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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
The Survey of Inclusion is part of the VSO Thailand-Burma Project to build the 
capacity of educati on providers to deliver inclusive educati on, and to generate 
proacti ve support for this acti on among key community stakeholders. It was 
undertaken in the nine refugee camps along the Thai-Burma border, Tak 
Province, Migrant Learning Centres (MLCs) and Tak Province Educati onal Service 
Area 2 (Tak ESA2) Thai schools between November 2008 and March 2009. 

The parti cipants in this survey comprised of VSO Thailand-Burma partner 
organisati ons; educati on managers and personnel in the three contexts involved 
at government, Non Government Organisati on (NGO) and Community Based 
Organisati on (CBO) levels and, students and families.

The research asked the questi on: “How inclusive is primary educati on in the 
nine refugee camps on the Thai-Burma border, Migrant Learning Centres in Tak 
province, and Thai schools in Tak ESA2?” 

In order to answer the research questi on, the survey conducted interviews 
in access of 300 parti cipants in over 40 locati ons. The questi onnaires were 
constructed so that each topic contained key yes/no questi ons and so that 
the answers could be quanti fi ed within and across target groups. The yes/no 
questi ons in each secti on of the questi onnaires were followed by open-ended 
questi ons for a more in-depth discussion that generated qualitati ve data.

The partner organisati ons parti cipated in the planning of the survey. The 
questi on sheets for the interviews were developed based on the Interagency 
Network for Educati on in Emergencies (INEE) categories of quality educati on. 

The fi ndings of this research are reported according to adapted INEE categories, 
but starts with an added category of inclusive educati on awareness:

1. Inclusive educati on awareness 
2. Access and learning environment
3. Teaching and learning
4. Teachers and other educati onal personnel

It discusses inclusion issues, gaps, and needs in all three contexts in a topic-
by-topic fashion, with recommendati ons off ered at the end of each topic 
discussion. The fi ndings summarised below are combined for the three contexts 
(Thai schools, refugee camp schools, and MLC’s), unless specifi ed otherwise. 
The fi ndings chapter provides a more detailed, context-by-context discussion. 

Secti on 8.1 in the fi ndings chapter talks about inclusion awareness among the 
diff erent target groups parti cipati ng in the survey and explores a variety of local 
defi niti ons of inclusive educati on. 

The research fi nds that most parti cipants are aware of the importance of 
inclusive educati on (IE), but many are not very clear on what exactly it means. 
We found that IE is a contenti ous concept that is very diffi  cult to translate, and 
contextualised defi niti ons, provided by parti cipants, vary signifi cantly.

Secti on 8.2 in the fi ndings chapter talks about access to primary educati on and 
can be summarised according to the following topics:
Ability of primary school-aged children to enrol in, and att end, any kind of • 
school. The following infl uencing factors were identi fi ed: economic, parents’ 
employment, legal, linguisti c, transportati on, culture, religion, health 
impairments and age. 
Children likely to be excluded.•  The following categories were identi fi ed: working 
children (domesti c or other work); children of parents without stable year-
round employment; children who live in either remote areas or a long distance 
from school and there is not transportati on available; children from families 
that feel that the local school(s) propagates a diff erent culture or religion and, 
children with impairments.
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Drop out.•  Main factors identi fi ed were: age (children are likely to drop out aft er 
they are 8-10 years old), parents’ employment (parents have to move around 
for seasonal employment and take children out of school), security concerns 
(families have to go into hiding if communiti es are raided) and, resett lement 
where many families in refugee camps are resett ling to the third countries.
How safe and nurturing is the learning environment?•  We found that the top-
down educati on system is prevalent in all three concepts explored and results 
in a great deal of pressure put on students through stringent exam systems, a 
lot of homework and memorizing.  We also found blame being placed on the 
students for any failure that occurs in the system and labelling students as ‘lazy’ 
or ‘slow learners.’ Child beati ng was also found. All these factors detract from 
the emoti onal safety of the learning environment and make it less nurturing.
Physical and psychosocial risks and vulnerable children.•  Most parti cipants 
reported that the schools are safe and no groups of children were explicitly 
marked as vulnerable. However, we have identi fi ed a range of categories of 
vulnerable children, using the UNICEF defi niti ons and guidelines: children 
with disabiliti es; children who do not understand the language used in school; 
children living in camp without camp registrati on; unaccompanied children and 
children living in dormitories; children who have to commute to school over 
large distance unaccompanied; all undocumented children. Some specifi c risks 
that we identi fi ed were security, low standards of care in dormitories, unsafe 
transportati on.
Faciliti es.•  The situati on is very diff erent across the three contexts; however, 
all lack any Special Educati on (SE) faciliti es. Otherwise, Thai schools have 
reasonable teaching faciliti es with nice, and clean buildings, small-size classes, 
and many teaching aides.  Refugee camp schools are at the other end of the 
spectrum, with extremely basic buildings and furniture, very large classes, very 
noisy environment, and a lack of teaching resources. MLC’s fall between that of 
the Thai and refugee camp schools, with some centres having quite reasonable 
faciliti es, while others (mostly in rural areas) are quite basic.

Secti on 8.3 of the fi ndings chapter explores a wide range of issues surrounding 
quality of educati on for those children who are enrolled in school, to what 
extent are they able to engage with and benefi t from the classroom acti viti es.
Curriculum• . All three contexts have diff erent curriculum arrangements. Most 
‘non-inclusive’ qualiti es of the varied curricula that we explored can be listed 
as: not suffi  ciently contextualised, not relevant to the interests and needs 
of the learners, language not always appropriate for the learners, lack of 
supplementary learning materials, practi cal projects and, some subjects and 
textbooks are too advanced for the level of the students.
Language of instructi on• . Many children do not understand the language of 
instructi on and/or the language in the textbooks.
Decision makers.•  In the Karen refugee camps decisions are made by Karen 
Educati on Department (KED)/ZOA; in the MLC’s, decisions are made school 
by school or by individual teachers; while in Thai schools, most decisions are 
centralised, but some are made at school level.   
Children likely to be excluded from the learning process while being physically • 
present in the classroom. These are identi fi ed as children who do not fully 
understand the language, children labelled as ‘slow learners’, children too 
old for their grade level, SE children, children who feel excluded on cultural/
religious basis, and other children with special needs. 
Struggling or under-achieving children.•  Children most likely to experience diffi  culti es 
were identi fi ed as SE students or other children with special needs, students who 
do not understand the language, students whose parents do not understand the 
language used at school and are therefore unable to help with homework, very 
poor children, working children, children who do not have faciliti es to do homework 
i.e. a relati vely quiet space, electricity or money for candles.
Subjects and levels.•  It was reported that there are too many language subjects 
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in the curriculum (up to four languages) and no specialized bilingual educati on 
materials or curricula. Some of the subjects were parti cularly referred to as 
diffi  cult.
Teaching methods.•  Teaching methods are predominantly teacher-centred. 
SE children in and out of the mainstream classroom• . Not many SE children are 
able to access the mainstream classroom. There are insuffi  cient numbers of 
SE teachers available (and that only in camp context) to assist SE children in 
the mainstream classroom. Not enough SE students are allowed in mainstream 
schools. Others, especially the most severe cases, are not able to att end 
Special Educati on Centres (SECs). Mainstream schools do not have any special 
provisions for SE children. In the refugee camps, SEC staff  report that it is diffi  cult 
to communicate with the camp educati on authoriti es and personnel, and that 
school directors and teachers are not suffi  ciently aware or supporti ve of the 
needs and rights of SE children.  
Teacher training• . While in Thai schools teachers have standard qualifi cati ons 
(apart from temporary, locally hired teachers) most of teachers in MLC are not 
properly trained (but usually they have some training). The situati on in the 
refugee camps is becoming more and more diffi  cult, with most trained and 
experienced teachers resett ling without leaving suffi  cient ti me for new teachers 
to be trained or have proper hand-over periods.
Student assessment.•  Assessment is predominantly exam-based and favours 
students taking exams in their fi rst language, those who have undertaken extra 
tuiti on classes or those who can aff ord to buy candles to be able to study at night. 

Secti on 8.4 of the fi ndings chapter talks about educati on and school 
management issues:
Teacher recruitment• . In Thai context most teachers are allocated by Thailand 
Ministry of Educati on (MOE), while MLC’s recruit teachers informally mostly by 
word of mouth. They are usually able to recruit suffi  cient numbers of teachers, 
depending on funding availability. The current situati on in refugee camps is that 
the only candidates available are high school graduates without any training 
or experience, or new arrivals from Burma, who oft en do not speak Karen 
(dominant language of the educati on system in most camps) or are discouraged 
from applying for teaching jobs as they are viewed as outsiders by the refugee 
camp community.
Teacher moti vati on•  is aff ected by lack of choice and commitment in Thai schools; 
everyday hardships of life as unregistered migrants in Thailand (MLC’s); and, 
humiliati ngly low salaries and resett lement in refugee camp schools.
Teacher remunerati on: • For Thai schools this appeared adequate.  Among MLCs, 
this depends on schools but mostly on the low side but acceptable, depending on 
what other type of support is available.  Refugee camp it is seem insuffi  cient 
Resett lement.•  Resett lement has a detrimental eff ect on the whole of the refugee 
camp educati on system with most trained and experienced teachers, trainers, 
and leaders resett ling, and everybody being distracted from studying by the 
‘resett lement fever’. Oft en children who are about to resett le stop coming to 
school, or if they come, cannot focus on studying and distract other learners. 
Teacher moti vati on is falling.

The summary of fi ndings and recommendati ons (secti on 8.5) provides answers 
to the following sub-questi ons to the research questi on:

1. How do the target communiti es defi ne inclusive educati on?

The following is a brief selecti on of collected IE defi niti ons from the respondents:
“Everyone is included in educati on programme regardless of their religion, • 
language, health, and physical disability.”
“Everyone should study as long as they are mentally capable.”• 
“Educati on system that everyone can access.”• 
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2. What are the gaps in the inclusiveness of primary educati on in the target 
communiti es? 

The following categories briefl y summarize gaps in the inclusiveness: 
Language diffi  culti es• 
Lack of access for children with impairments• 
Increasing dropout rates for children over 8-10 years of age• 
Poverty preventi ng children from accessing educati on• 
Children too old for their grade level • 
Educati on for minority groups, parti cularly Muslim and Hindu• 

3. What are the needs of the target communiti es in regards to achieving more 
inclusive primary educati on?

The following is a brief list of needs based on fi ndings:
More suitable curriculum• 
Training for teachers and SE teachers• 
Access to health services for SE children• 
Funding for faciliti es and training to use them• 
Security and stability for communiti es• 
Awareness about inclusive educati on among all stakeholders• 

4. How aware are the target communiti es, including partners and stakeholders, 
of what inclusive educati on is and its importance? 

All appear aware that it is important, but most, especially families do not 
fully understand what it means. Most think it is educati on, any educati on. 
Most stakeholders believe that as long as children are in the classroom, any 
classroom, they are included. Most respondents were aware that there should 
not be discriminati on based on ethnicity, religion, sex, poverty, and language. 
Some indicated that SE should be included and very few menti oned age. While 
most explicitly menti on these inclusion categories, whether there are strategies 
in place to make sure that inclusion happens, is another questi on.

5. How moti vated are the teachers to be inclusive and what factors aff ect their 
moti vati on?

Almost all teachers claim they are moti vated, however in diff erent context 
there are strong factors aff ecti ng their moti vati on:
Refugee camps: dismal salaries, resett lement and lack of training • 
Migrant Learning Centres: low salaries, lack of training and hardships of migrant • 
life included security issue and making ends meet for family
Thai schools: teachers have litt le choice where they are placed, school directors • 
are not always supporti ve, change frequently, and, a lack of commitment

2. INTRODUCTION AND REPORT ORGANIZATION
The Survey of Inclusion is part of the VSO Thailand/Burma Project to build the 
capacity of educati on providers to deliver inclusive educati on, and to generate 
proacti ve support for this acti on among key community stakeholders. 

The Survey of Inclusion was undertaken in the nine refugee camps along the 
Thai-Burma border, MLC’s and Thai schools  in Mae Sot, Phopra and Mae Ramat 
districts of Tak Province between November 2008 and March 2009.  

VSO defi nes inclusive educati on as “the full parti cipati on of all children, 
including children with impairments, in their local schools, increasing access 
and retenti on in good quality primary educati on”. Recognizing, however, 
that inclusive educati on is a poorly understood and/or contested concept, 
the research also elicited from each target group their own understanding of 
inclusive educati on.
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UNESCO defi nes inclusive educati on as: 
“Schools should accommodate all children regardless of their physical, 
intellectual, social, emoti onal, linguisti c or other conditi ons. This should 
include disabled and gift ed children, street and working children, children 
from remote or nomadic populati ons, children from linguisti c, ethnic or 
cultural minoriti es and children from other disadvantaged or marginal-
ised areas or groups.”1

A revised UNESCO defi niti on from the Dakar Framework for Educati on for All 
(2000) states that: 

“Inclusive educati on is a process of addressing and responding to the 
diverse needs of all learners by reducing barriers to, and within, the 
learning environment. The overall goal of inclusive educati on, is thus the 
realizati on of a school (or any organized educati onal provision) where all 
learners are parti cipati ng and treated equally, and which also proacti vely 
seeks and reaches out to any learner who is left  behind.”2 

The report starts with an executi ve summary that provides a preview of the 
report, focusing on fi ndings and recommendati ons. The introducti on chapter 
briefl y explains how the report is organized. The background chapter that 
briefl y explains the three contexts in which the research is set and outlines the 
educati on provisions available in each context follows it.

The objecti ves chapter outlines the objecti ve of the report, followed by 
parti cipants and research questi on chapters, introducing the parti cipants and 
the research questi on respecti vely, and the methodology chapter details how 
the research was structured and what methods were used, including how data 
was analyzed. 

