
Hanoi - Vietnam
December 2008

FINAL REPORT

ANALYSIS OF THE P135-II BASELINE SURVEY

COMMITTE FOR 

ETHNIC MINORITY AFFAIRS

UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT

PROGRAMME



COMMITTEES FOR ETHNIC 
MINORITY AFFAIRS

UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAMME

FINAL REPORT

ANALYSIS OF THE P135-II 

BASELINE SURVEY

Hanoi, Dec 2008

Ph m, Thái H ng*
Lê, ng Trung**
Herrera, Javier***
Razafi ndrakoto, Mireille*** 
Roubaud, François***

*  Team leader, Indochina Research and Consulting (IRC), Vietnam
** Indochina Research and Consulting (IRC), Vietnam
*** Centre de Recherche en Économie du Développement (DIAL), France



PREFACE

 Vietnam has achieved unprecedented reductions in poverty over the past two 
decades. The Government has allocated substantial investment resources for 
development of ethnic minority and mountainous areas – largely targeting at poor 
households through various policies, programmes and projects. With the close 
attention of the Government, signifi cant improvements to the socio-economic 
conditions of ethnic minority and mountainous areas have been achieved, 
and the povery rate has been decreasing rapidly year after year. However, the 
54 offi cially recognized ethnic groups within Vietnam’s diverse society have 
not shared equally from the benefi ts of this growth.  Poverty, life expectancy, 
nutritional status, and other living standard measures remain persistently low 
among Vietnam’s ethnic minorities. To address this challenge, the Program 
135 Phase II was launched in 2006 as a further step with the aim to radically 
accelerate the poverty reduction in particular and socio-economic development 
in the poorest communes of Vietnam. This refl ects strong commitment of the 
Government in support for economic development of the ethnic minorities.

 To monitor the progress of the P135-II, the P135-II Baseline Survey (BLS) was 
implemented to collect information on a treatment group of 266 P135-II communes 
and a control group of 134 non-P135-II to inform the performance indicators at 
the onset of the P135-II. All the fi gures reported are calculated from the BLS. In 
order to provide most comprehensive picture as possible on poverty of ethnic 
minorities so that to inform policy makers and especially to assist CEMA on the 
implementation of the P125-II, this report covers all areas covered by the BLS. 
The report should be thus considered as an update and comprehensive poverty 
analysis of ethnic minorities. Further (and more focused) analysis is currently 
on-going and will be a subject of another publication.

 In pursuing this analysis, the team has received supports and comments from 
various organizations and individuals. We would like to thank Dr. Tran Van Thuat, 
Mr Ha Viet Quan (CEMA) and other offi cials of the Policy Deparment of CEMA; 
Mr Hoang Van and other staff at the Project VIE/02/001; Mr Nguyen Tien Phong 
and Ms Vo Hoang Nga (UNDP), Mr Phung Duc Tung and Mr Nguyen Viet Cuong 
(Indochina Research and Consulting), Mr Jean-Pierre Cling (DIAL, France) for 
useful comments at various stages of the research. Usual disclaimer applies.

Research team



TABLE OF CONTENTS

The Program 135-II at the onset: At a Glance      7

Executive Summary          10

Chapter 1 - Introduction         19

Chapter 2 - The P135-II Baseline Survey      25

 2.1 The Baseline Survey        27

 2.2 Evaluating the Baseline Survey      29

Chapter 3 - A Baseline Poverty Profi le of the P135-II     31

 3.1 Income as a Welfare Measure      34

 3.2 Poverty in the P135-II Communes      35

 3.3 Income Inequality        38

Chapter 4 - Labour Market, Agriculture production, and Income Diversifi cation 41

 4.1 Labour Force Participation       44

 4.2 Agriculture Production: Land Endowment, Land Uses, 
           and Crop Income        47

 4.3 Commercialization of Agricultural Production    49

 4.4 Income Diversifi cation       51

Chapter 5 - Infrastructure Conditions in the P135-II Communes   53

 5.1 Basic Infrastructure Conditions      56

 5.2 Communal Access to Education and Healthcare Services  58

Chapter 6 - Capacity Strengthening and Management of Projects   61

 6.1 Human Resources, Training Activities     65



 6.2 Management of Infrastructure Development Projects   66

 6.3 Ownership of P135-II Investment Projects     68

 6.4 Perceptions of Households on Project Management   70

Chapter 7 - Improved Socio-Cultural Livelihoods     73

 7.1 Household Access to Education      77

 7.2 Household Access to Healthcare Services     79

 7.3 Household Access to Other Services     80

Chapter 8 - Conclusions and Suggestions      83

 References          90

 Appendix 1: Sample Weights       91

 Appendix 2: Calculation of Household Income from the BLS   3

 Appendix 3: Classifi cation of Ethnicity for Future Studies using the BLS 96

Tables and Figures           101



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

BLS  P135-II Baseline Survey

CEMA  State Committee for Ethnic Minority Affairs

GSO  General Statistical Offi ce

MOLISA Ministry of Labour, War Invalids, and Social Affairs

SOE  State owned enterprises

P135-I  Program 135 Phase 1

P135-II Program 135 Phase 2

PMU  Project Management Unit

UNDP  United Nations Development Program

VHLSSs Vietnam Household Living Standards Surveys

VLSSs  Vietnam Living Standards Surveys

VASS  Vietnam Academy of Social Sciences

WB  World Bank



THE PROGRAM 135-II AT THE ONSET (2007 FIGURES): 

AT A GLANCE

P135-II Non
P135-II 2010 target 

ERADICATION OF POVERTY AND HUNGER

Income-based poverty and inequality

Poverty headcount (%) 43 37 30

Poverty gap (%) 19 21

Gini coeffi cient 0.53 0.44

Perception on other aspects of welfare

% lack of food 46.3 39.8 0

% lack of clean water 44.8 40.9

% lack of medicines 44.7 44.9

% lack of cash for school frees 32.7 35.01

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION

Average income per capita/year > 3.5 million/year (%) 37.38 44.47 70

Poor households use market-oriented services

% of rice traded 13.1 10.3

% of other food crops traded 25.8 39.02

% of industrial crop traded 48.7 57.9

% of fruit crop traded 16.6 31.5

% household coming to agri. extension centre to have training 20.3 19.3

% households receiving agri extension staff coming at home 5.3 3.6

% of household paying for agri extension services 1.3 0.48

% happy with the quality of the information 89.6 87.5

INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT    

Access to physical infrastructures (%)

Having transportation roads to villages 66.2 80.1 80

Having public transportation 18.8 28.4

Having cultural post offi ce 85.3 94.1

Having small irrigation system 61.3 65.7 80

Having electricity (as alternative for power scheme) 84.6 91.8 100

Having healthcare stations 97.7 93.3 100

Having schools 100

Primary school 78.2 83.6

Lower secondary school 66.9 75.4

Upper secondary school 2.3 7.5

Participation of household in infrastructure projects (%)

Participation of household in selection meeting (1) 87.71 86.99

Participation of household in selection meeting (2) 49.25 49.96

Household agreeing selection of project (1) 98.13 98.47

Household who voiced their opinions (2) 27.42 31.80

Household opinion considered to select infrastructure (2) 55.41 56.67

Satisfaction with the selection of project (2) 84.33 77.82



Contribution of household to infrastructure project

Household has contributed to the building of the infrastructure 20.46 37.60

Household has contributed in cash (%) 9.24 13.66

Average amount of contribution in cash (1000 Dong) 45.26 45.39

Household has contributed in labour days (%) 13.34 28.36

Number of labour days on average 4.59 6.50

Ownership of infrastructure projects (%)

Infrastructure projects where communes are investment owner 22.49 43.56

Commune with ownership encountered problems 32.05 42.86

% household benefi ting from the investment-owned project 39.38 42.20

Organisation of public bidding

Organization of public bidding  (1) 10.51 25.78

Household aware of public bidding (2) 20.32 15.71

Satisfaction with infrastructure project (%)

Satisfaction with the quality of infrastructure (1) 80.93 84.89

Satisfaction with the quality of infrastructure (2) 67.52 66.21

% household benefi ting from the infrastructure (1) 46.74 48.11

Infrastructure projects are useful for the household (2) 84.38 88.69

CAPACITY BUILDING    

Communes having adequate capacity to manage the implementation of a program (%)

Communes with PMU 65.79

100% of 
commune/

community will 
have adequate 

capacity to 
manage the 

implementation
of a program

using participatory planning 90.86

with training plan 76.57

having with communication plan 80.57

using new reporting format 57.14

Monitoring board qualifi ed 32.27 45.33

Happy of household with qualifi cation of supervision board 59.47 68.24

Open treasury account 21.76 35.78

Infrastructure project with an O&M plan 45.72 47.78

Village and commune staff provided with appropriate skills and knowledge (%)

Duration of training is suffi cient 26.04

Training practical & applicable 63.39

Quality of the trainers (% good or very good) 61.58

Supervision team trained before taking their role (2) 25.50 19.82

Capacity strengthened with community participation (%)

Organisation of meeting to select project 86.55 80.22 Community
capacity

strengthened
with community 

participation
in supervision 

activities.

Infrastructure projects monitored by people 81.91 76.00

Participation of household  in meeting (1) 87.71 86.99

Participation of household  in meeting (2) 49.25 49.96

Detailed fi nancial information made public (1) 52.81 66.67

Household received fi nancial information (2) 11.12 10.62



IMPROVED SOCIO-CULTURAL LIVELIHOODS    

Household access to education (%)

School enrolment

Gross enrolment rate at primary level 84.87 83.65

Net enrolment rate at primary level 77.46 78.68 95

Gross enrolment rate at lower secondary level 62.61 69.53

Net enrolment rate at lower secondary level 56.1 65.13 75

Gross enrolment rate at upper secondary level 38.41 45.87

Net enrolment rate at upper secondary level 33.27 40.12 75

Reason for not attending school

Over aged 37.8 34.71

Don't like studying 3.43 2.92

Working 16.69 20.46

Other reasons 13.64 11.92

Exemption of tuition fees and school contribution

Primary level 90.79 92.47

Lower secondary 80.66 75.69

Upper secondary 68.71 55.27

Household access to healthcare services (%)

% of individual being ill or injured over the past 12 months 5.87 5.97

Types of healthcare facilities used for medical treatment

Health centre (hamlet, commune, region) 53.35 50.32

Hospital (district, province, national, other) 16.48 19.96

Other facilities 30.17 29.72

% exempted from health care fees 54.48 49.27

Having free health care certifi cates 44.91 40.11

Having free health care certifi cates 7.49 6.56

Household access to other key services (%)

Water for drinking and cooking

Over 80% of 
households use 

clean water

Piped, bought, fi ltered spring, and rain water 14.4 9.91

Drilled well with pump, dug/constructed well, soil wells 45.64 57.87

River, lake, pond and other sources of water 39.97 32.23

Access to clean water 53.27 56.12

Source of lighting

Electricity 72 83
80% of 

households
have electricity

Battery lamp, resin torch 3 2

Gas, oil, kerosene lamps 16 8

Other 9 7

Types of toilets

Flush toilet with septic tank/sewage pipes 5.21 8.82
50% of 

households use 
hygienic latrines

Suilabh 2.40 3.07

Double vault compost latrine 5.62 11.93

Other 86.77 76.18

Using legal services 95% people in 
needs receive 

the legal 
services

% of household using legal services 24.27 22.2

happy with legal services provided 92.06 91.22

Notes: (1) refers to commune staff’s assessment; (2) refers to households’ assessment
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

 The Programme 135, phase II (P135-II) and its Baseline Survey

 The rapid economic growth experienced in Vietnam during the 1990s and early 
2000s resulted in unprecedented reductions in poverty, and the ethnic minority 
and mountainous areas – where a large percentage of poor households live – have 
also seen rapid development and poverty reduction.  Poverty, life expectancy, 
nutritional status, and other living standard measures remain persistently low 
among Vietnam’s ethnic minorities, in comparison to other areas. To address 
this challenge, and to further the support and investment in socio-economic 
development of communes and villages  facing extreme diffi culties with a view 
to gradually narrow the gaps between regions and areas, the Prime Minister 
issued Decision No. 07/2006/Q -TTg dated January 10th 2006 on approval of 
the Programme for Socio-economic Development of Communes Facing Extreme 
Diffi culties in Ethnic Minority and Mountainous Areas in the 2006-2010 period 
(for Programme 135 Phase II for short).

 The objectives of the programme are: to create rapid changes in production, and 
accelerate the transformation of the agro-economic structure by linking production 
to market demand; to sustainably improve the material and spiritual life of ethnic 
minority people in communes and villages facing extreme diffi culties, narrowing the 
development gaps between ethnic groups and regions in the whole country. The 
targets are: by 2010, there will be no more hungry households and the number of 
poor households will have been  reduced to below 30%; over 70% of households 
will have average income per capita of over 3.5 million/year in 2010.

 The key components of the Programme are: (1) Project for supporting production 
development and transformation of the economic structure, and improving 
the production capacity of ethnic minority people; (2) Project for constructing 
essential infrastructure in communes and villages facing extreme diffi culties; (3) 
Project for training  and capacity-building with an aim to to improve the capacity 
of local offi cials for administration and economic development management, and 
for strengthening the capacity of  communities; (4) Policies for supporting social 
services, improving people’s living standards, and legal assistance for raising 
legal awareness.

 To monitor the progress of the P135-II, the P135-II Baseline Survey (BLS) was 
conducted in 2007 to collect information on a treatment group of 266 P135-II 
communes and a control group of 134 non-P135-II to inform the performance 
indicators at the onset of the P135-II. A follow-up survey planned for 2010 will 
measure changes in these indicators within the treatment and control communes. 
Therefore, the two surveys will permit to evaluate the progress toward achieving 
the intended outcomes and impacts of the P135-II. That is why the quality of 
this study is essential for this two-stage evaluation process. In this regard, we 
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evaluated the BLS before embarking on informing the initial characteristics of 
the P135-II communes. We found that the BLS provides a good database on 
the P135-II and the best database on ethnic minorities available up to date. 
Most importantly, by exploring the data provided by CEMA on the communes 
surveyed and the BLS, we concluded that the BLS provides a ground for sound 
impact evaluation.

 The purpose of this report is to establish, as much as possible, values of indicators 
that refl ect the situation of the P135-II communes and households at the onset 
of the Program. We structured the reported into six chapters. One of this was 
developed to evaluate the BLS and its implications for our analysis. Five major 
chapters focused on depicting a poverty profi le of the P135-II communes and on 
the four main components of the Program. All indicators were calculated for both 
P135-II and non P135-II communes. Within the scope of this report, we mainly 
focus on the average values. In addition to the average values, we also provided 
disaggregate results according to fi ve dimensions including ethnicity, gender 
of household heads, language ability, geographical types of communes, and a 
regional dimension. However, these disaggregate dimensions are only referred 
to when most appropriate to keep the report focused and reader-friendly (we did 
provide all details in tables). It is noted that when calculating indicators, we also 
calculated standard deviations and carried out statistical tests. These results are 
however not reported for brevity but provided in tables for the interests of more 
technical readers.

 Poverty Profi le of the P135-II communes

 The 135P-II objectives is that by the end of 2010, the poverty rate was reduced 
to below 30% (using national poverty line) in the targeted communes and to 
narrow the gaps in living standards among Viet Nam’s ethnic groups. Applying 
the offi cial poverty line of VND 200,000/per capita/month for rural households (as 
all BLS households live in rural areas), we found that at the time of the baseline 
survey, 43% of the P135-II households was poor. A substantial gap between the 
Kinh-Hoa and non Kinh-Hoa was also detected. The poverty rate of the Kinh and 
Hoa households was 26% while the corresponding fi gure for ethnic minorities 
was 51%. Highest incidence of poverty was found for those who spoke no or little 
Vietnamese language. If the program targets of ‘poverty rate below 30% in 2010 
in 135P-II communes’ and ‘reducing the gaps between ethnic groups are to be 
achieved, the Programme need to ensure a highest pace of poverty reduction 
per annum, i.e 4% reduction rate per year (2 times higher than the national 
average 2% target of poverty reduction), and about 8% poverty reduction per 
annum among ethnic minority groups, for the period of 2008-2010.

 Other aspects of wellbeing were also revealed by the BLS. 46% declared that 
they lacked food over the past 12 months. Of this number, 68% reported that 
they were not very often in shortfall of foods; while 32% was very often or even 
always experienced a lack of foods. On average, 45% of the P135-II households 
lacked clean water for cooking and drinking. In terms of healthcare, 48% of the 



12                                                 FINAL REPORT ANALYSIS OF THE P135-II BASELINE SURVEY

E
X

E
C

U
T

IV
E

 S
U

M
M

A
R

Y

P135-II households did not have enough medicines when they were ill or injured. 
Moreover, 33% of the household interviewed revealed that they were lacking 
of cash to contribute to school fees. In all of these aspects, ethnic minorities 
were always found disadvantaged compared to the Kinh and Hoa households. 
In this context, it is not surprising that more than a half of the P135-II communes 
expressed their unhappiness with the current level of living standards (i.e. the 
average rate 53%). More importantly, we stressed that given this ‘baseline’ poverty 
profi le, achieving the P135-II target of having no hunger-stricken households 
and a 30% poverty rate by 2010 will be challenging.

 Labour market, Agricultural Production, and Income Diversifi cation

 Engaging in income-generating activities is crucial for household welfare. The 
BLS showed that 70% of the potentially working age population (6 years old 
and above) were active in labour market. Notably, the unemployment rate was 
exceptionally low (i.e. 0.6%). This is partly because the poor living standards 
in the P135-II made it unaffordable for anyone at the working age not to be 
involved in income-generating activities. Similar to a typical peasant economy, 
agriculture remained the source of 86% employment, and the incidence of wage 
employment (including wage jobs in agriculture) was 16%. However, using the 
MOLISA’s threshold of underemployment (i.e. less than 35 hours/week), we 
found that 58% of the working people in the P135-II were underemployed, 
and the poor were systematically more seriously under-employed than the non 
poor ones. This rate of underemployment is substantially higher compared 
to the national average of around 20-30% in the period 2001-2004. The fact 
that most of the labour force was engaged in self employment in their own 
farms provides an explanation. But this exceptionally high underemployment 
rate does suggest that most of working people in the P135-II did not have 
adequate jobs. Indeed, more than half of the labour force (52%) in the P135-II 
communes appeared to be engaged in multiple-job holding as their fi rst jobs 
was not suffi cient to support families.

 As agriculture production was the most important income-generating activities, 
land endowment is a key factor of household welfare. At the survey time, the 
P135-II households had on average 17,326m2 of agricultural land (40% for 
annual crops; another 40% for forestry; 10% for perennial crops; and 10% for 
the other types of land). Ethnic minority-headed households are better endowed 
than Kinh-Hoa households (the average landholding of Kinh-Hoa households 
was about 68% of ethnic minorities’). This is attributable to the dominant role of 
forestry land in the total household landholding of ethnic minorities. On average, 
forestry landholding of ethnic minorities was four times larger than that of the 
Kinh and Hoa. There were also considerable disadvantages of female-headed 
households as they held only a half of the total landholding of male-headed 
counterparts.

 Agriculture production in the P135-II commune was classifi ed into four main 
crops, including paddy rice, other food crops, industrial crops, and fruits. On 
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average, more than a half of total agricultural land was used for paddy rice, about 
33% for other food crops, nearly 10% for industrial crops, and the remaining 
three or four percent for fruit trees. The Kinh and Hoa are not different from 
ethnic minorities in their concentration on paddy rice (about 54% of total land) 
but ethnic minorities allocated most of the remaining land for other food crops, 
while the Kinh-Hoa households allocated equally the remaining for industrial 
crops and other food crops. There was also a spatial dimension of the pattern 
of land allocation. The P135-II households in the South concentrated most of 
their agricultural production on paddy rice (i.e. 74% of the total land), while those 
in the North used 90% of their land relatively equally between paddy rice and 
other food crops (i.e. 47% for rice, 43% for other food crops). Differences in 
land endowment and patterns of land uses suggests that support for agricultural 
productions should take into account these ethnic and spatial dimensions.

 Given the above patterns of land uses, the average yearly crop income of 
the P135-II households was VND 6.33 millions. As non Kinh-Hoa households 
concentrated mainly on rice and other food crops, these two crops accounted 
for 46% and 41%, respectively, of the total crop income, and contributed up 
to 40% of the total average income earned by ethnic minorities. For the Kinh 
and Hoa, income from paddy rice and food accounted for nearly 20% of the 
total average income. Although lands were allocated equally for other food crops 
and industrial crops (i.e. 19% each), average income from industrial crops are 
substantially higher than income from other food crops. This could be taken to 
suggest that for the Kinh-Hoa household in the P135-II, planting industrial trees 
is more productive than cultivating other food crops.

 There is a conventional wisdom that households in the poorest communes 
produce mainly for their own subsistence. We found that it true for rice production, 
the most important crop, of ethnic minorities since they traded only eight percent 
of the rice output. Rice production by the Kinh and Hoa was considerably more 
market-oriented as 31% of rice output was sold.  The Southern P135-II communes 
were generally more commercialized than those in the Centre or in the North. An 
average of 61% of rice produced in the South was sold, while rice production in 
the Centre or the North was mainly for home consumption. However, in terms of 
other crops, we found that 48% of industrial perennial output was traded, while 
more than a quarter of other food crops was sold to the market. Notably, most of 
agricultural crops produced by the P135-II were sold to individual traders. This 
is in contrast with the non-P135-II communes where the majority of agricultural 
output was bought by SOEs. There were no recorded fi gures on trading prices 
but there is likely a considerable margin between the price levels that the P135-II 
households received and market prices. This is because SOEs are more likely to 
benefi t from economics of scale in purchasing rice from households. In addition, 
these SOEs may be infl uenced by the authorities to ensure reasonable prices for 
rural farmers.

 Agricultural income sources (crops, livestock, forestry, fi sheries) accounted for 
about 60% of total household income, while other nonfarm income sources 
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(wages, nonfarm enterprises) contributed to nearly 30% of total household 
incomes. Transfers of all types represent around nine percent of the total 
average income. Compared the national average in 2006 (based on the VHLSS 
2006), the proportion of agricultural income was about 20% higher. This implies 
that the P135-II households were more reliant on agriculture as their major 
source of income. There was a marked difference in income diversifi cation 
across ethnicity. The Kinh and Hoa are found more diversifi ed than ethnic 
minorities in their portfolio of income-generating activities. The BLS shows that 
for ethnic minorities, agricultural income sources accounted for nearly 70% of 
total income, while the other nonfarm income sources contributed for 20%. In 
contrast, the Kinh and Hoa households earned nearly a half of their income 
from nonfarm activities and the corresponding fi gure of agricultural income 
sources is about 40%. 

 Infrastructure Development in the P135-II

 Improvement of infrastructure conditions is one of the four major objectives of 
the P135-II communes. The focus was given to provide/improve access to roads, 
schools, healthcare stations, electricity, clean water, irrigation system. We found 
that the target of 80% of the P135-II communes having access to electricity by 
2010 was already achieved at the time of the BLS as 85% the P135-II communes 
had access to electricity and 82% of them had national electricity grid. In addition, 
there was only two percent gap between the actual level and the target of 100% 
communes having a healthcare station by 2010. For the P135-II communes in 
the South or the coastal or delta communes, this target was already achieved 
by the time of the BLS. The fact that some targets were more or less achieved 
before the onset of the Program raises a concern on the design of the Program 
itself, particularly in selecting priorities for the Program.

 Besides access to electricity and healthcare stations, achieving the targets on 
the other infrastructures is challenging as the gaps between the ‘baseline’ and 
the target are considerably high. At the time of the survey, only 66% villages 
interviewed had car road passing by while the 2010 target is 80%. In terms of 
irrigation, there is also a 20 percentage point gap between the actual and the 
target level (the baseline level was 61% and the target was 80% communes having 
irrigation system). We also observed a big gap between the current rate of 78% 
and the target rate of 100% communes having schools. It was also evident that 
schools in the P135-II communes were in poor conditions. Insuffi cient physical 
facilities were identifi ed as the most serious obstacle to primary schools in 85% 
of the P135-II communes. In this regard, the P135-II faces a ‘double’ challenge 
of building more schools and improving conditions for existing schools. Poor 
water supply conditions also represent a challenge for infrastructure support. We 
found that less than fi ve percent of the P135-II communes had access to piped 
and fi ltered water. As a result, the main source of water supply for the P135-II 
communes was river, lake or pond without appropriate treatment. 
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 Capacity Strengthening and Participation

 One pillar of the P135-II was decentralization. Accordingly, it was assumed 
that community-driven approaches would help improving resource allocation 
and implementation of investment projects under the Program. In fact, the 
participatory process was widely applied in the P135-II infrastructure projects. 
Based on the information collected from commune staff, participation meetings 
were organized to select 87% of all infrastructure projects implemented. 
Interestingly, 88% of the households in the P135-II communes, among which 
60% were the poor, participated in these participatory meetings. As a result of 
these meetings, commune staff revealed that 98% of the participants in these 
meetings agreed with the selection of the projects. This fi gure was much higher 
than that revealed by households (only 84% reported that they were satisfi ed 
with the selection of projects). But as these levels were high, it would be taken to 
suggest no problems in choosing investment priorities. However, implementation 
of these projects seemed to be quite problematic. Notably, some tasks required 
by the P135-II implementation guidelines were not followed. Only 10% projects 
organized public biddings1; fi nancial information was not made public in 53% 
of all projects; 22% having a treasury account for transaction; Operation and 
Maintenance plan has been put in place in 46% of the implemented projects. 

 Giving communes ‘investment ownership’ in the P135-II infrastructure projects 
was a key result of the decentralization approach. It was targeted that 100% P135-
II communes would be investment owners of infrastructure projects by 2010, but 
communes were the investment owners in only 27% of projects at the BLS time. 
It implies that the gap of 73% needed to be cleared within the three years or 
so. In this regard, we consider this target a very ambitious one. For the projects 
that communes had the investment ownership, the impact of that ownership is 
subject to further consideration. We found that 67% of the commune-owned 
projects encountered no problems during the implementation process while the 
corresponding fi gure for the projects where the P135-II communes were not the 
‘owners’ was just 55%. But the percentage of households who benefi ted from 
the investment projects owned by the commune was fi ve percentage point lower 
than in the communes that did not own the projects. However, it should be noted 
that P135-II was still in its early years and normally it takes time for community 
participation and decentralisation to lower levels to show their effectiveness.

 Improved Socio-Cultural Livelihoods

 The P135-II attaches a great importance to the improvement of socio-cultural 
livelihoods, which are achieved by improving access of poor households to 
education, healthcare, clean water, electricity and other services. In terms of 
education, we found a marked gap between gross (net) enrolment rates at all 
levels in the P135-II and the national average levels based on the VHLSS 2006. 

1 The concept of public bidding is used here as opposed to the direct contracting method specifi ed in the Law on Procurement. In the results 
framework agreed between the Government of Vietnam and the donors, there is also a target on increasing  the percentage of works using the 
public bidding method. Direct contracting is also a bidding modality but it is different from non-public bidding.
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For instance, the gross and net enrolment rates at primary schools in the P135-
II communes were 85% and 78%, respectively. But the national average rates 
using VHLSS were 104% and 89%. The gaps of more than 20 percentage points 
are also reported at secondary schools. In addition, there were considerable 
gaps between the actual enrolment rates and the targeted level by 2010: a ten 
percentage point shortfall was reported between the actual and targeted level 
at the primary level; 12 percentage point gap was found at the secondary level. 
It should be noted that these gaps existed in the presence of intensive support 
to the P135-II households in terms of school fee exemption. On average, 91% 
of primary school pupils were exempted from paying fees and contribution. 
For higher levels, the proportions of pupils that were exempted from lower and 
upper secondary schools were 81% and 69%, respectively. It suggests that 
improving access to education requires much more than fi nancial incentives in 
terms of fee exemption.

 Access to healthcare is as equally important for the poor as access to education. 
The BLS shows that health centres of hamlets or communes offered the major 
source of medical treatment for the P135-II households. The use of hospital at 
district or higher level was not very popular given the average distance from the 
P135-II communes to these hospital was 39 kilometres. Therefore, the quality of 
healthcare provided at hamlets or communes is essential to the health conditions 
of the P135-II communes. The rate of free medical treatment was relatively low 
(at 55%) compared to the rate of school fee exemption reported earlier. Notably, 
there was almost no difference in the incidence of free medical treatment between 
the P135-II communes, which are supposed to be the poorest, and the national 
average level. This suggests that further exemption of healthcare cost should be 
provided to P135-II households.

 For access to clean water, results found at the household level reaffi rm the 
marked gap between the actual and the targeted incidence of access to clean 
water reported before at the commune level. The BLS shows only 14% of the 
P135-II households used piped or fi ltered water for drinking and the remaining 
relied on natural sources (river, lake, and pond) or wells, which were generally 
not subject to any water treatment methods. Using common defi nition of clean 
water in Vietnam, we found that only 53% P135-II household had access to 
clean water, suggesting a gap of nearly 27%. Other aspects of sanitation were 
also revealed by the survey. On average, only 13% of the P135-II households 
had one of these three types of hygienic toilets (including septic tank, sewage 
pipes; pour fl ush toilet, and suilabh; double vault compost latrine), meanwhile 
87% of the targeted households used ‘other’ types of toilets. The BLS does not 
provide information on hygienic conditions of these ‘other’ types. But given they 
are simple types of toilet facilities, also including ‘direct over the water’ type, 
it could be taken to suggest that these ‘other’ types of toilets are not in good 
hygienic conditions. In addition, 74% of the P135-II households simply dumped 
household wastes to any land sites nearby or even directly to river/lakes and 
none of these household wastes were collected. Given this, we are confi dent 
to conclude that the P135-II household lives in poor hygienic conditions. In this 
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regard, the target of 50% households using hygienic latrines is clearly a big 
challenge. Unless substantial efforts and investment quickly made, this important 
target will probably not be secured and this is a likely.

 Conclusions and Suggestions

 Our overall impression from the fi ndings in this study is that there is a marked 
gap between the ‘baselines’ outcome/output indicators and the targeted levels 
in 2010. This gap is especially pronounced in terms of access to most basic 
infrastructure facilities. Given the timeframe of the P135-II, implying a little more 
than three years left (from the time this BLS was completed in Oct 2007 to the time 
all targets are to be achieved in 2010), this gap represents an important challenge 
for the P135-II. We suggest that great efforts be made by ministries, government 
agencies and local levels in guiding and implementing the programme in a timely 
manner,. At this stage, we strongly recommend to speed up the progress of 
the P135-II, especially in terms of building roads, water supply, schools, and 
improving sanitation conditions for the P135-II communes. Restructuring the 
Program’s budget to give less resource for the targets that were more or less 
achieved at the time of the survey to the targets that were still lagged behind is 
necessary. In addition, training activities should be prioritized to build up capacity 
at commune level so that commune staff would be capable enough to implement 
the participatory approach and manage the ‘ownership’ of the P135-II projects 
and this need to be done quickly. 

 For the evaluation of the P135-II, given the quality of the BLS, we recommend that 
the follow-up survey is worth doing.It should be stressed that the BLS is probably 
the most comprehensive dataset we have ever had so far on ethnic minorities and 
on poorest communes of the country. Therefore, exploring this survey beyond 
the scope of this baseline study will potentially help shed lights on aspects that 
have not been analysed and contribute greatly to providing more facts about the 
current status and situation of ethnic minority groups and poorest communes in 
the whole country. There has been a growing literature on widespread poverty 
and some other aspect of economic wellbeing amongst ethnic minorities but 
most of the current literature was based on the data available from the VLSSs or 
VHLSS. Unfortunately, these surveys were not designed to be representative for 
ethnic minorities and hence the results obtained from exploring these surveys 
should be thus taken with caution. 

 In this regard, the BLS provides potentially unique opportunities to make 
important  contribution to our understanding of ethnic minorities in Vietnam. 
Among numerous possibilities, three key issues for P135-II can be pointed out. 
First, the BLS provides the unique opportunity to disaggregate ethnic minorities 
into at least 10 different groups. This could be a research agenda in the next 
step. Second, the report draws the broad picture of P135-II communes and 
households’ living conditions.We could assess the ethnic income gap, trying 
to disentangle its components: factor endowment and returns to these factors. 
For this purpose, the BLS has a unique property: it provides data on different 
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ethnic groups living in poorest communes that are relatively homogenous. This 
property minimizes the effect of ‘unobserved factors’ on the welfare gap between 
ethnic groups. Third, the BLS provides suffi cient information to explore in details 
labour force participation of ethnic minorities and its impact on welfare. The 
BLS database allows a comprehensive investigation of the factors associated 
to higher household income diversifi cation, which are the ones that triggers and 
which one hinders this strategy allowing households to escape poverty.
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“Water Infrastructure Improvement” - Photo: Kieu Van
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 CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

 The rapid economic growth experienced in Vietnam during the 1990s and early 
2000s resulted in unprecedented reductions in poverty. The 54 offi cially recognized 
ethnic groups within Vietnam’s diverse society have not, however, shared equally 
from the benefi ts of this growth (Baulch et al. 2008a).  Poverty, life expectancy, 
nutritional status, and other living standard measures remain persistently low 
among Vietnam’s ethnic minorities. Despite comprising just over one-eighth of the 
national population, the minorities accounted for about 40 percent of the poor in 
2004.  Some government agencies forecast that by 2010, the ethnic minorities will 
constitute more that half of Vietnam’s poor population (Baulch et al. 2008b).

 Vietnam has a large number of policies and programs specifi cally designed to 
assist ethnic minority development.  These programs and policies have paid 
attention to a wide range of socio-economic issues related to ethnic minority 
development and are targeted in different ways. At the present, the Program 135 
Phase II (P135-II) supported by UNDP is among the most important initiatives 
for ethnic minority development in Vietnam. The P135-II is being implemented 
from 2006-10. Its major objectives are to eliminate food poor households in the 
targeted area by 2010; reduce the number of poor households to below 30%; 
and narrow the development gap between ethnic groups and other regions. 

 As part of the impact evaluation package, the BLS for the P135-II was implemented 
by the General Statistical Offi ce (GSO) in 2007, under the authority of the 
Committee for Ethnic Minority Affairs (CEMA) and with technical assistance from 
UNDP. The survey consists of a sample of 6,000 households in 400 communes, 
of which 4,000 households forms a treatment group randomly selected from 
the P135-II communes and 2,000 households constitute a control group drawn 
from P135 Phase I (P135-I) communes that are not included in Phase II. As 
the survey was undertaken one and a half year after the start of the P135-II, it 
is not strictly a ‘baseline’. The survey provides a rich pool of information on the 
P135-II targeted communes in the early stages of implementation. This could be 
explored to develop a benchmark for evaluating the impacts of the Program. This 
report is prepared by the consultants selected by UNDP and CEMA to analyze 
this ‘baseline’ survey.

 The main purpose of data analysis following the baseline survey is to establish 
the baseline values for a set of performance indicators. As a similar survey is 
planned for 2010, the analysis after the follow-up survey will measure changes 
in the performance indicators within the treatment and control samples. Taken 
together, the two surveys will permit to evaluate differences in the performance 
indicators, which will then reveal the impacts of the P135-II. As the output will be 
mainly used by relevant policy makers, development practioners, and donors, 
frequencies, tabulations and cross-tabulations (rather than sophisticated data 
analysis techniques) will be developed to provide a detailed profi le of the P135-
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II communes and establish the baseline performance indicators necessary for 
future evaluation of the Program.2 It should be noted that statistical tests were 
employed to evaluate the BLS but these will not be reported in this study for 
simplicity.

 When analyzing the baseline indicators in these sections, in addition to the 
average levels we will also disaggregate the average values by fi ve different 
dimensions. First, for ethnicity, the Kinh and Hoa form the Kinh-Hoa group 
and the remaining ethnic minorities form the ethnic minority group.3 Second, 
Vietnamese language ability is selected as the second dimension as Vietnamese 
language ability of ethnic minorities is a potentially important factor for ethnic 
integration. We will calculate and analyze the performance indicators according 
to three levels of Vietnamese language profi ciency. Third, gender of household 
heads could also be an important driver of decision making processes within 
households, and thus we will consider the performance indicators separately 
for male-headed and female-headed households. Forth, we take into account 
geographical characteristics of the P135-II communes (i.e. whether communes 
are coastal and delta or other types, which include midland or mountainous 
communes) in the fourth dimension. Finally, the fi fth dimension used in analyzing 
the performance indicators of this report is the regional dimension. To avoid 
unnecessary complication, we divide the P135-II communes into the North, the 
Centre, and the South.4

 This report is structured as follows: Chapter 1 is the Introduction. Chapter 2 
briefl y introduces the baseline survey and discusses potential implications of 
using this survey for formulating a “baseline situation analysis”.  A focus will 
be placed on inter alia the sampling procedure, especially the selection of the 
treatment and control communes. Chapter 3 provides a ‘profi le’ of poverty and 
inequality the P135-II targeted communes. Chapter 4, 5, 6, 7 shift the focus 
to the performance indicators that refl ect the four components of the P135-II, 
including (i) production support; (ii) infrastructure development; (iii) capacity 
building; and (iv) improved socio-cultural livelihoods, respectively.5 Finally, 
Chapter 8 offers conclusions, policy implications, and considers suggestions 
for the follow-up survey (in 2010).

2 The fact that the BLS was implemented in Oct 2007 while the P135-II started in 2006 has an important implication for evaluating the impacts of 
the Program in the future. As the initial performance indicators are not strictly ‘baseline’, using these indicators in evaluating will slightly under-
estimate the impacts of the P135-II. One challenge for the evaluation team in 2010 will be how to access this degree of this underestimation.

3 The use of the term ‘minority’ in this case is to keep consistent with the recent literature on ethnic minorities in Vietnam (Baulch et al. 2008b). 
The ‘minority’ does not imply that ethnic minorities account for minority of the P135-II population. In fact, ethnic minorities accounted for nearly 
79% of the total P135-II population.

4 We considered the possibility of disaggregating into the eight eco-geographical regions but such disaggregation complicates the analysis 
without providing considerable additional insights.

5 As the P135-II was structured in these four major objectives, we found it is most convenient and informative to structure this report according 
to these four sections. 
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 Before embarking on further analysis, it is important to note the following:

 First, the report is largely based on average values as analyzing our set of 
indicators under these fi ve dimensions is very complex and, in some cases, 
unnecessary. Given this, we only refer to the above disaggregate dimensions in 
the main text when appropriate. And all results are reported in tables after each 
chapter for references of readers with attention to such disaggregate details.

 Second, it is noted that when calculating indicators, we also calculated standard 
deviations and carried out statistical tests (to verify whether differences in 
indicators between P135-II communes and non P135-II counterparts are 
statistically signifi cant). These results are however not reported for brevity but 
provided in tables for the interests of the readers who might be interested in 
this technical issue.

 Third, when reading this report it should be bear in mind that we tried to provide 
as much details on the P135-II at the onset of the Program as possible. In the 
main text, we only focus on the most important fi ndings. There are lots more 
included in an exhaustive list of tables after chapters for further references of 
various stakeholders. These tables provided could be use to formulate other 
reports that focus on specifi c issues rather than an overall and comprehensive 
picture of the P135-II as this report conveys.

 Fourth, our analysis is not specifically designed to assess gender biases but 
we do provide all results  by head of household gender. Readers of particular 
interests on gender issue could infer more from those details. However, our 
overall impression is that the differences are globally not very widespread 
and/or big. 

 Finally, the BLS allows us to disaggregating into eleven ethnic groups. This 
provides very informative and deep insights on various aspects of ethnic minorities 
under the P135-II. However, analyzing according to these eleven ethnic groups 
substantially complicates the analysis. For that reason, we suggest this as a 
direction for further research using this BLS. However, we do elaborate this point 
and provide an example in Appendix 3 of this study.
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THE P135-II BASELINE SURVEY 

“Work on rice fi eld” - Photo: Kieu Van
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6 It should be noted that the Vietnam Household Living Standards Survey (VHLSS) 2006 was considered for this objective as an alternative to 
the BLS. However, the content of the VHLSS 2006 does not cover several aspects necessary for evaluating the P135-II. In addition, the VHLSS 
2006 only provides information on the 202 P135-II communes (i.e. equivalent to 12% of the total P135-II coverage) (GSO, 2008).
7 This list was selected out of 2,359 communes that have been supported by the P135-I during the period 1998-2005.

 CHAPTER 2 - THE P135-II BASELINE SURVEY 

 Main fi ndings

The BLS provides a good database on the P135-II at the onset of the Program 
and the best database on ethnic minorities available up to date. Most importantly, 
by exploring the data provided by CEMA on the communes surveyed and 
the BLS, it is concluded that the BLS provides a ground for sound impact 
evaluation.

2.1 The Baseline Survey 

 The BLS is a fi rst step of the two-stage evaluation process of the P135-II. 
The ultimate objective of this BLS is to establish the initial characteristics of 
communes and households before the onset of the P135-II.6 In the next stage, the 
characteristics (concerning the outcome variables) need to be compared before 
and after the Program. This will be the focus of a follow-up survey that is planned 
for 2010. Since changes before or after the program can not by themselves reveal 
the potential impacts of the Program (as the outcomes observed may be due to 
other non-program related factors), there is a need to select a “control” group. The 
impact of the program can thus be revealed by the “differences in differences” 
between the “treated” and the “control” group before and after the program. This 
has important implications for the design of the BLS.

 The treatment group of the BLS consisted of 266 (treated) communes, which were 
randomly drawn from the list of 1,632 targeted communes of the P135-II.7 This 
selection also ensures that the treated communes selected spread over all the 
provinces that are included in the P135-II. Based on the information provided by 
CEMA to GSO on these communes, it was observed that there were signifi cant 
differences in population size among the communes. The smallest commune was 
Te Leng having only 33 persons while the biggest commune was Khanh Binh 
having up to 23,418 persons. The GSO’s survey team noted this heterogeneity 
and hence raised some concerns on the quality of the secondary data in this list. 
However, further efforts to check this issue were not pursued as the survey was 
already completed. 

 The most diffi cult task of sampling design for this survey was to fi nd out the method 
to select communes for the control group. The poor communes that were selected in 
the P135-II were selected on the basis of the commune’s characteristics, including 
poverty rate, commune infrastructure situation such as access to road, school, 
health center, electricity and market. In order to construct the control group, it is 
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necessary to fi nd communes which are as similar to the P135-II communes as 
possible. In order to do it, the 2,359 P135-I communes were employed. A logistic 
regression model was adopted to estimate the probability of being selected from 
these 2,359 P135-I communes into the P135-II.8 A sub-list of the 724 communes 
that ‘graduated’ from the P135-I was then obtained with relevant selection 
probabilities. From this list, communes with the selection probabilities higher than 
the average were identifi ed as potential communes for the control group.  Based 
on these, 134 communes for the control group were selected randomly.

 Given this sampling procedure, a number of 400 communes (i.e. 266 treated 
communes in the P135-II and 134 communes of the P135-I but not covered in 
the P135-II) was identifi ed for the BLS. One village was randomly selected from 
the list of all villages in each of these 400 communes. This selection method 
was applied for both control and treatment groups. In each selected village, 15 
households were selected for interview. The list of all households in the selected 
villages, drawn from the Agriculture Census 2006, was provided by the GSO. The 
simple random method was also applied to select the household at this stage.9

This process results in a sample of 6,000 households for the BLS. As households 
were randomly from the 400 communes that were not randomly selected, sampling 
weights were used to obtained unbiased results reported in this study. The details 
of calculating sampling weights and how to control for the sample design in the 
calculation process are briefl y described in Appendix 1.

 The BLS had a household module and a commune module. The household 
questionnaire mirrored that of the VHLSS 2006 (see Nguyen and Phung, 2007 for 
the details of the VHLSS) with two substantial modifi cations. First, the (sub)sections 
on expenditures, assets, savings, housing used in the VHLSS were dropped. The 
content of the remaining sections were simplifi ed to exclude questions that were 
not relevant to the Program. Second, new sections/questions were added on the 
participation of the P135-II households in the projects supported by the Program. 
Similar to the household questionnaire, the commune questionnaire also mirrored 
that of the VHLSS 2006 with certain modifi cations. The VHLSS’s sections on 
general information, infrastructure conditions, access to public services (i.e. 
schools, healthcare services) were simplifi ed. New sections on the projects carried 
out over the past 12 months at communes, land endowments, nonfarm income-
generating opportunities were added to the commune questionnaire (GSO, 2008). 
These two modules were then used to collect the information from the households 
in the sample during a period going from 4th September to 25th November 2007. 
Our thorough investigation of the dataset shows that this is a dataset of high 
quality. Particularly, this is probably the most comprehensive dataset that focuses 
on ethnic minorities available up to date.  

