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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 
Overview 
 
The People’s Survey was designed in 2006 as a mechanism to establish public perceptions 
and attitudes on key development and social issues related to RAMSI’s work. It was to be 
a voluntary questionnaire-based representative sample survey of a cross-section of the 
Solomon Islands population, taking into account age, education, gender, income level and 
geographic location. The design was derived from the baseline assessment of RAMSI 
published in the RAMSI Performance Framework (RAMSI, November 2005). 
 
In March 2006, ANU Enterprise was contracted by AusAID to design and implement the 
Pilot People’s Survey.  Based on performance this contract was extended to conduct the 
2007 People’s Survey, which was to form a baseline to measure change over future years. 
The 2007 survey was undertaken with the involvement of the Solomon Islands National 
Statistics Office in three distinct phases: design; implementation and data collection; and 
data analysis and reporting. All phases were completed by 16 July 2007. 
 
The 2007 People’s Survey was modified to closely link the Medium Term Targets, as set 
out in the Medium Term Strategy (RAMSI, November 2006), to the survey. The survey 
has successfully measured these indicators to provide a basis for monitoring and evaluation 
of RAMSI’s performance targets. 
 
The design team travelled to Honiara twice during the design phase (November 2006 and 
March 2007) to consult with the PAWG and key stakeholders. The questionnaire was 
approved on 17 April 2007 and the core team arrived in Honiara on 22 April 2007 to carry 
out the implementation of the People’s Survey. 
 
Eighty-five Interviewers, Field Liaison Officers and Supervisors were hired to implement 
the survey and were trained in two one week training sessions from 23-27 April, and from 
30 April to 4 May.  Following each training session teams of five were deployed to eight 
provinces and one municipal area (Honiara), across 25 Enumeration Areas selected by the 
NSO. 
 
From 30 April to 22 May 2007 a total of 5,154 respondents were interviewed comprising 
approximately equal numbers of men, women, young men and young women. This figure 
was 130 interviews over target. 
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Key Survey Findings 
 
Background Characteristics of Respondents 
 

 Ten per cent of all respondents reported subsistence as their only occupation, and 
50% reported subsistence plus another activity. Seven per cent reported housework 
only and 38% reported housework plus another activity. The other main activities 
were informal cash activity (17%), unpaid volunteer in a church or NGO (7%), full-
time government worker (6%, part time 2%) full-time worker in the private sector 
(5%, part-time 3%) and self-employment or own business (5%) (Table 1.3). 

 
 Eighty per cent of respondents were currently living in the province in which they 
were born and 20% in a different province (Table 1.4). 

 

Household Economy 
 

 Thirty-five per cent of respondents said their current financial household situation 
was better than 2 years ago and 35% said it was worse, while 26% said it was the 
same (Table 2.1). Thirty-three per cent each expected their financial household 
situation to be better or the same in the future, and 15% worse (Table 2.2). 

 
 Thirty-eight per cent said conditions for starting a business were better than two 
years previously, 23% said the same, 17% said worse, and 20% didn’t know (Table 
2.3). 

 
 Thirty-one per cent said they had tried to start a business in the reference period. Of 
these 88% said they had experienced problems (Table 2.4). 

 
 Twelve per cent of respondents had access to either a government or NGO 
agricultural program and 85% did not. Ysabel, Malaita and Temotu were most 
likely to report access to government programs, while respondents in Central were 
most likely to say they had no access (Table 2.5). 

 
 Twenty-four per cent of respondents said they had had regular wage employment at 
some time, 20% had paid tax on their wages, 23% said they had a bank account, but 
only 14% belonged to superannuation, provident or pension scheme. Men were 
significantly more likely to give affirmative answers to all four questions. 
Compared with rural respondents, urban respondents were more than twice as 
likely to have had regular wage employment (43% and 21%) (Table 2.6). 

 
 Forty-nine per cent said they had a family member working away from home 
(Table 2.7) and 78% said the absentee worker sends money to the household (not 
tabulated). 
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 The most commonly expected source of assistance for the community in the next 2 
years is national government (27%) followed by the community itself (14%) (Table 
2.8). 

 
 Twenty-one per cent of respondents said there were more opportunities for youth 
and school leavers compared with 2 years ago, 33% said there were less, and 35% 
said they were the same (Table 2.9). 

 
Access to Basic Services 
 

 Nineteen per cent said they had a health centre in their village or community, and 
31% had a primary school. A further 42% could reach a health centre in no more 
than an hour, and 47% could reach a school in no more than an hour. The rest took 
up to half a day or longer to reach either (Table 3.1). 

 
 In the preceding year 46% of respondents had visited a health centre from 1-3 
times, 16% had visited 4-6 times, 14% had visited more than six times and 24% 
had not visited a health centre (Table 3.2). 

 
 Of the 76% of respondents who had visited a health centre at least once, 38% said 
they were always satisfied with the services received, 40% said they were 
sometimes satisfied and 20% gave reasons why they were not satisfied (not 
tabulated, see text for reasons). 

 
 Forty-nine per cent of all respondents said health services had improved in the past 
two years, 39% said they were the same and 6% said they had deteriorated (Table 
3.3). 

 
 Sixty-two per cent expected services to improve in the next two years, and 7% did 
not expect improvement, while 30% said they did not know (Table 3.3). 

 
 National government was seen as the most likely source of improvement (37%), 
followed by foreign donors (19%) (Table 3.4). 

 

 Sixty-four per cent said primary schools had improved in the past year, 29% said 
they had stayed the same and 4% said they were worse (Table 3.5). 

 
 Thirty-five per cent reported improved access to markets in the past year while 
34% said access had not improved and 29% didn’t know. Urban respondents were 
more likely to report improved access to town markets (72% compared with 28% 
for rural) (Table 3.5). 

 
 Thirteen per cent of respondents’ homes were connected to mains electricity, 6% 
had solar power or a small generator (solar 3.8% and generator 2.4%) and 81% had 
no electricity (Table 3.6). 
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 Twelve per cent of respondents had access to a fixed phone line in their 
community, 30% had access to a radio phone and 58% had no access to 
communications (Table 3.6). 

Law and Order 
 

 Forty-six per cent described their community as safe and/or peaceful, 42% said 
there were sometimes law and order problems and 9% said there were many 
problems. Men were more likely to say their community was safe and peaceful 
(53% compared with 47% for women), and women almost twice as likely to say 
there were many problems (11% compared with 6%) (Table 4.1) 

 
 Forty-five per cent said law and order had improved, 42% said it was the same and 
10% said it was worse. Honiara (58%) Guadalcanal (54%) and Malaita (52%) were 
most likely to report improvement and Temotu (28%) Choiseul (15%) Western 
(14%) and Ysabel (13%) were most likely to report deterioration (Table 4.2). 

 

 Fifty-seven per cent said there was less general crime in their community compared 
with a year ago, 24% said it was the same, and 4% said it had increased, while 13% 
said they had never had general crime in their community (Table 4.3). 

 

 Forty-five per cent said there was less serious crime in their community, 10% said 
it was the same, 1% said it had increased and 42% said they had never had it (Table 
4.4). 

 
The Solomon Islands Police Force 
 

 Eighty-nine per cent had not had any formal contact with the SIPF in the past year 
and 11% had formal contact (not tabulated). 

 
 Of the 11% that had formal contact, 63% initiated it themselves while 32% of the 
contact was initiated by the SIPF. Least likely to initiate contact were young men 
(50%) and young women (55%), compared with men (74%) and women (66%) 
(Table 5.1). 

 
 Forty-four per cent of all respondents thought SIPF treats people fairly and with 
respect, 28% said they sometimes do, 16% said they do not and 12% did not know. 
Women (47%) and young women (45%) were more likely than men (42%) and 
young men (40%) to consider SIPF treatment always fair and respectful (Table 
5.2). 

 
 Fifteen per cent said something had been stolen from their house in the past year 
and 18% said something had been stolen from their garden (not tabulated). 

 
 Of the 33% who had something stolen, 14% had reported it to the SIPF and 85% 
had not reported. The main reason for not reporting was ‘too minor’ (25%), 
followed by ‘no evidence /no witness’ (17%) (Table 5.3). 
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 Of the 14% who reported the stealing, 33% said they were satisfied with the way 
the SIPF had handled the report and 67% said they were not satisfied (not 
tabulated). 

 
 Fifty-two per cent said the officer’s supervisor or a senior officer was the person 
who should be informed if a police officer was not doing his job properly, 19% said 
the village chief and 9% said RAMSI (Table 5.4). 

 
 Sixty-two per cent of respondents said they would make a formal complaint if an 
SIPF officer were not doing their job properly, 23% said they would not, and 14% 
didn’t know.  Men (73%) and young men (71%) were most likely to say they would 
complain and women least likely (47%) (Table 5.5). 

 
General questions about RAMSI 
 

 Ninety-eight per cent of all respondents had heard of RAMSI (not tabulated). 
 

 Sixty-three per cent had seen a RAMSI police officer within the past three months 
and 12% had spoken to one, 46% had seen and 8% had spoken to a RAMSI army 
officer; and 7% had seen and 1% had spoken to another type of RAMSI official. 
Twenty-two per cent had not seen a RAMSI officer of any kind in the past three 
months and 80% had not spoken to one (Table 6.1). 

 
 The most common perceptions of the role of RAMSI were ‘keep the peace’ (62%), 
‘improve law and justice’ (41%), ‘arrest criminals’ (22%) and ‘help  run the 
country’ (19%). Some respondents used this question to make either positive or 
negative comments about RAMSI (Table 6.2). 

 
 Fifty-three per cent of respondents said that violence would return to Solomon 
Islands if RAMSI left soon, 27% said ‘maybe’ violence would return, and 7% said 
violence would not return (Table 6.3). 

 
 90% of respondents said they support the presence of RAMSI in Solomon Islands, 
4% were undecided and 4% said they did not know. 

 
Public Accountability 
 

 Sixteen per cent of respondents said the national government was performing very 
well as regards improving basic services and the economy, 36% said satisfactory, 
32% said not well and 16% did not know (Table 7.1.A). 

 
 Thirteen per cent said national government was doing very well as regards 
efficiency fairness and independence, 34% said satisfactory, 29% said not well and 
24% didn’t know (Table 7.1.A). 
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 Twenty per cent said the performance of national politicians and government 
officials was better than a year ago, 53% said it was the same, 11% said it was 
worse and 16% didn’t know (Table 7.1.A). 

 
 Eight per cent said provincial governments were performing well as regards 
improving basic services and the economy, 32% said satisfactory, 44% said not 
well and 16% didn’t know (Table 7.1.B). 

 
 Seven per cent said provincial government was doing very well as regards 
efficiency fairness and independence, 31% said satisfactory, 39% said not well and 
23% didn’t know (Table 7.1.B). 

 
 Eleven per cent said the performance of national politicians and government 
officials was better than a year ago, 55% said it was the same, 11% said it was 
worse and 16% didn’t know (Table 7.1.B). 

 
 Only 5% of respondents could name either of the main functions of the Leadership 
Code Commission, while 70% said they had never heard of it and 24% said they 
had heard of it but don’t know what it does (Table 7.2) . 

 
 Eight per cent said the role of the Auditor General’s Office is to check that public 
money is spent for the proper purpose, 4% mentioned check compliance with 
revenue guidelines, 65% had never heard of it and 27% had  heard of it but didn’t 
know what it does (Table 7.3). 

 

 Fifty-six per cent said there was dishonest behaviour and/or misuse of power 
among senior people in their community, 35% said there was none and 8% didn’t 
know (Table 7.4). 

 
 Thirty-six per cent said there was less dishonest behaviour and/or misuse of power 
among senior people in their community compared with a year ago, 40% said the 
amount was unchanged, 2% said it had increased and 13% didn’t know (Table 7.5). 

 
 Thirty-eight and thirty-seven per cent respectively said complaints about poor 
performance in national and provincial officials should be addressed to the officer’s 
supervisor or another senior official, and 22% said complaints should be addressed 
to the  SIPF (Tables 7.6 and 7.7). 

 
 Forty and forty-four per cent respectively said they would feel safe complaining 
about a national or provincial official, 39% and 34% would not feel safe and 20% 
and 19% didn’t know (Table 7.8). 

 
 Forty-eight per cent of respondents never read a newspaper and 34% only rarely, 
4% read a newspaper every day and 7% weekly or monthly (Table 7.9). 

 
 Forty-four per cent of respondents listen to the radio every day, 10% every week, 
4% every month, 24% rarely and 18% never (Table 7.10). 
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 Twenty-six per cent said the newspaper represents community views very well, 
29% said satisfactorily, 5% said not well and 37% didn’t know (Table 7.11). 

 
 Fifty-two per cent said the radio represents the community’s views very well, 26% 
said satisfactorily, 3% said not well and 19% didn’t know (Table 7.11). 

 
Representation and Civic Awareness 
 

 Seventy-seven per cent said they voted in the 2006 election, and 23% said they did 
not vote (Table 8.1). 

 
 Sixty-nine per cent said one of the main jobs of an MP was ‘assist individual 
people in their electorate’, 24% said ‘represent electorate in parliament’, 17% said 
‘get better conditions for their electorate’, and 15% said ‘govern the country/make 
laws’. Some respondents used this question to criticise their MP (multiple 
responses, Table 8.2). 

 
 Nine per cent said their current MP is performing very well, 29% said 
satisfactorily, 36% said not well and 15% didn’t know (Table 8.3). 

 
 Thirty-five per cent of respondents said it was easy to arrange a meeting with their 
MP, 49% said it was not easy and 16% said they didn’t know (Table 8.4). 

 
 Thirty-four per cent said their current MP speaks out on behalf of the electorate, 
39% said he does not speak out, and 27% said they didn’t know (Table 8.4). 

 
 Thirty-one per cent said their previous MP had spent RCDF funds in the electorate, 
51% said they had not and 18% did not know (Table 8.5) 

 
 Thirty-two per cent said their current MP had visited the community since the 
election, 59% said he had not and 8.3% didn’t know (Table 8.5). 

 
 Eighty-nine per cent of respondents said there should be women in parliament, 6% 
said there should not, and 4% didn’t know. Men and Malaitans were most likely 
say women should not be in parliament (9% and 10%) and women least likely (4%) 
(Table 8.6). 

 
 Ninety-one per cent said they would vote for a woman, 5% said they would not, 
and 4% didn’t know (Table 8.6). 

 
Access to Justice 
 

 The most frequently mentioned source of rights education was the local MP (34%), 
followed by the RAMSI outreach program (26%) and the radio (20%) (Table 9.1). 

 
 Ten per cent of respondents said they had at some time wanted to take a case to 
court, while 89% had not. 
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 Thirty-seven per cent of those who had wanted to take a case to court had done so 
and 63% had not. The main reasons for not going to court were ‘not having a case, 
not knowing how to or lacking confidence’ (32% combined) (Table 9.2.B). 

 
 Five per cent of all respondents knew that free legal assistance is available for 
criminal matters, 6% said it is affordable, 41% said it is very expensive and 46% 
didn’t know (Table 9.3). 

 

 Nine per cent thought there was no cost associated with taking a civil matter to 
court, 17% said it was affordable, 27% said it was very expensive and 46% didn’t 
know (Table 9.3). 

 

 Fifty-two per cent said they would prefer to report a crime to the SIPF, 27% to the 
community chief and 16% said to RAMSI (Table 9.4). 

 
 Ninety-three per cent would resolve a dispute with a neighbour entirely within their 
community, either through the chief and customary law (71%), the church (10%), 
by praying together and reconciling (7%) or by ‘working it out themselves’ (5%). 
Only 4.2% would involve either SIPF or RAMSI (Table 9.5). 

 
 Nine per cent said there had been a victim of serious crime in their household in the 
past two or three years, 90%  said there had not and 1%  didn’t know or preferred 
not answer (not tabulated). 

 
 Sixty-four per cent of victims of crime were men and 20% were women (Table 
9.6). 

 

 Two per cent of all respondents said they had been personally affected by a serious 
crime in the past two or three years (not tabulated). 

 

Special Section on Crime 
 
Of the total of 5154 respondents, only 86 completed the special section on crime. As well 
as having a very small number of respondents, this section has substantial variation in the 
number answering each question because of several filter questions, and many longer 
responses in the form of sentences describing crimes and reasons for behaviour that are set 
out as dot points that are not tabulated. Since a summary would introduce a risk that 
percentages could be misrepresented, Section 10 is not summarised here. 
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ANALYSIS OF QUANTITATIVE DATA 
 
 
Section 2-10 present tabulations of the quantitative data.  

1. Introduction 

 
The two principle methods of analysis used in this report are univariate frequency 
distributions and bivariate crosstabulations.  Most tables are derived from more than one 
frequency or crosstabulation, and show both percentages and number of cases.  In most 
tables percentages are shown to one decimal place. 
 
The Pearson’s Chi Squared (χ2 or Chi 2) test is used to establish the significance of patterns 
in cross tabulations of two or more variables.  This test is valid only with truly random 
samples such as the 2007 Peoples’ Survey.  It measures the probability that a difference is 
not due to chance, and therefore likely to be replicated in different random samples drawn 
from the same base population.  
 
Probabilities are calculated by comparing the overall distribution of values for each 
variable with the distribution between categories for that variable.  Depending on the 
magnitude of the difference, the probability is deemed to be significant or not.  
 
Normally a finding is deemed significant if the Chi 2 value is 5 % or less (i.e. there is at 
least a 95 % probability that it is not due to chance).  Probabilities of 99.5% or higher are 
usually deemed highly significant.  As the 2007 People’s Survey is a large sample and 
virtually all associations have a Chi 2 value of less than 1%, only probabilities of 99.5% or 
higher are deemed significant in the following analysis.  
 
Associations deemed significant can be treated as representative of Solomon Islands as a 
whole.  Patterns of difference with less than 99.5 % probability (which occur mostly where 
filter questions reduce the sample size for subsequent variables), are still valid patterns for 
the 2007 Peoples Survey sample, and can be treated as meaningful.  It cannot be 
confidently asserted, however, that they are representative of the whole Solomon Islands 
population. 
 
In the following tables two asterisks (**) indicate a value of 99.5 % or higher (significant).  
Less than 99.5% probability is indicated by (n.s.) (not significant). 
 
The text briefly highlights the key features of each table.  It follows the usual convention 
of rounding percentages to whole numbers to improve readability. 
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1.1 Background Characteristics of Respondents 
 
This section provides an overview of the characteristics of respondents for whom the 
questionnaire was completed.  

 

Table 1.1: Age, marital status and education by gender and total sample 
distribution 

 Patterns by gender Total sample 
 Male 

(%) 
Male 
(n) 

Female 
(%) 

Female 
(n) 

Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Age       
  15-29 years 49.0 1305 51.0 1360 51.7 2665 
   30 and over 51.7 1287 48.3 1202 48.3 2489 
   
Marital status   
  Married 48.4 1332 51.6 1420 53.4 2752 
  Not married 52.0 1221 48.0 1126 45.5 2347 
  Missing  39 15 54 1.0 
   
Formal education **    
   None  39.8 253 60.2 383 12.3 636 
   Primary 46.9 1080 53.1 1223 44.7 2303 
   Secondary 56.0 1007 44.0 790 34.9 1797 
   Tertiary 60.3 252 39.7 166 8.1 418 
  2592 2562  
Other education**    
   None 49.7 2188 50.3 2218 85.5 4406 
   RTC 67.1 212 32.9 104 6.1 316 
   Workshops etc 45.0 180 55.0 220 7.8 400 
   Missing  12 20 0.6 32 
   
Total 50.3 2592 49.7 2562 100.0 5154 
 1) RTC= Rural Training Centre 
 2) Workshops etc = Weaving, floral arranging  (0.1%); Computing, office skills (1.1); Any NGO/ 
agency workshop, e.g. Save the Children (0.3); Agriculture / forestry/ business (0.3); Other 
training for trade or income earning (0.7); Cooking, sewing, gardening (0.1); Early childhood, 
leadership, religious, literacy, other personal development (4.3); Unspecified (1.0%). 
 
Table 1.1 shows that the percentages in each age group and marital status category are 
similar for males and females.  There are significant differences in education by gender, 
however.  Females are more likely to have no education, and a little more likely to have 
only primary education, but less likely to have secondary or tertiary education.  
 
The two right hand columns of Table 1.1 show the overall distribution for males and 
females combined.  Again there is little difference in the percentages by age and marital 
status, but substantial differences by education.  The most common education level is 
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primary only (45 %) followed by secondary (35%).  Only 12% overall have no schooling, 
and only 8% have formal post-secondary education. 
 
Males and females are almost equally likely to have no ‘Other Education’, which is mostly 
non-formal.  Males are twice as likely to have attended a Rural Training Centre (67% 
compared with 33%) while females are more likely to have participated in a workshop or 
similar informal training, mostly provided by NGOs.  These differences are significant. 
 

Table 1.2: Education by age group 
 
 Under 

30 yo % 
Under 
30 yo (n) 

30 yo + 
(%) 

30 yo+ 
(n) 

Education**     
   None 30.8 196 69.2 440
   Primary 43.2 994 56.8 1309
   Secondary 72.5 1302 27.5 495
  Tertiary 41.4 173 58.6 245
  
Other education**  
   None 53.2 2344 46.8 2062
   RTC 47.8 151 52.2 165
   Workshops etc 38.3 153 61.8 247
  Missing 17 15
Total 51.7 2665 48.3 2489
1) RTC= Rural Training Centre  2) Workshops etc = see note 2) on Table 1.1 
 
Table 1.2 explores education patterns by age group, and again the differences are 
significant.  More than twice as many of those aged 30 or more had no education or 
primary education only, while almost three times as many of those under 30 had secondary 
education.  There were more post-secondary educated among those aged 30 or more, 
which could reflect the longer time needed to acquire post-secondary education.  Longer 
exposure to opportunity could also explain why those with RTC and workshop training are 
more likely to be aged 30 or more. 
 
