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Indonesian Parliament, Corruption Eradication
Commission and Sukhoi Fighter Jet Procurement
Institute for Defense Security and Peace Studies*

The procurement process of Sukhoi fighter jet is still showing irregularities and lack of transparency from Indonesian
government. Ministry of Defense promised the Parliament House to use state loans instead of commercial credit in Sukhoi fighter
jet procurement. However, as reported by the media, the Ministry of Defense is still using commercial credit in this procurement,
with excuse that the Russian government has refused the use of state loans.
In fact, this excuse is very strange considering that the Russian government through its Ambassador, has signaled Indonesian
government to use the state loan facility amounting US$ 1 billion in every arms procurement from Russia. The inability of
Indonesian government to amend state loan facility from Russia is deeply questionable.
We strongly perceive that the use of commercial credit in this procurement is to allow the involvement of the third party (broker)
namely PT Trimarga Rekatama. As a result, the price of Sukhoi fighter jet became dramatically leverage as it has been reported to
the Corruption Eradication Commission. This incident also proves that Indonesian government does continue to open up a space
for the presence of brokers in arms procurement, a practice that is highly prone to corruption.
The government, again, argues that PT. Trimarga Rekatama only assist the administration process in the procurement. This
argument is unacceptable since the Russian side –in this case, Rosoborontexport- could have been asked Ministry of Defense of
Indonesia that has bigger capability and capacity in terms of administration compared to PT Trimarga Rekatama. Moreover,
Rosoboronexport actually has already had an office in Jakarta, so the involvement of the third party (PT Trimarga Rekatama) is
obviously suspicious.
The procurement of Sukhoi jet fighter by Ministry of Defense of Indonesia using commercial credit is very disappointing. This
procurement process should be cancelled until official investigation from the Corruption Eradication Commission is issued and
proves that there are no mishaps in the procurement process.

We demand Corruption Eradication Commission to play an active role in conducting the follow up of Civil Society Coalition’s
report regarding the irregularities of this procurement process. Corruption Eradication Commission should not be afraid in
conducting the follow up of any reports submitted by civil society, the Corruption Eradication Commission should also not be
selective in investigating cases of alleged irregularities.
Through this paper, we would also like to convey our deep condolences to the family of victims of Sukhoi demo flight crash in
Mt. Salak, West Java. Indonesian Parliament should have called all parties involved in that crash accident, in which PT Trimarga
Rekatama is also one of the facilitators of the flight demo.
We do express our disappointment upon this tragedy that has caused the loss of lives and has become an international spotlight.
In the mids of this case, PT Trimarga Regatama remains silent. Mr. Sudjito Ng, the owner of the company has never once speaks
to the media regarding this case and this accident.

*IDSPS and Civil Society Coalition for Security Sector Reform
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We also demand the Parliament and the Corruption Eradication Commission to investigate further the relationship between
Sudjito Ng with Indonesia’s President and his family, as many pictures of them are circulated in the media. Eventhough the
pictures have not been able to demonstrate a close relationship between the president and the owner of PT Trimarga Rekatama,
but these pictures can be a prefix to explore the extent of the relationship between the two.
It should be kept in mind that Civil Society Coalition does not intend to prevent Indonesian government in its arms
modernization efforts. We are as Indonesian citizen will be proud if we have strong and capable military forces. However, this
effort should not justify the lack of transparency and accountability in any means. If the Minister of Defense of Indonesia able to
meet demands of transparency and accountability in arms procurements, it will enhance the public trust and the positive image of
the Government for its all arms modernization efforts.

An ASEAN Human Rights Declaration,
for what and for whom?
Memen Lauzon-Gatmaytan, Initiatives for International Dialogue (IID) *

With the Association of South East Asian Nations’ (ASEAN) firm resolve towards regional integration for a truly developed
ASEAN-community comes the commitment for the protection of human rights and promotion of fundamental freedoms of all
ASEAN peoples. This is actually a responsibility of ASEAN governments that is exactly being demanded of them by their
peoples.
In its effort to build a people-centered community, ASEAN through its regional human rights mechanism the ASEAN Intergovernmental Commission on Human Rights (AICHR) has started the crafting of an ASEAN Human Rights Declaration. The
Declaration is planned for adoption by the regional body at the next heads of state summit in Cambodia later this year.
Advertently or inadvertently, the drafting of the said declaration has been a guarded process, wherein the working draft has not
been released until recently; while consultations have been called both in regional and national levels, these however had limited
participation by civil society organizations in the region. This leads us to ask what and whose benefit is the ASEAN Human
Rights Declaration for. Is it for the sake of political exigency of states and governments, or is it for the peoples of the region? Is it
for the people’s collective or individual rights? Is it for genuine concern and commitment for the fulfillment of human rights or is
it to impress the global community? Rhetorically speaking ASEAN has a lot of headway already but is still lacking in essence and
substance both in concrete practice and actual translation of its elegant language at the ground level that should make a difference
in people’s lives.
It is in this context that the Initiatives for International Dialogue (IID) has submitted some inputs into the draft Human Rights
Declaration to clearly manifest its position that the ASEAN declaration on human rights should be relevant to concrete situations
on the ground and must be aligned with international standards and norms specifically as it relates to women and other
marginalized sectors of society.
Below is the copy of the submission.
PROPOSED SUBMISSION
FOR THE DRAFT ASEAN HUMAN RIGHTS DECLARATION
By: Initiatives for International Dialogue (IID) and Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict- South East
Asia (GPPAC-SEA)*
Rationale for Submission
It should be noted that contemporary South East Asia is host to various kinds of conflicts, many of which are brutal and
longstanding. A closer look of these regional conflicts reveals that the legacy of colonialism is a recurring factor. Peoples'
struggles for self-determination stem from the artificial configurations created by western colonizers, as well as the neglect and
injustice imposed by elite-dominated, authoritarian governments. But the suppression of legitimate dissent has spiraled into
armed conflicts, many of which involve non-state armed groups who have been tagged most often as “terrorists.”
Also, many of the contemporary conflicts in the region occur along ethnic and religious lines, highlighting the complexity of
ethnic and religious relations in the prevailing political context. This condition has been exacerbated with the uneven development
between countries and within countries further aggravated by neo-liberal economic policies imposed by rich and developed
countries in the North. Economic disparities and power inequalities are even more pronounced and acute among the region’s
indigenous communities.
At least, four out of ten ASEAN member countries are confronted with internal armed conflicts- Burma, Philippines, Indonesia
and Thailand. Intra-state conflicts in the region are very pronounced as assertions of ethnic identity, right to self-determination
and control over resources and territory.
*IID is a member of the Solidarity for Democratization Movements in Asia (SDMA) and focal point of Solidarity for Asian People’s Advocacy
(SAPA) Working Group on Peace and Security
The Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict-South East Asia (GPPAC-SEA) is a regional network of civil society organizations
working for conflict prevention and peace building in the region with active members from Burma, Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines,
Timor Leste and Vietnam; with IID as its regional secretariat based in the Philippines.

Inter-state conflicts in the region due to territorial disputes and cross-boundary migration issues affect countries like Thailand and
Cambodia, Malaysia and Philippines, Burma and Thailand, Thailand and Malaysia, and to a lesser degree with Brunei, Laos and
Vietnam. Other neighboring countries are also parties to these conflicts such as China, Bangladesh and India.
Specifically, the Thai-Cambodia border conflict over the Preah Vihear temple has slipped into a full-blown tension when
thousands of troops from both sides were deployed in 2008. This caused the displacement of thousands of residents in the border
areas.
Other cases of land dispute in the region include the Philippines’ “dormant claim to Malaysia’s Sabah State in northern Borneo;
Brunei and Malaysia have been involved in the Limbang dispute in Sarawak; Thailand and Laos have continuing talks to settle
ownership of disputed villages.” (Vo Xuan Vinh, Institute for Southeast Asian Studies, Vietnam, a paper presented at ACSC 2011
“Security Issues in Southeast Asia-Challenges and Prospects”)
The territorial dispute at sea that affects South East Asian countries is the long-running claim by China over the Scarborough
Shoal in South China Sea or West Philippine Sea which is being contested by Philippines, Vietnam, Malaysia and Brunei.
In 2008, 16 major armed conflicts were active in 15 locations around the world (SIPRI Yearbook) and half of these were found
in Asia. Afghanistan, India, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, Philippines, and Burma have been cited as among those affected. It does not yet
include the other ongoing and incipient conflicts based on ethnicity, political ideology and struggles for peoples' right to selfdetermination such as that of Nagaland, the Rohingyas, the Chittagong Hill Tracts, West Papua in Indonesia, South Thailand, and
Nepal among others. Notably, all these are intra-state conflicts and reflects some degree of violations of human rights perpetrated
by the state.
Where are the women in these conflict situations?
Women account for half of the population in these countries affected by either inter-state or intra-state conflicts. During intense
armed conflict, they are the first to evacuate with their children. In fact, in evacuation centers or IDP (internally displaced
persons) camps women and children comprise the majority. Women and girls are the most vulnerable of all victims of conflict.
This has been evidenced by many reports wherein women are specifically targeted in armed conflict situations and the rape of
women have been used as a weapon of war. This had happened in East Timor during the twenty-four years of Indonesian
occupation and is happening now in ethnic communities in Burma, and in West Papua, where women are raped by Indonesian
security forces, and are subjected to forced sterilization and other forms of sexual violence.
Women bear the greatest burden as mothers, widows, caregivers and breadwinners. As survivors of armed conflict, women
help reconstruct war-damaged communities.
In most armed conflict situations, women can also be found as combatants or partisan members of the conflicting parties.
While on the other hand, there are women who are often found to be the peace promoter, community organizer or rebuilder and
IDP camp managers or administrators. They also exercise leadership roles in the community although informally especially when
men are the ones recognized to occupy formal leadership positions.
Women have been found to be mostly vulnerable to human trafficking, forced migration, forced labor, illegal recruitment,
forced prostitution and gender-based sexual violence.
The United Nations Security Council Resolution 1325
UNSCR 1325 on women, peace and security is an international instrument that was preceded by numerous international
documents, treaties and statements such as that of the CEDAW in 1979, the Beijing Declaration and Platform for Action in 1995,
the ECOSOC Agreed Conclusions on Gender Mainstreaming in 1997, the Security Council Presidential Statement (Bangladesh)
on 8 March 2000, the Windhoek Declaration and the Namibia Plan of Action on Mainstreaming a Gender Perspective in Multidimensional Peace Support Operations in May 2000, and the Outcome Document of the UN General Assembly Special Session on
Women 2000: Gender Equality, Development and Peace for the 21st Century.
It was adopted by the UN Security Council on October 30, 2000 and is considered a historic and unprecedented UN resolution as
it finally and officially recognizes the fact that armed conflicts affect women and men differently and the undeniable great impact
of war or armed conflict on women and children.
UNSCR 1325 calls upon the Security Council, UN Secretary-General, member states and all other parties i.e. non-state actors,
militias, humanitarian agencies, civil society to take actions on four inter-related areas: 1) participation of women in decisionmaking and peace processes; 2) gender perspectives and training in peacekeeping; 3) protection of women; and 4) gender
mainstreaming in UN reporting systems and programmatic implementation mechanisms.
In the ASEAN, only the Philippines and Indonesia have clear plans of action on implementing UNSCR 1325 among the twentyeight UN member states that have developed a National Action Plan on UNSCR 1325.

