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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Thailand Burma Border Consortium (TBBC) first collaborated with community-
based organizations to document the scale and distribution of internal displacement
in Eastern Burma during 2002. Two years later, another survey was coordinated to
enhance understanding about the vulnerability of internally displaced persons. These
assessments sought to increase awareness about the situation in conflict-affected
areas which remain largely inaccessible to the international community.

More communities have been displaced during the past year while others have
attempted to return to former villages, resettle elsewhere in Burma or continue their
journey of forced migration into Thailand. As the environment is constantly evolving,
situation assessments also need to be regularly revised. Part of the purpose of this
report is thus to update estimates of the scale and distribution of internally displaced
persons in eastern Burma.

Threats against conflict-affected populations in eastern Burma have been well
documented by a range of independent institutions. However, there is little information
on humanitarian efforts to stop existing patterns of abuse, mitigate the worst
consequences, prevent emerging threats and promote judicial redress. A second key
objective is therefore to inform the development of humanitarian protection strategies
for internally displaced persons and other civilians whose lives and livelihoods are
threatened by war, abuse and violence.

This year's surveys were designed in partnership with ethnic community based
organizations with reference to the Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement and
conducted between April and June 2005. Estimates for the scale and distribution of
internal displacement have been compiled from interviews with key informants in
37 townships across the six states and divisions of eastern Burma. Analysis of
issues relevant to humanitarian protection has been based around responses to 1,044
guestionnaires with conflict-affected households spread evenly between hiding sites,
government controlled relocation sites, ethnic administered ceasefire areas and
mixed administration areas. These responses have been complemented by semi-
structured interviews with internally displaced persons, the four main non state actors
in eastern Burma and ten humanitarian agencies based in Rangoon.

During the past year it is estimated that a further 87,000 people were forced or obliged
to leave their homes by the effects of war or human rights abuses. Border-wide, a
further 68 villages were destroyed, relocated or otherwise abandoned during this
period, including a number which had only recently been established by displaced
persons. In the majority of cases, forced displacement was found to be caused by
violence or abuse perpetrated by the armed forces of the ruling State Peace
and Development Council (SPDC). This survey has also identified 88 previously
abandoned villages which have been partially re-established during the past year. In
this time, it is estimated that 40,000 people who had previously been displaced have
returned to their homes or resettled elsewhere in eastern Burma.

The total number of internally displaced persons in eastern Burma who have been
forced or obliged to leave their homes over the past decade and have not been able
to return or resettle and reintegrate into society is estimated to be at least 540,000
people. The population is comprised of 340,000 people currently in the temporary
settlements of ceasefire areas administered by ethnic nationalities, while 92,000
civilians are estimated to be hiding from the Burma Army in areas most affected by

THAILAND BURMA BORDER CONSORTIUM



armed conflict and approximately 108,000 villagers have followed eviction orders
from the SPDC and moved into designated relocation sites.

Overall this represents a slight increase of approximately 14,000 internally displaced
persons since late 2004. This is attributed primarily to flight in Shan State away
from SPDC patrols and into hiding, a significant inflow into Mon ceasefire areas,
and methodological differences estimating populations in Tenasserim Division's
relocation sites. These combined increases have outweighed reductions in the
estimates for internally displaced populations hiding in Karen State as well as for
ceasefire areas in Shan and Karen State. However, these population estimates are
considered conservative as it has not been possible to include displaced persons in
urban areas and rural mixed administration areas who may not have reintegrated into
society but rather remain in a state of internal displacement.

Patterns of insecurity, the coping strategies of survivors of abuse and violence, and
attempts at engaging the humanitarian responsibility of relevant authorities
were assessed to inform the development of protection strategies. The survey
conclusively found that not only are soldiers from the Burma Army the primary
perpetrators of abuse, but also that the Government of Burma is generally unable or
unwilling to strengthen local coping strategies and protect civilians from harm.