8The logistic regression equation models the probability of being selected to the P135-II on a set of the commune characteristics that capture 
all criteria used by CEMA to select the targeted communes into P135-II such as poverty rates, access to road, electricity, school, and health 
center (GSO, 2008). 
9 Two steps were involved. Firstly, 20 households were randomly selected from the list of all households in each selected village and. Secondly, 
15 households out of 20 households were randomly selected from the offi cial list of households for the BLS. The remaining fi ve households 
were used as the reserve for replacement.
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2.2 Evaluating the Baseline Survey 

 The Treatment and Control Groups of Programme 135-II

 Given the BLS is the fi rst in the two-stage evaluation process, it is important to 
evaluate the quality of this survey. As future evaluation will involve comparing 
certain outcomes between the treatment and control communes across the BLS 
and the follow-up survey, it is essential to assess whether the control group is an 
appropriate one. As discussed above, the treated communes were drawn from the 
1,632 P135-II communes, which are supposed to be poorer and less well-endowed 
in terms of infrastructure and public services compared to those not selected for 
the P135-II. While the controlled group was drawn from the 727 P135-I communes 
which have upgraded from extreme poverty status after the P135-I, and hence are 
generally in better socio-economic conditions than those that were re-selected for 
the P135-II. It is thus expected that these two groups are systematically different. 

 In order to evaluate this, we obtained secondary data on the 2,359 P135-I 
communes from CEMA. Table 2.1 shows the communes selected for the P135-
II are signifi cantly poorer than those in P135-I not included in P135-II (poverty 
incidence is 66.2% versus 42.7%, respectively). Likewise, the P135-II communes 
have smaller population size, are less endowed with schools, electricity, health 
centers, media station, car roads, total infrastructure and markets compared to the 
non-P135-II counterparts. In addition, as can be seen in Figure 2.1 representing 
the kernel distribution of poverty incidence of all 2,359 P135-I communes, the 
density distribution for the P135-II have not only higher mean poverty incidence 
but also the distribution is to the right of the P135-I density distribution.

 These differences were however mitigated by the sampling procedure as described 
above. By selecting the 134 controlled communes with higher selection probabilities 

than the average level obtained from the logistic regression results, the control 
and treatment communes that were selected for the BLS are similar in every 
respect except in access to electricity. Table 2.2 reports no statistical differences 
between control and treatment groups in relevant variables as population size, 
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Poverty Rate Distribution in P135-I

P135-II non P135-II

Source: CEMA database for sampling design, 2007; authors’ calculation.

Figure 2.1: Kernel density distribution of poverty incidence in P135-II and P135-I not in P135-II 
communes
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poverty incidence, health center, car roads, irrigation and markets. Similarly, 
political and cultural inclusion as refl ected by the existence of People’s Committee 
house and cultural house shows no differences between the treatment and control 
communes. In effect, we concluded that the control group and the treatment group 
had the adequate characteristics from both the point of view of targeting (P135-II 
area poorer than P135-I communes) and of selecting an adequate control group 
(the communes in this group has similar probability to be selected in the P135-II 
and have similar characteristics in a range of pertinent variables). 

 The Treatment and Control in the BLS

 The BLS however does suggest partly contradicting results from the above ex-
ante story. Table 2.3 compares the treated and the controlled communes using the 
BLS. It is clear that the treated communes in the BLS are poorer, are less likely to 
have car roads, electricity, and cultural house than the control communes. These 
differences are statistically signifi cant. In the remaining variables (population size, 
school, health centre, irrigation system, markets and media station) the controlled 
and treated communes are not statistically different.10 There are at least two 
potential explanations for these unexpected results. First, there might be some 
measurement errors in the CEMA database of the P135-II that was provided to 
the survey team for sampling. Second, if the above is not the case, the quality of 
the BLS data is then questionable. In our view, we are more in favour the former 
as the CEMA database was the secondary data reported from the local level (i.e. 
communal or provincial levels, based on their offi cial data). Compared to the raw 
data collected from the grass root level of the BLS, given our evaluation of quality 
of the questionnaires, survey methods, and qualifi cation of the survey team, the 
CEMA secondary data might be less reliable than the raw data collected in the 
BLS.

 This slightly confl icting result requires an evaluation. In out view, the treatment and 
control communes generally share the important relevant average characteristics, 
setting the ground for sound impact evaluation. Such differences should not exert 
considerable biases in evaluation the impacts of the P135-II. Indeed, in most of 
the tables produced for this report, the differences in characteristics between the 
P135-II communes and the controlled communes are not statistically signifi cant 
(on the basis of the t-test) in more than two third of the total cases. Given this, 
the remaining sections of this report will produce a detailed picture of the P135-
II communes as the initial conditions for the evaluation process using the BLS. 
As the main focus is placed on an overall picture of the P135-II communes, our 
analysis will largely concentrate the P135-II communes. 

10 It should be noted that all the t-tests performance in this study (except in Table 2.1 and 2.2) took into account the survey design to obtained 
unbiased test statistics.
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A BASELINE POVERTY PROFILE OF THE P135-II 

“Build Road” - Photo: Kieu Van
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CHAPTER 3 - A BASELINE POVERTY PROFILE OF THE 

P135-II

 At a glance

P135-II Non P135-II 2010 target
ERADICATION OF POVERTY AND HUNGER

Income-based poverty and inequality (%)

Poverty headcount 43 37 30

Poverty gap 19 21

Gini coeffi cient 0.53 0.44

Perception on other aspects of welfare (%)

% lack of food 46.3 39.8 0

% lack of clean water 44.8 40.9

% lack of medicines 44.7 44.9

% lack of cash for school frees 32.7 35.01

Major fi ndings

Applying the offi cial poverty line of VND 200,000/per capita/month for rural 
households (as all BLS households live in rural areas), we found that 43% of 
the P135-II households was poor. A substantial gap between the Kinh-Hoa 
and non Kinh-Hoa was also detected. The poverty rate of the Kinh and Hoa 
households was 26% while the corresponding fi gure for ethnic minorities was 
51%. Highest incidence of poverty was found for those who spoke no or little 
Vietnamese language. 

 If the program targets of ‘poverty rate below 30% in 2010 in 135P-II communes’ 
and ‘reducing the gaps between ethnic groups are to be achieved, the current 
baseline information would suggest a pace of poverty reduction of a little more 
than 4% per annum in the 135P-II communes (2 times higher than the national 
average 2% target of poverty reduction), and about 8% poverty reduction per 
annum among EM minority groups, for the period of 2008-2010

 Other aspects of wellbeing were also revealed by the BLS. 46% declared that 
they lacked food over the past 12 months. On average, 45% of the P135-II 
households lacked clean water for cooking and drinking. In terms of healthcare, 
48% of the P135-II households did not have enough medicines when they 
were ill or injured. Moreover, 33% of the household interviewed revealed that 
they were lacking of cash to contribute to school fees. In all of these aspects, 
ethnic minorities were always found disadvantaged compared to the Kinh and 
Hoa households. 

 Given this ‘baseline’ poverty profi le, achieving the P135-II target of having no 
hunger-stricken households and a 30% poverty rate by 2010 will be challenging.
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The ultimate goal of the P135-II is by 2010 there are no hunger-stricken 
households in the targeted areas and the number of poor households drops 
below 30%. Therefore, it is important to know ‘where are we standing’ and ‘how 
far we need to go’ in order to achieve that goal. This chapter reports a baseline 
poverty profi le of the P135-II communes. It fi rst discusses the use of income as 
a welfare indicator. The national income poverty line was applied to household 
income to produce indicators on poverty and inequality in the subsequent two 
sub-sections.

3.1 Income as a Welfare Measure

 It is generally agreed that expenditure is better than income when measuring 
poverty and inequality. However, welfare levels and the related monetary poverty 
measurements have been based on net household per capita income in the 
BLS. This choice was made on two grounds. Firstly, capturing expenditures is a 
heavy task and needs, in the case of households relying heavily in agricultural 
production, to take into account seasonal effects, which can be done only 
through a survey spamming over the whole year. An expenditure module was 
not included in the BLS since this was considered a too costly option. Secondly, 
income was preferred to consumption for certain analytical considerations. Since 
the main aim of the P135-II is to enhance the social and economic environment 
permitting households to escape poverty, it is crucial to focus on the household’s 
capacity to generate income. In addition, income is more closely connected to 
conditions in the labor market, which is also expected to be under infl uence 
of the Program. In Vietnam, as in many developing countries, labour income 
is the main source of household income and previous research has shown 
that rural households’ income diversifi cation out of agricultural sector is one 
the most important strategy to escape poverty (Pham, 2008). Finally, since the 
outcome variables (refl ecting the impact of the P135-II) are expected to attain its 
anticipated levels in a relative short period (by 2010), it is more suitable to use 
incomes as the outcome welfare variable instead of consumption, which is often 
interpreted as a measure of permanent income. Given these considerations, 
income was used as a welfare measure in this report not only because it was 
the only choice available but also it represents some relevant properties for the 
P135-II. However, it does results in one pitfall as it prevents us from making 
comparison with poverty estimates reported in most of previous research on 
Vietnam (see Glewwe et al. 2004, for instance).

 Calculating income data from the BLS is a complicated procedure that is likely 
to be encountered by certain measurement errors. Apart from the most common 
reason that respondents interviewed generally do not provide precise estimates 
of their incomes, the fact that rural households rely on a diversifi ed portfolio of 
income-generating activities further complicates this process. Most notably, the 
income data collected were actually estimates of the households interviewed on 
their economic activities and there were no tools available for us to check accuracy 
of these estimates. The income data was thus subject to potential measurement 
errors. Taking these into account, we have spent considerable efforts to ensure 
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these derived fi gures as precise as possible. However, it should be noted that 
the income fi gures should be interpreted with caution. Details of the calculation 
process are not discussed here for brevity but given in Appendix 2.

3.2 Poverty in the P135-II Communes 

 A poverty profi le of the P135-II communes is constructed based on the most 
commonly-used indicators, namely poverty headcount index, poverty gap 
and poverty severity. To ensure that our results of poverty indices would be 
comparable to the other sources using income as a welfare measure, the 
income poverty line specifi ed in the Prime Minister’s Decision No 170/2005/
Q -TTg (dated July 08, 2005) was used to calculate the poverty headcount. 
Accordingly, for the period 2006 – 2010, a rural household is considered poor 
if the per head income per month does not exceed VND 200,000. Using this 
poverty line, Table 3.1 shows the estimates of poverty for both the P135-II 
and the controlled nonP135-II on average as well as by ethnicity, gender of 
household heads, daily language, geography of communes, and regional. 
Notably, 43% of the P135-II population was poor.11 There was a substantial 
difference in the poverty headcount of the Kinh and Hoa-headed households 
and the ethnic minority-headed counterparts. The poverty rate of the Kinh-Hoa 
in the P135-II communes was 26% while the corresponding fi gure for ethnic 
minorities was as twice as that of the Kinh and Hoa. 

 Poverty also varied with levels of Vietnamese language profi ciency. Those 
who had no or limited Vietnamese language ability were found amongst the 
poorest (i.e. 54% of them living under the poverty line). Those who spoke 
only Vietnamese or both Vietnamese and ethnic minority languages were 
found similar in terms of poverty rate (i.e. the average poverty incidence was 
45%). The gap in poverty incidence was more pronounced when considering 
other dimensions. Compared to the poverty rate of the P135-II households in 
the coastal or delta communes, that of the P135-II midland or mountainous 
communes was 20 percentage point higher. The average gap in poverty rate 
between the P135-II communes in the North and those in the South was 25 
percentage points in advantage of the South.

 Figure 3.1 represents the cumulative density function (CDF) of household income 
in the treated P135-II communes and the non-P135-II ones. The advantage of 
representing incomes this way is twofold. First, it allows a synthetic display of 
the whole income distribution and can be easily interpreted in terms of poverty 
incidence. The intersection between the CDF and the vertical poverty lines reads 
in the abscise axis as the poverty incidence. Secondly, it allows us to examine 
whether the conclusions drawn considering the mean poverty incidence of the 
treated and control groups depends on the particular poverty lines used. What 
we found is that moving the vertical line to the right, implying an increase in the 
poverty line or to the left (a decrease in the poverty line) over a plausible range 

11 The income poverty headcount of the non-P135-II was 37%, meaning a six percentage point difference. However, this difference is not statisti-
cally signifi cant on the basis of the t-test.
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will not change the main conclusion that the P135-II households were slightly 
poorer than those in the non-P135-II communes but this (point) differences are 
not statistically signifi cant. Only when comparing both distributions as a whole 
we fi nd statistically signifi cant differences based on Kolmogorov-Smirnov test.

 The fi gures on poverty gap, which measures the average distance of the 
poor below the poverty line, provide further insights on poverty of the P135-II 
communes. On average, the mean aggregate income shortfall of the P135-II 
households relative to the poverty line was 19%. Notably, the poverty gaps of 
the Kinh and Hoa-headed households and the minority-headed counterparts are 
identical. As poverty gap indicates the total resources needed to bring all the 
poor to the level of the poverty line, this could be taken to suggest that efforts to 
eliminate poverty across the Kinh-Hoa and the minority in the P135-II communes 
are not different. A similar story could be inferred when considering the poverty 
gaps across the three regions. 

 In addition to the poverty rates reported on the basis of applying the income 

poverty line to net household income calculated, the BLS also provides self-
reported poverty headcount. This poverty rate was based on perception over 
their living standard by the question of whether a household classifi ed itself as 
a poor one in the commune. Table 3.2 presents self-reported poverty rates and 
the distribution of the poor. It is noted that the self-reported poverty rates were 
relatively close to the rates estimated using our calculated income data and the 
income poverty line. Using households’ perceptions of their living standards, it 
was found that 51% of ethnic minorities was poor, while 28% of the Kinh and 
Hoa-headed households considered themselves poor. 

 An exceptional feature of the BLS compared to the series of the VHLSSs was 
that the BLS collected information on self-evaluation of households on different 
aspects of their living standards over last twelve months prior to the survey. 
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Income Cumulative Density Function, Treated and Control group
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Mean Poverty Line

Poverty incidence, Treated Group (42.7%)

Poverty incidence, Control Group (37.3%)

income control group income treated group

Figure 3.1 Income cumulative density functions for treated and control households
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Questions asked in the BLS are “Over the last twelve months, did any member of 
your household experience the following situation: not enough food, not enough 
clean water, not enough medicine for health, not enough energy for cooking, not 
enough cash, not enough for paying educational fees for children; any if Yes, 
what was the frequency?”. In addition, the baseline also asked households if 
they were happy with the current living standards. This information reveals a 
qualitative side of the poverty profi ling in Vietnam which has not been reported 
elsewhere. Table 3.4 to 3.10 report these non-income aspects of living standards 
in the P135-II communes. 

 In the total number of the P135-II households, 46% declared that they lacked 
food over the past 12 months. Of this number, 68% reported that they were 
not very often in shortfall of foods; while 32% was very often or even always 
experienced a lack of foods. The proportions of households with food shortfall 
varied considerably across ethnic groups, regions, and communes of different 
geographical characteristics. In terms of ethnicity, while only 33% of the Kinh 
and Hoa-headed households were lack of foods, the corresponding fi gure for 
the ethnic minority-headed households in the P135-II communes was 53%. 
With respect to geography of communes, the percentage of households having 
insuffi cient foods in the midland or mountainous P135-II communes was twice 
higher than that in the coastal or delta communes. The highest rate of having 
insuffi cient food was observed in the Centre (i.e. 56%), while that level was 
lowest in the Southern P135-II communes (i.e. around 33%). 

 Other aspects of living standards based on household’s perceptions were also 
reported included their access level to clean water, medicine, and cash to pay 
for school fees. On average, 45% of the P135-II households was lack of clean 
water for cooking and drinking. This shortage of water was serious as more than 
68% of this percentage reported that very often didn’t they have clean drinking 
water. Availability of medicine was also a problem in the P135-II communes. 
Our calculated fi gures reveal that 48% of the P135-II households did not have 
enough medicines when they were ill or injured. This was also evident that paying 
for school fees was a burden as 33% of the households interviewed revealed 
that they were lack of cash to contribute to school fees (in spite of tuition fees 
and other school contributions were largely exempted in the P135-II communes 
– see Chapter 7 for more details). 

 Given the above fi gures on income and other non-income aspects of living 
standards in the P135-II communes, it is not surprising that more than a half of the 
P135-II households revealed their unhappiness with the current living standards 
(i.e. the average rate 53%) while a third of the total reported that they were ‘so 
so’ with the current welfare level. It is noted that the level of satisfaction with the 
current living standards was not different between the P135-II communes and 
the controlled non-P135-II counterparts in the BLS’s sample.  
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3.3 Income Inequality

 Together with poverty reduction, inequality has been receiving growing attention 
in Vietnam as increase in economic growth is likely to result in disproportionate 
changes in living standard of different groups, suggesting an increasing inequality. 
Using the Gini index, one of the most common measures of relative inequality, 
World Bank (2007) using expenditure per capita reported that the Gini rose from 
0.34 in 1993 to 0.35 in 1998 and 0.37 in 2006, showing a modest increase 
over this period. One of the most commonly mentioned aspects of this growing 
inequality is the ethnicity inequality. Between 1993 and 2006, Vietnam’s national 
poverty headcount fell from 58.1 to 16 percent, while educational enrolments, life 
expectancy and other measures of human development increased dramatically. 
In the same period, the poverty headcount rate among Vietnam’s broadly defi ned 
ethnic minorities fell from 86.4 to 52 percent between 1993 and 2006. School 
enrolments, nutritional indicators and life expectancy also remain low among the 
minorities (VASS, 2007; World Bank 2007). According to Baulch et al. (2008b), 
the gap in per capita expenditure between the Kinh and Hoa and minority has 
widened by nearly 15 percentage points between 1993 and 2004. The previous 
research on inequality in Vietnam has however been based on expenditure. 
Using income data calculated from the BLS, this section provides another picture 
of inequality in the P135-II communes. 

 Table 3.11 shows estimates for some inequality indicators in the P135-II 
communes, using per capita net income. On average, the Gini coeffi cient of 
the P135-II communes is 0.53, while the corresponding fi gure for the nonP135-
II counterparts was 0.44. Though these fi gures are not comparable to the 
expenditure Gini reported elsewhere (for instance, VASS, 2007; World Bank, 
2007), this implies a high level of inequality observed in the poorest communes 
of Vietnam. The impact of inequality on economic growth and poverty reduction 
in the poorest P135-II communes could be complicated as the growth-inequality 
link is controversial both theoretically and empirically (see Chen and Ravallion, 
1997; Dollar and Kraay, 2002 for a review). 

 Looking at the income Gini estimates for sub-groups of the population, it seems 
that the Gini coeffi cient of the Kinh-Hoa was considerably higher than that of 
ethnic minorities (i.e. 18 percentage point difference). A higher Gini was also 
observed in the coastal or delta P135-II communes compared to the level of the 
midland or mountainous counterparts. Finally, there is also a spatial dimension 
of income inequality as the income Gini was highest in the Southern communes 
and lowest in the Northern P135-II communes. It is noted that those groups 
of population (i.e. the Kinh-Hoa; those living in coastal or delta communes; or 
those living in the South) are generally known as being more likely to benefi t 
from economic growth. Other measures of inequality such as the ratios of 90th 
percentile to the 10th percentile (p90/p10) or the 75th percentile to the 25th 
percentile (p75/p25) reveal a largely similar story of inequality compared to that 
depicted using the income Gini coeffi cient.
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 In summary, using income data and the national income poverty line, we found 
that 43% of the P135-II household were considered poor and there was a 
substantial difference between the poverty rate of the ethnic minority-headed and 
the Kinh and Hoa-headed households. It suggests that even in the same poorest 
communes, ethnic minorities were poorer than the Kinh and Hoa group. The 
fi gures on other non-income aspects of living standards such as food suffi ciency, 
access to clean drinking water, medicine, and cash to pay for school fees were 
evident of poor living standards in the P135-II. Given the situation depicted by the 
BLS in 2007, the target of having no hunger-stricken households in the targeted 
areas and the poverty rate below 30% by 2010 is clearly challenging. 





 FINAL REPORT ANALYSIS OF THE P135-II BASELINE SURVEY                                              41

IN
T

R
O

D
U

C
T

IO
N

1

LABOUR MARKET, AGRICULTURE PRODUCTION, 
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“Local Market” - Photo: Kieu Van
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CHAPTER 4 - LABOUR MARKET, AGRICULTURE 

PRODUCTION, AND INCOME DIVERSIFICATION

 At a glance

P135-II Non
P135-II

2010
target

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION

Average income per capita/year > 3.5 million/year (%) 37.38 44.47 70

Poor households use market-oriented services

% of rice traded 13.1 10.3

% of other food crops traded 25.8 39.02

% of industrial crop traded 48.7 57.9

% of fruit crop traded 16.6 31.5

% household coming to agri. extension centre to have training 20.3 19.3

% households receiving agri extension staff coming at home 5.3 3.6

% of household paying for agri extension services 1.3 0.48

% happy with the quality of the information 89.6 87.5

Major fi ndings

70% of the potentially working age population (6 years old and above) were 
active in labour market. Notably, the unemployment rate was exceptionally 
low (i.e. 0.6%). Similar to a typical peasant economy, agriculture remained the 
source of 86% employment, and the incidence of wage employment (including 
wage jobs in agriculture) was 16%. 

 Using the MOLISA’s threshold of underemployment (i.e. less than 35 hours/
week), we found that 58% of the working people in the P135-II were under-
employed, and the poor were systematically more seriously under-employed 
than the non poor ones. This rate of under-employment is substantially higher 
compared to the national average of around 20-30% in the period 2001-2004. 

 The P135-II households had on average 17,326m2 of agricultural land (40% 
for annual crops; another 40% for forestry; 10% for perennial crops; and 10% 
for the other types of land). Ethnic minority-headed households are better 
endowed than Kinh and Hoa households (the average landholding of Kinh-
Hoa households was about 68% of ethnic minorities’). This is attributable to 
the dominant role of forestry land in the total household landholding of ethnic 
minorities.

 Agriculture production in the P135-II commune was classifi ed into four main 
crops, including paddy rice, other food crops, industrial crops, and fruits. On 
average, more than a half of total agricultural land was used for paddy rice, about 
33% for other food crops, nearly 10% for industrial crops, and the remaining 
three or four percent for fruit trees. 
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 The average yearly crop income of the P135-II households was VND 6.33 
millions. As non Kinh-Hoa households concentrated mainly on rice and other 
food crops, these two crops accounted for 46% and 41%, respectively, of the 
total crop income, and contributed up to 40% of the total average income earned 
by ethnic minorities. For the Kinh and Hoa, income from paddy rice and food 
accounted for nearly 20% of the total average income. Average income from 
industrial crops is substantially higher than income from other food crops. 

 There is a conventional wisdom that households in the poorest communes 
produce mainly for their own subsistence. We found that it true for rice production 
of ethnic minorities. Rice production by the Kinh and Hoa was considerably more 
market-oriented as 31% of rice output was sold.  In terms of other crops, 48% of 
industrial perennial output was traded, while more than a quarter of other food 
crops was sold to the market. Notably, most of agricultural crops produced by 
the P135-II were sold to individual traders. There were no recorded fi gures on 
trading prices but there is likely a considerable margin between the price levels 
that the P135-II households received and market prices. 

 This chapter analyzes the allocation of workforce, agriculture production, and 
other nonfarm income-generating activities by the P135-II households. It fi rst 
focuses on labour force participation of the P135-II households. The second sub-
section will place attention to the most important economic activities by those 
households: agriculture production. Particularly, we will concentrate on land 
endowment, patterns of land uses, and composition of crop income sources. 
Commercialization of agriculture production is analyzed in the third sub-section. 
Finally, we will discuss other income diversifi cation strategies.    

4.1 Labour Force Participation

 The labour market functioning and labour market participation are key issues 
for the poverty reduction policies. At the micro level, the poor derive the main 
part of their income from work. At the macro level, labour markets are the major 
channel through which growth and global macroeconomic conditions affect 
households’ living conditions and poverty. The BLS questionnaires, as similar 
to these of the VHLSSs, were designed mainly to capture expenditure and 
income, and the labour market indicators are limited in scope.  As a result, 
it is not possible to measure unemployment or underemployment accurately 
neither to distinguish between formal sector employment and informal sector 
employment. Other key information on employment such as social security or 
information on those working in household businesses is also unavailable. In 
spite of these shortcomings, we have explored all information available to report 
some core standard labour market indicators in Table 4.1 to 4.7. These reveal 
some stylized facts characterizing labour force participation in both the P135-II 
and the non-P135-II communes. 
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 First, the activity rate, defi ned as the ratio of occupied workers and unemployed 
over the potentially working age population is relatively high. In the P135-
II communes, more than two third of the potentially active population (70%) 
participated in the labour market during the year previous to the survey. The 
activity rate is uniform among all kinds of households, including poor and non 
poor, language spoken at home. Interestingly, the activity rate among the female-
headed households is just slightly lower than in the male-headed ones (68% vs. 
70%). However, the Kinh and Hoa-headed households, those living in costal 
and delta regions or in the South have signifi cantly lower activity rates than their 
respective counterparts (around 10 percentage point gap). At the aggregate 
and most of the levels of disaggregation considered here, the activity rate is 
statistically not different between the treatment and control groups. 

 In most of the industrialized countries, as in the case of Vietnam, unemployment 
is considered as the key indicator to measure the shortage of demand over supply 
of labour. However, in developing countries where wage relations are limited and 
the unemployment risk not covered, the unemployment rate is not a good proxy of 
labour market rigidities. In spite of this analytical pitfall and of the limited reliability of 
the available data (see above), we will use this indicator. The unemployment rate 
is extremely low: 0.6% for the treatment group and 0.3% for the control group even 
if the difference is statistically signifi cant. For all the 80 categories of households 
considered here, the unemployment rate is always below 3%. The most affected 
are households in the P135-II communes located in the coastal or Southern regions 
(2.8% and 2.2% respectively), or headed by female (2.2%). There could be two 
sources of explanation for this exceptionally low unemployment rates. Firstly, self-
employment in agriculture production remains the main source of employment in 
Vietnam in general and in the P135-II communes in particular and there are almost no 
barriers of being engaged in agriculture activities. Therefore, engaging in agriculture 
is the most obvious and easiest choice for those who want to work. Secondly, it is 
also likely that as the average living standard in the P135-II communes are too low 
(see Chapter 3) so that it is hardly possible for anyone at the working age not to be 
involved in income-generating activities.

 More adequate for labour market tensions is probably the underemployment rate. 
Following international defi nitions, underemployment is offi cially defi ned by MOLISA 
and GSO as the occupied population working fewer hours than a “normal” threshold 
(35 hours per week since 2004) and seeking to work more.  Table 4.3 reveals that 
58% of the working people in the P135-II were under-employed. This rate of under-
employment is substantially high compared to the national average of around 20-
30% in the period 2001-2004 (GSO, 2004). The highest rate was registered in the 
Central region (74%), while the lowest was observed in Coastal and delta regions 
(43%), and the poor was systematically more seriously under-employed than the non 
poor ones. This exceptionally high rate of underemployment is worrying. Although 
the activity rates were high and the unemployment rates were low, more than a half 
of working people were under-employed. The fact that most of the labour force was 
engaged in self employment in their own farms provides an explanation. But this 
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exceptionally high underemployment rate does suggest that roughly half of working 
people in the P135-II communes did not have adequate jobs.

 To characterize the employment structure we defi ned a set of core indicators, based 
on main job status, industry and institutional sector. Table 4.4 to 4.6 report some 
stylized facts on the employment structure. Firstly, agriculture was the main source of 
employment (and hence income), accounting for 86% of the labour force in the P135-
II communes. As expected, this share was signifi cantly higher for poor households, 
ethnic minorities, mountainous areas and the Northern regions. Female-headed 
households were more diversifi ed in terms of their participation in the labour market, 
the agriculture share being lower than male-headed households (78% vs. 87%), 
compensated by a higher proportion of employment in other nonfarm activities. In this 
regard, the sample design presents good properties, the control group sharing the 
same characteristics with the treatment group at quasi all levels of disaggregation. 
Secondly, the share of wage earners among the labour force was very low, with a 
mere 16% (compared to the average of 30% at the national level, using the VHLSS 
2002 as reported in Pham and Reilly 2008). Such a fi gure is a classical feature 
of labour relations at the early stage of labour market development. Even among 
non-poor households, only 22% of the labour force was wage employed. Third and 
consistently with previous results, only 6% of the labour force was working outside 
household businesses and agriculture. This could be taken to suggest that the 
P135-II communes did not benefi t from the high growth of foreign and domestic 
enterprises that occurred during the last two decades. 

 Finally, we have computed incidence of multiple-job holding, defi ned by the rate 
of people who worked on more than a job over the past 12 months prior to the 
interview. On average, more than half of the labour force (52%) in the P135-
II communes appeared to engage in multiple-job holding. Usually, multiple-job 
holding refl ects non adequate jobs properties, as the main job is not considered 
suffi cient to earn a leaving, and the workers have to look for additional job to 
complement their income. However, the multiple-job holding rate is diffi cult to 
interpret in the BLS, as the questions formulation does not permit to distinguish 
the ones who are holding two or more jobs at the same time from the ones who 
were changing job during the year. 

 In effect, labour market characteristics in P135-II communes present all the 
classical features of a peasant economy, based on poor traditional activities, non 
wage relations involving family businesses, intensively mobilizing all the household 
labour force, the diversifi cation outside agriculture being mainly oriented towards the 
informal sector. In order to provide further insights on the labour force participation 
of the P135-II households and its contribution to household income, the subsequent 
sub-sections will focus on agriculture production (which is one of the four major 
objectives of the P135-II) and other nonfarm income-generating activities.
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4.2 Agriculture Production: Land Endowment, Land Uses, and Crop Income

 The above fi gures have shown that agriculture remains the major, and the only 
in some cases, source of income-generating activities in the P135-II communes. 
Therefore, this report will place an emphasis on agriculture production in these 
poorest communes. Household landholding in any aspects is a key factor for 
agriculture production and hence household welfare. In this study, we divided 
agriculture lands into (and particularly focus on) three types of land, namely 
annual crop land, industrial and perennial land, and forestry land together with 
the total land (meaning taking into account all types of land). Analyses of land 
holdings would then be conducted based on this classifi cation. Before embarking 
in further analysis, it should be noted our analyses of land endowment is subject 
to one caveat: the BLS does not provide information on land quality. Insights on 
land endowment according land quality are thus not possible. 

 In Table 4.8 to 4.10, we report the average landholding, number of plots, and 
composition of landholding for the P135-II households (and the non-P135-II 
households) with a disaggregation to the different dimensions. At the time of the 
survey, the P135-II households had on average 17,326m2 of agricultural land, or 
more than one and a half hectare. Meanwhile, average level for the non-P135-
II households was 14,703m2, meaning a difference of 2,632m2, or more than 
one forth of a hectare (the difference is not statistically signifi cant). Of the total 
landholding, annual and forestry land adds up more than 80% of the total land 
areas. Perennial-tree land plays a fairly modest role with nearly 10% of total 
landholdings. For annual crop land as the most important type of landholding, 
the average annual crop land of the P135-II communes 7,045m2 or 40% of the 
average total land.

 Considerable variations in the average landholdings were observed across the 
different dimensions. In general, the minority-headed households appeared to 
have substantially larger landholding than the Kinh and Hoa-headed counterparts. 
On average, the minority-headed households in the P135-II communes had an 
agricultural land area of 19,351 m2, meanwhile the Kinh-Hoa households had 
only 13,271 m2, meaning a difference of 6,080 m2. This is attributable to the 
differences in forestry land endowment across the two ethnic groups. While there 
were no considerable differences in the endowment of annual crop and perennial 
lands between the Kinh-Hoa and the minority in the P135-II communes, the 
ethnic minorities were more dependent on forestry as the most important type 
of household landholding. On average, the forestry landholding of the minority 
was four times larger than that of the Kinh-Hoa. This difference was more 
pronounced in the Northern Vietnam which is endowed most of the forest land 
of the country. That pattern of land endowment was also intact for other non-
P135-II communes. In addition, the fi gures reveal considerable disadvantages 
of female-headed households: female-headed households held only a half of the 
total landholding of male-headed counterparts. When landholding is compared 
across groups according to the language ability, it is not surprised that the group 
with no or limited Vietnamese language ability having the largest average land 
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area. This is consistent with the above fi gures on the difference in the total 
average landholding between the Kinh-Hoa and ethnic minorities. 

 The overall pattern of agricultural land uses according to four main agricultural 
activities, including paddy rice, other food crops, industrial crops, and fruits, is 
reported in Table 4.11 to 4.12. It is notable that land allocation for these four main 
crops in the P135-II communes was essentially the same as it is for the non 
P135-II counterparts. On average, more than a half of total agricultural land was 
used for paddy rice, about 33% for other food crops, nearly 10% for industrial 
crops, and the remaining three or four percent for fruit trees. 

 However, breaking these aggregate fi gures into different dimensions reveals 
some insights on the pattern of land allocation. In terms of ethnicity, both the Kinh 
and Hoa-headed and the minority-headed households in P135-II communes 
allocated about 54% of their land endowment for paddy rice. Apart from rice, 
the minority-headed households used most of the remaining agricultural land for 
other food crops, while the Kinh and Hoa-headed households allocated equally 
the remaining for industrial crops and other food crops. Notably, there is a spatial 
dimension of the pattern of land allocation. Households in the P135-II communes 
in the South concentrated most of their agricultural production on paddy rice (i.e. 
74% of the total land). In contrast, Northerners allocated 90% of their agricultural 
land relatively equally between paddy rice and other food crops (i.e. 47% for rice, 
43% for other food crops), while less than 10% are used for industrial crops and 
fruits. The pattern of land uses in the Central is more comparable to the North 
with roughly a half of total land allocated to rice. But the P135-II communes 
in the Central were less dependent on other food crops than their Northern 
counterparts. When that spatial dimension is proxied by geographical types of 
communes, it is understandable that most of agricultural land of households 
in the P135-II coastal or delta communes was used for paddy rice, while the 
midland or mountainous communes were more diversifi ed in their agricultural 
productions. This implies that agricultural extension services should be provided 
differently among regions and geographical types of communes, taking into 
account the patterns of land uses in each region and communes (see Chapter 7 
for a discussion on agricultural extension services).

 Given the above patterns of land uses, absolute values of crop income are 
reported in Table 4.14 and the relative importance of these income sources in total 
household income are given in Table 4.15. It should be noted that crop income 
sources in this study refer to values of crops, including equivalence for home 
consumption. On average, the average yearly crop income of the households in 
the P135-II communes was VND 6.33 millions, while the corresponding fi gure 
of the households in the non-P135-II communes are VND 6.59 millions (this 
difference is not statistically signifi cant). 

 Examining the incomes fi gures across ethnicity, language ability, and spatial 
dimensions reveals further insights on crop income sources of the households 
living in the P135-II communes. As the minority households concentrated mainly 
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on rice and other food crops (which account for 54% and 38% of their total land 
endowment), these two crops were the most important crop income sources 
(i.e. 46% and 41%, respectively, of the total crop income). These two crops 
contributed up to 40% of the total average income earned by the ethnic minorities 
in the P135-II communes. For the Kinh-Hoa households, income from paddy 
rice and food crops was much less important in their total income compared to 
the minority counterparts (i.e. 20% of the Kinh and Hoa’s total average income 
compared to 40% of ethnic minorities). Although lands were allocated equally 
for other food crops and industrial crops (i.e. 19% each), average income from 
industrial crops are substantially higher than income from other food crops. This 
could be taken to suggest that for the Kinh-Hoa household in the P135-II, planting 
industrial trees is more productive than cultivating other food crops.

 In effect, the fi ndings from this sub-section suggest marked differences in patterns 
of land uses, and compositions of income between the ethnic minority group 
and the Kinh and Hoa living in the P135-II communes. The minority-headed 
households were endowed more lands compared to the Kinh and Hoa-headed 
households and this difference was largely because of the access for the ethnic 
minorities to forestry. The difference in land endowment had impacts on patterns 
of crops and hence income from agriculture production. Both the Kinh-Hoa and 
the minority in the P135-II communes allocated more than a half of their total land 
for paddy rice. But the ethnic minorities used the remaining half lands mainly for 
other food crops – by which they were not able to exploit the advantage of forestry 
land endowment, while the Kinh-Hoa allocated the other half for industrial crops 
and fruits. As a result, income from rice and other food crops contributed more 
than 85% of the ethnic minority-headed total crop income while the Kinh and 
Hoa-headed households were much less reliant on these two crops in their total 
crop income. The next sub-section will focus on the extent of commercialization 
of agriculture productions in the P135-II communes.

4.3 Commercialization of Agricultural Production

 There is a conventional wisdom that households in the poorest communes 
produce mainly at a subsistence level and hence income generated from selling 
agricultural products is limited. In this sub-section, we concentrate on the extent 
that the P135-II households sold their agricultural products to verify this common 
understanding. Table 4.18 to 4.20 report the proportions of crops traded and the 
values of trade according to different types of buyers. 

 As highlighted above, paddy rice was the major crop which accounted for more 
than half of total landholding and contributed around half of the total crop income. 
Rice production was however found being mainly used for home consumption. 
On average, only 13% of the total rice output was sold by households in the 
P135-II communes. The level of rice commercialization of the Kinh and Hoa-
headed households was considerably higher than that of ethnic minorities. While 
31% of rice produced by the Kinh and Hoa-headed households was sold, only 
eight percent of the rice output harvested by the P135-II ethnic minority-headed 
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households was sold to the market. In comparison to paddy rice, the level of 
commercialization of fruit crops was slightly higher by approximately three 
percentage points (i.e. 16 percent), while the level of commercialization of other 
food crops was found at nearly 25%. Industrial perennial crops were most market-
oriented as more than 48% of these cropped were traded. These proportions 
remain relatively stable when comparing across ethnic groups, language ability, 
and gender of household heads. The highest level of commercialization was 
found for the industrial and perennial crops. On average, nearly a half of industrial 
crop outputs were marketed.

 In addition, the above tables reveal that the P135-II communes in the South were 
generally more market integrated than those in the Centre or in the North of the 
country. The Southern region is the major bowl for rice export and rice production 
in the South was more market-oriented than in the other two regions. An average 
of 61% of rice produced by the P135-II households in the South was sold, while 
the rice output in the Centre or the North was mainly for home consumption. This 
was also observed in the nonP135-II communes. For other crops, the level of 
commercialization of food crops, industrial and perennial crops, and fruits were 
higher than that level of rice, but the South remained the most commercialized 
in terms of crop trade.

 It should be noted that nearly 90% of paddy rice was sold in the P135-II communes 
to individual traders. In contrast to the P135-II households, those living in the non-
P135-II communes sold the majority of their rice output for state-owned companies 
(SOEs). There were no recorded fi gures on the trading prices but it is likely that the 
margin between the price levels that the P135-II households received are considerably 
lower than the market prices. This is because of high transaction cost due to the 
remoteness of these P135-II communes or poor conditions of transportation linking 
these communes to urban towns/cities. In addition, the prices sold to SOEs in the non-
P135-II communes may be higher than these bought by individual traders as SOEs 
are more likely to benefi t from economics of scale in purchasing rice from households. 
In addition, these SOEs may be controlled or infl uenced by the authorities to ensure a 
reasonable price level for rural farmers. In this regards, the P135-II households might 
have been suffered from selling their products under the market prices. In comparison 
to paddy rice, the proportions of other food crops and industrial crops to individual 
traders were lower. However, individual traders remained the major buyers of these 
crops sold by the P135-II households. And therefore, the above implication on the 
differences between the prices that the P135-II households received and the market 
prices are likely to be intact for the other crops.

 In effect, the P135-II households had sold an average of one fi fth of their 
agricultural products. This is a low level of commodity production but slightly 
higher than the commonly expected subsistence level. The BLS does not provide 
information on the prices that the P135-II received from selling their agricultural 
products. But as individual traders were the major buyers, it could be taken to 
suggest a certain margin between the prices that the P135-II received and the 
respective market prices. In this regard, improving transportation infrastructures 
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and organizing marketing activities in the P135-II communes are necessary to 
promote commodity production and reduce that price margin.

4.4 Income Diversifi cation

 The fi rst sub-section of this section highlighted labour allocation of the P135-II 
communes to different sectors. In this sub-section, we will concentrate on how 
these activities had brought income to the P135-II communes. Overall picture of 
income-generating activities and their contribution to total household income is 
given in Table 4.24 and 4.25. It should be stressed that there are no considerable 
differences in terms of total income decomposition of households in the P135-II 
communes and the other non-P135-II communes. Agricultural income sources 
(crops, livestock, forestry, fi sheries) accounted for about 60% of total household 
income, while other nonfarm income sources (wages, nonfarm enterprises) 
contributed to nearly 30% of total household incomes. Around nice percent of the 
total average income comprised of transfer of all types. And the remaining one 
to two percents was attributed to other income sources. Compared the income 
composition of the P135-II households to the average level in rural areas in 2006 
(based on the VHLSS 2006), the proportion of agricultural income was about 
20% higher in the BLS than that in the VHLSS 2006. This implies that the P135-
II households were more reliant on agriculture as their major source of income, 
while the national average rural household (obtained from the VHLSS 2006) was 
more diversifi ed in other nonfarm activities. 

 The pattern of income diversifi cation was different across the two ethnic groups in 
the P135-II communes. It was evident that the ethnic minority-headed households 
were more dependent on agricultural income sources, which accounted for 
nearly 70% of their total average income, the other nonfarm income sources 
contributed for 20% while the remaining was attributed to transfers and other 
income sources. In contrast, the Kinh and Hoa households earned nearly a half 
of their income from nonfarm activities. Nonfarm income-generating activities 
contributed up to 48% of the total average income, while the corresponding 
fi gure of agricultural income sources is about 40%. On the national average, 
there has been evidence, using the VHLSS 2004 and other earlier household 
living standards surveys, that nonfarm diversifi cation is a way out of poverty for 
rural Vietnam (Pham, 2008). Whether this fi nding is applicable for the P135-II 
communes is however not clear. In fact, household can be pushed to nonfarm 
activities as a coping strategy to provide extra income when agriculture income 
sources are not suffi cient. On the other hand, it is also likely that wealthy 
households or those with a good stock of social/political capital could invest into 
nonfarm activities as these are more productive than agricultural production. If 
the latter is upheld, the reliant of the Kinh and Hoa on nonfarm income sources 
lends an explanation for the gap in the poverty headcount rates between the 
Kinh and Hoa and ethnic minorities as discussed in section 3. However, if the 
former is actually the case in the P135-II communes, the welfare impact of this 
reliant is diffi cult to postulate without thorough quantitative investigation.
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INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS IN THE P135-II COMMUNES

“Road Ungrading under P135” - Photo: Kieu Van
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CHAPTER 5 - INFRASTRUCTURE CONDITIONS IN THE 

P135-II COMMUNES

At a Glance

P135-II Non P135-II 2010 target
INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT    

Access to physical infrastructures

Having transportation roads to villages 66.2 80.1 80

Having public transportation 18.8 28.4

Having cultural post offi ce 85.3 94.1

Having small irrigation system 61.3 65.7 80

Having electricity (as alternative for power 
scheme)

84.6 91.8 100

Having healthcare stations 97.7 93.3 100

Having schools 100

Primary school 78.2 83.6

Lower secondary school 66.9 75.4

Upper secondary school 2.3 7.5

Notes: as this chapter focuses on communal access to infrastructure conditions, 
other issues related to infrastructure development projects (as reported in the At 
a Glance Table at the start of this report) will be discussed in chapter 7.

Main fi ndings

The target of 80% of the P135-II communes having access to electricity by 2010 
was already achieved at the time of the BLS as 85% the P135-II communes 
had access to electricity and 82% of them had national electricity grid. 

 There was only two percent gap between the actual level and the target of 100% 
communes having a healthcare station by 2010. For the P135-II communes in 
the South or the coastal or delta communes, this target was already achieved 
by the time of the BLS. 

 The fact that some targets were more or less achieved before the onset of the 
Program raises a concern on the design of the Program itself, particularly in 
setting priorities for the Program. Besides access to electricity and healthcare 
stations, achieving the targets on the other infrastructures is challenging as the 
gaps between the ‘baseline’ and the target are considerably high. 

 At the time of the survey, only 66% villages interviewed had car road passing by 
while the 2010 target is 80%. In terms of irrigation, there is also a 20 percentage 
point gap between the actual and the target level (the baseline level was 61% 
and the target was 80% communes having irrigation system). 

 There is a big gap between the current rate of 78% and the target rate of 
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100% communes having schools. It was also evident that schools in the 
P135-II communes were in poor conditions. Insuffi cient physical facilities were 
identifi ed as the most serious obstacle to primary schools in 85% of the P135-
II communes. In this regard, the P135-II faces a ‘double’ challenge of building 
more schools and improving conditions for existing schools. 

 Poor water supply conditions also represent a challenge for infrastructure 
support. We found that less than fi ve percent of the P135-II communes had 
access to piped and fi ltered water. As a result, the main source of water 
supply for the P135-II communes was river, lake or pond without appropriate 
treatment.

