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ABSTRACT 

 

Truc sao bamboo is considered important for poverty reduction in Cao Bang province. Over 
the past few years, the Cao Bang PPC has been taking different measures to boost its 
production. There were noticeably two policies that had a considerable impact on the 
bamboo supply chain in Cao Bang: a bamboo export ban directive (Directive 17/2003 CT-
UB issued on June 2, 2003) and a later decision to lift the ban (Decision 1050/2008 Q� -
UBND issued on July 2, 2008). This research aims to find out the reasons for issuing these 
two decisions and determining their impact on the bamboo industry in Cao Bang. The study 
was a combination of group discussions with governmental officials and staff from various 
departments and offices at different levels, and direct interviews with bamboo growers, local 
collectors, traders and a processor in Cao Bang province. Results of this research show that 
the primary reason for the Cao Bang PPC to issue the bamboo export ban was to support 
local bamboo businesses, specifically the CBJBPC to satisfy its need for raw materials. The 
results also show that other reasons for the removal of the export ban include: i) complaints 
about the negative effects of the ban by constituencies in bamboo-growing districts to the 
District People’s Councils; ii) the free trade commitment of Vietnam when it officially 
joined the WTO in January, 2007; iii) the realization of government officials from DARD 
and the DPCs about the negative impact of the ban to the bamboo industry in Cao Bang after 
study tours to China organized and supported by PI; and iv) a question about the status and 
negative impact of the ban raised by an expatriate in a workshop supported by PI. 

The ban negatively affected bamboo growers, local collectors, the bamboo processor, and 
bamboo production in Cao Bang. Bamboo prices during the ban were 25% and 28% lower 
than after the ban was lifted, in real terms (December 2008 prices) for Type 1 and Type 2 
bamboo, respectively. Workers from the CBJBPC were seasonally laid off about two months 
a year. The incomes of bamboo growers were reduced proportionally as bamboo prices 
decreased, etc. 

The removal of the ban has since boosted bamboo business, and increased income for 
bamboo growers, local collectors and the processor. Bamboo prices are now about 10% 
higher than the price before the ban and 25% higher than during the ban. A more competitive 
business environment after lifting the ban has created incentives for bamboo growers to care 
more about their bamboo forests, contributing to an improved environment.  

The future development of the bamboo industry in Cao Bang was debated, around keeping 
traditional truc sao bamboo species or importing new species for faster propagation, 
diversifying bamboo products and expanding bamboo production in Cao Bang. This debate 
needs more input and analysis for further policy consideration. 
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1. Background 
Cao Bang is a large mountainous province in north-eastern Vietnam, adjacent to the 
provinces of Lang Son, Bac Kan, Ha Giang and Tuyen Quang. It also shares a 311-kilometre 
border with the Chinese province of Guangxi to the north. 

Cao Bang has about 5,000 hectares of bamboo, including 4,000 hectares of the truc sao 
(Phyllostachys edulis) species accounting for about 17% of total production forest or 0.5% of 
the total forestland of the province (Cao Bang Statistical Department, 2008). Bamboo is a 
main income source for many people, particularly in poor and remote upland areas. 

To support the local bamboo processing industry in Cao Bang, the provincial Department of 
Agriculture and Rural Development (DARD) submitted a bamboo export ban to the 
Provincial People’s Committee (PPC) for approval in November 2002. On June 2, 2003, the 
PPC issued a directive to ban the export of unprocessed bamboo outside the province (Ch� 
th� 17/2003/CT-UB). As a result of the ban, a monopsony situation was created, lowering 
bamboo prices.  

For unknown reasons, the export ban was removed on July 2, 2008 (Quy� t �� nh 1050/Q� -
UBND). This re-opened competitive opportunities for bamboo buyers both inside and 
outside the province. Bamboo prices are expected to rise as a consequence. 

2. Objective 
The overall objective is to identify the reasons for issuing the bamboo export ban (17/2003 
CT-UB) and for lifting the ban (1050/2008 Q� -UBND), and identifying the impact of these 
decisions on the bamboo industry in Cao Bang, in particular the bamboo supply chain. 

The specific objectives for this research are:  

�  To clarify the main reasons leading to the decision of the Cao Bang Provincial People’s 
Committee on issuing and lifting the bamboo export ban. 

�  To identify the actors influencing Cao Bang authorities on its ban decisions. 
�  To get feedback from the people concerned in these decisions. 
�  To evaluate the immediate impact of these decisions on the bamboo industry in Cao 

Bang province. 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Commune & Village Selection 
Nguyen Binh district has the largest number of bamboo growing households in the province, 
and the highest percentage of bamboo growing areas (1.53% of the district’s total natural 
area). Three communes in Nguyen Binh were selected for the study: Vu Nong, Ca Thanh 
and Lung Mon, based upon the following criteria (see Annex 1): 

�  Proportion of bamboo area. 
�  Proportion of income from bamboo production. 
�  Relative poverty. 
�  Accessibility to communes/villages. 
�  Willingness to cooperate in providing information (openness, easy to talk with). 

These communes were used for site visits and interviews with bamboo growers, processors 
and traders. 



 2 

One village from each commune was also selected for in-depth interviews, conducting group 
discussions with local bamboo growers, and for observing bamboo production. The selection 
of each village was based on the same criteria as above; see Annex 2 for details. 

 

Table 1: Selected Communes & Villages 

Commune Village 

Vu Nong Lung Luong 

Ca Thanh Xa Peng 

Lang Mon Na Noi 

 

3.2 Primary Data Collection 

a. Group Discussions 

A total of 20 government officials and staff were directly involved in either direct interviews 
or focus group discussions, from the following groups: the Cao Bang Extension Center 
(ETC), the Department of Agriculture and Rural Development (DARD), the Forest 
Protection Sub-Department (FPSD), the Forest Sub-Department (FSD), the Department of 
Interior Affairs (DOIA), the Cao Bang Joint-Stock Bamboo Processing Company 
(CBJBPC), and staff from Helvetas involved in studying the bamboo supply chain. In 
Nguyen Binh district, discussions were extended to the District People’s Committee (DPC), 
the head of the District Department of Agriculture and Rural Development (DDARD), and 
the head of the District Forest Protection Station (DFPS). 

In the three selected communes, chairmen of the Commune People’s Committees (for Vu 
Nong and Ca Thanh) and the chairman of the Commune Farmer Association (CFA) for Lang 
Mon were also invited for discussion and were considered key informants at commune level. 

Separate group discussions were held for each selected village as a cross-check against 
individual interviews. The three separate groups chosen were: a group of Dao Do men from 
Lung Luong village in Vu Nong commune, a group of H’mong people in Xa Peng village in 
Ca Thanh commune, and a group of H’Mong women in Na Noi village of Lang Mon 
commune. 

Discussions were conducted by local interviewers and a consultant from PI. Topics for 
discussion were prepared for particular actor groups. See Annexes 3-6 for details on 
discussion topics, interviewees, and interviewers. 

b. In-Depth Interviews 

In-depth interviews were held in each village with local bamboo growers and key informants 
(e.g., the village head and village extension workers), for a total of 45 interviewees. Growers 
were randomly selected from a list provided by the village head. All interviews were 
conducted using prepared questionnaires. 
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Out of the 45 interviewees, 23 belonged to the Dao Do ethnic group (51.1%), 18 were from 
the H’Mong ethnic group (40%) and 4 were Tay ethnics (8.9%). Fifteen of the interviewees 
were women (33.3%). 

Ten bamboo traders or collectors were also selected for interview. Traders are those that 
make a living on trading bamboo and other commercial activities, and have a truck for 
transporting to processing companies or outside buyers; all four interviewed traders were 
Tay (a majority group in Cao Bang), and were selected among a list of seven in Nguyen 
Binh district (based on availability for interview). All local collectors from the three selected 
villages were interviewed, for a total of six interviewees: three from the Dao Do group, two 
H’Mong, and one Tay. 

The only bamboo processor in the province is the CBJBPC; an interview was held with its 
deputy director. 

3.3 Secondary Data Collection 
Secondary data was collected to prepare for the group discussions and interviews. This 
included information on bamboo production in different localities across the province, 
bamboo supply data, bamboo processing and trade data, and the contribution of the bamboo 
industry to economic development. Specifically, the following documents were reviewed: 
Overview of the Pilot Project on Bamboo Supply Chain for Industrial Processing in Cao 
bang province (Helvetas Vietnam, 2008), Survey Result on Situation of Bamboo Forests in 
Seven Provinces in Mountainous Area, North Vietnam (Forest Inventory and Planning 
Institute (FIPI), 2008)  provided by PI, Directive 17/2003 CT-UB (the bamboo export ban), 
and Decision 1050/2008 Q� -UBND (removal of the ban) provided by Nguyen Binh district 
PPC. 

