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Give the People’s Power back to the People

1 Feb 2021

“Give the People’s 
Power back to the 

People”

22 Feb 2021 – Interim Public 
Administration Program

Central Committee for 
Implementation of Interim 

Local Administration

People’s Administration Team
People’s Security Team
People’s Defence Team



02

Why Community Disputes Matter
A small local dispute can reveal a larger governance problem.

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

Fragmented authority
NUG, ERO, 

customary, faith-
based, CSO and 
security forums 

overlap.

Unclear pathways
People may face 
competing rules, 

duplicated taxation 
and unsafe referrals.

Legitimacy test
Fairness, protection 
and review matter 
more than formal 

claims alone.

Research question

What dispute-

resolution architecture 

can work under 

fragmented authority 

and support 

democratic 

governance?
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Research Design and Evidence: Phase 1
Qualitative multi-case research designed for analytic transfer, not prevalence estimation.

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

Sub-case 1

Unit of Study
(Primary Case)

Sub-case 2

Sub-case 3

Embedded Units of 
Analysis

Each representing a distinct but 
interrelated dimension of local 

conflict and disputes resolution.

A selected community (or 
township) represents a unit 

of study or a case.
e.g. Disputes Over Local 
Governance and Representation

Sub-case 4

e.g. Land and Property Disputes or 
Resource Management Conflicts 

e.g. Disputes Between Displaced 
and Host Communities

e.g. Political Affiliation and Allegiances 
or Religious and Sectarian Conflicts



02

Research Design and Evidence: Phase 2
Qualitative multi-case research designed for analytic transfer, not prevalence estimation.

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

Qualitative, sequential multi-case design: embedded township cases → comparison townships → cross-bundle synthesis → practical framework 
design.

Sub-case 1

Unit of Study
(Primary Case)

Sub-case 2

Sub-case 3

Sub-case 4

Research Phase-2

Unit of Study
(Comparison Case)

Unit of Study
(Comparison Case)

Unit of Study
(Comparison Case)

Unit of Study
(Comparison Case)
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Analysis and Research-to-Practice Pathway
Qualitative multi-case research designed for analytic transfer, not prevalence estimation.

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3
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Case Selection and Research Participants
Qualitative multi-case research designed for analytic transfer, not prevalence estimation.

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

Research Site 
(Township)

NUG–ERO 
Administrative Overlap

Multiple armed groups 
within an 

administrative area

Fragmentation among 
NUG’s Administrative 

Structure

Primary 
Study Site

Comparison 
Study Site

Phyu 
(Bago Region)

Gangaw 
(Magway Region)

Wetlet 
(Sagaing Region)

Palaw (Tanintharyi)
Kalay (Sagaing Region)
Katha (Sagaing Region)

Pale (Sagaing Region)
Yinmarbin (Sagaing Region)
Mingin (Sagaing Region)
Yesagyo (Magway Region)

Mawlaik (Sagaing Region)’
Kanbalu (Sagaing Region)
Seikphyu (Magway Region)

13
Townships

60
KIIs

23
FGDs

185
Participants

(30% Female)
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Historical and Structural Roots

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

Historical and Structural 
Roots of Community 
Conflict in Myanmar

Colonial Rule and the 
Foundations of Division

Post-Independence 
Centralization and 

Ethnic Marginalisation

Military Rule and 
Structural Violence 

(1962–2011)

Ethnic Resistance 
Organizations and 

Militarized Communities

Cultural Narratives and 
Historical Memory

Legal and Institutional 
Disenfranchisement

Indirect Rule and Ethnic 
Fragmentation

Ethnic Militarisation and 
Legacy of Divide-and-Rule

Ceasefire Economies 
and Developmental 

Inequality

Parallel Governance 
and Armed Patronage

Land Grabs and 
Resource Exploitation

Ne Win’s Coup and the 
“Burmanisation” of the 

State

The Failure of the 
Panglong Agreement

Nation-Building 
Through Assimilation Weak Local Governance 

Structures

Exclusionary 
Citizenship and Legal 

Systems
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Contemporary Triggers after 2021 the Coup

