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Executive summary 

BISP at a glance  

Launched originally in 2009 the Benazir Income Support Programme (BISP) is designed 
to provide monthly cash grants to the poorest 20% of the population, equivalent to more 
than 6 million families. It has two main objectives:  

 The short-term objectiveis to cushion the negative effects of the food and fuel price crisis 
on the poor; 

 The medium-term objective is todevelop a modern safety net programme that will protect 
the population against chronic and transient poverty. 

To be eligible to receive the BISP transfer, a household must satisfy two broad criteria. 
First, it must achieve a certain poverty score. Second, it must contain at least one female 
who is or has been married (‘ever-married’), and who holds a valid Computerised 
National Identity Card (CNIC).1 

 A Proxy Means Test (PMT), based on 23 variables, was developed and tested to 
measure household poverty. Any household with a score of 16.17 or less was defined as 
eligible, provided they had an ever-married female with a valid CNIC. This 16.17 
threshold score was established in order to reach the poorest 20% of the population.  

Each ever-married female in the eligible household receives PKR 1,000 per month. 
Originally, the money was only paid via the Pakistan Post, though payments are now to 
be made in the majority of cases through the BISP ATM card. 

About the baseline survey 

The objective of the survey was to provide the baseline data against which to measure 
the impact of BISP through future surveys, focusing on 11 pre-agreed areas in which 
BISP could reasonably be expected to have an impact.  

 These 11 impact areas, discussed later in detail, ranged from poverty and consumption 
expenditure through to child nutrition, women’s empowerment and the uptake of 
education and health services. 

The fieldwork for the survey, which was carried out between March and July 2011, was 
conducted in four provinces,  stratified by rural and urban locations, and covering 8,675 
potentially eligible and potentially non-eligible households in 489 communities.  

 The four provinces were Punjab, Sindh, Khyber Pakhtunkwha and Baluchistan. 

 Potentially eligible households had a PMT score of 16.17 or less and potentially non-
eligible households had a PMT score just above 16.17. We included potentially non-
eligible households in the survey as a control group that will form one half of the 

                                                
1
 Meaning that she should be currently married, divorced or widowed  
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households to be used in the estimation of impact for both of the chosen quasi-
experimental methodologies, discussed later in this report.  

The household surveys were based on three types of quantitative surveys targeted at 
both men and women within each household. 

 These surveys included both male and female questionnaires, as well as a separate,  
module administered to every ever-married woman in the household.  

 We also conducted quantitative community interviews in all rural ‘primary sampling units’ 
(PSUs).  

Key findings 

Demographics 

Households are large, with high dependency ratios and with low educational attainment 

 We found that potentially eligible households are significantly larger (average number of 
members: 8.57) than potentially non-eligible households (6.37). 

 We find that in potentially eligible households there are on average 1.7 dependents for 
each adult member of working age.  

 We find that 82% of women aged 15 years or older in our evaluation sample have never 
completed primary school.  

Roughly one third of ever-married females in potentially eligible houses do not possess a 
CNIC, which would exclude them from BISP. 

 86% of women aged 18 years and above living in potentially eligible households are 
currently married, or have been married at one point. However, 29% of these women do 
not possess a CNIC, which will preclude them from receiving the BISP cash transfers. 
This type of exclusion will be particularly prevalent amongst the 18-27 year old age 
range as 53% of this group do not possess a CNIC, which might dampen the impact of 
BISP on indicators related to health of young children.  

Poverty 

Poverty amongst potentially eligible households is very high and is especially severe in 
households in which an ever-married woman does not have a CNIC. 

 73% of potentially eligible households are below the national poverty line, with the 
highest levels of poverty found in Baluchistan. 

Welfare  

There are high levels of malnutrition amongst children aged 0-59 months in the evaluated 
population, both chronic and acute malnutrition, though the rates of malnutrition are 
lower in female-headed households.  
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 Children are more malnourished in potentially eligible households than in potentially non-
eligible households.  

 Overall, our findings were broadly in line with the National Nutrition Survey, with 43% of 
children recorded as stunted, 15% as wasted and 35% as underweight.  

Households spend a high proportion of their income on food, with some significant 
regional differences.  

 On average, households spend 57% of monthly expenditure on food. 

 Regionally, households in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa have the highest levels of per adult 
equivalent consumption expenditure, followed by Sindh, Punjab and then Baluchistan. 

Livelihoods  

Insecure casual labour, such as seasonal agricultural work, is the predominant source of 
income for the evaluation population.  

 53% of households reported casual labour as the predominant source of income for the 
household. At an individual level 47% were engaged in casual labour at the time of the 
survey. Reflecting the low level of productive assets owned by households in the 
evaluation population, the next most common source of livelihoods was salaried labour, 
with 16% of households reporting this as the main source of income. 

 This suggests that the most abundant resource available to households in the evaluation 
population is their own human capital. The challenge for policy makers is that this 
resource is often tied to casual labour, which, by definition, is insecure and risky. BISP 
cash transfers should reduce this risk.  

Informal transfers – in particular, remittances - also play an important role, especially for 
female-headed households.  

 14% of all households received a remittance in the last year.  

 53% of female-headed housed received a remittance, which suggests that migration is 
an important livelihood strategy, although this hypothesis was not tested in our study.  

Unsurprisingly given the overall poverty status of the evaluation population, child labour 
is another significant livelihood strategy. A higher level of maternal income lowers the 
probability of child labour.  

 9.6% of children aged 5 to14 years old engaged in child labour, with the highest rates in 
Baluchistan (16% of children aged to 14 years old), followed by Sindh (13%), Punjab 
(8%) and Khyber Pakhtunkwha (6%).  

 We also found evidence that low rates of parental income are a strong driver of child 
labour, with the income of the mother (but not the father) being positively correlated with 
a reduction in the probability of engaging in child labour. Consequently, BISP cash 
transfers to mothers should reduce the pressure on child labour as a means of funding 
household consumption expenditure. 
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Shocks 

A large proportion of households have experienced a significant shock to their incomes 
or assets, particularly as a result of the sharp rise in the price of food.  

 The most commonly cited shock was a sharp rise in the price of food. The second most 
frequently reported shock was an illness or accident of the household’s main earning 
member.  

 The main coping mechanisms included reducing food consumption (25% of households 
that encountered a shock) and consuming lower-cost food (19%).  

 A key area of research for the impact evaluation study should be whether the regular 
and reliable BISP cash transfers allow beneficiary households to smooth consumption 
even in the face of a significant shock. 

Households find it particularly difficult to deal with covariate shocks 

 When many households experience the same shock in a community, households more 
often have to resort to damaging coping strategies such as reduced food consumption. 
This can occur as informal insurance markets break down. 

Assets  

The majority of households own livestock but ownership of agricultural land and 
productive non-livestock assets is low.  

 60% of households own some form of livestock, with goats, poultry and cows being the 
most common, but female-headed households have a lower rate of livestock ownership 
than male-headed households.  

 Just 12% of households own agricultural land, as would be expected given the 
dominance of casual labour in their livelihood strategies.  

 The average value of non-livestock assets owned by the evaluation population is PKR 
11,531 per household, which is equivalent to approximately US$130. Although this might 
sound reasonably substantial this is generally tied up in non-productive assets, and may 
explain why the majority of households generate their livelihoods from casual labour.  

 A key potential area of research will be to identify whether BISP allows for the 
accumulation of other forms of capital than human, and allow for a diversification in the 
livelihood strategies adopted by households.  

Education  

Literacy levels within the evaluation population are low, and the primary school Net 
Enrolment Rate (NER) particularly low, especially among eligible households and among 
girls. Cost is the main reason for not attending primary school.  
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 Just 36% of the population aged 10 years and older are literate, with a lower proportion 
of females being literate (37%) than males (45%). Low literacy is closely linked in the 
development literature to the causal factors of acute malnutrition, including poor child-
care practices and restricted livelihood opportunities. 

 Only 31% of primary school-aged children in the evaluation population are currently 
attending primary school, compared to the national average of 57% reported in the latest 
round of the Pakistan Social and Living Standards Measurement (PSLM) survey (2010-
2011).  

 The main reason given for children never attending primary level education is the cost of 
education, a problem that BISP could help overcome.  

Health  

More than one third of childrenunder the age of five in our sample regularly have 
diarrhoea – the second biggest cause of death amongst under-fives worldwide. While a 
large majority of households consulted medical practitioners for this condition and other 
problems, a significant proportion did not seek medical help because of the cost.   

 38% of children under five years’ old experienced diarrhoea in the 30 days preceding the 
household interview.  

 In 82% of cases of child diarrhoea, households consulted a medical practitioner. 
However, for those who did not seek medical advice, a significant number (35%) said 
they did not seek advice because they could not afford the consultation.  

 The perceived expense of medical help also deterred 20% of adults from seeking 
consultation of any kind for their illnesses and injuries. Nearly half of those who did not 
seek medical advice (46%), cited the expense as the main reason for non-consultation.  

Water, housing and amenities  

Relatively few households in the evaluation population use piped water as the main 
source of drinking water or have a toilet facility. However, most have access to 
electricity. 

 The majority of households (72%) use pumped water or a tube well as their main source 
of drinking water. 

 Nearly one-in-four households (39%) do not have a toilet facility in their house. Half of 
potentially eligible households (50%) suffer from this problem, compared to just under 
one third (29%) of potentially non-eligible households.  

 91% of households in the evaluation population have access to electricity, although this 
rate is lower in rural areas and slightly lower for eligible households (88%).  
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Finance  

Most households surveyed have no cash savings but have high levels of borrowing, 
often used to buy food.  

 Nearly nine out of ten households(89%) do not have savings of any kind. Of those who 
save, the majority (58%) do so though the informal bisi-savings networks. However, 36% 
of households save through the formal banking sector.  

 Seven out of ten households (71%) reported that they currently owe money. Again the 
majority of this is conducted through informal linkages, mostly through networks of family 
and friends (45%) but also through shop credit (34%). As an indication of the vulnerable 
position of evaluation households, the most cited reason for borrowing money was to 
buy food.  

 Of the households who did not borrow money in the year preceding the survey, 23% did 
not do so because they either felt that they would not be able to pay the loan back or 
they felt they would be refused. Whether BISP will allow beneficiary households to 
increase their access to credit or allows beneficiary households greater access to credit 
or allows them to reduce their indebtedness should be assessed through the impact 
evaluation.  

 Women appear to be less involved in financial decisions, such as whether the household 
should lend or borrow money, than men. 

Moving forward 

We propose two impact evaluation methodologies, Regression Discontinuity Design (RDD) and 
Propensity Score Matching (PSM), with RDD as the preferred method, with the option of 
potentially using PSM to triangulate impact estimates.  

We rigorously tested the assumptions behind RDD and found strong evidence supporting it as a 
viable option that will provide reliable and robust estimates of the impact of the BISP cash 
transfers on key impact indicators.  
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1 BISP: its evolution and expected impacts 

The Government of Pakistan’s latest Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) identifies for the 
first time “protecting the poor and vulnerable” as a central pillar of poverty reduction (GOP, 
2008). The Benazir Income Support Programme (BISP), which is the largest and most 
systematic social protection initiative ever launched in the country, will play a key role in this 
strategy.  

The importance of embedding a structured and robust social protection system has been cast in 
the starkest of spotlights by the devastating nature of the 2010 flooding and the flooding in 
Sindh and Balochistan in 2011. This has particularly affected families who are the most 
vulnerable to poverty and who cannot access formal or informal insurance markets, depleting 
their resources and assets.  

To protect the poorest families, the BISP aims to deliver regular unconditional cash transfers of 
PKR 1,000 per month to each ever-married female in eligible households, as identified by the 
BISP Poverty Scorecard2 and subject to the females possessing a Computerised National 
Identity Card (CNIC). The programme, which is designed to reach more than 20% of the poorest 
members of the population, has two main objectives: 

 The short-term objective is to cushion the negative effects of the food and fuel price 
crisis on the poor; 

 The medium-term objective is to develop a modern safety net programme to protect the 
population against chronic and transient poverty.  

1.1 Social Protection Prior to BISP 

Prior to BISP, the prevailing social cash transfer programmes provided only minimal and erratic 
support to the poorest households.  

At the time there were three main programmes  

 Zakat: this derives from the injunction to Muslims to donate one-fortieth of their wealth to 
charity and which has traditionally been a key instrument for social rehabilitation and 
reducing vulnerability to exogenous shocks.  

 Pakistan Bait-ul-Mal: this disburses to the needy under a variety of programmes that 
encompass food support, child support, rehabilitation of child labour, vocational training, 
support to medical centres and others.  

 Punjab Food Support Scheme: a provincial programme aimed at households that do 
not have a breadwinner; widows, orphans and the destitute; chronically sick and/or 
disabled persons; elderly who have been abandoned by their family and; the poorest of 
the poor segments of society with marginal income.  

                                                
2
 The BISP Poverty Scorecard is a Proxy Means Test (PMT) aimed at providing an easily measureable 

proxy for a household’s level of poverty 
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Zakat and Bait-ul-mal, the two main programmes, offered little support and reach relatively few 
people, with Zakat contributions amounting to only 0.08% of GDP in 2002/03 and both 
programmes covering only 8% of the population3, as compared to more than 20% that will be 
targeted under the BISP. Furthermore neither of these transfer programmes had systematic 
targeting methodologies that would allow for effective targeting of the poorest and most needy 
households and payments.  

Even when these payments reached the poorest households, given the small amounts 
transferred, they were to have little impact upon poverty, with Zakat payments representing 14% 
of the average recipient household income and Bait-ul-Mal representing only 11% of household 
income of the ultra-poor. In addition the irregular nature of the payments, with Zakat being bi-
annual and Bait-ul-Mal annual, does not permit households to smooth consumption throughout 
the course of a year or indeed protect themselves from unexpected exogenous shocks.  

This highlights the need for the BISP in the sphere of social protection in Pakistan. The BISP 
will provide regular and guaranteed income support to the poorest households, targeted on a 
systematic basis.  Through this, the BISP will support the efforts of beneficiary households to 
exit from poverty allowing them, despite the challenges identified by the Planning Commission, 
to build their asset base, thus building resilience to future shocks. The regular nature of the 
payments will help households insure against the risks associated with transforming their 
livelihood strategies towards higher return activities, with the goal that beneficiary households 
eventually ‘graduate’ off external support and be resilient to entry into poverty, even in the face 
of exogenous shocks.  

1.2 Evolution of the BISP 

The BISP originally came into being in the face of rapid food price inflation, which saw food, 
grain and fuel prices reaching a 30-year high in 2008 (see Figure 1.1 below) and the global 
economic downturn in 2009 which further decreased the welfare of already extremely vulnerable 
households. 

Due to the urgency of the situation and with the objective of rapidly rolling out the 
programme,targeting of beneficiarieswas initially carried out through Parliamentarians followed 
by the application of categorical selection criteria, managed by the National Database 
Registration Authority (NADRA). Under this system of targeting, the programme was first rolled 
out in 2008/09 with PKR 26.63 billion worth of funds disbursed to a total of 2.24 million eligible 
families.  

However, there was recognition that to transform the BISP into a modern safety net system 
there was the need for a less subjective and more scientific targeting mechanism. The BISP 
Rapid Assessment Study (World Bank,2010) surveyed beneficiaries identified by the 
Parliamentarians in order to assess their poverty level, with the results suggesting that many of 
the beneficiaries under this system were not poor.   

                                                
3
 World Bank (2007) 
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Figure 1.1 Food and fuel price crisis (Index: 2000=100)4 

 

1.2.2 Developing a modern targeting system for the BISP 

As a result of concerns over the effectiveness of the Parliamentarian targeting system, 
payments to beneficiaries were halted whilst a new national targeting mechanism based upon a 
PMT5 was developed: 

 Developing and setting eligibility criteria: A house-to-house survey was initiated in 
2010/11 in which the relevant targeting information was collected using a specially 
designed Targeting Form, the BISP Poverty Scorecard. Upon completion of data 
collection, a PMT formula was applied to generate a PMT score for every household. If a 
household’s PMT score falls below the predetermined cut-off score they are defined as 
an eligible household. A final formula based on 23 variables was developed and tested 
on the Pakistan Living Standards Measurement Survey (PSLM) 2007/08 and a PMT 
threshold score of 16.17 was established, with any household with a score of 16.17 or 
under being defined as an eligible household. This threshold score was established 
under the assumption that the target population of the BISP is the poorest 25% of the 
population.  

Within eligible households, eligible families were identified, with the BISP defining a 
family as a group composed of any of the following: 

o Husband, wife and unmarried children; 
o Husband and wife without children; 

                                                
4
Source: World Bank Commodity Price Data (Pink Sheets) (http://data.worldbank.org/data-

catalog/commodity-price-data) 
5
 A PMT takes a weighted index of a set of relatively easily observable indicators to approximate the level 

of welfare or poverty of an individual, family or household.  
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o A divorced/separated woman with or without her unmarried children, living alone 
or with her parents/relatives; or  

o A widow with or without her unmarried children, living alone or with her 
parents/relatives.  

Crucially, within each eligible family a Receiver Woman was identified, defined as every 
ever-married woman having a valid Computerised National Identity Card (CNIC) who is 
then eligible to receive the cash benefit.  

 Targeting eligible households:BISP was fully responsible for the delivery ofa targeting 
mechanism which took place simultaneously in all provinces of Pakistan and was 
preceded by a public information campaign that was carried out at the local level to 
inform communities of the purpose of the house-to-house survey. Once the targeting 
data had been collected and entered into an electronic format, the data was verified by 
NADRA for the purpose of cross-checking CNICs to identify the final eligibility criteria of 
a household: presence of at least one ever-married woman with a valid CNIC.  

Households that had incomplete or inconsistent information collected on the targeting 
form or who were not selected for participationin the programme (or were missed in the 
original targeting survey) are entitled to appeal against the BISP decision through a 
formal appeals procedure.  

 Establishing apayment mechanism: Originally, the vast majority of beneficiaries were 
paid through the Pakistan Post. However, following direct reports and indirect reports 
through the media of complaints of misappropriation of funds, other options are being 
considered. Thus BISP has begun to replace payments through the Pakistan Post with 
the rollout of the BISP ATM cards, which allows beneficiaries to collect money directly 
from ATMs or Point-of-sale (POS) machines. Beneficiaries living in particularly remote 
communities without access to either ATMs or POS machines will continue to receive 
their benefits through the Pakistan Post.   

1.3 Expected impacts of the BISP 

There are several areas in which the regular BISP cash transfers can be reasonably expected 
to make an impact on the lives of beneficiary families, discussed below: 

1.3.1 Less poverty  

The BISP cash transfer can reduce poverty directly by raising household incomes. However, as 
is discussed in this report the value of the transfer will not fully cover the gap faced between the 
average poor household and the poverty line. Thus the major impact that the BISP cash transfer 
will have on poverty is through its role as a catalyst, improving the ability of beneficiary 
households to leverage stepwise changes, whether these are increased investment in 
education, assets or reducing the dependence on harmful risk coping strategies. These 
stepwise changes can then open a path to a permanent ‘graduation’ from poverty for beneficiary 
households. A key constraint in the ability of the BISP to reach all poor households in this 
manner is the relatively low rate of possession of Computerised National Identity Cards 
amongst otherwise eligible women.  
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1.3.2 Increased consumption expenditure  

The BISP cash transfer is likely to have first order impacts on expenditures, directly raising 
household expenditure on a range of items – food, groceries, assets, health care, education, 
clothing, transport and assets. We would expect that a regular and predictable cash transfer to a 
poor household would allow a household to smooth consumption over time as well as 
increasing food consumption of the household members. In economic terms, since food and 
other basic needs are normal goods, we would expect households to increase their 
consumption of these goods as their income increases. However, we also expect the share 
spent on these items to decrease as income increases.  

1.3.3 Improved child nutrition  

The BISP cash transfer can be expected to improve the child nutrition outcomes, with the 
expected increase in food consumption in beneficiary households supporting this change. 
Furthermore a cash transfer targeted directly at women can be expected to enhance their 
bargaining power within the household. This enhanced domestic status can be leveraged to 
further enhance child nutritional outcomes, with the available literature supporting this assertion. 

1.3.4 Reduced vulnerability to shocks 

 Poor households are vulnerable to adverse shocks, particularly in face of shocks which affect 
the majority of households within a community. The BISP can be expected to compensate for 
the lack of formal and informal insurance markets and protect households from engaging in 
particularly harmful coping strategies which further compound the initial negative effects of an 
adverse shock.  