 According to the P135-II, essential infrastructure facilities would be provided to 
villages in line with population and production planning for improvement of living 
conditions of the people, production development and income generation. By 
2010, over 80% of communes will have transportation roads to villages, small 
irrigation and power schemes in residential areas; 100% of communes have 
schools, classrooms and healthcare stations. Using the data from the BLS’s 
commune module, the gaps between the current infrastructure conditions at 
the communal level and the targeted level are highlighted in this section. It 
should be stressed that the availability of or access to infrastructure conditions 
in this section is at the commune level. In this chapter 7, we will concentrate on 
household access to these infrastructure facilities. 

5.1 Basic Infrastructure Conditions 

 Table 5.1 and 5.2 report the transport conditions in the P135-II communes. On 
average, 94% of the P135-II communes had car road to the centres of commune 
and there were no differences between the P135-II and non-P135-II communes 
in this aspect. The road coverage in the P135-II communes was as high as the 
level observed using the VHLSS 2006 (based on the VHLSS 2006). However, 
the road coverage diminishes considerably when moving down to the village 
level as only 66% villages interviewed had car road passing by. This implies that 
in order to achieve the target in 2010, substantial investment from the P135-II 
is needed to build more roads to ensure that an additional 12% of the P135-II 
villages would have road passing by. With respect to road, the P135-II communes 
were in poorer conditions compared to the non-P135-II counterparts (where 80% 
of the number of villages interviewed had car road). Where road to the villages 
were not available, it took the P135-II households an average of 7.7 km to the 
nearest road. Quality of road was not asked in the BLS but the information on the 
number of months the road was usable in a year could be suggestive. The data 
shows that where roads were available, they were usable during an average 
of 9.8 months. This could be taken to suggest relatively low quality of roads to 
villages of the P135-II communes. 
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 Though most of the P135-II communes having roads to the commune centres, 
only 19% of them had passenger transportation routes passing through. For the 
majority of 81% of communes having no passenger transportation routes, the 
nearest distance to passenger transport points was about 15 kilometres.  This 
poor transportation condition lends a possible explanation for the over-reliant of 
the P135-II households on individual traders to sell their agricultural products 
(as highlighted in Section 5). Transporting their products to markets or trading 
enterprises, which are normally located in the commune centres or chief towns, 
is costly under such poor public transport conditions.

 Commune-level access to electricity and sources of drinking water is given in 
Table 5.3 to 5.6. It is notable that the access to electricity in the P135-II communes 
was as high as the national average level calculated from the VHLSS 2006. On 
average, 85% of the P135-II communes had access to electricity and 82% of 
them had national electricity grid. It means that the target of 80% of the P135-
II communes having access to electricity by 2010 was already achieved at the 
start of the Program. Although it conveys good news for the effectiveness of the 
Program, it does raise a question on the rationale of setting that target while it 
was more or less achieved at the starting time of the P135-II. 

 Compared to electricity access, the drinking water supply was however in poorer 
conditions in the P135-II communes. In both dry and wet seasons, less than fi ve 
percent of the P135-II communes had access to piped and fi ltered water. As 
a result, the main source of water supply for the P135-II communes was river, 
lake, pond without appropriate treatment. In addition to these natural sources, 
drilled or soil wells were found to be the second most important source of water 
supply. Using the commonly used defi nition of ‘clean water’ adopted in a number 
of poverty update reports by WB and VASS,  only 34% of the P135-II communes 
had access to ‘clean’ water in dry season, while the corresponding fi gure in 
the nonP135-II communes was 58%. Notably, the conditions of water supply 
varied quite substantially between coastal or delta communes to communes of 
other geographical characteristics (e.g. midland or mountainous). While water 
from river, lake, ponds were not used for drinking in the coastal or delta P135-
II communes, 63% of midland or mountainous communes used these as the 
main source of drinking water. As no water from rivers, lakes, ponds used by the 
P135-II households living in coastal or delta communes, they relied largely on 
drilled or soil wells as the main source of water for drinking and cooking. 

 In addition to commune-level transportation conditions, access to electricity and 
sources of drinking water, the BLS also provides the information on access to 
other infrastructure facilities. Having post offi ce was found important for household 
welfare in previous studies on Vietnam (see Baulch et al. 2008b for instance). 
In this regard, it is important to inform that 85% of the P135-II communes had 
cultural post offi ces, and the rates of having post offi ces were highest in the 

14 According to this defi nition, ‘clean water’ is here defi ned based on the internationally commonly-used defi nition of clean water. Accordingly, 
clean water includes the following sources: (1) private tap water inside the house, (2) private tap water outside the house, (3) public tab water, 
(4) water pumped from deep drill wells, (4) water from hand-dug and reinforced wells, (5) rain water, (6) bought water (in tank, bottle,…), (7) 
small water tank, and (8) water tank. 
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coastal and delta P135-II communes (i.e. 94% of these communes appeared 
having cultural post offi ces). This coverage rate is considerably higher than the 
national average level obtained from the VHLSS 2006 (which was about 40%, 
using the VHLSS 2006). In addition, the rate of having post offi ce was higher for 
the P135-I communes that were included in the BLS as the control group than the 
P135-II counterparts. Table 5.4 shows that 94% of the communes in the control 
group had post offi ces (100% of the coastal or delta controlled communes had 
post offi ces). This could be attributable to the implementation of the P135-I in 
these communes prior to the beginning of the P135-II. 

 The BLS also provides information on access to irrigation system, which is 
important for agricultural production. On average, 61% of the P135-II communes 
reported having irrigation systems. Surprisingly, the coastal or delta communes 
are not different from other midland or mountainous counterparts in terms of 
access to irrigation facilities. More importantly, it should be stressed that the 
coverage of 61% was observed at the time of the BLS (i.e. 2007). This represents 
a big gap between the current rate of having irrigation systems and the target of 
80% the P135-II communes having small irrigation systems by 2010. It suggests 
that building irrigation systems for the P135-II communes should be considered 
with priority. 

5.2 Communal Access to Education and Healthcare Services

 Education is widely found in the literature on Vietnam as a crucial factor 
determining household welfare, labour market participation and earnings (see 
Glewwe et al. 2004). Access to education services is thus crucial for poverty 
reduction. Table 5.7 to 5.10 report accesses to different schools in the P135-II 
communes. On average, 78% of the P135-II communes had primary schools, 
while the corresponding fi gure of access to lower secondary and upper secondary 
schools are 67% and 2%, respectively. The rates of having primary and lower 
secondary schools were markedly high in the coastal or delta communes (i.e. 
100% and 93% respectively). The existence of mixed schools (i.e. primary-lower 
secondary schools, lower-upper secondary schools) was also common in the 
P135-II communes (around 28%). Ideally, schools should be separated according 
to levels of the education system. Such combination is often observed where 
the number of population and/or investment is not suffi cient to support having 
two separate schools. Given the current incidence of the P135-II communes 
having schools, we observe a big gap between the current rate of 78% and the 
target rate of 100%. It suggests that substantial investment from the P135-II will 
be needed to ensure the target of 100% communes having schools/classes by 
2010. There will be a two-year period from now for the Program to build up more 
schools so that the coverage of primary school would be raised from 78% to 
100%. This clearly represents a challenge for the P135-II.

 It is noted that the school coverage rates in the P135-II communes, especially the 
rate of primary school, were lower than the national average level reported on the 
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basis of the VHLSS 2006 (e.g. more than 95% of rural communes having primary 
schools). In addition, it is likely that schools in the P135-II communes, which are 
considered to be the poorest, are generally in poorer conditions compared with 
those located in other communes. Indeed, it is reaffi rmed by the responses of 
the correspondents on major obstacles to different schools as reported in Table 
5.8 to 5.9. At the primary education level, insuffi cient physical facilities were 
identifi ed as the most serious obstacle in 85% of the P135-II communes; limited 
school budget and poor living conditions for teachers were ranked as the second 
diffi culty in 42% of these communes. Notably, ‘other reasons or don’t know’ was 
the main obstacle for primary education in 28% of the P135-II communes. It 
was unfortunate that there were no specifi c questions on ‘other reasons or don’t 
know’, but our view is that this is likely attributed to low awareness of the poorest 
on the importance of education. In addition, it is noted that these obstacles are 
more pronounced in the midland or mountainous P135-II communes than the 
other coastal or delta ones. At the lower secondary levels, the above tendencies 
remain unchanged.

 Access healthcare service is widely considered as equally important as access 
to education. Table 5.11 to 5.12 provide insights on the current situation of 
healthcare services in the P135-II communes. Where healthcare services were 
not available at the communes, the households in these communes needed to 
travel an average of 20 kilometres to the nearest health centres. It was set as 
one target of the P135-II that 100% communes will have healthcare station by 
2010. Using the data from the BLS, there was less than two percent gap between 
the actual level and the target set by the Program. For the P135-II communes in 
the South or the coastal or delta communes, this target was already achieved by 
the time of the BLS. It is suggestive for potential inconsistencies in designing the 
Program. As noted earlier, the BLS was fi nished in Oct. 2007. It is thus likely that 
the ‘baseline’ coverage of healthcare services at the onset of the Program was 
relatively near the level at Oct. 2007 of 98%.

 The BLS does not provide information on the conditions of the healthcare 
stations found in the P135-II communes. But it is commonly understood that 
these stations are only equipped with the most essential facilities and basic 
medicines for popular and simple diseases. Hospitals at the district level or 
provincial level are expected to provide more complicated medical treatment. 
However, the average distances from the P135-II communes to nearest district-
level or provincial hospitals are respectively 27 and 91 kilometres. These long 
distances, together with poor transportation conditions as discussed above, 
represents a considerable obstacle for the P135-II households to have medical 
treatment needed. The data from the BLS also reveals that nearly 35% of the 
P135-II communes had people who did not want to use the healthcare services 
available to them. One relatively common practice in the poorest commune is to 
use worship rather than formal healthcare services for medical treatment. It was 
unfortunate that no further questions were ask for what types of treatment they 
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used as alternative so we cannot be affi rmative regarding whether using worship 
is a major alternative for healthcare stations.

 In effect, the data from the BLS reveals that there are important gaps between 
the current situation and the P135-II target in terms of roads, schools, water 
supply, and irrigation systems. Given the two-year period from now, it seems 
that substantial investment and efforts are needed to ensure that the P135-II 
would meet its target of infrastructure development. Interestingly, we found that 
the targets of providing access to electricity, cultural post offi ce, and healthcare 
stations were more or less achieved at the time of the survey. It also suggests 
potential inconsistency in designing the P135-II as some targets were nearly 
achieved at the onset of the Program.
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CAPACITY STRENGTHENING AND MANAGEMENT OF PROJECTS

“Rice Field” - Photo: Kieu Van
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CHAPTER 6 - CAPACITY STRENGTHENING AND 

MANAGEMENT OF PROJECTS

At a Glance

P135-II Non
P135-II 2010 target

MANAGEMRNT OF INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS    

Participation of household in infrastructure projects (%)

Participation of household in selection meeting (1) 87.71 86.99

Participation of household in selection meeting (2) 49.25 49.96

Household agreeing selection of project (1) 98.13 98.47

Household who voiced their opinions (2) 27.42 31.80

Household opinion considered to select infrastructure (2) 55.41 56.67

Satisfaction with the selection of project (2) 84.33 77.82

Contribution of household to infrastructure project

Household has contributed to the building of the infrastructure 20.46 37.60

Household has contributed in cash (%) 9.24 13.66

Average amount of contribution in cash (1000 Dong) 45.26 45.39

Household has contributed in labor days (%) 13.34 28.36

Number of labor days on average 4.59 6.50

Ownership of infrastructure projects (%)

Infrastructure projects where communes are investment 
owner

22.49 43.56

Commune with ownership encountered problems 32.05 42.86

% household benefi ting from the investment-owned project 39.38 42.20

Organization of public bidding (%)

Organization of public bidding  (1) 10.51 25.78

Household aware of public bidding (2) 20.32 15.71

Satisfaction with infrastructure project (%)

Satisfaction with the quality of infrastructure (1) 80.93 84.89

Satisfaction with the quality of infrastructure (2) 67.52 66.21

% household benefi ting from the infrastructure (1) 46.74 48.11

Infrastructure projects are useful for the household (2) 84.38 88.69

CAPACITY BUILDING    

Communes having adequate capacity to manage the implementation of a program

Communes with PMU 65.79

100% of 
commune/

community will 
have adequate 

capacity to 
manage the 

implementation
of a program

using participatory planning 90.86

with training plan 76.57

having with communication plan 80.57

using new reporting format 57.14

Monitoring board qualifi ed 32.27 45.33

Happy of household with qualifi cation of supervision board 59.47 68.24

Open treasury account 21.76 35.78

Infrastructure project with an O&M plan 45.72 47.78
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Village and commune staff provided with appropriate skills and knowledge

Duration of training is suffi cient 26.04

Training practical & applicable 63.39

Quality of the trainers (% good or very good) 61.58

Supervision team trained before taking their role (2) 25.50 19.82

Capacity strengthened with community participation

Organisation of meeting to select project 86.55 80.22 Community
capacity

strengthened
with community 

participation
in supervision 

activities.

Infrastructure projects monitored by people 81.91 76.00

Participation of household  in meeting (1) 87.71 86.99

Participation of household  in meeting (2) 49.25 49.96

Detailed fi nancial information made public (1) 52.81 66.67

Household received fi nancial information (2) 11.12 10.62

Main fi ndings

 One pillar of the P135-II was decentralization. Community-driven approaches 
were supposed to help improving resource allocation and implementation of 
investment projects under the Program. In fact, the participatory process 
was widely applied in the P135-II infrastructure projects. Based on the 
information collected from commune staff, participation meetings were 
organized to select 87% of all infrastructure projects implemented. 88% of 
the households in the P135-II communes, among which 60% were the poor, 
participated in these participatory meetings. 

 As a result of these meeting, 98% of the participants in these meetings 
agreed with the selection of the projects. This fi gure was much higher than 
that revealed by households (only 84% reported that they were satisfi ed 
with the selection of projects). But as these levels were high, it would be 
taken to suggest no problems in choosing investment priorities. However, 
implementation of these projects seemed to be quite problematic. Notably, 
some important tasks required by the P135-II implementation guidelines 
were not followed. Only 10% projects organized public biddings; fi nancial 
information was made public in 53% of total projects; just 22% having a 
treasury account for transaction; Operation and Maintenance plan has been 
put in place in 46% of the implemented projects. 

 Giving communes ‘ownership’ in the P135-II infrastructure projects was a 
key result of the decentralization approach. It was targeted that 100% P135-
II communes would be investment owners of infrastructure projects by 2010, 
but communes were the investment owners in only 27% of projects at the 
BLS time. It implies that the gap of 73% needed to be cleared within three 
years or so. In this regard, we consider this target a very ambitious.

 There is a wide consensus nowadays that a participatory approach gives 
more insights into the living conditions of the poor and allows most effective 
policies to be identifi ed (Cling et al. 2003). This approach aims at enhancing 
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the ability of the poor to effectively infl uence public decisions affecting their lives. 
Behind the principles that the P135-II put forward, it was implicitly assumed that 
community-driven approaches to planning, managing, operating and maintaining 
basic rural infrastructures would help improving poverty targeting of program 
resource allocation. In addition, it could lead to enhanced fi duciary transparency 
and accountability in project implementation and to increased sustainability of the 
project. But these benefi ts are conditional on the community’s capacity to carry 
out the entire process from consultation of the targeted population, defi nition 
of the project, implementation and fi nancial management, to operation and 
maintenance. This is the reason why capacity-building is a key component of the 
P135-II. As targeted by the P135-II, 100% of communes should have adequate 
capacity to manage the implementation of a program by 2010. In addition, 
villages’ and communes’ staff will be provided with skills and knowledge on 
administration, poverty reduction, raising legal awareness, fi nancial management 
and operational management. Community capacity will also be strengthened 
with community participation in supervision of investments and other activities.

 This chapter provides an overview of the situation in the P135-II communes 
according to these objectives. We will rely on different indicators related to the 
scope and limitations of training programs which have been implemented, the 
actual management capacity of the communes (especially commune staff) in 
the fi rst sub-section. Using the self-reported perceptions of commune staff, we 
will assess aspects related to management of the P135-II infrastructure projects 
and the situation of ‘ownership’ of the P135-II projects in the subsequent sub-
sections. We will try to make a fi rst diagnostic to what extent a community-driven 
approach has an infl uence on the results. In the fi nal sub-section, perceptions of 
households will be used to re-evaluate the above issues. It should be noted that 
the BLS survey provides just one picture of the situation at a given time but does 
not yet allow a real impact evaluation.

6.1 Human Resources, Training Activities

 In order to draw an overall picture of the situation in the P135-II communes and 
to assess the needs in terms of capacity building, we will begin with a quick 
look at the level of education of the commune staff. Unfortunately, the BLS 
does not allow us to know the qualifi cations of all commune staff, as only some 
of them were interviewed. While in some communes, there were only one or 
two respondents, in some other communes, the number of respondents was 
up to ten people. Therefore, it is diffi cult to ensure the representativeness of 
the information gathered, especially if we want to make a comparison amongst 
communes. Given this, we focus on the qualifi cations of the chairman and the 
vice-chairman of communes (for whom we have information almost for each 
commune). Table 6.1 reveals that in 25% of the P135-II communes, the key 
commune staff had no degrees. This rate in the P135-II communes was slightly 
higher than that of the non-P135-II counterparts (i.e. 18%) but this difference is 
not statistically signifi cant. The majority of the P135-II commune staff had fi nished 
colleges (38%) while few of them had obtained university degrees (nearly ten 
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percent). The level of educational attainment was quite high compared to the 
national average. But it is understandable as the commune staff in the P135-II 
communes are usually those with highest qualifi cations.  

 With respect to training activities, Table 6.2 reveals that 55% of the respondents 
had attended training courses organized under the P135-II in the last 12 months. 
These fi gures must be taken with caution as we cannot ensure to what extent 
the respondents were representative of the commune staff. But according to their 
declaration, eight persons per commune, on average, had attended training courses 
of the P135-II, and among them, six are members of the CSBs and/or PMUs. The 
average duration of the last training courses was seven days, and this duration 
was considered by the majority of the respondents as not suffi cient. Three quarters 
of them felt that a longer duration for the training would be more appropriate. 64% 
of the respondents found the training courses practical and applicable to their 
work (Table 6.3), and 62% revealed that the trainers were qualifi ed. But even if 
the majority of respondents seemed to have a positive appreciation of the quality 
of the training courses, it should be noted that 50% of the respondents in the 
coastal and delta regions, and 50% in the Southern areas were not satisfi ed with 
the relevance of the training. In addition, a half of the respondents in the Northern 
areas were not convinced with the qualifi cation of the trainers.

 In other words, it seemed that most of the key commune staff had suffi cient 
educational qualifi cation to manage the P135-II projects but further trainings, 
especially those designed with a focus on project management and application 
of participatory approach, would probably be needed.

6.2 Management of Infrastructure Development Projects

 This sub-section analyzes how the P135-II infrastructure projects were actually 
implemented and managed in the P135-II communes. Most of the P135-
II communes have effectively implemented the main prerequisites for the 
management and planning of the Program. But the percentage of those who did 
not yet follow implementation guidelines cannot be neglected. Table 6.4 shows 
that 66% of villages have established a Project Management Unit (PMU) for 
managing daily activities of the P135-II projects. It implies that nearly one third 
of the P135-II communes did not have separate PMUs to manage the Program’s 
activities (this was the case for 66% of the communes in coastal and delta areas, 
and 72% in Southern regions). For the communes where the PMUs have been 
established, the implementation of participatory planning was widespread (this 
practice was observed in 91% of the communes), 77% had a training plan and 
81% had a communication plan. However, the new reporting format seemed not 
to be considered yet as a standard since only 57% of the communes used this 
new format (Table 6.5). On average, general reports as well as fi nancial reports 
were submitted at least quarterly. Participatory monitoring activities under P135-
II were also implemented regularly. On average, there were six participatory 
monitoring reports in a year.
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 The importance of the P135-II in the target communes should be emphasized as 
in more than two third of the communes the Program was one of the three main 
support programmes. Among the infrastructure projects implemented in the past 
12 months in the P135-II communes interviewed, 17% concerned village roads, 
15% were to build new schools, 15% were to build new commune roads, and 
nine percent focused on new irrigation systems. Apart from investment initiatives 
that focused on schools, which was the joint objectives of different programmes, 
the P135-II project seemed to be more concentrated on developing commune 
and village roads and irrigation system than the other non-P135-II projects (Table 
6.8). This investment priority is relevant given poor transportation conditions and 
access to irrigation in the P135-II communes as noted in section 5.

 Regarding the implementation of the infrastructure projects under the P135-II, 
the BLS provides a mixed picture, especially compared to the other non-P135 
projects. The BLS shows that the participatory process was effectively applied. 
The organization of meetings to select projects appeared more systematic than 
in the other non-P135 projects (87% compared with 80% for the non-P135 
projects, in particular in mountainous areas and the Northern regions, but it was 
not the case in the south and in coastal and delta regions) (Table 6.9). According 
to the estimates by the commune staff, 88% of the households in the P135-II 
communes, among which 60% were the poor, participated in these participatory 
meetings. The percentage of participation by the poor was signifi cantly higher 
for the P135-II projects compared to the other non-P135-II projects, especially 
in the Northern regions and in coastal and delta areas (Tables 6.10 and 6.11). 
Furthermore, decisions seem to be taken unanimously as 98% of the participants 
in these meetings agreed with the selection of the projects, according to the 
commune staff (Table 6.12).    

 But on the reverse, some other specifi c tasks required for the management of 
P135-projects, according to the implementation guidelines, were not fulfi lled or 
followed. Most notably:

Public biddings to select the contractor were less frequently organized in •
the P135-II projects (only for 10% of the projects vs. more than 25% for 
the non-P135 projects) (Table 6.13);
The survey reveals that detailed fi nancial information was made public •
less often than for the non-P135 projects (in 53% of the P135-II cases, 
compared with more than 60% for the non-P135 projects) (Table 6.14); 
A large majority of the P135-II projects were monitored by the people •
(in general, 82% compared with 73% for the non-P135 projects in the 
P135-II communes, the difference was signifi cant except for the Northern 
regions). It should be noted that while communities were more involved in 
the P135-II projects, the qualifi cations of the monitoring board appeared 
to be lower than for non-P135 projects (Table 6.15 and 6.16);
An Operation and Maintenance plan (O&M plan) has been put in place •
in 46% of the implemented projects. For this part of the management 
process, there was no signifi cant difference between the P135 projects 
and other non-P135 ones (Table 6.17); 
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The commune opened an account in the treasury for the infrastructure •
only for 22% of P135 projects (compared with 33% of cases for non-P135 
projects in the P135-II communes) (Table 6.18).              

 In spite of these shortcomings, the level of satisfaction by the commune staff 
with the quality of the infrastructure development projects was quite high. Table 
6.19 shows that the commune staff reported to their satisfaction with 80% of 
the P135-II projects, though this percentage is lower compared to 88% for 
other non-P135 projects in the P135-II communes. In addition, according to the 
commune staff, 47% of the P135-II households benefi ted from the infrastructure 
development projects. A similar rate of satisfaction was also evident for the poor 
households in the P135-II commune. This fi nding is quite worrying as it implies 
more than a half of the households in the targeted communes did not benefi t 
from the infrastructure projects. However, it should be noted that the average 
percentage of benefi ciaries from the P135-II projects was higher than that of the 
other non-P135 projects in the same P135-II communes (Table 6.20 and 6.21). 
This result is encouraging as the P135-II projects were specifi cally designed to 
target the poorest.

 Regarding the contribution of communes and household (in cash/kind or in 
working days) to the P135-II infrastructure projects, Table 6.23 and 6.24 show 
that these contributions represented a small percentage of the total value of 
the projects. On average, the contribution of communes represented only 
14% of the total amount invested and most of these contributions were from 
the households living in the communes. In addition, the relative importance 
of the contribution of communes and households to the P135-II projects 
was signifi cantly lower than to the non-135-II projects (contribution made by 
communes and households accounted for nearly 30% of the total investment). 
This is however understandable as the major benefi ciaries of the P135-II were 
considered the poorest in the country. 

 In short, we found in this sub-section that the P135-II infrastructure projects 
had been managed quite effectively. Voices of the households in the targeted 
communes, especially voices of the poor, were heard in the selection process 
to identify priorities for the P135-II investment. Though contribution made by 
households and communes to the P135-II infrastructure projects was limited, it 
was likely to encourage participation of benefi ciaries to monitoring activities of 
the projects chosen. However, several aspects need to be enhanced in order to 
ensure an effective implementation of the P135-II projects, especially the uses 
of bidding procedure, and other budget management practices.

6.3 Ownership of P135-II Investment Projects

 As the community-driven approach was put forward in the P135-II, characteristics 
of the infrastructure projects for which the commune was the “investment owner” 
deserves specifi c attention. The fi rst remark concerns the low percentage of the 
“commune-owned” P135-II projects. Table 6.25 shows that it was the case for 
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only 23% of the P135-II projects compared with 45% for the non-P135-II projects 
in the P135-II communes. In most of the cases (i.e. around 90%), communes 
were investment owners of the projects when they were the main fi nancing 
institutions. When the projects were mainly fi nanced by the district authorities or 
those at higher levels, the commune was investment owner for only 25% of the 
projects implemented (the corresponding fi gures for the projects fi nanced by the 
provincial or central governments were 29% and 38%, respectively). It should be 
noted that the average value of projects was twice or three times higher when 
the main fi nancing institution was the authorities at the district, province or the 
central levels (Table 6.26). This lends a possible explanation for the low incidence 
of district (province/central) funded projects that was ‘owned’ by communes as 
the investment scale of those projects compared to those owned by communes 
renders it diffi cult to leave these at hands of commune staff. Compared to the 
target of having 100% of communes that are investment owners of infrastructure 
projects, it implies that the gap of 77% needed to be cleared within the next three 
years or so. In this regard, we consider this target unrealistic given the current 
situation revealed by the BLS.

 The impact of owning projects is likely to be controversial. We expected that 
owning projects would give the commune authorities autonomy in planning and 
implementing the projects. Therefore, the projects would best meet the need of 
the community. In addition, as ownership also implies direct responsibilities of 
the community to the projects, we expected that the projects would be better 
monitored. However, these advantages are conditional as they can be realized 
if the communal authorities are capable enough in planning and managing the 
project implementation processes. If such management capacity is not available, 
owning projects may results in problems. In fact, most of the commune staff 
considered that it would be better when the communes were investment owner of 
projects (Table 6.27). On average, 97% the commune staff interviewed favoured 
this option rather than the projects owned by the authorities at higher administrative 
levels. Indeed, the BLS suggests that owning the P135-II projects were not so 
problematic for the commune staff. We found that 67% of the commune-owned 
projects encountered no problems during the implementation process while the 
corresponding fi gure for the projects where the P135-II communes were not the 
‘owners’ was just 55% (Table 6.28). According to the management staff, only 
12% of the communes that owned the P135-II investment projects had to face 
problems while allocating budget. But this situation was not signifi cantly different 
from the projects where communes were not the owners (Table 6.29).

 Nevertheless, if we compare the percentage of households benefi ting from the 
infrastructure projects in the investment-owned communes and non investment-
owned communes, the picture is mixed (Table 6.31 and 6.32). For the P135-II 
communes, the percentage of households who benefi ted from the investment 
projects owned by the commune was slightly lower (39%) than in the communes 
that did not own the projects (44%). A similar fi nding was found for the poor. The 
gap was not signifi cant at the aggregate level but the survey revealed that it was 
more pronounced in the Northern region (32% of the poor in the investment-owned 
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communes vs. 42% of the poor in the non investment-owned communes). On the 
contrary, in the Southern region, when the communes were investment owner 
of the projects, households benefi t more from the projects (65% of households 
and 57% of the poor) compared with the case when communes were not (32% of 
households and 26% of the poor). Management capacity of the commune staff 
could be an explanation for this difference between the North and the South as 
it was reported earlier that qualifi cations of the commune staff are lower in the 
Northern regions compared to those in the South. 

 In summary, we found that the target of 100% communes as investment owners 
of infrastructure projects unrealistic by 2010 as the current rate was only 23%. 
In addition, the evidence on impacts of ‘owning’ projects tend to suggest that 
households benefi ted less from the investment projects owned by the commune, 
and some communes that owned infrastructure projects had to face problems 
in the implementation process. This is because potential benefi ts of owning 
projects are conditional on management capacity, which was not suffi cient in the 
P135-II communes.

6.4 Perceptions of Households on Project Management

 In the previous sub-section, the analysis on the management issues related to 
the P135-II projects were based on the evaluations and views of the commune 
staff interviewed. These could be objective as they were directly involved in 
daily management of the P135-II projects. The BLS provides an opportunity to 
confront the assessment made by the commune staff with the perceptions of 
households on the same issues, through comparison of fi gures must be taken 
with caution as the households’ knowledge on the projects is likely to be limited 
compared to that of the commune staff. In addition, given the BLS household 
questionnaire, households were supposed to report on a more restricted list of 
the infrastructure projects than the commune staff. Bearing these in mind, we 
will the extent households share the views and evaluation of the issues related 
to project managements of the commune staff.

 Regarding the participatory process, the information provided by the households 
interviewed generally reaffi rms the effectiveness of this approach in project 
management. On average, nearly 60% of households reported that participatory 
meetings were organized to select the P135-II projects in their villages (Table 
6.34). Nevertheless, it appeared that poor households and ethnic minorities 
were less informed on the organization of these meetings (respectively, 54% 
and 57% of them were aware of these meetings). The BLS reveals that the rate 
of participation of households in the participatory meetings was lower compared 
with the fi gures reported by the commune staff. Only 50% of households had 
attended these meetings (Table 6.35). A higher level of participation was found 
in the Northern regions (57%). This participation rate was lower in the Southern 
regions (26%), coastal and delta areas (33%), and the sub-group of households 
who spoke absolutely no or little Vietnamese (43%). It should be stressed that 
according to the information provided from the BLS household module, the 
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organization of meetings was more frequent and participation was signifi cantly 
higher for the P135-II projects than for the non-P135-II projects in the P135-II 
communes.

 The percentage of households who voiced their opinion provides further insights 
on the participatory meetings. Table 6.36 shows that only 27% of the participants 
expressed their views during the meetings. Particularly, the poor seemed to be 
much less active in contributing their views at the participatory meetings (only 
17% of the poor expressed their views at the meetings). Furthermore, only 55% 
of households perceived that their opinions were considered by the authorities 
or the commune staff (50% of the poor and 48% of the households who spoke 
absolutely no or little Vietnamese). In this regard, the participation process seems 
to be more effective in the non-P135 projects as 76% of households felt that their 
views were taken into account for the selection of the project (Table 6.37). In fact, 
the implementation of an effi cient participatory process could be time-taking as 
individuals may have some diffi culties to voice their opinions and to make them 
heard, in particular if they are not used to this type of exercise. Therefore, the 
participation rates and the rates of expressing views amongst participants at the 
participatory meeting are encouraging. As a result of this participation, 84% of 
the households interviewed reported that they were satisfi ed with the selection 
of projects (a rate of 87% was found among the poor). It should be noted that 
the level of satisfaction was higher in the P135-communes compared with the 
non-P135 counterparts (Table 6.38).  

 The contribution of households for the construction of infrastructures constitutes 
another form of participation. Table 6.39 shows that only 21% of the households 
interviewed reported that they had contributed to the P135-II projects and the 
same level of contribution was observed for the poor in the P135-II communes. 
This rate was markedly lower than that in the non-P135-II communes (the 
corresponding fi gure in the non-P135-II communes was 38%). This could be 
explained by the fact that the P135-II communes were considered to be the 
poorest. In addition, the P135-II had been started for less than two years prior 
to the BLS. Therefore, the rate of contribution by the P135-II communes could 
be lower than in the non-P135-II, where the P135-I were implemented over a 
long period of time. In monetary terms of contribution, each household have 
paid an average of VND 50,000 in cash (the contribution rate of the poor was 
at VND 30,000) and have spared 5 working days for the P135-II projects (Table 
6.40 and 6.41).            

 As regard the organization of public bidding, the information provided by the 
households interviewed was slightly different from that reported by the commune 
staff (Table 6.42). According to the former, this procedure was put in place for 
20% of the P135-II projects; this fi gure was twice higher compared with the 
one given by the latter. Furthermore, as public bidding enhances the fi nancial 
transparency, this fi gure is suggestive that project management activities were 
more transparent for the P135-II projects than for the non-P135-II projects (where 
public bidding occur for only 10% of the cases). But this result must be taken 



72                                                 FINAL REPORT ANALYSIS OF THE P135-II BASELINE SURVEY

C
A

P
A

C
IT

Y
 S

T
R

E
N

G
T

H
E

N
IN

G
 A

N
D

 M
A

N
A

G
E

M
E

N
T

 O
F

 P
R

O
J

E
C

T
S

6

with caution as the commune staff expressed the opposite point of views. As 
said above, households might be less aware of the management procedure. 
However, it does not necessarily mean that their feedbacks are less reliable 
than those by the commune staff. As highlighted earlier, we cannot ensure 
to what extent the respondents are representative of the commune staff 
as the number of the commune staff interviewed markedly varied from one 
commune to another. But regardless sources of information (i.e. either from 
households or communes), the situation was far from being satisfactory as 
the incidence of having public bidding was very low. Similarly, the degree 
of disseminating fi nancial information was also limited as only 11% of the 
household interviewed revealed that had received detailed information on the 
P135-II projects (Table 6.43). 

 The low incidence of public bidding and dissemination of fi nancial information 
may be related to the effectiveness and qualifi cations of the PMUs. The survey 
revealed that only 25% of the PMU members attended training courses before 
taking their supervision (Table 6.45). This could be taken to suggest low 
qualifi cations of the PMU staff and this is consistent with our analysis at the 
beginning of this section. It was however surprised that more than 60% of the 
P135-II households were satisfi ed with the overall qualifi cation of the boards 
(Table 6.46). It might be attributed to the fact that managing the P135-II projects 
requires mainly operational skills and knowledge of the communes and people. 
This does not require high educational attainment levels. Therefore, it would be 
possible that while the educational qualifi cations of the PMU staff were low, they 
were experienced in enough in managing the project activities. 

 Finally, when we consider outcome indicators, the level of satisfaction of 
households for the quality of the P135-II infrastructure projects was largely 
the same as that of the commune staff.  On average, 68% of the P135-II was 
happy with the quality of the infrastructure built under the P135-II projects (Table 
6.47). In this regard, there were neither no signifi cant differences between 
the P135-II and non-P135-II projects nor the sub-groups of the population. 
Besides, households expressed no doubts on the necessity and usefulness of 
the infrastructure projects as 84% of them (and 87% of the poor) revealed that 
that they had benefi ted from the P135-II projects (Table 6.48). This result is 
apparently encouraging as it refl ects the importance of the P135-II for the socio-
economic development of the poorest communes in the country.

 In summary, it was found in this sub-section that perceptions of the P135-II 
households were quite different from those by the commune staff. The rates of 
having meetings to select projects, participation of households in these meetings 
revealed by households were lower than those reported by the commune staff. 
These differences should be taken with caution as households were generally 
less aware of the P135-II projects than the commune staff. In addition, using 
perceptions of households also provide further insights on management issues of 
the P135-II projects. Notably, the low incidence of public bidding and dissemination 
of related fi nancial information of the P135-II projects is noteworthy.
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 IMPROVED SOCIO-CULTURAL LIVELIHOODS

“Children Game” - Photo: Hoang Trung
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CHAPTER 7 - IMPROVED SOCIO-CULTURAL 

LIVELIHOODS

At a Glance

P135-II Non
P135-II 2010 target

IMPROVED SOCIO-CULTURAL LIVELIHOODS    

Household access to education

School enrolment

Gross enrolment rate at primary level 84.87 83.65

Net enrolment rate at primary level 77.46 78.68 95

Gross enrolment rate at lower secondary level 62.61 69.53

Net enrolment rate at lower secondary level 56.1 65.13 75

Gross enrolment rate at upper secondary level 38.41 45.87

Net enrolment rate at upper secondary level 33.27 40.12 75

Reason for not attending school

Over aged 37.8 34.71

Don't like studying 3.43 2.92

Working 16.69 20.46

Other reasons 13.64 11.92

Exemption of tuition fees and school contribution

Primary level 90.79 92.47

Lower secondary 80.66 75.69

Upper secondary 68.71 55.27

Household access to healthcare services

% of individual being ill or injured over the past 12 
months

5.87 5.97

Types of healthcare facilities used for medical 
treatment

Health center (hamlet, commune, region) 53.35 50.32

Hospital (district, province, national, other) 16.48 19.96

Other facilities 30.17 29.72

% exempted from health care fees 54.48 49.27

Having free health care certifi cates 44.91 40.11

Having free health care certifi cates 7.49 6.56

Household access to other key services

Water for drinking and cooking
Over 80% of 

households use clean 
water

Piped, bought, fi ltered spring, and rain water 14.4 9.91

Drilled well with pump, dug/constructed well, soil 
wells

45.64 57.87

River, lake, pond and other sources of water 39.97 32.23

Access to clean water 53.27 56.12

Source of lighting
80% of households 

have electricity
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Electricity 72 83

Battery lamp, resin torch 3 2

Gas, oil, kerosene lamps 16 8

Other 9 7

Types of toilets

50% of households use 
hygienic latrines

Flush toilet with septic tank/sewage pipes 5.21 8.82

Suilabh 2.40 3.07

Double vault compost latrine 5.62 11.93

Other 86.77 76.18

Using legal services 95% people in needs 
receive the legal 

services% of household using legal services 24.27 22.2

happy with legal services provided 92.06 91.22

 Main fi ndings

In terms of education, marked gaps between gross (net) enrolment rates at 
all levels in the P135-II and the national average levels based on the VHLSS 
2006 are observed. The gross and net enrolment rates at primary schools in 
the P135-II communes were 85% and 78%, respectively, while the national 
average rates using VHLSS were 104% and 89%. The gaps of more than 
20 percentage points are also reported at secondary schools. 

 There were considerable gaps between the actual enrolment rates and 
the targeted level by 2010: a ten percentage point shortfall was reported 
between the actual and targeted level at the primary level; 12 percentage 
point gap was found at the secondary level. These gaps existed in the 
presence of intensive support to the P135-II households in terms of school 
fee exemption. On average, 91% of primary school pupils were exempted 
from paying fees and contribution. For higher levels, the proportions of 
pupils that were exempted from lower and upper secondary schools were 
81% and 69%, respectively. It suggests that improving access to education 
requires much more than fi nancial incentives in terms of fee exemption.

 Access to healthcare is as equally important for the poor as access to 
education. The BLS shows that health centres of hamlets or communes 
offered the major source of medical treatment for the P135-II households. 
The use of hospital at district or higher level was not very popular given 
the average distance from the P135-II communes to these hospital was 
39 kilometres. Therefore, the quality of healthcare provided at hamlets or 
communes is essential to the health conditions of the P135-II communes. 
The rate of free medical treatment was relatively low (at 55%) compared to 
the rate of school fee exemption reported earlier. Notably, there was almost 
no difference in the incidence of free medical treatment between the P135-II 
communes, which are supposed to be the poorest, and the national average 
level.
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 For access to clean water, results found at the household level reaffi rm the 
marked gap between the actual and the targeted incidence of access to clean 
water reported before at the commune level. The BLS shows only 14% of the 
P135-II households used piped or fi ltered water for drinking and the remaining 
relied on natural sources (river, lake, and pond) or wells, which were generally 
not subject to any water treatment methods. 

 Other aspects of sanitation were also revealed by the survey. On average, only 
13% of the P135-II households had one of these three types of hygienic toilets 
(including septic tank, sewage pipes; pour fl ush toilet, and suilabh; double 
vault compost latrine), meanwhile 87% of the targeted households used ‘other’ 
types of toilets. The BLS does not provide information on hygienic conditions 
of these ‘other’ types. But given they are simple types of toilet facilities, also 
including ‘direct over the water’ type, it could be taken to suggest that these 
‘other’ types of toilets are not in good hygienic conditions. In addition, 74% of 
the P135-II households simply dumped household wastes to any land sites 
nearby or even directly to river/lakes and none of these household wastes 
were collected. 

 Given this, the target of 50% households using hygienic latrines is clearly a 
very big challenge. Unless substantial efforts and investment quickly made, 
this important target will not be secured and this is a likely.

 The P135-II attaches a great importance to the improvement of socio-cultural 
livelihoods. By 2010, 100% of households access public services, social 
policies and investment support. Fatal diseases are prevented and put under 
control. It is also targeted that over 95% of children at school age are enrolled 
at primary schools and 75% enrolled at secondary schools. In addition, over 
80% of households use clean water; 80% of households have electricity; over 
50% of households use hygienic latrines. This chapter uses the data from the 
BLS’s household module to establish the initial performance indicators for 
household-level access to public services. It should be noted that this section 
is different from section 5. While the former focuses on the household-level 
access to public services, the latter placed attention on the communal access 
to infrastructures and services.

7.1 Household Access to Education  

 Chapter 5 provided a snapshot on access to education at the commune level 
in the P135-II communes, using the data from the BLS’s commune surveys. 
This sub-section explores how the P135-II communes used these essential 
services.

 Table 7.11 to 7.13 reports the enrollment rates in the P135-II communes. As 
primary education has recently become universal, it is expected that the primary 
school enrollment rates are high. Indeed, the gross enrollment rate was nearly 
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85% at the time of survey, while the net enrollment rate was around 78%. Notably, 
there were almost no differences when these rates are calculated for different 
sub-groups according to ethnicity, gender of household heads, language ability, 
or spatial dimension. These rates are however considerably lower that the 
national levels as revealed by the VHLSS 2006. Using this VHLSS 2006 survey, 
we calculated a net enrollment rate at primary schools of nearly 90% for the 
ethnic minority-headed households, while the corresponding fi gure for the Kinh 
and Hoa-headed counterparts was 98%. This difference is due to the fact that 
the P135-II communes are considered to be the poorest in the country, and thus 
educational attainment and coverage are less than the national average levels. 
In comparison to the P135-II’s targeted level, a gap of ten percent in the gross 
enrollment rate at primary schools will need to be secured in the course of the 
next three years. This is clearly a challenging target. 

 As expected, moving up to higher educational levels, the enrollment rates are 
smaller than these found at primary schools. At the lower secondary level, the 
gross and net enrollment rates in the P135-II communes are respectively 63% 
and 56%. These rates found in the poorest communes are remarkably lower that 
these reported at the national level by the VHLSS 2006. Using this survey, the 
gross and net enrollment rate at the lower secondary schools are 96% and 79%, 
respectively. Moving from the lower secondary school to the upper secondary 
level, only 38% of the children at school ages enrolled in upper secondary 
schools, while the net enrollment rate fell down to 32%. Compared to the rates 
obtained from the VHLSS 2006 (i.e. the gross and net enrollment rates were 74% 
and 54%, respectively), these rates were also lower than the national average 
levels. Although substantial reductions in upper secondary education were 
observed compared to the enrollment levels to the primary education level or 
lower secondary level, it should be stressed that having 38% of children at school 
ages enrolled to upper secondary schools was quite impressive given only two 
percent of the P135-II communes were found to have upper secondary schools. 
In addition, as shown in Table 7.19, the average distance to the nearest upper 
secondary schools for the P135-II communes was 17 kilometers. The relatively 
high upper secondary enrollment could be partly explained by the system of 
semi-boarding or boarding schools for ethnic minorities that are common in all 
provinces. Unfortunately, we had no further information from the BLS to reaffi rm 
this suggestive inference. 

 When being asked the reasons, among being over aged, don’t like study, 
working, and other reasons, for not attending schools, the results given in Table 
7.14 reveal some interesting issues. ‘Over aged’ was reported as the single most 
important obstacle of not attending school. On average, 38% of those who were 
not enrolled in any schools were due to being over aged. It is noted that the 
proportion of children who did not attend school because they were working was 
as high as 17%. The poor living standards lends an explanation to this 17% as 
these children are likely to be ‘forced’ to work as part of their households’ coping 
strategy for insuffi cient income. Moreover, there was 14% of those who did not 
attend school reported ‘other reasons’. As discussed earlier, it is unfortunately 
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that no further questions were asked in the BLS on these ‘other reasons’, but 
low awareness of the necessity of having education is likely to be an important 
reason.

 Promoting educational enrollment in the poorest communes was one the target 
of the P135-I and it has also been on essential target of the P135-II. Therefore, 
it is expected that the proportions of pupils who are exempt from school fees 
and other types of contribution are high in the P135-II communes under the 
BLS. Table 7.15 shows that it is indeed the case. On average, 91% of primary 
school pupils were exempted from paying fees and contribution compared to 
the average of 75% calculated from the VHLSS 2006. For higher levels, the 
proportions of pupils that were exempted from lower and upper secondary 
schools were 81% and 69%, respectively, while the corresponding fi gures 
calculated from the VHLSS 2006 for these levels were 21% and 18%. These 
differences suggest the importance of the P135-II and other support initiative 
to promote educational attainment in the poorest communes. This also implies 
that continuing this support will be essential to achieve the target of promoting 
schooling in the P135-II communes.

