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1

Introduction

The purpose of this report is to provide the reader with a brief understanding of how the welfare
of Benazir Income Support Programme (BISP) beneficiaries has changed over time since the
inception of the programme in its current form.
To do this we examine a particular sub-sample of the full sample of evaluation households used
in OPM (2016)1: those households who were re-visited in four household surveys over the period
2011 – 2016. These surveys include a baseline survey conducted in 2011, before BISP
beneficiaries had begun to receive cash payments from the BISP, and three follow-up surveys in
2013, 2014 and 2016 that revisited the same beneficiary households after they had begun to
receive payments.
This leaves a total of 2,400 beneficiary households, distributed across the provinces as per Table
1, who receive the Unconditional Cash Transfer component of the BISP that were visited in each
of the four surveys that were conducted for the BISP impact evaluation. It is this sub-sample that
is the focus of this report.
Table 1 Sample size of panelled households
Province
Punjab
Sindh
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
Balochistan
Total

Number of beneficiary households
596
984
696
124
2,400

The analysis presented here represents a description of how the socio-economic welfare of BISP
beneficiaries has changed over time, and should not be confused with an assessment of the
contribution of the BISP to this change. Our analysis of the impact upon receiving regular cash
payments through the BISP is treated in a separate report, OPM (2016), which uses a mixed
methods, quasi-experimental approach to robustly determine this impact.
This report is intended to be an addendum to the main evaluation report BISP Impact Evaluation
Report (OPM, 2016) and to provide the reader with a useful snapshot of the experiences of the
average BISP beneficiary, and how these experiences have changed over time.

1.1

A note on comparability of results

1.1.1

Seasonality

Due to logistical reasons the BISP 2016 household survey was conducted at a slightly different
time of year as compared to the other household surveys. The majority of interviews for the 2016

1

OPM (2016a), Benazir Income Support Programme: Final Impact Evaluation Report
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household survey were conducted in the months of March and April2. However, in the other years
of survey the majority of the household survey was conducted in the months of May and June3.
To understand how this might affect the comparability of the results across the years we use the
Pakistan Living Standard Measurement Surveys (PLSM) of 2008/09, 2010/11 and 2011/12 to
understand how consumption expenditure patterns change across the year. This is made
possible given that PLSM surveys are conducted throughout the course of a year, usually starting
in around the middle of the year, finishing in the middle of the next year.
This analysis has suggested that the average level of consumption expenditure tends to be lower
in the months of March and April, compared to the months of May and June. This can be seen in
Figure 1 which presents the difference in per adult equivalent consumption expenditure between
the month of March and all other months in the year.
This finding is likely linked to the Rabi cropping season, in which crops are usually harvested in
the months of March-April. The majority of the BISP impact evaluation sample is rural and
dependent on agriculture for their livelihoods, meaning that they are likely to see an increase in
incomes, once the harvesting has been completed – i.e. in the months of May and June.
Figure 1 Seasonal variation in per adult equivalent consumption expenditure – relative to
consumption in March
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Source: PSLM SURVEY (2007/08 - 2011/12), Results relative to March

This means that caution should be taken in considering the comparisons over time presented in
this report, particularly for variables that are closely related to income, such as poverty and
savings.

70% of household interviews were conducted in March and April in 2016, the remainder in February
78% of household interviews were conducted in May and June in earlier rounds of survey, with the remainder in
July, August and September (in 2014 some interviews were conducted in August and September)
2
3

2
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1.1.2

Comparison to the main impact evaluation report

The reader is reminded that the results based in this report are representative of the 2,400
beneficiary households that have been visited in all surveys of the BISP impact evaluation. As
such caution should be taken when comparing these results to the main impact evaluation report,
OPM (2016a), which reports results from a much larger sample of beneficiary households.
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2

How has the socio-economic welfare
of BISP beneficiaries changed over
time?