The fi ndings and recommendati ons chapter of this report is organized 
according to adapted INEE categories (based on the structure of the questi on 
sheets used in the collecti on of the data) and provides a detailed discussion of 
issues, gaps, and needs in all three contexts in a topic-by-topic fashion, with 
recommendati ons off ered at the end of each topic discussion.

The summary of fi ndings and recommendati ons chapter (secti on 8.5) explains 
how the fi ndings, reported in the fi ndings chapter, answer the research 
questi on and the sub-questi ons.  Finally, recommendati ons for further research 
are off ered.

The charts throughout the report off er a quanti fi able aspect of the data 
collected from the 300+ parti cipants in eight target groups.

Aft er the conclusion, additi onal notes are provided as updates of recent changes 
in the educati on situati on of the three contexts involved that occurred during 
the ti me of the study.

3.  BACKGROUND
In recent years, many NGOs and CBOs working in refugee camps and migrant 
communiti es on the Thai-Burma border have undertaken work with the broad 
aim of improving the quality of educati on for refugees and migrants from Burma. 
Most of these acti viti es and projects (such as setti  ng up of special educati on 
programs, minority schools, awareness raising acti viti es among educators and 
the community, surveys, etc.) can be categorized as working towards the UN 
“Educati on for All” agenda, which is part of the millennium development goal, 
arti culated in several internati onal standards3. 

1 Retrieved from  htt p://www.unescobkk.org/educati on/appeal/programme-themes/inclusive-
educati on/ on 10/05/09
2  Retrieved from htt p://www.un.org/milleniumgoals on 10/05/09
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Such acti viti es and projects have gone under a variety of banners, ‘Minimum 
Standards for Educati on in Emergencies,’ ‘Rights Based Educati on,’ and ‘Child 
Friendly Schools’ to name a few. All of these are related to the concept of 
inclusive educati on, even though this might not be the term that is in fact used 
on the ground. It is expected that each community would have their unique 
understanding of what inclusive educati on stands for and how it is defi ned. This 
research proposes to explore these defi niti ons and their implicati ons as applied 
to primary educati on in the target communiti es. 

Educati on exclusion happens at various levels. Most educati on exclusion of 
migrant and refugee children on macro level (Thailand-wide) is a rights-based 
issue (UNESCO, 2004). The Royal Thai Government (RTG) is not a signatory to 
the UN Conventi on on Refugees (Haikin, 2006), and therefore not obliged to 
off er any educati on provisions to refugees. Most refugees and migrants are 
thus excluded from the Thai educati on system. The offi  cial legal provisions for 
undocumented (refugee or migrant) children accessing primary educati on in 
Thailand, and the debate surrounding these provisions are discussed in detailed 
in a VSO paper Migrant Schools: a human rights perspecti ve Inclusive educati on 
for Burmese migrants on the Thailand/ Burma border (2009). 

It can be said that any educati on in refugee camps promotes inclusion at a 
broader level, as it off ers educati on opportuniti es to those, who are not able to 
access mainstream educati on in Thailand. 

While the ZOA positi on paper ‘Having Their Say’ (2007) discusses the micro 
level of inclusion/exclusion within the refugee educati on, this research looks at 
the broader picture, incorporati ng migrant educati on and Thai schools in Tak 
province.

This research takes place in three contexts of the educati on, within the refugee 
camps, Migrant Communiti es (Migrant Learning Centres) and, Thai schools.  It 
is therefore appropriate to outline the background to each of the contexts:

Refugee camp setti  ng: There are currently nine offi  cially recognized refugee 
camps on the Thai-Burma border, located in Ratchaburi, Sangklaburi, Tak, 
and Mae Hong Son Provinces. The total populati on of the refugee camps is 
esti mated at 135,000 (TBBC, 2009). 

Seven of the refugee camps are commonly referred to as Karen. However, it is 
important to realize that these refugee camps (Mae La, Umpiem Mai, Nu Poe, 
Mae Ra Moo, Mae La Oon, Tham Hin, and Ban Don Yang) are not exclusively 
Karen and the demographics are changing fast now due to resett lement process 
and infl ux of new arrivals into the refugee camps (especially Mae La, Umpiem, 
and Nu Poe). While it is mostly Karen families that are leaving for resett lement, 
there are large numbers of non-Karen or at least non-Sgaw Karen speaking 
people who are entering these refugee camps as new arrivals. The refugee 
camps are now becoming increasingly mixed in ethnic, linguisti c, and religious 
compositi on. 

The two Northern-most refugee camps in Mae Hong Son Province are commonly 
referred to as Karenni. However, Karenni is not a single ethnic group, but used as 
an umbrella term for a number of ethnic minoriti es mostly from Karenni State 
(R. Sproat, 2004). The dominant ethnic group among Karenni is Kayah. Other 
ethnic groups in the Karenni refugee camps include Kayan, Kayaw, Pa-O, Shan, 
Karen, and some others. All these groups speak diff erent languages. Therefore, 
‘Karenni’ is a rather diverse multi -ethnic, multi -linguisti c, and religiously diverse 
group that poses a range of challenges in terms of educati on provisions for 
them.

In Karen refugee camps, educati on provision is organized by the Karen Educati on 
Department (KED) with facilitati on and fi nancial backing from ZOA Refugee 
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Care (ZOA). The KED/ZOA curriculum is used and instructi on is predominantly 
in Karen with a number of schools in some refugee camps (ML, UP, NP, MLO) 
that use Burmese language instructi on. However, the textbooks they use are in 
Karen, apart from Burmese, Thai, and English language subjects.

In the two Karenni refugee camps, educati on provision is organized by Karenni 
Educati on Department (KnED) with facilitati on and fi nancial backing by Jesuit 
Refugee Service (JRS). The KnED/JRS curriculum is used and instructi on and 
textbooks are predominantly in Burmese. This means that the overwhelming 
majority of children are att ending school in a second language. 

The total number of schools in Karen refugee camps, as reported by KED is 43 
with an esti mated 15,000+ students. There are 11 schools in Karenni refugee 
camps. In additi on, there are 8 Special Educati on Centres. 

Graduates of refugee camp schools receive graduati on certi fi cates issued by 
KED or KnED, respecti vely. These certi fi cates are not honoured by MOE or any 
other state or government enti ty. These graduates are not able to conti nue 
their educati on outside the refugee camps or get skilled employment due to 
lack of legal status and offi  cial educati on qualifi cati ons. 

Migrant setti  ng: Migrant Learning Centres (MLCs) are informal schools (informal 
in a sense that they do not issue any offi  cially recognized qualifi cati ons and are 
not standardized by any offi  cial coordinati ng body) that off er free educati on 
to migrant children from Burma, mainly in Burmese language. There is a small 
number of Karen or other ethnic (i.e. Mon) schools that off er instructi on in their 
specifi c ethnic language. All MLCs are community-based and run mostly on 
private donati ons, in additi on to some assistance that some of the schools get 
from organisati ons such as Burmese Migrant Workers’ Educati on Committ ee 
(BMWEC).

In Tak Province, there are over 60 MLCs, some of which are listed with MOE, 
although this does not mean, however, that they are offi  cially recognized, with 
new centres opening up all the ti me. There are many more MLC’s in other 
provinces, that were not included as part of this survey. 

Most of the MLC’s are affi  liated with one of the communiti es or a NGO-based 
coordinati ng body. The most prominent, but not the only, coordinati ng body 
is BMWEC. Such organisati ons might provide or assist in securing funding for 
the schools or facilitate teacher training. World Educati on (WE) also organizes 
teacher training for many of MLCs, 

Thai setti  ng: Tak Educati on Service Area 2 (TAK ESA2) provides primary and 
secondary state educati on for children in the 5 districts of Mae Sot, Tha Song 
Yang, Mae Ramat, Popra and Umpang. As in all areas, the schools vary greatly 
in size with more rural areas of the Province having branch schools that are 
affi  liated with the larger schools.

The students are predominantly Thai, however, in many schools children 
from Burma have enrolled and are now att ending class.  Children with special 
educati on needs (SEN) are either educated at the SEN centre att ached to Mae 
Tow school in Mae Sot, or at local schools throughout the 5 districts. There are 
133 schools under Tak ESA2, with 51,286 students. (MOE, 2009).

4.  OBJECTIVES
This research had several complementary objecti ves: 
To inform implementati on of VSO’s Educati on for All project • 
To assist parti cipati ng NGOs, CBOs and Thai state educati on authoriti es in Tak  • 
to raise awareness of the importance of inclusive educati on among the Thai-
Burma border communiti es and educators



11

To provide an evidence base for advocacy purposes • 
To generate data that is useful to parti cipati ng organisati ons in evaluati ng and • 
adjusti ng some of their existi ng acti viti es related to inclusive educati on as well 
as planning new ones

5. PARTICIPANTS: VSO AND PARTNERS; KEY  
STAKEHOLDERS; BENEFICIARIES
According to the EC proposal and the TOR, the parti cipants in this research 
have been identi fi ed according to Table 1:

TABLE 1: PARTNERS, STAKEHOLDERS, AND BENEFICIARIES
Partners Key stakeholders Benefi ciaries

Thai government agencies: 
Tak Educati on Service Area  
2 Tak Special Educati on 
Centre

Educati on managers at district 
level, school principals, teachers, 
and students, and parents
Special Educati on Programme 
managers; special educati on train-
ers and teachers; broader com-
munity

All children of primary 
school age in the target 
communiti es but parti cular-
ly those who are typically 
excluded from educati on 
(e.g. because of disability, 
gender, religion, ethnic-
ity, poverty, etc.); schools; 
parents; and broader com-
munity

Internati onal NGOs: 
Zoa Refugee Care; World 
Educati on (WE); Jesuit Refu-
gee Service (JRS); Handicap 
Internati onal (HI) 

Camp-based staff  such as teacher 
trainers and special educati on 
trainers and staff  liaising with 
camp educati on committ ees; com-
munity outreach staff 

CBOs and educati on man-
agement organisati ons:  
Burmese Migrant Work-
ers’ Educati on Committ ee 
(BMWEC); Karen Women’s 
Organizati on (KWO); Karen 
Educati on Department 
(KED); Karen Refugee Com-
mitt ee (KRC); KnED

Specialist staff ; teacher trainers; 
special educati on trainers and 
teachers; camp-level and secti on-
level educati on committ ee coor-
dinators and members; principals; 
teachers; students and parents; 
broader community

PROJECT PARTNERS

The following is a list of partners for this project:
Burmese Migrant Workers’ Educati on Committ ee (BMWEC)• 
Handicap Internati onal • 
Jesuit Refugee Service (JRS)• 
Karen Educati on Department (KED) – • not currently a VSO partner but designated 
as an important stakeholder for this project
Karenni Educati on Department (KnED)• 
Karen Refugee Committ ee (KRC) - • not currently a VSO partner but designated 
as an important stakeholder for this project
Karen Women’s Organizati on• 
Tak Educati on Service Area 2• 
Tak Special Educati on Centre• 
World Educati on (WE)• 
ZOA Refugee Care • 

All these partners were invited to parti cipate in the consultati ons at the outset of 
the project. We had tried to organize the consultati ons (and any other partner-
involving acti viti es in this research) so that they did not overburden the partner 
organisati ons (especially in the case of CBOs) and took into considerati on the 
partners’ needs and conditi ons. 
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As part of the consultati on and planning stage of the research, the following 
were discussed:
The defi niti on/s of inclusive educati on that are relevant to the local partners 1. 
and the target community
The values and/or positi ons of partner organisati ons that have infl uenced 2. 
their Programme or themati c vision and implementati on approach in 
inclusive educati on.   
The rati onale and objecti ves for the survey from the local partners’ perspecti ve3. 
The methods to be used in the survey (a provisional draft  of the methods 4. 
proposed is outlined in the 6.2)
The sample selecti on (working from the draft  in Appendix 1)5. 
The extent and conditi ons of the partners’ involvement in the project6. 

For a full list of parti cipants in the data collecti on process, see appendix 

6.  RESEARCH QUESTIONS
This research answers the following questi on: “How inclusive is primary 
educati on in the 9 refugee camps on the Thai-Burma border, migrant learning 
centres in Tak province, and Thai schools in Tak ESA2 area?” 

This questi on is further unpacked as: 
How do the target communiti es defi ne inclusive educati on? 1. 
What are the gaps in the inclusiveness of primary educati on in the target 2. 
communiti es? 
What are the needs of the target communiti es in regards to achieving more 3. 
inclusive primary educati on? 
How aware are the target communiti es, including partners and stakeholders, 4. 
of what inclusive educati on is and its importance? 
How moti vated are the teachers to be inclusive and what factors aff ect their 5. 
moti vati on?

The following four key Inter-Agency Network for Educati on in Emergencies 
(INEE) categories are explored: 
Access & learning environment1. 
Teaching & learning2. 
Teachers & other educati on personnel3. 
Educati on policy and coordinati on4. 

In order to collect informati on that would help answer all the questi ons above, 
interview questi ons were developed based on the research questi ons and the 
INEE categories. The last 2 categories were combined into one for developing 
interview questi ons.

7. METHODOLOGY
7.1. OVERVIEW
This research is mostly qualitati ve. It strives to be a parti cipatory research as 
much as possible, taking into considerati on ti me constraints and geographical 
scope, and to focus on the needs of the most disadvantaged groups of the 
target community and learners. 

It is hoped that apart from simply assessing the current level of inclusiveness in 
primary schools in the target areas, this research will also help raise awareness 
in the community about the issues surrounding inclusiveness as well as 
exclusion and possibly help the parti cipants and stakeholders refl ect on their 
own inclusive or exclusive practi ces. 
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Along with qualitati ve, this research also provides a minor quanti tati ve aspect, 
as the target area is quite extensive and large numbers of parti cipants are 
involved at diff erent levels. It is hoped that the quanti fi able results of this 
survey will be of use in informing the strategies and acti viti es of VSO and/or 
other NGOs and CBOs.