Proposed Inputs to the ASEAN Human Rights Declaration
Preamble or General Principles
As ASEAN genuinely desires to be a region where lasting peace, security and stability are fully enjoyed by the people
regardless of class, creed, disability, gender or ethnicity, it is expedient on the regional body and its member states to
demonstrate a firm resolve in addressing the situation of women and children in armed conflict and post-conflict situations, in
line with its commitment to guarantee the exercise and enjoyment of their human rights and fundamental freedoms as set forth
in the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women and other regional and international
instruments such as UNSCR 1325 on women, peace and security and UNSCR 1820 on sexual violation in armed conflict
situations.
For ASEAN to be truly conducive to the full realization of human security, the promotion and protection of the rights of women
to meaningful political participation and protection from all forms of violence and discrimination should be part of its norms and
standards that are directly translated into actual governmental programs and activities across member states.
The ASEAN Human Rights Declaration must also contain a section on Rights of Women and Children.
Under this section the following provision may be included:
In accordance with the UN Security Council Resolution 1325, member states are under obligation to ensure the
participation of women in all decision-making and peace processes, and the promotion and protection of their rights; for this
purpose ASEAN member states shall take all appropriate measures including legislation to ensure meaningful political
participation of women.
For purposes of cooperation among ASEAN member states in the promotion and protection of human rights, the following
provision may be included:
That member states are committed to cooperate among themselves and with the leadership of the association the sharing of
resources and increased contribution in developing a regional and national level ACTION PLAN for the implementation of the
UN Security Council Resolution 1325.

Will the National Cemetery Offer Space to Military
Rebels?
Jeong Yeong-dae, Contributor of Jumeokbab* (The May Uprising)

Francisco Goya, the Spanish painter of the 18th century, was a genius with a penetrating insight for revealing the absurdity of
human nature and revealed its naked face in the vicissitudes of history. Goya lived in an age of savagery and reaction engulfed by
darkness where madness-controlled men, as if turned into vampires, openly exposed their frightening teeth. Capricho No 43, one
of Goya’s 80 aquatint prints, is a masterpiece that shows the painter’s insightful understanding of history. The title of the capricho
is “El sueño de la razón produce monstruos (The Sleep of Reason Produces Monsters).”
The victory of the right, the return of the ghost of dictatorship
On August 9, “Balada triste de trompeta,” a Spanish movie, was released in Korea. The background of the film is the Spanish
civil war provoked by Franco’s fascist movement as he launched a coup against the Popular Front government from Morocco on
July 17, 1936. The civil war lasted for about three years until April 1, 1939, the day of the Republican National Front
government’s surrender in Madrid. During the three years of the war, at least 350 thousand people were killed and 500 thousand
people sought exile. Persecution continued after the war in which 300 people were executed or imprisoned for political reasons.
In the movie, Javier, a sad clown, opposes the violence of Sergio, a funny clown, and obtains the love of Natalia, a beautiful
woman. As you may have already recognized, the sad clown, the funny clown, and Natalia respectively symbolize the Spanish
people, the fascist dictatorship of Franco, and Spain. The movie, which is titled “The Last Circus” in English, expresses the strong
will of the Spanish people as they challenged the dictatorship of the Franco regime.
Recently, a controversy arose in Spain. In the general election last year, the rightist Partido Popular (People’s Party) won and
the party cancelled a plan of the previous Socialist government to relocate the remains of Franco. Currently, Franco is buried in a
church in Valle de los Caídos (the Valley of the Fallen). Also buried there are the remains of thousands of the victims of the
Spanish civil war. In sum, both Franco the harmer and the victims are buried in the same location.
In June 10, a eulogy for Pinochet was sung in Santiago, the capital of Chile. In the morning of the day, “Pinochet,” a
documentary that extols Augusto Pinochet, the dictator, was shown. Pinochet launched a coup on September 11, 1973 and crushed
the government of Allende, the first democratically elected government in the history of Chile. According to official Chile
government records, more than 3,000 people lost their lives during the 17-year dictatorial rule of Pinochet. Of the 3,000 victims,
the remains of 1200 people are still not found. In addition, there are up to 50,000 victims of illegal confinement and torture.
After he lost a plebiscite in 1990, Pinochet went into retirement and was investigated on charges of violation of human rights
including torture and murder, and corruption including embezzlement. His followers in the military, the police, and intelligence
services, who committed crimes against humanity, were brought to justice. However, Pinochet never even had to appear in court
until his death on December 10, 2006. The former dictator, however, could not fully rest in peace. Fearing vandalism targeting his
tomb, Pinochet ordered in his will cremation of his body. The 2010 presidential election was won by the National Renewal
Coalition for Change, a union of rightist parties, led by Sebastián Piñera. As a result, positive reevaluation of Pinochet’s rule
began to surface.
At our own shores: Military Rebels Chun Doo-hwan and Roh Tae-woo may be buried at the National Cemetery
Chun Doo-hwan and Roh Tae-woo, who were punished for their role in the December 12 Military Coup and ensuing rebellion,
may be buried at the National Cemetery.
On February 27, 2012, the Ministry of Patriots and Veterans Affairs revised the National Cemetery Act. According to the act,
those who cannot be buried at the National Cemetery include the following: people who lost Korean nationality status; people
who were fired by impeachment or disciplinary punishment; people judged by the Committee for Review of the National
Cemetery Burial Qualification as “harming the honor of the National Cemetery”; and people who correspond to the provisions of
the Article 79(1-1) or 79(1-3) of the Act on the Honorable Treatment and Support of Persons, etc. of Distinguished Services to the
State.
* “Jumeokbab”, the May 18 quarterly is a seasonal cultural magazine which aims to promote the spirit of the May 18 Democratization Movement
among citizen.

Chun Doo-hwan and Roh Tae-woo on Trial

Article 79(1) of the Act prohibits “Men and Women of National Merit” status to those who committed (1) violation of the
National Security Act, (2) rebellion-purpose murders, and (3) parricide & matricide, abduction of minors, and violent act punished
by more than a year of imprisonment. However, Article 4 of the National Cemetery Act allows burial of people who committed
rebellion-purpose murders. As a result, nothing prevents Chun and Roh—who cannot become “Men of National Merit”— from
being reviewed for burial eligibility at the National Cemetery. For their roles in the military rebellion and treason, Chun and Roh
were sentenced to life imprisonment and 17 years’ imprisonment respectively by the Supreme Court in April 1997. They were
pardoned on December 21 of the same year but their honors and decorations were cancelled in 2006.
Originally, violators of the Act on Anti-National Behaviors were denied the honor of “Men and Women of National Merit” in
accordance with the Article 79(2) of the act. The article, which was removed in 1996 by a court decision saying that the article
was anti-constitutional, was revived in 2005 when the Act on the National Cemetery was enacted. Although the issue was raised at
the 18th National Assembly, the act was not revised. Not revising the act and trusting the good judgment of the Committee for
Review of National Cemetery Burial Qualification was a mistake. Another potential source of trouble is the Article 2(1) of the Act
on State Funeral. According to the article, Chun and Roh can be buried at the National Cemetery if they are given state funerals.
The eligibility for state funerals is decided by the cabinet meeting upon the request of the Minister of Public Administration and
Security who considers the opinion of the family of the deceased.
Therefore, in this situation, political will is the most important. In August, Ahn Hyeon-tae, the Chief of Presidential Security for
Chun during the Fifth Republic, was buried at the National Cemetery. Louder voices of concern are heard. It is because the case of
Ahn is a bad precedent that would allow Chun and Roh, who are responsible for the military coup and the Gwangju Massacre, to
be buried at the National Cemetery.
The Presidential election will be held in December. The candidate of the ruling party is someone who beautifies the May 6
Military Coup d’Etat as “the revolution for saving the nation” and who is used to calling Chun “brother.”
We should be reminded of Goya’s warning that “the sleep of reason produces monsters.” We should also not forget that 76 proJapanese collaborators, who appear in the Biographical Dictionary of Pro-Japanese Collaborators, as well as four military rebels
including Ahn Hyeon-tae, Yu Hak-seong, Jeong Do-yeong, and Jeong Dong-ho are already buried at the cemetery.

News from the SDMA Member Organizations

1. New Publication on “Internet and Social Media in Asia” and the Asia Pacific Regional Internet Governance
Forum (APrIGF)
In July 2012, FORUM-ASIA produced a new publication titled, “Internet and Social Media in Asia: Battleground for Freedom
of Expression”. The publication is an analysis of the situation of freedom of expression on the Internet and social media in Asia,
based on reviews of legislations and case studies compiled from two regional symposiums on freedom of expression that was
organized by FORUM-ASIA and several other freedom of expression advocacy groups in 2011 and 2012.
The publication was launched at the Asia Pacific Regional Internet Governance Forum, a multi-stakeholder meeting that
involves governments, the private sector, as well as civil society across the region on issues relating to the Internet, held in Tokyo,
Japan, on 18-20 July 2012.
One of the main trends identified in the publication is the heightened measures to censor, block or filter out online contents
during specific key political events. The publication warned that this trend is expected to worsen considering the rise of popular
movements that are critical of governments in many countries across Asia, coupled with several scheduled elections across the
region in the next couple of years.
Another trend identified in the publication is that restrictions on freedom of expression online are implemented by governments
in a non-transparent manner, making it extremely difficult to determine whether these measures taken are indeed legitimate,
necessary and proportionate under international human rights law.
The publication also highlighted the increase of law amendments and new laws by governments in the region to further restrict
freedom of expression on grounds of national security, cyber security, defamation and incitement to hatred; as well as the
increasing liability of intermediaries over online contents, and the growing pressure on intermediaries to play the role of
regulating the Internet.
Based on these trends, FORUM-ASIA made specific recommendations to governments, the private sector, and judicial bodies
in the region to respect, promote and protect freedom of expression and other rights in accordance to international human rights
laws and standards at all times. The findings and recommendations of this publication were presented by FORUM-ASIA to
various governments, the private sector, and other relevant stakeholders at the Asia Pacific Regional Internet Governance Forum
in Tokyo, Japan.
“Internet and Social Media in Asia: Battleground for Freedom of Expression”, can be downloaded from: http://www.forumasia.org/?p=14295
Besides the launch of its publication, FORUM-ASIA also organized a panel discussion on the topic of “Civil society in Internet
governance/policymaking” at the Asia Pacific Regional Internet Governance Forum. The panel discussion discussed the policy
objectives of civil society in Internet governance, as well as the means for truly multi-stakeholder participation in various fora.
The question of civil society engagement in Internet governance was also assessed and discussed both in terms of its process, as
well as its outcomes.
2.

