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Foreword

The 2014 Myanmar Population and Housing Census (2014 Census) was conducted with
midnight of 29 March 2014 as the reference point. This is the first Census in 30 years; the
last was conducted in 1983. Planning and execution of this Census was spearheaded by the
former Ministry of Immigration and Population, now the Ministry of Labour, Immigration and
Population, on behalf of the Government, in accordance with the Population and Housing
Census Law, 2013. The main objective of the 2014 Census is to provide the Government and
other stakeholders with essential information on the population, in regard to demographic,
social and economic characteristics and housing conditions and household amenities. By
generating such information at all administrative levels, it is also intended to provide a sound
basis for evidence-based decision-making, and to evaluate the impact of social and economic
policies and programmes in the country.

The results of the 2014 Census have been published so far in a number of volumes. The first
was the Provisional Results (Census Volume 1), released in August 2014. The Census Main
Results were launched in May 2015. These included The Union Report (Census Report Volume
2), Highlights of the Main Results (Census Report Volume 2-A), and the reports for each
of the 15 States and Regions (Census Report Volume 3[A-O]). The reports on Occupation
and Industry (Census Report Volume 2-B), and Religion (Census Report Volume 2-C) were
launched in March 2016 and July 2016, respectively.

The current set of the 2014 Census publications comprises 13 thematic reports and a Census
Atlas. They address issues on Fertility and Nuptiality; Mortality; Maternal Mortality; Migration
and Urbanization; Population Projections; Population Dynamics; the Older Population;
Children and Youth; Education; Labour Force; Disability; Gender Dimensions; and Housing
Conditions and Household Amenities. Their preparation involved collaborative efforts with
both local and international experts as well as various Government Ministries, Departments
and research institutions. The thematic reports published to date include: Fertility and
Nuptiality; Mortality; Maternal Mortality; Migration and Urbanization; Population Dynamics;
Population Projections; the Labour Force; and Education.

Data capture of the Census was undertaken using scanning technology. The processes were
highly integrated, with tight controls to guarantee accuracy of results. To achieve internal
consistency and minimize errors, rigorous data editing and validation were carried out to
facilitate further analysis of the results. The information presented in these reports is therefore
based on more cleaned data sets, and the reader should be aware that there may be some
small differences from the results published in the first set of volumes. In such instances, the
data in the thematic reports should be preferred.

This report describes the main findings from the information collected in the Census on
housing conditions in Myanmar and the access that households have to a range of amenities,
and assests.

The report shows that most households own their dwellings and have access to improved
drinking water sources as well as improved sanitation. However, the report also shows areas
of concern. There are huge differentials between urban and rural areas as well as across
States/Regions and Districts on some key indicators, which include building materials of



housing units and access to information and communication devices. Most of the owned
housing units are constructed of materials which arguably require replacement within a
relatively short period of time of typically less than ten years. This means that there is a
need for a mechanism for maintenance to ensure that the existing housing stock identified in
the Census does not deteriorate. Though generally high, access to improved water sources
and sanitation rates fall short of national targets. In addition, the high use of traditional and
unsustainable sources of energy for cooking exposes household members to the health risks
of poor indoor air quality, especially in enclosed environments.

On behalf of the Government of Myanmar, | wish to thank the teams at the Department of
Population, the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) and the authors for their contribution
towards the preparation of this thematic report. | would also like to thank our development
partners, namely; Australia, Finland, Germany, Italy, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, and the
United Kingdom for their support to undertake the Census, as well as the technical support
provided by the United States of America.

Lo
/ 7.

H.E U Thein Swe
Minister of Labour, Immigration and Population
The Republic of the Union of Myanmar
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Executive Summary

This thematic report on Housing Conditions and Household Amenities presents the living
conditions of households in Myanmar using data from the 2014 Myanmar Population and
Housing Census. The report specifically looks at the following key indicators of living
conditions and housing characteristics: household conditions; type and ownership (tenure
status) of housing unit; main source of lighting, cooking fuel and water for drinking; type of
toilet (sanitation); main construction material used for the roof, wall and floor of housing
units; and use of or access to household assets.

There were 10,877,832 conventional households in Myanmar in 2014; a 67 per cent increase
from the 6,495,621 households enumerated in 1983. With a total population of 47,929,999 in
conventional households, the average household size was 4.4, which was a noticeable decline
from the average of about five during the period 1983 to 2001. Myanmar’s average household
size is slightly higher than that of most neighbouring countries, except the Philippines.

Most households comprise couples living with children (41.4 per cent) and couples living
with children and relatives (17.2 per cent). The structure of households has largely remained
the same since 1983 even though there has been a slight decrease in larger households of
nine persons or more.

About one in four households (23.7 per cent) were female-headed, with this proportion
being higher in urban areas (27.7 per cent) than rural areas (22.2 per cent). The age-specific
headship rate increases with age and peaks at around 0.6 between the ages of 60 and 69.
Some 85.5 per cent of households in Myanmar own the housing units they live in, with this
proportion being slightly higher among female-headed households (87.3 per cent) than male
headed households (85.0 per cent), and higher in rural areas (93.1 per cent) than in urban
areas (66.0 per cent). The gender differentials are observed in both urban and rural areas,
as well as across States/Regions and Districts. Housing ownership increases with age, rising
from 68.7 per cent among heads of households aged 15-24 to 94.9 per cent among those
aged 65 and over, and this is the case among both male and female-headed households.

Most households in the country (81.4 per cent) use traditional and unsustainable energy
sources, particularly firewood, for cooking while only 16.8 per cent use modern and sustainable
energy sources. Even in urban areas, a substantial proportion of households (52.8 per cent)
use traditional and unsustainable sources of energy for cooking compared with only 45.4 per
cent that use modern and sustainable sources. More than 9 out of 10 households (92.5 per
cent) use traditional and unsustainable sources of energy for cooking in rural areas.