3.4 Data Analysis 

a. Qualitative Data 

This study is based predominantly on qualitative data, though some quantitative analysis is 
done as a supplement. Data was grouped into the following topics: 

�  Reasons for issuing the 2002 bamboo export ban 
�  Reasons for listing the ban in 2008 
�  The impact of these two decisions on: 

o Bamboo growers 
o Bamboo processors 
o Bamboo traders/collectors 
o The bamboo market (dropping prices, monopsony power) 
o Bamboo production in general (expansion or contraction) 

�  Suggestions for fostering the bamboo industry in Cao Bang 

Particular case studies are described to illustrate the impact of the ban and its removal on 
different actors in the industry. 

b. Quantitative Analysis 

As mentioned above, quantitative analysis is used only as a supplement to the main 
qualitative data. The following variables were analyzed using a simple ANOVA analysis for 
Mean and CV% (coefficient of variation) analysis: 

�  Income change due to the bamboo export ban. 
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�  Business convenience (convenience for bamboo buyers and sellers) 
�  Job creation (hired labor in processing/planting or managing bamboo farms) 
�  Fostering bamboo business (expansion or contraction of bamboo businesses)  
�  Social benefit to marginalized poor groups (improving income and living conditions) 
�  Competitiveness of Cao Bang bamboo products (prices differences, monopsony 

market) 
�  Tax revenue to the local government (decreasing or increasing taxes collected from 

bamboo businesses) 

Means comparison shows relative comparison between the three policy scenarios (i.e., 
before the ban, during the ban (2003-2008), and after the ban was removed (after July 2008)) 
by each criterion (variable). 

CV% (coefficient of variation) was used to determine whether opinions of different 
individuals/actor groups were centred or dispersed from the mean. This statistic shows the 
likelihood of having a consensus conclusion about an identified problem. Since this 
quantitative analysis is supplementary to the findings shown by qualitative analysis, a 
sample size of greater than 30 was acceptable for field research (Arsham, 2007). 

4. Key Findings 

4.1 Reasons for Issuing the Bamboo Export Ban (Directive No 17/2003 CT-
UB) 
As mentioned in the directive for the ban (Directive No 17/2003 CT-UB by the Cao Bang 
PPC), the legal basis for this directive was the Prime Minister’s Decision No 80/2002/Q� -
TTg (issued on June 24, 2002), which promoted business enterprises from different 
economic sectors to invest and sign binding contracts with farmers; the aim of this was to 
link different actors in agricultural/forestry product supply chains (Thu Tuong Chinh Phu 
(TTG), 2002). 

The Prime Minister’s Decision provided opportunities for businesses to access cheap credit 
from the Development Support Fund with an annual payment rate of 3%, and for 
government support of 30% of total variable costs invested. Furthermore, in 2002, the Cao 
Bang PPC approved a project called “Development of bamboo (truc sao) growing area 
(DBGA) in Cao Bang province period from 2001-2010” with a total budget of 10 billion 
VND. This project was funded to implement the Decision, and supported the CBJBPC to 
expand its raw material area. From discussions with DARD, FPSD, FDSD, DOIA, and the 
leaders of CBJBPC, the process leading to the bamboo export ban was determined to be: 

 
Thus the primary reason for issuing the bamboo export ban was the request from the 
CBJBPC, in order to satisfy its demand for raw bamboo supply. The CBJBPC took 
advantage of its position as project holder of the DBGA project and requested the bamboo 
export ban as its perceived right, since it had provided financial support to farmers for 

CBJBPC prepares 
request for a ban on 

bamboo exports 

DARD reviews 
request and 

submits to PPC 

PPC issues 
Directive No 

17/2003 CT-UB 
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planting new bamboo (support of 80% of planting costs, equalling 3,290 VND for each 
bamboo planted).1 

Table 2 presents what different actors perceived as the reasons for issuing the bamboo export 
ban. Out of the ten government officials interviewed, 70% thought that the reason was 
support for the local bamboo processing business. These interviewees came from provincial 
offices (e.g., DARD, FPSD, FDSD, etc.) that were either directly or indirectly involved in 
the process leading to the issuance of the ban. The remaining 30% thought that the reason for 
issuing the ban was the influence of a benefited group; however, because these respondents 
were commune leaders (i.e., chairmen of the CPC and CFA), they had no information about 
how this directive was initiated. 

Table 2: Perceived reasons for issuing the bamboo e xport ban in Cao Bang province 

Bamboo 
Growers 

Local 
collectors 

Bamboo 
traders 

Government 
officials2 

Actor 
 
Reason No (%) No (%) No (%) No (%) 
Influence by an 
interest group 

6 13.3 1 16.6 0 0 3 30 

Support to local 
bamboo processing 
business 

4 8.9 0 0 4 100 7 70 

No idea 35 77.8 5 83.4 0 0 0 0 
Total 45 100.0 6 100 4 100 10 100 

Source: Survey data from Cao Bang province (December 2008). 

All four bamboo traders believed the reason for issuing the ban was support for the 
CBJBPC. These traders had been the main suppliers to the CBJBPC for a long time, and 
were verbally informed by the CBJBPC about the ban. 

Out of the six local bamboo collectors surveyed, five (83.4%) said they knew nothing about 
the ban. These collectors only served as intermediaries for traders; they would collect 
bamboo if they received a fair commission on the bamboo sold. 

Although the ban had a direct impact on bamboo growers, they seemed not be informed 
about it. Only 4 out of 45 bamboo growers were notified about the ban directly from traders. 
The ban directive was officially sent out to only concerned departments, such as DARD, 
FPSD, Department of Police, etc., but not to communes. Therefore, it is unsurprising that 35 
out of 45 bamboo growers (77.7%) had no idea at all about the reasons for the ban. 

4.2 Reasons for Lifting the Bamboo Export Ban (Decision No 1050/2008 
Q� -UBND) 
The events leading to the removal of the export ban were reconstructed from interviews and 
discussions. Soon after the ban went into effect in May 2003, complaints were received at 
the Commune People’s Councils and the District People’s Councils, about the unjust status 
of the ban and the negative effects on bamboo growers and businesses. Even the CBJBPC 
found no benefit from continuing the ban after a period of implementation and enforcement 
from FPSD. 

                                                
1 Source: Nguyen Binh District People’s Committee, December 2008. 
2 Government officials include policy makers, leaders, officers and staff involved in direct interviews and discussions conducted by the 
research team at commune, district and provincial levels. At the provincial and district level, each department/sub-department was counted 
as one interviewee for analytical purposes in the table. 
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Box 1: Assessment of the Ban by the CBJBPC 

 
The second reason for lifting the ban was the entrance of Vietnam to the WTO in 2007. By 
becoming a full member, Vietnam committed itself to obeying WTO regulations and 
requirements for a free-trade economy; under these rules, the bamboo export ban in Cao 
Bang became an unlawful trade restriction. 

Box 2: The Influence of WTO Membership 

 
Another direct cause for lifting the ban relates to study tours attended by government 
officials. In November 2007 and May 2008, two study tours were organized by Prosperity 
Initiative (PI) for government officials from DARD and the People’s Committees of Nguyen 
Binh and Bao Lac Districts, to see bamboo production and the bamboo business areas of 
China. The tours gave an opportunity for the officials to learn from China’s experience in 
fostering the bamboo industry. 

After the study tours, a knowledge-sharing workshop (organized by PI) was held at DARD’s 
office in May 2008. During this workshop, senior officials from DARD shared how their 
view on the bamboo export ban had changed after observing and learning from China’s 
experience. They realized that the ban was actually a barrier to free trade for the bamboo 
business in Cao Bang. As a result of the workshop, a proposal was prepared by DARD for 
the Cao Bang PPC to remove the bamboo export ban. Accordingly, on July 2nd

, 2008, the 
PPC issued Decision 1050/2008 Q� -UBND to officially remove the export ban. Thus an 
indirect trigger for the removal of the export ban was PI’s support for the study tours and the 
workshop. 

The results of individual interviews are shown in Table 3. 75.6% bamboo growers had no 
idea why the bamboo export ban was removed. All four bamboo traders (100%) and all ten 
government officials (100%) believed that the Cao Bang PPC had decided to remove the 
bamboo export ban because of a demand for a competitive market to boost bamboo 
production in particular and the economic development in Cao Bang in general. Four out of 
the six local collectors were verbally told by traders that the removal of the ban was to open 
a competitive market for bamboo business in Cao Bang. 

 

“More than a year before the ban was removed, we stopped controlling bamboo exports 
from Nguyen Binh because we felt it was not right to stop exports outside of Cao Bang. 
When Vietnam officially joined the WTO, we had to obey the free market requirement.” 

- Senior Official, Cao Bang FPED 

“When Vietnam joined the WTO, It had to integrate into the global market; the Directive 
No 17/2003 CT-UB went against the free market and was a barrier of free trade. Thus, it 
should be removed.” 

-   Vice Director, DARD 

 

“While the ban was in effect, we still operated at only 50% capacity and our workers 
were unemployed for two months of the year because farmers simply did not sell their 
bamboo to our plant. In addition, the CBJBPC had to pay enforcement costs for the 
FPSD to prevent the export of bamboo outside Cao Bang.” 

       - Vice Director, CBJBPC 
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Table 3: Perceived reasons for removing the bamboo export ban in July 2008 

Bamboo 
growers 

Local 
collectors 

Bamboo 
traders 

Government 
officials3 

Actor 
 
Reason No (%) No (%) No (%) No (%) 
Influence by an 
interest group 

6 13.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Demand for a 
competitive market  

5 11.1 4 66.7 4 100 10 100 

No idea 34 75.6 2 33.3 0 0 0 0 
Total 45 100.0 6 100 4 100 10 100 

Source: Survey data from Cao Bang province (December 2008). 

4.3 Actors Influencing PPC Decisions on the Ban 

a. Bamboo Growers (Farmers), Local Collectors, Traders 

See Annex 7 for some key characteristics of bamboo growers in the sample. Interviews 
showed that bamboo growers had no influence on either the bamboo export ban or the 
decision on its removal. Although growers play a decisive role in projects for expanding 
bamboo planting areas, they were not even notified about the export ban decision. 

