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Abstract: This article examines the factors influencing upon 

livelihood security among fishing migrant households at their 

places of origin. The research employed a quantitative approach 

to the research methodology. Interview schedule was used to 

collect data from 385 fishing migrant household samples in the 

Provinces of Surin, Burirum, and Sri Saket, who had members 

working in the fishing industry for at least one year.  Data 

collection was conducted during April 2018, and descriptive 

statistics and path analysis were implemented in the data 

analysis. The results found that a majority of the sampled 

households had a low-medium level of livelihood security (62.1 

percent), while 10.7 percent of the sampled households were 

observed as having a low level of livelihood security. Path 

analysis presented factors having a direct effect including land, 

household assets, human capital, social capital, physical capital, 

natural capital, and household risks. Factors providing an 

indirect effect through household risk consisted of year of 

migration, reason for migration, frequency of remittance 

received, annual household income, agriculture-based income, 

none-agriculture income, household assets, social capital, and 

natural capital, with a statistical significance between the 0.01 

level and the 0.05 level. The explanatory variables accounted for 

59.38 percent of the variance in explaining livelihood security 

among the fishing migrant households (R2 = 0.5938). Research 

recommendations focus on livelihood diversification and the 

mitigating guidelines for the fishing migrant households to 

reduce risks of livings. 

Keywords : Livelihood  security, households  at  places  of  

origin, ISAN  fishing  migrants, livelihoods 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Thailand’s policies towards industrial development have 

produced a huge transition in Thai society. The transitions, 

caused by modernization, have brought rapid changes to 

economic, socio-cultural, environmental perspectives, etc. 

However, these transitions have led to undesired impacts 

upon Thai society, especially poverty and livelihood 

vulnerability including such events as natural disasters, 

climate change, state policies which only focus on urban 
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development, and the pursuit of capitalism causing economic 

inequality within society (Chambers and Conway, 2005). 

These vulnerabilities severely hit the Thai rural society at 

rural households have sought ways to combat livelihood 

insecurity; migration has become one of the livelihood 

strategies employed by rural households to counter poverty 

(The World Bank, 2012; Stark, 19991). 

Migration has  been an  ongoing occurrence in  Thailand, 

generally concerning the northeastern or ‘ISAN’ region, 

which is recognized as the most populous region in Thailand. 

Many migrant workers from the northeastern region decided 

to migrate due to economic reasons. According to National 

Statistics Office of Thailand (2017), the number of domestic 

migrants was approximately 8,900,000 in 2017, and 

2,960,000, or 32.9 percent, were northeasterners. The 

destinations of the northeastern migrants who have moved 

for work include the major conurbations such as Bangkok, 

Chonburi, and Samut Prakan. Many of the migrants have 

found work in construction and in the services sector, as well 

as in the marine fishing industry which has been a crucial 

development mechanism of Thailand since 1967. Many 

northeastern migrants began working in marine fishery 

around 1967, when the industry 

received huge promotion from the Thai government 

through the 2nd National Socio-economic 

Development Plan (1967-1971). During recent decades, 

the number of northeastern migrants employed in the fishing 

industry has decreased, due to the migration trend turning 

towards international migration. However, some 

northeastern migrants have continued working in the fishing 

industry, although they have become a minority group in the 

industry, being replaced by international migrants from 

Burma and Cambodia. In 2017, the Thai government 

decided to re-organize the fishing industry in response to 

international concerns. The action by the government has 

resulted in a significant reduction in the numbers of 

international migrant workers. Consequently, the 

northeastern workers have been recruited and have become 

an important mechanism in driving the Thai fishing 

industry, once again. 

However, the working conditions within the fishing 

industry carry many risks 

(Srivirojana et al, 2014). 

Various illegal activities 

relating to the fishing industry 
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have been reported by numerous international organizations. 

According to an ILO report (2013) many migrant fishermen 

are “in danger” from their working conditions. These 

dangers include, abduction, wage deduction, forced labor, 

physical and mental abuse, and especially human trafficking, 

which is a serious problem that affects the Thai fishing 

industry, internationally (Chantavanich et al., 2016; ILO, 

2013). 

These  problems  have  a  direct  impact  upon  the  workers  

themselves  and  their households in their places of origin, 

mostly in the rural northeastern region. These rural 

households have been recognized as "the left behind 

households" who share an important role in making the 

decision to send household members to work in the fishing 

industry. They then wait for their remittance in order to 

sustain the households in the origin areas.   Moreover, 

migration to fisheries affects households in the origin areas. 

