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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

This endline survey focuses on the IOM MILDAS project in the Ayeyarwady Delta, Myanmar, 
specifically the second phase implemented from 2018-2020. IOM and CSO partners carried out the 
early phases as part of LIFT’s Delta III program, in collaboration with the Ministry of Labour, 
Immigration and Population (MoLIP). MILDAS was in total implemented over a period of almost five 
years, with the last costed extension implemented up until August 2020 (extended to facilitate 
assistance measures in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic).   

This assessment took place at the end of the project extension lifetime, and assessed the project’s 
activities using quantitative methods, including interviewing 300 sample households, and qualitative 
measures that include conducting 15 in-depth interview (IDI) sessions and 6 focus group discussion 
(FGD) sessions as well as visits to project villages. To supplement the study, some of the findings were 
drawn from a review of earlier MILDAS project reports.  

Tools were developed for collecting quantitative and qualitative data. The study used mixed methods 
approaches where questions were integrated into quantitative and qualitative approaches to meet 
the objectives of the study. 

The Field Survey Team contacted the migrant households using KOBO application for quantitative data 
collection; and assessed household income diversity by utilizing Simpson’s Diversity Index, which 
measures income diversity by producing a score between 0 (representing no income diversity) and 1 
(representing greater income diversity). 

The objective of the study is to clearly assess the effectiveness of MILDAS’ interventions in meeting 
the project’s High-Level Outcomes – specifically, to address Project beneficiaries’ diversification of 
income; beneficiaries becoming more resilient to shocks and stresses; and the contribution of the 
project’s micro-enterprise start-up coaching intervention in achieving the aforementioned high-level 
outcomes. 

The study mainly takes into consideration the three outcomes viz. the HLO Income Diversity Score, 
HLO1: Income from Non-agricultural activities (LIFT PR 3.3) and HLO2: Improved resilience (LIFT PO 
2.3). 

As this end line survey did not interview all beneficiary households, in order to estimate the number 
of households positively affected by project interventions in MILDAS target areas and to determine 
the share of these households that had increased resilience, it is necessary to extrapolate from the 
data/percentages based on the known data. 

One of the easiest ways of obtaining estimates of actual conditions in the context of the number of 
migrant households positively impacted by the project can be achieved by extrapolating the data 
based upon total project beneficiary households. See the readings as shown below:  

Table 1: High level results 

Type* Output / Outcome Indicators Targets Actual 
(Total 

Beneficiaries: 
12059 HHs) 

Y3 (2020) Y3 (2020) 

HLO1  Landless and 
vulnerable 
households diversify 

# of households with 
increased income diversity 
score (LIFT PO 2.2) 

4000 10600 
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income from non-
farm employment 
economic 
opportunity. 
(Corresponds to LIFT 
PO2) 

# of households with 
increased income from non-
agricultural activities (LIFT PR 
3.3) 

4000 6700 

HLO2  Rural households are 
less vulnerable to 
shocks and stresses. 
(Corresponds to LIFT 
PO2) 

# of households whose 
resilience has been improved 
(LIFT PO 2.3) 

4000 5780 

The survey findings in HLO Income Diversity Score indicate: 

Households studied have an income Simpson’s Diversity Index score of 0.887, which suggests they 
have increased income diversity. This index score also highlights the importance of income 
diversification to manage risks. Both households with migrants and households without migrants have 
scores close to 1, which suggest diversity is present and that households earn income from two or 
more sources, or from agricultural or non-agricultural activities, or both. 

The HLO1 Income from Non-agricultural activities (LIFT PR 3.3)  

Income of households in the study is observed chiefly in remittances and from sales of livestock 
products. Specifically, remittances was the highest non-agricultural income source, comprising 31 per 
cent of household income, and livestock sales a further 21 per cent. Another important trend in terms 
of household income from non-agricultural activities emerged in working as casual labour in non-
agriculture business (15%) and small trading businesses (14%). 

After receiving migration-related training, study participants were fully aware of the possibility of 
labour migration, and of the systematic use of remittances. After training, remittances became 
another possibility for use as business capital, setting aside remitted money as savings to subsequently 
generate income towards livelihood diversification. 

The project’s financial support interventions, such as the Revolving Funds for Migration (RFMs) which 
supported migrants and migrant-sending households to cover migration-related costs with low 
interest loans, reinforced this outcome. 

With regard to the HLO2 Improved resilience (LIFT PO 2.3), the study finds: 

There is a reinforcing resilience in the project target townships, except in Labutta Township, which 
showed the least resilience, taking into consideration the indicated percentage of 10.34%. Bogale 
Township recorded 35.86%, indicating that it can maintain stable resilience much better than Labutta 
Township, and Mawlamyinegyun Township showed resilience of 53.79%, meaning that it is most 
advantaged in having the opportunity to safeguard or improve resilience. These conclusions are drawn 
from the fact that MILDAS’ activities, in supporting general migration and livelihood capacities of 
targeted households – through safe migration trainings, skills development trainings to support self-
employment, financial literacy trainings, business development coaching, among others – have 
supported them to maintain or enhance their resilience. 

Households with migrants have benefitted from the opportunities to improve resilience as illustrated 
by the higher percentage of migrant households (in comparison to households without migrants) with 
increased resilience. While the precise process by which trainings increase resilience can be examined 
further, these results indicate that there is a correlation between migration related trainings, capacity 
building support and related interventions, and improvements in the resilience of migrant households.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Migration is understood as a desirable experience in economically depressed communities. Within the 
Ayeyarwady Delta region, out-migration is increasingly seen as a livelihood strategy for men and 
women. Migration can also allow households to access means for managing socio-economic 
hardships.  

This project, titled Migration as Livelihood Diversification Strategy in the Delta (MILDAS), was designed 
to harness the positive impacts of migration for development, and to increase the understanding of 
how migration is linked with development in the Ayeyarwady Delta. The project was implemented by 
IOM and CSO partners under LIFT’s Delta III Programme, in collaboration with the Ministry of Labour, 
Immigration and Population (MoLIP). 

MILDAS has been implementing a number of activities designed to encourage people in Bogale, 
Mawlamyinegyun and Labutta townships to consider migration within the context of their strategic 
livelihood planning and to benefit from well-planned safe migration. At the same time, MILDAS has 
also encouraged awareness of potentially negative consequences of migration, not only for migrants 
themselves, but also for their families. In addition to the direct support provided for people in the 
target townships, the project has also made efforts to support LIFT stakeholders in deepening their 
understanding of the nexus between migration and development, and to be able to formulate and 
implement mobility-sensitive programming.1  

This endline study focuses on MILDAS’s “Phase II” costed extension period which took place from 
August 2018-August 2020 (Phase I took place from December 2015-July 2018). It is based on 
quantitative and qualitative data gathered through household questionnaires, focus group discussions 
(FGDs) and in-depth interviews (IDIs), and the study provides insights on migration’s contribution to 
the resilience of migrant-sending households, through an assessment of costed-extension 
interventions, as well as of both the project’s micro-enterprise start-up coaching intervention and the 
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on beneficiaries’ livelihood activities. The study also draws from a 
thorough desk review of earlier MILDAS progress reports, proposals and agreements, as well as of 
Phase I’s baseline and endline studies. 

Background 

The MILDAS project commenced on 15 December 2015 and was completed on 30 August 2020. With 
a total budget of USD 1,588,111, the project worked with 11 civil society organisations (CSOs) as 
implementing partners. Initiated as part of LIFT’s Delta 3 Programme, MILDAS aimed to encourage 
migrants and migrant-sending households (HHs) to better plan and manage migration as part of their 
livelihood strategies. At the same time, the project alerted them to the potential risks and negative 
consequences of migration. As well as directly supporting migrant sending communities in the target 
townships, MILDAS originally aimed to strengthen LIFT stakeholders’ understanding of migration and 
development and thereby encourage them to formulate and implement mobility-sensitive 
interventions. 