Table 1.3: Economic activity (up to three activities per respondent) 
 
Main activities (%) of total sample Total (n)
  Subsistence only 10.0 515
  Subsistence plus other 52.0 2682
  Housework only 6.6 341
  Housework plus other 38.0 1960
Other activities  % of total sample Total (n) 
Government: full-time 5.8 250
Government: part-time 1.6 80
Private sector: full-time 4.7 243
Private sector: part-time 2.7 140
Self employed/own business 5.0 260
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Informal cash activity 16.8 867
Church/NGO: paid worker 2.1 110
Church/NGO: unpaid volunteer 7.1 366
Student 13.5 697
Retired 1.0 54
Unemployed 5.8 298
Unable to work 0.9 49
Other* 1.1 59
Missing/ no response 0.6 29
Note: Percentages in this table do not sum to 100 because of multiple responses. 
Up to three types of economic activity were recorded for each respondent.  These were tallied, 
and all mentions of each activity are presented in Table 1.3 as a percentage of the total sample, 
i.e. 5154.  Hence the percentages do not sum to 100.  By far the largest categories were 
subsistence and housework.  The upper panel of Table 1.3 subdivides these two categories into 
subsistence and housework only, and subsistence and housework mentioned in conjunction 
with another activity.  Exactly 10.0 % of all respondents (515) reported subsistence as their 
only occupation, while 50 % reported subsistence plus another activity.  Similarly, 6.6% 
reported housework only, while 38% reported housework plus another activity. 
 
Of the other activities reported, the most common was informal cash activity, such as 
marketing produce (17%).  Second most common was unpaid volunteer in a church or NGO 
(7%).  There were slightly more full-time government workers (6%) than full-time workers in 
the private sector (5%), but slightly fewer part-time government workers than part-time private 
sector workers (2% and 3%).  Self-employment or own business was reported by 5% of 
respondents.  This is generally consistent with the 2005/6 HIES finding that 26% of gross 
household income is derived from salary and wages (Solomon Islands National Statistics 
Office, 2006: 39).  Fourteen per cent of respondents were students, and 6% were unemployed.  
Some in these categories also reported subsistence or housework. 

Table 1.4: Migrant or non-migrant, by respondent type and place of interview1 
 

 Migrant 
(%) 

Migrant 
(n) 

Non-Migrant 
(%) 

Non-
Migrant (n) 

Total 
(%) 

Total
(n) 

Respondent type (ns)       
Man 19.4 253 80.6 1051 100.0 1304
Woman 19.3 254 80.7 1064 100.0 1318
Young man 23.1 292 76.9 973 100.0 1265
Young woman 17.8 226 82.2 1041 100.0 1267

Rural or urban**   
Rural 12.4 530 87.6 3760 100.0 4290
Urban 57.3 495 42.7 369 100.0 864

Province**   
Central 29.8 87 70.2 205 100.0 292
Choiseul 48.7 110 51.3 116 100.0 226

                                                 
1 Although Honiara is actually a Town Council jurisdiction and not a province, as explained in the 
discussion of sample design, for convenience and comparative purposes it is listed with provinces 
throughout this analysis.  



 17

Guadalcanal 1.8 15 98.2 818 100.0 833
Honiara 76.2 426 23.8 133 100.0 559
Makira/Ulawa 14.1 54 85.9 329 100.0 383
Malaita 6.5 102 93.5 1458 100.0 1560
Temotu 4.0 12 96.0 286 100.0 298
Western 24.3 176 75.7 547 100.0 723
Ysabel 15.4 43 84.6 237 100.0 280

Total 19.9 1025 80.1 4129 100.0 5154
 No missing data 
 
The final set of background questions collected in Section One of the questionnaire 
compared respondents’ birthplace with their place of current residence.  As there is 
considerable variation in spelling of village and ward names, a detailed analysis of lifetime 
migration using the eight variables collected would take more time than was available for 
this report.  
 
A simple comparison at the provincial level (Table 1.4) shows that 80% of respondents 
were currently living in the province in which they were born, and 20% in a different 
province.  While there was no significant difference according to respondent type, 
signifying that any type of respondent was equally likely to be a migrant, there were 
significant differences by rural or urban location and by province.  Urban respondents 
(Honiara and Gizo) were almost five times as likely to be living away from their birth 
province as compared with rural respondents (57% and 12%).  Choiseul (49%) and Central 
(30%) were also above average in their percentages of migrants.  In the case of Central, it 
could reflect a tendency for mothers to give birth in hospitals in nearby Honiara.  Giving 
birth elsewhere seems an unlikely explanation for Choiseul, where the selected EA was in 
a relatively inaccessible district in the south east of the province (see Map One). 
 
1.2 Analysis of Core Questions 
 
The questions in Sections Two to Nine of the questionnaire relate to the medium term 
targets for the three core RAMSI programs, as set out in RAMSI Medium Term Strategy 
(AusAID 2006).  The specific target each survey question informs is indicated in the table 
title, using the number allocated to that target in the Medium Term Target Framework.  
The prefix ‘E’ signifies a target of the Economic Governance Program, ‘G’ signifies 
Machinery of Governance and ‘L’ signifies Law and Justice.  Section Ten is a special 
section on experience of crime, legal processes and justice, to provide general information 
for the Law and Justice Program. 
 

1.3 Indefinite and Non-response 
 
An important issue raised by the 2006 Pilot People’s Survey was the pattern of non-
response.  For simple factual questions most respondents provided a definite answer, but 
for some questions, especially questions seeking opinions, up to 40 per cent were recorded 
in the residual category ‘Don’t know/No answer’.  
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To provide more insight into exactly why respondents sometimes did not give a definite 
answer, the residual category in the 2007 questionnaire was separated into three categories: 
‘Don’t know’ (No save), ‘Wouldn’t like to say’ (No laik fo talem) and ‘No answer’ (No 
ansa)2.  Interviewers were trained to distinguish between these categories and to probe to 
ensure that the correct category was marked whenever there was no definite response. 
 
In most of the following tables ‘Don’t know’ accounted for by far the majority of 
indefinite responses.  When the overall percentage is substantial, ‘don’t know’ responses 
are shown in a separate column, but when the overall percentage is small they are 
combined with other residual categories. Where one or more residual categories are 
combined, or only affirmative answers are shown, the percentage in each indefinite or non-
response category is shown in a note at the foot of the table.  Also noted is any missing 
data (i.e. where the interviewer did not record any information for a particular question). 

1.4 Layout of tables 
 
Most tables in the following section are crosstabulations of one or more variables with 
three key characteristics of respondents: Respondent type (i.e. man, woman, young man or 
young woman), rural or urban residence and province.  The key characteristics are always 
listed on the left, and the variable of interest in the vertical column. 

 
To facilitate comparison of related topics and avoid making this report overly long, some 
tables depict several variables.  To maintain the simplicity of the tables, only percentages 
are shown, but the number of cases can be calculated from the row totals.  In a few tables 
where only the percentages giving affirmative answers are shown, the overall percentages 
giving the omitted responses are indicated in the table notes. 

 
Significance is indicated by asterisks or ns (not significant) beside the key characteristics.  
When more than one variable is shown in the vertical columns, the indication of 
significance may be shown at the head of the relevant column, or there may be more than 
one indication of significance beside the key characteristics e.g. if two variables are 
depicted in the vertical columns, the indication of significance might read **/ns. 
 
1.5 Weighting of data 
 
When the survey was planned the intention was to weight the data to ensure it was a 
proportional representation of the current Solomon Islands population.  However, this was 
not done because no definitive 2007 national population estimate was available at the time 
of writing.  
 
As discussed in Section Five, the sample designed by NSO closely approximated the 
proportional distribution of the 1999 census.  Two 2007 population estimates were 
provided by NSO; a projection of the 1999 census data and the estimate based on the 
2005/2006 Household Income and Expenditure Survey.  The 1999 census is widely 

                                                 
2 This practice was not adopted for a few simple factual questions where non-response was 
expected to be low and reasons for non-response were not of any particular interest.  
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regarded as an undercount, especially in Guadalcanal.  This is accommodated in the 
projection only by a flat 10% increase across the base population, with no adjustment for 
differences between provinces in the level of undercounting (NSO, personal 
communication).  On the other hand, the 2005/6 estimate is based on a nationwide sample 
of 4320 households, not a census.  There are considerable differences between the two 
estimates, in both overall population size and distribution between provinces.  
 
Given this uncertainty, plus the fact that weighting by either estimate produced only very 
small differences in overall percentages and did not affect distributions within provinces, it 
was decided not to weight the sample for this analysis.  If reliable and consistent 
population estimates become available in the future, the 2007 Peoples Survey data could be 
weighted retrospectively to make them comparable with any other weighted sample. 

2. Household Economy 

Table 2.1: Current household financial situation (Q2a, MTT E1.1)  
 

 Better The 
same 

Worse DK/NR(#) Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent type**       
Man 37.3 30.4 29.5 2.7 100.0 1304 
Woman 25.0 20.5 48.9 5.6 100.0 1317 
Young man 44.0 27.3 26.1 2.7 100.0 1265 
Young woman 34.6 26.4 35.1 3.8 100.0 1267 
   
Rural or urban (ns)   
Rural 34.8 27.1 34.5 3.7 100.0 4289 
Urban 37.0 21.4 37.6 3.9 100.0 864 
   
Province**   
Central 21.6 19.9 55.1 4.9 100.0 292 
Choiseul 39.4 33.2 22.6 3.1 100.0 226 
Guadalcanal 22.9 32.8 37.8 6.4 100.0 833 
Honiara 35.2 20.0 40.3 4.5 100.0 559 
Makira/Ulawa 29.5 46.5 23.0 1.0 100.0 383 
Malaita 39.9 20.8 37.2 2.1 100.0 1559 
Temotu 18.1 29.9 47.0 5.1 100.0 298 
Western 42.0 27.9 26.3 3.7 100.0 723 
Ysabel 63.6 12.5 19.3 4.7 100.0 280 
   
Total 35.1 26.1 35.0 3.7 100.0 5153 
(#)  Don’t know = 3.3%, Wouldn’t like to say = 0.2%, No answer= 0.2%, Missing data = one case. 
 
Table 2.1 shows respondents’ perceptions of their current household financial situation.  
Overall, approximately equal percentages said it was either better or worse compared to a 
year ago, with around 10% fewer saying it was the same.  
 
Young men and men were significantly more likely to say it was better (44 and 37%), and 
women most likely to say it was worse (49%).  There was no significant difference by rural 
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or urban residence, but a significant pattern by province.  Respondents in Ysabel and 
Western were most likely to say their situation was better (64% and 42%), and respondents 
in Central (55%) and Temotu (47%) most likely to say it was worse. 
 

Table 2.2: Expected household financial situation in two years time (Q2b, MTT 
E1.1) 

 

 Better The 
same 

Worse Don’t 
Know 

NR (#) Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent type**        
Man 35.4 35.0 11.7 17.2 0.7 100.0 1304
Woman 21.3 30.1 21.5 26.3 0.8 100.0 1318
Young man 44.1 35.4 7.4 12.8 0.3 100.0 1265
Young woman 30.2 31.5 17.1 20.4 0.7 100.0 1267
   
Rural or urban**   
Rural 30.3 34.7 14.4 20.1 0.6 100.0 4290
Urban 44.7 24.5 14.8 15.0 1.0 100.0 864
   
Province**   
Central 19.5 41.8 23.6 14.7 0.4 100.0 292
Choiseul 20.8 40.7 15.0 23.5 0.0 100.0 226
Guadalcanal 25.8 46.1 9.6 17.6 0.9 100.0 833
Honiara 48.1 21.6 14.1 15.4 0.7 100.0 559
Makira/Ulawa 19.8 44.6 24.0 11.2 0.3 100.0 383
Malaita 41.8 24.1 11.2 22.8 0.1 100.0 1560
Temotu 16.1 45.6 26.8 10.1 1.3 100.0 298
Western 36.4 31.8 11.5 19.2 1.1 100.0 723
Ysabel 20.4 24.3 18.9 35.0 1.4 100.0 280
   
Total 32.7 33.0 14.5 19.2 0.7 100.0 5154
(#)  DK/NR: Don’t know= 0.3%, Wouldn’t like to say = 19.2%, No answer= 0.4%.  no missing 
data. 
 

Table 2.2 shows respondents’ expectations about their future situation.  Thirty-three per 
cent expected it to be better, 33% expected it to be the same, 15% expected it to be worse 
and 19% didn’t know. All associations in this table are significant. 
 
The 15% of respondents who expected their situation to be worse were asked to supply 
reasons.  They comprised:  

 Expenses increasing (e.g. food, school fees) expenses exceed income (3.0%);  
 Inflation, currency problems (1.0%);  
 General uncertainty about future, pessimism (1.0%);  
 Hard to get money / no support (2.9%);  
 Unemployment / population or family increase (2.2%);  
 Governance problems, lack of development strategy, poor infrastructure (1.1%);  
 Not yet recovered from Tensions (0.1%);  
 Tsunami (0.5%), and 
 Unspecified (1.2%). 
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Table 2.3: Perceptions of conditions for starting a business compared with two years 
ago (Q2c, MTT E1.1) 

 

 Better The 
same 

Worse Don’t 
know 

NR 
(#) 

Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

       

Man 41.9 26.3 15.6 14.6 1.6 100.0 1304
Woman 26.9 20.0 23.8 28.4 0.9 100.0 1317
Young man 46.0 23.9 11.7 17.7 0.7 100.0 1265
Young woman 39.1 22.6 16.1 20.8 1.4 100.0 1267
   
Rural or urban**   
Rural 37.4 23.8 16.3 21.5 1.0 100.0 4290
Urban 43.2 19.9 19.7 14.8 2.4 100.0 863
   
Province**   
Central 28.4 36.3 20.9 13.7 0.7 100.0 292
Choiseul 30.5 15.9 22.1 31.4 0.1 100.0 226
Guadalcanal 28.9 34.2 7.1 27.9 1.9 100.0 833
Honiara 52.3 16.7 15.2 13.1 2.7 100.0 558
Makira/Ulawa 20.9 36.3 26.6 15.9 0.3 100.0 383
Malaita 49.6 13.6 17.1 19.5 0.2 100.0 1560
Temotu 14.8 26.2 31.2 24.8 3.0 100.0 298
Western 37.8 27.8 17.0 16.6 0.8 100.0 723
Ysabel 43.9 16.1 10.4 27.1 2.5 100.0 280
   
Total 38.4 23.2 16.9 20.4 1.1 100.0 5153
(#)  Wouldn’t like to say = 0.3%, No answer= 0.8%, Missing data = one case. 
 
Table 2.3 shows respondents’ perceptions of the current climate for starting a business.  
Overall, 38% thought it was better than two years previously, 23% thought it was the same, 
and 17% thought it worse, and 20% didn’t know.  
 
The reasons given by the 17% who said conditions were worse were:  

 Poor business environment, high costs, lack infrastructure/ transport (2.1%);  
 Too much competition / no market for goods (0.4%);  
 Inflation, price increases, customers can't afford goods (1.8%);  
 No capital, hard to get finance, finance difficulties (7.4%);  
 Economy bad because of Tensions/Tsunami (0.7%);  
 Wantoks3 and customers demand credit (0.2%)  
 Government policies not conducive to business (0.3%);  
 Depends on various factors (1.0%); and  
 Unspecified (3.0%).  

 
                                                 
3 Wantok (literally ‘one talk’) can be translated as ‘close associates’.  It may include friends, 
relatives, neighbours and people to whom the respondent is obligated in some way. 
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Young men (46%) and men (42%) were most likely to say conditions for starting a 
business were better, while over 10% more women than men said conditions were worse 
(29% compared with 16%).  Urban respondents were a little more likely than rural 
respondents to say conditions had improved (43% compared with 37%), and a little less 
likely to say conditions were worse (17 and 22%). 
 
Respondents in Honiara (52%), Malaita (50%), and Ysabel (43%) were most likely to say 
conditions had improved, while Temotu (31%) and Makira/Ulawa (27%) had the highest 
percentages saying conditions for starting a business had deteriorated. 
 
Q2d was a filter to establish how many respondents had tried to start a business in the past 
two years.  Overall, 31% said they had tried to start a business in the reference period.  
These respondents were then asked a further question, ‘Did you have any financial, 
administrative, or legal problems when you tried to start your business?’  The tabulation in 
Table 3.4 shows only the 1611 respondents who said they had tried to start a business. 
 
Table 2.4 Problems encountered when attempting to start a business (Q2e, MTT 
E1.1) 
 

 No 
access 

to bank 

Loan 
refused 

by 
bank 

Other 
problem

No 
problem

NR(#) Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

       

Man 3.6 7.2 79.9 8.2 1.0 100.0 497
Woman 5.4 4.5 73.6 14.6 1.9 100.0 425
Young man 7.6 6.8 74.4 11.0 0.2 100.0 410
Young woman 3.9 3.2 73.5 17.9 1.4 100.0 279
   
Rural or urban**   
Rural 5.3 4.0 77.7 11.8 1.2 100.0 1310
Urban 4.3 13.3 67.1 14.6 0.7 100.0 301
   
Province **   
Central 0.9 0.0 83.5 15.7 0.0 100.0 115
Choiseul 8.5 0.0 66.0 21.3 4.3 100.0 94
Guadalcanal 4.3 3.0 76.1 13.7 3.0 100.0 234
Honiara 2.6 13.9 68.6 14.9 0.0 100.0 194
Makira 5.7 22.6 68.9 2.8 0.0 100.0 106
Malaita 6.7 1.7 84.6 6.7 0.4 100.0 479
Temotu 0.0 9.1 80.0 7.3 3.6 100.0 55
Western 6.0 6.0 68.1 19.1 0.8 100.0 251
Ysabel 7.2 7.2 69.9 14.5 1.2 100.0 83
   
Total 5.2 5.7 75.7 12.3 1.1 100.0 1611
DK/NR: Wouldn’t like to say = 0.3%, No answer= 0.8%.  No data (filtered) = 3543 cases. 
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Although the question asked about financial, administrative, or legal problems, only 5% 
said they had no access to a bank, and 6% said their loan application had been refused, 
while most respondents focused on other problems associated with running a business.  

 

The 76% categorised as ‘other problems’ comprised:  

 Not enough capital/ assets/ buildings lost (12.6%);  
 Inflation, competition, lack of customers / price increases (3.2%);  
 Profits too small or spent on other necessities/ slow cash flow/ slow turnover 
(9.2%); Wantoks or customers demand credit/ other wantok problems (23.9%);  

 Management/admin problems; illiterate (8.6%);  
 Can't get goods/stock/equipment/ land dispute (0.9%);  
 Can't market produce; access/ transport difficulties (10.4%);  
 Registration/ license problems (0.4%); and  
 Unspecified (4.0%).  

 

Men were less likely than other age/gender groups to say they had no problems (8% 
compared with 18% of young women and 14% of women) and more likely to say they had 
loans refused.  Respondents in Makira/Ulawa (23%) and Honiara (14%) were most likely 
to report that loans had been refused.  Other problems were most likely to be reported in 
Malaita (85%) and Central (35%). 

 

Table 2.5: Access to agricultural programs (Q2f, MTT E1.1) 
 

 Government 
Program 

NGO 
program 

No 
access 

DK/NA 
(#) 

Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent type**       
   Man 10.7 4.4 82.2 2.7 100.0 1304 
   Woman 4.0 5.0 87.2 3.0 100.0 1318 
   Young man 10.1 7.8 79.1 2.4 100.0 1264 
   Young woman 3.0 2.8 91.9 2.9 100.0 1267 

Rural or urban (ns)   
   Rural 7.4 4.9 84.5 3.1 100.0 4290 
   Urban 4.5 5.1 88.2 2.2 100.0 863 

Province**   
   Central 3.8 3.8 91.8 0.6 100.0 292 
   Choiseul 8.4 3.1 84.5 4.0 100.0 226 
   Guadalcanal 2.0 6.8 86.4 4.7 100.0 833 
   Honiara 3.0 5.4 90.2 1.4 100.0 559 
   Makira/Ulawa 7.0 5.2 87.5 0.3 100.0 383 
   Malaita 10.2 4.7 82.5 2.7 100.0 1560 
   Temotu 10.1 7.7 74.8 7.4 100.0 298 
   Western 6.2 3.7 86.4 3.6 100.0 722 
   Ysabel 11.8 2.9 83.2 2.2 100.0 280 

Total 6.9 5.0 85.1 2.9 100.0 5153 
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(#)  DK/NR: Don’t know = 2.6%, No answer= 0.3%, No data = one case. 
 
Table 2.5 shows the percentages with access to agricultural programs.  Overall, 12% had 
access to either a government or NGO program and 85% did not.  The difference between 
rural and urban respondents was not significant, with similar percentages reporting both 
government and NGO programs.  Ysabel (12%) and Malaita and Temotu (10%) were most 
likely to report government programs, while respondents in Central were most likely to say 
they had no access (92%). 
 