Many migrant households have to deal with labor shortages 

in their production activities (Kassie, 2017, Sundari, 2005), 

face disputes with neighbors in the community, and even 

have issues of getting access rights to community benefits 

(Meekaew and Ayuwat, 2018). These problems cause the 

fishing migrant households to feel at risk and insecure. 

Therefore, this article examines the factors influencing 

livelihood security among the ISAN fishing migrant 

households at their places of origin. Implications of the study 

point out various, livelihood-related, factors that influence 

the stability of the fishing migrant households  and  these are 

beneficial  to  the relevant  agencies.  The agencies,  such as  

the Department of Community Development, Ministry of 

Social Development and Human Security,  can  benefit  from  

the study when  applying development  policies  for 

livelihood security to the fishing migrant households in 

northeastern Thailand. 

II. CONCEPTUALIZING A FRAMEWORK OF LIVELIHOOD 

SECURITY 

Livelihood Security is an interdisciplinary concept, 

developed from a range of knowledge regarding livelihoods, 

which focuses on investigating the barriers people face in 

living their daily life, especially those who are marginalized 

(DFID, 2000; Chambers, 1992). Livelihood security has been 

defined by various scholars. Chambers and Conway (2005) 

focused on the sufficiency of living resources, i.e. food and 

cash, which met the basic needs of the households. 

Drinkwater and Rusinow (1999) defined livelihood security 

in terms of accessibility and sustainability of living resources 

that support an individual’s needs, such as food, drinking 

water, medical services, educational opportunity, housing, 

social relationships, 

etc. 

The unit of analysis in the livelihood studies is at 

household level. Chambers and Conway (1991) illustrated 

the study of livelihoods at household level as “those who 

conduct activity together”. Although household members 

have the chance to choose their own way of living, some of 

these ways are still dependent on other household members. 

However, recent livelihood studies have been conducted 

using multiple level analyses. Many studies shifted the 

paradigm from macro-level study to micro-level study, which 

aimed to investigate at individual level, household level, and 

community level (Chambers and Conway, 1991; De Haan 

and Zoomers, 2005, Long and Roberts; 1997). 

The development of livelihood security indicators was 

introduced by CARE, a nonprofit  development  organization  

(2004).  CARE  developed  the  Household  Livelihood Index 

by categorizing 8 components that are: 1) income and assets, 

2) food and nutrition, 3) education, 4) participation, 5) water, 

6) sanitation, 7) primary health, and 8) reproductive health 

(Lindenberg, 2002). 

The recent developments of livelihood indicators have 

prioritized development based on livelihood capital, under a 

fundamental livelihood concept. Chambers and Conway 

(1991) began to extend the notion of livelihoods into the 

study of livelihood security, as did Scoones (1998) who 

focused on sustainable livelihoods covering various 

dimensions including, education security, economic security, 

health security, career security, and empowerment. These 

dimensions were similar to the definition of livelihood 

security offered by the World Bank (1990), which attempted 

to develop livelihood indicators by focusing on diversity and 

sustainability, especially in economics. Later on, livelihood 

indicators were developed by linking the economic and social 

dimensions together, such as the Physical Quality of Life 

Index (Morris, 1979). The index contributed by exploring the 

implications for life caused by food quality,  drinking  water  

quality,  healthcare  services,  etc.  which  affected  the  

overall quality of life of the households. 

Although recent developments regarding livelihood 

indicators have focused on development  at  macro  level,  

several  scholars,  have  shown  an  increasing  interest  in 

developing indicators at micro level. Rahman and Akter 

(2014) presented indicators of livelihood   security   that   

included   economics,   education,   food,   healthcare,   and   

the strengthening of the households. Adams and He (1995) 

offered different indicators. They  

considered the interactions between household size, 

gender, household income, household income  distribution,  

household  property,  and  other  household  resources.  This  

study determines the factors as: 1) household characteristic 

factors; number of household members, average age of 

household members, number of dependent household 

members, number of migrants, migration year, migration 

reason, migration method, and frequency of remittance 

received. 2) Household capital factors; economic capital, 

human capital, social capital, physical capital and natural 

capital and 3) household risk factor; household risks. The 

hypothesis of the study is the household characteristic 

factors, household capital factors, and household risk factor 

have an influence on livelihood security among the ISAN 

migrant households, at their places of origin. 
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III. METHODOLOGY 

The  research  employed  quantitative  methodology  to  

examine  the  factors  that influenced the livelihood security 

of ISAN fishing migrant households. The population of the 

study is ISAN fishing migrant households in the 

lower-northeastern region of Thailand, where a large number 

of fishing migrant households are present. A total of 385 

ISAN fishing migrant households, in the Provinces of Surin, 

Burirum, and Sri Saket, were sampled using Cluster 

Sampling Technique. 