2.1

Poverty

BISP beneficiaries are characterised by high levels of poverty, with 84% of BISP beneficiaries in
this sub-sample poor or vulnerable to poverty at the time of the baseline survey in 2011. We
consider those who are vulnerable to poverty in this analysis to recognise the cyclical nature of
poverty. There is a strong body of evidence that suggests that those who are just above the
poverty line may only be there temporarily and may well slip below the poverty line as they are
exposed to a variety of exogenous shocks.
Over the period of the evaluation the proportion of beneficiaries who are poor or are vulnerable
to poverty has fallen to 72% in 2016 for beneficiaries in the sub-sample under consideration here.
The main evaluation report finds that the receipt of cash payments from the BISP has had a
statistically significant impact on reducing the rate of poverty amongst BISP beneficiary
households.
Figure 2 Poverty rates of BISP beneficiaries
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Figure 2 suggests that the rate of poverty observed amongst beneficiary households increased
in the final year of survey as compared to 2014. However, this is likely related to seasonality bias
resulting from the 2016 survey being conducted earlier in the year than in previous rounds as
discussed in Section 1.1.1 above.
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2.2

Multi-dimensional poverty

Given issues related to seasonality with the monetary based measures of poverty presented
above, we also present a multi-dimensional measure of poverty known as the Multi-dimensional
Poverty Index (MPI). This is useful as the MPI is constructed from a set of indicators (see Box
1 below) that are less prone to seasonal variation across the year.
Furthermore, whilst the monetary based measures of poverty provide a useful overview into the
situation of a BISP beneficiary household, multi-dimensional measures of poverty, such as the
MPI, can provide rich insights for poverty policy by identifying how poor households are actually
deprived.
The MPI recognises that monetary based poverty is just one type of deprivation that
households face, with the MPI revealing the combination of various deprivations that afflict a
household at the same time across three dimensions: education; health; and living
standards each measured by different indicators reported in Box 1 below4. The MPI is
particularly useful as it enables the reader to quickly understand both whether or not a household
faces poverty but also to determine which particular deprivations are driving this poverty.
Box 1 Multi-dimensional poverty index
The MPI presented in this report has 3 dimensions, (education, health and living standards) and 11 indicators
spread across the 3 dimensions. Each dimension is equally weighted in the construction of the MPI. The
dimensions, indicators and the criteria to be considered deprived are presented below, and a household is
considered multi-dimensionally poor if it is deprived in at least 33% of the weighted indicators:
1.
2.

3.

Education (each indicator weighted equally at (1/6)
a. Years of schooling: deprived if no household member has completed 5 years of schooling
b. Child school attendance: deprived if any school aged child is out of school in Grades 1 to 8
Heath (each indicator weighted equally at 1/9)
a. Child vaccinations: deprived if any child aged 20-59 months is not vaccinated for DPT or
measles
b. Child nutrition: deprived if any child aged 0-59 months is malnourished
c. Household nutrition: deprived if the household does not have acceptable food consumption5
Living standards (each indicator weighted equally at (1/18)
a. Electricity: deprived if a household does not have electricity
b. Sanitation: deprived if access to toilet does not meet MDG standard
c. Drinking water: deprived if drinking water does not meet MDG standard
d. Flooring: deprived if the floor is dirt, sand or dung
e. Cooking fuel: deprived if household cooks with wood or charcoal
f. Assets: deprived if household does not own more than one of : TV, bike, motorbike, refrigerator
or radio and does not own a car

Furthermore given that these measures are more stable throughout the year and less exposed
to the seasonality bias discussed in Section 1.1 above, they are likely to provide a more
balanced understanding of the actual direction of poverty than monetary measures presented
above.
Figure 3 reports that the proportion of beneficiary households that are MPI poor has falling
steadily over the period of evaluation from 70% in 2011 to 51% of beneficiary households in 2016.
What is particularly encouraging is that the group beneficiary households that find themselves
severely MPI poor has fallen by the biggest proportion, from 35% of all beneficiaries in 2011 to
just 23% in 2016.

Calculation of the MPI is based on the Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative Methodology and details
are provided in Error! Reference source not found.
5 As measured by the World Food Programme Food Consumption Score (WFP, 2008)
4

6
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Figure 3 Proportion of BISP beneficiary households multi-dimensionally poor
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Nonetheless 70% of all beneficiary households find themselves as either MPI poor or vulnerable
to MPI poverty. This demonstrates that BISP beneficiary households remain poor not only in a
monetary sense but that they continue to face a range of deprivations, each of which is discussed
in greater detail in what follows.

2.3

Beneficiaries face multi-dimensional deprivations

In this section we present a dissection of the various deprivations that contribute to MPI poverty,
and present a discussion of where progress has been made that have contributed to MPI poverty
falling over the period of the evaluation. The deprivations as a whole are presented in Figure 4
as a whole, and each are presented in turn in what follows.