7.2. RESEARCH METHODS 
This research used interviews, focus groups, and direct observati ons of schools 
and the learning environment. Some informal interviews and writt en comments 
have also been used. Eight questi on sheets have been developed for the 8 
diff erent target groups, as shown in Appendix II. 

A combinati on of these methods was used with the diff erent categories of 
parti cipants, according to Table 2 in the sample selecti on secti on.

In order to answer the research questi on, the survey conducted interviews with 
over 300 parti cipants in over 40 locati ons. The questi onnaires were constructed 
so that each topic contained key yes/no questi ons and so that the answers 
could be quanti fi ed within and across target groups. The yes/no questi ons in 
each secti on of the questi onnaires were followed by open-ended questi ons for 
a more in-depth discussion that generated qualitati ve data.

This research also included some acti on research aspects. The fi rst stage of 
the project involved planning consultati ons with all partners to ensure their 
genuine parti cipati on and inclusion of their agenda. 

In additi on to primary data, some secondary data has also been incorporated 
as a number of the partner organisati ons have recently conducted similar 
surveys in the target communiti es. Those organisati ons have been specifi cally 
consulted on their approach to conducti ng these surveys and raw data and 
questi onnaire samples were studied and used in planning this survey.

This research protects the confi denti ality of all parti cipants and does not 
disclose any personal names.

7.3 OVERALL STRUCTURE AND TIMEFRAME

TABLE 2:  STRUCTURE AND TIMEFRAME

Stage of research Acti vity Timeframe

Stage 1. Planning Consult with partners to design 
a detailed plan for Stage 2
In the process, plan to raise 
awareness on inclusive educa-
ti on

November – December 
2008

Stage 2. Fieldwork Collect data according to the 
plan designed in Stage 1

January – February 2009

Stage 3. Data analysis 
and reporti ng

Analyze both qualitati ve and 
quanti tati ve the data collected in 
Stage 2 (with partners’ parti ci-
pati on) and write a report with 
recommendati ons. Disseminate 
the report; discuss any potenti al 
follow up acti viti es with part-
ners.

March – April 2009
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7.4. THE SCOPE
This research covers the 7 refugee camps along the Thai-Burma border 
commonly referred to as Karen, as well as a range of MLCs and Thai schools 
in Mae Sot and 2 neighbouring Districts (Phopra and Mae Ramat). Only an 
abridged version of the survey was conducted in the 2 Karenni refugee camps 
in Mae Hong Son Province at the request of the community.  It is expect roughly 
50% of people in refugee camps are to resett le within the coming year with the 
situati on changing.   Any data collected would no longer be valid.  Interviews, 
however, were completed with a range of stakeholders in order to get a general 
overview of the situati on. 

VSO recognizes that the selected geographical scope will not provide a 
comprehensive overview of educati on provisions for refugees and migrants. 
The current research can be considered as a pilot project, based on the VSO’s 
current contact area base and it is hoped that future studies will help fi ll the 
gap. This study only focuses on primary educati on.

As only 5 Thai schools under Tak ESA2 were selected in the sample, we recognize 
that it is not enough to talk about all dimensions of inclusion. Therefore, for Thai 
primary educati on in the scope of this research we only talk about inclusion 
issues for migrant children and SE children.

7.5. SAMPLE SELECTION
Sample selecti on for this research is based on the key stakeholders and 
benefi ciaries, as listed in Table 1. The sample has been selected by category 
and by geographical area, aiming for random sampling within each category to 
ensure a balanced representati on. 

In the refugee camp context, schools were selected to include a variety of 
types of schools such as ‘mainstream’ or KED schools, schools with religious 
affi  liati on, or other schools with an affi  liati on to a specifi c community (i.e. 
Provincial Admissions Board schools). 

In the MLC context, we made sure that we included Centres from urban (Mae 
Sot) and from agricultural areas. The reason behind this was that parents’ 
employment (stable factory jobs in the city, as opposed to seasonal employment 
in agricultural sector) strongly aff ects the educati on opportuniti es for children, 
as will be discussed in the fi ndings chapter. We also included a variety of MLC’s 
according to religious affi  liati on, language of instructi on and other factors, in 
order to represent the diversity of MLCs.

Only 5 Thai schools were included in the study, and they were selected based 
on their geographical locati on (city vs. countryside) and student populati on 
(predominantly migrant, vs. predominantly hill tribe, vs. predominantly Thai). 
For a full list of surveyed schools and organisati ons, see Appendix II.

 
7.6 RESEARCH TEAM
The research team comprised the researcher and 10 research assistants. The 
research assistants started out by translati ng the questi on sheets into Thai, Karen, 
and Burmese languages, then carried out most of the interviews, and fi nally, 
translated the interview scripts back into English. Some of the research assistants 
also had responsibility for liaising with local communiti es in certain areas of the 
research and organizing the logisti cs. They also assisted with data entry.

7.7 RESEARCH ACTIVITIES
As part of the research, the members of the research team (in groups of 2-4 
people, with or without the researcher) visited the schools and organisati ons 
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listed in appendix II. They observed the faciliti es and the teaching (informally) 
and interviewed a selected number of stakeholders from the target groups. The 
school principals were interviewed individually where possible, while teachers, 
students, and parents were interviewed in small groups of 2-4. 

The researcher att ended about 60% of sites and conducted interviews with 
the parti cipants who were able to speak English. A VSO volunteer assisted with 
observati ons on a number of visits to MLC’s and the Thai schools. 

7.8 LIMITATIONS OF STUDY

7.8.1    SCOPE  

The geographical and social scope of this survey was very wide, 40+ schools in 
three contexts across 4 provinces, and was determined by the current scope of 
VSO projects. However, we believe it would have been possible to get more in-
depth informati on if we had been able to spend more ti me in fewer locati ons. 
If the project only included one context it would have been possible to design 
more specifi c questi onnaires and interview guides to target the parti cular 
issues relevant to each of the contexts. 

Meanwhile, the scope of the survey can also be said to be insuffi  cient (especially 
for migrant and Thai contexts), as it only covered Mae Sot and 2 other Districts 
in Tak Province. There are sprawling migrant communiti es in a number of other 
provinces (Kanchanaburi, Ratchaburi, Ranong, etc.) where there are thousands 
of migrant children with insuffi  cient educati on provisions.

7.8.2. TIME

As menti oned above, the survey would have benefi ted from spending more 
ti me in each locati on to carry out in-depth and greater parti cipatory research.

7.8.3. VALIDITY AND BIAS

This research led us to believe that the process of formal interviews of strangers 
by strangers (in the contexts given) does not yield the most genuine results. In 
other words, we think that in many cases, respondents in our study were trying 
to second-guess the ‘correct’ answer, rather than giving their true opinion on 
the topic. 

This happens for a variety of reasons: even though we assure confi denti ality 
of parti cipants, some people might be worried about possible repercussions 
if they criti cize their leaders or the system they live and work in. Culturally, 
people prioriti ze saving face and therefore avoid saying things that sound too 
negati ve. Some of the target groups (i.e. school directors or other offi  cials) 
might be biased towards presenti ng overly opti misti c pictures, as they feel it 
might refl ect more positi vely on them.

We found that during informal discussions with stakeholders there was a 
tendency to get more frank opinions, than from the structured interviews, 
parti cularly from teachers and students.

7.8.4. TRANSLATION 

Throughout the preparati on stage of the research, we discussed the translati on 
of terms such as ‘inclusive educati on’ and other perti nent expressions into the 
relevant languages. However, interviewers experienced diffi  culti es explaining 
the inclusive educati on-related concepts to most parti cipants. Despite 
these discussions, a number of the questi ons were misunderstood and the 
interviewers were unable to gain meaningful answers to some of the questi ons 
even aft er additi onal explanati ons. 
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The immediate problem causing the misunderstanding described above was 
translati on, but it is more about the huge diff erence in cultural approaches to 
educati on and the diff erence in expectati ons, terms and concepts related to 
educati on and especially inclusive educati on. 

Again, parti cipants, especially parents, when asked about the importance of 
inclusive educati on just talked about importance of educati on. 

8.  FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter is organized around the order of the questi ons as they appear 
on the questi on sheets, which are, in turn, are based on the INEE inclusive 
educati on categories. There is a certain amount of overlap between discussions 
within diff erent categories, as many topics, especially those related to teaching, 
training, instructi on, and curriculum, as well as learning environment and 
language, are strongly interrelated and cannot be viewed in isolati on.

  
8.1. INCLUSIVE EDUCATION AWARENESS.  ΈBASED ON PART  
A OF THE QUESTION SHEETSΉ
What is inclusive educati on? Whether it is important, and why?

All respondents (100%) in all three contexts agreed that inclusive educati on is 
important; however we encountered a wide variety of interpretati ons of what 
is inclusive educati on where typical ‘defi niti ons’ collected from the parti cipants 
included:
“If we have educati on, we are polite in speaking and in everything, behaviour • 
and educati on…” 
“All children study together without any discriminati on in terms of ethnicity, • 
religion, age, physical impairment, health, mental illness. Every single child has 
equal rights to educati on.”
“Everyone is included in educati on Programme regardless of their religion, • 
language, health, and physical disability.”
“All children should have a right to education, including naughty and • 
disabled ones.”
“Inclusive educati on means cooperati ng with KED”• 
“No discriminati on between nati onal, religion, level or class, poor, big, small, • 
normal people, people with HIV, or SE students.”
“Everyone should study as long as they are mentally capable.”• 
“Educati on system that everyone can access.”• 
“Stability of teachers students and parents.”• 

Respondents brought up a variety of reasons for why inclusive educati on, 
according to the defi niti on they off ered, is important. Examples include:
“If we don’t have children from Burma side, the government will close • 
this school.”
“The students can exchange their language and knowledge with each other.”• 
“It is important that all the kids know how to read and write and make friends.”• 
“I want my children to have educati on so they don’t have to work like us.”       • 
“For SE students, though they may be a bit slower, they should experience • 
what it is like to be at school and able to read and write too.”
“Because some kids could not choose to be born, so we should give an • 
opportunity for them as much as we can.”
“We must accept all people to study.”• 
“Discriminati on brings no benefi t.”• 
“Because everyone has a right to study.”• 
“Inclusive educati on is necessary in this community. Parents are poor and they • 
cannot do anything for their kids. The school is the only choice for them.”
“It drives to unity of all ethnic people of Burma.”                          • 
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The majority of school and MLC principals, educati on managers, and teachers 
seemed to be familiar with the concept of inclusive educati on to some extent, 
though their interpretati ons varied signifi cantly, as represented above. 
Signifi cantly, the majority of parents were not familiar with the concept and 
the interviewers spent some ti me discussing the idea with them. 

The majority of the respondents, in all target groups, believe that their schools 
or the schools their children att end are inclusive, or on the way to being 
inclusive, according their own defi niti ons. However, according to the UNESCO 
defi niti on and that adopted by VSO, those schools might not qualify as inclusive 
schools. We found the following general ‘exclusive’ att ributes in some of the 
schools from the perspecti ve of the UNESCO defi niti on:
Schools that do not enrol special needs or disabled students• 
Schools that require legal status in Thailand, refugee camp registrati on, or have • 
other legal requirements for children to enrol
Schools with a strong religious affi  liati on to a parti cular religion that expects all • 
students to parti cipate in religious acti viti es as part of school acti viti es

The most common exclusion factor we encountered was denying access 
to educati on to children with special needs i.e. children with physical or 
mental impairments, or any kind of learning disabiliti es. These children are 
interchangeably referred to in this report as special educati on (SE) children, 
children with impairments or disabiliti es, or children with special needs.

We found it hard to grade the schools’ inclusiveness on any kind of a scale, as 
the same schools that might have some exclusive policies or practi ces, might 
have other inclusive qualiti es. For example, they might provide some form of 
bilingual educati on or support for students from diverse linguisti c background, 
or cater to a specifi c religious minority that might otherwise be excluded from 
mainstream schools. 

It is, important to realize that inclusion is multi -faceted and should be considered 
with the understanding of the local context. 

We found that inclusive educati on awareness has a lot to do with expectati ons. 
For example, most stakeholders, including parents, do not expect children with 
severe impairments would be able to, or should att end school; therefore, they do 
not identi fy the lack of such students in the classroom as lack of inclusiveness.

Another example of such expectati ons could be repeati ng grades. Many 
teachers and school directors expect that a certain number of students would 
be held back every year. They do not view this as a problem or as a lack of 
inclusiveness. 

ALL THREE CONTEXTS

General recommendati on:

Work with all the stakeholders (principals, teachers, students, and parents) on 
inclusive educati on awareness to help them understand what are the gaps and 
prioriti es as far as inclusive educati on is concerned within their own contexts.

 
8.2. ACCESS AND LEARNING ENVIRONMENT.  ΈBASED ON   
PART B OF THE QUESTION SHEETSΉ

8.2.1 ACCESS

Who can’t access? Who is excluded? Who is likely to drop out?

Few schools or MLC’s parti cipati ng in this survey were found to have any 
explicitly stated exclusive policies. Examples of the few that we found are:
Some Thai schools, but not all, require legal status in Thailand for enrolment• 
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Some MLC’s and refugee camp schools have rules about the types of disabled • 
students they are not prepared to accept
All schools require a parent or guardian to accompany students on registrati on • 
day, therefore making it very diffi  cult for unaccompanied children to access 
educati on
Some refugee camp schools require refugee camp registrati on to enrol students • 
or do not accept students in the middle of the school year, therefore some new 
arrivals might fi nd it diffi  cult to access school

Apart from school policies, we found a great range of factors that aff ects primary 
school aged children access to educati on and these can be grouped as:
Economic• 
Legal• 
Linguisti c• 
Geographical• 
Cultural• 
Health (including physical and/or mental impairments)• 

These factors are likely to occur in the 3 contexts explored in this survey as 
shown in Table 3. This table discusses exclusion factors that prevent children 
from att ending schools. Factors that aff ect their success and engagement with 
the curriculum are discussed in Table 4 (secti on 8.3.1).