Legal insecurity is highlighted by findings that less than a quarter of the conflict-
affected population own legal title deeds for land tenure while just 12% of civilians
hiding from Burma Army patrols possess an identity card. The former reflects
the threat of land confiscation while the latter increases vulnerability to extortion at
checkpoints, harassment in contested areas, restricted access to markets and fields
as well as another obstacle for the internally displaced against returning to former
homes or resettlement elsewhere in Burma.

Despite the range and severity of deliberate physical violence in conflict-affected
areas, the prevalence of threats to civilian livelihoods is on a much greater scale. A
third of households surveyed have been directly affected by arbitrary taxes and
forced labour in the past year. During this period, the deliberate impoverishment
and deprivation of civilians as a counter-insurgency strategy is reflected in 17% of
households having had food supplies destroyed or confiscated. Similarly, a quarter
of households in hiding and relocation sites reported having had housing destroyed
or having been forcibly evicted during the past year.

Although unable to stop or prevent violence and abuse, internally displaced and
conflict-affected villagers have developed a range of coping strategies to resist threats
and mitigate the worst consequences. Other civilians are the main source of early
warning signals about approaching troops, which stresses the importance of building
social capital, or networks of trust, within and between local communities for the
development of a more protective environment.

Hiding food supplies and preparing alternative hiding sites in case counter-
insurgency patrols induce an emergency evacuation were the main approaches to
coping with threats amongst households in hiding sites. Conversely, the main method
of minimizing risks in relocation sites and mixed administration areas is reportedly to
pay fines and follow orders. These findings suggest that abuses against civilians by
government forces are motivated not only by retaliation against armed opposition
patrols, but also by economic imperatives or greed.

Internal Displacement and Protection in Eastern Burma



Executive Summary

Six percent of households reported that they had at some point resorted to procuring
a hand gun to minimize threats to safety and livelihoods. Given the threat of being
suspected as either a rebel sympathizer by the SPDC or a government collaborator
by the armed opposition, this gauge of the prevalence of assault weapons is
considered high. Due to the breakdown in law and order and the ease of
procurement, transport, concealment and use, the prevalence of small arms is in
itself a significant threat of violent insecurity.

Humanitarian responsibilities relate to ensuring that parties to a conflict respect
human dignity and prevent harm from being inflicted on civilians. While it was
beyond the possibility of this survey to engage Burmese national authorities, the views
of non state actors were solicited. Humanitarian agencies based in Rangoon were
also consulted about their experiences in dealing with the government.

Non state actors acknowledged that the use of landmines was their main transgression
in terms of threatening the safety and livelihoods of civilians. 86% of villagers surveyed
were not aware of any signs on location warning about minefields, indicating that
there is no systematic demarcation of minefields in eastern Burma. However the
armed opposition authorities, and indeed a quarter of civilian households hiding
in the most conflict-affected areas, perceived landmines as a necessary means of
self-defense against the military might of the Burma Army.

It was also admitted by non state actors that their protective capacities are limited.
Authorities from ceasefire parties negotiated a cessation of hostilities ten years ago
to reduce the deprivations suffered by the civilian population, but have still not been
able to address ongoing human rights abuses. In areas of ongoing armed conflict,
the non state actors responded that short term protection objectives are limited to
deterring and delaying SPDC patrols, using radio communication to provide warnings
to villagers of approaching troop movements, and securing access for local
humanitarian agencies to provide relief aid.

Humanitarian agencies based in Rangoon have managed to expand not only their
access into eastern Burma but also the engagement of government authorities
in policy-level dialogue during the past decade. However, United Nations (UN)
agencies reported that since the purge of the former Prime Minister and his allies
in October 2004, humanitarian agencies in Burma have either been disregarded or
viewed with suspicion by the government. Unless the government is willing to
engage in policy-level dialogue about protection concerns, it is recognised that the
humanitarian space will contract further.

