important fighusu
7 yesRansnniiesieatiuayuisanuaymMsoyindfsianuddydnvioll

20. Anything else to share flerls8nitaziasufiniiuviolal

Thank you so much for educating us about your perspectives on life in your community and our
research. Your responses have been very helpful! vevgasiniuvstiuyuuesvespaiinedviinluyusuuasnIsiseves)
Amevvasnautiuysslenioean



Non-Participating Community Member ssungnyuvu #ilailfidrsau

Objectives Jngusvasd
e To understand broader community contexts and experiences alongside the pilot activities,
and their evolution throughout the pilot.
. Lﬁav'hmmL%’ﬂ%“u%‘umLLazUiza‘Umizﬁmaqsqmuﬁﬂ"hﬁumu@:"Lﬂﬁ’uﬁaﬂssuﬁﬁ'amaﬁi’wmmsmaamﬂgﬂmqmsﬁﬁ'm

Introduction nsuugih

<Introduction to research following Informed Consent Form>

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. | would like to learn from your personal
experience about the life in your community. In the questions that | am going to ask you, there are
no right or wrong answers. | would like to know your personal views, experiences, and observations

in order to better understand your perspective.
<NNSHULENNTIFEMULUUNBIUANLEUYBU AL AN IUS>

vovoURNTIANANTITIUMTANWIATIL  dudeInIsiTeuanUszaunisalaausivesnaineinudinluyuyuvesna  Tuaomuidusaiuna
lsifiFmmauignuiodn dudesnsnsivyules Ussaunisal ussmsdunaaausivesnal ielilinlayusesvesnalandu

Part | — About Yourself

1. [record: community, gender, survey round] [Gudin: guwy, we, 59Un135d1574]

2. Age o

3. Ethnic background giindsmsnaisiug

4. Level of education sgaunsdnu

5. Main occupation a1@wwan

6. Role or position in community unumwsesiumislugus

7. [after pilot start] Awareness of any of the pilot activities (Note: Pilot 1: Food origin labels; Pilot
2: Community forest stewardship; Pilot 3: Promoting new heritage practices) mds3ulassnisiises]
nsuiiRnduAensanindeslay ( meme: lasemsiides 1 amnuvasiuideemns; lasemsihies 2o msguathyuoy;
lasenisiirses 3: msauasusIn MU URY 19sAN 1LY )

Part Il — Community context and changes alongside the pilot activities dwi 2 -

UsunguruuaznsisuLUasmualuiuAnssutises

8. Describe community life and recent changes along the following dimensions
PsuIeTInruYULazNsURsuLUasagauiifsel Ul

a. Environmental (biodiversity/-degradation) duwndeu (mnuviarnvianenisanim/-madesinga)

b. Economic (work & livelihoods, diversification of incomes) iasusia (Msvhanuandssdn
nMsnszaeele)

c. Social (social cohesion in communities) &wew (A uadaRtuLs)
Human services (education, healthcare behaviour) wWmsshunysesssy  (Msfinw
NOANTIUNTAUAFVNN)

e. Political (power relationships, resistance) nsiiles (ruduiusnissiua nsremw)

9. Describe any current divisions and patterns of marginalisation in the community
gaungNsulenias JULULTaeNsAniunsdnsluguyulagu

10.Describe  recent  heritage  practices  and personal involvement  therein
23Uk UMY URM I IANagawaz N sHdINTINEINYARATLLULINIRING T



11.Reflect on community members’ behaviour (e.g. mitigating barriers) and relationships ...
AxVioURaNnANTIUYDIANTNYNYY (WU NMIUTINIQUATIA) WazAUFUITS .

a. Between each other (e.g. new ”alliances" between groups, new people having power)
5813197 (W “Wusting” Tndseninangu gaulvainfienua)

b. To the government (e.g. legitimacy, control, access to services) sesguia (Fu AUBOUSIY
N1SAIUAN NTAUINIS)

c. To nature (e.g. how to generate livelihoods; how to think about, connect to, and travel
through natural space) gsssunf (wu Fasuseld 3Ban iWoulss wasAuuiuTisTsR)

12.[for community members who are aware of the pilot activities, after pilot start] Provide
qualitative judgement of the nature of the activities and reasons why / why not community
members may want to participate in this kind of pilot activity [é’m%’uam%n’g&lwﬁmmﬁaﬁmﬂﬁuﬁﬁ'aa
%é’amnﬁ'uiﬂﬁn'ﬁﬁ'ﬁ'aa]
Timsndudsgunmifstudnuusvesinssuuasmgaainiluviluandngueuieiadesmsidusnlufansanisesssnn

£
]

U

a. [after pilot start] Reflect on ability of pilot to change problematic relationships between
the community and government agencies [mdusulassnsiise]

agvioudnenmuedlasinisisediuniswisuiatanuduiusid Uymssninmusuwasmhe nuvessy

Part Ill — Social Memory d2uil 3 - ANUNTIIINIEIAY

Thank you for these helpful insights so far. We would also like to ask more about how community
members like you think about and imagine this village and its relationship to the forest. We are
especially interested in shared memories and collective ideas about forest health that might be shared
via stories or in other ways such as dance, music, songs, theater, events, or that may even be
transmitted through objects such as clothes and their patterns.

vovounmd Uty RiEnitulsslonivard  seansaeun TR IR UL TTIB T TN TN e 1A MY

eadumytuuiiluazarudiniusauty  istauladuilimiieaiun iy st ke uuIAnTIAe T URaIn MYas e 1auus iy
FULTO951IMT0TENITONY 1YL NITIANTT ANAT IWAY A¥AT NINTTNAIY NIOULUAFITOENOAKINIRG 19U ITORLALAINATE

13.What ideas about forest health in the past and present are being shared in this community?
guyulwlatupnunneiuaunimeestiluefnuas Jagiueeielsdine

a. Are there certain stories or events that everyone knows?@i3esdwiawmsnsallathsiimnausuiinilous
i ?

b. Do you remember hearing different versions of the same story from different people? How
do those versions differ? Why do you think that is?@udldlvinagldfuSeadifotu udnestudu
nAudu esTumaduunnsatustisls LL@SﬁWi@J@mﬁﬂﬁm’lLf]ul,‘dwfu?

c. What role do state authorities play in these stories? What other important actors are
involved i minisgiunumedslsluSeadvani ﬁﬁﬁwmwﬁﬁmmﬁuﬁnf&ﬁLﬁ'm%a?