© Oxford Policy Management
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Figure 4 BISP beneficiaries deprivations in each indicator
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2.3.1

Deprivations in education

The accumulation of human capital is one of the most significant factors that can help break the
transmission of inter-generational poverty and there are well-discussed links between higher
learning outcomes and lifetime outcomes. However, children from poorer households can find
themselves stuck in a vicious cycle: the poor are the most likely to be excluded from schooling;
more likely to face higher opportunity costs of education; this in turn affects the opportunities
available to such children when they enter the labour market.
Figure 4 suggests that school attendance is a significant driver of MPI poverty, with half of all
beneficiary households containing at least on child who is not attending school in 2016. One
should not place too much significance on the finding in Figure 4 concerning the reduction in
beneficiaries who are deprived in this indicator. This derives as much from the fact that the
number of beneficiary households in our sub-sample who contain a child aged 5-12 years has
fallen over the period.
Figure 5 confirms this with the finding that 44% of girls and 32% of boys living in beneficiary
households remain out of school in 2016. Although there has been an improvement in proportion
of children who are currently attending school over the period of the evaluation, OPM (2016)
reports that the unconditional cash transfer component of the BISP has not contributed to this
trend.

8
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Figure 5 School enrolment of children aged 5-12 years
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2.3.2

Deprivations in health

Measures of infant and child nutrition
Wasting: identifies current undernutrition. Causes include adequate
current food intake, incorrect feeding
practices, disease and infection.

In terms of health, child nutrition is a particularly
important driver of observed rates of MPI poverty, with
almost a fifth of households containing a
malnourished child aged 0-59 in 2016.

Infant and child nutrition security relates critically to the
longer term goals of the BISP in terms of protecting a
vulnerable population from chronic poverty. There is a
strong body of literature that indicates that poor infant
and child nutrition is an important driver of the intergenerational transmission of poverty. Undernourished children perform worse in school and drop out
earlier (Glewwe et. al. (2002), Grantham-McGregor et.
al. (2007), Walker et. al. (2005)), whilst lower school achievement is linked with lower lifetime
earnings (Duflo (2001)).
Stunting: identifies past or present
chronic nutrition. Causes include longterm factors including chronic insufficient
protein, energy and micro-nutrients,
frequent infection or disease, sustained
inappropriate feeding practices.

Figure 6 reports that there has not been much progress made in terms of improving the nutrition
of children in BISP beneficiary households, with rates of malnutrition remaining consistently high
over the period 2011 – 2016. The extent of this challenge can be understood by considering that
51% of boys and 46% of girls are stunted, which indicates a long-term problem of malnutrition.
Over the course of child’s life they have not had exposure to sufficient quantities of protein, energy
and micro-nutrients or have been exposed to frequent episodes of infection or disease.

© Oxford Policy Management
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Furthermore the rate of stunting is well above the threshold that the World Health
Organisation would consider as a crisis6 for the prevalence of stunting in a population.
Figure 6 Malnutrition rates for children aged 0-59 months
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However, despite this OPM (2016) finds that there is some evidence that the BISP is
supporting a positive impact on the nutrition status of children in BISP beneficiary
households. We find that the BISP is linked with a reduction in the proportion of girls who are
wasted, though not for boys.
Given the role that child nutrition plays in the inter-generational transmission of poverty, the high
rates of child malnutrition might be taken into account in the design of future programmes
complementary to the BISP. Increasingly, social protection programmes and policies around the
world are including components relevant to food security, health, education, gender and WASH
to improve the overall well-being and nutrition of beneficiaries (FAO, 2015).
Such interventions could include those that are costly to implement such as conditional cash
transfers that are focussed on child health. For example Oportunidades included a conditional
component targeted at child health that provided support to access of services such as pre-natal
care, health check-ups and nutritional supplements (Fernald et. al., 2008).
On the other hand less costly but effective interventions could be implemented in conjunction
with an unconditional cash transfer programme such as the BISP. Behavioural change
messaging that can be delivered to beneficiary women via the medium of SMS has been shown
to have positive impacts on child and maternal health. The Maternal Health (Nutrition) programme
in Tanzania used mobile technology to disseminate information (via SMS) on the importance of

The WHO classification for the degree of malnutrition within a population of children aged 0-59 months. Rates of
wasting higher than 15% and rates of stunting higher than 30% are considered to be very high, indicating a child
nutrition crisis, World Bank (2008).
6
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maternal nutrition and specific recommendations such as eating protein and iron rich foods
(Viljoen and Sowah, 2015).