Table 2.6: Participation in the monetary economy (Q2g, Q2h, Q2i, Q2j, MTT E2.9) 
 

 Ever had 
wage work 

(1) 

Ever 
paid tax 

(2) 

Have bank 
account 

(3) 

Have age 
support 

(4) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent type ** ** ** **  
Man 37.3 35.9 31.4 24.0 1304 
Woman 19.0 14.1 20.3 12.2 1318 
Young man 29.8 21.9 22.7 12.3 1265 
Young woman 11.0 9.3 15.5 7.6 1267 
   
Rural or urban ** ** ** **  
Rural 20.7 18.1 18.2 11.4 4289 
Urban 42.6 31.5 43.9 27.3 863 
   
Province ** ** ** **  
Central 17.8 15.4 12.0 8.9 292 
Choiseul 38.5 34.1 22.6 22.1 226 
Guadalcanal 14.4 8.3 10.3 6.8 833 
Honiara 40.6 29.0 39.0 26.2 559 
Makira/Ulawa 23.8 37.1 36.6 19.8 383 
Malaita 16.8 12.6 12.9 8.3 1560 
Temotu 25.2 30.2 20.5 17.8 298 
Western 41.2 29.6 44.2 21.6 722 
Ysabel 15.0 18.6 17.1 11.1 280 
    
Total 24.3 20.3 22.5 14.1 5154 
(1) No answer=0.6%,    (2) Don’t know = 2.0%, No answer =0.3% 
(3) No answer =0.4%,    (4) Don’t know = 0.9%, No answer =0.6% 
 
Table 2.6 presents the affirmative responses only for four factual questions asked of every 
respondent: ‘Have you ever had regular wage employment?’  ‘Have you ever paid tax on 
the money you earn?’  ‘Do you have a bank account?’ and ‘Do you belong to a provident 
fund, superannuation, or old age pension scheme?’  Negative responses are not shown.  All 
differences were significant. 
 
Overall, 24% of respondents said they had regular wage employment at some time, 20% 
had paid tax on their wages and 23% said they had a bank account, but only 14% belonged 
to a superannuation, provident or pension scheme.  Men were significantly more likely to 
give affirmative answers to all four questions.  Young men were more likely to give 
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affirmative answers than women, but half as likely to have provision for their retirement 
compared with men (12% versus 24%). 
 
Urban respondents were twice as likely to have had regular wage employment compared 
with rural respondents (43% versus 21%) but the difference was smaller as regards paying 
of tax (32% and 18%).  Urban respondents were also more than twice as likely to have a 
bank account (44% versus 18%) or to belong to a retirement scheme (27% versus 18%).  
 
After Western (41%) and Honiara (41%), which include the areas classified as ‘urban’ in 
this survey, Choiseul respondents were next most likely to report wage employment (38%) 
and Guadalcanal least likely (14%).  The pattern was almost the same for payment of taxes 
and for bank accounts, except that Makira/Ulawa respondents were much more likely to 
have a bank account (37%) compared with respondents in Choiseul (23%).  A surprising 
feature of the data is that more respondents in Makira/Ulawa said they had paid tax and 
had a bank account (37% each) than said they had ever had wage work (23%).  Choiseul 
respondents were almost as likely to belong to a retirement scheme as respondents in 
Honiara and Western (22% compared with 21% for Western and 26% for Honiara).  
 
Table 2.7: Household member working away from home (Q2k, General economic 
context for MTTs) 
 

 Yes No Don’t 
know 

Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Rural or urban **      
  Rural 48.1 51.9 0.0 100.0 4289 
  Urban 56.4 43.5 0.1 100.0 863 
  
Province **  
  Central 41.2 58.7 0.0 100.0 292 
  Choiseul 58.0 42.0 0.0 100.0 226 
  Guadalcanal 38.2 61.7 0.1 100.0 833 
  Honiara 54.0 46.0 0.0 100.0 559 
  Makira/Ulawa 49.3 50.7 0.0 100.0 383 
  Malaita 45.2 54.8 0.0 100.0 1560 
  Temotu 52.3 47.7 0.0 100.0 298 
  Western 62.8 37.1 0.1 100.0 722 
  Ysabel 61.1 38.9 0.0 100.0 280 
   
Total 49.4 50.5 0.1 100.0 5148 

 No answer = 1.0%, Missing data = 6 cases. 
 
Information on absentee workers and remittances was collected to provide general 
economic context.  Q2k was a filter question to establish how many respondents have a 
family member working in a wage job away from home.  Table 2.7 shows that overall, 
49% (2544) responded in the affirmative.  Rural respondents were less likely to say they 
had a family member working away from home (48% compared with 56% for urban 
areas).  Among the provinces, Western (63%) and Choiseul respondents (58%) were most 
likely to report absentee workers.  
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Of those reporting a family member working away from home, 78% said that this person 
sent money to the household, and 22% said money was not sent (Q2l, table not shown), 
while 14 of those who had a family member working elsewhere did not know whether 
money was sent, or did not answer.  
 
Money was least likely to be sent by workers absent from Temotu (47%), but elsewhere at 
least 68% of absentee workers sent money, and more than 80% of those absent from 
Central, Choiseul, Makira/Ulawa, and Western sent money.  Malaita was only slightly 
lower at 79% (Difference significant, table not shown).  
 
Q2m asked ‘Where will most financial support for your community come from in the next 
two years?’  As there was much diversity in the sources named and small cell counts, these 
data are shown in Table 2.8 only as a univariate distribution.  
 
Table 2.8: Expected main source of financial assistance for the community (Q2m, 

MTTs E4.1 and G1.1) 
 

 Total  
% 

Total 
(n) 

National Government in Honiara 27.3 1406 
Provincial Government 8.0 414 
Local business people 2.4 125 
Foreign business people 0.5 25 
Foreign donors (e.g. AusAID, EU, JICA etc) 12.5 642 
NGOs (e.g. Save the Children, World Vision, churches etc)  2.0 105 
RAMSI 0.5 28 
The community itself 13.8 712 
Workers generating income 0.5 25 
Local MP 5.8 300 
Chief 0.1 3 
Church 0.1 2 
Tourism 0.1 7 
Unspecified 0.9 48 
No one 5.8 299 
Don’t know 18.8 968 
Wouldn’t like to say 0.2 9 
No answer 0.4 21 
Total 100.0 5154 

         No missing data 
 
The most common suggestion was national government (27%) followed by the community 
itself (14%) and foreign donors (13%).  Nineteen percent said they did not know (which 
was the second most common response). 
 
The only clear pattern according to respondent characteristics (table not shown) was that 
men were most likely to name the national government (33 % compared with 28% or less 
for other types of respondent) and women were most likely to suggest foreign donors (20% 
compared with 13% or less).  Urban respondents were more likely than rural to suggest the 
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national government (38% compared with 25%).  Ysabel respondents were least likely to 
suggest the national government (9% compared with at least 21% for other provinces).  
Respondents in Makira/Ulawa were most likely to suggest foreign donors (22%), and 
Ysabel (26%) and Choiseul (23%) respondents were most likely to say the community 
must help itself (Differences are all significant). 
 
The final question in Section Two of the questionnaire was ‘How are work opportunities in 
your village for youth and school leavers compared with 2 years ago?  (Table 2.9). 
  
Table 2.9: Work opportunities for youth and school leavers compared with two years 

ago (Q2n, General economic context for MTTs). 
 

 Better Same Worse DK NR (#) Total 
% 

Total n 

Respondent 
type** 

       

   Man 16.5 34.0 36.8 12.0 0.7 100.0 1304 
   Woman 19.5 28.6 35.8 15.2 1.0 100.0 1318 
   Young man 20.7 43.1 29.7 5.7 0.8 100.0 1264 
   Young woman 27.4 35.8 28.5 7.5 0.9 100.0 1267 
    
Rural or urban**    
   Rural 19.2 37.7 31.7 10.7 0.7 100.0 4289 
   Urban 29.6 23.6 38.2 7.6 1.0 100.0 864 
    
Province**    
   Central 9.6 16.4 57.5 15.8 0.7 100.0 292 
   Choiseul 35.0 34.1 21.2 8.4 1.3 100.0 226 
   Guadalcanal 23.0 31.9 27.0 17.7 0.4 100.0 832 
   Honiara 30.8 19.9 40.3 8.4 0.6 100.0 559 
   Makira/Ulawa 10.4 56.9 27.9 3.7 1.1 100.0 383 
   Malaita 18.7 39.4 34.4 7.0 0.5 100.0 1560 
   Temotu 18.1 34.6 34.9 11.4 1.0 100.0 298 
   Western 21.4 36.9 32.4 8.2 1.1 100.0 723 
   Ysabel 25.0 41.4 14.3 17.1 2.2 100.0 280 
    
Total 21.0 35.3 32.8 10.1 0.8 100.0 5153 
(#)  DK/NR: Don’t know 10.1%, Wouldn’t like to say = 0.2%, No answer= 0.6%, No data=One 
case 
 
Overall, 21% of respondents said there were more opportunities, 33% said there were less, 
and 35% said they were the same.  Young women (27%) and young men (21%) were most 
likely to say opportunities had increased, while women (36%) were most likely to say 
opportunities were fewer.  Urban respondents were more likely than respondents in rural 
areas to say opportunities had increased (30% compared with 19%) but also more likely to 
say they had declined (38% compared with 32%).  Choiseul respondents were most likely 
to view opportunities optimistically (35%) while respondents in Central were by far the 
most likely to say opportunities were fewer (58%) followed by respondents in Honiara 
(40%). 
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3. Access to Basic Services 
 
Section Three of the questionnaire asked about access to and perceptions of health 
services, schools, and markets and the availability of electricity and telephones.  The 
following tables compare responses regarding each of the services.  
 
Table 3.1: Time taken to reach health service, school and market (Q3a, Q3g, Q3i, 

MTT E2.2, E4.6) 
 
 Same 

village 
< 1 
hour 

1 hr to 
half day 

One day 
or more 

DK/NA Total 
% 

Total  
(n) 

Health Centre **        
   Central 31.5 50.0 17.5 0.0 1.0 100.0 292
   Choiseul 24.3 44.3 31.0 0.0 0.4 100.0 226
   Guadalcanal 22.9 17.9 57.4 1.7 0.1 100.0 833
   Honiara 18.8 66.4 12.3 0.9 1.6 100.0 559
   Makira/Ulawa 11.0 22.7 54.0 12.3 0.0 100.0 383
   Malaita 13.0 39.6 44.1 2.1 1.2 100.0 1559
   Temotu 2.7 55.7 34.2 0.0 7.4 100.0 298
   Western 25.1 51.6 22.5 0.0 0.8 100.0 723
   Ysabel 35.4 47.2 14.3 0.4 2.9 100.0 280
   
Total 18.9 41.6 36.3 1.9 1.3 100.0 5153
   
Primary School **   
   Central 39.0 48.3 12.7 0.0 0.0 100.0 292
   Choiseul 62.8 15.9 18.6 0.0 1.7 100.0 226
   Guadalcanal 24.4 35.6 39.6 0.1 0.3 100.0 832
   Honiara 26.1 61.0 10.6 0.0 2.3 100.0 559
   Makira/Ulawa 24.0 42.0 33.7 0.3 0.0 100.0 383
   Malaita 31.5 48.8 18.7 0.1 0.9 100.0 1560
   Temotu 9.7 65.5 21.1 0.0 3.7 100.0 298
   Western 37.3 52.0 10.0 0.3 0.4 100.0 723
   Ysabel 36.1 45.0 15.7 0.4 2.8 100.0 280
   
Total 30.8 47.2 20.7 0.1 1.1 100.0 5153
   
Market **   
   Central 0.0 14.0 83.2 0.7 2.1 100.0 292
   Choiseul 6.6 2.7 63.7 24.3 2.7 100.0 226
   Guadalcanal 1.3 5.8 8.8 80.5 3.6 100.0 833
   Honiara 12.0 63.1 21.6 0.0 3.3 100.0 559
   Makira/Ulawa 7.0 22.7 23.8 46.2 0.3 100.0 383
   Malaita 5.0 38.1 39.4 16.0 1.5 100.0 1559
   Temotu 0.3 39.6 41.9 1.7 16.5 100.0 298
   Western 17.2 51.3 20.3 10.6 0.6 100.0 723
   Ysabel 0.7 0.0 11.8 82.1 5.4 100.0 280
   
Total 6.3 31.5 30.9 28.5 2.8 100.0 5154



 29

DK/NA (Overall): Don’t know = 2.8% (14.8% for Temotu); No answer = 0.1%, No missing data. 
 
Table 3.1 shows the time taken to reach three key services, the nearest health centre, the 
nearest primary school and the nearest town market.  Only province is crosstabulated with 
distance, as that variable captures the most important variations while differences by type 
of respondent type are less meaningful.  As respondents were asked to estimate access in 
terms of time usually taken, rather than kilometres, it can to some extent reflect availability 
of transport. 
 
Overall, 19% said they had a health centre in their village or community, and 31% had a 
primary school.  A further 42% could reach a health centre in no more than an hour, while 
47% could reach a school in no more than an hour.  It took 36% of respondents between 
one hour and half a day to reach a health centre, and 21% take this long to reach a primary 
school, while 2% could not reach a health centre in less than a day of travel.  
Makira/Ulawa respondents were most likely to take more than an hour to reach a health 
centre (66%) followed by Guadalcanal respondents (59%).  These two provinces also 
reported least access to primary schools, with 40% of Guadalcanal respondents and 34% of 
Makira/Ulawa respondents taking between one hour and half a day to travel from their 
home to the nearest primary school. 
 
Table 3.2: Number of visits to a health centre in past year (Q3b, E2.2) 
 

 1-3 4-6 7+ None No 
answer 

Total 
% 

Total n 

Respondent 
type** 

       

   Man 49.6 18.7 14.6 16.7 0.4 100.0 1304 
   Woman 39.8 14.9 20.5 24.3 0.5 100.0 1318 
   Young man 50.2 17.2 7.4 25.0 0.2 100.0 1265 
   Young woman 43.8 13.1 13.5 29.3 0.3 100.0 1267 
   
Rural or urban**   
   Rural 45.9 16.8 14.8 22.3 0.2 100.0 4290
   Urban 45.9 11.8 10.3 31.1 0.9 100.0 864
   
Province**   
   Central 34.9 17.2 33.2 14.0 0.7 100.0 292
   Choiseul 53.5 3.5 6.2 36.8 0.0 100.0 226
   Guadalcanal 52.6 22.9 7.4 16.9 0.2 100.0 833
   Honiara 39.2 8.4 11.4 39.9 1.1 100.0 559
   Makira/Ulawa 55.9 14.9 10.4 18.5 0.3 100.0 383
   Malaita 44.4 17.4 15.7 22.4 0.1 100.0 1559
   Temotu 36.2 16.1 10.7 35.9 1.1 100.0 298
   Western 51.3 12.0 13.9 22.5 0.3 100.0 723
   Ysabel 35.0 22.9 25.0 17.1 0.0 100.0 280
   
Total 45.9 16.0 14.0 23.8 0.3 100.00 5154 
Don’t know = 0.0%, No missing data. 
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Question 3b asked how often the respondent had visited a health centre in the past year.  
Table 3.2 shows that overall, 46% of respondents had visited from 1-3 times, 16% had 
visited 4-6 times, 14% had visited more than six times and 24% had not visited a health 
centre.  Women were most likely to have visited more than six times, and young men least 
likely.  Rural respondents were more likely than urban respondents to have visited more 
than six times (15% compared with 10%). 
 
Of the provinces, Honiara respondents were least likely to have visited a health centre 
(40%), perhaps reflecting better living conditions and better access to pharmacies for self-
care of minor complaints.  The two provinces with the highest percentages taking a day or 
more to reach a health centre, Makira/Ulawa and Guadalcanal (see Table 3.1) also had the 
lowest attendance rates 

 
The 76% of respondents (4032) who had visited a health centre at least once were asked to 
comment on the services received (Q3c).  Of these, 38% said they were always satisfied, 
40% said they were sometimes satisfied and 1% preferred not to say.  The reasons 
provided by the 20% who were not satisfied comprised:  
 

 Problems with nurse or other staff (unacceptable attitude, slow, absenteeism) 
(3.1%);  

 Medicine not available or not given (3.1%);  
 Shortage of staff and medical supplies or resources (5.0%);  
 Treatment ineffective / expectations not met (3.3%);  
 Inadequate facilities/ no nurse (2.3%);  
 Have to pay for service (2.5%);  
 Unspecified (1.1%).   

 
There were no meaningful differences in satisfaction levels between respondent types, but 
urban residents were more likely than rural residents to be always satisfied (49% compared 
with 37%) and less likely to be sometimes satisfied (31% compared with 41%).  There 
were no clear differences between rural and urban in their reasons for dissatisfaction. 
 
Of the provinces, Choiseul residents were most likely to be always satisfied (54%), and 
Temotu residents least likely (12%). Most of the remainder were sometimes satisfied.  
Because of small numbers in each category, the only marked differences by province as to 
reasons for dissatisfaction were 14% in Temotu and 10% in Honiara reporting problems 
with nurse or other staff, while all other provinces were below 3%.  (All differences are 
significant). 
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Table 3.3: Change in health services in past 2 years and whether improvement is 
expected (Q3d, Q3e, MTT G1.1). 
 

 Change in past 2 years (1) Improvement expected (2) 
 Better Same Worse Yes No  Don’t 

know 
Respondent type**/**       
   Man 53.9 36.0 4.8 63.1 8.8 27.4 
   Woman 43.8 39.8 9.0 53.0 6.1 40.6 
   Young man 50.2 40.6 4.3 65.8 6.2 27.8 
   Young woman 47.5 40.7 4.2 67.8 6.8 24.9 
   
Rural or urban **/**   
   Rural 49.1 40.2 5.3 60.1 7.0 32.4 
   Urban 47.5 34.4 7.2 73.1 6.8 19.8 
   
Province  **/**   
   Central 67.5 27.1 2.1 67.1 10.6 22.3 
   Choiseul 61.5 31.0 2.2 64.6 4.0 30.1 
   Guadalcanal 51.9 38.9 3.3 64.4 4.1 30.8 
   Honiara 47.0 34.5 3.4 72.6 6.6 20.6 
   Makira 21.2 70.2 3.1 41.0 13.3 45.2 
   Malaita 54.0 34.4 6.8 62.0 5.8 31.9 
   Temotu 19.8 58.4 15.8 51.7 12.1 35.9 
   Western 42.0 43.6 8.9 65.4 8.4 25.8 
   Ysabel 71.1 22.1 1.1 63.2 3.6 32.9 
   
Total 48.8 39.2 5.6 62.3 7.0 30.3 
(1) Don’t know = 6.0%, Wouldn’t like to say = 0.1%, No answer = 0.3%, No data = 7 cases. 
(2) Wouldn’t like to say =0.2%, No answer = 0.2%, No data = 8 cases. 
 
All respondents were asked if health services had changed in the past 2 years.  Table 3.3 
shows that overall 49% said they had improved, 39% said they were the same and 6% said 
they had deteriorated.  Women were least likely to say they had improved (44%) and 
around twice more likely compared to other groups to say they had deteriorated (9% 
compared with less than 5%).  
 
Rural respondents were a little more likely to say health services have improved (49% 
compared with 48%) and less likely to say they were worse (5% compared with 7%).  
Respondents in Ysabel were most likely to say health services had improved (71%), with 
Central (68%) and Choiseul (62%) also well above the overall average.  Temotu (20%) and 
Makira/Ulawa (21%) stood out as well below the overall average, and Temotu was most 
likely to say services had deteriorated (16%).  Makira/Ulawa respondents, however, were 
most likely to say services had stayed the same. 
 
Overall, 62% expected services to improve in the next two years, and only 7% did not 
expect improvement.  The level or uncertainty was relatively high, however, with 30% 
saying they did not know.  Women were around 10% less likely to expect improvement 
(53% compared with 63% or more) and at least 13% more likely to say they did not know 
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(41% compared with 28% or less).  Urban respondents were more likely than rural 
respondents to expect improvement (73% compared with 60%).  Makira/Ulawa and 
Temotu, the two provinces where fewest respondents reported improvement, were 
noticeably less likely to expect future improvement (41% and 52 per cent compared with at 
least 62% for other provinces) (All differences are significant). 
 
Table 3.4: Expected main source of improvement in health services (Q3f, MTT G1.1) 
 

 Total  
% 

Total 
(n) 

National Government in Honiara 36.7 1890 
Provincial Government 10.1 520 
Foreign donors (e.g. AusAID, EU, JICA etc) 18.5 953 
NGOs (e.g. Save the Children, World Vision, churches etc)  3.9 200 
The community itself 10.1 522 
Health workers, doctors, nurses etc 1.3 68 
MP 4.6 238 
Young people 0.1 2 
RAMSI 0.3 16 
No one 0.2 12 
Community leaders 0.2 9 
Unspecified 0.9 47 
Don’t know 12.7 653 
Wouldn’t like to say 0.1 4 
No answer 0.4 19 
Total 100.0 5153 
No data = 1 case. 
 
All respondents were asked to say whom they expected to do most to improve health 
services for their village in the next two years.  Table 3.4 shows that by far the most 
common response was national government (37%), with foreign donors mentioned only 
half as often (19%).  Provincial government and ‘the community itself’ were equally 
common responses (10%).  There were more respondents who said they did not know if 
there would be improvement, than said they did not know where most help would come 
from (30% in Table 4.3 and 13% in Table 4.4).  
 