a. Are these stories only local to the village or some people therein, or are they shared more
widely Pdpadmaniiinduengluntudoamzaluyiny viehiimameunsluluniie

14. How do villagers learn about these stories? aulugumuiuiiFesumanilldognsls?

a. How are these stories told, for instance in terms of medium and language? (e.g. dance,
music, songs, theater, objects such as clothes, events, or any other artistic expressions) 13as

wwaiigniategnels wu Tuiivesdouasn1w? (WU NISWIUST AUAT WA avAs A9UBdneT W Heodn winnsal vise

nslanseanNIfalzauY)



b. Do certain people, places, objects, or events play a role in teaching these stories?iiunnaa aonuil
Tog visewnn1allag funumilumsaeundedwiodendwnaiivield
Do you recall who tells such stories, and to whom? @mﬁﬂﬁﬁahjiﬂﬂﬂﬁuﬂmmL%"aqﬁ waglilasite?
Do schools or other educational institutions play a role in teaching these stories?lsa3sunse
anumsaneay q Sunumlumsaeudeadunaiinielal?

e. Arethese stories kept somewhere (e.g. a physical place) for telling them again in the future?
Bossmandgnifuliilu (g annuiinde) Wearlfialiaudug Hednadiluouannielal?

21.Are there things that are remembered differently now compared to when you were younger?
fiadlafiaild Aunndsluanaeuiinoadusnthavdols

a. Are some stories threatened to be lost or forgotten? Why might that be?ﬁl,%"aasnmu%"aaﬁgﬂ
AnAudargymeviegnauviold wnladadumuly

b. Have any changes in the village (e.g., new technology, migration, development, education

affected how people remember and talk about the past?msiasuwdasnielungtnu (W malulad
Tl Myowengediu nsim N15ANYY) derasionsanduazynangisessNeiuefnuasAurelil?

c. How doyou feel about the ways the village’s history and past experiences are shared today?
Are there things that should be remembered differently?ansdnetalsiudse fmansuazUszaunisal

o

TueRnvesmjthuiidnsgnanevennaudsiagiu? Tadadimsendunnsseenluvioliz
Part IV — Wrap-up dwil 4 - a3
22.Any other aspect of heritage and conservation that are important #wdu ¢
YosuTANLAENITeYINEATAIA Y

23.Anything else to share fleglsnitazutaiiu

Thank you so much for educating us about your life and views. Your responses have been very
helpful! vevaasnnilierufifedviisuasyiauaivesnnunts) Amevvesnmuidus:leviun!



Survey Questionnaire wuugsuaiun1sansaa

MODULE A. Household Identification msszyasaseu

A.l. Village wjtu [blinded]

A.2. Survey round seunisdisa BASEINE FUIN .ottt e e ees s eee e eeeseeseer e s e e seenees 1
IMHATINGE L ABIIE L et 2
IMHATINGE 2 BN 2+t 3
ENAINE UBEI 0.+ttt 4

A.3. Participation type [mark all that apply] Uszunmmisiidausan | Pilot 1: Food origin labels fanssutiises 1: 88181915 cvveeeeeevereereeierieeenennes 1

[vinASasmunevimuniiieadod | Pilot 2: Community forest stewardship Aanssuthses 2 : msgquathagay ... 2
Pilot 3: Promoting new heritage practices fanssiises 3:
NIAERLUUTSUTTRMIIUIANTIAN .ot

Not participating in pilots liiihsaufanssumnirses

A4, Participant residence fiiniinsawaanssu Resident in community fogondelugamu. ..o 1
Resident outside community {ogerfEuantami . ......oooveveveveeeeccccennns 2

A.5. Respondent number mnaaugneuwuugouay Respondent number: [based on codebook of participant names]
MNPUEMOUUUUADUONN © [musaUszaddmeuwuudeuaw]

A.6. [at midline 1 and thereafter] Please confirm if the Responded before ismeuudn..... 1
respondent had participated in this survey before New study participant f#nsasliml ..........cooveveeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeseeseeeenen 0
[m’?”fwf 1 uaghevImal L Cx DON"E KNOW L5 .. 9
IUsmUuaumdmamwuaaummﬂamswmimswumnaumaiu

A.7. Enumerator code sasszy [code entered automatically] [swagnileusdnlusifl

Statement of consent (Respondent will receive participant information sheet and written consent will be taken)

Thank you for participating. You will receive a small token of grati

tude for your participation at the end of the interview.

o & = ¥ vo v P vos = P o <o
ANYHIIAMUBUYDU (%ﬂE]‘ULLUUﬁaUﬂﬁNﬂ%‘lﬂiULﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁlﬂyJﬁQL‘lﬂi’Juiﬂﬁﬂ’]iLLEI%‘lﬂiUﬂTl&lEJuﬂﬂuLﬂua’lﬂaﬂ‘lﬂmaﬂ'ﬂi)

vavounmninTIn Auaslisureiissindng weeq dmiunmsdnsuluneswinenisdunivel

A.8. Date of interview Sufldunual

[date entered automatically] (fufignileusilusia)

A.9. Time of interview na1dun1wal

[time entered automatically] mangniousmluin]

MODULE B. Personal Characteristics [baseline or any new partici

Let us begin with a few questions about yourself. is7aesSudenisaus

pant thereafter] dnwazdauyana Lisaufusmsdisanduivieidsunlmilumenda

handndesdeisaiufnuneu

B.1. Whatis your gender? aaSufiuneitvosnufonsls?

Non-binary / diverse lissumet / vannvane
Female nds
Male e

B.2. How old are you? [in years] auegiils? (1wl

B.3. Can you read Thai? puansagrumwiineldl?

B.4. Can you write Thai? audsunwilnglilwe

INO T8I e
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsiu / bisvasdazaey

B.5.

Yospmuosziula?

What is the highest grade of schooling that you completed? sziunsfinunasan

No formal education Lifins@nweghafumsnnis
Primary / elementary Usvaudnw
Lower secondary sfseudnwinoudiu
Upper secondary sseudnuaeulane
Post-secondary / vocational ndsiseudne / e1@adnw
Tertiary / university gaufinw / aminende
Other (specify: ) Buq Geu:

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsiu / biszasdazaey

B.6. Whatis your religion? aauiluiiemauels?

