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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 

Introduction 

Education is an essential step in empowering and preparing migrant children to fully participate 
in society and the labour market in the future. With the continued global rise in international 
migration, the rights of migrant children to education have increasingly been recognised and 
enshrined in international frameworks, such as the 1990 Convention on the Protection of the Rights 
of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their families and Education for All movement.  
 
Thailand currently hosts around 4 to 5 million migrant workers, the majority of whom are from the 
neighbouring countries of Cambodia, Lao People’s Democratic Republic (PDR), Myanmar and 
Vietnam (IOM Thailand 2022). Many migrant workers are accompanied by their children. There is 
no accurate data on the total number of migrant children due to a large proportion being 
undocumented. In 2019, it was estimated to be around 300,000 and 400,000 (Nawarat 2017, p.3; 
United Nations Thematic Working Group on Migration in Thailand 2019, p.99).  
 
Although Thailand has continued to improve access to education for migrant children in 
accordance with the Education for All (EFA) policy and the 2005 Cabinet Resolution specifying 
that every child is entitled to 15 years of free education regardless of their legal status or 
nationality, migrant children in Thailand remain one of the most vulnerable to being out-of-school, 
along with children with disabilities, working children, and children of ethnic minority. 
Approximately 170,928 non-Thai children are  enroled in the Office of the Basic Education 
Commission (OBEC) schools in 2021, with most primarily from Myanmar, Cambodia, Lao PDR, 
and undocumented children. In addition, upwards of 200,000 migrant children do not receive any 
form of education (UNICEF 2019; United Nations Thematic Working Group on Migration in 
Thailand 2019, p.XIII).  
 
Thailand is a fast-aging society with declining fertility and its working-age population is projected 
to decline by 30 percent in 2060 (World Bank 2021). Migrants have therefore filled skills gaps in 
Thailand’s labour force for the past decades and will continue to do so into the future (World Bank 
2021). It is furthermore globally recognised that investing and reducing barriers for migrant 



   
 

2 
 

children to access good quality education and alternative learning opportunities can in the long 
run lead to their successful integration into the labour market and contribute to the host countries’ 
economic development (Sobane et al. 2018). Nonetheless, a review of previous research 
spanning across the last decade on the situation of migrant children’s education in Thailand have 
found several key challenges and barriers faced by migrant children, including high drop-out 
rates, language, costs, frequent relocations and inconsistency in the implementation of the EFA 
policy. Of particular concern is the high drop-out rate when migrant children transition into 
secondary schools and much lower numbers continue to higher education (UNESCO 2019).  
 
Thailand stands to gain significant economic benefits from both migration and migrant children’s 
education which boosts the working-age population as well as contributes to skills and human 
capital development while also lifting migrant families out of poverty through improving inter-
generational livelihood outcomes and expanding national human capital and productivity 
(UNESCO 2015a). Although difficult to quantify, meaningful social, environmental and political 
benefits can also be gained through achieving universal access to primary education (UNESCO 
2015a). Better educated women and men are more likely to make informed decisions related to 
fertility and family size, which can bring demographic dividends (Pradhan 2015). Migrant 
inclusion in communities can have positive impacts on social cohesion through countering 
misinformation and disinformation about foreigners, xenophobia and racism (IOM 2021). Social 
remittances through acquisition of new skills and education, for example, have been shown to 
contribute to building resilience to climate shocks in migrant communities through creative 
business investments and community-based projects, which in turn can lead to climate-resilient 
futures (see IOM 2021, p.99).  
 
This research focuses on the current situation of migrant children’s education in Thailand, 
targeting the children of low-skilled migrant workers from Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar and 
Vietnam. The main objectives of this research are to understand the demand and supply factors 
which influence migrant families’ decisions on their children’s education and the impacts of 
education on migrant children (both documented and undocumented) in Thailand and their 
livelihoods. Two key research questions underpin this study: 1) What are the factors affecting 
migrant families’ decisions on which education opportunities to avail? 2) What are the impacts of 
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education on migrant children and their livelihoods? The scope of this research covers seven 
target areas in five geographical zones in Thailand, namely Chiang Mai and Tak in the North, 
Bangkok and Samutsakorn in Central Thailand, Chonburi and Rayong in the East, and Ranong in 
the South. “Migrant Children” includes a) children aged between 3 and 14 years old and b) youths 
aged 15 to 24 years old. The minimum age for employment in Thailand is 15 years old, hence 
youths are included in this study to examine the factors influencing school drop-outs as well as 
youths’ experiences and perceptions of education, skills, employment opportunities and future 
aspirations. Stateless and refugee children are not included in this study. The planned research 
coincided with the outbreak of the novel coronavirus (COVID-19) beginning in 2020, which 
disrupted educational systems globally and in Thailand. Therefore, this research also assessed 
the challenges faced by migrant families during the pandemic and how these challenges might 
in turn impact on their decisions on migrant children’s education. 
 
International Frameworks on Migrant Children's Education 

Between 2000 and 2022, the total estimated number of international migrants rose from 173 million 
to 281 million (IOM 2021). Although the proportion of international migrants who are children has 
not increased during this period, the total estimated number of migrant children has increased by 
50 percent from 27.7 million to 41 million (IOM 2021, p.40). Realizing children’s right to education 
and making education accessible for migrant children is an important dimension to empowering 
them and breaking the cycle of poverty that often compels people to migrate in the first instance 
(Sobane et al. 2018). Nonetheless, migrant children are frequently denied the right, lack equitable 
access and face individual and structural barriers to good quality educational opportunities. 
 
Asia has recorded a greater upward trend in international migration as compared to most regions, 
with 74 percent increase in the past two decades (IOM 2021). This trend has been accompanied 
by a rise in child migration patterns. Yet this region is characterized by high numbers of out-of-
school children. Poverty, socio-economic and gender inequities, disabilities, child labour, child 
marriage, as well as armed conflicts, have contributed to approximately 18.7 million out-of-school 
primary-aged children within Asia and the Pacific (UNESCO 2019a).  
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Significant economic losses are associated with a low-skilled and poorly educated workforce, as 
well as the expected forgone labour earnings of out-of-school children (UNESCO 2015a). The 
economic cost of out-of-school children by macroeconomic estimation is $USD 6.53 billion or 
1.7% of GDP (Gross Domestic Product) (UNESCO 2015a, p.11). By contrast, the estimated return 
for every dollar invested in increasing enrolment in pre-primary education is $USD 9 in benefits 
to society in the form of reduced repetition and drop-outs in primary and secondary school, as 
well as increased lifetime earnings for individuals (UNICEF 2020, p.3). As highlighted earlier, non-
economic cross-sectoral gains from education include increased civic engagement, knowledge 
on climate change, reduced crimes and inter-generational improved health and livelihoods (EAC 
2015; UNESCO 2015a). 
 
Education is a fundamental human right and a key basis to the full realization of other rights. The 
right to education is enshrined in several international human rights treaties, such as Article 26 of 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and Articles 13 and 14 of the International Covenant 
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. The 1990 Convention on the Protection of the Rights of 
All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families recognise the specific vulnerabilities and 
disparities faced by migrant children. The Convention outlines provisions for States Parties to 
ensure the religious and moral education of their children in conformity with their own convictions 
(Article 12.4). Children of migrant workers shall have the basic right of access to education on the 
basis of equality of treatment with nationals of the State concerned (Article 30). Access to public 
pre-school educational institutions or schools shall not be refused or limited by reason of the 
irregular situation with respect to stay or employment of migrant parents or by reason of the 
irregularity of the child's stay in the host country (Article 30). Host States are also encouraged to 
provide special schemes of education in the mother tongue of children of migrant workers, if 
necessary in collaboration with the States of origin (Article 45.4). 
 
In recognizing the importance of education in bringing opportunities for people to lead safer, 
healthier, productive and fulfilling lives, the global initiative of Education for All (EFA) was 
launched in 1990 with the goal to provide quality basic education to all children, youths and 
adults. This international commitment to bring the benefits of education to ‘every citizen in every 
society’ was reaffirmed a decade later in the Dakar Framework for Action to deliver the EFA 
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commitments through partnerships at the national, regional and international levels. These efforts 
along with the United Nations’ (UN) Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) (2000-2015) have led 
to significant progress being made in universal access to primary education and gender parity in 
education.  
 
Building on these previous frameworks, the UN 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development, 
adopts the principle of “Leave No One Behind” and sets out international standards to achieve 
inclusive and sustainable development. Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 4 specifically 
outlines the commitment to ‘ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong 
learning opportunities for all’ by 2030 (UN 2020a). Article 10 of the Incheon Declaration for 
Education 2030 further call on Member States to ensure that all girls and boys complete free, 
equitable and quality primary and secondary education by 2030 (UNESCO 2014). Member States 
have also committed to promoting quality lifelong learning opportunities for all settings and at all 
levels of education. This commitment includes equitable and increased access to quality 
vocational and technical education and training, as well as higher education and research, with 
due attention to quality assurance. The recognition, validation and accreditation of the knowledge, 
skills, and competencies acquired through non-formal and informal education, as well as their 
integration with the formal education system, are now recognised as enabling learners to 
continuously improve their quality of life (UNESCO 2014; UN 2020a).  
 
Principles of Good Policies and Programmes in Migrant Children’s Education 

The global literature shows that migrant children face common key challenges with regards to 
accessing education, namely systemic, language and financial barriers. First, host countries’ 
immigration legislative frameworks can act as an enabler by allowing migrant children to access 
education regardless of their immigration status and identification documents (Sobane et al., 
2018). Second, curriculum reforms, teaching and learning methodologies should work towards 
integrating migrant students of diverse cultures and languages into mainstream education 
systems to reduce language as a barrier for school admission, which may cause migrant children 
to fall behind in academic performance and be at risk of quitting their education, and additionally 
to  minimise alienation of migrants in general (Sobane et al., 2018). For example, language and 
literacy support programmes for migrant children can reduce disruptions in education. Teachers 
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should similarly be supported in language and multicultural training to empower them to teach 
migrant children. Third, financial resources and exemptions available for low-income local 
children should be available for migrant children from low-income backgrounds to reduce 
economic burdens related to school uniforms, materials, transport and meals. Such financial 
support schemes can be tailored to each migrant child’s particular circumstances to maximise 
benefits to assist in continuing their educational and/or vocational pathways after the scheme 
ceases (Sobane et al., 2018). Establishing mechanisms and policies that are contextualized to 
Thailand’s circumstances and migrant children here can ensure migrant students have equitable 
opportunities for educational success and skills development as their Thai peers, which will 
prepare them to fully participate in the labour market in the future. Below are two case studies 
drawn from other regions which demonstrate the importance of legislative and policy reforms in 
reducing barriers for migrant children’s education and learning opportunities. 
 
Best Practices in Policies and Programming to Reduce Barriers in Migrant Children’s Education 

Addressing Frequent Relocations of Migrant Children and School Drop-outs in the USA (Source : Migrant 
Education Program. Retrieved from https://results.ed.gov) 
In the United States of America (USA), migratory children/youths on the move between states and schools 
typically attain poor academic grades and educational disruptions. Recognising the diverse educational 
needs of migrant children and youths (aged 3 to 21) who are undocumented, children and spouse of migrant 
workers, or those who hold H-2A temporary agricultural work visas  specifically those who work in agriculture, 
fisheries and dairy, the Migrant Education Program (MEP) is a federal government funded scheme that began 
in 1966 to provide migratory children/youths access to basic education, supplementary assistance (e.g., 
English language proficiency) and mentoring and counselling services (U.S. Department of Education 2021). 
Frequent relocations result in migratory children and youths experiencing differences in state school 
curriculums and graduation requirements, which compels many of them to stop school and start working 
(U.S. Department of Education 2021). Migrant education recruiters are responsible for identifying and 
recruiting eligible MEP candidates through home visits and places of employment. The eligibility period for 
MEP is three years from the date of the last “qualifying move”, which must demonstrate the move was out of 
economic necessity. This programme aims to support and retain migratory students in schools to enable 
them to continue to gain school credits, graduate with a high school diploma or a high school equivalency 
diploma (e.g., GED), but importantly, to break the cycle of generational poverty through upward socio-
economic mobility gained from educational success. In 2016-17, approximately 202,000 migrant students 
from preschool up to 12th grade, along with 17,395 out of school youths participated in the MEP (U.S. 
Department of Education 2021).  

https://results.ed.gov/
https://results.ed.gov/
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Linking Education and Learning Opportunities to Build Career Pathways for Migrant Children in the European 
Union  (Source : Koehler, C. and Schneider, J. 2019. Comparative Migration Studies, 7 (28), “Young refugees 
in education: the particular challenges of school systems in Europe”, pp. 1-20. Retrieved from: 
https://comparativemigrationstudies.springeropen.com/articles/10.1186/s40878-019-0129-3 

Among the European Union (EU) Member States, research on migrant and refugee children highlight long-
term institutional reforms that cater for students from diverse backgrounds and legal statuses rather than ad-
hoc measures serve better to support students to achieve academic and professional success (Koehler and 
Schneider 2019). For example, Directive 2013/33/EU on the standards for the reception of applicants for 
international protection guarantees a dignified standard of living for asylum seekers in the EU, including 
access to education for children under 18. Structural reforms such as removing the age limit for compulsory 
education can enable students who have missed out on continuous education due to frequent relocations, 
drop out or who achieve low academic grades to be better supported through step-by-step pathways to 
continue their education or alternative training to build future careers (Koehler and Schneider 2019). The 
authors further argue that immigration and asylum legislations should not act as obstacles for migrant 
children to access higher education and future employment, citing Germany’s ‘3 plus 2-regulation’ as an 
example which offers youths career development and labour integration through three years of vocational 
training plus two years of work in their acquired professions regardless of their legal status and backgrounds. 
For example, even if their asylum application is rejected, asylum seekers have the right to complete their 
vocational training programme – usually three years. Upon completion of their vocational training, this 
regulation guarantees trainees the right to remain in Germany for two additional years to work (Dockery 
2018). Such programmes invest in migrant youths to participate in the skilled labour force, overcome labour 
shortage and contribute to the host country’s economy.  
 
Reducing and Assisting Early School Leavers in the EU (Source: European Commission (EC). 2022. “The 
reinforced Youth Guarantee”. Retrieved from: https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=1079&langId=en) 
The Youth Guarantee scheme was implemented in the EU in 2013 to ensure that all youths under the age of 
30 receive a good quality offer of employment, continued education, apprenticeship and traineeship within 
a period of four months of becoming unemployed or leaving education (EC 2022). Since the start of this 
scheme and prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, youth unemployment declined by a record of 14.9% and 1.7 
million youths were prevented from becoming neither in employment nor in education or training (NEETs) 
(EC 2022). The Youth Guarantee also draws on prevention (e.g., offering quality early childhood education 
and flexible educational pathways), intervention (e.g., supporting students facing learning difficulties or 
additional resources for disadvantaged children) and remedial measures for early school leavers (e.g., 
access to second chance education and vocational training) (ILO 2017). Since the COVID-19 pandemic, EU 
Member States have committed to the “reinforced Youth Guarantee” in response to youths disproportionately 
facing unemployment and educational disruptions through individualized approaches to provide youths with 

https://comparativemigrationstudies.springeropen.com/articles/10.1186/s40878-019-0129-3
https://comparativemigrationstudies.springeropen.com/articles/10.1186/s40878-019-0129-3
https://comparativemigrationstudies.springeropen.com/articles/10.1186/s40878-019-0129-3
https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=1079&langId=en
https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=1079&langId=en
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appropriate guidance and upskilling opportunities in relation to rapid changes in local labour market 
demands and deployment of digital and green technologies (EC 2022). 

 

Purpose and Objectives of Study 

This study has two main objectives. Firstly, this research seeks to situate and better understand 
the trajectories of migrant children’s education in Thailand at the intersection of demand-side 
issues (including costs, perceptions and awareness of migrant parents) and supply-side factors 
(relating to quality, relevance and sustainability of the different types of education currently being 
offered to migrant children), alongside the presence of an enabling policy environment (such as 
legislation, governance, public financing and the attitudes of the local community towards 
migrants). The reasons concerning high drop-out rates in the secondary school level and what 
happens to out-of-school children is examined. For example, age and education level of migrant 
children may be additional factors for deciding what kind of educational institution to join since 
the mobility of migrant families may make it difficult for children to continue education in one 
location. Secondly, this research will delve deeper into how access to education may help to 
facilitate migrant children’s pathway to future employment and contribute to other less tangible 
benefits such as self-confidence, life skills and perception towards the host country.  
 
The evidence produced from this research is expected to guide policies and services, and foster 
closer cross-border collaboration between Thailand and the migrants’ home countries to 
effectively respond to the educational needs and aspirations of migrant children and contribute 
towards the fulfilment of their livelihoods. In addition, it will also support the Thai government in 
the selection and design of educational models and strategies which will also maximize the 
benefits  of migrant education for national human capital development. 
 
Conceptual Framework  

As highlighted earlier, the key barriers in education faced by migrant children in Thailand are high 
drop-out rates, language, costs, frequent relocations and how the EFA policy is implemented in 
practice. This research therefore seeks to better understand how the situation of migrant 
children’s education in Thailand has evolved in the past few years. The conceptual framework 
developed for this study examines the supply, demand and enabling environment that shape 
migrant families’ and children’s decisions on education in Thailand. “Supply factors” in this study 
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comprise of the types of education available for migrant children and the expenses related to 
education. “Demand factors” include understanding migrants’ perspectives on the va lues they 
place on education and education type preferences. Finally, the factors that create an “enabling 
environment” with respect to migrant children’s education examined here include the school and 
study environment, migrants’ access to information on education, the implementation of the EPA 
policy in local contexts, together with the wider environment beyond education, namely the Thai 
community’s perceptions of migrants and opportunities to gain life-skills and future employment,    
 
The Supply Side of Migrant Children’s Education in Thailand 

Thailand has three main education choices available for migrant children: Thai formal government 
schools, non-formal education (NFE) and migrant learning centres (MLCs). The number of migrant 
children attending Thai government schools is estimated to be 145,379, followed by 16,350 
children in MLCs and 2,562 children in NFE (United Nations Thematic Working Group on Migration 
in Thailand 2019, p.104). The Thai government budget for non-Thai children in both formal and 
non-formal education from 2015 to 2017 was approximately THB 259 million each year or 
approximate 6 percent of total budget for basic education level. The EFA policy provides financial 
sustainability for Thai government schools, which includes government subsidies on salaries, 
textbooks, uniforms, school supplies and student meals. Public schools also receive per head 
budget support from the Ministry of Education from THB 1,700 to THB 3,800 a year, depending 
on the grade level (UNICEF 2018; Tuangratananon et al. 2019, pp.7-8).    
 
Gaps in knowledge remain concerning to what extent migrant children can access the available 
educational services through the EFA policy. Foremost, the implementation of EFA policy is 
observed to be inconsistent across provinces and schools (Help without Frontiers 2019). Access 
to Thai formal schools is hindered by local authorities, headmasters and teachers who may be 
unmotivated, lack capacity or not fully understand the proper enrolment and registration 
procedures for migrant children (Help without Frontiers 2019; UNICEF 2019). Low enrolments of 
migrant children in Thai public schools are partly attributed by schools providing enrolment 
application times and other relevant information only in Thai language, which may not be 
understood by migrants (Nawarat 2017). Some schools do not consider providing such details 
on free public education and enrolment procedure as part of their responsibility (Nawarat 2017). 
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Schools might also ask for official documentations for enrolment even though it is no longer 
required by law (Tuangratananon et al. 2019, p.7). Help without Frontiers’ 2019 survey shows that 
migrant parents are assisted by their neighbours, organizations and, among others, local village 
heads to enrol their children into Thai government schools. This finding suggests migrant support 
mechanisms are needed, such as sharing information on available education options, relevant 
enrolment procedures and registration dates.  
 
Furthermore, many Thai public schools may place migrant children, regardless of their age, in the 
first grade citing language as a learning barrier when they enrol in the formal system to ensure 
students are better prepared. Migrant students’ experiences in MLCs are not accredited, which 
means that they are typically enroled at a lower grade than their Thai peers when they transfer 
into formal schools. Also, all children under seven years old are placed in kindergarten class, and 
when the children enrol into public schools for the first time, they are placed in first-grade class 
regardless of their age. Because of these practices, migrant children are usually over-aged in 
their class, which can cause embarrassment and discouragement. Placement in Thai formal 
schools does not reflect migrant students’ academic performance since the latter is not assessed 
(Arphattananon 2012, p.7).  
 