Box 3: A Constraint in Bamboo Propagation 

Although there was no sign of direct influence from bamboo growers on either of the Cao 
Bang PPC decisions, in discussions with government officials there was repeated mention of 
the complaints from constituencies to representatives in both the Commune and District 
People’s Councils about the downturns of bamboo business. The constituencies’ complaints 
later became one of the driving forces leading to the ban removal. 

Results from interviews and group discussions with growers, collectors, traders and 
government officials show no evidence of the influence of either collectors or traders on the 
export ban and the ban removal. 

Table 4 illustrates that only about 9% of bamboo growers were aware of the two decisions 
(e.g., the export ban and the ban removal) while a third of local collectors and all bamboo 
traders were aware of both. 

                                                
3 Government officials include policy makers, leaders, officers and staff involved in direct interviews and discussions conducted by the 
research team at commune, district and provincial levels. At the provincial and district level, each department/sub-department was counted 
as one interviewee for analytical purposes in the table. 

“In the provincial strategy for poverty reduction, bamboo production expansion was 
considered strategically for the mountainous areas of Nguyen Binh, Bao Lac, Thong 
Nong and Hoa An districts. The expansion of bamboo-producing areas depends solely 
on bamboo farmers since the only way to propagate bamboo is to separate a young 
bamboo tree from its bush to plant a new one.” 

      - Forest Specialist, Cao Bang FSD 



 8 

Table 4: Awareness of market actors about the issua nce and removal of the export ban 
(Directive No 17/2003 & Decision 1050/2008 Q � -UBND) 

Bamboo export ban 
directive 

Decision on removing the 
ban 

Decision 
Actor 

Percentage (%) Ratio Percentage (%) Ratio 

Bamboo growers 8.9 4/45 11.2 5/45 

Local collectors 33.3 2/6 33.3 2/6 

Bamboo traders 100.0 4/4 100.0 4/4 

Source: Survey data from Cao Bang province (December 2008). 

b. Bamboo Processors: the CBJBPC 

There is only one bamboo processor in Cao Bang province, the CBJBPC. The company was 
established in 1994 with a main production line of processing bamboo into higher value 
added products (e.g., bamboo screens, bamboo mats), with some other immediate products 
for crafting.  

The income of bamboo farmers in Bao Lac and Nguyen Binh districts has increased from 
selling bamboo to the CBJBPC. According to a vice director of the company, the income for 
bamboo farmers in 2002 was proximately 4-6 million VND per hectare per year. If a bamboo 
farmer in Nguyen Binh district owned one hectare of bamboo, food security for that farmer’s 
family could be ensured by selling bamboo to the CBJBPC (Nguyen, 2004).  

However, by 2002, even with about 1,000 hectares of potential harvest, the CBJBPC could 
only operate at a third of its designed capacity due to a shortage of raw bamboo supply. 
Realizing the important role for bamboo production in poverty reduction and economic 
development together with the implementation of the Prime Minister’s Decision No 
80/2002/Q� -TTg, the Cao Bang PPC assigned the CBJBPC to be project holder for the 
bamboo production area expansion project (Cao Bang DARD, 2007). The project aimed to 
reach 5,000 hectares of bamboo production area by 2010. 

As mentioned in section 4.1, the CBJBPC took advantage of its position to submit a ban 
proposal to DARD. The company is a state-owned enterprise under DARD’s control, and 
had a decisive influence on the issuance of the ban. 

After about two years, the CBJBPC found it no longer benefited from continuing the ban; it 
was still unable to reach its target of achieving a sufficient volume of raw bamboo supply for 
full capacity production. Because of the monopsony created by the ban, the price of bamboo 
went down (to only 62.5% and 60% of nominal prices in 2007 as compared to 2008, for 
Type 1 and Type 2 bamboos, respectively—see Table 6) so that farmers did not want to 
expand their bamboo production or even harvest their bamboo. This fact indirectly 
influenced policy makers at DARD and the PPCs to restructure the bamboo support project 
towards decentralizing authority to the district PPCs and removing the export ban. Although 
the CBJBPC did not have direct influence on the ban removal decision, the poor results of its 
implementation of the project made the removal process more persuasive. 

c. Other Actors: Policy Makers, Central Government, NGOs 

Policy Makers from DARD 

While its influence on issuing the export ban was limited, DARD played a decisive role in 
the ban’s removal. “Having observed the negative impact of implementing the bamboo 
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export ban for the past five years, and responses from bamboo growers combined with the 
request from PI and Helvetas, in June 2008 DARD submitted a request to the Cao Bang PPC 
for removing the bamboo export ban directive (Directive No 17/2003 CT-UB),” said a 
deputy director of Cao Bang’s DARD. Interview results show no influence of policy makers 
from the departments other than DARD, on either the bamboo export ban directive or the 
decision on its removal. 

Central Government 

Although the central government had no direct influence on the bamboo export ban or its 
removal, there were two government policies that had an important role in both decisions.  

The first was the Prime Minister’s Decision No 80/2002/Q� -TTg, which initiated 
government funds to support local businesses engaged in the value-added processing of 
agricultural and forestry products (Thu Tuong Chinh Phu (TTG), 2002). This decision 
provided a legal basis for the Cao Bang PPC to develop the project for expanding bamboo 
production areas, from which the bamboo export ban was initiated. 

The second important influence by central government was its push for Vietnam’s 
membership at the WTO. When it became a member in January 2007, it was required to 
remove trade restrictions. WTO membership was thus another driving force for pressuring 
the Cao Bang PPC to remove the ban (see Box 2 in section 4.2 above). 

Donor and NGO Projects 

From discussions with the ETC, DARD, FSD and the Nguyen Binh DPC, it was revealed 
that PI and the bamboo project under Helvetas had contributed in persuading DARD to 
submit a request for removing the export ban. The request first arose in a bamboo production 
workshop organized by PI on May 28, 2008, after the study tours for government officials to 
China had taken place. DARD then officially submitted the request to the Cao Bang PPC 
and the ban removal was approved on July 2nd, 2008. 

Box 4: The Role of PI in Removing the Export Ban 

 

“The Mekong Bamboo Program supported our study tour groups of seven to visit 
Zhejiang province in China for learning about bamboo plantations and bamboo 
production experiences. We visited moso bamboo forests and were very impressed by 
the fast-growing Chinese bamboo, and how Chinese bamboo growers make profits from 
bamboo production. After coming back from the study tours, PI supported us to 
organize a workshop for sharing what we had learnt about bamboo production in 
Zhejiang, and discussion measures to foster bamboo production in Vietnam. In this 
workshop, one expatriate expert asked me why Cao Bang still created a trade barrier by 
issuing the bamboo export ban, and that if we want to boost bamboo production in Cao 
Bang, the first thing we needed to do was remove the ban. Right after the workshop, my 
staff and I prepared a draft request asking the Cao Bang PPC to remove the ban. On 
July 2nd, 2008, the bamboo export ban was officially removed.” 

    - Senior Official in charge of Forestry, Cao Bang DARD 
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4.4 Effects of the Export Ban 

a. Economic Impact 

The primary target of the export ban was to bring economic development into bamboo 
production areas in general, and support to the CBJBPC in particular.  

As Table 5 illustrates, none of the market actors in the bamboo supply chain benefited from 
the ban. Most bamboo growers (82.2%) claimed income reduction was a result of the export 
ban. The given reason for income reduction was the monopsony power used by bamboo 
traders to depress bamboo prices when the ban was in effect (2003 – mid 2008). Results of 
price changes in Table 6 show that bamboo prices received by farmers in 2007 were around 
60% in nominal terms compared to December 2008 (62.5% for Type 1 and 60% for Type 2) 
and around 70% (74.9% for Type 1 and 71.9% for Type 2) in real terms. 

Because the CBJBPC was the only buyer during the ban, one would expect it to use its 
monopsony advantage. However, it was unable to do so because it did not buy bamboo 
directly from farmers, but rather from traders. The CBJBPC also demanded a high volume of 
raw bamboo when supply was very limited. “We hardly bought about 5 tons of bamboo a 
day at that time while now we can easily buy about 10 tons or more a day,” said a senior 
official from the CBJBPC. The CBJBPC also incurred enforcement costs from the ban; if it 
found out a trader sold or transported bamboos outside of Cao Bang, it had to ask the FPSD 
to stop the trader. All “illegal” exported bamboos would be seized and transferred to the 
CBJBPC; however, the CBJBPC had to bear all costs, including law enforcement costs for 
FPSD, transportation costs, etc. 

Table 5: Impact of the bamboo export ban on income 

Income change assessed by bamboo market actor groups4 (%) Income change 
assessment Growers local collectors Traders Processor 

Income decreased 82.2 66.7 0.0 100 
Unchanged 17.8 33.3 100.0 0 
Income increased 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

Source: Survey data from Cao Bang province (December 2008). 

Box 5: Depressed Bamboo Prices and Farmers 

 
Table 6 shows that 33.3% of local collectors claimed that their income had decreased as a 
result of the bamboo export ban, though there was no exact estimation for this reduction. A 
local bamboo collector in Ca Thanh commune and another in Lang Mon commune said that 
they would normally get VND 200-300 per bamboo culm (Type 1) but during the ban they 
only got around VND 100/culm. This low commission decreased the income of local 
collectors by half. Since most collectors were farmers who collected in their villages and 

                                                
4 45 bamboo growers, 6 local collectors, 4 traders and 1 bamboo processor (the CBJBPC) participated in this assessment. 

