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1. Background
In Vietnam (also as many other countries), poverty is in different level by spatial characteristics. Poverty concentrates in high mountainous areas with difficulties in access resources, distances from major cities and in areas with unfavorable soil and weather.  Information on the spatial distribution of poverty is necessary for policy makers and researchers to identify which area are falling behind in the process of economic development and to facilitate the targeting of alleviation poverty programs such as education, health, credit and food aid.

In Vietnam, there are 2 sources of information on the incidence of poverty. First, the General Statistical Office (GSO) has carried out the Vietnam Household Living Standard Survey 2010. With sample of more than 9000 households, this survey generated poverty estimates for 6 regions of Vietnam.
 The survey was implemented every 2 year.

The second important source of information on the spatial distribution of poverty is Ministry of Labor, Invalids and Social Affairs (MOLISA). Each year, MOLISA take a list of poor households in each commune based on information s from local official by MOLISA’s targeting procedure. This system provides annual information. The use of thousands of enumerators to collect household level data makes it difficult to ensure consistent application of targeting guidelines in the field.

In recent year, a new technique called small-area estimation has been developed that combines household and census data to estimate poverty rate for more disaggregated geographic units.

Nick Minot, Bob Baulch and Michael Epprecht in collaboration with the Inter-Ministerial Poverty Mapping Task Force (2003) used the 1998 Vietnam Living Standard Survey (VLSS) and 33% sample of the 1999 Population and Housing Census to generate estimation of the incidence of poverty in urban and rural areas of each district in Vietnam. In addition to estimating the incidence of poverty, this paper also calculated other measures of inequality at the district level.

This study aims to updated the poverty map of Vietnam (done by the above authors) by the 2010 Vietnam Household Living Standard (VHLSS) and 15% sample of the 2009 Population and Housing Census, which takes 10 year far from the last.

The report includes 4 sections. After background section, section 2 describes the data and methods used in the report. Section 3 examines the spatial patterns in poverty. Section 4 summarizes the results.

2. Data and methods

2.1 Data

The poverty indicators in this paper are calculated by two household data sets: the 2010 Vietnam Household Living Standard Survey (VHLSS) and the 2009 Population and Housing Census.
The VHLSS 2010 was implemented by the General Statistic Office (GSO) of Vietnam with technical assistance from the World Bank. The sample includes 9403 households in Vietnam, constituting a stratified random sample. The sample includes 6753 households in rural areas and 2650 households in urban areas.
The 2009 Population and Housing Census was carried out by the GSO and refers to the situation as of April 1, 2009. It was conducted with the support of the United Nations Family Planning Agency and the United Nations Development Program. The 15 percent sample was selected by GSO includes 3.69 million households, in which 2.69 million households live in rural areas and 1 million households live in urban areas.
2.2 Methods to estimate the incidence of poverty

The poverty line in this study is National Poverty Line of Vietnam in 2010, in which poor household has got per capita income from 500.000VND/month and below for urban area or from 400.000 VND/month and below for rural area.
Poverty Mapping is one application of the method call small area estimation. The technique includes 3 stages as below
:
Stage 1: Identifying household characteristics in both the VHLSS and the Census that maybe related to income and poverty.

By compare the questionnaires of 2 surveys, we identified possible household characteristics found in both survey that could be used as poverty indicators. In addition to compare the questionnaire, we also compare the values of the variables to ensure they decribe the same characteristics and make them in to the same categories. All the catergorical variables must be changed to a number of dummy (binary) variables.
Stage 2: Estimating per capita income with the household survey

In this step, we regress household welfare (measured by per capita income) as function of household characteristics (identified by stage 1). A log-linear function is used:

ln(yi) = Xi‘β + εi  (1)
where yi is per capita income of household I, Xi’ is a 1xk vector of household characteristics of household I, β is a kx1 vector of estimated coefficients anf εi is random disturbance term distributed as N (0,σ).
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where Pi is a variable taking a value of 1 if the household is poor and 0 otherwise, z is poverty line, and Ф is culmulative standard normal function. If the predict log per capita income (Xi‘β) is equal to the log of poverty line (ln(z)) then the term in the brackets is zero and the predicted probability that the household is poor is 50%. A lower predicted income would imply a positive term in brackets and a higher probability that is poor, while a higher predicted income would imply a probability less than 50%.
Stage 3: Applying regression results to the census data