The first phase of MILDAS, which covered December 2015 to July 2018, aimed to achieve five 
outcomes through seven outputs. Phase II of the project covered the period from September 2018 to 
August 2020, and had a revised measurement plan that reflected many new initiatives. Under the 
revised design, the support to poor and vulnerable households to assist them in migration included in 
earlier plans, was more clearly specified – including support to be provided through low interest 
finance. Phase II was quite a different project from Phase I. Notably, there was no longer any objective 
of policymakers and development practitioners integrating migration within their areas of work or a 
general objective of LIFT implementing partners integrating migration considerations within their 
policies and interventions. MILDAS Phase II also no longer included references to the Capitalising 

 
1 MILDAS Annual Report. 28 FEBRUARY 2020 
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Human Mobility for Poverty Alleviation and Inclusive Development for Myanmar (CHIME) research 
project nor the original IO (4) and IO (5) outcomes, as these were taken over by the CHIME research 
project (MILDAS and CHIME shared costs until the end of MILDAS Phase I). 

Objectives of the Study 

The MILDAS project’s overall goal was to increase the developmental role of labour migration in the 
Delta through interventions to support safer migration, including pre-migration community outreach; 
financial literacy trainings to support remittance management; micro-enterprise start-up coaching to 
support self-income generation; skills development trainings and job facilitation; and communal 
micro-finance to cover migration-related costs.  

The study aimed to assess the effectiveness of these interventions in meeting the MILDASs high-level 
outcomes, specifically to ascertain: 

1) Project beneficiaries’ diversification of income 
2) Beneficiaries becoming more resilient to shocks and stresses and 
3) The contribution of the project’s micro-enterprise start-up coaching intervention in achieving 

the aforementioned high-level outcomes. 

It should also be noted that the aim of this endline survey is to provide an independent and objective 
assessment of the project in reaching its intended results. Therefore, other than clarity on language 
and meaning, the report has been led by the lead consultant without extensive changes being 
provided by IOM.   
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METHODOLOGY 

Endline survey tools (available at Annex 1) were developed for collecting quantitative and qualitative 
data and the study used mixed methods with questions integrated into a quantitative and qualitative 
approach to meet the objectives of the study. 

The Field Survey Team interviewed the migrant households with KoBo Toolbox for the quantitative 
data collection. 

Survey process: preparing the data collection 

1. Survey process started with reviewing the original proposals, costed extension proposal and 
no-cost extension proposal; reviewing previous progress reports, the Phase I baseline and 
endline reports, and other MILDAS reports and briefs. 

2. Subsequently, the survey proceeded with the development of the project study design and 
plan, tools development, training for survey team, data collection, organizing and analyzing 
and report writing. 

Sampling Method 

Regarding the sample size, a data collection with a household size of n = 300 was suggested as a sample 
that would match the migrant population in the surveyed townships in terms of age, and gender. 

Formula 

𝒏 =
𝒛𝟐(𝒑 ∗ 𝟏 − 𝒑)

𝒆𝟐
 

𝒏′ =
𝒏

𝟏 +
𝒛𝟐(𝒑 ∗ 𝟏 − 𝒑)

𝒆𝟐𝑵

 

N= population (4000) 

n= sample (323); z= statistic for a level of confidence (1.96); p= expected prevalence/ proportion (0.2); 
e= precisions (0.05); n’= 299 



Endline Survey Report: Migration as a Livelihood Diversification Strategy in the Delta (MILDAS)  

  
 

6 

The quantitative questions in this study limited respondents’ answers to predetermined questions, 
but were enhanced by in-depth discussions during FGD and IDI sessions with knowledgeable 
respondents. These in-depth discussions allowed for a more nuanced understanding of who is really 
involved in micro-enterprise activities and who really benefits.  

Township-level selection was undertaken in all three townships (Bogale, Mawlamyinegyun and 
Labutta) where the MILDAS project had been implemented. For the village-level selection, 5 villages 
per township were taken into consideration through consulting with project focal persons from IOM. 
The total number of sample villages was 15, selected from three surveyed townships. Regarding the 
household level selection, 20 households were randomly selected from the beneficiaries in each 
sample village, in consultation with IOM and MILDAS project staff. 

Household questionnaire was prepared in advance, taking into account a total sample of 300 
households for the household survey. Half of the sample households were taken from “households 
with aspirant migrants” and the other half were from “migrant sending households,” and included 
households that started micro-enterprises. Respondents of household surveys were selected from 
household members who were able to respond with information on their household, and from among 
those from age 18-60 years, as advised by the CSOs and IOM. 

In-Depth interviews (IDI) were conducted with each beneficiary per household per village who started 
a micro-enterprise. Respondents of IDIs were household members who participated in the project’s 
micro-enterprise start-up coaching or led a household business, and an additional tracing survey with 
124 micro-enterprise start-up coaching beneficiaries was also held to further inform the analysis.

MILDAS partner CSO enumerators interviewing migrant-sending households in Mawlamyinegyun (left) and Bogale (right) 
townships, Ayeyarwady Region. © IOM 2020 
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Focus Group Discussion (FGD) was intended for aspirant migrants and members of migrant sending 
households. Six to eight participants were requested to participate in each FGD session. The age 
interval of participants in the survey was 18 to 60 years. The type of business activities was defined by 
consulting with the project focal person. 

Table 2: Endline survey sample allocation and respondent list 

Endline Survey Tools  Township Village  Sample/ Unit Total sample 

Household questionnaire (HH) 3 5 20 300 

In-depth Interview (IDI) 3 5 1 15 

Focus Group Discussion (FGD) 3 2 1 6 

The Key Questions of the endline survey (quantitative and qualitative) considered variables being 
surveyed which included respondent profile (age and gender);  demographic information (HH 
member, age, gender, and education); migration information (by type of household and number of 
migrants and destination, and occupations); sources of household income by household income 
amount, information of micro-enterprise (type and condition of business), challenges of household 
income source; resilience (based on questions on resilience used in the Phase I baseline/endline 
surveys held by Myanmar Survey Research); income stability; food availability; and effects of COVID-
19 on household income activities. 

Endline Survey Training  

Field supervisor and note taker 

Before starting the field enumerator training, the endline team delivered a two-day training (18-19 
July, 2020) to the field supervisors and note takers, in Yangon. The purpose of this training was to brief 
participants on the project background, the objectives of the study, migration in the Delta region, and 
on research design and tools. Alongside interviewers, field supervisors oversaw quality control 
practices for the quantitative data collection and carried out qualitative data collection in each 
township. The supervisor also acted as moderator in FGD or IDI sessions, and managed the 
administration of their data collection team. 

A focus group discussion at a village in Mawlamyinegyun Township, Ayeyarwady Region. © IOM 2020 
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Interviewers 

On 21 and 22 July, the endline survey team conducted a two-day MILDAS endline survey interviewer 
training workshop for MILDAS partner CSOs in Bogale, Mawlamyinegyun and Labutta townships, 
where they were to be recruited as interviewers. Though the study was conducted in three townships, 
the training took place only at two locations:at the Ah-Lin Tan Office in Bogale Township for CSOs from 
Bogale and Mawlamyinegyun Townships in order to save travel time, and in Mawlamyinegyun 
Township due to its proximity to Bogale Township. The training for CSOs in Labutta took place at the 
offices of Swan Saung Shin in Labutta Township.  

The endline field survey team was coordinated by the lead researcher. The team was comprised of 
three smaller teams and was made up of two supervisors in each township. The total number of 
interviewers was 12 in total, comprising 4 interviewers per township. For quality control and field 
supervision, one field supervisor and one note-taker were assigned in each surveyed township. See 
details at Annex 2. 

Quality control 

In order to guarantee quality in data collection and consistency of findings, the field survey team 
tested the research tools prior to the data collection that started on 22 July 2020. With regard to 
qualitative data collection, experienced and trained interviewers/moderators conducted FGD and IDI 
sessions in the selected areas. For quantitative data collection, MILDAS partner CSO staff, trained by 
the consultant team, used the KoBo toolbox application to ensure quality data.  

Field survey and data collection  

The main field survey was undertaken from 23 to 29 July 2020. Before and during field work, five local 
CSOs were actively involved in order to achieve the planned survey design and sample allocation in 
each selected village. In total, the endline survey covered 300 households, 15 IDI respondents, and 6 
FGDs comprising of 3 aspirant household members and 3 migrant sending household members. 

The appointed 12 enumerators from MILDAS implementing partner CSOs collected the household 
data in 15 project villages by using the KoBo Toolbox application. The data for FGDs and IDIs were 
collected by three field supervisors and three note-takers. Subsequently, summaries of the findings of 
each FGD and IDI were produced based on the major themes of the interviews and made ready for 
manual analysis. 