“The bamboo price in 2005-2006 was about VND 2,500/bamboo (4.2 meters long and a 
diameter of 5 cm), and harvesting and transportation already cost VND 2,000. Farmers 
got only VND 500 per bamboo; it was too cheap so farmers did not want to plant any 
more.” 

      - Senior Official, Nguyen Binh DPC 
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gathered in a convenient place to resell to traders, the additional income from collecting 
bamboo depended on the volume of bamboo collected. Volumes shrank during the ban partly 
because bamboo prices were so low that farmers did not want to harvest. The other reason 
was that if they were not able to resell collected bamboo in a short period of time, the 
bamboo would dry out and remain unsold (and therefore a lost cost). 

Box 6: Impact of the Ban on Local Collectors 

 
Table 6: Bamboo price changes from December 2002 – December 2008 in Nguyen Binh (VND/ 

bamboo culm 4.2 meters long) 

December 2002 December 2007 December 2008 Period 
Product Nominal ’08 VND5 Nominal ’08 VND Nominal ’08 VND 
4-5 cm diameter 
(Type 1 bamboo) 2,800 3,600 2,500 2,997 4,000 4,000 

Compared to Dec. 
2008 price (%)6 70.0 90 62.5 74.9 100 100 

2-3 cm diameter 
(Type 2 bamboo) 1,800 2,314 1,500 1,798 2,500 2,500 

Compared to Dec. 
2008 price (%) 72.0 92.6 60.0 71.9 100 100 

Source: Survey data from Cao Bang province (December 2008). 

All four bamboo traders interviewed in this research claimed their income was least affected 
by the ban. The given reasons were that bamboo traders were the intermediaries between the 
CBJBPC and bamboo growers; both therefore needed their services. In order to maintain 
their income level, traders would adjust charges accordingly. In addition, if bamboo prices 
outside Cao Bang were high enough, they could still export bamboo out of Cao Bang by 
bribing forest protection officers or finding transportation methods that could escape forest 
protection stations. Furthermore, traders were normally involved in businesses other than 
trading bamboo, such as buying and selling other agricultural and forest outputs / inputs, 
construction materials, etc. Thus when bamboo trading was not profitable, they could rely on 
other businesses for income. 

                                                
5 The consumer price index from Cao Bang Yearbook 2008 was used to convert nominal prices into real prices, in terms of December 2008 
money: Dec. 2008 price = Dec. 2002 (2007) price x (1 + i)n; where i is  the average monthly CPI in Cao Bang from Dec. 2002 - Dec. 2008 
and n is the time period in months (n = 0 for  December 2002, when converted). Since bamboo prices had changed dramatically after the 
ban was lifted, to compare price changes before and after the ban was lifted, the average monthly CPI was used to convert to the most 
current market price (December 2008).  
6 (%) percentage = [Dec. 2002 (2007) price / Dec. 2008 price] x 100. 

“I was unable to sell two full trucks of bamboo collected in 2006 because they were 
dried out after a long storage time, since my business partners were from outside Cao 
Bang. I had stopped collecting bamboos by then and just restarted months ago.” 

      - Local Collector, Lang Mon Commune 



 12 

Box 7: A Bamboo Trader in Nguyen Binh District 

 
Another economic effect from the ban was a reduction of tax revenue to the government. 
There are two relevant types of taxes: the natural resource tax and the business income tax.  

The natural resource tax levies 50,000 VND per full truck of bamboo (about 1,000 culms of 
Type 1 bamboo). Usually, CPCs collect this tax; however, “During the ban, the number of 
trucks coming to buy bamboo were low, so sometimes we did not want to bother collecting 
this tax,” said an official from Vu Nong CPC. 

Business income tax is collected solely from the CBJBPC, since it is the only processor. 
During the ban the CBJBPC only operated at 50% its capacity (250,000 m2/year compared to 
a designed capacity of 500,000 m2/year mats equivalent). Its workers also had to take two 
months off a year without pay. Thus, income tax revenue was significantly reduced. 

Since bamboo prices remained so low during the ban (see Graph 1), its sale did not even 
cover the cost of harvesting and transportation. Bamboo growers stopped harvesting, 
resulting in reduced bamboo production. This had further negative consequences (cutting 
bamboo forests for food production, leaving bamboo to die unharvested, etc.) to the poor 
mountainous areas of Cao Bang. 

Graph 1: Bamboo prices from January 2006 – November  2008 
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“The ban did not affect my income since I would adjust my charges accordingly. For 
example, I collected bamboo from here (a shop at N path, Vu Nong commune) and 
used my truck to transfer them for sale to the CBJBPC. In any case, I had to have one 
million VND per full truck of bamboo with current gasoline prices. If I received a lower 
price from the CBJBPC, I then adjusted my price offered to bamboo growers 
accordingly, so that my income would be unchanged. During the ban, I knew a lot of 
trucks transported bamboo outside Cao Bang through Bao Lac; that way they could 
escape from the Cao Bang forest protection patrol and stations.” 

- Bamboo Trader at N path (cua N), Vu Nong Commune, Nguyen Binh District 

            Price of type 1 bamboo 

            Price of type 2 bamboo 
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Source: Helvetas office in Cao Bang town and data collected from the survey.7 

 

b. Social Impact 

The majority of bamboo farmers are H’Mong or Dao Do (red Dao) (Nguyen, 2004), who are 
considered marginalized ethnic groups and the poorest among other minority groups in 
northern Vietnam. Any policy impact on bamboo production would affect these poor people 
in the bamboo producing districts of Cao Bang. As the village head of Xa Peng, Ca Thanh 
commune said, “those in my village that own bamboo forests are no longer hungry or poor.” 
However, living conditions were affected when they could not sell their bamboo, or had to 
sell at very low prices, as during the ban. 

Photo 1: Discussion with H’Mong group on their fiel ds in Ca Thanh commune 

 
 

Results in Table 7 show a significant income reduction for all three bamboo grower groups 
(88.9% for H’Mong, 69.6% for Dao and 50% for Tay). Since the H’Mong in this sample did 
not have lowlands for rice and food crops production, their livings depended solely on their 
limited uplands and bamboo forests. Both the H’Mong and Dao people have used income 
from bamboo to buy supplementary food for their family. For many H’Mong and Dao 
families in the villages of Vu Nong, Ca Thanh and Lang Mon communes, bamboo 
production was a major source of income. H’Mong women appeared to suffer more than 
men from the ban since by H’Mong custom, women bear more responsibility in the family. 
Though both men and women would usually harvest bamboo, they did not want to harvest 
when prices were low. However, when a family really needed hard cash, it was the women 
who went to cut bamboo to sell. In addition, when income from bamboo production was 
reduced, women had to find other means (firewood collection, hired labour) to find the 

                                                
7 Type 1 bamboo culms have a diameter of 4-5 cm and a length of 4.2 m; type 2 bamboo culms have a diameter of 2-3 cm and a length of 
4.2 m. 
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money for family incidental expenses (as discussed with the H’Mong group in Ca Thanh 
commune). 

Table 7: Impact of the bamboo export ban on ethnic minority groups—income and gender 

Income reduction Negative effect on women Variable8 

Ethic group Ratio (%) Ratio (%) 

Dao Do 16/23 69.6 11/23 47.8 

H’Mong 16/18 88.9 11/18 61.1 

Tay 2/4 50.0 1/4 25.0 

Source: Survey data from Cao Bang province (December 2008). 

The Tay group suffered the least income reduction, because the Tay usually own sufficient 
lowlands for rice and corn production for family food security. For them, income from 
bamboo is an additional source for saving or for paying other family expenditures other than 
food; therefore, when bamboo prices are low, it is not a necessity to sell.  

In Dao and Tay cultures, men and women are pretty equal; thus, any effects of the ban would 
be the same on both men and women. 

Box 9: Social impact of the ban 

 
Other social impacts resulting from the ban included occasional layoffs (two months of 
unemployment a year at the CBJBPC), as discussed in the economic impact part above. 

c. Impact on Business 

Ironically, the ban created a monopsony power not for the CBJBPC but for bamboo traders, 
since the CBJBPC was incapable of buying bamboo directly from growers. As a result of 
this monopsony bamboo market, prices received by farmers decreased, causing a raw 
material shortage for its full designed capacity. The ban officially put a barrier to free trade 
and competition for the bamboo market in Cao Bang. “FPSD, police, market patrols and 
DPCs had to control and to prevent outside traders from competing with the CBJBPC” (Cao 
Bang PPC, 2003). Outside traders were not allowed to approach and buy bamboo from 
growers, and growers were not able to sell their bamboo at competitive prices; in some 
cases, farmers even had to leave their mature bamboo unharvested or dried out for firewood. 
“Every time the CBJBPC transported its products outside Cao Bang, it had to report to or get 
permission from the Cao Bang FPSD. The only products that the CBJBPC produced at that 
time were bamboo mats and screens, but it was still not able to buy enough raw bamboo 
supply” (CBJBPC report, 2008). 

Outside traders who wanted to buy bamboo from Cao Bang would either have to bribe forest 
patrols or forest protection staff at control points on the way to state highway No 3, or 

                                                
8 Measured by the ratio or percentage of persons in each group who answered yes for having their income 
reduced or having a negative effect (higher burden of finding money for family means) on women as a result of 
the ban. 