7.2 Household Access to Healthcare Services

 Table 7.2 to 7.10 report the access to healthcare services in the P135-II 
communes. It is fi rst notable that 53% of the ill or injured individuals were treated 
at health centers of hamlets or communes they were living in. The average 
distance from the households to the health centers of 3.87 kilometers lends an 
explanation for this wide use of the hamlet-level or communal health centers. 
The data show that having medical treatment at hospitals accounted for 17% 
of the total cases of medical treatment during the course of 12 months in the 
P135-II communes. As discussed earlier, it is unfortunate that no questions on 
the conditions of healthcare facilities were asked but it is likely that hamlet-level 
or communal health centers are generally poorly equipped. These centers are 
therefore best used for normal diseases or for emergency treatment before 
transferring to hospitals at higher levels. In fact, the average distance to hospitals 
was found to be 39 kilometers, which would take at least three hours by public 
transport (where passenger transport services were available) or about one hour 
if motorbikes were used given the transportation conditions in these communes. 
In accordance to the fi gures on healthcare services obtained at the commune 
level as given in section 5, the usage of ‘other’ types of healthcare facilities was 
common for the P135-II households. Indeed, 30% of the ill or injured individuals 
were found to have medical treatment by other types of healthcare services. 
The BLS did not specify further questions on what could be the other types but 
some alternatives available in these poorest communes include self-treatment at 
home, having treatment by private medical practioners, and also using worship. 
It is unfortunate that we do not have further information to investigate how widely 
worship is used for medical treatment in the P135-II communes. 
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 It is expected that given the poor living standards in the P135-II communes, 
the rate of exemption from medical treatment fees is high and it is indeed the 
case. Using the data from the BLS, we found that 55% of the individuals who 
received medical treatment over the course of 12 months before the time of 
interview were exempted from healthcare costs (Table 7.3). This rate of 55% is 
comparable to our calculation on the percentage of rural people being exempted 
from medical treatment fees using the VHLSS 2006 (the average rate was 57% 
for the country and 55% for rural areas). Notably, there was a big gap between 
the exemption rate between the ethnic minorities and the Kinh and Hoa: while 
64% of the minorities were exempted from medical fees, only 37% of the Kinh and 
Hoa were exempted. The incidence of fee exemption was also higher in midland 
or mountainous communes compared to the coastal or delta P135-II communes. 
Having free healthcare certifi cates were reported to be the most popular reason 
for this exemption (i.e. 45% of the individuals who received medical treatment 
were exempted from healthcare fees had free healthcare certifi cates). These 
free healthcare certifi cates were granted for the poor household in a support 
for their access to healthcare services. Therefore, it is as expected that the 
incidence of having these free healthcare certifi cates was higher among ethnic 
minorities than that of the Kinh and Hoa (i.e. 52% and 31% for the minority and 
the Kinh and Hoa, respectively). Having health insurance cards was another 
reason for exemption of medical fees. The fi gures in Table 7.3 reveal that nearly 
eight percent of the individuals who received medical treatment were exempted 
from healthcare fees had health insurance cards.

7.3 Household Access to Other Services

 Household access to clean drinking water is given in Table 7.20 to 7.21. The 
fi ndings reported in section 5 on communal access to drinking water are generally 
upheld at the household level. On average, 14% of the P135-II households used 
piped or fi ltered water for drinking, while more than 45% of them used drilled or 
soil wells for drinking and nearly 40% relied on natural sources such as river, 
lake, pond for drinking water. Access to clean drinking water varied substantially 
between the Kinh and Hoa and the minority. For the Kinh and Hoa-headed 
households, only 6% of them used water from river, lake, or pond for drinking 
while the corresponding fi gure of the ethnic minority-headed was nearly 57%. 
There are also marked differences between the P135-II communes in across the 
country and according to geographical characteristics. The incidence of having 
piped or fi ltered water was highest for the P135-II households in coastal or delta 
areas (i.e. 43% compared to only 7% in midland or mountainous areas). The 
P135-II households in the South were in better conditions in terms of access to 
clean drinking water than those in the Centre or the North. In an effort to shed 
lights on incidence of clean water, we adopted the commonly used defi nition 
of clean water applied in a number of poverty reports by WB and VASS (see 
footnote 13). The results show that 53% of P135-II households had clean 
drinking water. Given the current situation of using drinking water, there is a big 
challenge of achieving the target of 80% households having clean drinking water 
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by 2010. Given the two-year period from now, fulfi lling this shortage of clean 
drinking water in the P135-II is clearly challenging.

 Compared to the current situation of household access to clean drinking water, 
access to electricity was in better conditions at the time of the BLS. Table 7.24 
to 7.25 shows that nearly 75% of the P135-II households had electricity, and 
72% of them reported that electricity was the major source of lighting. It is noted 
that the incidence of household using electricity is ten percentage point lower 
than that of communes having electricity (see Chapter 5). Although the BLS 
does not provide information on this difference, it might be due to either the cost 
of connecting electric wires from households to electric grid at communes or 
the cost of using electricity or both. In any cases, it implies that having electric 
grid to communes does not ensure that all households would have access to 
electricity. Additional costs must be taken into account in order to encourage 
the poorest to use electricity. In addition, as highlighted in section 5, the target 
of 80% communes having electricity by 2010 was already achieved at the time 
of the BLS. But there is still a gap of nearly fi ve percent of households using 
electricity. However, this can be easily achieved during the three-year period 
from the time of the BLS to 2010.

 Table 7.22 provides vital information on hygienic living conditions of the P135-II 
households by reporting the types of toilets used. Flush toilet, suilabh, and double 
vault compost latrine are considered hygienic types of toilets. On average, only 
13% of the P135-II households had one of these three types of hygienic toilets, 
meanwhile 87% of the targeted households used ‘other’ types of toilets. The 
BLS does not provide information on these ‘other’ types. But it is most likely 
that ‘others’ in this context referred to simple and hence unhygienic types of 
toilets. Although the information on toilets used by households does not capture 
all aspects of hygienic living conditions of the P135-II households, it could be 
taken to suggest poor hygienic conditions in the P135-II communes. The data 
on how households discharge daily wastes also provides further evidence on 
hygienic conditions of life for the P135-II households. Table 7.25 shows that 
74% of the P135-II households simply dumped household wastes to any land 
sites nearby or even directly to river/lakes (i.e. 71% dumped to land sites, 3% 
to river or lake) and none of these household wastes were collected. Given this, 
we are confi dent to conclude that the P135-II household lives in poor hygienic 
conditions. In this regard, the target of 50% households using hygienic latrines 
is clearly a very big challenge. Unless substantial efforts and investment quickly 
made, this important target will not be secured and this is a likely.

 As part of the P135-II, agricultural extension services were provided for households 
to support agricultural production.  Table 7.27 to 7.37 provide a description of some 
key services offered by this network, including training, face-to-face consultation 
on cultivation and other techniques, information provision. In terms of training, it 

15 In this regard, agricultural extension services could be discussed in Section 5. However, as the focus on this section is to investigate house-
hold-level access to services, this discussion is structured here.
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was unfortunate that no question on participation by individual households were 
asked. Instead, questions on training were asked for groups of households. Using 
this information, we found that only 23% of the P135-II households participated in 
groups of farmers/agricultural households or agricultural extension and training 
courses were delivered to 54% of these groups. With regard to consultation 
on cultivation and other techniques, 20% of the P135-II households had visited 
agricultural extension centres for consulting these techniques. Notably, staff of 
these agricultural extension centres were reported to be inactive as only fi ve 
percent of the P135-II had received agricultural extension staff at home for 
providing support services. It could be taken to suggest low effectiveness of 
these centres. Unfortunately, we do not have suffi cient information to investigate 
whether agricultural extension services were localized but our impression from 
the BLS household questionnaire was that the same set of services were offered 
every where without taking into account the above differences in land endowment, 
patterns of land uses.

 The BLS also provides information on the use of legal services, which were 
defi ned as a wide range of legal (and administrative) services such as birth 
registration, marriage certifi cate, land use certifi cates, legal support in transaction 
of land uses and other resources… Table 7.23 reported that 24% of the P135-II 
communes had used legal services in the 12-month period prior to the interview. 
Although this incidence of using legal services was relatively low, almost all of 
the service users were satisfi ed with the services provided. However, the BLS 
does not allow us to measure the gap between the actual and target level. This is 
because the target was stated that 100% of households in need of legal services 
should receive legal assistance free of charge but those who were in needs of 
legal services were not identifi ed in the BLS.

 In summary, this chapter highlighted a gap of ten percent between the current 
enrollment rate at primary schools and the P135-II target. There was also a gap 
of 12 percentage point between the current enrollment rate at lower secondary 
schools and the target in 2010. What are more challenging for the P135-II are the 
targets of access to clean drinking water and using hygienic latrines. We found 
a 27% gap between the current incidence of household access to clean water 
and the targeted level. Most notably, there was a gap of nearly 40% between the 
current level of the P135-II households using hygienic latrines and the targeted 
level. Given there are three years and few months left before the end of 2010, 
these gaps are worrying. Unless substantial efforts and investment are made 
quickly, achieving these targets is an unlikely.
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CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

“Beauty” - Photo: Binh Minh
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CHAPTER 8 - CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

 This study investigated the P135-II BLS that mirrored the VHLSS with substantial 
modifi cations and used this dataset to inform the initial values on an extensive 
set of the performance indicators on the P135-II communes and households. 
As the quality of this BLS is crucial for our analysis and for further impact 
evaluation of the Program, we assessed the BLS before embarking on further 
analysis. The BLS appeared to be a sound survey that provides a rich source 
of information on the P135-II communes. For evaluation purposes, a control 
group of 134 communes was included in the sample. The underlying rationale 
is that as a follow-up survey was planned for 2010, measuring different in the 
set of performance indicators between the P135-II communes and these control 
communes will reveal impacts of the Program. In this regard, we found using 
both secondary data provided by CEMA and the BLS, that the treatment and 
control communes share the important relevant characteristics. This important 
fi nding was generally supported by statistical tests. However, some concerns 
were raised on differences between the P135-II communes and the control 
group in some aspects. Another caveat was due to the late beginning of the BLS 
(i.e. more than a year and a half since the Program started). But in overall the 
BLS provides a ground for sound impact evaluation. Given this evaluation, we 
informed the fi ve main fi ndings below (some policy implications are discussed in 
conjunction to these major fi ndings).

 First, using income data available from the BLS and the national income poverty 
line of VND 200,000/person/month, we found that 43% of the P135-II households 
was poor. A substantial gap between the Kinh-Hoa and nonKinh-Hoa was also 
detected. The poverty rate of the Kinh and Hoa households was 26% while the 
corresponding fi gure for ethnic minorities was 51%. In other non-income aspects 
of poverty, 46% of the P135-II communes revealed that they were lack of food 
over the past 12 months; 45% lack of clean water for cooking and drinking; 48% 
did not have enough medicines when they were ill or injured; and 33% found 
lack of cash to contribute to school fees. It was thus not surprising that more than 
a half of the P135-II households revealed their unhappiness with the current 
living standards. In all of these aspects, ethnic minorities were always found 
disadvantaged compared to the Kinh and Hoa households.  Most importantly, 
we stressed that given this ‘baseline’ poverty, achieving the P135-II target of 
having no hunger-stricken households and a 30% poverty rate by 2010 is very 
challenging. Unless more resources are provided and effectiveness is enhanced 
(i.e. make current resources work harder), reducing poverty rate by 13 percentage 
points from now to 2010 appears to be unrealistic.

 Second, in terms of labour allocation, most of individuals who were in working 
ages in the P135-II were engaged in some income-generating activities (the 
unemployment rate was exceptionally low at 0.6%). We however found that 58% 
of the working people in the P135-II were under-employed and 52% appeared to 
hold multiple jobs. This indicates that most of people found their main employment 
insuffi cient to support their families and/or themselves. Agriculture remained 
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the major source for 86% of total employment (including self employment) and 
supporting agriculture production was thus one of the four key components of the 
P135-II. At the time of survey, the P135-II households had on average 17,326m2 
of agricultural land (40% for annual crops; another 40% for forestry; 10% for 
perennial crops; and 10% for the other types of land). Ethnic minority-headed 
households are better land endowed than Kinh and Hoa households and this 
is attributable to the dominant role of forestry land in total landholding of ethnic 
minorities.

 The conventional wisdom that households in the poorest communes produce 
mainly noncash crops was challenged in this analysis as this appeared only in 
rice production. For other agricultural crops, proportions of crops traded varied 
from one quarter to a half of total output. Given these, agricultural income 
sources (crops, livestock, forestry, fi sheries) accounted for about 60% of total 
household income, while other nonfarm income sources (wages, nonfarm 
enterprises) contributed to nearly 30% of total household incomes. In terms 
of policy implications, we suggested that provision of agriculture extension 
services should take into account differences in land endowment and crop 
patterns across different ethnic groups and regions. In addition, marketing 
services (such as market information, distribution) should be provided to make 
the poor less dependent on individual traders, which is likely to translate in 
lower prices compared to market prices.

 Third, supporting infrastructure development was most costly activities under 
the P135-II. The focus was given to provide/improve access to roads, schools, 
healthcare stations, electricity, clean water, irrigation system. Within these 
facilities, we found that access to electricity and healthcare stations at commune 
level were more or less achieved before the onset of the Program. This raises a 
concern on the design of the BLS, particularly in setting priorities for the Program. 
Besides access to electricity and healthcare stations, achieving the targets 
on the other infrastructures is challenging as the gaps between the ‘baseline’ 
and the target are considerably high. 14 percentage point gap was reported 
for access to roads to villages; 20 percentage point gap for irrigation system; 
22 percentage point gap in having schools. Poor water supply conditions also 
represent a challenge for infrastructure support as only less than fi ve percent 
of the P135-II communes had access to piped and fi ltered water. It implies that 
restructuring the Program’s budget is necessary. Given the two-year period from 
now, it seems that substantial investment and efforts are needed, especially to 
speed up the implementation process, to ensure that the P135-II would meet 
its target of infrastructure development. Otherwise, achieving the target set for 
infrastructure development will surely be unfeasible. 

 Fourth, the P135-II assumes the decentralization approach by promoting 
participation of communities and people to the implementation process. In 
practice, we found that participatory meetings were frequently applied to select 
projects, through some concerns were on the limited participation by the poor 
and attitude to put their voices across. But implementation of these projects 
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seemed to be quite problematic. Notably, only 10% projects organized public 
biddings; 53% informed fi nancial information; 22% having a treasury account for 
transaction; 46% had Operation and Maintenance plan (O&M plan). Due to these 
problems, only 47% of the P135-II households benefi ted from the infrastructure 
development projects. In addition, giving communes ‘ownership’ in the P135-II 
infrastructure projects was a key result of the decentralization approach. But this 
objective was substantially ignored. It was targeted that 100% P135-II communes 
would be investment owners of infrastructure projects by 2010, but communes 
were the investment owners in only 27% of projects at the BLS time. For the 
projects that communes had the ownership, the impact of that ownership was 
not clear. We found that 67% of the commune-owned projects encountered no 
problems during the implementation process while the corresponding fi gure for 
the projects where the P135-II communes were not the ‘owners’ was just 55%. 
But the percentage of households who benefi ted from the investment projects 
owned by the commune was fi ve percentage point lower than in the communes 
that did not own the projects. Our fi ndings raise a concern on effectiveness of 
the decentralization approach applied for the P135-II. In our view, this could 
be attributed by insuffi cient management capacity at commune level. Potential 
benefi ts of decentralization are clear but conditional on availability of capacity to 
manage the implementation process of the P135-II projects.

 Fifth, the P135-II attaches a great importance to the improvement of socio-
cultural livelihoods, which are achieved by improving access of poor households 
to education, healthcare, clean water, electricity and other services. In terms of 
access to education, we the enrolment rates of the P135-II communes appeared 
to be considerably lower than the average rates obtained from the VHLSS 
2006. More importantly, achieving the Program’s target is challenging as a ten 
percentage point shortfall was reported between the actual and targeted level at 
the primary level; 12 percentage point gap was found at the secondary level. It 
should be noted that these gaps existed in the presence of intensive support to 
the P135-II households in terms of school fee exemption. 

 Regarding healthcare, the use of hospital at district or higher level was not very 
popular given the average distance from the P135-II communes to these hospital 
was 39 kilometres. Therefore, the quality of healthcare provided at hamlets or 
communes, which accounted for 53% of total cases, is essential to the health 
conditions of the P135-II communes. In this regard, we suppose that improving 
medical facilities for these stations should be given priorities. We did not fi nd 
difference between the rate of free medical treatment in the P135-II commune 
and the national average level. It implies that more households in these poorest 
communes should have been given free medical care. In addition, sanitation 
and hygienic conditions in the P135-II communes were worrying. It was reported 
that 53% of P135-II household had access to clean drinking water, suggesting 
a gap of 27% needed to be covered by 2010. In addition, 13% of the P135-II 
households had one of these three types of hygienic toilets; and 74% simply 
dumped household wastes to any land sites nearby or even directly to river/lakes. 
This could be taken to suggest that unless substantial efforts and investment 
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quickly made, important target of enhancing socio-cultural livelihoods for the 
P135-II households will not be secured and this is a likely.

 Our overall impression from the fi ndings in this study is that there have been a 
marked gap between the current ‘baselines’ outcomes/outputs and the targeted 
levels in 2010. This gap is especially pronounced in terms of providing access to 
most basic infrastructure facilities. Given the timeframe of the P135-II, implying 
a little more than three years left (since the time of the BLS), this gap represents 
important challenge for the P135-II. We suggest that unless efforts are made 
quickly and rightly, achieving the target is an unlikely. At this stage, we strongly 
recommend to speed up the progress of the P135-II projects, especially in terms 
of building roads, water supply, schools, and improving sanitation conditions for 
the P135-II communes. Restructuring the Program’s budget to give less resource 
for the targets that were more or less achieved at the time of the survey to the 
targets that were still lagged behind is necessary. In addition, training activities 
should be prioritized to build up capacity at commune level so that commune staff 
would be capable enough to implement the participatory approach and manage 
the ‘ownership’ of the P135-II projects and this need to be done quickly. 

 For the evaluation of the P135-II, we recommend that the follow-up survey to 
be implemented as given the quality of the BLS, a good follow-up survey will 
provide a unique quasi-experimental setting for sound impact evaluation of the 
Program. In addition, it should be stressed that the BLS is probably the most 
comprehensive dataset we have ever had so far on ethnic minorities and on 
poorest communes of the country. Therefore, exploring this survey beyond the 
scope of this baseline study will potentially improve our current understanding of 
ethnic minorities in Vietnam. There has been a growing literature on widespread 
poverty and some other aspect of economic wellbeing amongst ethnic minorities 
but most of the current literature was based on the data available from the VLSSs 
or VHLSS. Unfortunately, these surveys were not designed to be representative 
for ethnic minorities and hence the results obtained from exploring these surveys 
should be thus taken with caution. 

 In this regard, the BLS provides potentially unique opportunities to make 
important (or even breakthrough) in our understanding of ethnic minorities in 
Vietnam. Among numerous possibilities, three key issues for P135-II can be 
pointed out. First, this report focuses on the basic ethnicity classifi cation of Kinh 
and Hoa vs. minority. Nevertheless, the BLS provides the unique opportunity to 
disaggregate ethnic minorities into at least 10 different groups (see appendix 
3). As the situation of specifi c ethnic minorities is potentially heterogeneous, 
considering just one aggregate can be misleading. Second, the report draws 
the broad picture of P135-II communes and households’ living conditions. Some 
subject specifi c issues could be scrutinized with more attention. For instance, we 
could assess the ethnic income gap, trying to disentangle its components: factor 
endowment and returns to these factors. For this direction, the BLS provides 
us a unique property: different ethic groups living in poorest communes that 
are relatively homogenous. This property minimizes the effect of ‘unobserved 
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factors’ on the welfare gap between ethic groups as found in previous studies. 
Third, the BLS provides suffi cient information to explore in details labour force 
participation of ethnic minorities and its impact on welfare. Currently, we are 
pretty in the darkness on the link between labour market participation of ethnic 
minority people and their poverty status. 
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APPENDIX 1: SAMPLE WEIGHTS 

 In order to obtain unbiased results, each household selected in the sample should 
be weighted by the inverse of its selection probability. Since the sample design 
is multi-staged and each stage is independent of each other, the (theoretical) 
selection probability is obtained by simply multiplying the selection probability at 
each stage. This probability can easily be estimated since the population size at 
each geographical level was known. The estimation of theoretical weights was 
done as follows:

 According to Phung Duc Tung (2008), the probability of being selected in the 
sample of each household is defi ned by the following formula:

 Where:

Pt is the probability of selected household t  in the sample

n is number  selected communes of treatment or control group.

P is total households of control or treatment group.

Pm  is number of households in selected commune m 
         (according to agriculture census).

           is the number of households in selected communes m
                              of control or treatment group at the time of the survey.

Cmk  is number of households in the selected villages k of treatment 
                               or control commune m (according to agriculture census).

           is number of households in the selected villages k of treatment 
                               or control commune m at the time of survey.

hmki  is the number of households that are selected for both offi cial 
                               households and reserve households in village k of commune m

rmkij is the number of households that are selected for offi cial households
                               for implementing the survey in village k of commune m

 The weight for household t above is  

tP
1
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 The probability of selection and the weight have to be calculated separately 
for control and treatment household. The population of each selected villages, 
communes and total population of each control and treatment groups are taken 
from Agriculture Census (AC) to calculate weights. The individual’s weight was 
computed by multiplying the household weight by the household size (total 
household member of the selected household). 
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APPENDIX 2: CALCULATION OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

FROM THE BLS

 The income module of the BLS strictly follows the style of the VHLSSs. The 
questionnaire is almost identical. Based on the questionnaire structure and on 
the commonly used way of dividing income sources in the existing studies, we 
divided income sources into eight categories: crop income, livestock income, 
fi sheries income, forestry income, nonfarm enterprise income, wages, transfers, 
and other income.

 Crop income

 Crop income includes incomes from paddy, other food crops, industrial crops, 
fruit crops and crops’ by products. Gross crop income is measured by the crop 
values that the household harvested over the last twelve months. Net income is 
then computed by subtracting the production cost from the gross income. The 
baseline questionnaire categorizes the cost of crop production into 19 groups, 
including seeds, saplings, chemical fertilizers, land rental and contracting, for 
instance. Costs refer to the total amount of money spent on those items for 
producing the values of crops harvested over the last 12 months.

 Livestock income

 Calculation of livestock income is fairly similar to that of crop income. Gross 
livestock income is computed by taking the value of the question asking “the 
total income from livestock breeding for the last 12 months” (Question 6b, 
Section 4b2.1). This question applies for a number of animals such as pig, 
cow, buffalo and chicken. Net livestock income is also computed by subtracting 
cost of livestock breeding from the gross income. Cost of livestock breeding is 
captured by Question 18, Section 4b2.2. This question combines eleven cost 
items (including livestock breeds; feed; medicine for cattle, poultry; energy and 
fuel; depreciation of fi xed-assets; land rental and constructing; rental of assets; 
payments for hired labors; payments for loan interest for breeding; business 
taxes; and other expenses).

 Fisheries income

 Gross income from fi sheries is taken from Question 6b, Section 4b5 which adds 
up three components of the values of fi sheries, namely, values of fi sheries sold, 
bartered, used for payments, used as gifts for the last 12 months; values of 
fi sheries kept for household consumption and values used for other purposes 
for the last 12 months. Note that fi shery activities consist of aquacultural raising, 
aquacultural catching and aquacultural services. Cost of fi shery activities can 
be directly taken from the Question 19, Section 4b5. This question combines 
twelve components of the total cost of fi sheries, including breeds; feeds; small, 
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non-durable tools; energy and fuel; small repair and maintenance; depreciation 
of fi xed-assets; rent and bid for land use; rent of assets, machinery equipment 
and other means of production; payments for hired labours; payments of loan 
interest; business taxes and other expenses on fi shery activities. Subtraction 
of the cost of fi shery activities from its gross income generates the net fi sheries 
income.

 Forestry income

 Forestry activities refer to planting/managing/protecting/maintaining forests, 
germinating forestry seedlings, collecting products from forests, harvesting 
forest trees (bamboos, wood, log,…including those from home garden); hunting, 
domesticating animals and forestry service activities. Gross forestry income is 
measured by the values of turnover and harvested output for the last 12 months 
and captured in Question 3, Section 4b4. Net income is also calculated by the 
similar way as in the three previous sources of household income. We deduct 
the cost of forestry activities which is taken from Question 14 in Section 4b4 from 
the gross income.

 Nonfarm enterprise income

 Incomes from nonfarm enterprise activities were computed from the information 
on household self-employed nonfarm activities, regardless of how these activities 
were organized. These can be taken in the form of household private enterprises 
or household small businesses, or household home-processed crops. Note that, 
in reality, nonfarm enterprise activities can be mixed across households. The 
revenues of output therefore should belong to all the households who own the 
mixed activities. Fortunately, the questionnaire already distinguishes the part of 
income that belongs to the household for us. Income allocated to the household 
is captured in Question 18A in Section 4c1. All expenses are then subtracted 
from total revenues generated by these activities to derive households’ total net 
income from nonfarm businesses.

 Wages

 Wage incomes for wage employees reported in the surveys include salaries, 
and ‘other payments’, measured as bonuses, allowances, subsidies and any 
other types of payment. Salaries and other payments were both in cash and in 
kind. Experiences from V(H)LSS data show that, on average, ‘other payments’ 
constitute an average share of nine percent in the total wage in the 1993-2002 
period. As the share of the ‘other payments’ are relatively high, excluding these 
payments is likely to yield misleading fi gures in computing wages. It is important 
to note that wage data were available for wage earners only. For those who 
were self-employed in their own household business, individual wage data were 
not reported in the surveys, except the average earning levels for every one 
in their self-employed businesses. Wages were reported as salaries and other 
payments over the past 12 months. Concretely, in the baseline, income from 
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wages is calculated by the summation of questions 13, 14, 25, 26, 29 and 33 in 
Section 4a. For wage income, gross and net incomes are identical as the survey 
assumes that the activities were not incurred any cost.

 Transfers

 Income from transfers includes remittance and value of in-kind presents from 
people overseas who are not household members; domestic remittance and 
value of in-kind presents from people who are not household members; pension, 
one-time sickness and job loss allowance; social welfare allowance; and income 
and support from charity organizations, associations, or fi rms. Gross and net 
incomes from transfers are identical as no cost was incurred. The income is the 
values received over last twelve months from the above sources. 

 Other income

 The remaining sources of household income were put into one category, so 
called, other income. The sources include income from education (in the forms of 
scholarship and educational assistance); income from doing agricultural services; 
income from renting houses and land; income from renting out agricultural land; 
and various types of other income which was gathered in a separated section in 
the questionnaire (Section 4D1, not counting transfer items).
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APPENDIX 3: CLASSIFICATION OF ETHNICITY FOR 

FUTURE STUDIES USING THE BLS

 Most of previous quantitative works on ethnic issues in Vietnam have focused 
on the major divide between Kinh and others ethnic minorities (see Baulch 
et al., 2008b for a review). More recent papers went further in considering 
7 ethnic groups: Kinh, Hoa, Khmer & Ch m, Thái, Tày, M ng & Nùng, 
Other Northern minorities, Central Highland minorities, Others (Baulch et al. 
200ba). Nevertheless, Baulch et al. is based on the VHLSSs, which sample, 
although larger (9,000 households in 2004 vs. 6,000 for the BLS), does not 
over represents ethnic minorities as the BLS does. Therefore, the BLS gives 
ground for further disaggregation. Furthermore, the BLS allows identifying 
ethnic identifi cation at the individual level while the VHLSS only collect the 
information for the household’s head.

 Table A3.1 presents the BLS sample (both households and individuals) along 
the 53 offi cial ethnic groups recognized in Vietnam. With 1,241 households, the 
Kinhs account only for 21% of the sample (and 17% of the individuals, revealing 
a smaller household’s size). Such a share is more or less the inverse of the 
national ethnic composition. At the household level, 39 out the 53 ethnic groups 
are represented in the sample (and 44/53 at the individual level due to exogamic 
households). The 14 non-represented ethnic groups (Gia-rai, Xtiêng, Chu ru, Ma, 
Lô Lô, La H , Ch -ro, La Chí, Pu Péo, La Ha, Ch t, Si La, C  Lao, Brâu, Kháng, 

- u) are the less populous (in some case a few tens of people in the whole 
country), accounting all together for a very small share of share of Vietnamese 
population.

 Table A3.1 Distribution of ethnic groups in the BLS

Households Individuals Households Individuals

Kinh (Vi t) 1,241 5,051 Xinh-mun 63 343

Thái 584 3,061 Gié Triêng 83 423

Tày 753 3,422 Bru-Vân Ki u 70 376

M ng 498 2,214 Ta-ôi 31 164

Kh -me 133 566 M - 1

Nùng 292 1,384 Lô Lô - -

Hoa (Hán) 41 216 Hà Nhì 18 86

Hmông (Mèo) 808 4,884 La H - 3

Dao 578 3,149 C ng 15 67

Ê ê 30 178 Ch -ro - -

Gia-rai - 1 La Chí - -

Ba na 90 514 Lào 1 1

X - ng 60 326 Pu Péo - -

Ra-glai 58 284 Phù Lá 7 41

C -ho 51 320 La Ha - -
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Ch m (Chàm) 15 77 Ngái 50 251

Giáy 8 46 Ch t - -

Sán Chay 41 217 Si La - -

Hrê 120 512 C  Lao - -

Th  1 4 Pà Th n 2 9

Sán Dìu 2 13 Brâu - -

Kh -mú 18 109 B  Y 1 4

Mnông 27 162 M ng 35 213

C  Tu 90 492 Kháng - -

Xtiêng - - - u - 1

Chu ru - 36 Unspecifi ed 5 -

Co 45 181 Total 5,965 29,366

Source: authors’ calculation from the BLS

 Nevertheless, given the too small number of households for some ethnic groups 
to get statistical relevance and the objective of comparing treatment and control 
groups, we proceed in aggregating the BLS households in 11 ethnic groups, 
as show in Table A3.2 below. Although this disaggregation was not taken in 
this report, further research using the BLS should adopt this to provide insights 
across different ethnic groups.

 Table A3.2 Aggregation of Ethnicity into 12 Ethnic Groups using the BLS

Households Treatment Control Total T ng

1- Kinh / Hoa 524 758 1,282

2- Thái 209 375 584

3- Tày 263 490 753

4- M ng 262 236 498

5- Kh -me / Ch m 54 94 148

6- Nùng 96 196 292

7- Hmông 205 603 808

8- Dao 147 431 578

9- Other Northern  Xinh-mun, Sán Chay, M ng, Kh -mú, Hà 
Nhì, C ng, Giáy, Phù Lá, Sán Dìu, Pà Th n,

Lào, Bô Y
57 154 211

       minorities: Xinh-mun, Sán Chay, M ng, Kh -mú, Hà 
Nhì, C ng, Giáy, Phù Lá, Sán Dìu, Pà Th n,

Lào, Bô Y
57 154 211

10- Other Central Bru-Vân Ki u, Ngái, Ta-ôi, Th , không xác 
nh

44 113 152

       Highland: Ba na, C  Tu, Gié Triêng, Gié Triêng, X -
ng, Ra-glai, C -ho, Co, Ê ê, Mnông

141 528 669

11- Other: Bru-Vân Ki u, Ngái, Ta-ôi, Th , Unspecifi ed 44 113 152

Total 2,002 3,963 5,965

 Source: authors’ calculation from the BLS
 Given this classifi cation, the poverty profi le is reported in table A3.3 and A3.4 

below.
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Table A3.3: Income-based poverty measures

Ethnicity P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Headcount

rate

Poverty Kho ng

cách

nghèo i u

ch nh

Thu nh p

u ng i

Kho ng

cách

nghèo

Kho ng

cách

nghèo i u

ch nh

Kinh and Hoa gap Squared 
poverty gap

Headcount
rate

Poverty 0,31 12,27

gap Squared 
poverty gap

[0,84] [0,03] [0,15] [11,66]

Thai 0,51* 0,20** 0,11** 0,34* 0,11** 0,05**

[0,06] [0,04] [0,03] [0,07] [0,02] [0,01]

Tay 0,46 0,17 0,09 0,43 0,14 0,06

[0,04] [0,02] [0,02] [0,08] [0,04] [0,02]

Muong 0,45 0,13 0,05 0,38 0,13 0,06

[0,06] [0,02] [0,01] [0,05] [0,02] [0,01]

Khmer and 
Cham

0,29 0,12 0,06 0,25 0,23 0,88

[0,04] [0,03] [0,02] [0,14] [0,16] [0,77]

Nung 0,52 0,15 0,06 0,4 0,15 0,07

[0,06] [0,03] [0,01] [0,10] [0,05] [0,03]

H'Mong 0,74 0,29* 0,15* 0,65 0,22* 0,10*

[0,04] [0,02] [0,01] [0,05] [0,03] [0,02]

Dao 0,47 0,16 0,08 0,57 0,23 0,12

[0,04] [0,02] [0,01] [0,08] [0,05] [0,03]

Other Northern 
Uplands

0,5 0,21 0,11 0,51 0,25 0,18

[0,10] [0,07] [0,05] [0,17] [0,13] [0,12]

Central
Highlands

0,61** 0,26** 0,15** 0,42** 0,11** 0,05**

[0,05] [0,04] [0,03] [0,05] [0,04] [0,03]

All others 0,61 0,23 0,12 0,53 0,23 0,13

[0,04] [0,02] [0,01] [0,07] [0,05] [0,04]

Total 0,43 0,19 0,46 0,37 0,21 3,71

[0,02] [0,28] [0,03] [0,05] [3,38]

 Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** 
difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in 
mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table A3.4: Income-based and self-reported poverty

Ethnicity P135-II communes non-P135-II communes Dis-

tribu-

tion of 

popula-

tion

Self-reported

poverty

Income-based

poverty

Self-reported

poverty

Income-based

poverty

Head-

count

rate

Distri-

bution

of the 

poor

Head-

count

rate

Distri-

bution

of the 

poor

Head-

count

rate

Distri-

bution

of the 

poor

Head-

count

rate

Distri-

bution

of the 

poor

Kinh and Hoa 0,51*** 0,2 0,51** 0,22 0,37*** 0,2 0,41** 0,22 0,33

[0,02] [0,03] [0,02] [0,04] [0,03] [0,03] [0,03] [0,04] [0,03]

Thai 0,26 0,12 0,26 0,11 0,23 0,12 0,28 0,11 0,11

[0,02] [0,03] [0,03] [0,04] [0,04] [0,03] [0,03] [0,04] [0,02]

Tay 0,53*** 0,1 0,54** 0,15 0,39*** 0,1 0,45** 0,15 0,11

[0,02] [0,02] [0,03] [0,05] [0,03] [0,02] [0,04] [0,05] [0,02]

Muong 0,47 0,07 0,44 0,14 0,39 0,07 0,39 0,14 0,07

[0,03] [0,02] [0,03] [0,04] [0,05] [0,02] [0,06] [0,04] [0,01]

Khmer and 
Cham

0,47*** 0,09 0,45 0,06 0,25*** 0,09 0,33 0,06 0,09

[0,05] [0,03] [0,06] [0,04] [0,03] [0,03] [0,05] [0,04] [0,03]

Nung 0,42*** 0,04 0,44 0,05 0,33*** 0,04 0,39 0,05 0,03

[0,02] [0,01] [0,02] [0,02] [0,02] [0,01] [0,03] [0,02] [0,01]

H'Mong 0,49*** 0,13 0,34 0,1 0,33*** 0,13 0,28 0,1 0,09

[0,03] [0,02] [0,04] [0,03] [0,03] [0,02] [0,04] [0,03] [0,02]

Dao 0,3 0,06 0,26 0,07 0,26 0,06 0,24 0,07 0,06

[0,03] [0,01] [0,03] [0,03] [0,04] [0,01] [0,09] [0,03] [0,01]

Other Northern 
Uplands

0,46*** 0,04 0,47** 0,03 0,35*** 0,04 0,39** 0,03 0,03

[0,02] [0,01] [0,02] [0,02] [0,03] [0,01] [0,03] [0,02] [0,01]

Central
Highlands

0,45*** 0,09 0,51*** 0,03 0,31*** 0,09 0,40*** 0,03 0,05

[0,02] [0,02] [0,03] [0,02] [0,03] [0,02] [0,03] [0,02] [0,01]

All others 0,55 0,07 0,47* 0,04 0,47 0,07 0,36* 0,04 0,04

[0,04] [0,02] [0,03] [0,02] [0,09] [0,02] [0,05] [0,02] [0,01]

Total 0,43***  0,43  0,33***  0,37   

 [0,02]  [0,02]  [0,03]   

 Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** 
difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in 
mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 10%.

 Note that we did not do the mean test the distribution indicators.
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Table 2.1: Testing differences in P135-II and P135-1 commune’s characteristics  
     

P135-II communes
NonP135-II com-

munes
Test results

size Mean size mean
Differ-

ence
T-Test

Ha: diff 

!= 0 

Population size 1,632 3,598*** 724 4910.7 -1312.8 9.1 0.00%

Poverty incidence 1,512 66.2%*** 691 42.70% 23.5 -22.3 0.00%

School 1,632 39.7%*** 727 57.20% -17.5 8 0.00%

Committee house 1,632 56.1%*** 727 68.50% -12.4 5.7 0.00%

Car road 1,632 93.8%** 727 96.60% -2.7 2.7 0.60%

Electricity 1,632 85.2%*** 727 95.30% -10.2 7.2 0.00%

Health center 1,632 60.8%*** 727 75.50% -14.7 7 0.00%

Irrigation 1,632 63.10% 727 63.50% -0.4 0.2 83.90%

Market 1,632 22.8%*** 727 42.10% -19.3 9.7 0.00%

Cultural house 1,632 20.2%*** 727 27.50% -7.3 3.9 0.00%

Media station 1,632 39.3%*** 727 48.60% -9.2 4.2 0.00%

Total infrastructure 1,632 4.8*** 727 5.7 -93.8 12.2 0.00%
      

Figure 2.1: Kernel density distribution of Commune’s poverty incidence in P135-
II and P135-I not in P135-II communes

Source: CEMA database for sampling design, 2007; authors’ calculation.
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Table 2.2 Testing differences in treatment and control group communes  
     

P135-II communes
NonP135-II com-

munes
Test results

size mean size mean
Differ-

ence
T-Test

Ha: diff 

!= 0 

Population size 266 3,454 134 3,676 222 0.9 39.40%

Poverty incidence 266 61.00% 134 59.90% -1.1 -0.6 57.60%

School 266 39.80% 134 46.30% 6.5 1.2 22.10%

Committee house 266 52.60% 134 56.70% 4.1 0.8 44.00%

Car road 266 93.20% 134 92.50% -0.7 -0.3 79.80%

Electricity 266 85.3%*** 134 95.50% 10.2 3.1 0.10%

Health center 266 55.60% 134 58.20% 2.6 0.5 62.60%

Irrigation 266 61.30% 134 59.00% -2.3 -0.4 65.50%

Market 266 24.00% 134 20.90% -3.1 -0.7 47.90%

Cultural house 266 23.30% 134 23.90% 0.6 0.1 89.90%

Media station 266 38.70% 134 37.30% -1.4 -0.3 78.50%

Total infrastructure 266 4.7 134 4.9 0.2 0.9 38.20%

Participation function1 250 44.20% 113 41.50% -2.7 -1.4 16.20%

Participation function2 250 46.4%* 113 41.50% -4.9 -2 5.10%
      
Source: CEMA database for sampling design, 2007; authors’ calculation.    
   

