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Burma’s Potential Political Transition:

Analysis of Ethnic Conflicts and Mobilization 
By Min Zaw Oo
Introduction

Political transition in Burma has become an important issue among various opposition groups along the Burmese border since they have learned that the National League for Democracy (NLD) and the State Peace and Development Council (SPDC) have been engaged in “secret talks.” The potential political transition has inspired many opposition groups, including pro-democracy groups and ethnic minority organizations based along the Thai-Burma border, to readjust and establish their roles in the movement and for the future transition. This examination will focus on ethnic minority groups and their mobilizations that may have an impact on the transition in Burma. It also draws from the data and analysis in my thesis, “Conflict Analysis on Potential Political Transition in Burma: Conflict Mapping and Reconciliation.” 

In this brief analysis, I will briefly describe the models and variables that I have used in my thesis to analyze the potential transitional mobilization of the groups. Using these models, I will explain the various trends of ethno-political conflicts and perceptions.  I will also describe the border-based grassroots’ perceptions concerning reconciliation and the necessary components of that reconciliation that the minority grassroots require. Finally, I will propose a means by which to implement conflict-resolution initiatives to address a proper conditioning of the on-going ethnic conflicts in Burma. 

This analysis of the potential ethno-political conflict is a prognosis of potential conflicts based upon the diagnosis of the current conflict. Any prognosis of a conflict is at best tentative as many uncontrollable independent or intervening variables can influence the future of the conflicts. Moreover, the analysis on the potential transition should not be treated as a prediction. Instead, this analysis describes the potential for mobilizations that may become destructive conflicts during the transition. This analysis can serve as a roadmap for future conflict-resolution initiatives among various adversary groups in the transitional Burma. I will first outline the framework of the transition before I go into the analysis. 
Framework of the Transition

The framework of the potential political transition is conceptualized in this analysis as a transition that takes place upon a political settlement between the NLD and the SPDC, the ruling regime. If the transition occurs as a result of the tripartite dialogue that includes the ethnic minority groups, the transition is likely to be smoother. However, I will concentrate on the first scenario because it is more likely to occur initially if the transition happens. Since this is the transition potentially implemented by a negotiated settlement between the NLD and the SPDC, both sides of the conflict will still have assets in terms of political and economic resources. The overall framework of the transition I am trying to analyze is a transition in which the military remains influential in the distribution of political and economic resources while the NLD attains substantial power positions in the government. I do not attempt to outline the detailed power-sharing arrangements. Moreover, this framework of the transition excludes any changes in political system due to the state failure or revolutions.
A Concise Model of Ethno-political Mobilization


The model used in my thesis to access potential mobilization of ethno-political groups during the future transition has 12 variable sets that are extracted from an integrated theoretical model and the Minority at Risk Project
, the largest quantitative study on minority mobilizations, at the University of Maryland. Relative deprivation, structural violence and basic human need theories are integrated into a framework to access major causes of mobilization. The Minority at Risk Project studies 272 ethnic groups worldwide and details structural variables influencing ethno-political mobilizations. Here, I will describe only seven major variables, from the model used in my thesis, that can have impacts on the potential mobilizations in the future transition.   


Boxes with dashes represent a prognosis analysis of the conflict

Figure 1: A concise model for potential ethno-political mobilization during the future transition. 

The above diagram shows a model for potential ethno-political mobilization. Variables 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 serve as accelerators that have synergistic effects on potential ethno-political mobilization. Variables 6 and 7 are de-escalators that can offset the destructive mobilizations during the potential transition. Variables 1, 2 and 5 measure structural data influencing the conflicts, such as regulations, discriminations, restrictions on political participation and so on. Variables 3, 4 and 6 include mostly dynamic data describing the actions and behaviors of parties in the conflict. Variable 7 analyzes the potential for reconciliation by measuring four components of reconciliation both quantitatively and qualitatively. John P. Lederach
 explains that truth, justice, forgiveness and peace are four major components of a successful reconciliation process. 