No religion lifianeun
Buddhist wns
Christian e3as
Muslim 8aau

Animism ensidersii
Other (specify: ) Buq Gru:
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsiu / bisvasdazaey




B.7. What is your nationality? dywavewnmfieszls? TNATING o 1
L0 819ttt 2
Myanmar/Burmese Wousng/main «.oeveerevereeerereeeieeeerenenens 3
ChiINESE T weeveeeeieiieie ettt 4
Other (specify: ) Buq (52 ) eeerererrennns 8
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdazaou......... 9

B.8. What is your ethnic background? auilifaniesls
B.9. Do you have a specific position or role in this community? If so, which one? | Yes (Specify: _ ) Id(s2y: oo 1
Aailiwmisounumanzluguiinisliz winil dusumidaz NO TALS ettt 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsiu / hivszasdaznou......... 9

MODULE C. Employment, Precarity, and Marginalisation [baseline or any new participant thereafter] nms#1ssu aanaliisiuas uasmsgnasias [dhsastausing

dsnsuivEediinsainilunendd

C.1.

Please indicate what kind of work you do. If you have more than one occupation at | a)
one time or throughout the year, please begin with the one in which you spend the
most time and name up to three. If you do not have a paid occupation, please also
mention whether you are a student, retired, unemployed, if you are volunteering, or

if you primarily do work at home.

Tsaszydsziananuiinuh  mnaadnuuinnimilanuludsaiviosseniall Wsnsuananuigaldiamniign

&

warsvyBeedndoy 3 v minpaliflnuildiuidns WanssymemnaandutnGey indemergudy dau vide

& @ a4 o Ay g o
Wuenanainsvselal visevhaufithuilundn

Main
01T Wndn

occupation
Occupation: _ andw:

b) Side occupation en@w

G Occupation: _e1@w:

c) Side occupation a@w
G

Occupation: _ andw:

| will now ask you some more questions about these activities. It doesn’t matter if you are employed or not, | understand that you might still do
farming or have a “work day” at home if you do chores or work in the garden. souiiuszampauiisiiuienivianssumanil lisnduihnuasinunseld dudilatedasls
G aauitdainay dsonaumevhls viell “uihaw' fithy Ssenamneiehautiuvierhauld

C.2. Do you earn money from this activity? aaldsuiuanfanssuiivgels Y S L.ttt ettt nes 1
NO AL ettt 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdazaou.............. 9
C.3. [if yes to C2] Would you describe this income  as “predictable” or | Predictable mamnli .. ....c.ooeeiiieieeeeeeee e 1
“unpredictable?” [& 6 dwiu 2] auarvedureneldili “eaanld” vide “aaanliled” Unpredicable amatlile. . ........eeveeeeeeeereereeeeeseseseeeseseeeeeenes 2
OTNEE BUA oo 8
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdazaou.............. 9
C.4. [ifyesto C2] Doesyour household depend vitally on this income? [81 18 895U | YOS Ta..eeiiiiiieiiici et 1
c2l asasouvasaiuagiuneldivialislild NO TSI e e e s 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdaznou.............. E
C.5. Does your household depend on this work in non-financial ways? If 50O, | NO Taflt.......c.ccveiiiriiriiiiii et 0
how?  [enumerator ~to  read  out  answer  categories] | Household labour / chores ussnulua$adeu Aty ....oooocoee..... 1
ﬂi”ji’%‘au%ﬁmﬁmﬁﬂwwlﬂjsﬁmui wilifertusesiumeouunmadell  dild floneddls | o eon T 3 S T .
LyaTavese TNy mATY ) Farm Work msmls c.oeoveeeeeeeeeeeecee e 3
Livestock rearing msdesdad.......o.oovoveeveroeeeeeeeeeeeeseeseeenen 4
In-kind payments nmssneRuluguang ..o 5
Maintaining community relationships ms$nwianudniusyueu ..6
Other (specify: ) Buq Gru: O
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsiu / bisvasdazaey
C.6. Couldyou easily arrange to take a day off from these tasks for @MergenCies | YES I ....ciiiiieiiieeeceeeeeeeee ettt nens 1
if you had to? gaansadanameanmuveriildbion wmniinsdgniduviel? NO TSI o 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdaznou.............. ©
C.7. In the last month, how often have you felt exhausted (mentally Or | NEVEI AL ....ccooivveeeiiriiee ettt ete e esenens 0
physically) after your workday? ludeuiinun eauidnwilesdr (msdslaviesine) | Almost never (less than 4 times in the last month)
wdmnmsiauaninde unulsinenas (oendn 4 AZSUOUTNED) . o.oveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 1
Sometimes (1-2 times a week) vafs (1-2 adadodUn ) .............. 2
Fairly often (3-5 times a week) doutsos (3-5 adadednm) ........ 3
Very often (i.e. 6-7 times a week)
VNN (D 6-7 ATIRBFUAA c.veerreerreereeeiie e ereeeneeeeeeeneeeaeeeaeens 4

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdaznou.............. ©




C.8. During the last year, have you frequently felt that you cannot cOpe With | YES Tt....cciiiiiiiiiieecceecieeeeeeeee et nens 1
your occupational activities? TN | NO T ..o 0
aningAnhaabianinseiuliefuninhnuesaildldviali? Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hiszasdaznou.............. 9

C.9. Over the last month, would you say that most days at work were: | Not at all stressful TaiteFHaae . ...cveveeiverieeeciecieeeecieeeeens 1
lenumerator to read out answer categories] Tlutifeuiiriunn | Somewhat stressful WIHAREIENNDE o orrrreririe e 2
puAnIuhaudnlvgiduedils: [ firsavssamuanngdmay ] Stressful w3ua

Quite stressful daudraaiuaunn .
Extremely stressful n3uaann
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsu / Litszasdazaou............ 9

C.10. Have you or a close family member ever had problematic experiences With | YES @l ....c.ooiiiiiiii oo 1
forest authorities, such as discrimination, threats, or arrestsPAunFaaNTNTU | NO T .....o..ovverveeeeeceeeeeeseeeeee e 0
aseuasilnddansiiussaumsaifduiapmiudwmiinfionlsl wu gnidenufid gnanau vie | Don’t know / prefer not to say lhivmu / livssasdfazagy............ 9
Funueselai?