This end line survey did not interview all beneficiary households. As such, to identify the significant 
factors that contribute to determining households’ increased resilience, particularly in the context of 
migrant households, as well as to estimate the number of households affected by project 
interventions in MILDAS target areas, it is necessary to extrapolate from the data/percentages. Based 
on the known data, the following High Level Outcomes were arrived at (see below):  

(1) The resulting number of households with an increased income diversity score (LIFT PO 2) 
will be 10,600, where it is calculated on the income diversity index of 0.887 multiplied to the 
total number of 12059 project beneficiary households. 

(2) The projected number of households with ‘increased income and stayed the same income’ 
from non-agricultural activities (LIFT PR 3.3) will be 6,700, based upon the percentage 
computed for the increased and stayed the same income status of both households with 
migrants and without, which represents 55.9 per cent, and when calculation is further 
extrapolated to the total number of 12,059 project beneficiary households. 

(3) The anticipated number of households whose resilience has been improved (LIFT PO 2.3) 
will be 5,780, calculated from increased household’s resilience situation percentage result of 
48.3 per cent, and multiplied to the total number of 12,059 project beneficiary households. 
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Limitations in field work 

The field survey took 5 days across two townships of Bogale and Mawlamyinegyun, and a further 6 
days in Labutta to cover the sample households. Local authorities permitted interviews and meetings 
with respondents as long as COVID-19 restrictions were observed, and there were a few more 
challenges that arose during the field surveys:  

▪ Substitution of sample households from the remaining given households list was sometimes 
necessary, due to inclusion of other households in the advance households list provided to 
the field team. 

▪ Many of the households the survey team planned to interview were not present at the time 
of the survey, as they were away, engaged in transplanting rice paddies (the interviews 
coincided with the planting season). In response to this, the survey team communicated via 
phone with local authorities, who in turn liaised with households to allot time for interviews 
to be conducted. 

▪ Due to fears of COVID-19, travel restrictions were in place in various parts of the country. To 
navigate these restrictions, the survey team needed to submit documents to the (Bogale) 
Township Authority. Verbal approval for the survey teams' visits was also granted, as the 
villages the survey team planned to survey were MILDAS-supported villages. 

▪ The following took place during field surveys in each area (Bogale, Mawlamyinegyun, Labutta): 

o Due to the field site location it took the team an hour by boat to arrive at the survey 
site in Labutta Township. 

o Government restrictions on COVID-19 did not allow for more than five people to meet 
for field training, IDI and FGD discussions. These restrictions also impacted on the 
study findings.    

The salient findings of the Report are largely based on the quantitative assessment of the endline 
survey in particular, on the views and opinions of the participants met during the survey, project 
documents and related documentation.  
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ENDLINE SURVEY FINDINGS 

General and demographic information of sample households  

During the endline study, information was collected from total of 300 surveyed sample households 
composed of 251 households with current migrants, and 49 households without current migrants (See 
table 3). 

Table 3 Composition of sample households by migrant types 

Type of household Count Percentage 

Household with current migrant 251 83.7 

Household without current migrant 49 16.3 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Sampled household members consist of 739 women and 686 men, with a total of 1,425 members. 
Interviews were fully completed in all 300 sample households, reaching 1,425 household members 
across Bogale, Mawlamyinegyun and Labutta Townships (see figure 1). 

Figure 1: Gender of household members 

 

The type of sample households are categorized into two broad types: households with no migrant 
members in the family and households with migrants in the family (see table 4). Among the 
interviewed households, across all three townships the average household size of respondents is 
relatively consistent; families with one member currently a migrant had four members in the 
household on average. Families without a member currently a migrant had five members on average. 
Such realities – of families with one of more members away for migration having smaller household 
numbers– is a common experience in Ayeyarwady Region.  

Table 4: Average size of household with/without current family away for migration  

Household Type Household Size 

Bogale Labutta Mawlamyine 
gyun 

Grand 
Total 

Household without current migrant 4.4 5.3 5.5 5.1 

Household with current migrant 3.9 4.4 4.7 4.4 

51.90%
48.10%

Gender of household members

Female Male
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Average household size 4.15 4.85 5.10 4.75 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Compared to earlier studies, the average household sizes have decreased. This reduction in household 
size could be due to a change in the sampling of the endline study: where in the (Phase I) baseline 
study, 150 households were sampled, in the (Phase I) endline survey 129 households were sampled, 
and the present (Phase II) study considers 300 households. 

Gender and age were also factors determining a person’s desire to migrate. Table 4 and the related 
Figure 2 show that the composition of households were made up largely of prime working age (15 to 
59 years) members, comprising 68 per cent men and 69 per cent women. The proportion of 
dependents in these households (age interval below 15 years and 60 years and above) comprises 31 
per cent women and 32 per cent men. The high percentage of household members of working age 
indicated a high proportion of adults in a household, and suggests that these members are making an 
important contribution to household income and economic advancement. 

Table 5: Demographic status of households by gender and age  

Age group Female Male Total 

Under 15 years old 171 23.1% 162 23.6% 333 23.4% 

15 to 18 years old 39 5.3% 42 6.1% 81 5.7% 

18 to 24 years old 120 16.2% 119 17.3% 239 16.8% 

25 to 34 years old 122 16.5% 107 15.6% 229 16.1% 

35 to 44 years old 95 12.9% 90 13.1% 185 13.0% 

45 to 59 years old 132 17.9% 106 15.5% 238 16.7% 

60 and above years old 60 8.1% 60 8.7% 120 8.4% 

Grand Total 739 100.0% 686 100.0% 1,425 100.0% 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Figure 2: Demographic status of households by gender and age  

 

23.1%

5.3%

16.2% 16.5%
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17.9%

8.1%

23.6%
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17.3%
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13.1%

15.5%

8.7%
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15 to 18 years
old

18 to 24 years
old

25 to 34 years
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35 to 44 years
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45 to 59 years
old
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years old

Gender and Age groups 
(all family members= 1,425)

Female Male
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In a traditional family-based rural system, the higher ratio of men and women of working age has 
meant less employment opportunities in the village and, as a result, a high number of young family 
members migrating in search of work. With more rural men and women migrating away from the 
village in response to economic shock and stress, there are fewer individuals present to fill traditional 
social roles and obligations, such as caring for the elderly and the young.  

The education level of household members surveyed is shown in table 6. Out of 1,425 sampled 
household members, 1,351 individuals indicated that they had completed some kind of education (this 
excludes family members under 5 years of age). The education levels of sampled households were 
usually low, with only 17 per cent reporting that they had completed high school, 28 per cent saying 
they had completed a middle school education, and 37 per cent – the highest proportion of 
respondents – reporting having finished only up to a primary school education. Only 3.3 per cent of 
respondents entered university, of these 2.7 per cent reported having graduated.   

With regard to migrants’ education levels, it is possible to assume a correlation between low levels of 
education and difficulties gaining employment. However, while such an education-employment 
correlation appears present, in this study it cannot be said to be representative of broader trends and 
requires further in-depth study. 

Table 6: Education level of household members 

Education level of household members  
(exclude members age under 5 years) 

Count Percentage 

Non-literate 49 3.6% 

Non-formal education 125 9.3% 

Primary school 496 36.7% 

Middle school 376 27.8% 

High school 224 16.6% 

University student 44 3.3% 

Bachelor’s degree 37 2.7% 

Grand Total 1,351 100.0% 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Table 7 (below) shows the income situation of households from all livelihood activities by type of 
migrants. When asked to compare their household income during the past 12 months with the 
preceding year, 42.6 per cent of migrant-sending households responded their income had decreased, 
31.9 per cent that it stayed the same, and 25.5 per cent that it had increased. When asked the same 
question, 46.9 per cent of households without migrants responded their household income had stayed 
the same, 34.7 per cent that it decreased, and 18.4 per cent that it increased. However, it should be 
noted the sample of households without migrants was much smaller.  

The overall situation for both types of households shows a decrease revealing 41.3 per cent, and only 
24.3 per cent answered increase in income. This overall decrease is likely at least partly attributable 
to the timing of this endline survey, during the COVID-19 pandemic.  

Table 7: Household income by type of migrant household 

Situation of household income 

(all livelihood sectors) 

Migrant household Household without 
migrant  

Total 

Increased 64 (25.5%) 9 (18.4%) 73 (24.3%) 
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Stayed the same 80 (31.9%) 23 (46.9%) 103 (34.3%) 

Decreased 107 (42.6%) 17 (34.7%) 124 (41.3%) 

Total 251 (100.0%) 49 (100.0%) 300 (100.0) 

Source: Field Survey data 

Migration Situation 

Migration has been recognized as an alternative livelihood for rural communities because migration, 
be it internal or external movement, facilitates people to gain entry to improved employment not 
existent in their place of origin.  