Table 2.3: Testing differences in treatment and control groups in the BLS 
      

P135-II communes
NonP135-II com-

munes
Test results

size mean size mean
Differ-

ence
T-Test

Ha: diff 

!= 0 

Communes

Population size 266 3,770 134 3,989 219 0.7 48.60%

Poverty incidence 266 52.9%*** 134 44.30% -8.6 -4.3 0.00%

School 266 78.20% 133 84.20% 6 1.4 15.60%

Committee house n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Car road 266 66.2%*** 134 80.60% 14.4 3 0.10%

Electricity 266 84.6%** 134 91.80% 7.2 2 4.30%

Health center 266 97.00% 134 96.30% -0.7 -0.4 70.10%

Irrigation 263 62.00% 133 66.20% 4.2 0.8 41.50%

Market 264 29.90% 132 37.10% 7.2 1.4 15.00%

Cultural house 263 21.3%* 133 30.10% 8.8 1.9 5.40%

Media station 265 38.50% 133 46.60% 8.1 1.5 12.10%

Total infrastructure 260 3.8*** 131 4.4 0.6 3.8 0.00%

Households/Individual

Poverty Incidence 3,963 42.70% 2,002 37.30% -5.4 -2.5 11.30%

Ethnic minority share 24,003 70.30% 5,393 74.00% 3.7 0.4 50.60%
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Figure 3.1 Income cumulative density functions for treated and control households
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Table 3.1: Income-based poverty measures     

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

"Head-

count rate

(%)"

"Poverty

gap"

Squared

poverty

gap

"Head-

count

rate

(%)"

"Pov-

erty

gap"

Squared

poverty gap

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and nonHoa
51.15** 0.19 0.1 41.14** 0.16 0.18

[2.17] [0.01] [0.01] [3.32] [0.02] [0.11]

Kinh and Hoa
25.87 0.19 1.19 27.88 0.31 12.27

[2.64] [0.07] [0.84] [3.03] [0.15] [11.66]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

54.45** 0.21 0.11 44.69** 0.19 0.25

[2.69] [0.01] [0.01] [4.03] [0.03] [0.17]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

44.21 0.15 0.08 38.97 0.14 0.07

[3.00] [0.02] [0.01] [6.39] [0.02] [0.01]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

44.56 0.19 0.1 33.03 0.12 0.07

[6.43] [0.04] [0.03] [5.18] [0.03] [0.02]

Gender of household head

Male
44.2 0.2 0.52 38.86 0.22 4.29

[2.09] [0.03] [0.33] [2.80] [0.05] [3.95]

Female
33.61 0.14 0.11 28.04 0.15 0.33

[4.38] [0.02] [0.04] [3.95] [0.05] [0.27]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
25.72 0.18 1.3 24.15 0.19 0.61

[3.33] [0.10] [1.30] [8.90] [0.11] [0.53]

Others
47.47** 0.19 0.24 39.02** 0.21 4.32

[2.19] [0.01] [0.13] [2.69] [0.05] [4.02]

Regions

North
51.22*** 0.19 0.11 39.86*** 0.23 5.5

[2.54] [0.01] [0.02] [3.13] [0.07] [5.15]

Centre
46.61* 0.18 0.09 36.13* 0.13 0.06

[3.19] [0.02] [0.01] [5.11] [0.02] [0.02]

South
25.52 0.2 1.38 24.87 0.19 0.57

[3.11] [0.08] [1.02] [8.13] [0.10] [0.49]

Total
42.72 0.19 0.46 37.27 0.21 3.71

[2.12] [0.02] [0.28] [2.66] [0.05] [3.38]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.   
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Table 3.2: Income-based and self-reported poverty    

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

"Dis-

tribu-

tion of 

popu-

lation

(%)"

Self-reported 

poverty

Income-based 

poverty

Self-reported 

poverty

Income-based 

poverty

"Head-

count 

rate

(%)"

"Distri-

bution 

of the 

poor

(%)"

"Head-

count 

rate

(%)"

"Distri-

bution 

of the 

poor

(%)"

"Head-

count 

rate

(%)"

"Distri-

bution 

of the 

poor

(%)"

"Head-

count 

rate

(%)"

"Distri-

bution 

of the 

poor

(%)"

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and 
nonHoa

51.23*** 79.68 51.15** 78.18 37.36*** 79.68 41.14** 78.18 67.2

[2.13] [0.03] [2.17] [0.04] [2.54] [0.03] [3.32] [0.04] [0.03]

Kinh and Hoa
26.08 20.32 25.87 21.82 23.49 20.32 27.88 21.82 32.8

[0.03] [2.64] [0.04] [3.79] [0.03] [3.03] [0.04] [0.03]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or 
little Vietnamese

53.01*** 72.3 54.45** 65.48 39.31*** 72.3 44.69** 65.48 68.46

[2.50] [0.03] [2.69] [0.05] [2.70] [0.03] [4.03] [0.05] [0.02]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

46.85 21.35 44.21 23.04 39.07 21.35 38.97 23.04 23.49

[3.26] [0.03] [3.00] [0.05] [5.46] [0.03] [6.39] [0.05] [0.02]

Absolutely no or 
little ethnic lan-

guages

46.58*** 6.35 44.56 11.48 25.04*** 6.35 33.03 11.48 8.05

[0.03] [6.43] [0.05] [3.45] [0.03] [5.18] [0.05] [0.02]

Gender of household head

Male
41.87*** 84.05 44.2 88.96 33.29*** 84.05 38.86 88.96 85.91

[1.87] [0.01] [2.09] [0.02] [2.43] [0.01] [2.80] [0.02] [0.01]

Female
48.82*** 15.95 33.61 11.04 33.43*** 15.95 28.04 11.04 14.09

[0.01] [4.38] [0.02] [3.47] [0.01] [3.95] [0.02] [0.01]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
29.69 15.03 25.72 9.42 26.3 15.03 24.15 9.42 20.67

[3.47] [0.05] [3.33] [0.05] [4.39] [0.05] [8.90] [0.05] [0.04]

Others
46.39*** 84.97 47.47** 90.58 34.76*** 84.97 39.02** 90.58 79.33

[0.05] [2.19] [0.05] [2.63] [0.05] [2.69] [0.05] [0.04]

Regions

North
44.51*** 49.36 51.22*** 72.34 31.47*** 49.36 39.86*** 72.34 50.09

[2.40] [0.04] [2.54] [0.05] [2.58] [0.04] [3.13] [0.05] [0.04]

Centre
54.9 30.71 46.61* 17.26 46.64 30.71 36.13* 17.26 23.07

[3.70] [0.04] [3.19] [0.05] [8.73] [0.04] [5.11] [0.05] [0.04]

South
29.78 19.93 25.52 10.4 27.62 19.93 24.87 10.4 26.84

[0.04] [3.11] [0.05] [4.17] [0.04] [8.13] [0.05] [0.04]

Total
42.84*** 42.72 33.31*** 37.27

[1.80] [2.12] [2.30] [2.66]

“Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between two 
groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in mean 
between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
Note that we did not do the mean test the the distribution indicators.”
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Table 3.4: Self-assessment: Lack of food over last 12 months 

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% lack of 

food

Of which (%)
% lack of 

food

Of which (%)

Not often
Very 

often

Not

often

Very 

often

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and nonHoa
52.92*** 67.98* 32.02* 44.23*** 75.10* 24.90*

[2.01] [1.86] [1.86] [2.63] [3.25] [3.25]

Kinh and Hoa
33.24 66.45** 33.55** 29.23 78.10** 21.90**

[4.15] [4.15] [3.06] [3.75] [3.75]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnam-
ese

55.64* 66.98 33.02 47.98* 71.13 28.87

[2.43] [2.20] [2.20] [3.65] [3.90] [3.90]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

49.2 70.20** 29.80** 41.61 81.82** 18.18**

[3.15] [4.12] [4.12] [3.96] [4.02] [4.02]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

43.39 69.99 30.01 34.86 85.46 14.54

[9.07] [9.07] [3.89] [4.91] [4.91]

Gender of household head

Male
46.10* 69.66** 30.34** 40.41* 76.06** 23.94**

[2.02] [1.72] [1.72] [2.38] [2.75] [2.75]

Female
47.49* 55.48** 44.52** 36.55* 73.72** 26.28**

[4.03] [4.03] [3.70] [5.84] [5.84]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
24.58 67.32 32.68 31.08 81.66 18.34

[3.95] [5.86] [5.86] [4.98] [6.87] [6.87]

Others
52.18*** 67.48** 32.52** 40.94*** 74.57** 25.43**

[1.85] [1.85] [2.40] [2.97] [2.97]

Regions

North
48.91*** 72.28 27.72 38.03*** 76.15 23.85

[2.14] [2.18] [2.18] [2.41] [3.83] [3.83]

Centre
56.21 64.13 35.87 50.29 70.25 29.75

[4.31] [2.97] [2.97] [7.47] [4.13] [4.13]

South
33.33 60.51*** 39.49*** 34.03 79.99*** 20.01***

[4.07] [4.07] [5.33] [5.71] [5.71]

Total
46.30** 67.61** 32.39** 39.85** 75.75** 24.25**

[2.07] [1.73] [1.73] [2.19] [2.69] [2.69]
      
“Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean be-
tween two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * 
difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
Note that we did not do the mean test the the distribution indicators.”
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Table 3.5: Self-assessment: Lack of clean water over last 12 months  
       

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% lack 

of clean 

water

Of which (%) % lack 

of clean 

water

Of which (%)

Not

often

Very 

often

Not

often

Very 

often

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and nonHoa
55.63** 37.72 62.28 45.59** 31.31 68.69

[2.63] [2.57] [2.57] [4.06] [3.98] [3.98]

Kinh and Hoa
23.69 38.31 61.69 29.83 39.99 60.01

[5.77] [5.77] [4.64] [6.27] [6.27]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese
60.38 35.05 64.95 50.42 26.71 73.29

[2.87] [2.66] [2.66] [5.31] [4.41] [4.41]

Mixed between Vietnamese and 
ethnic languages

46.5 42.75 57.25 45.08 36.92 63.08

[4.00] [5.18] [5.18] [5.33] [6.23] [6.23]

Absolutely no or little ethnic lan-
guages

43.69 56.12 43.88 27.88 51.01 48.99

[8.30] [8.30] [5.42] [9.98] [9.98]

Gender of household head

Male
46.3 38.34 61.66 42.45 32.58 67.42

[2.73] [2.53] [2.53] [3.47] [3.66] [3.66]

Female
36.01 33.8 66.2 32.52 37.52 62.48

[4.64] [4.64] [4.19] [6.51] [6.51]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
21.18 23.18 76.82 19.98 7.49 92.51

[3.91] [9.67] [9.67] [7.52] [8.03] [8.03]

Others
51.74 39.43 60.57 44.95 35.17 64.83

[2.48] [2.48] [3.59] [3.76] [3.76]

Regions

North
53.75** 38.01 61.99 41.30** 31.88 68.12

[3.44] [3.36] [3.36] [4.16] [4.70] [4.70]

Centre
52.39 40.28 59.72 57.32 42.48 57.52

[4.50] [3.64] [3.64] [6.14] [4.43] [4.43]

South
24.76 32.59 67.41 23.61 18.3 81.7

[7.38] [7.38] [7.58] [11.38] [11.38]

Total
44.85 37.83 62.17 40.99 33.16 66.84

[2.64] [2.42] [2.42] [3.40] [3.58] [3.58]

“Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in 
mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
Note that we did not do the mean test the the distribution indicators.”
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Table 3.6: Self-assessment: Lack of medicine over last 12 months   
     

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% lack of 

medicine

Of which (%)
% lack of 

medicine

Of which (%)

Not

often

Very 

often
Not often

Very 

often

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and nonHoa
52.75 81.38 18.62 48.34 77.81 22.19

[2.32] [1.61] [1.61] [3.72] [3.48] [3.48]

Kinh and Hoa
28.84* 81.68 18.32 36.90* 78.68 21.32

[3.28] [3.28] [2.90] [4.12] [4.12]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnam-
ese

53.36 82.53** 17.47** 48.16 72.22** 27.78**

[2.69] [1.62] [1.62] [4.74] [4.86] [4.86]

Mixed between Vietnamese and 
ethnic languages

54.72 78.94 21.06 58.96 85.8 14.2

[3.48] [3.73] [3.73] [5.27] [3.77] [3.77]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

42.31 77.95 22.05 31.36 90.99 9.01

[9.67] [9.67] [4.43] [4.23] [4.23]

Gender of household head

Male
45.51 82.3 17.7 45.73 78.43 21.57

[2.49] [1.52] [1.52] [3.01] [2.83] [2.83]

Female
39.57 75.46 24.54 40.73 75.37 24.63

[4.28] [4.28] [3.54] [5.45] [5.45]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
19.24 80.5 19.5 20.86 79.03 20.97

[3.77] [5.30] [5.30] [4.55] [9.57] [9.57]

Others
51.63 82.17 17.83 48.82 78.03 21.97

[1.46] [1.46] [2.73] [3.13] [3.13]

Regions

North
52.97* 79.99 20.01 46.03* 75.7 24.3

[2.47] [1.98] [1.98] [3.09] [4.02] [4.02]

Centre
59.13 86.23 13.77 62.44 84.72 15.28

[4.89] [2.14] [2.14] [6.20] [2.62] [2.62]

South
18.8 80.35 19.65 19.56 78.83 21.17

[4.30] [4.30] [4.31] [9.37] [9.37]

Total
44.67 81.44 18.56 44.99 78.02 21.98

[2.45] [1.44] [1.44] [2.86] [2.91] [2.91]

“Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean be-
tween two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * 
difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
Note that we did not do the mean test the the distribution indicators.”



112                                               FINAL REPORT ANALYSIS OF THE P135-II BASELINE SURVEY

Table 3.7: Self-assessment: Lack of cooking energy over last 12 months

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% lack of 

cooking

energy

Of which (%) % lack of 

cooking

energy

Of which (%)

Not

often

Very 

often

Not

often

Very 

often

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and nonHoa
8.04 91.28 8.72 8.62 92.03 7.97

[1.02] [2.90] [2.90] [1.72] [2.87] [2.87]

Kinh and Hoa
7.82 91.99 8.01 10.28 100 0

[5.23] [5.23] [2.10] [0.00] [0.00]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnam-
ese

8.67 92.13 7.87 11.11 94.96 5.04

[1.25] [3.17] [3.17] [2.55] [2.98] [2.98]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

7.61* 88.26 11.74 3.46* 60.22 39.78

[2.02] [6.95] [6.95] [1.11] [16.03] [16.03]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

3.41 93.16 6.84 6.34 100 0

[7.98] [7.98] [2.87] [0.00] [0.00]

Gender of household head

Male
7.59 91.41** 8.59** 8.26 98.27** 1.73**

[0.78] [2.71] [2.71] [1.32] [0.95] [0.95]

Female
10.22 91.99 8.01 14 82.32 17.68

[7.09] [7.09] [3.33] [10.05] [10.05]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
8.26 100 0 15.14 100 0

[1.59] [0.00] [0.00] [4.02] [0.00] [0.00]

Others
7.96 88.92 11.08 8.31 93.01 6.99

[3.25] [3.25] [1.49] [2.57] [2.57]

Regions

North
8.22 90.87 9.13 8.36 91.65 8.35

[1.19] [3.60] [3.60] [1.81] [3.05] [3.05]

Centre
6.79 88.70* 11.30* 8.29 98.15* 1.85*

[1.43] [4.84] [4.84] [2.33] [2.04] [2.04]

South
8.71 94.06 5.94 14.49 100 0

[5.47] [5.47] [3.68] [0.00] [0.00]

Total
7.96 91.52 8.48 9.11 94.66 5.34

[0.76] [2.60] [2.60] [1.39] [2.12] [2.12]
     
“Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in 
mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
Note that we did not do the mean test the the distribution indicators.”



FINAL REPORT ANALYSIS OF THE P135-II BASELINE SURVEY                                               113

Table 3.8: Self-assessment: Lack of cash over last 12 months  

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% lack of 

cash

Of which (%)
% lack of 

cash

Of which (%)

Not often
Very 

often

Not

often

Very 

often

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and nonHoa
89.67** 45.65** 54.35** 83.85** 54.07** 45.93**

[1.03] [2.08] [2.08] [2.11] [2.84] [2.84]

Kinh and Hoa
74.16 59.2 40.8 72.52 58.92 41.08

[3.88] [3.88] [2.91] [3.52] [3.52]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnam-
ese

92.34** 42.31** 57.69** 85.24** 51.86** 48.14**

[0.87] [2.54] [2.54] [2.96] [3.69] [3.69]

Mixed between Vietnamese and 
ethnic languages

83.66 52.74 47.26 86.76 50.17 49.83

[2.71] [3.42] [3.42] [2.65] [3.50] [3.50]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

83.01 57.77* 42.23* 74.32 72.93* 27.07*

[6.52] [6.52] [5.05] [5.97] [5.97]

Gender of household head

Male
84.52 50.11 49.89 80.57 54.62 45.38

[1.36] [2.01] [2.01] [2.02] [2.44] [2.44]

Female
84.03 46.85** 53.15** 80.24 59.64** 40.36**

[4.04] [4.04] [3.23] [4.64] [4.64]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
68.43 74.35 25.65 66.33 77.88 22.12

[2.36] [3.92] [3.92] [4.71] [4.87] [4.87]

Others
88.92*** 44.28*** 55.72*** 82.88*** 52.67*** 47.33***

[1.75] [1.75] [1.85] [2.38] [2.38]

Regions

North
89.62*** 46.61** 53.39** 82.03*** 55.07** 44.93**

[1.05] [2.04] [2.04] [2.13] [2.78] [2.78]

Centre
86.24 44.78 55.22 85.18 46.17 53.83

[2.69] [3.56] [3.56] [4.07] [4.73] [4.73]

South
74.44 60.15 39.85 68.62 71.87 28.13

[5.19] [5.19] [4.87] [7.25] [7.25]

Total
84.45* 49.65* 50.35* 80.52* 55.35* 44.65*

[1.37] [2.00] [2.00] [1.89] [2.45] [2.45]
      
“Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in 
mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
Note that we did not do the mean test the the distribution indicators.”
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Table 3.9: Self-assessment: Lack of money to pay for educational fees over last 
12 months       

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% lack of 

money to 

pay for 

educa-

tional

fees

Of which (%) % lack 

of

money

to pay 

for edu-

cational

fees

Of which (%)

Not

often

Very 

often

Not

often

Very 

often

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and nonHoa
36.28 72.97 27.03 37.81 78.84 21.16

[2.29] [2.46] [2.46] [2.87] [4.03] [4.03]

Kinh and Hoa
25.99 85.66 14.34 28.31 84.24 15.76

[3.25] [3.25] [3.11] [2.70] [2.70]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese
34.24 69.65 30.35 35.06 71.29 28.71

[2.53] [2.94] [2.94] [3.69] [6.00] [6.00]

Mixed between Vietnamese and 
ethnic languages

39.23 79.75 20.25 47.08 87.7 12.3

[3.49] [4.58] [4.58] [3.46] [4.02] [4.02]

Absolutely no or little ethnic lan-
guages

42.93* 75.83* 24.17* 31.88* 91.78* 8.22*

[7.26] [7.26] [4.24] [4.04] [4.04]

Gender of household head

Male
33.7 76.12 23.88 35.41 79.79 20.21

[1.78] [2.31] [2.31] [2.44] [3.35] [3.35]

Female
27 78.75 21.25 32.7 82.26 17.74

[4.77] [4.77] [3.78] [4.82] [4.82]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
19.37 84.66 15.34 20.01 76.01 23.99

[3.40] [7.18] [7.18] [2.87] [16.90] [16.90]

Others
36.35 74.88 25.12 37.53 80.17 19.83

[2.29] [2.29] [2.55] [3.17] [3.17]

Regions

North
36.29 75.57 24.43 38.6 80.77 19.23

[2.36] [2.86] [2.86] [2.87] [3.81] [3.81]

Centre
39.94 71.81 28.19 33.41 76.48 23.52

[3.51] [4.20] [4.20] [5.18] [4.12] [4.12]

South
20.78 84.55 15.45 21.06 78.13 21.87

[5.21] [5.21] [2.79] [14.94] [14.94]

Total
32.76 76.42 23.58 35.01 80.13 19.87

[1.84] [2.24] [2.24] [2.40] [3.15] [3.15]
      
“Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in 
mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
Note that we did not do the mean test the the distribution indicators.”
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Table 3.10: Self-assessment about current living conditions (%)  

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Happy

about

current

living

stan-

dards

Feel so 

so about 

current

living

stan-

dards

Not

happy

about

current

living

stan-

dards

Happy

about

current

living

stan-

dards

Feel so 

so about 

current

living

stan-

dards

Not

happy

about

current

living

stan-

dards

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and nonHoa
11.67 31.72 56.61 13.07 31.9 55.03

[1.17] [1.49] [1.72] [2.04] [2.39] [3.28]

Kinh and Hoa
19.88 33.95* 46.17 20.22 40.46* 39.32

[2.55] [2.71] [3.01] [2.81] [4.40]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnam-
ese

11.56 31.78 56.65 14.15 28.99 56.86

[1.22] [1.59] [1.95] [2.64] [3.07] [4.15]

Mixed between Vietnamese and 
ethnic languages

12.01 33.24 54.75 10.43 31.72 57.85

[2.06] [3.10] [3.16] [2.04] [4.03] [4.45]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

13.27 26.65*** 60.08*** 12.92 43.78*** 43.30***

[3.37] [3.74] [3.07] [4.53] [4.80]

Gender of household head

Male
14.16 32.89 52.96 15.17 34.76 50.07

[1.08] [1.38] [1.61] [1.98] [2.08] [2.86]

Female
15.99 29.86 54.14 15.07 32.3 52.63

[3.92] [3.85] [2.31] [4.26] [4.81]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
28.21 25.26 46.54 28.64 32.39 38.98

[2.90] [3.91] [4.00] [6.60] [6.82] [8.25]

Others
10.69 34.64 54.67 12.77 34.7 52.52

[1.29] [1.62] [1.57] [2.20] [3.13]

Regions

North
12.43 34.4 53.17 13.72 35.49 50.79

[1.13] [1.55] [1.90] [1.60] [2.57] [3.39]

Centre
7.2 33.83 58.98 9.76 31.6 58.64

[1.13] [2.64] [3.27] [4.92] [4.72] [8.99]

South
23.97 28.61 47.42 26.89 32.7 40.41

[3.55] [3.22] [6.33] [6.23] [7.64]

Total
14.41 32.46 53.12 15.16 34.4 50.44

[1.29] [1.46] [1.51] [1.79] [2.05] [2.93]
     
“Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
Note that we did not do the mean test the the distribution indicators.”
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Table 3.11: Inequality in per capita income distribution    
     

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

p25/p10 p75/p25 p90/p10 GINI p25/p10 p75/p25
p90/

p10
GINI

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-
Hoa

1.50 2.56 6.28 0.41 1.51 2.74 6.93 0.41

Kinh and Hoa 1.60 2.96 8.80 0.59 1.58 3.65 9.21 0.46

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

1.49 2.62 5.97 0.39 1.47 2.69 6.30 0.40

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages
1.57 2.48 6.79 0.41 1.52 2.72 7.45 0.42

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

1.63 3.04 8.64 0.50 1.40 3.36 6.18 0.42

Gender of household head

Male 1.56 2.74 7.53 0.54 1.49 2.89 7.52 0.44

Female 1.78 3.32 12.52 0.47 1.72 3.55 9.43 0.42

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 1.83 2.66 9.98 0.64 1.98 3.16 8.95 0.46

Others 1.57 2.67 7.38 0.44 1.48 2.93 7.39 0.43

Regions

North 1.50 2.52 6.41 0.41 1.48 2.98 7.42 0.43

Centre 1.60 2.87 8.52 0.46 1.42 2.54 6.65 0.41

South 1.84 2.61 9.62 0.61 1.97 3.06 9.28 0.46

Total 1.58 2.84 8.11 0.53 1.51 3.06 7.77 0.44
         
Mean corrected by sampling weights; 
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Table 3.12: Decomposition of income inequality     

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

GE(0) GE(1) GE(2) GE(0) GE(1) GE(2)

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 0.29 0.31 0.45 0.29 0.29 0.38

Kinh and Hoa 0.64 1.02 5.59 0.40 0.38 0.54

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnam-
ese

0.26 0.28 0.39 0.27 0.26 0.32

Mixed between Vietnamese and 
ethnic languages

0.30 0.30 0.40 0.30 0.30 0.40

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

0.45 0.47 0.76 0.31 0.31 0.45

Gender of household head

Male 0.52 0.88 6.38 0.34 0.35 0.55

Female 0.42 0.38 0.47 0.33 0.28 0.31

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 0.79 1.26 6.86 0.45 0.40 0.63

Others 0.34 0.37 0.59 0.31 0.32 0.42

Regions

North 0.29 0.30 0.45 0.32 0.33 0.44

Centre 0.36 0.39 0.58 0.29 0.28 0.35

South 0.71 1.13 6.30 0.45 0.40 0.63

Total 0.51 0.80 5.40 0.34 0.34 0.50
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Table 4.1: Activity rate        
      

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Poor Non Poor Total Poor Non Poor Total

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-Hoa

71% 73% 72% 73% 73% 72%

Kinh and 
Hoa

[0.01] [0.01] [0.02] [0.01] [0.01]

Kinh và Hoa
64% 0.64 0.64 62% 0.67 66%

[0.02] [0.02] [0.02] [0.03] [0.02] [0.01]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

71% 74% 72% 72% 73% 73%

[0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.01]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

72% 72% 72% 75% 71% 72%

[0.02] [0.02] [0.02] [0.04] [0.02] [0.02]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

70% 73% 71% 74% 72% 73%

[0.03] [0.03] [0.02] [0.03] [0.03] [0.02]

Gender of household head

Male
70% 70% 70% 72% 71% 71%

[0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.02] [0.01] [0.01]

Famale
66% 69% 68% 62% 70% 68%

[0.02] [0.02] [0.02] [0.03] [0.02] [0.01]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
63%* 63% 63% 52% 69% 65%

[0.04] [0.02] [0.02] [0.04] [0.04] [0.04]

Others
71% 72% 71% 72% 71% 72%

[0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01]

Regions

North
73% 74% 73% 74% 73% 73%

[0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01]

Centre
66% 71%** 69% 68% 65% 66%

[0.01] [0.02] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.02]

South
62%** 63% 63% 51% 70% 66%

[0.03] [0.02] [0.02] [0.04] [0.03] [0.04]

Total
70% 70% 70% 71% 70% 71%

[0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. The activity rate is the the ratio of occupied workers and 
unemployed over the working age population (6 years old and above) 
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Table 4.2: Unemployment rate        

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Poor Non Poor Total Poor Non Poor Total

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-Hoa

0.2%* 0.8% 0.5% 0.4% 0.2%

Kinh and 
Hoa

[0.004] [0.002] [0.0004] [0.002] [0.001]

Kinh và Hoa
1.1%** 0.8% 0.9% 0.2% 0.6% 0.5%

[0.007] [0.004] [0.009] [0.0004] [0.003] [0.004]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

0.6% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2%

[0.0004] [0.004] [0.002] [0.0004] [0.002] [0.001]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

0.1% 0.2% 0.6% 0 0 0

[0.007] [0.001] [0.003] 0 0 0

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

- 4.8% 2.5% - 1.2% 0.7%

- [0.05] [0.002] - [0.007] [0.004]

Gender of household head

Male
0.2%** 0.6% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3%

[0.001] [0.003] [0.002] [0.0002] [0.002] [0.001]

Famale
2.2%* 2.2%** 2.2% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4%

[0.02] [0.009] [0.009] [0.003] [0.003] [0.002]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
2.9% 2.8%* 2.8% 0 0.7% 0.6%

[0.02] [0.01] [0.08] 0 [0.001] [0.004]

Others
0.1% 0.2%* 0.1% 0.4% 0.2%

[0.0006] [0.0006] [0.0004] [0.0003] [0.001] [0.0008]

Regions

North
*** *** 0 0.5% 0.3%

[0.0002] [0.0002] [0.0001] 0 [0.002] [0.0009]

Centre
0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.1% 0.2%

[0.002] [0.002] [0.001] [0.002] [0.0009] [0.0001]

South
2.3% 2.1% 2.2%* 0 0.6% 0.5%

[0.002] [0.009] [0.007] 0 [0.005] [0.004]

Total
0.4%*** 0.8% 0.6%* 0.4% 0.3%

[0.002] [0.003] [0.002] [0.0003] [0.001] [0.0009]
      
Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. The unemployment rate is the ratio of unemployed wok-
ers over occupied workers and unemployed (active population). : unemployment rate < 0.05%. 



120                                               FINAL REPORT ANALYSIS OF THE P135-II BASELINE SURVEY

Table 4.3: Undermeployment rate       

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Poor Non Poor Total Poor Non Poor Total

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-Hoa

60% 58% 59% 59% 51% 54%

Kinh and 
Hoa

[0.02] [0.02] [0.04] [0.04] [0.03]

Kinh và Hoa
57% 52% 54% 57% 53% 54%

[0.04] [0.03] [0.03] [0.05] [0.03] [0.03]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

60% 55%** 57%** 59% 46% 49%

[0.02] [0.03] [0.02] [0.04] [0.04] [0.02]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

0.67 62% 0.65 72% 62% 0.63

[0.04] [0.03] [0.03] [0.08] [0.04] [0.03]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

54% 62% 58% 51% 56% 54%

[0.06] [0.08] [0.04] [0.05] [0.04] [0.04]

Gender of household head

Male
59% 56% 58% 58% 51% 54%

[0.02] [0.02] [0.02] [0.03] [0.03] [0.02]

Famale
0.64 51% 56% 0.65 53% 56%

[0.04] [0.03] [0.03] [0.04] [0.04] [0.04]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
48% 41% 43% 35% 32% 33%

[0.06] [0.05] [0.04] [0.08] [0.05] [0.05]

Others
61% 60% 61% 60% 56% 57%

[0.02] [0.02] [0.01] [0.03] [0.02] [0.02]

Regions

North
55% 54% 55% 56% 51% 53%

[0.02] [0.02] [0.02] [0.04] [0.02] [0.03]

Centre
77% 72% 74% 80% 73% 70%

[0.03] [0.03] [0.03] [0.04] [0.05] [0.04]

South
52%* 46% 48%* 36% 34% 35%

[0.06] [0.04] [0.04] [0.07] [0.06] [0.05]

Total
60% 56% 58% 58% 52% 54%

[0.02] [0.02] [0.02] [0.03] [0.03] [0.02]
     
Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. The underemployment rate is the ratio of the occupied 
population working less than 35 hours a week.
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Table 4.4: Wage earner rate        

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Poor Non Poor Total Poor Non Poor Total

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-Hoa

5% 16% 10% 3% 17% 11%

Kinh and 
Hoa

[0.03] [0.02] [0.01] [0.04] [0.03]

Kinh và Hoa
22%*** 0.33*** 0.30*** 8% 17% 15%

[0.05] [0.04] [0.03] [0.02] [0.03] [0.02]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

4% 17% 10% 3% 18% 12%

[0.01] [0.04] [0.03] [0.01] [0.05] [0.04]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

8%** 13% 10% 2% 13% 9%

[0.02] [0.02] [0.01] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

4% 13% 10% 3% 13% 10%

[0.02] [0.06] [0.03] [0.01] [0.06] [0.03]

Gender of household head

Male
7%** 20% 14% 4% 17% 12%

[0.02] [0.02] [0.02] [0.01] [0.03] [0.02]

Famale
15%* 0.36*** 0.28*** 0.06 20% 16%

[0.04] [0.05] [0.04] [0.02] [0.04] [0.03]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
51%*** 40% 43% 20% 0.37 0.34

[0.07] [0.05] [0.04] [0.05] [0.07] [0.07]

Others
3% 16% 10% 0.06 13% 9%

[0.01] [0.02] [0.01] [0.02] [0.01] [0.01]

Regions

North
2% 10% 5% 3% 13% 9%

[0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.02] [0.01]

Centre
0.06 17% 12% 4% 12% 9%

[0.01] [0.02] [0.01] [0.01] [0.03] [0.02]

South
0.42*** 44% 43% 19% 0.37 0.34

[0.07] [0.04] [0.04] [0.05] [0.06] [0.06]

Total
8%** 22% 16% 4% 17% 12%

[0.01] [0.03] [0.02] [0.01] [0.03] [0.02]
      
Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 4.5: Employment structure (Agriculture)      

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Poor Non Poor Total Poor Non Poor Total

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-Hoa

97% 84% 91% 96% 81% 87%

Kinh and 
Hoa

[0.02] [0.02] [0.01] [0.04] [0.03]

Kinh và Hoa
85% 70% 74% 87% 70% 75%

[0.04] [0.03] [0.03] [0.04] [0.03] [0.03]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

98% 85% 92% 96% 81% 87%

[0.01] [0.03] [0.02] [0.02] [0.06] [0.04]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

94%* 81% 87% 98% 83% 89%

[0.02] [0.04] [0.02] [0.01] [0.03] [0.02]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

97% 85% 91% 96% 80% 86%

[0.01] [0.05] [0.02] [0.02] [0.04] [0.04]

Gender of household head

Male
96% 80% 87% 95% 80% 86%

[0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.01] [0.03] [0.03]

Famale
89% 71% 78% 0.90 68% 75%

[0.04] [0.04] [0.04] [0.03] [0.05] [0.04]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
70% 62% 64% 67% 57% 58%

[0.06] [0.06] [0.06] [0.10] [0.07] [0.07]

Others
98% 84% 91%*** 97% 82% 88%

[0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02]

Regions

North
98%** 87%* 93% 96% 81% 88%

[0.01] [0.02] [0.01] [0.01] [0.03] [0.02]

Centre
96% 79% 88% 97% 87% 91%

[0.01] [0.03] [0.02] [0.01] [0.04] [0.03]

South
75% 67% 69% 69% 58% 60%

[0.05] [0.05] [0.04] [0.09] [0.07] [0.07]

Total
95% 79% 86% 95% 78% 84%

[0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.01] [0.03] [0.02]
      
Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 4.6: Employment structure (in non household businesses)   
    

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Poor Non Poor Total Poor Non Poor Total

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-Hoa

1% 8% 4% 1% 11% 6%

Kinh and 
Hoa

[0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.02] [0.01]

Kinh và Hoa
3% 11% 9% 3% 10% 8%

[0.01] [0.02] [0.01] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

1% 7% 4% 1% 10% 6%

[0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.03] [0.02]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

3% 10% 7% 1% 10% 6%

[0.01] [0.02] [0.01] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

1% 7% 4% 1% 12% 7%

[0.01] [0.02] [0.01] [0.01] [0.04] [0.02]

Gender of household head

Male
1% 9% 5% 1% 10% 7%

[0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.02] [0.01]

Famale
3%** 11% 8% 1% 12% 8%

[0.02] [0.02] [0.01] [0.01] [0.04] [0.02]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
3% 9%* 8% 2% 17% 15%

[0.02] [0.02] [0.02] [0.01] [0.05] [0.05]

Others
1% 9% 5% 1% 9% 6%

[0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01]

Regions

North
0%0 6%** 3%*** 1% 10% 6%

[0.00] [0.01] [0.02] [0.00] [0.02] [0.01]

Centre
2% 14%*** 8%*** 1% 5% 3%

[0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01]

South
4% 10% 8% 2% 16% 14%

[0.02] [0.02] [0.02] [0.02] [0.05] [0.05]

Total
1% 9% 6% 1% 10% 7%

[0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.01] [0.02] [0.01]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 4.7: Pluri-activity rate       

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Poor Non Poor Total Poor Non Poor Total

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-Hoa

52%** 56%** 54%** 42% 49% 46%

Kinh and 
Hoa

[0.02] [0.02] [0.04] [0.03] [0.03]

Kinh và Hoa
42% 47% 46% 41% 45% 44%

[0.05] [0.04] [0.03] [0.04] [0.03] [0.03]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

52%** 54%** 53%** 41% 46% 44%

[0.04] [0.03] [0.03] [0.04] [0.03] [0.02]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

55% 61% 58% 55% 56% 56%

[0.03] [0.04] [0.03] [0.04] [0.04] [0.04]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

43%*** 61% 52%* 23% 48% 37%

[0.06] [0.07] [0.07] [0.04] [0.05] [0.04]

Gender of household head

Male
50%* 54%* 52%** 42% 48% 46%

[0.03] [0.02] [0.02] [0.03] [0.02] [0.02]

Famale
51%* 48% 50% 40% 47% 45%

[0.04] [0.04] [0.03] [0.05] [0.04] [0.03]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
38% 47% 45% 49% 38% 40%

[0.07] [0.06] [0.05] [0.08] [0.05] [0.05]

Others
52%** 55% 53% 42% 50% 47%

[0.03] [0.02] [0.02] [0.03] [0.02] [0.02]

Regions

North
49%** 54%* 51%* 39% 47% 44%

[0.03] [0.03] [0.03] [0.04] [0.03] [0.03]

Centre
58% 62% 60% 55% 53% 57%

[0.05] [0.03] [0.03] [0.04] [0.05] [0.04]

South
43% 46% 45% 48% 40% 41%

[0.07] [0.04] [0.04] [0.07] [0.05] [0.05]

Total
50%** 53%* 52%** 42% 48% 46%

[0.03] [0.02] [0.02] [0.03] [0.02] [0.02]
      
Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 4.9: Land plots by different types        

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

"Total 

land"

"An-

nual

land"

Peren-

nial

land

"For-

estry

land"

"Total 

land"

"An-

nual

land"

Peren-

nial

land

"For-

estry

land"

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-
Hoa

6.67 4.32 0.22 0.41 6.6 4.13 0.36 0.39

Kinh
and Hoa

[0.26] [0.03] [0.04] [0.39] [0.33] [0.08] [0.05]

Kinh và Hoa
3.97 1.71 0.28 0.16 4.4 2.03 0.42 0.23

[0.32] [0.24] [0.07] [0.04] [0.34] [0.31] [0.10] [0.05]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

6.66 4.41 0.18 0.39 6.32 3.98 0.25 0.34

[0.36] [0.32] [0.03] [0.04] [0.50] [0.44] [0.08] [0.06]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

6.75 4.2 0.22 0.5 7.3 4.53 0.55 0.52

[0.32] [0.29] [0.04] [0.05] [0.68] [0.43] [0.25] [0.07]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

6.75 4.08 0.68 0.39 6.71 4.19 0.53 0.36

[0.57] [0.48] [0.19] [0.07] [0.59] [0.52] [0.09] [0.06]

Gender of household head

Male
6.07 3.68 0.25 0.36 6.17 3.66 0.39 0.36

[0.26] [0.23] [0.04] [0.03] [0.34] [0.29] [0.08] [0.04]

Famale
3.97 2.04 0.15** 0.16 4.77 2.69 0.29** 0.24

[0.32] [0.27] [0.03] [0.03] [0.44] [0.39] [0.05] [0.05]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
2.82 0.74 0.13 0 2.72 0.9 0.01 0

[0.17] [0.09] [0.09] [0.00] [0.26] [0.25] [0.01] [0.00]

Others
6.56 4.17 0.27** 0.42 6.47 3.93 0.44** 0.39

[0.26] [0.22] [0.04] [0.04] [0.31] [0.28] [0.08] [0.04]

Regions

North
8.08** 5.52** 0.26 0.53 7.01** 4.52** 0.32 0.43

[0.28] [0.26] [0.05] [0.05] [0.37] [0.31] [0.08] [0.04]

Centre
4.74 2.47* 0.27*** 0.31 4.63 1.84* 0.85*** 0.24

[0.20] [0.18] [0.06] [0.05] [0.28] [0.29] [0.19] [0.08]

South
2.72 0.73 0.16 0 2.74 0.9 0.06 0

[0.14] [0.08] [0.08] [0.00] [0.24] [0.22] [0.05] [0.00]

Total
5.78 3.45 0.24* 0.33 5.97 3.52 0.38* 0.34

[0.27] [0.24] [0.03] [0.03] [0.32] [0.28] [0.07] [0.04]
       
Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in 
mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 4.10: Percentage of Land in total landholdings by different types (%) 
   

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Total %
"Annual

land"

Peren-

nial land

"For-

estry

land"

Total 

%

"Annual

land"

Peren-

nial

land

"For-

estry

land"

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-
Hoa

85.03 58.21 5.66 21.16 82.22 54.4 8.04 19.78

Kinh
and
Hoa

[1.89] [0.95] [1.92] [2.79] [1.95] [2.53]

Kinh và Hoa
46.69 37.09 9.6 6.92* 48.56 33.39 15.17 12.58*

[2.81] [2.13] [1.57] [3.54] [4.50] [2.84]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

85.77 61.82 4.39 19.56 81.32 56.94 7.49 16.89

[2.32] [0.94] [2.08] [3.40] [2.68] [2.91]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

52.41 6.9 26.2 85.09 52.74 5.98 26.37

[2.78] [1.34] [2.81] [3.88] [1.42] [3.50]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

78.37 42.56 15.26 20.55 80.57 45.78 13.89 20.9

[3.88] [3.40] [3.39] [3.49] [2.40] [3.33]

Gender of household head

Male
77.57 52.74 7.06 17.77 78.26 49.5 9.94 18.82

[1.90] [1.00] [1.66] [2.83] [2.16] [2.21]

Famale
56.51 41.87 6.35 8.29 63.37 41.23 11.12 11.02

[3.38] [1.67] [1.62] [3.09] [2.37] [2.11]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
43.51 41.77 1.72 0.02 41.07 40.63 0.44 0

[4.01] [0.90] [0.02] [8.81] [0.45] [0.00]

Others
82.83 53.81 8.28 20.74 81.6 49.91 11.68 20.01

[1.99] [1.16] [1.73] [2.76] [2.39] [2.09]

Regions

North
89.98 58.82 5.97 25.19 81.26 52.91 5.88 22.47

[2.18] [1.24] [2.03] [2.96] [1.14] [2.42]

Centre
17.95 50.41* 10.52*** 17.95 11.92 38.97* 31.58*** 11.92

[3.09] [2.40] [3.30] [5.58] [7.60] [3.74]

South
44.56 39.2 5.35 0.01 44.35 40.79 3.56 0

[3.48] [1.92] [0.01] [8.00] [3.15] [0.00]

Total
74.61 51.21 6.96 16.44 76.11 48.31 10.11 17.69

[1.85] [1.00] [1.64] [2.62] [2.10] [2.07]

“Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in 
mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
Total % means total percentage of the three land types over total land area.”
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Table 4.12: Percentage of Land for crops in total crop landholdings  by different types (%) 

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Paddy

Other

food

crops

Indus-

trial

crops

Fruit

crops
Paddy

Other

food

crops

Indus-

trial

crops

Fruit

crops

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-Hoa

53.87 37.49 7.52 1.12** 55.7 32.49 9.45 2.35**

Kinh
and Hoa

[2.06] [0.96] [0.28] [3.15] [2.87] [2.01] [0.46]

Kinh và Hoa
55.43** 19.15*** 19.67 5.75 35.74** 36.88*** 18.97 8.41

[6.04] [3.36] [4.02] [1.38] [5.38] [4.37] [3.95] [1.58]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

52.01 41.23 6.23 0.53** 53.64 35.35 9.66 1.34**

[2.41] [2.36] [0.84] [0.12] [4.12] [3.76] [2.63] [0.36]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

57.28 30.17 10.13 2.42 60.7 26.85 10.5 1.95

[2.38] [2.55] [1.90] [1.04] [3.88] [3.08] [2.51] [0.73]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

58.76 27.05 11.07 3.11* 54.98 31.24 6.41 7.37*

[3.67] [4.89] [2.75] [1.54] [2.85] [2.45] [1.69] [1.74]

Gender of household head

Male
54.86 32.32 10.73 2.1 50.89 34.02 11.8 3.29

[2.30] [2.03] [1.36] [0.47] [3.11] [2.57] [2.05] [0.64]

Famale
49.79 31.66 13.21 5.35 48.45 30.75 12.53 8.27

[4.06] [3.34] [2.48] [1.65] [4.47] [3.64] [2.71] [2.16]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
84.31 5.22 5.83 4.64** 88.79 3.11 8.07 0.03**

[4.45] [2.82] [2.88] [2.03] [5.60] [2.64] [6.04] [0.02]

Others
49.2 36.96 11.81 2.03*** 47.09 36.47 12.09 4.35***

[1.94] [1.88] [1.48] [0.43] [2.93] [2.48] [2.15] [0.68]

Regions

North
47.31 43.1 7.88 1.71*** 48.02 40.49 6.73 4.77***

[2.13] [2.30] [1.15] [0.52] [3.00] [2.83] [1.11] [0.82]

Centre
54.7 27.5 14.79** 3.01 44.68 22.2 30.16** 2.96

[3.95] [2.66] [2.70] [0.86] [8.47] [4.01] [7.23] [1.15]

South
74.15 7.7 14.53 3.62** 81.38 4.18 14.41 0.03**

[6.21] [2.81] [5.35] [1.56] [9.26] [2.30] [9.07] [0.02]

Total
54.32 32.25 10.99 2.44* 50.59 33.62 11.89 3.91*

[2.29] [2.03] [1.36] [0.46] [3.06] [2.50] [2.01] [0.64]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between two 
groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in mean be-
tween two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 4.14: Crop income  as percentage of total income (%) 
   

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Paddy

Other

food

crops

Indus-

trial

crops

Fruit

crops
Paddy

Other

food

crops

Indus-

trial

crops

Fruit

crops

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-
Hoa

22.95 17.24 3.47 1.13*** 21.59 16.59 4.35 2.20***

Kinh
and Hoa

[1.55] [0.49] [0.14] [1.43] [2.44] [0.87] [0.38]

Kinh và Hoa
15.86** 4.22*** 6.31 1.45* 8.84** 10.01*** 6.54 4.11*

[2.71] [0.93] [1.38] [0.47] [1.67] [1.98] [1.72] [1.53]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

23.7 19.59 3.04 0.92** 21.91 18.97 4.26 1.92**

[1.25] [1.86] [0.46] [0.09] [1.79] [3.05] [1.11] [0.43]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

21.36 12.06 4.79 1.47 21.89 12.3 5.24 1.5

[1.41] [1.66] [0.90] [0.33] [2.53] [2.22] [1.18] [0.26]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

21.56 12.72 3.58 2.72 19.08 13.31 3.01 4.69

[2.22] [3.01] [2.42] [1.65] [2.25] [2.54] [1.05] [1.22]

Gender of household head

Male
21.68* 13.8 4.59 1.28** 18.63* 15.61 5.03 2.95**

[1.16] [1.29] [0.64] [0.26] [1.36] [2.02] [0.92] [0.64]

Famale
13.89 7.34 3.37 1 13.45 9.23 4.78 1.64

[1.80] [1.27] [0.88] [0.33] [2.04] [1.50] [1.34] [0.30]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
22.32 0.92 1.15 0.16 16.59 1.64 0.49 -0.12

[3.73] [0.63] [0.54] [0.11] [5.88] [1.53] [0.32] [0.17]

Others
20.16 16.28 5.35 1.55** 17.87 16.97 5.74 3.29**

[1.12] [1.34] [0.71] [0.27] [1.38] [2.04] [0.97] [0.62]

Regions

North
23.68** 21.09 3.25 1.94** 19.23** 19.09 3.45 3.75**

[1.17] [1.76] [0.49] [0.42] [1.59] [2.50] [0.60] [0.79]

Centre
16.66 10.68 7.76* 1.18* 13.04 9.63 13.41* 1.71*

[1.77] [1.52] [1.52] [0.15] [2.29] [2.02] [2.93] [0.23]

South
18.88 1.37 3.65 0.16 16.3 1.87 2.03 -0.11

[3.19] [0.60] [1.48] [0.08] [5.36] [1.40] [1.70] [0.15]

Total
20.59 12.89 4.42 1.24** 17.87 14.67 4.99 2.76**

[1.15] [1.27] [0.62] [0.22] [1.39] [1.89] [0.86] [0.55]
        
Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in 
mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 4.16: Values of Crop that were traded (%)      
   

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

"%

traded

(%)"

Sold to
"%

traded

(%)"

Sold to

Individu-

al traders
Retail Other

Indi-

vidual

traders

Retail Other

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-
Hoa

23.54** 75.84 16.23 7.93 33.54** 78.21 14.88 6.91

Kinh
and Hoa

[2.16] [1.90] [1.36] [3.45] [2.58] [1.97] [1.07]

Kinh và Hoa
49.92 77.01 16.89 6.1 50.68 78.04 12.35 9.61

[4.51] [4.44] [4.26] [1.38] [5.13] [4.10] [3.32] [2.51]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

23.11*** 74.87 16.17 8.96 36.34*** 79.43 13.76 6.81

[2.42] [2.46] [2.12] [1.49] [4.44] [3.09] [2.45] [1.26]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

24.71 78.06 15.47 6.47 25.13 74.1 19.67 6.23

[2.37] [3.03] [2.75] [1.72] [3.29] [3.93] [3.16] [2.03]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

24.33** 78.07 18.63 3.3 35.94** 79.87 12.22 7.91

[4.95] [8.70] [8.94] [1.92] [3.00] [5.66] [3.54] [3.07]

Gender of household head

Male
31.10* 76.95 15.58 7.47 37.96* 78.67 13.75 7.58

[2.28] [2.00] [1.80] [1.10] [3.25] [2.32] [1.80] [1.08]

Famale
31.06 70.27 23.89 5.85 37.77 74.55 17.53 7.92

[3.79] [5.30] [5.18] [1.51] [4.01] [4.51] [3.92] [2.25]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
65.95 93.4 3.43* 3.17 75.88 84.41 11.35* 4.24

[4.75] [2.10] [1.79] [1.49] [7.18] [5.84] [4.04] [2.42]

Others
25.48*** 72.67 19.07 8.26 35.16*** 77.4 14.54 8.06

[2.04] [2.37] [2.30] [1.20] [3.04] [2.60] [2.05] [1.16]

Regions

North
19.02*** 67.10* 24.62* 8.28 31.67*** 75.04* 16.49* 8.46

[2.03] [3.45] [3.46] [1.72] [2.94] [3.13] [2.49] [1.40]

Centre
32.05 81.05 11.73 7.22 46.66 86.03 6.97 7

[3.85] [2.80] [2.02] [1.51] [8.75] [3.48] [2.39] [1.81]

South
66.33 91.3 3.28** 5.42 75.42 84.62 11.61** 3.77

[4.35] [2.02] [1.44] [1.81] [6.36] [5.07] [3.52] [2.16]