C.11. When you think about the local forest, do you see it more as a space that No opinion about the forestifamuAniudeaiun ........co.o........ 0
offers freedom and safety, or as a space that is dangerous to be in?@lofw DANGEIBIUADANY «..vveveeveveeeereieeeeteeeeseeeeseseesesesesesesseesese s eseeeneas 1
AndeUnluiaedu @mmamLﬂuﬁuﬁmﬁaaixLgaxﬂaamﬁ'ﬂ‘vﬁaLﬂuﬁuﬁﬁé’umwﬁawﬁq FrE@AOMEBATE ...e.voveveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt neseaenee 2
U2 BOtNBAABIBEN. vttt 3

Neither / other (specify: JRisaosatne / Buq (saszy | )8
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdazaou.............. 9

MODULE D. Activities of Daily Living [baseline or any new participant thereafter] fsnssunissss@inuszsaiu dhiufuinsdimeduihviedidrsalmlumendy

Now | will ask you about your daily activities. Do you have any difficulty or need assistance for the following activities?

ma"lﬂaua"mmmmmnumnssmﬂswnu‘uaﬂﬂm ﬂmuﬂcy'viwﬁamaamimmmamaa‘lumimnaniiumaMumalu

D.1. Do you have difficulty seeing, even if wearing glasses? auilnvmendindiu | No difficulty Tl ..o 1
msueafiuniely wiveldwivaenioginue Yes - some difficulty & - e1naMuo8 «.o.ov.ovoveeeeeeeeeeeeeeee, 2
Yes - a lot of difficulty & - e7/nWeauAIs .cveveveeeieeeieeeeee 3
Cannot perform activity at all laiaansadiiufanssilan dae ....... 4
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdazaou.............. 9
D.2. Do you have difficulty hearing, even if wearing a hearing aid? aailnvwendiuin | No difficulty i .. .
funisladumielal LLﬁdw:'La'Lﬂ%a%aﬁqaéﬁmu? Yes - some d|fﬁculty i - gndlavdes .
Yes - a lot of difficulty & - e7nWeaNAIs oo veveeeeeeeeeeeee 3
Cannot perform activity at all liaansadiiufanssilan dae ....... 4
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdazaou.............. 9
D.3. Do you have difficulty walking or climbing stairs? auiimmumnsunnlumsiu vietu | No difficulty Lid
astulavdelal? Yes - some difficulty i - smnflanves . 2
Yes - a lot of difficulty i - sanweauaas. .3
Cannot perform activity at all liawnsasduianssulas liae ....... 4
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdaznou.............. E
D.4. Do you have difficulty remembering or concentrating? eauiideygmlunisanst | No difficulty T ..o 1
viseflaunvidola? Yes - some difficulty &l - sm@AVUO8 .....o.ovveveeeeeeeeeieeeeen 2
Yes - a lot of difficulty & - 89nWeauAds ...ooveeeeiiieeicieeeeee 3
Cannot perform activity at all liawnsasuiuianssulas Tae .
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdaznou
D.5. Do you have difficulty with self-care such as dressing or feeding? am | NO difficulty Bl .....cooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiee 1
alumsguanuies Wy nsusisia wise nsiuemsvidelsl? Yes - some difficulty @ - sMBAMUOE «.....oveveevieerierieiieieieiians 2
Yes - a lot of difficulty & - e71ANeaUAYT ...vevveveereieieeceeeeee s 3
Cannot perform activity at all liawnsasduianssulas liae ....... 4
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdazaou.............. 9
D.6. Using your usual language, do you have difﬁculty communicating; for NO difficulty Tl ..ot 1
example understanding or being understood? wlelfnwiinaildegiuusd and Yes - some difficulty i - 10 TaMBY «....ov.oveeeeceeeeeeeeeeen. 2
Baymdunsiioans wiu mavhaoudile we feanslinudug Wilavselii? Yes - a lot of difficulty & - e1nWeauAIT .cevveeeeieeeieeeeee 3
Cannot perform activity at all lianansadfiufianssulaq ldae ....... 4
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdaznou.............. ©

MODULE E. Dwelling Characteristics and Assets [baseline or any new participant thereafter] anvusiiogondouasmingau Lirsudusinsdmasuth

PR o
wiegidnsanilvailuniends)

E.1.

Does your household own or rent or borrow the house in which you OWN BJUATUOT ¢+ttt ene e ssenaeneenennenes 1
live? a¥asouvesnauiuidves viewh vieBy Jiinuendveguioli? RENE 1 1rvvvavirseesseressesesss s 2
BOIMTOW B8 o 3

Other (specify:
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdaznou .......... ©

) Buq Gy )ereene e eens 8




E.2. 1 will now ask you for some items in your household. Please tell me... seluiuszvoaounuisdsmeduthuvesnn

Number of items in household:

TUsauandude... FrnusemsdedupiiSou:
E.2.1. Have you got a functioning TV in your household? If so, how many? audiiildnuldlutumdels? mnd |
fiedor
E.2.2. Have you got a functioning rice cooker in your household? If so, how many? | __
poudivfenesdnfildnuldluthunield? vind TAwnsesr
E.2.3. Have you got a functioning mobile phone or tablet in your household? If so, how many? | __
nauillnsdnidefiovdeufiudaildouliludnsdell mndl fhwses
E.2.4. Have you got a functioning computer or laptop in your household? If so, how many? | __
pafineuituneivsoudufieufildnuldlutmoll mindl fwses?
E.2.5. Have you got a functioning scooter, motorcycle, or tricycle in your household? If so, how many? | __
aufisoainnes uewmesled viesaaudeildnuldlutnmieli? windl fhdu?
E.2.6. Have you got a functioning car or truck in your household? If so, how many? aadisasuswiesenszuy | __
MFenlaluthunieliz wind fiAdu?
E.2.7. Have you got a functioning refrigerator or freezer in your household? If so, how many? aaiigiduvse | __
gududeilldanuliluthuniolsiz wind ffedes
E.2.8. How much land (in rai) does your household own? afheuvesvimi | Rai: ls:
Mufsnd1s?
E.2.9. [E.2.8 > 0] How much of that land (in rai) is used for agricultural | Rai: 1s:

production (incl. livestock)? Tiuniviunuasnssuzswdsmaassdaiimaun
15?

E.3. Whatis the electricity situation in your household on a typical day?

