The 2006 Basic Necessities Survey (BNS)
in
Can Loc District, Ha Tinh Province, Vietnam
A report by the 

Pro Poor Centre

[image: image1.png]G 4 BIENDONG
7 Canloc “EAST SEY
L s " ik oAy




Updated 19th July 2007
Contents

41. The 1997-9 Basic Necessities Surveys


52. The 2006 Basic Necessities Survey


52.1 The purpose


52.2 The method


5The sample


6The survey instrument


7The survey process


102.3 The results


101. Changes in people’s possessions


132. Changes in people’s expectations


143. People’s possessions compared to their expectations


164. Gender differences in expectations


175. Creating a Basic Necessities Score (BNSc) for individual households


171. Creating a weighting for each item on the BNS menu


182. Calculating the maximum possible BNSc


183. Calculating individual household scores as a percentage of this maximum score


216. Changes in the distribution of poverty


21Differences between households


23Differences between types of households


26Differences between and within Communes


277. Analysing the causes of the observed changes


27Case studies of extreme cases


282.4 Measurement issues


281. Comparisons with other measures of poverty


28Wealth ranking, as done by AAV in 1997/8


28Official head counts of poor households in 2006


30Self-defined poverty in 1998


31Self-defined poverty in 2006


32Implications for a head count measure of poverty


352. Menu issues


35What sort of menu is needed?


36What happens when the menu changes?


37Are there single items that can be used as proxy poverty indicators?


373. Future possible uses of the BNS


37Measuring the poverty status of villages, as well as households


38Measuring the performance of public services


394. A quick guide to the BNS method: A summary


39The virtues of the BNS


39The essential steps


42Annexes


42A. The use of similar methods in other countries


47B. A pro-forma survey questionairre


48C. A pro-forma Excel spreadsheet for data entry and analysis





	The Pro Poor Centre (PPC)

	“The PPC is a local Non-Governmental Organisation, established under Government Decree 177/NDCP of 22nd December 1999 and Decision 81/2004/QD-UB-NV of the Ha Tinh Provincial People’s Committee. PPC originated from the ActionAid Vietnam integrated rural development programme in Ha Tinh. The establishment of PPC was essential to link with other organizations and raise resources to help maintain and develop programmes which make a significant contribution to sustainable poverty eradication and community development.

Over the next 5 to 10 years, PPC’s mission is to become a leading local NGO known for its working approach and the positive impact of its programmes on the lives of poor people and poor communities.

Purpose: PPC operates on a non-profit basis, specialising in provision of technical services, consultancy and training in the field of development.

Target groups: Focus on the poor, especially on women, children, the handicapped, vulnerable groups and victims of agent orange.

Staff: 7 full time staff and 2 honorary members (Vice Director of Can Loc District People’s Committee and Vice Director of Women Union of Can Loc), dedicated and committed to their work, with experience and skills in management and implementation of poverty alleviation and community development programmes. Six of the 7 staff have 6-10 years experience of working for NGOs. In addition, our collaborators and volunteers have operated in many various fields.

Areas of activity:

· Promoting the funding of development activities by domestic and foreign individuals and organizations in accordance with PPC’s mission and Vietnamese law. Linking poor people and poor communities with donors.

· Implementation of integrated rural development programmes including: food security, social development, local management (microfinance, agricultural extension, irrigation, Water Users’ Associations, education, health, gender, HIV/AIDS, support for implementation of grassroots democracy), development of self-governing local institutions (clubs, inter-household groups, Water Users’ Associations, savings and credit groups, special interest groups).

· Development of community models for technology transfer.

· Consultancy, training, research, project monitoring and evaluation, auditing of development programmes.



	This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-Share Alike 3.0 License. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/3.0/ or send a letter to Creative Commons, 171 Second Street, Suite 300, San Francisco, California, 94105, USA.



1. The 1997-9 Basic Necessities Surveys
The Basic Necessities Survey was first used in Vietnam in August 1997, by the staff of ActionAid Vietnam (AAV), in Can Loc District, Ha Tinh Province. At that time AAV was working in seven communes within the district. Their interventions included irrigation canal development and management, integrated pest management, agricultural extension, veterinary services, savings and credit groups and health education. Three methods were proposed to measure changes in household status over time: Group Based Assessment of Change, a Basic Necessities Survey (BNS) and the results of annual surveys of households carried out by the Can Loc District People’s Committee. AAV had also previously made use of wealth ranking exercises to identify the relative well-being of households in the seven communes. The design of the BNS was developed by Dr Rick Davies, in association with William Smith, ActionAid Vietnam. The BNS design was a variation on a related method that had already been used in the United Kingdom (Frayman, 1991) and in Sweden (Hallerod, 1994)
.
The 1997 BNS methodology and results were subsequently documented in an AAV report, The Basic Necessities Survey: The Experience of ActionAid Vietnam, in 1998
. An explanation of the BNS method and a summary of the results was also presented and peer reviewed at an earlier meeting of the UK Development Studies “NGOs and Poverty” sub-group in July 1998
. Participants’ questions and criticisms were incorporated into, and responded to, in the 1998 AAV report.  
The BNS survey was carried out in three communes in 1997 (My Loc, Nhan Loc, Thuong Loc), a fourth commune in late 1998 (Son Loc) and a fifth commune in 1999 (Dong Loc). Both the original completed survey forms and digital copies of the data from those forms were retained by AAV in Can Loc. In 1999 the local staff of AAV in Can Loc established their own Vietnamese NGO, called the Pro Poor Centre (PPC). They took over the management of the AAV savings and credit scheme, which had been implemented in partnership with the Women’s Union. They have since undertaken other development programs with funding from other sources, as well as AAV. 

It was originally intended that the BNS survey be carried out again in five years time, to track long term changes in households’ wellbeing. Although AAV was still operational in Can Loc in 2001, a repeat BNS survey was not carried out. AAV’s interests had moved on to other new methods such as the Participatory Poverty Assessment (PPA), which was carried out in Ha Tinh in 1999
, and elsewhere in Vietnam by other agencies, with assistance from the World Bank. By 2004 ActionAidVietnam had ended their direct involvement in Ha Tinh province
. 
2. The 2006 Basic Necessities Survey

2.1 The purpose 
In 2006 the Ford Foundation agreed to fund the PPC to carry out a repeat of the 1997/8/9 BNS survey. A repeat survey was seen as a unique opportunity to capture a detailed picture of changes in rural poverty over a nine-year period in a situation of dynamic economic growth. It was unique because of the existence of previous survey data and the availability of a number of the same staff to carry out the survey nine years later. The repeat survey would also provide a learning opportunity for the other PPC staff who had not been involved nine years earlier. In addition, there was also a possibility of refining the method, and making it better known within Vietnam. The possibility of assessing the impact of various AAV development activities undertaken in the late 1990s was of interest, but a secondary concern. Data was available on which households had participated in AAV programs in 1997/98, but there was some doubt as to whether the impact of those programs would still be visible, given the scale of economic change in Vietnam over the last ten years.
The purpose of this report is to introduce the method, communicate the results of the 2006 repeat survey, and suggest some other potentially useful applications of the method.
	The Basic Necessities Survey (BNS) is an innovative method of measuring poverty which is:

· Simple to design and implement. The results are easy to analyse and easy to communicate to others 

· Democratic in the way that it identifies what poverty is and who is poor. 

· Rights based, in its emphasis on entitlement rather than needs or preferences




2.2 The method
The sample

Four communes were surveyed in August 2006. Their populations and the survey sample size are shown below, with comparison to the 1997-9 surveys

	Table 1: Sample size in relation to commune populations

	
	
	

	Commune
	1997-9
	2006

	
	Total HHs
	# HHs interviewed
	= sample size
	Total HHs
	# HHs interviewed
	= sample size

	My Loc (97)
	1386
	152
	11.0%
	1500
	152
	10.1%

	Nhan Loc (97)
	1340
	132
	9.8%
	1478
	132
	8.9%

	Thuong Loc (97)
	1291
	136
	10.5%
	1345
	136
	10.1%

	Son Loc (98)
	1385      
	176
	12.7%
	1744
	176
	10.1%

	Dong Loc (99)
	1092
	114
	10.4%
	---
	---
	---

	All
	
	710
	
	6,067
	596
	


In 1997-9 households were sampled from every village in each commune. Within each village AAV already had a list of households, and these had already been wealth ranked into three groups (“poorer”, “middle”, “richer”). Households were randomly sampled from each group, in proportion to their number. 

In 2006 PPC staff sought contact with all the households interviewed in the My Loc, Nhan Loc, Thuong Loc, and Son Loc communes in 1997/8
. Of the 596 original households contact was made with 560. Information on the whereabouts of the remaining 36 was collected from neighbours and commune officials. Replacement households were found by seeking households who were reportedly of similar status in 1997/8. It should be noted here that the PPC still has the original village level wealth ranking data on all the households in each of the communes, from 1997/8.
In the 1997 interviews 63% were conducted primarily with women and 37% primarily with men, though in many of the interviews both husband and wife were present and participating in the exercise. In Son Loc in 1998 60% were women, 23% were with men, and 17% with both. In the 2006 interviews 64% were with women, 29% with men, 4% with both, and 3% unrecorded.
The 1997 survey was carried out by five AAV field staff (4 female and 1 male) over a period from August to October
. The 2006 survey was carried out in June and July, by 6 PPC staff (5 female, 1 male), two of whom had participated in the 1997 survey.
The survey instrument

The survey instrument was a one page questionnaire, used by the interviewer, in interviews with respondents. The format used was very similar to the one used in 1997-99. The questionnaire had four parts, each of which is explained below:

· Interviewer identifiers
· Respondent identifiers

· The Basic Necessities menu

· The respondent’s own view on their poverty status.