Regional Consultation on ASEAN and Human Rights, and Advocacy on the ASEAN Human Rights Declaration

On 20-21 June 2012, FORUM-ASIA and the Solidarity for Asian People’s Advocacy Task Force on ASEAN and Human Rights
(SAPA TFAHR) co-organized the 5th Regional Consultation on ASEAN and Human Rights on 20-21 June 2012 in Kuala Lumpur.
This consultation was held with the aim of preparing civil society organizations attending the consultation meeting with ASEAN
Intergovernmental Commission on Human Rights (AICHR), who is currently drafting the ASEAN Human Rights Declaration
(AHRD) and was holding a regional consultation meeting with civil society organizations on the AHRD for the first time on 22
June 2012 in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia.
Around 40 representatives from national, regional and international NGOs participated in the regional consultation organized
by FORUM-ASIA and SAPA TFAHR. During this meeting, a civil society joint submission on the AHRD was produced and

presented in the AICHR consultation on 22 June 2012.
On 8 July 2012, the AICHR met with the ASEAN Foreign Ministers Meeting (AMM) in Phnom Penh and submitted the AHRD
to the ASEAN foreign ministers for review. Unfortunately, the ASEAN foreign ministers were not able to reach a consensus on
making the draft AHRD public. The AHRD is now scheduled to be officially adopted during the 21st ASEAN Summit in
November 2012. The AICHR subsequently decided to organize a second regional consultation meeting on the AHRD with civil
society organization on 12 September 2012 in Manila, the Philippines.
3.

5th Human Rights Defenders Forum

FORUM-ASIA held its biennial Human Rights Defenders Forum on 3-5 September 2012 in Bangkok, Thailand. The forum was
attended by about 100 participants comprising national-level NGO and civil society activists from various countries across the
region, regional and international NGO representatives, embassies, academics, and representatives from the UN. The UN Special
Rapporteur on the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and of association, Maina Kiai, also attended and participated in the
three-day meeting.
Among the highlights of the forum was a half-day dialogue between human rights defenders and the Special Rapporteur on the
situations of freedom of assembly and association in the participants’ respective countries, particularly in relation to the threats
and challenges that human rights defenders face in the context of their work. One of the trends which were identified by the
participants during the dialogue was the increasing government controls over the activities of NGOs and civil society
organizations through various means – including the introduction of new legislations and the increasing use of existing ones to
regulate the activities of NGOs, in particular their funding and through tough registration processes. It was clearly noted that these
efforts are likely to shrink the space for civil society.
The forum also revisited the Vienna Declaration and Programme of Action (VDPA), an outcome document of the 1993 World
Conference on Human Rights held in Vienna, Austria, which affirmed that all human rights are universal, indivisible, interrelated
and interdependent and provided for a common set of action points in strengthening the promotion and protection of human rights
around the globe. On the occasion of 20 years of the VDPA in 2013 and after two decades of FORUM-ASIA’s work as a regional
human rights organization, the forum discussed the achievements and challenges of Asian human rights defenders in light of the
VDPA, and reexamined its relevance in the contemporary context with a view to envisaging the ways forward for the regional
human rights movement.

News from the SDMA Member Organizations

INTRODUCTION
The Initiatives for International Dialogue (IID) as a regional solidarity organization has identified Burma as one of its focus
areas. For more than a decade now, it has campaigned for democratization in Burma through various activities both in the
Philippines and in the region. Given the present conditions obtaining in the country, IID has embarked on a careful study of the
developments by conducting a visit into the country, to gather data and validate information gathered from various sources and by
undertaking in-depth analysis along with developing a campaign plan with IID solidarity partners and networks in the
Philippines. In its effort to intensify its solidarity with the Burmese peoples during this crucial and defining period in the history
of Burma, a comprehensive Democratization Campaign has been launched anew by IID. Even as a continuing analysis and
understanding of the current dynamics in Burma is in order, a campaign paper has been developed for this purpose and IID wishes
to share this with readers of the SDMA Issue Brief to generate broader regional solidarity for Burma’s genuine democratization.

A concept paper for democratization campaign in Burma
Pushing for genuine democratic reforms in Burma: The role of the solidarity movement
Initiatives for International Dialogue (IID)
CONTEXT:
Human rights and democracy in Burma are long-standing concerns for the international community and civil organizations
since 1962 when then General Ne Win took control of Burma through a bloody coup d'état. Since then until 2011, the State Law
Order and Restoration Council (SLORC), which after its collapse, reconstituted and renamed itself as State Peace and
Development Council (SPDC) in 1997 considers ‘democracy’ as a non-sense topic—a taboo where its mere mention would mean
torture, political persecution, harassment, and in most cases, long term imprisonment. The whole country is like a garrison state.
This paper aims to contextualize the past and current political trends in Burma in the hope to come up with a concrete package
of campaign and advocacy lines and proposals as a contribution of the solidarity movement, particularly the Philippine solidarity
groups for genuine democratization process in Burma.
I - THE TIMELINE OF MILITARY DICTATORSHIP IN BURMA
The peoples of Burma have been struggling for change and political reforms for almost five decades now. Let’s take a look on
how the military junta of Burma managed to institutionalize “martial law” in Burma and maintained its grasp to power.
1988 - Two years after the EDSA Revolution in the Philippines, the world saw the peoples of Burma, youth and students in
particular, flooding the streets of Rangoon in August 8, 1988 with the demand for a regime change. However, this popular uprising
was met with a brute force by Burma's military rulers. Many mostly student leaders and monks were arrested, tortured and killed.
1989 - The military government officially changed the English translations of many colonial-era names; among these changes was
the alteration of the name of the country to "Myanmar". The renaming remains a contested issue. Many political and ethnic
opposition groups, and countries continue to use "Burma" because they do not recognize the legitimacy of the ruling military
government or its authority to rename the country.
1990 - The aspirations of the people for democracy were reflected once again in the 1990 General Elections where the Aung San
Suu Kyi’s party, the National League for Democracy (NLD) garnered 80% of the seats in parliament (392 out of the total 489
seats). However, the military regime refused to honor the results of the poll and went as far as jailing members of the NLD
including leaders of ethnic parties. To escape persecution, thousands of activists flew to the border areas of Thailand, Bangladesh
and India.

2003 - After her freedom from 19 months house arrest on May 6, 2002 Daw Aung San Suu Kyi began her organization trips
outside of Rangoon. Her release from house arrest was unconditional and as approved by the SPDC she could freely travel
throughout the country. The Depayin Massacre happened on 30 May 2003 in Tabayin, a town in Myanmar's Sagaing Division
when more than 100 people associated with the National League for Democracy were killed by reportedly government-sponsored
mob. Slingshots and pellets were found in the car of Aung San Suu Kyi.
Since 1996, some reports confirmed that responsible personnel of USDA, the civilian component of the military regime have
been plotting the assassination of Daw Aung San Suu Kyi and making verbal personal attacks on the General Secretary of the
National Language for Democracy. The Depayin incident is indeed a practical move to bring about their intention. Aung San Suu
Kyi was hurt but survided the incident.
2003 - Burma's roadmap to democracy officially the Roadmap to Discipline-flourishing Democracy), announced by General
Khin Nyunt on 30 August 2003 in state media, provided a seven-step process in restoring democracy in the Burma. Endorsed by
the State Peace and Development Council, it essentially describes the reassembly of the National Convention with the task to
write a constitution, hold a national referendum to approve the constitution, hold general elections to elect members to the Hluttaw
(legislative body), and finally hold parliamentary sessions.
The United Nations, media and pro-democracy groups were critical of the road map, for its lack of set deadlines or time frames
and the bizarre rules being imposed during National Conventions described as “sham’ by the international community.
2007 - The arbitrary increase in the prices of fuel and gasoline in September of 2007 in Burma triggered another uprising similar
to what happened in 1988. However, unlike the 1988 uprising which was led by the student movement, this Saffron Revolution
was led primarily by Burma’s highest moral authority, the monks. It was also characterized by spontaneous outbreaks by the
people, and by defections from mid-level officers of the military command.
This uprising which many Burma observers hoped could have led to a regime change was again brutally suppressed. The
military regime in an affront to common decency barbarically slaughtered defenseless civilians and arrested thousands including
Min Ko Naing and other generation 88 activists and monks, who were sentenced to 65 years imprisonment.
In his December 7, 2007, report to the UN General Assembly, Special Rapporteur on the Situation of Human Rights in
Myanmar Paulo Sergio Pinheiro stated that there were over 30 fatalities in Rangoon associated with the September 2007 protests.
In retribution for leading protest marches, monks were beaten and arrested, many monks were disrobed, and several monasteries
were raided, ransacked, and closed. In addition to the more than 1,100 political prisoners whose arrests predate the crackdown,
another thousand or more were detained due to their participation in the September 2007 protests.
2008 – Diligent to accomplish its flawed and highly criticized Road Map to democracy, a constitutional referendum, which
promised a "discipline-flourishing democracy", was held on 10 May 2008 and the name of the country was changed from the
Union of Myanmar to the Republic of the Union of Myanmar.
The military government carried out the referendum amidst the calamity situation caused by Cyclone Nargis. Although the
referendum was rigged with irregularities and massive cheating, the government, in an attempt to legitimize the referendum
announced that 92.48% of voters approved the constitution, with a 98% voter turnout. Independent observers, civil society
organizations, UN and ASEAN do not consider those figures to be credible.
In November 2008, the SPDC imposed harsh sentences on large numbers of political prisoners it had arrested including some
prominent activists like Min Ko Naing and Ko Ko Gyi. As expected, the trials of political prisoners were closed and did not
appear to meet minimum standards of due process. Many activists were convicted, mainly in closed-door hearings, of unlawful
association, illegally distributing print and video media, or generally destabilizing national security and were given lengthy
sentences, some as long as 65-68 years.
2009 - On May 14, 2009, security forces took Aung San Suu Kyi and her two assistants were charged by the junta with baseless
crimes related to an uninvited U.S. citizen who reportedly swam to her home. With a trial that was globally viewed as unfair and
baseless, on August 11, 2009, Aung San Suu Kyi and her two assistants were convicted of violating the terms of her house arrest.
The international community criticized her conviction and subsequent sentence to an additional 18 months of house arrest.
2010 - Taking off from the 7-step roadmap to democracy, the government in March 2010 published widely criticized national
elections and party registration laws to govern the conduct of elections planned for 2010. The laws annulled the results of the 1990
elections, barred political prisoners from party membership and parliamentary candidacy, and granted broad authority to the
regime-appointed Union Election Commission to oversee and regulate political party activities.
In the month of April all active-duty cabinet ministers reportedly resigned from their military positions, reportedly to prepare
for candidacy in the 2010 elections. Prime Minister Thein Sein was appointed head of the pro-government Union Solidarity and
Development Party.
Two decades have passed, the military rulers of Burma once again called for an election, which according to them, will bring
progress to the country. Faithful to their so-called roadmap to democracy, the junta assured that the 2010 elections will be under