At the same time humanitarian agencies increasingly feel squeezed by restrictions
from donors who are worried that foreign aid may be prolonging the rule of an
illegitimate government. A perceived concern is that humanitarian sanctions will
further restrict contact with policy makers, and exacerbate the reluctance of the
Burmese government to negotiate about protection concerns. The challenge for
humanitarian responses is to promote protection oriented programming which
includes assessment of the programme's impact on the conflict.

These surveys sought to update estimates of internal displacement and inform the
development of protection strategies for conflict-affected areas in eastern Burma.
Recommendations are not presented, but it is hoped that this report will enlighten
collaborative strategies to stop existing patterns of abuse and prevent emerging threats
from harming internally displaced and other conflict-affected communities.

THAILAND BURMA BORDER CONSORTIUM
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“We are upland farmers, but
landmines have been planted
around our fields so we dare
not cultivate our crops. Its
like our land is occupied by
someone else.”

Karenni man, hiding site,
Pasaung township, May 2005

INTRODUCTION



11 PROTRACTED CONFLICT IN BURMA

Burma's post-independence history has been dominated by civil war between the
central government and a plethora of armed opposition groups.' Political instability
has been rooted in ideological conflict between a socialist State and communist
resistance, and more recently between military rule and democratic opposition.
However, the most protracted armed conflict has been between the Burman
controlled State and a loose alliance of non-Burman ethnic nationalities who are
fighting for self determination.’

After decades of low-intensity conflict, the -—Irndia
Burma Army's negotiation of seventeen ceasefire
agreements with various ethnic-nationalist forces
reduced the scale of armed conflict in the 1990's.
While these ceasefires have led to the estab-
lishment of special regions with some degree |
of administrative autonomy, broader political |
grievances are yet to be addressed and human
rights abuses continue to be widespread. In the
mid-1990's, Rangoon's ceasefire with the
Karenni National Progressive Party (KNPP)
lasted only a few months while Khun Sa's
surrender of the Mong Tai Army in exchange for
an amnesty against drug-related charges led to |
the Shan States Army (SSA) reforming around a .
more genuinely ethnic nationalist cause. The -
New Mon State Party's (NMSP's) ceasefire has
been maintained, but its authority has been ;
challenged by the deployment of Burma Army &
troops into areas previously controlled by the Mon.

Thailand

The United Nations (UN) General Assembly has been calling annually for
democratisation, national reconciliation and the restoration of human rights since
1993. The SPDC responded in 2003 with the announcement of a "road map to
democracy" and then an informal ceasefire agreement with the Karen National Union
(KNU). However as of October 2005, the proposed seven step democratisation
process remains stuck in the first stage of drafting a new constitution while violence
and abuse are ongoing in Karen areas. Given the autocratic nature of the National
Convention, the continued detention of democratic and ethnic opposition leaders,
increasing pressure on ethnic ceasefire parties to submit to central rule and the
government's refusal to meet with the United Nations (UN) Secretary General's
Special Envoy or the UN Human Rights Commission's Special Rapporteur, the
prospects for national reconciliation remain bleak.

! While the Union of Burma was officially renamed the Union of Myanmar by military decree after a coup in
1988. A number of states and divisions were also renamed, including Karen state (how Kayin), Karenni
state (now Kayah) and Pegu Division (now Bago). This report uses historical and colloquial titles.

2 The Arakan, Chin, Kachin, Karen, Karenni, Mon, Shan and others are often described as ethnic minorities
or indigenous people, but generally prefer the term "ethnic nationalities".