In this step, we apply the equation (2) to each household in the Census
The estimation is not very accurate for an individual household but it becomes more accurate when aggrerated over many households. For a given area (such as a district or province), the propotion of the households that are belowthe poverty line is estimated as the mean of the probabilities that individual households are poor:
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where N is number of households and X is an N x k matrix of household chacracteristics. The advantage of using Census data is that the large number of households allow estimation of poverty rate for geographic unit much smaller than would be possible with the VHLSS data.
2.3 Methods  to estimate other measures of poverty
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where 
z is poverty line
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 is income of poor household



N is number of household



Different α in equation give different poverty measures, when α=1 , it gives a measure called the depth of poverty (or poverty gap), when α=2 , it gives a measure called the severity of poverty (or squared poverty gap).
3. Spatial patterns in poverty
3.1 Household characteristics correlated with per capita income
The first step in constructing a poverty map is to find out the variables in both surveys (Household Survey and the Census) that related with per capita income. These household characteristics include household size and composition, ethnicity, education of the household’s head and his or her spouse, occupation of the household’s head, housing type and size, access to basic services and ownership of selected consumer durables. Table 1 list and describes the variables used to represent these household characteristics. In each set  of variables representing a categorial variable such as region, one is omitted and serves as reference category.
Table 1. Description of variables used in regression analysis

	Variable
	Type of variable
	Description of variable

	lnpci
	continuous
	Log of per capita income

	hhsize
	continuous
	Size of housholds (members)

	pfemale
	continuous
	Proportion of female (fraction)

	ethnic
	binary
	Household head is King ethnic 

	Iedchd_1
	binary
	Head has not completed primary school (omitted)

	Iedchd_2
	binary
	Head has completed primary school

	Iedchd_3
	binary
	Head has completed lower secondary school

	Iedchd_4
	binary
	Head has completed upper secondary school

	Iedchd_5
	binary
	Head has technical degree

	Iedchd_6
	binary
	Head has post-secondary education

	Iedcsp_0
	binary
	Head does not have a spouse

	Iedcsp_1
	binary
	Spouse has not completed primary school 

	Iedcsp_2
	binary
	Spouse has completed primary school

	Iedcsp_3
	binary
	Spouse has completed lower secondary school

	Iedcsp_4
	binary
	Spouse has completed upper secondary school

	Iedcsp_5
	binary
	Spouse has technical degree

	Iedcsp_6
	binary
	Spouse has post-secondary education

	Ioccup_0
	binary
	Head does not work (omitted)

	Ioccup_1
	binary
	Head is political leader or manager

	Ioccup_2
	binary
	Head is a high -professional worker

	Ioccup_3
	binary
	Head is a medium-professional worker

	Ioccup_4
	binary
	Head is a premier-professional worker

	Ioccup_5
	binary
	Head is a staff of personal service, guard and social security

	Ioccup_6
	binary
	Head is a skilled worker in agriculture, forestry or fishing

	Ioccup_7
	binary
	Head is skilled craftmen

	Ioccup_8
	binary
	Head is machinery assembler or operator

	Ioccup_9
	binary
	Head is unskilled worker

	Ioccup_10
	binary
	Head is army force

	Ihouse_1
	binary
	House is permanent

	Ihouse_2
	binary
	House is semi-permanent

	Ihouse_3
	binary
	House is temporary (omitted)

	htypla1
	continuous
	Interaction of log(house area) and Ihouse_1

	htypla2
	continuous
	Interaction of log(house area) and Ihouse_2

	electric
	binary
	House has electricity

	Inwate_1
	binary
	House uses water from a public or private tap

	Inwate_2
	binary
	House uses well water 

	Inwate_3
	binary
	House uses river or lake water (omitted)

	Itoile_1
	binary
	House has septic/semi-septic toilet

	Itoile_2
	binary
	House has suilabh toilet or double vault compost latrine

	Itoile_3
	binary
	House has other toilet or has not got toilet (omitted)

	motorbk
	binary
	Household has a motorbike

	colortv
	binary
	Household has a color television

	mobile
	binary
	Household has a mobile

	Ireg6_1
	binary
	Household in the Red River Delta

	Ireg6_2
	binary
	Household in the Northern Midlands and mountain areas (omitted)

	Ireg6_3
	binary
	Household in the North Central area and Centre Coastal area

	Ireg6_4
	binary
	Household in the Central Highland

	Ireg6_5
	binary
	Household in the South East

	Ireg6_6
	binary
	Household in the Mekong River Delta

	
	
	