“When bamboo prices went down, lot of H’Mong families in my village became hungry 
since they don’t have low lands for producing food crops.” 

     - Xa Peng Village Head, Ca Thanh Commune 
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transport their bamboo from Bao Lac to Ha Giang province (state highway No 34 A) to 
escape control stations. The volume of bamboo traded outside Cao Bang reduced 
significantly due to all the forest protection checkpoints and stations. Another contributing 
factor was that the CBJBPC tied Cao Bang traders by deferring payments to them by a 
period lag.9 A trader who wants to collect payment from previous dealings has to keep doing 
business with the CBJBPC. 

The volume of bamboo traded domestically within Cao Bang did not increase due to the ban. 
As evidence for this, the CBJBPC was not able to buy a sufficient volume of bamboo for its 
full-scale operation during that time.  

Box 10: The impact on traders’ business 

  
Box 11: Case of a H’Mong bamboo grower in Vu Nong C ommune 

 

d. Environmental Impact 

Most bamboo production areas in Cao Bang are monoculture forests. Because of this, 
harvest methods and forest management have a significant impact on the surrounding 
environment, particularly on forest stands and land degradation. Since bamboo usually 
grows in cool, humid and high-sloping mountainous areas, cutting down bamboo forests for 
agricultural production (such as the case of Mr. Lenh, see Box 11) would cause severe 
environmental effects. 

Table 8 presents an assessment of harvesting practices and forest management. 

                                                
9 A period lag is when a trader does not receive a payment for bamboo he sells to the company until the next trip or several trips later; 
otherwise, the company may hold all payments until the fiscal year ends. 

Mr. Duong Van Lenh was a H’Mong in Lung Noi village, Vu Nong commune. He owned 
more than 2 hectares of bamboo forest. Before 2003, he usually harvested 2 to 3 full 
trucks of bamboo a year and sold them for money to buy food (rice mostly) for his family 
for at least six months. By the end of 2004, Mr. Lenh had harvested about a full truck of 
bamboo, but he could not sell it. The bamboo became dried and abundant. The price at 
that time was VND 1,000 per bamboo culm (compared to VND 3,500-4,000 per culm as 
a current market price for the same type and quality). Mr. Lenh decided to clear one 
hectare of his bamboo forest for corn production to ensure his family’s food security 
instead. 

“The CBJBPC usually held our money for a couple of periods. If we wanted to get our 
money back, we had to keep selling bamboo to the company. In some cases, the 
company withheld payment until the end of a year. During the ban, some bamboo 
traders in Huy Giap commune, Bao Lac district still transported bamboo to outside Cao 
Bang through Ha Giang by bribing forest patrol officers.” 

     - Bamboo Trader, Nguyen Binh town 
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Table 8: Effect of the ban on harvesting practices and forest management 

Statistics 
Variable 

Mean CV (%) 

Change in harvest practices10 1.75 24.2 
Change in bamboo forest management11 1.96 21.3 
Sample size (n) 45 observations 

Source: Survey data from Cao Bang province (December 2008). 

Though there is no obvious evidence about the impact on the environment, a mean of 1.75 
for changes in harvest practices suggests that on average, growers tended to harvest less than 
before the ban. However, in some cases (such as Mr. Lenh, see Box 11), farmers cleared 
their bamboo forests in order to grow other crops for food production. In other cases, farmers 
sold their entire bamboo plots when cash was needed for family expenses; the buyers of 
these plots are typically traders or collectors, who then harvest all sellable bamboo to 
maximize profit. “A whole sale bamboo plot looked almost blank after harvesting by traders. 
This type of ‘blank’ bamboo cut could be seen in Nguyen Binh district a couple of years ago 
and it would take 3-4 years for these plots to be re-harvested,” said a leader from the CPC of 
Ca Thanh commune. 

The CV (%) for changes in harvest practices and for forest management are 24.2 and 21.3, 
respectively.12 This suggests that the answers from respondents are focused: 75.8% of 
responses fall within one standard deviation around the mean for changes in harvest 
practices (1.75); 78.7% of responses fall within one standard deviation around the mean for 
changes in forest management (1.96).  

e. Impact on Bamboo Production 

The mean of 1.96 for changes in bamboo forest management suggests that in general, forest 
management was almost not affected by the ban (see Table 8, above). The fact is that there 
were no management activities other than cutting climbing trees or removing weeds. The 
price reduction caused by the ban had also discouraged growers from expanding bamboo 
planting areas, even with the support of the government project. “In Ca Thanh commune, we 
planned to plant 10 hectares of new bamboo by 2008, but we could only plant 6 hectares. 
When bamboo prices were low, no one wanted to grow bamboo even though we gave them 
VND 5,000 (in current prices) for each new tree planted,” said a leader from the CPC of Ca 
Thanh commune. 

                                                
10 Change = 1 if bamboo harvested is less than before the ban, 2 if bamboo harvested is the same as before the ban, and 3 if bamboo 
harvested is more than before the ban. 
11 Change = 1 if less care and investment is put into bamboo forest than before the ban, 2 if the same as before the ban, and 3 if 
management is more than before the ban. 
12 CV% (coefficient of variation) = standard deviation/mean (%) measuring the dispersion of actual observations around the mean. The 
higher the CV% of a variable, the flatter the bell shape of variable distribution will be.  
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Photo 2: Leftover bamboo after harvesting 

 
 

4.5 Effects of the Export Ban Removal 

a. Economic Impact 

Table 9 shows the effect on income of removing the bamboo export ban. All market actors 
except for traders claimed that income increased when the ban was lifted. This was due 
mainly to an increase in bamboo prices received by farmers (as shown in Table 6, prices 
increased about 25% for Type 1 bamboo and 28% for Type 2, in real terms) and a faster 
turnover of bamboo business. As shown in Graph 1, there was a jump in bamboo prices 
when the ban was lifted, at the end of 2008. 

With the ban lifted, company income for the CBJBPC almost doubled since there were fewer 
raw supply shortages and it could operate at full capacity. 

 

Table 9: Impact on income of removing the bamboo ex port ban 

Income change assessed by bamboo market actor groups13 (%)  Income change 
assessment Growers Local collectors Traders Processor 

Decreased 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Unchanged 35.6 33.3 100.0 0.0 
Increased 64.4 66.7 0.0 100 

Source: Survey data from Cao Bang province (December 2008). 

                                                
13 45 bamboo growers, 6 local collectors, 4 traders and 1 bamboo processor (the CBJBPC) participated in this assessment. 
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Box 12: Impact of ban removal on CBJBPC income 

 
Table 10 shows the impact of lifting the ban on the Dao Do, H’Mong and Tay ethnic groups. 
Incomes generally increased for all bamboo growing groups in the sample. Those claiming 
an increase in income were usually those that owned a large bamboo area. 

Table 10: Impact on income of ethnic minority group s 

Proportion with income increased14 Variable 

Ethic group Ratio (%) 
Dao Do 12/23 52.2 
H’Mong 13/18 72.2 
Tay 4/4 100.0 

Source: Survey data from Cao Bang province (December 2008). 

Another economic impact from removing the ban was an increase in government tax 
revenues from bamboo traders and the CBJBPC. “When the ban was in effect, we did not 
even want to collect the natural resource fees since they were so small; but now we collect 
quite a bit for CPC spending, especially during the bamboo harvesting season at the end of 
the year,” said a leader from the Vu Nong CPC. 

b. Impact on Business 

Outside businesses have started entering the market in Cao Bang. With the ban removed, the 
688 company completed its legal paperwork and has already signed an investment contract 
with the Nguyen Binh DPC to establish a bamboo processing workshop in Nguyen Binh 
town with a scale of 4,500 m2 per year (mats equivalent). It has since started clearing the 
ground for building a processing line in 2009 (report from Nguyen Binch DPC, December 
2008). With a new entrant into the bamboo industry and its establishment close to bamboo 
growing areas (Nguyen Binh district), the CBJBPC has proceeded to open a new branch for 
pre-treating bamboo raw materials in Huy Giap commune, Bao Lac district (as reported by a 
deputy director of the Cao Bang DARD). 

By removing the export ban, the market in Cao Bang is returning to a competitive 
environment that actively boosts the bamboo industry. The CBJBPC has started diversifying 
its products from solely 1.2-m bamboo mats to different sized mats (1.4-m mats) and other 
products (e.g., bamboo screens, fishing rods, bamboo furniture, etc.). By the end of 2008, the 
CBJBPC was planning to open a new outlet in Ho Chi Minh City (as reported by a vice 
director of the CBJBPC). 

 

                                                
14 Fraction or % of persons who answered yes for having an increase in income as a result of the ban removal. 

“We have expanded our processing scale from 5 tons/day to 10 tons/day and we are 
still able to buy a large enough volume of raw bamboo supply for full operation with 
reasonable prices. Although prices have increased from VND 3,500,000 to 5,000,000 
for a full truck of Type 1 bamboo, our product price has also increased from VND 
135,000 (in 2000 this was equal to VND 178,400 using December 2008 currency) to 
VND 278,000 (in December 2008) for a 1.2-m mat, so our business is quite good.” 