Interviewer identifiers: This section included the name of the interviewer, the date of the interview and the name of village and commune where the interview took place.
Respondent identifiers: This section included the name and age of the respondent. In practice names of both husband and wife were recorded, as well as which was the respondent in the interview. The sex of the respondent was subsequently entered in the Excel database of the interview results.
The Basic Necessities menu: This section included a list of things and events that some respondents might think were basic necessities. Items included material possessions (such as having a rice chest or radio), and activities (such as children studying up to level 2 school). Note that the list was a menu, which deliberately included some items that many people might not think were basic necessities, such as having a television. The contents of the menu are described below.
There were two associated questions:

· Which of these items do you think are basic necessities? Interviewers explained that basic necessities were items “that everyone should be able to have and no one should have to do without” 

· Which of these items does your household have?

Note that the first question is not about the respondent’s personal needs or preferences, but about the public as a whole, about what they are entitled to.  Notes also that the items can be events or physical things. The minimal requirement is that they can be observed as being present or absent with some degree of reliability across respondents. 
The respondent’s self assessment: At the end of the interview the respondent was asked “Compared to other households in this commune, do you think your household is poor, or not poor?”  This question was new, it had not been asked in 1997/8/9.
	Improvements that could be made next time

	While the BNS survey form has probably set a world record for brevity, it would be better in future to include two extra pages:

· A Guidance page for the interviewer, including an explanation of the purpose of the survey, and the exact wording to be used for the most important questions (which of the items were seen as basic necessities [items that everybody should be able to have and that no one should have to go without]; and whether the household considered that it is poor)

· A Notes page, leaving space for the interviewer to note down any observations about how the interview went, any gaps or inconsistencies in answers, or ways the interview process could be improved.


The survey process

April 2006: Questionnaire design. The contents of the 1997 BNS menu were revised through a group discussion amongst PPC staff and Rick Davies. Ten new items were added to the menu. These were:
	· 1 hour of physical exercise per day

· Telephone

· Holiday once a year

· Watch TV 3 hours per day

· Electric rice cooker


	· Water pump

· All children studying up to secondary level
· Gas cooker

· Fridge

· High yield crop & animal breeds


Some of these items did no appear on face value as likely to be seen as basic necessities by the survey respondents. However it was intended that the menu should be diverse in its contents, in order to allow for unexpected views.

April 2006: Pre-test of revised menu. A brief pre-test was carried out of the expanded menu, with 12 households of different wealth rank status
. Three old items were then removed, to help reduce the length of the new menu. Two items (electric light, children studying to level 2) because they did not discriminate between households: almost all households thought they were a necessity and almost all had them. One other item was removed for reasons that were not well documented at the time
.

The 1997/98 menu items that were retained were:
	· Stone built house

· Motorbike

· Thick blanket

· A new set of clothes each year

· Table and chairs made of good wood

· Bicycle

· Electric fan

· Well with well head

· TV

· Watch

· Toilet - built of stone

· Bathroom
	· 1 sao of land per person

· Buffalo or cow

· Radio

· Access to VBA
 loans

· Wooden rice chest

· Concrete rice drying yard

· Pesticide pump

· Livestock vaccination

· Two compartment wooden wardrobe

· 3 meals a day

· Meat once a week




May 2006: Updating of the household list. All the households interviewed in 1997/98 were listed. This list was then checked against Commune records to identify any missing households, to add in spouse names not collected in the 1997/98 survey, and to update information on which households were still members of the savings and credit scheme. New households were sought to replace the 36 missing households (6%). These were matched for their 1997/98 wealth ranking status, according to PPC records. Information was also sought on what had happened to the missing households. This is summarised in section 2.3 below.
June 2006: Staff training and survey plan. A one day training event was held for the six staff that would do the interviews. A plan was made detailing the households to be visited in each village, who would help find them, who would interview them and when the interview would take place. The survey plan was then sent to the respective Commune project management units for their information, and for their help within informing and finding the households.

June – July 2006: Household interviews. Six PPC staff each interviewed between five and six households per day. Where no adult household members were absent repeat visits were made. Interviews took an average of one hour, including introductions. In exceptional cases, such as with old household heads interviews took up to two hours. At the end of each day completed questionnaires were brought back to the PPC office, and checked against the list of people who it was planned should be interviewed that day. A review meeting was held after the first day of interviews to go over: how to introduce oneself, how to put forward the questions, and how to ensure people understand each question. And to make sure all questions were being answered, including the additional question concerning self-assessment of poverty status. 
Households were interviewed in one commune at a time. The questionnaires were checked for errors and omissions at the end of the completion of each commune. These included missing interview dates, not being clear who of the two listed names was the respondent, and in some cases the wrong households being interviewed because of confusion over names. Some other households were missing because they were absent during the survey period. An extra week was spent following up on such errors and omissions at the end of the survey process.

August 2006: Data entry: One PPC staff member was responsible for data entry. This process took two weeks, because of other intermittent work demands. A quality control check was subsequently done on 5% of the survey forms by Rick Davies. This covered 1,967 data entries, and found only 3 mistakes
.
September 2006: Data analysis. The BNS survey data for 2006 and 1997/98 was initially analysed by Rick Davies and then discussed with the PPC team. One concern that was discussed was whether any of the findings were measurement artefacts, rather than real developments. Another was identification of possible reasons for some of the changes noticed between the 1997/98 and 2006 surveys.
September 2006: Case studies. The analysis of the survey data showed that some households had changed substantially (some getting less poor and some getting more poor) and others had not changed at all (who were previously poor and who were previously not poor). It was decided to do short case studies of ten households fitting each of these descriptions, in order to understand something of the mechanism that might be behind the changes (or lack thereof). 
September 2006: Feedback workshop: A workshop was held in PPC’s offices in Can Loc town which was attended by officials from the four surveyed communes, a representative from the Can Loc District PPC, and people from some of the surveyed households. A PowerPoint presentation was given by PPC summarising the results shown in section 2.3 of this report. This was followed by a discussion of those results. 
October 2006: Further data collection: Following the workshop it was decided to collect further data from other sources that would help add value to the survey findings. Of particular interest was the identification of individual households in the 2006 BNS sample who were also identified as poor by the annual local government survey of households. Other information already on hand needed further clarification, including the reasons why some 1997/98 households could not be found, and government figures on poverty levels in the sample communes in 1997/98 and 2006.

December 2006: Further analysis and report writing. This report and an associated PowerPoint presentation were prepared for a public workshop on the 2006 BNS survey in February 2006. In parallel, a simple webpage on the BNS method was set up within the MandE NEWS website at www.mande.co.uk/BNS.htm. This will be used to disseminate information about the use of the BNS method. 
Please note that while this process took from April to December this was not because it was an immensely time consuming process. It was because the PPC staff involved were also responsible for the implementation of their ongoing program during this period.

	Improvements that could be made next time

	· Use a focus group with a more diverse mix of people to develop a draft menu of items for the BNS survey. Not just NGO staff and the consultant.
· Trial the use of a card sorting exercise instead of using a questionnaire checklist. Respondents could be asked to sort cards (with one item named on each card) into two piles: basic necessities and not basic necessities, then into a new set of two piles: have these items and do not have these items. This may be quicker than using a checklist where every item has to be read out, one at a time.

· Do error checking of completed questionnaires at the end of every day if possible, or at least at the end of each at week if not (remembering that the supervisor was also doing interviews herself).
· Provide more structured guidance on the desired contents of the case studies.


2.3 The results

1. Changes in people’s possessions

Table 2 below shows changes in the proportion of households reporting that they had various items on the BNS menu in 1997/8 and 2006. It only shows those menu items that were included in both surveys (23 items). 

Two types of change are of interest. Firstly, some items which only a minority possessed in 1997/8 were possessed by the majority in 2006. Most notably:

· Television
· Motorbike

· Bathrooms

· Toilets

· Access to Vietnam Bank for Agriculture (VBA) loans

Secondly, some items were more widely possessed in 1997/8 than they were in 2006. They were:
· 1 sao of land per person

· A stone built house

· A radio

The explanations
 given for the reduction in ownership of 1 sao of land” was that people are now not as dependent on agriculture for their livelihood as in the past. While this appears to be true (see below), it may or may not be a voluntary development. It may be combination of pressure (e.g. more family members dependent on the same amount of land) and opportunity (e.g. urban employment). The influences at work here would be useful to explore.
	       Table 2: Changes in possessions 1997/8 to 2006

	[image: image2.emf] 

Items

1997/8 2006 Change

TV 24.5% 71.6% 47.1%

Motorbike 6.7% 47.3% 40.6%

Bathroom 16.9% 56.5% 39.6%

Toilet - built of stone 34.4% 68.1% 33.7%

Livestock vaccination 60.7% 92.1% 31.4%

Watch 48.7% 74.2% 25.5%

Access to VBA loans 41.9% 65.8% 23.8%

Meat once a week 51.3% 74.3% 23.0%

Pesticide pump 52.3% 74.8% 22.5%

Electric fan 73.7% 96.0% 22.3%

Well with well head 72.5% 89.3% 16.8%

Thick blanket 78.4% 94.0% 15.6%

3 meals a day 83.4% 96.0% 12.6%

Two compartment wooden wardrobe 21.8% 33.9% 12.1%

A new set of clothes each year 68.3% 73.5% 5.2%

Concrete rice drying yard 89.8% 94.8% 5.0%

Table and chairs made of good wood 28.0% 32.7% 4.7%

Wooden rice chest 89.4% 90.4% 1.0%

Bicycle 92.6% 93.0% 0.3%

Buffalo or cow 82.7% 82.4% -0.3%

Radio 36.6% 26.7% -9.9%

Stone built house 70.8% 58.6% -12.2%

1 sao of land per person 91.3% 69.6% -21.6%

Number of respondents 596 596

Average change in possessions 14.7%

% of all respondents who 

had these items in




The reduction in the percentage of households living in a “stone built house” was surprising. It was explained by PPC as a reflection of changing expectations. In the past a stone built house was aspired to, but now people are expecting something better (and that better type of house was not included in the menu). After questions about what the term meant, PPC staff described a stone built house as

· Having a use area of less than 30m2

· Cannot be used for a long period of time

· Must be relocated in the event of a storm 11 level upwards

· A very basic rudimentary brick-and-cement house 

· Average outward appearance

In contrast, they described “a permanent building “as

· Having a use area of at least 30m2

· Can be used for a long period of time without the need to be re-built

· Having no leaks in the roof despite heavy rains

· Well shielded from storms at least level 11 upwards 

· Relatively nice outward appearance.
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	A “stone built house”
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	Better than a “stone built house”


The reduction in ownership of radios was explained in similar terms: something better was now within reach of many people.  PPC staff explained that (as evident above) many people these days had televisions, so radios were no longer seen as an essential means of finding out what was happening in the wide world. 