Migration is a notable phenomenon of the changing contexts of Myanmar, to the extent that “Internal 
migration – seasonal, temporary, rural to rural; rural to urban – is an increasingly important livelihood 
option, especially in the Ayeyarwady Delta and the central Dry Zone where landlessness and low 
incomes, combined with opportunities elsewhere, pull people out of marginal areas. This pattern is 
familiar in economies undergoing a structural transformation away from agriculture. Labour mobility 
is important to rural poverty reduction” (LIFT 2014 Strategy). 

Table 8 (below) indicates that over 50 per cent of households in the three townships surveyed 
currently have one or more family members away for migration and contributing to household 
finances and economic advancement. To give one example from an FGD in Bogale, household 
members reported engaging in a form of circular migration, migrating for work and returning home 
for the harvest season. Once harvest was completed, the person would leave home for work in non-
agriculture sectors. On the other hand, 28 per cent of households in Bogale and over 40 per cent in 
Labutta and Mawlamyinegyun indicated they had a family member who was a returned migrant. The 
primary reason for this high proportion of returnees was as a response to the ongoing COVID-19 
pandemic. Finally, 2 per cent of households in Mawlamyinegyun Township, 20 per cent in Bogale and 
12 per cent in Labutta reported they had a family member whose migration status stood as “no plans 
to migrate,” suggesting they were hoping to find employment opportunities in their communities of 
origin or in neighbouring townships.  

Table 8: Different migration types of sampled households 

Migration status Township 

Bogale Labutta Mawlamyinegyun 

Current migrant 59% 51% 57% 

Returnee 28% 41% 45% 

Aspirant migrant 8% 15% 16% 

No Plan to migrate 20% 12% 2% 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Analyzing the findings with regard to gendered differences shows that men are more likely to migrate 
than women (Figure 3 and Table 9, below), and within the households surveyed there were more men 
than women family members who were migrants, with 22.9 per cent of male household members 
currently migrating (vs 18.1% women), 16.7 per cent of male household members being returned 
migrants (vs 6.9% women), and for 5.8 per cent aspirant migrants (vs 2.8% women). There was a higher 
proportion of women household members (72%) with no plans to migrate than men (55%). As the 
below quote demonstrates however, the gendered patterns of migration was not a perception shared 
by all endline respondents.  
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Figure 3: Gender and migration status (family members above 10 years old) 

 

Table 9: Migration status by gender 

Migration status Female Male Total 

Currently Migrating 116 (18.1%) 134 (22.9%) 250 (20.4%) 

Returned migrant 44 (6.9%) 98 (16.7%) 142 (11.6%) 

Aspirant Migrant 18 (2.8%) 34 (5.8%) 52 (4.2%) 

No plan to migrate 463 (72.2%) 320 (54.6%) 783 (63.8%) 

Grand Total 641 (100%) 586 (100%) 1,227 (100%) 

 

 

 

 
Amongst the various types of migrants (Table 9, below), a significant proportion of surveyed 
households reported to either be contemplating (aspirant migrant 33 per cent) or having already 
engaged in (returned migrant 46 per cent) temporary seasonal migration. All year-round migration 
was also pointed to as significant within surveyed households; 56 per cent reported a household 
member currently engaged in all year-round migration, and 41 per cent reported a migrant returned 
from all year-round migration. Among aspirant migrants, a significant proportion (35 per cent) had not 
yet decided how long they would stay away from home. A low proportion of respondents indicated 
engagement with temporary non-seasonal migration, specifically, 10 per cent of households with a 
member currently a migrant, and 9 per cent of households with a returned migrant. The high number 
of respondents engaging with all year-round migration reveals how important migration is as a 
household risk management strategy. 

 

 

 

18.1%

6.9%
2.8%

72.2%

22.9%
16.7%

5.8%

54.6%

Currently Migrating Returned migrant Aspirant Migrant No plan to migrate

Gender and migration status 

(all family members above 10 years old)

Female Male

“There is no difference in terms of gender but most household members who migrate were between 
20 and 30 years of age” 

FGD-Migrant sending HH members, Bogale Township 
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Table 10: Length of Migration 

Length of migration Aspirant 
Migrant 

Currently 
Migrating 

Returned 
migrant 

Grand Total 

All year-round 12 (23.08%) 140 (56.00%) 57 (41.01%) 209 (47.39%) 

Not yet decided  18 (34.62%) 2 (0.80%) 0 (0.0%) 20 (4.54%) 

Permanent 4 (7.69%) 42 (16.80%) 5 (3.60%) 51 (11.56%) 

Temporary (non-seasonal) 1 (1.92%) 25 (10.00%) 13 (9.35%) 39 (8.84%) 

Temporary (seasonal) 17 (32.69%) 41 (16.4%) 64 (46.04%) 122 (27.66%) 

Grand Total 100% 100% 100% 441 (100%) 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Figure 4: Migration classified by destination and by State and Region 

 

 

 

 

It is no surprise therefore, that the main migration pull factors comprise of better job opportunities 
and higher incomes in the destination; opportunities for migrants to send remittances for household 
support; opportunities to economically support a migrant’s family and their livelihoods (such as 
agriculture production which remains the main livelihood in rural areas). While some of the main push 
factors include the unavailability of jobs in the place of origin; crop failures; decline in agricultural 
output and stagnating market prices (especially in paddy price, which plays a crucial role in the rural 
agriculture economy); loss of traditional livelihood due to the impact of extreme weather events, like 
the 2008 Cyclone Nargis. Further to the enormous loss of life and damage to infrastructure and 
economy, cyclone Nargis generated significant out migration from Ayeyarwady Region, as families in 
the hardest hit areas looked to migration as a coping strategy when their traditional livelihoods were 
wiped out. 

In terms of the types of employment attracting migrants from Ayeyarwady Region (Figure 5, below), 
38 per cent of surveyed migrant households reporting finding work in the construction sector, 
followed by work in a factory (25%). Factory work, and especially in garment factories, is favoured by 
migrant workers, primarily women, because of the potential for longer-term, stable employment in 
comparison to more casual and precarious work at their communities of origin. A further 6  per cent 
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“Here in the village, the money a person can earn is too low, that is why they are going to Yangon”  

FGD-Migrant sending HH members, Bogale Township 
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of migrant households were engaged in the agriculture sector; 6 per cent in casual labour; around 5 
per cent in fishing and a further 5 per cent in company occupations. Livelihoods such as restaurant 
work (2.4%), hotel staff (1.6%), teacher (0.8%), or NGO staff (0.8%) account for few opportunities. 
Migrant households’ employment opportunities are thus mostly related to low-skilled, comparatively 
low-paid sectors, that do not require high levels of education or specialized training.  

Figure 5: Types of employment of migrant households 

 

 

 

 

 

In a number of FGDs, participants discussed the impacts of migrants returning home with new skills, 
knowledge, experiences and confidence. FGD participants agreed that migrants can develop new skills 
both prior to and during their time away from home and can employ these skills for the betterment 
of their home communities. Participants also understood the importance of remittances and using 
such economic stimuli as start-up capital in home villages.  

As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, migration is at the forefront of discussions on economic 
recovery and development. Prior to the pandemic, a large number of migrant workers from around 
the country were employed in Yangon, Myanmar’s economic center. But as factories and work sites 
were forced to close, many of these rural-to-urban migrants were compelled to return to their home 
villages. The return of so many migrant workers presents opportunities for learning more about how 
and to what extent human capital is developed while away from home. Migrants who have been able 
to up-skill may be more employable locally or away from home, but the vast majority of low-skilled 
migrants need to find a way of supporting their livelihood while at home (or nearby, if possible). Given 
the opportunities for engaging and further building on skilled and semi-skilled migrants’ experiences, 
this project has aimed to facilitate trainings to support household livelihoods and expand employment 

0.8%

0.8%

0.8%

0.8%

0.8%

0.8%

0.8%

0.8%

1.6%

1.6%

2.4%

3.2%
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“There is a mason in the village, but at first the mason was not particularly skilled. After gaining 
skills through working away from home, he was able to take charge of a work site.”  