3.2 Regression results

Statistical tests indicate that the coefficient in the urban model are significantly different than those in the rural model. This implies that separate analyses should be carried out on rural and urban samples.
The results of the regression are shown in table 2. The urban model explains 48.64% of the variation in per capita income and the rural one does 46.67%.
According to the results in table 3, household size is strongly associated with per capita income in both urban and rural areas. The coefficient sign is negative show that larger household has lower per capita income. While other factor are equal, each additional member is associated with 9.5 to 10.9% reduction in per capita income.
Table 2. Rural and Urban regression models of log per capita income

	
	Rural
	
	
	
	
	Urban
	
	

	N
	6741
	
	
	
	
	2648
	
	

	R-squared
	0.4864
	
	
	
	
	0.4667
	
	

	Variable
	Coefficient
	t
	
	
	Variable
	Coefficient
	t
	

	hhsize
	-0.1085
	-21.4
	***
	
	hhsize
	-0.0948
	-11.0
	***

	pfemale
	0.1060
	7.5
	***
	
	pfemale
	0.0796
	3.6
	***

	ethnic
	0.1779
	8.2
	***
	
	ethnic
	0.1470
	3.5
	***

	Iedchd_2
	0.0730
	4.1
	***
	
	Iedchd_2
	0.0375
	1.1
	 

	Iedchd_3
	0.1153
	5.9
	***
	
	Iedchd_3
	0.1219
	3.3
	***

	Iedchd_4
	0.1309
	4.4
	***
	
	Iedchd_4
	0.1659
	3.8
	***

	Iedchd_5
	0.3037
	10.7
	***
	
	Iedchd_5
	0.2551
	6.4
	***

	Iedchd_6
	0.3963
	7.4
	***
	
	Iedchd_6
	0.3743
	7.5
	***

	Iedcsp_0
	-0.0189
	-0.9
	 
	
	Iedcsp_0
	0.0109
	0.3
	 

	Iedcsp_2
	0.0126
	0.6
	 
	
	Iedcsp_2
	0.0230
	0.6
	 

	Iedcsp_3
	-0.0344
	-1.6
	 
	
	Iedcsp_3
	-0.0031
	-0.1
	 

	Iedcsp_4
	-0.0249
	-0.7
	 
	
	Iedcsp_4
	0.0513
	1.1
	 

	Iedcsp_5
	0.0794
	2.3
	**
	
	Iedcsp_5
	0.0666
	1.5
	 

	Iedcsp_6
	0.0404
	0.9
	 
	
	Iedcsp_6
	0.1545
	3.4
	***

	Ioccup_1
	0.2023
	3.3
	***
	
	Ioccup_1
	0.3700
	5.6
	***

	Ioccup_2
	0.1956
	2.3
	**
	
	Ioccup_2
	0.2097
	4.0
	***

	Ioccup_3
	0.2549
	4.8
	***
	
	Ioccup_3
	0.0743
	1.5
	 

	Ioccup_4
	0.2403
	3.6
	***
	
	Ioccup_4
	0.0334
	0.5
	 

	Ioccup_5
	0.1782
	5.5
	***
	
	Ioccup_5
	0.0749
	2.2
	**

	Ioccup_6
	0.0352
	1.3
	 
	
	Ioccup_6
	-0.0863
	-1.5
	 

	Ioccup_7
	0.0670
	2.4
	**
	
	Ioccup_7
	-0.1013
	-2.6
	***

	Ioccup_8
	0.2008
	4.7
	***
	
	Ioccup_8
	-0.0263
	-0.6
	 

	Ioccup_9
	-0.0400
	-1.8
	*
	
	Ioccup_9
	-0.0865
	-2.6
	***

	Ioccup_10
	0.3436
	1.5
	 
	
	Ioccup_10
	0.1495
	0.8
	 

	Ihouse_1
	-1.0092
	-6.8
	***
	
	Ihouse_1
	-0.8241
	-4.8
	***

	Ihouse_2
	-0.7492
	-11.5
	***
	
	Ihouse_2
	-0.5103
	-3.8
	***

	htypla1
	0.2946
	8.8
	***
	
	htypla1
	0.2376
	8.1
	***

	htypla2
	0.2261
	15.1
	***
	
	htypla2
	0.1324
	6.5
	***

	electric
	-0.0826
	-2.4
	**
	
	electric
	0.2518
	1.4
	 

	Inwate_1
	0.1062
	4.4
	***
	
	Inwate_1
	0.1514
	3.6
	***

	Inwate_2
	0.0738
	4.7
	***
	
	Inwate_2
	0.0467
	1.1
	 

	Itoile_1
	0.2610
	14.6
	***
	
	Itoile_1
	0.1922
	4.8
	***

	Itoile_2
	0.0976
	5.2
	***
	
	Itoile_2
	0.0572
	1.2
	 

	motorbk
	0.2421
	14.5
	***
	
	motorbk
	0.2251
	6.8
	***

	colortv
	0.1524
	7.2
	***
	
	colortv
	0.0750
	1.8
	*

	mobile
	0.1625
	10.6
	***
	
	mobile
	0.1847
	6.2
	***

	Ireg6_1
	0.1841
	7.3
	***
	
	Ireg6_1
	0.1471
	3.8
	***

	Ireg6_3
	-0.0142
	-0.6
	 
	
	Ireg6_3
	-0.0077
	-0.2
	 

	Ireg6_4
	0.2299
	7.7
	***
	
	Ireg6_4
	0.1200
	2.5
	**

	Ireg6_5
	0.3880
	13.1
	***
	
	Ireg6_5
	0.3973
	10.0
	***

	Ireg6_6
	0.2916
	11.7
	***
	
	Ireg6_6
	0.1905
	4.6
	***

	cons
	6.1388
	113.5
	***
	
	cons
	6.2690
	30.8
	***


Source: Regression analysis of 2010 VHLSS.
Note: * coefficient is significant at the 10 percent level, ** coefficient is significant at the 5 percent level, *** coefficient is significant at the 1 percent level.

One of the variables is very significant with the per capita income is proportion of females and it’s better impact in rural areas. For example, two households with size of 4 members and same other characteristics in rural area, one has 3 women and one has 2 women, the household with higher women has 2.5% higher per capita income. If two households live in urban areas, this gap is about 2%. 