Because the large number of suggested sources of help produced many variables with 
small frequencies, the tabulation against respondent characteristics is not shown.  There 
were no marked patterns by respondent type, but urban respondents were significantly 
more likely to suggest the National Government (50% compared with 34% for rural 
respondents).  Respondents in Honiara and Makira/Ulawa were most likely to suggest 
National Government (57% and 56% compared with an overall average of 37%).  
Respondents in Choiseul were most likely to suggest foreign donors (34% compared with 
23% or less for all other provinces) (All differences are significant). 
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Table 3.5: Change in primary schools and access to town markets in past two years 
(Q3h, Q3j; MTTs G1.1, E4.6) 
 

 Schools change in past 2 years 
(1) 

Easier to get to town market 
(2) 

 Better Same Worse Yes No  Don’t 
know 

Respondent 
type**/** 

      

   Man 64.8 30.2 2.6 36.3 28.7 32.6 
   Woman 61.6 28.9 4.8 29.6 37.6 31.0 
   Young man 68.1 27.9 2.3 39.8 30.8 28.1 
   Young woman 62.0 30.2 4.7 34.6 39.6 25.0 
   
Rural or urban **/**   
   Rural 66.5 28.3 3.4 27.7 36.8 33.8 
   Urban 52.4 34.6 4.3 71.5 20.9 6.5 
   
Province **/**   
   Central 53.1 32.5 11.6 1.4 57.9 40.1 
   Choiseul 71.7 21.7 1.3 27.4 30.1 38.5 
   Guadalcanal 56.4 39.5 2.9 15.5 24.4 55.6 
   Honiara 56.2 29.9 2.3 75.8 19.1 3.8 
   Makira/Ulawa 75.5 22.2 1.3 14.6 35.2 49.6 
   Malaita 67.2 27.0 4.0 45.2 39.7 14.4 
   Temotu 76.2 21.5 1.3 10.1 46.3 41.6 
   Western 57.1 35.5 5.1 54.5 32.0 12.9 
   Ysabel 80.7 15.7 0.7 1.1 32.1 66.4 
   
Total 64.1 29.3 3.6 35.1 34.2 29.2 
(1) Don’t know = 2.8% Wouldn’t like to say = 0.1%, No answer = 0.2%, No missing data. 
(2) Wouldn’t like to say = 1.5% Wouldn’t like to say = 0.1%, No answer = 0.1%, No missing data. 
 
Table 3.5 shows the perceptions of all respondents as regards in improvement in primary 
schools and access to town markets in the past two years.  Overall, 64% thought primary 
schools had improved, 29% thought they had stayed the same, 4% said they were worse 
and 3% didn’t know.  Young men were most likely to say they were better (68%), and 
women were most likely to say they were worse (5%) but the differences were relatively 
small.  
 
Rural respondents were more likely than urban respondents to say schools had improved 
(67% compared with 53%) whereas urban respondents were more likely to say they had 
stayed the same (35% compared with 28%).  Of the provinces, respondents in Ysabel were 
most likely to report improvement (81%) with Temotu and Makira/Ulawa (76%) not far 
behind.  Respondents in Central were least likely to report improvement (53%) and 
noticeably more likely to say that primary schools had deteriorated (12% compared with 
5% or less in all other provinces).   
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It was less likely for access to markets to have improved relative to access to primary 
schools.  Access to markets also showed more variability between provinces.  Overall, 
35% reported improved access, while 34% said access had not improved and 29% didn’t 
know.  To put this finding in perspective, it must be remembered that Table 4.1 (above) 
showed that 31% of respondents took up to half a day to reach a town market and 29% 
took one day or more.  
 
As there were similar numbers of men, women, young men and young women at each 
location, perceptions of change in access to a town market by gender would be expected to 
be similar.  In fact, Table 4.5 shows a 10% difference in the percentage saying access was 
easier (young men 40%, women 30%).  There was an even greater difference between the 
percentages saying it was not easier (men 29%, young women 40%). 
 
Urban respondents were much more likely to report improved access to town markets 
(72% compared with 28%).  Improved access in the provinces with the largest urban 
centres is also evident, with Honiara (76%), Western (55%) and Malaita (45%) most likely 
to report improved access.  Respondents in Ysabel and Central were least likely to report 
improvement (both 1%). 
 
Table 3.6: Electricity in home and access to phone in the community (excludes 
mobile) (Q3k, Q3l: E4.6) 
 

 Electricity (1) Access to phone (2) 
 Main 

supply 
Solar or 
generato
r 

None Yes Radio 
only  

No 

Rural or urban 
**/** 

      

   Rural 5.2 6.7 87.8 7.6 35.1 57.1 
   Urban 49.8 3.5 46.8 33.0 5.1 61.9 
   
Province **/**   
   Central 0.7 3.4 95.9 0.7 10.3 89.0 
   Choiseul 3.1 16.4 80.1 0.4 54.9 44.7 
   Guadalcanal 0.4 3.0 96.3 0.5 24.0 75.2 
   Honiara 41.5 3.5 54.9 20.6 2.0 77.5 
   Makira 5.0 4.7 90.1 21.4 4.7 73.9 
   Malaita 1.3 7.0 91.7 7.9 32.3 59.6 
   Temotu 0.7 6.7 91.9 0.7 74.5 23.8 
   Western 50.9 7.7 41.1 38.7 34.2 27.1 
   Ysabel 0.0 8.9 91.1 0.0 68.9 30.7 
   
Total 12.7 6.2 80.9 11.8 30.1 57.9 
(1)  No answer = 0.2%, No missing data. 
(2) No answer = 0.2%, No missing data. 
 
Table 3.6 shows access to electricity (excluding batteries) and communications (excluding 
cell phones).  Overall 13% of respondents’ homes were connected to the national 
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electricity grid and 6% had solar power or a small generator (solar 3.8% and generator 
2.4%), while 81% had no electricity.  
 
 Only 50% or respondents’ households in urban areas were connected to electricity, while 
47% were without electricity of any kind compared with 88% in rural areas.  Although 
only 42% of Western respondents were interviewed in Gizo, (with 15% in Gatokae, 14% in 
Marovo and 28% in Noro) a higher percentage of respondents in this province reported 
mains electricity connections (51%) than in Honiara (42%).  In all the other provinces no 
more than 5% of respondents were connected to then national grid.  Solar power and small 
generators were most common in Choiseul (16%) and Ysabel (9%).  

 
Overall 12% of respondents had access to a fixed phone line in their community, and 30% 
to a radio phone.  Fifty-eight percent had no access to communications.  Fixed phones 
were more common in urban areas than in rural areas (33% versus 8%), but radio phones 
more common in rural areas (35% compared with 5%).  Western had the highest 
percentage with access to a fixed phone (39%) and Malaita had slightly more than Honiara 
(a difference of 0.8%).  Least access to fixed phones but most access to radio phones was 
reported in Ysabel, Temotu and Choiseul (all below 1% fixed phones and at least 54% 
radio phones).  Central was most disadvantaged, with 89% unable to access either fixed or 
radio phones.  Guadalcanal (75%) and Makira/Ulawa (74%) were lower than Honiara, 
where 78% said they did not have access to either fixed or radio phones in their 
community. 

4. Law and Order 
 
Section Four of the questionnaire comprised four questions on perceptions of law and 
order.  Because of a high non- and indefinite response rate to these questions in 2006, it 
was expected that significant numbers might have been unwilling to comment, but, as 
shown in the following tables, this proved not to be the case for any of the four questions 
in 2007.  Most respondents gave a definite answer, and among those who did not, ‘don’t 
know’ was a more common response than ‘wouldn’t like to say’.  
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Table 4.1: Perception of current law and order situation in respondent’s community 
(Q4a, MTT L1.1) 
 

 Safe 
and 

peaceful 

Sometimes 
problems 

Many 
problems

Don’t 
know 

NR (#) Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

       

   Man 53.2 40.1 5.7 0.8 0.2 100.0 1304
   Woman 46.6 37.6 10.8 4.6 0.4 100.0 1318
   Young man 44.2 44.4 9.0 2.0 0.4 100.0 1265
   Young woman 40.4 47.0 10.0 2.4 0.2 100.0 1267
   
Rural or urban 
(ns) 

  

   Rural 46.9 42.2 8.2 2.4 0.2 100.0 4290
   Urban 42.4 42.2 12.2 2.9 0.3 100.0 864
   
Province**   
   Central 17.8 77.1 2.4 2.7 0.0 100.0 292
   Choiseul 43.4 44.7 9.3 1.3 1.3 100.0 226
   Guadalcanal 75.5 19.7 3.7 1.0 0.1 100.0 833
   Honiara 35.1 46.2 15.7 2.7 0.3 100.0 559
   Makira/Ulawa 49.1 43.6 7.0 0.3 0.0 100.0 383
   Malaita 51.2 40.7 6.9 1.1 0.1 100.0 1560
   Temotu 13.1 51.4 27.9 7.0 0.6 100.0 298
   Western 37.6 46.8 11.1 4.4 0.1 100.0 723
   Ysabel 37.9 48.2 4.6 7.9 1.4 100.0 280
   
Total 46.2 42.2 8.9 2.5 0.2 100.0 5154
(#)  NR:  Wouldn’t like to say = 0.2%, No answer= 0.1%, no missing data. 
 
Table 4.1 shows that, overall, 46% described their community as safe and/or peaceful, 42% 
said there were sometimes law and order problems and 9% said there were many problems.  
Although equal numbers of each type of respondent were interviewed in each community, 
men were more likely than women to say their community was safe and peaceful (53% 
compared with 47%), and young women least likely (40%).  Women (11%) and young 
women (10%) were almost twice as likely as men (6%) to say there were many problems. 
 
Rural respondents were more likely than urban respondents to regard their community as 
safe and peaceful (47% compared with 42%) and urban respondents more likely to say 
there were many problems (12% compared with 8%).  Of the provinces, Guadalcanal 
respondents were most likely to say their village was safe and peaceful (76%) while 
Temotu (13%) and Central (18%) were least likely.  However, while 28% in Temotu said 
there were many problems, only 2% in Central said there were many problems.  This 
negative perception of community safety and peace in Temotu exceeded all other 
provinces by at least 12%. 
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Table 4.2:  Change in law and order situation in respondent’s community in past two 
years (Q4b, MTT L1.1) 
 

 Better Same Worse Don’t 
know 

NR (#) Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

       

   Man 50.2 40.3 7.7 1.8 0.0 100.0 1304
   Woman 35.2 48.9 10.8 4.7 0.5 100.0 1318
   Young man 53.7 35.1 9.7 1.2 0.3 100.0 1265
   Young woman 41.3 42.4 13.5 2.6 0.3 100.0 1267
   
Rural or urban**   
   Rural 43.0 44.1 10.2 2.4 0.2 100.0 4290
   Urban 55.1 30.0 11.5 3.2 0.2 100.0 864
   
Province**   
   Central 27.4 60.3 8.6 3.4 0.3 100.0 292
   Choiseul 21.7 59.3 15.0 4.0 0.0 100.0 226
   Guadalcanal 54.0 36.1 7.7 1.9 0.2 100.0 833
   Honiara 57.8 27.0 10.7 4.5 0.0 100.0 559
   Makira/Ulawa 35.8 56.1 7.3 0.5 0.3 100.0 383
   Malaita 51.7 38.1 8.7 1.3 0.2 100.0 1560
   Temotu 18.8 59.1 16.4 5.0 0.7 100.0 298
   Western 42.6 40.1 14.2 2.6 0.4 100.0 723
   Ysabel 39.6 40.4 13.6 6.1 0.4 100.0 280
   
Total 45.0 41.7 10.4 2.6 0.2 100.0 5154
NR (#): Wouldn’t like to say = 0.2%, No answer= 0.1%, No missing data. 
 
Table 4.2 shows perceptions of change in the law and order situation in respondents’ 
communities.  Overall 45% said law and order had improved, 42% said it was the same 
and 10% said it was worse.  Young men (54%) and men (50%) were much more likely to 
report improvement than young women (41%) and women (35%).  Urban respondents 
were more likely than rural respondents to report improvement (55% compared with 43%) 
while rural respondents were more likely to report no change (44% compared with 30%).  
Of the provinces, Honiara (58%)  Guadalcanal (54%) and Malaita (52%) were most likely 
to report improvement.  Temotu respondents were most likely to say conditions were 
worse, which is consistent with the high percentages in Temotu reporting many law and 
order problems (Table 5.1).  In Choiseul (15%), Western (14%) and Ysabel (13%) a 
significantly greater than the average number of respondents reported a deterioration in the 
law and order situation.  
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Table 4.3: Change in general crime in respondent’s community since last year (Q4c, 
MTT L1.1) 

 
 Less Same More Never 

had  
DK/NR  Total 

(%) 
Total 

(n) 
Respondent 
type** 

       

   Man 59.6 25.4 2.9 10.4 1.7 100.0 1304 
   Woman 52.5 22.8 4.5 16.4 3.8 100.0 1318 
   Young man 62.6 21.7 3.6 11.3 0.8 100.0 1265 
   Young woman 52.1 27.6 4.7 13.2 2.4 100.0 1267 
    
Rural or urban**    
   Rural 55.2 24.2 4.2 14.3 2.0 100.0 4290 
   Urban 64.2 25.1 2.5 5.7 2.3 100.0 864 
    
Province**    
   Central 37.6 22.6 3.1 36.0 0.7 100.0 292 
   Choiseul 34.1 26.1 8.4 26.1 5.3 100.0 226 
   Guadalcanal 52.7 12.8 1.0 30.9 2.6 100.0 833 
   Honiara 62.4 29.7 2.0 3.8 2.1 100.0 559 
   Makira/Ulawa 60.5 26.1 4.2 8.4 0.8 100.0 383 
   Malaita 65.0 21.3 5.6 7.1 1.0 100.0 1560 
   Temotu 32.9 51.0 11.1 0.7 4.3 100.0 298 
   Western 58.1 27.3 2.2 9.3 3.1 100.0 723 
   Ysabel 65.0 27.1 0.7 2.9 4.3 100.0 280 
    
Total 56.7 24.4 3.9 12.8 2.2 100.0 5154 
DK/NR:  Don’t know= 2.1%; Wouldn’t like to say = 0.1%, No answer= 0.1%, no missing data. 
 
Table 4.3 shows the change in general crime in respondents’ communities in the past year.  
Overall, 57% said crime was less, 24% said it was the same, and 4% said it had increased, 
while 13% said they had never had general crime in their community.  As in Table 5.2 
above, young men (63%) and men (60%) were more likely than women (53%) and young 
women (52%) to report an improvement.  Women, however, were more likely to say there 
had never been general crime in their community (16% compared with 11% for young men 
and 10% for men). 

 

Urban respondents were more likely than rural respondents to report improvement (55% 
compared with 64%) while rural respondents were more likely to say they had never had 
general crime (14% compared with 6%).  As in Table 4.2, improvement was more often 
reported in Malaita (65%) and Honiara (62%), but above average percentages, were also 
recorded in Ysabel (65%) and Makira/Ulawa (61%).  The percentage reporting 
improvement in Guadalcanal, however, was close to the average, while the percentage 
saying they had never had general crime was high in this province (31%), just below 
Central (36%).  Respondents in Temotu were least likely to say general crime had declined 
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(33%) and most likely to say it had increased (11%). Eight per cent of respondents from 
Choiseul reported an increase in crime, which was significantly above average. 

Table 4.4: Change in serious crime in respondent’s community since last year (Q4d, 
MTT L1.1) 
 

 Less Same More Never 
had  

DK/NR Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

       

   Man 45.5 7.7 1.0 44.1 1.7 100.0 1304
   Woman 39.9 13.0 0.9 42.2 4.0 100.0 1318
   Young man 52.5 11.2 1.0 34.2 1.1 100.0 1265
   Young woman 41.2 8.2 1.3 45.7 3.6 100.0 1267
   
Rural or urban**   
   Rural 43.3. 9.7 1.0 43.6 2.4 100.0 4290
   Urban 51.9 11.8 1.2 31.8 3.3 100.0 864
   
Province**   
   Central 13.4 8.6 1.0 76.3 0.7 100.0 292
   Choiseul 8.8 3.1 0.4 83.6 1.1 100.0 226
   Guadalcanal 42.1 6.1 0.5 49.8 1.5 100.0 833
   Honiara 52.5 10.9 0.9 32.4 3.3 100.0 559
   Makira/Ulawa 23.8 5.7 2.9 60.8 6.8 100.0 383
   Malaita 50.2 6.3 1.0 41.6 0.9 100.0 1560
   Temotu 56.4 29.8 1.7 8.1 4.0 100.0 298
   Western 49.4 17.0 1.0 29.2 3.4 100.0 723
   Ysabel 72.5 14.6 1.1 7.1 4.7 100.0 280
   
Total 44.7 10.1 1.1 41.5 2.6  5154
DK/NR: Don’t know = 2.4%, Wouldn’t like to say = 0.1%, No answer= 0.1%, no missing data. 
 
Table 4.4 shows perceptions of change in serious crime.  This question was asked of all 
respondents and there was no missing data.  Generally the pattern is similar to that seen for 
general crime, only with a much higher percentage saying they have never had serious 
crime in their community.  Overall, 45% said there was less serious crime, 10% said it was 
the same, 1% said it had increased and 42% said they had never serious crime.   
 
As in Tables 3.2 and 3.3 young men (53%) and men (46%) were significantly more likely 
than women (40%) to report improvement.  Young men, however, were least likely to say 
their community had never had serious crime (34% compared with 42% or more).  Urban 
respondents were more likely to report a decline in serious crime (52% compared with 
43% for rural respondents) and least likely to say they had never had serious crime (32% 
compared with 44%).  
 
Among the provinces, Ysabel was most likely to report a decline in serious crime (73%) 
followed by Temotu (56%).  This contrasts with Temotu’s relatively low percentages 
reporting a decline in general crime (Table 4.3).  Makira/Ulawa respondents were most 
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likely to report an increase in serious crime, but the percentage was low (3%).  
Respondents in Choiseul (84%) and Central (76%) were most likely to say they had never 
had serious crime and Temotu (8%) least likely. 

5. The Solomon Islands Police Force 
 
Section Five of the questionnaire comprised nine questions about the respondent’s contact 
with and perceptions of the Solomon Islands Police Force (SIPF).  Question 5a was a filter 
to establish whether each respondent had personally had any formal contact with the SIPF 
in the past year.  This information was collected to inform the SIPF.  Overall 89% (4572 
respondents) had not had formal contact, while 7 respondents preferred not to say, 17 did 
not know and 4 did not answer.  The 11% (552) who said they had formal contact were 
asked to describe the nature of the contact. 
 
Formal contact could be initiated either by the respondent or by the SIPF.  Table 5.1 shows 
how contact was initiated, according to respondent type. 
 
Table 5.1: Who initiated contact with SIPF by respondent type (Q5b, to inform SIPF) 
  

 Respondent SIPF Prefer 
not to 

say 

No 
answer 

Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

      

   Man 74.4 22.4 0.9 2.3 100.0 219 
   Woman 66.3 29.7 2.0 2.0 100.0 101 
   Young man 50.0 43.7 2.5 3.8 100.0 158 
   Young woman 54.8 39.7 1.4 4.1 100.0 73 
  
Rural or urban 
(n.s.) 

 

   Rural 62.5 32.9 1.5 3.1 100.0 392 
   Urban 65.4 30.2 1.9 2.5 100.0 159 
  
Province**  
   Central 55.9 41.2 2.9 0.0 100.0 34 
   Choiseul 57.1 38.1 2.4 2.4 100.0 42 
   Guadalcanal 45.5 34.1 2.3 18.2 100.0 44 
   Honiara 62.1 33.0 1.9 2.9 100.0 103 
   Makira/Ulawa 53.8 44.6 1.5 0.0 100.0 65 
   Malaita 74.3 22.9 0.0 2.9 100.0 105 
   Temotu 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 36 
   Western 69.7 26.3 3.0 1.0 100.0 99 
   Ysabel 56.5 43.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 23 
  
Total 63.3 32.1 1.6 2.9 100.0 551 
Data missing for one eligible respondent 
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Overall, 63% of contact was initiated by the respondent, and 32% by the SIPF.  Least 
likely to initiate contact were young men (50%) and young women (55%), compared with 
men (74%) and women (66%).  There was no significant difference between rural and 
urban respondents, but there was variation between provinces.  Respondents in Temotu 
(75%) and Malaita (73%) were most likely to initiate contact and Guadalcanal (46%) least 
likely.  Guadalcanal respondents were most likely to decline to answer this question (18%), 
although this represents only 8 cases. 
 
The nature of the contact for the 551 respondents who reported contact with SIPF was as 
follows.  The 63.3% respondent initiated contacts comprised:  

 Report crime /disturbance (36.6%);  
 Personal matter (3.1%);  
 Seek assistance / get advice (11.6%);  
 Report missing person (1.3%);  
 Administrative e.g. drivers license (0.5%);  
 Domestic violence (0.9%);  
 Unspecified (8.3%). 