FGD-Aspirant Migrant HH members, Labutta Township 
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opportunities both within and outside of the home community (including, but not limited to family-
operated businesses). Engaging with already extant human capital in comparatively under-developed 
regions such as Ayeyarwady, is a means of encouraging economic recovery in post-pandemic 
Myanmar.  

HLO1: Index of diversification of HH income  

Most empirical studies, such as the Simpson, Herfindahl, or Shannon studies, have measured income 
diversification as an index. In this study we use the Simpson index of diversity, which is a quantitative 
measure that reflects how diversified the number of households’ incomes are. This endline employed 
Simpson’s diversity index, as was also used in the baseline and endline for Phase I of the MILDAS 
project, with households studied for this research understood as follows: 

𝐷=1− (𝒔𝒖𝒎 𝒐𝒇 (𝒏−𝟏) / ((𝑵−𝟏))) where it measures the diversification probability of 
the two types of households randomly selected from a sample. 

D represents a household studied. The represented value for all households computed is as shown 
where the income diversity index (D) for all households is = 1-(81690/723350); or 0.887; income 
diversity index (D) for households with migrants is = 1-(66386/542432); or 0.877; and income diversity 
index (D) for households without migrants is = 1-(1594/12882); or 0.876. There does not appear to be 
any such difference between households with migrants and households without. 

Where the value is zero, this indicates that there is one source of income, or no diversification. A 
higher index suggests greater diversification. According to these calculations, the result of 0.887 
supports the importance of income diversification to manage risks and shocks. The results for both 
household types exhibit diversity and, as they are close to 1, it can be understood that diversity is 
present. Subsequently, it can be said that the households earn income from two or more sources – 
from agricultural or non-agricultural activities, or both.  

The survey also recorded differences between the incomes of migrant households across the three 
townships (Table 11, below). Such differences between the households in these townships exist due 
to differences in the economic circumstances, livelihood types, or family composition (a nuclear family 
structure vs. extended family).  Labutta Township has the highest proportion of households exclusively 
engaged in non-agriculture occupations (80%), followed by Bogale (66%), and Mawlamyinegyun 
(31%). Households exclusively engaged in agriculture are more likely to also look to migration as a 
form of livelihood diversification and risk management. In contrast, households in Mawlamyinegyun 
(53%) reported a higher rate of income diversification across both agricultural and non-agricultural 
activities than either Bogale (28%) or Labutta (5%).  

 

 

Table 9 Diversification of household income classified by Townships 

Livelihood type Bogale Labutta Mawlamyinegyun 

Agriculture Only  6% 15% 16% 

Non-agriculture Only 66% 80% 31% 

 Both Types 28% 5% 53% 

 Source: Field Survey Data 

According to table 12 (below), 59 per cent of households with migrants and 59.2 per cent of 
households without migrants engage in non-agricultural occupations only. In neither kind of 
households (with/without migrants) are agriculture-only occupations of high significance (with 
migrants- 13% vs. without migrant- 8%).  
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Table 10:  Diversification of household income classified by household type  

Livelihood Type Household with migration 
(current and return) 

Household without migration 
(current and return) 

Agriculture only 33 (13.1%) 4 (8.2%) 

Non-agriculture only 148 (59.0%) 29 (59.2%) 

Both 70 (27.9%) 16 (32.7%) 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Table 11: Income sources of migrant households and non-migrant households 

Source of household income Household 
with migrant 

Household 
without 
migrant 

Total 

Sale of cereals (maize, wheat, barley, oats, etc.). 1 0 1 

Sale of fresh farmed fish, prawns, crabs, shellfish 1 0 1 

Casual labour – forestry or forest products 1 0 1 

Government/NGO assistance (cash vouchers) 1 0 1 

Gifts of money 1 0 1 

Sale of firewood, timber/poles, bamboo, charcoal, 
rattan, palm leaves, thatch etc. 

2 0 2 

Sale of beverage crops (tea or coffee) 3 0 3 

Sale of processed fish, prawns, crabs, shellfish 
(dried, salted, paste) 

3 0 3 

Government staff 3 0 3 

Regular part-time employment 4 0 4 

Re-sale of food aid 8 0 8 

Regular full-time employment 9 0 9 

Sale of vegetables (fresh and dried) 23 0 23 

Remittances 190 0 190 

Interest from lending 0 1 1 

Pensions 3 1 4 

Sale of fruits (fresh and dried) 21 1 22 

Sale of other crops/agricultural products (rubber, 
reed broom, flowers, perennial trees, etc.) 

22 2 24 

Small business - small scale production (not 
agricultural products) 

17 5 22 

Small business – services (including transport 
services, repair, mechanical, post-harvest 
processing, etc.) 

23 5 28 

Casual labour – other 44 8 52 

Casual labour – fishery 13 9 22 

Small business – trading, buying and selling 46 11 57 

Casual labour – agriculture 64 12 76 

Sale of fresh wild catch of fish, prawns, crabs, 
shellfish 

42 16 58 

Sale of paddy 92 16 108 

Sale of livestock or livestock products (whole 
animals, meat, milk, eggs etc.). 

100 27 127 

Total 737 114 851 
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(86.6%) (13.4%) (100.0%) 

Source: Field Survey Data 

The below figure (Figure 6) shows income levels between current migrant households and households 
without any migrants, as compared with the previous year. 29.5 per cent of households without 
current migrants reported income increases compared to the previous year, 14.3 per cent reported 
no change from the previous year and 55.8 per cent said their income had decreased since the 
previous year.  

In comparison, 36.7 per cent of households with current migrants reported income level increases, 
while 12.2 per cent of these households reported no such difference from the previous year’s income. 
A further 51 per cent reported a decrease in income levels. Households responding “do not know” or 
giving no response comprised 0.4 per cent of the total. Again, it should be noted that the high 
proportion of households reporting decreased income is likely partly due to the impacts of the COVID-
19 pandemic.  

Figure 6: Comparison of household income levels with previous year 

 

 

 

 

The percentages in table 14 (below) show households’ income as primarily between MMK 100,000 
and 200,000, followed by less than MMK 100,000. Lower percentages are seen in the MMK 200,000-
300,000 range, and lowest of all is in the range of greater than MMK 500,000.  

Table 12: Household incomes by income range and by townships 

Income range Township 

Bogale Labutta Mawlamyinegyun Total 

Between MMK 100,000 
to  200,000 

44 (58.7%) 44 (60.3%) 33 
(44.6%) 

121  
(54.5%) 

Between MMK 200,000 
to  300,000 

8 (10.7%) 11 (15.1%) 9(12.2%) 28 (12.6%) 

Less than MMK 100,000 21 (28.0%) 18 (24.7%) 31 (41.9%) 70 (31.5%) 

More than MMK 500,000 2 (2.7%) 1 (0.0%) 3 (1.4%) 6 (1.4%) 

Total 75 (100.0%) 73 (100.0%) 74 (100.0%) 222 (100.0%) 
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“At present we are idle at home with no job. So it’s hard to balance income and spending” 

FGD-Migrant sending HH members, Bogale Township 
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Source: Field Survey Data 

Further examination by township locations shows low monthly incomes (Table 15, below), ranging 
from between MMK 100,000 to 200,000, and MMK 200,000 to 300,000 (except Labutta Township, 
with only 19 per cent in this range). Bogale Township appears favorable, demonstrating only 12 per 
cent of respondents reporting an income range of less than MMK 100,000, compared to 
Mawlamyinegyun (21 per cent) and Labutta (22 per cent). 

Table 13: Monthly household income earnings 

Monthly household 
Income range 

Bogale Labutta Mawlamyinegyun Total 

 
2 (2.0%) 2 (2.0%) 4 (4.0%) 8 (2.7%) 

Between MMK 
100,000 to 200,000 

50 (50.0%) 55 (55.0%) 47 (47.0%) 152 (50.7%) 

Between MMK 
200,000 to 300,000 

32 (32.0%) 19 (19.0%) 23 (23.0%) 74 (24.7%) 

Less than MMK 
100000 

12 (12.0%) 22 (22.0%) 21(21.0%) 55 (18.3%) 

More than MMK 
500,000 

4 (4.0%) 2 (2.0%0 5 (5.0%) 11 (3.7%) 

Grand Total 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 300 (100%) 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Table 16 (below) presents a general picture of the use of household remittances in surveyed 
townships. According to survey data, remittances are primarily used for purchasing food (82 per cent), 
settling debts (61 per cent) and the education of children (44 per cent). Though there are differences 
in how households use money sent home by migrants, a common characteristic across all townships 
was that the use of remittances for savings was reported last in the list of options. This was particularly 
noticeable in Labutta Township, where only 2 per cent of respondents reported using remittances for 
savings (compared to 10% in Mawlamyinegyun and 14% in Bogale).  