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

CONTEMPORARY TRIGGERS OF 
COMMUNITY CONFLICTS 

POST-2021 COUP

Governance Fragmentation 
and Jurisdictional Ambiguity

Militarization of 
Civilian Life

Politicization of Social 
Services and 

Humanitarian Aid

Identity-Based Conflicts 
and Political Polarization

Displacement and 
Land-Based 

Tensions

Disinformation 
and the Role of 

Social Media

Cultural and Religious 
Institution Conflicts

Ethnic Power Struggles and 
Resistance Fragmentation

Foreign Investment 
and Economic Frictions

Competing Authorities and Territorial Control
Resistance Coordination Challenges
Local Legitimacy and Community Dissonance

Embedded Armed Presence in Daily Life
Targeting and Retaliation Risks
Psychological and Social Erosion

Selective Distribution & Loyalty-Based Access
Aid as a Tool of Coercion
Eroding Trust and Fragmenting Communities

Generational and Political Fault Lines
Accusations and Vigilantism
Erosion of Social Cohesion

Surge in Internal Displacement
Contested Land Ownership and Occupation
Breakdown of Mediation and Justice Systems

Weaponization of Digital Platforms
Misinformation in Low-Literacy Zones

State and Non-State Propaganda

Monastery Politics
Competition Over Religious Assets

Intra-Ethnic Rivalries Undermining Unity
Diverging Political Visions

Consequences for Civilian Protection and Aid

Chinese Influence and Local Grievances
Parallel Economies and Inequality

Rising Anti-Foreign Sentiment
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Normative and Sociological Legitimacy

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

Normative Legitimacy Sociological LegitimacyNUG
Have the Right to Rule

CRPH

2020 General Election

People widely believe 

NUG has that right

Community

Legitimacy is thus built through 

everyday governance behaviour
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Finding 1: Fragmented Authority Is the Operating Condition
There is no single recognised authority, legal system or stable dispute-resolution pathway.

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

AUTHORITY LANDSCAPE

NUG-linked
PATs and
ministries ERO-linked

administrations
and services

Customary
leaders and
community 

actors

Faith-based
leaders and
monasteries Civil society

and service
providers

Security and
armed actors

Residual /
legacy

mechanisms

WHEN FRAGMENTATION IS MISMANAGED

Forum-
shopping

Contradictory
decisions

Politicised
escalation

Coercive
override

Erosion of
trust

Key practical 
problem:

whose decision 
can hold without 

coercion?

Impact on 
Legitimacy
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Finding 2: Everyday Disputes Quickly Become Political
Ordinary grievances become tests of authority, loyalty and legitimacy.

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

EVERY/DAY PROBLEM

Land boundary • debt • 

inheritance • neighbour 

conflict • family issue • aid 

list • school contribution

TOUCHES AUTHORITY

Who decides? 

Who benefits? 

Which rules count? ‘

Is the process fair?

POLITICAL FRAMING

• Factional lens 

• security label 

• disloyalty accusation 

• armed patronage

LEGITIMACY STRESS

Forum-shopping, 

retaliation, armed 

intervention or 

disengagement

TWO DIVERGING PATHWAYS

When rules are unclear or complaints ignored:

people interpret decisions through factional lenses → 

disputes escalate → coercive actors enter → trust falls.

When disputes are handled fairly:

people are heard, reasons are explained, records exist, 

armed interference is limited → early trust grows.

Implication: dispute resolution is part of political governance, not a narrow mediation task.



02

Finding 3: a Two-Track Reality
Routine disputes can be handled locally; high-risk disputes need protected pathways.