Slightly more than two out of five households (41.1 per cent) in the country use modern and
sustainable sources of energy for lighting, with the proportion being much higher in urban
areas (78.9 per cent) than in rural areas (26.4 per cent).

A housing quality index, described in Chapter 7, shows that households living in housing
ranked level 3 (out of five bands) comprised the largest proportion (42.3 per cent). At the
Union level, only 10.9 per cent of households lived in the highest rank. However, urban and
rural differences were large: 32.3 per cent of urban households lived in the highest housing
quality ranked level 1, while the corresponding figure for rural households was 2.5 per
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cent. Among the various tenure categories, the highest housing quality was found among
Government quarters (59.9 per cent). Among economically active persons, government
employees have the highest quality of housing (471 per cent). ‘Condominiums/apartments/
flats’ is the type of dwelling that provides the highest quality housing, with 79.7 per cent of
households ranked 1 occupying such accommodation.

More than two-thirds of households (69.5 per cent) have access to improved drinking water
sources in the country, with the proportion being higher in urban areas (86.7 per cent) than
in rural areas (62.7 per cent).

About three quarters (74.3 per cent) of households had access to improved sanitation, with
the proportion again being higher in urban areas (92.3 per cent) than in rural areas (67.3
per cent). Myanmar’s access to improved sanitation is slightly above the South-East Asian
regional average of 72 per cent. Among the States/Regions, Yangon reported the highest
access rate (91.1 per cent) and Rakhine the lowest (31.8 per cent). Among the Districts, the
highest access rates were recorded in East and West Yangon (96.4 per cent and 96.2 per
cent respectively) while Myauk U (in Rakhine State) recorded the lowest (18.7 per cent).

Almost half of all households in Myanmar have access to a television (49.5 per cent),
followed by a radio (35.5 per cent) and a mobile phone (32.9 per cent). The least accessible
information and communications technology (ICT) assets were the internet (6.2 per cent)
and a computer (3.5 per cent). About a third of households (30.3 per cent) did not have
any of the recorded electronic communications equipment, with the proportion being twice
as high in rural areas (36.4 per cent) than in urban areas (14.8 per cent). Access to or use
of transportation facilities was highest for motorcycle/moped/tuk tuk (38.7 per cent) and
bicycles (35.9 per cent). The least accessible type of transportation was a car/pick-up/truck/
van (3.1 per cent), which is one of the lowest rates in South-East Asian countries where, for
example, in countries such as South Korea, Malaysia and Japan, four out of five households
own a car.

Based on an estimate of the number of homeless people and those living in other collective
quarters, and the number of households living in deficient and extremely deficient living
conditions, a core housing need of 3.8 million units was estimated for the country.

In conclusion, the report shows that most households own their dwellings and have access
to improved drinking water sources as well as improved sanitation. The report also shows
gender parity on most housing indicators. However, the report also shows areas of concern.
Firstly, there are huge differentials between urban and rural areas as well as across States/
Regions and Districts on some key indicators, which include building materials of housing
units and access to information and communications devices.

Secondly, most of the owned housing units are constructed of wall materials which arguably
require replacement within a relatively short period of time of typically less than ten years.
This means that there is a need for a mechanism for maintenance to ensure that the existing
housing stock identified in the Census does not deteriorate.
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Thirdly, though generally high, access to improved water sources and sanitation rates fall
short of national targets. Fourthly, the high use of traditional and unsustainable sources
of energy for cooking exposes household members to the health risks of poor indoor air
quality, especially in enclosed environments. It also means that Sustainable Development
Goal (SDG) 7 which seeks to “ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern
energy for all” is far from being met. However, the higher use of modern sustainable sources
of energy for lighting compared with cooking implies that non-use of such energy sources
for cooking could be due to factors other than access. Finally, the low access to internet and
computers in households in rural areas could reflect the challenges of connectivity to an
electricity supply and higher levels of poverty which need to be addressed.

X1






Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1 Census background: history and overview of 2014 Census

Population and housing censuses are the principal means of collecting basic population and
housing statistics as part of an integrated programme of data collection and compilation.
Censuses provide a comprehensive source of statistics required for tracking demographic
trends; social and economic development; assessing conditions in human settlements; and
for use in policymaking, planning and research. The collected data also facilitate intra- and
international comparisons over time and enable the monitoring and evaluation of progress
made in policy interventions.

The history of census taking in Myanmar dates back to 500 BC during the era of King
Thadodipa Mahadamayaza of the Tagaung Dynasty. The first population census under the
British administration was carried out in the lower part of Myanmar in 1872; this was part of
the Indian census. Thereafter, censuses were taken every ten years starting from 1881. The
1891 census and subsequent censuses were conducted throughout the whole country on a
decennial basis up to 1941. In post-independent Myanmar, nationwide censuses were held in
1973 and 1983. There were challenges in all of these post-independence censuses, especially
due to lack of access to some parts of the country. Since 1983, more than 30 years have
passed without reliable and timely census information for Myanmar.

The 2014 Myanmar Population and Housing Census (referred to hereafter as the 2014
Census) was conducted from 29th March to 10th April 2014 under the legal framework of
the Population and Housing Census Law No. 19 of 2013. The Law empowers the Ministry
of Immigration and Population (now renamed The Ministry of Labour, Immigration and
Population) to collect, process, analyse, publish and disseminate information obtained
through the census. The 2014 Census enumeration aimed to count all persons who were
within the borders of Myanmar on the night of 29th March 2014 (Census Night).