2. Changes in people’s expectations

	        Table 3: Changes in expectations 1997/8 to 2006

	[image: image5.emf]Items

1997/8 2006 Change

TV 25.5% 74.0% 48.5%

Motorbike 8.7% 55.7% 47.0%

Watch 50.2% 80.5% 30.4%

Two compartment wooden wardrobe 21.6% 43.6% 22.0%

Bathroom 73.3% 92.6% 19.3%

Meat once a week 82.0% 94.0% 11.9%

Stone built house 76.8% 88.6% 11.7%

Electric fan 87.2% 98.8% 11.6%

Table and chairs made of good wood 46.3% 56.4% 10.1%

Access to VBA loans 78.0% 85.7% 7.7%

Toilet - built of stone 91.1% 97.5% 6.4%

Livestock vaccination 93.3% 95.5% 2.2%

Well with well head 97.8% 99.2% 1.3%

Concrete rice drying yard 98.2% 99.3% 1.2%

A new set of clothes each year 92.6% 93.3% 0.7%

3 meals a day 98.3% 98.8% 0.5%

Thick blanket 98.7% 99.2% 0.5%

Pesticide pump 95.6% 94.8% -0.8%

Bicycle 98.0% 95.5% -2.5%

Wooden rice chest 98.2% 94.6% -3.5%

Buffalo or cow 98.7% 93.6% -5.0%

1 sao of land per person 99.7% 89.1% -10.6%

Radio 36.2% 23.2% -13.1%

Number of respondents 596 596

Average change in expectations 8.6%

% of all respondents who 

said these items are 

necessities in




As with Table 2, two types of change can be noted. The first is that some items which only a minority thought were basic necessities in 1997/8 were now seen as basic necessities by the majority. Most notably:

· Television

· Motorbike

· Two compartment wooden wardrobe
· Table and chairs made of good wood

And so were five of the ten new items added to the 2006 menu (not shown above):
· Watch TV 3 hours per day


· Electric rice cooker


· Water pump

· All children studying up to secondary level (Level 3)
· High yield crop & animal breeds
The second notable change is that some items that were widely seen as basic necessities in 1997/8 are now less so. They were:

· Radio

· 1 sao of land per person

· Buffalo or cow
· Wooden rice chest
· Bicycle
Two of these reflect the arrival of better products (television versus radio and motorbikes versus bicycles). The other three reflect what was reported as reduced dependence on agriculture for livelihoods.
The “average change” figures shown at the bottom of tables 1 and 2 provide us with a wider overview. Expectations have gone up, but possessions have gone up even further. It is likely that people felt less poor in 2006 than they did in 1997/8. By contrast, in Britain, between 1980 and 1990 people’s expectations rose higher than their actual possessions
.
3. People’s possessions compared to their expectations

Table 4 below compares people’s expectations and possessions in 2006, using the full menu of 33 items used in the 2006 BNS. This table can be analysed in a number of ways. Firstly, by simply noting what items show the biggest gap between expectations and possessions. This information could be used in two ways. Firstly by development agencies trying to address commonly felt needs
, which are not being met. High yield animal and crop breeds tops the list on this menu. If the BNS was being used as part of a needs assessment, other potential development needs could have been included on the menu. Secondly, by companies trying to find markets for their products. Bathrooms and toilets may not be as glamorous and visible as motorbikes, but there is a wider and more unmet need here.
	Table 4: Possessions and expectations in 2006
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This is a 

basic 

necessity

They have 

these items

Differences

High yield crop & animal breeds 95.30% 52.0% -43.3%

All children studying up to secondary level (3) 91.61% 53.0% -38.6%

Bathroom 92.6% 56.5% -36.1%

Water pump 69.97% 39.4% -30.5%

Stone built house 88.6% 58.6% -30.0%

Toilet - built of stone 97.5% 68.1% -29.4%

Table and chairs made of good wood 56.4% 32.7% -23.7%

1 hour of physical exercise per day 42.28% 22.0% -20.3%

Pesticide pump 94.8% 74.8% -20.0%

Access to VBA loans 85.7% 65.8% -20.0%

A new set of clothes each year 93.3% 73.5% -19.8%

Meat once a week 94.0% 74.3% -19.6%

1 sao of land per person 89.1% 69.6% -19.5%

Telephone 26.34% 10.7% -15.6%

Electric rice cooker 66.61% 54.4% -12.2%

Holiday once a year 17.95% 6.4% -11.6%

Buffalo or cow 93.6% 82.4% -11.2%

Watch TV 3 hours per day 85.40% 75.3% -10.1%

Well with well head 99.2% 89.3% -9.9%

Two compartment wooden wardrobe 43.6% 33.9% -9.7%

Motorbike 55.7% 47.3% -8.4%

Watch 80.5% 74.2% -6.4%

Thick blanket 99.2% 94.0% -5.2%

Concrete rice drying yard 99.3% 94.8% -4.5%

Fridge 8.05% 3.5% -4.5%

Gas cooker 15.60% 11.2% -4.4%

Wooden rice chest 94.6% 90.4% -4.2%

Livestock vaccination 95.5% 92.1% -3.4%

Electric fan 98.8% 96.0% -2.9%

3 meals a day 98.8% 96.0% -2.9%

Bicycle 95.5% 93.0% -2.5%

TV 74.0% 71.6% -2.3%

Radio 23.2% 26.7% 3.5%

Number of respondents 596 596

Average difference -14.5%

% of respondents who say




Yellow items: new items added in the 2006 BNS
The relationship between the list of expectations and possessions can also be summarised in a two x two matrix, as shown below.  It would be useful to find, possibly via focus groups, if there were any other items not in the BNS menu, which might belong to the high expectation-low possession category. If there are, this would represent a weakness in the menu design that needs attention the next time it is used.

	
	High possession (>50%)
	Low possession (<50%)

	High expectations (>50%)
	23 items
	0 items

	Low expectations (<50%)
	3 items
	7 items


As with the tables above, the results can also be summarised by looking at the average difference between all the menu items, this time between expectation and possession.
The average gap between expectations and possessions in 2006 was 14.5%
. When the shorter 23 item menu is used (which is the same as that used in 1997/8) the average gap is somewhat less, at 12.5%. This contrasts with an average gap of 19% in the 1997/8 BNS.  So while, expectations have been rising, the gap between expectations and possessions has reduced. 

4. Gender differences in expectations

It is possible that men and women might have different views about what are basic necessities. But if there are differences, this could mean that the results of the BNS are vulnerable to chance, to whoever happened to be the respondent in the BNS.  Sixty three percent of the 2006 respondents were women. On the other hand, recognising gender differences would be helpful, if the BNS was being used as part of a needs assessment.
The 2006 BNS results were differentiated by gender of respondents and are shown below.  Overall there was a very high correlation between the views of men and women (r=0.99). This was especially so with items that most people saw as basic necessities. It was less so with the other items, where opinions were divided, both amongst men and amongst women. It is possible that with items that are commonly seen as luxuries (and not yet included in the BNS) that gender differences might be more pronounced.
It is interesting, but possibly not statistically significant, that women gave more importance to three items that were relevant to income earning (a buffalo, 1 sao of land, and access to loans), whereas men gave more importance to three items that were more recreational in focus (a television, watching television for three hours, and a radio).

	Figure 1: Gender differences in views of basic necessities
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5. Creating a Basic Necessities Score (BNSc) for individual households
There are three simple steps to this process:

1. Creating a weighting for each item on the BNS menu

2. Calculating the maximum possible BNSc 

3. Calculating individual household scores as a percentage of this maximum score

These steps are described in detail below, and an example is shown in the two tables that follow.