 
The 32.1% SIPF initiated contacts comprised:  

 Provide assistance / visit community (2.4%)  
 Awareness program (3.6%)  
 Seek assistance or witness statement, investigate (18.5%)  
 Accuse/ or arrest respondent for crime, fight etc (4.0%)  
 Accuse or arrest respondent for driving infringement (0.4%)  
 Unspecified (3.2%). 
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Table 5.2: Does SIPF treat people fairly and with respect?  (Q5c, to inform SIPF) 
 

 Yes Some-
times 

No Don’t 
know 

NR (#) Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent type 
** 

       

   Man 42.1 29.8 13.0 15.0 0.0 100.0 1303 
   Woman 47.2 21.2 16.9 14.4 0.4 100.0 1317 
   Young man 39.9 34.2 18.4 7.2 0.4 100.0 1265 
   Young woman 45.4 27.2 15.0 12.3 0.2 100.0 1267 
   
Rural or urban   
   Rural 44.6 26.5 15.7 12.9 0.3 100.0 4289 
   Urban 38.8 35.6 16.5 9.0 0.1 100.0 863 
   
Province   
   Central 63.4 17.8 12.3 6.5 0.0 100.0 292 
   Choiseul 34.1 30.5 16.8 18.6 0.0 100.0 226 
   Guadalcanal 56.5 18.1 10.6 14.2 0.6 100.0 833 
   Honiara 37.1 36.7 15.6 10.4 0.2 100.0 558 
   Makira/Ulawa 19.6 56.1 17.2 7.0 0.0 100.0 383 
   Malaita 50.8 22.8 12.5 13.7 0.3 100.0 1560 
   Temotu 23.5 34.9 30.5 11.1 0.0 100.0 298 
   Western 33.0 32.1 27.1 7.8 0.0 100.0 722 
   Ysabel 47.9 21.4 6.4 23.6 0.7 100.0 280 
   
Total 43.7 28.0 15.8 12.3 0.2 100.0 5152 
(#)  NR: Wouldn’t like to say = 0.1%, No answer = 0.1%, No data = 2 cases 
 
All 5154 respondents were asked ‘Does SIPF treat people fairly and with respect?’  Table 
5.2 shows that overall 44% thought SIPF treats people fairly and with respect, 28% said 
they sometimes do, 16% said they do not and 12% did not know.  Women (47%) and 
young women (45%) were more likely than men (42%) and young men (40%) to consider 
that SIPF treatment is always fair and respectful, but young men were most likely to say 
treatment is only sometimes fair and respectful (34%).  Young men were also most likely 
to say treatment is not fair and respectful (18%) but there was only a small difference 
compared with other types of respondent (5% or less). 
 
Consistently fair and respectful treatment by SIPF was more likely to be reported in rural 
(45%) than in urban areas (39%), but urban respondents were more likely to say treatment 
is only sometimes fair and respectful (36% compared with 27%).  Central (63%) and 
Guadalcanal (57%) were most likely to say that treatment is always fair and respectful and 
Temotu least likely (24%).Temotu respondents were also most likely to say that SIPF 
treatment is not fair and respectful (31%), followed by Western (27%) while the 
percentages for all other provinces were 17% or lower. 
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Q5d, a filter question to establish whether anything had been stolen from the respondent’s 
house or garden in the past year.  Stealing from both house and garden was recorded as 
stealing from house.  
 
Overall, 15% (748) said something had been stolen from their house and 18% (929) said 
something had been stolen from their garden.  Forty-nine respondents (1%) did not know, 
three did not answer, and 66% (3389) said nothing had been stolen in the past year. 
 
Respondents were asked if the stealing was reported to the SIPF (Q5e), to inform MTT 
L1.2,  Of the 1677 who said something had been stolen, 239 (14%) had reported it and 
1409 (85%) had not reported the event to the SIPF.  Ten didn’t know and 6 preferred not to 
answer.  
 
Q5f asked those who had reported if they were satisfied with the way the SIPF had handled 
their report (MTTs L1.2, L2.2).  Of the 239 who reported, 81 (33%) said they were 
satisfied with the way the SIPF had handled the report and 67% (158) said they were not 
satisfied. 
 
Of the 1422 respondents who said the stealing had not been reported to the SIPF, 1361 
were asked to say why it was not reported.  (The discrepancy was due to a typographic 
error in the questionnaire that caused some interviewers to omit this question for some 
eligible respondents).  Table 5.3 shows the reasons given, with percentages based on the 
1361 respondents who answered this question. 
 
Table 5.3: Reasons for not reporting stealing from house or garden to SIPF (Q5g, 
MTTs L1.2 L2.2) 
 

 Total  
% 

Total 
(n) 

Too minor 25.4 346 
Family dealt with problem 10.3 140 
Prefer chief and customary law 10.9 148 
No police in our area 9.5 129 
Didn’t think the police would help 3.7 54 
Scared of the police 3.3 52 
Ignored it, forgot, didn't bother, too busy 2.1 28 
Forgave, felt sorry for them 4.9 67 
No evidence / no witness 17.0 232 
Perpetrator was a wantok or relative 5.1 69 
Dealt with it themselves 0.2 3 
Scared of perpetrator(s) 1.3 18 
Church leaders dealt with it 1.1 15 
No one willing to help/ listen; chiefs told me not to report 0.7 9 
Unspecified 2.1 29 
Don’t know 1.0 14 
Wouldn’t like to say 0.4 6 
No answer 0.9 12 
Total 100.0 1361 
Missing data = 61 eligible cases 
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The most common reasons for not reporting was that the stealing was too minor (25%) or 
there was no evidence or witness (17%).  Another 21% preferred to use the chief and 
customary law (10.9%) or their own family (10.3%) to deal with the matter, while 10% 
said there were no police in their area. 
 
All respondents were asked Q5h ‘Who should be informed if an SIPF officer is not doing 
their job properly?’  Up to three responses were permitted for this question.  As the three 
responses are combined in Table 5.4, column percentages do not sum to 100.  
 
Table 5.4: Who should be informed if an SIPF officer is not doing their job properly 
(up to three responses) (Q5h, MTT G3.3) 
 

 Total 
%

Total 
(n) 

Supervisor, senior police 51.6 2659 
Ombudsman 1.8 93 
Village chief 19.4 1002 
Church leader 1.4 74 
Member of provincial government  2.9 147 
National MP 2.1 106 
Head office, government or provincial government 0.5 25 
Commissioner of police 1.3 65 
Media 0.3 15 
RAMSI 8.9 459 
Court/magistrate/ public solicitor 0.5 26 
Speak to them directly 0.2 11 
Community leader/ big man in the community 0.4 23 
Unspecified 1.7 88 
Don’t know 18.2 938 
Wouldn’t like to say 0.9 46 
No answer 0.4 21 
No missing cases.  Percentages do not sum to 100 because of multiple responses. 

 
The majority of respondents (52%) said the officer’s supervisor or senior officer should be 
informed if a police officer were not doing his job properly.  The next most common 
response was the village chief (19%) and RAMSI (9%), while all other suggestions were 
made by only small percentages of respondents.  However, 18% said they did not know 
who to inform.   
 
The last question in Section Five ‘If an SIPF officer were not doing his/her job properly, 
would you make a formal complaint?’ was asked of all respondents.  Table 5.5 presents 
responses by respondent characteristics. 
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Table 5.5: Whether respondent would make a formal complaint about an SIPF 
officer (Q5l, MTT G3.3) 
 

 Yes No Don’t 
know 

NR 
 (#) 

Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

      

   Man 72.5 11.6 14.6 1.2 100.0 1304 
   Woman 47.2 34.3 16.5 2.1 100.0 1318 
   Young man 71.1 14.9 13.6 0.5 100.0 1265 
   Young woman 58.2 30.1 9.3 2.4 100.0 1267 
   
Rural or urban **   
   Rural 59.3 24.0 15.0 1.8 100.0 4290 
   Urban 76.5 16.7 6.4 0.4 100.0 864 
   
Province **   
   Central 67.1 21.2 11.6 0.0 100.0 292 
   Choiseul 55.8 28.8 8.4 5.1 100.0 226 
   Guadalcanal 44.7 32.2 22.4 0.7 100.0 833 
   Honiara 76.4 16.5 6.6 0.6 100.0 559 
   Makira/Ulawa 73.9 13.1 8.4 4.7 100.0 383 
   Malaita 58.8 25.3 14.4 1.4 100.0 1560 
   Temotu 58.4 18.8 21.5 1.3 100.0 298 
   Western 71.0 18.1 9.8 1.1 100.0 723 
   Ysabel 69.6 19.3 10.4 0.7 100.0 280 
   
Total 62.2 22.8 13.5 1.6 100.0 5154 
 (#)  NR: Wouldn’t like to say = 0.8%, No answer = 0.8%, No missing data 
 
Overall, 62% of respondents said they would make a formal complaint, 23% said they 
would not, and 14% didn’t know.  Men (73%) and young men (71%) were most likely to 
say they would complain.  Women were least likely to say they would complain (47%) and 
most likely to say they would not complain (34%), which was more than twice the 
percentages for young men and men.  
 
Rural respondents were less willing to complain than urban respondents (59% compared 
with 77%) and more likely to say they definitely would not complain about an SIPF officer 
(24% compared with 17%).  Among the provinces, Guadalcanal respondents were least 
likely to say they would complain (45%) and most likely to say they would not complain 
(32%) but also most likely to say they didn’t know (22%).  A relatively high percentage of 
respondents in Choiseul (29%) and Malaita (25%) said they definitely would not complain.  
Temotu respondents, who had reported least improvement in general and serious crime 
(Tables 5.3 and 5.4 above) had one of the lowest percentages who would not complain 
(58%) and equalled Guadalcanal in the percentage who didn’t know whether they would 
complain (22%). 
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6. General questions about RAMSI 
 
Section Six of the questionnaire comprised six general questions about RAMSI.  Q6a was 
a filter question to determine whether respondents had heard of RAMSI.  Overall, 98% 
(5072) had heard of RAMSI, 1% (72) had not heard of RAMSI, 6 did not know, one 
preferred not to say and three did not answer.  Only the respondents who had heard of 
RAMSI answered the remaining five questions in Section Six.  To simplify reporting, 
however, the percentages in the following analysis of knowledge and contact with RAMSI 
are based on all 5154 respondents, with those who had not heard of RAMSI described in 
the table footnote as ‘not asked’. 
 
Table 6.1: Seen and spoken to a RAMSI officer in the last 3 months (Q6b, Q6c MTT 
L2.1) 
 

 Seen 
Police 

Spoken 
Police 

Seen 
Army 

Spoken 
Army 

Seen 
Other  

Spoken 
other 

Seen 
None  

Spoken 
None  

Respondent type ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** 
   Man 68.3 20.6 29.2 11.3 4.8 2.0 24.8 71.3
   Woman 52.5 5.7 51.1 4.4 8.0 1.4 24.9 87.9
   Young man 72.4 15.6 56.4 14.5 10.4 1.7 14.5 68.8
   Young woman 58.9 5.4 48.8 3.3 3.1 0.4 24.5 91.2
    
Rural or urban ** ** ** (n.s.) ** ** ** **
   Rural 58.7 10.2 42.7 8.1 5.5 0.9 26.1 81.4
   Urban 84.3 19.9 64.1 9.7 11.8 3.5 3.2 71.9
    
Province ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **
   Central 58.9 6.5 16.1 1.7 1.0 0.0 31.8 92.1
   Choiseul 45.1 4.0 17.7 1.8 11.1 2.7 42.0 81.0
   Guadalcanal 68.8 9.4 62.3 7.6 5.9 0.0 19.8 80.0
   Honiara 83.5 16.5 75.5 10.6 13.4 3.0 4.5 73.7
   Makira/Ulawa 79.6 26.1 73.4 21.7 3.1 1.3 18.0 71.3
   Malaita 52.3 11.3 46.9 11.7 4.8 1.1 25.3 78.1
   Temotu 24.5 4.4 4.0 1.0 9.4 2.3 55.0 82.9
   Western 68.3 14.0 40.2 4.0 9.3 2.4 16.9 81.7
   Ysabel 86.8 7.5 15.0 1.1 1.8 0.4 6.8 91.1
    
Total 63.0 11.8 46.3 8.4 6.6 1.4 22.2 79.8
1) Q6b (seen): Don’t know = 0.5%, No answer= 2.4%; No data = 15 cases, Not asked = 82 cases. 
2) Q6c (spoken) Don’t know = 0.3; Wouldn’t like to say = 0.1, No answer= 3.7%; No data = 16 

cases, Not asked = 82 cases 
Note:  Percentages to not sum to 100 as variables are computed from multiple responses. 
 
Table 6.1 shows the percentage of respondents that had seen (Q6b) and spoken to (Q6c) a 
RAMSI officer about anything (i.e. any formal or informal personal contact) in the past 
three months.  RAMSI officers were classified into three groups: police, army and other.  
The last two columns on the right of the table show those who had not seen and not spoken 
to a RAMSI officer of any kind.  
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Overall, 63% had seen a RAMSI police officer and 12% had spoken to one, 46% had seen 
and 8% had spoken to a RAMSI army officer and 7% had seen and 1% had spoken to 
another type of RAMSI official, while 22% had not seen a RAMSI officer of any kind and 
80% had not spoken to one. 
 
Urban respondents were more likely than rural respondents to have seen RAMSI police 
(84% compared with 59%) and spoken to them (20% compared with 10%) and this was 
also true for RAMSI army (43% in rural and 64% in urban areas).  There was also a large 
and significant difference for other RAMSI personnel (rural 6% and 1%, urban 12% and 
4%). 
 
Ysabel respondents were most likely to have seen RAMSI police (87%), but only 8% had 
spoken to a RAMSI police officer.  The percentage that had seen RAMSI police officers 
was a little lower for Makira/Ulawa than for Honiara (80% compared with 84%), but 
Makira/Ulawa had the highest percentage that had spoken to a RAMSI police officer 
(26%), as compared with all other provinces.  Respondents in Honiara (76%) and 
Makira/Ulawa (73%) were also most likely to have seen a RAMSI army officer, but those 
in Makira/Ulawa were significantly more likely to have spoken to one (22% compared 
with 12% or less for other provinces).  Respondents in Honiara (13%) and Choiseul (11%) 
were most likely to have seen another type of RAMSI official, but only 3% in each of these 
provinces had spoken to one.  
 
It must be mentioned that during training a number of the interviewers seemed surprised to 
learn that there are RAMSI officers who are neither police nor army.  It is likely that some 
respondents also had little understanding of the diverse roles of RAMSI personnel, so 
could have spoken to a non-uniformed RAMSI official without realising their identity. 
 
The last two columns of Table 6.1 show that a smaller percentage of young men had not 
seen a RAMSI officer of any kind (15% compared with 25% for men, women and young 
women).  Young women were most likely to have not spoken to RAMSI in the past three 
months (91%) and young men least likely (69%).  Rural respondents were more likely 
never to have seen a RAMSI officer (26% compared with 3% for urban respondents) or 
spoken to a RAMSI officer (81% compared with 72% for urban respondents).  Temotu 
respondents were most likely never to have seen a RAMSI officer of any kind (55%) and 
Central (92%) and Ysabel (91%) respondents most likely not to have spoken to one in the 
past three months. 
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Table 6.2 Perceptions of role of RAMSI (up to three responses) (Q6d, General context 
for RAMSI) 
 

 Total 
%

Total 
(n) 

Keep the peace 62.0 3193 
Help run the country 19.3 996 
Provide technical assistance 5.0 258 
Arrest criminals 22.0 1132 
Improve law and justice 40.5 2088 
Improve the economy 5.2 268 
Improve democracy and government 3.4 177 
Train Solomon Islanders 3.1 162 
Assist/strengthen weak areas/ help development 0.7 37 
Patrol/ security 0.6 32 
Raise awareness/ promote human rights 0.1 7 
Work with / look after the people / help Solomon Islanders 1.0 51 
Promote national unity/ confidence 0.1 4 
Collect / destroy weapons/ guns 0.7 38 
Positive comment about RAMSI  1.0 52 
Complaint or negative comment about RAMSI  1.2 62 
Know but did not specify  3.8 195 
Don’t know 4.8 245 
Wouldn’t like to say 0.1 5 
No answer 1.3 65 
 Not asked = 82 cases, Percentages do not sum to 100 because of multiple responses. 
 
Q6d asked respondents about their understanding of the role of RAMSI in the Solomon 
Islands.  Up to three responses were recorded for each respondent.  Table 6.2 shows the 
most common response was ‘keep the peace’ (62%) followed by ‘improve law and justice’ 
(41%), ‘arrest criminals’ (22%) and ‘help  run the country’ (19%).  All other suggestions 
were volunteered by relatively small percentages of respondents.  
 
It can be seen in Table 6.2 that some respondents used this question to make either positive 
or negative comments about RAMSI or to give cynical answers rather than answering the 
question asked.  These answers have not been quantified as the numbers are small, 
responses are diverse and report deadlines did not allow time for quantification.  However 
some examples of positive comments are: ‘We are thankful they are here’, ‘RAMSI’s 
presence reduces fightings and killings’, ‘We are really pleased and we like to thank them’, 
‘It’s really good’, ‘RAMSI is working really well’, ‘I really appreciate the work of 
RAMSI’, ‘RAMSI should base in the villages because most problem happen in the 
villages’. 
 
Some examples of the negative comments made under Q6d are:  ‘Don’t respect our 
customs’, ‘Have a holiday in Solomon Islands’, ‘RAMSI is not assisting but here to punish 
us for wrong doings’, ‘Search for treasure’, ‘Give AIDS to Solomon Islanders’, ‘Over-ride 
officers in local public service’, ‘Hanging around in their vehicle’ and ‘They were really 
good at first but now they do not respect our culture’. 
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Table 6.3 depicts responses to the last two questions in Section Six: Q6e ‘Would violent 
conflict return to Solomon Islands if RAMSI were to leave soon?’ and Q6f ‘Do you 
support the presence of RAMSI in Solomon Islands?’  Percentages are based on all 5154 
responses. 
 
Table 6.3: Whether violent conflict would return and whether respondent supports 
RAMSI (Q6e, Q6f, General context for RAMSI) 
 

 Violence would return (1) Support RAMSI (2)  
 Yes Maybe No DK Yes Undecided  No 

Respondent type **/**        
   Man 49.5 24.4 9.7 15.8 89.4 3.9 6.1
   Woman 47.3 32.8 5.6 13.1 90.9 3.4 4.5
   Young man 48.8 30.4 7.8 10.2 89.3 4.4 3.5
   Young woman 64.7 19.8 4.9 10.3 92.6 3.4 3.2
   
Rural or urban**/ns   
   Rural 52.3 27.0 6.4 12.7 90.4 3.7 4.3
   Urban 52.7 26.0 9.9 10.7 91.4 4.0 4.4
   
Province **/**   
   Central 54.6 29.2 4.8 11.0 96.9 1.4 1.4
   Choiseul 37.2 34.5 10.2 16.4 81.0 10.2 6.6
   Guadalcanal 64.7 24.9 1.6 7.6 97.1 0.6 1.2
   Honiara 48.7 24.7 12.1 13.4 90.6 4.5 4.3
   Makira/Ulawa 37.9 26.6 12.8 20.9 84.6 8.9 5.2
   Malaita 49.1 25.1 9.6 15.7 87.1 5.0 7.2
   Temotu 55.0 23.8 2.3 9.1 87.9 1.7 0.7
   Western 63.6 27.6 3.6 5.1 93.1 2.4 4.3
   Ysabel 41.4 39.6 3.9 14.6 96.4 1.1 1.8
   
Total 52.5 26.9 7.0 12.4 90.4 3.8 4.4
(1) Wouldn’t like to say 0.1% No answer = 1.2%; No data = 15 cases, Not asked= 82 cases. 
(2) Wouldn’t like to say 0.1%, No answer = 1.2%; No data = 16 cases, Not asked = 82 cases 
 
Overall, 53 % believed that violence would return if RAMSI left soon, 27% said ‘maybe’, 
and 7% said violence would not return and 13% did not know.  Young women were most 
likely to say violence would return (65% compared with 50% or less for other groups) and 
least likely to say maybe (20% compared with 24% for men and 30% or more for women 
and young men).  Men were most likely to say violence would not return if RAMSI left 
soon (10% compared with 8% or less).  Percentages in rural and urban areas were 
generally similar except that more urban respondents said violence would not return (10% 
compared with 6%).  The difference in rural and urban percentages supporting RAMSI was 
not significant. 
 
Respondents in Guadalcanal (65%) and Western (64%) were most likely to say that 
violence would return if RAMSI left soon, while generally the most remote provinces were 
least likely to hold this view (Choiseul 37%, Makira/Ulawa 38% and Ysabel 41%).  The 
exception was Temotu where 55% thought violence would return if RAMSI left soon.  
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Respondents in Makira/Ulawa (13%) and Honiara (12%) were most likely to say that 
violence would not return.  The percentage saying ‘Don’t know’ was highest in 
Makira/Ulawa (21%) and lowest in Western (5%).  

 
Overall, 90% of respondents said they support the presence of RAMSI in Solomon Islands, 
4% were undecided and 4% said they did not support the presence of RAMSI. The 
percentages by respondent type were similar, except that men were most likely to say ‘no’ 
(6%). There was no significant difference between rural and urban respondents, and not 
much difference between provinces. Choiseul (10%) and Makira/Ulawa (9%) respondents 
were most likely to be undecided. Malaitan respondents were most likely to say they did 
not support RAMSI (7%) and Temotu respondents least likely (1%). The association 
between rural/urban and ‘support RAMSI’ was not significant. All other associations in 
Table 7.3 were significant. 
 