Thailand, like many countries, faces critical teacher shortages in public schools across all levels 
of education.  According to the World Bank’s analysis of teacher quality, providing all schools 
with the level of teacher quality and number of teachers per classroom necessary to achieve 
Bangkok-level learning standards would require the recruiting, training and deployment of 
164,000 new teachers – an increase of 40% of the teaching workforce in Thailand in 2014 (The 
World Bank 2018). These challenges are pronounced in small schools in the remote areas of 
Thailand. For example, teachers in remote villages in northern Mae Hong Son province 
highlighted that one of the challenges they faced includes the lack of human resources, resulting 
in large multi-grade classes and low-quality learning environments (The World Bank 2015). 
Adding to this general shortage of teachers is the challenge of language instruction to teach 
migrant children. In particular, there is a lack of teachers who can speak ethnic and migrant 
languages, invariably disadvantaging students of ethnic minority groups and those who cannot 
speak Thai (The World Bank 2015).   
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Geographical isolation presents another challenge with migrant communities often located far  
from Thai public schools. Thai formal schools are unavailable in remote or sparsely populated 
areas, or in informal settlements and other impoverished communities. As an interim step until the 
state is able to provide formal schools to all learners, some communities self-organise and finance 
schools, often in collaboration with NGOs or other partners. NFE, such as those provided by 
community-based or faith-based organizations, have been found to be more flexible, adaptable, 
cost-effective and student-centric than formal education (UNESCO 2015b, p.94). NFE provides 
diverse educational services and are reported to be able to reach out-of-school and over-aged 
migrant children, including offering programmes that bridge students into the formal system 
without having to join at a lower grade (UNESCO 2015b, p.94; Help without Frontiers, personal 
communication, 5 October 2020).  
 
Research has demonstrated that MLCs provide a “safety net” for marginalised children in 
Thailand by offering fewer barriers to enrolment, localized and culturally sensitive mother-tongue 
based education (Help without Frontiers 2019). Compared to Thai public schools, MLCs play an 
important role in supporting migrant children’s overall development by teaching them important 
life skills and are a safe place for children who otherwise might experience forced labour, 
domestic abuse, and trafficking. MLCs also provide migrant children an opportunity to learn Thai 
language and about Thai society, which opens the pathway for them to be enroled and integrated 
more easily into Thai formal schools. In addition, some MLCs follow the home country’s 
curriculum, making it possible for returnee migrant children to continue their education and in turn 
have better chances of higher education in their country of origin (UNICEF 2018; Tuangratananon 
et al. 2019). In Tak province, Help Without Frontier has also run an enrolment programme to assist 
non-Thai children to  enrol in Thai government schools through a community-based approach 
(Help Without Frontiers 2018, p.7).  
 
Finally, the governance of MLCs is a longstanding issue. Problems persist related to MLCs’ legal 
recognition, financial sustainability, education quality, curriculum, teachers’ qualifications, 
accreditation and credit transfer towards Thai formal education (Ministry of Education 2018; Save 
the Children & World Education 2015). MLCs are an attractive educational choice for migrants as 
they provide education in migrants’ mother tongue languages. However, they are heavily 
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dependent on donor funding, which can be irregular and insufficient to provide quality 
infrastructure and education services. In recent years, donor funding and resources have 
reduced in particular to support MLCs along the Thai-Myanmar border (Help without Frontiers 
2018). MLCs are mostly unregistered under Thai law and typically do not follow standardised Thai 
national curriculum. MLC teachers often do not possess Thai accredited qualifications and they 
may be undocumented migrants (Marist Asia Foundation 2019). A recent example is the forced 
closure of MLCs in Ranong due to Burmese teachers not holding proper work permits. Following 
such incidents, it has been reported that some former students of these MLCs enrolled  in public 
schools. And others enroled in NFE or community learning centres or started to work illegally 
instead (Wongsamuth 2020). To address these challenges, the Education Quality Framework 
(EQF) has been created by relevant education stakeholders to establish an integrated framework 
that seeks to improve teacher quality, standardise assessments and provide migrant students 
with accredited education that are transferrable to other education systems and provide a 
pathway to higher education (Purkey and Irving 2019). 
 

The Demand Side of Migrant Children’s Education in Thailand  

A lack of quality data on migrants and migrant children hinders a clear understanding of the 
demand factors on migrant children’s education in Thailand, which in turn affects the necessary 
funding and development of effective government policies and interventions (UNICEF 2019, 
p.13). An integrated database and holistic approach towards addressing the welfare of migrant 
children is beneficial (UNICEF 2019); this has become more evident during the COVID-19 
pandemic when education is crucial to raise awareness and knowledge on public and personal 
health. 
 
Importantly, migrant families’ income, attitudes on education and employment, and plans for their 
future, affects decisions on their children’s education. In the Asia Pacific region, poverty is the 
main underlying driver of discontinued education beyond the provision of free and compulsory 
education since the cost of continued schooling is too high for low-income families (UNESCO 
2015a). Despite government subsidies, the total cost of schooling in Thailand, including transport 
fees, can range between THB 1,000 and THB 10,000 per student per year, making it unaffordable 
for low-income migrant families to send their children to formal education (UNICEF 2019, p.16). 
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Due to financial constraints, therefore, migrant parents may be faced with the difficult choice to 
remove their children from schooling. Older children may need to help support the family or look 
after their younger siblings.  Although MLCs collect tuition fees, they are a cheaper option than 
public schools because they are usually located near migrant communities (Nawarat 2017; 
Tuangratananon et al. 2019, p.7). 
 
Migrant families may lack awareness of their rights to free education and not have heard of the 
EFA policy (Arphattananon 2012, pp.2-6). They may not be fully aware of the educational options 
available for their children in Thailand (UNICEF 2019, p.13). The lack of integration in host 
communities and limited social support can contribute to limited and misinformation on education 
and school enrolment process. As discussed above, migrants who work and reside in remote and 
rural regions may not even have access to Thai formal schools. For undocumented migrants who 
fear arrest and deportation, they may prefer to keep their children out of the formal school system 
(UNICEF 2019). Safety concerns related to long distance travel, particularly for girls, may also 
deter migrants from sending their children to schools.  
 
Migrant families may prefer MLCs as they are perceived to provide relevant and culturally 
sensitive education. To study in Thai public schools, migrant children need to have basic Thai 
literacy (Tuangratananon et al. 2019, p.11). Even when migrant children are proficient in Thai 
language, the non-existence of bilingual education curriculum means that these students will not 
have the opportunity to learn their mother tongues in a structured manner (Arphattananon 2012, 
p.8). In particular, bilingual education can facilitate a smoother educational transition from 
Thailand to origin countries should migrant families return in the future. Although in the past four 
years the Myanmar government officially recognised MLC education and MLC students could 
undertake the same official Myanmar exams, which enabled those who completed their studies 
and passed their final exams to transition into tertiary education upon their return to Myanmar, the 
political upheaval since February 2021 has stalled progress and partnership between MLCs and 
the Myanmar MoE (BEAM, personal communication 15 July 2021; BMWEC, personal 
communication, 10 October 2021). Migrant families who plan to stay in Thailand for a long term 
are more likely to send their children to Thai public schools to enable them to learn Thai language 
and integrate into society (ILO 2015, p.22; Tuangratananon et al. 2019, p.8). 
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A strong start to fully participate in society begins in early childhood (ages 3-5 years old). To 
ensure young migrant children enter and receive quality basic education, Save the Children 
International Thailand has been running an early childhood migrant education programme in Tak 
and Ranong from 2017 to 2021 (Seiden et al., 2018). The aim of the programme is to provide pre-
primary education access through the existing MLC network to improve school readiness and 
literacy among Burmese and Sgaw Karen learners. Drawing on the International Development 
and Early Learning Assessment (IDELA) to measure young children’s developmental status, Save 
the Children Thailand found only a small gaps in IDELA scores between children in MLCs and 
Thai Early Childhood D centres (Seiden et al., 2018). 
 
As migrant children complete the extent of 15 years of free basic education enabled by existing 
Education For All (EFA) Policy, young migrants (defined here as 18-24 years old) find it difficult to 
access higher education. In addition to costs, lack of documentation and travel restrictions are 
the main barriers. Migrant workers, including registered dependents, who hold temporary 
permission issued by Ministry of Interior need to get permission from relevant authorities to travel 
out of their registered province (Ministry of Interior 2018). Student loans and scholarship 
programmes are reserved for Thai nationals and migrant children without Thai nationality cannot 
take advantage of overseas scholarship programmes (UNHCR 2016; UNICEF 2019). The 
negative impacts of not possessing identity documents further limits access to health and social 
services, employment opportunities, and even the ability to apply for a driver’s license (UNICEF 
2019).  
    
COVID-19 Impacts on Migrant Families and Children’s Education 

As the COVID-19 pandemic becomes protracted, migrant families and their children in Thailand 
have been disproportionated impacted. Many migrant households have experienced income 
losses, reduction in work hours and unemployment (ILO 2020). Sixty-five percent of migrant 
families in Thailand have only one income-earning member; hence, income and job losses may 
force migrant families to take their children out of school in order to earn a supplementary income 
(UNESCO 2020a). Accordingly, migrant children may be at risk of child labour, abuse and 
exploitation (UNESCO 2020b). Increased reports of violence against women and children have 



   
 

15 
 

also been reported globally due to families experiencing economic and emotional strain during 
the lockdown period (Sasaki and Tyrosvoutis 2020; UN WOMEN 2020). A situational update on 
incidence of COVID-19 cases among migrant workers in October 2021 found that Cambodian, 
Lao and Myanmar (CLM) migrants was twice as high compared to Thai nationals (23 cases/1000 
among Thais as compared to 48 cases/1000 CLM migrants) (IOM Thailand 2021, p.2). Among 
children aged below 18 years old in Thailand, 4 percent of the total accumulated COVID-19 cases 
were CLM migrant children (IOM Thailand 2021, p.2).  
 
At the onset of the pandemic between late March and the end of July 2020, in response to 
containing the disease, the Thai government declared a state of emergency and imposed strict 
restrictions on internal and cross-border movements along with closures of non-essential 
businesses and schools. Fear of becoming infected by COVID-19, losing income and 
employment, in addition to near expiring work permits and visas also compelled tens of thousands 
of migrants to leave Thailand before the closure of official borders (ILO 2020, p.3). The majority 
of migrant workers have remained in Thailand; however, they have faced extended periods of 
hardship, including the lack of basic needs, such as food and hygiene supplies (ILO 2020; IOM 
2020).  
 
Globally, the COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in the largest disruption to education in recorded 
history, affecting more than 1.6 billion learners (UNESCO et al., 2021, p.1). With prolonged school 
closure, millions of children and youth may not have access to quality remote learning and are at 
risk of learning losses and completely discontinuing their education (UNESCO et al., 2021). 
Students in Thailand have similarly experienced long periods of school closure and educational 
institutions are required to meet the Department of Health’s 44 COVID-19 safety regulations to 
reopen, including physical distancing measures, daily temperature recording of students and 
teachers and hand sanitizing facilities (UNICEF Thailand, 2020).  Evidence in Thailand shows that 
migrant children’s education has not only been disrupted under COVID-19 conditions due to the 
closure of schools and MLCs, it also suffered from the lack of distance learning support and 
educational materials that the larger population had access to (UNESCO 2020a). In particular, 
migrant children experience a more intense digital divide, since the majority do not own mobile 
phones or computers to learn via online lessons during the school closures (UNESCO 2020a). A 
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participatory action research in Tak province reported that migrant children are vulnerable to 
discrimination, physical abuse, emotional and psychological abuse, child labour, neglect, 
exploitation and drop-out with the closure of MLCs (Zar et al., 2021). In response to narrowing the 
digital divide, Thai public school and some MLC teachers have been traveling to their students’ 
communities and teaching classes locally and adapting content for home-based learning (Parami 
Learning Center, personal communication, 10 October 2021; BMWEC, personal communication, 
12 October 2021). Beyond education, students’ access to food and health information are 
adversely affected. Working parents are faced with added caregiving responsibilities. Skills gaps 
of teachers and a lack of parental support can further impact learning from home (UNICEF 2020).  
 
There is a lack of official statistics on the number of migrant children who returned to their origin 
countries during lockdown in Thailand (UNESCO 2020b). Thailand’s international borders remain 
largely closed but migrant workers are steadily returning and will be subjected to quarantine and 
screening. Migrant families may have also left Thailand for an uncertain period, causing continued 
disruption to migrant children’s education. Physical isolation, language barriers and poor access 
to reliable information on how to protect against the virus may pose further disadvantages to both 
migrant students and out-of-school children (UNESCO 2020b). A rapid assessment on MLCs in 
Tak province has found that teachers lack personal protective equipment to meet Thai 
government regulations (Sasaki and Tyrosvoutis 2020). Since MLCs are largely donor-funded, 
they have experienced reduction in financial support and some have insufficient funds to pay 
teachers’ salaries during COVID-19 conditions (Sasaki and Tyrosvoutis 2020).  
 
Around the world, the continuing impacts of the COVID-19 crisis include an estimated 23.8 
million additional children and youth (from pre-primary to tertiary) who may drop out or not have 
access to school next year due to the pandemic’s economic impacts (UN 2020b, p.2). As 
highlighted above, migrant families and their children face more disparities arising out of the 
pandemic, therefore more research is required to better understand their education situation, 
with the view of minimizing learning losses and drop-outs while building towards more equitable 
and crisis-resilient educational systems (UNESCO et al., 2021).  
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CHAPTER 2: THAILAND’S EDUCATION POLICY AND EXISTING  
         SITUATION OF MIGRANT CHILDREN’S EDUCATION 

 
Review of Thailand's Education Laws and Policies 

Prior to the 1990s, there were no policies related to non-Thai children as they were considered as 
a threat to national security. It was only in 1992 when Thailand issued its policy enabling non-Thai 
children to attend Thai schools. Later, in 1999, the first Thailand National Education Act was 
introduced stating that “Every person has an equal right and opportunity to access to quality basic 
education”, which aimed to provide education opportunities for non-Thai children in Thailand. But 
the 1992 Thailand policy and 1999 Education Act did not provide full benefits to migrant children 
because of the requirement of status registration, which was not applicable to many migrant 
children at that time. In 2004, an education strategy for various groups of underprivileged children 
was issued by the Ministry of Education (MoE) in response to the decade of the World Declaration 
of Education for All (1990) and the Dakar Framework for Action on Education for All (2000), 
followed by Thailand’s Cabinet resolution in 2005 which clearly stated that every child, regardless 
of their nationality, legal status or document entitlement, residing in Thailand should have access 
to the national education system. The resolution was accompanied by a principle to allocate 
budget for every child  enroled in state schools according to the number of  enroled children, 
regardless of their legal status or nationality (Vungsiriphisal et. al., 2013).  With this principle, 
migrant children  enroled in state schools are eligible to unit cost per head for every child. They 
are entitled to receive tuition fees, school uniforms, study material, textbooks and free lunch, just 
as local Thai children under the age of 15 years old do under the free education policy, which 
covered kindergarten to secondary level (Arphattananon, 2012).  
 
From a rights perspective, the education policy of the Thai government for migrant children’s 
access to education are aligned to the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child.  At the same 
time the policies are regarded as long-term measures to ensure national security. Migrant 
children’s lack of access to education can lead to their marginalization and difficulty in 
assimilating into Thai society and increase their vulnerability to exploitation. Further, they are at 
risk of being involved in illegal activities, such as drug usage, victims of human trafficking or sex 
industry (Petchote 2014). However there is a persistent gap between implementation of the policy, 
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reflected by low enrolment rates of migrant children in Thai schools. A study by a non-government 
organization (NGO) in Bangkok estimated that less than sixteen percent of registered migrant 
children accessed Thai public schools (Hoyne 2011).   
 
Not only is mainstream education provided to migrant children in Thailand, their communities also 
provide education with their own curriculums in Migrant Learning  Centres (MLC), which are not 
formally recognised in the Thai education system. In 2009, the Thai Government issued the policy 
to regulate community learning centres, followed by the MoE’s related regulations in 2012. This 
regulation has also given the chance for MLCs to formally register.  On one hand, Thai authorities 
aimed to use these regulations to administer the community learning centres, including MLCs, 
and from the MLCs’ side, the registration process would enable them to receive protection and 
support from the Thai Government. Implementation of the regulation to register MLCs faced 
challenges due to the requirement that the registrar needed to be a Thai national, but many MLCs 
are established by migrants themselves. Later, the regulation became more flexible, which was 
no longer limited to only Thai nationals but still required the community or organization to register 
with Thai authorities in order to set up an MLC.  As of early 2013, many MLCs seeking registration 
have continued to face problems with regards to their curricula and language of instruction, 
mostly Burmese. Although MLC registration does not state that the Thai curriculum is required, 
the approval of other curricula has led to a debate among relevant stakeholders. Furthermore, 
only a few MLC directors as well as MLC teachers held formal identity documents (Vungiriphisal 
2011).  As a result, only one MLC, All Saints MLC in Mae Sot has formally registered and was 
approved to be a private school in 2009. Rai Som Vittaya in Chiang Mai is also registered as a 
MLC in 2020 (Chiang Mai Primary Education Service Area 3).   
 
Thailand issued its latest education policy for non-Thai children in 2016. This latest resolution 
states that non-Thai children, who are born and have lived in Thailand for longer than 15 years 
and who graduate from tertiary education in Thailand, are eligible to apply for Thai nationality 
(Thai Cabinet Resolution December 7, 2016). Although this policy may benefit migrant children 
born in-country and who graduate from the Thai education system, not all applications will be 
approved because more conditions must be fulfilled to attain Thai citizenship.  
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Education Streams in Thailand 

In the Thai education system, there are three education streams: 1) Basic Education, 2) Non-
Formal and Informal Education and 3) Vocational Education. Basic education has been taught in 
Thai schools as mainstream education. After the policy for non-Thai children’s education was 
launched, migrant children attended Thai schools and studied only basic education. In 2012, the 
Department of Non-Formal and Informal Education initiated a primary level curriculum for non-
Thai children which was formally launched in August 2013. The curriculum is taught in Thai 
language and includes ethnic languages as a subject. It is designed to be flexible for migrant 
children who have difficulties accessing formal education (Vungsiriphisal et. al., 2013).     
 
In addition to the formal Thai education system, there are MLCs set up by migrant communities 
to offer education for migrant children, mostly in areas which accommodate high numbers of 
migrant workers. MLCs provide education for many migrant children in Thailand but are not 
formally recognised by Thai authority. Only in certain border areas are MLCs registered in 
collaboration with primary education service area office. Their collaboration has been continuing 
for years but are still not included in the Thai education system. In some areas, the operation of 
these MLCs has even been viewed suspiciously by local authorities since they teach their own 
curricula and in ethnic languages (Vungsiriphisal 2010).  
 
Fostering an Enabling Environment: Thailand’s Educational Legislations and Policies 

In line with its commitment to the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development and MDGs, Thailand 
has made access to education readily available for all children since its adoption of the 1999 
Education for All (EFA) policy. Thailand implemented the National Education Plan (2002-2016) 
that was followed by a National Education for All Action Plan. The EFA goals 3 and 4 address the 
issue of out-of-school adolescents and youth by expanding coverage on adult literacy and basic 
and continuing education for all adults. This policy intervention opened up diverse alternative 
educational opportunities, including vocational skills training, life skills through distance learning, 
as well as workplace and community learning centres for disadvantaged people who are unable 
to attend formal schooling (UNESCO 2015b, p.125). 
 The adoption of the 2005 Cabinet Resolution on Education for Unregistered Persons was a crucial  
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step in reducing barriers for migrant children in Thailand to access education by guaranteeing all 
children, regardless of their nationality or legal status, to have the rights to 15 years of free basic 
education (UNICEF 2019). Previously, legal identity documents, such as a birth certificate or birth 
registration, were required for enrolment in Thai public schools; however, the 2005 Resolution 
enabled students to be admitted into schools without any proof of identity, paving the way for 
undocumented children to gain access to education (Arphattananon 2012, p.5). Currently, 
schools only need to record basic information on students; and if they do not have Thai nationality, 
they are allocated a 13-digit personal identification number (Arphattananon 2012; 
Tuangratananon et al., 2019). The Ministry of Interior is responsible for granting the 13-digit ID 
after receiving the student’s information from the MoE. Most recently, the Equitable Education 
Fund (EEF) was established to close the educational gap experienced by disadvantaged 
students, including migrant and stateless children (UNICEF 2019). 
Thailand has also spearheaded the ASEAN Declaration on Strengthening Education for Out of 
School Children and Youth (OOSCY), endorsed by all member countries at the ASEAN Summit in 
Vientiane in 2016 (Thame 2019). To ensure no child is left behind in education, the OOSCY targets 
children with disabilities, migrant children, working children, and children from ethnic minorities 
who are more likely to face barriers accessing education. In the past decades, Thailand has 
further adopted the 1989 Convention on the Rights of the Child, which recognises that every child 
has the right to free primary education; secondary and higher education should be available to 
every child and all children should be encouraged to reach the highest level of schooling (Article 
28). The Convention advances a holistic model for children’s education that should help them 
fully develop their personalities, talents and abilities; teaching them to understand their own rights 
and to respect other people’s rights, cultures and differences; helping them to live peacefully and 
protect the environment (Article 29). Under this model, the school is considered a place that 
provides learning opportunities relevant to life and livelihood, in a healthy, safe environment that 
is inclusive and protective, is sensitive to gender equity and equality and involves the participation 
of students, families and communities (UNESCO 2015b, p.204). Considering migrant children in 
Thailand are a large vulnerable group to becoming out-of-school, it is instructive to refer to the 
2018 Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration (GCM) which is endorsed by the 
Royal Thai Government. Although the GCM is non-binding, it is  
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considered the most comprehensive framework on managing migration issues through a whole-
of-government, whole-of-society, gender-responsive and child-sensitive approach (UN General 
Assembly 2018). The GCM calls on host countries to provide migrants with access to basic 
services, including to “provide inclusive and equitable quality education to migrant children and 
youth, as well as facilitate access to lifelong learning opportunities, including by strengthening 
the capacities of education systems and by facilitating non-discriminatory access to early 
childhood development, formal schooling, non-formal education programmes for children for 
whom the formal system is inaccessible, on-the-job and vocational training, technical education, 
and language training, as well as by fostering partnerships with all stakeholders that can support 
this endeavour” (Objective 15, Article 31f).  
 