Power at all times, no power cuts (90-100%)

anumsalluitluafuFouvesnailuusaz fuduedralsthe TAH9a0R THTIFU (90-10006) +..vvveveeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeee e e 1
Power most of the time, ogcasional power cuts (>50%)
Fninfeunasaan TAUTLATIATI (5509) .veveereeeereieieieereaens 2
Power sometimes, frequent power cuts (<50%)
TIWHIUIAT INAUUDY (K5096) +vvveereerreeenreerreereesieeereereennaeanns 3
No electricity TN ....c.ooveiieiiieieeeeceeeeeeeee e 4
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsiu / idszasdazneu ......... 9
E.4. What is your household’s main mode of transport to get to the | No access at all liaunsadhiisnsuudddag @e ....oooeeveveeverveeenennns 1
nearest town? [mark  all that APPIV] | WaAIK Bl e 2
FBnsvudwantuadideuvesnalunisiuduliesdilndianfosrls? [envndeiiiedes Bicycle fnsems 3
Scooter, motorcycle, tricycle saafjnwnes wowmesled awde........ 4
TraCTOr FOUMTNUABS v eevveevieereeeree et e etee et e et e ete e e eaaeereeseeneas 5
Car / truck sagus / SANTEUL «.oveeeeet e 6
BOrrowed ride Bu58 ....oveveeerieieeeieieiee e 7
Other (specify: ) Buq Gry: ). 8
Don’t know / prefer not to say linstu / siszasdezneu ......... 9

E.5. How many people live in this household, including children and
youth under 18 and elders above 65 years? afuseuiilauoifvediau
suafnuazientvuengiing 18 U uasifgeongiiengunnt 65 92

in (0-12 Y) :
Togu (1317 9)
Hlvnj (18-64 U) :

feeny (65 Tl -

Children (0-12 years):
Adolescents (13-17 years):
Adults (18-64 years):
Elders (65+ years):

E.6. Does your household cultivate
AsdeuvasRMzUgnfivnansmsnunsuseli?

agricultural  products?

INO T e 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say lins1u / hivszasdaznou .....9

E.6.1. [If yes to E6] What products are those? [ wwnlidwmiu E6 1 | Specify: S8y :
wanAmTvauReesls?

E.6.2. [If yes to E6] Approximately what share of this production does | All of it (100%) #as@ (1009) ........veeveererererresrerereerenenens 5
your household sell? [ wnlddwsu E6 ] aSrsouvesnuumenandniludadou | Most of it (75-99%) daulie] (75-99%)........everreeeereerereeennes 4
Tneusznauhls? A 800d it (50-75%) HasAT (50-75%) «.ovvrvverrrreerrrerreeeens 3

Some (25-49%) UnSaIU (25-09%) ...vvevveveererenieneerereeeseenenss 2
A little (0-25%) B0 (0-25%) v.vevereevererrerereriererereeiereeenenas 1
Don’t Know / Prefer not to say hins1u / livszasdazmeu ... 9

E.6.3. [If yes to E6] Which markets do you sell to, if any? [ winlddwiu E6 1 | Specify: 52y
Aunelidunaiala?

E.6.4. [If yes to E6] Does your household use mineral fertilizer t0 Srow | YES T8 ...cvciieieeeeieiiieecieceeeee et 1
these agricultural products? [ winlddwiu E6 ] A5E0UUBRAMTIINT | NOBIY .ovorvvveerseeerrreeeesssssssesessssseessessessssssssssssesssssesssnsees 0
swlunisugnadndausimenisinums wdniiveli? Don’t know / prefer not to say linsu / livszasdasnou .....9

E.6.5. [If yes to E6] Does your household use agricultural chemicals SUCh | YES 18 c.oueuiiieiiiiieiiiicieieeeeee e 1
as pesticides and herbicides to grow these agricultural Products? | NO WY ..........ccooo..oovveeoieeeeseereeeeeeeseeeeeeee s eeseeee s 0

[ winlddwmsu E6 1
gahusawavansiinfuiiviieUgnudndasinanisinynsvaniviels?

aiEouvesnuldansiaivanisinuas L




E.7.

Does your household provide any other traditional or highland | YES 18 ...cccooeeiiiiiiiieieiieecsteee e 1
products and services for lowland people and VIsitors, SUCh @S | NO Wl ..........cooov.eeerevererserescesseesesseesssssesseesseesse s 0
handicrafts, homestays, massages, healing? aa3auvesnuilnansiug Don’t know / prefer not to say lsinsw / livssasdosmou .....9

warUsnMsuuURaLAl viiefidlanuamzuuuiiuiige dmiuiaunoduegisuduuas

dnvieafiemiseli? wu suinanssy leuand 15w waznssnwlse

E.7.1. [If yes to E7] What products or services are those? [ mnlydw3u E7)

s v e & oa
wandaeaatiuAoezls?

Specify:

TsAszy:

P

MODULE F. Exposure [in midline 1 or for any new participant thereafter] msiin3u [dhsadusmsdimanaiani 1 wdefidrialmilunevda

0l

Heritage activities are currently taking place in this village through food labels on agricultural products and help for community groups to support
community and cultural practices. dagtuianssumunsaniduiatulumitiui dunsinaanemnsuunaniasinanisinens uagtiemdenguyueulunsaiuayuNUUeYBLazNUAY

Tuusssu

F.1.

Are you aware of any of these activities?
[mark all that apply]
[provide slight help if respondent is not entirely sure]

AamsudiuAanssumanivieli?
[ iunTasnsevianuniiig 1999 |

Pilot 1: Food origin labels
AINTIUUITOT 13 BAINDIANT wenvreenreeniienieemieenieenieeenieenieesineenneenanenane 1
Pilot 2: Community forest stewardship
fanssudises 2 : maguatiyuwy

Pilot 3: Promoting new heritage practices

. AN35u11589 3 MIARESURUIIUURNIUTANIAL oo 3
[ Biradaemdadntoenngnovivugovaalsinileiamsin Not aware of any pilots lins1uiiianssuiises oo 9
F.2. [ifyestoF.1] Were you invited to participate in any of these activities? Y S T8t 1
[ mnldadmsu F.1 ] galdsudalidsuianssule 9 wandvieli? NO T e 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdazaou.............. 9
F.3. [ifyesto F.1] Did you attend any of the activities? [ wnldsmsu F.1 ] Y S Tt 1
Aallsidnsaufanssla q wieli? N O T e 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdazaou.............. 9
F.4. [ifyesto F.3] Did you feel included in the activity? [ winlvdwsu F.3 1
aufanieueddunmsiunududumiduinssumiols?
F.5. [if yes to F.3] Did you have the chance to contribute to the conversations?
Lwnlddmsu F.3 ] auillenaldsimaunuviseli?
F.6. [if yesto F.3] Did you feel that you were involved in the implementation Of | Y&S Ta.....ciiiiiiiiiiieeeeeceeeteeeeeeeee et 1
the outcomes? [wnldmi £.3 ] quifndhandduinllumsdwadnsluujiiviel? NO Il et 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdaznou.............. S
F.7. [ifyestoany pilot in F.1] What, in your opinion, are these activities about? | Pilot 1: Food origin labels:

[l dwmsufenssuiiseseeiovieegialaly F.1 ] lurnudndiuvesna Anssuwanilieaiuesls?

fanssuiiises 1: aanems:

Pilot 2: Community forest stewardship: Avnssuth
5849 2 : maguatyuvu:
Pilot 3: Promoting new heritage practices: fAanssy

1hses 3: MvduaSuwuasUiiimansantn:

MODULE G. Outcomes [every survey round] uaaws [mnseunisdisaal

In this part, we would like to ask you questions about your community and how it has changed recently.

da X o4

Tughuil isfesmsaunauieaiuuuresaaaznsisuwladiistudess o 4

G.1. What changes have you noticed in your community in the past two .
P o . \ . d. Response: AnBU:
months? gadunadiunmsiasuulaseslsieluguruvesnaidugag 2 Weuiiin?
G.2. Has community life improved or worsened compared to the same time Improved 3y

last year? #sluyuwuituvieudaadafisuiutisanietuiivediiug?

No change / No opinion lifinswasuwias / lifiadaiu ... 1
Worsened ueas

G.2.1. [if change reported in G.2., at endline] Heritage activities are currently

taking place in this village through food labels on agricultural products
and help for community groups to support community and cultural
practices. Do you think that these heritage activities were responsible for
these changes? [ windnswasuuassigauly G.2. insssaaare |
Hagtuianssudunsandiduiniulumytiuil dunshiraainemmsuundnfusimansnyns
warAutiemienguyusulun ST UALL TR EITLLAY LA TAILE TN
AuAntRanssud s fdwsuiisseusieniswasuudasifeusslsi

G.3.

Has your personal economic situation improved or worsened compared
to the same time last year? isugaouzvenm ftunieudas Wawflouiudananieiu
TvoUiiuga?

IMIPIOVED FHU ..o e 2
No change / No opinion lifimsiasustas / lifiasdadiu..... 1
WOTrSENEA WHAT. ..evveveeeieeeiieiieie et eee e 0

Don’t know / prefer not to say hinsw / bivszasdazeev..... 9




G.3.1. [if change reported in G.3., at endline] Do you think that heritage
activities were responsible for these changes? [ wniiniss1garunisivaguuvadly
.3 fin1sd1599varenh | auuAndianssudnuusaniidusuiinveudenisidsuntasiisoniels?

NO Tl o+ttt 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdazeev..... 9

G.4. Has the involvement of the community in forest preservation activities IMIPIOVED FHU .ot e s 2
improved or worsened compared to the same time last year? Y No change / No opinion lifinsiasuwdas / ldfiaaudadiu ... 1
mmmumwawwﬂunﬂﬂiiumiaumwﬂﬂu @WUW?BLL?JEN Luamwﬂ‘ummmmmﬂuummﬂmaﬁ Worsened LLEjﬁﬂ ................................................................ O

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsu / hivszasdazmou..... 9

G.4.1. [if change reported in G.4., at endline] Do you think that heritage' Y S T e e 1

activities were responsible for these changes? [ #1niin1551699uMSWAEMYATIY | NOTall....o...ovvooeeeeeeeeeeeee oo 0
6.4 insdrranvarend | aufeiinssudusaniidusuisveudemsdsunasimovieliz ’

G.5. Has the state of the local environment improved or worsened compared
to the same time last year? anwawendesluiiui fTurdeudas daioufutananieiu

Hvoelfiuan?

IMPIOVED FTU ..o 2
No change / No opinion ifinsiasuudas / lifiaaudadiu ... 1
Worsened ugas
Don’t know / prefer not to say lins1u /lmﬂswammmau ..... 9

G.5.1. [if change reported in G.5., at endline] Do you think that heritage
activities were responsible for these changes? [ windnssgeunisiseuuvadly
6.5 insdrranvarenh | aufeiienssudusaniidusuisveudemsdsunasimovieliz

NO Tl e 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say lins1u / bidszasdazaeu..... 9

G.6.

Let’s now talk about community life in this village in general. This relates to any interactions and activities between villagers from different

families. smada@inlaemlulugusuvemtuii Fafedesiumsujduiusuazionssussniiendmanaseuasisneg

G.6.1. Do you think that you have a role in contributing to the community life in

o e

this village? aufnianddmsulumsaduayumslitinidalosiumpmuemythuiviali?

NO Tl e 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdazaou..... 9

G.6.2. Is it possible for you to contribute to the community life of this village?

Juldlsvdela Wmmwmmsauaauawauumﬂwummmimnu%u‘uuwawumuw

G.6.3. Would it be important for you if you could do that? fufimuddysionamsels Y BS Bl ettt 1
wingauanssmviuuuile? NO BTttt 0

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdazaou..... 9

G.6.4. Have you seen any of the people in this village contributing to the YES Tttt 1
community life in the past month? aaueailasluvfiniffidnusalunisefumung | NOBllt.....oov...eeeveeereeeeeeeeseseeee e 0

17 3nnEalestugauiludrafouniiiunvieli?

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdazaou..... 9

G.6.5. Have you personally contributed to the community life in the past

Y

month? aalafdmsmlunsatuayunslddinngalesiu
guyudumsduilutiniouniuuviely?

Yes 14.

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsiu /lmﬂiwmﬂi}uma‘u ..... 9

G.6.6. [if yes to G.6.5.] Can you give me an example of what you did concretely? R . .
1o w O Ao g v o g esponse: ARBU:
[winlddmsy G.6.5 ] auanunsnendodisdsiauihegnaudugusaliviali?
G.7. Let's now talk about cultural practices in the village. swpiadasgifnmsmedmusssalumgthuiuths
G.7.1. Do you think that you have a role in contributing to cultural practices of Y S Tttt 1

this village? aurinaiiduianlunsaiuayuuiiinsmeiausssuvemtuiiviel?
) ) { y

G.7.2. Isit possible for you to contribute to cultural practices of this village?

Wuldldvsels Vlmmwmu7inmmuau‘uauuﬂgummsmnwussimawumuu?

G.7.3. Would it be important for you if you could do that? sufimuddysioannseli Y S Gl 1
winAauansovhuuuiuls? INO TH e 0

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdagaou..... 9

G.7.4. Have you seen any of the people in this village taking action to coNtribute | YES T...ceciiuiiiiiiiiiieececieeeeeeeee e 1
to cultural practices of this village in the past month? NO TSI .o 0

= 1Y o a < o a wa v - A o '
ﬂmmamuﬂu‘lum&muwﬂaﬂsi:uLwaauuayuﬂgummimnﬁuuﬁiiu‘lumauwmumwmlu?