Table 14: Utilization of remittances by households in surveyed townships 

Purpose of use  Township 

Bogale Labutta Mawlamyinegyun Total 

Purchasing food 33 89.2% 31 75.6% 39 81.3% 103 81.7% 

Repay debts 26 70.3% 21 51.2% 30 62.5% 77 61.1% 

Education of 
children 

23 62.2% 10 24.4% 23 47.9% 56 44.4% 

Medicine and 
medical bills 

22 59.5% 11 26.8% 19 39.6% 52 41.3% 

Donations to 
religious 
associations 

18 48.6% 9 22.0% 8 16.7% 35 27.8% 

Upgrading home 9 24.3% 8 19.5% 12 25.0% 29 23.0% 

Investment into 
business 

8 21.6% 6 14.6% 12 25.0% 26 20.6% 

Savings 5 13.5% 1 2.4% 5 10.4% 11 8.7% 
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Total 37 100.0% 41 100.0% 48 100.0% 126 100.0% 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Migration from rural to urban areas presents opportunities for sending communities to develop new 
income sources. The impact of migration for work is sharply felt in households across Myanmar, 
including in Ayeyarwady Region (Figure 7, below). Of 246 households who responded to the question 
of whether migration had an impact on the their household income, 72 per cent reported their 
economic situation as “somewhat better,” and 3 per cent  described their situation as “somewhat 
worse.” 9 per cent expressed their economic situation as being “much better,” while around 15 per 
cent reported feeling that their household was “about the same,” with or without migration. 

Figure 7: Impact of migration on the increase/decrease in household income 

 

HLO 1: Proportion of income from non-agricultural activities  

Household income in this study was observed chiefly through economic remittances and from sales 
of livestock products (Table 17, below). Specifically, remittances comprised 31 per cent of household 
income, and livestock sales a further 21 per cent. Another important trend in terms of household 
income emerged in working as casual labour in non-agriculture business (15%) and small trading 
businesses (14%).  

Table 15: Household income by types of non-agriculture livelihood  

Sources of household income Only Non-agriculture  

Count Percentage 

Remittances 54 30.51% 

Sale of livestock or livestock products (whole animals, 
meat, milk, eggs etc.). 

38 21.47% 

Casual labour in agriculture 26 14.69% 

Small business – trading, buying and selling 24 13.56% 

Sale of fresh wild catch of fish, prawns, crabs, shellfish 11 6.21% 

Casual labour in other occupation 7 3.95% 

Small business - small scale production (not agricultural 
products) 

5 2.82% 

Casual labour in fishery 5 2.82% 

Regular full-time employment 4 2.26% 

8.94%

72.36%

15.45%

3.25%

Much better Somewhat better About the same Somewhat worse

Impact of migration on the increase/decrease in household income
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Small business – services (including transport services, 
repair, mechanical, post-harvest processing, etc.) 

4 2.26% 

Sale of fruits (fresh and dried) 3 1.69% 

Pensions 2 1.13% 

Re-sale of food aid 2 1.13% 

Gifts of money 1 0.56% 

Source: Field Survey data  

Job losses and difficulty finding work during the COVID-19 pandemic have impacted on the income 
levels of households. Out of 148 households with migrants, 66 (45%) reported a decrease in their 
income compared to the previous year, and out of 29 households without migrants only 41 per cent 
reported the same loss of income (Figure 8, below). Of the two different kinds of household 
(with/without a migrant), a further 41 per cent of those without a migrant indicated their income level 
had stayed the same (compared to 34% of households with a migrant). 21 per cent of households with 
a migrant reported an increase in income, compared to the previous year (compared to 17% of 
households without a migrant). These findings indicate a reliance on remittances and a high 
vulnerability to economic shocks that can impact the transfer of such remittances. 

Figure 8: Income status of households and non-migrant households compared to previous year 

 

Remittance situation of sampled households 

The majority of households understood the significance of economic remittances as a means for 
managing risk and dealing with financial stress during times of need. Figure 9 (below) illustrates how 
widespread remittance sending and receiving practices are in the three townships surveyed. On 
average, around 90 per cent of households reported receiving remittances, with the highest 
percentage in Bogale (97%) and the lowest in Mawlamyinegyun (84%). Specifically, out of a total of 
222 households interviewed, 33.78 per cent of households receiving remittances were in Bogale 
Township, 32.88 per cent in Mawlamyinegyun and 33.33 per cent in Labutta.  
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Figure 9: Situation of households receiving remittances 

 

Table 18 and Figure 10 (both below) further illustrate the proportion of household income comprised 
by economic remittances. Most households (55 per cent) across the three townships reported 
receiving remittances in the range of MMK 100,000 to 200,000, followed by MMK 100,000 (32 per 
cent). Less than 15 per cent of surveyed households said that they received in the range of MMK 
200,000 to 300,000.  

Table 16: Household remittances (by income range and township) 

Remittance Bogale Labutta Mawlamyinegyun Total 

Between MMK 100,000 
to 200,000 

44 (58.7%) 44 (60.3%) 33 (44.6%) 121 (54.5%) 

Between MMK 200,000 
to 300,000 

8 (10.7%) 11 (15.1%) 9 (12.2%) 28 (12.6%) 

Less than MMK 100,000 21 (28.0%) 18 (24.7%) 31 (41.9%) 70 (31.5%) 

More than MMK 500,000 2 (2.7%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.4%) 3 (1.4%) 

Total 75 (100%) 73 (100%) 74 (100%) 222 (100%) 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Figure 10: Household remittances (by income range and township) 
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Contribution of the project’s micro-enterprise start-up coaching intervention 

A follow up tracing survey of 124 households across the three townships offers an indication as to the 
success of the MILDAS project’s micro-enterprise start-up coaching (Table 20, below). Overall, 94 
surveyed households (76%) said they had started a new business as a result of the project’s micro-
enterprise start-up coaching. The coaching included close guidance on such matters as how to save 
effectively, how to develop a business plan, and business accountancy. Only 26 respondents (21%) 
said they had not started a new business following the coaching (3% of surveyed households did not 
respond to the follow up survey).  

In Labutta township, 25 recipients of the micro-enterprise start-up coaching responded to the follow 
up survey. Of those 25, 21 (84%) reported that they had started a new business, while 4 (16%) said 
they had not. Similar results were seen in Bogale, where of 61 households surveyed, 52 (85%) said 
they had started a new business (the remainder had not), and in Mawlamyinegyun, where 21 of 38 
respondents (56%) said the same thing (13 said they did not start a new business and 4 did not 
respond).  

In each of the three townships, households that did not start a new business following the coaching 
said the reason for their inaction was a lack of money. Of the households that did start a new business, 
shop-keeping related businesses were the most common enterprise in Labutta and Mawlamyinegyun, 
while households in Bogale most commonly started “other” forms of business and vocational skills 
related businesses.  

In Mawlamyinegyun and Labutta townships the majority of respondents who had started a new 
business reported that the income from their business was more than they were making prior to the 
training (86% of respondents in Mawlamyinegyun and 95% in Labutta). In Bogale, however, only 46 
per cent of respondents said the same thing.  

 

 

Workers prepare coconuts for selling at a local market near Bogale Township, Ayeyarwady Region. © IOM 2020 
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Table 17: Response of studied households on micro-enterprise coaching 

Result Township 
 

Bogale Labutta Mawlamyinegyun Total 

Not start a new business 9 (15%) 4 (16%) 13 (34%) 26 (21%) 

Start a new business  52 (85%) 21 (84%) 21 (56%) 94 (76%) 

No response N/A N/A 4 (11%) 4 (3%) 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Villages in the Delta region are still experiencing the socio-economic impacts of the 2008 cyclone 
Nargis, in terms of a severely weakened capacity to absorb further external shocks, weakened 
agricultural and fishing sectors, and increasing out-migration from communities across the region. The 
follow up tracing survey indicates that households in the Ayeyarwady Region are both capable and 
willing to both upskill and to develop alternative streams of income. Such opportunities for diversifying 
household livelihoods are likely to contribute towards greater resilience in a part of the country 
vulnerable to environmental shocks and, over the longer term, climate-induced loss of traditional 
livelihoods. However, diverging results, even within such a small sample, suggests that there is not 
one-size-fits-all approach to implementing micro-enterprise coaching, as what may work in one area 
of the region, will not always work in another. It is therefore important to consider why particular 
approaches are successful in, for example Mawlamyinegyun, but less successful in Bogale and seek to 
implement more tailored interventions in the future.  