1.3.5 Better health outcomes 

The most commonly cited reason for not seeking health care despite the incidence of illness, 
was that people could not afford consultation. If some proportion of the BISP transfer is 
allocated to health care for ill household members, important as an investment both in well-
being in general but also in developing and protecting human capital. However, the capacity for 
the BISP transfer to have an impact on health seeking behaviour is highly dependent on the 
availability of health services, a concern that will be particularly acute in remote rural areas. 

1.3.6 Better education outcomes  

As with health seeking behaviour, and despite education being free in Pakistan for children 
aged 5-16 years, the most commonly cited reason for non-enrolment is the expense of 
education, with poor households currently unable to meet the cost of fees, transport, uniforms, 
books or stationery. Primary enrolment rates for children living in households eligible for the 
BISP transfer are currently very low, and it can be expected that some proportion of the transfer 
will be allocated towards education, with a positive impact on enrolment, attendance and 
consequently performance.  However, the capacity for the BISP transfer to have an impact on 
education is critically dependent on the existence of fully operational schools, which may be 
limited particularly in remote rural areas.  
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1.3.7 Less child labour 

Child work patterns may alter in the households where children were working in order to earn 
money to cover basic household needs. This will be likely if the BISP transfer allows households 
to make small stepwise changes to their livelihood strategies (such as investment in productive 
assets), which will allow a reduction in child labour to be offset both by the transfer, but also an 
increase in adult labour. Cultural practices of children assisting around the house and on fields 
or with livestock (which count towards the calculation of child labour) are unlikely to change.  

1.3.8 Greater empowerment of women 

By targeting the BISP cash transfer directly to female recipients, there is a potential for offsetting 
gender imbalances by increasing the bargaining power of women within the household and 
improving the intra-household allocation of resources for human development. It is unlikely that 
that we will see dramatic changes in women’s empowerment in the short-run, given that it is 
heavily dependent on the prevailing cultural practices and attitudes. However, overtime with the 
regular provision of cash direct in to the hands of women in the household there is the potential 
for an alteration in the perception of women’s status within the household.  

1.4 Report structure 

This report is organised around data collected in the BISP baseline survey. The next chapter 
explains the methodology that was designed and used for data collection, including the 
sampling strategy as well as an overview of the proposed impact evaluation methodologies to 
which the survey and sample design was tailored.  

Section 3 focuses on household demographics: household composition, social characteristics, 
such as marital status and the number of ever-married women in the household. It also focuses 
on the characteristics of potential beneficiaries, including (and crucially to the receipt of the 
transfer) possession of a national identity card.  

Sections 4 and 5 present data on household welfare and poverty. We present objective 
measures of welfare in terms of the level of child nutrition and household consumption levels but 
also present a brief discussion of the bargaining position of the female within the household. 
Section 5 in particular seeks to measure the level of poverty of potential beneficiary households 
(our “Group A” households) and starts a discussion about the characteristics of households that 
may miss out on the BISP cash transfer due to non-possession of a CNIC by the receiver 
female.  

Section 6 introduces a presentation of the livelihood strategies adopted by households in the 
sampled population, which includes a discussion of the main sources of household income, 
transfers received by the household. Furthermore, Section 6 focuses on child labour, as well as 
attempting to model the choice for a child to engage in child labour followed by a discussion of 
adult labour participation 

Section 7 seeks to consider the exposure to household shocks as well as the coping strategies 
utilised by households when faced with a shock. Section 8 presents household assets focusing 
on ownership of land, livestock as well as other durable household assets. Section 9 and 10 
consider education and health, primarily the prevailing levels of educational attainment, the 
incidence of illness and the health seeking behaviours displayed by the sampled population. 
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Section 11 considers the crucial issue of access to water as well as giving an exposition of the 
quality of housing and access to amenities and services.  

Section 12 presents a discussion of the financial position of households particularly considering 
the prevalence of borrowing and saving amongst households as well as a discussion of the 
sources of both borrowing and saving.  

Finally the Annex presents most of the tables of data that are reported in the main text, with 
disaggregated findings by location and PMT poverty score. It also includes extended technical 
discussions that are referred to in the main text.  
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2 Methodology 

2.1 Objectives 

There are two main objectives of the baseline component of the evaluation: 

1. To develop an impact evaluation methodology using experimental or quasi-experimental 
methods; and 

2. To implement a corresponding baseline survey for the nationwide rollout of BISP which 
will provide nationally representative information for our evaluation sample. 

2.2 Key impact areas to be evaluated 

The methodology developed for the BISP baseline evaluation, described in Section 2.3 below, 
will be used to analyse 11 key impact areas, outlined in Table 2.1 below. These key impact 
areas were agreed during the inception phase of the project and outlined in the Inception Report 
It is against the baseline values of these indicators that the performance of the BISP will be 
measured in the coming years.  

The instruments employed in the BISP baseline survey have been designed such that they will 
facilitate the analysis of key impact areas that are identified inTable 2.1. These were agreed 
during the inception phase of this baseline survey and outlined in the Inception Report. 

These indicators represent the expected areas in which the monthly BISP cash transfers can be 
reasonably expected to make an impact. Whilst in principle we can agree that providing poor 
households with a regular and reliable source of additional household income is likely to have a 
positive effect on many of the indicators described in Table 2.1, evaluating the direct causal 
effect of the BISP upon them is vitally important for various reasons: 

 Social protection is still at a nascent phase in Pakistan and providing a clear theory 
of change through which a social protection programmes such as the BISP can 
improve the welfare of poor household is vitally important to support its continued 
development 

 The evaluation will help to inform the political economy of the BISP and its place 
within in the social protection framework in Pakistan. 

 In any setting a cash transfer is not a magic bullet through which the poverty of all 
poor households can be alleviated. It must be accompanied by complementary 
resources and interventions, For example a cash transfer can only increase access 
to education if the supply of such services can meet the new demand. Thus not 
finding an impact in an indicator such as educational attainment might be a reflection 
of other needs, aside from the need to supplement household income. 

 Beyond these concerns a well-regarded and robustly defended evaluation will allow 
the evidence gathered from the evaluation of the BISP to contribute to the wider 
international debate on the place of social cash transfers in improving welfare 
outcomes of poor households.  
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Table 2.1 Key impact areas for impact evaluation of the BISP 

Area of impact Hypothesis Quantitative indicators included in baseline survey  

Key intended 
impact  

  

1. Poverty  BISP programme will reduce the 
rate of poverty amongst 
beneficiary households 

 Proportion of beneficiary households below the poverty line 

2. Consumption 
expenditure 

BISP programme will reduce 
poverty in beneficiary 
households 

 Per adult equivalent consumption expenditure  

 Per adult equivalent food consumption expenditure  

 

3. Child nutrition BISP will improve child nutrition 
outcomes  

 Anthropometric measurements of children aged 0–59 months 

4. Uptake of health 
services and 
awareness of 
health issues 

BISP programme will improve 
health outcomes  

 Incidence of illness 

 Health-seeking behaviour of the sick 
  

5. Uptake of 
education 
services  

BISP programme will improve 
access to education services 
and education outcomes 

 Primary enrolment rate 

 Primary attendance rate  

6. Child labour BISP will reduce child labour  Percentage of children engaged in child labour 

7. Women’s 
empowerment 

BISP will empower women  Percentage of women working outside the home 

 Women’s participation in choices relating to household, both 
relating to short- and long-term decisions.  

 

Secondary impacts   

 
8. Well-being of 

other household 
members 

BISP will enhance the well-being 
of members of the household 
other than the targeted women  

 Percentage of very elderly working 

 Changes to children’s health, education, and work status, as 
well as older people’s work status  

9. Vulnerability to 
shocks 

BISP will reduce household 
vulnerability to shocks 

 Percentage of households adopting various coping strategies  

 Percentage of households avoiding a decline in welfare 
despite suffering a shock 

10. Informal 
transfers 

BISP may reduce the need for 
informal transfers by beneficiary 
households  

 Mean informal transfers paid in and out of the household  

Unintended impacts    

11. Transfer 
efficiency 

BISP does not impose excessive 
transaction costs to access cash 
transfers 

 Transaction costs to access cash transfer in terms of 
transportation, opportunity cost of queuing, and promptness of 
pay.  

 

This report presents baseline values of the indicators relevant to each key impact area.6 It is 
against these values that the performance of the BISP can be evaluated once the impact 

                                                
6
 With the exception of Item 11: Transfer efficiency, as by design this cannot be measured at baseline, 

which by necessity is conducted before the BISP payments under the Poverty Scorecard targeting 
mechanisms are made. 
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evaluation survey has been completed. Section 2 introduces the impact evaluation methodology 
that the baseline survey has been designed to facilitate, such that they will provide robust 
evidence on the impact or otherwise of the BISP against each of the key impact areas. 

2.3 Evaluation Methodology 

When assessing BISP’s performance against the key impact indicators we will know what 
happens to the BISP beneficiaries, but we would also like to know what would have happened if 
they had never received BISP payments, i.e. the counterfactual. This can be achieved by 
identifying a group of households that are as similar as possible to the BISP beneficiaries but 
who do receive BISP payments, and tracking what happens to them over the same period and 
in the same conditions.  

We propose two ways to identify an appropriate counterfactual. Regression Discontinuity 
Design (RDD), the preferred approach, and Propensity Score Matching (PSM). 

Whilst the present assignment only entails the collection and analysis of the baseline 
information, it is essential that the scope, sampling and data collection approach of the baseline 
phase is inserted in a comprehensive medium-term impact evaluation plan. As such it was 
important for the baseline to have been conceived under such a framework, ensuring coherence 
with future rounds of data collection and the overall methodological approach to impact 
identification.  

The current Gold Standard of impact evaluations would be an experimental design, for instance 
the randomised control trial approach. That is an approach in which the treatment and the 
control groups(or counterfactual) are randomly assigned at baseline. In other words, some 
portion of the sample of households is randomly assigned to treatment and receive the cash 
transfer sometime after the baseline survey is completed, whilst another portion of the sample is 
assigned as the control group and do not receive the BISP cash transfer until after the follow-up 
impact evaluation survey. In order for this approach to be viable, one needs to be prepared to: 
a) randomly assign households at the time of the baseline survey to treatment and control 
groups; and b) maintain the control group by restricting cash transfers to a sample of eligible 
households until the follow-up survey has been implemented. 

Following extensive discussions with the BISP and the World Bank it was apparent that a 
rigorous application of a pure experimental approach would have been impossible. This was 
due to the unpredictable nature of the national roll-out of the poverty scorecard measurement 
process in terms of completion dates by district (a prerequisite for randomisation would have 
been to arrange the scorecard roll-out in accordance with evaluation needs). More importantly, 
given the national nature and very ambitious scale of the programme, there was an 
understandable resistance to restricting payments to a control group for a significant period of 
time. 

Without being able to implement a fully experimental approach, we were faced with the 
challenge of deciding how to identify a valid counterfactual or control group. Gertler et al. (2011) 
identify three conditions that any valid control group must satisfy: 

 Treatment and control groups must share on average the same characteristics; 

 Treatment and control groups should react to the programme in the same way; and 
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 Treatment and control groups should not be differentially exposed to other interventions 
during the period of the evaluation.  

With these conditions satisfied, we can then safely attribute any differences between the two 
groups with the advent of the BISP cash transfer to the BISP cash transfer itself.  

In an effort to satisfy these conditions, OPM undertook the design of the survey and the 
sampling to accommodate a combined approach based on a combination of Regression 
Discontinuity Design (RDD)andPropensity Score Matching (PSM). Such a complementary 
approach will allow for estimation of robust impact estimates, with the ability to triangulate 
impact estimates across methods. Furthermore, this analysis can be supplemented with 
difference-in-difference techniques across baseline and follow-up surveys.  

2.3.1 RDD 

Under a RDD approach, a valid counterfactual is identified by taking advantage of the eligibility 
rules of the programme. The targeting rules of the BISP define strict eligibility criteria, with a 
clearly defined cut-off or threshold score. A household is defined as an eligible household 
if it contains an ever-married woman and, importantly for RDD,has a PMT score less than or 
equal to 16.17. Lower scores are an indication of an increased likelihood of being eligible for the 
BISP. 

Figure 2.1 Baseline discontinuity in per adult equivalent total consumption 
expenditure 
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households who are not actually eligible for the programme but are in some small 
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with scores just below the cut-off score are likely to be very similar to ineligible households with 
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‘chance’, an exogenous random process. In this way we can identify both the treatment group 
households as well as the valid counterfactual control group households, thus satisfying the 
first condition as defined by Gertler et al. (2011). 

Figure 2.1illustrates this by presenting the discontinuity in per adult equivalent total consumption 
expenditure as is found in the BISP baseline survey.7 This shows that, in fact, there is no 
discontinuity in total per adult equivalent consumption expenditure for households within the 
range of plus/minus 15 from the PMT cut-off score.8 In other words, we can demonstrate that 
our treatment and control households have sufficiently similar levels of total per adult equivalent 
consumption expenditure to establish a viable counterfactual on this indicator. This analysis is 
repeated for a range of indicators in Annex B, to show the viability of using RDD to provide 
impact estimates.  

Figure 2.2 Hypothetical post-programme discontinuity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2 illustrates the intuition behind the RDD in application.Given that the assumptions 
behind RDD are satisfied (fully explored in Annex B) and we have established a continuous 
relationship between the outcome indicators and the covariates with the eligibility score around 
the cut-off eligibility score at baseline9, we can then attribute any difference between treatment 
and control group households at the follow-up impact evaluation survey to the direct causal 
effect of the programme.  

                                                
7
 For details and methodology of calculating the discontinuity, see Annex B. 

8
 This is shown statistically as the estimated jump at the threshold is -0.003, which with a standard error 

of 0.0203 is shown to be statistically insignificant. 

9
 That is, there is no significant differences between the treatment and control groups in either the 

outcome indicators of interest or the observable covariates. 
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2.3.2 Setting the bandwidth around the cut-off threshold to +/- 15 points  

When we consider how wide to set the bandwidth we are essentially making a trade-between 
two key requirements for the evaluation: (1) having a wide enough bandwidth to allow for a 
sufficient density of households inside the bandwidth, i.e. that allows for a large enough sample 
size to be able to predict impact with acceptable accuracy; and (2) having a narrow enough 
bandwidth to ensure that there is no discontinuity in outcome indicators of interest at the cut-off 
threshold. Any discontinuity at the in the outcome indicator of interest at the cut-off when the 
impact evaluation is conducted could be attributed to: 

 Differences in gains of treatment on either side of the cut-off (people with higher 
potential gains from treatment game the assignment to ensure they are treated); 

 Differences in observable characteristics on either side of the cut-off; or 

 Unobservable heterogeneity on either side of the cut-off. 

However, we would like to be able to isolate the causal impact of the BISP and to do this 
through RDD we must be sure that the only source of discontinuity in the outcomes at the cut-off 
at the impact evaluation stage is the BISP treatment status.  

To be satisfied that this is the case we must be confident that the control group (i.e. households 
in some neighbourhood above the cut-off) are a valid counterfactual for the treatment group. For 
this to be true, we assume that there is no discontinuity in either the outcome variables of 
interest or in observable (or indeed unobservable) variables that may affect the outcome in the 
future.   

This assumption and all other assumptions behind RDD are fully developed and tested in 
Annex B. However, we find that the assumptions for RDD hold and, moreover, that the 
assumptions for RDD hold for households within a bandwidth that is wide enough around the 
cut-off that will provide for a high density of households, thus allowing for a robust impact 
evaluation with this methodology.  

The tests performed in Annex Bsuggest that the  assumptions behind RDD hold for a bandwidth 
of +/- 15 points around the cut-off score allowing us to be confident that this bandwidth will 
generate a valid counterfactual that will allow for a robust impact evaluation.  

2.3.3 PSM 

The sampling strategy set out in Section 2.5 below also allows for the application of Propensity 
Score Matching (PSM). However, the success of the PSM approach is dependent on being able 
to match enough households that are similar enough to each other to allow for this. Given that 
the BISP is a national programme, the evaluation can therefore take advantage of unforeseen 
delays in the roll-out of payments made by the BISP, as well as exclusion errors made at both 
the targeting and implementation phases. However, there is no guarantee that there will be 
enough households who are otherwise eligible for the programme (i.e. they have BISP PMT 
scores of less than 16.17) but who did not become a BISP beneficiary to allow for the PSM 
approach.  

As the RDD approach does not require a pool of otherwise eligible households for its success, 
the RDD approach remains the preferred approach and we do not present analysis of PSM 
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here. However, PSM will still remain as a potential impact evaluation option that can also be 
used to validate the results of RDD, as required in the impact evaluation. 

Nonetheless it is worth noting that eligibility as measured by the poverty scorecard is not the 
only requirement for a potential beneficiary to receive the BISP transfer. The potential 
beneficiary must also be in possession of a valid CNIC. The pilot phase of the BISP in 
Baluchistan revealed that large numbers of eligible individuals did not receive payments due to 
a lack of a CNIC, which due to processing time can lead to significant delays.  

By taking advantage of these unforeseen delays there is potential for a (non-random) control 
group to be used as a counterfactual to the treatment group of eligible beneficiaries who 
would be receiving the cash transfer at the time of the follow-up survey. As it would not be 
possible to randomly allocate households to treatment and control groups ex-ante,a process of 
matching can be used to reconstruct a credible counterfactual on the basis of observable 
characteristics. 

PSM is a quasi-experimental approach that tries to approximate the key advantages of the 
randomised control trial, without actually randomising across treatment and control groups. 
Matching attempts to construct a counterfactual that is as statistically similar as possible to the 
treatment group, by pairing treatment units with corresponding control units such that they have 
the most similar characteristics possible. 

PSM achieves this by constructing a model of the probability of participating in the treatment 
using observed characteristics collected during the baseline survey. Treatment units are then 
matched on the basis of this probability, or propensity score, to control units.  

For PSM to be viable, two assumptions must be upheld: 

 Conditional independence: essentially we are able to perfectly predict the probability 
of treatment given the observable characteristics at our disposal. This will be violated if 
unobservable characteristics affect programme participation. 

 Common support: or, in other words, our treatment and control units have similar 
propensity score distributions, i.e. they are statistically similar and thus valid 
counterfactuals.  

Given that these assumptions are upheld we can estimate impact using this semi-parametric 
approach as the value of the differences in outcomes can be established for every pair of 
matched households (i.e. those which have a similar propensity score). The average difference 
would then constitute the impact of the programme on that outcome indicator of interest.  

2.3.4 Challenges of the complementary approach  

Beyond the various assumptions that must be satisfied for each approach, there are a number 
of practical challenges associated with each impact evaluation approach: 

 Estimates from RDD valid only at the cut-off: in general terms, RDD provides 
internally valid estimates for households in close proximity to the eligibility cut-off 
score and not for households further away from the eligibility cut-off score.  
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However, given that the BISP is aimed at the poorest households in Pakistan, it is likely 
that households around the cut-off score will exhibit similar characteristics to those from 
the full distribution of households underneath the eligibility cut-off score. Further 
analysis presented in Annex B suggests that the RDD approach can be performed on 
all households within plus/minus 15 points of the eligibility cut-off score, increasing the 
external validity of the estimates derived from RDD.  

 PSM will take advantage of delays in roll-out of cash payments and exclusion 
errors and, as such, this approach is reliant on the assumption that a large enough 
proportion of eligible beneficiaries (and indeed those who are ineligible but sufficiently 
similar to eligible households to be matched by PSM) will not have received their BISP 
cash payments at the time of the follow-up survey.  

 The success of PSM depends on minimising the number of unobserved 
differences,to ensure that all significant differences between the treatment and control 
groups have been controlled. This risk is minimised in that the baseline survey collected 
data not only on the key impact indicators important to the BISP but also included 
modules that can be used to model programme participation (e.g. information on 
identification and registration) and control for differences between treatment and control 
groups, such as the housing module included in the male questionnaire.  

 One potential risk that is worth highlighting in isolation is that of self-selection bias. 
That is, if we have a non-random and unobservable factor that determines whether 
households in our sample are either treatment or control households then the 
assumption that our impact evaluation approaches approximate random allocation of 
treatment status will be broken. If households are somehow able to influence their 
treatment status in a way that is correlated with a particular unobservable characteristic 
or set of characteristics then any estimates of impact (produced with RDD or PSM) will 
potentially suffer from self-selection bias.  