their full-control. The government issued five election laws that are seen unfair and repressive and has effectively excluded Aung
San Suu Kyi and other opposition parties with severe restrictions on freedoms of information, expression and assembly.
Burma held its first elections in 20 years on November 7, 2010. The international community condemned the poll as neither
free nor fair. The regime proxy Union Solidarity and Development Party won over three-quarters of elective parliamentary seats,
although observers around the country reported widespread electoral irregularities, including abuse of advance voting procedures.
According to Burma's 2008 constitution, military appointees fill one-quarter of all parliamentary seats.
The 7 steps outlined in the roadmap to the democracy actually excluded democratic forces in Burma like the NLD from
participating in the democratization process while effectively strengthening the junta’s hold of state power; from the conduct of
the national convention to the drafting of the constitution until it was approved via a referendum in 2008. The military regime
undoubtedly maneuvered the whole process.
On 1 April 2012 – Aung San Suu Kyi’s opposition party, the National League for Democracy, announced that she was elected to
the Pyithu Hluttaw, the lower house of the Burmese parliament, representing the constituency of Kawhmu.
Her party also won 43 of the 45 vacant seats in the lower house. The election results were confirmed by the official electoral
commission the following day. The new, nominally civilian government took office on the same day and SPDC was “reportedly”
dissolved but roles of the former top two SPDC leaders, Senior General Than Shwe and Vice Senior General Maung Aye, remain
unclear.

II - CLAMOR FOR CHANGE - BURMA IN THE ASEAN
On 23 June 1997, Burma was officially admitted as a member of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). On 27
March 2006, the military junta, which had moved the national capital from Yangon to a site near Pyinmana in November 2005,
officially named the new capital Naypyidaw, meaning "city of the kings"
Many international observers and democracy supporters dubbed Burma as a ‘blacksheep’ inside the ASEAN considering its
gross records of human rights abuses. The intention then to adopt Burma as a member of the regional grouping was actually to
‘mainstream’ the military-led country. Those who endorsed Burma’s membership were hoping then that democracy will return to
Burma once it became a member of the ASEAN.
Somehow, they hoped then that Burma will democratize and follow certain democratic standards and norms. Unfortunately,
those expectations failed to materialize. Worse, the military junta simply used its membership and the ASEAN’s constructive
engagement policy as its ‘shield’ to international criticisms.
Human rights violations including forced labor, rape, killings, torture of political prisoners, forced-displacement, recruitment of
child soldiers and cross-border problems like drugs and HIV became rampant in Burma even after ASEAN adopted it as a
member-state.
Burma’s membership in the ASEAN miserably failed to curve rights violations inside the country. Burma's military government
for decades continues to deny its citizens basic freedoms, including freedom of expression, association, and assembly. It imprisons
political activists and human rights defenders - the number of political prisoners nearly doubled following the September 2007
crackdown, to more than 2,150.
The Burmese military continues to violate the rights of the ethnic peoples in ethnic conflict areas by committing extrajudicial
killings, forced labor, and land confiscation without due process, both as part of military offensives and reportedly in preparation
for mega-infrastructure projects of foreign companies.
Due to the appalling human rights record and unfulfilled promises of political changes by the military junta ruling Burma,
democracy observers and civil society organizations intensified its campaign against Burma in 1997-2006 ranging from the issues
of human rights, peace and conflict and governance inside Burma.
III - ASEAN’s CONSTRUCTIVE ENGAGEMENT POLICY ON BURMA
A number of contradictory views and opinions on ASEAN’s potential role in helping to resolve Burma’s continuing political
crisis have emerged since Burma’s admission into ASEAN fold in 1997. Many then suggested a strategy of applying international
pressure could soften the military government in Rangoon while others said that isolating Burma will just make the political
situation worse. Burma historically had lived under ‘self-imposed isolation’ for more than 30 years during the time of then
General Ne Win. Imposing a policy of isolation is nothing new to the military junta.
In his assessment of ASEAN’s Constructive Engagement Policy, Min Naing Oo of Burma Lawyer’s Council said that the most
obvious objective for the ASEAN countries in pursuing Constructive Engagement is economic. Burma is a country rich in natural
resources and its population of more than 50 million provides a potential market for the ASEAN countries’ products and services
as well as a source of cheap labor.

The term, “constructive engagement”, can be traced back to 1991 and credited to Thai Foreign Minister Arsa Sarasin; however,
antecedents date back three years earlier to Thai Prime Minister Chatichai Choonavan’s espousal of a shift in Thai policy priorities
in Southeast Asia. Born out of Thailand’s official foreign policy to Burma, The Constructive Engagement Policy was later
‘regionalized’.
But pro-democracy activists and international Burma observers view the policy as an ‘impotent tool’ to address Burma’s human
rights problems. The policy which failed to deliver expected improvements to Burma’s human rights performance became a
fallacy.
In 1994, Thai FM Prasong Soonsiri invited Burmese Foreign Minister U Ohn Gyaw to attend the ASEAN meeting in Bangkok
as an observer, bringing the Burma issue back into the spotlight. At this meeting, the Australian Government presented a checklist
for Burma to improve its diplomatic status. This list included the demand for the release of Aung San Suu Kyi. In July 1996,
Burma became an official observer of ASEAN and a member of ARF. This set the stage for Burma and Laos to become members a
year later, on the 30th anniversary of ASEAN’s creation. ( Aung Zaw report )
ASEAN deals with Burma the ‘ASEAN Way’. No matter how vague the term is, many ASEAN think-tanks say it is the best
way to deal with the military dictatorship in Burma. This doctrine is based on the ideals of non-interference, informality, minimal
institutionalization, consultation and consensus, non-use of force and non-confrontation.
The term “quiet diplomacy” was coined for ASEAN’s non-confrontational means to settle disputes and manage conflict. Thus
ASEAN prefers not to touch its member-countries domestic affairs even if domestic affairs of some of its member-states have
direct and indirect impacts on neighboring countries.
In the case of Burma, pro-democracy groups believe that the doctrine of non-interference remains a stumbling block to push
and initiate tangible democratic reforms. Due to the consensus-based approach every member has a veto, so contentious issues
must remain unresolved until agreements can be reached like in the case of Burma.
Until now, ASEAN holds on to the non-interference policy as a regional grouping’s cardinal rule. As if violating this rule is
tantamount to committing blasphemy. Thus all ‘internal affairs’ of the military junta of Burma, including human rights violations
like rape, forced labor, torture of political prisoners, killings and even cross-border problems are “domestic” affairs.
None of the ASEAN members wanted their own affairs to be international scrutinized. So every time Burma commits human
rights violations amounting to international crimes, one cannot expect the ASEAN to actively advise the military generals to halt
atrocities.
Former Senator Aquilino Pimentel Jr. of the Philippines puts exactly why non-interference is of no use in dealing with Burma,
“The house of our neighbor is on fire. Myanmar is a neighbor and we cannot just sit and relax while Myanmar’s house is burning.
We should at least inform our neighbor that his house is on fire.”
Paradigm shift? - Recently, in the summit of the ASEAN Defense Ministers Meeting (ADMM), held in Jakarta from May 18 to
20, member-states reportedly agreed to move further toward people-centered security and the new form of security cooperation
and move from a traditionally state-centered security approach.
The UNDP 1994 Human Development Report defines human security as a condition where there is freedom of fear and
freedom of want. People-centered security is the process of guaranteeing this kind of human security.
Although at its infancy stage, ASEAN since 2008 is planning to embed among its trends and discourse a more people-oriented
concept of security. Traditionally in Southeast Asia, comprehensive security is said to be ‘state-centric’, top down rather than an
individual security, bottom up approach.
The tsunami in 2004, and the Cyclone Nargis in 2008 in Burma however revealed that individuals can be more affected by
security menaces than states. Others claim that the popularization of human security as a regional goal has already “changed the
way the ASEAN states view and respond to security challenges but that remains to be proven as most countries in Southeast Asia
still find it hard to turn their back against the regime-centered, neorealist security approach especially on issues of governance,
sovereignty and human rights.

IV - PRESENT CHALLENGES TO DEMOCRATIZATION IN BURMA
After the by-elections in Burma and when democracy icon Aung San Suu Kyi assumed her post in the parliament, Burma was
actively portrayed as a ‘new society’. Amidst startling ‘political changes’, including the so-called flickers of historic reforms led
by President Thein Sein many observers especially the solidarity movement are looking for ‘concrete democratic reforms’.
Questions that require concrete answers are:
• How sincere is Burma in these so-called reforms? Is this really ‘irreversible?’