The specific objectives of the 2014 Myanmar Census were to ascertain the following:
(a) Size, composition and spatial distribution of the population
(b) Levels of education attained by the population
(c) Size and deployment of the labour force
(d) Levels of fertility, mortality and migration
(e) Size and prevalence of persons with a disability
(f) Rate and pattern of urbanization
(9) Housing conditions and availability of household amenities and assets.

1.2 Overview and meaning of ‘Housing’

Housing and human settlements development policies are key instruments for facilitating
access to adequate housing and sustainable development. Policies should be responsive
to national and subnational needs and circumstances. In order to shape policies to address
national needs and to develop a comprehensive framework for both monitoring the housing
sector and the continuous review of national housing policies, up-to-date data is critical.
Housing censuses are the main sources for benchmarking housing data particularly in less
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developed countries where systems for the generation of data from administrative systems
are either weak or non-existent.

1.2.1 Housing, context and meaning

A house is a shelter for any living activities of humans. These activities could include cooking,
eating, sleeping and tending children, among others. A house is often established as a
physical element within a discrete physical space but interfacing with the natural and other
parts of the physical environment. However, there are different nuances to the wider concept
of ‘housing’, for which there is no one readily acceptable definition but which might generally
be considered as a multi-dimensional product that includes physical shelter; socioeconomic
and cultural dynamics; related services and infrastructure; and the inputs required to produce
and maintain it. It also includes the processes and outcomes of the production and use of
residential dwellings.

Viewed sometimes mistakenly and variedly as a physical and environmental good, a
socioeconomic good and a political object, housing is often misunderstood. However,
housing combines all these attributes at all times when viewed in its comprehensive sense.
Housing as a physical and environmental good, shelters humans from hostilities emanating
from the environment. It is a modified (man-made) condition of the human habitat that is
intended to protect humans from the vagaries of weather, from predators and other dangers.
As a physical good, it can be broken down into a fixed structure plus services that include
water, sewerage, electricity and other utilities.

Housing is also an economic good as well as a political object in the sense that it can be
bought and sold in the market in its entirety or in its constituent parts. As an economic good,
housing is nevertheless expensive. It may require the bulk of a household’s whole lifetime
income or savings, and, in many cases, families may never be able to afford decent housing
(that is housing the generally conforms to modern standards of fitness, structure, energy
and facilities). In this context housing becomes an important indicator of the economic well-
being of households, social groups, regions and nations. In analyzing the development of a
housing policy, it is important to note that it cannot be divorced from economic, political and
social processes (Agus et a/, 2002, p3).

The functions of housing as a physical and environmental good, and the economic burden of
its procurement, consequently brings with it serious implications for public health and public
interest. Low income levels may force households to acquire housing which is inadequate
either in terms of its physical attributes or because of its location. Such inadequate housing
may result in a number of negative consequences such as outbreak of diseases and intense
dissatisfaction of household members that, in extreme circumstances, may result in a sense
of hopelessness. These consequences therefore make housing a political object particularly
when people feel insecure and attribute their predicament to failed or misdirected policies
from local and central government concerning the building and availability of housing. Such
policies could include building regulations as well as housing policies and programmes.

To improve the housing situation - particularly of the urban poor - it is necessary to think in
terms of a two-level approach. The first, at the macro level, involves dealing with such factors
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as land and tax reform, income redistribution, and full employment as part of a coherent
urbanization strategy. The second, at the micro level, encompasses addressing both housing
and local spatial-oriented policies, of which the on-site upgrading of sites and services are
major components. The fact that public housing has failed to solve the housing problem of
the urban poor in many countries does not mean that it has no place in any country’s housing
policy (Yeh, 1982). Appropriate policy approaches to public housing should therefore be
adopted, and continuously reviewed and evaluated, based on empirical data and information
from housing censuses and surveys, for countries to adopt the most workable urban housing
solutions.

1.2.2 Housing policies and programmes in Myanmar

Housing censuses are used to develop benchmark housing statistics and to formulate housing
policy and programmes, and, in the private sector, to assist in site selection for industrial,
retail and service facilities, as well as for the commercial development of residential housing
(United Nations, 2008, p 237). However, from the literature reviewed, a codified housing
policy in Myanmar has largely been lacking until November 2014 when the then President
of Myanmar, His Excellency U Thein Sein, launched the National Workshop on Urban and
Housing Policy and Planning. A United Nations report in 1991 referring to the Resource
Conservation and Rangeland Development Program (RCRDP) stated that: “.... the situation
in 1984 could be described as one in which a housing policy did not exist” (UN-Habitat, 1991,
p 30).

The chronology of housing policies in Myanmar (illustrated in Figure 1.1) was set out by
the Japan-OECD Policy Forum on Urban Development and Green Growth in conjunction
with the Department of Human Settlements and Housing Development of the Ministry of
Construction of Myanmar, in a joint evaluation of human settlements and urban development-
related policies and programmes in October 2014.

Figure 1.1

An illustration of Myanmar’s National Housing Policy Evolution

Pre-Independence  Post-Independence

Shelter/Space/ 1951 NHB Act,
Local needs Public Housing Market Orientation From Provider to
i Social needs & PPP in Housing Facilitator
Traditional 1920-1947 1950-1970 1980-2000 2000-2011
i Private Sector :
Colonization & Urbanization Participation in 1
RDT (1920) Housing Delivery H

Adequate
housing for all
citizens

Lack of Housing Policy for low income people and Rural Housing Needs
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1.2.3 Housing and human settlements: international dimensions

The publication of thisreport takes place atavery criticalmomentin the history of globalhuman
settlements development. The world is moving forward from the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs) to the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (UN, 2015) and is interfacing
the Habitat Agenda' (UN-Habitat, 1996) with a new Urban Agenda discussed in October 2016
in Quito, Ecuador. There was therefore the need to generate data and indicators from the
Census which will enable Myanmar to track progress nationally and subnationally to attain
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and for international comparison when reporting
at international platforms.