7. Public Accountability 
 
Section Seven of the questionnaire comprised 13 questions on issues of public 
accountability.  This was the longest and most complicated section of the questionnaire 
because questions sought opinions about both national and provincial government, and 
respondents were required to supply up to three responses for several questions about 
knowledge of function and procedure.  Tables in this sub-section are therefore more 
numerous and complex than in other sub-sections.  

 
Table 7.1.A presents data on perceptions of national and provincial government 
performance in providing basic services to the community, improving the economy and in 
doing its job efficiently, independently and fairly (Q7a and Q7b).  
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Table 7.1.A:  Perceptions of government performance: National Government (Q7a, Q7b, Q7c, MTT G3.4) 
 

 Improving services and economy (1) Doing job efficiently, fairly and 
independently (2)  

Politicians and officials performance 
compared with last year (3)  

 Very 
good 

Satisfacto
ry 

Not 
good 

Don’t 
know 

Very 
good  

Satisfactor
y  

Not 
good 

Don’t 
know 

Better Same  Worse Don’t 
know 

National Government             
Respondent type 
**/**/** 

            

   Man 16.3 36.6 34.2 12.1 13.6 33.3 34.4 17.8 22.1 49.6 15.5 11.7
   Woman 10.7 28.0 36.6 24.0 8.9 25.0 30.0 35.2 12.2 46.5 9.1 31.2
   Young man 18.0 44.3 28.5 8.7 12.3 45.8 28.4 13.0 22.2 62.9 8.1 6.6
   Young woman 18.2 34.6 28.3 18.8 15.2 33.3 22.4 28.8 21.5 52.1 10.2 15.7

Rural or urban**/**/**  
   Rural 12.9 34.8 34.4 17.3 10.6 33.7 29.1 25.9 16.6 54.5 10.8 17.5
   Urban 30.3 40.4 40.4 9.3 21.8 37.0 27.9 13.1 34.3 44.0 10.4 10.8

Province **/**/**  
   Central 4.8 43.5 40.4 11.3 5.5 40.4 38.4 15.4 8.2 64.0 17.5 10.3
   Choiseul 51.8 22.1 6.6 18.6 56.2 19.9 5.3 18.6 27.0 43.4 9.3 18.6
   Guadalcanal 3.0 27.7 40.8 28.1 1.0 25.0 29.1 43.8 7.2 51.7 8.3 31.6
   Honiara 28.3 40.1 21.8 9.3 20.0 37.6 28.4 13.6 39.5 39.0 9.7 11.3
   Makira/Ulawa 10.7 44.9 36.8 7.3 7.1 44.0 34.8 13.6 11.7 71.0 6.5 9.9
   Malaita 11.2 37.8 37.1 13.4 11.6 35.7 30.4 22.0 20.7 51.2 13.9 13.9
   Temotu 20.8 42.3 13.1 23.2 13.4 38.3 15.8 30.9 43.0 38.6 3.4 15.1
   Western 25.0 35.7 29.0 9.4 15.2 37.6 30.0 16.3 16.2 59.9 11.2 11.6
   Ysabel 13.9 23.9 30.0 31.1 7.5 25.7 32.5 32.9 10.0 58.6 8.9 22.5

Total 15.7 35.8 32.0 15.9 12.5 34.2 28.9 23.8 19.5 52.7 10.7 16.4
Note:  Wouldn’t like to say = 0.2%, No answer = 0.3%, No missing data. 
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Table 7.1.B:  Perceptions of government performance: Provincial Government (Q7a, Q7b, Q7c, MTT G3.4) 
 

 Improving services and economy (1) Doing job efficiently, fairly and 
independently (2)  

Politicians and officials performance 
compared with last year (3)  

 Very 
good 

Satisfacto
ry 

Not 
good 

Don’t 
know 

Very 
good  

Satisfactor
y  

Not 
good 

Don’t 
know 

Better Same  Worse Don’t 
know 

Provincial Government             
Respondent type 
**/**/** 

            

   Man 8.4 30.5 47.5 13.0 7.8 30.8 42.9 17.9 11.0 53.8 19.2 15.2
   Woman 5.8 24.8 44.5 24.2 4.9 22.8 36.3 34.7 8.3 45.7 12.1 32.8
   Young man 7.0 38.3 44.6 9.7 5.5 35.4 45.1 13.5 11.2 65.1 15.8 7.3
   Young woman 9.5 35.2 37.9 17.4 9.6 33.5 29.6 26.9 14.8 55.1 14.1 15.6
  
Rural or urban**/**/**  
   Rural 5.6 30.8 46.2 16.8 5.6 29.4 39.1 25.0 9.9 56.1 14.9 18.4
   Urban 17.7 38.7 30.7 12.6 13.2 36.1 35.4 15.0 18.5 48.3 17.4 15.2
  
Total 7.6 32.1 43.6 16.1 6.9 30.5 38.5 23.4 11.3 54.8 15.3 17.8

Note: Wouldn’t like to say = 0.2%, No answer = 0.3%, No missing data. 
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Overall, 16% of respondents thought the national government was performing very well 
as regards improving basic services and the economy, 36% thought performance was 
satisfactory, 32% thought it was not good and 16% did not know.  Positive assessments 
were most likely among young men and young women (18%) and least likely among 
women (11%).  Negative assessments were most likely among women (37%) and men 
(34%).  Women were most likely to say they didn’t know. 
 
Urban respondents were much more likely than rural respondents to hold a positive view 
of national government (30% compared with 13%), but urban respondents were also 
more likely to say performance was not good (40% compared with 34%).  Guadalcanal 
(3%) and Central (5%) were least likely to say performance was good, and most likely to 
say performance was not good (41% and 40%).  Ysabel (31%) and Guadalcanal 
respondents (28%) were most likely to say they didn’t know. 
 
As regards the government doing its job efficiently, fairly and independently (Q7b) 13% 
overall said performance was very good, 34% said it was satisfactory, 29% said it was 
not good and 24% did not know.  Young women (15%) and men (14%) were most likely 
to say very good, while men (34%) and women (30%) were most likely to say 
performance was definitely not good.  Young men were most likely to take the middle 
position and say satisfactory (46%) while women were most likely to say they didn’t 
know (35%). 
 
Urban respondents were twice as likely as rural respondents to say performance was very 
good (22% compared with 11%), but only a little less likely to say it was definitely not 
good (28% compared with 29%).  Choiseul respondents were almost three times as likely 
as the next highest province to rate government efficiency, fairness and independence as 
very good (56% compared with 20% for Honiara); while no other province exceeded 
15%.  Choiseul also had the lowest percentage saying ‘not good’ (5%) with Western 
second lowest (16%).  In all other provinces close to 30% or higher said government did 
not perform well as regards these qualities. 
 
When asked to rate the performance of national politicians and government officials as 
compared with this time last year (Q7c), 20% overall said it was better, 53% said it was 
the same, 11% said it was worse and 16% didn’t know.  Men and young men were most 
likely to say performance was better (22%) but men were also most likely to say 
performance was worse (16%). Women were least likely to say performance was better 
(12%).  
 
Urban respondents were twice as likely to say performance was better (34% compared 
with 17% for rural respondents) but rural and urban respondents were almost equally 
likely to say performance was worse (11% for rural and 10% for urban).  Respondents in 
Temotu (43%) and Honiara (39%) were more likely to regard performance as better, 
while respondents in Central (18%) and Malaita (14%) were most likely to see 
performances as worse. 
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Perceptions of provincial government (Table 7.1.B) were generally less favourable than 
perceptions of national government.  The overall percentage of respondents saying 
government performance was worse was around 10% more than for national government, 
while the overall percentage saying the performance of politicians and officials was 
worse was 5% more.  
 
Overall, 8% said provincial governments were performing well as regards improving 
services and the economy, 32% said they were satisfactory, 44% said ‘not good’ and 16% 
didn’t know.  The only marked pattern by age and gender group was that women were 
less likely to say performance was very good (6%) or satisfactory (25%) and more likely 
to say they didn’t know (24%).  Urban respondents were more likely to say performances 
were very good (18% compared with 6% for rural respondents), while rural respondents 
were more likely to say ‘not good’ (46% compared with 31%).  Respondents in Ysabel 
were most likely to say provincial government was doing very well in improving services 
and the economy (18%) while respondents in Makira/Ulawa (70%) and Central (60%) 
were most likely to say performances were not good. 
 
Gender differences also tended to be small as regards provincial governments performing 
efficiently, fairly and independently.  Young women (30%) and women (36%) were more 
likely to say performances were not good, but also more likely to say they didn’t know 
(35% and 27%).  Rural respondents were half as likely as urban respondents to say 
provincial governments were doing very well (6% compared with 13%), but there was 
less difference in the percentages that said performances were definitely not good (rural 
39% and urban 35%).  Rural respondents were more likely to say they didn’t know (25% 
compared with 15% for urban).  Choiseul respondents were most likely to say their 
government was doing very well as regards efficiency, fairness and independence (21%) 
and Temotu and Guadalcanal least likely (both 2%).  Makira/Ulawa (65%) and Central 
(58%) were most likely to say the performance of their provincial government was not 
good against this indicator.  All associations in Table 7.1.A & B were significant. 
 
While 11% of respondents thought their provincial officials’ performance had improved 
in the past year, 55% thought it was the same, 15% thought it had deteriorated and 18% 
didn’t know. Men were most likely to say it was worse (19%) and women to say that they 
didn’t know (33%). Urban respondents were almost twice as likely as rural respondents 
to say provincial officials’ performance was better (19% compared with 10%). Of the 
provinces, Ysabel was most likely to say their provincial government had improved 
(26%) and Guadalcanal least likely (5%). 
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Table 7.2 Knowledge of role of Leadership Code Commission (up to three 
responses) (Q7d, MTT G3.4) 
 

 Total 
%

Total 
(n) 

Investigate official misconduct 4.5 232 
Make government transparent and accountable 4.6 237 
Unspecified 0.6 33 
Heard of it but don’t know what it does 23.7 1224 
Never heard of it 69.7 3592 
Wouldn’t like to say 0.4 19 
No answer 2.1 109 
Total 100.0 5154 
 No missing data 
 
Q7d asked all respondents if they knew the role of the Leadership Code Commission.  
Table 7.2 shows that even though three responses were combined, only 5% of 
respondents could name either of the main functions, and less than one per cent could 
even guess their functions.  Seventy per cent said they had never heard of it, and 24% 
said they had heard of it but don’t know what it does.   
 
Table 7.3: Knowledge of role of Auditor General’s Office (Q7e, MTT G3.4) 
 

 Total % Total (n) 
Check that public money is spent for the proper purpose 7.8 400 
Check compliance with internal revenue guidelines 3.9 202 
Monitor value of $SI 0.1 5 
Government work 0.0 2 
Control government finances 0.5 24 
Unspecified 0.4 19 
Heard of it but don’t know what it does 27.4 1412 
Never heard of it 64.5 3325 
Wouldn’t like to say 0.4 19 
No answer 0.5 24 
Total 100.0 5154 
No missing data 
 
Table 7.3 shows that a slightly higher percentage of respondents had some idea of the 
main role of the Auditor General’s Office (8%) but fewer mentioned compliance with 
internal revenue guidelines (4%).  Almost similar percentages said they had never heard 
of it (65%) or heard of it but don’t know what it does (27%).  

 



Page 56 of 81 

Table 7.4: Dishonest behaviour among senior people in respondent’s community 
(Q7f, MTT G3.4) 
 

 Yes No Don’t 
know 

NR (#) Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

      

   Man 58.7 35.8 5.0 0.5 100.0 1304 
   Woman 41.7 44.2 12.7 1.4 100.0 1318 
   Young man 71.5 23.6 4.3 0.6 100.0 1265 
   Young woman 52.8 36.7 9.6 0.9 100.0 1267 

Rural or urban**   
   Rural 56.7 36.8 5.8 0.8 100.0 4290 
   Urban 52.8 27.3 18.8 1.1 100.0 864 

Province**   
   Central 61.3 36.3 1.7 0.7 100.0 292 
   Choiseul 55.3 31.0 11.9 1.8 100.0 226 
   Guadalcanal 52.1 40.8 5.6 1.4 100.0 833 
   Honiara 50.4 30.1 18.4 1.1 100.0 559 
   Makira/Ulawa 47.0 47.5 5.0 0.5 100.0 383 
   Malaita 53.1 42.8 3.7 0.4 100.0 1560 
   Temotu 63.1 32.2 3.4 1.3 100.0 298 
   Western 64.3 20.3 14.5 0.9 100.0 723 
   Ysabel 73.6 13.2 12.5 0.7 100.0 280 

Total 56.0 35.2 7.9 0.8 100.0 5154 
DK/NR (#): Don’t know= 2.1%; Wouldn’t like to say = 0.1%, No answer= 0.1%, No missing 
data. 
 
Table 7.4 shows responses to Q7f ‘Is there any dishonest behaviour and/or misuse of 
power among senior people in your community?’  Overall, 56% said there was, 35% said 
there was none and 8% did not know.  Young men were much more likely to say ‘yes’ 
than the next largest group, men (72% compared with 59%).  Women were most likely to 
say there was no dishonest behaviour (44%) or that they did not know (13%).  Rural 
respondents were a little more likely than urban respondents to say there was dishonesty 
(57% compared with 53%), while urban residents were more likely to say they didn’t 
know (19% compared with 6%).  Dishonesty and misuse of power was most likely to be 
mentioned in Ysabel (74%), Temotu (63%) and Central (61%) and most likely to be said 
not to be present in Makira/Ulawa (48%), Malaita (43%) and Guadalcanal (41%).  All 
associations were significant. 
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Table 7.5: Change in dishonesty and misuse of power in respondent’s community in 
past year (Q7g, MTT G3.4). 
 

 Less Same More Never 
had  

DK/NR 
(#) 

Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

       

   Man 38.6 38.7 3.3 9.9 9.6 100.0 1304
   Woman 25.7 41.7 1.3 17.2 14.2 100.0 1318
   Young man 44.5 41.5 2.5 7.6 4.0 100.0 1265
   Young woman 34.4 36.8 1.5 15.3 12.0 100.0 1267

Rural or urban**   
   Rural 35.9 39.3 2.2 13.8 8.8 100.0 4290
   Urban 34.7 41.3 1.7 6.1 16.1 100.0 864

Province**   
   Central 25.7 64.7 2.4 4.5 2.7 100.0 292
   Choiseul 20.4 41.6 4.0 10.6 23.5 100.0 226
   Guadalcanal 33.0 31.8 3.7 24.6 6.8 100.0 833
   Honiara 31.5 43.5 1.3 6.3 17.5 100.0 559
   Makira/Ulawa 45.6 17.9 2.0 10.5 23.9 100.0 383
   Malaita 40.3 38.4 1.6 15.8 4.0 100.0 1560
   Temotu 31.9 43.3 4.0 11.1 9.7 100.0 298
   Western 36.4 42.9 1.4 6.0 13.2 100.0 723
   Ysabel 39.6 50.0 0.4 1.8 8.3 100.0 280

Total 35.7 39.7 2.1 12.5 9.9 100.0 5121
DK/NR (#): Don’t know= 7.6%; Wouldn’t like to say = 0.2%, No answer= 2.1%, No data = 33 
cases. 
 
All respondents were asked Q7g ‘Has dishonest behaviour and/or misuse of power 
among senior people in your community changed since this time last year?’  Table 7.5 
shows that, overall, 36% said there was less, 40% said the amount was unchanged, 2% 
said it had increased and 13% did not know.  Young men (45%) and men (39%) were 
most likely to say there was less, while women were least likely to say there was less 
(26%).  Women and young women, however, were also most likely to say there had 
never been dishonesty in their community (17% and 15% compared with 10% for men 
and 8% for young men). 
 
Rural respondents were a little more likely than urban respondents to say that dishonesty 
was less than a year ago (36% compared with 35%) and much more likely to say they had 
never had dishonesty in their community (14% compared with 6%).  Makira/Ulawa and 
Malaitan respondents were most likely to say that dishonesty had declined (46% and 
40%) and Choiseul (20%) and Central (26%) least likely, but no more than 4% in any 
province said there had been an increase. 
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Q7h asked all respondents who should be informed if a public official were not doing 
their job properly or misusing power.  Tables 7.6 and 7.7 show the combined percentages 
from three responses, for officials in both national and provincial governments.  
 
Table 7.6: To whom should complaints about National government officials be made 
(up to three responses):  (Q7h, MTT G3.3?)  
 

 Total (%) Total (n) 
Supervisor/senior official 38.0 1958 
SIPF 22.0 1133 
Ombudsman 2.5 129 
RAMSI 14.4 740 
Chief 8.6 442 
MP 4.5 232 
NGO/church 0.3 18 
Town Council or provincial government 0.3 18 
Speak to the person directly 0.2 11 
Media 0.5 28 
Permanent secretary of department 1.2 61 
Prime Minister/Governor General 0.6 31 
Friends or workmates of the official 0.1 5 
RAMSI 0.2 8 
Leadership Code Commission 0.4 21 
Unspecified 1.3 69 
Don’t know 21.7 1117 
Wouldn’t like to say 0.4 22 
No answer 0.7 37 
No missing data; Percentages do not add to 100 because of multiple responses 
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Table 7.7: To whom respondent would complain about provincial officials (three 
responses):  (Q7h, MTT G3.3) 
 

 Total (%) Total (n) 
Supervisor/senior official 36.5 1881 
SIPF 21.7 1119 
Ombudsman 1.2 60 
RAMSI 12.8 660 
Chief 9.9 509 
MP 5.4 278 
NGO/church 0.2 12 
Town Council or provincial government 2.6 134 
Speak to the person directly 0.2 9 
Media 0.3 17 
Permanent secretary of department 1.0 50 
Prime Minister/Governor General 0.0 2 
Friends or workmates of the official 0.1 4 
RAMSI 0.1 3 
Leadership Code Commission 0.1 4 
Unspecified 1.7 90 
Don’t know 20.5 1055 
Wouldn’t like to say 0.4 20 
No answer 0.8 42 
No missing data; Percentages do not add to 100 because of multiple responses 
 
The most common response regarding whom to approach with a complaint about both 
national and provincial officials was the officer’s supervisor or another senior official 
(38% and 37%).  Percentages suggesting SIPF were also similar (22% for both provincial 
and national officials. Fourteen percent suggested complaints about a national official 
should be addressed to RAMSI compared with 13% of complaints about a provincial 
official.  A similar number of respondents suggested the local chief (9% for national 
official and 10% for provincial official) and MP (5% each for national and provincial).  
All other suggestions had only small percentages, but it is notable that 22% (national) and 
21% (provincial) said they did not know to whom they would address complaints.   
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Table 7.8: Would respondent feel safe making a complaint against a public official 
(Q7i, MTT G3.3) 
 

 National Government Provincial Government 
 Yes No Don’t 

know 
Yes No Don’t 

know 
Respondent 
type**/** 

      

   Man 57.8 19.6 20.6 59.7 19.5 16.9
   Woman 25.9 47.0 24.7 29.3 42.1 25.3
   Young man 50.6 29.7 19.0 55.6 24.0 16.4
   Young woman 23.9 57.9 17.2 29.4 52.1 15.5
   
Rural or urban**/**   
   Rural 37.2 39.5 21.5 41.0 35.4 19.6
   Urban 51.2 33.2 14.9 55.6 29.2 13.4
   
Province**/**   
   Central 43.2 41.8 14.7 46.9 32.5 13.7
   Choiseul 29.6 48.2 17.7 46.0 39.8 9.7
   Guadalcanal 23.8 48.8 25.2 24.8 46.6 24.5
   Honiara 51.7 33.5 14.0 54.0 30.8 13.4
   Makira/Ulawa 52.7 29.0 17.2 57.4 27.4 10.7
   Malaita 39.6 35.1 24.1 40.4 33.2 22.3
   Temotu 40.6 35.6 21.5 48.0 27.9 21.8
   Western 41.1 42.6 14.7 46.3 37.1 14.0
   Ysabel 43.6 30.7 24.6 57.5 18.9 21.8
   
Total 39.6 38.5 20.4 43.5 34.4 18.6
(1) Wouldn’t like to say 0.5%, No answer 1.0%, No data = one case. 
(2) Wouldn’t like to say 0.7%, No answer 2.9%, No data = one case. 
 
Q7i asked all respondents if they would feel safe making a complaint against a national 
or provincial official.  Table 7.8 shows that, overall, 40% said they would feel safe 
complaining about a national official, 39% would not feel safe and 20% did not know.  
There was a very large difference between males and females, with only 24% of young 
women and 26% or women saying they would feel safe, compared with 58% of men and 
50% of young men.  Young women were most likely to state that they definitely would 
not feel safe (58% compared with 47% of women) and men least likely (20%).  There 
was a relatively small difference in the percentages saying they did not know, ranging 
from 17% for young women to 25% for women. 
 
Urban respondents were much more likely than rural respondents to feel it was safe to 
complain against an official in national government (51% compared with 37%) and less 
likely to say they didn’t know (15% compared with 22%).  Among the provinces, 
respondents in Makira/Ulawa were most likely to feel it was safe to complain (53%), 
which was almost matched by respondents in Honiara (52%).  Least likely to feel safe to 
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complain were respondents in Guadalcanal (24%) and Choiseul (30%), although 
respondents in Guadalcanal and Ysabel were most likely to say they didn’t know (both 
25%). 