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Is it really safe now for democracy activists outside Burma to return to their country and engage the regime?
How democratic is the parliament considering that it comprises majority of the SPDC-led parties?
What can the outside world especially solidarity movements do to help Burma achieve genuine democracy?
Is the Thein Sein government willing to release the remaining political prisoners as a sign of reform?
What about the crimes against humanity committed by the junta for almost five decades? Is prosecuting General Tan
Shwe part of reforms? Is the government willing to prosecute those soldiers who committed rape and other crimes
against women?
How open is the newly-established Human Rights Commission in accepting complaints of rights abuses? What are the
processes?
Is Burma now willing to adhere to/ ratify the International Bill of Human Rights? Universal Declaration of Human
Rights (adopted in 1948), the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966) with its two Optional Protocols
and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1966).
How the current government of Burma will address the issues of armed conflicts and inter-communal unrest in areas of
Kachin and Arakan?
Is there a plan by the government to craft a formal peace process to resolve the issues of ethnic armed groups in Burma?
Is the government willing to amend some problematic/ anti-democratic provisions of its 2008 constitution and abolish the
existing repressive laws?
Are countries moving too reckless in lifting its economic sanctions against Burma?
Considering that Aung San Suu Kyi is already a member of the parliament, what are the plans for legislative reforms?
How this new parliament can promote the rule of law and strengthen human rights institutions to really establish a
democratic political culture?

As a result of ‘changes’ happening inside Burma, regional and western governments have responded, making high-level visits
to the country and lifting or suspending sanctions on Burma that had been in place for decades.
The decision of the regional organization of Southeast Asian states, ASEAN, to name Myanmar to its presidency in 2014, was
another sign of normalization of the country’s international standing according to one observer. In April 2012, UN SecretaryGeneral Ban Ki Moon traveled to Myanmar, his third visit to the country as UN Chief, following earlier visits under different
circumstances. He strongly welcomed the democratic changes and ongoing national reconciliation and peace efforts, while using
the opportunity to encourage business investment in Myanmar and announce plans to increase UN support in a number of areas.
V - SITUATIONAL ANALYSIS – The current realities in Burma politics
Once and for all let us declare that despite recent signs of change, Burma’s human rights record remains poor. Burma
democracy supporters should not miss the forest for the trees. Though one may argue that Burma democracy is a ‘work in
progress’, we should see tangible political reforms first before we can say that indeed Burma is progressing and is on its way to
democracy.
In fact as a sign of Burma’s limited democracy around 20-30 students and youth activists in Burma on July 6 and 7 were
arrested ahead of the 50th anniversary of soldiers storming Rangoon University. The arrests reportedly took place in several cities.
It must be noted that some of those arrested were among those who were just released from jail in January this year. Those
arrested were said to be members of the All Burma Federation of Student Unions (ABFSU).
This event should be seen as a ‘wake-up call’ for those who are reckless to conclude that Burma is on its way to democracy. If
Burma is no longer a repressive country, the arrests of the 20-30 students who are just exercising their right to free expression and
peaceful assembly will tell us an entirely different story. If democratic reforms are happening, indicators of change must be seen.
The local media machinery of the old military regime is now busy portraying Burma as a new society—as a paradise—where
genuine peace and democracy reside. While admittedly there are ‘changes’ happening inside Burma, the international community
including the solidarity movement should still leave a doubt. History will tell us that true democracy is not being given as a gift or
a reward. True democracy is achieved through the collective struggles of the people possessing an extreme desire and aspirations
for social change. And social change with characteristics of true democracy should inevitably lead to the dissolution and decay of
the old order to give way to the birth of a new society. It is in this context that in any existing society, change is a political matter.
Fact: The ouster of many dictatorial regimes in the region, like that of Marcos in the Philippines, Suharto in Indonesia, and
Thaksin Shinawatra in Thailand happened because the people made a ‘political decision’ that they want true democracy and that
the progress and development in their country can only be achieved by overthrowing these dictators.
Also, the international community should not take a blind eye noticing the recently reported sectarian-violence between Arakan
Buddhists and ethnic Rohingya Muslims in the State of Arakan in western Burma. Instead of addressing the root-causes of conflict,
President Thein Sein resorted to the old way of employing the military might to ease the tension thus on June 10, President Thein
Sein of Burma declared a state of emergency in the area, authorizing the military with significant and sweeping administrative
powers.

Taking into consideration the current realities inside Burma, now is the most appropriate time for solidarity movement inside
and outside Burma to consolidate its ranks. Consolidation means unifying its ranks and positioning itself in the current Burma
politics. Consolidation means revisiting its past efforts, gains and losses for democratization campaign for Burma and finding
effective strategies and plan of action that could effect remarkable changes inside the said country. Consolidation means
strengthening its Burma campaign and advocacy strategies in the region and globally to assert the obvious reality that ‘Burma’s
struggle for genuine democracy is not yet over. ’
VI - PROPOSALS FOR CAMPAIGNS AND ARENAS FOR ENGAGEMENT
Role of the solidarity movement in the Philippines for Burma and complementing solidarity efforts in the region
For so many years since the Free Burma Coalition-Philippines was established as a vehicle for Burma campaigning and
solidarity in the Philippines, the coalition, with the help of its local and regional partners and network successfully sustained its
solidarity campaigns for the peoples of Burma. The coalition has earned the reputation of being among the ‘noisiest’ solidarity
movements for Burma for its active and unique style of campaigning as reflected by the coalition’s consistent presence in the
coverage of regional and international media.
When the ASEAN accepted Burma as its member in 1997 despite criticisms from the international community, the coalition
was among the solidarity organizations in the region that immediately denounced the move. For FBC-Philippines the decision to
integrate Burma into the ASEAN fold has made all ASEAN states "accessories" to the brutal and continuing assault on human
rights and democracy by the military junta.
A multi-sectoral coalition, FBC-P is a potent force in extending strong solidarity to sectoral issues in Burma such as the issue of
trade unions, women, grass-roots communities (ethnic nationalities), youth and students etc. In fact, the brand of solidarity that
FBC-P fostered for years is sectoral in character.
Given the present political trends in Burma, the challenge now for FBC-Phils and its local network in the civil society
movement is how to sustain the ‘noise’. How FBC-Phils could sustain and strengthen its solidarity for Burma and complement the
efforts of other solidarity movements in the region and even globally.
This paper also attempts to identify the key issues and challenges in Burma and how the solidarity movement in the Philippines
could effectively contribute to the regional and global efforts for Burma democratization campaign.
For the year 2012 or beyond, the coalition will campaign on the following key issues geared toward bringing ‘democratic
reforms’ in Burma.
A.) ON HUMAN RIGHTS:
Key Issue 1: Release of All Political Prisoners in Burma
Campaign Rationale
Between May 2011 and July 2011, about 660 political prisoners have been released in five amnesties. The latest amnesty took
place on 3 July when 25 of the 80 detainees released were political prisoners, including student activists and members of ethnic
opposition groups. On 4 July, the Assistance Association for Political Prisoners-Burma (AAPP-B) said that there were still at least
441 documented political prisoners in the country.
Released prisoners however revealed to AAPP cases of torture, ill-treatment, harsh prison conditions and a purposeful regime
policy of keeping political prisoners in jails in remote and inaccessible locations were a common thread.
Political prisoners, AAPP added continue to be placed in prisons far from their families, thus making visits extremely difficult
and expensive.
Why the campaign for the release of all political prisoners must continue?
Since its formation, the Free Burma Coalition-Philippines has been active in campaigning for the unconditional release of all
prisoners of conscience in Burma. In the arena of public advocacy and legislative lobbying, FBC-Phils became part of the
international call to release Burma's democracy icon Aung San Suu Kyi (when she was still under house arrest) and all political
prisoners in Burma through its own campaign called the “8-8-88 Faces which successfully culminated in 2010.”
Contribute and provide inputs to the regional initiatives for the campaign for unconditional release of all political prisoners in
Burma; campaign for remedies to prevent further arrests of democracy activists engaging in political activities.
Key Issue 2: 3Fs Campaign - Freedom of Expression, Assembly and Association
Campaign Rationale
For decades now under the ruling military regime, the peoples of Burma were deprived to enjoy their fundamental rights to
freedom of expression, assembly and association.

These 'basic freedoms' as enshrined in the international and regional instruments are crucial ingredients for the establishment of
a truly democratic society. The freedom of the media, right to participate in political parties and activities, the right to form unions
and associations, the right to protest and conduct peaceful demonstrations are indicators of a healthy democratic society.
Unfortunately for Burma, the practice of these rights could lead you to serving long prison terms. Other fundamental human rights
are still being curtailed and violated in Burma. These rights violations have been well-documented by some NGOs, international
bodies and other independent agencies.
The creation of restrictive laws and policies including government rules that restrict the movement of some political groups and
activists are clear evidences on the absence of democracy in Burma. These restrictive laws and policies must be considered as a
complete violation and infringement of existing international human rights laws, norms and practices.
For the year 2012, the FBC-Phils aims to develop a campaign focusing on the theme of 3Fs with desired outcomes and set of
activities and outputs that could complement the recent wave of developments inside Burma and the initiatives of its networks in
the regional solidarity movement.
Key Issue 3: Solidarity campaign focusing on the issue of violence Against Women
Campaign Rationale
The contribution and participation of women in the struggle to achieve justice, peace and equal rights are crucial elements of
the larger goal of bringing back genuine democracy in Burma. Unfortunately, rape and other acts of sexual violence against
women are being used systematically as tools of war by the military regime.
Women and girls in Burma, for decades now are suffering physical, emotional, mental and sexual violence being perpetrated by
the government soldiers on a regular basis. The Women's League of Burma (WLB), an organization working for the advancement
of the rights and welfare of the women of Burma believes that all the forms of violence against women in ethnic areas, including
rape and killings, are direct results of militarism and state-sponsored policies. Rape and other forms of attacks against the women
of Burma were well-documented since the 90s.
The context of the civil war has provided Burmese soldiers 'licence' to practice sexual violence against local ethnic women with
impunity. As potential supporters of the resistance against dictatorship, women are perceived as legitimate targets of violence.
Despite being a signatory country to the ‘Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women’ (CEDAW) in 1997,
the Burmese regime miserably failed to implement the conditions of CEDAW.
The FBC-Philippines Women's Committee was formed last year with a goal to extend solidarity to the women of Burma. FBCPhilippines then became part of some activities like the World March of Women, and the campaign calling for the establishment of
a UN-led Commission of Inquiry to investigate war crimes and crimes against humanity in Burma. Documentaries of women
rights abuses in Burma were also shown in some FBC-Phils gatherings.
Key Issue 4: Support to the struggle ethnic nationalities in Burma: The Kachin and Rohingyas
The recent humanitarian crisis in Kachin state and the worsening sectarian violence in Arakan state clearly illustrate that despite
the perceived democratic reforms, human rights violations continue to thrive in Burma especially in the areas of ethnic
nationalities.
Reports confirmed that fighting occurs almost everyday in Kachin State in Burma where internally displaced persons now live
in squalid conditions with no access to assistance from local or international aid organizations. Human rights violations such as
burning of villages, rape of women, torture and killings of civilians were also reported as a result of the continuing armed conflict
in the said area.
The ongoing conflict in Kachin has displaced about 75,000 people, including at least 10,000 refugees who crossed the border
into China. Despite the worsening situation, the regime has frustrated relief efforts, severely restricting humanitarian access to
local and international organizations.
Sectarian-violence between Arakan Buddhists and ethnic Rohingya Muslims in the State of Arakan likewise erupted in western
Burma. Reports said the violence erupted on June 3, 2012, when an estimated 300 Arakan Buddhists attacked a bus of traveling
Muslims, killing 10 passengers. The angry mob according to some reports was reacting to information that an Arakan girl was
allegedly raped and murdered in late May by three Muslim suspects.
The United Nations declaration clearly states that the Rohingya is an ethnic, religious and linguistic minority from western
Burma, and historical facts show that Rohingyas have been present in the territory of Burma centuries before the British
colonization era and after they left and before the formation of the current state of Burma . In spite of this, according to previous
reports, the government of Burma at the height of military dictatorship continues to persecute and discriminate the Rohingya
minority, under the Citizenship Law of 1982, which strips Rohingyas of their citizenship rights.
Key Issue 5: Other sectoral campaigns