It’s similar with variable ethnic, household is King ethnic has 17.8% higher per capita income than similar household being other ethnic in rural areas. In urban, this rate is 14.7%.

In both urban and rural areas the level of schooling of the household head is a good predictor of household’s per capita income, where the ommited category is head has not completed primary school. The other five variables that represent the education of the household’s head are jointly significant at the 1 percent level in rural areas. In urban areas, households whose head has completed primary school do not seem to be better-off than those whose head has not completed primary school, but higher levels of education are associated with significantly higher earnings.
In general, the educational level of the spouse is less significant that that of household’s head as a predictor of per capita income. It is worth noting that the education of the spouse may benefits to better child nutrition or health care than welfare indicator as income.
The occupation of household head is s statistically significant predictor of per capita income in both rural and urban areas. In rural areas there are only two type of household whose head occupation are skilled worker in agriculture, forestry or fishing and army force are not significant with household that head is not working (the ommited category). The households whose head is unskilled worker are significantly worse off while other households are  significantly better off than households whose head is not working.
In urban areas, households whose head is political leader or manager or a high -professional worker or a staff of personal service, guard and social security are significantly better off than households whose head is not working while those whose head are skilled craftmen or unskill worker are significantly worse off.
Electricity is not a statistically significant predictor of household welfare. In rural areas 96.4% of the household have acsess to electricity while in the urban, it’s 99.8%.

The main source of water is usefull in distinguishing poor households. In rural areas, households that access tap water have 10.6% higher per capita income than those use river or lake water, while households that access well water have 7.4% higher per capita income than those use river or lake water. In urban areas, there are 70% households access tab water and 24% households access well water. The variable “Household uses well water” is not statistically significant.
Sanitation facilities can also be used to separate poor from non-poor households. In rural areas, septic/semi-septic toilet and suilabh toilet or double vault compost latrine are statistically significant indicator of higher per capita income at the 1 percent level. In urban areas, septic/semi-septic toilet is statistically significant only.
Asset ownership variables (having motorbike, having color tivi, having mobile) are strong predictor of per capita income, being statistically significant in both urban and rural areas.

Regional dummy variables were included in the urban and rural regression models with the Northern midland and mountain as base region. After controlling other household characteristics, rural households in 4 regions (Red River Delta, Central Highland, South East and Mekong River Delta) are shown to be better off than those in Northern midland and mountain region. The coefficient in South East is largest, implies that households in this region have income levels 38.9% higher than similar households in Northern midland and mountain region. Compare to this results in last 10 year regression, this gap is strongly narrowed (from 72%). But the variable “Household lives in Household in the North Central area and Centre Coastal area” is not statistically significant. A similar pattern holds for urban results.
3.3 Incidence of poverty (P0)

The incidence of poverty is defined here as the proportion of the households whose per capita income is from and below the national poverty line.