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development sets out 17 Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) of which the following are directly related to human settlements development:

. SDG 6: Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all

. SDG 7: Ensure access to affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy for all

. SDG 11: Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable

. Target 11.1: By 2030, ensure access for all to adequate, safe and affordable housing
and basic services and upgrade slums.

It is important to recognize that under the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, the
upgrading of slums still remains relevant. Slums, in general, are settlements which depict the
following characteristics:

. Inhabitants have no security of tenure vis-a-vis the land or dwellings they inhabit,
with modalities ranging from squatting to informal rental housing.

. Neighbourhoods usually exhibit very high densities compared to other areas of the
city, lack, or are cut off from, basic services and city infrastructure.

. Housing may not comply with current planning and building regulations, and is often
situated in geographically and environmentally hazardous areas.

According to UN-Habitat, informal settlements, slums and other poor residential
neighbourhoods are a global urban phenomenon. They exist in urban contexts all over the
world, in various forms and typologies, dimensions, locations and by a range of names
(squatter settlements, favelas, poblaciones, shacks, shanties, barrios bajos, bidonvilles) (see
Figure 1.2).

'The Habitat Agenda is the outcome of the Second United Nations Conference on Human Settlements (Habitat II)
which was held in Istanbul, Turkey from June 3-14, 1996. It encompassed the Istanbul Declaration and the Global
Plan of Action on Shelter and Human Settlements, and is the blueprint framework that has been guiding housing
and human settlements policies, globally, for the last 20 years. The Habitat Agenda is premised on two themes:
adequate shelter for all and sustainable human settlements development in an urbanizing world. The Habitat
Agenda was replaced by the New Urban Agenda at the world meeting in Quito, Ecuador, in October 2016.
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Since 2003, United Nations Member States have agreed to define a slum household as a
group of individuals living under the same roof lacking one or more of the following five
conditions:

(1) Access to improved water

(2) Access to improved sanitation facilities

(3) Sufficient living area - not overcrowded

(4) Structural quality/durability of dwellings

(5) Security of tenure.

1.3 Overview of the Report

This report covers three broad areas, that is: household characteristics (but only to the
extent that these characteristics interact with housing dynamics); housing characteristics
and quality; and housing amenities and household assets. The report also enumerates key
factors of housing in its comprehensive definition, the policy paradigms and international
policy platforms addressing housing and human settlement issues. Elements of housing are
also teased out as far as the Census data would allow.

It is emphasized for clarity that the analyses of households, housing conditions and household
amenities in this thematic report largely relate only to persons living in enumerated
conventional households. This will assist in interpreting results where changes in household
size between censuses are being analysed. However, the report also looks at the issue of
homelessness, even though data for this was generated using the Institution questionnaire
and was combined with persons living in other collective quarters. This was undertaken to
establish the extent of those that live in conditions of extreme housing deprivation.

Finally, a brief recommendation is proposed for any future census based on a comparison of
the structure of the housing section of the 2014 Census questionnaire and the United Nations
Principles and Recommendations for Population and Housing Censuses (2" revision) (2007).

The main objectives in preparing this report were to:
. Review literature in the context of emerging issues and methodological fields
. Assess data quality and limitations
. Compile levels and, where possible, trends within the country, at the State/Region
level and where applicable at the District level
. Interpret the findings in the context of polices which have impacted on housing, and
where appropriate, make recommendations.

This thematic report seeks to present the living conditions of households in Myanmar using
data from the 2014 Census. More specifically, the report seeks to present the status and,
where possible, trends of the following key indicators of living conditions and housing
characteristics:

. Household characteristics

. Tenure status of household

. Type of housing unit

. Main source of lighting
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. Main cooking fuel

. Main source of water for drinking

. Type of toilet facilities (sanitation)

. Main construction material used for the roof, wall and floor of housing units
. Access to household assets.

Figure 1.2 shows the questions used to collect the housing data in the 2014 Census.
Figure 1.2

Housing questions in the 2014 Myanmar Census
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Chapter 2. Methodology and data assessment

2.1 Housing data in the 2014 Census: an assessment of data quality

2.1.1 Coverage of the recommended topics

A housing census is the total process of collecting, compiling, evaluating, analyzing and
publishing or otherwise disseminating statistical data pertaining, at a specified time, to all
living quarters and occupants thereof in a country or in a well delineated part of a country.
The census should provide information on the quantity/supply of housing units together
with information on the structural characteristics and facilities that have a bearing upon the
maintenance of privacy and health and the development of normal family living conditions
(United Nations, 2008, p7).

The housing census produces benchmark statistics on the current housing situation and
is vital for developing national housing and human settlements programmes. The housing
census is also valuable for providing the sampling frame for special housing and related
surveys during the intercensal years.

Due to limited resources to conduct separate housing and population censuses especially in
less developed countries, the United Nations Principles and Recommendations for Population
and Housing Censuses notes that “..it is customary to conduct housing and population
censuses simultaneously” (United Nations, 2008, p185).

The topics to be covered in the census questionnaire should be determined upon a balanced
consideration of the:
(a) Needs of the country (national as well as local)
(b) Achievement of international comparability
(c) Probable willingness and ability of the public to give adequate information on the
topics
(d) Total national resources available for conducting the census.

Table 2.1 summarizes the extent of coverage of the internationally recommended housing
topics in the 2014 Census. Coverage of the topics was only partially compliant with the
United Nations recommendations, and, in future should (as recommended in Chapter 8) be
improved, especially to cover other ‘core’ topics such as the number of rooms available to
the household and a count of dwelling units available.
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Table 2.1

Coverage of housing topics in the 2014 Myanmar Census
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Key for Table 2.1

C - Core topic recommended by the United Nations.