2.3.5 Combining evaluation approaches with difference-in-differences  

In order to further protect our estimates from selection bias due to unobservable characteristics 
(in the case of PSM) or non-randomness around the cut-off (in the case of RDD), the two impact 
evaluation methodologies outlined above could be implemented in differences-in-differences. 
That is, one can compare the difference between the treatment and control groups determined 
by RDD and PSM in the baseline survey to the difference identified in the follow-up impact 
evaluation survey. If one is prepared to add an additional hypothesis (common trends of 
unobservable factors over time between treatment and control), the resulting difference-in-
difference will thus constitute the impact of the programme on key impact indicators of interest.  

2.4 Defining Group A and Group B households 

This report makes constant reference to Group A and Group B households. Given this we 
define these clearly here. Group A and Group B households have been defined by their 
individual poverty scores as defined by our replication of the BISP poverty scorecard.    

 Group A: are all households that have a poverty score of 16.17 and less and thus 
should be eligible for the BISP cash transfer  
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 Group B: are all households that have a poverty score of greater than 16.17 and thus 
should not be eligible for the BISP cash transfer  

Thus Group A represents a pool of households that are representative of households who 
should be eligible for BISP cash transfers (dependent on meeting the other targeting criteria), 
and therefore households drawn from this group will form the treatment group for the RDD 
approach. In addition as we have sampled Group A households from the full distribution of 
households under the poverty threshold score of 16.17, Group A households are fully 
representative of potentially eligible households in our evaluation population.  

On the other handGroup B represents a pool of households who should not be eligible for BISP 
cash transfers. Therefore households drawn from this group will form the control group for the 
RDD approach.  

Special care should be taken in the direct comparison of Group A and Group B households, 
particularly when assessing the suitability of Group B households as a set of control 
households. It is inappropriate to directly compare the means of key indicators of impact 
between Group A and Group B households to assess their appropriateness as valid 
counterfactuals. The validity of Group B households as a control group is shown by satisfying 
the assumptions of RDD, which is fully elaborated on in Annex B.  

2.5 Sampling strategy 

In order to implement the two chosen impact evaluation methodologies in combination,a 
complex multi-stage sampling strategy was required. The sampling strategy allows for the 
identification of our Group A and Group B households, which makes the sample suitable for 
selecting in the first instance group of treatment and control households suitable for the RDD 
approach.In the second instance the sample will allow for the implementation of the PSM 
approach, should the assumptions underpinning RDD fail to hold. 

The sampling framework was constructed in a multi-stage fashion as explained below.  

The final sample of households was obtained in the following phases: 

Phase 1. PSUsor clusters within the PSLM Survey 2007/08 were stratified at the provincial 
and rural/urban level. Evaluation PSUs were then sampled directly from these 
strata in the PSLM 2007/08 using Simple Random Sampling (SRS). 

Phase 2. A household listing exercise was conducted in all evaluation PSUs to form the 
basis of the sampling frame of households within evaluation PSUs. Large 
communities (approximately over 300 households) were segmented into 
segments of approximately 100–150 households and a segment was chosen on 
which to conduct the household listing using SRS. The household listing exercise 
was conducted in all sampled clusters and implemented by the Federal Bureau of 
Statistics (FBS) on behalf of OPM.  

Phase 3. From the household listing, a predetermined number of households were 
randomly selected using SRS on which the PMT was applied. This PMT was a 
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perfect mimic10 of the Poverty Scorecard applied by the BISP to select its 
beneficiaries. An average of 100 household PMTs were applied per PSU, with 
the exact number applied in each PSU dependent on the predicted quantity of 
households below the PMT cut-off score in a given PSU.   

Phase 4. Once the PMT had been applied, households were split into two groups. Group 
A households are defined as those households with PMT scores equal and below 
the cut-off score of 16.17. Group B households are defined as those households 
with a PMT score greater than the cut-off score of 16.17and within a 
predetermined range up to a score of 19.5,making them valid counterfactuals for 
the RDD methodology. Respective samples of Group A and Group B households 
were chosen from within each PSU using SRS.  

Out of the total number of households who had a PMT completed during Phase 4, 23% of these 
had a score less than 16.17, in line with the expected national coverage of the programme, 
which was to cover the poorest 25% of the population.  

Some PSUs were dropped from the evaluation, which occurred under two circumstances: 

 For security concerns, where the fieldwork manager determined that a PSU could not 
be visited due to the changing security situation. Any decision to drop a PSU was taken 
with the consultation of local authorities and would only be taken when all options were 
exhausted.  

 If the application of the PMT revealed no households in a PSU with a PMT score within 
the relevant range.  

The sample weights produce estimates for all households living in provinces covered by the 
evaluation and within the PMT score range of households collected by the BISP baseline survey 
and therefore do not provide estimates for any larger population. Household weights are 
calculated as the inverse of the probability of a household being selected for the survey and a 
full exposition of the calculation of the sample weights is given in Annex C.1.  

Sample weights have not been adjusted for non-response rates, as it was found that non-
response rates are low by international standards and that the marginal effect of factors 
affecting the choice to participate in the survey were also low. A full description can be found in 
Annex C.2. 

The sampling strategy draws from the full distribution of Group A households (i.e. those under 
the poverty cut-off score of 16.17), thus allowing one to use the baseline report to build an 
accurate and representative picture of what an eligible household looks like.  

                                                
10

 Following extensive discussions with the BISP and the World Bank, it was determined that neither an 
exact roll-out schedule for the Poverty Scorecard exercise could be determined, nor an exact schedule for 
the rolling out of BISP cash payments. Thus, it was determined that OPM should follow a ‘perfect 
mimicking’ approach to identify evaluation households. That is, we applied the same poverty scorecard 
for the application of the PMT as was used by the BISP partner organisations. Furthermore, we sought 
advice from the BISP and its partner organisations to ensure its correct application for sake of 
consistency. 
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2.5.1 Final sample size 

The original design of the survey stipulated that 630 PSUs would be visited in 89 districts across 
the four evaluation provinces, with 16 households interviewed per Rural PSU and 12 
households interviewed per Urban PSU. However, in the final survey household interviews were 
conducted in 489 PSUs, with PSUs being dropped for the following reasons: (1) Fluctuating 
security environment necessitated dropping 42 PSUs; (2) 95 PSUs dropped as they either 
contained no Group A households or very few Group A households11; (3) twoPSUs dropped at 
stage of household listing due to inaccessibility of PSU; and (4) twoPSUs dropped due to 
problems with household listing.  

Due to the number of excluded PSUs, the decision was taken to increase the sample size per 
cluster, such that the final sample of completed interviews includes on average 19 households 
per rural cluster and 15 households per urban cluster. This is compared to the original sampling 
strategy of 16 households per rural cluster and 12 households per urban cluster.  

Table 2.2 presents the final sample size of households disaggregated by province and poverty 
group. The household has been disaggregated into Group A and Group B based on a 
calculation of the household’s PMT score based on data in the BISP baseline survey rather than 
from data calculated at the household listing stage. This is because the household survey is a 
more in-depth interview and thus likely to providea more accurate reading of a household’s 
actual PMT score. 

Table 2.2 Final sample sizeof households12 

 Group A  Group B Total  

Total 4,158 4,517 8,675 

Province    

Punjab 1,456 1,706 3,162 

Sindh 1,256 1,078 2,334 

KPK 957 1,097 2,054 

Baluchistan 489 636 1,125 

 

2.5.2 Power of sample calculations 

Despite the restructuring of the sample size, we should remain very confident in the data being 
able to estimate reasonable Minimum Detectable Effects (MDE) of the BISP. The MDE of the 
BISP on a particular indicator is the minimum change, given the survey and sampling design, 
which can be directly attributed to the BISP.  

                                                
11

 Any PSU with less than eight households with a PMT score underneath the cut-off was dropped. More 
than 50% of these had less than two households underneath the cut-off, whilst the average number of 
households in the requisite PMT range in these PSUs was 2.3. In total, there were 223 households in 
these PSUs underneath the PMT score, as compared to 814 households we would have required under 
the original sampling strategy.  

12
PMT score calculated by BISP baseline survey and not household listing. 
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Table 2.3 Conservative13 estimates of MDEsfor RDD methodology 

 Sample size for power 
calculations* 

% of children severely 
underweight 

% of 5–9 year olds enrolled 
in primary school 

% of women currently 
engaged in paid activity 

 
Group A Group B Baseline Group A MDE** Baseline Group A MDE** 

Baseline 
Group A 

MDE** 

Pakistan  2,461 2,149 12% -2% 26% 3% 25% 3% 

Urban 513 707 11% -3% 28% 6% 31% 6% 

Rural 1,948 1,442 13% -2% 25% 4% 24% 4% 

Punjab 868 862 11% -3% 29% 5% 27% 5% 

Sindh  734 545 15% -4% 20% 6% 33% 6% 

KPK 572 515 8% -3% 25% 6% 8% 4% 

Baluchistan 287 227 19% -7% 25% 8% 6% 4% 

* Sample size for power calculations set at 60% of households in Group A or Group B within plus/minus 15 points of cut-off 
**MDE = Minimum Detectable Effect, the minimum impact that can be detected.  
Note: 1) 5% level of significance, at least 80% power. 2) Design effects between 1 and 2.56 

 

Table 2.3 above presents the power of sample calculations for the RDD methodology. Baseline 
estimates are restricted for households within the PMT score range identified for RDD, i.e. 
plus/minus 15 points from the cut-off score. The sample size for Group A and Group B 
households is determined as just 60% of households in Group A or Group B that are within 
plus/minus 15 points from the cut-off score. These therefore represent a conservative estimate 
of the MDE of each indicator, i.e. the likely upper bound on the MDE. A higher rate of coverage 
of eligible households by the BISP will reduce the MDE that can be estimated with statistical 
significance.  

To interpret Table 2.3, consider the indicator % of children severely underweight. The MDE at 
national level is -2%. This means that the baseline survey and subsequent impact evaluation 
survey will be able to detect a change that is statistically significant providing the BISP has an 
impact of at least 2% or greater on the % of children severely underweight. If the BISP were to 
have an impact of less than 2%, then the current sample size would be insufficient to capture 
this with statistical significance. 

2.6 Fieldwork methodology 

This baseline report draws principally from a quantitative survey that was conducted between 
March 2011 and July 2011. The aim of the survey was to provide provincially representative 
estimates for baseline values of key impact indicators for our Group A and Group B households, 
to be used as a foundation for the BISP impact evaluation.  

2.6.1 Questionnaires  

The following four questionnaires were used in the BISP baseline survey: 

 Community questionnaire 

 Male questionnaire  

 Female questionnaire 

 Separate women’s questionnaire applied to every ever-married female in the household 

                                                
13

 Estimates in Table 2.3 represent conservative estimates for MDEs and it is expected that the final 
evaluation will draw from a larger sample size. For a full description of power calculations, see Annex C. 
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The community questionnaire, was filled for each sample point in rural areas, included 
information regarding access to health and education services, access to local economic 
services and a short price questionnaire. The geographic coordinates were taken for each PSU 
using a GPS unit.  

The male and female questionnaire together formed a complete household questionnaire and 
was administered respectively to senior male and senior female members of every household in 
the sample. These two questionnaires provide the foundation for the bulk of the data collection 
activities. In addition to some basic characteristics of household members, such as age, sex, 
marital status, education and relationship to the household head, these two questionnaires 
collected information to provide baseline values for the majority of the key impact indicators 
including: 

 Education & health   

 Labour participation & livelihood strategies 

 Vocational training 

 Child labour 

 Consumption expenditure 

 Asset ownership and financial transfers 

 Shocks  

 Dietary diversity  

 Child anthropometry  

In addition to the core male and female household questionnaires, a further women’s 
questionnaire was applied to every ever-married female in all households in the sample. This 
was to capture responses from all of the potential recipients (and there corresponding 
counterfactuals in control households) of the BISP cash transfers. This captured information to 
describe a woman’s level of empowerment and will be used in the follow-up surveys to capture 
their experiences with the BISP programme.   

2.6.2 Training  

The main survey training was held in the period just before the rollout of the baseline survey, 
over a period of three weeks in February 2011. Training consisted of theory and practical work, 
with each day of classroom training divided into revision, lecture, practice and discussion 
sessions.  

There was also a special component of the training focussed on the anthropometry 
questionnaire, given the sensitivity of measurements of child anthropometry to enumerator 
error. This involved visits to child clinics to allow the opportunity to practice taking accurate 
anthropometry measurements.  

Beyond the theory component of the training a full field pilot visit was conducted in districts 
close to Islamabad. As part of the field pilot trainees were split into enumeration teams and 
accompanied by experienced field staff members from OPM who oversaw the pilot and 
observed enumerators to identify areas for improvement.  
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2.6.3 Field monitoring  

Field monitoring was a necessary component of the fieldwork to ensure that data quality 
standards remained high for the duration of the fieldwork activities. Field monitoring activities 
were split into two phases. In the first phase field monitors and senior OPM fieldwork staff 
accompanied enumerators to the field for the first week and half of fieldwork, to ensure that 
lessons learned in the classroom and in the field pilot were being applied.  

In the second phase field monitors randomly selected 30% of completed clusters from every 
evaluation district, in which to re-visit and conduct a shortened version of the questionnaire to 
four randomly selected evaluation households. Any discrepancies were reported to the survey 
management team.  

2.6.4 Data entry 

A system of coding and labelling was developed to ensure that data can be linked and that field 
visits are consistent. Data entry was conducted parallel to fieldwork so that any call-backs could 
be conducted while field teams are still in the relevant region.  

Once an enumeration area was completed the questionnaires were sent to the OPM Islamabad 
office. The questionnaires were checked by a team of data editors, who are directed by a data 
analyst. Mistakes (if any) were immediately conveyed to the relevant field team. After careful 
editing of questionnaires so that they are legible and correctly completed, they were entered into 
an electronic format by data entry operators.  

The data entry was performed in CSPro and has very strong quality control features, such as 
range, skip, fill and consistency checks. This not only improves the quality of data by minimising 
data entry errors, but also identifies those mistakes or errors that can be overlooked during the 
data editing phase.   

To ensure a high quality database, data was entered twice (double data entry) and any 
questionnaire will be entered by two different data entry clerks. Inconsistencies between the two 
datasets need to be checked by referring to the completed paper questionnaire.  

Data entry clerks experienced the same training on the questionnaires so as to fully understand 
the questions and therefore the type of responses and anticipated errors. The training also 
involves entering data from real completed questionnaires which are then re-entered when the 
data entry commences.  

The data analyst ran preliminary summaries (tables and frequencies) before data entry is 
completed. These were checked by the principle investigator to detect any obvious outliers 
and/or suspicious values. Throughout the period of data entry, enumerators and supervisors are 
expected to be available for any query on individual questionnaires where necessary.  

2.6.5 Field problems  

A number of problems were experienced during the fieldwork. Principally the law and order 
situation made fieldwork challenging especially in Baluchistan and Khyber Pakhtunkwha, 
despite ensuring that fieldworkers were from the provinces in which they were working. The law 
and order situation prevented fieldwork in some clusters as detailed above.  
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There was also concerns raised about collecting GPS coordinates, especially in Khyber 
Pakhtunkwha were army officers advised teams not to collect any GPS coordinates in Swat, 
though GPS coordinates were also not collected in areas of D.I. Khan and Bannu.  

The availability of male respondents at home was also raised as a concern, with enumerators 
often having to return to the same household multiple times in a day to catch a male respondent 
who would otherwise be out of the household working.  
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3 Some key demographic characteristics relevant for BISP 

92% of households in the evaluation sample are male-headed and this may raise questions 
about who may eventually decide how the BISP cash transfer is used, despite being targeted 
solely at female beneficiaries. Eligible Group A households are also generally large, with high 
dependency ratios suggesting that many, particularly vulnerable young or elderly individuals 
may also benefit from the BISP cash transfers.  

Of interest is that there are on average 1.42 ever-married women in Group A households. Given 
that the BISP is targeted at the family unit (rather than a household) defined by an ever-married 
women, this suggests that many households will be receiving support from the BISP through 
more than one beneficiary.  

In terms of individual members we find that the education attainment of women 15 years and 
older is very low with 82% never having completed any form of education as compared to 64% 
of men. Only a small proportion of individuals report disability, with only 6% of individuals 
reporting any disability. This rate is slightly higher for men at 7% as compared to women at just 
5%.  

Of crucial importance to BISP is the worryingly low rate of CNIC possession. 35% of all women 
in Group A households do not have a CNIC. If we focus on women who would be otherwise 
eligible (i.e. women in Group A households who are ever-married) this falls to 29%. However, 
amongst the women in 18-27 year old range 53% do not possess a CNIC. Given that these 
women are the most likely to have young and vulnerable children BISP must focus efforts on 
facilitating their CNIC registration.  

3.1 Household characteristics 

92% of all households are male-headed, whilst just 8% of households are female-headed (as 
can be seen in Table A.2). This is consistent with the Pakistan Demographic Health Survey 
(PDHS) (NIPS, 2006/07),which also found 92% of households to be male-headed. Group A 
households have a statistically significant higher chance of being headed by a male member, 
with 94% of households being male-headed as compared to 90% of Group B households.  

The mean household size is 7.46 household members, but this is unsurprisingly higher for 
Group A households who have a mean size of 8.57 members as compared to Group B 
households who have a mean size of 6.37 members.    
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Figure 3.1 Distribution of households by household size 

 

Figure 3.1 illustrates that households are large, particularly for Group A households, for which 
27% of households have 10 or more members, as compared to only 11% of Group B 
households. Households in Pakistan tend to be large because of the predominance of the 
extended and joint family system. Furthermore, the economic pressures faced by those 
households underneath and close to the PMT cut-off score of 16.17 often force these families to 
live with their in-laws and other relatives because they cannot afford to build or rent separate 
dwellings.  

3.1.2 Average number of ever-married women per household 

Crucially for the baseline survey and the evaluation,Table A.2 shows that the mean number of 
ever-married women per household is 1.42 for Group A households. By the BISP definition of 
the family unit as defined in SectionError! Reference source not found., this means that on 
verage there are 1.42 families per household for households with a PMT score of 16.17 and 
less.  

This gives the first indication of the number of beneficiaries we can expect to see per sampled 
household. Figure 3.2 illustrates that the majority of Group A households contain only one ever-
married woman, with this being the case in 68% of households. 23% of Group A households 
contain two ever-married women and 6% of Group A households had three ever-married 
women. A very small proportion of households with poverty score less than 16.17 contained no 
ever-married women (in fact, only 24 out of the sampled Group A households fit this 
description).  
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Figure 3.2 Ever-married women per Group A household 

 

3.1.3 Dependency ratio 

Another important demographic consideration for BISP is the dependency ratio defined as 
follows: 

                 
                                                          

                                  
 

The dependency ratio gives an idea of the proportion of household members that are likely to be 
economically inactive, and whom a potential female beneficiary may support with regular cash 
transfers from BISP. Furthermore it gives an idea of the proportion of household members who 
are likely to be particularly vulnerable, that is the elderly and the young who may not be 
economically independent.  

The dependency ratio for Group A households is high at 1.7 (which suggests that there are 1.7 
young or elderly household members per working age member). This matches findings taken 
from the PLSM (2007/08) survey, where households with similar poverty scores also have a 
dependency ratio of 1.7.  

With high dependency ratios, this implies that beneficiaries of the BISP cash transfer are 
responsible for the welfare for a large number of vulnerable dependents, who are also likely to 
benefit from regular cash transfers.  
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Figure 3.3 Dependency ratio 

 

 

3.2 Characteristics of beneficiaries and pseudo-beneficiaries 

3.2.1 Marital Status  

Table A.3 suggests that,for individuals 15 years and older, 61% of female household 
membersare currently married as compared to 60% of male household members, with the 
difference not being statistically significant. 

Figure 3.4narrows the focus to illustrate the marital status of men and women 18 years and 
older and disaggregated by individuals in Group A and Group B households. This allows us to 
focus on beneficiary and pseudo-beneficiary individuals in the sample. Given the definition of a 
female family head as defined by the BISP, we can see that 86% of Group A females 18 years 
and older are either currently married, a widow or divorced. That is,86% of Group A females are 
potential beneficiaries (subject to validation of a CNIC). This is compared to 80% of Group B 
females, who will form the basis of the pseudo-beneficiaries for the RDD impact evaluation 
methodology.  
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Figure 3.4 Percentage of men and women 18 years and older by marital status 

 

3.2.2 Education attainment 

Table A.3 illustrates that the educational attainment of female household members is lower than 
that of male household members, with 82% of females 15 years and older having completed no 
level of schooling as compared to 64% of males. Furthermore, as presented in Figure 3.5 
below, the percentage of individuals who have completed a level of schooling higher than 
primary is low, at 13% of those 15 years and older. This rate is lower for females, of whom only 
8% have completed a schooling level higher than primary school.  
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Figure 3.5 Distribution of education attainment by gender, age 15 years and 
older 

 

3.2.3 CNIC possession 

Possession of a valid CNIC is a necessary condition for receipt of the BISP cash transfer, 
meaning that low CNIC possession rates amongst women could lead to low coverage of the 
BISP cash transfer amongst potentially eligible households by design. Table A.4 indicates that 
65% of women aged 18 years and older are in possession of a CNIC. The rate of possession 
amongst women is particular low at younger age groups, with only 37% of 18–27-year-old 
females being in possession of CNIC, perhaps a reflection of the belief that it is not deemed 
necessary for a female to receive a CNIC until she is married.  