Collective interest for autonomy reinforces the group’s demands for autonomous status. A good example of this is the Karenni National Progressive Party (KNPP). The stronger the group’s collective interest for autonomy, the more likely the group will mobilize to pursue autonomy in the conflict. High intensity of relative deprivation (RD)
 and recognized structure violence (RSV)
 resulting from repression are the sources of mobilization. If the groups experience high RD and RSV as a result of their manifestation of basic human needs
, the groups tend to mobilize to fulfill their unmet basic needs such as identity, security, welfare and freedom. Non-combat related direct violence
 against civilians such as human rights abuses may cause chosen traumas or a high intensity of relative deprivation, or both. A high intensity of relative deprivation resulting from human rights abuses is also likely to create transitional mobilizations because victims tend to seek truth and justice in pursuit of recognition for their victimhood and of punishment for perpetrators
. Moreover, chosen traumas within the victims’ community are likely to make the reconciliation process difficult to be accomplished unless the process satisfies four components of reconciliation – truth, justice, forgiveness and peace. External actors and their support to the groups reinforce the groups’ capability to mobilize. Support from external supporters may range from moral to material assistance. Similarly, the higher the groups possess capacity and resources, the easier the mobilization will be. The groups’ capacity can be measured in terms of the groups’ cohesiveness, strong and uncontested leadership, grassroots support, factional problems and material resources for mobilization.  

In contrast, de-escalators, such as alliance and cooperation, and the potential for reconciliation can offset the destructive effects of mobilization. In other words, alliance and cooperation between the minority opposition and the pro-democracy Burmans are de-escalators of the future destructive conflicts during the potential transition. Consequently, the cooperation between some ceasefire groups (CFGs) and the SPDC are likely to reduce the destructive effect of transitional conflicts between Burmans and the cooperating CFGs. 

A political transition from an authoritarian system to democracy in a diverse society, like Burma, creates a new dynamic within the conflict in which the groups pursue their interests because of emerging opportunities to mobilize (OM). The transition decreases the degree of repression and opens up a space for the groups to mobilize. However, we should distinguish between destructive and constructive conflicts during the transitional process, as Kriesberg
 points out. The mobilization of a disadvantaged group can bring about a constructive change for a society. At the same time, such mobilizations can provoke chaos, violence and prompt the military to take advantage to legitimize its repressive control. The main focus of conflict resolution in this analysis intends to minimize the destructive elements of any possible transitional mobilizations, rather than suppressing the conflict or every form of mobilization.  

Conflict Analysis on the Potential Political Transition 

The conflict mapping sections of my thesis describe Burmese conflict as stemming from a mixture of causes, namely identity and distribution. The conflict can be generally divided between the ideology-based and the ethnicity-based organizations. Nevertheless, both the regime and the opposition are engaged in the conflict because of either a high intensity of relative deprivation, recognized structural violence stemming from local manifestation of basic human needs or anticipated deprivation
 of those needs for the regime. The mapping sections describe that no single trend of the explanation can represent the current Burmese conflict since various groups have different positions on the fluctuating waves of the conflict. I will try to describe the multiple trends of the conflict by focusing on the common denominators of the groups. The current trends of the conflict can be divided into six categories: (1) the cooperating trend between minorities and the regime, (2) the cooperating trend between minorities and pro-democracy Burmans, (3) the de-escalating trend between pro-democracy opposition, in this case the NLD, and the SPDC, (4) the on-going or escalating trend of conflicts between pro-democracy groups and the SPDC, (5) the on-going or escalating trend of conflict between minority groups and the SPDC, and (6) the on-going or escalating trend of conflict among minority groups. 
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Figure 2: Six major trends of the current Burmese Conflict     


According to the conflict mapping of the various groups, all non-ceasefire groups (non-CFG) experience a high intensity of relative deprivation (RD) and recognized structural violence (RSV). Theoretical studies indicate that these groups have tendency to mobilize to satisfy their basic needs deprived by existing structures. Not only non-CFGs but also some CFGs experience repression and deprivations. 
Two models of ceasefire can explain the on-going process of cease-fire agreements between the SPDC and the CFGs. The first model shows that groups agree to a ceasefire because they foresee “enticing opportunities
” or incentives to fulfill some of their interests and also perceive that their current sacrifice in conflict becomes an irredeemable loss rather than investment that will make a victory later. The second model describes groups that seek a ceasefire with the regime to secure their survival under the military pressure and make use of enticing opportunities. The groups that have entered ceasefire agreements with the regime in the second model are still suffering deprivation and repression relating to their identity, freedom and security needs. According to the framework, these minority groups are likely to mobilize during the transition. Moreover, the pro-democracy groups and individuals who have been victimized by the direct violence of the regime are likely to seek truth and justice for the atrocities committed by the regime. Not only the opposition but also the regime and its supporters may mobilize to protect their interests and to secure the assurance to decrease their anticipated deprivation. 