CD - Core topic (derived from other information collected) recommended by the United
Nations.

NC - Non-core topic recommended by the United Nations.

A - Additional topic not specifically recommended by the United Nations but included in the
Myanmar Census.

Y - Yes, the topic was covered in the Myanmar Census.

N - No, the topic was not covered in the Myanmar Census.

As noted in Table 2.1, coverage of the United Nations recommended topics in the 2014
Census may be judged to have only been partially satisfactory since only 11 out of the 22
recommended core topics were covered. There is therefore a need for improvement in
coverage in future censuses.

2.1.2 Data quality assessment

Data quality assessment (DQA) is the scientific and statistical evaluation of data to determine
if those obtained from a source such as a census or survey are of the right type, quality, and
qguantity to support their intended use. DQA is built on a fundamental premise: data quality,
as a concept, is meaningful only when it relates to the intended use of the data. Data quality
does not exist in a vacuum; it must be known in what context a data set is to be used in order
to establish a relevant yardstick for judging whether or not the data set is adequate.

Based on the above premise therefore, this evaluation of the quality of housing data in the
2014 Census has been carried out by considering the following quality components.

Relevance

The data captured in the 2014 Myanmar Census as evaluated against the United Nations
recommendations (United Nations, 2008) would be gauged to have covered less than 50
per cent of the required topics. It is, however, important to note that most of the topics
recommended by the United Nations are more relevant to developed countries and in most
cases are not applicable to the Myanmar context. Significantly though, key topics such as
number and size of rooms occupied were not covered thus rendering measurement of some
key indicators such as overcrowding in households and the prevalence of slums difficult.

Furthermore, the classification of some elements and options should be separated in future
to avoid the inclusion of inapplicable response categories (such as in the question on main
construction materials - see Figure 1.2). More fundamentally, however, an assessment of
‘relevance’ should reflect more the degree in which the data meets the needs of national
and local users (irrespective of whether or not the topics covered conform to international
recommendations). In this respect, the content of the 2014 Census reflected the outcome of
user consultations held during the design of the questionnaire, after the pilot census in 2013,
and during preparations for this report, bearing in mind that a census had not been carried
out for more than 30 years in Myanmar and that the volume of information and its quality
had to be balanced. To a large extent user needs were satisfied, and, therefore, the 2014
Census data was relevant.
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Accuracy

The accuracy of the data (defined as the degree to which the information correctly describes
the phenomena it was designed to measure) was evaluated using cross-tabulations and
comparison with other national sample surveys and previous censuses?. From this evaluation,
the housing data is deemed to be fairly close to the exact or actual values. However, as is
appreciated, statistics are never identical with the true values because of variability (the
statistics change from implementation to implementation of surveys due to random effects)
and bias (the average of the estimates from each implementation is not equal to the true
value due to systematic effects). Moreover, the accuracy of the Census data will have been
affected to some degree by the level of under-enumeration in some parts of the country,
particularly in Rakhine State. This issue is discussed in more detail in the Main Results
(Department of Population, 2015) and is also noted below.

Timeliness and punctuality

Timeliness with respect to the housing data was evaluated by comparing the date of the
initial publication of data as part of the Main Results (Department of Population, 2015) with
the date of the enumeration. The initial results were released within 14 months of the Census
date, which was in accordance with the data release calendar and in line with the United
Nations Principles and Recommendations on Population and Housing Censuses (United
Nations, 2008).

Comparability

For the housing component of the 2014 Census data, comparability over time and with other
recent surveys between geographical areas within the country and with other countries
within the region, and between domains is judged in this report to be satisfactory.

Coherence

The housing data, especially those regarding household structure and composition, and
access to drinking water and lighting fuel are reasonable and consistent in comparison with
the same data from other independent sources such as the Fertility and Reproductive Health
Survey and the Labour Force Survey.

Accessibility and clarity
The way the housing data was obtained and packaged is easy for users to access and apply

for various purposes. The data and metadata are available in various formats in reports, excel
files, a CD-ROM and online on the Department of Population’s website.

2|t is important to note that this was only applicable to the extent of convergence of coverage.

10
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2.2 Analytical approach

The Global Plan of Action of the Habitat Agenda clearly illustrates the key components of
adequate shelter and thus states that:

Adequate shelter means more than a roof over one’s head. It also means adequate
privacy; adequate space; physical accessibility; adequate security; security of tenure;
structural stability and durability; adequate lighting, heating and ventilation; adequate
basic infrastructure, such as water-supply, sanitation and waste-management facilities;
suitable environmental quality and health-related factors; and adequate and accessible
location with regard to work and basic facilities: all of which should be available at an
affordable cost. Adequacy should be determined together with the people concerned,
bearing in mind the prospect for gradual development. Adequacy often varies from
country to country, since it depends on specific cultural, social, environmental and
economic factors. Gender-specific and age-specific factors, such as the exposure of
children and women to toxic substances, should be considered in this context. (UN-
Habitat, 1996).

Whereas the overall approach in this analysis has been anchored on the elements of adequate
housing as enumerated by the Habitat Agenda, the specific method employs a combination
of elements of a cross-sectional analytic approach, in which differences in household
composition are contrasted between physical housing attributes and level of services, and
other relevant components such as economic status and access to household assets and
some features of longitudinal measurement.