The host community’s attitudes towards migrant children and families form an important 
dimension in creating an enabling environment to access education. With respect to this aspect, 
the GCM recognises the importance of inclusivity and dispelling fears of migrants, stating that 
host countries should “promote school environments that are welcoming and safe, and support 
the aspirations of migrant children by enhancing relationships within the school community, 
incorporating evidence-based information about migration in education curricula, and dedicating 
targeted resources to schools with a high concentration of migrant children for integration 
activities in order to promote respect for diversity and inclusion, and to prevent all forms 
discrimination, including racism, xenophobia and intolerance”(Objective 16, Article 32 i).  
 
Societal discrimination against migrants may discourage student enrolments in formal Thai 
schools. Research conducted on Thai public opinion toward Myanmar refugees and migrant 
workers in Tak province found that while 50% of respondents agreed that children of registered 
migrant workers and refugees should be allowed to study in Thai schools, only 22.4% supported 
children of non-registered migrant workers to be recipients of Thai educational services 
(Niyomsilpa and Sunpuwan 2014, p.23). Many Thai parents are against the EFA policy that allows 
migrant children to access public schools and believe they should attend to MLCs instead of 
public schools. Research also suggests that some local schools may refuse to accept migrant 
children because migrant children are looked down upon and stereotyped to have poor academic 
performance (Arphattananon 2012, pp.5-6). Because of such discriminatory attitudes, Thai 
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schools might deny migrants access to education, the parents of migrant children might be less 
willing to send their children to public schools and migrant students may drop out from schools 
(UNICEF 2018).  
 
The importance of cultural heritage, languages and values are similarly enshrined in Articles 30 
and 31 of the 1989 UN Convention on the Rights of the Child which advocates for children of 
indigenous heritage, ethnic, religious and linguistic minorities the right to fully participate in their 
culture, to profess and practice their religion or use their own language. The Royal Thai 
Government understandably must balance incorporating multiculturalism in its education policy 
with national security interests, particularly in relation to the Muslim communities in the southern 
provinces as well as along the Thailand-Myanmar border, where a large number of forcibly 
displaced Myanmar populations reside. For example, education activities, programmes and 
learning resources made available in the temporary shelters along the Thailand-Myanmar border 
must be approved by Thai authorities, namely the National Security Council, the  MoI and the MoE 
(Carpeño and Feldman 2015, p.416). Research also suggests that although Thailand’s 
educational policies incorporates multicultural principles, school practices vary across the 
country, depending on local cultural and religious contexts; overall, the national curriculum instils 
pride in Thainess and loyalty to Thailand (Arphattanonon 2018). Such an assimilation approach 
may be a disincentive for migrant parents who wish to maintain their cultural and national identities 
to send their children to public schools (Ball and Moselle 2015, p.430). 
 
Nonetheless, the Cabinet resolution issued on June 1, 2021, approved the National Language 
Action Plan (2021-2022). The conceptual framework of this Plan contains the important point to 
use mother tongue as a fundamental learning language, learning Thai as the official language 
while not neglecting the use of local and foreign languages. The main conceptual framework is 
“Language for Sustainable Peace” and comprises of three principles, 1) language for the 
existence of community identity and national reconciliation, 2) language for perception, 
understanding and accessing of basic rights and 3) language for economic development 
(Cabinet Resolution, June 1, 2011). The latest policy will enable schools to use children’s mother 
tongue languages, especially in Southern Thailand, and assist ethnic children in their studies in 
public schools. This policy can be applicable to migrant children studying in Thailand as well.  
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The Existing Situation of Migrant Children’s Educatioin Thailand 

In all provinces, out of a total of 65,779 non-Thai children studying in Thai public schools from 
pre-primary to upper secondary level, there were 43,396 children from low-skilled migrant 
households from the four neighbouring countries (Table 1). 
 
Table 1 Migrant children (4 nationalities) studying in Thai public schools (basic level) in 2021 
         Year   Cambodian    Lao PDR      Myanmar      Vietnam         Total 

2021      13,953       6,368       22,997           78       43,396 
Source: Office of the Basic Education Commission 
 
In 2021, a small number of migrant children, 1,076 in total, aged between 6 and 15 years old, 
registered in the Non-Formal Education system in different provinces (Table 2). There were 1,588 
migrant youths above 15 years old who registered in NFE as well.   
 
Table 2. Number of migrant children aged 6-15 years registered in the Non-Formal Education 
system, 2021  
         Province Registered and 

attend class 
Not attending class/   
cannot cross border 

Total 

Bangkok* 98 4 102 
Chiang Rai 182 37 219 
Samutsakorn 151 - 151 
Mae Sot, Tak 170 59 229 
Ranong* 375 - 375 
         Total   1,076 

Source ; Office of the Non-formal and Informal Education 
 
In addition to study in Thai schools, there are MLCs which provide education for migrant children. 
The total number of MLCs in 2021 has changed from 110 in 2018. For example in Ranong, there 
were 13 MLCs that accommodated 2462 students, which has decreased to 3 MLCs providing 
education to approximately 417 migrant children. Similarly in Tak, previously 70 MLCs provided 
education for 12,085 migrant children; this has now decreased to 66 MLCs with 8,899 students. 
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By contrast, the number of MLCs in Samutsakorn and Chiang Mai have increased between 2018 
and 2021 (Table 3). A small number of MLCs are registered as NFE classrooms with the Provincial 
Non-Formal Education Office, for example MLCs in Ranong and Bangkok, while some MLCs in 
Samutsakorn and Chiang Mai functioned as early childcare  center's and accommodated children 
younger than 3 years old (Table 3).  
     
Table 3. Number of Migrant Learning  Centres in 2018, 2020-2021  

         Province                   Year 2018 (1)                 Year 2020-2021(2) 

 Number of 
MLC 

Number of 
students 

  Number of 
MLC 

Number of 
students 

Bangkok 3 139 3 n/a 

Chiang Mai 2 44 5* 239 

Chiangrai 4 190 n/a 

Cholburi - - 2 50 

Chumphon 2 72 n/a 

Kanchanaburi 1 233 n/a 

Pathumthani 4 193 n/a 

Pang-nga 3 354 2 354 

Ranong 13 2,462 3 417 

Rayong 1 50 1 n/a 

Samutprakarn 2 47 1 10 

Samutsakorn 4 510 8** 781 

Tak 70 12,085 66 8,899 

Trat 1 25 n/a 

            Total 110 16,350   

*including 1 early childcare centre and 1 pre-primary education centre 
**including 1 nursery(early childcare) in a factory 
Source: (1) Migrant Working Group, Tak Primary Education Service Office, Area 2 
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(2) Primary Network Centre, Samutsakorn Hospital, Tak Primary Education Service Office, 
Area2, Chiengmai Primary Education Service Office,  Area 3, Foundation for Education and 

Development, Personal interviews. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
 

Scope of Study       
In order to gain background information on factors relevant to migrant children’s education in 
Thailand, this study draws on empirical findings in selected areas and secondary information from 
desk research. The desk research comprised of undertaking a literature review of research 
conducted in the past decade to capture relevant international frameworks, comparative 
examples of good practices on migrant children’s education, existing Thai education policies, 
regulations and the current status and situation of migrant children’s education in Thailand. To 
gain a deeper understanding of factors shaping migrant children’s education in Thailand, 
empirical fieldwork was carried out in selected study sites (see sampling strategy below) using a 
mixed-methods approach, employing quantitative and qualitative research tools. 
 
A household questionnaire that sampled CLMV migrant workers was developed to collect data 
that demonstrated demand side perspectives, including migrants’ socio-economic status, 
awareness and decision-making to send and support their children’s education. The 
questionnaire comprised of five sections: 1) migrants’ background information, including 
ethnicity, gender, education, 2) length of stay, income and living conditions in Thailand, 3) their 
decisions and perception on their children’s education, 4) their children’s education and 
challenges faced, and 5) impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on migrant families and their 
children’s education. Furthermore, focus group discussions (FGDs) and in-depth interviews were 
undertaken with migrant workers and youths to gain qualitative insights on their perceptions 
toward the benefits of education, impacts of education in Thailand on migrant children’s self-
development and future livelihoods, as well as reasons and factors for migrant children dropping 
out from study or not attending any education.  
 
In-depth interviews were conducted with service providers to get perspectives from the supply 
side. The interviewees included Thai education officers at the national and local levels and NGOs 
to understand factors related to issues of quality, relevance and sustainability of the different types 
of education currently being offered to migrant children. Other key stakeholders, such as  local 
communities hosting migrants and NGOs working closely with migrant communities were also 
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interviewed to understand the broader enabling environment and perceptions related to migrant 
children’s education.   
 

Sampling Strategy 

Target Group 
The main target population in this research were children in low-skilled migrant households from 
Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar and Vietnam, four nationalities permitted to work in Thailand for 
low-skilled jobs. The focus on low-skilled migrant households is based on the rationale that they 
are a vulnerable group with limited access to public services. “Migrant children” are defined in 
this research as i) children 3 to 18 years old and ii) youths between 15 and 24 years old. “Migrant 
children” includes children of documented and undocumented migrant workers. Youths were 
included in this study to assess factors influencing drop-outs from the Thai education system (this 
includes public schools, NFE and MLCs) since 15 years of age is the minimum legal age to work 
in Thailand. In addition, interviews with youths allowed the long-term tangible (e.g., skills, 
employment) and intangible (e.g., perception of Thailand, self-confidence and life skills) impacts 
of receiving education in Thailand to be examined.   
 
Children and youths who fully complete a specific level of education, for example, upper 
secondary level as compulsory education, are considered to have “graduated”. Those who have 
completed other levels are considered to have “completed the education level”, while those who 
have not completed but are  enroled in the Thai education system or education provided by NGOs 
are considered “attended/attending” or “in education”. Those who have never received any 
education are taken to be “not in education”.   
 
Migrant families (i.e. parents or caregivers) and youths were interviewed for the household 
questionnaire and focus group discussions. Young children under 15 years were not interviewed 
in this study. Migrant families who participated in this study were divided into two groups: 1) 
migrant families with children (aged between 3 and 18 years old) who were currently attending 
some form of education, be it through Thai government schools, NFE or MLCs; and 2) migrant 
families with children (aged between 3 and 18 years old) who were not in any education.  
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The quantitative survey was designed to collect data to represent migrant populations in this 
study.  The Taro Yamane simplified formula of sample size was used to calculate the sample size.                                                      

 
N = Total number of population 

n = number of sampling 
e = error 

 
The registered number of low-skilled migrant workers through the MOU and National verification 
schemes, as of March 2020 was 2,551,246. The proportion of sampling of over 100,000 registered 
migrant workers, using Taro Yamane formula at the confidence coefficient of 95% with ± 5% or 
0.05 percent error, came to 625 samples. Nonetheless, a total of 654 migrant families (with 
children aged between 0 to 18 years old) were surveyed in five geographical areas that host large 
numbers of migrant workers as summarised below. 
 
Geographical Sites  

According to the Ministry of Labour (MoL) statistics, low-skilled migrant workers registered and 
worked in all provinces in Thailand. Bangkok and its surrounding provinces accommodate the 
highest numbers of migrant workers, followed by the central-eastern region, southern, north and 
northeast region (Table 4).    
 
Table 4: Top 10 Provinces in order of the highest number of registered low-skilled migrant 
workers in Thailand. 
Bangkok      517440 
Samutsakorn      226,994 
Chonburi (Central and East)      145,122 
Chiang Mai (North)      100,333 
Suratthani (South)        73,729 
Rayong (Central and East)         69,682 
Phuket (South)        64,691 
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Ranong (South)        30,181 
Tak (North)         26,255 
Nakonratchasima (Northeast)          20,891 

Total in Thailand   2,233,814         
Source: Ministry of Labour, September 2020 
 
The selection of the five study areas for migrant workers in Thailand was based on the following 
consideration, 1) locations of high concentration of migrant workers, 2) availability of educational 
institutions: Thai public schools, NFE and MLCs, and 3) main entry points for migrant workers into 
Thailand: formal and informal channels.   
 
With the above criteria, five geographic areas (2 sites in Northern (Chiang Mai and Tak), 2 sites 
in Central, 2 sites in Eastern and 1 site in Southern Thailand) were selected based on the total 
number of documented migrant worker populations. The highest concentrations of migrant 
workers in Thailand are located in the following order of total documented population: 1) Bangkok 
and Samutsakorn, 2) Chonburi and Rayong 3) Chiang Mai  4) Ranong (entry channel)1 4) 
Nongkhai2   5) Tak3.   
 
Research Procedure and Tools 

This research concerns vulnerable populations (i.e. migrant families, children and youths). To 
comply with international and national standards to ensure the safe and ethical conduct of 
research, in particular to protect the rights and welfare of the research participants, the research 
methodology and tools were subjected to a rigorous internal ethics review process by the 
Research Ethics Review Committee for Research Involving Human Subjects in Chulalongkorn 
University (COA No.206/2564, attached in Annex 2).  
 
The ARCM team ensured to gain informed consent from respondents by explaining to them in  

 
1 Entry channel of Myanmar migrants and many MLCs before they were closed before COVID-19 pandemic 
2 Entry channel of Laotian 
3 Entry channel of Myanmar migrants and many MLCs 
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simple language the research objectives, the voluntary nature of partaking and refusing or 
withdraw from participation at any stage of the research without any negative consequences. We 
ensured participants the protection from potential harms by  anonymising all personal information. 
Research assistants and enumerators adhered to a confidentiality agreement to ensure 
participants’ information are not disclosed. Research data are stored safely and only shared within 
the research team and UNICEF.   
 
Due to COVID-19 travel restrictions, ARCM led this study with assistance from three partner  
organisations: World Vision Foundation, Fellowship Foundation for Child and Youth Development 
and Friends International4,  which have long-term experiences working with Cambodian, Lao PDR. 
Myanmar Vietnamese migrant communities in the target geographical areas. The strong inter-
personal and  organizational connections enabled migrant communities to be safely recruited for 
this research within the COVID-19 control measures.  
 
In order to standardise the quality of data collection and strengthen the capacity of field 
researchers, ARCM’s principal researchers organised three trainings for partner organizations’ 
staff on research ethics, data collection using ODK application5, in-depth semi-structured 
interviews and focus group discussions. Before actual data collection took place, the research 
tools were piloted and difficult questions were revised for clarity. Due to state regulations and 
Chulalongkorn university’s travel restrictions during the pandemic, ARCM conducted online 
monitoring throughout the process of data collection by enumerators. Online meetings were held 
with enumerators to share their experiences and solve problems encountered during data 
collection.  
The quantitative survey was collected in four regions and eight provinces, with a total of 654  
include migrant workers from four countries: 441 persons from Myanmar, 109 migrant from Laos’  
People Democratic Republic, 102 from Cambodia and two from Vietnam (Table 5).  

 
4 The situation of COVID-19 pandemic obstructed Friends International to travel from Bangkok (Red zone) to 
target area in the East, we contacted staffs of another organization working in Chonburi and Rayong to collect 
data in these two areas. 
5 Research team chose ODK application instead of SurveyGizmo that original planned because it was more 
applicable in any areas with or without internet signal. 
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Table 5 Number of respondents in quantitative survey in target areas by original country 
 Target area Original Country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 
Bangkok and Samutsakorn 138 7 6 - 151 
Nongkhai - 102 1 1 104 
Chiang Mai 100 - - - 100 
Tak, Maesot 99 - 1 - 100 
Cholburi and Rayong 6 - 99 - 105 
Ranong 98 - - 1 99 

Total 441 109 102 2 654 
 
In total, the qualitative data collection included 4 focus group discussions (FGDs), less than 
originally planned because of the COVID-19 prevention protocol, with social distancing were 
strictly enforced in many migrant communities, instead we conducted in-depth interviews from 
30 migrant parents, 61 migrant youths, 17 civil society/NGO staffs and 13 government officers.  
 
Table 6. Number of respondents in qualitative interviews 
        
 
            Target area 

Respondents in In-depth interview and Focus Group 
Discussion 

Migrant 
parents 

Migrant youths 
(15-25 years) 

Civil society/ 
NGOs 

Government 
Officers 

Bangkok and Samutsakorn 5 10 4 3 
Nongkhai 6 + 1 FGD 10 + 2 FGD 2 2 
Chiang Mai 6 11 3 2 
Tak, Maesot 4 + 1 FGD 5 3 2 
Cholburi and Rayong 6 12 3 2 
Ranong 3 13 2 2 

Total 30 + 2 FGD 61 + 2 FGD 17 13 
 

Questionnaire (see Annex 3) 
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Quantitative survey with structured questionnaire were conducted with migrant workers who were 
parents or caregivers to migrant children from 3-18 years.  The questionnaire aimed to generate 
background information of the respondents and factors contribute to their decision to send 
migrant children to education system.   
 
The questionnaire was transferred to be collected with electronically collection using Open Data 
Kit (ODK). The e-questionnaire were administered on mobile phones and hand-held tablets and 
could complete in offline mode (without internet in remote locations). The questionnaire was 
translated into Thai, Myanmar, Cambodian and Lao languages and pre-tested in Bangkok area 
prior to the survey implementation.  
 
In-depth Interviews with Key Informants  

In-depth interviews with semi-structured questions guideline, were conducted to enable 
interviewers to follow the unexpected and multiple directions of the responses given by 
interviewees.  
 
Focus Group Discussions 

Participants in focus group discussions were selected from the quesionaire respondents.  The 
focus group discussions were conducted  to allow participants of similar backgrounds to share 
their experiences, attitudes and opinions within a small group environment. Unlike in-depth 
interviews, they enabled participants to build on each other’s responses.  
 
The table below showed the links between research objectives, key research questions and the 
target groups and data collection methods (Table 7). 
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Table 7. Matrix which shows links between the Research Objectives, Key Research Questions, 
Target Groups and Data Collection Methods. 

Research 

Objectives 

Key Research 

Questions 

Target Group Data Collection 

Method 

 
 
To understand the 
supply factors 
influencing migrant 
children’s education 
in Thailand 

● Perceived issues of  
 quality, relevance  
 and sustainability of  
 the different types of  
 education offered to  
 migrant children. 
● Issues concerning  
 education policies,  
 legislations and  
 implementation.  
●Perceived attitudes 
of host community 
towards migrants 

●Government officials, 
local authorities, school 
principals, teachers, 
NGOs, and other 
stakeholders 
●Migrant families with 
children (aged 3 to 18 
years old) in education. 
●Migrant families with 
children (aged 3 to 18 
years old) not in 
education 

●Questionnaire 
●In-depth Interviews 
●Focus group 
Discussions 

 
 
To understand the 
demand factors 
influencing migrant 
children’s education 
in Thailand 
 

●Perceived issues of 
costs, perceptions and 
awareness of migrant 
parents on migrant 
children’s education. 
●Issues concerning 
education policies, 
legislations and 
implementation.  
●Perceived attitudes 
of host community 
towards migrants 

●Migrant families with 
children (aged 3 to 18 
years old) in education 
●Migrant families with 
children (aged 3 to 18 
years old) not in 
education 
●Migrant youths 

●Questionnaire 

●In-depth interviews 

●Focus group 

discussion 
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To identify the 
impacts of 
education on 
migrant children 
and their livelihoods 

●Is access to 
education facilitating 
the pathway to 
employment or higher 
education for migrant 
children? 
●Is education 
preparing migrant 
children for their future 
in Thailand, or in their 
country of origin, 
should they return? 
●What are the private 
and social benefits of 
migrant education, for 
instance, literacy, self-
confidence, life skills 
and perceptions 
towards the host 
country?  

●Migrant families with 
children (aged 3 to 18 
years old) in education 
●Migrant families with 
children (aged 3 to 18 
years old) not in 
education 
●Migrant youths 
●Migrant parents whose 
children were educated in 
Thailand and have 
returned to origin 
countries. 

●Questionnaire 

●In-depth Interviews  

●Focus group 

discussions 

 
 
 
 
To examine the 
immediate impacts 
of COVID-19 on 
migrant children’s 
education 

●What challenges 
have migrant children 
faced during COVID-
19 and closures of 
schools and MLCs?  
●How has COVID-19 
affected migrant 
children’s ability to 
continue with 
distance/home-based 
education? 

●Migrant families with 
children (aged 3 to 18 
years old) in education 
●Migrant families with 
children (aged 3 to 18 
years old) not in 
education 
●Migrant youths 

●Key Stakeholders 
including Teachers, 

●Questionnaire 

●In-depth interviews 

●Focus group 

discussion 
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●What are migrant 
children’s needs 
during COVID-19 
conditions to continue 
with their education? 

School Principals, 
UNESCO, NGOs 

 

 

Health and Safety under COVID-19 Conditions 

The research team kept updated with the Thai government official news on COVID-19 and 
adapted the research tools according to the changing situations. Enumerators were briefed on 
health and safety measures to protect themselves and respondents from COVID-19 and provided 
with sufficient personal protective equipment (e.g., hand sanitizers and masks) and practiced 
physical distancing during the data collection process.  
 