      - Vice Director, CBJBPC 
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Photo 3: Bamboo collection site in Lang Mon commune  

 
Box 13: Business story of a local bamboo collector in Lang Mon commune 

 

c. Social Impact 

The removal of the export ban had an impact on jobs for local collectors and the processor 
(the CBJBPC). Currently, the CBJBPC can employ its full capacity of more than 200 
workers and staff year-round, whereas under the ban it had to lay-off its workers seasonally 
for two months a year. In 2008, the company established a new pre-processing facility in 
Huy Giap commune (Bao Lac district), in order to reduce transportation costs; this also 
created more jobs for the people in Bao Lac. 

The establishment of a new processing workshop by 688 company will further create 
employment in Nguyen Binh town. The entrance of the new company onto the market has 
also increased income for bamboo growers (as confirmed by a senior official of the Nguyen 
Binh DPC). 

“Bamboo business is much more convenient now than 2 years ago. I had been a 
bamboo local collector before but had to close my business because I suffered losses 
when I used my money to collect bamboo and then could not sell. The collected 
bamboo was ruined from drying out in the sun. My trade partners at the time were 
mainly from outside Cao Bang, so my business went south. The situation is getting 
much better now. I reopened my bamboo collecting business: I now collect and sell 
bamboo of different types (different sizes and for different purposes). I was able to re-
contact my former bamboo business partners outside Cao Bang, like in Hai Hung, Ha 
Bac province. Traders now even pay us in advance for helping them collect bamboo.” 

    - Local collector in Na Noi village, Lang Mon commune 
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Photo 4: Dao women from Vu Nong commune 

 

d. Environmental Impact 

Table 11 shows the changes in harvesting practices and in forest management after the ban 
was lifted. A mean of 1.67 for harvest practices suggests that bamboo harvests were tended 
less than before the ban. An explanation for this was provided by a local extension worker 
and bamboo grower in Lung Luong village, Vu Nong commune: “when the price for 
bamboo received by bamboo growers was increased, farmers highly valued their bamboo 
forests. When harvesting bamboo, they left at least one third of the mature bamboo uncut so 
that this strong bamboo could nourish other younger bamboo.” This is consistent with the 
mean of 2.18 for changes in forest management: growers cared for and invested more into 
their bamboo forests than before. 

Table 11: Harvest practices and bamboo forest manag ement after the ban was lifted 

Statistics 
Variable 

Mean CV (%) 

Change in harvest practices15 1.67 24.9 
Change in bamboo forest management16 2.18 22.1 
Sample size (n) 45 observations 

Source: Survey data from Cao Bang province (December 2008). 

The CV (%) for changes in harvest practices and for forest management are 24.9 and 22.1, 
respectively.17 This suggests that the answers from respondents are focused: 75.1% of 
responses fall within one standard deviation around the mean for changes in harvest 

                                                
15 Change = 1 if bamboo harvested is less than before the ban was lifted, 2 if bamboo harvested is the same as before, and 3 if bamboo 
harvested is more than before. 
16 Change = 1 if less care and investment is put into bamboo forest than before the ban was lifted, 2 if the same as before, and 3 if 
management is more than before. 
17 CV% (coefficient of variation) = standard deviation/mean (%) measuring the dispersion of actual observations around the mean. The 
higher the CV% of a variable, the flatter the bell shape of variable distribution will be.  
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practices (1.67); 77.9% of responses fall within one standard deviation around the mean for 
changes in forest management (2.18).  

As a result of receiving higher bamboo prices, farmers now value and care for their bamboo 
forests, contributing to better environmental protection. 

e. Impact on Bamboo Production 

The ban removal changed the attitudes of growers toward the care and appreciation of their 
bamboo forests. When the price of bamboo jumped, growers regained their bargaining power 
with traders. With the establishment of two new processing workshops (by the 688 company 
in Nguyen Binh and by the CBJBPC in Bao Lac) close to growers, bamboo planting areas 
have visibly expanded. With increased prices, farmers are willing to expand bamboo 
production and plant new bamboo. 

All actors along the supply chain in Cao Bang have been better off since the bamboo export 
ban was removed. Bamboo production has been expanding, though there are still problems 
hindering this process: a slow bamboo propagation rate, the small portion of forest land 
available for production,18 and the slow process in transferring ownership of the CBJBPC 
project to the DPCs of bamboo-growing districts (Nguyen Binh, Bao Lac, Thong Nong, Hoa 
An). 

4.6 Future Outlook: Two Scenarios 
Discussions were held with DARD, FDSD and CBJBPC about the future development of the 
bamboo industry in Cao Bang. Two possible scenarios were debated: 

1. Expanding truc sao bamboo areas within the main bamboo-growing districts, and 
diversifying the range of high-value products produced with this bamboo. 

2. Maintaining current local bamboo-growing areas but piloting imported (e.g., moso 
bamboo species from China) for potential use in the mountainous districts of Cao 
Bang. 

a. Expanding production using truc sao species 

The proponents for this scenario argue that the traditional truc sao species have been with 
the ethnic minority groups of Cao Bang’s mountainous areas for many years. These upland 
peoples have acquainted themselves with the practices for planting this species, and have 
made a well-known trademark for Cao Bang bamboo products both domestically and abroad. 
The truc sao of Cao Bang is best for making bamboo screens since it has a high cellulose 
content, as well as a gold-coloured and polished skin that other species lack. Furthermore, 
Cao Bang’s forest land for bamboo production is already exhausted or occupied by truc sao; 
for example, in Nguyen Binh the truc sao account for 1,400 ha of the total forest production 
area of 1,651.98 ha (Nguyen Binh DPC, 2008). 

On the other hand, truc sao is a very low-yielding species, and the products made from it are 
limited. It is suitable for producing mats, screens, chopsticks and toothpicks, but the market 
for these products are almost saturated. It will be difficult for bamboo businesses to diversify 
their products if their processing line is based solely on Cao Bang truc sao materials. In 
addition, available forestland suitable for truc sao is limited, whereas a species like moso can 

                                                
18 As current land allocation policy, only “forest production” land can be allocated to individual households for forest production. The 
forest production land accounts for a very small portion of total forest land. For example in Nguyen Binh district forest production land 
accounts for only 2.6% of total forest land. 
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adapt to a wider range of ecological conditions. A new bamboo species can also introduce a 
wider range of products, minimizing market risks. Finally, the truc sao species can only be 
propagated by using a young bamboo cutting, which is very slow and costly. 

b. Expanding production using imported moso species 

Proponents of this scenario argue that the Cao Bang truc sao species is very low-yielding 
and difficult to propagate. Although the province has invested quite a lot of money for 
expanding bamboo-growing areas (a total of 4,000 VND for each new planting), after five 
years of project implementation only about 1,000 ha have been planted. The new (moso) 
species can be propagated using seeds, resolving the biggest obstacle for expanding growing 
areas. Moso bamboo further has a thicker stem, suitable for producing different types of 
bamboo mats and other products. It is also easily coloured for diversifying final products. A 
small area of moso bamboo has been tested and showed a positive sign for further extension. 

The opponents argue that the Cao Bang truc sao trademark would be destroyed if moso 
becomes a replacement species. The Cao Bang truc sao are used to produce very high 
quality bamboo screens that are well-known in many markets (including Taiwan and Eastern 
Europe). The species does not require intensive care or fertile soil conditions. It has also 
been embedded into Dao and H’Mong culture for generations. Finally, there is no scientific 
data on whether moso can be used to replace truc sao, whether economically or 
environmentally.  

5. Conclusion 
The following conclusions were drawn from discussions with Cao Bang authorities at 
different levels, and from interviews with various actors in the bamboo supply chain within 
the province. 

5.1 Reasons for Issuing and Removing the Ban 
�  The primary reason for issuing the bamboo export ban (Directive No 17/2003 CT-UB 

on June 2, 2003) was to support the CBJBPC’s demand for raw materials to operate at 
full capacity. Other supplementary reasons include: 

o The implementation of the Prime Minister’s Decision No 80/2002/Q� -TTg to 
encourage linkages between farmers and processors in agricultural and forestry 
production. 

o The government-funded project for expanding bamboo-growing areas in four 
mountainous districts of Cao Bang. 

�  The following led to the removal of the bamboo export ban (Decision No 1050/Q� -
UBND on July 2, 2008): 

o Complaints from bamboo growers to representatives at Commune and District 
People’s Councils. 

o The realization by DARD and DPC officials about the ban’s negative impact on the 
bamboo industry in Cao Bang, following study tours organized by PI. 

o Questions about the ban from an expatriate during the workshop organized after the 
study tours. 

o Vietnam’s membership at the WTO. 

o The negative impact on the CBJBPC. 
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5.2 Impact of the Ban and its Removal 
�  The ban lowered bamboo prices, which made growers care less about their forests. 

Growers also harvested less, which might seem better for the environment; however, 
some farmers sold their entire plots to traders, resulting in “blank” harvesting, causing 
environmental threats. 

�  The ban affected the H’Mong and Dao groups more than the Tay, since the former 
owned little (or no) lowlands for rice and corn production; the income and food 
security of the H’Mong and Dao groups depended substantially on selling bamboo. 

�  The ban caused bamboo business in Cao Bang to slack, leading to seasonal 
unemployment for workers of the CBJBPC (about two months per year). 

�  H’Mong women appeared to suffer more negative effects of the ban than the men in 
this sample. 

�  The monopsony power of bamboo traders from the ban depressed bamboo prices, 
leading to lower incomes for bamboo growers, collectors and the bamboo processor 
(the CBJBPC). 