National poverty rate

The national poverty rate as estimated in this application of the small-area estimation method using a 33 percent sample of the 2009 Census data is about 9.93 percent in overal, 2.3 percent in urban areas and 12.78 percent in rural areas. By comparison, 2010 VHLSS estimated a poverty rate of 8.63 percent in overall, 2.58 percent in urban areas and 11.29 percent in rural areas.

Provincial poverty rate
Table 3 gives the provincial estimates of poverty rate, while figure 1 shows the spatial distribution of poverty. In the map, the poorest areas are in dark orange, while the least poor areas are dark green.
Table 3. Poverty Rate at province level (%)
	 
	 
	Total
	Urban
	Rural

	No
	Province
	Ranking
	P0
	P0
	P0

	Red River Delta

	1
	Ha Noi
	55
	0.72
	0.05
	1.20

	2
	Vinh Phuc
	56
	0.61
	0.13
	0.80

	3
	Bac Ninh
	59
	0.41
	0.16
	0.48

	4
	Hai Duong
	43
	1.35
	0.15
	1.62

	5
	Hai Phong
	54
	0.81
	0.19
	1.61

	6
	Hung yen
	44
	1.34
	0.31
	1.52

	7
	Thai Binh
	51
	1.10
	0.17
	1.24

	8
	Ha Nam
	46
	1.19
	0.13
	1.37

	9
	Nam Dinh
	48
	1.19
	0.16
	1.43

	10
	Quang Ninh
	36
	4.79
	0.77
	7.97

	11
	Ninh Binh
	45
	1.31
	0.08
	2.19

	Northern Midland and Mountain areas

	12
	Ha Giang
	1
	56.59
	16.96
	64.59

	13
	Cao Bang
	6
	33.53
	13.30
	39.01

	14
	Bac Can
	9
	24.20
	5.67
	29.22

	15
	Tuyen Quang
	13
	20.33
	2.93
	23.93

	16
	Lao Cai
	4
	40.22
	6.65
	49.66

	17
	Dien Bien
	3
	45.27
	10.06
	56.24

	18
	Lai Chau
	2
	49.68
	19.28
	60.76

	19
	Son La
	5
	36.12
	4.12
	42.72

	20
	Yen Bai
	7
	29.55
	6.93
	36.73

	21
	Hoa Binh
	8
	27.73
	3.05
	33.80

	22
	Thai Nguyen
	29
	6.72
	0.95
	8.57

	23
	Lang Son
	14
	20.23
	4.47
	24.94

	24
	Bac Giang
	34
	5.29
	0.87
	6.08

	25
	Phu Tho
	21
	12.62
	1.18
	14.76

	North Central area and Centre Coastal area

	26
	Thanh Hoa
	16
	16.97
	2.87
	19.32

	27
	Nghe An
	17
	16.83
	3.58
	19.38

	28
	Ha Tinh
	33
	5.67
	1.03
	6.71

	29
	Quang Binh
	25
	7.80
	2.18
	9.31

	30
	Quang Tri
	19
	14.37
	4.84
	18.55

	31
	Hue
	24
	7.93
	2.87
	9.85

	32
	Da Nang
	58
	0.42
	0.26
	1.42

	33
	Quang Nam
	15
	17.29
	5.63
	20.08

	34
	Quang Ngai
	12
	20.38
	5.01
	23.59

	35
	Binh Dinh
	27
	7.40
	3.04
	8.90

	36
	Phu Yen
	22
	8.90
	3.30
	10.43

	37
	Khanh Hoa
	20
	13.29
	4.54
	17.59

	38
	Ninh Thuan
	10
	23.75
	4.53
	31.77

	39
	Binh Thuan
	23
	8.57
	6.04
	10.03

	Central Highlands

	40
	Kon Tum
	11
	23.64
	8.52
	30.14

	41
	Gia Lai
	18
	16.77
	6.56
	20.82

	42
	Dac Lac
	28
	6.75
	2.87
	7.66

	43
	Dac Nong
	30
	6.59
	2.82
	7.45

	44
	Lam Dong
	35
	5.18
	1.72
	7.13

	South East

	45
	Binh Phuoc
	52
	1.01
	0.05
	1.24

	46
	Tay Ninh
	60
	0.27
	0.06
	0.31

	47
	Binh Duong
	62
	0.16
	0.04
	0.21

	48
	Dong Nai
	57
	0.42
	0.15
	0.50

	49
	Vung Tau
	61
	0.24
	0.04
	0.42

	50
	Ho chi minh City
	63
	0.11
	0.09
	0.19

	Mekong River Delta

	51
	Long An
	49
	1.17
	0.82
	1.25

	52
	Tien Giang
	53
	0.84
	0.15
	0.97

	53
	Ben Tre
	47
	1.19
	0.72
	1.26

	54
	Tra Vinh
	32
	5.87
	2.31
	6.78

	55
	Vinh Long
	50
	1.14
	0.84
	1.20

	56
	Dong Thap
	41
	2.15
	1.04
	2.46

	57
	An Giang
	40
	3.91
	2.25
	4.66

	58
	Kien Giang
	31
	6.40
	3.22
	7.46

	59
	Can Tho
	42
	1.89
	1.40
	2.69

	60
	Hau Giang
	39
	3.93
	2.47
	4.42

	61
	Soc Trang
	26
	7.49
	4.66
	8.34

	62
	Bac Lieu
	38
	4.32
	5.43
	3.89

	63
	Ca Mau
	37
	4.33
	2.83
	4.69


Figure 1. Map of province level poverty rate (P0)