1. Creating a weighting for each item on the BNS menu

The percentage of households who say an item is a basic necessity is used as the weighting for that item. However, if that percentage is less than 50%, then the weighting is converted to 0. The rationale here is that basic necessities are being defined democratically. If the majority of respondents say an item is a basic necessity, then it is a basic necessity.  This rational has two foundations. The first is normative, that it is morally appropriate to allow people themselves to define what basic necessities are, what they think “that everyone should be able to have, and nobody should have to go without”. And that a majority “vote” is appropriate. The second is pragmatic, that if most people think an item is a basic necessity, then they will view those lacking this item as poor, and this will affect their responses to those people (e.g. sympathy, disdain, etc). It will have social and economic consequences. Therefore it should be attended to.
2. Calculating the maximum possible BNSc 

The weightings for each of the items on the BNS menu are added up, to create a maximum possible raw score, which a household might have, if it reported that it had all the items on the menu. Remember that where less than 50% of the respondents said an item was a basic necessity then that item will have a zero weighting and thus in effect not be counted.
3. Calculating individual household scores as a percentage of this maximum score

A raw score is calculated by adding up the weightings for all the items the household says it has. This raw score is then converted to a percentage of the maximum possible score (already calculated above). That percentage value is the household’s BNSc. A household with very few items will have a low BNSc. They will be relatively poor. A household with many items, especially those with high weightings, will be seen as relatively less poor.   
[See table example next page]
	     Table 5: Steps 1 and 2 in calculating the BNSc
· Creating a weighting for each item on the BNS menu 
· Calculating the maximum possible BNSc

	[image: image8.emf]No. of respondents % of respondents Weighting

who consider this who consider this for all basic

item a basic item a basic necessities

BNS Items necessity necessity

Stone built house 528 88.6% 0.886

Motorbike 332 55.7% 0.557

Thick blanket 591 99.2% 0.992

A new set of clothes each year 556 93.3% 0.933

Table and chairs made of good wood 336 56.4% 0.564

Bicycle 569 95.5% 0.955

Electric fan 589 98.8% 0.988

Well with well head 591 99.2% 0.992

TV 441 74.0% 0.740

Watch 480 80.5% 0.805

Toilet - built of stone 581 97.5% 0.975

Bathroom 552 92.6% 0.926

1 sao of land per person 531 89.1% 0.891

Buffalo or cow 558 93.6% 0.936

Radio 138 23.2% 0.000

Access to VBA loans 511 85.7% 0.857

Wooden rice chest 564 94.6% 0.946

Concrete rice drying yard 592 99.3% 0.993

Pesticide pump 565 94.8% 0.948

Livestock vaccination 569 95.5% 0.955

Two compartment wooden wardrobe 260 43.6% 0.000

3 meals a day 589 98.8% 0.988

Meat once a week 560 94.0% 0.940

1 hour of physical exercise per day 252 42.3% 0.000

Telephone 157 26.3% 0.000

Holiday once a year 107 18.0% 0.000

Watch TV 3 hours per day 509 85.4% 0.854

Electric rice cooker 397 66.6% 0.666

Water pump 417 70.0% 0.700

All children studying up to secondary level (3) 546 91.6% 0.916

Gas cooker 93 15.6% 0.000

Fridge 48 8.1% 0.000

High yield crop & animal breeds 568 95.3% 0.953

Total number of respondents 596

Maximum score =  22.86



	· Give a weighting to each item on the menu (3rd column). This equals the percentage of people who say that item is a basic necessity (2nd column), if more than 50% say so. Or zero if less than 50% say it is a necessity

· Add up all the weightings to create a maximum possible raw score (where an imagined household has all the items on the menu)


	     Table 6: Step 3 in calculating the BNSc

· Calculating individual household scores as a percentage of this maximum score

	[image: image9.emf]No. of respondents % of respondents Weighting

who consider this who consider this for all basic

item a basic item a basic necessities

BNS Items necessity necessity

Stone built house 528 88.6% 0.886 0 0.000

Motorbike 332 55.7% 0.557 0 0.000

Thick blanket 591 99.2% 0.992 1 0.992

A new set of clothes each year 556 93.3% 0.933 0 0.000

Table and chairs made of good wood 336 56.4% 0.564 0 0.000

Bicycle 569 95.5% 0.955 1 0.955

Electric fan 589 98.8% 0.988 1 0.988

Well with well head 591 99.2% 0.992 1 0.992

TV 441 74.0% 0.740 0 0.000

Watch 480 80.5% 0.805 0 0.000

Toilet - built of stone 581 97.5% 0.975 1 0.975

Bathroom 552 92.6% 0.926 1 0.926

1 sao of land per person 531 89.1% 0.891 1 0.891

Buffalo or cow 558 93.6% 0.936 1 0.936

Radio 138 23.2% 0.000 0 0.000

Access to VBA loans 511 85.7% 0.857 1 0.857

Wooden rice chest 564 94.6% 0.946 1 0.946

Concrete rice drying yard 592 99.3% 0.993 1 0.993

Pesticide pump 565 94.8% 0.948 1 0.948

Livestock vaccination 569 95.5% 0.955 1 0.955

Two compartment wooden wardrobe 260 43.6% 0.000 0 0.000

3 meals a day 589 98.8% 0.988 1 0.988

Meat once a week 560 94.0% 0.940 0 0.000

1 hour of physical exercise per day 252 42.3% 0.000 0 0.000

Telephone 157 26.3% 0.000 0 0.000

Holiday once a year 107 18.0% 0.000 0 0.000

Watch TV 3 hours per day 509 85.4% 0.854 0 0.000

Electric rice cooker 397 66.6% 0.666 0 0.000

Water pump 417 70.0% 0.700 0 0.000

All children studying up to secondary level (3) 546 91.6% 0.916 0 0.000

Gas cooker 93 15.6% 0.000 0 0.000

Fridge 48 8.1% 0.000 0 0.000

High yield crop & animal breeds 568 95.3% 0.953 1 0.953

Total number of respondents 596

A Maximum score =  22.86

B Total of all weighted items possed by this household 14.295

B divided by A, and expressed as a percentage 62.55%

Their 

weighting

The items 

household A 

has 



	· In the 5th column, give a weighting to all the items the household says they have (4th column), based on the weightings in the 3rd column.
· Add up all the household’s weightings, to create their raw score (row B)

· Convert this raw score into a percentage of the maximum possible raw score (row A)


6. Changes in the distribution of poverty 
Using the BNS data, the distribution of poverty can be analysed at two levels
: 

· Household

· Villages and Communes

Differences between households

	Figure 2: BN scores for households in four Can Loc communes in 2006
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This graph shows the distribution of BN scores using the common menu items only. The average BN score was 77.8%, and 73.8% when the full 2006 menu was used (including 10 new items)
. The graph shows the distribution of households with different degrees of poverty (i.e. their “depth of poverty”). It does not show the number of households who are poor versus not poor. In other words it does not provide a “headcount” measure of poverty. How this can be provided is discussed further in section 2.3.7 below.
The slope of the line can be seen as an indication of the degree of inequality amongst the surveyed households, in terms of their possession of basic necessities
. A very flat line is indicative of relative equality, whereas a very steep or near vertical line is indicative of substantial inequality. This aspect of the distribution of poverty can be captured statistically by measuring the Standard Deviation (SD) of the BNS scores
.
	Figure 3: BNS scores for households in four Can Loc communes in 1997/8 & 2006
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This graph shows an overall decrease in the depth of poverty amounts the surveyed households. The average BNS score in 1997/8 was 68.5%, versus 77.8% in 2006. There has also been a small reduction in inequality, in terms of possession of basic necessities. The 2006 line is a little flatter and the SD has fallen from 0.20 to 0.17
  
What this graph does not show is what has happened to individual households between 1997/8 and 2006. A household shown by a point in the 2006 distribution is not necessarily the same as the household immediately below it in the 1997/8 distribution. 
In Figure 4 below, the 2006 households shown as pink squares are the same as those shown in the 1997/8 distribution immediately above or below it (blue line). Here we can see that since 1997/8 many households have become less poor (see those above the 1997/8 distribution), but a significant number have also become poorer (see those below the 1997/8 distribution). 69% of households improved, an average of 15% BNS score points. But 27% of households worsened, an average of 9% BNS score points.  What we do not know is whether that is quite a recent, and perhaps transitory development, for households at a certain stage of their life cycle, or whether this reflects a more enduring impoverishment. 
	Figure 4: Household changes in BNS scores between 1997/98 and 2006
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Differences between types of households 
Thirty six of the 596 households could no longer be found in 2006.  Discussions with neighbours and commune officials helped identify what had happened to those households. The main causes of absence were migration (62%) and death (23%)
.  Their average 1997/8 BNS score was 64.3%, somewhat below the average for the whole sample of households (68.5%)
The 1997/8 BNS data included information on which households were members of AAV savings and credit schemes, and which were direct beneficiaries of AAV assisted irrigation developments (in My Loc commune only).  The 1997/8 BNS scores of these groups were as shown below. The average BN score for members of S&C groups was substantially below that of non-members, in all four communes. This consistent with AAV’s policy at the time, which was to target low income households.
	Table 8: 1997/8 BN scores for Savings and Credit groups, versus others

	
	My Loc
	Nhan Loc
	Son Loc
	Th​uong Loc
	All

	S&C members – average BN score
	47.36%
	53.46%
	51.23%
	46.12%
	49.40%

	Others – average BN score
	69.77%
	75.95%
	77.60%
	75.02%
	74.67%

	S&C - # of households
	39
	28
	44
	35
	146

	Others - # of households
	113
	104
	132
	101
	450


Following the 1997/8 BNS efforts were made by AAV, then PPC, to expand access to the savings and credit groups. By 2006 43% of the sampled households were members, versus 24% in 1997/8. In 2006 there four different groups of households could be identified, on the basis of their membership of savings and credit groups:
· Long term members: from 1997/8 to 2006

· Ex-members: who left after 1997/8

· New members: who joined after 1997/8

· Never members: who never joined, either before or after 1997/8

Table 9 below compares the BN scores for these two groups in 1997/8 and 2006

	Table 9: Changes in BN scores for different categories of savings and credit group members, between 19978/ and 2006

	
	BN score in 1997/8
	BN score in 2006
	Change

	Never members

N = 259
	74%
	78%

	+ 4

	New members

N = 191
	76%
	83%
	+ 7

	Ex-members

N = 73
	46%
	65%
	+ 19

	Long term members

N = 73
	53%
	74%
	+ 21

	All
	68%
	78%
	+ 10


The biggest change was in long term members (21 percentage points), then new members and ex-members and new members (7 -19 percentage points), then never members (4 percentage points). The association between savings and credit membership and changes in BN scores could be tested further by comparing the BN scores of new and ex-members with different durations of membership. While this is a positive finding, it is the case that the long term members still were still 4 points below average in their poverty status in 2006 (74% vs. 78%). 