TABLE 3: EXCLUSION FACTORS ΈACCESSΉ

Factors Refugee Camps Migrant Learning Centres Thai Schools

Economic Some parents send chil-
dren out to parti cipate 
in economic acti viti es 
inside or outside of the 
refugee camp. This var-
ies dependent upon op-
portuniti es and is more 
common in ML, UP, NP

This is much more of a factor. 
Children work in factories, col-
lect rubbish/beg on the streets, 
stay home to do housework/
look aft er younger siblings while 
parents work, etc. to contrib-
ute to the family budget. They 
might value educati on, but the 
family can’t survive without this 
income 

As for MLC’s

Parents’ 
Employ-
ment 

Not a signifi cant fac-
tor in camps as most 
families live in camps 
permanently 

Parents’ have to move for 
seasonal work, especially in the 
agricultural sector, or they just 
don’t have stable work (most 
stable types of work seems to 
be factory work), so children 
have to move with them and 
have to drop out of school

As for MLC’s

Legal In some camps new 
arrivals fi nd it diffi  cult 
to enrol their children in 
school if they don’t have 
UN registrati on

Because families don’t have le-
gal status in Thailand, travelling 
from home to school and back 
might be dangerous for children, 
parents are afraid to send their 
children to school

Many schools 
do not accept 
undocument-
ed children

Linguisti c Children usually att end 
whatever school is 
available, but experi-
ence diffi  culti es. Some 
children, especially Mus-
lim, or new arrivals are 
deterred from att ending 
because they expect 
they won’t be able to 
understand

This was not found to be a 
strong factor, except in some 
situati ons there might not be 
the appropriate language Karen/
Burmese MLC in the vicinity 
according to a parti cular family’s 
need.

Children who 
do not speak 
Thai might 
not be able 
to go to Thai 
school
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Factors Refugee Camp Migrant Learning Centres Thai Schools

Geographic 
locati on and/
or transporta-
ti on

Not a factor except for 
students with physical 
impairments who are not 
able to walk

This is especially relevant 
in rural areas. If a MLC 
does not provide trans-
portati on or families are 
not able to pay for it, 
children living in remote 
areas will not gain access 
to educati on.

As for MLC’s

Cultural Cultural diff erences 
prevent minority fami-
lies, especially Muslim 
or Hindu, from sending 
their children to school or 
encouraging them to stay 
there.
There is oft en a percep-
ti on, that Muslim families 
are only interested in 
business, not in educa-
ti on therefore there is 
litt le outreach towards 
these groups. 
Overall, there is lack 
of understanding and 
communicati on between 
school and families, espe-
cially minority families.

As reported by teachers 
and principals, many par-
ents from Burma do not 
prioriti ze educati on. 
However, this is only their 
percepti on. In fact, there 
seems to be a lack of 
communicati on between 
school and families 
(though some schools 
have worked on this and 
have built up quite strong 
relati onships with the 
whole community.

Those families, 
who are in a 
positi on to 
send their chil-
dren to a Thai 
school, usu-
ally prioriti ze 
educati on. Yet, 
there is sti ll 
lack of com-
municati on be-
tween school 
and families 
especially in 
cases where 
parents do not 
speak Thai.

Age Some older students 
with lower educati on 
level feel discouraged 
or embarrassed to sit in 
class with much younger 
children. This is parti cu-
larly a factor for students 
recently from IDP areas 
or students who do not 
speak Karen and have to 
stay behind because of 
language diffi  culti es.

As with Refugee Camp 
Schools

As with 
Refugee Camp 
Schools

Health im-
pairments

Numerous SE children 
att end SEC’s run by KWO, 
however the majority are 
unable to access SECs 
because they live too far 
away, cannot walk, too 
big to be carried, hills 
too steep and there is no 
mobility equipment.
Lack of awareness and 
sti gma att ached to dis-
ability or impairments 

Very few students with 
impairments are able to 
access regular educati on 
because of access, trans-
portati on and issues relat-
ing to faciliti es.  There 
is lack of support for SE 
students in schools, lack 
of awareness by parents, 
as well as sti gma att ached 
to disability, especially 
related to mental impair-
ments. 
Some SE children are vis-
ited by World Educati on 
(WE) staff  in their homes. 
Some students with 
minor impairments do at-
tend MLC’s and appear to 
be made welcome.

Some SE 
students at-
tend the SE 
unit at Mae 
Tao school. 
However, 
the existence 
of this unit 
means that 
other schools 
are reluctant 
to accept any 
students with 
impairments 
as they are 
expected to 
att end the SE 
unit.
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There is overlap between the factors above, for example: SE students who live 
in urban Mae Sot, are more likely to access some kind of educati on acti viti es, as 
there are more schools and other services in the city.  MLC’s in the city tend to 
have bett er resources, including transportati on. Additi onally, in the city, there 
are greater employment opportuniti es allowing families are able to stay in one 
place for longer periods without taking their children out of educati on. 

In the migrant context, the family situati on is the criti cal factor for MLC access. 
Economic, geographic, and health aff ect the situati on, but importantly it is 
about parents’ (or guardians’) atti  tude towards educati on. A lot of teachers, 
principals, and CBO and NGO workers have commented that working closely 
with parents and community is the highest priority in improving migrant 
educati on. Migrant families are reluctant to send their children to school, see 
details at Table 3, primarily because they, allegedly:
Do not see any “value” in the educati on compared to having children bring an • 
income or provide domesti c help
Are afraid for their children’s safety, children being arrested or traffi  cked on the • 
way to/from school or at school 
For other cultural or economic reasons, for example the school available in the • 
area is affi  liated with a diff erent religion 

School directors reported that through work with families and communiti es, 
school enrolment has increased with numerous parents changing their atti  tude 
towards their children’s educati on and towards schools and Migrant Learning 
Centres. Parents are beginning to see that their children are safe at schools, are 
more familiar with the teachers and school directors, becoming more involved 
therefore more willing to send their children to school. Despite this positi ve 
change in atti  tudes, there are sti ll an unknown number of children who do not 
receive formal educati on at school or MLC’s. 

An interesti ng phenomenon occurs in a number of rural Thai schools located 
near the border, where they transport students from Burma every day to 
att end their school. This happens in order to maintain the desired enrolment 
rates in those schools otherwise they would be in danger of being closed 
down due to low numbers of students. This would cause a problem for the 
students the surrounding villages, as they would have to commute to a 
diff erent school far away. 

DROP OUT SEEMS TO BE QUITE A STRONG FACTOR IN ALL THREE 
CONTEXTS EXPLORED, AS CAN BE SEEN IN FIGURE 1. 

Figure 1 : is drop out a concern? 
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In the MLC’s and Thai schools drop out is mostly due to family and economic 
factors such as parents moving in search of employment, and children dropping 
out of educati on to contribute to the family income.  

In the refugee camps dropout rates are increasing due to the resett lement 
process, and are expected to increase as more and more families leave the 
refugee camps to resett le in a third country. 

It was found that class sizes generally reduce 2-4 ti mes between grades 2 and 
5 mainly within the MLC’s and in some refugee camp schools. This means that 
for example, there might be up to 50 children in the nursery class, 40 in the 
kindergarten class, 30-20 in fi rst and second grades, and then going down to 
10 or less aft er third grade, depending on the parti cular school. This means 
that parents are most likely to send younger children to school (up to about 
6-8 years old) when they are at an age when they need to be looked aft er 
throughout the day and are too young to parti cipate in economic acti viti es. 
Aft er the age of 8-10, there is a sharp decline in enrolment rates.

CAMPͳBASED EDUCATION SYSTEM

Recommendati ons for VSO:
Conti nue working with the refugee camp educati on authoriti es, educati on • 
committ ees, principals and teachers to:
-   Improve their awareness of educati on needs and rights of SE students
-  Integrate SE students into mainstream educati on, with whatever support  

  is available from SECs
 -  Support SECs in their work with the mainstream educati on sector

Support camp authoriti es and SECs to improve their eff ecti veness at working • 
together to acti vely search out and identi fy students with impairments in the 
camps who are not yet currently integrated into mainstream educati on.

General recommendati ons:
Improve minority representati on in the camp leadership in order to improve • 
their involvement in decision-making and their children’s access to educati on. 
Specifi cally target outreach to the isolated communiti es within the refugee 
camps including the Muslim and Hindu communiti es. 
CBO’s and parti cularly NGO’s should strive for diversity among their staff  that should • 
include linguisti c, religious, and ethnic minority representati ves on their staff .
Support local educati on authoriti es in working with families that are not able • 
to send children to school for economic reasons, fi nd alternati ve possibiliti es 
for those families.
Find funding for school uniforms or work with camp authoriti es to overturn • 
the school uniform policy altogether.
Advocate with camp and Thai authoriti es to open school enrolment to • 
unregistered refugee camp residents.
Liaise with health services for correct diagnosing of children’s health issues • 
that might be aff ecti ng their learning.

MIGRANT EDUCATION WORK

Recommendati ons for VSO:
Establish an on-going relati onship with the parents and communiti es to allow • 
consultati on with parents for identi fi cati on of what would enable them to 
send their children to school in additi on to raising their awareness about 
importance of educati on, especially at primary level.  Identi fy any concerns 
they might have about security and safety at travelling to/from school and 
at school.  Language approach, language of instructi on, language support for 
children who do speak language used, religious affi  liati on and any religious 
acti viti es the school might organize
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General recommendati ons:
Start a SEC for migrant sector• 
Assist schools in securing funding and open more boarding houses so that • 
children can stay there while their parents have to move for work 
Develop ‘mobile teaching units’ to access isolated or remote areas where there • 
are no schools or children are not able to travel to school
Develop vocati onal training as part of schooling, so that children can learn • 
useful work skills and possibly combine work and study
Develop more Programme for working children along the lines of what World • 
Vision Programme for street children and some night schools are doing
Liaise with health services to help diagnose health issues for SE or other • 
children. As many impaired children registered with or identi fi ed by World 
Educati on (WE) have never been seen by a medically trained person, nurse, 
medic, or doctor. 

THAI STATE EDUCATION SYSTEM

General recommendati ons:
Work with MOE to monitor the implementati on of the regulati on of provisions • 
for undocumented students to receive certi fi cates for completi on of up to 9 
years of Thai educati on.
Support local schools and MOE in their community outreach to inform families • 
who might be able to send their children to Thai schools
Improve Thai as a second language Programme in local Thai schools• 
Create bilingual materials to help integrate Burmese children into Thai school • 
context

8.2.2. LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

Is the learning environment safe? Does it promote mental and emoti onal 
wellbeing   of learners?

Before discussing the details of each context, it is important to note that 
whenever child protecti on and child well-being issues are concerned, that for 
migrant and refugee children most risks and vulnerabiliti es stem from their lack 
of legal status. 

The majority of schools in all 3 contexts responded that the school environment 
is safe for children, that there were not any parti cularly vulnerable children, 
and that there were not any serious risks to the students apart from occasional 
accidents related to playing on the road.  

Although the stakeholders did not identi fy any children as parti cularly 
vulnerable, the following categories of children fall under the UNICEF (2008) 
defi niti on of vulnerable children under their Child Protecti on from Violence, 
Abuse, and Exploitati on Programme:
Children with disabiliti es• 
Children who do not understand the language used in school or the language • 
that their classmates speak
Children living in the camp without camp registrati on• 
Unaccompanied children and children living in dormitories• 
Children who have to commute to school over large distance unaccompanied• 
 All undocumented children in the migrant context• 

In a number of MLC’s on the day visited, there were only about half the 
students att ending due to security concerns primarily due to their community 
having been raided by police and many families were in hiding at the ti me. 
One school and the adjacent community, was raided during the course of our 
survey, people’s houses were destroyed, families were separated, and a large 
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number of children had to sleep in the school building while they were waiti ng 
for their parents to come out of hiding.  During this diffi  cult ti me, educati on 
was interrupted. This indicates the increased vulnerability of the migrant 
communiti es, how precarious is their existence and any provisions for educati on 
they might organise. 

There are no such risks associated with Thai schools, or in refugee camps. 
However, we found other sets of physical and psychosocial safety concerns in 
these contexts. 

Our fi ndings show that in terms of psychosocial well being of children, MLC’s 
may in fact be off ering a more nurturing learning environment. This statement 
is based on indirect evidence only, through analyzing the language used by the 
research parti cipants in describing the role and experience of children in the 
schools. 

For example, in the refugee camp context, the occurrence of such words and 
phrases as ‘lazy’, ‘not/try hard’, and ‘obedient/obedience’ occur nearly twice as 
oft en as in migrant context. We did not fi nd this language in the Thai schools 
context; however, we did hear reports of child beati ng in all three contexts. 

Although this is indirect evidence it does however, give an indicati on about the 
high expectati ons and pressure put on children involved in the refugee camp 
educati on system. More importantly, this language indicates a traditi onal, top-
down, teacher-centred educati on system, where the only role the student is 
allowed is being receptacles of informati on passed down from the teacher. This 
language is also associated with other frequently occurring phrases pointi ng to 
a strong teacher-centred approach, such as ‘memorize’, ‘punish/punishment’, 
‘beat’, ‘lecture’, etc.  

We found a much higher frequency of the word ‘fun’ while interviewing children 
in Thai schools context although it did appear in the migrant and refugee camp 
context, but much less so, and only in reference to playing with friends outside 
class.