Data Analysis 

SPSS statistical software was used to generate summary statistics (e.g., frequency, average and 
range) and descriptive statistical analyses (e.g., correlation) drawing on the demographic and 
socio-economic variables collected from the questionnaire. Qualitative data collected through in-
depth interviews and focus group discussions(FGDs) were transcribed and translated. The main 
themes and trends in responses were corroborated with the quantitative data.  
 
Research Limitations 

This research covers only children from low-skilled migrant of 4 nationalities Cambodia, Lao PDR, 
Myanmar and Vietnam to work in low-skills jobs permitted to work in Thailand, not included 
children from other countries who may also work in low-skills jobs as well as refugee children in 
camps along the borders are not included in this study as well. The scope of this study focused 
on education issue with background information that considered contribute to education 
opportunity of the children but the research tools did not cover unexpected incidents: example 
political conflict in Myanmar, which effect migrant workers’ decision related to education of their 
children.   
Sample size in some categories were small (e.g. 2 Vietnamese samplings and small number of 
migrant youths attending vocational schools) might not be able to generalize for those groups.   
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According to the plan, the research team cooperated with partner organizations to collect data in 
all target areas but the third wave of COVID-19 pandemic delayed the research team to start 
collecting data a month later than the original plan and prolonged the collection period because 
most target areas were designated as “Red Zone” with heavily affected cases, thus travelling to 
and from the red zones was limited or even prohibited in certain areas which host high number 
of migrant workers. The enumerators had to seek permission to enter certain areas and were 
unable to travel across provinces. The focus group discussions were unable to be organised in 
most migrant communities, so they were modified into in-depth interviews, which took a longer 
time. Thus, in certain area: Samutsakorn, Bangkok, the sampling population was limited to certain 
areas where enumerators were able to enter.    
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 
 

This chapter presents empirical findings from fieldwork conducted in five geographical areas in 
Thailand from March to June 2021. Research drew on a household survey that sampled 654 
migrant families from Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar and Vietnam. A total of 91 in-depth 
interviews and 4 focus group discussions with migrant parents or guardians and migrant youths 
(aged 15-24 years old), 30 interviews with other stakeholders, including Thai school teachers and 
directors, MLC teachers, relevant NGOs and Thai authorities were undertaken.  
 
The chapter begins with an overview of respondents’ and children’s backgrounds before 
examining the supply and demand factors and enabling environment for migrant children’s 
education in Thailand. The final section examines COVID-19 impacts on migrant families and their 
children’s educational status.  
 
4.1 Overall current situation of migrant children’s education 

Respondents’ Backgrounds 
A total of 654 migrant households were surveyed, 441 from Myanmar, 109 from Lao PDR, 102 
from Cambodia and two from Vietnam. Out of 654 respondents, 497 are women and 157 are men. 
Approximately 94% of surveyed households are migrant parents and the remainder are 
caregivers, consisting of family relatives, such as uncles and aunts, and less than a handful are 
friends. 
 

Myanmar respondents originated from diverse places, mainly the inner town (27%), capital in their 
states (26%), or inner rural areas (26%). Lao PDR respondents were mostly from inner rural (51%), 
border rural (23%) and border town (16%) areas. Cambodian respondents came mostly from 
border rural (40%), inner town (18%) and inner rural (15%) and border town (15%) areas. Only 
two Vietnamese respondents were sampled and they originated from inner town and inner rural 
areas (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1 Place of respondents’ origin (by origin country)  
 

 
 

The main religion surveyed migrant families across the four origin countries professed to is 
Buddhism (87%). There were also 10% of Myanmar respondents who reported their faith as 
Christianity and 6% as Islam. Five Laotian respondents reported Animism as their faith. Most 
respondents report highest level of education attained as elementary, followed by no formal 
education. There were no major differences between origin countries. Most respondents were 
married and lived with their spouse in Thailand (77%). Ten percent of them reported to be single 
or unmarried, 7% divorced or separated and 3% were widowed. Most respondents were married 
to spouses from the same nationality. A large proportion of those married to other nationalities are 
married to a Thai national. The highest educational attainment was similar between spouses, with 
most having attended elementary school or no education 
 
The most common occupation among respondents in their origin country were farmers 
(landowners) (27%) and landless agricultural workers (19%) or they were unemployed (17%). In 
search of a better income (49%) and lack of employment at home (31%) were stated as the main 
reasons of migration to Thailand. Additional reasons included reuniting with spouse and family 
members. 
 
Length of Stay in Thailand 

Most respondents have been residing in Thailand between 11-15 years (30%), 6-10 years 
(30%), 16-20 years (20%) and 21-30 years (12%) (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2 Period of Living in Thailand (by origin country) 

  

 
 
 
Respondents’ Identity Documents 

Less than half of respondents hold only a passport (45%). Very few possessed a Tor Ror 38/1 
(pink card) (14%) or Tor Ror 38/1 and passport (11%), and fewer held a passport with a work 
permit (10%). Fourteen percent of respondents did not have any documents (Figure 3). 
 

Figure 3 Documents held by Respondents (by origin country)  

 
 
Respondents’ Employment in Thailand 

Differences in the top three work sectors was recorded among respondents. Twenty-one percent 
of Myanmar respondents worked in factory or food processing and 14% engaged in other labour 
work, followed by construction (8%). Comparatively, most Lao migrants worked as agricultural 
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labour (30%), other labour work (21%) and domestic work (10%). Twenty-four percent of surveyed 
Cambodians worked in factory or food processing, construction (17%) and fisheries (16%). 
Among the two Vietnamese respondents, one worked in construction and the second in other 
services. Unemployment during the time this survey was undertaken (April to June 2021), was 
highest among Myanmar respondents (17%).  
 
Respondents’ Incomes 

Only 10% of respondents normally earned more than THB 11,000 per month (Figure 4). 
Approximately 27% of respondents normally earned between THB 7,000-9,000 per month, 21% 
earned between THB 5,000-7,000 and 17% earned below THB 5,000.  
 

Figure 4 Respondents’ income per month 

 
 
Migrant Households’ Incomes  

Over 23% of migrant households earned a total of more than THB 16,000 per month, followed 
by THB 8001-10,000 (17%), and THB 6001-8,000 (13%) (Figure 5). 
  
                                           Figure 5 Family income of respondents 
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Migrant Households’ Income, Expenses and Remittances 
Over a third of respondents stated that their total income was only enough to cover family 
expenses. Another third of respondents, by contrast, stated they did not have enough even for 
family expenses. This trend might be due to COVID-19 employment disruptions (Figure 6). Only 
a fifth of respondents stated they earned enough to cover family expenses, remittances, and 
savings. A respondent added they needed to repay debts in Cambodia.  
 
            Figure 6 Respondents’ perceptions of their income, family expenses and remittances 

 
 

Respondents’ Financial Conditions in Thailand  
Fifty-seven percent of respondents thought that their financial conditions in Thailand was 
“adequate”, followed by 23% who perceived it was “bad” and 15% who thought it was “good” 
(Figure 7). 
 

Figure 7  Respondents’ rating of their financial condition in Thailand 

 

 
Respondents’ Living Conditions in Thailand 
Similarly, 58% perceived their living conditions as “adequate”. Nevertheless, 23% of respondents  
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thought their living conditions were “good” as compared to lower level of satisfaction for their 
financial conditions. 
 

The average surveyed migrant household has one to three members (97%) and the remainder, 
four to six persons (Figure 8). The total children (up to 18 years old) in these surveyed households 
were 896, with most having between one and three children under their care (96%). Three 
Myanmar and one Cambodian household each took care of more than 10 children. Most children 
lived in the same household as the respondent in Thailand. 
 
             Figure 8 Number of migrant children taken care by Respondent (by nationalities)  

     

 
                       

Migrant Children’s Backgrounds 

Out of 896 migrant children, almost equal numbers of migrant girls (52%) and boys (48%) were 
represented in this survey. Over 70% of these children were aged up to 12 years old and the rest 
were youths up to the age of 18 years old (Figure 9).  
 

Figure 9 Migrant Children’s Age (by age range) 

 

Myanmar

Laos PDR

Cambodia

Vietnam

60%

79%

69%

100%

26%

18%

25%

9%

2%

4%

3%

0

1%

1 child 2 children 3 children 4 5 7 8 11 12 15

5% 17% 32% 19% 15% 16%

under 3 years old 3-5 years old 6-8  years old

9-12  years old 13-15  years old 16-18  years old



   
 

43 
 

Almost 67% of these migrant children were born in Thailand and the remainder in their origin 
countries (Figure 10). One stateless child’s birthplace was not reported.  

 
Figure 10 Respondents’ Children Birth Country (by country of origin)                         

            
                           
Birth certificate and birth registration (either in origin country or elsewhere) are the most common 
identification (ID) documents held by surveyed migrant children. Sixteen percent of migrant 
children did not have any documents and 14% held other ID documents, such as school issued 
ID card, 10 years card, pink card (no.38) issued by Ministry of Interior, ID Card for non-Thai 
national including dependents including non-Thai without registration status (Figure 11).  
 
                     Figure 11 Documents held by Respondent’s Children (by country of origin)  
 

   
 
By province, Samutsakorn and Ranong had the lowest proportion of migrant children with a birth 
registration, the highest proportion found in Cholburi, Chiang Mai, Nongkhai and Tak. Samutskorn 
had the highest proportion of migrant children with birth certificate. Migrant children with no 
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document were found in all provinces. There were small proportion of children with passport in 
all provinces except Ranong (Figure 12). One child with Thai ID was found in Nongkhai.  
 
 

Figure 12  Documents held by Respondents’ children 

    
 
 
 

Children who work 
The minimum age for employment in Thailand is 15 years and workers below the age of 18 are 
prohibited from working in dangerous and hazardous employment. Ten percent of children in the 
surveyed migrant households worked casually (3%), part-time (4%), or full time (3%) (Figure 13). 
Over half of these working children were aged between 13 and 18 years. Among the rest of the 
working children, aged 12 and under, more than half were children aged under 10 years. This 
study did not assess if the work these children engaged in was dangerous, harmful to their 
development or interfered with schooling, exploitative working conditions which constitute 
international definition of “child labour” (ILO 2022). Regardless, these children who work will be 
at risk of leaving school prematurely if the demands from working is excessive.  
 
Interviews in Samutsakorn showed that children aged 10-15 years were reported to work in 
community markets, usually assisting their caregivers who run small stores or help caregivers 
who worked in the service sectors (e.g., domestic work, cleaning and cooking). In Mae Sot, this 
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cohort mainly worked in agriculture, helping their parents who work in the sectors (Mae Sot). Older 
migrant children in Samutsakorn aged 16-18 years worked as mechanics, such as repairing 
motorcycle engines. Some teenagers also worked as translators in the local hospital. 
Comparatively their counterparts in Mae Sot were reported to work in construction, agriculture 
and services sectors. A 19-year-old migrant youth  enroled in vocational training in an MLC, for 
example, explained that he worked and studied at the same time because he did not have 
sufficient money. Since this research was conducted under COVID-19 conditions, the data may 
be skewed as a result of school closures, particularly for migrant children who were unable to 
study online.  
                                                 
                                                   Figure 13  Respondents’ Children who work 

 
 
 
4.2 Supply Factors that influence migrant children’s education in Thailand 

Education providers  

In Thailand, there are education providers for migrant children, starting from early childcare, 
basic education both general and vocational education, non-formal and informal education and 
education provided in migrant learning centre.  
     
Early childcare 

There were early childcare centres which catered for migrant children in most of the field work 
areas. Young migrant children (2-5 years old) were accepted in several childcare centres run by 
the municipality and district administration offices. Children birth registration or other certified 
documents held by parents were required to enter these centres (Interviewed community leader 
in Samutsakorn and NGO staffs, Ranong Mae Sot and Nongkhai). Furthermore, migrant children 
without any documents were accepted in the local childcare and nurseries (Mae Sot) or requiring 
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only certified letters issued by employers (Chonburi). In some cases migrant children with no 
documents were accepted and provided with milk and food, similar to Thai children (Interview 
NGO staff, Chiang Mai, Mae Sot).  In addition to accepting young migrants with or without 
documents, Mae Sot municipal child centre disseminated admission information in migrant 
workers’ language. There were private childcare centres and nurseries for migrant children, 
mostly run by NGOs, temples and migrant community with financial support from external funding 
that accepted younger children (1-3 years old).  Some of these centres in the temples were closed 
during COVID-19 pandemic (Interview NGO staff, Samutsakorn). Some centres were set up in 
migrants’ workplaces, such as an orange orchard in Chiang Mai and a seafood factory in 
Samutsakorn. These centres were either supported by employers or initiated by NGOs. In many 
cases, the children were taken care by relatives who stayed with them, or neighbours in migrant 
communities. In the latter case, they were charged THB 2000-3000 per month.  
 
In the past five years, a study found that it was common for migrant workers to send their children 
to live with their relatives in the origin country instead of keeping them in Thailand, especially 
when both parents had to work (Laodamrongchai and Vungsiriphisal 2017). During the COVID-
19 pandemic, women migrants stopped working and took care of their children when they were 
unable to send their children back to their country of origin because of travel restrictions. It should 
be noted that the latest Thailand policy only receives migrant workers through the MOU scheme 
and no dependents are permitted. Most young migrant children were born from migrant couples 
who set up their families in Thailand, not accompanying their parents from origin countries.  
 
Thai Basic and Vocational Education System 
In Thai basic education system, after pre-primary level, children can study basic education at 
primary level for 6 years, 3 years in lower secondary level and continue to 3 years of upper 
secondary level or vocational education. For vocational education, they can continue to higher 
vocational level in public and private vocational schools. For admission requirements, in cases 
whereby migrant children could not provide any accreditation or certify their knowledge, they 

would be admitted to start from the first grade. This practice not only discourages migrant children 
who are older than their classmates to enrol but also places longer period of financial burden for 
the particular child’s education.    
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Non-Formal and Informal Education 

Initially, Thai non-formal education aimed to provide alternative education for youths (from 15 
years) and adults who were not able to  enrol in the formal education system. Later, NFE expanded 
to cover all ages to attain a lifelong education. For curriculum, there are NFE programmes 
designed equivalent to the formal education system and short course programmes, including 
skills training in several single subjects. At present, there is Thai non-formal curriculum designed 
specifically for migrant children. NFE certificates are equivalent to basic formal level and 
accredited, hence NFE graduates are eligible to apply for higher education. In addition to 
institutional Thai NFE, there is a form of NFE or “life-skill education” provided by NGOs and MLCs. 
This education type provides lessons on useful life skills, for example, personal hygiene, health 
issues, and risk prevention for migrant children who do not  enrol in the Thai formal education 
system (Sources: MLCs, Chonburi and Ranong).  
 

Migrant Learning Centres (MLCs)  
Most MLCs are established by migrant communities, particularly from Myanmar. There are a few 
centres operated by Thai NGOs. These MLCs provide education for migrant children, with 
budgets secured from external funding bodies. MLCs in this study can provide education services 
in different forms as follow: 

1)  MLCs that provide full course education of Myanmar curriculum, taught in Myanmar and 

English: Mae Sot, Samutsakorn, Ranong  

2) MLCs that adapted Myanmar and Thai curriculum, taught in Myanmar and Thai: 

Samutsakorn, Mae Sot, Ranong   

3) MLCs that provide preparation classes to enrol into the Thai education system: Bangkok, 

Rayong  

4) MLCs that provide single subject lessons and skills training: Samutsakorn, Bangkok.   

MLCs start from pre-primary to upper secondary level. Findings show Thai language is taught in 
most MLCs using Myanmar curriculum. Some MLCs collaborated with the Office of the Non-formal 
Education and registered students with Thai NFE. Some MLCs registered with Myanmar non-
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formal education programme. The registrations provide graduated migrant students with 
accreditation and get a certificate from either Thai NFE or Myanmar NFE.   
 
Overall, most surveyed migrant children were receiving an education, mainly in Thai public 
schools (45%), followed by MLCs (27%), nursery (3%), Thai private school (3%),and  NFE (1%). 
Fourteen percent of children did not attend school as they were younger than school age (3 years) 
and 4% stopped studying (Figure 14).  In each province, the majority of surveyed respondents in 
Ranong (79%),  Chiengmai (78%), Tak (45%), Chonburi (44%), Bangkok (42%), Nongkhai (41%), 
Rayong (32%) sent their children to Thai public schools. Followed by respondents in Samutsakorn 
(86%), Chiengmai (50%), Rayong(32%), Bangkok(32%),  Chonlburi (30%),  and 5% in Ranong 
sent their children to MLCs.  Sending their children to non-formal education were 3% of 
respondents in Samutsakorn, 2% in Chonburi and Chiang Mai and 1%  in Tak. There was 2% of 
respondents in Nongkhai and 1% in Samutsakorn sent their children to study in Government 
vocational school and 1% in Bangkok to private vocational school. But there were proportion of 
respondents stated that their children stopped their studies.    

 
Figure 14 Education Type attended by Respondents’ Children 

 
               
 
 
 
 
                   
 

Figure 15 Education Type attended by Respondents’ Children, by province 
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Figure 16 Education Type attended by migrant children by Nationality: Cambodia 

 
 

Figure 17 Education type attended by migrant children by nationality: Lao PDR 

 
 

Figure 18 Education Type attended by migrant children: Myanmar 
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                       Figure 19 Education Type attended by migrant children: Vietnam                                 

 
 
                In terms of gender, migrant parents sent their children, both girls and boys to study in 
all five study areas. Not much difference was between gender of migrant children by education 
type was reported by respondents (Table 8). But there were a few cases in families with many 
children, older girls had to look after their young siblings while their parents went to work 
(Interviewed NGOs staff, Chonburi).       
 

Table 8 Education Type attended by respondents’ children : by gender 
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Myanmar Female 5.3% 53.5% 4.8% 32% 0.5% 1.6% 2.1% 
Male 4% 49.5% 1.5% 36.7% 1.5% 1% 5.6% 

Vietnam Female 0 50% 50% 0 0 0 0 
Male 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Qualitative interviews with migrant workers confirmed that they perceived that education 
contributed positively to children’s development, in comparison to children not attending school 
(Interviews migrant workers, Chonburi, Ranong, Samutsakorn, Rayong, Nongkhai). 
  This study found that there were MLC provided education for all migrant children regardless  
of their countries of origin and MLC set up to provide  education for children from one particular 
country either Myanmar and Cambodia but there was no MLC set up particularly for children 
from Lao PDR. 
 
By education type that respondents sent their children to study, Lao PDR and Myanmar migrants 
sent their children to nursery but none among the Cambodian respondents. For older children, 
almost half of Myanmar migrants sent their children to Thai public schools (49.7%), followed by 
MLCs (29.9%), Thai private schools (2.7%), and NFE (0.9%), but some of their children stopped 
attending school. One third of Lao PDR respondents sent their children to Thai public schools, 
followed by MLCs (23.9%), and Thai private schools (3.7%). Only a minority of Laotian migrant 
children attended vocational school (2.8%) but 1.8% stopped studying. Two-thirds of 
Cambodian* migrants sent their children to MLCs (76.5%) followed by sending them to Thai public 
schools (16.7%), Thai private schools (2%), and NFE (2%). Only 2.9% stopped studying. 
Vietnamese respondents sent their children to Thai public schools(50%) and private school 
(50%).  
 

*In the case of Cambodian migrants in Chonburi, their answer to sending children to MLCs were community 

child  centre run by district administration offices. These  centres served young children at pre-primary level.   
 
Many migrant children  enroled in MLCs as well as registered for Thai NFE at the same time but 
some older children only registered with Thai NFE. Those registered with Myanmar NFE planned 
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to return and continue to further their studies in Myanmar (Interviewed migrant teacher, Mae 
Sot)  
 
Expenses for Children’s Education 

Regardless of education type, almost half of respondents stated the combination of all expenses 
(including transport, uniform/clothing items, food, learning materials and tuition fees) attributed to 
the largest expenses related to migrant children’s education (Figure 20). The expenses reported 
by respondents may be interpreted as the financial burdens perceived by the respondents. In 
spite of the EFA policy that allocates a budget to cover school fees, study materials and lunches, 
there were extra costs that parents had to pay, such as sport uniforms, additional tuition classes, 
etc. 
 
                         Figure 20 Largest expense related to children’s type of education 

 
 
As Figure 20 shows, the respondents had to pay for learning materials even though many of them 
stated that public schools covered all costs. Lunch was provided in Thai public schools at 
compulsory education level. It was common for migrant children in public schools to receive a 
daily allowance (e.g. for snacks) ranging between THB 20 and 30 by caregivers. Shuttle bus cost 
(THB 300 per month) and dormitory fees (one stated THB 5,000) were reported by some families. 
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Since COVID-19, migrant parents also pointed out extra expense for online learning via the 
Internet.  
 
During the 2021 COVID-19 pandemic, the Thai Government provided THB 2000 each student  
enroled in Thai education system, namely the early childcare centres, Thai public schools, and 
Thai private schools, to cover extra expense: study material and internet fee, this amount was 
given to all students including migrant workers. This amount may be used for other priority, in 
particular family with lower income from work hour deduction or out of work from pandemic 
situation.  
 