Internal Displacement and Protection in Eastern Burma
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1.2 INTERNALLY DISPLACED PERSONS

Internally displaced persons have been coerced to move away from their homes but
remain in their country of origin. The authoritative definition, as stated in standards
derived from international human rights, humanitarian and refugee law, recognises
internally displaced persons as:
"persons who have been forced or obliged to flee or to leave their homes or
places of habitual residence, in particular as a result of or in order to avoid the
effects of armed conflict, situations of generalized violence, violations of
human rights or natural or human-made disasters, and who have not crossed
aninternationally recognized State border. "3

In the context of conflict-induced displacement, it is significant that not only proximity
to actual fighting but also the broader effects of war are recognised as potential causes
of internal displacement. Similarly, it is accepted that internal displacement may not
only be the result of violence and abuse that has already taken place but also due to
the avoidance of threats which are yet to occur. Both of these conditions highlight the
involuntary nature of internal displacement regardless of whether people are forced
to flee conflict, violence or abuse, or alternatively obliged to leave by government
orders or fear.

However, the UN Guiding Principles' framework describes a broader set of causes
for internal displacement than the refugee-like criteria of fleeing conflict and human
rights abuses. Apart from recognising forced migration caused by natural disasters,
arbitrary displacement is also prohibited "in cases of large-scale development projects
that are not justified by compelling and overriding public interests".* Development-
induced displacement is problematic even when part of genuine efforts at poverty
alleviation. Yet in situations of protracted conflict, development projects are often
closely related to militarisation and designed so that communities perceived as
opposing the state bear a disproportional share of the costs and are denied a
fair share of the benefits. In such cases, "development-induced displacement
constitutes a violation of human rights and humanitarian law and calls for a response
from the international community".®

While there is no specific cessation clause defining the end of internal displacement
in international standards, potential solutions are identified as incorporating either
return to former areas of residence or resettlement into another part of the country
voluntarily, in safety and with dignity. National authorities are obliged to support
reintegration by ensuring that internally displaced persons are protected against
discrimination, able to participate fully in public affairs and enjoy access to public
services. It is stipulated that national authorities' responsibilities include facilitating
the recovery or compensation of property which was dispossessed as a result

% Para 2, Introduction, UN Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement, 1998, UN document E/CN.4/
1998/53/Add.2; November 11, 1998
“ Principle 6.2 (c), UN Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement, 1998

® Courtland Robinson, 2003, Risks and Rights: The Causes, Consequences and Challenges of Development-

Induced Displacement, Brookings-SAIS Project on Internal Displacement

THAILAND BURMA BORDER CONSORTIUM
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of displacement. Further, international humanitarian agencies are to be granted
unimpeded access to assist internally displaced persons during all phases of return
or resettlement and reintegration.° These principles have been expanded upon in
2005 with the adoption of international standards specifically addressing the rights of
displaced persons to recovery of their homes, lands and properties.”

While recognising the plight of internally displaced persons is essential to advocating
for appropriate protection and solutions, programmatic responses to protracted
conflicts tend to broaden the focus to conflict-affected populations.® At an international
level, the institutional framework since the late 1990's for responding to the assistance,
protection and recovery needs of internally displaced persons has been based on
inter-agency collaboration rather than mandating one agency. However it has been
acknowledged that this collaborative response has been largely ineffective in dealing
with governments either unwilling or unable to deal with internally displaced persons.’

Recognising these concerns, in 2004 the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC)
revised and expanded its guidelines to UN Country Teams responding to situations of
internal displacement. This revised policy package identifies the following as key
sequences necessary for putting the collaborative response into practice™:

» cross-sectoral needs assessment and data collection

» common analysis of assistance and protection needs

» a UN system-wide strategic plan

 division of labour across agencies

» agency involvement derived from respective mandates

» regular review to adjust responses to the evolving environment

This has been followed with the designation of lead agencies for major sectors
and cross-cutting issues relevant to situations of internal displacement. Sectoral
responsibilities have been clustered and delegated to relevant UN agencies in
relation to emergency shelter, camp coordination, health, nutrition, water and sanitation,
and the logistics of service provision. In terms of cross-cutting issues, UNHCR has
been assigned the lead for protection of people displaced by conflict and UNDP has
assumed primary responsibilities for supporting early recovery.