The association between membership status and improvement in BN scores may or may not reflect the impact of the savings and credit groups. Poor households in 1997/8 may have been mainly young households, and the change over the last nine years in the BN scores may reflect a common process of wealth accumulation in a maturing household. 

Table 10 below 
highlights what a transition from a 53% to 74% BNS score looks like, in terms of changes in possessions.  
	Table 10: Differences in necessities possessed by households

	
	BNS of 53% or less
	BNS of 74% or less
	Difference: 

	Item
	% of households having the item
	% of households having the item 
	% of households

	Pesticide pump

TV


Bicycle


Meat once a week

Stone built house

A new set of clothes each year

Buffalo or cow


Watch


Wooden rice chest


Access to VBA loans


Livestock vaccination


Thick blanket


Toilet - built of stone


3 meals a day


Electric fan


Bathroom


Motorbike


Well with well head


Concrete rice drying yard


Two compartment wooden wardrobe


Radio


1 sao of land per person


Table and chairs made of good wood
	23%

18%

56%

20%

10%

21%

44%

23%

59%

39%

64%

66%

15%

72%

72%

8%

8%

62%

75%

2%
10%

43%

5%
	48%

43%

81%

41%

30%

42%

65%

42%

77%

57%

81%

82%

31%

88%

88%

22%

21%

73%

85%

10%
17%

49%

10%
	25.49%

25.20%

24.99%

20.95%

20.37%

20.36%

20.32%

19.24%

17.55%

17.43%

17.32%

16.72%

16.50%

15.89%

15.37%

13.68%

12.64%

11.14%

10.01%

8.78%
7.35%

6.86%

5.50%


Differences between and within Communes

The average household BNS scores have been calculated for each of the four surveyed communes and are shown below.
	Table 11: BNS scores by commune

	Commune
	1997/8
	2006
	Change
	N=

	My Loc
	64.0%
	75.1%
	11.10%
	152

	Nhan Loc
	71.2%
	76.7%
	5.50%
	132

	Son Loc
	71.0%
	80.6%
	9.60%
	176

	Thuong Loc
	67.6%
	78.3%
	10.70%
	136

	Average
	68.5%
	77.8%
	9.30%
	596

	Range
	7.2
	5.5
	 
	


Three trends can be seen in this table:

· The average depth of poverty has decreased since 1997/8 in all four communes 

· Differences between communes (in BNS scores), have decreased since 1997/8 

· The relative status of three of the four communes has changed, but My Loc has remained the poorest

In Table 12 below we can see that inequality (in terms of basic necessities) has declined in three of the four communes. Inequality is being measured here by the Standard Deviation (SD), a simple measure showing the extent to which measurements are concentrated around the mean (a low SD), versus widely ranging (a high SD)
	Table 12: Changes in inequality between communes

	Commune
	1997/8
	2006
	Change

	My Loc
	0.20
	0.16
	-0.03

	Nhan Loc
	0.17
	0.20
	0.03

	Son Loc
	0.20
	0.16
	-0.04

	Thuong Loc
	0.22
	0.17
	-0.05

	Average
	0.20
	0.17
	


Some analysis has also been made of changes in BNS scores at the village level, within My Loc commune (the poorest of the four communes). Here there were improvements in all villages, between 1997/8 and 2006, but with some villages improving more dramatically than others.

	Table 13: Changes in inequality between villages within My Loc commune

	Village
	1997 BNS
	2006 BNS
	Change
	N=

	Do Hanh
	67.6%
	73.5%
	6.0%
	36

	Dai Dong
	51.1%
	72.1%
	21.0%
	21

	Nhat Tan
	70.5%
	77.8%
	7.3%
	27

	Son Thuy
	66.1%
	74.4%
	8.4%
	24

	Thai Ha 1
	56.7%
	74.4%
	17.7%
	14

	Thai Ha 2
	71.5%
	80.8%
	9.3%
	10

	Trai Tieu
	61.3%
	76.1%
	14.8%
	20

	Average
	64.0%
	75.1%
	
	

	Range
	20.42%
	8.79%
	
	


7. Analysing the causes of the observed changes

Case studies of extreme cases

The 1997/8 and 2006 BN surveys have produced information on changes in the poverty status of individual households, and of categories of households. But the survey tells us nothing about the causes of those changes. At best, a cross-tabulation of the BN scores of the households who participated in a  development activity ands those who did not, before hand in 1997/8 and afterwards in 2006, could give a statistically significant association which might point to a causal link. At this stage we do not have enough information on respondents participation in development activities during the 1997/8 to 2006 period that would enable use to find any such association.

With or without such a cross tabulation, case studies of interviewed households could help generate ideas about the possible causes of changes in households’ poverty status, and their lack of change. Especially of contrasting cases, such as:

· Poor households that became better off

· Poor households that did not change

· Better off households that became poorer

· Better off households that did not change

Those hypotheses then need to be brought together in a package that explains some of the changes measured, and by their absence, where those changes have not happened.

2.4 Measurement issues

1. Comparisons with other measures of poverty

The BN score can be compared to five other measures of poverty in Can Loc:

· Wealth ranking of households, undertaken by AAV in the year before the 1997/8 BNS
· One Government of Vietnam measure: the annual “headcount” of numbers of poor households in each commune

· Two other measures from within the BNS survey, reflecting self-assessments of one’s own poverty status
Wealth ranking, as done by AAV in 1997/8
All households interviewed in 1997/98 had already had wealth rank status (“Richer”, Middle”, “Poorer”) as a result of a series of village level wealth ranking exercises, that were carried out annually. The 1997 and 1998 BN scores for these different groups in the four communes were as follows:

	Table 14: BN scores of three wealth ranking groups

	
	My Loc
	Nhan Loc
	Thuong Loc
	Son Loc

	“Richer”


	84%
	86%
	84%
	86%

	“Middle” 


	68%
	75%
	76%
	75%

	“Poorer”


	51%
	58%
	50%
	50%


A chi-square test was done on the numbers of respondents in each of the cells of this table to test the significance of the relationship between the two measures. The results were statistically significant at the 0.001 level
.
Official head counts of poor households in 2006

These are carried out by Commune officials each year, applying poverty criteria defined by MOLISA. In 1997 the criteria were
:
· Hungry household: is a household, which has income, per capita below 13 kg of rice equal to 45,000 dong (VND).

· Poor household: There are defined differently for each of three regions, which have the income criteria which varied by type of location. The criteria that applied to Ha Tinh province were: Below 15 kg per month of rice equal to 55,000 (VND) in the mountainous countryside and islands.

These criteria have changed over time, making analysis of changes of numbers of households in poverty in a given location difficult. In 2006 the criteria for defining poor households was a monthly income of less than VND 200,000 per person per month.  
In 2006 the numbers and percentage of households officially described as poor in the four communes was as shown in Table 15
:
	Table 15: Incidence of poverty in 2006, according to the official definition, within the whole communes

	Communes
	# of households
	% of households who are poor

	Son Loc
	1744
	43.2%

	My Loc
	1500
	39.8%

	Nhan Loc
	1478
	38.1%

	Thuong Loc
	1345
	41.0%


Following the 2006 BNS, PPC staff identified all those households within the survey sample who had been identified as poor using MOLISSA criteria.  As shown below, there was some discrepancy with the above numbers in the case of three of the communes: Son Loc, My Loc and Nhan Loc communes. Here there was a bigger percentage of officially poor households in the BNS sample, than in the commune as a whole. In Thuong Loc the figure was more consistent. These differences may reflect a bias in the survey sample, or errors in the official source document for the table above. 
	Table 16: Incidence of poverty in 2006, according to the official definition, within the BNS sample

	Communes
	# of households
	# who are poor
	% who are poor

	Son Loc
	176
	55
	31.2%

	My Loc
	152
	39
	25.6%

	Nhan Loc
	132
	37
	28.0%

	Thuong Loc
	136
	58
	42.6%

	All
	596
	210
	35.2%


The relationship of the two measures of poverty, within the BNS sample is shown in Table 17 below
	Table 17: Categorisation of households by official and BN score measures of poverty

	
	Lowest ½ of BNS scores
	Highest ½ of BNS scores
	All

	Officially not poor
	104
	303
	407

	Officially poor
	106
	83
	189

	All
	210
	386
	596


The relationship between these two measures is statistically significant
 However, there is a high level of “leakage”, with 44% of the officially poor being seen as not poor by the BNS. And there is poor “coverage” with 50% of households seen as poor by the BNS not being seen as officially poor. The average BNS score of the officially poor was 74%, versus 80% for the officially not poor.

Self-defined poverty in 1998

In the 1998 BNS in Son Loc commune a second type of poverty score was calculated for each of the respondents. A household’s possessions were compared to the list of possessions which they had said were basic necessities (not against what the whole sample of respondents had said). The number of items on their own list that they possessed was converted into a percentage of the total number they could possess.
Figure 5 below shows the relationship between the individually defined and the collectively defined BN scores, for each household. Overall there appears to be a strong correlation.

	Figure 5: Individual and collectively defined BN scores, Son Loc, 1998
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Self-defined poverty in 2006
The 2006 BNS included a final question, which asked respondents “Compared to other households in this commune, do you think your household is poor, or not poor? Thirty five percent said they were poor. Overall, the self-assessed poor had an average BNS of 64% versus 85% for those who did not describe themselves as poor. There was a statistically significant difference between BN scores of the self-assessed poor and the self-assessed not poor
.
As was expected, a high proportion of those with low BNS scores described themselves as poor and very few of those with high BNS scores described themselves as poor. 

· 87% of households with lowest BN scores (bottom 10%) said they were poor.

· 97% of households with the highest BN scores (top 10%) said they were not poor
Overall, there was a 0.95 inverse correlation between the BN score and the proportion of respondents who said they were poor.  This suggests that respondents’ self-assessment were reasonably accurate, if the BN score is taken as a valid measure of poverty. However, there were some respondents who described themselves as poor, but who had an above-average BN score, and some who had below average BN scores who did not describe themselves as poor. Their numbers can be seen in the grey cells of Table 18 below. 