The study identified a dependent variable, which was 

livelihood security, while independent variables consisted of 

the number of household members, average age of household 

members, dependent household members, number of 

migrants, migration year, migration reason, migration 

method, frequency of remittance received, economic capital, 

human capital, social capital, physical capital, natural 

capital, and household risk. 

The research instrument was interview schedule. The 

interview covered 4 parts that were 1) household  

characteristics,  2) household  capitals, 3) household  risks,  

and  4) the livelihood security of the ISAN fishing migrant 

households. The interview schedule was constructed and a 

pilot test was conducted with 30 households who had similar 

characteristics to the sampled households. The interview 

schedule presented reliability at 0.804. Data collection was 

conducted during April 2018, and undertaken with the 

heads-of-household. The analysis was based at household 

level, and the research applied descriptive statistics and path 

analysis to examine the factors that influenced livelihood 

security of the ISAN fishing migrant households. 

IV. RESULT 

The research results comprised three parts: 1) 

characteristics of ISAN fishing migrant households at the 

places of origin, 2) livelihood security of ISAN fishing 

migrant households at the places of origin, and 3) factors 

influencing livelihood security of ISAN fishing migrant 

households at the places of origin. Each part is presented as 

in the following details. 

4.1 Characteristics of ISAN fishing migrant households at 

the places of origin 

The results found that the ISAN fishing migrant 

households at their places of origin were divided into 3 

groups that were 1) the good households; households 

experiencing a good quality of life. Their migrants had good 

experiences in their fishing work. Their households at the 

origin areas owned sufficient living resources, for instance, 

they used the remittance to invest in household production 

activities, or some households bought land for agriculture  

activity, while some saved their remittance at the bank and 

waited to invest it at some future date. 2) the unsecured 

households; this household group forms the majority in this 

study. Although they were able to access livelihood assets, 

they were always faced with living problems because they 

could not manage their livelihood assets to generate benefits 

for the households  at  the  places  of  origin.  For  instance,  

some  household  members  used  the remittance for 

extravagant activities. 3) the struggling households; this 

household group was considered as a vulnerable group faced 

with bad life experiences. Their fishing migrant members  

were  exploited  by  the  fishing  company,  such  as  by  wage  

deduction,  unpaid overtime work, detention, and human 

trafficking, so they could not send remittance back to their 

households. Therefore, the households were faced with risks 

to their livings, and they had to sustain their lives with 

limited assets, such as compensation provided by a 

government bureau, or by collecting wild foodstuffs. 

The majority of sampled households presented 3 

household members (38.7 percent), the average age of 

household members was between 36-45 years old (39.0 

percent), and 80.2 percent of the sampled households lived 

without any dependent household members. The sampled 

households sent at least 1 household member to work in the 

fishing industry (92.5 percent), and the migrants had been 

working in the fishing industry for 4-6 years (37.4 percent). 

Most of the migrants decided to work in the fishing industry 

because they wanted to improve the economic status of their 

households, and 86.9 percent of the sampled households sent 

their migrants to work with the assistance of cousins or 

neighbors who had worked in fishing, previously. These 

individual groups were considered as a social network or a 

crucial actor in  the migration  process of ISAN fishing 

migrants. In  addition, the migrants  sent remittances to their 

households every month (77.9 percent). 

Identifying the capital utilization for livelihoods among 

ISAN fishing migrant households at their places of origin, 

the sampled group utilized human capital (76.9 percent), 

social capital (79.0 percent), and physical capital (54.0 

percent) respectively, considered as being medium level. 

However, the households utilized natural capital for 

livelihoods at a low level (47.3 percent) because the 

communities were mostly located in the Tung Kula Rong Hai 

area, considered as one of the drought areas of Thailand. The 

area consists of low quality soil, with drought in the summer 

season and flooding in the rainy season. These conditions 

cause low productivity in agricultural activity. These 

findings confirmed Su  et al (2018), who presented the 

limitations of access to natural capital. For instance, due to 

low soil quality, transitions in livings were due to financial 

capital tending to play a more prominent role in daily life, 

while the use of natural capital was decreasing. 