Workers solidarity against forced labour - For more than 4 decades, the International Labour Organization (ILO) and other
international bodies have been criticizing the military rulers of Burma for the use of forced labour. Despite the existing
international laws against this forced labour and slave labour, the ruling-regime from SLORC to SPDC are by no doubt guilty of
still practicing forced labour according to ILO. Forced labour is widely performed by women, children and elderly persons
especially in ethnic areas where there are military operations and development projects. Workers are being used to build bridges,
dams, canals and other infrastructure projects without receiving salaries or any compensation.
Forced labour is often accompanied by extrajudicial punishment, physical abuses, beatings, torture, rape and murder.
The ILO report - In 1997, at the request of the workers' delegates, an extraordinary ILO commission of inquiry was set up to
discover the facts of forced labour in Burma. In July 1998, they released their findings in a 392 page document distilled from
nearly 10,000 pages of testimonies and eye witness reports. The ILO banned Burma from future meetings and from any future
support: A year after the report was published, the military had still not taken any measures to address the widespread use of
forced labour. Therefore, in an unprecented move, the ILO banned Burma from future meetings and from any future support. (See
(See US Dept of Labour Report, 1999).
ILO mentioned in its report in 1998 that “there is abundant evidence before the Commission showing the pervasive use of
forced labour imposed on the civilian population of Myanmar by the authorities and the military for portering, construction
maintenance and servicing of military camps, other work in support of the military , work on agriculture, logging and other
production projects undertaken by the authorities the military, sometimes for the profit of private individuals, the construction and
maintenance of roads, railways and bridges and other infrastructure work.”
The FBC-Phils since 2006 has been very active in campaigning against forced labour in Burma. Progressive trade unions,
associations and movements of workers in the Philippines the conducted a series of solidarity activities against forced labour in
Burma.
While current developments inside Burma reveal a plan to eliminate forced labour in the country, solidarity groups especially
workers should closely monitor if Burma’s nominally civilian government can really perform its promised task.
The ILO, which once described forced labor in Burma as "widespread and systematic,” is currently re-examining the forced
labor situation in the country as international sanctions on the country ease following the end of military rule.
According to Mizzima report, How far the reforms have gone are now under review by the Committee on the Application of
Standards during the organization's annual meeting, which runs from May 30 to June 14. Following the review, the ILO could
choose to remove its recommendations that member countries impose diplomatic sanctions on Burma. The decision to carry out
the review was made in March following a Memorandum of Understanding between ILO and Burmese labor ministry officials.
Burma’s Federation of Trade Unions welcomed the ILO’s review of Burma’s compliance with resolutions banning forced labor,
but warned that eradicating the problem requires support from every group.
B.) ON ASEAN ENGAGEMENT
Key Issue: The ASEAN’s Constructive Engagement Policy, Political Dialogue and Burma’s Chairmanship of the ASEAN in 2014
Influencing the policies and mechanisms of ASEAN to pave the way for genuine dialogue and democratic transformation in
Burma is another challenge for the solidarity movement. ASEAN's recently established human rights body should independently
investigate and report on human rights conditions in member countries, with Burma being its top priority.
In this case, ASEAN should become more active in compelling Burma to initiate tangible political reforms with a clear timeframe. ASEAN cannot do the same thing over and over again especially if its previous policies have zero or less impacts in
addressing the human rights situation and political crisis in Burma.
Burma’s so-called ‘openness’ must be tested by the ASEAN especially if Burma plans to chair the ASEAN in 2014. Irrawaddy
reported the Burmese government's request earlier this year to be given the ASEAN chairmanship in 2014 was widely seen as part
of its effort to gain domestic and international legitimacy after assuming power in March following the controversial elections
held in November 2010.
On the other hand, although Burma critics have previously said that Burma should not be awarded the ASEAN chair due to its
continued detention of many political prisoners and human rights abuses in ethnic minority areas, opposition leader Aung San Suu
Kyi’s National League for Democracy (NLD) welcomed the award of the ASEAN chairmanship to Burma. One thing is sure;
ASEAN cannot continue a policy of economic engagement with Burma’s new government while ignoring its responsibility for
critical political engagement to correct Burma’s past mistakes.
C.) DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS IN BURMA
‘When development means human rights violations’

Recently, the EU, U.S., Canada, Australia, and other countries have already relaxed economic and financial sanctions obviously
as a ‘reward’ for the some democratic reforms inside Burma. The U.S. is also moving to resume ambassadorial relations with
Burma after a two-decade hiatus.
Since the 1990’s, the military rulers has been very active in encouraging foreign investment in development projects in Burma.
But ‘development projects’ in Burma are generally accompanied by an increased human rights violations and environmental
destructions. Investing in Burma is like investing with the dictators. Doing business with the junta means progress for the
government leaders but sufferings for the people.
On hydropower projects – Dam Projects, Damned people
Though some were suspended recently due to some controversy and protests actions, dam projects are underway or are at the
planning stage on many of Burma’s major rivers including the Irrawaddy, Salween and the Chindwin according to Arakan Human
Rights and Development Organizations. The majority of the power produced will be for export to neighbouring countries even
though Burma reportedly does not produce enough electricity for its domestic needs.
AHRDO reveals that much of the funding for these hydropower projects comes from governments in the countries which will
import the power: China, Thailand and Bangladesh. Dams planned for the Salween, the Irrawaddy and its tributaries alone have a
combined capacity of over 30,000 MW representing an investment of at least US$30 billion with an unknown amount of annual
income.
Nearly all of the proposed large dams are in ethnic areas and these populations will have to bear the burden of negative social
and environmental impacts while receiving little or no benefits. Typically local residents who will be affected by dam projects
have not been informed or consulted about dam plans, and know next to nothing about dams or their potential impacts.
Oil and gas projects
Burma government relies heavily on the oil and gas sector. It earned approximately US$2.16 billion in 2006 from sales of
natural gas, which accounted for half of Burma’s exports and represents its single largest source of foreign exchange. Petroleum
proceeds are set to increase as a result of ongoing investment by foreign companies actively exploring for more oil and gas.
Contracts for the majority of the 30 oil and gas projects were signed after mid-2004. Ten of these contracts were signed between
September 2006 and September 2007. This trend signals the government’s ongoing move to expand foreign investment in this
sector to keep itself afloat. Oil and gas exploration and pipelines often pass through areas inhabited by Burma’s ethnic
nationalities.
Development and human rights issues
Large scale development projects often lead to increased human rights abuses. Land may be confiscated with little or no
compensation paid, and residents may be forcibly relocated. Soldiers frequently commit human rights abuses on the civilian
population including rape and sexual abuse. Local people may be forced to labour on the projects or be forced to construct
military barracks or carry goods for soldiers or construction workers. (The AHRDO report)

News from the SDMA Member Organizations

1. Launching of the Book “Oase Gagasan untuk Papua Damai” (Oasis of Thought for Papua Peace)
Imparsial has published the book “Oasis of Thought for Papua Peace” in Bahasa Indonesia version and launched on the 12th of
July 2012, in cooperation with Al-Azhar University - Jakarta.
The speakers of the public discussion with the theme “Negotiation for the Peace in Papua” were Farid Husain (special envoy of
the Indonesia Government on Papua and negotiator for Aceh peace process), Paskalis Kossay (member of the parliament,
represent Papua), Thaha Al Hamid (Papuan leader), Otto
Syamsuddin Ishak (Academician) and Munafrizal Manan
(Al Azhar lecturer).
The book Oase Gagasan untuk Papua Damai was written
by members of the Academician Forum for Peace Papua.
The Forum was established by Imparsial in August 2011,
as our participation to provide academic inputs for civil
society and government towards Papua as a land of peace.
The Forum is consisted of academicians from 27
universities in Indonesia whom concern with Papua.
The book launched receives warm support from the
students, academicians, the media, NGO activists, as well
as representatives of the foreign embassies in Jakarta.

2. Freedom of Opinion criticizing Defense Issue is limited
…”The government has finally decided to purchase 100 refurbished main Battle Tanks (MBT) Leopard 2A6 from Germany. It
remains debatable whether the US$280 million shopping spree is really necessary to modernize Indonesia’s primary weaponry
systems and enhance the country’s defense force”…
One paragraph above is part of Al Araf’s opinion article which was published by influenced daily newspaper in Indonesia,
Kompas and the Jakarta Post. However, several days after the publication of his article, he received text message from his
supervisor at the Defense University, informed him not to come to the class to give his lecturer, due to his two articles that
criticizing the procurement of 100 Main Battle Tank Leopard 2A6 from Germany and 6 jet fighters Sukhoi 30MK2.
Al Araf is also Imparsial’s Program Director, beside lecturer in several universities, included the Defense University. He is a
young and outspoken activist, who has dedicated his knowledge and skills to monitor Security Sector Reform in Indonesia.
Although the Government guarantees freedom of expression in Indonesia, however, the case of Al Araf shows us that the
Government is limiting people’s freedom of expression, especially related to the defense issues.
Al Araf case pushes us to increase Imparsial attention on the procurement of the main weaponry system in Indonesia.