 
The pattern was almost the same regarding the safety of complaining against a provincial 
official, with a slightly higher percentage overall saying it was safe (44%) and slightly 
smaller percentages saying it was not safe (34%) or they did not know (19%).  
Makira/Ulawa and Ysabel respondents were most likely to say it was safe to complain 
about a provincial official (both 58%) while the percentage for Guadalcanal was much 
lower (at least 15% below other provinces).  Guadalcanal respondents were also most 
likely to say they didn’t know (25%). 
  
Table 7.9: Frequency of reading newspaper (Q7j, MTT G6.3)  
 

 Day Week Month Rarely Never Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

       

   Man 4.1 5.8 7.3 32.7 48.7 100.0 1304 
   Woman 2.7 6.5 4.6 23.9 62.0 100.0 1318 
   Young man 5.0 9.9 7.5 46.0 30.9 100.0 1265 
   Young woman 3.4 4.5 8.1 34.1 48.9 100.0 1267 
    
Rural or urban**    
   Rural 1.1 3.7 6.7 33.4 54.1 100.0 4290 
   Urban 16.8 21.4 7.6 37.5 16.6 100.0 864 
    
Province**    
   Central 0.7 6.2 20.2 36.3 36.6 100.0 292 
   Choiseul 1.3 3.1 7.5 42.5 44.7 100.0 226 
   Guadalcanal 1.2 2.8 4.7 29.4 57.9 100.0 833 
   Honiara 18.1 20.0 7.0 37.6 17.4 100.0 559 
   Makira/Ulawa 1.0 3.1 4.4 35.8 55.6 100.0 383 
   Malaita 1.0 2.2 3.8 32.8 60.0 100.0 1560 
   Temotu 0.0 0.7 5.0 30.9 61.7 100.0 298 
   Western 7.3 18.1 12.4 32.8 29.0 100.0 723 
   Ysabel 2.1 1.1 6.1 43.2 47.1 100.0 280 
    
Total 3.8 6.7 6.8 34.1 47.8 100.0 5154 
 No answer = 0.9% 
 
The last few questions in Section Seven asked all respondents about their access to and 
perceptions of the media.  Table 7.9 shows that the majority of respondents said they 
never read the newspaper (48%).  Only 4% read it daily and 7% weekly or monthly.  
Young men were most likely to read daily (5%) or weekly (10%) and women least likely 
to read daily (3%) while young women were least likely to read weekly (5%).  Rural 
respondents were much less likely than urban respondents to read a newspaper every day 
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(1% compared with 17%) and more likely to never read a newspaper (54% compared 
with 17%).  In all but the most urbanised provinces, Honiara and Western, daily 
readership was only around 2% or less, with around 6% or fewer reading the newspaper 
each week.  The percentage that said they never read a newspaper reached 62% in 
Temotu and 60% in Malaita. 
 
Table 7.10: Frequency of listening to radio by key characteristics (Q7l, MTT G6.3) 
 

 Day Week Month Rarely Never Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

       

   Man 48.6 11.8 3.9 17.8 16.8 100.0 1304 
   Woman 26.2 11.8 7.0 26.2 28.8 100.0 1318 
   Young man 57.2 9.2 2.3 23.4 7.7 100.0 1265 
   Young woman 43.1 8.5 3.6 27.9 16.6 100.0 1267 
    
Rural or urban**    
   Rural 41.2 9.9 4.5 24.6 19.2 100.0 4290 
   Urban 55.7 12.4 2.7 19.7 9.5 100.0 864 
    
Province**    
   Central 45.2 7.9 8.9 26.7 11.0 100.0 292 
   Choiseul 66.4 11.1 4.0 11.5 6.2 100.0 226 
   Guadalcanal 20.3 10.2 4.9 35.7 27.1 100.0 833 
   Honiara 56.4 9.3 3.6 20.6 10.2 100.0 559 
   Makira/Ulawa 56.7 3.9 1.3 29.5 8.6 100.0 383 
   Malaita 45.1 8.8 4.6 21.3 20.2 100.0 1560 
   Temotu 25.2 13.8 4.4 24.2 32.2 100.0 298 
   Western 55.0 18.3 2.2 14.2 10.0 100.0 723 
   Ysabel 32.1 8.2 5.7 32.5 21.4 100.0 280 
    
Total 43.6 10.3 4.2 23.8 17.6 100.0 5154 
No answer = 0.4% 
 
In contrast to the very low levels of daily newspaper readership, 44% of respondents 
overall said they listen to the radio every day.  Another 10% listened every week, 4% 
every month, 24% rarely and 18% never.  Young men were most likely to be daily 
listeners (57%) and women most likely to never listen (29%).  Rural respondents were 
less likely than urban respondents to listen every day (41% compared with 56%) and 
more likely to listen rarely (25% compared with 20%) or never (19% compared with 
10%).  

 
Daily listeners were most likely to be found in Choiseul (66%) and Makira/Ulawa (57%), 
not Honiara (56%), as might be expected.  Those least likely to listen to the radio every 
day were respondents in Guadalcanal (20%), who were also second most likely to never 
listen (27%) after Temotu (32%). 
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Table 7.11: How well newspaper and radio represents views of Solomon Islanders 
(Q7k, Q7m MTT G6.2)  
 

 Newspaper representation (1) Radio representation (2) 
 Very 

well 
Satis-
factor

y 

Not 
well 

Don’t 
know 

Very 
well 

Satis-
factor

y 

Not 
well 

Don’t 
know 

Respondent 
type**/** 

        

   Man 27.7 25.4 5.7 34.5 47.4 29.4 3.2 17.4
   Woman 17.1 24.2 5.1 51.8 43.4 22.9 3.0 29.9
   Young man 30.0 41.0 4.4 23.2 58.9 29.4 3.5 7.6
   Young woman 28.8 27.4 3.6 39.6 57.6 21.5 1.5 18.9
    
Rural or urban**/**    
   Rural 36.3 26.7 4.2 42.4 51.0 24.6 2.4 20.7
   Urban 23.7 43.0 7.1 12.9 55.1 31.6 4.8 8.1
    
Province**/**    
   Central 41.1 29.1 5.1 24.7 56.8 25.0 3.8 14.4
   Choiseul 30.1 19.0 4.9 37.6 57.1 23.9 3.5 12.8
   Guadalcanal 14.2 26.3 4.7 48.0 34.5 25.3 4.3 31.3
   Honiara 38.5 39.2 6.4 15.0 58.6 29.9 3.2 8.1
   Makira/Ulawa 19.1 28.3 6.7 37.7 51.7 35.5 2.1 10.7
   Malaita 27.9 19.4 2.4 49.5 57.8 20.2 0.9 20.8
   Temotu 12.4 37.6 4.4 43.6 30.5 39.3 2.7 26.2
   Western 30.7 45.3 6.6 16.6 57.1 27.7 4.3 10.5
   Ysabel 14.3 36.1 6.1 43.5 54.6 20.0 3.6 21.4
    
Total 25.8 29.4 4.7 37.4 51.7 25.8 2.8 18.6

(1) Wouldn’t like to say = 0.7% No answer =1.9%, No data = 13 cases. 
(2) Wouldn’t like to say = 0.3% No answer = 0.9%, No data = 2 cases. 
 
Although lack of access is a major reason for infrequent reading or listening in Solomon 
Islands, not valuing the media may also reduce audiences, so all respondents were asked 
how well they thought the newspaper and radio represent the views of the Solomon 
Islands people.  Overall, 26% said newspaper represents views very well, 29% said 
satisfactorily, 5% said not well and 37% did not know.  Because of the high percentages 
saying they did not know it is difficult to discern meaningful patterns by other respondent 
characteristics.  It is clear, however, that urban respondents were less likely than rural 
respondents to consider the newspaper to represent views very well.  Other than urban 
Honiara and partially urbanised Western, Central had the highest percentage saying 
newspaper representation was very good (41%).  Of the four provinces (Guadalcanal, 
Makira, Temotu and Ysabel) with high numbers of people not knowing, Malaitan 
respondents were most likely to say newspaper representation was very good (28%) and 
Temotu and Guadalcanal least likely (12% and 14%). 
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More respondents had an opinion about radio representation, and in most provinces more 
than 50% thought radio represents the views of Solomon Islanders very well.  The 
exceptions were Guadalcanal (35%) and Temotu (31%) where the percentages that did 
not know were highest (31% and 26%), presumably because, as shown in Table 7.10, 
they rarely or never hear radio.  
 
8. Representation and Civic Awareness 
 
Section Eight of the questionnaire comprised nine questions about national 
representation.  The first question asked if the respondent voted in the 2006 national 
election.  
 
Table 8.1: Whether respondent voted in the 2006 election (Q8a, MTT G1.3) 
 

 Yes No DK/NR 
(#) 

Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

     

   Man 88.7 11.1 0.3 100.0 1304 
   Woman 87.3 12.6 0.1 100.0 1318 
   Young man 69.0 30.9 0.2 100.0 1265 
   Young woman 61.7 38.3 0.0 100.0 1267 
   
Rural or urban**  
   Rural 78.7 21.2 0.1 100.0 4290 
   Urban 67.6 32.2 0.1 100.0 864 
  
Province**  
   Central 65.1 34.9 0.0 100.0 292 
   Choiseul 84.5 15.5 0.0 100.0 226 
   Guadalcanal 79.7 20.2 0.1 100.0 833 
   Honiara 67.3 32.4 0.4 100.0 559 
   Makira/Ulawa 85.4 14.6 0.0 100.0 383 
   Malaita 81.7 18.3 0.1 100.0 1560 
   Temotu 78.5 21.5 0.0 100.0 298 
   Western 67.6 32.1 0.3 100.0 723 
   Ysabel 77.5 22.5 0.0 100.0 280 
  
Total 76.9 23.0 0.1 100.0 5154 

            (#)  Wouldn’t like to say = <0.1%; No answer =< 0.1%, No missing data 
 
Table 8.1 shows voting behaviour by respondent characteristic.  Overall, 77% said they 
voted in the 2006 election, and 23% said they did not.  Percentages of men and women 
voting were similar (89% and 87%), while lower percentages for young men (69%) and 
young women (62%) reflect significant numbers below voting age in these groups.  Rural 
respondents were more likely to have voted than urban respondents (79% compared with 
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68%).  Makira/Ulawa and Choiseul respondents were most likely to have voted (both 
85%) and respondents in Central (65%) and Honiara (67%) and Western (68%) were 
least likely to say they had voted. 
 
Table 8.2: Knowledge of main job of an MP (up to three responses) Q8b, MTT 
G1.3) 
 

 Total (%) Total (n) 
Govern the country/ make laws 14.6 751 
Represent electorate in parliament 24.3 1254 
Get better conditions for electorate 17.0 875 
Assist individual people in electorate 69.1 3562 
Get services/ develop community  2.3 120 
Create employment 0.1 4 
Work with people/ be accountable 1.4 74 
National development 0.8 41 
Help the poor, give money  1.7 86 
Control / keep peace 0.2 8 
Distribute RCDF fairly 0.5 28 
Cynical negative comment 1.7 87 
Unspecified 3.0 154 
Don't know 7.6 392 
Wouldn't like to say 0.1 4 
No answer 0.3 16 
No Missing Data 
 
Respondents were asked what they considered to be the main job of an MP, with up to 
three responses recorded.  Table 8.2 shows that the most common response was ‘assist 
individual people in their electorate’ (69%), followed by ‘represent electorate in 
parliament’ (24%) and ‘get better conditions for electorate’ (17%), and ‘govern the 
country/make laws’ (15%).  All other responses were volunteered by only small 
percentages of respondents.  
 
As in the case of Q6d, some respondents used this question to give a cynical or negative 
response.  The 87 such responses included: ‘Help themselves with the constituency 
money’ ‘Help his own family’ ‘Help people from his denomination’ ‘Paying Prostitutes 
with RCDF’ ‘Pay much attention to those who are already well off and not to the poor or 
needy’. 
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Table 8.3: How current MP is performing in parliament (Q8c, MTT G1.4, G4.2) 
 

 Very 
well 

Satis-
factory

Not 
well 

Don’t 
know  

Total 
(%) 

Total 
(n) 

Respondent 
type** 

      

   Man 22.5 28.2 37.4 11.3 100.0 1304 
   Woman 14.4 24.1 38.7 22.2 100.0 1318 
   Young man 18.2 39.0 32.6 9.8 100.0 1265 
   Young woman 20.1 25.3 36.4 17.8 100.0 1267 
   
Rural or urban**   
   Rural 17.2 28.6 38.7 15.0 100.0 4290 
   Urban 26.4 31.4 24.7 17.0 100.0 864 
   
Total 18.8 29.1 36.3 15.3 100.0 5154 
Wouldn’t like to say = 0.1%, No answer = 0.4%, no missing data. 
 
Table 8.3 presents the respondent’s assessment of how well their current MP is 
performing as their representative in parliament.  Overall, 19% said very well, 29% said 
satisfactory, 36% said not well and 15% didn’t know.  Men were most likely to say very 
well (23%) and women least likely (14%), but women were most likely to say they didn’t 
know (22%).  Men and women were similar in the percentages saying ‘not well’ (men 
37%, women 39%).  Young men were least likely to say don’t know (10%) and ‘not well’ 
and most likely to say ‘satisfactory’ (39%). 

 
Urban respondents were more likely to say ‘very well’ (26% compared with 17% for 
rural respondents), while rural respondents were more likely to say ‘not well’ (39% 
compared with 25%).  There was little difference in the percentages saying they didn’t 
know (15% rural and 17% urban). 
 
Of the provinces, Temotu and Western were most likely to have a high opinion of their 
MPs performance (both 24%), with Guadalcanal only one percentage point behind 
(23%).  Makira/Ulawa respondents were well below all other provinces, with only 1% 
saying their MP was performing very well.  They were also most likely to rate their MP’s 
performance as ‘not good’ (68%), a clear 20 percentage points above the next most 
likely, Central (48%).  Makira/Ulawa also had one of the lowest rates of don’t know 
(10%).  Temotu respondents were least likely to say their MPs performance was not good 
(12%) and least likely to say they didn’t know (8%). 
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Table 8.4: Ease of access to MP and whether MP speaks on behalf of electorate 
(Q8d, Q8e, MTT G4.1, G4.2) 
 

 Easy to meet MP (1) MP speaks out (2) 
 Yes No Don’t 

know 
Yes No Don’t 

know 
Respondent 
type**/** 

      

   Man 42.3 44.2 12.7 33.2 42.3 23.9
   Woman 27.8 53.3 18.2 28.3 38.3 33.0
   Young man 37.2 50.8 11.5 40.8 42.5 16.4
   Young woman 30.9 46.6 21.3 33.1 33.9 32.6
  
Rural or urban**/**  
   Rural 33.8 50.0 15.3 32.2 41.2 26.2
   Urban 38.3 42.2 19.2 41.8 29.9 28.0
  
Total 34.5 48.7 15.9 33.8 39.3 26.5

(1) Wouldn’t like to say = 0.2%, No answer = 0.6%, No missing data. 
(2) Wouldn’t like to say = 0.2%, No answer = 0.2%, No missing data. 
 
Table 8.4 shows that when asked if it was easy to arrange a meeting with their MP, 35% 
of respondents overall said it was, 49% said it was not and 16% said they didn’t know.  
Men were most likely to say it was easy (42%) and women least likely (28%).  Women 
were most likely to say it was not easy (53%) and men least likely (44%).  Young women 
(21%) and women (18%) were most likely to say they didn’t know. 
 
Urban respondents were more likely to say it was easy to arrange a meeting with their 
MP, but the difference of 4% was relatively small (38% for urban and 34% for rural).  
Rural respondents were more likely to have a firm opinion that it was not easy (50% 
compared with 42%).  Of the provinces, Honiara was most likely to say it was easy 
(43%) and Central least likely (22%).  Central was also most likely to say it was not easy 
(63%) with Honiara second lowest (40%).  Temotu respondents were second most likely 
to say it was easy (41%) and least likely to say it was not easy (33%), but also most likely 
to say they didn’t know (26%). 

 
When asked whether their current MP speaks out on behalf of the electorate (right hand 
columns of Table 8.4) 34% of respondents overall said he does and 39% said he doesn’t, 
while 27% said they didn’t know.  Young men were most likely to say he does (41%) and 
women least likely (28%), while men and young men were equally likely to say their MP 
doesn’t speak out (both 43%).  Females were more likely than males to say they didn’t 
know (33% for both women and young women). 
 
Urban respondents were more likely to say their MP speaks out (42% compared with 
32% for rural respondents).  Rural respondents were more likely to say their MP does not 
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speak out (41% compared with 30%) and less likely to say they don’t know (26% 
compared with 28%). 
Most likely to say their MP speaks out were respondents in Malaita (46%) and Western 
(39%).  As in the case of access, Makira/Ulawa was less likely than other provinces to 
say their MP speaks out (4%), most likely to say he does not speak out (84%) and least 
likely to say they didn’t know (11%).  In some provinces the percentages saying they 
didn’t know were very high (46% in Ysabel, 44% in Temotu and 41% in Choiseul). 
 
Table 8.5: Did previous MP spend RCDF in community and has present MP visited 

community (Q8f, Q8g MTT G1.4, G4.2) 
 

 RCDF spent in community (1) MP has visited community (2)
 Yes No Don’t 

know 
Yes No Don’t 

know 
Respondent 
type**/** 

      

   Man 31.4 54.7 13.5 32.4 60.4 7.1
   Woman 27.7 49.2 22.4 25.6 63.4 10.8
   Young man 33.0 52.6 14.2 34.4 58.3 7.3
   Young woman 31.7 47.3 20.5 34.3 53.0 12.3

Rural or urban n.a./**  
   Rural n.a n.a. n.a. 31.7 60.0 8.1
   Urban n.a. n.a. n.a. 31.1 53.0 15.7

Total 30.9 51.0 17.7 31.6 58.8 8.3
(1) Wouldn’t like to say = 0.1%, No answer = 0.3%, no missing data. 
(2) Wouldn’t like to say = 0.2%, No answer = 0.2%, no missing data. 
n.a. = not applicable 
 
Table 8.5 shows responses to two further questions about MP performance, whether the 
previous MP spent the RCDF4 in the electorate and whether the current MP has visited 
the community since the election.  Overall, 31% said RCDF funds had been spent in the 
electorate, and 51% said they had not, while 18% did not know.  There was considerable 
agreement between men (31%), young men (33%) and young women (32%) in 
affirmative answers, while women were a little less likely to say yes (28%) but more 
likely to not know (22%). 
 
This question was not meaningful for urban respondents, but yielded marked differences 
by province.  Central and Temotu respondents were most likely to say RCDF funds had 
been spent in the electorate (both 46%), and Makira/Ulawa least likely (6%).  
Makira/Ulawa were most likely to say that RCDF funds definitely had not been spent in 
the electorate (88%) and least likely not to know (7%).  This is consistent with 
Makira/Ulawa respondent assessments of MP performance in Tables 8.3 and 8.4.  
Guadalcanal respondents were second most likely to say that RCDF funds had not been 
                                                 
4 RCDF = Rural Constituency Development Fund, a grant scheme (currently funded by the 
Republic of Taiwan) to enable MPs to fund essential, special small projects in their electorate. 
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spent in the electorate (64%), while respondents in Ysabel were most likely to not know 
(42%). 
 
There were some similarities as regards whether the current MP had visited the 
electorate, even though some respondents would be referring to different MPs.  There 
were only small differences in between men (32%) and young men and young women 
(34%) as regards affirmative answers, while women were less likely to say the MP had 
visited (26%).  Women (11%) and young women (12%) were most likely not to know. 
 
There was little difference between rural and urban areas, although urban respondents 
were less likely to say the MP had not visited (53% compared with 60%) and more likely 
not to know (16% versus 8%).  There were marked differences in the pattern by province.  
Most likely to say the MP had visited were Temotu (70%), and second most likely was 
Malaita (40%).  Respondents in Makira/Ulawa were least likely to say their MP had 
visited (5%) and most likely to say they had not visited (88%)  (again consistent with 
Tables 8.3 and 8.4), followed by Central province (80%).  Ysabel respondents were most 
likely not to know (14%). 
 
Table 8.6: Should women be MPs and would respondent vote for a woman (Q8h, 
Q8i MTT G4.3) 
 

 Women should be MPs (1) Would vote for a woman (2) 
 Yes No Don’t 

know 
Yes No Don’t 

know 
Respondent 
type**/** 

      

   Man 86.5 8.9 4.4 88.9 8.1 2.9
   Woman 88.9 3.9 7.0 90.9 3.2 5.8
   Young man 90.0 7.2 2.5 90.3 5.9 3.6
   Young woman 91.3 5.5 3.1 93.5 4.4 2.0
  
Rural or urban 
(ns)/** 

 

   Rural 88.7 6.6 4.5 90.2 5.8 3.9
   Urban 91.6 5.2 3.0 94.3 3.4 2.2
  
Province**/**  
   Central 89.7 4.1 6.2 93.2 2.7 4.1
   Choiseul 87.2 3.5 8.4 90.7 4.0 4.4
   Guadalcanal 90.4 5.4 4.2 92.0 4.4 3.5
   Honiara 90.9 5.5 3.2 94.1 3.8 2.0
   Makira/Ulawa 92.4 7.0 0.5 92.2 7.0 0.5
   Malaita 85.1 10.0 4.7 84.8 9.9 5.3
   Temotu 88.9 6.0 4.7 93.3 3.0 3.4
   Western 93.1 3.6 3.3 95.7 1.7 2.6
   Ysabel 91.4 1.8 5.7 96.1 0.4 3.6
  
Total 89.2 6.4 4.2 90.9 5.4 3.6
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(1) Wouldn’t like to say = 0.1%, No answer = 0.1%, no missing data. 
(2) Wouldn’t like to say = 0.1%, No answer = 0.1%, no missing data. 
 