	Table 18: Categorisation of households by BNS & self-assessed poverty status

	
	Below median BN score (82%)
	Above median BN score (82%)

	Self-assessed as not poor
	119
	267

	Self-assessed as poor
	179
	31


Implications for a head count measure of poverty
The BN scores provide a fine grained depth-of-poverty measurement that is very useful in tracking changes in households’ poverty status over time in some detail. This type of information is useful for the management of development programmes. A head count measure of poverty simply tells us the number of households who are poor, who fall below a certain minimum standard of living. Some of these poor households may be poorer than other poor households but those differences are ignored. Head count measures of poverty are useful for the geographical targeting of development programmes. It would be good to be able to measure depth of poverty and the incidence of poverty with one survey instrument, such as the BNS. 
Further analysis of how household’s BN scores and self-assessed poverty status relate to each other may provide a means of identifying a poverty line, defined in terms of a specific BN score.
Looking at the table above, the households in the grey cells can be treated as a form of “measurement error”. Amongst respondents with low BN scores the most likely form of measurement error will be where people mis-assess themselves as not poor. As noted above, in the lowest decile 13% of those respondents said they were not poor. Amongst the respondents with the highest BN score the most likely measurement error will be where people mis-assess themselves as poor As noted above, at the highest decile 3% said they were poor. If we could find a BN score where these errors were minimised (in total), this could be treated as the de facto poverty line, used to distinguish poor from not poor households. 

As can be seen in Table 19 below, the BN score which provided the minimal errors was 65%
. If this BN score is accepted as the poverty line, then 22% of respondents were poor
. The distribution of respondents’ judgements is shown below.
	Table 19: Self-assessed poverty and BN scores: Minimising the errors

	
	Below BN score of 65%
	Above BN score of 65%

	Self-assessed as not poor
	23
	363

	Self-assessed as poor 
	107
	103


An alternative approach is not to minimise the total errors but to ensure that they are distributed equally.  This can be done using a BS score of 75%, which leads to 68 respondents being both the top left and bottom right cells (See table 20 below). This provides a considerably higher incidence of poverty, of 35%. The value of this approach is that it is easy to calculate. The incidence of poverty is automatically equal to the proportion of respondent who say they are poor
. The potential limitation is that one kind of error may be more likely than another (e.g. denying that you are poor, when you are poor).
	Table 20: Self-assessed poverty and BN scores: Balancing the errors

	
	Below BN score of 75%
	Above BN score of 75%

	Self-assessed as not poor
	68
	318

	Self-assessed as poor 
	142
	68


The 35% rate of poverty is almost the same as the rate of officially-poor households in the 2006 BNS sample, discussed earlier in this section. It could be that both are measuring the same “underlying” aspects of poverty. Or, it could be that many of the respondents have accepted the government’s definition of their status, and duly reported it to the PPC interviewers. In practice, the situation looks more complex. Table 21 below shows the relationship between household’s self-assessed and official poverty status. Grey cells highlight cases where the two definitions do not fit. Here they represent 31% of the sampled households. The fit is worse in Nhan Loc commune, where information from official records and PPC survey data, on which households are officially poor, is most consistent. There 38% of the cases are in the grey cells.
	Table 21: The relationship between self-assessed and official definitions of poverty


	
	Officially poor
	Officially not poor

	Self-assessed as not poor
	83
	303

	Self-assessed as poor
	106
	104


There is a third alternative, which uses the same democratic approach as was used to define what basic necessities are. In Figure 5 below respondents have been sorted along the X axis, according to their BN scores, with the poorest on the left. The line descending from the upper left represents the cumulative percentage of households who say they are poor. This percentage declines as the households’ BN scores increase, as expected. The poverty line can be defined as that BN score where the majority of the households below that score have described themselves as poor. In Figure 6 the BN score is 88%, and 67% of respondents fell below that line.
	Figure 6: Self-assessed poverty status and BN scores
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Because up to 49% of these respondents may have self-assessed themselves as non-poor this democratic approach in effect assumes that judgements errors are largely of one kind. That is, many people avoided labelling themselves as poor, when they are poor in BN score terms. Table 22 below shows how households are distributed using this approach.

	Table 20: Self-assessed poverty and BN scores: Assuming under-reporting bias

	
	Below BN score of 88%
	Above BN score of 88%

	Self-assessed as not poor
	199
	187

	Self-assessed as poor 
	200
	10


In summary, we have three different ways in which a poverty line can be defined in terms of a specific BN score:

· Minimise errors: Find the BN score which minimises the number of households that are defined as poor by one measure but not the other. With the Can Loc data this has produced the lowest head count of poverty (22%). When we look at the tabulated results it appears we are making a de facto assumption that many people are assessing themselves as poor, when in fact they are not (i.e. they have high  BN scores)
· Balance errors: Find a BN score which assumes that biases in self-assessment are equal in strength. With the Can Loc data this has produced a middle range head count (35%).
· Maximise errors: Find a BN score that assumes that many people are assessing themselves as not poor, when in fact they are (i.e. they have low BN scores), but that the majority are making a correct self-assessment. With the Can Loc data this has produced the highest head count (67%).
Of the three methods, the “balance errors” approach is the simplest to use and may be the most robust, in terms of its suitability across a range of survey contexts.

2. Menu issues

What sort of menu is needed?

If all the items on the menu are seen as basic necessities by all respondents then there is a high likelihood that many households will report having them. The survey results will then be of limited help in differentiating households in terms of their relative poverty. Including a more varied set of items on the menu, which varied proportions of respondents will agree with, will increase the ability of the BNS to differentiate the relative poverty of different households. Figure 7 shows the distribution of items on the full 2006 BNS menu, in terms of the percentages of respondents saying they were basic necessities. The 2006 full menu included items with varying degrees of support for their status as basic necessities.

The 1997/8 and 2006 menus both included items that less than 50% of respondents were likely to see as basic necessities. Nevertheless this has already proved a useful barometer of changing expectations.  As explained above, in the 2006 BNS a number of items not seen as basic necessities in 1997/8 were now seen as basic necessities. The most notable were a motorbike and a television.
	Figure 7: Distribution of menu items
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What happens when the menu changes?
Changes in the menu could have two effects. One is on the average BNS score for the whole sample. The other is on the relative BNS scores for the individuals within the sample.

Removing a single item had the effect of changing the average BNS score by between 0.1% to 1.1% points. This affect varied across items, and was not directly linked to how widely it was agreed that the item was a basic necessity.   Large scale changes made a bigger difference. A comparison was made between the full menu in 2006 (33 items) and the truncated menu for 2006 (23 items), which only included items also surveyed in 1997/8. The respective average BNS scores were 77% and 82%.  This makes sense, in that the more items there are on the menu, the less likely it will be that a respondent has all items (i.e. a BNS score of 100%).
One means of minimising the impact of menu changes is to ensure that the menu is large enough. The larger the menu, the less any one item will contribute to the maximum possible BN score, and to individual actual scores. On the other hand, larger menus will be more time consuming to use in interviews. It would be useful if some research could be done to find an optimal menu size. Is there an identifiable point at which further additions of items are of negligible value?

Differences in the items on the menu in 2006 had much less visible impact on the relative BN scores of the respondents. When households BNS scores on the full 2006 menu were compared to their BNS scores on truncated 2006 menu
  the correlation was very high, at 0.97
. By calculating the regression coefficient
 between the original and changed menus it should be possible to convert a household’s score on an old menu to an equivalent score on a new menu. This is important if a series of surveys are taken over time, and some menu changes have been necessary with each new survey.
Are there single items that can be used as proxy poverty indicators?
It is possible that there are items on the menu whose possession clearly differentiates one degree of poverty from another, as measured by the BNS. If so, it would be useful to identify these, so they could be used for monitoring the poverty focus of development interventions. They might also have wider applicability, beyond the survey location.

Similar work has been done with the Vietnam 5 Indicator Scorecard, which was developed this year by Dr. Gary Woller
. This used a five item menu, each one which was weighted according to its relationships to poverty status as found via the National Poverty Line data. 
3. Future possible uses of the BNS
Two other potential uses of the BNS have been identified. These are introduced below
Measuring the poverty status of villages, as well as households
It should be possible to measure the poverty status of villages, as well as individual households. People often have expectations about the amenities that should be available within their location, and the quality of life there. A menu of such expectations could easily be constructed through a focus group discussion, or other kinds of participatory planning process often used in rural development projects. The menu could include items such clean drinking water supply, electricity available to all households, a paved road through the village, an elected mayor, a primary school with a resident teacher, a savings and credit group, etc. 

The BNS questions could be slightly rephrased to ask:

· “Which of these items do you think all (x type) villages (in y locations) should be able to have, and none should have to go without?
· Which of these items does your village have?

The second question might incidentally shed light on the knowledge that various village members have of what is available. Some items may be present but not as well as known as they should be. 

A village focused BNS could function as both a baseline survey and a needs assessment tool. It could be argued that development interventions should focus on enabling access to items that 50% or more of the respondents think are basic necessities, but which the majority of people in the village think are absent. 

Measuring the performance of public services

It should also be possible to use a BNS type survey to assess and monitor the quality of public services, such as schools and health services. For example, a menu could be developed to list all the services and amenities that should be available in a normal primary school. In Nigeria that might include classrooms with a roof, only one class per room, students are not beaten by the teacher, all students have a seat and desk, there is one text book per student, there are separate toilets for boys, girls, and teachers, etc. 
The BNS question could be re-phrased as follows:
· “Which of these things do you think all primary schools should be able to have and no one should have to go without?”
· Which of these things does your primary school have?