Al Araf answered the
journalist questions during
the press conference in
Imparsial Office (courtesy:
www.okezone.com)

3. Advocacy against the Bill on the Civil Society Organization
The Indonesia Government and Parliament has deliberated the bill on the Civil Society Organization. The bill will revise the
Law on the Society Organization Law that already passed during Soeharto regime in 1985 (the Law Number 8 Year 1985), which
was limiting people’s freedom of assembly and association.
Ironically, the bill will be passed soon without enough time to be consulted with the Civil Society. Possibly in September 2012,
the Parliament will pass the bill, just waiting for the agreement of the Moslem groups on the article on the principle of
organization that claimed as the state monopoly ideology.
The bill is very controversy, because it is not widely spread to get input from the public. Instead, it seems that the parliament
does not want to receive wide attention from the public, especially the outspoken NGO. The bill seems to be designed to control
and limit civil society’s freedom of association and assembly, especially to the organizations that are outspoken: e.g. anticorruption, human rights, women, LGBT, land and environment.
According to the bill, all civil society organization must be register or re-register to the Minister of Law and Human Rights and
Minister of Home Affairs. The Ministers will develop a clearing house to scrutinize the organization, together with other state
institutions, e.g. the police, the military and the intelligence.
The bill also govern that international organizations must
be registered, including foreign donors who have no office
in Indonesia. The fund that we get from foreign donor must
be reported if the amount is below US$ 50,000. But it must
be upon approval of the government if the amount is above
US$ 50,000.
Indonesia already had the law on anti-money laundry, the
law on terrorism, the law on foundation, the civil code and
the penal code in order to monitor CSO. Therefore, we do
not need the law on CSO.

Public Discussion on Advocacy of the Bill on Civil Society Organization
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Statement
ON THE INTERNATIONAL DAY OF THE DISAPPEARED
On the International Day of the Disappeared, the human rights organisation Odhikar notes with deep concern the increase in
incidents of disappearances in Bangladesh and the inability of the government to deal with such heinous acts – thus reinforcing the
politics of intimidation and fear. Odhikar is particularly concerned about the manifested lack of sensitivity to the issue and absence
of any steps that could assure the government’s commitment to good governance with regard to disciplining the law and order
enforcement apparatus of the country. The enforced disappearance of political leaders is an alarming trend and has already
thrown Bangladesh into political instability and uncertainties. The disappearance and killing of labour leader Aminul Islam has
significantly reduced the government’s international image and graphically proved again the horrendous state of intimidation and
repression suffered by garment workers, who are the backbone of export earnings for the country.
‘Enforced disappearance’ is a heinous violation of human rights and an international crime. It affects victims in many different
ways, including constant fear for their lives and for their near and dear ones who go through an emotional rollercoaster of hope
and despair.
Although the number of people disappeared is high, but according to Odhikar, the cases of 67 persons since the present
government came to power in 2009, are clearly of the category of ‘enforced disappearance’ as defined by the international human
rights law, particularly the International Convention for the Protection of All Persons from Enforced Disappearance. Enforced
disappearance occurs when the act is alleged to have happened with the authorisation, support, or acquiescence of a state or state
agencies or political organisation, followed by a refusal to acknowledge the person's fate and whereabouts, with the intent of
placing the victim outside the protection of the law, thus further violating his fundamental human rights.
On this day, Odhikar again urges the Government of Bangladesh to accede to the International Convention of All Persons from
Enforced Disappearance that has been signed by 91 countries and ratified/acceded by 34, as of August 2012. The Convention was
adopted in 2006 by the United Nations General Assembly and came into force on 23 December 2010. This is regarded as one of
the major achievements for the protection of
the human rights of people around the world.
Odhikar also calls upon all other States to join
this important international mechanism.
To commemorate the International Day of
the Disappeared, Odhikar organised public
rallies in 10 districts with the help of its
grassroots level human rights defenders and
submitted memorandums to the authorities for
the accession to the International Convention
for the Protection of All Persons from
Enforced Disappearance by Bangladesh.
Human rights defenders at Chittagong carry out rally on the occasion of International Day of the
Disappeared on 30 August 2012.

Human rights defenders at Kushtia carry out rally
on the occasion of International Day of the
Disappeared on 30 August 2012.

Human rights defenders submitting memorandum to Deputy Commissioner in Jessore

Human rights defenders submitting memorandum to Deputy Commissioner in Chittagong

News from the SDMA Member Organizations

1. Lee Tae-ho, Secretary-General of PSPD received the 14th Hankyoreh Reunification and Culture Award
Lee Tae-ho, Secretary-General of PSPD received
the 14th Hankyoreh Reunification and Culture Award
on 18 July 2012. The Hankyoreh Foundation for
Reunification and Culture stated that Lee has
contributed in bringing peace and disarmament
movement to the public since mid-1990 and led to
establish a structure to monitor national defence and
diplomacy which is regarded as an untouchable field
by people. He also raised rational questions to the
Government's briefing on the result of police
investigation for Cheonan Ship sinking incident in
2010 that tried to raise awareness on peace.

Below is a summary of Lee’s acceptance speech:

“This award recognizes people’s spirit that pursues the truth of the Cheonan Ship sinking incident and democratic belief that
diplomacy and national security should not be an exception in which ordinary people can participate. I believe that this award is
for efforts of all unknown peace activists who devoted themselves for disarmament of the Korean Peninsula and the world.

When the Cheonan Ship sank in 2010, PSPD sent a letter to the UN raising questions on the investigation procedures and the
results. As soon as media covered this, PSPD became a target of criticism by the Government, a ruling party, conservative media
and groups. The staffs of PSPD encountered all kinds of physical threats, and co-representatives and some staffs received
summons from the prosecutor's office. What PSPD and people have requested to the Government was transparency, responsibility,
freedom of expression and the truth. Every single request was a principle value of liberal democratic society which is enshrined in
our Constitution.

Even though it may be a forbidden sanctuary under the name of national security and interest of the Government, PSPD will
continue to seek truth of irrational incidents happening within the area of national defence, diplomacy and national security.
For the true safety of the people, PSPD will keep working hard for peace and cooperation without being trapped within the
borders. Thanks to individual members who continue to support PSPD in any circumstances, it keeps walking on its way. PSPD
expresses sincere gratitude to all the members.”

2. Civil and Political Rights related activities

1)

Calling for Supreme Court Justices
Pre-appointment hearing for the Supreme Court Justices was
held on 10 to 13 July 2012. While assessing candidates on raised
suspicions and tendency of favouring conglomerates, dark era of
justices seemed to stretch out. What people want is a balanced
and unbiased justice. However, the Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court recommended so called ‘elite judges and prosecutors’
because he only considered promotion of high level judges and
prosecutors. Before the pre-appointment hearing, PSPD sent
questionnaires to hearing committee members. After monitoring
the hearing, PSPD proceeded activities to object and stop

appointment of unqualified candidates such as Mr. Kim Byung-hwa. In addition to this, PSPD hold a press conference and
announced a joint declaration to stop consecutive appointment of unqualified Mr. Hyun Byung-cheol, the chairperson of the
National Human Right Commission of Korea.

2) Demand for adequate investigation into the illegal surveillance on civilians by the National Assembly
The Special Committee of the National Assembly to Investigate Illegal Surveillance and Destroying Evidences (Special
Committee) is not making any progress. According to the 'National Assembly session opening agreement', signed by floor leaders
of political parties on 29 June 2012, the Special Committee was supposed to be formed with equal number of members from
ruling and opposition parties by 5 July and investigation plan was scheduled to be discussed at the general meeting on 16 July.
However, even after 16 July, none of these two agreements have completed. PSPD issued a statement urging Saenuri party (ruling
party) to fully cooperate on this matter. PSPD will continue to demand for immediate start of the investigation by the National
Assembly.

3. Socio-Economic Rights related Activities
1) The Citizens’ Movement to summon Lone Star continues
What strategy the Korean government can take to win the investor-state dispute that Lone Star initiated against the
Government? What would be the best measure for financial authority to protect more than one trillion won of tax payers’ money
from Lone Star? Bearing these questions in mind, the press conference was held on 10 July 2012 by civil society organizations
and Mr. Kim Ki-joon, parliamentarian of the Democratic Party. Lone Star alleges that delay of divestment approval by Korean
financial authority has hindered attempts to sell stake of Korea Foreign Exchange bank and incurred losses along the way.
Furthermore, imposing capital gains taxes on the divestment
breaches avoidance of double taxation according to the
Bilateral Investment Treaty between Korea and Belgium.

The Civil Economy Committee of PSPD, as a
representative of Korean Exchange Bank stockholders,
officially filed a stockholders’ representative suit against
Lone Star on 23 July 2012. It is to identify the fact that Lone
star was industrial capital as defined in the Bank Law, hence
was not qualified for a dominant stockholder of financial
entity. Consequently, buying and controlling Korean
Exchange Bank was invalid. If Lone Star's right to be a
dominant stockholder failed to be recognized by the court, it

would lose the ground for ISD and unable to claim losses and tax exemption against the Korean government.

2) Calling for ‘No to national scholarship system, Yes to half-tuition fee’
The President Lee Myng-bak and Saenuri Party presented the ‘National scholarship system’ as a refusal and dilution of halftuition fee policy which gained a huge support from the people. Recipients of the current national scholarship system are very
limited. Total applicants reaches 1,647,818 but actual recipients is only 50.6% of all applicants. Considering that there are
3,074,000 university students in total (National Statistical Office, 2010), actual recipients dropped down to 27.2%. Moreover,
scholarship type II pays average 468,700 KRW that it does not seem to help. Comparing it with the burden of tuition fee and
education expenditure for students nationwide, the system provides a very little assistance.

The only one solution is to realise half-tuition fee at the earliest in all colleges and universities, execute additional subsidies and
free education, and/or extend national scholarship for low income families in parallel. Even at this moment, PSPD continues
various activities including a relay of one-person demonstration, issues reports, cooperates with the National Assembly and holds
student-parents joint events in order for realising half-tuition fee and educational welfare.

3) Fact-finding report of irregular workers in public sector I: Metropolitan Governments
The Labor and Social Committee of PSPD issued the ‘Fact-finding report of irregular workers in public sector I: Metropolitan
Governments’. The report presents results of analysing manpower and working conditions of 16 metropolitan governments from
2007 to 2012. The ratio of irregular employment to total has increased. Basic wage and bonus for irregular and permanent
employment are seriously discriminated and the gap gets widened every year.
PSPD analyses that irregular employment is the main cause of polarization and poverty in this society and public sectors should
take initiatives to reduce irregular workers and try to improve discrimination against them. PSPD will closely monitor and assess
whether employment policy and practices of converting irregular to permanent contract make any progress, and urge public
organizations to take responsibility for the problems associated with irregular employment.