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The results show that poverty is most widespread in the Northern midland and mountain areas, particularly in the provinces along the northern border with China. The poverty rate is highest (more than 40%) in the provinces colored dark orange: Ha Giang (56.6%), Lai Chau (49.7%), Dien Bien (45.3%) and Lao Cai (40.2%). The light orange indicates that the poverty is 25-40% in Son La (36.1%), Cao Bang (33.5%), Yen Bai (29.6%) and Hoa Binh (27.7%). Nine poorest provinces are in the Northern mountain areas.  The tenth poorest province is Ninh Thuan (23.8%) of …

The provinces where poverty rate is lowest are the ones is near big urban centers. There are 8 provinces in dark green with poverty rate under 0.5%: Hochiminh City, Binh Duong, Ba Ria-Vung Tau, Tay Ninh (South East), Bac Ninh (Red River Delta), Da Nang (Central coastal area) and Dong Nai (South East).

District poverty rate
After estimation of poverty rate at province level, this study used poverty mapping method to estimate poverty rate at district level. The spatial patterns in the incidence of poverty can be seen in Figure 2. The district level poverty map shows considerably more detail than the provincial poverty map. The district map also shows the poverty rate varies widely within ech province.
Ha Giang, the poorest province, implies the poverty rate of 56.6% but there are some districts has very high poverty rate as Meo Vac (81.5%), Dong Van (74.6%) and Yen Minh (71.7%).
For some northern central areas, they imply the poverty rate from 15-25% but there are Muong Lat (Thanh Hoa province) and Ky Son (Nghe An province) have the poverty rate from 60-80%, both on the border line with Lao PDR.

This district map also reveal variation in the incidence of poverty in the Central Highlands and in the Mekong Delta that are hiden in the provincial map.
4. Conclusion
By using the technique called small-area estimation developed in Vietnam by Nick Minot, Bob Baulch and Michael Epprecht in collaboration with the Inter-Ministerial Poverty Mapping Task Force (2003), this study has updated the poverty map of Vietnam by the 2010 Vietnam Household Living Standard (VHLSS) and 33% sample of the 2009 Population and Housing Census, which takes 10 year far from the last.
With regard to the spatial patterns in the incidence of poverty, the findings can be summarized as follows:

· Poverty rate are highest in the Northern Midland and Mountain areas, along the border with China and Lao PDR, in the interior of the central coast, and the northen part of the Central Highlands.
· Poverty rate are intermediate in the two main deltas of Vietnam, the Red River Delta and the Mekong Delta

· Poverty rate are the lowest in the large urban area, particular Hanoi and Hochiminh City, and in the Southeast region.

· Urban poverty rate are consistently much lower than rural poverty rate.

· Poverty rate across districts vary widely.
Figure 2. Map of district level poverty rate (P0)
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� This paper was under Project number 85-08-KU “Economic Governance and Development in Vietnam and Mozambique”


� From  2009 , the country was divided into 6 regions: Red River Delta, Northern Midland and Mountain areas, North Central areas and central coastal areas, Central Highland, South East and Mekong River Delta.


� Summary from Nicholas Minot, Bob Baulch and Micheal Epprecht (2003), Poverty and Inequality in Vietnam.
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