Total
31.10* 76.24 16.46 7.29 37.93* 78.16 14.21 7.62

[2.24] [2.16] [2.00] [1.03] [3.15] [2.37] [1.86] [1.07]
        
Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between two 
groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in mean 
between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 4.17: Paddy trade (%)
        

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

"%

traded

(%)"

Sold to "%

traded

(%)"

Sold to

Individual

traders
Retail Other

Individual

traders
Retail Other

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-
Hoa

7.48 81.23 11.72 7.04 9.86 79.53 13.54 6.93

Kinh
and Hoa

[2.77] [2.51] [1.58] [3.18] [3.62] [3.20] [1.84]

Kinh và Hoa
30.51** 90.73 6.36 2.92 12.37** 83.73 10.18 6.09

[6.33] [3.92] [3.26] [1.77] [5.33] [8.70] [6.80] [3.52]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

8.04 81.79 10.68 7.52 12.46 81.55 10.71 7.73

[2.10] [3.07] [2.66] [2.05] [4.80] [4.57] [3.87] [2.75]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

6.5 82.38 9.66* 7.96 4.59 74.52 20.63* 4.85

[1.48] [4.94] [3.78] [3.25] [0.85] [4.68] [4.55] [2.21]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

4.81 73.88 26.12 0 8.25 78.42 14.95 6.63

[1.86] [14.68] [14.68] [0.00] [2.39] [7.17] [6.10] [5.33]

Gender of household head

Male
13.02 85.33 8.85 5.82 10.51 80.31 12.92 6.77

[2.38] [2.70] [2.10] [1.52] [3.17] [3.62] [3.08] [1.81]

Famale
13.87 85.11 14.44 0.45 8.83 79.89 13.22 6.89

[4.80] [8.07] [8.03] [0.45] [3.51] [11.58] [8.05] [4.13]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
67.33 98.12 0 1.88 75.5 94.02 2.43 3.54

[5.51] [1.41] [0.00] [1.41] [7.62] [3.18] [2.66] [2.82]

Others
4.04 72.46 19.05 8.49 4.2 72.86 18.6 8.54

[0.65] [3.67] [3.60] [2.14] [0.55] [3.69] [3.15] [2.10]

Regions

North
3.53 68.46 24.87 6.67 4.19 70.68 21.28 8.04

[0.52] [4.26] [4.53] [1.68] [0.60] [4.14] [3.58] [2.36]

Centre
2.4 75.25 5.41 19.35 4.16 84.17 3.97 11.85

[0.72] [9.97] [3.21] [10.00] [1.52] [5.34] [2.26] [4.83]

South
60.99 97.71 0 2.29 70.9 94.1 2.4 3.5

[5.20] [1.38] [0.00] [1.38] [8.47] [3.07] [2.56] [2.73]

Total
13.09 85.31 9.42 5.27 10.32 80.27 12.94 6.78

[2.43] [2.78] [2.25] [1.40] [3.01] [3.61] [3.03] [1.69]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between two 
groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in mean 
between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 4.18: Other food crop trade  (%)        

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

"%

traded

(%)"

Sold to
"%

traded

(%)"

Sold to

Individual

traders
Retail Other

Indi-

vidual

traders

Retail Other

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-
Hoa

25.10** 77.92 15.84 6.24 36.88** 78.06 15.96 5.98

Kinh
and Hoa

[2.54] [2.24] [1.18] [4.28] [4.02] [3.73] [1.32]

Kinh và Hoa
29.05** 68.38 27.03 4.58* 46.03** 76.47 13.5 10.02*

[5.59] [7.36] [7.47] [1.65] [5.57] [4.39] [4.50] [2.81]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

25.40** 78.92 14.49 6.59 39.20** 78.12 15.6 6.28

[2.92] [2.72] [2.26] [1.35] [5.18] [5.26] [5.16] [1.73]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

24.12 75.87 19.25 4.88 26.45 74.43 21.48 4.08

[3.32] [4.50] [4.29] [1.77] [4.36] [5.40] [5.16] [2.02]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

25.68* 77.57 15.62 6.82 43.40* 82.51 10.33 7.16

[7.89] [8.59] [9.18] [3.36] [5.03] [6.46] [4.37] [3.42]

Gender of household head

Male
25.85*** 77.44 17.01 5.55 39.51*** 77.91 14.83 7.25

[2.43] [2.45] [2.22] [1.04] [3.83] [3.39] [3.16] [1.34]

Famale
25.58 63.45 26.94 9.61 35.35 75.47 19.47 5.06

[3.51] [6.64] [6.78] [2.73] [4.94] [6.52] [6.89] [2.16]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
72.45 55 34.91 10.1 98.8 33.33 66.67 0

[19.91] [22.48] [21.27] [11.44] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Others
25.30*** 77.21 16.97 5.82 38.52*** 79.55 13.07 7.38

[2.41] [2.54] [2.37] [1.03] [3.62] [3.06] [2.70] [1.29]

Regions

North
20.55*** 74.52 19.79 5.69 38.06*** 79.54 13.56 6.9

[2.79] [3.47] [3.23] [1.21] [4.02] [3.56] [3.22] [1.34]

Centre
35.57 82.01 12.75 5.24 40.4 80.07 10.02 9.91

[4.65] [3.81] [3.71] [1.62] [8.58] [5.00] [2.54] [4.16]

South
68.54 68.49** 18.59*** 12.92 93.45 35.70** 64.30*** 0

[16.32] [13.64] [12.07] [9.17] [8.39] [3.20] [3.20] [0.00]

Total
25.82*** 76.13 76.13 5.93 39.02*** 77.65 77.65 7.02

[2.36] [2.54] [2.54] [1.03] [3.63] [3.33] [3.33] [1.24]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between two 
groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in mean 
between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 4.19: Industrial crop trade  (%)        
         

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

"%

traded

(%)"

Sold to "%

traded

(%)"

Sold to

Individual

traders
Retail Other

Individu-

al traders
Retail Other

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-
Hoa

40.42** 67.01* 19.76 13.23* 53.50** 77.99* 17.08 4.93*

Kinh
and Hoa

[4.38] [3.09] [4.23] [5.13] [3.70] [3.21] [1.51]

Kinh và Hoa
67.56 68.57 21.45 9.98 70.04 76.55 10.03 13.42

[5.06] [6.57] [7.14] [2.68] [6.35] [7.09] [3.54] [5.47]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

35.88* 64.25* 21.26 14.49** 49.00* 77.70* 17.75 4.55**

[3.56] [4.67] [3.64] [4.09] [6.58] [4.99] [4.64] [1.80]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

56.3 75.64 12.26 12.1 54.81 78.56 17.49 3.95

[5.86] [6.44] [3.57] [5.96] [7.30] [5.36] [5.05] [1.80]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

32.96*** 58.3 35.86 5.84 69.04*** 77.31 14.73 7.96

[8.39] [14.65] [14.39] [4.53] [6.72] [6.81] [4.71] [4.82]

Gender of household head

Male
48.33 68.10* 19.29 12.61 56.45 77.51* 15.22 7.27

[3.33] [3.56] [3.05] [3.01] [4.58] [3.65] [2.76] [2.25]

Famale
52.21** 63.8 30.07 6.14 68.51** 77.83 13.04 9.13

[5.23] [9.23] [9.52] [2.64] [5.92] [6.42] [4.35] [3.43]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
62.53 57.22 31.56 11.23 51.72 23.48 51.65 24.87

[10.49] [12.84] [11.43] [8.57] [16.83] [24.05] [29.18] [25.03]

Others
47.69* 68.66* 19.29 12.05 57.88* 77.95* 14.58 7.47

[3.45] [4.05] [3.74] [3.02] [4.56] [3.54] [2.52] [2.14]

Regions

North
33.12** 54.55** 30.78 14.67 47.41** 70.77** 19.67 9.56

[3.53] [6.00] [6.27] [5.22] [4.97] [4.93] [3.40] [3.17]

Centre
75.20** 85.78* 6.5 7.73 90.28** 92.57* 3.72 3.71

[4.69] [2.79] [1.56] [2.38] [4.17] [2.49] [2.02] [1.30]

South
77.54 68.47 18.85 12.68 70.59 56.94 31.76 11.3

[8.55] [6.60] [6.53] [5.07] [19.02] [21.99] [17.32] [13.40]

Total
48.71* 67.64* 67.64* 11.91 57.89* 77.55* 77.55* 7.52

[3.24] [3.74] [3.74] [2.78] [4.43] [3.54] [3.54] [2.09]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between two 
groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in mean 
between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.         
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Table 4.20: Fruit Crop trade  (%) 
         

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

"%

traded

(%)"

Sold to "% 

traded

(%)"

Sold to

Indi-

vidual

traders

Retail Other Indi-

vidual

traders

Retail Other

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-
Hoa

11.86*** 47.73** 41.24* 11.03 29.70*** 62.47** 27.85* 9.67

Kinh
and Hoa

[5.48] [5.14] [2.68] [4.36] [5.05] [5.04] [2.53]

Kinh và Hoa 29.82 53.17 43.24** 3.59* 36.74 65.13 24.81** 10.07*

[4.13] [6.03] [5.94] [1.47] [4.58] [6.67] [5.84] [3.11]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

8.94*** 36.75*** 49.99*** 13.27 23.63*** 63.42*** 26.96*** 9.62

[1.21] [6.01] [5.79] [3.50] [4.63] [6.29] [6.23] [2.20]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

15.68 51.3 36.36 12.35 20.93 57.66 28.33 14.01

[2.66] [6.41] [6.40] [4.13] [5.48] [10.29] [8.06] [5.03]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

31.12** 86.34 13.66 0.00* 60.68** 64.86 28.56 6.59*

[10.87] [8.07] [8.07] [0.00] [7.84] [10.11] [8.72] [3.47]

Gender of household head

Male
16.13*** 49.96** 42.55** 7.48 31.46*** 63.84** 26.71** 9.45

[1.86] [4.56] [4.44] [1.81] [4.03] [4.57] [4.48] [2.20]

Famale
20.74* 52.21 39.47 8.33 31.94* 59.17 28.74 12.1

[3.82] [10.61] [10.31] [3.26] [4.65] [8.70] [6.97] [5.37]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
25.45* 46.53* 53.47* 0 49.21* 0.00* 100.00* 0

[10.60] [18.83] [18.83] [0.00] [0.47] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Others
16.33*** 51.12** 40.71*** 8.17 31.91*** 64.86** 25.30*** 9.84

[1.93] [4.61] [4.34] [1.84] [3.85] [4.32] [3.89] [2.07]

Regions

North
14.81*** 47.22** 42.58** 10.2 33.79*** 65.19** 24.00** 10.81

[2.35] [6.57] [5.97] [2.61] [4.46] [4.73] [4.08] [2.32]

Centre
21.47 58.47 37.27 4.26 22.11 62.64 33.92 3.43

[3.01] [5.92] [6.13] [1.66] [3.71] [10.19] [10.97] [1.67]

South
21.92* 48.07** 51.93** 0 43.60* 0.00** 100.00** 0

[9.36] [17.35] [17.35] [0.00] [7.58] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Total
16.62*** 50.25** 50.25** 7.59 31.52*** 63.25** 63.25** 9.79

[1.88] [4.43] [4.43] [1.71] [3.74] [4.45] [4.45] [2.03]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in 
mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 4.21: Husbandary income  (‘000 VND) 
     

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Pig Cow Chicken Other Pig Cow Chicken Other

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and 
non-Hoa

619.76 283.01 532.59 3373.85 595.25 231.56 666.11 3472.8

Kinh and 
Hoa

[37.53] [33.31] [294.17] [63.94] [41.74] [79.08] [331.26]

Kinh và Hoa 724.23 157.29 419.18** 3127.58 616.52 257.6 814.67** 4807.67

[151.27] [53.96] [57.90] [575.41] [96.52] [75.79] [154.72] [921.55]

Daily languages

Absolutely no 
or little Viet-

namese

496.37 269.41 494.4 2833.07 483.47 242.74 548.22 2702.74

[85.24] [38.88] [37.71] [202.88] [68.01] [53.94] [70.03] [258.93]

Mixed between 
Vietnamese 
and ethnic 
languages

830 336.87 625.19 4218.24 755.62 250.66 681.3 3785.05

[162.26] [80.79] [50.83] [575.26] [126.27] [68.42] [50.79] [415.43]

Absolutely no 
or little ethnic 

languages

1211.66 270.08 571.61 6168.78 734.12 147.29 1111.9 6116.83

[521.83] [172.16] [112.76] [2486.16] [154.11] [68.24] [391.82] [1341.92]

Gender of household head

Male
680.46 265.6 515.91** 3476.21 618.03 267.57 735.11** 4039.65

[85.20] [35.28] [32.46] [304.24] [56.47] [42.71] [97.85] [486.33]

Famale
495.8 90.16 364.64* 2157.31 505.14 73.96 560.27* 2830.73

[132.02] [26.26] [68.91] [386.87] [146.00] [31.35] [76.82] [469.01]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
511.13 17.04 225.58*** 1934.9 305.22 191.33 34.53*** 1466.57

[208.31] [25.46] [61.59] [533.55] [152.30] [146.06] [10.22] [576.38]

Others
681.14 306.94 561.57** 3618.94 643.06 242.78 818.53** 4234.04

[77.56] [36.18] [31.28] [302.08] [56.38] [38.01] [94.78] [483.22]

Regions

North
862.64 293.95 654.45* 4479.1 683.17 209.9 888.46* 4519.29

[112.42] [46.69] [33.88] [422.29] [66.29] [37.89] [118.97] [579.52]

Centre
506.3 345.47 530.77 2750.03 529.01 360.06 600.84 3347.43

[74.17] [50.27] [42.88] [280.10] [117.10] [103.73] [71.31] [919.81]

South
397.85 76.95 179.20*** 1645.56 284.44 203.58 33.07*** 1429.69

[156.01] [50.82] [47.21] [421.08] [139.25] [133.49] [9.41] [524.21]

Total
654.62 24368.46 241.05 3291.67 601.46 11976.21 239.16 3862.22

[76.41] [9642.02] [31.91] [279.22] [54.92] [3504.33] [37.20] [437.34]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between two 
groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in mean 
between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 4.22: Husbandary cost of proudction  (‘000 VND)    

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Seeds Food Medi-

cine

Other Seeds Food Medi-

cine

Other

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-
Hoa

614.98 1051.73 14.81 158.26 566.05 1124.81 27.96 136.14

Kinh
and Hoa

[147.44] [1.79] [14.66] [57.37] [147.08] [8.60] [15.75]

Kinh và Hoa 507.01* 1089.21 30.11* 143.58 896.67* 1851.75 76.07* 224.22

[105.33] [229.48] [7.47] [24.97] [187.61] [513.15] [25.58] [67.23]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or 
little Vietnamese

517.09 792.44 12.08 130.01 461.79 749.1 17.56 100.09

[48.57] [63.99] [2.21] [11.58] [65.20] [82.65] [2.76] [15.38]

Mixed between 
Vietnamese and 
ethnic languages

812.2 1333.69 20.58 227.11 614.55 1165.81 13.14 181.09

[139.71] [237.82] [4.37] [31.70] [80.85] [157.97] [2.91] [24.94]

Absolutely no or 
little ethnic lan-

guages

1001.23 2735.68 23.3 231.54 931.89 2631.63 96.49 222.88

[262.72] [1540.96] [5.30] [100.00] [171.01] [691.23] [53.54] [38.32]

Gender of household head

Male
613.28 1128.24 20.66 162.45 690.32 1395.88 44.29 172.87

[56.45] [138.83] [3.00] [14.34] [79.81] [265.61] [14.73] [26.85]

Famale
367.88 670.81 15.36 97.51 500.76 993.88 28.67 97.71

[65.12] [126.78] [3.77] [14.83] [107.42] [190.21] [10.10] [15.67]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
435.31 633.83 32.51 76.77** 324.07 555.68 32.2 21.99**

[133.32] [188.18] [11.25] [20.19] [168.23] [248.73] [20.32] [15.11]

Others
607.81 1165.9 16.32* 172.64 709.27 1465.88 44.08* 183.33

[53.21] [145.86] [1.95] [14.42] [81.53] [270.30] [15.29] [26.47]

Regions

North
731.72 1556.14 21.96 232.30* 723.52 1637.05 48.04 181.38*

[73.77] [211.74] [2.80] [19.66] [77.87] [336.40] [19.02] [17.53]

Centre
490.25 680.45 7.37 89.73 690.56 884.06 30.96 195.74

[55.01] [159.58] [1.22] [10.32] [268.26] [358.28] [19.20] [109.88]

South
370.22 522.34 26.71 70.53* 309.84 539.29 30.78 27.25*

[108.74] [148.29] [8.62] [16.46] [152.96] [226.39] [18.49] [15.17]

Total
578.94 24368.46 1064.24 153.36 662.5 11976.21 1336.88 161.84

[50.32] [9642.02] [123.66] [13.21] [75.53] [3504.33] [233.67] [24.10]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in 
mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 4.23: Husbandary values traded (‘000 VND) 

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Pig Cow Chicken Other Pig Cow Chicken Other

Ethnicity

non-Kinh and non-
Hoa

68.79*** 86.81 17.17 1.85 79.34*** 89.18 17.16 2.22

Kinh
and Hoa

[2.65] [1.06] [0.23] [2.91] [3.68] [1.88] [0.58]

Kinh và Hoa 93.96 96.8 23.6 1.61 96.48 98.8 25.98 2.22

[1.85] [2.71] [2.53] [0.63] [1.59] [1.28] [3.96] [1.01]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

63.06* 86.45 18.42 2.02 72.06* 90.62 15.63 2.94

[3.02] [2.95] [1.33] [0.26] [3.56] [4.21] [1.71] [0.79]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

77.45 87.67 15.51 1.55 83.59 84.98 13.56 0.91

[2.92] [5.33] [1.58] [0.35] [4.08] [7.03] [2.22] [0.34]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

88.25 91.43 10.78*** 1.36 93.37 94.99 29.82*** 1.66

[4.68] [9.62] [2.47] [1.07] [2.40] [5.50] [6.44] [0.79]

Gender of household head

Male
73.38*** 88.95 17.92 1.86 82.45*** 92.09 19.13 2.29

[2.36] [2.27] [0.99] [0.24] [2.49] [2.67] [2.04] [0.56]

Famale
85.6 94.56 27.23 1.12 89.58 92.11 20.62 1.81

[3.06] [3.69] [3.03] [0.57] [2.51] [6.35] [3.05] [0.83]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta
98.99 71.29 32.03 0 98.46 100 26.72 0

[0.67] [24.45] [5.90] [0.00] [0.41] [0.00] [15.39] [0.00]

Others
71.83*** 89.56 17.28 1.95 83.03*** 91.84 19.26 2.36

[2.43] [2.19] [0.95] [0.26] [2.56] [2.87] [2.06] [0.55]

Regions

North
67.82*** 85.78 17.25 2.16 83.54*** 89.45 19.49 2.15

[2.82] [3.56] [1.19] [0.31] [2.64] [3.82] [2.48] [0.57]

Centre
85.02 93.57 17.9 1.54 80.66 97.57 18.27 3.31

[3.18] [1.89] [1.43] [0.51] [7.66] [1.95] [2.23] [1.63]

South
99.03 89.76 29.43 0 98.46 100 26 0

[0.64] [9.98] [5.54] [0.00] [0.41] [0.00] [14.81] [0.00]

Total
74.39*** 24368.46 89.32 1.79 83.18*** 11976.21 92.09 2.22

[2.28] [9642.02] [2.17] [0.24] [2.42] [3504.33] [2.65] [0.50]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between two 
groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in mean 
between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 5.1: Infrastructure: Having road to the commune (%)    

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Having

car road 

to the 

center of 

com-

mune

Having

car road 

to the 

village of 

interview

Distance

from the 

village to 

the near-

est road 

(KM)

How

many

months

the near-

est road 

to the 

village is 

usable

Having

car road 

to the 

center of 

com-

mune

Having

car road 

to the 

village of 

interview

Distance

from the 

village to 

the near-

est road 

(KM)

How

many

months

the near-

est road 

to the 

village is 

usable

Geography of communes

Coastal or 
delta

86.67 40.00* 3.26 12 100 83.33* 2 12

[9.09] [13.09] [0.56] [0.00] [0.00] [16.67] [0.00] [0.00]

Others 94.42 67.73*** 8.2 9.68*** 94.53 80.47*** 8.58 10.65***

[1.45] [2.96] [0.97] [0.19] [2.02] [3.52] [2.86] [0.21]

Regions

North
96.93 60.12*** 7.69 9.51*** 95.83 82.29*** 7.69 10.74***

[1.35] [3.85] [1.05] [0.25] [2.05] [3.92] [2.69] [0.23]

Centre
88.46 79.49 10.26 9.77 90 73.33 10.49 10.27

[3.64] [4.60] [2.39] [0.32] [5.57] [8.21] [7.18] [0.50]

South
92 64 3.26 12 100 87.5 2 12

[5.54] [9.80] [0.56] [0.00] [0.00] [12.50] [0.00] [0.00]

Total
93.98 66.17*** 7.71 9.82*** 94.78 80.60*** 8.33 10.71***

[1.46] [2.91] [0.89] [0.18] [1.93] [3.43] [2.76] [0.20]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 5.2: Infrastructure: having transport of passengers (%)   

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Having passenger 

transportation

routine through 

the communes

Nearest dis-

tance

Having passen-

ger transportation 

routine through 

the communes

Nearest dis-

tance

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 53.33 1.6 33.33 0.75

[13.33] [0.78] [21.08] [0.25]

Others 16.73** 14.81 28.13** 13.13

[2.36] [0.99] [3.99] [1.49]

Regions

North
14.11*** 15.81 29.17*** 13.44

[2.74] [1.32] [4.66] [1.86]

Centre
19.23 13.48 26.67 11.74

[4.49] [1.42] [8.21] [2.38]

South
48 4.31 25 9.38

[10.20] [1.65] [16.37] [6.71]

Total
18.80** 14.62 28.36** 12.87

[2.40] [0.98] [3.91] [1.47]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 

Table 5.3: Infrastructure: Having electricity (%)     
    

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Having electric-

ity

Having national 

electricity grid

Having electric-

ity

Having national 

electricity grid

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 100 100 100 100

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Others 83.67** 80.48** 91.41** 89.06**

[2.34] [2.51] [2.49] [2.77]

Regions

North
79.14*** 76.07*** 90.63*** 89.58***

[3.19] [3.35] [2.99] [3.13]

Centre
91.03 87.18 93.33 86.67

[3.26] [3.81] [4.63] [6.31]

South
100 100 100 100

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Total
84.59** 81.58** 91.79** 89.55**

[2.22] [2.38] [2.38] [2.65]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 5.11: Infrastructure: Using health care services in the commune (%)

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Having people 

who do not want 

to use commune 

health care center

No health care 

center

Having people 

who do not want 

to use commune 

health care center

No health 

care center

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 20 0 16.67 16.67

[10.69] [0.00] [16.67] [16.67]

Others 35.46*** 2.39 50.78*** 6.25

[3.03] [0.97] [4.44] [2.15]

Regions

North
33.13** 3.07 47.92** 7.29

[3.70] [1.35] [5.13] [2.67]

Centre
35.90** 1.28 60.00** 3.33

[5.47] [1.28] [9.10] [3.33]

South
40 0 25 12.5

[10.00] [0.00] [16.37] [12.50]

Total
34.59*** 2.26* 49.25*** 6.72*

[2.92] [0.91] [4.34] [2.17]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.  

Table 5.12: Infrastructure: Distance to the nearest health clinics in KM  

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Distance

to health 

centers

Distance

to district 

hospital

Distance

to province 

hospital

Distance

to health 

centers

Distance

to district 

hospital

Distance

to province 

hospital

Geography of communes

Coastal or 
delta

10.68 9.73 32.2 11.05 10.17 32.33

[2.34] [1.67] [5.33] [3.86] [2.21] [5.12]

Others 21.27* 27.53*** 95.26 16.11* 21.57*** 85.26

[1.44] [1.27] [3.61] [2.23] [1.55] [5.10]

Regions

North
19.79*** 29.11*** 92.53** 10.87*** 22.59*** 80.01**

[1.68] [1.71] [4.12] [1.00] [1.81] [4.64]

Centre
25.92 24.24* 106.47 29.22 18.14* 104

[3.05] [1.71] [7.92] [6.93] [3.20] [15.69]

South
15.5 16.06 44.92 13.53 13.75 41.38

[3.12] [2.72] [5.96] [3.97] [2.97] [13.41]

Total
20.44* 26.50*** 91.4 15.82* 21.04*** 82.72

[1.36] [1.22] [3.54] [2.12] [1.50] [4.96]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.1: Level of education of commune staff (chairman & vice chairman) 
           

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

No

degree

Voca-

tional

training

Bach-

elor

Univer-

sity

No

degree

Voca-

tional

training

Bach-

elor

Univer-

sity

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 11.43 17.14 60.00 11.43 8.33 16.67 66.67 8.33

[8.67] [7.06] [10.91] [6.50] [8.33] [10.54] [10.54] [8.33]

Others 26.16* 27.79 35.97 9.81 18.97* 28.74 41.95 8.62

[2.58] [2.68] [2.87] [1.56] [3.20] [3.84] [4.17] [2.23]

Regions

North
33.05** 27.54 29.66* 9.32 21.80** 26.32 40.60* 9.02

[3.45] [3.22] [3.37] [1.85] [3.92] [4.21] [4.81] [2.66]

Centre
14.29 27.73 47.90 10.08 7.89 39.47 44.74 7.89

[3.30] [5.08] [5.27] [2.95] [4.28] [9.11] [9.13] [4.28]

South
10.64 21.28 55.32 12.77 13.33 13.33 66.67 6.67

[6.72] [6.48] [8.64] [5.35] [8.58] [8.58] [8.89] [6.62]

Total
24.88* 26.87 38.06 9.95 18.28* 27.96 43.55 8.60

[2.49] [2.53] [2.82] [1.52] [3.05] [3.66] [4.00] [2.15]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 

Table 6.2: Participation in training of commune staff

P135-II communes

% of respondents 

who attend

Nb of commune 

staff who attend

Nb of CSB & PMU 

who attend

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 37.14 12.20 6.60

[13.91] [3.22] [1.79]

Others 56.51 8.01 5.96

[3.02] [0.85] [0.75]

Regions

North
51.46 8.34 6.54

[3.77] [1.26] [1.15]

Centre
69.33 7.11 4.76

[4.66] [0.74] [0.37]

South
30.95 12.80 7.04

[12.22] [2.64] [1.48]

Total
55.52 8.25 5.99

[2.96] [0.82] [0.71]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; Corresponding information on 
non-P135-II communes are not available
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Table 6.3: Assessment of training by commune staff

P135-II communes

Duration of the 

training  (nb of 

days)

Appropriate-

ness of the 

duration (% 

who consider 

suffi cient)

Training practi-

cal & applicable 

(% practical & 

very practical)

Quality of the 

trainers (% 

good & very 

good)

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 10.00 35.42 50.00 59.38

[3.91] [17.38] [18.90] [17.64]

Others 6.87 25.51 64.13 61.70

[0.44] [3.41] [3.86] [3.93]

Regions

North
5.93 23.91 56.37 49.82

[0.39] [4.28] [5.02] [5.08]

Centre
8.23 28.04 76.34 80.36

[0.88] [5.67] [5.68] [5.36]

South
10.00 35.42 50.00 59.38

[3.91] [17.38] [18.90] [17.64]

Total
7.03 26.04 63.39 61.58

[0.46] [3.35] [3.78] [3.82]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; Corresponding information on 
non-P135-II communes are not available

Table 6.4: Management and planning (assessment of commune staff)  
        

P135-II communes

% of com-

mune with 

PMU

% participatory plan-

ning

% with training 

plan

% with commu-

nication plan

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 33.33 60.00 60.00 100.00

[12.60] [24.49] [24.49] [0.00]

Others 67.73 91.76 77.06 80.00

[2.96] [2.11] [3.23] [3.08]

Regions

North
69.33 93.81 84.07 85.84

[3.62] [2.28] [3.46] [3.29]

Centre
70.51 87.27 63.64 69.09

[5.20] [4.54] [6.55] [6.29]

South
28.00 71.43 57.14 85.71

[9.17] [18.44] [20.20] [14.29]

Total
65.79 90.86 76.57 80.57

[2.91] [2.18] [3.21] [3.00]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; Corresponding information on 
non-P135-II communes are not available
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Table 6.5: Report for Management and planning (assessment of commune staff) 
        

P135-II communes

% with new 

reporting

format

How often a 

year (general 

report)? (nb/

year)

How often a 

year (fi nan-

cial report)? 

(nb/year)

How often a year for 

participatory monitor-

ing? (nb/year)

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 60.00 4.00 1.00 12.00

[24.49] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Others 57.06 6.67 4.74 6.26

[3.81] [0.43] [0.39] [0.45]

Regions

North
63.72 6.96 5.91 6.95

[4.54] [0.50] [0.50] [0.53]

Centre
43.64 5.59 2.19 4.38

[6.75] [0.83] [0.33] [0.77]

South
57.14 8.00 1.00 12.00

[20.20] [4.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Total
57.14 6.65 4.70 6.31

[3.75] [0.43] [0.39] [0.45]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; Corresponding information on 
non-P135-II communes are not available

Table 6.6: Main programme in the commune (assessment of commune staff)
         

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Pov-

erty

reduc-

tion

Socio-

economic

develop-

ment

P135 education & 

culture

Poverty

reduc-

tion

Socio-

economic

develop-

ment

P135 education 

& culture

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 13.33 26.67** 80.00 0.00 33.33 0.00** 50.00 0.00

[9.09] [11.82] [10.69] [0.00] [21.08] [0.00] [22.36] [0.00]

Others 51.90 24.05 66.67*** 35.02 52.68 25.89 22.32*** 41.96

[3.25] [2.78] [3.07] [3.11] [4.74] [4.16] [3.95] [4.68]

Regions

North
54.25 24.18 66.01*** 35.95 55.81 26.74 23.26*** 41.86

[4.04] [3.47] [3.84] [3.89] [5.39] [4.80] [4.58] [5.35]

Centre
53.33 26.67 70.67*** 37.33 45.83 25.00 20.83*** 45.83

[5.80] [5.14] [5.29] [5.62] [10.39] [9.03] [8.47] [10.39]

South
8.33 16.67** 66.67 0.00 25.00 0.00** 37.50 0.00

[5.76] [7.77] [9.83] [0.00] [16.37] [0.00] [18.30] [0.00]

Total
49.60 24.21 67.46*** 32.94 51.69 24.58 23.73*** 39.83

[3.16] [2.70] [2.96] [2.97] [4.62] [3.98] [3.93] [4.53]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 6.8: Type of infrastructure projects implemented in 2007 (according to 
commune staff)

P135-II communes Non P135-II 

communes

Total

P135 project Non P135 

project

Non P135 

project

1 Road to the province or 
district

24 60 12 96

0.98% 1.62% 1.33% 1.36%

2 Commune roads 360 228 54 642

14.67% 6.16% 6.0% 9.1%

3 Bridge 144 168 36 348

5.87% 4.54% 4.0% 4.93%

4 Village roads 420 336 112 868

17.11% 9.08% 12.44% 12.3%

5 Enlargement of irrigation 
system

228 264 88 580

9.29% 7.13% 9.78% 8.22%

6 Strenthing canals 96 150 38 284

3.91% 4.05% 4.22% 4.02%

7 Electricity 216 66 26 308

8.8% 1.78% 2.89% 4.37%

8 Clean water 138 510 96 744

5.62% 13.78% 10.67% 10.54%

9 Treatment of solid waste & 
waste water

6 12 0 18

0.24% 0.32% 0.0% 0.26%

10 Health station 114 156 48 318

4.65% 4.21% 5.33% 4.51%

11 School 372 546 130 1048

15.16% 14.75% 14.44% 14.85%

12 Nursery/Kindergarten 102 168 68 338

4.16% 4.54% 7.56% 4.79%

13 Transform/enlarge land for 
housing

24 66 10 100

0.98% 1.78% 1.11% 1.42%

14 Land reclamation for cultiva-
tion

36 156 20 212

1.47% 4.21% 2.22% 3.0%

15 Afforestation 30 312 68 410

1.22% 8.43% 7.56% 5.81%

16 Others 144 504 94 742

5.87% 13.61% 10.44% 10.52%

Total 
Total number of projects

2454 3702 900 7056

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



FINAL REPORT ANALYSIS OF THE P135-II BASELINE SURVEY                                               167

Table 6.9: Organisation of meeting to select project (according to commune staff) 

   

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 82.93 58.49* 96.67***

[11.00] [10.99] [3.96]

Others 86.96** 81.91 79.05

[2.40] [2.41] [2.86]

Regions

North
86.27* 80.43 80.31

[3.24] [3.28] [2.89]

Centre
87.10 84.44 74.23

[3.76] [3.25] [7.84]

South
86.00 65.22* 96.97***

[9.24] [9.44] [3.46]

Total
86.55** 79.90* 80.22

[2.43] [2.52] [2.74]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.

Table 6.10: Percentage of Household participating in meeting (assessment of 
commune staff)        

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 88.79 86.39 80.00

[1.95] [3.89] [5.67]

Others 87.60*** 91.43*** 87.60

[1.06] [0.76] [1.36]

Regions

North
88.74* 92.43*** 86.67**

[1.20] [0.87] [1.59]

Centre
87.89** 91.18** 91.53

[1.57] [1.20] [2.05]

South
83.00 82.18 79.38

[3.90] [3.74] [5.07]

Total
87.71*** 91.11*** 86.99*

[0.98] [0.75] [1.38]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.11: Percentage of Poor Household participating in meeting (assess-
ment of commune staff)
   

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 46.97*** 27.71*** 29.58

[5.60] [6.25] [13.11]

Others 62.24 61.04 56.81

[2.12] [1.90] [3.23]

Regions

North
66.25** 61.29 54.37**

[2.82] [2.55] [3.75]

Centre
58.07 59.01 65.64

[2.96] [2.70] [6.25]

South
46.91 43.31 32.59

[5.32] [8.87] [11.87]

Total
60.76 58.94 55.32

[2.02] [2.01] [3.27]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.

Table 6.12: Percentage of HH participating agreeing  selection (assessment of 
commune staff)

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 100.00 93.61 100.00

[0.00] [6.41] [0.00]

Others 97.93 98.55 98.33

[0.46] [0.37] [0.58]

Regions

North
98.13* 99.23** 98.24

[0.54] [0.28] [0.74]

Centre
98.32 98.49 98.81

[0.74] [0.66] [0.58]

South
97.56 90.93 99.53*

[1.36] [4.93] [0.53]

Total
98.13 98.24 98.47

[0.42] [0.53] [0.54]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.13: Organisation of public bidding (assessment of commune staff) 
       

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 0.00 0.00 20.00

[0.00] [0.00] [12.56]

Others 11.68*** 30.50*** 26.19

[2.66] [3.01] [3.71]

Regions

North
14.71*** 28.26** 24.06

[4.27] [3.61] [4.12]

Centre
8.39*** 32.78*** 31.96

[2.61] [5.46] [8.41]

South
0.00** 13.04 24.24

[0.00] [7.21] [12.41]

Total
10.51*** 27.88*** 25.78

[2.43] [2.88] [3.56]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.

Table 6.14: Detailed fi nancial information made public (assessment of com-
mune staff) 

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 29.27 28.30 60.00

[9.36] [11.06] [18.53]

Others 55.43** 63.30 67.14

[3.92] [3.04] [3.76]

Regions

North
54.90* 61.96 70.00*

[4.96] [3.83] [4.36]

Centre
53.55 63.89 57.73

[6.49] [5.32] [7.61]

South
42.00 42.03 60.61

[10.76] [10.51] [16.64]

Total
52.81** 60.29 66.67**

[3.79] [3.11] [3.67]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.15: Infrastructure monitored by people (assessment of commune staff) 
      

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 100.00*** 69.81** 80.00

[0.00] [10.83] [10.48]

Others 79.89* 72.87* 75.71

[3.01] [2.90] [3.43]

Regions

North
76.47 69.84 76.25

[4.11] [3.83] [3.80]

Centre
83.23 78.89 73.20

[4.63] [4.24] [7.99]

South
100.00*** 71.01** 81.82

[0.00] [9.63] [9.29]

Total
81.91*** 72.61** 76.00

[2.76] [2.82] [3.27]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.    
      

Table 6.16: Monitoring board qualifi ed (assessment of commune staff)   

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 82.93*** 47.17** 40.00

[7.62] [10.91] [20.32]

Others 26.63*** 35.11 45.71***

[3.37] [3.43] [4.48]

Regions

North
22.06*** 36.96 51.56***

[3.67] [4.27] [4.95]

Centre
30.32 31.67 27.84

[5.86] [6.00] [8.58]

South
80.00*** 43.48*** 36.36

[7.63] [9.58] [18.00]

Total
32.27 36.14 45.33**

[3.63] [3.28] [4.38]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.17: O&M plan for the infrastructure (assessment of commune staff)
   

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 43.90* 13.21** 26.67

[13.50] [6.14] [17.65]

Others 45.92 48.05 49.29

[3.95] [3.61] [4.44]

Regions

North
54.90 57.07 53.13

[5.16] [4.21] [5.02]

Centre
36.77 33.89 37.11

[5.72] [6.15] [8.53]

South
36.00* 10.14** 27.27

[11.68] [4.82] [15.74]

Total
45.72 45.06 47.78

[3.81] [3.50] [4.34]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.  
    

Table 6.18: Open an account in the treasury  (assessment of commune staff)
       

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 2.44* 18.87 26.67

[2.32] [9.80] [17.65]

Others 23.91*** 34.22* 36.43

[3.52] [3.19] [4.07]

Regions

North
23.53 31.79 34.69

[4.94] [4.00] [4.63]

Centre
21.29*** 38.89** 41.24

[4.70] [5.50] [8.74]

South
16.00 23.19 30.30

[8.72] [8.62] [16.36]

Total
21.76*** 32.90** 35.78

[3.25] [3.08] [3.96]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.19: Satisfaction with the quality of the infrastructure (assessment of 
commune staff) 
       

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 85.37 79.25 83.33

[7.03] [10.38] [9.43]

Others 80.43** 88.30** 85.00

[2.65] [2.02] [2.72]

Regions

North
79.90 86.68 85.31

[3.62] [2.75] [2.94]

Centre
80.00** 90.56*** 83.51

[4.07] [2.81] [6.79]

South
88.00 84.06 84.85

[5.94] [8.25] [8.37]

Total
80.93** 87.52** 84.89

[2.49] [2.07] [2.60]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.      

Table 6.20: Percentage of Household benefi ting from the infrastructure (as-
sessment of commune staff) 

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 30.18 8.55* 23.54

[11.51] [3.26] [6.74]

Others 47.83* 41.60** 48.70

[2.52] [2.37] [2.94]

Regions

North
38.66 37.73 41.94

[2.97] [2.83] [3.07]

Centre
56.45* 44.46*** 69.71***

[3.64] [3.98] [5.29]

South
51.66 38.36 37.14

[14.66] [11.78] [11.79]

Total
46.74* 39.79*** 48.11

[2.51] [2.34] [2.89]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.21: Percentage of Poor Household benefi ting from the infrastructure 
(assessment of commune staff)

      
P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 26.80* 7.38** 19.47

[8.36] [3.05] [4.72]

Others 48.39* 41.91** 49.04

[2.48] [2.33] [3.08]

Regions

North
40.97 37.61 41.62

[3.09] [2.77] [3.17]

Centre
56.83 46.02*** 72.13***

[3.84] [3.90] [5.45]

South
37.92 34.62 35.66

[10.13] [11.15] [13.13]

Total
46.88** 39.85*** 48.34

[2.43] [2.30] [3.03]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.        

Table 6.22: Total value of the project (assessment of commune staff)
      

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 349414.11 552468.75 729285.71

[103364.76] [273412.57] [514852.71]

Others 730082.39* 529908.81** 751396.74

[71914.73] [64006.25] [120521.88]

Regions

North
608882.76 535951.87 607692.11

[48496.32] [85430.11] [102400.35]

Centre
936444.99 538275.58** 1230936.96

[163641.43] [98072.21] [381664.45]

South
376590.80 480494.96 692400.21

[86988.75] [198916.96] [428535.26]

Total
689830.45 531391.19** 750106.93

[67211.48] [62485.76] [116680.16]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.23: Contribution of the commune in percentage  (assessment of com-
mune staff)

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta - - -

Others 13.92*** 30.71* 27.94

[2.94] [4.84] [3.76]

Regions

North
15.54*** 39.60** 32.09

[3.39] [6.13] [4.40]

Centre
4.49** 9.62 11.91

[1.32] [2.43] [4.49]

South
7.26 3.37 9.52

[0.00] [2.35] [0.00]

Total
13.76*** 30.71* 27.94

[2.87] [4.84] [3.76]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%. 

Table 6.24: Contribution of the Households  in percentage  (assessment of 
commune staff)
     

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta - - -

Others 13.98*** 29.11 26.77

[3.13] [4.76] [3.61]

Regions

North
15.82*** 37.48** 30.66

[3.66] [6.10] [4.20]

Centre
4.49* 9.39 11.57

[1.32] [2.38] [4.37]

South
0.98 3.37 9.52

[0.00] [2.35] [0.00]

Total
13.64*** 29.11* 26.77

[3.06] [4.76] [3.61]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.25: Percentage of projects for which commune is the investment owner 
(assessment of commune staff) 
    

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 9.76 30.19 26.67

[9.30] [11.35] [9.16]

Others 23.91*** 45.57*** 44.76*

[3.39] [3.21] [3.80]

Regions

North
22.55*** 42.12*** 43.75

[4.86] [3.86] [4.24]

Centre
22.58*** 51.11*** 47.42

[4.34] [5.79] [8.71]

South
22.00 37.68 30.30

[10.98] [10.44] [9.33]

Total
22.49*** 44.25*** 43.56*

[3.22] [3.15] [3.63]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%. For each project, commune staff answered if the commune is the 
investment owner
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Table 6.26: Characteristics of project by type of fi nancing institution (assess-
ment of commune staff)  

Nb of 

projects

Projects

for which 

the com-

mune is the 

investment

owner

Amount value of 

project (in thou-

sands of Dong)

Contribution of 

commune in %

Contribution of 

Household  in %

Main fi nancing 
institution

Total % mean se(mean) mean se(mean) mean se(mean)

Central level 2592 38.35  634,139    32,910   18.51 1.08 18.51 1.09

Provincial level 674 28.78  996,940    85,543   32.35 2.35 32.24 2.33

District 1700 25.29  435,528    15,534   31.79 2.22 33.59 2.46

Commune 122 90.16  200,233    27,918   71.25 5.81 37.04 4.70

Village 174 22.99  48,928    8,341   99.75 3.29 99.39 3.29

Other donors 1274 45.68  474,399    18,381   10.70 0.74 10.84 0.75

Others 342 60.23  246,534    19,780   40.05 3.34 38.29 3.15

Do not know 178 14.61  165,441    24,669   10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00

Total 7056 36.59  537,369    15,734   27.42 0.90 26.30 0.88

Table 6.27: Think that Commune investment owner is better (assessment of 
commune staff) 
        

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Commune in-

vestment owner

Non investment 

owner

Commune in-

vestment owner

Non investment 

owner

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 100.00*** 43.24*** 100.00*** 68.18

[0.00] [11.15] [0.00] [15.06]

Others 96.81*** 70.70*** 96.28*** 73.28

[1.05] [3.14] [1.61] [5.09]

Regions

North
96.02*** 71.97*** 95.71*** 76.67

[1.56] [3.71] [2.03] [5.33]

Centre
97.64*** 70.19*** 97.83*** 62.75

[1.39] [5.70] [2.23] [12.19]

South
100.00*** 41.46*** 100.00*** 65.22

[0.00] [10.44] [0.00] [15.20]

Total
96.99*** 67.62*** 96.43*** 72.83

[0.99] [3.15] [1.54] [4.81]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.28: No problem during the implementation (assessment of commune staff)

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Commune in-

vestment owner

Non investment 

owner

Commune in-

vestment owner

Non investment 

owner

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 75.00 66.22 50.00 68.18

[16.53] [8.14] [30.78] [20.28]

Others 67.54*** 53.83*** 57.45 54.31

[3.74] [3.32] [5.60] [5.27]

Regions

North
63.18*** 46.90*** 54.29 52.22

[4.32] [4.02] [6.23] [6.02]

Centre
74.80 64.42 69.57 62.75

[7.03] [5.20] [10.71] [10.48]

South
70.27 69.51 40.00 65.22

[12.95] [7.46] [24.78] [19.85]

Total
67.95*** 55.22** 57.14 55.51

[3.64] [3.12] [5.53] [5.16]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in 
mean  is signifi cant at 10%.