(o]

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdazneu.....

G.7.5. Have you personally contributed to cultural practices of this village in the

past month? aaildfidnsu

atuayuufiRnismeiausssuvemyudunsdudludinfouithuinviohiz

Yes 14.
No Lils.....
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsu /Iuﬂﬁummumau

G.7.6. [ifyesto G.7.5.] Can you give me an example of what you did concretely?

[winlddmsy G.7.5 ] auanusaendegisdiinaniegnadugusssulaviali?

Response: AnoU:

G.8. Now | would like to talk about any activities that relate to the protection of the local forests. luvad voawidsfanssulag Misatesiumsuntodiutlu

quutng

G.8.1. Do you think that you have a role in protecting the local forests?
AuAnthnuiunumlunsundestiutluguwuviels?

Y S Tttt ettt ettt et et e e 1
NO Al 1 0




G.8.2. Isit possible for you to contribute to protecting the local forests? {ulJla Y S I8t 1
ol finnagannsafiduaivayulumsuntosiutlugum NO BT 0

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / bivszasdazeev..... 9

G.8.3. Would it be important for you if you could do that? fufimuddysionansels Y S Tl 1
mnAmELaiLUUELlA? NO BTttt 0

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsu / hivszasdaznou..... 9

G.8.4. Have you seen any of the people in this village taking action to protect Y S T8 1
the local forests in the past month? gauasiiuaulumsg inuilsnilunsdiounTomutrli | INO I ..o oo 0
guilutaafouiiuanyieli? Don’t know / prefer not to say linsu / hivszasdazmou..... 9

G.8.5. Have you personally contributed to protecting the local forests in the Y S T8 1
past month? auldfduaduayulunmsuntesiudlugumudunsdnmluganfoulm US| INO B oo oo 0

Don’t know / prefer not to say lins1u / bidszasdazaeu..... 9

G.8.6.

[if yes to G.8.5.] Can you give me an example of what you did concretely?
[winlddmsy G.8.5 ] auanusaendededsiinauvhegadugusssulivielsl?

Response: ARBU:

G.9. Lastly, I would like to talk with you about more general environmental issues beyond local forests, such as air pollution, water use,
agricultural chemics, or plastic trash. ganeil Sussnnyaneiiesiulymaswnndeulnemlvuenmieainiilugumu wu uafivniseinme msléi asaiinisnisinens
MIDVITWATERAN

G.9.1. Do you think that you have a role to engage with environmental issues YOS Tttt ettt ettt 1
more generally? quaninaiumumlunsiidusuuidymawndenlasiluinniuviels? NO T8l e 0

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdazaou..... 9

G.9.2. Isit possible for you to engage with environmental issues more Y S I8 1

generally? Jululivieli Nnmarannsedidmsmuidgmamndeulagmlianniu? NO I oo 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdazaou..... 9

G.9.3. Would it be important for you if you could do that? sufimuddysieannseli Y Sl e 1
wnAaassaiuuUula?

G.9.4. Have you seen any of the people in this village taking action to engage
with environmental issues more generally in the past month?
nasgiuaulumiuidiiunmsudtymawndenlaeimly inndulufeudiinuumielil?

G.9.5. Have you personally engaged with environmental issues more generally Y S T8 s 1
with in the past month? aaldfidnsuduiunsuilymdwedeniaeily N O I T e 0
anntulugsifeuiiivieli? Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdazaou..... 9

G.9.6. [if yes to G.9.5.] Can you give me an example of what you did concretely? .

o e Y o dd o o A Response: ANOU:
Lwinlddmsude G.9.5 | aaanansaunietvdsfinauvinedalugusssuldvielsl?
G.10. Compared to the same time last year, do you feel more or less engaged in... WlenSeuiiouiutaanisfuivediug ﬁ]miﬁnﬁa‘wimmnﬁw%ﬁaaaﬂu

fAaNnssu...

G.10.1. Community activities in this village fanssuvesusulumitiu

More engaged s ImsIMTU .o .v.veveeeeeeeeeeerereeeeeeeeenes 2
No change / No opinion Lifinsiasuwdas / Lifieaudadiu ... 1
Less engaged Fausmdosad .ooveieeeeeeieeie e 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / livszasdagaou..... 9

G.10.2. Any of the organisations in this community whsaulungunssusmdessanslag More engaged Sanmsamsnitu . ......o.o.oveveeeereeeeeenerenen 2
Tuwgjiu No change / No opinion lifimswasuudas / lsiffesdadiu ... 1
Less engaged Fausmdosad .ooveieeeeeeieeie e 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / livszasdagaou..... 9
G.10.3. The cultural heritage of this village, such as tree ordination ceremonies | More engaged FaamsamsnnBu . .........eveveereeresreereesresseneenes 2
UIANMYIRUETIVBIMYU LU WEnITuNsUIvh No change / No opinion Lifimswasuwlas / lsifiansfadt ... 1
Less engaged Fausmdosad .ooveieeeeeeieeie e 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / livszasdagaou..... 9
G.10.4. The protection of local forests nsundesiiudiluguwu More engaged aamusatsniB ... .ov..eveeeereeeereereeeeeneeeeenes 2
No change / No opinion Lifimswasuwlas / siffansfadt ... 1
Less engaged fausmifBuat . ..ocveeeveieiereieeee e 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsiu / hidszasdazaeu..... 9
G.10.5. Environmental issues more generally damawandoslneiialy More engaged aamusassniiu. .co......oveveeeeeeeeveeeeeeenes

No change / No opinion Lifimswasuwlas / siffansfadt ... 1
Less engaged fidqusuniouas .
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsiu / hidszasdazaeu..... 9

G.11. Please indicate if you agree or disagree with any of the following statements: Tsassinnanfiusrovieliviusetudonuseluil:

G.