® Principles 28-30, UN Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement, 1998

" UN Principles on Housing and Property Restitution for Refugees and Displaced Persons, 2005, UN
document E/CN.4/Sub.2/2005/17

8ICRC, 2000, Internally Displaced Persons: The Mandate and Role of the International Committee of the
Red Cross (ICRC), Geneva, p2.

® Simon Bagshaw and Diana Paul, 2004, Protect or Neglect - Towards a More Effective United Nations
Approach to the Protection of Internally Displaced Persons, The Brookings-SAIS Project on Internal
Displacement, UN OCHA- Inter Agency Internal Displacement Division.

19|ASC, 2004, Implementing the Collaborative Response to Situations of Internal Displacement: Guidance
to UN Humanitarian Coordinators and/or Resident Coordinators and Country Teams, p10.
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1.3 HUMANITARIAN PROTECTION

Although the international legal framework for humanitarian action was founded over
half a century ago, the protection agenda has only gained prominence since the end
of the Cold War and the genocide in Rwanda. The UN definition that has evolved for
humanitarian protection is "all activities aimed at ensuring full respect for the rights of
the individual in accordance with the letter and spirit of the relevant bodies of law, i.e.
human rights law, international humanitarian law and refugee law".'* In practice,
this purpose has been interpreted as "making states and individuals meet their
humanitarian responsibilities to protect people in war and filling in for them as much

as possible when they do not".*?

So while humanitarian assistance helps people recover from harm already caused, a
protective approach also strives to stop violence and abuse, or at least to mitigate the
effects, to ensure survivors have access to judicial and social redress and to prevent
emerging threats from causing further harm. This necessitates engaging national
authorities who are primarily responsible for the protection of their citizens and
empowering the coping strategies of those at risk. Protection and empowerment
have thus been recognised as mutually reinforcing factors of human security. "People
protected can exercise many choices. And people empowered can avoid some risks
and demand improvements in the system of protection."*?

Humanitarian protection is understood as incorporating three general types of
activities."* Responsive actions are urgent attempts to stop, prevent and / or mitigate
the immediate harm inflicted by a pattern of abuse. Remedial actions try to restore
people's dignity subsequent to a pattern of abuse through longer-term recovery
processes. Environment building involves promoting attitudinal and behavioral change
as well as frameworks for governance which are conducive to respect for human
rights. These three types of activities are not chronologically ordered but rather
overlap, with timing related instead to the nature and gravity of the pattern of abuse.
Similarly, given sufficient information sharing and resource coordination, the respective
mandates and activities of different humanitarian agencies can complement each
other to promote shared protection goals.

The adjacent "protection egg"
represents this framework of
interdependent activities.

Responsive

Action " “Remedial Action
Pattern |
\\_of abuse y

1 ASC, 2000, Protection of Internally Displaced Persons - Inter Agency Standing Committee Policy
Paper Series, No.2, UN, New York, p4

12 Hugo Slim and Luis Enrique Eguren, 2001, Humanitarian Protection: A Guidance Booklet, ALNAP, p21
12 Commission on Human Security, 2003, Human Security Now, UN, p12

141ASC, 2002, Growing the Sheltering Tree: Protecting Rights Through Humanitarian Action, UN, p12
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Techniques for securing protection range from pressuring relevant authorities to
comply with their obligations to protect civilians from violence and abuse, to providing
assistance for those survivors recovering from abuses. Pressure can be applied
on authorities via denunciation through public censure, persuasion through private
negotiation, and / or the diplomatic mobilization of advisors and other influential
stakeholders. The main techniques for providing protective assistance are to
support and empower existing local structures and services and / or substituting for
the authorities by directly providing aid to the survivors of abuse.