Table 6.29: Problem slow allocation of budget during the implementation (assess-
ment of commune staff)          

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Commune in-

vestment owner

Non investment 

owner

Commune in-

vestment owner

Non investment 

owner

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 10.00* 0.00* 0.00 0.00

[4.75] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Others 12.17 8.86 14.89 4.74**

[3.30] [1.65] [4.92] [1.84]

Regions

North
14.43 9.16 14.29 5.00**

[3.72] [2.18] [5.76] [2.25]

Centre
10.24 8.65 17.39 3.92

[6.82] [2.56] [9.94] [2.72]

South
5.41 0.00 0.00 0.00

[3.20] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Total
12.05 7.87 14.29 4.33**

[3.13] [1.48] [4.74] [1.69]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in 
mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.30: Problem of rehabitation during the implementation (assessment of 
commune staff)

     
P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Commune

investment

owner

Non investment 

owner

Commune

investment

owner

Non investment 

owner

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 0.00*** 27.03*** 0.00*** 4.55**

[0.00] [7.33] [0.00] [4.90]

Others 7.25*** 13.29** 7.98 15.09

[1.30] [1.88] [2.77] [3.48]

Regions

North
7.46** 14.29* 7.86 16.11

[1.70] [2.53] [3.32] [4.25]

Centre
7.87 12.02 8.70 11.76

[2.25] [2.76] [5.21] [4.88]

South
0.00*** 24.39*** 0.00*** 4.35*

[0.00] [6.72] [0.00] [4.66]

Total
6.85*** 14.83*** 7.65 14.17

[1.24] [1.89] [2.67] [3.25]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.

Table 6.31: Percentage of Household benefi ting from the infrastructure (as-
sessment of commune staff) 
    

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Commune in-

vestment owner

Non investment 

owner

Commune in-

vestment owner

Non investment 

owner

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 6.47* 20.91 13.51 26.04

[2.69] [6.84] [0.00] [5.29]

Others 40.54* 46.11 42.52 53.61**

[3.28] [2.09] [3.56] [4.20]

Regions

North
31.67** 41.47* 37.76 45.09

[3.59] [2.49] [3.67] [4.32]

Centre
45.73 52.62 55.21 82.79***

[5.08] [3.47] [8.38] [4.99]

South
64.52* 32.21* 43.61 34.26

[17.44] [9.04] [21.39] [9.71]

Total
39.38 44.34 42.20 52.69**

[3.22] [2.08] [3.53] [4.09]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.32: Percentage of Poor Household benefi ting from the infrastructure 
(assessment of commune staff)  
    

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Commune

investment

owner

Non investment 

owner

Commune

investment

owner

Non investment 

owner

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 8.05 17.71 8.19 22.29

[2.84] [5.60] [0.00] [1.93]

Others 41.19* 46.36 44.50 52.64*

[3.08] [2.15] [3.63] [4.38]

Regions

North
32.94** 41.97* 39.19 43.46

[3.48] [2.53] [3.70] [4.45]

Centre
47.60 53.11 58.79 83.90***

[4.81] [3.70] [8.65] [5.24]

South
57.22* 26.03* 46.30 30.93

[16.08] [7.36] [27.08] [8.94]

Total
40.04 44.07 44.11 51.62*

[3.03] [2.15] [3.61] [4.26]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.

Table 6.33: Infrastructure projects implemented inthe last 12 months accord-
ing to households (%)         

P135-II communes Non P135-II 

communes

Total

P135 project Non P135 

project

Non P135 proj-

ect

1 Commune roads...... 15.96 10.84 10.13 12.14 

2 Village roads ……… 17.64 23.69 27.04 22.44 

3 Irrigation system....... 14.12 11.68 10.77 12.23 

4 Market 4.41 2.80 2.49 3.20 

5 School 22.65 19.18 18.18 20.00 

6 Village cultural house 4.73 7.47 10.16 7.03 

7 Commune health station 5.29 6.84 7.07 6.45 

8 Clean water supply 8.05 7.79 7.73 7.85 

9 Electricity wire 4.20 3.58 2.60 3.64 

10 Popular Committee House 2.96 6.13 3.84 5.02 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table 6.34: Organisation of meeting to select project in the village (assessment 
of households)
   

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 

project

non P135 project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 63.46*** 39.69*** 55.35

[5.85] [4.00] [9.33]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 57.01*** 34.84*** 57.56***

[3.37] [3.54] [4.07]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 52.47*** 24.80*** 52.10***

[4.16] [3.22] [5.05]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic 
languages

63.02** 49.52** 62.11

[4.91] [4.58] [5.31]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 66.56 67.04 66.73

[5.57] [9.50] [6.66]

Gender of household head

Male 57.68*** 35.62*** 56.28***

[3.30] [2.89] [4.23]

Female 65.68*** 40.53*** 60.82*

[5.26] [5.53] [5.55]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 52.83** 17.34** 0.00**

[12.82] [5.72] [0.00]

Others 59.10*** 37.16*** 57.36***

[3.11] [3.08] [4.13]

Regions

North
65.38*** 40.10*** 61.59***

[3.67] [3.64] [4.05]

Centre
47.13 36.81 43.31

[6.00] [5.49] [10.61]

South
61.44*** 10.05*** 7.85

[6.90] [3.61] [9.35]

Living conditions of household

Poor 53.56*** 30.49*** 55.43***

[4.35] [3.18] [4.34]

Non poor 61.92*** 41.14*** 57.99*

[3.34] [3.68] [5.06]

Total 58.78*** 36.25*** 56.96***

[3.02] [2.97] [4.11]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.35: Participation of household in the meeting (according to households) 

P135-II communes non-P135-II 

communes

P135 project non P135 proj-

ect

non P135 

project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 48.49* 33.40** 43.40

[7.36] [3.76] [8.02]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 49.54*** 30.74*** 52.38***

[3.61] [3.34] [3.91]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 43.29*** 21.15*** 47.79***

[4.18] [2.90] [4.72]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic lan-
guages

56.73* 44.55** 58.91

[4.66] [4.59] [5.37]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 65.06 62.17 53.47

[5.66] [9.23] [6.14]

Gender of household head

Male 48.00*** 31.13*** 49.59***

[3.79] [2.73] [4.00]

Female 57.12*** 34.16*** 52.08

[5.79] [5.31] [5.70]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 33.17* 6.19* 0.00***

[7.87] [4.66] [0.00]

Others 50.11*** 32.73*** 50.31***

[3.73] [2.91] [3.91]

Regions

North
57.19*** 35.19*** 53.60**

[3.99] [3.38] [3.96]

Centre
43.50 32.67 39.36

[6.15] [5.77] [10.28]

South
25.85* 5.02* 7.85

[10.54] [2.25] [9.35]

Living conditions of household

Poor 48.87*** 26.87*** 47.81***

[4.37] [2.96] [4.20]

Non poor 49.48** 35.46*** 51.39*

[4.67] [3.53] [4.89]

Total 49.25*** 31.52*** 49.96***

[3.58] [2.81] [3.90]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.36: Household voice their opinion to select infrastructure (assessment 
of households)

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 proj-

ect

non P135 project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 27.32 21.03 32.57

[5.26] [5.07] [6.37]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 27.45 23.28 31.56

[3.42] [3.09] [4.05]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 29.14 23.21 34.41

[4.36] [3.78] [5.83]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic lan-
guages

28.89 25.88 28.33

[4.67] [5.35] [5.60]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 17.98 16.06 33.08*

[6.54] [5.22] [7.94]

Gender of household head

Male 27.28 22.97* 31.64

[3.31] [2.66] [3.75]

Female 28.12 20.24 32.64

[6.91] [4.82] [5.71]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta - - -

- - -

Others 27.99 22.79** 31.80

[3.11] [2.68] [3.57]

Regions

North
25.68 20.10** 31.45*

[3.91] [3.06] [3.93]

Centre
33.71 31.38 32.85

[4.26] [3.80] [8.68]

South
- - -

- - -

Living conditions of household

Poor 16.50 15.81 19.72

[3.10] [3.95] [3.35]

Non poor 33.91 26.95** 39.28

[4.29] [3.42] [4.98]

Total 27.42 22.59** 31.80*

[3.06] [2.67] [3.57]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.37: Household’ opinion considered to select infrastructure (assess-
ment of households)

P135-II communes non-P135-II 

communes

P135 project non P135 proj-

ect

non P135 

project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 53.15* 70.48 71.65

[11.69] [8.28] [8.93]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 56.24** 77.69*** 51.94*

[5.04] [5.48] [7.70]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 48.41* 70.54** 52.15

[7.02] [9.62] [10.94]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic 
languages

63.79 81.65** 64.35

[9.53] [5.52] [8.68]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 73.70 89.98** 35.29***

[11.89] [9.83] [13.29]

Gender of household head

Male 56.19*** 76.85*** 56.01

[5.04] [4.80] [6.76]

Female 51.42 66.99 60.12

[13.21] [11.63] [10.60]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta - - -

- - -

Others 54.78*** 75.62*** 56.67

[4.73] [4.56] [6.44]

Regions

North
55.47** 76.77*** 51.52*

[6.01] [5.76] [6.61]

Centre
52.00*** 73.45* 80.65

[7.46] [7.16] [10.22]

South
- - -

- - -

Living conditions of household

Poor 50.49** 78.39*** 61.31

[9.87] [6.65] [8.20]

Non poor 56.83** 74.57*** 55.22

[5.68] [6.00] [7.68]

Total 55.41*** 75.62*** 56.67

[4.73] [4.56] [6.44]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.38: Satisfaction with the selection of projects (assessment of households)

P135-II communes non-P135-II 

communes

P135 project non P135 proj-

ect

non P135 

project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 90.74 92.05** 72.40***

[2.35] [2.56] [4.11]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 81.90 82.14 79.82

[2.49] [2.75] [3.88]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 78.95 79.96 80.59

[3.58] [3.79] [3.50]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic lan-
guages

85.05 86.39 80.24

[4.01] [3.28] [6.64]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 89.68 84.32 72.96*

[4.07] [6.26] [5.82]

Gender of household head

Male 83.76 84.58 77.10*

[2.30] [2.26] [3.23]

Female 87.89 87.99 81.93

[3.33] [3.98] [4.70]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 94.97 91.20 100.00

[3.60] [6.47] [0.00]

Others 83.76 84.72 77.67*

[2.14] [2.37] [3.30]

Regions

North
81.38 84.09 77.24

[3.15] [2.95] [3.69]

Centre
88.20 83.15 78.93

[2.14] [4.36] [7.49]

South
87.40 95.46 100.00*

[6.63] [3.19] [0.00]

Living conditions of household

Poor 86.74 85.83 77.48*

[2.38] [2.43] [4.66]

Non poor 82.87 84.33 78.05

[2.90] [2.83] [3.47]

Total 84.33 85.02 77.82*

[2.07] [2.29] [3.28]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.39: Projects for which household has contributed to the building of the 
infrastructure (assessment of households) 
   

P135-II communes non-P135-II 

communes

P135 project non P135 proj-

ect

non P135 

project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 18.51 17.80 27.92

[6.04] [4.00] [5.91]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 21.20** 26.84 41.17***

[3.11] [3.16] [4.22]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 22.21 23.29 42.25***

[3.27] [2.96] [4.25]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic lan-
guages

21.05** 29.85 44.32**

[4.95] [5.27] [7.04]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 17.13* 46.29 30.68

[6.43] [12.61] [5.73]

Gender of household head

Male 21.33 23.78 37.66***

[3.13] [2.78] [4.08]

Female 15.01*** 27.10 37.26**

[3.76] [4.18] [5.27]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 0.00** 5.56 37.16

[0.00] [2.58] [19.09]

Others 21.56* 25.10 37.60***

[3.03] [2.87] [3.94]

Regions

North
23.95 26.83 41.91***

[3.89] [3.55] [3.90]

Centre
20.38 24.86 22.82

[5.17] [5.77] [9.87]

South
2.25 5.68 44.11***

[2.03] [1.99] [13.10]

Living conditions of household

Poor 21.51 24.18 38.79***

[3.18] [2.88] [4.49]

Non poor 19.83 24.23 36.81***

[3.52] [3.33] [4.43]

Total 20.46* 24.21 37.60***

[2.94] [2.75] [3.92]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.40: Contribution of household in cash to build the infrastructure (aver-
age in Dong)  (assessment of households)    
    

P135-II communes non-P135-II 

communes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 

project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 43.03* 82.50 87.36

[22.22] [50.59] [28.36]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 45.99 25.86 34.89

[13.73] [6.54] [9.38]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 41.51 37.61 33.29

[12.70] [10.86] [10.09]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic lan-
guages

53.27 11.88** 31.45

[23.73] [4.33] [12.95]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 51.17* 7.85*** 48.15

[18.86] [5.55] [17.48]

Gender of household head

Male 40.03 34.62 41.22

[11.35] [12.90] [10.41]

Female 91.97 57.91 69.34

[34.49] [17.54] [24.12]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta - - -

- - -

Others 45.26 38.38 43.66

[11.71] [13.04] [10.73]

Regions

North
53.99 37.33 47.05

[16.99] [17.15] [12.37]

Centre
29.46 39.62 22.64

[7.65] [12.72] [8.69]

South
- - -

- - -

Living conditions of household

Poor 28.98 22.99 38.18

[9.27] [8.00] [12.68]

Non poor 55.90 50.66 50.45

[16.59] [22.13] [13.32]

Total 45.26 37.97 45.39

[11.71] [12.90] [10.84]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.41: Contribution of household in labor days to build the infrastructure 
(average; nb days)  (assessment of households)    
     

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 1.29** 5.11 3.79

[0.44] [2.03] [1.04]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 5.68* 7.43 7.18

[1.07] [0.82] [1.05]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 7.01* 9.19 8.84

[1.30] [1.00] [1.40]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic 
languages

3.50 4.86 5.59

[0.97] [0.93] [1.11]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 3.38** 6.11 5.46

[0.90] [0.75] [1.24]

Gender of household head

Male 4.73*** 7.31** 6.77

[0.92] [0.84] [0.90]

Female 3.38 4.68 4.95

[1.02] [1.00] [1.28]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta - - -

- - -

Others 4.59*** 7.00* 6.54

[0.87] [0.85] [0.91]

Regions

North
5.52** 8.51** 7.31

[1.10] [0.84] [0.99]

Centre
2.86 2.78 2.01

[1.31] [1.13] [0.57]

South
- - -

- - -

Living conditions of household

Poor 4.25*** 6.78 7.05

[0.89] [0.79] [1.13]

Non poor 4.82* 7.06 6.12

[1.09] [1.19] [0.90]

Total 4.59*** 6.93* 6.50

[0.87] [0.84] [0.91]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.42: The village organize public bidding (assessment of households) 
     

P135-II communes non-P135-II 

communes

P135 project non P135 

project

non P135 proj-

ect

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 28.76** 16.20** 18.14

[5.91] [3.14] [5.69]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 17.12*** 6.86*** 14.81

[2.50] [1.39] [2.79]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 13.86*** 4.50*** 13.41**

[2.45] [1.12] [2.57]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic lan-
guages

21.65*** 10.48** 14.01

[4.32] [3.24] [4.81]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 22.43 13.99 23.27

[11.14] [6.09] [4.80]

Gender of household head

Male 20.17*** 9.24*** 16.05

[2.59] [1.60] [2.73]

Female 21.29 11.81 13.76

[5.36] [3.54] [4.13]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 23.34 8.62 0.00***

[5.69] [4.68] [0.00]

Others 20.16*** 9.62*** 15.81

[2.72] [1.72] [2.75]

Regions

North
23.73*** 11.09*** 17.36

[3.85] [1.84] [2.96]

Centre
10.47 7.32 10.74

[2.32] [4.32] [6.72]

South
34.02*** 5.10*** 0.00***

[7.09] [2.87] [0.00]

Living conditions of household

Poor 18.08*** 5.73*** 15.29

[3.00] [1.28] [3.68]

Non poor 21.67** 12.84** 15.98

[3.24] [2.56] [2.85]

Total 20.32*** 9.57*** 15.71

[2.60] [1.65] [2.73]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.43: Percentage of household who received fi nancial information on the 
infrastructure project (assessment of households)  
    

P135-II communes non-P135-II 

communes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 

project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 8.09 8.45 11.22

[2.17] [2.68] [3.15]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 12.27** 4.85*** 10.39

[2.52] [0.89] [2.11]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 11.86** 4.18*** 10.33

[2.69] [0.88] [2.43]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic lan-
guages

16.12** 6.08** 7.92

[4.20] [2.11] [2.53]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 5.06 6.07 17.50**

[2.64] [2.60] [4.96]

Gender of household head

Male 11.08* 6.00*** 10.60

[2.10] [1.16] [1.79]

Female 11.37* 5.19** 10.70

[3.36] [1.92] [3.14]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 3.68 0.00 0.00

[4.11] [0.00] [0.00]

Others 11.52** 6.18*** 10.69

[2.06] [1.10] [1.81]

Regions

North
14.83** 6.06*** 12.39

[2.99] [1.16] [2.25]

Centre
6.80 7.77 5.04

[1.92] [2.79] [1.76]

South
5.42 0.44 0.00

[3.48] [0.36] [0.00]

Living conditions of household

Poor 8.12 4.22** 7.29

[2.08] [1.14] [2.08]

Non poor 12.92* 7.32** 12.83

[2.62] [1.40] [2.23]

Total 11.12** 5.90*** 10.62

[1.99] [1.06] [1.79]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.44: The village / commune nominate a supervision team (assessment 
of households)

P135-II communes non-P135-II 

communes

P135 project non P135 project non P135 

project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 50.19 42.52 50.91

[6.17] [4.36] [8.92]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 46.88** 35.26*** 53.38***

[3.68] [2.89] [3.90]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 42.95*** 26.93*** 47.35***

[3.87] [2.84] [5.00]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic lan-
guages

57.58 48.92** 58.93

[4.73] [3.76] [5.13]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 42.19 56.05 60.37

[13.08] [10.46] [4.18]

Gender of household head

Male 47.69* 38.01*** 51.19**

[3.66] [2.71] [3.90]

Female 48.43 33.08*** 61.37***

[6.60] [4.90] [6.39]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 38.20* 13.52* 0.00**

[9.28] [5.52] [0.00]

Others 48.30* 38.52*** 53.08**

[3.56] [2.76] [3.90]

Regions

North
53.06 41.62*** 56.86***

[5.20] [3.17] [3.59]

Centre
42.76 37.34 40.82

[4.57] [5.10] [10.85]

South
36.13*** 9.92*** 0.00***

[6.57] [2.78] [0.00]

Living conditions of household

Poor 46.14** 30.07*** 51.45***

[5.23] [2.69] [4.89]

Non poor 48.78 43.57 53.56

[3.65] [3.62] [4.66]

Total 47.79** 37.37*** 52.72***

[3.41] [2.69] [3.89]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.45: Supervision team trained before taking their role (assessment of 
households)

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 

project

non P135 project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 21.82 12.73** 20.04

[6.43] [2.92] [4.83]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 26.99* 17.43* 19.74

[4.79] [2.98] [4.12]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 26.34 17.62 14.30

[5.67] [4.12] [3.68]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic 
languages

33.99* 21.20 21.26

[7.18] [3.95] [6.69]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 6.97 5.01** 34.78***

[3.66] [3.43] [7.24]

Gender of household head

Male 25.88** 15.64** 20.79

[4.27] [2.21] [3.47]

Female 23.12 17.69 15.20

[5.95] [7.59] [5.82]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta - - -

- - -

Others 26.58** 15.54*** 19.82

[4.09] [2.26] [3.46]

Regions

North
28.72*** 13.70*** 19.00

[5.28] [2.69] [3.85]

Centre
25.14 21.83 23.63

[6.44] [3.93] [7.66]

South
- - -

- - -

Living conditions of household

Poor 18.15 12.22* 22.05

[4.72] [2.69] [6.11]

Non poor 29.68** 18.02* 18.39

[5.16] [2.89] [3.58]

Total 25.50** 15.88** 19.82

[4.02] [2.28] [3.46]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.46: Satisfaction with the qualifi cation of the supervision board (assess-
ment of households)

P135-II communes non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 

project

non P135 project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 60.44 51.00* 69.98**

[6.54] [5.08] [6.48]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 59.08 54.91* 67.63*

[4.57] [3.33] [5.23]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 62.64 56.84 71.50

[6.14] [4.56] [6.30]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic 
languages

58.35 59.72 62.55

[6.26] [5.29] [7.54]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 41.05 32.80*** 68.96***

[12.14] [4.55] [5.32]

Gender of household head

Male 58.00 53.71** 73.00***

[3.95] [3.03] [3.16]

Female 68.56* 52.94 45.74

[5.99] [10.04] [11.46]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta - - -

- - -

Others 58.85 53.61** 68.24**

[3.62] [2.98] [4.52]

Regions

North
61.45 51.48*** 66.07*

[4.99] [2.86] [5.06]

Centre
53.35* 61.05 78.43**

[4.59] [6.97] [6.15]

South
- - -

- - -

Living conditions of household

Poor 57.20 55.19 64.65

[4.30] [3.89] [5.46]

Non poor 60.77 52.70** 70.54**

[4.70] [4.20] [4.75]

Total 59.47 53.62** 68.24**

[3.49] [2.98] [4.52]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.47: Satisfi ed with the quality of the infrastructure project (assessment 
of households)

P135-II communes non-P135-II 

communes

P135 project non P135 

project

non P135 proj-

ect

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 70.99 72.69 63.35*

[4.27] [3.76] [4.04]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 66.21 63.44 67.27

[3.42] [3.02] [3.54]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 64.14 61.35 66.37

[4.15] [4.14] [4.20]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic lan-
guages

72.63 65.45 66.00

[4.27] [2.97] [5.28]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 61.20 72.72 68.89

[6.81] [4.10] [5.42]

Gender of household head

Male 67.65 65.33 66.60

[3.09] [2.49] [3.10]

Female 66.68 71.56 64.04

[6.20] [4.30] [5.14]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 71.62** 44.65** 100.00***

[7.17] [7.85] [0.00]

Others 67.30 67.16 65.98

[3.01] [2.59] [2.99]

Regions

North
64.09 65.31 66.96

[3.71] [3.23] [3.55]

Centre
68.90 67.71 62.38

[5.31] [3.91] [5.36]

South
81.18 67.71 100.00***

[5.20] [10.13] [0.00]

Living conditions of household

Poor 70.58 66.99 66.53

[3.80] [2.95] [4.17]

Non poor 65.68 65.40 66.01

[3.58] [3.36] [3.30]

Total 67.52 66.13 66.21

[2.88] [2.54] [2.98]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 6.48: The infrastructure project is useful for the household (assessment 
of households)
       

P135-II com-

munes

non-P135-II com-

munes

P135 project non P135 proj-

ect

non P135 project

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 85.37 86.71 91.54

[4.01] [2.78] [2.29]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 84.01 84.18 87.64

[3.09] [2.23] [2.20]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 84.92 83.38 87.72

[3.26] [3.14] [2.35]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic 
languages

86.32 83.23 84.43

[4.07] [2.32] [2.95]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 73.91** 94.16* 95.37*

[8.43] [2.40] [1.80]

Gender of household head

Male 83.90 84.48 89.71**

[2.79] [1.78] [1.53]

Female 87.44 87.92 82.92

[3.49] [3.28] [5.31]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 71.62* 50.17* 100.00***

[7.17] [8.31] [0.00]

Others 85.07 86.59 88.61

[2.70] [1.74] [1.84]

Regions

North
82.86 86.16 88.54

[3.08] [2.37] [2.16]

Centre
86.30 86.57 88.76

[5.38] [2.08] [3.49]

South
86.26 72.97 100.00***

[7.39] [8.98] [0.00]

Living conditions of household

Poor 86.68 83.37 88.61

[2.72] [2.14] [2.22]

Non poor 83.00 86.24 88.74

[3.22] [2.22] [1.89]

Total 84.38 84.92 88.69

[2.61] [1.83] [1.82]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
the current category and the rest is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean  is signifi cant at 5%, * differ-
ence in mean  is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 7.1: % of individuals ill or injured in last 12 months 
   

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Stay in bed 

or need so to 

take care

Be absent 

from work/

school

Stay in bed 

or need so to 

take care

Be absent from 

work/school

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 45.93 69.55 41.86 66.87

[1.38] [2.13] [2.05] [3.29]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 35.61 55.01* 39.62 67.87*

[2.89] [4.93] [3.23] [5.28]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnam-
ese

46.72 71.08 45.01 69.15

[1.64] [2.43] [2.62] [4.73]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

44.49 66.78 40.49 65.89

[2.94] [3.22] [3.99] [4.71]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

42.76* 63.72 31.44* 58.64

[5.10] [4.82] [4.41] [6.90]

Gender of household head

Male 43.1 65.67 41.11 67.37

[1.70] [2.55] [1.83] [2.94]

Female 38.71 58.73 41.72 65.92

[3.14] [4.85] [4.56] [4.87]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 28.42 33.69 33.99 35.47

[3.95] [4.79] [3.39] [3.37]

Others 46.50* 72.92 42.17* 72.38

[1.28] [1.60] [1.98] [2.57]

Regions

North
46.40* 74.83 41.44* 70.81

[1.73] [1.82] [2.39] [2.81]

Centre
48.39 71.65 45.26 79.32

[2.12] [3.47] [3.29] [5.76]

South
31.41 41.14 34.15 36.89

[3.31] [4.73] [3.09] [3.32]

Total 5.78 3.45 5.97 3.52

[0.27] [0.24] [0.32] [0.28]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.2: Type of health facility used by household members ill or injured (in 
last 12 months) (%)  
    

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Health

center

(hamlet,

com-

mune,

region)

Hospital

(district,

province,

national,

other)

Other Health 

center

(hamlet,

com-

mune,

region)

Hospital

(district,

province, na-

tional, other)

Other

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 64.33 14.1 21.57 59.27 17.38 23.35

[2.53] [1.05] [2.37] [4.73] [1.88] [3.60]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 32.28 21.04* 46.68 28.42 26.28* 45.3

[4.77] [1.80] [5.16] [3.45] [2.47] [4.97]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 65.13 12.82 22.05 57.82 16.12 26.06

[2.86] [1.15] [2.52] [5.62] [2.17] [4.43]

Mixed between Vietnamese and 
ethnic languages

62.22 16.3 21.49 63.47 19.89 16.64

[3.86] [1.91] [4.26] [4.99] [2.53] [3.29]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

63.32 20.79 15.89 54.07 22.95 22.98

[4.28] [2.93] [2.93] [5.90] [3.78] [5.18]

Gender of household head

Male 55.2 15.98* 28.83 51.43 19.24* 29.32

[2.86] [0.95] [2.82] [3.92] [1.52] [3.30]

Female 39.72 20.19 40.09 42.01 25.32 32.67

[5.03] [1.94] [5.21] [4.95] [3.51] [5.84]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 15.87 18.74 65.38 13.93 22.65 63.43

[2.59] [2.47] [4.03] [4.76] [5.54] [3.79]

Others 63.34* 15.97** 20.69 56.89* 19.65** 23.46

[1.96] [0.97] [1.62] [3.00] [1.42] [2.82]

Regions

North 68.78* 14.50*** 16.72 61.74* 20.98*** 17.27

[2.42] [1.30] [2.00] [2.90] [1.84] [2.02]

Centre 53.29 18.51 28.2 44.88 16.49 38.64

[3.33] [1.54] [3.02] [6.10] [1.62] [6.10]

South 28.12 18.09 53.8 15.9 22.38 61.72

[5.70] [1.96] [6.04] [4.89] [5.22] [3.69]

Total 53.35 16.48** 30.17 50.32 19.96** 29.72

[3.06] [0.89] [3.01] [3.77] [1.49] [3.28]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.3: % of individuals exempt from healthcare fees    
          

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% exempt-

ed from 

health care 

fees

Reasons (%) % ex-

empted

from

health

care fees

Reasons (%)

Having

free health 

care certifi -

cates

Having free 

health care 

certifi cates

Hav-

ing free 

health

care cer-

tifi cates

Having free 

health care 

certifi cates

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 63.45** 52.01 9.39 54.97** 44.78 7.32

[2.53] [2.77] [1.50] [3.25] [4.06] [1.48]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 37.27 31.28 3.85 35.32 28.69 4.71

[4.88] [5.08] [1.09] [4.37] [4.13] [1.33]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnam-
ese

64.69* 52.17 10.58 56.49* 45.11 9.54

[2.82] [3.07] [1.79] [3.55] [4.84] [2.09]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

60.1 51.84 5.94* 54.25 47.66 2.64*

[4.36] [4.37] [1.53] [5.36] [5.35] [0.99]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

61.79** 53.65** 6.07 47.18** 33.77** 6.8

[5.02] [7.18] [3.13] [4.33] [5.14] [2.49]

Gender of household head

Male 55.68 45.97 7.57 50 40.94 6.3

[2.72] [2.85] [1.12] [3.03] [3.39] [1.09]

Female 45.65 37.07 6.91 43.84 33.92 8.5

[4.66] [3.88] [1.96] [4.26] [3.85] [3.07]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 23.37 13.4 7.23 29.28 15.09 13.09

[2.53] [2.80] [2.19] [4.12] [4.22] [2.61]

Others 63.67*** 54.24** 7.56 53.87*** 46.13** 4.99

[2.23] [2.51] [1.26] [2.98] [3.09] [1.08]

Regions

North 64.75** 56.14** 6.7 55.57** 46.33** 5.99

[2.89] [3.16] [1.63] [2.73] [3.03] [1.43]

Centre 59.59 47.69 9.79*** 49.45 45.76 2.21***

[3.74] [4.34] [2.40] [7.66] [7.85] [1.06]

South 35.33 26.42 6.65** 30.62 16.21 13.18**

[5.69] [5.95] [1.72] [4.04] [4.14] [2.45]

Total 54.48 44.91 7.49 49.27 40.11 6.56

[2.85] [2.88] [1.08] [2.91] [3.28] [1.15]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.4: % of individuals exempt from healthcare fees for health care center 
       

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% exempt-

ed from 

health

care fees

Reasons (%) % ex-

empted

from

health

care fees

Reasons (%)

Hav-

ing free 

health

care cer-

tifi cates

Having free 

health care 

certifi cates

Hav-

ing free 

health

care cer-

tifi cates

Having free 

health care 

certifi cates

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 58.39 48.67 8 50.63 42.21 5.43

[2.64] [2.81] [1.38] [4.34] [4.45] [1.25]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 28.76 24.66 2.97 24.3 20.75 1.81

[4.61] [4.76] [0.92] [4.05] [3.85] [0.64]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnam-
ese

60.17 49.46 9.28 51.78 43.25 6.48

[2.94] [3.11] [1.67] [5.27] [5.54] [1.70]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

54.99 47.99 4.59 50.64 44.33 2.19

[4.24] [4.19] [1.31] [5.09] [4.86] [0.97]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

49.24 42.57* 4.34 40.05 27.28* 6.79

[5.60] [6.85] [2.47] [4.71] [5.31] [2.28]

Gender of household head

Male 49.48 41.45 6.36 44.33 37.11 4.36

[2.78] [2.82] [1.01] [3.73] [3.72] [0.92]

Female 39.1 33 5.67 32.96 27.6 4.56

[4.62] [4.06] [1.86] [4.28] [4.00] [2.17]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 15.05 7.65 6.11 14.06 8.63 4.33

[2.39] [2.61] [1.86] [5.38] [4.42] [2.79]

Others 57.99** 50.07* 6.33 49.29** 42.38* 4.11

[2.31] [2.50] [1.15] [3.26] [3.32] [0.95]

Regions

North 61.30** 53.74** 5.68 51.26** 43.25** 4.97

[3.19] [3.35] [1.51] [3.27] [3.49] [1.27]

Centre 51.22 41.68 8.12*** 44.32 40.26 1.74***

[3.48] [3.99] [2.14] [7.75] [7.77] [0.93]

South 26.55 19.95 5.56 15.75 10.05 4.65

[5.36] [5.53] [1.46] [5.33] [4.41] [2.64]

Total 48.24 40.44 6.28 42.99 35.98 4.38

[2.90] [2.88] [0.97] [3.57] [3.56] [0.91]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.5: % of individuals exempt from healthcare fees for hospitals 
           

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% ex-

empted

from

health

care fees

Reasons (%) % exempt-

ed from 

health

care fees

Reasons (%)

Having

free health 

care cer-

tifi cates

Having free 

health care 

certifi cates

Hav-

ing free 

health

care cer-

tifi cates

Having

free health 

care certifi -

cates

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 13.5 10.57 2.42 15.34 11.78 2.73

[1.07] [0.93] [0.55] [1.11] [0.97] [0.87]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 14.34 11.24 1.87 17.37 13.14 3.42

[1.55] [1.46] [0.55] [2.41] [2.09] [1.23]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnam-
ese

11.84** 8.78* 2.61 15.82** 11.42* 3.92

[1.11] [0.90] [0.67] [1.43] [1.02] [1.34]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

16.68 14.13 1.77 15.61 13.26 1.1

[2.10] [1.89] [0.59] [2.15] [1.97] [0.41]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

20.41 18.18* 2.24 14.74 10.81* 1.87

[2.94] [3.23] [1.20] [3.01] [2.59] [1.28]

Gender of household head

Male 13.79 10.85 2.23 15.15 11.74 2.6

[0.92] [0.85] [0.43] [1.04] [0.86] [0.63]

Female 13.77** 10.41* 2.24 21.81** 15.42* 5.4

[1.99] [1.54] [0.75] [3.10] [2.47] [2.36]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 9.59** 6.19 1.93*** 17.39** 8.63 8.76***

[1.65] [1.40] [0.88] [2.23] [2.27] [1.90]

Others 15.12 12.23 2.34 16.03 13.2 1.81

[1.01] [0.90] [0.48] [1.15] [0.96] [0.48]

Regions

North 13.87 11.7 1.81 16.52 13.51 1.95

[1.26] [1.13] [0.53] [1.36] [1.16] [0.63]

Centre 18.08 13.59 3.59* 15.09 12.82 1.39*

[1.82] [1.73] [1.08] [2.17] [1.76] [0.60]

South 10.22** 7.28 1.74*** 16.97** 8.29 8.53***

[1.44] [1.26] [0.68] [2.15] [2.15] [1.81]

Total 13.79 10.8 2.23 15.93 12.17 2.93

[0.93] [0.83] [0.42] [1.04] [0.91] [0.72]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.6: % of individuals exempt from healthcare fees for other health carers 
     

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% exempted 

from health 

care fees

Reasons (%) % ex-

empted

from

health

care fees

Reasons (%)

Hav-

ing free 

health

care cer-

tifi cates

Having free 

health care 

certifi cates

Hav-

ing free 

health

care cer-

tifi cates

Having free 

health care 

certifi cates

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 1.01 0.65 0.07* 1.21 0.65 0.00*

[0.24] [0.19] [0.04] [0.50] [0.35] [0.00]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 0.75 0.56 0 0.87 0.81 0

[0.38] [0.24] [0.00] [0.47] [0.47] [0.00]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

0.95 0.57 0.09* 1.14 0.48 0.00*

[0.23] [0.18] [0.05] [0.57] [0.20] [0.00]

Mixed between Vietnam-
ese and ethnic languages

1.18 0.84 0 1.46 1.17 0

[0.53] [0.40] [0.00] [1.00] [0.97] [0.00]

Absolutely no or little eth-
nic languages

1.11 0.85 0 0.95 0.41 0

[0.52] [0.48] [0.00] [0.59] [0.31] [0.00]

Gender of household head

Male 0.92 0.59 0.05* 1.1 0.71 0.00*

[0.20] [0.14] [0.03] [0.38] [0.32] [0.00]

Female 0.92 0.8 0 1.19 0.55 0

[0.54] [0.52] [0.00] [0.76] [0.39] [0.00]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 0.24 0.24 0 0 0 0

[0.18] [0.18] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Others 1.11 0.74 0.04 1.34 0.85 0

[0.26] [0.19] [0.03] [0.45] [0.34] [0.00]

Regions

North 0.77 0.61 0.02 0.74 0.58 0

[0.27] [0.25] [0.02] [0.26] [0.24] [0.00]

Centre 1.83 1.01 0.09 2.83 1.56 0

[0.61] [0.32] [0.07] [1.35] [1.05] [0.00]

South 0.33 0.31 0 0.03 0 0

[0.19] [0.19] [0.00] [0.03] [0.00] [0.00]

Total 0.92 0.62 0.04* 1.11 0.69 0.00*

[0.21] [0.15] [0.02] [0.38] [0.28] [0.00]
      
Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between two 
groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in mean 
between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 7.7: Satisfaction with health care services  
      

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

"Amount

paid for 

health

care ser-

vices

('000

VND)"

Satisfaction level (%) "Amount 

paid for 

health

care ser-

vices

('000

VND)"

Satisfaction level (%)

Happy

with

the

quality

of ser-

vices

Quality

is on 

aver-

age

Not

happy

with

the

quality

of ser-

vices

Happy

with

the

quality

of ser-

vices

Quality

is on 

aver-

age

Not

happy

with

the

quality

of ser-

vices

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 209.52 66.63 16.7 5.72 272.49 65.32 16.21 5.47

[29.12] [1.68] [1.62] [0.81] [29.95] [2.34] [1.90] [1.15]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 686.59 70.04 11.37 3.33** 647.9 63.68 16.21 7.10**

[84.52] [2.64] [2.06] [0.79] [65.88] [2.81] [2.47] [1.53]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnam-
ese

198.73 66.14 17.91 5.1 261.94 66.08 18.09 4.35

[31.75] [2.14] [1.95] [0.83] [43.34] [3.19] [2.57] [1.12]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

247.59 65.43 14.8 7.72 242.82 60.81 14.37 8.85

[58.07] [2.72] [2.50] [1.98] [40.60] [4.41] [2.67] [2.95]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

215.17 80.77* 6.97 4.54 404.51 71.27* 9.78 3.86

[63.29] [3.35] [2.61] [1.66] [107.20] [4.18] [2.13] [1.33]

Gender of household head

Male 341.16 67.17 15.65 5.12 381.08 64.32 16.92 5.68

[36.50] [1.59] [1.42] [0.68] [38.20] [1.97] [1.71] [1.00]

Female 607.29 72.44 9.11 3.30* 383.64 68.8 10.94 7.92*

[126.52] [2.69] [2.42] [0.92] [74.17] [3.51] [1.93] [2.31]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 725.27 74.9 4.31 1.31 517.24 77.08 2.33 1.26

[94.68] [2.38] [1.91] [0.99] [106.56] [3.13] [1.03] [0.97]

Others 280.16 65.99 17.57 5.87 357.81 62.44 18.86 6.92

[32.42] [1.74] [1.49] [0.70] [38.12] [1.82] [1.33] [1.03]

Regions

North 236.95** 66.09 15.4 6.38 376.37** 63.44 16.64 5.5

[34.71] [1.71] [1.65] [1.03] [45.50] [2.13] [1.36] [1.14]

Centre 334.39 58.65 25.88 6.46* 318.76 59.18 24.88 10.63*

[73.16] [2.90] [2.54] [0.90] [74.87] [3.54] [2.85] [1.94]

South 634.51 79.25 3.46 1.09 501.85 77.54 2.24 1.21

[78.03] [2.54] [1.45] [0.73] [99.37] [2.94] [0.96] [0.90]

Total 67.8 14.87 4.9 4.9 64.85 16.21 5.94 5.94

[1.50] [1.44] [0.65] [0.65] [1.87] [1.55] [0.94] [0.94]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.11: Enrollment rate for primary education (%) 

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Gross

enrollment

rate

Net enroll-

ment rate

Gross enroll-

ment rate

Net enrollment 

rate

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 84.36 75.86 84.89 78.45

[1.43] [1.22] [2.52] [1.83]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 86.35 82.14 80.46 79.26

[4.09] [2.64] [3.18] [3.02]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 85.44 76 87.35 78.48

[1.66] [1.48] [3.37] [2.24]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic 
languages

79.55 74.41 82.19 80.53

[3.91] [3.30] [3.72] [3.54]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 88.6 80.35 77.12 75.77

[5.69] [4.24] [4.29] [4.26]

Gender of household head

Male 85.17 77.8 84.06 78.51

[1.78] [1.40] [2.24] [1.70]

Female 82.2 74.42 80.5 79.97

[7.45] [6.31] [4.67] [4.72]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 88.73 80.6 78.54 78.54

[5.75] [3.97] [3.97] [3.97]

Others 84.3 76.93 84.06 78.65

[1.36] [1.17] [2.25] [1.76]

Regions

North 84.82 76.2 85.44 79.34

[1.58] [1.48] [2.54] [1.83]

Centre 86.75 80.37 79.79 76.65

[2.73] [2.03] [4.99] [4.81]

South 84.27 77.85 78.29 78.1

[4.74] [3.23] [3.77] [3.77]

Total 84.87 77.46 83.65 78.68

[1.55] [1.20] [2.02] [1.56]
   
Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 7.12: Enrollment rate for lower secondary education (%)   

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Gross en-

rollment rate

Net enroll-

ment rate

Gross

enrollment

rate

Net enroll-

ment rate

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 62.43 54.64** 68.27 62.47**

[2.45] [2.11] [3.00] [2.81]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 63.12 60.29** 73.04 72.55**

[5.32] [5.39] [2.95] [2.84]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 59.64 50.94* 62.94 57.61*

[2.54] [2.20] [2.83] [3.10]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic 
languages

71.58 64.33 74.46 68.57

[4.63] [3.89] [5.84] [4.38]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 76.63 73.19 87.78 79.86

[5.63] [4.46] [5.71] [4.56]

Gender of household head

Male 64.38* 57.76** 70.39* 65.73**

[2.34] [2.23] [2.54] [2.44]

Female 48.89 43.22* 61.11 59.24*

[8.61] [7.44] [5.57] [5.39]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 41.99*** 40.02*** 67.64*** 65.78***

[5.33] [5.62] [5.00] [5.04]

Others 67.32 59.68* 70.32 65.51*

[2.03] [1.89] [2.65] [2.50]

Regions

North 67.01 58.05* 70.47 64.97*

[2.43] [2.31] [3.25] [3.07]

Centre 68.63 63.67 69.9 67.07

[3.79] [3.37] [4.44] [4.15]

South 46.79*** 43.95*** 67.69*** 65.92***

[5.42] [5.27] [4.64] [4.69]

Total 62.61** 56.10*** 69.53** 65.13***

[2.47] [2.23] [2.36] [2.24]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.13: Enrollment rate for higher secondary education (%)  

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Gross enroll-

ment rate

Net enroll-

ment rate

Gross

enrollment

rate

Net enroll-

ment rate

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 30.75** 25.15** 40.56** 34.03**

[2.60] [2.16] [4.25] [3.92]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 55.83 51.7 59.98 56.31

[4.96] [4.76] [5.94] [5.65]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 24.52 19.79 31.73 24.93

[2.81] [2.16] [4.25] [3.83]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic lan-
guages

43.19 35.81 52.02 46.16

[4.32] [4.13] [5.62] [5.61]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 47.15 40.07 59.9 53.85

[8.84] [7.82] [9.92] [7.93]

Gender of household head

Male 38.09 32.45 44.64 39.12

[2.50] [2.17] [3.76] [3.59]

Female 40.9 39.53 54.65 47.26

[6.90] [6.89] [8.08] [7.55]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 32.64* 31.79* 12.72* 12.72*

[6.44] [6.16] [8.00] [8.00]

Others 39.37*** 33.31*** 50.74*** 44.11***

[2.53] [2.26] [3.20] [3.29]

Regions

North 37.77*** 32.03*** 52.57*** 45.54***

[3.21] [2.90] [3.70] [3.71]

Centre 44.46 37.27 45.16 39.54

[4.76] [4.19] [7.48] [8.37]

South 33.44* 31.38* 14.76* 14.76*

[5.03] [4.60] [7.68] [7.68]

Total 38.41* 33.27 45.87* 40.12

[2.37] [2.11] [3.77] [3.63]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.14: reasons for not attending school (%) 
            

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Over

aged

Don't

like to 

study

Working Other Over 

aged

Don't

like to 

study

Work-

ing

Other

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 35.5 4.01 16.52 14.80** 34.67 3.26 20.1 12.86**

[1.23] [0.37] [1.22] [0.63] [1.72] [0.36] [1.97] [0.75]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 43.37** 2.02 17.1 10.86 34.81** 1.93 21.53 9.17

[1.73] [0.54] [1.56] [0.88] [2.98] [0.44] [3.02] [0.93]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

36.15 3.69 15.62 15.52* 35.63 3.71 18.94 13.61*

[1.46] [0.36] [1.36] [0.69] [2.06] [0.47] [2.13] [0.85]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

34.41 4.36 18.83 12.66 36.19 2.77 18.71 11.39

[1.61] [0.83] [1.85] [1.14] [2.59] [0.59] [2.86] [1.22]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

27.74 6.81* 22.43 12.71 26.76 2.17* 28.08 11.99

[3.48] [2.56] [4.56] [2.13] [2.41] [0.86] [4.17] [1.94]

Gender of household head

Male 37.26 3.47 16.97* 13.75*** 34.6 2.9 20.42* 11.59***

[1.15] [0.33] [1.04] [0.51] [1.56] [0.31] [1.67] [0.64]