However, the present cooperation among various groups can minimize the potential of destructive mobilization during the transition. The minority groups, both ceasefire and non-ceasefire organizations, that fall into trends (1) and (2) are likely to cooperate with Burmans during the transition while pursuing their interests. The non-ceasefire groups, active in the coalitions with the pro-democracy Burmans, are likely to maintain their cooperation with the pro-democracy groups during the transition. Shared aspirations between pro-democracy Burmans and cooperating minority organizations impel the groups to collaborate actively. These shared aspirations between certain minority groups and the pro-democracy Burmans are not likely to change during the transition because these aspirations are fundamental demands that are inevitable to achieve the interests of individual groups. Non-ceasefire minority groups that are likely to cooperate with Burmans during the transition, despite their currently high intensity of suffering from repression and discrimination, are the Karen National Union (KNU), the Chin National Front (CNF), the Arakan Liberation Party (ALP), and a few small minority organizations
 currently active in the coalitions. Moreover, in a similar framework, the ceasefire groups that are likely to cooperate with Burmans during the transition are the Kachin Independence Organization (KIO), the Karenni State Nationalities Peoples' Liberation Front (KNPLF), the Kayan New Land Party (KNLP), the New Mon State Party (NMSP), the Shan State Nationalities Peoples' Liberation Organization (SNPLO) and the Communist Party of Burma (Rakhine State).
   


Consequently, the CFGs that are satisfactorily cooperating with the SPDC are also likely to maintain their relationship with Burmans during the transitional period if their “enticing opportunities” or incentives are still sustained. These groups tend to maintain their enticing opportunities to sustain on-going partially satisfied basic needs for their ethnic groups. Groups that fall into this category are the Myanmar National Democracy Alliance Army (MNDA), the United Wa State Army (UWSA), the National Democratic Alliance Army (NDAA), the New Democratic Army (NDA) and the Pa-O National Organization (PNO). Nevertheless, one possible area of confrontation between a new government and these CFGs may come from the on-going drug trade and money-laundering businesses. Any new transitional government should handle the drug problems carefully by helping local people promote development and fulfill their welfare needs while cracking down on the drug trade.  


Nevertheless, groups that do not cooperate well with both the pro-democracy opposition and the SPDC in the current ceasefire process are less likely to collaborate with Burmans or the transitional government. These groups are likely to hold sharply conflicting interests from the transitional government as historically, these groups do not tend to have aspirations in common with other opposition Burmans in the coalition. The Shan State Army-south (SSA-south) (a) Shan United Revolutionary Army (SURA), Shan State Army-north (SSA-north) or Shan State Progress Party (SSPP), the Shan State National Army (SSNA) (a) Shan State Army-Central (SSA-central), the Karenni Progressive Party (KNPP), the National Socialist Council of Nagaland- Khaplang faction (NSCN-K), the Arakan Army (AA), the Arakan Rohingya National Organization (ARNO)
 and other Rohingya organizations are the groups that are likely to hold contrasting interest from the transitional government during the transition. Different motives and underlying causes of potential transitional conflicts influence these groups to mobilize during the transition. 


Shan people are suffering from high intensity of direct violence committed by the SPDC while major Shan organizations have weak relationship with other pro-democracy groups. For majority Shan people, the only Burmans they have experienced are the troops from Tatmadaw responsible for atrocities. The intensity of direct violence has been so intense that adversary perceptions and animosity may have been too strong towards Burmans to reconcile. The SSA-south (a) SURA, later endorsed its second political objective “to achieve independence” at the 4th Annual Conference of the SSA on 27th May 2000, according to Hseng
. The SSA-south’s demand for independence expresses its contrasting aspirations from the pro-democracy Burmans who support the formation of a federal union and oppose secession. The case has been quite similar to the KNPP. For the KNPP, the most distinctive factor of its demand for independence comes from the significance of its lost autonomy in the past. However, even though not active, the KNPP’s cooperation with the pro-democracy group is improving on the ground that it may join “a genuine democratic federal system of government” that guarantees “the principles of equality, self-determination, and democracy,” according to KNPP Chairperson Khu Hteh Bupeh (presentation at the Workshop Program on Burma in Norway, December 8, 2001).    