In cooperation with (ONOW), the MILDAS project aimed to improve financial management, increase 
savings, reduce debt, and promote entrepreneurial activities among migrant-households, so that 

A small grocery shop established by a beneficiary of a MILDAS Revolving Fund for Migration in Labutta Township, 
Ayeyarwady Region. © IOM 2020 
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families in this region might be better positioned to invest a part of their remittances in new economic 
activities. The activity was planned in two steps.  

One of the micro-enterprise grocery store owners highlighted the benefits of the ONOW skills 
development training in her business as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Discussions with FGD participants suggested the need for capacity building in the form of vocational 
training and micro enterprise start-up coaching interventions to guard against future economic 
shocks. From the FGDs, it became clear that many households experience economic difficulties after 
the planting season and, as a consequence, are compelled to take loans (with interest) from private 
sources such as relatives, money lenders and credit organizations.  

Effects of COVID-19 on livelihoods and household income 

The COVID-19 pandemic continues to have wide ranging impacts on already vulnerable populations 
throughout Myanmar. The Government of Myanmar has responded similarly to other governments, 
by putting frontline health care workers on high alert and enacting travel restrictions and community 
lockdowns throughout the country. Consequently, the COVID-19 crisis has had a serious impact on the 
livelihoods of ordinary people, not limited to stifling flows of goods and people (Figure 12, below).  

A large proportion of respondents expressed frustration with the decrease in household income. – 46 
per cent reported an increase in debt, 45 per cent said that household income generating activities 
had ceased, 33 per cent said their business was in decline, and 92 per cent reported an income 
reduction. Only 2% said that they had experienced no economic impact since the pandemic. 

Figure 1: Impacts of COVID-19 on households 

 

Some households reported a range of coping strategies for dealing with the negative impacts of 
COVID-19 induced financial downturn (Table 21, below). Such strategies consisted of taking loans; 
selling household assets; limiting consumption needs, “Other” means that would not affect household 
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Impacts of COVID-19 on households

“We apply what we learned and memorized from ONOW training. We look into income and 
expense. We save money. What we learned from the training supports us 50 per cent” 

IDI-Microenterprise, Mawlamyinegyun Township 

“We know how to tackle financial problems after receiving training. We stop unwarranted 
spending, we know how much to spend daily. Before the training, we used what we earned. 

IDI-Micro-enterprise, Mawlamyinegyun Township 
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income; operating household businesses even without making a profit, and using remittances and 
savings. The most common household coping strategy was taking a loan (63 per cent). A further 43 
per cent of households reported selling assets such as land or animals, and 21 per cent said they were 
trying to reduce their household consumption. Less than 2 per cent of households said they were 
drawing on remittances or savings as a solution to the negative economic impacts. 

Table 18: Solution to negative impacts 

Solution to negative impacts Count Percentage 

Take a loan (money or food) 184 62.8% 

Sell household assets (Jewelry, land, animal, other assets) 125 42.7% 

Reduce consumption 62 21.2% 

‘Other’ means (not including household income activities) 38 13.0% 

Continue operating existing household business without any profit 43 14.7% 

Use remittances 6 2.0% 

Use savings 1 .3% 

Total 293 100.0% 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Improvement resilience in accordance with HLO2 improved resilience (LIFT PO 2.3) 

The concept of resilience is often used as a lens for assessing a community or family’s ability to 
withstand economic, environmental or social shocks. In this study, resilience was assessed by survey 
questions asking how respondents deal with challenges and what kind of factors contribute to a 
household’s ability to overcome such challenges during the time period covered by the second phase 
of the MILDAS project. Specifically, seven challenges: loss due to natural disaster; reduced production, 
increase in production costs; loss of employment; heightened price of inputs or purchasing 
commodities; reduction in remittances, and low price of output or marketable sales were put to 
surveyed households. Questions on changes in income, assets, and access to food, were also 
presented to beneficiaries in order to assess increases or decreases in resilience in the past two years 
of MILDAS implementation. The extent to which beneficiaries in each of the three townships felt their 
resilience has improved or stabilized is represented in Figure 13 (below). Households in Labutta 
Township had the least resilience (10% improved or stabilized), followed by Bogale (36%). Households 
in Mawlamyinegyun Township, in contrast, were most advantaged in being able to safeguard or 
improve resilience (54%).  
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Figure 2: Improve or stabilize resilience (by township) 

 

145 households (of 300) were assessed for their resilience to shocks (Figure 14, below). In each of the 
townships there was a thinning of resilience in households without migrants. Specifically, households 
without migrants only reported 17 per cent that their resilience had improved or stabilized. On the 
other hand, households with migrants were found to benefit from having a household member 
working away from home, demonstrating 83 per cent improved or stabilized resilience during the 
course of project implementation. The significant disparity between the resilience  of households with 
a migrant compared to those without a migrant suggests that migration improves the resilience and 
ability of households to negotiate particularly challenging situations.  

Figure 3: Resilience status of households with migrants and without migrants 

 

Seven specific challenges or shocks affecting households’ income were considered, with the results 
seen below, in Table 22.  

Migrant households were found to be worst affected by downturns in market prices (22 per cent). 
Lower market prices affected households without migrant members in the family to a greater extent 
still (42 per cent). For both types of household, the higher price of inputs or cost of commodities was 
ranked as the second most significant challenge (15 per cent in households with migrants vs. 27 per 
cent in households without migrant). Households with migrant members ranked the loss of 
remittances as the second most challenging factor affecting  income (20 per cent) (this was not a factor 

35.86%

10.34%

53.79%

Improve or stable resilience by township

Bogalay Labutta Mawlamyinegyun

82.76%

17.24%

Improve or stable resilience by household

Households with migrant Households without migrant



Endline Survey Report: Migration as a Livelihood Diversification Strategy in the Delta (MILDAS)  

  
 

29 

for households without a migrant). The loss of employment was a further significant challenge for both 
households with migrants (17 per cent) and those without (15 per cent). 

Table 19: Determinants of household income changes and challenges 

Determinants of Household 
income change or challenge 

Household with 
migrant 

Household without 
migrant 

Total 

Loss due to natural disaster 10 8.1% 0 0.0% 10 6.7% 

Less produce 10 8.1% 4 15.4% 14 9.4% 

Increased production costs 12 9.8% 3 11.5% 15 10.1% 

Lost job 21 17.1% 1 3.8% 22 14.8% 

Higher price (inputs/ 
commodities) 

18 14.6% 7 26.9% 25 16.8% 

Got less remittance from 
household member 

25 20.3% 0 0.0% 25 16.8% 

Lower price (output/sales) 27 22.0% 11 42.3% 38 25.5% 

Source: Field Survey Data 

When asked about circular migration practices, surveyed households’ responses indicated that this 
form of temporary or seasonal migration for work also contributed to improving household resilience 
(Table 23, below). Responses suggest that the more the circular migration takes place, the more such 
temporary migration contributes to supporting the resilience of migrant households. 

Table 20: The case of circular migration 

Migration Percentage composition of households by township 

Bogale Labutta Mawlamyinegyun Total 

Circular migration  (29.4%) (32.5%) (38.1%) (100.00%) 

Source: Field Survey Data  

Table 21: Determinants of household food changes and challenges 

Determinants of household food 
change or challenges 

Household with 
migrant 

Household 
without 
migrant 

 

Total 

Increased dependents in household 2 2.6% 0 0.0% 2 2.2% 

Loss due to natural disaster  4 5.1% 0 0.0% 4 4.4% 

Damage to crop production  7 9.0% 2 15.4% 9 9.9% 

High food prices  14 17.9% 4 30.8% 18 19.8% 

Less stable income 51 65.4% 7 53.8% 58 63.7% 

Source: Field Survey Data 

Further to how shocks impact on household food production, the study also considered how such 
challenges impact on household assets (Table 25, below). 32 households (26 households with migrants 
and 6 households without migrants) were selected to better understand changes and challenges to 
household assets and six particular characteristics were presented as possible factors that would cause 
such change/challenges: loss of assets due to storm; assets stolen; loss due to flood; assets 
appropriated by creditor; loss of animals, and loss due to accident.  