Female 42.71* 3.1 14.08 12.67 35.60* 3.08 20.8 14.57

[2.51] [0.77] [2.32] [1.49] [2.69] [1.08] [3.52] [2.05]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 52.27 2.15 11.44 12.61 49.68 2.42 12.4 11.88

[1.83] [0.97] [2.03] [1.49] [2.62] [0.84] [2.17] [1.36]

Others 34.38 3.75 17.82* 13.98** 32.23 3 21.62* 11.99**

[0.98] [0.35] [1.13] [0.55] [1.52] [0.36] [1.98] [0.74]

Regions

North 31.72 4.51*** 19.54 13.98 29.65 2.90*** 24.19 12.4

[1.33] [0.48] [1.58] [0.72] [1.81] [0.39] [2.40] [0.84]

Centre 37.92* 2.32 14.03 14.02* 41.35* 3.44 11.98 10.69*

[1.27] [0.53] [1.72] [0.96] [1.54] [0.89] [2.37] [1.51]

South 50 2.34 13.03 12.89 49.31 2.4 12.98 11.65

[1.78] [0.75] [1.80] [1.20] [2.40] [0.77] [2.02] [1.34]

Total 37.8 3.43 16.69* 13.64** 34.71 2.92 20.46* 11.92**

[1.23] [0.33] [1.05] [0.52] [1.56] [0.31] [1.73] [0.64]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.15: Exemption from paying fees and school contribution (%)  
      

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Primary Lower 

second-

ary

Higher sec-

ondary

Primary Lower 

second-

ary

Higher

secondary

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 96.08 90.85* 83.11*** 96.98 83.70* 63.40***

[0.86] [1.87] [2.73] [0.95] [3.34] [4.79]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 73.72 46.98 47.97 77.62 52.45 39.98

[4.23] [6.43] [6.59] [4.72] [6.97] [7.70]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 97.46 92.96 84.69* 97.06 87.82 73.62*

[0.72] [1.51] [2.82] [1.04] [2.83] [5.65]

Mixed between Vietnamese and 
ethnic languages

93.93 89.63 85.04*** 96.57 87.84 62.05***

[3.47] [3.94] [4.07] [1.60] [3.43] [6.46]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

84.88** 67.3 64.01** 97.70** 55.92 32.02**

[6.11] [9.07] [11.21] [1.72] [11.61] [8.30]

Gender of household head

Male 90.83 80.58 69.57** 93.01 76.42 55.99**

[2.01] [2.85] [3.46] [1.71] [3.63] [4.78]

Female 90.32 81.52 62.02 86.76 67.94 50.35

[2.96] [5.79] [9.47] [4.80] [8.04] [12.11]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 69.56*** 52.18 64.15 92.08*** 74.84 40.9

[5.55] [10.71] [11.53] [5.06] [12.38] [30.61]

Others 95.87 83.83* 69.18** 92.3 75.57* 54.90**

[0.83] [2.63] [3.76] [2.10] [3.83] [4.73]

Regions

North 97.17* 86.96** 68.08* 93.74* 76.71** 54.19*

[0.78] [2.57] [4.61] [1.72] [4.44] [5.57]

Centre 94.39 83.43 74.34 87.44 72.63 60.44

[1.83] [5.33] [6.77] [6.47] [7.70] [7.64]

South 73.55*** 51.23 61.21 92.44*** 74.09 35.02

[4.79] [8.66] [10.09] [4.68] [11.54] [25.45]

Total 90.79 80.66 68.71** 92.47 75.69 55.27**

[1.88] [2.71] [3.50] [1.87] [3.58] [4.70]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.16: Amount paid for schooling (‘000 VND) 
      

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Primary Lower 

secondary

Higher

secondary

Primary Lower 

second-

ary

Higher

secondary

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 105.67 133.80** 331.16* 138.05 199.92** 424.03*

[13.42] [13.94] [29.53] [15.41] [22.65] [39.77]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 591.71 256.69 599.1 247.6 258.98 509.95

[413.24] [37.04] [75.48] [18.16] [27.40] [84.80]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 81.39 124.61 303.6 104.48 169.02 382.11

[12.37] [13.97] [28.89] [13.73] [23.38] [58.10]

Mixed between Vietnamese and 
ethnic languages

122.62 118.39** 368.94 134.3 172.93** 366.51

[19.71] [9.00] [66.54] [23.10] [22.13] [43.41]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

276.03 256.58 364.35*** 306.71 347.54 655.93***

[42.65] [66.07] [42.84] [36.00] [52.83] [72.29]

Gender of household head

Male 137.2 172.15* 423.88 167.43 215.89* 439.33

[17.35] [17.37] [34.38] [16.00] [19.62] [36.30]

Female 1489.56 202.19 664.54 202.86 248.62 566.98

[1417.72] [45.36] [141.22] [30.24] [47.17] [186.70]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 66.67 92.58 293.97 41.82 92.45 203.43

[14.01] [12.51] [73.97] [21.45] [17.82] [18.61]

Others 338.09 187.17* 457.01 184.83 235.45* 468.45

[180.33] [20.24] [44.92] [16.17] [19.19] [45.28]

Regions

North 122.41*** 143.15*** 362.06* 193.87*** 250.14*** 484.56*

[17.05] [12.98] [30.43] [20.74] [21.87] [55.61]

Centre 695.02 159.91 451.42 161.92 172.26 384.66

[565.29] [20.40] [87.76] [27.03] [25.94] [57.07]

South 164.15** 286.85 702.98* 49.10** 160.62 321.20*

[50.78] [80.29] [166.77] [22.78] [77.47] [134.96]

Total 273.21 174.62* 449.99 170.37 218.96* 456.69

[137.58] [17.91] [41.70] [15.57] [18.34] [43.06]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.17: Distance to the primary school  
    

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Distance in 

KM

"Time it takes 

to go by walk

(minutes)"

Distance in 

KM

"Time it 

takes to go 

by walk

(minutes)"

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 1.46 21.5 1.66 21.09

[0.10] [1.04] [0.13] [1.13]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 1.75 18.61 1.94 20.48

[0.17] [1.49] [0.29] [1.85]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 1.37 21.8 1.65 21.45

[0.09] [1.17] [0.17] [1.36]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic 
languages

1.51 18.82 1.73 20.18

[0.22] [1.49] [0.22] [1.44]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 2.71 22 1.58 20.78

[0.98] [3.22] [0.20] [3.52]

Gender of household head

Male 1.51 21.02 1.76 21.02

[0.09] [0.94] [0.13] [1.04]

Female 1.76 21 1.34 20.67

[0.23] [2.79] [0.17] [2.12]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 1.56** 21.75** 1.01** 16.40**

[0.13] [1.80] [0.19] [1.67]

Others 1.53* 21.02 1.85* 21.7

[0.10] [1.03] [0.13] [1.10]

Regions

North 1.55* 23.5 1.87* 22.96

[0.12] [1.31] [0.14] [1.35]

Centre 1.54 17.06 1.81 18.23

[0.20] [1.56] [0.32] [1.58]

South 1.51** 19.65 1.00** 16.09

[0.12] [1.88] [0.18] [1.53]

Total 1.53 21.02 1.73 20.99

[0.08] [0.91] [0.12] [1.01]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.18: Distance to the lower secondary school 

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Distance in 

KM

"Time it takes 

to go by walk

(minutes)"

Distance in 

KM

"Time it takes 

to go by walk

(minutes)"

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 5.81 37.64 6.91 29.69

[0.65] [2.57] [2.46] [4.39]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 4.07 20.74 2.61 26.51

[1.00] [3.57] [0.36] [4.11]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 6.27* 39.61* 4.42* 30.20*

[0.86] [2.69] [0.64] [4.20]

Mixed between Vietnamese and eth-
nic languages

4.5 31.07 4.92 30.28

[0.60] [3.86] [0.85] [5.85]

Absolutely no or little ethnic lan-
guages

5.31 44.93 22.5 31.28

[0.97] [8.51] [19.13] [7.86]

Gender of household head

Male 5.44 35.14 6.02 29.28

[0.59] [2.26] [2.00] [3.37]

Female 5.02 37.93 3.52 25.42

[0.78] [6.63] [0.82] [7.00]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 2.5 22.5 1.94 20.6

[0.47] [6.21] [0.33] [2.45]

Others 5.8 36.55 6.44 30.04

[0.63] [2.44] [2.14] [3.94]

Regions

North 5.6 38.91 7.27 34.16

[0.80] [3.18] [2.86] [5.39]

Centre 6.68* 31.55* 4.04* 22.20*

[1.22] [3.44] [0.66] [3.69]

South 2.93* 21.73 1.98* 20.01

[0.42] [4.77] [0.31] [2.40]

Total 5.41 35.32 5.81 28.94

[0.57] [2.30] [1.84] [3.54]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.19: Distance to the higher secondary school  
    

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Distance in 

KM

"Time it takes 

to go by walk

(minutes)"

Distance in 

KM

"Time it 

takes to go 

by walk

(minutes)"

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 20.91*** 41.67 14.65*** 45.15

[2.03] [6.23] [1.28] [7.90]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 12.05 18.32 9.82 20.81

[2.07] [11.58] [1.44] [4.26]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 22.40** 44.22 14.07** 45.22

[2.83] [6.17] [1.54] [10.47]

Mixed between Vietnamese and 
ethnic languages

17.7 35.67 18.09 44.31

[2.20] [8.79] [2.29] [12.34]

Absolutely no or little ethnic lan-
guages

26.50** -999 10.25** -999

[7.24] [0.00] [1.83] [0.00]

Gender of household head

Male 17.44** 37.19 13.12** 39

[1.55] [7.36] [0.95] [6.96]

Female 16.17 25.21 11.92 31.79

[4.34] [12.03] [2.98] [15.11]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 7.52 -999 7.13 -999

[0.85] [0.00] [0.29] [0.00]

Others 18.97*** 36.35 13.10*** 38.17

[1.74] [6.57] [1.04] [6.71]

Regions

North 19.94*** 38.03 12.58*** 37.37

[2.39] [9.08] [1.11] [6.82]

Centre 18.48 33.38 15.73 69.27

[2.78] [10.50] [2.73] [24.74]

South 9.02* -999 6.92* -999

[1.06] [0.00] [0.31] [0.00]

Total 17.29** 36.35 12.97** 38.17

[1.53] [6.57] [1.00] [6.71]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.20: Source of Drinking water (%)
      

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes  

Piped,

bought,

fi ltered 

spring,

and rain 

water

Drilled well 

with pump, 

dug/con-

structed

well, soil 

wells with 

protec-

tion walls 

soil wells 

without

protection

walls

River, 

lake,

pond

and

other

sources

of water

Clean

water

Piped,

bought,

fi ltered 

spring,

and rain 

water

Drilled

well with 

pump,

dug/con-

structed

well, soil 

wells with 

protec-

tion walls 

soil wells 

without

protection

walls

River, 

lake,

pond

and

other

sources

of water

Clean

water

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 13.28 29.74*** 56.98** 35.71* 11.17 47.24*** 41.59** 47.22*

[2.73] [2.85] [3.73] [3.62] [4.93] [5.35] [5.14] [5.08]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 16.62* 77.38 6 88.04** 6.83* 83.67 9.5 78.53**

[4.96] [5.25] [1.63] [2.26] [3.22] [4.46] [3.57] [4.13]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

15.32 21.85** 62.83** 31.94* 16.97 37.62** 45.41** 45.77*

[3.21] [2.93] [4.31] [4.29] [6.86] [6.45] [6.52] [6.84]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

7.94* 41.53* 50.53 36.8 1.69* 54.79* 43.52 42.15

[3.20] [4.48] [4.51] [3.95] [1.25] [6.62] [6.54] [5.13]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

10.41 66.38 23.21 65.74 2.28 75.54 22.18 61.21

[6.18] [8.28] [6.65] [6.28] [2.07] [5.82] [5.46] [6.49]

Gender of household head

Male 13.9 43.67** 42.43 50.64 9.76 56.23** 34.01 55

[2.54] [3.14] [3.43] [3.54] [3.77] [4.65] [4.29] [4.29]

Female 17.48 57.71 24.81 68.71 10.78 67.36 21.86 64.19

[4.35] [4.41] [4.02] [4.68] [4.17] [5.08] [4.21] [4.83]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 42.85 52.58 4.57 95.43** 48.46 51.54 0.00** 100.00**

[6.66] [7.30] [2.14] [2.14] [18.92] [18.92] [0.00] [0.00]

Others 6.79 43.02*** 50.19** 41.46 3.67 58.81*** 37.51** 49.09

[1.49] [3.60] [3.54] [3.37] [1.22] [4.43] [4.34] [3.80]

Regions

North 9.61* 30.05*** 60.34*** 33.18*** 4.70* 54.33*** 40.97*** 49.03***

[2.20] [4.14] [4.21] [3.81] [1.56] [5.08] [4.98] [4.49]

Centre 0.83 57.10* 42.08 46.11 0 74.29* 25.71 48.85

[0.56] [5.30] [5.24] [5.05] [0.00] [8.54] [8.54] [7.19]

South 34.39 59.96 5.65* 92.13 45.16 53.82 1.02* 97.05

[6.17] [6.78] [2.41] [2.56] [17.57] [17.53] [1.16] [2.48]

Total 14.4 45.64** 39.97 53.17 9.91 57.87** 32.23 56.35

[2.58] [3.17] [3.46] [3.63] [3.66] [4.53] [4.13] [4.14]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between two groups 
is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference in mean between two 
groups is signifi cant at 10%. 



218                                               FINAL REPORT ANALYSIS OF THE P135-II BASELINE SURVEY

Table 7.21: Source of living water (%) 
     

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Piped,

bought,

fi ltered 

spring,

and rain 

water

Drilled well 

with pump, 

dug/con-

structed

well, soil 

wells with 

protec-

tion walls 

soil wells 

without

protection

walls

River, 

lake,

pond

and

other

sources

of water

Clean

water

Piped,

bought,

fi ltered 

spring,

and

rain

water

Drilled

well with 

pump,

dug/con-

structed

well, soil 

wells with 

protec-

tion walls 

soil wells 

without

protection

walls

River, 

lake,

pond

and

other

sources

of water

Clean

water

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 8.48 30.80*** 60.72*** 32.13** 8.74 49.20*** 42.07*** 46.59**

[1.85] [3.25] [3.48] [3.34] [3.65] [5.09] [4.98] [4.88]

non-Kinh and non-
Hoa

6.95* 85.27 7.79 86.06 2.07* 87.96 9.97 78.42

[2.70] [3.48] [1.94] [2.44] [1.00] [3.70] [3.68] [4.19]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

9.83 22.31** 67.85*** 27.24** 13.84 40.12** 46.04*** 44.87**

[2.22] [3.27] [3.80] [3.78] [5.61] [6.26] [6.40] [6.73]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

4.25** 44.69 51.07 36.05 0.49** 56.06 43.45 42.73

[1.43] [4.59] [4.57] [3.97] [0.30] [6.56] [6.55] [5.17]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

9.33 66.61 24.07 64.66 0.84 76.25 22.91 59.77

[5.57] [8.27] [6.54] [6.23] [0.65] [5.89] [5.67] [6.51]

Gender of household head

Male 7.12 47.01** 45.86** 47.27 6.52 59.00** 34.48** 54.54

[1.38] [3.42] [3.39] [3.49] [2.64] [4.52] [4.21] [4.19]

Female 13.18 61.03 25.79 67.73 8.36 69.25 22.38 63.67

[3.63] [4.56] [4.11] [4.81] [4.10] [5.15] [4.28] [4.88]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 18.59 70.58 10.82 89.18 27.8 69.21 3 97

[5.17] [7.58] [4.18] [4.18] [15.19] [17.53] [2.79] [2.79]

Others 5.18 42.37*** 52.45*** 39.27* 3.43 58.99*** 37.58*** 49.03*

[1.18] [3.61] [3.54] [3.38] [1.15] [4.46] [4.37] [3.85]

Regions

North 7.61 28.75*** 63.63*** 30.05*** 4.31 54.82*** 40.87*** 48.95***

[1.80] [4.10] [4.08] [3.71] [1.47] [5.12] [5.02] [4.56]

Centre 0.19 56.79 43.02 45.14 0.29 73.31 26.4 48.85

[0.14] [5.20] [5.18] [5.04] [0.21] [8.60] [8.60] [7.19]

South 15.48 74.22 10.3 87.4 25.91 70.28 3.81 94.26

[4.15] [6.23] [3.60] [3.65] [14.02] [16.13] [2.73] [3.30]

Total 7.97 48.98** 43.06* 50.13 6.79 60.51** 32.70* 55.88

[1.54] [3.45] [3.45] [3.61] [2.65] [4.40] [4.07] [4.07]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%.
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Table 7.22: Main source of lighting (%) 
          

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Electricity Battery 

lamp,

resin

torch

Gas, oil, 

kero-

sene

lamps

Other Elec-

tricity

Battery

lamp,

resin

torch

Gas, oil, 

kero-

sene

lamps

Other

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 0.63*** 0.04 0.20*** 0.13 0.77*** 0.03 0.11*** 0.09

[0.03] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.04] [0.02] [0.02] [0.02]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 0.90*** 0.01 0.08*** 0 0.98*** 0 0.02*** 0

[0.02] [0.01] [0.02] [0.00] [0.01] [0.00] [0.01] [0.00]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

0.57** 0.04 0.24** 0.14 0.71** 0.03 0.14** 0.11

[0.04] [0.01] [0.03] [0.02] [0.05] [0.02] [0.03] [0.03]

Mixed between Vietnam-
ese and ethnic languages

0.75 0.02 0.1 0.13 0.83 0.04 0.06 0.07

[0.04] [0.01] [0.02] [0.03] [0.05] [0.03] [0.02] [0.03]

Absolutely no or little eth-
nic languages

0.82 0.03 0.1 0.06 0.92 0 0.04 0.04

[0.06] [0.02] [0.04] [0.03] [0.04] [0.00] [0.02] [0.02]

Gender of household head

Male 0.70*** 0.03 0.17*** 0.1 0.82*** 0.02 0.09*** 0.07

[0.03] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.03] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02]

Female 0.82** 0.02 0.13* 0.03 0.91** 0.01 0.06* 0.02

[0.03] [0.01] [0.03] [0.01] [0.03] [0.01] [0.02] [0.01]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 0.81 0 0.18* 0.01 0.92 0.01 0.07* 0

[0.04] [0.00] [0.04] [0.00] [0.05] [0.01] [0.04] [0.00]

Others 0.69*** 0.04 0.16*** 0.12 0.81*** 0.02 0.09*** 0.07

[0.03] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.04] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02]

Regions

North 0.61*** 0.04 0.21*** 0.15** 0.81*** 0.03 0.09*** 0.07**

[0.04] [0.01] [0.03] [0.03] [0.04] [0.02] [0.02] [0.02]

Centre 0.81 0.02 0.08 0.09 0.84 0.01 0.06 0.1

[0.04] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.08] [0.00] [0.03] [0.07]

South 0.83 0.01 0.15 0 0.88 0.03 0.09 0

[0.03] [0.01] [0.03] [0.00] [0.06] [0.02] [0.04] [0.00]

Total 0.72*** 0.03 0.16*** 0.09 0.83*** 0.02 0.08*** 0.07

[0.03] [0.01] [0.02] [0.01] [0.03] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.23: Using electricity (%)  
    

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Using elec-

tricity

Amount

paid

Using elec-

tricity

Amount

paid

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 66.72** 178.11*** 77.94** 265.01***

[3.03] [13.57] [3.83] [22.33]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 91.09** 456.22 97.03** 501.05

[2.20] [22.37] [1.09] [44.24]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 61.18* 147.29** 71.46* 217.19**

[3.38] [11.77] [4.74] [25.11]

Mixed between Vietnamese and ethnic 
languages

77.94 236.8 86.75 295.74

[3.81] [27.88] [3.95] [36.52]

Absolutely no or little ethnic languages 84.94 300.82** 91.54 409.31**

[5.63] [26.93] [3.77] [35.30]

Gender of household head

Male 73.31** 262.92** 82.35** 326.43**

[2.47] [16.08] [3.07] [24.33]

Female 84.36 320.08 90.26 377.13

[2.88] [36.16] [2.70] [40.93]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 81.29 404.75 89.89 447.43

[4.05] [36.54] [4.46] [56.85]

Others 72.62** 233.68** 82.41** 316.88**

[2.85] [16.41] [3.29] [27.86]

Regions

North 65.25*** 186.87*** 82.41*** 333.06***

[3.94] [15.75] [3.65] [33.72]

Centre 81.18 257.93 84.39 267.71

[3.98] [25.53] [7.80] [40.24]

South 84.25 420.42 87.11 424.44

[3.29] [31.15] [5.13] [55.74]

Total 74.85** 270.92** 83.51** 333.87**

[2.38] [16.97] [2.85] [25.03]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.24: Type of toilet the household has (%)  
    

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Flush

toilet with 

septic

tank/sew-

age pipes

Suilabh Double 

vault

compost

latrine

Other Flush 

toilet with 

septic

tank/sew-

age pipes

Suilabh Double 

vault

com-

post

latrine

Other

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 2.54* 0.82* 2.53*** 94.11*** 6.08* 2.39* 8.71*** 82.82***

[0.96] [0.21] [0.49] [1.04] [1.76] [0.85] [1.81] [2.48]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 10.54 5.55 11.80* 72.11** 15.47 4.72 19.75* 60.05**

[3.13] [1.54] [2.76] [4.32] [2.91] [1.09] [3.54] [4.23]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

2.02 0.63 1.32** 96.03*** 5.12 2.54 4.22** 88.12***

[1.03] [0.22] [0.33] [1.11] [2.24] [1.32] [1.15] [2.47]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

3.91 0.93 3.86 91.30* 5.64 1.19 7.66 85.52*

[1.71] [0.39] [1.45] [2.09] [1.66] [0.63] [1.96] [2.46]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

3.13* 2.4 11.28** 83.19*** 10.42* 3.61 28.83** 57.14***

[1.28] [1.29] [2.80] [3.01] [4.07] [1.26] [6.75] [6.94]

Gender of household head

Male 4.30* 2.23 5.61*** 87.85*** 8.00* 3.14 12.19*** 76.68***

[1.26] [0.63] [1.00] [1.80] [1.67] [0.67] [2.16] [2.72]

Female 10.77 3.43 5.7 80.1 13.59 2.66 10.45 73.3

[4.37] [1.15] [1.74] [4.01] [3.57] [1.24] [2.53] [3.99]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 17.14 1.78 1.54 79.54 21.38 5.92 0 72.71

[5.37] [1.24] [0.99] [6.69] [7.05] [4.13] [0.00] [7.05]

Others 2.01*** 2.57 6.73*** 88.69*** 6.70*** 2.56 14.12*** 76.61***

[0.44] [0.68] [1.25] [1.50] [1.35] [0.50] [2.14] [2.87]

Regions

North 1.52*** 0.82*** 5.75*** 91.90*** 7.49*** 2.68*** 15.71*** 74.11***

[0.34] [0.25] [1.12] [1.23] [1.69] [0.56] [2.52] [3.49]

Centre 2.93 2.27 9.26 85.53 4.12 1.22 8.92 85.74

[1.20] [0.69] [3.25] [3.50] [1.13] [0.53] [4.21] [4.46]

South 13.49 5.12 2.3 79.1 19.92 6.67 0.00** 73.41

[4.20] [1.98] [1.00] [5.20] [6.58] [3.89] [0.00] [6.43]

Total 5.21* 2.4 5.62*** 86.77*** 8.82* 3.07 11.93*** 76.18***

[1.37] [0.59] [1.01] [1.84] [1.65] [0.69] [1.96] [2.58]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.25: How garbage is disposed (%)  
   

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Col-

lected

Dumped

in rever/

lake

Dumped

in a site 

nearby

Other Col-

lected

Dumped

in rever/

lake

Dumped

in a site 

nearby

Other

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 0 0.03 0.74** 0.23** 0 0.03 0.65** 0.32**

[0.00] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.00] [0.01] [0.03] [0.03]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 0.01 0.04 0.65*** 0.29*** 0.01 0.05 0.47*** 0.47***

[0.01] [0.01] [0.04] [0.04] [0.01] [0.01] [0.05] [0.06]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

0 0.04 0.75* 0.21* 0 0.04 0.66* 0.29*

[0.00] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.00] [0.01] [0.04] [0.04]

Mixed between Vietnam-
ese and ethnic languages

0 0.01 0.7 0.28 0 0.02 0.62 0.35

[0.00] [0.01] [0.04] [0.04] [0.00] [0.01] [0.05] [0.05]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

0 0.01 0.71 0.28 0 0.01 0.63 0.36

[0.00] [0.01] [0.07] [0.07] [0.00] [0.01] [0.04] [0.04]

Gender of household head

Male 0 0.04 0.71*** 0.25*** 0 0.04 0.60*** 0.36***

[0.00] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.00] [0.01] [0.03] [0.03]

Female 0.02 0.02 0.71* 0.25** 0.01 0.02 0.59* 0.39**

[0.01] [0.01] [0.03] [0.04] [0.01] [0.01] [0.05] [0.05]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 0.02* 0.08 0.84 0.06 0.00* 0.1 0.82 0.08

[0.01] [0.02] [0.03] [0.02] [0.00] [0.04] [0.06] [0.03]

Others 0 0.02 0.67*** 0.31*** 0 0.03 0.55*** 0.42***

[0.00] [0.00] [0.02] [0.02] [0.00] [0.01] [0.03] [0.03]

Regions

North 0 0.02 0.76*** 0.22*** 0.01 0.02 0.60*** 0.38***

[0.00] [0.00] [0.02] [0.02] [0.00] [0.00] [0.03] [0.03]

Centre 0.00* 0.03** 0.51* 0.46 0.00* 0.07** 0.36* 0.57

[0.00] [0.01] [0.05] [0.05] [0.00] [0.02] [0.06] [0.05]

South 0.01* 0.06 0.77 0.15 0.00* 0.09 0.8 0.11

[0.01] [0.02] [0.03] [0.04] [0.00] [0.04] [0.06] [0.03]

Total 0 0.03 0.71*** 0.25*** 0 0.04 0.60*** 0.36***

[0.00] [0.01] [0.02] [0.02] [0.00] [0.01] [0.03] [0.03]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.26: Pay for disposing garbage (%) 

P135-II com-

munes

non-P135-II

communes

Pay for garbage 

collection

Amount paid Pay for garbage 

collection

Amount paid

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 0 0 0 0

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 1.13 2.71 0.52 0.29

[0.72] [2.39] [0.38] [0.29]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Vietnamese 0 0 0 0

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Mixed between Vietnamese and 
ethnic languages

0 0 0 0

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

0 0 0 0

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Gender of household head

Male 0.12 0.01 0.18 0.1

[0.12] [0.01] [0.13] [0.10]

Female 1.96 6.42 0 0

[1.48] [5.27] [0.00] [0.00]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 1.54 3.83 0 0

[0.99] [3.45] [0.00] [0.00]

Others 0.06 0.11 0.18 0.1

[0.06] [0.11] [0.13] [0.10]

Regions

North 0 0 0.23 0.13

[0.00] [0.00] [0.17] [0.13]

Centre 0.2 0.37 0 0

[0.20] [0.36] [0.00] [0.00]

South 1.16 2.9 0 0

[0.78] [2.66] [0.00] [0.00]

Total 0.38 0.9 0.15 0.08

[0.24] [0.79] [0.11] [0.08]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.29: Usefulness of extension service: on the use of fertilizer  
           

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Effects on copping 

decisions

Effects on 

livestock deci-

sions

Effects on cop-

ping decisions

Effects on 

livestock deci-

sions

% having 

no or little 

effects

%

hav-

ing ef-

fects

%

hav-

ing

no or 

little

ef-

fects

%

having

effects

% hav-

ing no 

or little 

effects

% hav-

ing

effects

%

hav-

ing

no or 

little

ef-

fects

%

having

effects

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 30.41 69.59 NA NA 25.97 74.03 NA NA

[2.81] [2.81] [3.58] [3.58]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 33.12 66.88 NA NA 23.05 76.95 NA NA

[7.38] [7.38] [7.05] [7.05]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

29.42 70.58 NA NA 26.63 73.37 NA NA

[3.23] [3.23] [5.14] [5.14]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

31.79 68.21 NA NA 27.38 72.62 NA NA

[4.97] [4.97] [5.07] [5.07]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

40.82 59.18 NA NA 18.46 81.54 NA NA

[9.50] [9.50] [11.05] [11.05]

Gender of household head

Male 30.73 69.27 NA NA 24.93 75.07 NA NA

[2.76] [2.76] [3.22] [3.22]

Female 34.08 65.92 NA NA 30.77 69.23 NA NA

[7.09] [7.09] [10.35] [10.35]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 85.83 14.17 NA NA 50 50 NA NA

[15.28] [15.28] [0.00] [0.00]

Others 30.52 69.48 NA NA 25.63 74.37 NA NA

[2.82] [2.82] [3.26] [3.26]

Regions

North 25.67 74.33 NA NA 24.68 75.32 NA NA

[3.21] [3.21] [3.94] [3.94]

Centre 32.39 67.61 NA NA 25.58 74.42 NA NA

[5.32] [5.32] [5.46] [5.46]

South 58.58 41.42 NA NA 55.37 44.63 NA NA

[6.10] [6.10] [4.66] [4.66]

Total 31 69 NA NA 25.47 74.53 NA NA

[2.76] [2.76] [3.19] [3.19]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.30: Paying for extension service: on the use of irrigation  
          

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% of 

house-

hold

paying

% Not 

happy

with the 

quality of 

the infor-

mation

% Not 

happy

with the 

quality of 

the infor-

mation

% Happy 

with the 

quality of 

the infor-

mation

% of 

house-

hold

paying

% Not 

happy

with the 

quality

of the 

informa-

tion

% Not 

happy

with the 

quality

of the 

informa-

tion

% Happy 

with the 

qual-

ity of the 

informa-

tion

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa NA 0 15.12 84.88 NA 0.58 12.14 87.28

[0.00] [3.56] [3.56] [0.59] [3.75] [3.77]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa NA 2.41 6.22 91.37 NA 0 5.68 94.32

[2.39] [4.10] [4.65] [0.00] [5.40] [5.40]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

NA 0 24.44 75.56 NA 0 18.15 81.85

[0.00] [5.33] [5.33] [0.00] [6.99] [6.99]

Mixed between Vietnam-
ese and ethnic languages

NA 0 5.1 94.9 NA 1.55 2.91 95.54

[0.00] [2.37] [2.37] [1.62] [2.62] [2.93]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

NA 0 0.00* 100.00* NA 0 15.97* 84.03

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [8.17] [8.17]

Gender of household head

Male NA 0.66 13.28 86.06 NA 0.53 9.63 89.84

[0.66] [2.98] [3.00] [0.54] [2.99] [3.02]

Female NA 0 7.95 92.05 NA 0 26.14 73.86

[0.00] [6.34] [6.34] [0.00] [21.31] [21.31]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Others NA 0.64 13.4 85.96 NA 0.49 11.31 88.19

[0.63] [2.93] [2.95] [0.50] [3.45] [3.46]

Regions

North NA 0.95 15.38 83.68 NA 0.62 14.22 85.16

[0.94] [4.08] [4.12] [0.63] [4.21] [4.23]

Centre NA 0 12.23*** 87.77*** NA 0 0.00*** 100.00***

[0.00] [4.33] [4.33] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

South NA 0 0 100 NA 0 0 100

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Total NA 0.61 12.86 86.53 NA 0.48 11.03 88.48

[0.61] [2.82] [2.84] [0.49] [3.38] [3.39]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.31: Usefulness of extension service: on the use of irrigation
           

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Effects on copping 

decisions

Effects on live-

stock decisions

Effects on copping 

decisions

Effects on live-

stock decisions

% having 

no or little 

effects

%

having

effects

% having 

no or 

little ef-

fects

%

having

effects

% having 

no or 

little ef-

fects

%

having

effects

% hav-

ing no 

or little 

effects

%

hav-

ing ef-

fects

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 35.64 64.36 NA NA 28.82 71.18 NA NA

[5.46] [5.46] [5.67] [5.67]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 42.75 57.25 NA NA 31.12 68.88 NA NA

[10.25] [10.25] [11.18] [11.18]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

27.86 72.14 NA NA 22.59 77.41 NA NA

[4.70] [4.70] [7.88] [7.88]

Mixed between Viet-
namese and ethnic 

languages

38.23 61.77 NA NA 42.33 57.67 NA NA

[9.35] [9.35] [9.29] [9.29]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

77.06*** 22.94*** NA NA 14.60*** 85.40*** NA NA

[14.72] [14.72] [7.62] [7.62]

Gender of household head

Male 39.39 60.61 NA NA 27.72 72.28 NA NA

[5.52] [5.52] [5.04] [5.04]

Female 14.51 85.49 NA NA 45.3 54.7 NA NA

[7.60] [7.60] [19.36] [19.36]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Others 38.06 61.94 NA NA 29.95 70.05 NA NA

[5.34] [5.34] [5.22] [5.22]

Regions

North 34.93 65.07 NA NA 30.52 69.48 NA NA

[6.66] [6.66] [5.96] [5.96]

Centre 49.7 50.3 NA NA 30.06 69.94 NA NA

[8.37] [8.37] [11.94] [11.94]

South 32.33 67.67 NA NA 0 100 NA NA

[23.48] [23.48] [0.00] [0.00]

Total 37.45 62.55 NA NA 29.21 70.79 NA NA

[5.18] [5.18] [5.11] [5.11]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.34: Paying for extension service: on the use of market information
           

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% of 

house-

hold

paying

% Not 

happy

with the 

quality

of the 

informa-

tion

% Not 

happy

with the 

quality

of the 

infor-

mation

%

Happy

with

the

quality

of the 

infor-

mation

% of 

house-

hold

paying

% Not 

happy

with the 

qual-

ity of the 

informa-

tion

% Not 

happy

with

the

quality

of the 

infor-

mation

%

Happy

with

the

quality

of the 

infor-

mation

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 0 0 10.65 89.35 0 0 8.13 91.87

[0.00] [0.00] [4.10] [4.10] [0.00] [0.00] [5.69] [5.69]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 0 0 1.11 98.89 0 0 0 100

[0.00] [0.00] [1.19] [1.19] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

0 0 18.52 81.48 0 0 14.2 85.8

[0.00] [0.00] [7.10] [7.10] [0.00] [0.00] [9.64] [9.64]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

0 0 3.26 96.74 0 0 0 100

[0.00] [0.00] [3.41] [3.41] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

0 0 0 100 0 0 0 100

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Gender of household head

Male 0 0 7.21 92.79 0 0 7.34 92.66

[0.00] [0.00] [2.90] [2.90] [0.00] [0.00] [5.16] [5.16]

Female 0 0 11.17 88.83 0 0 0 100

[0.00] [0.00] [10.97] [10.97] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Others 0 0 7.67 92.33 0 0 7.05 92.95

[0.00] [0.00] [2.97] [2.97] [0.00] [0.00] [4.98] [4.98]

Regions

North 0 0 13.9 86.1 0 0 8.15 91.85

[0.00] [0.00] [5.17] [5.17] [0.00] [0.00] [5.71] [5.71]

Centre 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 100

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

South 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 100

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Total 0 0 7.35 92.65 0 0 7.05 92.95

[0.00] [0.00] [2.83] [2.83] [0.00] [0.00] [4.98] [4.98]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.35: Usefulness of extension service: on the use of market information 
       

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Effects on cop-

ping decisions

Effects on live-

stock decisions

Effects on 

copping deci-

sions

Effects on live-

stock decisions

% hav-

ing no 

or little 

effects

%

having

effects

% having 

no or 

little ef-

fects

%

having

effects

%

hav-

ing

no or 

little

ef-

fects

%

hav-

ing ef-

fects

% hav-

ing no 

or little 

effects

%

having

effects

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa NA NA 50.77 49.23 NA NA 30 70

[10.07] [10.07] [11.73] [11.73]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa NA NA 39.54 60.46 NA NA 27.94 72.06

[14.15] [14.15] [20.90] [20.90]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

NA NA 42.04* 57.96* NA NA 12.81* 87.19*

[12.79] [12.79] [9.28] [9.28]

Mixed between Vietnam-
ese and ethnic languages

NA NA 47.61** 52.39** NA NA 94.76** 5.24**

[16.75] [16.75] [6.31] [6.31]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

NA NA 100.00*** 0.00*** NA NA 6.72 93.28***

[0.00] [0.00] [8.16] [8.16]

Gender of household head

Male NA NA 45.4 54.6 NA NA 28.61 71.39

[9.29] [9.29] [10.21] [10.21]

Female NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Others NA NA 46.05 53.95 NA NA 29.74 70.26

[9.27] [9.27] [10.50] [10.50]

Regions

North NA NA 52.5 47.5 NA NA 28 72

[10.13] [10.13] [10.82] [10.82]

Centre NA NA 75.67 24.33 NA NA 75.09 24.91

[10.46] [10.46] [25.00] [25.00]

South NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Total NA NA 47.14 52.86 NA NA 29.74 70.26

[9.06] [9.06] [10.50] [10.50]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.36: Paying for extension service: on the use of access to credti 
          

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% of 

house-

hold

paying

% Not 

happy

with the 

quality of 

the infor-

mation

% Not 

happy

with the 

quality

of the 

informa-

tion

%

Happy

with

the

quality

of the 

infor-

mation

% of 

house-

hold

paying

% Not 

happy

with the 

quality

of the 

informa-

tion

% Not 

happy

with the 

quality of 

the infor-

mation

%

Happy

with

the

quality

of the 

infor-

mation

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 0 0.81 8.27 90.92 0 0 7.67 92.33

[0.00] [0.81] [3.35] [3.39] [0.00] [0.00] [3.84] [3.84]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 0 0 0 100.00* 0 25.2 14.53 60.27*

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [21.35] [10.13] [19.71]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

0 0 13.88 86.12 0 0 12.84 87.16

[0.00] [0.00] [5.01] [5.01] [0.00] [0.00] [7.67] [7.67]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

0 2.53 0 97.47 0 0 5.43 94.57

[0.00] [2.48] [0.00] [2.48] [0.00] [0.00] [5.31] [5.31]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

0 0 0 100 0 0 13.09 86.91

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [13.34] [13.34]

Gender of household head

Male 0 0.73 7.52 91.75 0 6.14 9.76 84.09

[0.00] [0.74] [3.04] [3.08] [0.00] [5.97] [3.94] [6.73]

Female 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 100

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Others 0 0 7.82 92.18 0 6.2 9.85 83.95

[0.00] [0.00] [3.15] [3.15] [0.00] [6.03] [4.01] [6.83]

Regions

North 0 0 8.54 91.46 0 0 9.29 90.71

[0.00] [0.00] [3.43] [3.43] [0.00] [0.00] [4.24] [4.24]

Centre 0 0 0 100 0 53.09 0 46.91

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [33.52] [0.00] [33.52]

South 0 0 0 100 0 0 50 50

[0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00] [0.00]

Total 0 0.7 7.19 92.11 0 5.82 9.25 84.92

[0.00] [0.70] [2.93] [2.96] [0.00] [5.69] [3.79] [6.48]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.37: Usefulness of extension service: on the use of access to credti
           

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

Effects on copping 

decisions

Effects on live-

stock decisions

Effects on copping 

decisions

Effects on live-

stock decisions

% having 

no or little 

effects

%

having

effects

% hav-

ing no 

or little 

effects

%

having

effects

% hav-

ing no 

or little 

effects

% hav-

ing

effects

% hav-

ing no 

or little 

effects

%

having

effects

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 46.64 53.36 49.91 50.09 43.19 56.81 45.55 54.45

[5.98] [5.98] [5.95] [5.95] [8.74] [8.74] [8.64] [8.64]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 63.29 36.71 63.29* 36.71* 28.64 71.36 23.89* 76.11*

[17.21] [17.21] [17.21] [17.21] [14.97] [14.97] [12.86] [12.86]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little 
Vietnamese

48.01 51.99 54.83 45.17 34.05 65.95 43.21 56.79

[7.70] [7.70] [7.36] [7.36] [8.41] [8.41] [8.99] [8.99]

Mixed between Vietnam-
ese and ethnic languages

37.12 62.88 35.34 64.66 60.6 39.4 54.05 45.95

[10.56] [10.56] [9.81] [9.81] [15.66] [15.66] [15.38] [15.38]

Absolutely no or little 
ethnic languages

72.39** 27.61** 72.39* 27.61* 18.27** 81.73** 26.23* 73.77*

[15.99] [15.99] [15.99] [15.99] [13.49] [13.49] [14.33] [14.33]

Gender of household head

Male 49.02 50.98 51.52 48.48 39.61 60.39 39.73 60.27

[6.27] [6.27] [6.18] [6.18] [8.07] [8.07] [7.97] [7.97]

Female 44.82 55.18 54.89 45.11 55.6 44.4 55.6 44.4

[23.03] [23.03] [26.84] [26.84] [32.95] [32.95] [32.95] [32.95]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Others 50.57 49.43 53.17 46.83 43.3 56.7 43.16 56.84

[6.21] [6.21] [6.14] [6.14] [8.29] [8.29] [8.18] [8.18]

Regions

North 49.18 50.82 52.05 47.95 42.35 57.65 42.49 57.51

[6.62] [6.62] [6.54] [6.54] [9.06] [9.06] [8.93] [8.93]

Centre 74.97 25.03 74.97 25.03 55.54 44.46 46.91 53.09

[17.63] [17.63] [17.63] [17.63] [33.25] [33.25] [33.52] [33.52]

South 68.87 31.13 68.87 31.13 45.96 54.04 45.96 54.04

[42.88] [42.88] [42.88] [42.88] [7.44] [7.44] [7.44] [7.44]

Total 48.83 51.17 51.65 48.35 40.5 59.5 40.56 59.44

[6.13] [6.13] [6.04] [6.04] [8.16] [8.16] [8.04] [8.04]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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Table 7.38: Using legal services        
         

P135-II communes non-P135-II communes

% of 

house-

hold us-

ing legal 

services

% Not 

happy

% Neu-

tral

%

Happy

% of 

house-

hold us-

ing legal 

services

% Not 

happy

% Neu-

tral

%

Happy

Ethnicity

Kinh and Hoa 20.99 3.12 5.84 91.04* 20.34 1.26 3.28 95.46*

[1.65] [1.14] [1.44] [1.92] [2.86] [0.69] [1.24] [1.56]

non-Kinh and non-Hoa 30.82 4.94 1.46 93.60* 26.74 12.18 5.24 82.57*

[3.20] [2.48] [0.70] [2.60] [3.33] [4.79] [2.24] [5.20]

Daily languages

Absolutely no or little Viet-
namese

19.34 2.26 5.8 91.93 20.88 1.44 4.28 94.28

[1.87] [0.89] [1.62] [2.06] [3.56] [0.87] [1.86] [2.23]

Mixed between Vietnamese 
and ethnic languages

25.69** 4.2 6.81 88.99 16.60** 1.89 3.45 94.65

[2.55] [3.22] [3.40] [4.54] [3.25] [1.91] [1.77] [2.67]

Absolutely no or little ethnic 
languages

22.17 6.31* 2.13 91.56* 25.11 0.00* 1.48 98.52*

[4.07] [3.69] [1.57] [3.64] [5.48] [0.00] [1.60] [1.60]

Gender of household head

Male 24 4.32 4.24 91.45 21.76 4.57 3.59 91.84

[1.79] [1.39] [0.99] [1.77] [2.57] [1.76] [1.19] [2.28]

Female 25.94 1.07 3.2 95.73 24.76 6.47 5.81 87.72

[3.64] [1.09] [2.00] [2.33] [4.76] [5.14] [3.19] [6.35]

Geography of communes

Coastal or delta 36.42 2.23 0 97.77 48.29 1.63 0 98.37

[6.37] [2.29] [0.00] [2.29] [6.79] [1.72] [0.00] [1.72]

Others 20.7 4.7 5.86 89.44 17.71 6.83 6.23 86.94

[1.11] [1.48] [1.27] [1.99] [1.66] [2.75] [1.47] [2.95]

Regions

North 17.02 4.87 6.22 88.91 15.01 3.11 5.13 91.76

[1.16] [1.85] [1.72] [2.50] [1.86] [2.14] [1.68] [2.84]

Centre 26.95 6.12 7.44 86.44 27.65 14.51 8.74 76.76

[2.48] [3.05] [2.42] [3.92] [3.31] [6.50] [2.97] [5.93]

South 33.46 1.73 0 98.27 46.54 1.58 0 98.42

[5.03] [1.74] [0.00] [1.74] [6.39] [1.64] [0.00] [1.64]

Total 24.27 3.85 4.09 92.06 22.2 4.85 3.93 91.22

[1.85] [1.23] [0.95] [1.64] [2.36] [1.94] [1.15] [2.38]

Mean corrected by sampling weights; Standard errors of mean in brackets; *** difference in mean between 
two groups is signifi cant at 1%, ** difference in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 5%, * difference 
in mean between two groups is signifi cant at 10%. 
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