Other psychosocial factors identi fi ed that might be aff ecti ng children:
In the refugee camp context more children are repeati ng grades than in NLC’s • 
or Thai schools
There seems to be a very strong focus on centralised and standardized assessment • 
in refugee camp schools that puts a lot of pressure on the students.
We found menti on of child beati ng in all 3 contexts.• 

When asked directly about their feelings about school, nearly 100% of 
surveyed children respond that they are happy at school with very few negati ve 
experiences. It is very possible that children would not want to reveal any such 
informati on to interviewers who are not familiar to them and, especially when 
interviews take place at school. 

At the same ti me, most children said they were happy at school because they 
had a lot of friends to play with, or that they wanted to be educated, while hardly 
anyone said, they enjoyed learning or that they found the lessons interesti ng.

We have heard many comments such as ‘our children are not like Western 
children, if we don’t beat or punish them, they don’t listen’ or ‘children are 
used to shouti ng, if we don’t shout, they won’t obey’.

A number of “Out of school” children in refugee camps when interviewed 
indicated that they were bored at school and found the teachers to be hosti le. 
Those children said it was their choice to stay out of school.

In the refugee camps, resett lement is strongly aff ecti ng everyone’s emoti onal 
state: the teachers’, the children’s and all families. Children are losing their 
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friends and teachers they are used to, families are being separated, children 
who have been approved for resett lement stop coming to school or they 
att end school being disrupti ve and aff ecti ng the learning of the other children. 
Resett lement is adversely aff ects everyone’s moti vati on. 

There are a large number of children from the IDP areas inside Burma who 
remain in the refugee camp, during the school year, to enable them to att end 
school and many of these children stay in the dormitories, where conditi ons 
are extremely poor. There is no proper care given, insuffi  cient food, blankets, 
clothes, other supplies. Younger children are oft en unhappy at being separated 
from their parents. We heard one report of a suicide by a dormitory student. 
Children also oft en feel guilty that they are in they are in school instead of 
helping their families survive.

Other IDP students stay with relati ves or other families in the refugee camp. In 
these instances, there is a heavy emoti onal burden on them because they feel 
guilt that other people have to provide for them. 

In the Thai schools context we found more cases of children menti oning ‘fun’ 
in connecti on with studying or parti cular subjects, and generally with school. 
There was also less ‘negati ve’ language by teachers towards children. However, 
in this context, more teachers expressed an opinion that SE children should 
study separately, because they do not have ti me to take care of them. 

It is interesti ng to note that the survey parti cipants did not volunteer any explicit 
informati on about any parti cular group of children’s vulnerability or safety 
concerns beyond only the most trivial ones. At the same ti me we discovered, 
through observati on, informal discussions, and analysis of implicit statements, 
a whole set of problems related to safety and vulnerability, as discussed above 
therefore making it an ‘invisible problem.’

CAMPͳBASED EDUCATION SYSTEM

Recommendati ons for VSO:
Conti nue to raise awareness of educati on managers, teachers, and parents • 
about child rights and current child development and learning theories. 
It is parti cularly important to work simultaneously with all categories of 
stakeholders 
Educate teachers and educati on managers about diff erent learning styles and • 
learner types and how to adjust teaching practi ce to make sure they are included

General recommendati ons:
Set up systems to identi fy vulnerable children • 
Look for funding and raise boarding house standards of care• 

MIGRANT EDUCATION WORK

Recommendati ons for VSO:
Conti nue to raise awareness of educati on managers, teachers, and parents • 
about child rights and current child development and learning theories. It 
is parti cularly important to work simultaneously with all three categories of 
stakeholders 
Educate teachers and educati on managers about diff erent learning styles • 
and learner types and how to adjust teaching practi ce to make sure they 
are included.

General recommendati ons:
Set up systems to identi fy vulnerable children • 
Look for funding and raise boarding house standards of care• 
Improve transportati on safety• 
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THAI STATE EDUCATION SYSTEM

Recommendati ons for VSO:
Conti nue to raise awareness of educati on managers, teachers, and parents • 
about child rights and current child development and learning theories. It 
is parti cularly important to work simultaneously with all three categories of 
stakeholders 
Educate teachers and educati on managers about diff erent learning styles and • 
learner types and how to adjust teaching practi ce to make sure they are included.

General recommendati on:
Set up systems to identi fy vulnerable children • 

8.2.3. FACILITIES

Do educati on faciliti es support the wellbeing of all learners?

None of the schools we visited in all 3 contexts had any special faciliti es for 
SE students, except for the SECs in the refugee camps. The general educati on 
faciliti es at all the surveyed schools varied widely. 

In the camp context, the situati on is relati vely uniform with overcrowded 
conditi ons, insuffi  cient teaching aides and dirt fl oors in the classrooms.  Most 
classrooms have just bamboo benches and desks that are fi xed to the fl oor and 
cannot be re-arranged.  In some instances, there was no classroom furniture. 

School buildings are mostly in disrepair. Children run the risk of injury from 
nails sti cking out and splinters from desks and benches. In the “Wet Season”, 
the classrooms and all inside get wet. There are no noise dividers, so each class 
can hear all the other classes in the building, and everybody fi nds it hard to 
concentrate. There is no space for any outside acti viti es. In some classrooms 
there is also not enough light. Schools complain of inadequate, insuffi  cient, or 
lacking toilet faciliti es with insuffi  cient water for basic hygiene and no access to 
drinking water for children.

In the migrant MLC context, some of the larger schools located in Mae Sot 
have excellent faciliti es with good playgrounds, proper buildings, posters on 
the walls in the classrooms, computer classrooms, etc., while other schools, 
parti cularly those in rural areas far from Mae Sot, have very litt le in the way 
of faciliti es. Some schools have only the most basic buildings and not enough 
classrooms. We noti ced that in every MLC visited there is access to drinking 
water and functi oning, if bare, toilets.

In the Thai context, all schools surveyed had excellent faciliti es with small class 
sizes, an abundance of educati onal materials in a range of languages, visual 
aids on walls, airy well-lit classrooms and large grounds. 

CAMPͳBASED EDUCATION SYSTEM

Recommendati ons for VSO:
Train teachers and teacher trainers to develop their own teaching aides and, • 
how to use them in the learning process
Provide the teachers and trainers with the materials and faciliti es in which to • 
make their own training aids
Improve the learning environment management strategies in line with existi ng • 
resources, human and material, by looking at alternati ve learning sites, community, 
outdoor, educati on centres and breaking up the school day so that ‘soft ’ subjects 
can be taught outside (physical educati on, music, dance, art, drama etc.) 
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General recommendati ons: 
Develop improved cooperati on between KED, ZOA and other NGOs working • 
in the refugee camps context to develop appropriate strategies from locally 
available or other cheap materials that can improve faciliti es and the learning 
experience, i.e. sound insulati on between classrooms 
Introduce two-shift  teaching schedule to alleviate overcrowded conditi ons in • 
the schools
Work with all stakeholders to uti lize local knowledge to brainstorm locally • 
viable soluti ons

 

MIGRANT EDUCATION WORK
Recommendati on for VSO:
Help schools develop fund-raising capaciti es so that they are able to improve • 
their faciliti es to meet the needs of the learners

THAI STATE EDUCATION SYSTEM
General recommendati ons:
Improve SE student access faciliti es • 
Train teachers to use all the available faciliti es and resources• 

8.3 TEACHING AND LEARNING BASED ON PART C OF THE 
QUESTION SHEETS
8.3.1 CURRICULUM

Do the schools provide culturally, socially, and linguisti cally relevant curricula 
for primary school students?

The 3 contexts surveyed all have diff erent curriculum arrangements but all 
curricula had a strong impact on the inclusiveness of the educati on provided. 

In the refugee camp context the curriculum for the 7 Karen refugee camps, 
approved by KED and facilitated by ZOA, is Karen language based and focused 
on Karen as an ethnic group. As menti oned in the background secti on, these 
refugee camps are becoming increasingly mixed in ethnic, linguisti c, and 
religious compositi on where KED has commented that this is a very strong and 
sensiti ve politi cal issue for the Karen community and leadership, including the 
refugee camp leadership.  KED claims that change is slowly taking place, as 
there are now independent schools, including Burmese-languages schools, in 
the refugee camps, as opposed to an earlier KED policy, under which all schools 
in the 7 refugee camps had to teach only in Karen. However, KED feels strongly 
that it is not appropriate to force too much change in this area.

Despite the curriculum used in the refugee camps having been developed and 
conti nuously updated by ZOA/KED for over 10 years many stakeholders sti ll fi nd 
it needing improvement in many areas. The areas of improvement include:
Many subjects are too diffi  cult, with very litt le att enti on given to art, music, dance, • 
drama and physical educati on, along with personal/emoti onal curriculum
There are too many languages, with confusion over language of instructi on • 
(Burmese, English, Karen, and Karenni in Karenni camps) 
There are too many languages and the level is too high (Karen, Burmese, • 
English, and Thai as compulsory subjects)
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There are not enough practi cal resources (teaching aides)• 
Teaching materials are not suffi  ciently contextualised • 
There is a lack of teachers’ manuals• 
The language of curriculum (and textbooks) does not suit a large proporti on of • 
students (and teachers)
There is a lack of practi cal components in the curriculum• 

The majority of schools, in the 7 camps commonly referred to as Karen, are 
‘mainstream’ schools under KED, where instructi on is all in Karen language and 
all the textbooks used are in Karen, except for the Burmese and English language 
textbooks. There are also other categories ‘independent’ schools, as identi fi ed 
by KED. These can be schools with a religious affi  liati on (Muslim, Christi an, and 
Buddhist) referred to by KED as Mission schools. Some of these schools are just 
Burmese language schools set up by various non-Karen speaking communiti es 
in the camps.  

KED informed us that the independent schools are free to follow any 
curriculum they choose but they all have to take the standardized board 
exam (translated into Burmese for Burmese language schools) except for 
some Mission schools that have their own curriculum and do not take the 
board exam. All the schools surveyed showed that they are in fact using the 
KED curriculum (textbooks in Karen). 

The way we understood the situati on, but not confi rmed, is that the schools 
have a choice, whether to use the KED curriculum or their own curriculum and 
materials.  However, if they choose not to use KED curriculum, they are not 
supported by KED/ZOA, which including teacher sti pends and other funding 
that KED schools receive.

For the non-Karen language, a school using the KED curriculum means that 
the teachers need to translate the textbooks from Karen into Burmese for the 
students as they teach, and therefore must be fl uent in Karen. This means a lot 
of class ti me is spent on translati on of the textbook and not much ti me (if any) 
is left  for actual learning. Most teachers are not specifi cally trained in bilingual 
educati on methods and there is not bilingual educati on curriculum in place.

This situati on puts non-Karen speaking children, and teachers, at a disadvantage. 
In the meanti me, due to resett lement, there is an ever-worsening shortage of 
Karen speaking teachers in the refugee camps. There are a signifi cant number 
of educated Burmese speakers, belonging to a variety of ethnic groups, in the 
refugee camps who are willing to become teachers, however, they might lack 
camp registrati on and their situati on in the camps is precarious. Additi onally, 
they are not familiar with the KED curriculum and are not able to translate 
Karen textbooks for their Burmese-speaking students. In additi on, high numbers 
of non-Sgaw Karen speaking children go to mainstream schools where all 
instructi on is in Karen and they, the children, have to rely on the teacher to be 
able to translate into Burmese for them. This puts an additi onal strain on the 
teachers, as they have to teach in at least 2 languages. 

 As a result there are large numbers of students in the camps who are unable 
to understand the language used in the classroom and in the textbooks and are 
therefore excluded from the learning process.

According to informati on collected for all 3 contexts, most children said they 
understood the teacher and/or the textbook.  However, there were many 
comments from children, as well as teachers, that many more children do not 
understand the teacher or the textbook, especially in migrant context, as shown 
in fi gures 2 and 3. 
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Other issues related to curriculum in camp context that have been identi fi ed 
through this research can be described as follows:
Subjects.  It was mostly language subjects that were referred to as the most • 
diffi  cult, however social studies was another subject commonly menti oned as 
one of the most diffi  cult ones. The textbook was criti cised as having ‘too long 
passages that are diffi  cult to memorize’. These comments not only indicate the 
diffi  culty level of the textbook, but importantly, about the rote memorizati on 
teaching methods commonly used.
Languages.  Diffi  culti es are associated with too many languages in the • 
curriculum both as the language of instructi on but also as subjects. Children 
complain that they fi nd foreign language subjects (Karen/Burmese/English/
Thai whichever one is foreign for them) very diffi  cult, and if the teacher is 
unable explain in the students’ language, they say they cannot understand 
that teacher (for example foreign/Thai teacher). A lot of teachers and Karen 
speaking students commented parti cularly that the Burmese language 
curriculum is too diffi  cult. Similarly, social studies, the passages and paragraphs 
were oft en referred to as too long. 

Solving this parti cular problem starts with recognizing that in many cases it is 
a number of the principals, not teachers, who initi ally say, that all children in 
their class or school understand the language in the classroom. However, when 
an indirect questi on was asked, i.e. what types of students have diffi  culti es?  
They admit that it is mostly children who speak a diff erent language at home. 
There is no policy or an organized strategy in place to support these children, 
other than just relying on the teacher to provide translati on, extra instructi on, 
or relying on other children for help.
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One suggesti on proposed was that some languages in the curriculum could be 
made opti onal, or their introducti on delayed.  KED has not agreed to support 
this suggesti on and it is sti ll under discussion.
Teaching aides and practi cal acti viti es.  Some reports recently collected by ZOA • 
informed that teachers fi nd it diffi  cult to keep students engaged because of 
lack of instructi onal material. Students also said that they would like to more 
practi cal acti viti es both inside and outside of the classroom. 