The largest expenses spent for MLC education were reported to be on transport, uniform/clothing 
items, learning materials and food. In addition, several respondents paid monthly school fees. In-
depth interviews with MLC teachers affirmed that migrant parents sometimes need to contribute 
to operational costs, including land and property leases. One MLC director further explained that 
depending on donations, MLCs may not charge for school fees; and may additionally provide 
lunch, milk, study materials and school uniforms. Some MLCs provide transport at low cost for 
students who reside far away. If no transport is provided, migrant parents highlighted that they 
have to send children on their motorcycles or use public transport (e.g., pickup truck). 
 

5.3 Demand Factors that Influence Migrant Children’s Education in Thailand 

Respondents’ level of education and children’s education type 
Although as a total sample the highest level of education attained by respondents is elementary, 
followed by no formal education, most of them appear to understand the importance of education 
by sending their children to school (Figure 21).  
 
                     Figure 21 Respondent’s Education background and Children’s Education Type 
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Family Income and Children’s Education 
Approximately 24 percent of surveyed migrant households reported that they normally had a total 
income of more than THB 16,000 per month, followed by 17 percent receiving THB 8,000-
10,000per month and 13 percent between THB 6,000-8,000. There appears to be low association 
between the family’s income and children who stopped education, since the highest number of 
children drop-outs (N=5) was among families who earned more than THB 16,000, followed by 
those who earned between THB 10,000-12,000 (N=2), and less than THB 6,000 (N=2) (Figure 
22). 
 
                   Figure 22  Respondents Family’s monthly income and children’s education type. 
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4.4 Enabling Environment for Migrant Children’s Education 

 

Awareness and Information for Education Access in Thailand     
Respondents were asked if they knew if non-Thai children can have access to education in 
Thailand to assess their level of awareness and knowledge of the EFA policy. As Figure 39 
showed, 84% of surveyed migrant parents stated that they knew non-Thai children could receive 
education. However, 12% of respondents were “not sure” and 4 % “don’t know”. It seems that 
Thailand policy about education opportunity for non-Thai is known among the migrant community 
and likely also attributed to the long periods respondents have resided in Thailand as the many 
of them have lived longer than 5 years. 

 

   Figure 23 Access to information on Migrant Children’s education in Thailand

 
 
 
Among those who were aware that non-Thai children could have access to education received 
information through their social networks (including teachers, village and community leaders), 
NGOs and CBOs (such as Raks Thai Foundation, Friends Help Friends Foundation), employer 
and Thai government. There were also respondents who stated they went to schools on their own 
initiative to ask if they could enrol their children and enrolment process (Figure 24). 
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            Figure 24 Source of information of Migrant children access to education in Thailand 

 
 
 
Previous studies have shown that access to education in Thailand, particularly enrolment process, 
costs of school materials and transport and long distances posed as obstacles for migrant 
children. To verify if this is still the case, respondents were asked their perceptions of ease of 
access to Thai schools, NFE and MLCs.  
Sixty-six percent of surveyed migrant households answered that access to Thai public schools 
was “easy”, 12% answered “difficult” and another 13% “did not know” (Figure 25). In each 
province, the highest proportion of respondents who considered accessing to Thai school easy 
was  in Chiang Mai, followed by respondents in Bangkok and Samutsakorn, half of respondents 
in Chonburi, Rayong, Tak and Ranong stated that access to Thai school were easy.  While the 
rest 30% in Tak, 27% in Ranong, 9% in Chonburi and Rayong, and small number in Chiang Mai, 
Bangkok, Samutsakorn and Nongkhai answered that access were difficult. There were number 
of respondents that never try to access to Thai school, 19% in Ranong, 11% in Tak, 9% in 
Chonburi and Rayong, 5% in Bangkok and Samutsakorn. And also 28% of respondents in 
Bangkok and Samutsakorn, 20% in Chonburi and Rayong, 9% in Chiang Mai, 7% in Tak and 5% 
in Ranong did not know about accessing.   
 
                   Figure 25 Respondents’ perception of children’s access to Thai public school 
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Over half of respondents perceived access to MLCs was “easy” and only 4% thought it was 
“difficult”. Compared to access to Thai public schools, over 30% of respondents stated they did 
not know how to access MLCs; those who stated they did not know how to access MLCs are 
found in Chonburi (50%), and Samutsakorn (30%) (Figure 26).  
 

          Figure 26 Respondent’s perception of children’s access to Migrant Learning Centre  

 
A higher percentage of respondents have not tried to access (36%) and 22% “did not know” how 
to access NFE as compared to access to Thai public schools and MLCs. These respondents 
were found in Samutsakorn (40%), Chonburi (50%), Rayong (40%), and 90% of Nongkhai 
respondents stated they have never tried to access NFE. Hence, less than half of respondents 
perceived NFE was “easy” to access and 3% answered “difficult” (Figure 27).  
 
Figure 27 Respondent’s perception of children’s access to Non-Formal Education in Thailand.\ 
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For teachers and directors in Thai schools, they perceived that Thai Education policy is suitable 
to the situation of migrant children because the policy has opened the opportunity for all children 
to have access to free education. Being in school also provided protection for children from 
harmful situations, various forms of exploitation and entering into labour market too early.  
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           “They don’t have to work at very young age, they will be 15-16 after secondary level”                                                                                         
                                                                                                           a school Director, Bangkok 
                                                                                                                                                                                       
Although, with the policy and regulation to accept children regardless of their nationality, not all 
schools were willing to accept migrant children to study, as a teacher in a local school gave the 
reason of limited seats and high entry competition. These were the cases of reputable and popular 
schools that usually accept students less than number of application including in areas with high 
concentration of migrant children, such as Samutsakorn, Mae Sot and Ranong. The competition 
enrol rate in public schools is high because school seats were less than application numbers. 
 

“The competition to enrol in school is high because the seat is limited,  
we can’t accept even all local children”  

a school teacher, Samutsakorn 
 
The Thai education policy should be more open in terms of curriculum, according to an NGO. The 
existing curriculum may be too localized and not be flexible or broad enough to provide children 
enough skills to meet with requirement of the modern labour market.  Arguably, the issue may  
have afflicted children in the general Thai population as well as migrant children.  In general, all 
children in schools regardless to their nationality and status received the same lessons and skills 
training.   
 

“The existing labour market require technology skill, example computer 
we need to provide children skill to meet the market requirement 

and migrant children should also be included” 
an NGO staff, Chiang Mai 

 
MLCs face specific challenges in delivering education that facilitate further education and 
employment pathways for migrant children. Firstly, education in MLCs is not accredited, which 
means students do not attain formal credentials to transition easily into further education in 
Thailand or back in their origin countries. Secondly, key informants suggested that the registration 
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process for MLCs should be more flexible since the current criteria requires land access, formal 
address, and registered staff etc., (NGO, Mae Sot). Thirdly, there is little cooperation between 
Thailand and origin countries in coordinating mutual recognition of education qualifications. 
 

“At present, there is no agreement or formal cooperation at ministerial level for education 
planning between two countries and education policy”  

an NGO staff, Mae Sot. 
 
In spite of the above challenges, respondents who chose to send their children to MLC stated  
their preference reasons from their attachment to country of original, future plan for their children 
to go back and work there. Further, some of them consider that subjects taught in MLC, especially  
many subjects were taught in English would benefit to their children more than study in Thai 
school as Thai language is the main teaching language.  
 
In addition, there have been previous efforts to implement various teacher training and pilot 
teacher-assistant programmes to reduce language instruction barriers for migrant children, 
however, these are often based on donor funds and short project cycles rather than structural 
reforms and long term implementation. 

 “They are too short funding to change a system”  
BMWEC, Mae Sot 

 
 

School and Study Environment  
Qualitative interviews with migrant youths stated that migrant children in both Thai public and 
private school integrated well with their classmates. Most of them expressed positive feelings 
toward their study environments. However, some migrant children still face challenges within their 
school environment which can lead to school drop-out. Although most respondents answered 
that their children did not face any challenges from attending education, respondents described 
some challenges their children had faced: taking too long a time to integrate with classmates, 
difficulty in following lessons due to language barriers, discrimination and bullying (Figure 28).  
Although the number of such cases were small, the issue should be immediately addressed 
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because it was also stated as one reason for children dropping out from school (see Figure 44). 
Discrimination by teachers was faced by 15% of migrant children from Cambodia, 10% of children 
from Lao PDR and 6% from Myanmar.   
 
         Figure 28 Challenges migrant children faced attending education (by nationality) 

 
Note: “Others” in Figure 41 were health problems, slow development, taking care of housework, looking after 
siblings, fear of pandemic, no money 

 
 
In terms of discrimination, migrant youths in Ranong and Nongkhai reflected that they were 
verbal bullied in school by their classmates. The verbal bullying sometimes led to fights 
between them.     
 

                         “My classmate called me “I Mong” (Burmese, impolite)  
                                                                                         because I’m Burmese and not so clever” 
                                                                                                16 years old migrant youth, Ranong 

 
             “He teases me and often calls me “Khon Lao,  

made me angry and sometime fight with him”                                                                             
                                                                                             15 years old, migrant youth, Nongkhai 
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Research findings show that discrimination took place in Thai public schools as well as in MLCs 
while bullying was reported in nursery, MLCs, Thai public schools and Government Vocational 
schools. 
 

Figure 29 Challenges faced by migrant children; by education type 

 
 
 

Thai Community’s Perceptions 
Information from the Thai community reflected mixed perceptions toward migrant children.  Thai 
teachers and school directors who participated in this study accept that Thailand has to 
accommodate migrant children because migrant workers are part of the labour force and migrant 
children are better integrated in Thai society because the majority are able to speak Thai 
language. They perceived migrant children who entered Thai education as generally hard 
working in class and well-behaved.   
 

                                                            “They usually pay attention to lesson and hard working 
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                                                                                                     a school teacher, Samutsakorn 
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people who did not welcome migrant children, criticising them of taking resources from the 
country and were afraid that they would compete with Thai children in the labour market. 
 

                                          “They criticise that migrant children are using Thailand resources 
                                                have to spend budget for their education, healthcare services” 

                                                                                       observation from an NGO staff, Bangkok 
                                               
Nonetheless, some migrant youths expressed that they were treated well and accepted by local 
people, which may come from the fact that they studied and graduated from the Thai education 
system.   
                   
Reasons for Migrant Children’s Education in Thailand                                                                                                          

Respondents were asked if they agreed with the following reasons to send their children for 
education in Thailand. Most respondents (52%) agreed that they send their children for education 
in Thailand because education is necessary for children’s development; education can help 
children’s employability (39%); and that they want their children to learn Thai language (38%). 
Most respondents disagreed that they sent their children for education because the education is 
better in Thailand (77% stated “no”); they can learn their mother tongue language (79% stated 
“no”); they can continue their education in the origin country (82% stated “no”); it is free (85% 
stated “no”) or because they do not have time to look after their children (90% stated “no”).   
The highest proportion of respondents’ perceived education was necessary for children 
development were respondents from Cambodia(28%), Myanmar(28%) and Lao PDR(21%). 
Sending children to study in order to learn Thai was cited the highest by respondents from 
Vietnam(100%), followed by respondents from Lao PDR(24%) and Myanmar(20%). Education can 
help children finding good jobs cited by respondents from Myanmar (23%), Cambodia (17%), 
Lao PDR(15%) (Figure 30). The reasons respondents from different nationalities sending their 
children to different education type were stated in Figure 31-36-. To learn Thai language was one 
reason respondents sent their children to study in Thailand, especially in Thai school and MLC 
because Thai curriculum and Thai language were taught in many MLCs as well (Figure 31). 
Overall, only small proportion of respondents considered sending children to study because it 
was free education (Figure 32).  Education was considered important to children development, 
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cited by respondents from Lao PDR, Myanmar, Cambodia (Figure 33). Other main reasons cited 
by respondents for sending their children to study was that education here was considered better 
than in country of origin (Figure 34).   Only a small number (3%) of respondents sent their children 
to educational facilities because they did not have time to look after them (Figure 35).    
                

Figure 30 Main reasons cited for sending migrant children for an education (by nationality). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 31 Main reasons respondents send children to different education types:  
To learn Thai language 
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Figure 32 Main reasons respondents send children to different education types: It’s free 

 
 

 Figure 33 Main reasons respondents send children to different education types: 
Education is necessary for children development 

 
 

Figure 34 Main reasons respondents send children to different education types:  
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Education here is better than country of origin 

 
Figure 35 Main reasons respondents send children to different education types:  

Do not have time to look after them 

 
 

Figure 36  Main reasons respondents send children to different education types:  
They can learn mother tongue language 

 
 

                      “To study in Thailand and know Thai language will help them to find good jobs:  
                                  interpreter Thai-Cambodian, probably in factory in Cambodia” 
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37 years old male Cambodian migrant, Chonburi 
 
                                   

Reasons to study in Thai school 
Many migrants sent their children to Thai school because it was accredited. In-depth interviews 
with migrant parents whose children are studying in Thai schools affirmed that their children could 
learn Thai language which was considered useful not only for the children but for migrant workers 
as well. They also want their children to work in Thailand and believed studying in local schools 
will enable them to find jobs easier than those with poor Thai language ability. Furthermore, there 
are more subjects taught in Thai schools (except migrant native languages), such as computer 
literacy, English, and vocational skills. Other long-term benefits of studying in Thai schools 
included children helping parents to communicate in Thai and translating necessary and useful 
information.   
 

                                     “My child accompanied me to the hospital,  
                                    he knows Thai language from school, can tell me the next appointment 

and read the prescription”  
41 years female Cambodian migrant, Rayong 

 
There were migrant youths who graduated from NFE and expressed to further their study in 
vocational training course, believed that would enable them to find jobs or start their own 
business, some preferred to further their study to tertiary level.  Anyway, in-depth interview and 
FGD with migrant youths never attended or dropped out from education stated that many of 
them were interested to attend short course subjects or skill training they considered would give 
them opportunity to find jobs or raise income. 

                                                    “ I’d like to study vocational of skill training here or my country 
                                                              Hair cut or dress making because it can earn money” 

                                                                19 years female youth from Myanmar, not attend school 
“If I have a chance,  

I love to learn bakery for my future career” 
20 years female youth from Cambodia 
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“I had no chance to learn, work in construction with my father 

I’m interested to learn any skills related to construction,  
you can earn more with better skills” 

19 years male youth from Myanmar, Samutsakorn                  
 

Reasons to study in MLCs 
The main reasons for migrant children to study in MLCs included the ability to learn and retain 
knowledge of their native languages (particularly Burmese) as well as to enable these children to 
reintegrate into their origin countries when they return. Migrant parents cited the benefits of MLC 
education as being free, no strict rules for enrolment and regulations, flexibility for older than 
admission age children, no expenses spent on school uniforms (although children wear uniform 
but usually these are from donations). Many MLCs provide free lunch. Because children are 
among peers, they can easily adapt to the classroom environment. Parents stated their preference 
sending children to MLCs because there was the joint programme with international course 
(Interview NGOs staff, Ranong, Mae Sot). Enroled in MLCs enabled migrant children to further 
their study when returning to original country by registered with Non-formal course in Myanmar.  
In addition, parents sent migrant children to MLCs to prepare them before enter to Thai school.   
 

Reasons to study in NFE   
Similar to MLCs, NFE offers migrant children flexible conditions for entry, flexible study hours and 
conditions, and self-paced learning. Migrant parents further stated that older migrant children do 
not need to enter classes with classmates who are younger. NFE also offer short courses to learn 
vocational skills. Such flexibility is suitable for migrant children who work and study at the same 
time. Graduated children would get certificates, enabling them to apply for jobs or further their 
study.  

                                        “I am working in a factory and study NFE, higher secondary level  
after finish from lower secondary level” 

24 years male Myanmar youth, Samutsakorn 
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4.5 Out of School Children: Factors Influencing Non-Attendance and School Drop outs 

School Attendance in 2020 
Due to COVID 19 situation that most children were not able to study in school, the respondents 
were asked whether their children who were studying attended school in previous year or not.  
pproximately 70 percent of surveyed children attended school in 2020. There were no 
differences in the proportion of migrant children who did not attend school by origin countries. 
However, there were differences across educational types. Approximately 30% of children who 
attended nursery did not attend classes in the previous year, compared to 25% of children who 
did not attend MLCs and 29% did not attend NFE. Nearly all (96%) respondents’ children went 
to Thai public schools and all (100%) in Thai private school as well as in government vocational 
schools continued their study in 2020 (Figure 37). 
 

Figure 37 Respondents’ children attending education in previous year  

 
 
Sending children to learn their mother languages could be to better prepare them to further their 
education when they return to their origin country in the future, since there were respondents who 
cited their plans to return home. However, the numbers, ages, or time frame of migrant children 
who eventually returned to their origin country are yet to be determined. Respondents perceived 
that education their children received in Thailand would benefit them when return to original 
countries in term of further their study, better employment opportunity, both education and 
employment opportunities (Figure 38-39). 
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Figure 38 Perceptions of education contribution toward children’s future in their origin country. 

 
 

Figure 39 Main reason of respondents sending children to education:  
They can continue/further education in country of origin  

 

 
 

 

Respondents perceived that education would benefit their future employment in the origin 
countries from studying in various educational institutions. In Bangkok, respondents who 
perceived such benefits were attributed to 60% of children in Thai private schools, 40% of children 
in public schools, and 59% of children in MLCs. In Samutsakorn, respondents who perceived 
similar benefits were attributed to 46% of children in MLCs and 42% of children in Thai public 
schools. Likewise in Rayong, respondents who shared these perceptions were attributed to 50% 
of children in Thai public schools.  
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Out of School Children 

Factors influencing non-attendance and school drop outs 
Approximately 14% (N=122) of migrant children in our survey were out of school. Out of school 
children can be distinguished into two categories: 1) children who have never attended education 
and 2) children who have quit/dropped out of education. Among children who have never 
attended education, most were under-aged. Nonetheless, parents of school-age children who 
have never received education reported not having information, insufficient money, transport 
problems and relocation as reasons why they did not send their children to school. The reasons 
of migrants surveyed not sending their children to study in Chiang Mai, Nongkhai, Rayong and  
Tak because they seemed to lack access to information. Transportation was the main problem of 
migrant, particular in Chonburi (100%), Rayong (54%), Tak (50%), Ranong (43%), Nongkhai 
(38%). Financial difficulties was the cause cited in almost all provinces. (Figure 40).    
 

Figure 40 Reasons for not sending children to school in Thailand (by Province) 

 
Note: Other = children did not want to study, wanted to send them back to home countries, they started to work 

 
 
In principle, migrant children should be accepted into the Thai education system with or without 
documents. This study found that there were children with no documents and those holding 
different documents, who did not attend any education for various reasons. Parents’ frequent 
mobility for employment was one main reason. 
 

Bangkok

Nongkhai

Tak

Chonburi

Rayong

Chiang…

Ranong

25%

29%

15%

23%

45%

14%

9%

10%

15%

25%

28%

14%

5%

8%

5%

15%

5%

5% 5%

15%

75%

38%

50%

100%

54%

25%

43%

I don’t have any information No money to support them Transportation problem

They have to work They face discrimination We moved to other area

Other



   
 

71 
 

Several migrant families reported to relocate frequently in relation to their work sites, including  
one family who moved five times during six years of working in Thailand. Only three respondents 
were unable to  enrol their child, with one stating “the school does not accept Cambodian children 
who were not born in Thailand” and another approached one school that did not accept their child 
because of the lack of an identity document. Two respondents did not know where the nearest 
schools were located or the enrolment process.  
 
Some migrant youths began working at a young age and have not attended any education in 
Thailand. Lack of motivation and language-related issues posed as barriers, among others.  
 

“I’m not interested in study, my mother brought me here to work since I was young,  
I couldn’t speak Thai, neither Burmese when I came here, spoke other language.  

I helped my mother collect garbage”  
19 years old woman, garbage collector and general work, Mae Sot 

“I didn’t attend school. My parents didn’t want me to study because my Thai was poor.  
I don’t want to study because I have to return to Myanmar.  

 
I’m old and don’t want to study in the same class with younger students” 

20 years old man, supermarket staff, Ranong 
 

There was a strong trend for those migrant parents who stated they lacked information, finances, 
and transport to have children who do not possess any identity documents (Figure 41). 
Undocumented migrant parents and children might fear contact with Thai authorities which may 
lead to negative consequences, such as arrests and deportation.  
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Figure 41 Reasons respondents’ children not attending any education: by children documents 

 

 
 
A total of 33 migrant children in this study stopped their education. Approximately half quit school 
at elementary level (Figure 42).  
 

Figure 42 Education level when children quit school 

 
 
When asking about reasons in case children had to quit school, family relocation was the most 
cited reason for children quitting education, in addition to parents needing their children to work, 
child not wanting to study and problems at school (Figure 43).  
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Figure 43  Reasons respondents’ children had to quit school 

 
 Note :  The reasons under “Other” were: Getting married, family problem, applied but did not go because of  
             COVID pandemic, studied in Myanmar but unable to go back due to unstable political situation,  
             schools were closed, travelling problems, children did not want to go, waiting to send them to original 
             countries, financial problem.   