Endline Survey Report: Migration as a Livelihood Diversification Strategy in the Delta (MILDAS)  

  
 

30 

Loss of assets due to accident was ranked as the greatest challenge to household assets (47 per cent), 
with similar proportions between households without migrants and households with migrants (50 and 
46 per cent). Overall, loss of animals was ranked as the second highest cause of change in household 
assets (28 per cent) and was reflected in both households without migrants (50 per cent) and those 
with migrants (23 per cent). The aforementioned challenges to household income, food and assets 
can be mitigated by micro-enterprise coaching.  

Table 22 Determinants of household assets changes or challenges 

Determinants of household 
assets change or challenges  

Household with 
migrant 

Household without 
migrant 

Total 

Lost assets to storm 1 3.8% 0 0.0% 1 3.1% 

Assets were stolen 1 3.8% 0 0.0% 1 3.1% 

Lost assets to flooding 2 7.7% 0 0.0% 2 6.3% 

Assets got seized by creditor 4 15.4% 0 0.0% 4 12.5% 

Animals died/loss 6 23.1% 3 50.0% 9 28.1% 

Lost assets to accident 12 46.2% 3 50.0% 15 46.9% 

Total 26 100.0% 6 100.0% 32 100.0% 

Source: Field Survey Data 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Endline Survey Report: Migration as a Livelihood Diversification Strategy in the Delta (MILDAS)  

  
 

31 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions 

Across all three townships, the average household size of respondents was lower in families with a 
current migrant. Households with a migrant on average had 4 members, while households without 
had on average 5 family members. Both men and women were shown to migrate, but women were 
reported as migrating at a lower rate than men.  

Gender and age demographics were shown to contribute to migration drivers. The composition of 
households in the target townships was comprised mostly of working age men and women (15 to 59 
years of age). High percentages of working age populations indicated a tendency of high adult 
distribution in a household, suggesting the importance of contributing to household income and 
economic improvement. 

High current migration was a good indicator of the ability of a household to supplement their income. 
All year-round migration, in particular, was an important risk management strategy for such 
households. Migrating populations were mainly employed in Yangon, Ayeyarwaddy and Bago regions. 
Yangon was the most common destination, because of the greater employment opportunities. The 
possibility of stable, year-round employment in the textile sector (mainly for women) and the 
construction sector (mainly for men) acts as a distinct pull factor contributing to increasing rural to 
urban migration in this part of Myanmar.  

According to the income diversity index computations, income diversification is an important strategy 
for households to manage economic risk. The results for both household types (with and without 
migrants) suggested that a high level of income diversity is present among the households surveyed, 
meaning that the households are able to earn income from two or more sources, either from 
agricultural or non-agricultural activities, or both.  

The incomes of households were met primarily by economic remittances and the sales of livestock 
products (the two highest income sources). A further important trend emerged in the practice of 
household members working as casual labour in non-agriculture businesses, and in small trading 
business.   

Responses from surveyed household members indicated that economic remittances largely satisfy 
households’ basic necessities, such as food purchasing. Remittances were further found to be a means 
for households to settle debts. Across the three townships, however, households reported the use of 
remitted money for savings as the least common practice. The phenomenon of ‘not saving’ could be 
a consequence of COVID-19 related economic difficulties, where households are directing income 
towards immediate needs,. 

Responses to the project’s micro-enterprise coaching was assessed in terms of the extent to which 
the coaching was found to support households in their search for different livelihood options. 76 per 
cent of households who received coaching services reported having successfully started a micro-
enterprise. 21 per cent were found to have not started such an enterprise, due to technical and market 
issues.  

During a period which coincided with the COVID-19 pandemic, households without a migrant were 
assessed as having less resilience. In contrast, households with a migrant appeared to benefit from 
having both an alternative income source and one less mouth to feed in the family. Circular migration 
– migration undertaken regularly but for short periods, on a seasonal or temporary basis – also 
appeared to improve household resilience, as it was generally associated with contributing to 
economically stabilizing households during times of difficulty, such as job loss or natural disaster (the 
COVID-19 pandemic is an example of this). 
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For both types of household, less stable income was ranked as the most significant challenge affecting 
household income. An unexpected jump in the cost of inputs or in the purchase of commodities was 
a further challenge that most concerned households. An increase in food prices and damaged crop 
production were also noted as challenges to economic stability. The loss of remittances was a factor 
of concern only for households with a migrant.   

The possibility of a loss of assets due to accident or loss of animals was reported as a further cause of 
unexpected change in household assets, and could be seen in both households with and without 
migrants.   

Having access to assets and being supported by micro-enterprise coaching opportunities is a means 
of reducing such challenges posed by unexpected shocks, and should also be considered as a way to 
stabilize basic needs. The MILDAS project micro-enterprise intervention significantly improved the 
resilience of households to external shocks. Vocational training has also the potential to further 
contribute to the efficacy of continued interventions in the Delta, benefitting both households with 
migrants and those without by in capacity building and upskilling the local workforce and developing 
new income sources. 

Given the MILDAS focus of setting up a revolving fund, generating skills and capacity-building in 
revolving fund management, micro enterprise as a mode of economic support offers new 
opportunities to cultivate the resilience of migrants and their households.  

This endline study has demonstrated that the MILDAS intervention has directly contributed to migrant 
communities becoming more resilient and more capable of economically sustaining themselves in the 
face of unexpected economic and environmental shocks.  

Recommendations2  

The migration of men and women from Myanmar’s Ayeyarwady region in search of stable work and 
higher wages is not expected to slow down in the coming years. So as to maximize the benefits of such 
migration for work, a number of recommendations targeting migrants and migrant households should 
be considered: 

Regarding improving household income and non-agriculture activities 

▪ Vocational training delivered to beneficiaries is of particular importance for supporting 
migrants’ livelihood challenges. TVET training needs to be connected to and informed by labor 
market needs. 

▪ Product market analysis and value chain analysis would contribute to creating micro-
enterprise activities with quick economic returns in the Myanmar market. 

Regarding resilience 

▪ Generating skills and capacity-building in revolving fund management and micro-enterprise 
should be supported. Monitoring should be conducted to further assess the impact at 
household level and community needs.  

▪ Access to assets, supported by micro-enterprise coaching should be further supported as a 
way of reducing vulnerability to shocks, assisting with basic needs, and supporting livelihoods.  

▪ The existence of social networks is an important source of assistance and information in 
support of migrants in search of work, both in Myanmar and abroad (measures currently 
include initiatives such as the Miss Migration Chatbot, and  consultations and trainings given 
by IOM partner CSOs) should be recognized and further supported as a basis for continued 
information provision efforts. 

 
2 As noted earlier, these recommendations are offered by the lead consultant responsible for the endline survey, and are 
retained as they were presented in order to provide an external perspective on further actions required.  
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▪ Loans to promising micro-enterprises should be facilitated and increased, such as for example, 
through the DaNa Facility, and Responsible Business Fund (RBF). 

Regarding effects of COVID-19 on beneficiaries’ livelihood activities  

▪ Some assistance is needed to affected migrant households whose income has been 
significantly reduced or lost entirely. Assistance could come in the form of support in accessing 
markets to trade. 

▪ Households that are continuing to benefit from basic needs assistance could also be provided 
with food baskets containing essential supplies such as rice, edible oil, split gram, onions, and 
salt, especially during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

▪ Improved dissemination of information on measures to limit the spread of COVID-19 should 
be pursued to compensate for a public health information gap. 

▪ It would be beneficial to look into rational food prices, the availability of basic consumer items, 
and the price of output and product on the supply side.  

▪ It is necessary to consider collecting data about returned migrants with respect to skill level. 
Such data could contribute towards livelihoods interventions and/or to develop facilities for 
work opportunities for low-skilled persons in need of an income source at home (or nearby, if 
possible). 
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ANNEXES  

Annex 1 – Endline survey tools 

Annex 2 – Micro-enterprise start-up beneficiary tracing survey 

Annex 3 – List of endline survey enumerators 

Annex 4 – Endline survey data collection schedule 

 

 