4. Peace and Disarmament
1)

The 27 July Peace Declaration on the 59th year of the armistice agreement

It has been already passed 59 years since 27 July 1953 when the Korean War
was ceased after leaving numberless deaths and inestimable property damages.
The 27 July Peace Declaration on the 59th year of the armistice agreement was
adopted on 26 July. By using the opportunity of the 2012 Presidential Election
which will be happening at the end of this year, the declaration calls on opening
an era of peace and cooperation in the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia. The
Declaration urges choosing the way to peace in addition to democracy and social
welfare.

2) Grand March for the Peace of Gangjeong
“Grand March for the Peace of Gangjeong” was held in Jeju from 30 July to 4
August 2012. Five nights and six days walk wished for the peace of Gangjeong
village which has been groaned under the naval base construction for the last 6
years and rebirth of Jeju island as a 'living peaceful Island'. Participants in the
Grand March emphasized in their 'Declaration on the Grand March for the peace
of Gangjeong' that Jeju island has a right to demand 'peace' and building Jeju
naval base is meaningless without a consent of the people and the residents of the

village. Sweltering heat could not stop them. For a peaceful settlement, the Grand March tried to convey people's call which urges
the Government for immediate stop the construction, stop deploying police forces, official apology to the people including the
residents, and reconsideration of the construction plan. In total, around 7,000 people have taken part in the Grand March. On 4
August, the last day of the march, around 4,000 participants hold a cultural event at Tapdong Square, calling for total annulations
of the construction and peace in Gangjeong.

3)

PSPD criticized secretly discussed agreement on the protection of classified military information

On 26 June 2012, the Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Korea and the Government of Japan on the
Protection of Classified Military Information (Agreement) secretly passed the Cabinet. In addition to this, before the Cabinet, on
23 April, both Governments signed provisional agreement. The Agreement was postponed due to fierce criticism by people, but
the Korean Government only pointed out procedural problems as the main reason of postponement. The Agreement might bring a
momentous change in our national defence strategy and Northeast Asia military map. PSPD is greatly concerned that the
Agreement was pushed forward under the table without any social discussion. As a result, PSPD requested the Government to
release the information three times and send open questionnaire two times. Unfortunately, the Government did not disclose most
information under the reason of national security and it does not share any information on its further plan. PSPD will continue its
work on monitoring diplomacy and national security policies.
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1. The May 18 Folk Academy 1, 2 and 3
The May 18 Folk Academy 2012 was held from 30
July to 16 August in Seoul and Gwangju, ROK. The May
18 Folk Academy is an education and training program
for domestic and international civil society activists
working in the field of human rights, democracy and
peace. It has been providing special lectures based on the
May spirit and its valuable opportunity to share
experiences among activists in solidarity.

The May 18 Folk Academy 1, targeted to the
Korean civil society activists, were taken into two parts;
Participants of the May 18 Folk Academy 1 at Yunnan, China.

1) domestic training sessions 2) overseas study trip.
Eleven participants took part in the domestic training
sessions from 8th to 11th in Gwangju and moved to
Yunnan (Yúnnán Shěng), China from 20th to 25th
August for the study trip.

The May 18 Folk Academy 2 was held from 30 July
to 16 August in Seoul and Gwangju. Twenty two
participants from 15 countries such as Afghanistan, India,
Iraq, Thailand and so on not only participated in the
lectures

but

also

visited

Korean

civil

society

Participants of the May 18 Folk Academy 2 at the Gwangju Democratization Cemetery, ROK

organizations (Korea Democracy Foundation, PSPD,
Korea Federation for the Environmental Movement, etc.), Panmunjeom (JSA, Joint Security Area) and cultural/historical sites,
participated in the 2012 CENA (Civil society Education Network in Asia) Summer School co-organized by the May 18 Memorial
Foundation and SungKongHoe University from 1 to 3 August, home-stay and group reporting activities, etc.

The May 18 Folk Academy 3, which was also held in the same period and a lecture venue, accepted 17 participants who were
involved in the working of human rights, democracy and peace museum/foundation/institute. They visited Memorial Foundation

of 228, National 228 Memorial Museum, National Palace Museum in Taiwan and Okinawa Prefectural Peace Memorial Museum
and Sakima Art Museum in Japan from 20 to 25 August.

Participants of the May 18 Folk Academy 3 with staffs of the Memorial
Foundation of 228, at the National 228 Memorial Museum lobby.

2. Summer Camp for the May 18 PeaceJam Ambassadors
The May 18 Memorial Foundation organized 3 day Summer Camp for the May 18 PeaceJam Ambassadors from 14 to 16
August in Chonnam National University, Gwangju. In the Summer Camp, held in coordination with the May 18 Folk Academy 2,
2012, more than 20 PeaceJam Ambassadors and some other May 18 volunteers were participated in.
Three day Summer Camp comprised of some activities which they could learn from Gwangju Prize for Human Rights laureates
and organize group activities making the group discussion/presentation (day 1 &3) and the one with the civil society activists in
Asia (day 2&3).

Day 2 - 15 August - were especially conducted by
the three Asian civil society activists from three
different countries (Afghanistan, East-Timor, &
Thailand).
First session was organized by Mr. Hamidullah
Saifi from Afghanistan, representative of United
Nations Assistance Mission in Afghanistan Human
Rights Unit. He gave a presentation about “Afghan
Peace and Reintegration Program and Protection of
Civilian in Armed Conflict.", which enabled the May
18 PeaceJam Ambassadors to get a broader
understanding about the situation in Afghanistan and
the resolution to overcome the obstacles threatening
the democracy, human rights and peace in the country.

Mr. Hamidullah Saifi, one of the May 18 Folk Academy 2, 2012 participants shared a topic, “Afghan
Peace and Reintergration Program and Protection of Civilian in Armed Conflict.” With the May 18
PeaceJam Ambassadors on 15 August.

Second session was started by Ms. Lucia Guteres De Araujo with a brief introduction of her country, East-Timor and sharing
some PeaceJam activities done in the country. Second session mainly focused on exploring one of the local issues surrounding the
May 18 PeaceJam Ambassadors and let them probe into the action against it - environmental issue - at the individual level.

Third session, conducted with the help of Mr. Premsak Suriwongyai, the representative of the YMCA for Northern
Development Foundation, Thailand, was called “Color of Life”. It was to pursue inner peace by producing happiness for
themselves in their individual lives and civil community as a youth.

3. Publication of the May 18 Literature Series
In commemoration of the designation of archives of the May 18 Democratization Movement as the Memory of the World by
UNESCO, the May 18 Memorial Foundation has been proceeded to publish the May 18 Literature Series consisting 4 volumes.
Greeting the 18th anniversary of the May 18 Memorial Foundation establishment on 30 August, 2012, the first two volumes Poetry and Novel - are published.

Both series were produced by the Publication Committee of the May 18
Literature. In selecting and compiling the literary works the Committee did not
intend to compile ALL works related to the May 18 Democratization
Movements but they designed to follow the sensitivity and emotion of the 1980
lying in the writers' works. The authors who struggled for the creation of poems
and novels brought social resonance through them. They played their role as the
bridge between the people and the society, overcoming persecution by
authoritarian regime.

Volume 1, Poetry contains 208 poems from 169 poets such as Go Eun, Shin
Gyung Rim, Min Young, Jeong Hee Sung, Lee Shi Young, etc., while the
volume 2 was composed of 13 novels from 13 authors including Song Gi Suk,

The May 18 Literature Series, Novel and Poetry (from right).

Yun Jeong Mo, Hong Hee Dam, Im Chul Woo, etc.

4. Publication of the 5th volume of “Asia Journal”
The 5th volume of Asia Journal was published on July 2012. The Special feature for the 5th AJ is “Japan”, which pulls through a
great deal of social hardships derived from the March 11 earthquake and the nuclear accident since the termination of World War
Ⅱ.
As present Japan’s response to the nuclear energy
development casts an opportunity to considerately ponder
on our future society, it is necessary for us to pay attention
to Japan how they tackle its unprecedented crises.

The 5th AJ strives to examine the socio-economic
condition which enabled the Fukushima accident and
lessons from it by the sharp analysis from in/outside
experts on Japan, followed by the alternative solution to the
anti-nuclear world and ways to formulate the new strategy.

A 42m×8m sized red - painted emphasis, “Don’t Fly over Our City! U.S. Helo’s Get Out Now.”
on a rooftop of the Ginowan City Hall, Okinawa.© Kim Hyosoon, former Hankyoreh reporter.

In special contribution series, “Study hegemonic

countries”, AJ dealt with a limit of the Japan’s diplomacy describing Japan as “a great power failed to be matured” displaying
several episodes.
The journal also features the article on the Burma which seems to be on the move for national changes but still may not be
depicted as “real change”. It also contains the analytic article on Jasmine Revolution.

5. Web-exhibition: Chronicle in May 18 Historical Sites
There are 26 May 18 historical sites in Gwangju and 21 in Jeonnam province. Among them the exhibition focuses on the 26
historical sites in Gwangju. You may go to the May 18 Archives website,
http://archives.518.org/ease/menu.es?mid=a30201010000 and watch the exhibition from 1 to 30 September, 2012.

6. Collecting historical archives of the May movements outside Gwangju
May 1980 is not limited to Gwangju. May movements after 1980 was prolonged to the all works of life at national level and
continued onto 1997 when former presidents and perpetrators were brought to justice. In needs to testify the truth of May by
historical records and memory on the spot the Foundation launched to collect May movements archives scattered outside Gwangju
such as Busan, Jeonju, Mokpo and Naju.

7. Collecting the U.S. related Archives of the May, 1980.
The U.S.A has officially announced that it has no responsibility for the mass murder done by then Major General Chun in 1980.
Under the documentation open by the U.S. Department of State to public it is evident that the U.S has keenly analyzed and
responded to the situation in Gwangju and ROK. The Foundation strives to attain the documented testimony as official proof of
the involvement of the U.S. The Truth and Research Team gained archives from United States Department of Defense,
"Cherokee", a part of documentations from CIA with help of the National Library of Korea so far however the Foundation aims to
persistently research and collect more archives as those collected items are not sufficient.
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