11.1. |feel strongly connected to other villagers susdnsisaudonlos
flurntiuAudue ag1enn

ABIEE UMY ..ttt ettt eaeneeseenens 2
Neutral / No opinion weq / ifamnsiiu ....cveeeveveeeeerennee. 1
DiSAGree TTAUMIY. . .evveveereieriereeteieiere et 0

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsiu / bidszasdazaeu..... 9




G.11.2. |feel strongly attached to my village. duidngnitufuwthuvesduun ABIEE LTAUMI .ottt e e e eseeaeeaseseenis 2
Neutral / No opinion weq / lifeansiiu co.eeeerereerereneneen 1
DiSAZIee T IUMIL . c..evveeveeeieieeieeeeie ettt 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say Linsw / bivszasdazeev..... 9
G.11.3. |feel pressure from other members in my village to behave in a ABIEE LTAUMI 1.ttt ettt eas s e 2
specific way. duidnnaduainaudug Tumjthu Wivsewginilumdamands Neutral / No opinion wgq /LA c..o..o.eveeveeeerne. 1
DiSAZIee T IUMIE ... evveeveeeieie ettt 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsu / hivszasdazmou..... 9
G.11.4. In this village, people generally do not trust each other in matters of | ABree WufE . ....eeveeveeeeeiieieeeeeeceeeeeeee et ee e 2
lending and borrowing money. lunjiwil pudniualililafiludesnisfiuiu Neutral / No opinion wgq /1o ....o..oveeveeeeeene. 1
DiSAZIee T IUMIE ... evveeveeeieie ettt 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsu / hivszasdazmou..... 9
G.11.5. |feel a strong connection to the natural environment around my ABIEE UMY .ottt es e sse s ereesenens
home. dusdnimuenloseduiuuiuivduwndeumssssumsouinuvesiy Neutral / No opinion wee) /lmmmumu
DiSAZIee T IUMIE ... evveeveeeieie ettt 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsu / hivszasdazmou..... 9
G.11.6. Most people in this village are willing to help if you need it. ABIEE LUMIE .evevveviveeieeeereetestene e etes e ete s ess e ssesenseneesens 2
ﬂuﬂauimmiummuumﬂmmmmmwaamnmmmaqmi Neutral / No opinion weq / lsifirnauiiu
Disagree TfuMIb. ...evereeeeereeereeeeieeere e
Don’t know / prefer not to say lansw /lmﬂsuaamuma‘u
G.11.7. I feel proud when | think about my ethnic background. ABIEE UMY vttt ettt es s eneenenens 2
dugdnmegiiladelindaiivdmfiuguesdu Neutral / No opinion weq / ifammaiiu ....o.eevereecrerennnn 1
DiSAgree TAUNIL . .. evevvevereeeeeeterieieieteieieee e neees 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdazaou..... 9
G.11.8. The members of this village fight together for the well-being of the ABIEE UMY vttt ettt es s eneenenens 2
community. aun@nugtuisiuusesunlatusiediionuegifiavvesauluguwy Neutral / No opinion weq / ifiaamsifi ..o 1
DiSALIee TAUNIL . .. evevvevereereeeterieieteteeeee e nees 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdagaou..... 9
G.11.9. |find it difficult to balance my responsibilities towards myself, my ABIEE UMY vttt ettt es s eneenenens 2
family, my work, and my community. Neutral / No opinion weq / ifammaiiu ....o.eeverecrereenen. 1
Funuhiuenesnyauna iU TURAToUABNLLDY ATBUATI 41U UALYHTY Disagree liifuias 0

Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / hivszasdagaou..... 9

MODULE H. Evaluation [at endline, for activity participants] asussifiuna [nsérsaavanesd

1 dmsugiinsauianssul

v

H.1. [for participants of Pilot 1: Food origin labels] Do you feel that the
activities were effective? [@wiufiirsumfanssuthses 1: aanewns]
AsAndianssudananiivsyansuaniolal?
H.2. [for participants of Pilot 2: Community forest stewardship] Do you feel
that the activities were effective? [dwmsugidnsaufianssunhses 2 : nsquataue]
AusAnifanssudnamiivszdniuaniolie
H.3. [for participants of Pilot 3: Promoting new heritage practices] Do you feel Y ES Tl 1
that the activities were effective? @wiufidrimfanssiniiies 3: NO Tl e 0
msdaeaiueufifimasanivi] aaddndifanssudndaniivsyantuansels? Don’t know / prefer not to say lamstu / livssasfazney. ... O
H.4. Was the support provided for your involvement in the activities sufficient? | YeST8.....c..ccoociviiiiiiiiciccccccc 1
maaivayunsldmsulufnssutuiiveulinn finvuifismensels? NO B oo 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsiu / bidszasdazneu..... 9
H.5. Did you feel you have to commit too much time, effort, or money for this | Too much time aENARULU ......ooeeveeeiceeeecceeeeeee 1
work?  [mark all that apply] eafdnheasesiunne avwmeew | Too much effort AnawensmmAARUI .o 2
viounniiuludmsunuiivieli [innSommneyndoiiieatos ] Too much money FusnmAUlY ..c.veereereeeeeeccccene 3
NO TAULY ettt 0
Don’t know / prefer not to say linsiu / hidszasdazaeu..... 9
H.6. Do you feel that supporting community life can improve their ability T0 | Y&S 1. ..coiiiiiieeiceieececeeeeeeeee et 1
protect their local forests? augfninnsaduayuidnTiBalosioramuarasTORBUT | NG, ......oooeeoeeeeeoeeessesssessssessssssssssssssssssssesssesseenns 0
dnemmlunsuntestiululugumldvieli? Don’t know / prefer not to say linsw / livszasdazaou..... 9
H.7. To achieve community involvement in environmental protection, should | Specify: 52y :
other activities be supported? If so,  which ones?
e ligumuiidousalumseysnudwandon AN saluayufInTIuaue ol mnd
m‘sauuaﬂgunanﬁﬁlmma?
H.8. Do you have any further opinions or feedback about these activities? | Specify: Y :

AudienuAaiiunsedeiausnusiinfnieiuinssumaiinioli?




MODULE I. Questionnaire End wuussunsdugn

Thank you very much for participating in this survey. seveusmegidsdmiunmadnsamnisdrsandsd

1.1.  Was someone else present during the interview? [mark all that
apply] daududhsunisdunvaldenioli
edomaneouaiieaded

Survey supervisor s#mtd15aa
Other project team member aundniulassnisAudy ..
Other household or family member

ANTNUATUTOUNTOATIUATITU G oo 3
Medical practitioner unndfnia .........cooeveveeeevieeieieienenn 4
Government officer Wwhfsg ..oovvveveveecereeee s 5
ORI HUG (STU) ovvovereireireieieeiesi e 6
NO ONE TIAUBU ... 0
1.2.  Were there any unusual circumstances during the interview?
Please describe: Tusnedune:

- P o Cay
Twmnsaiinunilag Tuseninanisdunvaivseli?