2.3 Limitations

While applying the data presented in this report, it is important to recognize that a key
limitation is the extent of coverage in the 2014 Census. As noted in the Union Report of
the 2014 Census (Department of Population, 2015) some populations in three areas of the
country were not enumerated. This included an estimate of 1,090,000 persons residing in
Rakhine State, 69,800 persons living in Kayin State and 46,600 persons living in Kachin
State (see the Union Report for the reasons that these populations were not enumerated). In
total, therefore, it is estimated that 1,206,400 persons were not enumerated in the Census.
The estimated total population of Myanmar on Census Night, both enumerated and non-
enumerated, was 51,486,253.

The analysis in this report covers only the enumerated population. It is worth noting that in
Rakhine State an estimated 34 per cent of the population were not enumerated as members
of some communities were not counted because they were not allowed to self-identify using
a name that was not recognized by the Government. The Government made the decision
in the interest of security and to avoid the possibility of violence occurring due to inter-
communal tension. Consequently, data for Rakhine State, as well as for several Districts and
Townships within it, are incomplete, and only represent about two-thirds of the estimated
population.

n
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Limitations relating to the collection of information on a number of particular housing
variables, such as the use of electricity as a source of lighting and cooking; the concept
of piped water; and the enumeration of homeless people and persons in other collective
quarters are highlighted in the relevant chapters and sections of this report.

12



Chapter 3. Household characteristics

The household, a basic socioeconomic unit in all countries, is often central to the study
of social and economic development. The number, size and structure of households and
changes in the rate of household formation are useful for planning and for developing special
policies formulated for selected groups of the population (United Nations, 2008, p 238).

Apart from the effects of demographic factors on the size and structure of households, there
are other non-demographic determinants including economic conditions, the labour market,
business cycles, and housing costs. Kochanowski (1995) argues that economic conditions
and growth play a major role in cohabitation and headship rates and, as such, may be better
indicators of household formation.

3.1 Household size

One of the key indicators relating to the structure of households is average household size
(which itself is the product of several demographic characteristics such as nuptiality, fertility,
life expectancy and migration). Average household size is derived as the ratio of the total
population enumerated in conventional households to the number of such households
enumerated in an area. At the time of the 2014 Census, the average household size at the
Union level stood at 4.4 persons per household. Comparing the States and Regions, Kachin
and Chin recorded the highest average household sizes at 5.1, while Nay Pyi Taw, Ayeyawady
and Magway had the lowest at 4.1. At the District level, Hopan (in Shan State) recorded the
highest average household size at 6.3 while Hinthada (Ayeyawady Region) and Pyay (Bago
Region) recorded the lowest at 3.7. Further details of household sizes are presented in Table
A-4 of the Main Report (Department of Population, 2015).

Studies have established a link between age; marital status; educational level of household
head; employment status; size of dwelling unit; and the number of rooms in a dwelling unit
with household size (Dhabunansi, 2010). The average household size at the Union level and
for urban and rural areas has oscillated around five persons over the period 1983 to 2001 but
by the time of the 2014 Census, there was a noticeable drop to 4.4 (Figure 3.1). However,
a notable characteristic of average household sizes in Myanmar since 1983 is that urban
households have generally tended to be slightly larger than rural households. This goes
against the norm in most developing countries where, due to generally higher educational
levels, greater employment demands, the higher cost of housing, and other cultural factors
underlying family formation, urban households tend to be smaller than rural households. For
instance, in 2009, the average household size in Viet Nam was 3.66 and 3.84 for urban and
rural households respectively (General Statistics Office, 2011). The departure from this norm
in the case of Myanmar may be attributed to the differences in the definition of urban and
rural or may be caused by the tendency for families to coalesce around, and live with, the
main bread winners who most often reside in urban areas. The average household sizes for
selected years from 1983 to 2014, using data from the periodic Fertility and Reproductive
Health Surveys (FRHS), are shown at Figure 3.1.

13
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Figure 3.1
Average household size, 1983 to 2014
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The average household size of 4.4 recorded in the 2014 Census in Myanmar is slightly higher
than most countries in the South-East Asian region as can be seen from recent trends in a
selection of countries shown at Figure 3.2. Of these, only the Philippines recorded a higher
level.

Figure 3.2

Trends in average household size in selected countries in South-East Asian Region, 2000-2012
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Figure 3.3 shows that the results of the 2014 Census reported a shift from the 1983 situation,
in that the proportion of households that comprised one or two persons increased from
13.2 to 17.0 per cent. The proportion of households that comprised three persons and four
persons also rose from 13.7 per cent and 16.0 per cent to 19.9 per cent and 21.3 per cent
respectively. Conversely, the proportion of larger households (comprising seven or more
persons) fell from 27.6 per cent to 14.3 per cent.

14 Census Report Volume 4-1 - Housing Conditions and Household Amenities
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The numbers and proportion of households by size for States/Regions and urban and rural
areas as reported in the 2014 Census are shown in Appendix 1, Table Al(a). Most States/
Regions show the highest proportion of households with four persons. However, Sagaing
shows the highest proportion (17.5 per cent) of households with five persons, while Bago,
Ayeyawady, and Nay Pyi Taw show the highest proportion of households with three persons,
recording 22.5 per cent (Bago), 22.7 per cent (Ayeyawady), and 22.3 per cent (Nay Pyi Taw)
respectively.

The numbers and proportion of households by household size for Districts are presented in
Appendix 1, Table Al(b). Laukine (Shan State) shows the highest proportion of households
with six persons at 16.8 per cent, while Thayet (Magway Region) and Pyay (Bago Region)
show the highest proportion of households with three persons, recording 25.5 per cent
(Thayet) and 27.3 per cent (Pyay) respectively.