To isolate the implications of this trend for BISP,Figure 3.6 charts the rate of CNIC possession 
amongst adult men and women in Group A households who are currently married, widowed or 
divorced. In other words, it charts the rate of CNIC possession amongst women who would 
otherwise be eligible for the BISP cash transfer. On average, 70% of women are in possession 
of a CNIC. This means that, as it stands from the BISP baseline survey, the remaining 30% of 
women who would otherwise be eligible for the BISP cash transfer will be excluded on the 
grounds of not possessing a CNIC.  

This is it at its most extreme for Group A women in the 18–27 age range, of whom only 47% 
were in possession of a CNIC, meaning that 53% of Group A women in this age range who 
would otherwise be eligible for the BISP cash transfer are excluded.  

In terms of the implications for the BISP there are two major issues for consideration. Firstly the 
relatively low rate of CNIC possession amongst members of Group A households in general. 
Especially given that the National Database and Registration Authority (NADRA) estimate that 
96% of the adult population14now possess a valid CNIC. However, more pressing for BISP is 

                                                
14

http://www.nadra.gov.pk/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=353:nadra-registers-over-80-
pc-of-women&catid=10:news-a-updates&Itemid=20 
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that women, as compared to men, in Group A households have particularly low rates of CNIC 
ownership and particularly in the 18-27 year old range. BISP must therefore in coordination, with 
NADRA seek urgently to increase the uptake of CNICs by otherwise BISP eligible women.   

Possible causes for the low uptake of CNICs amongst Group A women is further explored in 
Section 5.3.  

Figure 3.6 Group A CNIC possession rates (for those who are currently married, 
widowed or divorced) 

 

3.2.4 Disability status 

Figure 3.7 below reports that the self-reported disability rate has only 6% of individuals reporting 
incidence of a disability of any kind. We find significant variation across the provinces, with the 
highest rate of disability in Punjab 7% of people reported as disabled, and the lowest rate at 2% 
in Baluchistan. However, this result might be due to different levels of acceptance and 
understanding of disability in general across the provinces rather than a difference in the ‘real 
rate’ of disability. 

Males have a significantly higher rate of self-reported disability at 7% as compared to 5% for 
females in the sample. The self-reported disability rate is significantly lower for individuals in 
Group A households at 5% as compared to 7% for individuals in Group B households.  

Table A.5 indicates that visual impairmentis the most commonly reported type of disability for all 
individuals in the population of interest, with 34% of those reporting a disability reporting this as 
the cause. This is followed by mobility impairment (19%) and then hearing impairment (12%).  

0 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.4 

0.5 

0.6 

0.7 

0.8 

0.9 

1 

18-27 28-37 38-47 48-57 58-67 68 + Total 

%
 a

d
u

lt
s 

w
h

o
 p

o
ss

e
ss

 a
 C

N
IC

 

Male Female 



 

49 © Oxford Policy Management  

 

Figure 3.7 % of population with self-reported disability 
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4 Welfare indicators 

We focus on four measures of welfare on which the BISP cash transfer has the potential to have 
positive effects: (1) child nutrition; (2) women’s empowerment; (3) household consumption 
expenditure; and (4) Dietary Diversity. With regards to child nutrition this is particularly important 
given the Pakistan context. Whilst the end of the last century saw significant progress towards 
improving the nutritional status of children in Pakistan, in last decade there has been a reversal 
of this trend, illustrated by an overall increase in the rate of stunting since the beginning of the 
new century as reported in the National Nutrition Survey, a finding which BISP baseline 
anthropometric data supports.  

This finding is problematic given the growing body of evidence that links stunting to present or 
later cognitive ability or school performance in children from low-income and middle-income 
countries. In a review of 18 cross-sectional studies Victoria et. al. (2008) find only three did not 
report associations between stunting and educational performance, which has further 
implications for the ability of households to ‘graduate’ out of poverty.  

There is a wealth of evidence that points to a direct positive impact of cash transfers upon 
nutritional indicators, especially when the transfer is targeted at women15 within the household. 
Part of this story can be told through the potential of the BISP cash transfer to enhance the 
ability of women to leverage their position within the household to protect child nutrition 
expenditures, by improving their domestic status and thus increasing their role in household 
decision-making.  

In terms of household level welfare measures we find that our results match well with 
consumption expenditure as reported by the Pakistan Household Income and Expenditure 
Survey 2010/11 (HIES). This should be unsurprising given that the basic structure of the 
consumption module for the BISP survey was taken from the HIES 2010/11, and that these 
were applied in similar time-frames. Furthermore this favourable comparison suggests that we 
can therefore make broader statements about the position of households in our sample in the 
broader context of poverty in Pakistan today.  

Finally we find that whilst female headed households have on average lower levels of dietary 
diversity than male headed households, children within female headed households have the 
same level of dietary diversity as those in male headed households. This has interesting 
implications for the BISP cash transfer. If we assume that the BISP will improve the decision 
making power of women within the household,then it is possible that there will be an even 
greater impact on child nutrition outcomes beyond the direct income effect. This may occur as 
female preferences for child nutrition are given a greater voice within the household.  

4.1 Child nutrition 

A key measure of the welfare of children is their nutritional status. This is because in Pakistan, 
like in other developing countries, children can be particularly vulnerable to malnutrition due to 
low dietary intakes, infectious diseases, lack of appropriate care and inequitable distribution of 
food within the household. To assess nutritional status, the BISP Baseline Survey included an 

                                                
15

Duflo (2003), for example, find that girls who live with a grandmother in receipt of the South African Old 
Age Pension programme have improved anthropometric status, whereas girls who live with a recipient 
grandfather do not.  
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anthropometric module in which all children under five years of age were weighed and 
measured. The procedures to ensure the quality of the anthropometric data collected are 
presented in Annex C. 

Evaluation of nutritional status is based on the rationale that, in a well-nourished population, 
there is a statistically predictable distribution of children of a given age with respect to height 
and weight. In any large population, there is variation in height and weight; this variation 
approximates the normal distribution. Use of a standard reference population as a point of 
comparison facilitates the examination of differences in the anthropometric status of subgroups 
in a population and of changes in nutritional status over time. The use of a reference population 
is based on the empirical finding that well-nourished children in all population groups for which 
data exist follow very similar growth patterns, particularly in the group of children less than five 
years of age, for which anthropometric data was collected in the BISP Baseline Survey.  

The BISP anthropometric data has been standardised with reference to the WHO Multicentre 
Growth Reference Study (MGRS) population (WHO 2006). The MGRS population was built on 
longitudinal growth data from healthy children living under optimal environmental conditions, 
likely to favour achievement of their full genetic growth potential, in six developing and 
developed countries – Brazil, Ghana, India, Norway, Oman and the USA. The population can be 
used to assess children’s growth regardless of country, location, ethnicity, socioeconomic status 
and type of feeding.  

Three standard indices of physical growth that describe the nutritional status of children are 
presented in this report, as defined in Cogill(2003): 

 Height-for-age  

 Weight-for-height  

 Weight-for-age  

Each indicator is expressed in standard deviation units (z-scores) from the median of the 
standard population. Each of the indices provides different information about growth and body 
composition, which is used to assess nutritional status:  

 Stunting (length-height-for-age –length is measured for children below 2 years of age, 
height is measured for children aged 2): identifies past or present chronic undernutrition, 
but cannot measure short-term changes in undernutrition, i.e. it is not responsive to 
recent changes in dietary intake or health status. Stunting in a child occurs when growth 
falters or stops altogether, resulting in a failure to achieve expected height-for-age 
compared to a healthy well-nourished child. It is associated with a number of long-term 
factors, often in combination, including chronic insufficient protein, energy and micro-
nutrient intake, frequent infection/disease, sustained inappropriate feeding practices and 
poverty. 

Children whose height-for-age z-score is below minus two standard deviations (-2 SD) 
from the median of the standard population are considered to be stunted and are 
chronically undernourished. Children below minus three standard deviations (-3 SD) 
from the standard population are considered to be severely stunted.  



 

52 © Oxford Policy Management  

 

 Wasting (weight-for-height/length): identifies children suffering from current or acute 
undernutrition, with weight significantly below the weight expected of a child of the same 
length or height in the standard population. Causes include inadequate current food 
intake, incorrect feeding practices, disease and infection or, more frequently, a 
combination of these factors. Wasting in individual children can change rapidly and 
shows marked seasonal patterns associated with changes in food availability or disease 
prevalence.  

Children whose z-score is below minus two standard deviations (-2 SD) from the median 
of the standard population are considered wasted for their height and are acutely 
undernourished. Children whose z-score is below minus three standard deviations (-3 
SD) from the median of the standard population are considered to be severely wasted.  

 Underweight (weight-for-age): is a composite measure of stunting and wasting. As 
such, it measures both past (chronic) and present (acute) undernutrition, although it is 
impossible to distinguish between the two.  

Children with z-scores below minus two standard deviations (-2 SD) from the median of 
the standard population are considered to be underweight. Children whose z-score is 
below minus three standard deviations (-3 SD) from the median of the standard 
population are considered to be severely underweight.  

Table 4.1 presents the percentage of children classified as undernourished by selected 
demographic characteristics. In the BISP Baseline sample, 43% of children are found to be 
stunted, indicating chronic malnutrition, whilst 15% of children are found to be wasted, indicating 
acute malnutrition. The composite indicator reflecting both acute and chronic malnutrition 
indicates that 35% of children under 5 years of age are underweight.  

Overall, children in urban and rural locations appear equally undernourished. Whilst this would 
be against the normal trends that one might expect for urban–rural differences, given that the 
sample is focused on those below and close to the PMT threshold it is unsurprising that there 
are no major differences between urban and rural undernourishment.  

Across the provinces, underweight is highest in our sample for children in Baluchistan (44%) 
and lowest in KPK (29%). In terms of chronic undernutrition (stunting), the highest rates are also 
found in Baluchistan (55%), with the lowest in Punjab (37%). The highest rate of acute 
undernutrition (wasting) is found in Sindh (19%) and the lowest in KPK (11%). 

When comparing the two poverty groups we find the expected result that prevalence of 
undernourishment in children is higher for Group A households, with 38% of children found to 
be underweight as compared to 30% of children in Group B households. The same pattern is 
found for both acute and chronic malnourishment indicators.  
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Table 4.1 Nutritional status of children 

 Stunted (height-for-age) Wasted (weight-for-height) Underweight (weight-for-
age) 

 % Below -3 
SD 

% Below -2 
SD 

% Below -3 
SD 

% Below -2 
SD 

% Below -3 
SD 

% Below -2 
SD 

Locality       

Urban 18.80 42.98 4.57 14.73 10.11 34.61 

Rural 19.11 43.36 4.48 15.03 10.83 35.16 

Province       

Punjab 14.90 37.39 3.68 14.44 9.05 32.18 

Sindh 22.50 46.74 6.66 19.08 13.58 42.45 

KPK 16.82 44.86 3.06 11.15 7.57 28.69 

Baluchistan 33.75 55.03 5.98 15.85 17.88 43.87 

Poverty Score       

Group A: score<=16.17 21.66 46.02 4.98 15.44 12.31 38.50 

Group B: score>16.17 15.51 39.58 3.86 14.28 8.40 30.35 

Sex of household 
head 

      

Male 19.22 43.21 4.52 14.96 10.71 35.18 

Female 15.37 43.96 4.09 14.64 9.30 31.83 

Sex of Child       

Male 19.39 43.53 5.05 16.01 10.32 34.96 

Female 18.62 42.96 3.91 13.80 10.97 35.06 

Age of Child        

< 6 months 4.35 10.49 17.03 35.96 8.57 21.17 

6–11 months 8.23 19.00 10.72 29.86 10.98 30.42 

12–23 months 13.27 30.55 8.52 26.3 12.15 34.84 

24–35 months 21.68 50.17 3.43 14.37 12.01 38.07 

36–47 months 22.98 51.62 2.08 8.16 10.72 35.47 

48–59 months 22.06 49.79 1.54 7.84 9.01 36.05 

TOTAL SAMPLE 19.02 43.26 4.50 14.94 10.64 35.01 

 

The data inTable 4.1indicate that boys and girls are equally undernourished. They also suggest 
that children in female-headed households are slightly less underweight than those in male-
headed households, although the difference is small and only found in the underweight indicator 
(35% compared to 32%).It is possible that this reflects the increased power of women to protect 
the welfare of their children when they are head of the household, despite the higher levels of 
poverty frequently found in female vs. male headed households.  

Among children under 6 months, 10% are stunted, 21% are underweight, and 36% are wasted. 
These figures may reflect intrauterine growth restriction if their mothers’ intakes were severely 
restricted during pregnancy, which is highly likely during and in the aftermath of the floods. 
Wasting is especially high, suggesting that pregnant women faced under-nutrition in late 
pregnancy when fat depositation on the foetus is most rapid, possibly in combination with 
disease if clean drinking water was unavailable.  
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After 6 months of age, stunting and underweight both increase, while wasting falls (seeFigure 
4.1). This suggests that these children have been subject to chronic, ongoingundernutrition, 
possibly with persistent shortfalls in dietary intake, rather than periods of acute undernutrition. It 
may also reflect inadequate feeding practices over time, if children have not been exclusively 
breastfed for 6 months, their intake of complementary and family foods is not closely 
supervised, and they are subject to repeated infectious disease. 

Figure 4.1 Nutritional status of children 

 

Table 4.2 below offers a comparison between the nutritional status of children in Group A and 
Group B households. As would be expected, the incidence of malnutrition is lower for Group B 
households with 30% of children found to be underweight, as compared to Group A children, 
from the full distribution of households under the PMT threshold at 39%. The two groups have 
similar levels of acute malnutrition reflected by the percentage of children found to be wasted, 
whilst children in Group A households have a higher prevalence of chronic malnutrition at 46% 
as compared to 40% for children in Group B households. Within each group, the patterns across 
provinces are the same as those in the overall data presented above in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.2 Nutritional status of children: comparing Group A and Group B 

 Stunted (height-for-age) Wasted (weight-for-height) Underweight (weight-for-age) N 

 % Below -3 
SD 

% Below -2 
SD 

% Below -3 
SD 

% Below -2 
SD 

% Below -3 
SD 

% Below -2 
SD 

 

Group A: score<=16.17 

Punjab 18.28 40.87 4.07 14.8 11.16 35.72 
1,515 

Sindh 24.76 49.27 7.38 19.18 15.23 45.73 
1,204 

KPK 18.18 46.01 3.79 12.66 8.22 31.72 
981 

Baluchistan 35.81 57.8 4.63 14.09 19.25 46.2 
365 

Total Group 
A Sample  21.66 46.02 4.98 15.44 12.31 38.5 

4,065 

Group B: score>16.17 

Punjab 10.83 33.21 3.2 14 6.51 27.91 
1,219 

Sindh 18.84 42.64 5.49 18.9 10.91 37.13 
695 

KPK 15.09 43.39 2.14 9.25 6.75 24.87 
737 

Baluchistan 30.88 51.16 7.87 18.32 15.97 40.62 
252 

Total Group 
B Sample  15.51 39.58 3.86 14.28 8.4 30.35 

2,903 

 

Figure 4.2 offers a comparison with the National Nutrition Survey (NNS), also adjusting results 
using the latest WHO Growth Reference Standards. This does not offer a direct 
comparison,given that the NNS is representative of the full distribution of households in 
Pakistan and the BISP Baseline survey is targeted at those under or close to the PMT threshold 
score. However, this information is presented to demonstrate the similarity in trends across the 
three indicators with two rounds of the NNS. As would be expected, one can see from Figure 
4.2 that the levels of stunting, wasting and underweight in Group A children in the BISP survey 
are not only higher than average in the BISP survey but also higher than the average levels in 
both the NNS 2001 and the NNS 2011.  
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Figure 4.2 Comparison with NNS 

 

4.2 Women’s position in the household 

4.2.1 Differing attitudes to family life  

As part of both the male and female portions of the household questionnaire, a module was 
included to attempt to understand differences in the attitudes to family life between male and 
female respondents. The module was administered to the male respondent (usually household 
head) and every ever-married female within the household that was present at the time of the 
interview. These differing attitudescan help to highlight differences in decision-making 
processes within the household. There is potential for the BISP transfer to have an impact on 
these differing attitudes to family life, in that the BISP transfer has the potential to improve the 
bargaining position of the female receiver in the household – thereby allowing her more of a 
‘voice’ in decision making and potentially leading towards male and female attitudes to family 
life becoming more aligned.  

Figure 4.3 illustrates the observed differences between male and female respondents on a 
series of questions related to family life. Whilst both sub-samples followed fairly similar trends in 
responding to the questions, there are some striking differences. When asked if a married 
woman should be allowed to work outside the home if she likes, 75% of women agreed or 
strongly agreed compared to just 48% of men, with 10% of men strongly disagreeing with this 
statement.  

In a potential signal of a woman’s ability to be fully part of the decision-making process, when 
asked whether a wife has the right to express her opinion if she disagrees with the husband, 
81% of women agreed or strongly agreed, as compared to only 68% of men.  
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Figure 4.3 Attitudes to family life 

 

4.2.2 Women’sparticipation in the decision-making process  

In the female portion of the household questionnaire, each ever-married woman was asked 
whether if she wanted to could she participate in the decision-making process on a variety of 
day-to-day issues as well as some decisions that relate to the longer term. Figure 4.4 presents 
the results of this for all women to whom the question was applicable.  

It appears to suggest that women are most likely to participate in decisions relating to the 
children in the household. Of particular importance to the BISP is thatthe majority of women 
report that they are able to participate in decisions relating to a child’s education, thus allowing 
for a channel through which the BISP transfer can have an impact upon education within the 
household.  
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Figure 4.4 If she wanted to, is she able to participate in the decision to…? 

 

However, the ability of women to participate in decisions involving money appears to be slightly 
lower with, for example, just 56% of women being able to participate in a decision related to 
borrowing or lending and just 51% of women being able to participate in the decision to make a 
small investment. Again, it is possible that the BISP transfer will improve the bargaining position 
of receiver females within the household and give them greater influence over these types of 
decisions.  

4.2.3 Women’s and voting 

All ever-married women in the evaluation sample were asked when there is an election at any 
level of government do you vote?Figure 4.5 presents the results, which show that on average 
42% of women in the evaluation population never vote in any level of government elections. 
This rate is even higher for ever-married women in Group A households for whom 46% never 
vote in any level of government elections. This result is unsurprising given two related factors. 
Women remain under-represented making up only 44% of the election roll (European Union, 
2008).  

Furthermore entrance onto the electoral roll is dependent on possession of a CNIC. As we have 
seen in Section 3.2.3, possession of CNICs amongst women in our evaluation sample is 
relatively low, contributing to the high proportion of women who never vote in government 
elections.  

It remains to be seen whether the BISP can impact on female participation in elections as 
voters. However, if efforts are made by the BISP to register otherwise eligible women for CNICs, 
this would certainly contribute to an increase in political participation.  
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Figure 4.5 Voting in government elections 

 

4.2.4 Ability to raise emergency funds 

Every ever-married woman in the evaluation sample was asked whether they could personally 
gain access to certain amounts of money quickly (such as in an emergency), up to the monthly 
value of the transfer. The purpose of this question was to evaluate the degree of economic 
independence displayed by women in the sample. We expect those who can raise a greater 
amount of money more quickly to be more economically independent. Figure 4.6 presents the 
results of this question. Only 20% of women could raise at least PKR 1,000 or more in an 
emergency, with this rate falling to 16% of women in Group A households.  