The potential for mobilization relating to Naga and Rohingya comes from different perspectives. Rohingya are discriminated both at societal and institutional levels whilst even the opposition coalitions do not include the Rohingya organizations in their membership. The Rohingya’s official approaches to join the opposition coalitions were turned down several times. Both social and political exclusions make the group distant from the pro-democracy coalitions. However, the Arakan Rohingya National Organization (ARNO), a coalition formed by three major Rohingya factions in 1998, demands “self-determination of the Rohingya people in Arakan within the framework of the federal Union of Burma,” according to Fayas Ahmed, Secretary of the Press and Information Department of the ARNO (Email correspondence with the ARNO, August 5th, 2002). 

The Naga group has a large politically active kindred population in India. The group is closely linked with its kindred population that seeks an independent state from both Burma and India. Poor communication and cooperation between the NSCN-K and other pro-democracy opposition are likely to reinforce the potentially non-cooperative mobilization during the transition. Although Shan people are the only “national minority”
 in Burma, unlike other national minorities in Europe, such as Albanians and Macedonians in Bosnia, Shan groups do not seek territorial unification with their kindred Thai people 

I have stated that external supports and group capacity also reinforce the opportunity to mobilize (MO). External actors in the current conflict in Burma do not hold their interest on supporting the rebel groups if the transition comes since the neighboring countries prefer to see political stability in Burma because of negative spillover effects of the Burmese conflict. Moreover, attrition of material resources and diminishing weapon supply to the Burmese rebels make them much harder to mobilize militarily, compared to the ethnopolitical armed mobilizations in the post-independence era. The transitional framework applied in this analysis is very likely to leave the strength of Tatmadaw intact; therefore, even the most dissatisfied group tend to avoid the option of military mobilization because such mobilization may sacrifice enticing opportunities that may have alternatives to pursue their goals. Moreover, a large majority of the population living in war zones is tired of the civil war and prefers to see peace in their regions. According to the capacity and resources of the opposition groups, high intensity conflict is unlikely to occur between the new transitional government or the majority Burmans and the minority opposition during the transition. 

However, dissatisfied groups, including the pro-democracy Burmans and the minority, may pursue their interests in non-violent mobilization. Non-violent mobilizations, such as mass rallies and demonstrations, may also serve as safety-valves to the conflict. Nevertheless, mass mobilizations incited by racial animosity can turn into violent riots and communal strife. 

The ethnic animosity in Burma also represents multiple trends. Prior to the 1988 uprising, perceptions of ethnic problems in Burma can be divided into three trends: the minority, Burman society and ruling Burman elites. The minority peoples residing along the remote border areas used to perceive all Burmans as oppressive and brutal against them. Throughout the BSPP’s propaganda, the general Burman public in the cities did not see the civil war as an ethnic problem. The BSPP regime tried to cover up the ethnic conflicts in Burma via school textbooks and state-controlled media despite its policy to suppress the mobilization of the minorities. Even the word minority is not familiar to most Burman in the cities. The BSPP portrayed the ethnic minorities as indigenous “brothers and sisters” in the general public. School textbooks and the media described that the indigenous ethnic groups (successive governments have used the words “national races” instead of minority) rebelled against the British and the Japanese and collectively established independence. Moreover, the media and school textbooks separated the ethnic rebels and ethnic groups. For examples, the government’s propaganda movies portrayed the KNU as a “destructive element” and sometimes as an “axe handle”—a stooge of the foreign elements—while depicting the Karen public as sincere and honest people who were manipulated and bullied by the insurgents. At the societal level, discriminations against indigenous minorities were uncommon although the discriminations against them were high at the institutional level. Despite its projection of ethnic unity, the BSPP consistently suppressed the minority groups and discriminated against them, not allowing them to participate in ruling political institutions.  