2.3.3

Deprivations in living standards

BISP beneficiaries continue to face significant deprivations in terms to access to improved toilets
with Figure 4 reporting that 45% of beneficiaries were deprived in terms of sanitation in 2016,
though there appeared to be a significant improvement in this indicator falling from 60% who
were deprived in 2011. There are substantial linkages between this indicator and the proportion
of children who are malnourished. This situation is exacerbated by the finding that 19% of BISP
beneficiaries do not have access to safe drinking water.
Large deprivations are faced by BISP beneficiary households in measures indicative of the quality
of housing. 71% of households are deprived in terms of the quality of flooring available in
their home, demonstrating that the majority of beneficiaries are living in homes were the floor is
made of earth. Furthermore 72% of BISP beneficiary are deprived in terms of the assets that
they own, which is reflective of the general low levels of overall wealth amongst BISP beneficiary
households.
However, Figure 4 reports that there has been significant progress amongst BISP beneficiaries
against both of these deprivations over the period 2011 – 2016. We find evidence that the BISP
has contributed to this progress with OPM (2016a) reporting that the BISP has had a statistically
significant contribution in the reduction of these deprivations.
Indeed OPM (2016a) reports that receipt of the BISP cash transfer has led to an increase in
expenditure on the physical structure of the household, as well as to a range of assets including
bicycles, TVs and cooking stoves.

2.4

Main source of household income

BISP beneficiary households continue to be characterised by a high rate of dependence on
casual labour as the main source of income, with a third of beneficiary households reporting this
as the main source of income.
However, this dependence can be problematic as casual labour is commonly indicative of
poor job quality, low wages as well as being vulnerable to cyclical and seasonal shifts
providing little in the way of long-term income particularly as casual labourers are employed
outside of formal labour laws and protection (CPAN, 2013).
However, we find that this rate of dependence is falling over the period, from 51% of beneficiary
households in 2011 to 45% of beneficiary households in 2016. OPM (2016) confirms this finding,
where we report that the BISP has had a statistically significant contribution to falling dependence
on casual labour as a main source of income.
There is an increase in the proportion of households dependent on casual labour as their main
source of income between 2014 and 2016. However, it is likely that this is linked to the seasonality
bias discussed in Section 1.1.1 and differences in the demand for casual labour across the
months of the year.

© Oxford Policy Management
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Figure 7 Main source of income
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2.5

Household saving

Savings enable households to cope with future household needs and unexpected shocks, as well
as enabling productive investments. Poor households often lack the access to a secure means
of saving, contributing to them struggling to build up stores of welfare improving productive
physical and human capital. As Figure 8 suggests that level of financial savings amongst
beneficiary households remains low, with just 13% of beneficiary households having any form
of savings in 2016. This, however, has increased over the period 2011 – 2016, with just 9% of
beneficiary households having any form of savings in 2011.
Furthermore OPM (2016) reports that the BISP cash transfer has led to a positive and statistically
significant effect on the proportion of households who hold any savings, with this appearing to be
driven by an increase in the proportion who hold some form of formal savings.

12
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Figure 8 Proportion of beneficiary households with any form of savings
Proportion of beneficiary households with any saving
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2.6

Women’s empowerment

A key design choice for the BISP is the assignment of the female head of the family as the
direct beneficiary of the programme. In addition to this the BISP has recently created 48,000
BISP Beneficiary Committees in 32 districts to provide a forum for discussing issues such as
nutrition, child health, education, family planning and adult literacy, as well as providing a platform
for mobilising beneficiary women.
OPM (2016) finds strong evidence that the BISP is supporting the empowerment of female
beneficiaries in terms of their involvement of household decision making, access to resources
(such as cash), ability to vote in elections and in their mobility.
In order to become a BISP beneficiary a woman must be in possession of a valid Computerised
National Identity Card (CNIC). It is likely that this fact is driving the large increase in the proportion
of women who report that they always vote in local or national elections, reported in Figure 9
below. In 2011 just 40% of women in beneficiary households reported that they were always likely
to vote in a local or national election. By the last round of the evaluation in 2016, this proportion
had increased to 70%, with just 11% saying that they would never vote. Furthermore OPM (2016)
finds statistically significant evidence that the BISP is driving this result.

© Oxford Policy Management
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Figure 9 Proportion of women who say that they vote in local or national elections
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OPM (2016) also finds that the BISP is having a positive and statistically significant impact on the
mobility of women, as measured by their ability to travel to various locales without
accompaniment, whether to markets, health centres, friend’s houses or religious centres.
Evidence reported in OPM (2016) suggests that this might be due to some “normalisation” of
women leaving the home alone driven by the need to go and collect the BISP cash transfer.
Figure 10 demonstrates that the proportion of women who can go to a market alone has
increased by almost 50%, from just 25% of women in 2011 to 37% of women in 2016.