           
There was not much different between gender of migrant children who quitted school as of 10.4% 
for girl and 10.6 % for boy.  There were more reasons for quitting study for migrant boy including 
problems in school, did not want to study, preferred to study in original country and parents 
wanted them to work. The latest reason, that parents wanted them to work, was higher in migrant 
boy than in migrant girl (Figure 44).   

 
Figure 44 Reasons for migrant children quitting study, by children gender 

 
Among migrant children who quit school prematurely, by nationality, parents who cited that they 
needed their children to work comprised of 6% of Cambodian migrants and 3% from Myanmar. 
Whereas 22% of Lao PDR and 9% of Myanmar migrants stated that they frequently relocated, 
causing their children to quit their education (Figure 45). 
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           Figure 45 Reasons for migrant children quitting before completing school: by nationality 

 
 
Other reasons given during in-depth interviews included family separation/problems, youths who 
settled down for marriage (17 years old), schools closing due to COVID-19, experiencing social 
problems at school and parents considering sending their children back to origin country. 
 

“I misbehaved and often changed school until I was not eligible to sit for the exam,  
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23 years old female migrant, Chiang Mai 
 

“I don’t want to study, want to work and earn money to lessen family’ burden,  
send remittance to family,”  

20 years old migrant with nine siblings, Chiang Mai  
 
The lack of motivation was commonly cited by key informants. An MLC Director explained that 
migrant children might not have motivation to study because they are unaware of the importance 
of education or they don’t see any future benefits. Migrant youths may prefer to work and earn 
money instead of spending time to study. They may get married early and have to earn income 
to support their own family. They may also not see the value of education if they believe it is  
difficult for them to get employment in sectors other than manual/labour work.  
 
This sentiment was echoed by the BMWEC (Burmese Migrant Worker Education Committee) who 
pointed out that the EFA policy is applicable up until the completion of secondary school, after 
which migrant students face future barriers. Those who wish to further their education must 
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procure identity documents; they have limited access to university scholarships and career 
options. Consequently, these obstacles may discourage Myanmar migrant children to study hard. 

 
“At the moment, if 100 migrant students complete their secondary education,  

only about 10 percent of those continue into tertiary education.  
So this is a major issue for us… If they pass and there are no other pathways,  

then migrant parents will not want to send their children to schools” 
BMWEC, Mae Sot 

  
4.6 Impacts of Different Educational Options on Migrant Children 
The majority of surveyed parents and guardians of migrant children had positive perceptions 
toward education their children received in Thailand. Specifically, that education would provide 
opportunities for migrant children to secure good jobs in Thailand or in their country of origin, or 
enable them to further their studies. These perceptions were shared among respondents 
regardless of the education type their children attended. Most respondents (87%) who sent their 
children to Thai schools, MLCs (93%), and NFE (80%) believed that education would enhance 
their children’s chances of securing better and higher income jobs than low skills jobs.  Eleven 
percent were not sure and 28% did not think education would benefit their children’s future 
employment.  
 Figure 46 Education would help children to find better jobs than low skill / labour work 
                                                               in Thailand                                                        

 
 
By province, respondents in Samutsakorn (66%), Bangkok (56%), Chiang Mai (51%), Nongkhai 
(45%), and Tak (41%) perceived that education would contribute to their children’s ability to find 
higher skilled and income employment. Only a minority of respondents in Ranong (5%) and 
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Chonburi (20%) shared this view (Figure 44). The respondents’ perceptions toward education 
type that would benefit their children employment opportunities were shown in Figure 47. 
 
                     Figure 47  Education would help their children to find good jobs (by province) 

 
Figure 48  Main reasons respondents send children to education:  

Education will help them to find good jobs (by nationality) 

 
 
The perception toward children’s work opportunities did not vary much between respondents with 
different income levels. Respondents with a monthly income between THB 6,001-8,000 had the 
highest proportion (98%) who believed that their children’s education would benefit them to find 
better jobs or higher income jobs. This view was similarly shared by 94% of those with high income 
between THB 14,000-16,000, 97% of respondents who earned less than THB 6,000, and 91% of 
respondents who earned THB 8,001-10,000.  
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Social Life, Self-Confidence, Life Skills and Future Aspirations  

Respondents perceived that education has various impacts on their children, including non-
tangible life skills.  A third of them (35%) expressed that their children had more self-confidence, 
followed by 20% who stated their children could convey and explain necessary information to 
them, 18% reported better behavior, 15% were better organised, 11% stated other benefits. Less 
than 1% stated no impacts (Figure 49). 
  
                                     Figure 49. Impact of education on respondents’ children                               

 
Below, the benefits migrant children gained from the different education types are presented 
based on children attending different education types and those children who stopped studying 
(Figure 50). Overall, they were more self-confident, regardless of school type. 
 

Figure 50 Impact of education on respondents’ children byeducation type 
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in Thai school, enabling them to associate with others, had broader social lives and good manner 
(Focus Group with caregivers, Nongkhai, Cholburi, Samutsakorn).   
 
Information from migrant youth graduates also confirmed that they benefit from education in 
various ways; gained self-confident, more accepted by locals from knowing Thai language:  
 

                                                                             “Study give children knowledge and social skill 
                                                                                                      benefit them to socialize better” 

                                                                                                                 a female migrant, Rayong 
 

                                                          “They know Thai language that can help us in many ways 
                                                                         It’s good to have this opportunity to study here” 

                                                                                                                 a male migrant, Bangkok 
 

                                    “Knowing Thai give me more confident and assure that I can find jobs  
                                                                                                  19 year Cambodian youth, Rayong 
 
 
4.7 Attitudes toward Thailand and Thai community 
 

The high proportion of respondents sending their children to local schools reflected their 
acceptance of the Thai education system. Findings from focus group discussions and in-depth 
interviews reflected that they had positive attitudes on the education opportunities available for 
their children. They were aware about the benefits of knowing Thai language, which enabled their 
children to assist them in their daily life and overcome communication gap with Thai community, 
local organization or contact with Government organizations. This opportunity enhanced their 
children and themselves to integrate better with Thai community.  For migrant worker sending 
their children to MLC reflect their attachment to country of origin and preserve their own culture.  
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         “I can integrate with Thai community and will continue living here 
                                                                          will not go back to my country, I like it here” 

                                                                                                  19 years Myanmar, Samutsakorn 
                                                         

                                                “If possible, I will live here, life is better than living in my country 
                                                                                 no problem with Thai people, they are kind”  

                                                                                                              20 Laotian youth, Nongkhai 
 

“Parent sent children to MLC, taught in own language and curriculum 
because they’re still attached to their country  

and want their children to go back and work there” 
NGO staff, Ranong 

 
“Study in MLC, at least to leaning their language  

they won’t’ forget their own culture when they go back” 
30 years female migrant worker, Samutsakorn                        

 
 
4.8 Opportunities for Further Studies, Job Prospects and Employability in Thailand  

 
For the respondents who supported their children’s education, over one third or 39% wished to  
support their children to study until tertiary level, 27% would support their children to have enough 
knowledge or skills to work, 15% said to learn other education forms, such as vocational skills 
and depending on the child’s ability or willingness, or until they could not give support etc.  Eleven 
percent would support their children until upper secondary, 2% said child’s ability to read and 
write, and only 1% to lower secondary level and 1% until elementary level (Figure 51)              
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Figure 51. Highest Education level respondents will support their children 
 

 
 
 
In-depth interviews with migrant youths pointed out that the Thai education system enabled them 
to further their studies, which would contribute positively to their future. 

 
“I’m now study in University, thanks to education opportunity that I learnt in Thai school 

                                                                       Now any jobs will require higher education level” 
                                                                                                   19 years female migrant, Chonburi 
 
 
 
 
4.9  Impacts of COVID-19 on Migrant Children’s Education (immediate term)  
 

The COVID-19 had great impacts on migrant children’s education. For Thai schools, during the 
lock-down periods, which lasted over two semesters, they had to study at home with online 
module.  Many of their parents did not have learning devices: computers or tablets that enable 
children to study online and they had to use mobile phones instead, which was not suitable to 
watch the display lessons on such small screens for a long time. The online teaching limited 
interactions between teachers and students and made it more difficult for teachers to oversee 
students’ behavior or assist students’ lack of understanding. At the same time, learning  at home 
on an individual basis limited students’ exchange of knowledge with their classmates. Further, in 
order to access online lessons effectively, migrant caregivers had to pay high costs to obtain 
stable and high-speed internet which many migrants were unable to afford.  During the pandemic, 
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Thai schools and MLCs in certain areas, for example Mae Sot and Ranong, provided additional 
education materials and activities to assist children to study at home. Thai teachers paid on-site 
visits to students at home, including migrant students, to provide consultation and study 
assistance. MLCs provided various education activities, setting up small class tutoring, on-site 
visits, community study rooms in migrant communities to support children to continue their 
studies. Although these activities may not be compatible to normal classrooms, they could reduce 
learning difficulties and study gap among migrant children during this period (Interviews with 
migrant parents, Samutsakorn and NGOs workers in Mae Sot and Ranong).  
 
The findings clearly indicated educational disruptions with 69.5% of the respondents who 
answered that the pandemic had impacted their children’s education, 13.2% answered that there 
was no impact, while 17.3% of their children were not in school.  In all target areas, the highest 
number recorded for impacts on children’s education were in the areas where migrant workers 
were involved in industry: Samutsakorn (95%), followed by Chiang Mai (77%), Bangkok (70%) 
Nongkhai (68%), Chonburi (68%), Tak(67%), Rayong (64%), Ranong (62%).  (Figure 52).  
 
 
 
 

Figure 52 COVID-19 impact on respondents’ children education in each province 
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send their children to school, 6% had economic impacts from extra expenses for online lessons, 
1% of their children had to drop schooling, 4% of children could not follow online lessons, 6% 
stated other reasons, such as caregivers cannot provide support, children started to work, 
caregivers had to pay extra expenses for sweets and food, children played online games, etc. 
(Figure 53) 
 

Figure 53 COVID-19 Impacts to education of respondents’ children 
              

 
 
Online lessons required caregivers to support their children’s study and cooperate with teachers 
to submit their children’s homework.  This requirement was a huge challenge for many migrants 
because they lacked understanding, knowledge, or were unable to follow the lesson with their 
limited education background or language barrier. The unstable internet was also a challenge 
mentioned by caregivers. Many migrants were at work during their children’s study time.  
 
                                                      “I have no time to look after them to their study, have to work” 
                                                                                                             a female migrant, Chonburi 
 
                                 “The problem is internet is often cut, we didn’t pay for high speed internet” 
                                                                                                              a male migrant, Chiang Mai 
 
                             “I don’t understand the lesson, it’s difficult to help the children on their study” 
                                                                                                       a female migrant, Samutsakorn 
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Migrant children in secondary level confirmed that they did not have full concentration when 
studying online.  Some complained about not being able to follow the lesson (Focus group /In-
depth interview with migrant children).  
 
Those who answered that the pandemic had no impact on their children’s education cited their 
reasons being that their children could study via online classes, they continued to study with 
home-based module, and their caregiver or teacher could provide education to the children.   
 
Caregivers were asked about what they perceived will be post pandemic impacts on their 
children’s education when schools reopen. While 63% of the respondents answered that their 
children could continue their education, 21 % answered that their children may be unable to follow 
the lessons after schools re-open and resume to normal classrooms, 3% of children stopped 
schooling due to negative impacts on caregivers’ employment, 1% of children stopped schooling 
because caregivers received less income, 12% stated other reasons: children started to work, 
sent children back to origin countries, children didn’t want to continue schooling, they do not trust 
the situation, and changed to NFE, etc. (Figure 54) 
 

Figure 54  Post COVID-19 pandemic impact to migrant children education 

 
 
Many respondents stated their belief  that their children would continue their education when 
schools re-opened after the COVID-19 pandemic. Nonetheless, one third of them disagreed 
since they cited that their children would not able to follow lessons after not attending normal 
classes for a long time (21%), some children entered the  labour market, children stopped their 
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education due to financial situation affected from the pandemic situation, or they went back to 
original countries (12%) (Figure 55) .  
 
                 Figure 55  Respondents perception of children education post pandemic 

 
 
 
 
 
 
                  Figure 56   Impacts on children’s education when schools re-open (by province) 
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In order to improve education for migrant children during the COVID-19 pandemic or similar crisis, 
31 % of respondents thought schools and teachers should prepare lessons in response to the 
situation, 32% of teachers should provide extra lessons, 32% gave no comments and 5% cited 
other reasons: continue online lessons, provide scholarships, provide extra support, etc. (Figure 
56) 
                    Figure 57 Suggestions to improve education during COVID-19 or similar crisis 
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CHAPTER 5 – CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

This research has examined the supply and demand factors in relation to the broader enabling 
environment that shape migrant families’ decisions on their children’s education in Thailand. The 
research was undertaken during the COVID-19 pandemic and as such, the economic impacts of 
the pandemic on migrant families’ employment and incomes as well as educational disruptions 
among migrant children were also examined.  
 
Education providers 

 
Early Childcare 
 
Key finding: Migrant children are accepted and cared for in public early childcare but the 
admission conditions are varied from place to place  
 
In all the study areas, many early childcare centres, both public, supported by local 
administrations, and private childcare organised or supported by migrant communities, Buddhist 
temples and NGOs accepted migrant children for day care. The availability of early childcare 
services for migrants are greater, compared to a decade ago when migrant workers had to send 
their children to private centres.     
 
In practice, admission to public childcare  centres varied from place to place. Migrant children’s 
documents, for example, birth certificates or birth registrations, are required in some places, such 
as in Samutsakorn, Ranong and Nongkhai, or only employer’s letters in Chonburi; but in some 
places, children without any documents were accepted to these centres (Mae Sot). From the 
findings, only certain places, namely Mae Sot, disseminated information about admission 
regulations in migrants’ languages. 
 
Basic and Vocational Education  

Key finding: Most respondents sent their children to Thai schools but there remain some 
respondents who were unaware of how to access particular education types in Thailand. Only a 
very small proportion of respondents perceived education access in Thailand was difficult or 
thought they had no access. 
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Half of the interviewed migrants from Myanmar, one-third from Lao PDR, 100% from Vietnam and 
17% from Cambodia sent their children to study in Thai Schools. Most of them studied basic 
education and a small number chose to study vocational education which were taught in public 
and private schools from lower to upper secondary level.  
 
Perceptions of access to the different types of education varied across provinces. Most 
respondents in Nongkhai, Chiang Mai and Rayong stated “easy” access to Thai schools, 
compared to half of the respondents in Samutsakorn, Ranong and Tak, and only a fifth in 
Chonburi.   
 
Despite Thailand’s adoption of the EFA policy since 1990, some respondents were unaware about 
access to education in Thailand. Thirty-one percent did not know about access to MLCs, 22% to 
NFE and 13% to Thai schools. Twelve percent of respondents perceived access to Thai schools 
was difficult, 4% to MLCs and 3% to NFE. Two percent perceived having no access to Thai 
schools, 2% to MLC and 2% to NFE. 
 
Non-Formal and Informal Education (NFE) 

Key finding: NFE provides flexible education opportunity and accreditation for migrant students. 
They could enrol with Thai NFE, curriculum designed for migrant children or enrol with Myanmar 
NFE.  
Non-formal education was another type of education attended by migrant youths and children. It 
is common for migrant youths to attend NFE at the same time they are working. Many migrant 
children studied in MLCs but at the same time also enroled in Thai NFE to get accreditation. Some 
migrant children registered with Myanmar NFE as they planned to go back and continue their 
study in Myanmar. Apart from The NFE curriculum equivalent to basic formal education, there 
were several NFE short courses for vocational skills.   
    

Migrant Learning Centres (MLCs) 

 
Key finding: There were different types of MLC with different curriculum or subjects provide 
education for migrant children. These MLCs still face challenge from their legal status and 
accreditation  
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In addition to education provided to migrant children in Thai education system, there were 1) 
Migrant Learning  Centres (MLCs) that provide education for migrant children with their curriculum 
taught in Myanmar and English: Mae Sot, Samutsakorn, Ranong 2) adapted Myanmar and Thai 
curriculum taught in Myanmar and Thai: Samutsakorn, Mae Sot, Ranong 3) Preparation class to  
enrol into Thai education system: Bangkok, Rayong 4) provide single subject lesson and skill 
training: in Samutsakorn, Bangkok.  Thai language was taught in most of MLCs Thai or Myanmar 
curriculum.  Some MLCs registered with Office of the Non-formal Education as Thai NFE 
classroom. Some MLCs registered with Myanmar non-formal education programme. The 
registrations provide graduated migrant students to accredit and get certificate from either Thai 
NFE or Myanmar NFE.   
 
On the Demand Side 

 
Key Finding: Respondents perceived an education is necessary for their children’s development 
(52%), future employment (39%), and to learn Thai language (38%). 
 
In understanding the educational demands of migrants, 85% of respondents disagreed that their 
children were educated in Thailand because it was “free”. Rather, they perceived an education 
was necessary for their children’s development (52%); by province, the greatest proportion of 
respondents who held this view were in Samutsakorn (79%), Rayong (70%), Nongkhai (66%), Tak 
(62%) and Bangkok (59%). Following this, receiving an education was perceived to assist with 
migrant children’s future employability (39%) and to learn Thai language (38%) – which can also 
be taken as a taken as a proxy indicator to better integrate in Thailand, a desire to remain in 
Thailand long term and lead to increased employment opportunities.  
  
Key Finding: Perceived benefits of education vary according to attendance in different types of 
education provided in Thailand 
 
Migrant children and their caregivers stated the key benefits of enroling in Thai schools included 
attainment of an accredited education, learning Thai language which was useful for both migrant 
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children and caregivers to better communicate with locals, and enhance future employability for 
children. Thai public schools further offer computer literacy, English and vocational skills. 
 
Attendance of MLCs were perceived to help migrant children learn and maintain their mother-
tongue languages and reintegrate into their origin countries when they repatriated. Additionally, 
MLCs are low costs (some provide free education and meals), less requirements for enrolment, 
less rules and regulations and accommodating of over-aged students. Some MLCs in Ranong 
and Mae Sot also offer subjects that link to curriculum and further studies in migrants’ origin 
countries (specifically Myanmar) and internationally elsewhere (for example, the General 
Educational Development test). 
 
Similar to MLCs, NFE offers students flexibility as compared to Thai public schools which follow 
strict rules, require regular attendance and previous study hours may be non-transferrable to 
other educational types. Some MLC students were simultaneously  enroled in NFE. NFE courses 
and programmes are perceived as useful by older migrant children who do not aspire to continue 
into higher education, those who are already working and therefore prefer flexible and short study 
hours along with those seeking applicable vocational skills (e.g., baking, construction, hair 
dressing) to enter the labour market or to upskill themselves. 
 
Key Finding: Out of School Children are associated with financial issues, a lack of information, 
transport, parents requiring children to work, problems at school, lack of student motivation and 
frequent relocations by migrant families 
 
This research found only 14% of surveyed migrant children were out of school children (OOSC). 
OOSC comprised of migrant children who have never attended any education and those who 
previously attended but have quit. Financial problems were the most cited reasons across most 
provinces for OOSC who have never attended any education. Migrants in Chiang Mai, Nongkhai, 
Rayong and Tak who have never sent their children to any education cited a lack of information, 
while transport was the barrier for migrants in Chonburi, Rayong, Tak, Ranong and Nongkhai. 
There was a strong trend for migrant parents who reported they lacked information, finances, and 
transport to have children who did not hold any identity documents. Although the EFA policy in 
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principle (de jure) does not require proof of identity, in practice (de facto), some Thai public 
schools continue to request proof-of-identity documents or basic Thai literacy for enrolment (see 
Tuangratananon et al. 2019), which can deter undocumented migrant children from  enroling in 
schools for fear of deportation or arrest by Thai authorities. Frequent migration related to changes 
in work sites, language issues and working at a young age were also cited as reasons for never 
having attended any education. 
 
The highest number of migrant students who previously attended but quit education were found 
in Chonburi, Nongkhai and Rayong. No gender difference were found among the number of 
surveyed migrant children (10.4% of girls and 10.6% of boys). The most common reason given 
for quitting education was frequent migration by migrant families, and this reason was most cited 
in Chiang Mai and Nongkhai. Quitting school because parents wanted their children to work was 
the second most cited reason and reported most in Ranong and amongst boys. This finding may 
be influenced by the ongoing impacts of COVID-19 on migrant livelihoods. Problems at school 
and home as well as lacking in motivation to study (reinforced by caregivers’ perception of higher 
education – 39% stated they wished to support their children until tertiary level) were also stated 
as reasons for quitting education. The above factors may further intersect and compel students 
to prematurely marry and/or enter the labour market. 
 
Enabling Environment 

 
EFA, Policies and Law Implementation  

 
Key finding: EFA policy was established and known to education personal but implementation 
varied from place to place. Registration regulation was a big challenge to most MLCs, left many 
MLCs legally unrecognised and unaccredited. 
  
This study found that teachers and directors in Thai schools in the sampled areas were aware of 
Thailand’s EFA policy. The policy and regulations accept children regardless of their nationality. 
But in spite of the awareness of this policy, not all schools were willing to accept migrant 
children; limited seats and high entry competition, especially in the case of larger and popular 
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schools, were cited as reasons.   
 