After the 1988 uprising, the perceptions of ethnic problem evolved into four trends: the pro-democracy Burman, general Burman public, minority groups and the ruling elites. The arrival of the pro-democracy students and activists to the border areas reinforced their understanding and generated new perceptions towards the ethnic conflict in Burma. Interviews and surveys
 conducted for my thesis
 have shown that the Burman general public is likely to accept the concept of equal ethnic rights despite their poor knowledge of the suffering of the minority people. For the minority peoples, the only Burmans they used to encounter were those from the military that was responsible for atrocities. Therefore, their social learning process reinforced their ethnic animosity towards Burman. However, their new experience with the pro-democracy Burmans, especially student guerrillas fighting along with the minority rebels, distinguishes the Burmese military from Burman people, according to the interviews and data. The emergence of the pro-democracy movement creates a new process of political socialization towards the knowledge of ethnic conflicts among both Burmans and the minorities. Moreover, there have not been any observable ethnic riots between Burman and indigenous minority since late 1950s although religious riots have occasionally broken out between Buddhists and Muslims (ethnoclass
) because many Buddhists see Muslims as hostile aliens. Ethnic riots between Burman and indigenous minorities are unlikely to occur during the transition, except in a few places, like Tenasserim and Pegu divisions, where the Burmese army set up militia in Burman villages.
 Nevertheless, even in the conflict zones, both Burmans and minorities have learnt to coexist peacefully.  

However, the ethnic animosity towards Muslims is still persistent in some parts of the country, especially in the cities in central Burma and Arakan State. Additionally, the expanding establishment of Chinese community in Mandalay has increased anti-Chinese sentiments among the local Burmans who have to move out from the city because of sky-rocketing real estate prices driven by incoming Chinese immigrants. Unequal distributions of resources driven by separate identities may in the future become a major source of the potential conflict between Chinese and Burmans in Mandalay, following the pattern of ethnic riots in Malaysia and Indonesia during their transitions.      

The inter-minority and intra-group conflicts are the weakest link of the cooperation among various groups that can potentially mobilize during the transitional period. Adversary relationships and conflict behaviors of several groups in Shan State are still posing a question of peace during the potential transition. Despite efforts by the National Reconciliation Program, administered by Shan nationalists, other minority leaders and a small number of Burmans, the armed conflicts are still occurring between Wa and Shan groups. The animosity between Rohingya and Buddhist Arakan is too strong to cooperate between two parties among various factions. Despite a recent alliance between the ARNO and the National United Party of Arakan (NUPA), led by Dr. Khing Maung, in September 2002, other Arakanese organizations did not recognize the alliance. Many Arakanese nationalists view Rohingya as “the second enemy to be dealt with” after the Burman regime (Interview with an Arakanese youth leader, August 2002). The violent conflict between Christian and Buddhist Karens is still persistent. On-going intra/inter-minority conflicts are reinforced by three factors: lack of problem-solving mechanisms and practice among opposition groups, lack of proper attention from the opposition coalitions to consider the seriousness of the inter/intra-minority conflicts and political ambitions of conflict-management programs and administrators that utilize resource to build influence among the groups. Low intensity conflicts between Buddhist Arakanese and Rohingya, and Shan and Wa are likely to occur during the transition unless the other opposition coalitions and the transitional government properly intervene.    

Another de-escalatory variable that is prognosis in nature is the potential for reconciliation. My thesis examines the potential for reconciliation quantitatively and qualitatively through surveys and interviews among opposition members along the Thai-Burma borer. According to the data, I was convinced that both the minority and the pro-democracy groups are unlikely to simply forgive and forget the military’s atrocities unconditionally. The data showed that the need for truth and justice is so strong that the process of reconciliation requires addressing truth and justice in order to attain forgiveness and peace. Forgiveness measures how much the victims of atrocities are willing to grant mercy to the military perpetrators, while peace measures how participants envision peace in the transition. The interviews convince me that victims are likely to reconcile if the perpetrators acknowledge their wrongdoing in terms of the atrocities committed. The need for truth and justice is not necessarily dependent on the opposition since the degree of cooperation by the military could fulfill the need for truth and justice. Additionally, the leaders of opposition groups are more inclined to reconcile than the grassroots. Although the grassroots in both the pro-democracy organizations and the ethnic-minority groups prefer to see peace, they are not sure that the transition will bring about peace in the future. They can not necessarily envision how peace can be achieved after the transition because the grassroots, especially ethnic minorities, are not aware of the on-going conflict-resolution efforts at the leadership levels. 