Within the refugee camp context the curriculum has a very strong academic 
focus where complaints made to ZOA by the students were that they do not 
learn anything about life and things around them. They live in a refugee camp 
and never get to see life outside. Their environment is very limited.

Within the migrant context, MLC’s do not have a standardized curriculum and 
it was left  for each school or teacher to decide.  We found that most migrant 
schools use Burmese curriculum (textbooks from Burma in Burmese language). 
Schools that cooperate with World Educati on (WE) follow a combinati on of WE 
curriculum (English, Math, Science) and other materials, including elements of 
Burmese curriculum.   

Most teachers from Burma fi nd Burmese curriculum easy to use, as it is familiar 
and fi ts well with the traditi onal teaching style, therefore requiring no change 
in teaching approach. 

The WE curriculum is much more student-centred and developed specifi cally 
to suit the social, cultural, and politi cal context of migrant educati on.  However, 
teachers fi nd the new teaching methods proposed in this curriculum unfamiliar 
and diffi  cult to implement. 

While Burmese curriculum is easy for the teachers to use, it is less inclusive as 
it does not cater to a variety of learning styles. WE curriculum is much more 
student-centred, but requires more training and commitment to change on the 
part of the teachers. 

Some MLCs focus strongly on following, where possible, the Thai curriculum and 
teaching Thai language intensively.  Their ulti mate goals are to prepare and place 
as many children as possible in Thai schools, and, potenti ally obtain accreditati on 
for their curriculum from MOE. This can be considered an inclusive goal as this 
will allow children to be included in the mainstream of Thai educati on system. 
However, it is important that children are thoroughly prepared and profi cient 
in Thai before they enter Thai schools, as otherwise they are at risk of being 
excluded from full parti cipati on in the classroom and failing. 

There also appears to be a lack of communicati on between the diff erent CBOs/
NGOs that coordinate MLCs. Schools that focus on the Thai curriculum, organize 
Thai trainers for their teachers, however, some teachers commented that they 
fi nd that there is a lack of cultural understanding between the Thai trainers and 
Burmese teachers.

In the Thai School context, all the Thai schools surveyed use the standard MOE 
curriculum. MOE expects school to follow the offi  cial MOE curriculum for 70% 
of the school curriculum and allows up to 30% of the curriculum to come from 
the local perspecti ve. 

The majority (93%) of teachers interviewed in Thai schools responded that 
the MOE curriculum needs a lot of improvement, parti cularly making it more 
relevant to the local perspecti ve. It is recognised that any change in Thai 
curriculum would have to come from the highest level of MOE. If VSO were to 
have any impact on any of the curriculum issues, they would have to work with 
the central MOE in Bangkok rather than the local MOE Offi  ces. 
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A greater number of children admitti  ng they do not understand the textbook. 
We believe that this might be partly because in some Thai schools we specifi cally 
requested to interview weaker students in order to make up with a lot of ‘top’ 
students that the teachers sent to us to be interviewed in both migrant and 
refugee camp contexts.

We found that in the Thai context, teachers are less happy with the curriculum, 
or at least they were more open about it. Many teachers commented that 
it needs a lot of improvement, is not suitable to a lot of students and is not 
contextualised enough. They suggested that the curriculum needs more local 
content.

Table 4 summarizes exclusion factors identi fi ed by this research. Exclusion here 
is defi ned as being physically present in the classroom but being disadvantaged 
in their learning through one or a combinati on of the following factors:

TABLE 4:  EXCLUSION FACTORS ΈQUALITYΉ

Refugee Camp Migrant Learning 
Centres

Thai Schools

Language Non-Sgaw Karen 
speaking children 
experience signifi cant 
diffi  culti es in Karen 
language schools. In 
Burmese language 
schools they are 
not able to access 
textbooks in their own 
language for most 
subjects if the school 
is using KED curricu-
lum

Most migrant children 
can speak Burmese 
and most MLC’s teach 
in Burmese. There 
are also some Karen-
language schools for 
Karen speakers. How-
ever, it is not known 
how many children are 
excluded as their local 
school does not teach 
in their language.

In some schools, 
Burmese-speaking 
children are segre-
gated into separate 
classes. It would 
need more in-depth 
explorati on to de-
cide whether there 
are more advantag-
es or more disad-
vantages to this.

Family edu-
cati on back-
ground

Children whose 
parents/guardians are 
illiterate/have very 
low educati on level 
are at a disadvantage 
because they are not 
able to get help with 
schoolwork or encour-
agement at home

As for the refugee 
camp context

As for the refugee 
camp and MLC con-
texts, exacerbated 
by the fact that 
migrant parents of-
ten don’t speak any 
Thai, so can’t help 
their children with 
any school work or 
talk to Thai teachers

‘Slow learners’ Some learners are 
identi fi ed as ‘slow’ or 
‘lazy’. This seems to 
be a single categorisa-
ti on for anyone with a 
diff erent learning style

There was signifi -
cantly less labelling 
of students as ‘slow 
learners.’

We did not hear any 
signifi cant amount 
of menti on of ‘slow 
learners’

Age Children who are too 
old for their grade 
level don’t do as well 
as children at the right 
grade level for their 
age

Same, but more of 
those children who are 
too old for their grade 
level just don’t go to 
school at all

Children who are 
too old for their 
grade level do not 
usually end up in 
Thai schools at all. 
Those who do might 
be held back years 
and some drop out 
because of this
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Financial Some families can-
not aff ord school 
uniforms, children 
become embarrassed 
and discouraged at 
school. Similarly, they 
cannot provide can-
dles for children to do 
homework at night or 
pay for extra tutors, as 
a result these children 
are oft en labelled as 
‘lazy’ or not interested 
in educati on. 

More children are ex-
cluded from educati on  
because of fi nancial 
reasons

Teachers explained 
that the school can 
provide the school 
uniform and lunch, 
but many migrant 
families are not 
aware of this and/or 
afraid to approach 
the Thai schools

Resett lement This is a problem for 
everyone. Children 
who are about to 
resett le can’t focus 
on their studies and 
distract other children 
from studying

Less of an issue for 
migrant context

Not an issue here

Religion Majority of educati on 
leaders are Christi an 
and while offi  cially 
the mainstream KED 
schools do not have 
a religious affi  liati on, 
some of them do hold 
religious events such 
as weekly or daily 
devoti ons or others.

Some MLC’s have an 
implicit or explicit 
religious affi  liati on 
(Christi an, Buddhist, 
or Muslim).  There 
is a wide diversity of 
schools and teachers 
oft en do not represent 
the same group as the 
majority of students in 
any parti cular school. 

All Thai schools ob-
serve Buddhist holi-
days. Non-Buddhist 
students are not 
obliged to parti ci-
pate, but they might 
feel excluded if they 
do not parti cipate.

Figures 4, 5 and 6 represent the educati onal personnel’s (teachers, principals, 
and NGOs and CBOs, as well as MOE’s representati ves’) percepti ons regarding 
how appropriate they felt was the curriculum being used.

Figure 4 : Does the curriculum need any improvement
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CAMPͳBASED EDUCATION SYSTEM
Recommendati on for VSO:
Support KED and ZOA in conti nuing their work to improve and simplify the curriculum • 
and textbooks and include topics that are of higher interest to students
General recommendati ons:
Support KED and ZOA in translati ng the curriculum into Burmese language for • 
the schools that teach in Burmese
Support KED and ZOA in developing a bilingual educati on curriculum and • 
training teachers in bilingual educati on methods
Support KED in improving community/diversity representati on in educati on-• 
related decision making, including bodies to represent teachers, parents and 
students in a meaningful way

MIGRANT EDUCATION WORK
Recommendati on for VSO:
Conti nue supporti ng WE and CBOs involved in educati on, for example • 
BMWEC, in their curriculum development and teacher training eff orts with 
a parti cular focus on training follow-ups and on-going support for teachers 
piloti ng new curriculum 
General recommendati ons:
Liaise with Thai trainers to brief them in cultural issues pertaining to training • 
Burmese teachers
Develop more local Burmese trainers• 
Make sure that if the MOE curriculum is adopted, it is adequately contextualised • 
and fi tt ed to the local context and the actual level and needs of the students
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Figure 5 : Is the level of diffi  culity in the textbooks appropriate 
for all students?
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Figure 6 : Can all the children understand 
the language in the class room?
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THAI STATE EDUCATION SYSTEM
General recommendati ons:
Improve the Thai curriculum• 
Provide teachers in Thai schools with strategies to teach children with Thai as • 
a second language
Make the curriculum more locally relevant• 
Develop context-specifi c materials to teach Thai as a second language• 

8.3.2 TRAINING

Do the teachers receive regular and structured training according to need and 
circumstances?

Figure 7 demonstrates, from a self-assessment, carried out with teachers 
and school directors of how trained they feel are as teachers.

In the refugee camp context, the resett lement process has decimated the 
teacher training system. A number of Teacher Preparati on Courses (TPC) have 
closed due to the lack of trainers. Teachers are leaving so fast, there is no ti me to 
train replacements and graduates fresh out of high school oft en start teaching 
without any teacher training. 

New arrivals, who may be teacher trained, experienced or otherwise educated, 
are not necessarily being encouraged or allowed to become teachers in the 
camp because; they do not speak Sgaw Karen, do not have camp registrati on 
or, they are perceived as outsiders.  The eff ects of the resett lement process 
is not adequately managed in terms of substi tute teachers, cover for absent 
teachers and there is no system to support new teachers. For example, new 
teachers could start working alongside resett ling teachers helping them learn 
and providing conti nuity for students.

In MLC context, WE, BMWEC, GFC, and some other organisati ons off er a variety 
of pre- and in-service training. WE off er and deliver sequenti al training awarding 
certi fi cates to those who have completed at least 3 sets of training. All teachers 
reported they would like more training.

In the Thai school context teacher training is standardized. All teachers have 
to have a recognized university degree in educati on. MOE also organizes some 
on-going training for teachers, 3-5 days a year on average. Teachers comment 
that they are interested in more training. Some teachers said they had to 
learn Karen or Burmese in order to be able to communicate with their migrant 
students. Some schools that fi nd the number of teachers allocated by MOE 
insuffi  cient hire additi onal teachers locally on temporary basis. The majority of 
these temporary teachers do not have the standard teaching qualifi cati ons. 
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Figure 7 : Are the teachers trained?
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CAMPͳBASED EDUCATION SYSTEM
Recommendati on for VSO:
Improve training for SE teachers working at SECs (i.e. make it compulsory for all • 
SE teachers to be qualifi ed as regular teachers)
General recommendati ons:
Support KED/ZOA in setti  ng up a workable system of dealing with the eff ects of • 
resett lement on refugee camp educati on
Support KED/ZOA in fi nding acceptable strategies for using all educated/• 
qualifi ed new arrivals in the refugee camps to replace the resett led teachers 
and teacher trainers as appropriate
Standardize a pre-service training course• 
Develop a teaching apprenti ceship system where new/young teachers start • 
teaching under the leadership of a more experienced teacher, who may be 
going through the resett lement process
Develop a set of training for all teachers on how to deal with SE students in a • 
mainstream classroom.

MIGRANT EDUCATION WORK
Recommendati ons for VSO:
Support WE (and other organisati ons on the ground) in off ering and maintaining • 
regular and consistent follow-up training and support on the job (co-teaching, 
demo teaching, etc.) that will help the teachers not only grasp the new teaching 
concepts but also apply them in their real teaching situati on
Look into fi nding a strategy to improve communicati on and cooperati on between • 
the diff erent organisati ons involved in teacher training for migrant teachers
Work with school directors to raise their awareness of student-centred • 
teaching methods in order for them to be bett er able to support and 
encourage teachers
Develop a set of training for all teachers on how to deal with SE students in a • 
mainstream classroom

 General recommendati ons:
Some of the recommendati ons listed aft er the curriculum sub-secti on are also • 
applicable
Use local (from Burma) trainers as much as possible when training teachers • 
from Burma;

THAI STATE EDUCATION SYSTEM
Recommendati ons for VSO:
Develop a set of training for all teachers on how to deal with SE students in a • 
mainstream classroom.
Improve training for SE teachers• 
Some of the recommendati ons listed aft er the curriculum sub-secti on are also • 
applicable

8.3.3 INSTRUCTION

Is instructi on learner-centred, parti cipatory and inclusive?

We found instructi on to be teacher-centred in most cases. There seems to be a 
great deal of pressure on the students, parti cularly in the refugee camp context, 
with strong judgmental comments expressed by teachers and parents about 
children (i.e. ‘lazy’, ‘not trying hard’, etc.). There is a great deal of labelling some 
students as ‘slow learners’ when frequently students with mental impairments 
or learning disabiliti es are included in this category together with students who 
are perceived as lazy.
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Teachers, school directors, and educati on managers appear to blame failure 
on the students. For example, when asked ‘What kinds of students fail exams’, 
responses from many of the educati onal personnel responded: ‘Lazy students, 
those who do not try hard, dull students, slow learners’.  

Nevertheless, teachers oft en realize that certain students need more help and 
they are oft en moti vated to off er such help. In all 3 contexts, the answer to 
any student diffi  culti es seemed to be the same “More instructi on.”  This is 
someti mes extra classes aft er school or on the weekend, or extra tuiti on at the 
teachers’ house (paid or unpaid we were never able to determine). Yet it all 
seemed like ‘more of the same’, rather than trying to change something in the 
existi ng system to make it more accessible to everyone and more inclusive. 

In the refugee camp context, this concept of extra tuiti on is menti oned 
frequently by teachers, children, and parents. It is reminiscing of what happens 
in Burma (Lwin, 2007; HRDU, 2007). We do not know if parents have to pay for 
it. If yes, this puts poorer students at a disadvantage. Yet, it is hard to imagine, 
that teachers who are paid 500THB a month (as discussed in a later secti on) 
would be willing to spend extra ti me tutoring their students at night in their 
own home.