Figure 3.3

Percentage of households by humber of persons in the household, 1983-2014
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3.2 Household structure

3.2.1 Household classification and type

The United Nations guidelines for population and housing censuses recommend that
households should be classified according to the number of family nuclei they contain and the
relationship, if any, between the family nuclei and other members of the household (United
Nations, 2008, p 132).° Classification of households by relationship to the head provides
an intricate structure of households especially as it relates to family dynamics which are
useful in assessing housing requirements in any community. Taking into consideration socio-
cultural and economic factors, a household consisting of a couple® and their children should
ideally have at least two bedrooms; one for the parents and one for the children.

3 A family nucleus is one of the following types (each of which much consist of persons living in the same household):
(a) A married couple without children; (b) A married couple with one or more unmarried children; (c) A father with
one or more unmarried children; and (d) A mother with one or more unmarried children.

4The term ‘Couple’ in this thematic report is strictly interpreted to mean the head of household and his/her spouse
(husband/wife). The two categories ‘head’ and ‘spouse’ were assigned codes 1 and 2 respectively in the 2014
Myanmar Census question on relationship.

Census Report Volume 4-1 - Housing Conditions and Household Amenities 15
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In the 2014 Census, the United Nations classification has been slightly modified, but the
resulting output categories (shown at Table 3.1) remain largely consistent with the United
Nations recommendations.

Table 3.1
Distribution of households by household composition type, 2014 Census

Household composition type ‘ Number ‘ Percentage
All households 10,877,832 100.0
Couple households 7,649,491 70.3
1. Couple only 731,646 6.7
2. Couple + child(ren) only 4,500,948 41.4
3. Couple + child(ren) + other relatives only 1,875,367 17.2
4. Couple + child(ren) + non-relatives only 115,327 1.1
5. Couple + child(ren) + other relatives + non-relatives 102,090 0.9
6. Couple + other relatives only 265,035 2.4
7. Couple + non-relatives only 29,504 0.3
8. Couple + other relatives + non-relatives only 29,574 0.3
Non-couple households 3,166,748 29.1
9. Lone persons only 501,088 4.6
10. Lone head + child(ren) only 951,665 8.7
11. Lone head + child(ren) + other relatives only 1,006,568 9.3
12. Lone head + child(ren) + non-relatives only 24,442 0.2
13. Lone head + child(ren) + other relatives + non-relatives 45,956 0.4
14. Lone head + other relatives only 531,278 4.9
15. Lone head + non-relatives only 52,915 0.5
16. Lone head + other relatives + non-relatives only 52,836 0.5
Unknown composition 61,593 0.6

Using this classification, the results of the 2014 Census showed that the more common
household composition types (numerically) were: couples living with children only; couples
living with children and other relatives; lone heads living with children and other relatives; and
lone heads living with children only. Specifically, the 2014 Census reported that couples living
with children only (41.4 per cent) and couples living with children and other relatives (17.2
per cent) formed the greatest proportion (58.6 per cent in total) of households in Myanmar.
This profile was reflected uniformly in all States/Regions with the proportion of households
comprising these two largest composition types being highest in Shan (63.4 per cent) and
lowest in Yangon (53.6 per cent).

It is suggested that the provision of housing in Myanmar should be re-oriented to reflect the
needs of these two dominant household composition types, since for almost 60 per cent of
households, nationally and in States/Regions, the bulk of housing accommodation should
contain a minimum of two bedrooms; one of which may be used by the children and the
other by the parents.

The proportion of couple only households at the Union level stood at 6.7 per cent with Kachin

recording the lowest proportion at the State/Region level (4.0 per cent) and Ayeyawady
recording the highest proportion (8.7 per cent). The details of household composition types
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are presented in Appendix 1, Table A2.

The results (as shown at Figure 3.4) further reveal that at the Union level, 4.6 per cent of
households were comprised of lone persons only. At the State/Region level, this proportion
ranged from 3.8 per cent in Shan State to 6.0 per cent in Nay Pyi Taw.

Figure 3.4

Percentage of households by composition type, 2014 Census
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3.2.2 Household heads by age and sex

Changes in the age distribution of a population often lead to shifts in the average household
size as different age groups have different propensities to form households (University of
Florida, 2006). This effectively affects housing consumption parameters. Figure 3.5 shows
that the number of household heads increases with age from just 47,369 for the youngest
heads aged 15-19 up to 1,317,723 for the age group 45-49, which constitutes 12.1 per cent of
all household heads (10,873,181). Thereafter the number of household heads diminishes with
age. This general profile is mirrored in both urban and rural areas as presented at Figure 3.5
and Appendix 1, Table A3.

For household heads of all age groups, there were more males than females, though the
differential was less in urban areas than in rural areas, and diminished with age as higher
male mortality took effect. Figure 3.6 shows that the percentage of households headed by
females decreased with age up to 30-34 years at 13.6 per cent. After that, it continued to
increase with age. The percentage of female-headed households by age was consistently
higher across all age groups in urban areas.
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Figure 3.5

Number of household heads by age, urban and rural areas, 2014 Census
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Figure 3.6

Percentage of female-headed households by age, urban and rural areas, 2014 Census
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Levels and trends in female-headed households are particularly important indicators of
changes in family organization and in the process of family formation (Arias and Palloni,
1996). Trends and dynamics of household composition have a relationship with housing given
that incomes and other socioeconomic characteristics of households affect their housing
choices and affordability.

Arias and Palloni further assert that it is difficult to assess levels of female-headed households
due to disagreements among social scientists concerning the appropriate definition and
measurement of female headship. Arguing that censuses ‘misdiagnose’ the problem by
allowing household members to designate a household head, numerous social scientists use
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alternative criteria to determine what constitutes a female-headed household. They suggest
that one of the chief difficulties of measurement has to do with the fact that census counts
do not identify, as heads, women who bear the chief economic responsibility for a household
but reside with adult males who are deemed to be the head due to definitional instructions.