4.2 Livelihood security of ISAN fishing migrant 

households at their places of origin 

 

The research results found that the majority of ISAN 

fishing migrant households had  

a low-medium level of livelihood security at their place of 

origin (62.1 percent). Considering livelihood security by 

dimensions, the ISAN fishing migrant households had 

low-medium level of livelihood security in relation to: 

economic (53.2 percent), 

health (59.7 percent), 

education (60.5 percent), foods 

(61.7 percent), and community 
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participation (52.7 percent) respectively. It was noticed that 

the ISAN fishing migrant households had livelihood security 

of education at a high level (14.5 percent), which was the 

highest proportion among the various dimensions. 

Conversely, the ISAN fishing migrant households indicated 

a low level  

for community participation (11.7 percent) and economic 

security (18.2 percent), the lowest proportion among other 

dimensions. The findings reflected that fishing activity 

might not continue to be a suitable option to improve the 

economic status of the households as in the past. 

Consumption  patterns in  modern society caused the 

households to  spend more on household expenses, 

preventing them from accumulating enough economic 

capital to develop their households. Moreover, the limitation 

of land ownership resulted in the households generating only 

a low, agriculture-based, income. From this it can be 

concluded that the accumulation of economic assets, such as 

income or land, was a crucial mechanism that contributed to 

the households making their living choices, especially in the 

rural households (Kumar, 2015). In addition, it suggested 

that the frequency of income received was more important 

than the amount of income.   The households do not require a 

large amount of income for their living, frequent receipt of 

income would be sufficient to sustain livelihood security. 

An interesting finding indicated that household economic 

insecurity correlated with the community participation of the 

households being presented at low level. Currently the ISAN 

fishing migrant households are still working hard, though 

they had to sacrifice their community  rights  and  

opportunities,  for  instance,  election  rights  to  the  

community committee, or a right to access community funds. 

The findings confirmed Kassie’s study (2017), which 

suggested that migration caused labor shortages within the 

households at their places of origin. When the households 

required more labor, especially during peak production 

season, they had to sacrifice opportunities for participating in 

community activity. 

4.3 Factors that influenced on the livelihood security of 

ISAN fishing migrant households at places of origin 

A path analysis was conducted to examine the factors 

which presented a direct effect 

on the livelihood security (LIVSEC) of ISAN fishing 

migrant households at their places of origin, and the factors 

which presented an indirect effect on livelihood security 

among ISAN fishing migrant households at their places of 

origin through the household risk factor (RISK). The 

analysis found 7 variables that had a direct effect on 

livelihood security, as follows: 

Land (LAND) had a positive direct effect on livelihood 

security among ISAN fishing migrant households at their 

places of origin (beta = 0.161). When the ISAN fishing 

migrant household had  land, every 1  Rai  unit  would  

increase livelihood  security by 0.161.  The findings 

confirmed Jaquet (2016), who found that an increase in land 

ownership among households in Nepal had a direct effect on 

livelihood diversification, and good land management would 

increase livelihood security among the households, 

especially regarding food security. 

Household assets (ASSVL) had a positive direct effect on 

livelihood security among ISAN fishing migrant households 

at their places of origin (beta = 0.087). When the ISAN 

fishing migrant household owned more assets, every 1 unit 

would increase livelihood security by 0.087. 

Human capital (HUCAP) had a positive direct effect on 

livelihood security among ISAN fishing migrant households 

at their places of origin (beta = 0.218). When human capital 

among the ISAN fishing migrant households increased, each 

unit would increase livelihood security by 0.218. The study 

confirmed Pradipta et al (2015), who found that the 

accumulation of human capital, i.e. healthy condition of 

household members, improvement in  

working skills, or improvement in language literacy, led 

households in rural India to have a better quality of life. The 

households applied the human capital they owned to create 

income and increase their community participation. 

Social capital (SOCAP) had a positive direct effect on 

livelihood security among ISAN fishing migrant households 

at their places of origin (beta = 0.521). When social capital 

among  the  ISAN  fishing  migrant  households  increased,  

each  unit  increased  livelihood security among them by 

0.521. The fishing migrant households used social capital to 

overcome  limitations  in  accessing  livelihood  assets,  i.e.  

sharing  farmlands  with  their relatives, or being a member 

of local associations. Social capital provided various choices 

to those who were the marginal ones (Phongsiri and 

Thongyou, 2012), in this case; the fishing migrant 

households, to sustain the livings under a tough circumstance 

they were dealing with. 