Family support has been menti oned as one of the most important factors 
aff ecti ng children’s performance at school in all 3 contexts. It is know that children 
who are supported at home with their learning achieve bett er results.  Many 
families are unable to support their children through their limited educati on, 
where they do not support and encourage their children in educati on or where 
parents do not prioriti ze educati on for their children. In additi on, in the refugee 
camp context, children from non-Karen speaking families are unable to get help 
from their parents with any Karen language schoolwork. 

Majority of educati on and community leaders in the camps are Karen Christi ans 
and these have connecti ons with, and access to, NGOs, foreigners, and funding. 
They are also the ones working for NGOs and have decision-making power as 
both community leaders and NGO workers. In recent years, KED has made an 
eff ort to implement a more religiously inclusive policy: there are more Buddhist 
and Muslim schools in the refugee camps and they are working closely with 
KED.   Mainstream KED schools in the refugee camps are offi  cially secular and 
do not have any religious affi  liati on. However, some individual schools sti ll hold 
religious events such as weekly or daily devoti ons. We did not get any explicit 
negati ve feedback from any of the stakeholders about this through the formal 
interview process; however, we have heard a lot of informal comments mostly 
from the Muslim community that they feel excluded.  Even ‘Muslim’ schools, 
located in Muslim communiti es with instructi on in Burmese, have to rely on 
Karen teachers due to the use of Karen language curriculum. The majority of 
those teachers are Christi an with some Muslim children and parents menti on 
that they feel out of place in either ‘Karen’ or ‘Burmese/Muslim’ schools. 

In Karenni camps, where instructi on in primary schools is in Burmese, children 
mostly rely on the teachers to translate the textbooks for them, taking up the 
majority of classroom ti me.   The teachers generally only translate into the 
‘majority’ language used in the class, which is usually Kayah, therefore children 
who do not speak Kayah or Burmese are at a disadvantage. 

Children oft en have to learn 3 diff erent scripts in 3 diff erent languages none 
of which are their mother tongue, putti  ng a lot of pressure on children.  This 
contradicts current research fi ndings that children learn best in their mother 
tongue and introducing too many foreign languages and literacy’s too soon 
actually puts the children at risk of not being able to fully acquire any language 
or literacy (Dutcher, 1995; UNESCO, 2005).
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In the MLC context, WE staff  commented that whatever happens in the classroom 
is prett y much down to the individual teacher. If the teacher is moti vated and 
recepti ve to training, they are more likely to experiment with new methods 
and make their lessons more acti ve. In these lessons, the students are more 
involved and achieve bett er. Many teachers, however, do not feel confi dent to 
change what they are doing and try something new. There were also a small 
minority of school directors who appeared to be less supporti ve of change and 
do not encourage the teachers to embrace learner-centred approaches.  What 
is needed is a diff erent approach rather than just more ti me for cramming.

Based on indirect evidence as discussed throughout this report, we suspect 
that many children are bored at school, apart from when playing with friends. 
The only children who actually admitt ed openly that they found school boring 
were the ones who had dropped out. However, most other children reported 
being happy in school because they like playing with friends. We did not get any 
feedback from children of being interested in lessons, though many said they 
want to be educated. When we asked children: ‘What is your favourite subject?’ 
they mostly menti oned subjects based on it being easy, rather than interesti ng. 

Teachers oft en referred to students as not being very moti vated (‘lazy’, ‘not 
trying hard’). All this leads us to believe that children might actually be bored at 
school. We have encountered frequent references to certain children as ‘slow 
learners’. A variety of respondents seemed to put diff erent meaning into these 
words. We found that students with learning diffi  culti es due to all sorts of factors 
are grouped into this category. Some are SE children with mental impairments; 
others are those children identi fi ed as ‘lazy’ who have low moti vati on for 
studying or children who do not achieve in school for some other reasons. The 
group also includes new arrivals from IDP areas that are unlikely to have had 
any formal educati on.

Lack of resources and poor faciliti es no doubt aff ect instructi on. In most refugee 
camp schools and in some MLC’s, the classrooms are too crowded for students 
to move around, the furniture cannot be rearranged, there is a lack of any 
teaching aides, such as media, technology, or any play space outside. 

From interviews with children we have gleaned, that low moti vati on might be 
caused by a variety of factors, such as:
lack of support at home• 
language diffi  culti es• 
lack of support and understanding from teachers• 
inappropriate curriculum (textbooks too hard, topics not interesti ng, teaching • 
style etc.) 
health problems (emoti onal and physical); it is interesti ng that there is rarely • 
an understanding between the diff erence
religious acti viti es at schools• 
cultural diff erences• 
other problems at home• 

In some cases, ‘slow learners’ are excluded, as teachers consider them to be 
lazy or not trying hard enough and thus are reluctant to give them extra help. 
In cases where teachers believe that the learning diffi  culti es of a parti cular 
child result from health problems, they are more likely to be more helpful and 
understanding towards these students.

CAMPͳBASED EDUCATION SYSTEM
General recommendati ons:
Most recommendati ons from the previous secti on apply• 
Work with teachers and educati on managers to correctly identi fy and diagnose, • 
if needed, those students who are currently labelled as ‘slow learners’. Identi fy 
reasons why they are underachieving and work on fi nding individual soluti ons
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Help teachers fi nd alternati ves to ‘more cramming’ approach• 
Explore the situati on with the extra tuiti on. Who requires it? Who gets it? Who • 
pays for it?

MIGRANT EDUCATION WORK
General recommendati ons:
Most recommendati ons from the previous secti on apply• 
Help teachers fi nd alternati ves to the ‘more cramming’ approach• 

THAI STATE EDUCATION SYSTEM
General recommendati on:
Most recommendati ons from the previous secti on apply• 

8.3.4 ASSESSMENT: 

Are appropriate methods used to evaluate and validate learning achievements?

In the refugee camp context each school year is divided into three terms with 
an examinati on at the end of each term. Those who fail the fi nal term exam 
have to repeat the year. Teachers routi nely complain that students only begin 
to ‘study hard’ before the fi nal exam. This potenti ally points to the lack of 
student moti vati on. The exam accounts for most of the grade, and a very small 
number of points allocated to att endance and atti  tude. There is no on-going 
assessment that would respond to the needs of children with diff erent learning 
styles. Existi ng exam-focused assessment only favours students who are good 
at memorizing and answering exam questi ons. In additi on, there is a system 
that only passes a percentage of students in each year rather than everyone 
who gets a passing grade.

In the MLC’s context, there is not a standardized exam system. They usually 
use a school-based exam. Assessment is predominantly exam based but some 
schools do not use exams for younger learners.

In the Thai schools context there is both a school-based and standard MOE 
exam system. Assessment is mostly test-based but includes other categories as 
att endance, parti cipati on in acti viti es, and projects.

ALL THREE CONTEXTS 
General recommendati ons:
All three contexts surveyed will benefi t from a gradual, planned, monitored • 
and evaluated introducti on of an on-going assessment system that monitors 
the students’ progress throughout each term and the enti re year, is language 
appropriate, and takes into account diff erent learning styles
Support organisati ons involved in developing assessment training• 
Help the educati on managers in each context explore their student assessment • 
systems and identi fy the problems
Include assessment training in the general teacher-training courses• 

8.3.5 SPECIAL EDUCATION

In the refugee camp context the refugee camps referred to as Karen, SECs 
are organized by KWO. The Special Educati on Programme comprises of an 
Inclusive Educati on Programme where SE children att end mainstream schools 
and get assistance from SE teachers either in class or separately and; an Early 
Interventi on Programme where young children diagnosed as SE are visited by 
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SE teachers in their homes and come to SECs once a week or so for playing and 
snacks.  In a number of the Karen refugee camps there are classes for children 
with hearing or visual disabiliti es. 

In Karenni camps, SECs are funded by JRS and run on a similar system to that 
described in the Karen refugee camps. 

We found that the following categories of special needs children are likely to be 
excluded from the SE system: 
Older children with impairments, small children are oft en carried to school or • 
SEC, while it is more diffi  cult to carry older children, and there is litt le access to 
special faciliti es and mobility equipment
Non-Karen speaking children and their families, as most SEC staff  are Karen and • 
Karen speaking
Non-Christi an children, as most SEC staff  are Christi an• 
Children with physical impairments who live relati vely far from school or SEC, • 
as they have to rely on someone to carry or assist them 
Severely disabled children, they are oft en “invisible”: as they never leave • 
the house
Girls with impairments, where we are led to believe this as there are more boys • 
enrolled with SECs

A boy working on his drawing in Star Flower Centre, a Special Educati on Centre for 
migrant children in Mae Sot

Main diffi  culti es experienced by the SE Programme that impact on inclusiveness:
Relati onships with refugee camp schools and refugee camp School Committ ee’s • 
where schools push children into SE, who could be catered for by mainstream 
schools, resulti ng in SECs becoming overloaded
Some schools and teachers do not allow SE teachers into their classroom to • 
support the SE children
Some school directors do not accept SE children into their schools• 
There is a lack of awareness about SE issues among refugee camp leaders, • 
educati onal personnel and parents
Teachers do not believe SE children can learn.  There is lack of understanding • 
regarding the diff erences between physical and mental disabiliti es and how it 
aff ects a child’s ability to learning. These issues are also valid for migrant and 
Thai contexts
Lack of training for SE teachers who are not required to be teacher trained • 
before they become SE teachers

In the Karenni refugee camps KnED are more aware and involved in the issues 
surrounding SE. The KnED’s interpretati on was that community leaders de-
prioriti ze educati on for children with physical and mental impairments, as they 
are considered potenti ally, in the long term, useless to the community. They 
are not expected to be able to get jobs, have careers and unable to contribute 
to their communiti es in any meaningful way. Therefore, it is considered a waste 
of resources to have any special services, programmes, resources, or support 
for them. KnED commented that it is very important to educate the leaders 
about SE and inclusive educati on.

In the migrant context there is no SEC for migrant children, however WE is 
considering opening one. Currently, access problems, lack of faciliti es and lack 
of specialized training for teachers prevent most SE children from accessing any 
kind of educati on. Due to lack of legal status, fi nancial diffi  culti es, and security 
for families, most SE children lack even the most basic healthcare and their 
conditi on will not have been assessed or diagnosed by a health professional. 

WE runs an SE outreach programme for migrant communiti es with SE specialists 
making home visits to SE children’s families registered with them. As part of 
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the outreach Programme WE works to identi fy new cases of SE children in the 
communiti es, gaining accessing to them, and where possible enrolling them in 
the SE Programme. They, WE, cooperate with Handicap Internati onal (HI) who 
also visit those children off ering physical therapy assistance, assessments for 
potenti al mobility equipment needs and opportuniti es. 

Despite these acti viti es, SE children potenti ally remain unidenti fi ed, due to 
the demographic situati on of the migrant community, lack of awareness of 
the part of the families, and lack of access to health services. Migrant children 
with impairments are parti cularly at risk as they are potenti ally left  unatt ended 
while parents go out to work. 

In migrant and refugee camp schools surveyed, all respondents said that there 
is no problem for SE children to access school or centre faciliti es (classrooms, 
toilets, play areas, etc.). Teachers also said that all their SE students manage 
on a litt le extra help. However, none of the schools had any special access 
faciliti es or SE students with mobility equipment. We believe this reinforces 
that children with severe physical or mental impairments do not access 
educati on in these contexts. 

In the Thai school context, there is a Special Educati on Unit (SEU) at Mae Tao 
School under Tak ESA2. There is an understanding that all SE students should 
att end the SEU and, this is one of the reasons why school directors from other 
schools in the area are reluctant to accept SE students.  As a result and, as 
menti oned earlier, none of the schools surveyed have any special faciliti es for 
SE children. In reality though, many SE children, especially the more severe 
cases or with mobility diffi  culti es, do not att end any school, especially if they 
live far from the SEU or are not aware of its existence. Families, especially poor 
or migrant families, might have trouble with transportati on for their disabled 
children, while they are unable to enrol their children in the local school, which 
does not accept SE children.

CAMPͳBASED EDUCATION SYSTEM
Recommendati ons for VSO:
Upgrade teacher training for SE teachers, currently they are not required to • 
qualify as regular teachers before qualifying as SE teachers
Conti nue raising awareness of community and educati on leaders about issues • 
surrounding SE and the need for inclusiveness

General recommendati on:
Include an SE component in standard pre-service or in-service teacher training• 
Improve outreach to identi fy all SE cases in the refugee camps and fi nd strategies • 
that would allow children with mobility disabiliti es, especially those who live at 
a distance from, or in remote areas to access SECs
Prioriti ze houses in central locati ons and close to the SECs for families with • 
SE children and this could be achieved by allocati ng those house vacated by 
resett led families

MIGRANT EDUCATION WORK
Recommendati ons for VSO:
Carry out a thorough assessment of SE needs in the migrant community with • 
the view of opening an SEC for migrant children
Conti nue working on identi fying all SE children in the communiti es• 

General recommendati on:
Develop cooperati on between educati on and medical NGOs to help more • 
thoroughly assess new cases, as most children with impairments have never 
been seen or assessed by a medical professional
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THAI STATE EDUCATION SYSTEM
Recommendati ons for VSO:
Upgrade teacher training for SE teachers• 
Work on increasing awareness of educati on managers about including SE • 
children in mainstream classrooms
General recommendati on:
Improve community outreach• 

8.4. TEACHERS AND OTHER EDUCATIONAL PERSONNEL   
BASED ON PART D OF THE QUESTION SHEETS

8.4.1. REQUIREMENT AND SELECTION

Is suffi  cient number of qualifi ed teachers recruited? Do they represent diversity? 
How is resett lement aff ecti ng schools?