The first question could have political importance in its own right. If local politicians knew that more than 90% of the people in the area thought that teachers should not beat students, they might be more willing to press for action against offending teachers.  Publicising the results would also help, by reinforcing a public sense of entitlement to a certain level of services. As above, answers to the second question might incidentally shed light on the knowledge that various village members have of what is available. This would be especially useful to know when assessing the quality of health services. It could inform further health education activities.

The use of a BN score for monitoring the quality of public services could have some advantages over single indicator based measures of performance, such as school enrolment levels, or school completion rates. It would provide schools (or other services) with more than one way of doing well, which can be important when there are immoveable constraints on improvements in some areas. It could help prevent the focus of too much energy and effort on the improvement of a single indicator, which can often be to the detriment of performance in other areas.
As with village level use, using the BNS to monitor quality of public services could be used for needs assessment purposes as well as ongoing performance monitoring. Missing services which are also rated as very important by survey respondents could be the focus of interventions. Differences between different groups in their judgements about what services and amenities are really basic necessities could easily be identified and taken into account during the planning process.

4. A quick guide to the BNS method: A summary
This report has gone into considerable detail when analysing the results of the 2006 BNS. Although the survey instrument was simple in its design, the data that is collected can be analysed in many and complex ways.

The virtues of the BNS

Given the depth of analysis in section 3, it would be useful at this stage to return to and re-emphasise some of the simple virtues of the BNS approach. They are as follows:
· The survey instrument is short and easy to design. The core is the one page menu. An example is given in Annex C. An extra two pages could be helpful: a one page guide to the interviewer at the front and a notes page at the back for the interviewer to make notes about the interview would also be helpful.
· The raw results are easy to communicate. People can easily understand  changes in expectations and possessions, if shown in the form of tables used in pages 11-16

· Calculating a BN score is easy. Weights are identified for each menu item, they are added up to calculate a maximum possible raw score, an individual’s actual raw score is then calculated, then this is expressed as a percentage of the maximum possible raw score.

· The BN score is democratic. Only those items a majority of respondents think is a basic necessity is then classed as a basic necessity and given a weighting.

· The BNS question is rights oriented. By asking about what all households should be able to have, and none should have to go without, the survey focuses attention on people’s sense of entitlements. The publicising of survey results will reinforce a public sense of entitlement. People will know what they think, and what everyone else thinks, about what can be expected.
The essential steps

It may also be useful to spell out the essential steps in undertaking a BNS. This section assumes some background knowledge about how to undertake sample survey. Where that is missing some additional preparation will need to be done, in addition to the steps outlined below. That preparation will need to include reading and planning about:
· Sample design

· Questionnaire design

· Interviewing skills

· Quality control of interviews and data entry

· Simple statistical analysis using Excel

· Report writing and presentation of results

The essential steps:

1. Identify the entity you are concerned with. Is its households, villages, health services, schools, or what?

2. Develop a menu of items that could be seen as basic necessities for that household / village / school, etc
· Make use of a mixed group of people to generate the menu. Include different types of stakeholders in a mixed group, or in a number of separate groups if that is not possible or appropriate.
· Make sure the menu includes items that you think some people will think are necessities and others might not. Include some items that few think are necessities now, but more might think so in the future. Remember, you are constructing a menu of possible basic necessities, not a final list of agreed basic necessities.
· Make sure the menu includes activities as well as things. Such as having a holiday once a year.
· Do not include items which are difficult to observe or that people would find difficult to agree that they exist or are present e.g. “teachers have a good moral sense”
3. Make sure the question is phrased correctly, in the local language

· “Which of these items does your household think are basic necessities, which all households should be able to have, and no one should have to do without?”
· “Which of these items does your household have?”
· (optional) “Do you think your household is poor, or not poor, compared to other households in this (same location)?”

4. Design the layout of the questionnaire

· See the example in Annex B

5. Pre-test the menu and questions on a small sample of respondents, to identify any problems that can be remedied, including
· Problems people have understanding the questions
· The meaning of the items on the menu
· The meaning of the questions about basic necessities
· Problems interviewers have with correctly recording the answers
6. Enter the data into an Excel spreadsheet that allows different types of analysis. A model is provided in Annex C
7. Generate the BN score for each household (See Annex C and modelspreadsheet.xls)
· Calculate the weightings for each item on the menu (see rows 113 and 114 in the Excel file: modelspreadsheet.xls)
· Calculate the maximum possible raw score (see cell AN115)
· Calculate the actual raw score for each individual (see column BO10-BO119)
· Calculate the percentage score (BN score) for each individual (see column BP10-BP119)
· Calculate the average BN score for the whole sample (see cell BP118)
8. Generate at least the following types of tables and graphs
· Table showing what % of respondents who said each item was a basic necessity, sorted from highest to lowest 
· Table showing what % of respondents who said they had each item, sorted from highest to lowest

· Table showing the size of the gaps between the percentage saying an item was a basic necessity and the percentage saying they had that item, from highest to lowest

· Graph  the distribution of the BN scores, in column x of the spreadsheet
· Sort the individual BN scores in column x first

9. Present the draft results to a feedback workshop, which includes some respondents, and other stakeholders. 
· Ask participants to guess which items were seen as basic necessities by most/least people, and which items most/least people had. Then share the results with them. This will ensure they engage with the discussion of the results. It will also help highlight where the survey may be adding to public self-awareness (what people think everyone thinks). 
· Seek participants help to separate real results from results that may have been a result of mistakes in the way the survey was designed and carried out. Ask participants if they think a given change was real or not. And if not, why?
· Ask participants for their views on the reasons why some items were seen as more important than others, or some items are more commonly owned than others, and their explanations for any changes in expectations and ownership.
10. Document the results in a report, that includes
· An explanation of the method
· An analysis of the results
· Comparisons with any other measurements of poverty in the same location / with the same groups.
Annexes

A. The use of similar methods in other countries

In the United Kingdom

The 1997/8 BNS
 report includes a four-page section on “previous research using the same approach”. This looks at issues relating to the nature of the menu, the issue of consensus versus majority views, the implications of variations in beliefs about necessities within a society, and the weighting of items, and poverty lines. This report can be found online at www.mande.co.uk/docs/BasicNecessitiesSurveyAAV1998.pdf 

The same report also includes a three page section on “peer responses to ActionAid Vietnam’s use of the Basic Necessities Survey”. This includes a discussion of the survey costs, the influence of seasonal priorities, gender differences in views of basic necessities, the use of livelihood and consumption necessities in the same list, and other issues.

More recently, the Poverty and Social Exclusion (PSE) Survey website at 
http://www.bris.ac.uk/poverty/pse/welcome.htm has provided details of a similar method used in the United Kingdom
There were three differences in the way that the PSE Survey was used in 2000
1. The PSE did not calculate an overall deprivation measure for each of the interviewed households. 
2. As well as the PSE asking respondents if they had an item, if they said no, they were asked was this because they could not afford the item, or because they did not want it. 

3. The PSE calculated a poverty line in a different way, with a method which seems questionable.

Without a deprivation measure for each household it is difficult to track changes in household welfare beyond saying they are poor/not poor. This limits the usefulness of the PSE approach for impact assessment in development programs.

Asking respondents whether they could not afford the item, or whether they did not want it, may be of some value. It might help separate out actually experienced deprivation from apparent deprivation. There are two risks however. One is that respondents may say to the interviewer and others, that they do not need a basic necessity, in order to look less poor. The other is that regardless of their view of their needs, public perception of their lack of this necessity could still have a (largely negative) impact on their life. The extra work generated by this question may not generate sufficient extra value.
The PSE poverty line seems to have been defined in two ways. The first is shown below, in text taken from the PSE website
	Third, a poverty threshold was calculated. The theoretical approach is summarised in Figure 2. Here, individuals are scattered on the chart according to their levels of income and living standard (which can be thought of as the converse to the level of deprivation). This is illustrated in Figure 2 by a cluster of individuals with high levels of both and a cluster with low levels of both. Fewer individuals have a high standard of living and a low income (i.e. top left of Figure 2) and few have a high income and low standard of living (i.e. bottom right of Figure 2). The optimum poverty threshold is set where statistically it maximises the differences between ‘poor’ and ‘not poor’, and minimises the differences within these groups. This involved looking at people’s incomes as well as their deprivation levels. Figure 2 thus illustrates how this approach aims to identify poverty as a scientific phenomenon rather than just drawing an arbitrary line.
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From Page 11, Poverty and social exclusion in Britain (2000) David Gordon, Ruth Levitas, Christina Pantazis, Demi Patsios, Sarah Payne, Peter Townsend 

The authors claim that using this method “the level of deprivation that constitutes poverty is based on a scientific calculation, not an arbitrary decision” However, the method seems to be based on three assumptions that do seem arbitrary.  They are that:
· The distribution of poverty/wealth status of households is not along a smooth continuum, but that there will be a gap that a statistical technique can identify.  
· That gap will have some meaningful relationship to the dynamics of poverty, either through causal processes within households or through public perceptions of poverty

· There will not be more than one such gap. 
Elsewhere it seems that the poverty line is being equated with the lack of three or more items that 50% or more of respondents thought were basic necessities. See the two statements in the text box below. There does not seem to be a good rationale for why the possession of three or more basic necessities should be used to define a poverty line, versus two or four or five.
	“Britain has become an increasingly polarised nation in the last two decades. The report shows that the proportion of households living in poverty increased from 14 per cent of households in 1983, to 20 per cent in 1990 and over 24 per cent in 1999.”

http://www.bris.ac.uk/poverty/pse/welcome.htm 
The survey confirms the picture, based on government low income data, that poverty rates have risen sharply. In 1983 14% of households lacked three or more necessities because they could not afford them. That proportion had increased to 21% in 1990 and to over 24% by 1999. (Items defined as necessities are those that more than 50% of the population believes 'all adults should be able to afford and which they should not have to do without'.)

http://www.bris.ac.uk/poverty/pse/sum_find.htm#Introduction 


If the same definition had been used with the 2006 BNS, then 72% of the sampled households would have been poor, with a poverty line equal to a BN score of 90%
The PSE did use a different means of asking essentially the same question about basic necessities. This method may be useful in the context of development programs.
	They had to sort cards containing 39 items and 15 activities relating to households, and 23 items and seven activities relating to children, into one of two categories. They were asked:

"I would like you to indicate the living standards you feel all adults (and children) should have in Britain today. Box A is for items which you think are necessary, which all adults should be able to afford and which they should not have to do without. Box B is for items which may be desirable but are not necessary."