This demonstrates the importance of BISP cash transfers for eligible women, given that the 
majority of Group A women could not raise the full value of the monthly transfer, even in an 
emergency. This would also suggest that the BISP could possibly play an important role in 
insuring against shocks (as is further explored in Section 7), given the difficulty of raising 
significant amounts of money in an emergency. For example for 68% of women in Group A 
households can raise less than PKR 400, even in an emergency.   
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Figure 4.6 Maximum amount of money women could personally gain access to 
quickly 

 

4.3 Household-level welfare measures 

Income and consumption are two main monetary indicators of household welfare. In developing 
countries, consumption is usually preferred to income as a welfare indicator both for theoretical 
and practical reasons. To some extent, consumption is a measure of welfare achievement 
whereas income can be seen as an‘opportunity’. While income can be negative, consumption is 
always positive.Furthermore, income tends to be more affected by seasonality, whilst, due to 
efforts undertaken by households to smooth consumption, consumption tends to be more 
stable. Moreover, it is usually easier to collect data about consumption than income. Therefore, 
data about household consumption has been collected in the BISP Baseline Survey 2011 to 
measure household welfare. This is also in agreement with country practice, where the 
consumption aggregate is used to produce official poverty estimates.  

4.3.1 Comparison with Household Integrated Economic Survey (HIES) 2010–11 

In order to maintain comparability with the estimates of the HIES, which is conducted by the 
FBS and is the source of official poverty estimates, the basic structure of the consumption 
module of HIES 2010–11 has been employed in the BISP Baseline Survey 2011. As a test on 
the reliability of BISP estimates, we made some comparisons with those reported in the HIES 
2010–11 report, focusing onper capita consumption expenditure and consumption 
patterns.Table 4.3and Table A.8provide such comparisons.  

While the HIES 2010–11 was conducted between July 2010 and June 2011, the BISP data was 
collected between March and August 2011. In order to make estimates comparable, theper 
capita monthly consumption expenditure of the BISP Baseline Survey have been adjusted by 
the deflator computed from the general Consumer Price Index (CPI) released by the FBS. 
Moreover, given that the BISP survey focused on a specific population sub-group (in relation to 
their PMT score), a comparison is made between the BISP and the first quintile of the HIES 
2010–11. In making this comparison, however, we should be clear that we are comparing 
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relatively similar groups, although not exactly the same type of households. Taking into account 
this difference, the overall comparison appears very consistent both in terms of levels and 
consumption structure.  

The BISP estimates that overall monthly consumption expenditure is PKR 1,575 compared to 
PKR 1,428 in the HIES 2011. The BISP estimates for urban and rural areas are PKR 1,639 and 
PKR 1,542 respectively, whereas the HIES result for the same areas are PKR 1,441 and PKR 
1,426 respectively. Both surveys show higher expenditure in urban than rural areas.  

Provincial estimates of the BISP survey show a higher level of consumption expenditure in KPK, 
followed by Baluchistan, Sindh and Punjab, whereas the HIES suggests estimates in 
descending order of Sindh, Baluchistan, KPK and Punjab. As mentioned earlier, these 
differences may be due to the different groups of households in the first HIES quintile and the 
BISP households. More specifically, in the calculation of the eligibility score based on the PMT, 
there are chances of including households that do not belong in the poorest quintile.  

Table 4.3reports the percentage distribution of consumption expenditure by commodity groups. 
It is evident from this table that consumption patterns are very similar in the surveys overall, as 
well as across urban and rural areas. Overall, the share of food expenditure in total household 
consumption expenditure is highest in both surveys. In the BISP Baseline Survey 2011, food 
share is around 57% and is higher in rural (57%) than urban areas (53%). The HIES 2010–11 
results are alike. The second main component of the BISP survey is rent,withhouseholds 
spending around 10% of their expenditure on it. The rate is about 16% in urban and nearly 9% 
in rural areas. According to HIES 2010–11, rent consumes about 9% of total household 
expenditure and the proportion is higher in urban (13%) than rural areas (8%). Other commodity 
groups also have very similar results for urban and rural areas in both surveys.       

 

4.3.2 Real per adult equivalent monthly consumption expenditure 

Monthly real per adult equivalent consumption expenditure has been calculated. This is one of 
the important indicators which will be used to assess the impact of BISP unconditional cash 
transfer programme after conducting the follow-up round of the BISP survey. In its calculation, 

Table 4.3 Percentage distribution of monthly consumption expenditure by 
commodity group 

 
 
Total 

BISP baseline survey 2011 HIES (First quintile) 2010–11 

Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total 

100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Food 52.52 57.47 56.63 54.88 60.20 59.24 

Apparel, textile, and 
footwear 

4.89 5.46 5.37 5.72 6.63 5.65 

Transport and 
communication 

2.47 2.80 2.75 3.57 3.96 3.89 

Cleaning, laundry and 
personal appearance 

4.56 4.68 4.66 4.18 3.98 4.02 

Recreation and 
entertainment 

0.47 0.14 0.20 0.38 0.12 0.17 

Education 2.32 1.53 1.66 2.17 1.34 1.49 

Rent 15.57 8.88 10.00 12.99 7.63 8.51 

Fuel and lighting 7.90 9.01 8.83 8.34 8.43 8.42 

Miscellaneous 9.27 10.03 9.90 7.77 8.81 8.62 
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consumption expenditure on certain items has been dropped,although thiswas used while 
calculating per capita monthly consumption expenditure as well as consumption expenditure by 
commodity groups reported against Table A.8and Table 4.3. The excluded items are as follows: 

1. Expenditure on food and soft drinks atreligious and other such functions 
2. Personal durable effects (wrist/pocket watches, sun glasses) 
3. Laundry and cleaning equipment (washer/dryer, vacuum cleaner, iron and iron board) 
4. Calculators and personal computers 
5. Radio and music instrument, tape recorder 
6. Recreational equipment (camera, shotgun etc.) 

The exact methodology for the calculation of the real per adult equivalent monthly consumption 
expenditure is presented in Annex E. 

Overall, monthly real per adult equivalent consumption expenditure amounts to PKR1,808, out 
of which food expenditure is PKR1,044 and non-food expenditure PKR764. The level of total 
expenditure is higher in urban than rural areas whereas its disaggregation indicates that food 
expenditure is more in rural and non-food in urban areas.Thisis easily understandable. Referring 
to provinces, level of expenditure is the maximum in KPK, followed by Sindh, Punjab and 
Baluchistan. The reason for higher expenditure in KPK may be that more households (26%) in 
KPK compared to other provinces (12%) are getting remittances. Level of expenditure is 
significantly higher for Poverty Group B than Poverty Group A (Table 4.4). Consumption 
patterns (Table A.10) based on expenditure items used for the calculation of per adult 
equivalent consumption expenditure are very similar tothe estimates given above in Table 4.3.   

 

4.3.3 Shares of food consumption expenditure by major food items  

The share of main 14 items of food expenditure in total food expenditure is shown in Table 4.5. 
It shows that expenditure incurred on 14 items is 88% of total food expenditure at national level. 
Out of these 14 items, about 60% of the total food expenditure goes on four items, which are 
wheat, fresh milk, vegetables and vegetable ghee. Overall, around 23% of total food 

Table 4.4 Real per adult equivalent monthly consumption expenditure 

 Monthly consumption expenditure 
(PKR) 

 Food Non-food Total 

Total 1044.48 763.77 1808.25 
Residence    
Urban 987.96 864.60 1852.56 
Rural 1055.37 744.33 1799.71 
Province    
Punjab 1024.66 761.84 1786.51 
Sindh 1087.42 739.67 1827.09 
KP 1094.84 831.56 1926.40 
Baluchistan 942.30 725.49 1667.79 
Poverty score    
Group A 956.39 645.02 1601.41 
Group B 1161.71 921.77 2083.48 
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expenditure is spent on wheat and the share is slightly higher in rural than urban areas. For 
Poverty Group A, the share of wheat expenditure is around 25% compared to about 22% for 
Poverty Group B. Countrywide, milk consumes 17% of total food expenditure and, as expected, 
its share is also higher in rural than urban areas. The other two major items are vegetables and 
vegetable ghee, which amount to approximately 11% and 10% of total food expenditure 
respectively. Overall, the BISP baseline estimates are very close to those of the HIES (First 
quintile) 2010–11. 

 

4.3.4 Per capita monthly food consumption in quantity by major items   

Table 4.6shows that in the country on average an individual consumed 7.30 kg of wheat or 
wheat flour in a month. The figure is higher in rural (7.45 kg) than urban areas (6.52 kg). The 
estimate for rice or rice flour is 0.77 kg and it is higher in urban than rural areas. Computations 
for fresh milk and vegetables are 3.43 kg and 3.82 kg. Estimates by urban and rural areas and 
poverty group are reasonably comparable. Moreover, the HIES (First quintile) 2010–11 results 
support the results of BISP baseline 2011. 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.5 Percentage distribution of monthly food consumption expenditure 
by major food items 

 
 
Food items 

BISP baseline survey 2011  
HIES 

(First quintile) 
2010–11 

Residence Poverty score  

Urban Rural Group A Group B Total 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Wheat 22.02 23.35 24.46 21.75 23.14 22.67 

Rice 4.85 4.22 4.23 4.40 4.31 3.95 

Pulses 2.98 2.88 2.67 3.13 2.89 2.71 

Vegetable ghee 9.23 9.78 10.54 8.81 9.70 10.77 

Tea 2.38 2.24 2.38 2.14 2.27 2.46 

Milk (fresh) 16.22 17.14 16.55 17.47 17.00 16.54 

Mutton 0.32 0.20 0.13 0.31 0.22 0.23 

Beef 1.98 1.74 1.35 2.23 1.78 2.25 

Chicken 2.61 2.11 1.85 2.55 2.19 2.51 

Fish 0.68 0.42 0.53 0.38 0.46 0.36 

Vegetables 10.41 10.70 10.67 10.64 10.65 9.98 

Spices 4.09 3.99 3.90 4.12 4.01 2.19 

Sugar 8.88 8.70 8.91 8.53 8.72 9.23 

Gur/Shakir 0.53 0.87 0.77 0.87 0.82 0.59 

Others 12.81 11.65 11.05 12.66 11.83 13.56 
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4.4 Dietary diversity 

4.4.1 Constructing a Household Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) 

In order to understand the dietary diversity of sampled households a module on dietary diversity 
was included in the baseline survey, in which households were asked whether or not they had 
consumed a range of food types. If they had consumed that food type they were asked on how 
many days out of the last seven that food type was consumed. The following food types were 
included in this module: 

 Wheat/wheat flour/bread 

 Rice/rice flour 

 Maize/maize flour 

 Cereal/porridge 

 Vegetables including leaves 

 Fruits (fresh/dried) 

 Mutton 

 Beef 

 Chicken 

 Fish 

 Milk/dairy products as main food 

 Egg 

 Sugar/gur 

These 13 food groups were chosen by their importance in total household food consumption, 
based on pre-existing household level data. We find that in the BISP baseline survey these 
account for approximately three-quarters of total monthly household food consumption. The 
major food item that is missing from this list is edible oils which accounts for just over 10% of 

Table 4.6 Per capita monthly food consumption in quantity by major food 
items 

 
 
Food items 

 
 
Unit 

BISP baseline survey 2011 
HIES 

(First quintile) 2010–11 
Residence Poverty score  

Urban Rural Group A Group B Total 

Wheat Kg 6.52 7.45 6.91 7.82 7.30 6.99 

Rice Kg 0.83 0.76 0.70 0.87 0.77 0.74 

Pulses Kg 0.26 0.27 0.22 0.33 0.27 0.19 

Vegetable 
ghee 

Kg 0.50 0.55 0.53 0.55 0.54 0.60 

Tea Grams 58.37 58.14 55.54 61.70 58.18 47.24 

Milk (fresh) Kg 2.94 3.52 3.03 3.96 3.43 3.43 

Mutton Kg 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 .01 

Beef Kg 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.10 0.07 .08 

Chicken Kg 0.11 0.10 0.09 0.13 0.11 .09 

Fish Kg 0.07 0.22 0.32 0.03 0.2 .02 

Vegetables Kg 3.71 3.84 3.49 4.26 3.82 2.71 

Spices Grams 150.96 151.39 132.85 175.89 151.32 NA 

Sugar Kg 1.08 1.10 1.00 1.21 1.09 0.97 

Gur/Shakir Kg 0.06 0.11 0.08 0.12 0.1 0.06 
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total monthly household food consumption. However, given that we are interested in the dietary 
diversity primarily as a measurement of the quality of food intake it would seem that this is an 
acceptable omission.  

To combine these as a single index which indicates the level of dietary diversity a Household 
Dietary Diversity Score (HDDS) was derived adapting the approach used by the Food and 
Agriculture Organisation (FAO)16. In the adaptation of the HDDS we report here we construct 
the score by taking the sum of days each of the food groups reported above was consumed in a 
period 7 days preceding the interview with the household. Thus in the adapted version of the 
HDDS presented here a maximum score of 91 is possible(with higher scores indicating greater 
dietary diversity) if the household consumed every food item, on every day in the 7 
dayspreceeding the interview.  

Whilst the most robust reflection of food security available to this study is per adult equivalent 
food consumption expenditure, the adapted HDDS allows us to answer different food security 
related questions that are not covered by food consumption expenditure. The HDDS is attractive 
as an indicator for a two key reasons: (1) a varied diet is a valid indicator of impact in its own 
right, i.e. we often find that as incomes rise, this allows  households to begin to enjoy a more 
varied diet beyond the basic staples; and (2) a more varied diet (that increases the chances 
indiviudals getting all the necessary building blocks int their diet) is associated with a number of 
positive outcomes such as improved birthweight, child anthropometric status, improved 
haemoglobin concentrations and reduced risk from cardiovascular disease17; and (3) 
Hoddinot&Yohannes (2002) find evidence of positive and statistically significant relationships 
between dietary diversity and household per capita caloric availability. 

Table 4.7 Correlation of HDDS with per capita consumption expenditure 

Country Per capita total consumption 

expenditure  

Per capita food consumption 

expenditure 

BISP Baseline Survey 0.25* 0.33* 

Rural Bangladesh
A 

0.33* 0.33* 

Lao PDR
B 

n/a 0.22* 

Northern Uganda
B 

0.16* 0.06* 

India
C 

0.14* n/a 

Bangladesh full sample
C 

0.35* n/a 

Philippines
C 

0.53* n/a 

Mozambique
C 

0.28* n/a 

Malawi
C 

0.25* n/a 

Note: * Indicates correlation was statistically significant at 5 % level of significance 
A 

indicates correlations reported inThorne-Lyman et. al. (2009) 
B
 indicates correlations Uganda reported in Kennedy et. al. (2010) 

C
indicates correlations reported in Hoddinot&Yohannes (2002)  

 

Table 4.7 provides the correlation coefficients between various adaptations of the HDDS and 
per capita consumption expenditure. Taking total per capita consumption expenditure, the 
reported correlation coefficients vary from 0.14 in India to 0.53 in the Philippines. The correlation 
in the BISP baseline survey sits at 0.25 showing a similar positive relationship between our 

                                                
16

 The details of which are described in Kennedy et. al. (2010) 

17
Hoddinot&Yohannes (2002) present a summary of studies showing these relationships 
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adapted HDDS and other formulations as applied to other household surveys in other parts of 
South Asia and around the World.  

Given that the correlation between our adapted HDDS and per capita total consumption 
expenditure is of the same sign, of similar power and statistically significant we can be confident 
that the measure provides a reasonable measurement of dietary diversity, especially when we 
consider that the 13 food groups make up such a large portion of total household food 
consumption. 

4.4.2 Baseline levels of the adapted HDDS 

The adapted HDDS must be interpreted with care. It allows for making relative comparisons of 
the level of dietary diversity across different groups of households within our evaluation 
population. Furthermore, our measurement of HDDS will be used as the baseline values against 
which the impact of the BISP cash transfers on dietary diversity can be measured. However, 
given differences in construction of the HDDS across the studies mentioned in Table 4.7 it 
should not be used as a direct comparison across countries. Nor can we make comparisons to 
the national average, given that this type of module is not applied in comparable national 
surveys, such as the PLSM.  

Table 4.8 HDDS by residence, Province and Poverty Score 

 HDDS 95% Confidence Interval 

Pakistan 27.86 27.43 28.29 

Residence 
   

Urban 28.30 27.51 29.09 

Rural  27.78 27.29 28.26 

Province  
   

Punjab* 26.51 26.08 26.94 

Sindh* 30.48 30.07 30.89 

KPK* 29.94 29.01 30.86 

Baluchistan* 25.40 24.39 26.40 

Poverty Score 
   

Group A 27.73 27.06 28.41 

Group B 27.99 27.39 28.59 

Sex of household head    

Male* 28.05 27.61 28.49 

Female* 25.83 23.74 27.92 
Note: * Indicates significant difference to relevant comparator at 5% level of significance. In the case 
of the Provinces we find that the mean value of the HDDS in each province is significantly different 
from every other Province and so each Province is starred.  

 

Nonetheless, we can make some useful comparisons of dietary diversity within our sample. We 
find with statistical significance that dietary diversity is the lowest in Baluchistan and the highest 
in Sindh, in a pattern broadly following that for per adult equivalent consumption expenditure (for 
which Baluchistan is the lowest but Khyber Pakhtunkwha is the highest).  
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In addition we also find that dietary diversity is significantly lower in female headed households 
than in male headed households, a result that is surprising as we find that per adult equivalent 
food consumption expenditure is actually higher in female headed households than in male 
headed households.  

Finally we find that there are no statistically significant differences in dietary diversity between 
rural and urban households or between our Group A and Group B households.  

4.4.3 Dietary diversity and children 

As part of the module on dietary diversity we also asked the same dietary diversity questions of 
a randomly selected child between the ages of 1 to 10 years old. This would allow us to assess 
if there were any differences significant differences between overall household dietary diversity 
and the dietary diversity of children in particular. We find the same pattern of dietary diversity as 
for adults holds with the exception of the difference between male and female headed 
households which is reported in Table 4.9 below.   

Table 4.9 Child HDDS 

 HDDS Child 95% Confidence Interval 

Pakistan 27.51 27.02 28.00 

Sex of household head 
 

Male 27.60 27.13 28.06 

Female 26.42 24.29 28.54 

 

On average for the evaluation population we find that there is no significant difference between 
the household HDDS and the child HDDS. However, whereas we found a that female headed 
househodls had a statistically significant lower HDDS than male headed houesholds, there is 
not a statistically significant difference between the child HDDS in a male or female headed 
household.  

This finding would suggest that whilst female headed households do not necessarily protect the 
dietary diversity of all household members, the dietary diversity of children within female headed 
households is protected. This finding might be as a result of the connection between women’s 
status and child nutrition18This finding has interesting implications for the BISP cash transfer. If 
we assume that the BISP cash transfer will enhance the bargaining position and decision 
making power of women within the household, then there is the possibility of improving the 
nutrition status of children not only directly through the income effect of increased household 
resources, but also by the extent to which female preferences for improved child nutrition have a 
greater voice within the household.  

                                                
18

 For example Smith, Ramakrishnan, Ndiaye, Haddad and Martorell(2003)find that women’s decision 
making power “has a strongly significant and positive effect on weight for age, height for age and weight 
for height anthropometric measurements in South Asia. 
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5 Poverty estimates of eligible households 

The medium term goal for BISP is to “develop a modern safety net programme to protect the 
population against chronic and transient poverty”. The degree to which the monthly transfer per 
beneficiary family of PKR 1,000 can achieve this goal is critically dependent on a contextual and 
three design features of the programme: (1) the initial incidence and depth of poverty; (2) the value 
of the cash transfer relative to the poverty gap; (3) the targeting methodology such that those who 
receive the transfer are indeed the most needy; and (4) the duration of the programme. The 
balance between these features will go some way to shaping how beneficiary households can use 
the additional monthly income to ‘graduate’ out of poverty and build sustainable livelihoods.  

We find high levels of poverty amongst eligible Group A households at rates of 73% at the national 
level, with especially high rates amongst eligible Group A households in the Baluchistan sub-
sample. Furthermore we find that the poverty gap ratio stands at 18%, or in absolute terms at PKR 
328 per adult equivalent monthly.  

The average beneficiary household will receive PKR 1,418 per month (given multiple ever-married 
women per household), meaning that the per adult equivalent monthly value of the transfer is set at 
PKR 189, or at 58% of the absolute average poverty gap. Thus the value of the BISP transfer 
alone will not bring the average beneficiary household above the poverty line alone and nor would 
one necessarily want or expect it to, given issues of dependency and the balancing act between 
value of transfer and coverage.  

The importance of the BISP transfer in poverty reductionis as the catalyst that endows the 
beneficiary household with the ability to leverage stepwise changes, such as gradually increasing 
their stock of productive assets and opening the path to permanent ‘graduation’ from poverty, 
providing that beneficiaries are enrolled long enough that they have the confidence to make these 
stepwise changes.  