On the other hand, most respondents learnt about education access for non-Thai children in 
Thailand from various sources, including NGOs, employers, friends, and community leaders. Four 
percent of respondents were unaware of education access and 12% were unsure about this 
opportunity.  
  
While MLCs play a significant role in providing education for migrant children, very few MLCs are 
legally recognized . Graduated students from MLCs are not accredited unless they applied and 
passed international exams or Thai or Myanmar NFE. This was identified as a big challenge for 
MLC students if they aspired to further their education in Thailand or continue in their origin 
countries.  
 
School and Study Environment  

 
Key finding: Most migrant children perceived school and study environment positively but some 
faced challenges including taking a long time to integrate, language barrier and discrimination by 
classmates and teachers.  
 
Migrant children in both Thai public and private schools integrated well with their classmates and 
expressed positively about their study environments. But challenges persist, including taking a 
long time for migrant children to integrate with classmates, difficulty in following lessons due to 
language barrier, discrimination and bullying. These challenges are similar to that previously 
documented in research conducted in Thailand (e.g., Niyomsilpa and Sunpuwan 2014; 
Arphattananon 2012). Discrimination by teachers were faced by 15% of migrant children from 
Cambodia, 10% from Lao PDR and 6% from Myanmar. In terms of discrimination, migrant youths 
in Ranong and Nongkhai reflected that they were verbally bullied in schools by their classmates. 
Verbal bullying sometimes led to fights between them.     
 
Impacts of Different Educational Options on Migrant Children 
 

Key finding: Education has direct impacts on migrant children in various forms which benefits  
them in daily life and their communities. Migrant children perceived positive attitudes from local  
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communities due to their Thai language ability and studying in Thai schools.  
 
The majority of respondents had positive perceptions toward the education their children received 
in Thailand. They believed that education would provide opportunities for their children to have 
good jobs in Thailand or in their origin country, or enable them to further their studies. Most 
respondents who sent their children to Thai school (87%), MLCs (93%) and NFE (80%) believed 
that education would enhance their children to find better employment than low skills jobs or have 
more opportunities to get higher income jobs. For direct educational  benefits on migrant children, 
35% of respondents expressed that their children gained more self-confidence, 20% could 
explain necessary information to them, 18% had better behavior, 15% were better  organised and 
12% gained other benefits. Less than 1% saw no positive impacts, indicating that investing in 
migrant children’s education have long term dividends in developing their life skills and improving 
future employment opportunties. 
 
Thai community had mixed attitudes towards migrant children, accepting them as part of Thai 
community but some were afraid of them competing with Thai children. Overall, migrant children 
were accepted for their knowledge in Thai language and studying in the Thai education system. 
 
COVID-19 Impacts 

 
Key Finding: Negative education impacts on migrant children are reported to result from a lack of 
learning devices, access to online lessons or inability to follow online lessons. 
 
As the COVID-19 pandemic continues, extended periods of school closures in Thailand have 
caused education disruptions for Thai and migrant children alike. In our sample, 70% of migrant 
households reported negative educational impacts on their children, citing their children did not 
study at home, had no learning devices or access to online lessons. These negative impacts on 
migrant children’s education are perpetuated by the employment and financial status of their 
caregivers. Due to virus containment measures and restrictions, migrant workers have 
experienced reduced work hours and temporary and permanent unemployment, resulting in 
income losses.  
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Migrant families are more likely to own mobile phones, rather than computers or tablets, which 
are less suitable as a learning device particularly when the mobile phone is shared between 
household members and fatigue associated with using small screens for long durations. The cost 
of high-speed Internet was cited as an additional expense for home-based online learning. Slow 
and unstable Internet connection impeded students’ concentration and discouraged them to 
learn online, particularly for those in secondary education. Migrant caregivers who have 
continued to work reported being unavailable to help their children with their schoolwork. 
Considering most caregivers’ limited language and educational backgrounds, they also reported 
being unable to assist their children’s learning.  
 
To support home-based learning, teachers in both Thai schools and MLCs in Mae Sot and Ranong 
responded through physical home-visits for student consultations, narrowing the teaching content 
and setting up small class tuitions or community-based classes. 
 
Key Finding: Migrant families are confident their children can overcome education disruptions in 
the post-pandemic period, but a minority of children have dropped out, started working or may be 
sent back to origin countries. 
 
Two-thirds of sampled migrant households were confident that their children could resume their 
education in the post-pandemic period. A fifth of respondents were less confident that their 
children could follow lessons after extended disruptions to schooling. The remainder of 
respondents stated their children have dropped out school due to their financial status, started 
working or were sent back to their origin countries. Lastly, migrant households were asked how 
the education system could increase preparedness for similar future crises, a third of respondents 
agreed that lessons should be adapted in response to the situation, a third thought that extra 
lessons should be provided, and other suggestions included online learning should continue, 
provision of scholarships and extra support.   
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Recommendations 
Policy level/Ministry of Education and relevant national agencies 

 

Ensure alignment to EFA in terms of policy awareness, application, and budget allocation:  

• Policy maker should ensure that the Education for All principle will continually be 

publicised through awareness campaigns (including in migrants’ languages) for up-to-

date understanding as a national education goal.   

• Policy maker should bridge the gap between EFA policy and practice, by developing  

standardised guideline and support mechanisms to ensure efficient EFA 

implementation.   

• Policy makers should ensure that the national education budget is allocated on an 

equity basis that covers all children, regardless of their nationality and status.    

Develop a more flexible approach to the provision of migrant education and opportunity in 
labour force. 

• The Ministry of Education should consider more flexibility in the registration criteria to 

govern Migrant Learning Centres and expand collaboration to education providers other 

than Thai government or private schools.  

• Thai Government should resume collaboration with Myanmar Ministry of Education to 

continue the transfer of education accreditation for migrant children who have studied in 

Thailand and start similar collaborations with other origin countries. 

 
Improve the use of Data in planning Migrant education at national, local authority levels,  

 

• There is a need to collect and use accurate and realistic data on migrant children in 

Thailand to better inform education policy reforms the scope of the problem and 

education need of migrant children. 

• To retain on-the-move migrant children and reduce early drop-outs from schools, 

education credits should be transferable across educational types and provinces in 

Thailand. Counselling and mentoring should be made available for frequently relocating 

migrant children (see USA’s Migrant Education Program example in Chapter 1). 
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• Following best practices in EU countries in addressing out-of-school children (see 

Chapter 1), Thailand can adopt a three-prong approach drawing on prevention (e.g., 

providing flexible education pathways), intervention (e.g., identifying at-risk students 

and providing individualized support) and remedial (e.g., access to alternative 

education and vocational training opportunities) measures to reduce early school 

leavers and out-of-school migrant children and youths. 

• A longer-term approach that considers migrant children as an economic asset to Thailand 

who can alleviate national labour shortage, regardless of their immigration status, can 

take form in linking migrant youths with higher education scholarships, apprenticeships 

and internships to create smoother transitions into Thailand’s labour force (see Germany’s 

3 Plus 2 Regulation Model in Chapter 1). 

 
Build Stronger linkages between Local Authorities, Employers, Civil Society, NGOs and Migrant 
Communities 

 

• Appeal to migrants through language and cultural-sensitive portal and dissemination of 

information about migrant education in the format/language that is accessible to migrant 

communities. 

• Foster partnerships between local authorities, employers, civil society and migrant 

communities to improve recently settled migrant families’ access to information on the 

available education and training, in migrant languages, in the catchment/surrounding 

area, through holding regular information sessions.  Providing counsellors or mentors, 

either in provincial MoE office, migrants’ place of employment or residence. 

• Engage “role model” alumni migrant youths who have achieved academic and career 

success and are willing to share their experiences within their communities. 

• Early intervention of at-risk migrant students by learning from them what issues they face 

(personal, family, or curriculum-related). 

• Ensure to allocate resources on an equity basis for migrant children who meet the 

criteria for Equitable Education Fund or other equivalent fund.  
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Teacher and Education personnel in schools and MLCs 

 

Prevent discrimination and promote inclusive instruction.  
 

• Raise awareness of various kinds of discrimination and set up prevention mechanism to 

protect all children in school. 

• Set up system to provide assistant to migrant children in need of education material and 

devices to migrant children in need. 

• Set up buddy system for migrant children with local children to assist them to follow the 

lesson in class. 

• Provide extra lesson to support slow learner children and language tuition for migrant   

children who have insufficient language ability. 

 
Addressing COVID-19’s Education Disruptions: 
Policy Level 
Expanding digital access 

• Education resources and digital resources are allocated on equity basis regardless of 
documentation status.  Set up device provision and recognition plan for local authorities or 
schools that need to provide for migrant children. 

• The Royal Thai government should adopt a Digital Equity Framework that seeks to promote 
digital inclusion through ensuring disadvantaged students, including migrant children 
(regardless of documentation status) have equitable access to devices, fast, affordable and 
reliable internet, and digital literacy training (Workie et al., 2022). 

• Following best practice in South Korea, the Royal Thai government in partnership with the 
private sector can establish a free digital device lending service with unlimited free data 
access through schools for low-income, disadvantaged students without digital devices 
including migrant children (see Cho and Riley 2020). 

• Engage with telecommunications companies to provide extra servers to accommodate large 
numbers of online learners simultaneously, free mobile data access to education platforms 
and websites, and subsidise internet fees (Cho and Riley 2020). 
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Education Providers, Teacher and Education personnel in school and MLC 
Use data to improve providers’ responsiveness to the dynamic situation of migrant children 

• Collect data on successful learning modes, learning content and material, and 
competencies (skills to learn through distance) acquired by migrant students and build on 
these successful models in preparedness for future crises. For example, frequent home 
visits by teachers can minimise learning losses by assessing individual student’s learning 
and enable teachers to respond faster by providing supplementary classes or materials that 
are responsive to the student’s learning needs.    

• Enhance teachers’ capacity to deliver relevant, flexible and interactive distance and online  
teaching and psychosocial and emotional support to minimise demotivation among students  

• Considering migrant caregivers to play a crucial role in supporting children’s home-based 
distance learning, migrant communities and civil society can enhance caregivers’ capacity 
to provide home-based educational and emotional support for migrant students during 
future crises. For example, skills training to use online learning platforms and psychosocial 
support for children can be shared through social media, radio, television and print 
materials in migrants’ languages. 

• To support slow learner or lack of education devices among migrant children, Buddy system 

should be set up by school, MLC with migrant families and community to assist migrant 

children to follow up the lessons and share education devices. 

• In order to increase full usage of education devices and reduce inadequate equipment, 

migrant families should collaborate with friends and community to pool education resources 

and distribute among migrant families. Migrant families should support education for 

migrant children as long period as possible to provide them protection from risk situation. 
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ANNEX 3 
Questionnaire 

 

Research on the Situation of Education of Migrant Children in Thailand 
Date: …... / ….… /………… Province: ……………………….                          No………………….. 

Place of interview ....................................................... Interviewee working sector………………… 

Interviewer: ................................................................ Interpreter: ................................................ 
 
1. Section 1: Personal Background of Migrant (Main Decision-Maker in 

Household) 
1.1. Gender  female  male 

1.2. Age  Under 18 years  18-20 years  21-25 years  26-30 years 

 31-35 years  36-40 years  41-45 years  over 45 years 

1.3. Original country  Myanmar  Laos People's Democratic Republic  Cambodia 

 Vietnam  Other 

1.4. Place of origin: 
1.4.1. Place name:__________ 

 Border town  Border rural area  Capital  Inner town  Inner rural area 

1.5 Religion and Beliefs 

 Buddhist  Christian  Islam  Hindu  Animist  Other 

1.6 What is the level of your education? 

 None 

 Elementary level (not complete) 
 Elementary level (completed) 
 Lower Secondary level (not complete) 
 Lower secondary level (completed) 
 Higher secondary level (not complete) 
 Higher secondary level (completed) 
 Vocational school (not completed) 
 Vocational school (completed) 
 University level (not completed) 
 University level (completed) 
 Informal education 1-3 years 

 Informal education 4-5 years 

 Informal education more than 5 years 

1.7 Marital status 

 Single  Married, live together in Thailand 

 Married, live separately in Thailand  Married, spouse lives in original country 

 Married, spouse lives in another country  Divorced or Separated  Widowed 

1.8 Occupation in original country before migrating to Thailand 

 Farmer (Own Land)  Agricultural worker (Landless)  Construction 

 Fishery  Factory or food processing  Garment factories 
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 Mining, Oil & Gas  Education  Social Worker 

 Food & Beverages Sales  Trade & Retails  Tourism & Hotel 

 Domestic Work  Other Services  Other labour work 

 Other Manufacturing  Unemployed 

1.9 What was your main reason for migrating to Thailand? (Please choose the most priority reason) 
 Lack of job at home  Looking for better income 

 Insecurity and unsafe situation at home  Want to join family 

 Want to have better living conditions  Want to gain better experience & knowledge 

 Access to education for children  Access to healthcare 

1.10 How long have you been living in Thailand? 

 Less than a year  1-2 year  3-4 years  5-6 years  7-8 years 

 9-10 years  Longer than 10 years 

1.11 Which documents do you possess now? 

 Passport and work permit  NV Passport and work permit 

 Passport and tourist visa  Passport 

 Tor ror 38/1 (pink card) and work permit  Tor ror 38/1 (pink card), no work permit 

 Border Pass and work permit  Border Pass  No document 

1.12 What is your current working sector? 

 Agriculture & Husbandry  Agriculture & Husbandry related  Fishery  Fishery Related 

 Construction  Domestic Work  Garment Production & Sales 

 Food & Beverages Sales  Industrial Production & Sales  Wholesale, retail trade & vendor 

 Other Labour work  Other Manufacturing  Other Services  Unemployed 

1.13 What is your spouse’s occupation? 

 Farmer (Own Land)  Agricultural worker (Landless)  Construction 

 Fishery  Factory or food processing  Garment factories 

 Mining, Oil & Gas  Education  Social Worker 

 Food & Beverages Sales  Trade & Retails  Tourism & Hotel 

 Domestic Work  Other Services  Other Labour work 

 Other Manufacturing  Unemployed 

1.14 What is the nationality of your spouse? 

 Burmese  Laos  Cambodian  Thai  Vietnam 

 Others 

1.13 What is his/her highest level of education? 

 None 

 Elementary level (not complete)  Elementary level (completed) 
 Lower Secondary level (not complete)  Lower secondary level (completed) 
 Higher secondary level (not complete)  Higher secondary level (completed) 
 Vocational school (not completed)  Vocational school (completed) 
 University level (not completed)  University level (completed) 
 Informal education 1-3 years  Informal education 4-5 years 

 Informal education more than 5 years 

1.15 How many people are there in your household including yourself? 

 1-3 persons  4-5 persons  6-7 persons  8-9 persons 

 more than 9 persons 
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Section 2: Migrant Children and children’s Education in Thailand 
2.1 How many children (18 years and below) do you have/take care? 

Total Number:______________ 

2.2 What is your relationship with the children? 

 Parents  Uncle/Aunt  Brother/Sister  Cousin 

 Family’s friend  Others 

2.3 What gender is your child? (ask about each child) 
 Female  Male 

2.4 How old is/are your child/children? (Choose all relevant answers) 
 Under 3 years  3-5 years  6-9 years  10-12 years 

 13-15 years  16-18 years 

2.5 Where was your child born? (ask about each child) 
 Born in origin country 

 Born in Thailand 

2.6 Where does your child live? (ask about each child) 
 In Thailand, living together with me 

 In Thailand - live separately 

 In origin country 

2.7 What document does your child have? (ask about each child – repeat function) 
Children no 1 

 No document 

 Thai ID card 

 Certificate Identity 

 Birth registration 

 Birth Certificate 

 Passport 

 Other document 

Children no 2 
 No document 

 Thai ID card 

 Certificate Identity 

 Birth Registration 

 Birth Certificate 

 Passport 

 Other document 

2.8 Does your child attend any of the following education? (ask about each child) 
 Nursery 

 Study in Thai public school 

 Study in Thai private school 

 Study in migrant learning centre 

 Non-formal education 

 Government Vocational school 

 Private Vocational school 

 Stopped studying 

• Stopped at what level? ______________ 

 Never entered any of the above (skip Questions: 2.8) 
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 Other ……………………………………… 

2.9 Did your child attend school in the previous year? 

 Yes  No 

2.10 What challenges has your child experienced from attending [insert above response]………………..? 

 Taking too long to integrate with other children 

 Difficult to follow the lesson because of language barrier 

 Discrimination by teacher 

 Bully from other children 

 Nothing 

 Other 

 
Section 3: Household Income and Living Conditions in Thailand 
3.1 How much income do you normally receive per month? 

 Less than THB 5,000 

 THB 5,001-7000 

 THB 7,001-8,000 

 THB 8,001-9,000 

 THB 9,001-10,000 

 More than THB 10,000 

3.2 How much income does your family normally receive per month? (including all other income 

sources: e.g., If your spouse/family are also working) 
 Less than THB 6,000 

 THB 6,001-8,000 

 THB 8,001-10,000 

 THB 10,001-12,000 

 THB 12,001-14,000 

 THB 14,001-16,000 

 More than THB 16,000 

3.3 Is your family’s income enough/cover for family’s expense and remittances? 

 Yes, enough for both and also savings  Enough for family’s expense and remittance 

 Enough for family’s expense only  Not enough even for family’s expense 

3.4 What are the largest expenses you have to pay for your child attending [insert response above]? 

Comments: 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
3.5 Do your children work to earn family income? 

 Yes, they have to work full time  Yes, they work part time  No, they don’t have to work at all ( 
go to Q 3.7) 
3.6 What age did your child start to work? 

 Under 10 years  11-12 years  13-15 years  16-18 years 

3.7 How would you rate your financial conditions in Thailand? 

 Very Good 

 Good 

 Adequate 

 Bad 

 Very Bad 
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3.8 How would you rate your living conditions in Thailand? 

 Very Good 

 Good 

 Adequate 

 Bad 

 Very Bad 

 
Section 4: Migrant Families’ Perceptions of children’s education in Thailand 
4.1 Do you know that non-Thai children can have access to Thai education system? 

 Yes, I know  No, I don’t know  Not sure 

4.2 If yes, where did you get information about this? (Source of information on EFA policy) 
 Family, neighbours and friends 

 Community Based Organization 

 Thai government (ministry of education, labour department etc.,) 
 NGOs and CBOs 

 Media (TV, social media, radio) 
 Local temple 

 Others 

4.3 What are the main reasons you send your children to Thai school/NFE/MLC in Thailand? (select 

multiple) 
 They will know Thai language 

 It is free 

 Education is necessary for children’s development 

 Education will help them to find good jobs 

 Education here is better than original country 

 Don’t have time to look after them 

 They can learn Burmese /or mother tongue language 

 They can continue or further education in country of origin 

 Other 

4.3 What is the highest education level do you plan to support your children? 

 Able to read and write only  Primary level  Lower secondary level 

 Higher secondary level  Tertiary level  Enough skill to work 

4.4 How would you describe your children access to education in Thailand? 

 Difficult access to Thai public school  Easy access to Thai public school 

 Difficult access to MLC  Easy access to MLC 

 Difficult access to NFE  Easy access to NFE 

 No Access  Never tried to access  Don’t know 

4.5 If your children have to quit school/MLC/NFE before completing school level, what were the main 

reasons? 
 We move to other areas 

 Having problems in school 

 No money to support them 

 Prefer to study in origin country 

 They have to return to origin country 

 Don’t see any benefit of education 

 We need them to work 
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Additional comments:____________________ 

4.6 Do you think education will help your children to find better jobs in Thailand than low-skill or low-
wage jobs? 

 Yes, definitely  Not sure  No, they won’t have other opportunity 

(Go to Q 5.1 ) 
4.7 Why don’t you send your children to school in Thailand? (only ask for out of school children) 

 I don’t have any information 

 No money to support them 

 Transportation problem 

 There is no benefit for them 

 They have to work 

 They face discrimination 

Additional comments:____________________ (Go to Q 4.91) 
4.8 How do you perceive are the impacts of education on your children? 

 They have good manner  They are better organised  They behave better than before 

 They are more self-confident  They can explain necessary information for us 

 Don’t see any impact  Other 

4.9 Do you think your children’s education will benefit them when going back to original country? 

 Yes, they can further their study  Yes, they can find good jobs  Not sure  No benefit 

4.10 What other forms of education will benefit your children? 

 English language  Computer  Skill training (in training institute) 
 Others 

Additional Comments: _______________________________ 

 
Section 5: Impact of COVID Pandemic on Migrant Families and Migrant 

Children’s Education 
5.1 Has your employment (and/or your spouse) been affected during the COVID pandemic? 

 Continued to work 

 Reduced work hours / Reduced income 

 Retrenchment 

 Temporary stopped working 

5.2 Does the COVID pandemic have any impact on your child’s education? (ask per child) 
 Yes (go to Q 5.3)  No (go to Q 5.4) 

5.3 If yes, what are the impact? 

 They stayed at home, and did nothing because we have no access to learning devices and/or 

online teaching 
 Yes, because we were afraid to send them to school 

 Economy impact with extra expense for online education 

 Have to drop school/MLC/NFE because one or both parent/caregivers loss their jobs. 
 Yes, children cannot follow lessons from online teaching 

 Other……. 
5.4 If no, why? 