"Now I’d like to show you a list of items and activities that relate to our standard of living.

Please tell me which item you have or do not have by placing the cards on: Pile A for the items you

have; Pile B for items you don’t have but don’t want; and Pile C for items you do not have and

can’t afford."



From Page 14, Poverty and social exclusion in Britain (2000) David Gordon, Ruth Levitas, Christina Pantazis, Demi Patsios, Sarah Payne, Peter Townsend 

References made to the BNS 

In the last ten years there have a been a small number of references to the BNS

Mali Poverty Outreach Study of the Kafo Jiginew and Nyèsigiso Credit and Savings with Education Programs. Anastase Nteziyaremye and Barbara MkNelly. May 2001. RESEARCH PAPER NO. 7 F R E E D OM F ROM HU N G E R. See www.coady.stfx.ca/resourceBin/public/mofi/file/Potential%20Case%20Studies/CwE_R7_Mali_English.pdf  
This paper reports on the use of the Basic Necessities Survey in Mali. “The list of basic needs conditions was generated on the basis of qualitative research done in the area several months earlier. In a first stage, discussions with groups of men and women were facilitated in the villages of .. with the intent of identifying a preliminary list of potential indicators. Discussions were begun by having the participants identify the major needs that households had to satisfy and without which households could not live without being considered poor. For each identified need, the participants were asked to identify one or more indicators that would distinguish a poor from a non-poor household. The discussions were directed to make the participants respond as specifically and as tangibly as possible. In a second stage, the methodology was tested on a few people identified as being “nonpoor,” “average” and “poor.” This stage helped determine the indicators to keep on the list. Starting with 43 indicators, the final version of the questionnaire ended up with only 30 indicators. Three indicators concerned the satisfaction of nutritional needs, six concerned agricultural production needs, three concerned health needs, two concerned educational needs, five concerned housing needs, two concerned clothing needs, two concerned social needs, and seven concerned material needs. As suggested by the protocol, the final list included items that almost everyone would agree are basic necessities and others for which there would be more disagreement so that the “list [could] be seen as a menu of possibilities.” The list was also slightly modified during the four day  training and as a result of the pre-test. The pretest also underscored the importance of re-reading the questions as often as possible to keep the concept of “basic necessity” in the interviewee’s mind. We found the phrase “… [that] every household should have and should not live without” essential for clarifying the concept of basic necessity. In addition to the basic necessities, the survey collected some additional information about respondents’ demographic characteristics and those of their households and their communities, as well as their credit union experience.”
A BNS score was calculated in the same way as in Vietnam. “Of the possible 30 indicators included in the list, only 15 of these were identified as basic needs that every household should have by more than 50 percent of the clients in both urban and rural areas.”  The menu included social items as well as physical items, such as “having one or more friend(s) who can help financially in emergency” and “having the means to honor one’s children’s wedding ceremonies”
The survey results were used to compare the living standards of members of nine different savings and credit groups.
Core Poverty, Vagueness and Adaptation: A New Methodology and Some Results for South Africa. David A. Clark, Mozaffar Qizilbash. 2006. 
See www.q-squared.ca/pdf/Q2_WP31.pdf 
This paper notes, on page 40, “Some attempts have been made to develop and apply Mack and Lansley’s (1985) methodology for measuring poverty in Britain in developing countries such as Vietnam (e.g. Davies, 1997; Davies and Smith, 1998). For example, Davies and Smith (1998) include a basic necessities survey, which asks ordinary people to select items from a predefined list that, in their opinion, should qualify as basic necessities. In contrast to our methodology and the ESL survey, this approach does not deal with vagueness. While our approach looks for virtual unanimity in selecting core dimensions, this approach includes basic necessities once a majority (i.e. at least 50 per cent) has endorsed them. Moreover, unlike our methodology, this approach does not adequately deal with the multidimensionality of poverty. For no obvious reason, the underlying conception of human well-being (or ill-being) is restricted to a list of basic commodities and services (e.g. Davies and Smith, 1998, section 1.4.1) rather than a broader set of potentially valuable ends (e.g. Clark, 2002; 2003; 2005). Finally, unlike our methodology and the ESL survey, Davies and Smith’s approach begs the question from the outset by asking respondents to consider a predefined list of necessities.”
B. A pro-forma survey questionairre
See the model spreadsheet.xls file for an editable copy of this format
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Two other pages should be provided:> Guidance to the interviewer

Page 2 only 

Blank page for comments by 

Survey name Respondent name

Date of interview Sex

Interviewer Location of interview

Supervisor [other info]

Basic Necessities menu 

Which of these items do you 

think every [household] 

should be able to have and 

no one should have to go 

without? 

Which of these items does 

[your household] have?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

23

1 = yes, 0 = no 1 = yes, 0 = no

Compared to other households in this [location name] do you think your household is poor, or not poor?

1 = yes, 0 = no


C. A pro-forma Excel spreadsheet for data entry and analysis
See the model spreadsheet.xls Excel file for an editable copy of this format, with more detail and some example data
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Row summary data

Interviewer details Respondent details Their view of basic necessities What they actually have 

Column summary data



A repeat survey of households who were first surveyed in 1997 and 1998, using the same survey method.





The BNS is a simple and innovative method of measuring poverty, producing results that are easy to analyse and easy to communicate. 





Poverty is defined democratically, with a focus on people’s entitlements











Insert raw survey data here
































Use existing formula’s here








� See Annex 1 for a discussion of these methods.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.mande.co.uk/docs/BasicNecessitiesSurveyAAV1998.pdf" ��http://www.mande.co.uk/docs/BasicNecessitiesSurveyAAV1998.pdf� 


� See “Beyond Wealth Ranking: The Democratic Definition and Measurement of Poverty” by Rick Davies, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.mande.co.uk/docs/democrat.htm" ��http://www.mande.co.uk/docs/democrat.htm� 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.ngocentre.org.vn/file_lib/hatinhppa_report.pdf" ��http://www.ngocentre.org.vn/file_lib/hatinhppa_report.pdf� 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.actionaid.org/vietnam/2196_4_3264.html" ��http://www.actionaid.org/vietnam/2196_4_3264.html� . They have however continued to support development activities in Ha Tinh through the PPC.


� The 1999 data on Dong Loc was not re-discovered until after planning for the 2006 BNS had been completed


� The same information on the 1998 and 1999 surveys is not available.


� As previously identified by PPC, as part of its work with AAV


� Doctor visiting the house when sick


� 1 sao of land = 500 square meters, in central Vietnam


� Vietnam Bank of Agriculture 


� Being an error rate of 0.01%, an exceptionally good result.


� By PPC staff and participants in the Can Loc District workshop in September 2006


� Frayman, H (1991) Breadline Britain 1990s. Booklet by London Weekend


� Versus wants, which are not seen as “basic necessities”


� I.e. on average, for any item there were 14.5% more households who saw an item as a basic necessity compared to those who said they possessed that item 


� Intra-household differences cannot be analysed, because data was not collected at this level.


� These are means. Given the democratic definition of basic necessities, it could be argued that it would be better to use the median. The two median values were 82.4% and 77.2%


� If we included non-necessities, such as having a holiday house, it is likely that more inequality would be evident.


� This measures how concentrated the scores are around the mean value


� A high SD = a wide variation of scores around the means i.e. greater inequality in BNS terms


� The remainder were largely unidentifiable


� Statistical significance of these differences is yet to be tested


� p is less than or equal to 0.001. Degrees of freedom: 4  Chi-sq = 250.69





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.unescap.org/Stat/meet/povstat/pov7_vnm.pdf" ��http://www.unescap.org/Stat/meet/povstat/pov7_vnm.pdf�  Mr. Cao Nhn Nguyet.


Expert of Social and Environment Department.GSO, National Economic University, Concepts, contents and measurement of poverty in Vietnam.


� Figures provided by PPC, September 2006


� Degrees of freedom: 1  Chi-square = 52.72,  p is less than or equal to 0.001.


� Chi-square = 161.05 Degrees of freedom: 1   p is less than or equal to 0.001.





� This was found through successive approximation - adjusting the BN score until the errors were minimised


� I.e. they have BN scores less than 65%


� Amongst the 35% of all respondents there will be some who say they are not poor (e.g. 6%), but amongst the remaining 65% of respondents there must be the same proportion (e.g. 6%) who say they are poor. Otherwise the percentage of respondents in total who described themselves as poor would not equal 35%


� Degrees of freedom: 1 Chi-square = 52.72 p is less than or equal to 0.001. The distribution is significant.


� Only listed items also included in the 1997/8 survey


� The median difference in household’s BNS scores on the two menus was 4% points.


� A regression coefficient is a formula describing the slope of the straight line that most closely relates two correlated variables (the two sets of BNS scores).


� Woller & Associates, an international development. consulting firm specializing in microfinance.


� The Basic Necessities Survey: The Experience of ActionAid Vietnam. Rick Davies and William Smith, Hanoi, Vietnam, September 1998. Monitoring and Evaluation Report





�Better to compare frequency of item possession in 53% and 74% BNS scores
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