Despite this protective framework, recent evaluations of humanitarian action in ten
countries identified that "where national government fail to protect internally
displaced persons, there is evidence of a continuing and substantial deficit in the
protection work done by the international community".*® Practices contributing to
this protection deficit were identified as the neglect of minorities; prioritisation of
material assistance over protection needs; lack of protection capacities and will;
lack of access into insecure areas; and a lack of human rights monitoring.

Yet when national authorities with the primary obligation to protect civilians are
instead the perpetrators of abuse, the primary challenge is to overcome sensitivities
about state sovereignty. As the UN Secretary General has commented,

"We must also move towards embracing and acting on the responsibility to
protect potential or actual victims of massive atrocities. The time has come for
Governments to be held to account, both to their citizens and to each other, for
respect of the dignity of the individual, to which they too often pay only lip
service. We must move from an era of legislation to an era of implementation.

...If national authorities are unable or unwilling to protect their citizens, then
the responsibility shifts to the international community to use diplomatic,
humanitarian and other methods to help protect the human rights and well-
being of civilian populations. When such methods appear insufficient, the
Security Council may out of necessity decide to take action under the Charter
of the United Nations, including enforcement action, if necessary."*

14 SURVEY RATIONALE

The Thailand Burma Border Consortium (TBBC) first collaborated with community-based
organizations to document the scale and distribution of internal displacement in Eastern
Burma during 2002. Two years later, another survey was coordinated to enhance
understanding about the nature of displacement and to assess levels of vulnerability.
These assessments sought to increase awareness about the situation in conflict-
affected areas which remain largely inaccessible to the international community.

1% John Borton, Margie Buchanan-Smith, Ralph Otto, 2005, Learning from Evaluations of Supportto Internally
Displaced Persons, Channel Research, Belgium.

'8 |n Larger Freedom: Towards Development, Security and Human Rights for All, Report of the Secretary
General, UN General Assembly, 59 session, 2005, paras. 132, 135.
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More communities have been displaced during the past year while others have
attempted to return to former villages, resettle elsewhere in Burma or flee to
Thailand. As the environment is constantly evolving, situation assessments also
need to be regularly revised. One of the key objectives of this research was thus
to update estimates of the scale and distribution of internally displaced persons in
eastern Burma.

Threats against conflict-affected populations in eastern Burma have been well
documented by a range of independent institutions, including the UN Commission on
Human Rights, the Global IDP database, Human Rights Watch and Amnesty
International. However, there is little information on humanitarian efforts to stop
existing patterns of abuse, mitigate the worst consequences, prevent emerging threats
and promote judicial redress. Responding to this gap, this survey's second key
objective is to inform the development of humanitarian protection strategies for
internally displaced persons and other civilians whose lives and livelihoods are
threatened by war, abuse and violence.

15 SURVEY METHODOLOGY

This report has been compiled from qualitative and quantitative surveys conducted
between April and June 2005 with villagers and representatives of non-state actors
in eastern Burma and humanitarian agencies based in Rangoon. TBBC and the
participating community-based organizations designed the surveys collaboratively,
by drawing from the Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement and other resources
relating to humanitarian protection.” Ethnic community-based organizations
facilitated questionnaires, focus group discussions and semi-structured interviews in
eastern Burma.

Much of eastern Burma remains inaccessible to international observers and there
are significant risks associated with collecting information from conflict-affected
areas. Without the participating community-based organizations' commitment and
courage, this report would not have been written.

Estimates for the scale and distribution of internal displacement have been compiled
from interviews with key informants in 37 townships. Population estimates have been
compiled for people who:
» have fled from SPDC patrols and hide in areas of ongoing fighting
» were forcibly evicted and obliged to move into SPDC relocation sites
» reside in ethnic administered ceasefire areas after having been forcibly
relocated by non-state actors, having fled from human rights abuses or the
effects of war or having returned from refugee camps in Thailand.