Physical capital (PHCAP) had a positive direct effect on 

livelihood security among ISAN fishing migrant households 

at their places of origin (beta = 0.907). When social capital 

among the ISAN fishing migrant households increased by 1 

unit, the livelihood security among them would increase by 

0.907. The findings reflected that the households would have 

better livelihood security when they were able to access 

public facilities such as medical services, public water 

resources, etc. (Mumuni, 2016) 

Natural capital (NACAP) had a positive direct effect on 

the livelihood security among ISAN fishing migrant 

households at their places of origin (beta = 0.083). When 

natural capital among the ISAN fishing migrant households 

increased by 1 unit, livelihood security among them was 

increased by 0.083. 

Household risks (RISK) had a negative direct effect on 

livelihood security among ISAN fishing migrant households 

at their places of origin (beta = -0.841). When household 

risks among the ISAN fishing migrant households increased 

by 1 unit, livelihood security among them would decrease by 

0.841 (table 1). 

 

Table 1: An analysis of factors influencing on livelihood 

security among ISAN fishing migrant households at places of 

origin 
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The variables which influenced indirectly on livelihood 

security among the ISAN fishing migrant households at their 

places of origin, through household risks (the mediator 

factor),  consisted  of  9  variables  that  were  1)  migration  

year  (MIGYR)   had  a  negative, indirect effect on livelihood 

security among the ISAN fishing migrant households, 2) 

migration reason (MIGRE) had a negative, indirect effect on 

livelihood security among the ISAN  fishing  migrant  

households,  3)  frequency  of  remittance  received  (REMIT) 

had  a negative indirect effect on livelihood security among 

the ISAN fishing migrant households, 

4) annual household income (INCM) had a negative 

indirect effect on livelihood security among the ISAN fishing 

migrant households, 5) agriculture-based income (AGINC) 

had a positive indirect effect on livelihood security among the 

ISAN fishing migrant households, 6) non-agriculture  

income  (NOAGINC) had  a  positive  indirect  effect  on  

livelihood  security among the ISAN fishing migrant 

households, 7) household assets (ASSVL) had a positive 

indirect effect on livelihood security among the ISAN fishing 

migrant households, 8) social capital (SOCAP) had a 

positive indirect effect on livelihood security among the 

ISAN fishing migrant  households,  and  9)  natural  capital  

(NACAP)  had  a  positive  indirect  effect  on livelihood 

security among the ISAN fishing migrant households (table 

2). 

 

TABLE 2: THE PATH COEFFICIENT OF DIRECT FACTORS AND INDIRECT FACTORS INFLUENCING ON LIVELIHOOD SECURITY AMONG 

ISAN FISHING MIGRANT HOUSEHOLDS AT PLACES OF ORIGIN 
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Figure 1: Path model of factors influencing on livelihood security among the ISAN fishing migrant 

households at places of origin 
 

V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

The results found that the factors influencing upon 

livelihood security among the ISAN fishing migrant 

households at their places of origin consisted of land, 

household assets, human capital, social capital, physical 

capital, natural capital, and household risk. While  

factors  that  show  indirect  effects,  through  household  

risk  factors  on  livelihood  security among the ISAN fishing 

migrant households, consisted of migration year, migration 

reason, frequency of remittance received, annual household 

income, agriculture-based income, non- agriculture income, 

household assets, social capital, and natural capital. 

In line with the results, the study recommends that fishing 

migrant households at their places of origin should 

implement a variety of livelihood capitals, i.e. economic 

capital, human capital, social capital, physical capital, and 

natural capital, in constructing their livelihood strategies at 

household level.  Livelihood diversification should be 

required  to strengthen  the  sustainability  of  household  

security.  Local  development-related  agencies should 

implement mitigating guidelines for the fishing migrant 

households, in order to reduce the risks at both household 

level and community level, for instance, implementing a 

savings program in the community, providing a training 

program for occupational skills, providing knowledge of 

fundamental rights and compensations, etc., in order to 

create options for the fishing migrant households to deal with 

any risks that may affect their household security. Finally, 

the mitigating guidelines should cover a mechanism to 

identify risks on the fishing activity in order to create 

awareness among the fishing migrant households and the 

fishing migrants themselves. This mechanism may be 

implemented in policies on labour in fishing industry 

especially the tracking system of fishing migrants to ensure 

their safety and well- being of their households at origin area. 
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