14

© Oxford Policy Management

How has the welfare of BISP beneficiaries changed over time?

Figure 10 Proportion of women who can travel to a market alone
Proportion of beneficiary women who can visit market alone
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2.7

Operational performance of the BISP

2.7.1

Delivery of the cash transfer

The value of BISP cash transfer was originally set at a monthly value of PKR 1,000 received in
four quarterly payments, which was then increased to PKR 1,200 in July 2013 and then again to
PKR 1,500 in July 2014.
However, given the timing of the survey and its 12 month recall period may not precisely coincide
with the BISP payment schedule we would expect each beneficiary to have received at least
three quarterly payments or at least 75% of the total value of the transfer.
The performance of the BISP in terms of delivering the quarterly cash payments in to the hands
of beneficiaries has progressively improved over the course of the evaluation. In 2013, at the time
of the first follow-up survey, the average BISP beneficiary in the sub-sample under consideration
received just 65% of the total value of the transfer in the 12 months preceding the survey. This
performance has significantly improved with beneficiaries now receiving 83% of the value of the
transfer in the 12 months preceding the evaluation survey.
The improved reliability in delivering the cash transfer is crucial to the success of the BISP. In
order to build the trust of the beneficiaries in the programme, to allow them to plan expenditure
on a longer term horizon, it is vital that the payments continue to be made in a regular and reliable
manner.
There remains regional variation in this performance, with beneficiaries in Balochistan receiving
just 78% of the value of the transfer in 2016, although this gap has closed over the course of the
evaluation.
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Figure 11 Proportion of BISP payments received in 12 months prior to survey
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2.7.2

Costs associated with collecting the cash transfer

In addition to improved reliability of the delivery of the transfer we find evidence that the user
costs associated with collecting the transfer have fallen over the course of the evaluation. Figure
12 demonstrates that the average time to reach a payment point has fallen by 27% from 48
minutes in 2013 to 35 minutes in 2016, as the network of payment points and ATMs available for
use by beneficiaries expands across Pakistan.

16
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Figure 12 Time taken to reach payment point (minutes)
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Despite this success there are a number of areas for improvement in the delivery of the BISP
cash transfer. Figure 13 indicates that almost 20% of beneficiaries were unable to collect their
last cash transfer on the first attempt in 2016, and that this has not improved over the course of
the evaluation.
The most common reasons given for this by beneficiaries in 2016 were: (1) Queue was too long
at collection point (50%); (2) No Funds at the collection point (25%); and (3) Collection point was
closed (14%). This is likely indicative of the rush to collect the transfer during the quarterly
payment periods.
However, given that the average cost to reach the collection point is just PKR 83, or 2% of the
value of the quarterly transfer, even with the inconvenience of multiple trips to the payment point
this does not represent a significant proportion of the BISP cash transfer.
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Figure 13 Number of attempts to collect transfer
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We also find evidence of continued local level leakage of the transfer with 22% of beneficiaries
having had to unwillingly pay a fee to collect the transfer on their last attempt in 2016. Local level
leakage is particularly significant in Sindh and Balochistan where 34% and 21% of beneficiaries
reported the issue respectively, and less so in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and Punjab where just 13%
and 10% of beneficiaries reported the issue respectively.
Beneficiaries report that this fee is being paid to: (1) security guards (43%); (2) bank staff (21%);
and (3) sales assistants at point of sale machines. For those that had to unwillingly pay a fee to
collect their last transfer, the average fee paid was PKR 204 in 2016, or 5% of the value of the
quarterly payment. Again there is significant regional variation with the highest fees paid in Sindh
(PKR 237) followed by Balochistan (PKR 189), Punjab (PKR 154) and Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
(PKR 120).
However, despite this Figure 14 does report a dramatic decrease in the proportion of beneficiaries
who had to unwillingly pay a fee to receive the transfer from 40% in 2011 to 22% in 2016. This
finding is driven in a large part by the effort to move the payment system away from the Pakistan
Post and towards the delivery of the BISP Debit Card. Under the Pakistan Post system,
beneficiaries in earlier rounds of evaluation had reported consistently that it was perceived as
normal to give the Pakistan Postman a fee for delivering the cash transfer.
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How has the welfare of BISP beneficiaries changed over time?

Figure 14 Proportion of beneficiaries who paid a "fee" to collect last transfer
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Source: BISP Impact Evaluation Surveys 2013, 2014, 2016
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