 No, they could study formal class online 

 No, they can continue home based education provided by MLC/NFE? 

 Others…………………. 
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Additional comments:____________________________________ 

5.5 When schools re-opened, is there any change or impact to your child’s education? 

 No, they can continue their education 

 They can’t follow the lesson 

 Yes, they stop going because our income has been cut 

 Yes, they stop going because our employment has been negatively impacted 

 Other 

Additional comments:____________________ 

5.6 What do you think can be done to improve or help your children’s education during COVID-19 or 

similar 
crisis in the future? 

 School/MLC/NFE should prepare to teach Education in Crisis lesson 

 School/MLC/NFE provide extra/additional class 

Additional Comments:_______________________________ 

Thank you for your time and cooperation to answer our questions. 
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                                                                          ANNEX 4 

Findings Table  
 

Table 1 Gender of Respondents 

 
Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

 Female 497 76.0 76.0 76.0 

Male 157 24.0 24.0 100.0 

Total 654 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 2 Respondents Age 

 
Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

 Under 18 years 1 .2 .2 .2 

18-20  years 4 .6 .6 .8 

21-25  years 20 3.1 3.1 3.8 

26-30 years 115 17.6 17.6 21.4 

31-35 years 156 23.9 23.9 45.3 

36-40 years 153 23.4 23.4 68.7 

41-45 years 102 15.6 15.6 84.3 

over 45 years 103 15.7 15.7 100.0 

Total 654 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 3 Original country of respondents  

 
Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

 Myanmar 441 67.4 67.4 67.4 

Laos PDR 109 16.7 16.7 84.1 

Cambodia 102 15.6 15.6 99.7 

Vietnam 2 .3 .3 100.0 

Total 654 100.0 100.0  
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Table 4. Respondent’s Relationship to Migrant Children 

 

 
 

Table 5. Number of people in the household including respondent (by origin country) 

 
 Number of people who are 
in your household including 

yourself 

Origin country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

1-3 persons 425 107 102 2 636 

4-6 persons 16 2 0 0 18 

  Total 441 109 102 2 654 

 

 
Table 6. Number of children (18 years and below) taken care by Respondent  

(by origin country) 
 

Number of children (18 
years and below) 

Original country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

1-3 persons 419 108 100 2 629 

4-6 persons 17 1 1 0 19 

7-9 persons 2 0 0 0 2 

More than 10 persons 3 0 1 0 4 

 Total 441 109 102 2 654 

 
Table 7. Place where Respondent’s Child Resides (by origin country) 

 

Place Where your child live   
Origin country 

Total Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

In Thailand, living together with me 430 108 96 2 636 

In Thailand - live separately 5 0 0 0 5 

In origin country 6 1 6 0 13 

 Total 441 109 102 2 654 

 
 

 
Table 8. Place of origin (by origin country) 

 
Place of origin Origin country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

Border town 41 17 15 0 73 

Border rural area 56 25 41 0 122 
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Capital 114 7 13 0 134 

Inner town 117 5 18 1 141 

Inner rural area 113 55 15 1 184 

Total 441 109 102 2 654 

 
Table 9. Religion and Beliefs (by origin country) 

 

 Religion and 
Beliefs 

Origin country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

No religion 1 0 0 0 1 

Buddhist 365 102 100 2 569 

Christian 45 2 1 0 48 

Islam 28 0 1 0 29 

Hindu 2 0 0 0 2 

Animist 0 5 0 0 5 

Total  441 109 102 2 654 

 

 

 
Table 10. Level of Respondent’s education (by origin country) 

 

 level of your education Origin country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

None 107 12 24 0 143 

Elementary level (not 
complete) 

107 45 19 2 173 

Elementary level 
(completed) 

88 20 15 0 123 

Lower Secondary level 
(not complete) 

31 8 10 0 49 

Lower secondary level 
(completed) 

43 8 18 0 69 

Higher secondary level 
(not complete) 

30 1 6 0 37 

Higher secondary level 
(completed) 

25 11 8 0 44 

Vocational school 
(completed) 

0 2 0 0 2 

University level (not 
completed) 

1 0 1 0 2 

University level 
(completed) 

7 1 1 0 9 

Informal education 1-3 
years 

2 0 0 0 2 

Informal education 4-5 
years 

0 1 0 0 1 

 Total 441 109 102 2 654 

 
 

 
Table 11. Respondent’s Marital status (by origin country) 

 
 

 Marital status Origin country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

Single/ unmarried 57 4 4 0 65 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 
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Married, live together in Thailand 326 88 88 2 504 

.5 .1 .1 .0 .8 

Married, live separately in 
Thailand 

5 4 2 0 11 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Married, spouse lives in original 
country 

2 0 0 0 2 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Married, spouse lives in another 
country 

1 1 0 0 2 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Divorced or Separated 31 12 5 0 48 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Widowed 19 0 3 0 22 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

 Total 441 109 102 2 654 

.7 .2 .2 .0 1.0 

 
 
 
 

Table 12. Nationality of Respondent’s Spouse (by origin country) 
 

 Nationality of spouse Origin country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

Burmese 317 0 1 1 319 

.5 .0 .0 .0 .5 

Laos 0 91 1 0 92 

.0 .1 .0 .0 .1 

Cambodian 2 0 88 0 90 

.0 .0 .1 .0 .1 

Thai 7 0 0 0 7 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Others 8 2 0 0 10 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Vietnam 0 0 0 1 1 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Single/ devoice or widow 107 16 12 0 135 

.2 .0 .0 .0 .2 

 Total 441 109 102 2 654 

.7 .2 .2 .0 1.0 

Table 13. Occupation of Respondent in origin country before migrating to Thailand  
(by origin country) 

 

 Occupation in original 
country before migrating to 

Thailand 

Origin country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

unemployed 88 15 14 0 117 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .2 

Farmer (Own Land) 120 25 31 2 178 

.2 .0 .0 .0 .3 

Agricultural worker (Landless) 86 30 11 0 127 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .2 
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Construction 11 6 7 0 24 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Fishery 6 0 0 0 6 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Factory or food processing 5 2 8 0 15 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Garment factories 11 3 4 0 18 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Education 22 3 3 0 28 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Food & Beverages Sales 10 3 9 0 22 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Trade & Retails 15 1 4 0 20 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Tourism & Hotel 0 0 1 0 1 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Domestic Work 12 2 2 0 16 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Other Services 12 7 2 0 21 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Other labour work 17 12 5 0 34 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Vendor 26 0 1 0 27 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

 Total 441 109 102 2 654 

.7 .2 .2 .0 1.0 

 

 
Table 14. Main reasons for migrating to Thailand (by origin country) 

 Main reason for migrating 
to Thailand 

Origin country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

Lack of job at home 129 56 14 1 200 

.2 .1 .0 .0 .3 

Looking for better income 229 23 67 1 320 

.4 .0 .1 .0 .5 

Insecurity and unsafe 
situation at home 

25 0 1 0 26 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Want to join family 24 2 10 0 36 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Want to have better living 
conditions 

16 2 8 0 26 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Want to gain better 
experience & knowledge 

5 1 0 0 6 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Access to education for 
children 

5 0 0 0 5 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Access to healthcare 1 0 0 0 1 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
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Others 7 25 2 0 34 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

 Total 441 109 102 2 654 

.7 .2 .2 .0 1.0 

 
Table 15. Period of Living in Thailand (by origin country) 

 

  Period of living in 
Thailand 

Origin country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

0-2 years 3 2 1 0 6 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

3-5 years 17 3 12 0 32 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

6-10 years 135 27 34 0 196 

.2 .0 .1 .0 .3 

11 - 15 years 137 35 26 1 199 

.2 .1 .0 .0 .3 

16 -20 years 85 23 21 1 130 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .2 

21 - 30 years 53 14 8 0 75 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

31 - 40 years 5 3 0 0 8 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

41 - 50 years 6 2 0 0 8 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

  Total 441 109 102 2 654 

.7 .2 .2 .0 1.0 

Table 16. Documents held by Respondents (by origin country) 
 

 List of Documents Origin country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

No document 50 35 3 0 88 

.1 .1 .0 .0 .1 

Passport and work permit 27 11 28 0 66 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Tourist visa 1 0 0 0 1 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Passport 218 36 36 2 292 

.3 .1 .1 .0 .4 

Tor ror 38/1 (pink card), no 
work permit 

66 20 3 0 89 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Border Pass 4 0 0 0 4 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Passport and Tor ror 38/1 
(pink card) 

43 7 24 0 74 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

work permit 32 0 0 0 32 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

NV passport 0 0 8 0 8 
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.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

 Total 441 109 102 2 654 

.7 .2 .2 .0 1.0 

 
 
 

Table 17. Current working sector (by origin country) 
 

 

 Current working sector Original country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

Unemployed 77 9 8 0 94 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Fishery 2 0 16 0 18 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Construction 37 9 17 1 64 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Domestic Work 24 11 4 0 39 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Garment Production & Sales 20 0 0 0 20 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Food & Beverages Sales 13 9 6 0 28 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Industrial Production & 
Sales 

31 0 1 0 32 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Wholesale, retail trade & 
vendor 

7 4 2 0 13 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Other Labour work 61 23 7 0 91 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Other Manufacturing 4 0 0 0 4 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Other Services 27 4 9 1 41 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Factory or Food Processing 94 1 24 0 119 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .2 

Farmer (own land) 6 2 1 0 9 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Agricultural labourer 
(landless) 

16 33 5 0 54 

.0 .1 .0 .0 .1 

Vendor 8 4 0 0 12 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Education 5 0 0 0 5 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Tourism and Hotel 9 0 2 0 11 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

  Total 441 109 102 2 654 

.7 .2 .2 .0 1.0 
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Table 18. 

 
 

 
Table 19. Highest level of education attained by Spouse (by origin country) 

 
 Level of education Origin country Total 

Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

None 89 1 24 0 114 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .2 

Elementary level (not 
complete) 

85 21 10 0 116 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .2 

Elementary level 
(completed) 

68 28 22 0 118 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .2 

Lower Secondary level (not 
complete) 

18 3 7 1 29 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Lower secondary level 
(completed) 

43 19 16 1 79 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Higher secondary level (not 
complete) 

11 1 4 0 16 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Higher secondary level 
(completed) 

18 16 6 0 40 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Vocational school 
(completed) 

0 2 0 0 2 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

University level (not 
completed) 

1 0 0 0 1 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

University level (completed) 1 2 1 0 4 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Single/ devoice or widow 107 16 12 0 135 

.2 .0 .0 .0 .2 

 Total 441 109 102 2 654 

.7 .2 .2 .0 1.0 
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Table 20. Spouse’s occupation (by origin country) 

 
 Spouse’s occupation Origin country Total 

Myanmar Laos 
PDR 

Cambodia Vietnam 

Unemployed 38 5 2 0 45 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Fishery Related 21 0 23 0 44 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Construction 37 12 21 1 71 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Domestic Work 8 1 0 0 9 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Garment Production & Sales 11 0 0 0 11 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Food & Beverages Sales 4 1 3 0 8 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Industrial Production & Sales 9 0 1 0 10 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Wholesale, retail trade & vendor 6 3 1 0 10 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Other Labour work 66 24 8 0 98 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Other Manufacturing 7 0 2 0 9 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Other Services 12 12 6 1 31 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Factory or Food Processing 59 1 10 0 70 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Farmer (own land) 16 8 5 0 29 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Agricultural labourer (landless) 22 25 7 0 54 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Vendor 5 0 0 0 5 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Education 5 1 0 0 6 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Tourism and Hotel 7 0 1 0 8 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Mining, Oil and Gas 1 0 0 0 1 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Single/ unmarried/ divorced/ widow 107 16 12 0 135 

.2 .0 .0 .0 .2 

  Total 441 109 102 2 654 

.7 .2 .2 .0 1.0 
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Table 21.

 
 

Table 22.

 
 
 

Table 23. 
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Table 24. 

 
 
 

Table 25. Migrant Children (by gender) 

 
 

Table 26. Migrant Children’s Age (by age range)

 
Section_3/children_edu_hh/child_age 

    
Frequen

cy Percent 
Valid 

Percent 

Cumulati
ve 

Percent 

Valid 3 45 5.0 5.0 5.0 

  4 64 7.1 7.1 12.2 

  5 85 9.5 9.5 21.6 

  6 69 7.7 7.7 29.3 
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  7 83 9.3 9.3 38.6 

  8 72 8.0 8.0 46.6 

  9 68 7.6 7.6 54.2 

  10 61 6.8 6.8 61.0 

  11 61 6.8 6.8 67.8 

  12 50 5.6 5.6 73.4 

  13 54 6.0 6.0 79.4 

  14 45 5.0 5.0 84.4 

  15 37 4.1 4.1 88.5 

  16 36 4.0 4.0 92.5 

  17 32 3.6 3.6 96.1 

  18 35 3.9 3.9 100.0 

  Total 897 100.0 100.0  

 

 

 
Table 27.  Migrant Children’s Birth Country (by origin country) 

Note: other is Rohingya whose birthplace was not reported.  

 
Table 28. Documents held by Respondent’s Child (by origin country) 

 

 
 
 

List of documents that 
your child has 

Origin country 

Total Myanmar Laos PDR Cambodia Vietnam 

No document 61 18 14 0 93 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Thai ID card 0 1 0 0 1 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Birth registration 125 43 37 0 205 

.2 .1 .1 .0 .3 

Birth Certificate 190 39 30 1 260 

.3 .1 .0 .0 .4 

Passport 3 3 4 0 10 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Other document 62 5 17 1 85 

.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 

 Total 
441 109 102 2 654 

.7 .2 .2 .0 1.0 
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Table 29. Education Type Attended by Migrant Children (by origin country) 

 
 

Table 30. 
Do you know that non-Thai children can have access to Thai education system?  

 
Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative Percent 

 Yes, I know 550 84.1 84.1 84.1 

No, I don’t know 27 4.1 4.1 88.2 

Not sure 77 11.8 11.8 100.0 

Total 654 100.0 100.0  
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Table 31. Source of Information to Access Education. 

 
Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

 None 135 20.6 20.6 20.6 

Family, neighbours and 

friends 

168 25.7 25.7 46.3 

NGOs and CBOs 44 6.7 6.7 53.1 

Media (TV, social media, 

radio) 

2 .3 .3 53.4 

Local temple 1 .2 .2 53.5 

Thai government (ministry 

of education, labour 

department etc., 

17 2.6 2.6 56.1 

Employer 16 2.4 2.4 58.6 

All sources above 266 40.7 40.7 99.2 

Other 5 .8 .8 100.0 

Total 654 100.0 100.0  

 
 

Table 32. Respondent’s perception of children’s access to Thai schools in Thailand. 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

 Difficult 81 12.4 12.4 12.4 

Easy 430 65.7 65.7 78.1 

No Access 10 1.5 1.5 79.7 

Never tried to access 50 7.6 7.6 87.3 

Don’t know 83 12.7 12.7 100.0 

Total 654 100.0 100.0  
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Table 33. Respondent’s perception of children’s access to Migration Learning Centre in Thailand?  

 

 

Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent Cumulative Percent 

 Difficult 28 4.3 4.3 4.3 

Easy 372 56.9 56.9 61.2 

No Access 9 1.4 1.4 62.5 

Never tried to access 40 6.1 6.1 68.7 

Don’t know 205 31.3 31.3 100.0 

Total 654 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 34. Respondent’s perception of children’s access to Non-Formal Education in Thailand. 

 

Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent Cumulative Percent 

 Difficult 20 3.1 3.1 3.1 

Easy 232 35.5 35.5 38.5 

No Access 14 2.1 2.1 40.7 

Never tried to access 242 37.0 37.0 77.7 

Don’t know 146 22.3 22.3 100.0 

Total 654 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 35. Main reasons respondents send children to Thai school/Non-Formal Education/ 

Migrant Learning Centre in Thailand: 

Education is necessary for children’s development 

 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

 yes 342 52.2 52.2 52.2 

no 266 40.6 40.6 92.8 

Do not answer 47 7.2 7.2 100.0 

Total 655 100.0 100.0  
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Table 36. Main reasons respondents send children to Thai school/Non-Formal Education/Migrant 

Learning Centre in Thailand: Education will help them to find good jobs 

 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

 yes 257 39.2 39.2 39.2 

no 351 53.6 53.6 92.8 

Do not answer 47 7.2 7.2 100.0 

Total 655 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 37 Main reasons respondents send children to Thai school/Non-Formal 

Education/Migrant Learning Centre in Thailand: They will know Thai language 

 

 Frequency Percent Valid percent 

Yes 249 38.0 38.0 

No 359 54.8 54.8 

Do not answer 47 7.2 7.2 

Total 655 100.0 100.0 

 

 
 

Table 38. Main reasons respondents send children to Thai school/Non-Formal Education/Migrant 

Learning Centre in Thailand: Education here is better than original country 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

 yes 101 15.4 15.4 15.4 

no 507 77.4 77.4 92.8 

Do not answer 47 7.2 7.2 100.0 

Total 655 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 39. Main reasons respondents send children to Thai school/Non-Formal Education/Migrant 

Learning Centre in Thailand: They can learn Burmese /or mother tongue language 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

 yes 94 14.4 14.4 14.4 

no 514 78.5 78.5 92.8 

Do not answer 47 7.2 7.2 100.0 

Total 655 100.0 100.0  
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Table 40. Main reasons respondents send children to Thai school/Non-Formal Education/Migrant 

Learning Centre in Thailand: They can continue or further education in country of origin 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

 yes 70 10.7 10.7 10.7 

no 538 82.1 82.1 92.8 

Do not answer 47 7.2 7.2 100.0 

Total 655 100.0 100.0  

 
 
 

 

Table 42. Main reasons respondents send children to Thai school/Non-Formal Education/Migrant 

Learning Centre in Thailand: Don’t have time to look after them 

 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

 yes 17 2.6 2.6 2.6 

no 591 90.2 90.2 92.8 

Do not 

answer 

47 7.2 7.2 100.0 

Total 655 100.0 100.0  

 
 

  

Table 41. Main reasons respondents send children to Thai school/Non-Formal Education/Migrant 

Learning Centre in Thailand: It is free  

 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

 yes 49 7.5 7.5 7.5 

no 559 85.3 85.3 92.8 

Do not answer 47 7.2 7.2 100.0 

Total 655 100.0 100.0  
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Table 43. Challenges faced by Migrant Children in Thailand (by education type). 

 

 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What 
challenges 
has your 
child 
experience
d from 
attending?  

Does your child attend any of the following education? 

Total 

Never 
attend 
school 

Nurse
ry 

Study 
in 

Thai 
public 
school 

Study 
in Thai 
private 
school 

Study in 
migrant 
learning 
centre 

Non-
formal 

educatio
n 

Government 
Vocational 

school 
Stopped 
studying Others 

Nothing 123 18 303 16 180 6 2 23 33 704 

.1 .0 .3 .0 .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .8 

Taking too 
long to 
integrate 
with other 
children 

0 1 21 2 28 1 0 0 0 53 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Difficult to 
follow the 
lesson 
because of 
language 
barrier 

0 2 30 2 21 0 0 2 0 57 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

Discriminat
ion by 
teacher 

0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Bully from 
other 
children 

0 3 10 0 7 0 1 0 0 21 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Others 0 6 32 3 7 0 0 9 0 57 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

 Total 
123 30 399 23 244 7 3 34 33 896 

.1 .0 .4 .0 .3 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 
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Table 44. Respondent’s Education Level and Children’s Education Type. 

 

 

Table 45. Migrant Family’s Income per month and children’s education type. 
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Table 46. School Attendance Among Migrant Children in 2020. 

 

 

Table 48. Reasons why children not in school in Thailand 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

 Children attend school 774 86.4 86.4 86.4 

I don’t have any information 29 3.2 3.2 89.6 

No money to support them 15 1.7 1.7 91.3 

Transportation problem 9 1.0 1.0 92.3 

They have to work 1 .1 .1 92.4 

They face discrimination 1 .1 .1 92.5 

We moved to other areas 6 .7 .7 93.2 

Other 61 6.8 6.8 100.0 

Total 896 100.0 100.0 
 

 
 

Table 49. Education level child quit school. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

 Still attend School 863 96.3 96.3 96.3 

Elementary level 6 .7 .7 97.0 

Elementary level (not complete) 15 1.7 1.7 98.7 

Lower Secondary 3 .3 .3 99.0 

Lower secondary (not completed) 4 .4 .4 99.4 

Upper secondary 1 .1 .1 99.6 

Upper secondary (not completed) 2 .2 .2 99.8 

Nursery 1 .1 .1 99.9 

Informal Education 1 .1 .1 100.0 

Total 896 100.0 100.0  

 
 
 
Table 50. Reasons for Children quitting before completing school level. 
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Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

 Still study 802 89.5 89.5 89.5 

We move to other areas 12 1.3 1.3 90.8 

Having problems in school 1 .1 .1 91.0 

We need them to work 4 .4 .4 91.4 

They don't want to study 2 .2 .2 91.6 

Other 74 8.3 8.3 99.9 

Prefer to study in origin country 1 .1 .1 100.0 

Total 896 100.0 100.0 
 

 
Table 51. Migrant Children who work. 

 
 

Table 52. Working Migrant Children’s Age. 

 
 

 
 