Moreover, the reconciliation needs to be addressed not only between the military and the opposition but also among the minority adversaries. The agenda for reconciliation among adversary minority groups, such as Rohingya and. Arakanese, and Shan and. Wa, is still far way from being accomplished among the border-based groups. De-escalating dynamics among minority adversaries is still rare because of weak practice of intervention from the coalitions, the dominant groups’ refusal to acknowledge the adversaries and on-going violence among the adversaries. For example, the recent intervention by the National Democratic Front’s (NDF) leaders, a coalition of minority groups, in the conflict between two Mon factions, the New Mon State Party (NMSP) and Hongsawatoi Restoration Party (HRP), was unsuccessful because of escalating violence between two groups. 
Suggested Implementation of Conflict-resolution Initiatives

The multiple trends of ethnic conflict in Burma indicate that it is as important to pay attention to the intra and inter-minority conflicts as the minority-majority conflicts. Although the adversary relationship between Burmans and minorities is de-escalating among many groups because of the ceasefire agreements between the SPDC and those CFGs and the opposition coalitions along the border areas, intra and inter-minority conflicts are still persistent in Karen, Karenni (Kayar), Shan, Arakan and Mon states. Most inter and intra-minority conflicts manifest in frequent violent clashes in Karen and Shan states. There are also occasional armed conflicts in Karenni and Mon states. 

Moreover, the conflict management programs, claiming to facilitate dialogues among various national groups by providing resources, unwittingly yield unequal treatments among adversary groups. For example, Chin groups do not include Kuki organizations in their constitution-drawing process since the Chins perceive that the Kukis are a part of Chin tribe despite the denial of this claim by the Kukis. Moreover, the distribution of resources causes discrimination against the pro-democracy groups which are not entitled to receive assistance because they do not hold an ethnic platform. The weakest link of such conflict-management programs comes from its ultra-emphasis on political elites and ignorance of the grassroots minorities. Despite several arrangements to promote reconciliation among various groups, the grassroots still lack visions of reconciliation, let alone knowledge and skills of conflict resolution. 

In order to address the problems of current ethnic conflicts, the opposition coalitions and conflict-management programs need to intervene actively among inter and intra-minority conflicts. Such intervention should be skill-orientated rather than politically motivated, and the distribution of resources for conflict management should be impartial instead of utilizing them for building individuals’ and institutional influence. Conflict-management organizations should open up opportunities for marginalized minority groups, most of which are adversaries to the existing dominant minority groups. 

The most important implementation of conflict-resolution initiatives should provide skills and knowledge among the grassroots members of organizations and people from various minority groups while continuing to facilitate dialogues among group leaders. Conflict-management programs should promote capacity-building among adversary groups from both sides of the conflict. The opposition coalitions should set up active intervention teams empowered by skillful local facilitators instead of relying on external professionals. The conflict-management programs should facilitate training programs to train locals into experts who can expand and transfer their knowledge to the communities. Conflict resolution activities in local communities can serve as social conditioning for the future reconciliation process and assist the grassroots to understand the political process of reconciliation. 
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� Lederach, J. P. (1997).Building Peace: Sustainable Reconciliation in Divided Society.


 Washington D.C: United States Institute of Peace. 


� 	Ted Gurr argued that a high discrepancy between a group’s expectation and its actual


capacity causes a frustration that leads to aggressive mobilization. 


Gurr, Ted.  Why men rebel. New Jersey: Princeton University Press. 1970. 


� 	Johan Galtung coined the term “structural violence” to describe a  process that bars a 


group to achieving its potential development. Recognized structural violence can have a similar effect 


with relative deprivation since the group realizes structural restrictions that create a discrepancy 


between its potential and actual development. 


Galtung, J. “Violence, Peace and Peace Research” in the  Journal of Peace and Research. 6,3 (167-91). 1969.


 


� 	John Burton argues that unmet basic human needs are the sources of mobilization of a 


group. If a society or its structures prevent a group or individuals from attaining its basic human needs, the group or individuals will mobilize to satisfy their unmet basic needs. Galtung (1990) later defines four sets of basic human needs: identity, security, freedom and welfare. Basic human needs theory has become one of the leading theories in the field of conflict resolution. 


Burton, John.  Deviance, terrorism & war : the process of solving unsolved social and political problems.  New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1979.


Galtung, J. (1990).” International Development in Human Perspective,” in Burton, J (Eds), Conflict: Human  Needs Theory. London: Macmillan, 1990.	


� 	Direct violence can also suppress the groups’ ability to mobilize. Ultra-suppression can decrease the capacity to mobilize. Nevertheless, the political transition described in this framework is likely to reduce the intensity of direct violence that restricts the mobilization. Therefore, the direct violence of the past is likely to reinforce the transitional mobilization of victims in this framework. 