In the refugee camp context the resett lement Programme has detrimental eff ect 
on all educati onal acti viti es, parti cularly teacher training and recruitment. Vast 
numbers of trained and experienced teachers have either left  or are expecti ng 
to leave in the immediate future and schools are forced to recruit graduates 
fresh out of high school. According to KED regulati ons, teachers are required 
to have at least a month of pre-service training, but oft en there is no ti me 
and new teachers start without any training at all. Teacher training may take 
place at some point during the school year. Apart from being untrained and 
inexperienced, the new teachers are also very young and lack the authority to 
manage the students.

Teacher salaries, referred to as sti pends, are dismally small (500-540 THB 
a month) and do not cover the basic living expenses. For comparison, 
most other salaries paid by NGOs to refugee camp residents, for unskilled 
jobs with less responsible than a teacher, are at least 1,000 THB a month. 
Teachers feel humiliated; under-appreciated that negati vely aff ects teacher 
moti vati on and recruitment.

In the MLC context teachers are trained teachers from Burma or undertaken 
teacher training provided by WE, BMWEC, GFC, and other NGO’s. Some of these 
organisati ons provide ongoing teacher training Programmes and conti nuati on 
training and support for qualifi ed teachers.  Generally, MLC’s are in a bett er 
positi on to recruit trained and experienced teachers, depending on funding 
available. There was no signifi cant teacher shortages reported with teachers 
coming from a variety of ethnic, linguisti c, and religious backgrounds.

Most diffi  culti es associated with recruiti ng, retaining and maintaining teachers 
are to do with their legal status. Unregistered teachers are vulnerable to 
arrest and have very limited freedom of movement. They might require 
accommodati on at or adjacent to the MLC for security reasons. 

Migrant educati on organisati ons have been coordinati ng with MOE in an eff ort 
to issue identi ty cards to teachers, to avoid arrest and/or deportati on by police 
or immigrati on.  Unfortunately, these cards, someti mes issued by MOE, are 
oft en not recognised by MOI, police, or immigrati on offi  cials. 

In the Thai school context, teacher recruitment is centralised and standardized 
being undertaken by the MOE. Some schools that need additi onal teachers 
are able to recruit them on an informal, temporary basis on lower salaries. 
Centralised teacher placement results in a high turnover of teachers who leave 
at the end of the compulsory period set by MOE.  This process also negati vely 
aff ects teacher moti vati on.
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Similarly, there is a policy that allows school directors to serve for only 1 year 
in a school before they become eligible for promoti on. This results in poor 
management and commitment, inconsistent policies at the school level and 
negati vely aff ects moti vati on of other teachers.

CAMPͳBASED EDUCATION SYSTEM
Recommendati on for VSO:
Conti nue to work to address the range of problems with educati on in the • 
refugee camps, as menti oned in other secti ons of this report in order to improve 
teacher moti vati on
General recommendati ons:
Conti nue to work with all stakeholders to develop eff ecti ve strategies for • 
dealing with the impact of resett lement in all aspects of educati on
Improve recruitment of trained new-arrivals as teachers and possibly trainers, • 
wherever necessary

MIGRANT EDUCATION WORK
General recommendati ons:
Conti nue cooperati ng with MOE and improve cooperati on with MOI to increase • 
the security and safety of unregistered teachers
Look at developing a pre-service training course for migrant teachers• 

THAI STATE EDUCATION SYSTEM
General recommendati ons:
Improve teacher parti cipati on in decisions about their place of service• 
Look at strategies that might improve the schools’ choice in teacher recruitment• 
Do more research to identi fy other strategies that might help with bett er • 
teacher retenti on and improving teacher moti vati on

8.4.2 EDUCATION POLICY AND COORDINATION

Are the teachers suffi  ciently reimbursed? How is teachers’ moti vati on aff ected?

In the refugee camp context teachers are paid an inappropriately small sti pend, 
not a salary. As they live in a refugee camp, they are provided with free 
accommodati on and a refugee rati on. However, the money is sti ll not enough 
for other needs, such as supplementary food for the family, clothes, and other 
basic personal items. The main way in which the insuffi  cient salaries aff ect 
teachers’ moti vati on is comparing it to other NGO-funded positi ons in the camp. 
Camp residents with NGO jobs in the camps usually receive salaries that are 
2-4 ti mes higher than the teachers’ sti pend. Teachers feel under-appreciated, 
unmoti vated, or they leave their jobs to seek higher-paid employment.

In the MLC context teachers receive much smaller salaries compared to Thai 
teachers and they have to struggle with the everyday challenges of being 
migrants and trying to make ends meet. Some schools provide accommodati on 
and/or food, but not all. Teachers with families fi nd it harder to survive on a 
teacher’s salary and support their families. If their every day needs is met, they 
tend to be more moti vated in their work.

In the Thai school context teachers recruited through MOE receive standard 
salaries, which are not high. Supplementary teachers recruited by schools 
locally, receive much smaller salaries or allowances, as they may not have 
formal teaching qualifi cati ons.

What seems to aff ect teacher/school director moti vati on more than the salaries 
is the centralised job placement policy practi ced by MOE. The less experienced 
teachers have less choice where they are placed, less connecti on to the place 
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where they work and are therefore less moti vated. They oft en choose to leave 
as soon as their obligatory contract is fi nished. There is a similar tendency 
among school directors, as menti oned in the previous sub-secti on.

CAMPͳBASED EDUCATION SYSTEM
General recommendati on:
Coordinate with KED, ZOA and other decision-makers to bring the teacher • 
salaries/sti pends up to the camp salary standard

MIGRANT EDUCATION WORK
General recommendati on:
Assist migrant schools in fund-raising in order for them to be able to bett er • 
support their teachers

THAI STATE EDUCATION SYSTEM
General recommendati on:
Most recommendati ons from the previous sub-secti ons apply• 

8.5 SUMMARY
This secti on summarizes the fi ndings discussed in this chapter and re-organizes 
them in order to answer the research questi on and the sub-questi ons, stated in 
the introducti on and repeated below:

‘How inclusive is the primary educati on in the 9 camps, migrant schools in Tak 
area, and Thai schools in Tak area?’ 

This questi on is further unpacked as: 

1. How do the target communiti es defi ne inclusive educati on? 

There are a great variety of defi niti ons of inclusive educati on; most of them 
include menti on of ethnic, religious, linguisti c, social, legal status, disability, 
diversity or other conditi ons. Some of the parti cipants made such disclaimers 
as limiti ng the types of disabiliti es that are acceptable for SE Children to 
parti cipate in mainstream educati on, or expressed a preference for separati ng 
SE children into separate programme. 

The main diff erence between local defi niti on and the VSO defi niti on was that 
none of the communiti es off ered any menti on of the quality of educati on and 
the conditi on that it needs to respond to the needs of the parti cular children 
involved. 

2. What are the gaps in the inclusiveness of primary education in the  
target communities? 
Language (see Table 2), where it appears many children are studying in a • 
language they do not understand
Curriculum, where in many cases there are problems with the curriculum, i.e. • 
not contextualised enough, irrelevant and/or of low interest to the students or, 
too diffi  cult
Teaching methods: mostly teacher-centred• 
Children with impairments, parti cularly more severe cases as well as older • 
children with impairments, or those who live far from schools or SE centres
Drop out parti cularly with children over the age of 10 years • 
Economic or legal reasons (summarised in Table 1)• 
Children too old for their grade level• 
Muslim or Hindu children• 
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3. What are the needs of the target communiti es in regards to achieving more         
inclusive primary educati on?
More suitable curriculum• 
Training for teachers and SE teachers• 
Access to health services for SE children• 
Funding for faciliti es and training to use them• 
Security and stability for communiti es• 
Awareness about inclusive educati on among all stakeholder• 

4. How aware are the target communiti es, including partners and stakeholders, 
of what inclusive educati on is and its importance? 

All appear aware that it is important but most, especially families do not 
fully understand what it means. Most think it is educati on, any educati on. 
Most stakeholders believe that as long as children are in the classroom, any 
classroom, they are included. Most respondents were aware that there should 
not be discriminati on based on ethnicity, religion, sex, poverty, and language. 
Some indicated that SE should be included and very few menti oned age. While 
most explicitly menti on these inclusion categories, whether there are strategies 
in place to make sure that inclusion happens, is another questi on.

5. How moti vated are the teachers to be inclusive and what factors aff ect 
their moti vati on?

Almost 100% of teachers claim they are moti vated, however in diff erent 
contexts there are strong factors aff ecti ng their moti vati on:
Refugee camps: dismal salaries, resett lement and lack of training • 
Migrant Learning Centres: low salaries, lack of training and hardships of migrant • 
life (security, making ends meet for family)
Thai schools: teachers have litt le choice where they are placed, school • 
directors are not always supporti ve, change frequently, and, there is a lack 
of commitment

While teachers might be moti vated, they oft en do not have much capacity to 
be inclusive due to factors such as large class sizes, lack of faciliti es, teaching 
aides, and bilingual instructi on teaching aides.

9. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
Smaller scale - Any further study on this topic should be more localized. We 1. 
recommend only exploring one community or context at a ti me, rather than 
doing such a wide study.
2.  More parti cipatory - If the study is on a smaller scale, it will allow for more 2. 
parti cipatory approach, for example doing workshops, community mapping 
exercises, and brainstorming sessions with diff erent types of parti cipants, 
rather than only interviews.
More locally specifi c - A more localized study will also reveal more locally 3. 
specifi c soluti ons.
4.  Longer term with more immediate results - a smaller, community based 4. 
study could be carried out over a longer period of ti me, structured as acti on 
research, with observati ons, refl ecti ons, and planning sessions, where 
parti cipants could plan for educati onal change in their own communiti es and 
decide exactly what they can do themselves, and where they need assistance 
from NGOs.
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10. CONCLUSION
In conclusion, we found that certain aspects of educati on provided in all 
3 contexts explored have some characteristi cs of inclusiveness while they 
lack others. While certain schools or systems might look non-inclusive when 
assessed from the outside, to others they might seem inclusive. It is the 
diff erence in perspecti ve. 

While most respondents agreed that some kind of change is needed, it cannot 
come from outside (or at least not primarily). If there is going to be change, 
it will come from improved communicati on and cooperati on between the 
diff erent players and stakeholders within each educati onal context explored 
in this study. 

Given the change has to come from the inside, perhaps VSO’s and other 
NGOs’ role could be to provide capacity to improve such communicati on and 
cooperati on, and empower the marginalized, under-represented, and ‘invisible’ 
parts of the communiti es to become represented and involved in the process 
of change. 

11. NOTES AND UPDATES
Since this research began in November 2008, a number of changes have taken 
place that could have an eff ect on inclusive educati on within the 3 diff erent 
research contexts. They are noted here in brief:
ZOA announced their decision to adapt and implement the Thai curriculum for • 
refugee camps within the next 3 years. However, there are no details as to how 
the translati on, implementati on, and teacher training are to be managed or, 
the implicati ons in terms of certi fi cati on.
KED has announced that it is handing over their mandate on educati on in • 
refugee camps to Karen Refugee Committ ee (KRC), who are setti  ng up an 
educati on department for this purpose.
WE is in the process of opening a Special Educati on Unit for migrant children • 
in Mae Sot.
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APPENDIX : 1
Camp-based educati on system - fi nal sample for school and SEC 
parti cipati on

 Camp ML UP NP MRM MLO BDY TH Site 1

Type of 
schools

         

Community 
schools

 Primary 
1A

Zone B 
Primary 
school

No 2 
Primary 
school

No 3 
Primary 
school 

No 3 
Primary 
school

BDY 
school

Tham Hin 
Primary 
School

No 2 
Primary 
School

  Primary 
1B

No 2 
Primary

No 4 
Primary 
school

No 2 
Middle 
school

No 1 
Primary 
school

  No 4 
Primary 
School

  Middle 5 Sec-
ti on 16 
Primary 
(PAB)

No 5 
Primary 
school

 No 2 
Primary 
school

   

  Primary 
2

       

  No 2 
Second-
ary 
school

       

Muslim 
schools

 Middle 4 
(Mus-
lim)

Muslim 
school

      

Buddhist 
schools

 Thirim-
agala

       

Christi an 
schools

 No 15 
Primary 
school 
(Mis-
sion)

      St. Peter’s 
School 
(Mission)

SECs  SEC SEC SEC SEC SEC  SEC  

Migrant and Thai state educati on system - fi nal sample for school and SEC 
parti cipati on

Setti  ng Schools visited

Migrant educati on work CDC

 Nam Tok

 48 KM

 Rocky Mountain

 Sky Blue

 New Day

 Parami

 Morning Glory

 Islam Boon Roong

 Agape (bridge children)

 SAW school

 New Blood

 World Vision center for street children

 New Day

 Thu Mweh Khee

Thai state educati on system in Tak province Sappawitt ayakhom HS, MS

 Moe Ker Primary School, Phopra

 
Thaad Primary School, MS

 
Pamaiauti d 4 Primary School, Phopra

 
Jok Pok Primary School, Mae Ramat

Total number of school 20
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Final Sample - parti cipants from the three setti  ngs

Camp-based educati on system  

Parti cipant Number

KED 1

ZOA 2

JRS 2

KWO 2

Educati on Committ ee 2

Principals 12

Teachers 28

SE teachers 13

Students 41

Parents 15

Children out of school 13

Parents with children out of school 18

Total 142
  

Migrant educati on work  

Parti cipant Number

BMWEC 1

WE 3

GFC 1

JRS 2

Principals 13

Teachers 33

Students 43

Parents 16

Children out of school 3

Parents with children out of school 5

Total: 120

Thai state educati on system  

Parti cipant Number

Tak Service Area 2 1

Principals 5

Teachers 10

Students 26

Parents 7

Total: 49
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