It should nonetheless be acknowledged that this bias in the measurement of prevalence of
female headship is usually offset when women counted as heads reside alone only temporarily
while their spouses or male partners are away and provide full or partial economic support
through remittances. Therefore, in most less developed countries, on balance, censuses are
the best source of a universal estimation of the prevalence of female-headed households.

The 2014 Census reported that 23.7 per cent of households at the Union level were headed
by females. A higher percentage of female-headed households was recorded in urban areas
(27.7 per cent) compared to rural areas (22.2 per cent). This may be attributable to the fact
that in urban areas, women are more likely to secure employment and, as a consequence
therefore, be more likely to establish households. This scenario also may be due to less
cultural influences in urban areas compared to rural areas, which enable women to establish
and manage households in their own right.

Numbers and proportions of households by age and sex of household head, urban and rural
areas and State/Region and District are presented at Appendix 1, Table A3. At the State/
Region level, the proportion of female-headed households ranged from 19.3 per cent in
Ayeyawady Region to 28.9 per cent in Tanintharyi Region; data at the State/Region level are
presented at Figure 3.7. At the District level, the proportion of female-headed households
ranged from 9.6 per cent in Makman (Shan State) to 38.7 per cent in Pharpon (Kayin State).
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Figure 3.7

Percentage of female-headed households, State/Region, 2014 Census
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3.3 Household formation and headship

3.3.1 Household formation

To paraphrase Burch and Mathews 1987, household formation is the process and results of
decisions made by individuals, couples and households with regard to “at what point in time
and with whom and where they shall live and share the daily processes associated therewith”.
Such processes and decisions are no doubt influenced by the dynamics of housing markets
among other economic, social, environmental and demographic factors.

The 2014 Census recorded some 10,877,832 conventional households - an increase of almost
4.4 million from the 6,495,621 reported in the 1983 census. This reflects an annual growth
rate of 1.67 per cent.

3.3.2 Headship rates

Headship and home acquisition are both reversible conditions, meaning that there can be
transitions into and out of either state, unlike some other life course events such as completing
high school, getting married for the first time, or having a first child (Goodman, Pendall and
Zhu, 2015).

It is to be expected that, generally, young people will generate new households while older
people make transitions out of headship as their economic status and responsibilities
change. However, in certain circumstances, and especially in less developed countries, this
is sometimes not the case given the delay in young people getting jobs and accumulating
the resources to purchase/own a house. Headship rates are important because they help
house builders and city planners determine how many households are forming that will need
housing in the future.

At the time of the 2014 Census, the headship rate (defined as the ratio of the number of
household heads to the size of the adult population) at the Union level stood at 0.32, while
at the State/Region level the rate ranged from 0.29 in Kachin to 0.35 in both Ayeyawady and
Nay Pyi Taw. Social change generally reduces the rate of headship at young ages, as people
wait longer to form families for economic and cultural reasons (Bonvalet and Lelievre, 1997,
cited in Monkkonen, 2013). The age-specific headship rates in Myanmar broadly conform to
this norm where the rate peaks at around 0.6 between the ages of 60-69 at the Union level
and in most States/Regions, as shown at Figure 3.8 and Table 3.2.

21



Chapter 3.

Figure 3.8
Age-specific headship rates, State/Region, 2014 Census
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Comparing the urban and rural rates, interestingly, the pattern remains somewhat similar
to the profile at the Union level with the headships peaking at about 0.6 at ages 65-74 in
both areas. As Figure 3.9 shows, in essence, there is no distinct difference in headship rates
between rural and urban areas though the rates for urban areas generally remain slightly
lower than for rural areas up to age 65-69 where the headship rates for rural and urban areas
converge. After this age group, the headship rates for urban areas marginally exceed the
rates for rural areas up to the more advanced ages.
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Chapter 3.

Figure 3.9

Age-specific headship rates, urban and rural areas, 2014 Census
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Chapter 4. Tenure conditions and dwelling types

4.1 Introduction

Household tenure in a census refers to the status of the arrangements under which a
household occupies all or part of a dwelling unit. The unit of enumeration is a household
occupying a housing unit (United Nations, 2008). It refers to the ownership or rental status
of the household with respect to the dwelling in which the household members live. It does
not address itself to strict legal status but rather to the clarity of, and predictability of terms
of, the occupation of the dwelling. Households can be very broadly classified into two main
tenure categories:

(a) Owner occupied: where the head and/or any other member(s) in the household
owns the dwelling unit. This includes those dwelling units that have been paid in
full as well as those with outstanding housing loans or mortgages.

(b) Renting: where the head and/or any other member(s) in the household rents the
whole or part of the dwelling unit.

A copy of the question that captured information on tenure in the 2014 Census is shown at
Q33 at Figure 1.2.

4.2 Tenure status

4.2.1 Levels of home ownership

In general, the 2014 Census reported encouraging results with regard to the proportion
of households that own their dwellings. At the Union level, a significant 85.5 per cent of
households owned their dwelling, while only 7.4 per cent rented their dwelling. However,
in urban areas, though a majority (66.0 per cent) of households owned their dwellings, a
sizable 20.3 per cent rented their dwellings compared to rural areas where 93.1 per cent
owned their dwellings while only 2.4 per cent rented them. The details are presented in
Appendix 1, Table A4.

All the States/Regions recorded levels of ownership between 64 per cent and 94 per cent
with Ayeyawady Region recording the highest level at 93.8 per cent and Yangon Region the
lowest at 64.5 per cent (Figure 4.1).

The high percentage of households owning their dwellings in Regions such as Ayeyawady
may be attributable to the availability of commonly used building materials, such as timber,
bamboo and dhani/theke leaves, while the compar