The last two questions in Section Eight asked all respondents about their attitudes to 
women in parliament.  Table 8.6 shows that overall 89% said there should be women in 
parliament, while 6% said there should not, and 4% didn’t know.  The range for 
respondent types was small, with men least likely to say there should be women in 
parliament (87%) and young women most likely (91%).  Men were most likely say 
women should not be MPs (9%) and women least likely (4%).  
 
There was no significant difference between rural and urban areas, but attitudes varied 
significantly by province.  Most likely to support the concept of women in parliament 
were respondents in Western (93%) and Ysabel (91%), and least likely were respondents 
in Malaita (85%, with 10% saying women should not be MPs). 
 
When asked if they would vote for a woman if she seemed like a good candidate, even 
higher percentages supported the idea.  Overall, 91% would vote for a woman, 5% said 
they would not, and 4% did not know.  The percentages that said they would vote for a 
woman were almost as high for men (89%) and young men (90%) as for women (90%) 
and young women (94%).  
 
Rural respondents were less likely to say they would vote for a woman (90% compared 
with 94% for urban respondents) but the difference between provinces was sharper and 
more significant.  In Malaita 85% said they would vote for a woman compared with at 
least 90% for all other provinces and 96% for Western and Ysabel.  Malaita also had the 
highest percentages saying they would not vote for a woman (10%) and didn’t know 
(5%).  
 
9. Access to Justice 
 
Section Nine of the questionnaire comprised 11 questions on access to justice.  This 
section is complicated by several filter questions and skipped questions to accommodate 
different experiences and reporting of crime.  The last three questions are filters to 
determine whether the interview should conclude or continue to the special section for 
victims of serious crime (Section 10).  Sample size is therefore variable in the remaining 
tables in this report. 
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Table 9.1: Source of information about civic rights (up to three responses) (Q9a, 
MTT L1.4) 
 

 Total (%) Total (n) 
RAMSI Tua (outreach) program 26.2 1349 
‘Shakem hans’ 1.3 68 
Community leader 10.8 556 
NGO/church 5.7 295 
Newspaper 3.7 191 
Radio 19.9 1026 
Leaflet/ poster 1.9 97 
MP 34.1 1759 
Friend, wantok, family, community 13.4 690 
Police/ SIPF 0.4 22 
Other awareness / Rights training 2.0 105 
Unspecified 0.9 48 
None 34.1 1758 
Don’t know 13.1 677 
Wouldn’t like to say 0.1 3 
No answer 0.3 18 
 No missing data. 
 
Table 9.1 shows the respondent’s source of information about their civic rights.  Up to 
three responses were recorded.  The most frequently mentioned source was the local MP 
(34%), followed by the RAMSI outreach program (26%) and the radio (20%).  The 
percentage of respondents that had received no information (34%) equalled that for the 
most common source of information. 
 
Q9b asked if the respondent had ever wanted to take a case to court.  Overall, 10% (533 
respondents) said they had wanted to take a case to court, while 89% had not.  Less than 
1% did not provide a definite answer (0.6% don’t know, one case each wouldn’t like to 
say and no answer) and data were missing for one respondent. 
 
The 533 respondents who had wanted to take a case to court were asked if they had taken 
the case to court.  Of these, 37% (197) had done so and 63% (334) had not.  A further 
question asked, why these respondents had or had not taken the case to court.  Responses 
are tabulated in Tables 10.2.A and B, with percentages based on the respective numbers 
who had and had not taken their case to court. 
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Table 9.2.A: Reasons for taking a case to court (Q9d, MTT L5.3). 
 

 Total (%) Total (n) 
  Family dispute/ land dispute 16.5 33 
  Domestic violence 2.0 4 
  Dispute with ministry/ government 0.5 1 
  Resolve problem e.g. theft, general crime 45.5 91 
  Attack/ violence / abuse / rape of family/ wantok 12.5 24 
  Problem with drunks 1.5 3 
  Stop it happening again 5.5 11 
  Unspecified 11.0 20 
  Don’t know 2.5 5 
  Wouldn’t like to say 2.5 5 
  No    
   Total 100.0 197 
 
Most respondents who were asked why they had taken a case to court explained the 
nature of the matter rather than why they had chosen this form of justice.  Only 5% said 
‘stop it happening again’, implying that they chose the formal justice system because they 
consider it effective.  For the others Table 9.2.A gives an indication of what type of cases 
respondents see as suitable for arbitration by the formal justice system.  Most common 
was theft and general crime (46%) followed by family or land dispute (17%) and violent 
attacks (13%).  Only 2% mentioned taking a domestic violence case to court. 
 
Table 9.2.B: Reasons for not taking a case to court (Q9d, MTT L5.3). 
 

 Total (%) Total (n) 
No court in our area 6.2 24 
Couldn’t afford it 14.5 56 
Afraid to go to court 15.5 60 
Timing, court failed to set date 0.5 2 
Wantok / relative 1.0 4 
Police didn't take action / catch perpetrator 3.6 14 
Family/ wantoks/ others discouraged 0.5 2 
No case / didn't know how to / not confident 31.9 123 
Too minor / felt sorry for perpetrator 2.3 9 
Perpetrator left area 3.1 12 
Went to chief/ custom law / church/ negotiated 
themselves 3.6 14 
Unspecified 6.0 23 
Don’t know 8.3 32 
Wouldn’t like to say 0.3 1 
No answer 2.6 10 
  Total 100.0 386 
 
Because of a typographical error in the questionnaire, the question sequence was not 
followed correctly by a few interviewers, and 52 more respondents answered the question 
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about why they did not take a case to court than had said they had wanted to take a case 
to court but had not done so. It is not possible to determine which responses should have 
been omitted.  The additional responses are nonetheless useful because, even if they are 
not reasons why the respondent did not take a particular case to court, they indicate why 
they would not choose to use a court. 
 
The main reason given for not taking a case to court was that the respondent had no case, 
didn’t know how to or lacked confidence (32%).  Second most common was ‘afraid to go 
to no court’ (16%), followed by ‘couldn’t afford it’ (15%).  ‘No court in our area’ (6%) 
was the only other definite response given by at least 5% of respondents. 
 
Table 9.3: Perceptions of court costs (Q9f, MTT L5.4) 
 

 For a criminal matter(1) For a civil matter (2) 
 No 

cost 
Afford
-able 

Very 
expensive 

No 
cost 

Afford
-able 

Very 
expensive 

Respondent 
type**/** 

      

   Man 4.4 3.2 52.8 11.6 17.9 34.0
   Woman 3.9 3.9 36.0 7.7 14.7 19.5
   Young man 6.1 8.4 38.3 8.0 15.1 29.2
   Young woman 4.1 9.9 37.6 7.6 18.8 24.5
   
Rural or urban  
**/n.s. 

  

   Rural 3.4 6.4 41.3 8.6 16.8 25.9
   Urban 10.8 5.4 40.7 9.3 15.9 31.3
   
Province**/**   
   Central 1.4 3.4 62.0 2.1 6.2 57.9
   Choiseul 8.4 6.6 38.5 5.3 10.6 44.7
   Guadalcanal 3.5 3.0 20.5 9.2 10.0 13.6
   Honiara 13.1 7.0 37.0 12.2 19.5 25.2
   Makira/Ulawa 1.3 1.0 61.4 20.9 19.3 20.4
   Malaita 3.0 9.5 41.5 7.0 21.7 22.1
   Temotu 4.0 19.1 34.6 2.3 34.2 21.1
   Western 6.5 2.5 49.9 8.3 9.5 42.7
   Ysabel 1.1 2.5 47.5 10.7 14.3 22.1
   
Total 4.6 6.3 41.2 8.7 16.6 26.8
(1) Don’t know = 46.7%; Wouldn’t like to say =0.3 %, No answer = 0.8%, No data= one case 
(2) Don’t know = 46.4%; Wouldn’t like to say = 0.2%, No answer = 0.2%, No data = one case. 
 
Table 9.3 shows respondents’ knowledge of the cost of taking a criminal and civil case to 
court.  Overall, only 5% knew that free legal assistance is available for criminal matters, 
6% said it is affordable, 41% said it is very expensive and a very substantial 46% did not 
know.  Young men were most likely to know that free assistance is available (6% 
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compared with 4% for other types of respondent) while men (53%) were most likely to 
say that legal costs for a criminal matter are very expensive, and while women were most 
likely to say ‘don’t know’ (54%, not shown in table).   

 

Urban respondents were more likely to know that free legal assistance is available for 
criminal matters (11% compared with 3% for rural respondents).  Among the provinces, 
after Honiara (13%) and Choiseul (8%) respondents were most likely to know free legal 
assistance is available (8%).  Respondents in Central, Makira/Ulawa and Ysabel (all 1%) 
were least likely to know.  Respondents in Guadalcanal were least likely to say that it is 
very expensive (21%) and most likely to say they didn’t know (70%, not shown in table). 

 

As regards the cost of taking a civil matter to court, 9% said there was no cost, 17% said 
it was affordable, 27% said it was very expensive and 46% did not know.  As free legal 
assistance is not generally available for civil matters, some respondents could be 
confusing civil and criminal matters.  Men were most likely to say there is no cost (12%) 
compared with 8% for other types of respondent, but men were also most likely to say it 
is very expensive (34%).  The difference between rural and urban respondents was not 
significant. 

 

Makira/Ulawa respondents were most likely to say there is no cost (21%) and Central 
respondents most likely to say it is very expensive (58%).  Temotu (34%) and Malaitan 
respondents (22%) were most likely to say that taking a civil matter to court is affordable. 

 

Table 9.4: To whom respondent would report a crime (Q9g, MTT L2.2) 
 

 Total (%) Total (n) 
  SIPF 51.5 2666 
  Chief 27.3 1410 
  RAMSI 16.3 840 
  Court/ High court/ local court 0.3 13 
  Honiara City Council 0.1 1 
  Lawyer/ Public solicitor 0.5 26 
  Afraid to report 0.3 17 
  Family member 0.1 3 
  MP 0.1 4 
  Depends what type of crime 0.1 1 
  Church leaders/ pastors 0.3 17 
  Unspecified 0.6 31 
  Don’t know 2.3 116 
  Wouldn’t like to say 0.1 2 
  No answer 0.1 7 
Total 0.0 5154 
 No missing data 
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Table 9.4 shows where respondent would prefer to lodge a report of a crime.  SIPF was 
the most common choice (52%) but the second most common choice was the community 
chief (27%).  RAMSI was nominated by 16% of respondents, and all other suggestions 
were made by only small numbers of respondents. 
 
Table 9.5: How respondent would resolve a dispute with a neighbour (Q9g, MTT 
L2.2) 
 

 Total (%) Total (n) 
  Customary law 70.7 3643 
  Government court system 0.6 29 
  SIPF 3.7 193 
  Church, church leader, pastor, church way 10.3 525 
  RAMSI 0.5 24 
  Work it out themselves 5.4 274 
  Pray together/ prayer and reconciliation 6.9 354 
  Unspecified 0.9 49 
  Don’t know 0.9 45 
  Wouldn’t like to say 0.1 2 
  No answer 7 
Total 100.0 5154 
No missing data 
 
In contrast to Table 9.4, which relates to a criminal matter, almost all respondents would 
choose to resolve a dispute with a neighbour entirely within their community, either 
through the chief and customary law (71%), the church (10%) or simply by praying 
together and reconciling (7%) or ‘working it out themselves’ (5%).  Only 4% would 
involve either SIPF or RAMSI. 
 
Q9i asked all respondents if anyone in their household had been a victim of a serious 
crime in the past two or three years.  Overall, 9% (459) said yes, 90% (4640) said no and 
1% (55) did not know or preferred not answer.  For those who said no one had been a 
victim or did not provide a definite answer, the interview ended and no further questions 
were asked. 
 
The remaining 459 respondents were asked two more questions in Section Nine.  Q9j 
asked who was the victim of the crime referred to.  The results are shown in Table 10.6. 
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Table 9.6: Victims of crime (Q9j, MTT L1.1). 
 

 Total (%) Total (n) 
Man 63.9 292 
Woman 19.8 90 
Man and woman 3.8 17 
Child 6.3 29 
Family 6.1 28 
Wouldn’t like to say 0.1 1 
 100.0 457 
 No data = two cases 
 
It can be seen that men (no age distinctions were made) were most likely to be victims of 
crime (64%) followed by women (20%).  Multiple victims were mentioned by 10% of 
those responding, and children by 6%. 

 
The final question in Section Nine was a filter question to determine progression to 
Section Ten, a special section on crime.  The 459 respondents who mentioned a crime in 
their household were asked if they personally had been affected by a serious crime during 
the past two or three years.  Of these, 19.7% (96) said they had and 76.7% (333) had not.  
The remainder did not know (1 case), preferred not to answer (2) did not answer (2) or 
their data were missing (23) because the interviewer did not record any information.  

 

10. Special Section on Crime 
 
This data is derived from Section Ten of the questionnaire, which was only for 
respondents who said they had been personally affected by a serious crime in the past 2 
or 3 years.  All questions in this section were to provide information for the RAMSI Law 
and Justice Program.  
 
Of the total of 5154 respondents, 96 said they had been affected by a serious crime, and 
86 agreed to complete the special section on crime.  Not all answered every question, 
however, because of filtering and in cases reluctance to answer some questions.  
 
As this section contains many variables and many comments, it was not possible in the 
time available to code all the comments for tabulation or to tabulate them manually.  
There were insufficient cases for a meaningful analysis by province, but some variables 
have been analysed by respondent type.  The format of tables in this section differs from 
tables in the previous sections, with the variable of interest appearing in the rows and 
respondent type in the columns.  Because there are very few cases, the number of cases in 
each cell is shown in brackets after each percentage.  

 
The small number of cases means that most statistical relationships in this section are not 
significant.  That is, there is no certainty that a different sample would produce the same 
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patterns.  This section should therefore be treated in the same way as qualitative rather 
than hard statistical data. 
 
Table 10.1: Type of crime and whether respondent was a victim or the accused 
(Q10a, Q10c) 
  

 Man Woman Young 
Man 

Young 
Women 

Type of crime (n.s.)     
  Robbery 14.8 (4) 23.5 (4) 19.4 (7) 50.0 (3)
  Violence 33.3 (9) 23.5 (4) 47.2 (17) 33.3 (2)
  Fraud 3.7 (1) 5.9 (1) 2.8 (1)
  Dispute 29.6 (8) 35.3 (6) 11.1 (4)
  Domestic violence 5.9 (1)
  Accused of possessing weapon 3.7 (1) 2.8 (1)
 Accused of rape 5.6 (2)
  Not specified 14.8 (4) 5.9 (1) 11.1 (4) 16.7 (1)
 
Victim or accused (n.s.) 
   Victim 69.2 (18) 77.8 (14) 65.7 (23) 100.0 (6)
   Accused 15.4 (4) 5.6 (1) 28.6 (10)
   Wouldn’t like to say 7.7 (2) 11.1 (2) 5.7 (2)
   No answer 7.7 (2) 5.6 (1)
 
Overall % and number of cases 31.0 (26) 21.0 (18) 41.0 (35) 7.0 (6)
No data = one case 
 
Table 10.1 shows that 41% of the crime reports were made by young men, 31% by men, 
21% by women and 7% by young women.  Men and young men were most likely to be 
affected by violence and women by disputes.  Young women were affected by robbery 
and violence.  Relatively more young men than men reported being the accused, while all 
but one of the female respondents were victims.  
 
Respondents were asked to describe the exact nature of the crime.  The descriptions 
provided are listed below.  There was insufficient time to code them so they could be 
tabulated by gender.  Some examples of crimes reported are:  

 They stole our pig so I went and killed theirs in return. 
 The police accused me falsely for raping a girl. 
 My neighbour used my land without my permission. 
 Someone broke into my house and stole a bag of trochus. 
 I and my friend were drunk which resulted in an argument, and I'm accused for 
starting the fight. 

 Domestic violence. 
 I am accused by others for taking another man's wife. 
 Assaulted and being raped in the bush. 
 My family was threatened with a knife by our neighbour and our house was set on 
fire by him. 
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 Somebody build his house on my land. 
 
Overall, 48% of the crimes were reported to the SIPF (41 cases) and 50% (43 cases) were 
not.  Information was not provided for two cases.  
 
Table 10.2: Whether crime was reported to SIPF, by respondent’s gender (Q10d) 
 

 Man Woman Young 
Man 

Young 
Women 

Crime was reported* 37.0 (10) 72.2 (13) 45.7 (16) 33.2 (2) 
  Crime was not reported 63.0 (17) 27.8 (5) 51.4 (18) 50.0 (3) 
  No answer/Wouldn’t like to say 2.9 (1) 16.8 (1) 
  
 100.0 (27) 100.0 (18) 100.0 (35) 100.0 (6) 
 
Table 10.2 shows a significant difference in reporting by gender, with crimes involving 
women much more likely to be reported than crimes involving men.  Crimes involving 
young men were almost equally likely to be reported or not reported, while there are 
insufficient cases to comment on the pattern for young women. 
 
Table 10.3: Reasons for not reporting a serious crime (Q10o) 
 
Family dealt with the problem 26.7 12
Used customary law’ 26.7 12
No police in our area 6.7 3
Didn’t think the police would help 6.7 3
Scared of the police 6.7 3
Police influence (corruption, threats) 4.4 2
Didn't bother, too much trouble 4.4 2
Unspecified 4.4 2
Don’t know 2.2 1
No answer 11.1 5
 
The main reasons given by those whose crimes were not reported are shown in Table 
10.3.  Of the nine respondents who were reporting as the accused rather than as victims, 
four said the family dealt with the problem, two said it was dealt with by customary law 
and two said (of their accusers) that they were frightened of the police.  
 
The 43 respondents who had not reported the crime to the SIPF were asked if they had 
reported it to anyone else.  Fifteen (35%) had reported the crime to their chief, one to 
another community leader or official, six to relatives or wantoks, 18 (42%) had not 
reported to anyone else and three did not answer. 
 
These respondents were also asked if they were satisfied with the outcome (Q10q), and 
51% (22) said they were very satisfied, one was partly satisfied, and 23% (10) were not 
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satisfied.  Five ‘just accepted it’, one each did not know or preferred not to say and four 
did not answer. 

 
The common reasons for being only partly or not satisfied with the outcome of reporting 
the crime to others were the chief’s lack of understanding regarding the situation, biased 
decision outcomes, and a lack of resolution and/or action.  
 
The last question for the 43 respondents who had not reported the crime to SIPF was ‘if 
the same thing happened again, who would you prefer to report to?’  (Q10s).  Five 
respondents said they would report to the same person, but 17 (40%) said they would 
prefer to report to the SIPF next time, and one said they would report to RAMSI.  The 
remainder did not know or did not respond. 
 
Of the 41 respondents whose crime had been reported to the SIPF, 56% (23) said they 
were satisfied with their treatment by the SIPF and 44% (18) said they were not.  These 
responses are obviously likely to be affected by whether the respondent was the victim or 
the accused as well as by gender, but there were two few cases for a meaningful 
simultaneous tabulation of all three variables.  
 
Respondents who reported the matter to SIPF were asked if they were satisfied with the 
action taken (Q10f).  Of these, 40% (15) said they were satisfied and 6% (3) said they 
were partially satisfied, 54% (22) said they were not satisfied and one respondent 
preferred not to say.  
 
Respondents who said they were not completely satisfied were asked why not.  The main 
reason given was the case took too long (4 cases), while one respondent said ‘the SIPF is 
not reliable’, one said ‘they knew the case but they don't like to find the pig’ and nine did 
not specify their reasons.  
 
All respondents whose case had been reported were asked if they had a lawyer to work on 
the case.  Of the 39 valid responses, 31% (12 cases) said they had a lawyer, 67% (26) 
said they did not, and one case preferred not to say.  The reasons given for not having a 
lawyer were: 
 

 I don’t need a lawyer at all. 
 Only SIPF deals with the problem 
 I found no cheap & reliable lawyer. 
 No lawyer in the rural area (five responses) 
 The lawyer cost too much (three responses) 
 No communication between them. 
 I'm still dealing with the police (two responses) 
 I haven't got any lawyer for that case because I haven't got any money to hire a 
lawyer. 

 Police didn't take any action. 
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The 12 respondents who had a lawyer were asked if they were satisfied with the lawyer.  
Ten said they were satisfied and two said there were not.  The reasons why they were not 
satisfied were; ‘My lawyer is not a well educated man’ and ‘The police did not make any 
arrest and the case took 3 months.’ 
 
Of 41 reported crimes, 39% (16) were heard in court and 54% (22) were not, while three 
respondents did not answer.  Q10l asked how long after charges were laid before a court 
decision was obtained.  Five cases were decided within a week, six within two to four 
weeks, and the remainder took up to 4 months, with two still ongoing. 
 
Respondents who had a decision were asked to describe it.  An array of decisions were 
made including case dismissals resulting from lack of evidence, acquittals, probations, 
and sentences of jailing and fines.  One respondent said while he won the case and the 
accused was requested to return the stolen property the verdict was yet to be enforced.  
 
The four respondents whose case went to court without a lawyer to represent them were 
asked if they thought the outcome would have been different if they had had a lawyer.  
Two said yes, one said no and one did not respond. 
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