�  Bamboo traders inside Cao Bang province were the least affected by the ban; however, 
they reportedly received payment by period lag for selling bamboo to the CBJBPC and 
were tied to the company by this method. 

�  The removal of the ban benefited all actors in the bamboo supply chain and fostered the 
bamboo industry in Cao Bang. 

�  The removal of the ban has also brought positive effects on the environment and on 
bamboo production in the province. 

5.3 Future Outlook for the Bamboo Industry in Cao Bang 
�  There are debates about the future development of bamboo business in Cao Bang, 

about whether it will prioritize expanding the local truc sao species or rather import 
new fast-growing and high-yielding bamboo for production. 

6. Study Limitations 
This research was designed purposely as a brief study focused on qualitative data collection. 
A quantitative analysis of the issuance and removal of the ban on different market actors was 
not done.  

Most bamboo growers and local collectors involved in this study were H’Mong and Dao 
who hardly understood Vietnamese language; all local interviewers hired for this research 
were from ethnic minority groups but none were from the H’Mong or Dao. Local interveners 
were able to use Tay and Dao dialects, but very few knew the H’Mong dialect for 
communications with farmers. As such, a villager in each visited village was used as an 
interpreter, but misinterpretations might still be possible.  

Since H’Mong and Dao groups in visited villages had a very low educational level (the 
women are almost illiterate), it was difficult to obtain accurate quantitative data from them, 
especially recalled economic data such as price, income, volume sold in the past, etc. 

Although the selected sites for field visits were theoretically sound, the site-specific nature of 
bamboo production in mountainous areas of Cao Bang should be considered. For example, 
during the ban, bamboo traders from Bao Lac district might still sell and transport bamboo 
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outside the province, since their locales were pretty remote and there were ways to escape 
from forest protection patrols or checkpoints. 

Recommendations for further studies in bamboo production and product development can be 
found in Annex 8. 
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Annex 1: Commune Selection Matrix in Nguyen Binh District 
Commune Bamboo 

areas 
Income from 
bamboo 

Poverty 
status 

Accessibility Willingness to 
cooperate 

Total 
score 

Phan Thanh 5 5 1 3 2 16 
Thanh Cong 2 3 2 4 2 13 
Lang Mon 1 1 2 2 2 8 
Minh Tan 3 3 2 4 2 14 
Bac Hop 4 3 2 5 2 16 
Thinh Vuong 5 5 1 3 2 16 
Hoa Tham 5 5 1 4 2 17 
Mai long 4 5 1 5 2 17 
Minh Thanh 5 5 2 4 2 18 
Tam Kim 4 5 1 5 2 17 
Trieu Nguyen 3 2 1 4 2 12 
Ca Thanh 2 2 1 1 2 8 
Quang Thanh 5 4 1 3 2 15 
Yen Lac 3 2 2 5 2 14 
Nguyen Binh 
town 

5 5 3 1 2 16 

Thai Hoc 4 3 1 3 2 13 
Vu Nong 4 3 1 1 2 11 
The Duc 4 3 2 4 2 15 
Hung Dao 5 5 1 3 2 16 
Mo Thiec 5 5 3 1 2 16 

The scoring system is as follows: 

�  Bamboo area: 1 if owning more than 500 ha of bamboo, 2 if between 100 – 500 ha, 3 if 
between 50 – 99 ha, 4 if between 25 – 49 ha and 5 if less than 25 ha. 

�  Income from bamboo production: 1 if the commune has a very high income from 
bamboo (as compared within Nguyen Binh district), 2 if a fair income from bamboo, 3 
if moderate income from bamboo, 4 if a low income from bamboo, and 5 if a very low 
or no income from bamboo. 

�  Poverty status: 1 if it is a “135” commune, 2 if the commune contains “135” village(s), 
and 3 if otherwise.19 

�  Accessibility: 1 if very easy to access, 2 if fairly easy to access, 3 if moderate, 4 if 
difficult to access, and 5 if very difficult to access. 

�  Willingness to cooperate: 1 if local authorities are willing to support the research, 2 if 
OK to work with, and 3 if reluctant to cooperate. 

The lowest total score was selected (highlighted in yellow). 

                                                
19 One of Vietnam’s principal national target programs for poverty reduction is known as “Program 135” (2006-2010), targeting communes 
and villages facing extreme hardship in ethnic minority and mountainous areas. See Prime Minister Decision No 164/2006/Q� -TTg issued 
on July 11, 2006. 
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Annex 2: Village Selection Matrix 

Vu Nong commune 
Village Bamboo 

areas 
Income from 
bamboo 

Poverty 
status 

Accessibility Willingness 
to cooperate 

Total 
score 

Lung Luong 2 1 1 1 1 6 
Lung Noi 3 3 1 2 3 12 
Xiem Peng 1 2 1 3 2 9 
Other villages Other villages do not have bamboo 

Ca Thanh commune 
Village Bamboo 

areas 
Income from 
bamboo 

Poverty 
status 

Accessibility Willingness 
to cooperate 

Total 
score 

Xa Peng 1 1 1 1 1 5 
Nam Kim 2 2 1 2 2 9 
Cao Lu 3 2 1 3 3 12 
Nam Dan 3 3 1 2 2 11 
Khuoi Vay 2 2 1 3 2 10 

Lang Mon commune 
Village Bamboo 

areas 
Income from 
bamboo 

Poverty 
status 

Accessibility Willingness 
to cooperate 

Total 
score 

Na Noi 1 1 1 1 3 1 7 
Na Noi 2 2 2 2 2 2 10 
Ke Gia 3 3 2 1 3 12 
Na Bao 3 3 2 1 2 11 
Ke Si 3 3 3 1 2 12 
Na Po 3 3 3 2 2 13 
Na Lanh 3 3 3 2 3 14 
Na Pieo 3 3 2 3 1 12 
Lung Hinh 3 3 2 2 2 12 

 
The scoring system is as follows: 

�  Bamboo area: 1 if the village had a large bamboo growing area (compared to other 
villages in the commune), 2 if the village had an average bamboo area, and 3 if the 
village had a small or no bamboo growing area. 

�  Income from bamboo production: 1 if the commune has a very high income from 
bamboo (as compared within the commune), 2 if having fair income from bamboo, 3 if 
moderate income from bamboo, 4 if low income from bamboo, and 5 if very low or no 
income from bamboo. 

�  Poverty status: 1 if the village in the commune is very poor (compared to other 
villages), 2 if it is an average village in the commune, and 3 if otherwise. 

�  Accessibility: 1 if very easy to access (compared to other villages), 2 for moderate, 3 if 
difficult to access. 

�  Willingness to cooperate: 1 if villagers are willing to support the research, 2 if OK to 
work with, and 3 if reluctant to cooperate. 
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The lowest score in the total will be selected (highlighted in yellow). 
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Annex 3: Approach and target groups  
Prior to provincial department (PPC, DARD and forest protection sub-department) and district 
visits.  
Ensure the consultant has copies of PPC degrees of banning and then lifting the ban of 
exporting bamboos to outside Cao Bang province. 
Target group discussion and group 
interviews 

Topics of discussions 

 
The group discussions and target group 
interview were carried out with the following 
groups in their offices 
- A group of 2 from DARD 
- A group of 3 from ETC 
- A group of 3 at DOIA 
- A group of 3 at FSD 
- A group of 2 at Nguyen Binh District PC. 
The group discussions were facilitated 
directly by the consultant by using the topics 
in the column in the right.  
The consultant brought topics for discussion 
openly and took notes of all opinions of group 
members and then sum-up in a prepared form 
(see the questionnaire attached) 

 

 
-  Questions related to process of issuing 

the bamboo export ban in 2002 and 
then lifted the ban in July 2008. 

-  Reasons for issuing the ban and 
reasons for lifting the ban. 

-  Challenges and problems 
observed/reflected in reports from 
implementing the ban and removing 
the ban decisions on income of 
bamboo producers and bamboo 
production in general. 

-  Impacts on different actor groups 
(traders/collectors and farmers) 

-  in terms of economics, social relation 
and environment  

-  Suggestions on fostering bamboo    
industry in the Cao Bang province. 