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

TRACK A: ROUTINE / CIVILIAN
Handled locally when participation is safe

Typical cases
• Low-risk land boundaries
• Neighbour disputes
• Minor service or payment issues
• Family/inheritance issues without 
harm

Local forums
• Elders and village committees
• PATs and sector bodies
• Religious/community figures

Outcome aim
Workable agreement, reduced tension, 
follow-up

Risk triggers that move a case 
out of ordinary mediation

• Armed patron or powerful actor 
involved

• Security framing or accusation 
politics

• Taxation, extraction or revenue 
stream involved

• Fear of retaliation, intimidation 
or coercion

• GBV, child protection, 
detention, abuse or sensitive 
harm

• Forum-shopping and 
contradictory decisions 
escalate

TRACK B: HIGH-RISK / PROTECTED
Requires confidentiality, referral and oversight

High-risk categories
• Coercion-linked or armed-actor cases
• GBV, domestic and sexual violence
• Child protection concerns
• Detention, abuse or unlawful 

confinement
• Collaboration accusations / political 

cases

Protected pathway requirements
• Confidential intake and safety 

assessment
• Survivor-centred referral
• Documentation with evidence care
• Review, oversight and anti-retaliation 

safeguards
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Finding 4: Inclusion Is Safe Access
A committee can be representative while its complaint pathway remains inaccessible.

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

Representation ≠ 
inclusion

Including women, youth, IDPs or minorities on a 
committee is important, but not sufficient.

Access must be safe, confidential and 
practically usable without stigma or retaliation.

BARRIERS IDENTIFIED IN THE RESEARCH

Women and GBV survivors
shame, family pressure, 
unsafe forums, lack of 
confidential referral

Youth and poorer households
limited influence, weak 
connections, low confidence to 
challenge local authorities

IDPs and marginalised groups
travel risk, exposure at 
checkpoints, information 
leakage, exclusion from lists

Accused or politically suspect 
people
fear of retaliation, weak appeal, 
pressure to accept coercive 
settlement

DESIGN REQUIREMENTS FOR INCLUSION

Safe entry points
No one should have to 
complain publicly to an 

unsafe forum.

Clear routing rules
Sensitive cases must not be 

forced into ordinary 
mediation.

Defined CSO roles
Women’s, youth, IDP and 
trusted CSO actors need 

referral and feedback roles.

Balanced records
Documentation must 

support accountability 
without exposing people.

Analytical caution: under-reporting of GBV, child protection, detention, abuse and accusation-related cases may signal 

unsafe access, not low occurrence.
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Discussion: What Do These Findings Mean?
Dispute resolution is a public service and a site of legitimacy-making.

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

Everyday procedures produce or erode legitimacy.

1. Dispute resolution as public service

A school dispute, aid-list complaint, checkpoint 
grievance or land case can determine whether services 
function and whether people trust administrators.

2. Legitimacy is relational and procedural

Authorities may claim legitimacy through mandate, 
revolution, territory or history; communities judge them 
through daily conduct.

3. Wartime governance must be civilianised and 
reviewable

Coercive closure may produce compliance, but it does 
not produce legitimate resolution.

4. Legal pluralism requires layered interfaces

The goal is not to eliminate local, customary, ERO or 
CSO mechanisms; it is to connect them safely and 
prevent coercive override.

The future value of resistance governance depends less on whether it exists than on whether it can be 
fair, protective, accountable and reviewable.
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From Research to Practice

Source: conference paper, Sections 1–3

Research Framework Trainer Manual ToT delivery Cascade training
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Community / village Township / district Macro / NUG–ERO interfaces

Track A
Routine / civilian

Routine village-anchored 
resolution and follow-up

Coordination, caseflow 
discipline, review when needed

Standards and interface rules 
keeping Track A predictable

Track B
Protected / high-

risk

Confidential entry, safety 
planning, immediate referral—no 

forced mediation

Protected pathway management, 
oversight, review and referral 

coordination

Protection standards, escalation 
interfaces and minimum 

safeguards across systems

Policy implications: standardise intake, routing, review, revenue transparency and safe 

complaints; bound armed roles; fund coaching, referral maps, light documentation and 

learning systems.

Source: conference paper, Section 7

3-Layer, 2-Track Architecture
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Conclusion: Three Takeaways

1. Fragmented authority is the normal operating condition.

2. Legitimacy is produced through everyday procedural behaviour.

3. Civilian, layered and protected pathways can become foundations for federal-democratic governance.

A new Myanmar is being shaped not only at national and military frontlines, but 

through the everyday practice of resolving disputes fairly.
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