� 	Justice can be interpreted in various meanings and implications. A common form of justice for victimhood in the reconciliation process is compensation for victims by a new government. Reconciliation is such a complicated process that scholars of this topic are still trying to conceptualize what actually the reconciliation is. In South Africa’s reconciliation process, acts of perpetrations were divided into what was acceptable and what was not. In a similar process in Chile, reconciliation became a blanket amnesty for perpetrators and encountered criticism and mobilizations by victims and human rights activists.   


� Kriesberg, L. (1998). Constructive Conflict: From Escalation to Resolution. Maryland: Rowman & Littlefield publishers, Inc., 1998.





� 	Anticipated deprivation is one of the major variables for the mobilization of the powerful in the conflict (in Burma’s case, it is the SPDC). The dominant party in conflict worries that they would be deprived of such needs if the power relationship changes. Therefore, the dominant party tends to maintain the status quo to prevent anticipated deprivation from actually happening.


.  


� 	Crocker’s Enticing Opportunity Model (ENO) explains that emerging opportunities impel leaders of the parties to seek better alternatives to achieve their goals.


Crocker, Chester. High Noon in Southern Africa: Making Peace in a Rough Neighborhood. New York: W.W. Norton, 1992.





�Some small minority organizations active in the coalitions, such as the National Council of Union of Burma (NCUB), come from the same ethnic groups as some ceasefire organizations. Normally, these groups, like the Wa National Organization (WNO), in the coalitions are smaller in size and their ethnic groups less easily capable of being represented compared to the CFGs.


� Other several ceasefire groups (CFGs) also have potential to cooperate with the Burmans. However, since I do not have enough data to determine their trends of cooperation, I leave these groups out from my list. 


� 	The interview with the ARNO shows that its leadership has a considerable tendency towards reconciliation. The ARNO may be an exception from the list of non-cooperating groups. 


� 	Hseng, Khur (2000). Why Independence? <� HYPERLINK "http://www.shanworld.com/politics/Why.Independence/094701.asp?mContents=MainEntry&CategoriesID=Why+Independence%3F" ��http://www.shanworld.com/politics/Why.Independence/094701.asp?mContents=MainEntry&CategoriesID=Why+Independence%3F� >. July 2, 2002.





� Gurr and Haff define national minorities as subdivisions of trans-state people with a history of political autonomy and who constitute a minority in the state they reside in, but their kindred govern or control the adjacent state. Hungarians in Slovakia and Russians in Ukraine are examples of national minorities. In Burma’s case, Shan is the only national minority since both Thai and Shan people believe that they descended from a similar ethnic background


Gurr, Ted and B. Harff. Ethnic Conflict in World Politics. Oxford: Westview  Press, 1994.








� 	The data were collected among the members of the opposition groups in 2001-2. The survey was taken in Sala refugee camp in July 2001.  


� 	Among 72 surveyed participants, 45 per cent of minority participants strongly believe that Tatmadaw [military] does not represent the Burman while 26 per cent moderately think so. About 5 per cent are not sure whilst 11 per cent moderately think that the military represents Burman, and 5 per cent strongly think so. Therefore, about 71 per cent of minority participants think the military does not represent Burman. Interviews also confirm the survey data. 


� 	Ethnoclasses are a minority population with cultural and ethnical distinction different from the dominant group. Gurr (2000) proposes that ethnoclasses are also descendents of immigrants or slaves who were brought to the country for hard labor and later may possess specialized economic roles in societies. Chinese and Indian minorities in Malaysia and Burma are examples of ethnoclasses. Ethnoclasses seek to achieve equal political rights, economic opportunities, and public services within the existing system. Many ethnoclasses try to cooperate with the existing political regime to prevent them from being subject to more discrimination or to achieve group-wise opportunities.


Gurr, Ted. People Versus States: Minorities at Risk in the New Century. Washington D.C: United States Institute of Peace Press, 2000. 





� According to my observation in Tenasserim Division, the creation of militia in Burman villages is more related to peoples’ attempt to avoid the burden of the civil war than ethnic animosity. For example, the SPDC units occasionally pressure the villagers to form militia forces. At the same time, these villages have to deal with various armed rebels that frequently ask for logistic supplies and extortions. Eventually, people are too fed up to deal with various groups and suffer the burden of the civil war. They rationalize that being a SPDC’s militia requires them to comply only with the SPDC’s order. On occasions, villagers have asked the student guerrillas to give them permission to become the government’s militia because of various pressures mounted by both the SPDC and other rebel groups. 
