However, it has not been possible to estimate the number of people obliged to leave
their homes but remaining in a state of internal displacement in mixed administration

" Hugo Slim and Luis Enrique Eguren, 2001, Humanitarian Protection: A Guidance Booklet, ALNAP, was
particularly useful.
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areas or on the fringes of urban settlements. Further, given the complexities in
distinguishing between different location types as well as between displaced and
resident populations these are best estimates only. Approximations derived from the
sub-township level have been triangulated against last year's estimates and situation
updates from the field staff of ethnic community based organisations.

Humanitarian protection has been assessed in terms of the patterns of insecurity,
coping strategies amongst survivors of abuse, and efforts at engaging humanitarian
responsibility from the relevant authorities. The main method of assessing patterns
of insecurity and coping strategies was through questionnaire interviews with 1,044
households. A multi-stage cluster sampling method resulted in the households being
selected from 60 clusters spread across 6 six state and divisions, and relatively evenly
distributed between hiding sites, ceasefire areas, SPDC relocation sites and mixed
administration areas. Within the constraints of ensuring relatively secure access, at
least two household clusters were randomly selected for each type of location in each
state or division. Upon arrival at these areas, surveyors applied interval sampling
methods in clusters no bigger than 25 households.

To guide the household sampling method as well as the demarcation of population
estimates, the following definitions of different location types were agreed.

» Hiding sites were understood as the most contested areas where people
are actively seeking to conceal themselves from detection by SPDC patrols.

* Relocation sites were identified as consolidated villages where people had
been ordered to move by SPDC after having been forcibly evicted.

» Ceasefire areas were recognized as special regions with some autonomy
for ethnic nationality authorities and provisional guarantees against SPDC
attack.

» Mixed administration areas were accepted as rural areas nominally under
SPDC control, but within the sphere of influence of the armed opposition.

It is recognised that the demarcation of distinct areas is largely a theoretical exercise,
and that in practice the distinction between different location types is imprecise. For
example, it is difficult to distinguish between civilians in the most militarily contested
areas who do not expose themselves to SPDC and villagers in mixed administration
areas who leave home if SPDC patrols approach. Similarly, people who were forcibly
evicted and relocated but now have a relative (although still restricted) degree of
choice about their place of dwelling, could justifiably be classified as living in either
SPDC relocation sites or mixed administration areas.

It was not possible to interview 1,200 households as originally planned due to
the absence of ceasefire areas in Pegu Division, restrictions on access into SPDC
relocation sites in Pegu Division and Mon State, miscommunication resulting in the
failure to interview people hiding in northern Mon state, and data entry errors resulting
in the omission of responses from Mon ceasefire areas. Problems with data from
Mon State were compensated for by accepting additional responses from mixed
administration areas to maintain geographical balance in the sample.
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The questionnaire targeted responses from household representatives and so
children were not consulted. This is reflected in the mature age distribution of the
respondents, with 74% over 30 years old. However, unlike during last year's survey,
it was not possible to interview an even balance of males and females. The proportion
of male responses increased dramatically in Shan State compared to last year as
interviews had to be conducted outside of villages. This was due to an increase in
SPDC troop and checkpoints restricting the ability of surveyors to enter villages like
last year. Messages were sent to ask household representatives to meet in nearby
fields and forests, but this deterred women from participating.

- Respondents by Age
7% over
60 years 26%

i Respondents by Sex

between 33%
female
2us 1529
Ibetween
45-59

years

67% male

Respondents came from eleven different ethnic groups, also indicating a diverse sample
population. Greater representation of the Sgaw Karen (35%) than other ethnic groups
reflects their prominence in conflict affected areas of not only Karen State, but also
Pegu Division and Tenasserim Division. The majority of respondents were Buddhists
and Animists, although significant proportions of Christians were represented amongst
the Karen and Karenni respondents. Similarly, the civilian nature of respondents was
confirmed by the absence of active soldiers in the sample population. 86% had always
been civilians, 12% were demobilized soldiers and only 2% were still involved with local
militia units.
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