 
There were 3 group discussions were conducted with villagers on the fields facilitated by local 
interviewers and using local dialects. Results of these discussions served as cross-check for data 
collected from in-depth interviews with individual bamboo growers and local collectors. 
Target group discussion  Topics of discussions 

- A group of  4 Dao men in Lung 
Luong village, Vu Nong commune 

- A group of 5 H’Mong men and 
women in Xa Peng village, Ca 
Thanh commune 

- A group of 4 H’Mong women in Na 
Noi village, Lang Mon commune 

- Awareness about the export ban and 
lifting the ban 

- Impacts of the ban and the ban removal 
on women/men 

- Common practices of bamboo forest 
management 

- How their bamboos were harvested and 
sold 

Direct interviews were conducted with some government officials in the FSD, the CBJBPC 
Nguyen Binh  forest protection station, and three leaders of the three selected communes (e.g., 
Vu Nong, Ca Thanh, and Lang Mon) where only one representative of these offices were 
assigned to work with the consultant. These semi-structured interviews based on prepared 
topics with open-ended questions (see detail questionnaire attached) were conducted directly by 
the consultant.  
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Annex 4: List of local contributors and people met 
No Name Title Agency Location 
1 Nguyen Si Hanh Vice director Extension center Cao Bang town 
2 Be Viet Vuong Head of extension 

section 
 
Extension center 

Cao Bang town 

3 Nong Thi Huong staff Extension center Cao Bang town 
4 Mr. Cung Vice director DARD Cao Bang town 
5 Mr. Dung Senior official DARD Cao Bang town 
6 Mr. Thien Deputy director CBJBPC Cao Bang town 
7 Mr. Chuong Deputy director FPSD Cao Bang town 
8 Trieu Duc Hoat Senior official DOIA Cao Bang town 
9 Dinh Van Phuong Vice director DOIA Cao Bang town 
10 Nong Thi Ha staff DOIA Cao Bang town 
11 Mr. Dung Senior official FSD Cao Bang town 
12 Mr. Quan Senior official FSD Cao Bang town 
13 Mr. Hung Senior official FSD Cao Bang town 
14 Ma Thi Inh Vice chairwoman Nguyen Binh 

DPC 
Nguyen Binh town 

15 Trieu thi Cam Head DDARD Nguyen Binh town 
16 Mr. Chuong Former head  Nguyen Binh 

DFPS 
Nguyen Binh town 

17 Ban Van Chan Chairman CPC of Vu Nong Vu Nong commune 
18 Mrs. Kia Chairwoman CPC of Ca Thanh Ca Thanh commune 
19 Ban Huu Tai Chairman CFA of Lang 

Mon 
Lang Mon commune 

20 Hoang Thu Huong Officer Helvetas in Cao 
Bang 

Cao Bang town 
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Annex 5: List of bamboo growers, local collectors and traders 
No Grower’s Name Commune Ethnicity 

1 Trieu Dao Sieu Vu Nong Dao Do 
2 Phung Sang Hien Vu Nong Dao Do 
3 Phung Sang Chieu  Vu Nong Dao Do 
4 Trieu Long Choi Vu Nong Dao Do 
5 Phung Sun Trinh Vu Nong Dao Do 
6 Ly Dao Phin Vu Nong Dao Do 
7 Phung Sanh Pu Vu Nong Dao Do 
8 Ly Kien Phin Vu Nong Dao Do 
9 Ly Dao Trinh Vu Nong Dao Do 

10 Trieu Long Trinh Vu Nong Dao Do 
11 Phuong Chan Phan Vu Nong Dao Do 
12 Phung Kiem Hin Vu Nong Dao Do 
13 Trieu Long Phan Vu Nong Dao Do 
14 Ly Dao Phan Vu Nong Dao Do 
15 Phung Van Vang Vu Nong Dao Do 
16 Ban Chan Phau Vu Nong Dao Do 
17 Trieu Long Piao Vu Nong Dao Do 
18 Hoang Sun Toong Ca Thanh Dao Do 
19 Dang Van Choi Ca Thanh Dao Do 
20 Dang Choi On Ca Thanh Dao Do 
21 Hoang Xun Piao Ca Thanh Dao Do 
22 Ban Van Sinh Lang Mon Dao Do 
23 Dang Quay Lay Ca Thanh Dao Do 
24 Nong Van Pa Ca Thanh H’mong 
25 Nong Van Cua Ca Thanh H’mong 
26 Duong Van Tu Ca Thanh H’mong 
27 Hoang Van  Tu Ca Thanh H’mong 
28 Ly Van Gau Ca Thanh H’mong 
29 Nong Van Cau Ca Thanh H’mong 
30 Hoang Thi Tan Ca Thanh H’mong 
31 Hoang Van Dau Ca Thanh H’mong 
32 Hoang Van Che Ca Thanh H’mong 
33 Ngo Thi Sinh Lang Mon H’mong 
34 Truong Van Ky Lang Mon H’mong 
35 Truong Van  Vinh Lang Mon H’mong 
36 Ly Van Manh Lang Mon H’mong 
37 Hoang Van Truong Lang Mon H’mong 
38 Ngo Thi Khia Lang Mon H’mong 
39 Hoang Thi Du Lang Mon H’mong 
40 Dang Phu Son Ca Thanh H’mong 
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41 Ly Phuong Sinh Ca Thanh H’mong 
42 Trieu Van Binh Lang Mon Tay 
43 Pham Thi Xuan Lang Mon Tay 
44 Nong Thi Chien Lang Mon Tay 
45 Nong Thi Lanh Lang Mon Tay 

 

No Name Trader / Collector Ethnicity Commune 
1 Nong Thi Lanh Local collector Tay Lang Mon 
2 Ban Huu Tai Local collector Dao Do Lang Mon 
3 Phung Kien Hin Local collector Dao Do Vu Nong 
4 Dang Quay Lay Local collector Dao Do Ca Thanh 
5 Ly Phuong Sinh Local collector H’mong Ca Thanh 
6 Hoang Van Dau B Local collector H’mong Ca Thanh 
7 Nong Van Tri Bamboo trader Tay Vu Nong 
8 Nong Van Vi Bamboo trader Tay Nguyen Binh town 
9 Nong Van Chung Bamboo trader Tay Lang Mon 

10 Hoang van Vinh Bamboo trader Tay Nguyen Binh town 

 

Annex 6: Requirements for Local Interviewers 
Three local interviewers were needed to support the consultant by conducting interviews 
with bamboo growers, local collectors and traders. To avoid biases/conflict of interests, the 
interviewers were selected directly by the consultant to meet the following qualifications and 
requirements: 

�  Local people (has a good understanding of local customs and culture, and lives in Cao 
Bang or Nguyen Binh). 

�  College/university graduates or in the senior year of a programme in forestry, 
agriculture, economics or environmental management. 

�  Good communication skills in Tay, Dao or Nung dialects, and H’Mong will be 
advantage. 

�  Not directly/indirectly having family members/relatives involved in bamboo business. 
�  Responsible and accountable characteristics. 

Local interviewers were asked to attend a half-day training course on data collection 
methods and worked one day side-by-side with the consultant before they were allowed to 
work separately in a group of two. The consultant arranged the interviewing schedule so that 
he was able to supervise the local hired interviewers to ensure the quality of the data 
collected and to avoid biases. At the end of each day, the consultant met with all local 
interviewers to go over the results of that day and to draw experiences for the next day. 
During the community interviewing period, each day the consultant paired up with a 
different local interviewer to ensure sufficient supervision on the local interviewer’s work.  

Local interviewers were hired directly by the consultant and worked under his direct 
supervision. 
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Annex 7: Characteristics of Bamboo Growers 
The following table presents some key characteristics of the bamboo growers interviewed. 
Nearly half of the sample have an income from bamboo over 3 million VND. Based on 2005 
poverty standards, this level of income could sustain the food security for a family of four 
for a period of 4-6 months (Thu Tuong Chinh Phu (TTG), 2005). This suggests that bamboo 
production plays an important role in reducing poverty in bamboo growing communes. This 
is consistent with the 91.1% of growers that state they produce bamboo for cash to 
supplement family income and food security. 

Table 12: Characteristics of Bamboo Growers 

Characteristics Sub-category Percentage of total (%) 

Annual income from 
bamboo production 

< 1 million VND 
1 – 3 million VND 
3 – 5 million VND 
> 5 million VND 

24.4 
26.7 
33.3 
15.6 

Bamboo production 
purpose 

- For domestic use only 
- Cash for supplementary income 
- Other 

2.2 
91.1 
6.7 

Selling method 

- Direct to traders 
- Direct to local collectors 
- Other (whoever pays the most 
when they need to sell) 

51.1 
44.4 

 
4.5 

 Source: Survey data from Cao Bang province (December 2008). 

Most bamboo producers (94.5%) sold their bamboo either directly to bamboo traders or 
through local collectors. Local collectors function as the extended hands of traders in buying 
bamboo from growers. 

The research found that 100% of bamboo growers sold their bamboo as raw materials. There 
was no preliminary treatment of bamboo at the family level. 
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Annex 8: Recommendations 
This research primarily focuses on identifying reasons for issuing and removing the bamboo 
export ban directive. It studied the socio-economic and environmental impacts that these two 
decisions might have caused. The results open opportunities for further studies as follows: 

�  A quantitative study is recommended to complement this qualitative study, in order to 
make quantitative assessments of the impact of the two ban decisions.  

�  A market opportunity study for Cao Bang bamboo products: Currently the CBJBPC has 
produced very limited types of bamboo products such as bamboo mats, screens, 
chopsticks and toothpicks. A new study should look at what possible products the 
CBJBPC can diversify into, where marketing for Cao Bang bamboo products can be 
started, and how the CBJBPC can improve its production efficiency. 

�  Research on community asset based planning and development for bamboo expansion 
in Cao Bang: We know from this research that bamboo farmers’ incomes are very 
sensitive to changes in policy; a policy designed to improve bamboo growers’ income 
will eventually foster bamboo business and bamboo production. Studies may look at 
the possibility of combining poverty reduction, environmental protection and bamboo 
production expansion targets in a single integrated program. 

�  Research on finding the best way for increasing the speed of bamboo propagation for 
local (truc sao) species. The current method is slow and costly. 

�  Support for piloting a new imported bamboo species from China (moso bamboo) to see 
if it can adapt to the climate conditions of the mountainous districts of Cao Bang. 

�  A review of forest land use and planning: Since available forest production lands are 
almost exhausted, if protected forest land and lands for special purposes could not be 
transformed to plant bamboos, there is no land left for expanding production. 

�  Studies on support policies, such as providing cheap credit schemes for bamboo 
growers and processors, road improvements or business tax exemptions for the 
development of new products or new processing lines. 

 

 