One key constraint in the ‘graduation’ from poverty is the relatively high proportions of otherwise 
eligible women that will not receive the BISP transfer due to the non-possession of a valid CNIC. 
We find that women have lower CNIC possession rates than men and thatlow literacy rates of the 
household head contribute to female non-possession of a valid CNIC.  

5.1 Poverty rates 

This section seeks to provide some simple poverty estimates of households deemed eligible for the 
BISP by the PMT, i.e. we seek to profile the poverty status of all individuals in our sample that have 
a PMT of 16.17 or lower or individuals who live in Group A households.  

We believe that this analysis is important given the BISPs medium term goal to develop a modern 
safety net programme to protect the population against chronic and transient poverty. Our findings 
suggest that the BISP programme has made a good start towards achieving this goal given our 
findings below that 73% of Group A households are indeed below the poverty line.  

In order to do this, we adopt the national poverty line. The national poverty line was notified by the 
Planning Commission through Vide Letter No. 1(41)/Poverty/PC/2002 at a level of PKR 673.54 per 
adult equivalent monthly consumption expenditure. This base poverty line has been adjusted over 
time by the inflation rate between the base year and the BISP baseline survey, such that a poverty 
line of PKR 1,822 is applied in this analysis. 
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Table 5.1 presents the poverty rate of Group A individuals across the three measures of poverty for 
comparison. The poverty rate presented is the simple headcount rate, meaning it measures the 
proportion of individuals in Group A households who have a per adult equivalent monthly 
consumption expenditure below that of the poverty line. At a national level, 73% of Group A 
individuals are regarded as poor by the national poverty line.  

Table 5.1 Poverty rates Group A individuals 

 National Poverty Line 

Pakistan 73% 

Punjab 74% 

Sindh 70% 

KPK 68% 

Baluchistan 88%* 

Note: * indicates significantly different from Punjab at 5% level of significance 
using adjusted Wald test 

 

At the provincial level,Table 5.1 above suggests that the poverty rate of Group A individuals is the 
highest in Baluchistan, where 88% of Group A individuals are poor as defined by the national 
poverty line, followed in descending order by Punjab, Sindh and then KPK.  

5.1.2 Implications for programme targeting errors  

Caution should be taken in extrapolating the analysis presented in Table 5.1 above and the 
success of programme targeting. In particular, given that this programme is targeted at the poorest 
of households in Pakistan, one might expect the poverty rate to close to 100% for Group a 
households.  

However, given that the BISP programme is targeting the poorest 20% of households, the 
expected head count ratio depends on what the overall rate of poverty is at the national level. The 
last official estimates of poverty that were released put poverty at 22.3% of the population. 
However, these estimates were based on the 2005/06 PSLM survey. New, unofficial, poverty rates 
based on more recent rounds of the PSLM suggest that the overall rate of poverty may well have 
fallen below 20% of the population. In this context it is not surprising that the head count ratio 
reported in Table 5.1 is not 100%.  

It is suggested that the question of targeting errors is explored fully during the impact evaluation 
stage of the evaluation, when the full sample can be matched to the BISP MIS.  

5.2 Depth and severity of poverty 

In addition to the simple headcount measure, it is also instructive to calculate both the Poverty 
Gap Index and the Severity of Poverty Index, both of which are of the Foster, Greer and 
Thorbecke(1984) class of poverty measures.  

Poverty gap index 

The poverty gap index is a measure of the gap between the living standards of those people 
identified as poor and the poverty line, measured as a proportion of the poverty line. 
Mathematically this is defined as: 
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Where:  N = total population (in our case of Group A individuals) 
  yi= per adult equivalent consumption expenditure of individual i 
  z = poverty line   

This measure therefore allows one to analyse the average shortfall of people from the poverty line, 
i.e. it shows how much would have to be transferred to these individuals on average to bring their 
expenditure up to the poverty line.  

Severity of poverty index 

The severity of poverty index is the average of the square of the averages of the poverty gaps. It is 
similar to the poverty gap index, except that the gaps are squared. As the poverty gaps are 
squared it will give the highest weighting to those individuals with the largest gap to the poverty 
line. Using the same notation as above, the severity of poverty index is mathematically defined as: 

   
 

 
  

    

 
 
 

 

   

 

The severity of poverty index allows the researcher to not only identify the distance separating the 
poor from the poverty line, as in the poverty gap index, but also to identify inequality amongst the 
poor.  

Table 5.2 presents the Foster, Greer and Thorbecke class of indicators. At a national level, the 
poverty gap index of 18% for Group A individuals implies that, on average, a transfer of 18% of the 
poverty line is required to move people in Group A households above the poverty line.  

Table 5.2 Depth and severity of poverty of Group A individuals(National Poverty 
Line) 

 Headcount ratio Poverty gap index Severity of poverty index 

Pakistan 73% 18% 6% 

Punjab 74% 17% 6% 

Sindh 70% 18% 6% 

KPK 68% 14% 4% 

Baluchistan 88%* 31%* 14%* 

Note: * indicates significantly different from Punjab at 5% level of significance using adjusted Wald test 

 

Comparison across the provinces reveals that the level of poverty is deepest for Group A 
individuals in Baluchistan were the poverty gap index is 31%, the only province with a poverty gap 
index that is different from Punjab with statistical significance. This means that, on average, Group 
A individuals in Baluchistan would require a monthly transfer of 31% of the poverty line to bring 
their consumption expenditure levels above the national poverty line.  

Furthermore, the severity of poverty of index is also at its most severe in Baluchistan at 14%, 
compared to a national level of just 6% for Group A individuals. This suggests that the highest level 
of inequality amongst poor Group A individuals can be observed in Baluchistan.  
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5.2.2 PRSP poverty classifications  

The latest PRSP (GOP, 2008) identifies the following categories of poverty: 

 Extremely poor: those who are at 50% of the poverty line or less; 

 Ultra poor: those between 50% and 75% of the poverty line; 

 Poor: those between 75% and 100% of the poverty line; 

 Vulnerable: those between 100% and 125% of the poverty line; 

 Quasi non-poor: those between 125% and 200% of the poverty line; and 

 Non-poor: those who are at more than 200% of the poverty line. 

This breakdown provides additional analysis as compared simply to the headcount ratio. It allows 
us to show the severity of poverty for households who are in poverty as described by the 
headcount ratio. It does this by ranking the severity of poverty by the distance between an 
individual household’s level of per adult equivalent consumption expenditure and the poverty line. 
Thus we can see from Table 5.3 below that the BISP programme will also not only target those 
who are poor, but also those who are Ultra Poor and Extremely Poor.   

Furthermore breaking down poverty in this way allows us to analyse the status of Group A 
households that are identified as non-poor by the national poverty line. Table 5.3 illustrates that, at 
a national level, 27% of Group A individuals are non-poor. However, it can be seen that the 
majority of these individuals are nonetheless defined as vulnerable to poverty. This is important as 
those who are only just above the poverty line are vulnerable to slipping back below the poverty 
line. It would thus seem justified that these households should be recipients of the BISP social 
protection cash transfers.  

Table 5.3 Percentage distribution of Group A individuals by PRSP poverty 
categories 

 
Extremely Poor Ultra Poor Poor Vulnerable 

Quasi Non-
Poor 

Non-Poor 

Pakistan 5% 28% 39% 19% 8% 0% 

Punjab 4% 30% 40% 19% 7% 0% 

Sindh 6% 26% 38% 20% 10% 0% 

KPK  1% 24% 43% 22% 9% 1% 

Baluchistan 23% 36% 29% 10% 3% 0% 

 

This is an important distinction as, whilst individuals defined as vulnerable are actually non-poor, 
they are close to the poverty line and thus likely to be particularly vulnerable to falling below the 
poverty line. They are likely to be significantly more likely to be affected by large shocks such as 
the recent widespread flooding or the fuel and food price crisis that ultimately inspired the genesis 
of the BISP.  

We also find that some Group A households (and in particular in Baluchistan) are defined as 
extremely poor. These households will be the most vulnerable and destitute. For example for 
Group A households in our sample that are extremely poor, we find that they have a per adult 
equivalent monthly consumption expenditure of just PKR 798 are most likely to be headed by 
household head who is illiterate and are in general large families (on average containing 12 
people), with large numbers of dependents.  
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5.3 Poverty and CNIC possession 

As identified in Section 3, 29% of ever-married women in Group A households do not possess a 
CNIC. This means that 29% of potential female family heads, who are otherwise eligible for the 
BISP transfer by PMT score and the BISP definition of family head, will not receive the BISP cash 
transfer because they are not in possession of a valid CNIC.  

If we consider this at the level of the household, this means that 29% of Group A households will 
contain a female family head that will not receive the BISP transfer because she does not possess 
a CNIC.  

Table 5.4 below is presented to assess whether the requirement for the female family head to 
possess a CNIC will lead to the exclusion of particularly vulnerable families. Encouragingly, whilst 
the headcount ratio for individuals in households where at least one female family head does not 
possess a CNIC is higher at 76%, this is not measured with statistical significance at the 5% level 
of significance. However, the difference between the two groups of households in terms of the 
headcount ratio is measured with statistical significance in both KPK and Baluchistan. This 
suggests that non-possession of a CNIC is correlated with a higher probability of being poor.  

Table 5.4 Poverty measures by whether all female family heads in household 
possess a CNIC 

 Headcount ratio Poverty gap index Poverty severity index 

 
At least one family 
head with no CNIC 

All family 
heads have 

CNIC 

At least one family 
head with no CNIC 

All family 
heads have 

CNIC 

At least one family 
head with no CNIC 

All family 
heads have 

CNIC 

Pakistan 76% 71% 20%* 16% 8%* 5% 

Punjab 73% 74% 18% 17% 6% 5% 

Sindh 74% 68% 22%* 16% 9%* 5% 

KPK 82%* 61% 20%* 12% 6%* 3% 

Baluchistan 95%* 84% 37%* 28% 18%* 12% 

Note: * indicates whether poverty measure for individuals within a household with at least one female family head who does not possess 
a CNIC is significantly different from poverty measure for individuals in households where all female family heads possess a CNIC at a 
5% level of significance 

 

Furthermore, whilst at the national level there is no statistical difference in the probability of being 
poor between the two groups of households, the difference in the poverty gap index is measured 
with statistical significance, with individuals in households where at least one female family head 
does not have a CNIC suffering a higher poverty gap index of 20%. This suggests that non-
possession of CNIC is correlated with a greater depth of poverty and thus this requirement is 
perhaps excluding those families furthest away from the poverty line. This trend in the differences 
in the poverty gap index continues at the provincial level, in all provinces bar Punjab.   

A similar picture is observed for the poverty severity index, with Table 5.4 again suggesting that at 
the national level individuals in households with at least one female family head not possessing a 
CNIC suffer a statistically significant higher poverty severity index. This suggests that there is 
greater inequality in poverty amongst households which contain at least one female family head 
that does not possess a CNIC.  

Combined with the finding that 29% of female family heads otherwise eligible for the transfer do not 
possess a CNIC, these differences in the depth and severity of poverty present an operational 
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challenge to the BISP to promote the uptake of CNICs, so as to improve coverage amongst the 
most vulnerable households.  

5.4 Predicting possession of a CNIC 

Given the potential for otherwise eligible female family heads to be excluded from the BISP due to 
the non-possession of a CNIC, it is important to understand the factors that affect the probability of 
an individual possessing a CNIC or not. In an effort to do this,Table 5.5 reports the results (in terms 
of marginal effects) of a probit regression applied across four models: 

 Model A: base model of individual characteristics with no household controls 

 Model B: the base model, but including household controls 

 Model C: model including household controls applied to the male sub-sample  

 Model D: model including household controls applied to the female sub-sample  

Model B suggests that the probability of having a CNIC is positively affected by literacy and age 
(though the relationship to age is decreasing as age increases) but negatively affected by self-
reported disability and by being female. In fact, Model B suggests that the probability of having a 
CNIC is 15.6% lower for females than it is for males.  

Model B also shows the impact of various types of employment status as compared to an 
individual not having worked in the past seven days. As might be expected, the model predicts that 
individuals classified as employers, self-employed, employees and owner-cultivators are more 
likely to have a CNIC than those who have not worked, at a 5% level of significance. In fact, the 
model predicts that owner-cultivators have the highest probability of having a CNIC – though this 
may be due to the low rates of employers amongst the sample. Model B also predicts that casual 
labourers are more likely to possess a CNIC than those who do not work, though this is only 
statistically significant at a 10% level of significance.  

Also as expected, Model B predicts that there is no significant difference in the probability of having 
a CNIC between those who did not work in the last seven days and those who are classified as 
unpaid family helpers, share-croppers or other agriculture.  

Furthermore, Model B suggests that the literacy level of the household head is important, with 
individuals living in a household were the head can read and write having a 5% higher probability 
of having a CNIC. There is also some weak evidence that the probability of having a CNIC is 
negatively affected by the time taken to visit a government hospital, though this is only statistically 
significant at the 10% level of significance. This variable is included as a proxy for the distance to 
NADRA registration centres and its weak relationship may suggest that it is in fact a poor proxy.  

5.4.1 Comparing male and female sub-samples 

Models C and D in Table 5.5suggest some interesting differences between the male and female 
sub-samples. In particular, Model C suggests that the literacy level of the individual male is a 
statistically significant indicator of the probability of possessing a CNIC, whilst the literacy level of 
the head of the household is not statistically significant.  

However, the opposite holds in the case of Model D. For the female sub-sample, the literacy of the 
individual female is not a statistically significant indicator but the literacy of the head of the 
household is a positively statistically significant indicator of the probability of females possessing a 
CNIC. Given that 16% of women in the sample are literate, this finding is not explained by relatively 
low literacy rates amongst females, but it is likely that women are dependent on the household 
head for applying for official documents.  
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There are also differences in the effects on probability of CNIC possession of different types of 
employment across the two sub-samples – though this is likely to be driven by the differences in 
employment choices across males and females. In particular, for the male sub-sample Model C 
suggests that those who are classified as employers, employees, casual labourers and owner-
cultivators have statistically significant greater probability of possessing a CNIC as compared to 
those who did not work in the past seven days. All other employment categories did not have a 
statistically significant effect on the probability of CNIC possession for the male sub-sample.  

Table 5.5 Model of CNIC possession: marginal effects of probit regression 

 Model A Model B Model C: Males Model D: Females 

Marginal effects 
Marginal 

effect 
Std. 
error 

Marginal 
effect 

Std. 
error 

Marginal 
effect 

Std. 
error 

Marginal 
effect 

Std. 
error 

Dependent variable: 
CNIC         

Age  0.0348* 0.0021 0.0344* 0.0016 0.0266* 0.0018 0.0418* 0.0032 

Age Squared -0.0003* 0.0000 -0.0003* 0.0000 -0.0002* 0.0000 -0.0004* 0.0000 

Female -0.1592* 0.0195 -0.1561* 0.0169 
    

Can read & write  0.0453* 0.0132 0.0342* 0.0127 0.0661* 0.0160 -0.0169 0.0209 

Self-reported disability  -0.0816* 0.0158 -0.0624* 0.0144 -0.0435* 0.0158 -0.0685* 0.0204 

         
Employment status 

+ 

        
Employer 0.1614* 0.0457 0.1458** 0.0523 0.1535* 0.0240 0.1252 0.1147 

Self-employed 0.0260 0.0174 0.0424** 0.0179 0.0348 0.0249 0.0589** 0.0242 

Employee 0.0674* 0.0245 0.0833* 0.0182 0.0719** 0.0262 0.1179 0.0732 

Unpaid family helper -0.0100 0.0250 0.0023 0.0230 0.0224 0.0359 -0.0147 0.0302 

Casual labourer 0.0174 0.0242 0.0369*** 0.0210 0.0525** 0.0207 -0.0039 0.0333 

Owner cultivator 0.1665* 0.0286 0.1690* 0.0276 0.1396* 0.0203 0.1908 0.0972 

Share-cropper 0.0052 0.0404 -0.0139 0.0383 0.0172 0.0311 -0.1631** 0.0793 

Other agriculture -0.1031 0.1134 -0.0763 0.1004 -0.0807 0.1148 0.0084 0.1010 

         
Province

++ 
        

Sindh 
  

0.0963* 0.0248 0.0636* 0.0176 0.1196* 0.0341 

KPK   0.1125* 0.0288 0.1182* 0.0210 0.0929* 0.0444 

Baluchistan   0.1667* 0.0356 0.1194* 0.0214 0.1963* 0.0539 

         

Rural 
  

-0.0232 0.0214 -0.0065 0.0190 -0.0465 0.0300 

Rented accommodation 
  

-0.0465** 0.0224 -0.0422*** 0.0234 -0.0514 0.0328 

Time to nearest gov't 
hospital 

 
 

-0.0003*** 0.0001 -0.0002 0.0001 -0.0003 0.0002 

Household PMT score 
  

0.0010*** 0.0007 0.0014** 0.0006 0.0006 0.0011 

Household head can 
read and write    

0.0502* 0.0160 0.0205 0.0127 0.0653* 0.0215 

N 28,548 
 

28,548 
 

14,114 
 

14,434  

Adjusted R2 0.1844 
 

0.2110 
 

0.1984 
 

0.1720  

Notes: * significant at 1% level of significance ,** at 5% level, *** at 10% level 

+ Marginal Effects of employment status with reference against not having worked in last seven days 

++ Marginal effects of Province with reference to Punjab  

 

However, for the female sub-sample Model D suggests that those classified as self-employed are 
more likely to possess a CNIC as compared to those who did not work in the past seven days, 
whilst those classified as asharecropper are less likely to possess a CNIC. These differences are 
likely to reflect the different labour participation decisions and opportunities open to the two sub-
samples, rather than the males and females having a different probability of having a CNIC within a 
single given employment category.  
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6 Livelihood strategies and labour-force participation 

In developing countries the main asset of the poor is human capital, which enables them to earn 
bread and butter for their families. Pakistan is no exception, the recent HEIS 2010-11 reporting that 
60% all earners in the poorest quintile derive their income from supplying their labour, this rate 
remains high in rural areas at 57%. Supply of labour provides opportunities to reduce social 
isolation and to give a sense of dignity and self-respect. Labour markets – through more and better 
job opportunities – lead to poverty alleviation.  

Nonetheless labour is supplied in different ways, with the poorest often relying on labour demand 
that fluctuates irregularly. This is certainly seems to the be the case for households eligible for the 
BISP transfers, with more than 50% deriving their main source of income from casual labour. Thus 
the reliable flows of income provided by the BISP cash transfer represent an opportunity for the 
poorest households to diversify their livelihoods and improve their long-term income generating 
potential and thus aid in their sustainable graduation from poverty.  

To do this beneficiary households will have to use the cash transfer to increase household and 
asset portfolios and invest in human capital development. There is some evidence that cash 
transfers can lead to these investments, such as the beneficiaries of the PROGRESA programme 
in Mexico investing an average of 12% of the value of the transfer in productive activities such as 
micro-enterprises or agriculture19. These investments will be encouraged and supported by the 
various complementary initiatives being undertaken by BISP such as the Waseela-e-Haq, 
Waseela-e-Rozgar and Waseela-e-Taleem20, will certainly further support beneficiary households 
in this regard.  

Child labour is often used by the poorest households as a livelihood strategy, a finding that is 
corroborated in the BISP baseline survey, with more than 10% of 5-14 year olds engaged in child 
labour. Furthermore, child labour has a double damaging effect, that those engaged in child labour 
also usually drop-out of school to do so and indeed engagement in child labour amongst children in 
the BISP baseline sample is higher for children who are not enrolled in school as compared to 
those who are currently enrolled.  

Whilst BISP does not specifically target child labour (with the exception of the Waseela-e-Taleem 
component) there is a growing body of evidence that shows a negative relationship between 
income and child labour, a finding which the BISP baseline supports. When this finding is 
combined with the potential for the BISP to improve the bargaining power of women in the 
household, then we can expect that the transfer will lead to improvements in the rate of child 
labour.  

We include statistics about the economically active population, employment, unemployment and 
underemployment, which address a variety of purposes. The main purposes are to monitor the 
economic situation, to formulate and implement policies for decent work and human resources 
development, employment creation and poverty reduction, and income support, as well as other 
social programmes. Therefore, a module on labour participation has been added in the 
questionnaire in order to collect data on employment statistics.  

                                                
19

Soares, F. et al (2010)  

20
 Initiatives related to small loans, vocational & technical training and a conditional cash transfer to support 

primary education. 
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6.1 Household livelihood strategies 

In an effort to understand the livelihood strategies employed by households in the BISP Baseline 
Survey, households were asked about the main source of income for the household to allow for the 
analysis of income-generating strategies. As might be expected of households with PMT scores 
below the cut-off score and just above the cut-off score, the most common source of household 
income is casual labour, with 53% of households reporting this as the major source of household 
income. This was followed by salaried jobs, with 16% of households reporting this as the main 
source of household income.  

Figure 6.1 Main source of household income 

 

The PMT targeting tool by design excludes households with significant amounts of physical and 
natural assets,21 thus it is unsurprising that human capital is the most important asset driving the 
livelihood strategies in the evaluation households. However, we find evidence that Group A and 
Group B households are employing their human capital in different ways. Group A households are 
more dependent on casual labour, with 53% of Group A households reporting this as the main 
source of income as compared to just 45% of Group B households. The reverse is true for salaried 
labour, where only 16% of Group A households as compared 19% of Group B households rely on 
this as the main source of household income. This is an important distinction as casual labour is a 
more vulnerable livelihood strategy as compared to salaried labour, with the ‘attached’ nature of 
salaried labour offering a higher degree of livelihood security.   

The same proportion of Group A and Group B households are dependent on either cash or food 
crop production, with 13% of households in each group reporting either cash or food crop 
production as their main source of household income. This finding fits in with the natural asset 
ownership rate reported in Section 8.1 below, where it is found that 12% of households own 
agricultural land. Although we find slightly more Group A households relying on food crop 

                                                
21

 Physical assets include those that can be used productively, such as transport, communications and 
livestock. Natural assets refer to the cultivatable land owned by the household.    
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production and slightly more Group B households relying on cash crop production, we do not find 
that these differences are statistically significant.  

Another important finding (displayed in Figure 6.1) is that remittances are an important livelihood 
strategy for evaluation households, with 4% of households relying on these transfers as the main 
source of household income.  

Figure 6.2 Main source of household income: male- and female-headed 
households 

 

However and as dramatically demonstrated in Figure 6.2 above, there is a large difference in the 
adoption of remittances as a livelihood strategy between male- and female-headed households, 
with 44% of female-headed households reporting remittances as the main source of household 
income as compared to just 2% of male-headed households. Group B households are also more 
likely to adopt this as livelihood strategy, with 7% of Group B household deriving their main source 
of household income from remittances as compared to just 4% of Group A households. This 
reliance on remittances, particularly in female-headed households, points to labour migration as an 
important livelihood strategy, although this cannot be directly tested through the BISP Baseline 
Survey.  

6.1.2 Livelihood diversity  

As Ellis (1999) notes, it is “widely agreed that a capability to diversify is beneficial for households at 
or below the poverty line”. The ability to diversify sources of income allows a poor household to 
reduce its vulnerability to poverty as it shields itself from shocks to a particular sector or industry. 
To analyse the diversity of livelihoods, households were asked what percentage of household 
income was derived from the main source of income, with the hypothesis being that if a household 
does not draw all of its income from one source then the household has a diversified livelihood 
strategy. Figure 6.3 suggests that Group A and Group B households appear to have equally 
diversified livelihood strategies and we find that there is no statistically significant difference in the 
percentage of Group A and Group B households who draw all of their income from the main 
source.  
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Figure 6.3 Percentage distribution of households, by reliance on main source of 
income 

 

However, if we compare households by main source of income, some interesting differences are 
highlighted. When considering households that draw their main source of income from their own 
human capital, Figure 6.3 compares households who draw the majority of income from casual 
labour to those who draw the majority of their household income from salaried work. It appears that 
those households heavily reliant on casual labour have a more diversified livelihood strategy, with 
57% of these households drawing all of their income from casual labour. This is compared to 
households whose main income source is salaried work, of whom 70% draw all of their income 
from this source. This is likely a result of the more secure nature of salaried work as compared to 
casual labour, thus showing that those engaged in casual labour must adopt a more diversified 
livelihood strategy in order to manage the risk to their livelihoods.  

The same comparison can be made between households primarily engaged in skilled trading as 
compared to those primarily engaged in petty trading. 63% of households primarily engaged in 
skilled trading draw all of their income from this source, as compared to just 56% of households 
primarily engaged in petty trading, again suggesting a higher degree of livelihood diversity.  

6.2 Transfers 

Households were asked about the transfers they received from various sources as well as the 
transfers they paid out of the household in the last year.  

6.2.1 Transfers into the household  

Households received transfers from informal and formal sources, with households being more 
likely to receive transfers from informal sources. Overall, 14% of households received remittances 
as compared to 7% of households who received money from the CDCP through the WATAN card, 
2% of households who received money through the Rural Support Programme and less than 1% of 
households who received a transfer through the institution of Zakat.  
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Figure 6.4 Percentage of households receiving transfers by type 

 

In terms of remittances,female-headed households were more likely than male-headed households 
to receive a remittance, with 53% of female-headed households as compared to just 11% of male-
headed households receiving a remittance in the last year. As noted in the previous sub-section, 
this is likely an indication of the importance of migration in a household’s livelihood strategy, 
though this cannot be directly tested here.  

It is also notable that, of the four evaluation provinces, households in KPK are the most likely to 
receive remittances, with 26% of households receiving remittances as compared to 15% in Punjab, 
8% in Sindh and just 5% in Baluchistan. As shown in Figure 6.5, this fits the pattern found in the 
PSLM 2007/08 survey, which similarly showed higher levels of remittance receipts for Group A 
households in KPKand Punjab as compared to the other evaluation provinces. This pattern of 
regional remittance distribution follows regional differences in migration noted by Nenova et al. 
(2009),which describes migration from labour-abundant areas of KPKand Punjab to urban centres 
in Punjab and Sindh. 

0.00 10.00 20.00 30.00 40.00 50.00 60.00 

Total 

Urban 

Rural 

Punjab 

Sindh 

KPK 

Balochistan 

Group A 

Group B 

Male  

Female 

R
es

id
en

ce
 

P
ro

vi
n

ce
 

P
o

ve
rt

y 
sc

o
re

 

Se
x 

o
f 

h
o

u
se

h
o

ld
 

h
ea

d
 

Remittances Rural Support Programme Watan Zakat  



 

80 © Oxford Policy Management  

 

Figure 6.5 Comparison of remittance receipts of Group A households 

 

6.2.2 Transfers out of the household  

The most common channel through which transfers were paid out of the household is through the 
institution of Zakat. The definition of Zakat used here is broad and encompasses the formal 
institution of Zakat as well as informal charity through Sadqa and Firtrana. In total, 60% of 
households made transfers out of the household through this channel. However, as might be 
expected, the values of these transfers were low, with a median value of just PKR 500 in the last 
year.  

In terms of regional variation, Table A.14 illustrates that the highest percentage of households who 
paid out any form of transfer in the last year was in Baluchistan, with 80% of households as 
compared to 63% in KPK, 59% in Punjab and 54% in Sindh.  

Table A.14 also shows that Group B households were more likely to transfer out of the household, 
with 67% of Group B households as compared to just 54% of Group A households making a 
transfer out of the household in the last year.  

6.3 Child labour 

Poverty is often a driver in the decision to adopt child labour as a livelihood strategy. To address 
the potential impact of the BISP upon levels of child labour, households were asked about whether 
any children in the household were involved in the last week in work outside of the home (both paid 
and unpaid), whether they performed household chores, and whether they worked for any family 
business.  

For consistency in the definition of child labour, we follow the UNICEF definition: 

Percentage of children aged 5 to 14 years of age involved in child labour activities at the moment 
of the survey. A child is considered to be involved in child labour activities under 
the following classification: (a) children 5 to 11 years of age that during the week preceding the 
survey did at least one hour of economic activity or at least 28 hours of domestic work, and 
(b) children 12 to 14 years of age that during the week preceding the survey did at least 14 hours 
of economic activity or at least 42 hours of economic activity and domestic work combined. 

Figure 6.6 presents the level of child labour for the 5–14 age group. Overall, 9.6% of children are 
engaged in child labour, with the rate being higher for children in Group A households (10.3%) as 
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compared to children in Group B households (8.3%).This follows the hypothesis that poorer 
households are forced by necessity into adopting child labour as a livelihood strategy.  

Figure 6.6 Percentage of children 5–14 years old engaged in child labour 

 

There is also considerable variation in the level of child labour across the provinces, which is at its 
highest rate in Baluchistan at 16.4%, followed by Sindh (12.9%), Punjab (7.9%) and KPK (6.1%). 
There is also evidence of a slight difference in child labour rates across rural and urban locations, 
with 9.7% of children in rural locations engaged in child labour as compared to 9.0%.22 

Across the genders, we find that child labour rates are higher for boys in the sample compared to 
girls, with 12.1% of boys engaged in child labour as compared to just 6.8% of girls who are 
engaged in child labour. Figure 6.7 seeks to highlight the differences in the types of child labour 
children are engaged in (though it should be noted that, given as they are in Figure 6.7, they do not 
fit exactly the definition of child labour given above but are rather presented to highlight differences 
across gender). It suggests that boys are more likely to be engaged in labour outside of the home, 
and to help in the family business, whilst girls are more likely to be engaged extensively in 
household chores.  

                                                
22

 This difference is found to be statistically significant at the 95% level of confidence. 
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Figure 6.7 Percentage distribution of children by type of child labour 

 

6.3.2 Understanding the choice between schooling and child labour 

In order to examine the determinants of a child’s activities we apply a sequential probit model 
following Khan et al.(2010), who attempt to compare the rates of rural and urban child labour in 
Pakistan. The sequential probit model assumes that households follow a sequential decision-
making process making choices for the welfare of their child, that are ranked as: (1) schooling only; 
(2) schooling and child labour; (3) child labour only; and (4) neither schooling nor child labour.  

Thus, there are four sequential choices with their associated probabilities:  

 P1: Probability of going to school but not engaging in child labour 

 P2: Probability of going to school and also engaging in child labour 

 P3: Probability of engaging in child labour but not going to school  

 P4: Probability of neither going to school nor engaging in child work.  

The results of this sequential probit are presented in Table A.16. However, there are some key 
take-away lessons that can be derived from this exercise, by reflecting on the choice at the first 
and third stages: (a) the choice for the child to attend school and not engage in child labour; and 
(b) the choice for the child to engage in child labour but not to attend school.  

First stage: Choice for schooling only  

Table A.16 illustrates that girls are less likely than boys to go to school. We also find that the 
literacy levels of both parents have a positive correlation with the likelihood of the child being in 
school only. However, we find that, in terms of a child’s parents having worked in the last week, 
whether the father has worked does not affect the probability of the child only attending school, but 
there is a statistically significant positive correlation between the mother working and her child 
attending school and not engaging in child labour.  

Considering household-level characteristics, we find that children living in households with higher 
levels of per adult equivalent consumption expenditure are more likely to be only attending school 
and not engaging in child labour. Furthermore, children in households with a reduced child 
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dependency ratio23 are more likely to be attending school only and not engaging in child labour, 
with the same being true if the head of the household is female.  

In terms of locational characteristics, we find that the distance to the nearest government primary 
school is negatively correlated with the decision to send children to school only and not engage in 
child labour, which hints at constraints in terms of access to education faced by households in the 
sample population.  

Variation across the provinces suggests that the probability of children only attending school and 
not being engaging in child labour is higher in Punjab and KPK as compared to Baluchistan and 
Sindh, as well as being lower in rural areas as compared to urban areas.  

Third stage: Choice for child labour only  

We find that girls have a lower probability of only engaging in child labour than boys. We find that 
the literacy level of both parents has a negative effect on the choice for the child to engage only in 
child labour. Again we find that the father working in the last week has no effect on the decision for 
the child to engage only in child labour, but we find statistically significant evidence that if the 
mother of the child has worked in the last week the child is less likely to have engaged only in child 
labour.  

At the household level, we find that the increasing levels of per adult equivalent consumption 
expenditure are negatively correlated with the choice for children to only engage in child labour, 
whilst a higher child dependency ratio will also increase the probability of children being engaged 
only in child labour.  

Again there is regional variation in the probability of the choice for children to engage only in child 
labour, with the probability of this choice being made lower in Punjab and KPK as compared to 
Baluchistan and Sindh. However, we do not find any statistically significant difference between 
rural and urban areas. Interestingly, we find that the distance to the nearest government primary 
school does not affect the choice for children to engage in child labour only. This suggests that this 
choice is more about the necessity to raise household income levels rather than a lack of access to 
educational services.  

Theory of change for the BISP 

The sequential probit model presented in Table A.16 hints at potential channels through which the 
BISP can affect both the level of schooling attendance as well as reduce the levels of child labour 
(at least for 5–14 year olds) amongst the beneficiary population. The model suggests that 
increasing household consumption expenditure (which may occur through a monthly transfer) will 
be associated with a rise in children only attending schooling and a reduction in children only 
engaging in child labour.   

Furthermore, we find that if the mother of a child had worked in the last week the child was more 
likely to be only attending school and less likely to be only engaged in child labour. There is 
potential for the BISP to affect this in two ways. First, the monthly transfer may be a substitute for 
female labour – allowing an increase in school attendance and reduction in child labour even as 
the female reduces her labour levels. Alternatively, if the transfer allows for the accumulation of 
productive assets it may allow for the female to increase her level of work, which the model 
suggests will increase schooling and decrease child labour.  

                                                
23

 Where child dependency ratio is defined as the ratio between the number of children in the household 
aged 0-14 years and household members aged 15-64 years.  
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6.4 Vocational training 

An important complementary poverty graduation intervention that is to be rolled out by the BISP is 
the Waseela-e-Rozgarvocational training programme. This programme will aim to provide the 
female beneficiary or her nominee the oppourtunity to acquire a vocational skill through demand 
driven vocational training. The importance of this programme is underlined by the finding presented 
in Figure 6.1 that the main source of income for 53% of Group A households is casual labour. 
Vocational labour can present the opportunity for a route out of complete dependence on casual 
labour as a source of household earnings and towards more stable income generating activities. 

Overall only 3% of the evaluation population who are 15 years and older has attended any form of 
vocational training, though this rate is predictably higher in urban centres at 6% of the evaluation 
population.  

Rates of vocational training attendance are particularly low in Balochistan were less than one 
percent of the evaluation population had benefited from any form of vocational training.  Given that 
levels of per adult equivalent consumption expenditure are the lowest in Balochistan and rates of 
child labour are the highest it would seem that the Waseela-e-Rozgar programme could play a 
particularly important role in Balochistan to allow households to graduate out of their current 
livelihood strategies.  

Another important finding presented in Figure 6.8 is that the rate of vocational training attendance 
is lower for women at just 2%, as compared to 4% of male adults 15 years and older. This would 
suggest that Waseela-e-Rozgarcould play an important role encouraging women to undertake 
vocational training courses, when in the past they may not have had the opportunity to do so.   

Figure 6.8 Percentage of adults 15 years and older who have attended vocational 
training 
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6.5 Labour-force participation rates 

To understand labour participation rates it is important to describe the currently active labour force. 
The currently active population or the labour force consists on all persons aged 15 and above who 
worked at least one hour on any day during the last week from the date of interview. It also 
includes those who are unemployed based on a certain criteria. To summarise, currently active 
labour force includes both employed and unemployed persons but excludes those who are not in 
the labour force. 

While presenting data on the currently active population, it is useful to compute the crude activity 
rate and the refined activity rate. The crude activity rate is the currently active population as a 
percentage of the total population. Table A.17 shows that, at national level, the crude activity rate 
is 26%. Results by region are approximately the same, with the rate being highest in Sindh (29%) 
and lowest in KPK (23%). A visible difference exists between Poverty Group A (24%) and Poverty 
Group B (29%). The refined activity rate is defined as the ratio of currently active population to the 
population aged 15 years and above. The pattern is similar to the crude activity rate by region and 
province but the rate is higher for Poverty Group A than Poverty Group B.    

6.6 Employment 

An individual of either sex who is 15 years and above is treated as employed if the individual has 
paid employment, works for profit of family gain or if the person has an enterprise such as farm, 
business, or service establishment (fixed or mobile). A person is considered as employed if he/she 
has worked at least one hour on any day during the last one week before the date of interview. 
There are some persons who are in permanent or regular job but could not work for some reason 
during the reference period and they are also considered as employed. Table A.18shows that 95% 
of the currently active labour force (employed and unemployed) is employed and the results are 
the same by poverty group. The employment rate is higher for females (99%) than males (94%) 
but similar in urban and rural areas. Provincial estimates report that the employment rate is highest 
in Punjab (97%), followed by Sindh (95%), KPK (91%) and Baluchistan (90%). Estimates are lower 
for young people aged 15–29 than for others. The percentage distribution of employed persons by 
age category (Table A.19) presents that contribution to employment rate is highest from age 
category 15–19 years and declines as age rises. Similar pattern prevails across region, provinces 
and poverty groups.       

Figure 6.9 Employment rate 
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A question has been asked of employed respondents who are 15 years and above enquiring about 
their employment status. The categories of employment status are employer, self-employed, 
employee, unpaid family helper, casual worker, owner cultivator, share cropper, other agriculture 
and others. The distribution of employment status (shown in Table A.20) reveals that,overall, 
around half of the employed persons (47%) are casual workers, a worker who is hired for a short 
period from time to time. The other important categories are employee (17%), self-employed (15%) 
and unpaid family helper (10%). Estimates of casual workers are similar in urban and rural areas. 
The proportions for employee and self-employed are higher in urban areas than they are in rural 
areas. As expected, unpaid family helpers are more common in rural areas. Poverty Group A has a 
relatively higher ratio of casual workers and the opposite is true for Poverty Group B with respect to 
employees and the self-employed.   

The results showing employed persons by occupation group are given in Table A.21. There are 
four occupation groups which absorb around 92% of the employed persons. Around half of the 
employed are in elementary occupations (52%), followed by skilled agricultural/fisher workers 
(15%), service workers and shop and market sales workers (14%), and craft and related workers 
(11%). Elementary occupations are more common in rural areas and inPoverty Group A than 
urban areas and in Poverty Group B. Calculations are highest for Punjab, where around 59% of the 
employed persons do elementary jobs in contrast to Sindh with 35%.  

Figure 6.10 Distribution of employed by employment status 
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numbers of earners are higher in urban in contrast to rural areas because job opportunities are 
greater in urban compared to rural areas. Earners are highest in Sindh, followed by Punjab, KPK 
and Baluchistan (Table A.23).  

Table A.24shows that,at the national level, 36% of the employed labour force worked 56 or more 
hours during the last week before the interview. The rates are higher in urban areas (39%) than 
rural areas (35%) and are highest in Sindh, where about 45% of the employed worked 56 or more 
hours during the reference period, compared to Baluchistan with the lowest (22%). There is only a 
marginal difference between the poverty groups. The table also indicates that, at national level, 
about 72% of the employed persons worked at least 35 hours during the reference period whereas 
urban and rural estimates are 74% and 71% respectively.      

Figure 6.11 Number of earners in the household 
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Figure 6.12 Unemployment rate 

 
 

6.7.2 Despaired workers 

As discussed before, the civilian active labour force consists of employed as well as unemployed 
persons who have been classified as such on the basis of the ILO’s standard definition. There are 
some persons who are not a part of the civilian active labour force but want to work. However, they 
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is higher among Poverty Group A than Poverty Group B. The level of despaired workers is higher 
among males than females but no difference appears between urban and rural areas. Punjab and 
Sindh have higher proportions of despaired workers than the other two provinces. Young people 
have a larger proportion but no set pattern emerges across age categories (Table A.26).      
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2. Availability to work additional hours 
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underemployed are presented in Table A.27, showing that 14% of the employed are 
underemployed at national level. Results show no difference between Poverty Group A and 
Poverty Group B. However, the proportions are significantly higher for females (25%) than males 
(11%),showing that job opportunities are scarcer for females. Underemployment is high across all 
age categories. It is at its highest among those aged 15–19 and is lowest for those aged 65 and 
above.   
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7 Shocks 

Households that are identified by the BISP as eligible through the PMT are characterised by their 
low level of asset ownership and low levels of consumption expenditure. This makes them 
particularly vulnerable to external shocks that adversely affect the household. This point is made 
painfully clear in the face of two large national level shocks: (1) the global food price crisis which 
was estimated to increase poverty in Pakistan by 8.2 percentage points24 recognising that 
Pakistani population is a net importer of food; and (2) the extreme incidence of flooding in 2010 
and 2011, of which the 2010 flooding according to a Multi-cluster Rapid Assessment (McRAM)25 
caused the majority of households to experience a decline in incomes of 50%.  

When this is combined with the low level of physical and financial assets controlled by these 
households, they are likely to have to resort to damaging ‘coping strategies’ such as reducing food 
consumption (which was used as the main strategy of 25% of households who experienced a 
shock in the last two years) in the face of a household shock. 

The provision of a regular and reliable source of additional household income is expected to 
provide the poorest households a buffer against unexpected exogenous shocks that will allow them 
to resist desperate and damaging coping strategies and reduce future vulnerability.  

We also find that the importance of a regular and reliable source of additional household income is 
intensified if the advent of a “covariate” shock. That is if the shock is also experienced by many or 
all other households in the community. In such a case the data suggests that informal insurance 
markets may breakdown causing households to adopt particularly damaging ex-post coping 
strategies, such as reducing food consumption. The BISP cash transfer could act as a buffer, 
allowing households  to adopt less damaging coping strategies.  

7.1 Shocks in Baluchistan 

Whilst every effort was made during the course of the training and implementation of the BISP 
Baseline Survey to minimise all non-sampling errors, including extensive testing, training and 
piloting of the survey instruments, the data suggests that the shock module was incorrectly applied 
in Baluchistan. This conclusion has been reached as the reported incidence of shock in 
Baluchistan was significantly lower than other provinces across the range of shock types, 
something that runs against reasonable expectations. Having ruled out all possible data entry 
errors it is determined that the likely cause of this anomaly was a misunderstanding (or rather 
different understanding as compared to the other provinces) of this module by the enumerator 
(through no fault of the individual enumerators) and respondents in Baluchistan.  

Whilst the enumeration teams in Baluchistan received the same training and were supported 
through the same monitoring exercise, it is likely that the module relating to household shocks was 
interpreted differently by the Baluchistan team and respondents either due to language or cultural 
differences.  

As such, the data collected in the shocks module for Baluchistan is not comparable to that 
collected in other provinces and thus is not reported here. Furthermore, the data for Baluchistan 
has been excluded from calculations of averages at national level, so as not to skew the 
interpretation of the results. As a result, the reader must take care when interpreting the results of 

                                                
24

 ul Haq, Z. (2008)  

25
 World Food Programe (2010) 
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this section, noting that ‘national’ averages are in fact representative of only Punjab, Sindh and 
KPK.  

7.2 Shocks experienced 

In the module on shocks in the male questionnaire, respondents were asked if they had 
experienced a range of different shocks in the last two years that had led to the household 
suffering a significant loss in income or assets. As might be expected given the dramatic increase 
in world food prices since 2008, overwhelmingly the shock most experienced by households was a 
sharp rise in food prices, with Table A.78 showing that 59% of households reported having 
experienced suffering a significant loss in income or assets as a result of this shock. Furthermore, 
this should not be surprising given that Table A.22 demonstrates that 67% of those employed are 
employed in the non-agricultural sector and thus would be net-consumers of food rather than net-
producers.   

This was followed by 11% of households experiencing illness or accident to the household’s main 
earning member, which highlights the vulnerability of households below and around the PMT cut-
off to a shock to a single member. Unsurprisingly, the next most observed shock was that of a 
dwelling being destroyed or damaged specifically as a result of flooding, with 8%26 of households 
reporting that this led to a significant loss of income or assets.  

Households also reported experiencing agriculture-related shocks, with 7% of households 
reporting a shock as a result of lower crop yields, 4% experiencing the death or theft of livestock 
and 2% of households suffering from a fall in the price of crops. Perhaps surprisingly, only a very 
small proportion of households reported severe damage to agricultural land as a major shock to 
the household (0.6%), but this is likely due to the low reported percentage of individuals who are 
owner-cultivators, with Table A.20 reporting that less than 2% of those who worked in the sampled 
population are classified as such.  

Figure 7.1 Percentage of households experiencing a shock in the last two years 
by type 

 

                                                
26
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Figure 7.1 also highlights some interesting differences in the incidence of shocks across male- and 
female-headed households. In particular, female-headed households were more likely to report the 
death of a household head as a significant shock, with 5% of female-headed households reporting 
this as a significant shock as compared to less than 1% of male-headed households. Furthermore, 
whilst 2% of female-headed households reported the death of a main earning member as a 
significant shock, this was the case for less than 1% of male-headed households.  

Table A.78 reports the differences in incidence of reported household shocks across the provinces. 
The most striking difference is in households reporting suffering a significant loss of income or 
assets as a result of a sharp rise in food prices, with 87% of households in KPK reporting having 
experienced this shock compared to 58% of households in Sindh and 52% of households in 
Punjab. This result is likely to derive from the findings illustrated in Table A.22, that the percentage 
of individuals reporting themselves as agricultural workers is significantly lower in KPK at 24% as 
compared to 39% in Sindh and 32% in Punjab. Thus, it is likely that the percentage of households 
in KPK that are net consumers of food (as opposed to net producers) is higher than in Sindh and 
Punjab.  

This observation, in combination with greater flood severity in Sindh, is also likely to explain the 
result observed in Table A.78 that households in Sindh are the most likely to have experienced a 
household shock related to lower crop yield due to drought, disease or flooding.  

7.3 Coping strategies 

Figure 7.2 illustrates that the main coping strategies employed by the evaluation population are 
related to food consumption. In particular, for 25% of households, reducing food consumption was 
the main strategy, whilst 19% of households consumed lower cost food. This observation is of 
particular importance when considering the welfare of infants and young children, who can be 
particularly vulnerable to even short periods of malnutrition. WHO (1999) note that malnutrition can 
be lethal in combination with infectious diseases such as pneumonia, malaria, measles and 
diarrhoeal diseases, all of which are major killer diseases affecting children.  

Borrowing money was also an important coping strategy in the advent of a household shock with 
15% of households who experienced a shock in the last two years engaged in this coping strategy, 
though the majority of these borrowed money from relatives rather than from a money lender or a 
formal institution.   
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Figure 7.2 Percentage distribution of households who experienced a shock in the 
last two years by main coping strategy 

 

In terms of using borrowing as a coping strategy, there appears to be a difference between male- 
and female-headed households in that, whilst 16% of male-headed households reported borrowing 
as a main coping strategy, only 11% of female-headed households did so, perhaps reflecting the 
increased borrowing constraints suffered by female-headed households. 

7.4 Idiosyncratic vs Covariate shocks 

It is useful to make a distinction between Idiosyncratic and Covariate type shocks. Idiosyncratic 
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community. On the other hand covariate type shocks are those which affect most or all households 
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It is important to make this distinction as idiosyncratic and covariate type shocks can have on 
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theory, this would occur because community level insurance mechanisms are likely to breakdown 
in the face of a covariate shock that affects the vast majority of a particular community. For 
example households may resort to borrowing from their friends or neighbours in response to an 
idiosyncratic shock. However, this type of coping strategy may become unavailable if all 
households in the community are affected by the shock, resulting in households resorting to more 
damaging coping strategies such as reducing food consumption.  

In the module related to shocks and coping strategies if a household experienced a shock the 
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 only the respondents own household; 

 some other households in the community; 

 most other households in the community; or  

 all other households in the community.  
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Thus we define an idiosyncratic shock as a shock that affected only the respondents own 
household or only some other households in the community. We define a covariate shock as one 
which affects most or all other households in the community.  

7.4.1 What types of shocks are generally idiosyncratic or covariate? 

Figure 7.3 charts each shock type reported by whether or not the household reported the shock to 
be an idiosyncratic or covariate shock. For example we see that 93% of households reported the 
shock displacement to be a covariate shock with 7% of households reporting the shock to be 
idiosyncratic by the definition established above.  

In Figure 7.3 we also report the intracluster correlation of incidence of shock by community, which 
shows the correlation within communities of the incidence of each type of shock. Thus a shock will 
have a high intracluster correlation if it is experienced in general by many households within 
communities in our sample.  

This is included as a an effort to illustrate the effectiveness of our self-reported definition whether a 
shock is idiosyncratic or covariate, with Figure 7.3 showing in general that those shocks that are 
reported by more households to be covariate, having higher levels of intracluster correlation.  

Figure 7.3 Shocks experienced by whether reported as idiosyncratic or covariate 

 

From Figure 7.3 we see that two shocks that are most commonly reported as covariate are 
displacement and dwelling damaged/destroyed due to flood. It is likely that in fact both of these 
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the devastating floods of 2010. We also see that sharp rise in food prices is another important 
covariate shock that has affected many households within our sampled communities, important in 
the context of BISP given that the dramatic increase in the price of food was one of the drivers for 
bringing the BISP into existence.   
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On the other end of the scale we see that the shocks most likely to be reported as idiosyncratic are 
theft and the death of the main earning member and shocks related to a loss of income either 
through the illness of the main household earner or loss of salaried employement. This is 
unsurprising and we would not expect any of these shocks to have been experienced by many 
members of a particular community, but rather that the effects would be focused on an individual 
household.  

7.4.2 How do households cope with idiosyncratic and covariate shocks? 

Figure 7.4 paints an interesting picture about the types of ex-post coping strategies that are 
employed depending on whether the shock is idiosyncratic or covariate. The most commonly used 
coping strategy for an idiosyncratic shock is to borrow money from relatives, with 21% of 
households suffering an idiosyncratic shock using this as their main coping strategy. However, as 
indicated earlier in this section in the advent of a covariate shock community level insurance 
mechanisms can break down and this is illustrated clearly with only 7% of households experiencing 
a covariate shock reporting borriwng money from relatives as their main coping strategy. In other 
words in the advent of a covariate shock it is likely that the relatives of household members are 
also experiencing the same shock and are thus unlikely to be able to lend money to support others 
in their time of need.   

Figure 7.4 Main coping strategy by idiosyncratic or covariate shock 

 

On the other hand we see that the most commonly reported coping strategy for a covariate shock 
is reduced food consumption, with 33% of households experiencing a covariate shock reporting 
this as the main strategy. This is compared to just 12% of households who reported an 
idiosyncratic shock. This is an important finding given the potential harm that reducing food 
consumption can cause households and in particular vulnerable members such as the elderly, 
pregnant women and young children.  

Furthermore, this illustrates the need for the BISP cash transfer as a form of insurance, particularly 
against large covariate shocks such as flooding and rising food prices. As is suggested by Figure 
7.4 these can cause informal community level insurance markets to breakdown, resulting in 
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vulnerable households adopting particularly damaging coping strategies such as reducing food 
consumption or consuming lower cost foods.  
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8 Assets 

Studies have shown that changes in household welfare are affected by ownership of assets such 
as land and livestock (Pakistan: Promoting Rural Growth and Poverty Reduction, March 2007, p. 
11). “Those with direct access to land are more likely to have more diversified economic options 
such as livestock ownership” (Arif, February 2006, p. 34) and coping with fluctuations in household 
welfare is associated with ownership of such assets and of durable items. These trends are 
reflected in our results, which show that, in general, a higher percentage of (less poor) Group B 
households than Group A households own such assets. Furthermore, Group A households tend to 
own assets of lesser mean value than Group B households.Whilst the majority of households in the 
sample own a residential building, the ownership of agricultural land is low with just 12% of 
households in the evaluation population owning agricultural land, as would be expected given the 
dominance of casual labour in the livelihood strategies of households. Group A households are 
also less likely to own agricultural land, with only 9% of   Group A households, as compared to 
15% of Group B households owning agricultural land. Ownership of livestock, however, is higher 
with 59% of Group A households and 60% of Group B households owning some form of livestock, 
with goats, poultry and cows being the most widely owned types of livestock. The data also reports 
that female headed households have a lower rate of livestock ownership as compared to male 
headed households. The average value of non-livestock assets owned by the evaluation 
population is Rs. 11,531 per household, which is equivalent to approximately US$130. Although 
this may sound reasonably substantial this is generally tied up in non-productive assets, and may 
explain why the majority of households generate their livelihoods from casual labour. 

Given these findings we can hypothesise that an increase in income of the BISP beneficiary 
households may enable them to cope with shocks without divesting assets, for example selling 
livestock to pay for an expensive health treatment. Existing evidence suggests that cash transfers 
elsewhere have allowed poor households to avoid selling assets in distress sales and have 
sometimes even enabled them to save enough to accumulate more productive assets.   

8.1 Land ownership 

The ownership of land is generally “accepted as a strong predictor of economic well-being in an 
agrarian economy” and inequalities in ownership of agricultural land areparticularly significant in 
this regard (Pakistan, December 2008, p. 48). Lower incidences of poverty have been correlated 
with higher proportions of households owning agricultural land in rural areas of Pakistan (Pakistan, 
December 2008, pp. 48–49). We can thus expect to see that a lower proportion of Group A 
households than Group B households would own agricultural land in rural areas. The following 
chart demonstrates that this is indeed the case, where the proportion of households owning 
agricultural land in the last two years is higher among Group B households in rural areas by a little 
over 8 percentage points.  
 
Across provinces, KPK and Sindh appear to have the greatest proportion of households with 
agricultural land, with 18–23% of households in Group B and 12–13% of households in Group A 
owning agricultural land in the two provinces. The difference between Group A and Group B 
ownership of agricultural land is most pronounced in KPK (13% and 23%, respectively), with an 
almost 11 percentage point difference between the proportions of households owning agricultural 
land in the two groups. A smaller proportion of female-headed households than male-headed 
households own agricultural land, with a difference of approximately 4 percentage points between 
the two across both Group A and Group B households. The total proportion of Group A households 
owning agricultural land is less than Group B households by a little over 6 percentage points.  
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Figure 8.1 Percentage of households owning agricultural land 

 

As the next chart demonstrates, among households owning agricultural land, the difference in the 
mean values of agricultural land owned by Group B households is higher than Group A by 
approximately PKR 204,000. Meanwhile, across provinces, households in Sindh own the lowest 
mean value of land (roughly PKR 420,000 for Group A and PKR 548,000 for Group B households. 
Sindh also has among the highest proportions of households owning agricultural land at all, at 12% 
and 18% in Group A and Group B, respectively.) While the 2000 Agricultural Census showed that 
61% of land-owning households owned less than 5 acres (Pakistan: Promoting Rural Growth and 
Poverty Reduction, March 2007, p. 10), our analysis shows that, among households owning 
agricultural land, the average size of land owned by Group A households is 2 acres versus an 
average of 3 acres among Group B households.  

Figure 8.2 Mean value of agricultural land among households owning agricultural 
land (‘000s of PKR) 

 

Aside from agricultural land, the following charts demonstrate that household ownership of 
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households own residential buildings than Group A households by less than one percentage point. 
Commercial building ownership is minimal, at less than 1% of households for both Group A and 
Group B. Proportions of non-agricultural land are almost as low, at roughly 2% for both Groups A 
and B.  

Figure 8.3 Percentage of households owning different types of land 

 

Not surprisingly, the mean value of commercial buildings and agricultural land owned are higher 
than for residential buildings and non-agricultural land. Commercial buildings among Group A 
households andGroup B have mean values of roughly PKR 243,000 and PKR 914,000. The 
difference between Group A and Group B households is also greatest among agricultural land and 
commercial buildings, with a difference of PKR 671,000 for commercial buildings. It has already 
been shown, however, that the percentage of households owning commercial buildings in both 
groups is very low, so a large difference between Group A and Group B may simply be a reflection 
of finding the mean among a relatively small sample of households for each group. 

Figure 8.4 Mean values of land among households owning different types of land 
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Figure 8.5 Percentage of households owning livestock by type 

 

The next table breaks down ownership of selected livestock by province, locality, and sex. Broadly 
speaking, perhaps due to the nature of each province’s climate and form of agricultural production 
in which livestock are involved, a higher percentage of households in Punjab (23% in Group A and 
20% in Group B) and KPK (24% in Group A and 16% in Group B) own cows than other provinces, 
whereas a higher percentage of households in Sindh own buffaloes than any other province (22% 
in Group A and 28% in Group B). Baluchistan has the highest proportion of households owning 
goats (50% in Group A and 35% in Group B). 

Table 8.1 Percentage of households owning selected livestock 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Meanwhile, although “rural women play a major role in care of livestock” (Pakistan: Promoting 
Rural Growth and Poverty Reduction, March 2007, p. 45), our analysis of goat, poultry, cow, and 
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in both Group A and Group B households, with small exceptions among goats and poultry.Given 

0 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

P
e

rc
e

n
ta

ge
 

Group A: Poverty Score ≤ 16.17 Group B: Poverty Score > 16.17 

  Goats Poultry Cows Buffaloes 

Group A B A B A B A B 

PROVINCE 

Punjab 24.44 23.60 17.78 18.81 22.55 19.54 15.66 18.61 

Sindh 20.47 20.18 10.59 10.28 13.49 9.75 22.02 27.61 

KPK 22.20 16.78 35.44 34.72 24.15 15.58 9.49 10.70 

Baluchistan 49.59 34.88 20.48 27.94 13.73 4.92 4.30 1.09 

LOCALITY 

Urban 12.50 7.30 12.14 8.06 6.54 3.58 7.33 4.33 

Rural 25.94 27.11 19.02 23.72 21.56 18.22 17.23 20.56 

SEX OF HH HEAD 

Male 24.29 24.07 18.29 20.34 20.14 16.10 16.72 18.62 

Female 25.23 14.69 16.78 22.39 14.10 7.94 5.67 5.60 



 

101 © Oxford Policy Management  

 

the positive impact of livestock ownership on coping with risk in rural areas in particular, we would 
expect to see rural households surpass urban households in terms of livestock ownership. Our 
analysis confirms this expectation, as the percentages of rural households owning goats, poultry, 
buffaloes, and cows are generally much higher than those of urban households across both Group 
A and Group B.  

This is also true when analysing the mean values of livestock among households owning livestock. 
The following chart shows that rural households own a greater mean value of livestock than urban 
households in both Group A (approximately PKR 46,000 among rural households and PKR 35,000 
among urban households) and Group B (a little above and a little below PKR 49,000 among rural 
and urban households, respectively). Meanwhile, the mean value of livestock owned by female-
headed households is less than that of male-headed households by roughly PKR 19,000 in Group 
A and PKR 31,000 in Group B. Overall, Group B households own livestock with a mean value over 
PKR 4,000 greater than livestock owned by Group A households. 

Figure 8.6 Mean value of all livestock among households owning livestock (‘000s 
PKR) 

 

8.3 Productive assets and household goods 

Durable goods are another type of asset which meanhouseholds are better able to cope with the 
risks of shocks. The following chart demonstrates the percentage of households owning a select 
group of durable assets, falling in line with expectations in that a somewhat greater percentage of 
Group B households own goods such as refrigerators, tractors, TVs, sewing machines, and 
personal computers than Group A households. For example, almost 39% of Group B households 
and less than 25% of Group A households own televisions.  

Likewise, the mean values of durable items owned by households owning any durable items, 
broken down by province, locality, and sex of household head, show the same trend, with Group B 
households consistently owning durable items of greater mean value than Group A households. 
Urban households own durable items of greater mean value than rural households (approximately 
PKR 8,000 in Group A and a little over PKR 19,000 in Group B among urban households and 
almost PKR 7,000 andPKR 16,000 in Group A and Group B, respectively, among rural 
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(almost PKR 7,000 in Group A and PKR 17,000 in Group B) than female households (roughly PKR 
6,000 in Group A and almost PKR 10,000 in Group B). In total, Group A households own durable 
goods of almost PKR 10,000 less mean value than Group B households, confirming the 
expectation that a higher degree of poverty is associated with ownership of lower value assets 
such as durable items.  

Figure 8.7 Percentage of households owning selected durable assets 

 

Figure 8.8 Mean value of all durables among households owning durables (‘000s 
PKR) 
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9 Education 

Most economists argue that it is the human resources of a nation that determine the path of 
economic and social development of a nation. The Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) also 
put much emphasis on universal education and the achievement of primary education. Education 
is considered an essential prerequisite for combating poverty, which is prevalent in developing 
countries. Core education indicators suggest that Pakistan performs poorly in education attainment 
and literacy compared to other countries in South Asia (with the exception of Afghanistan) and is a 
long away from achieving its MDG targets on education27. 

Inspite of this importance, the education sector in Pakistan has unfortunately not gained its due 
share in the allocation of public resources with the percentage of GDP allocated to education 
averaging at almost 2% for the past 5 years. The expenditure on tertiary education is also 
disproportionately greater than that on primary education, and is reflected in the poor state of 
physical infrastructure in the education sector. Coupled with this are stark differences in enrolment 
rates amongst provinces and a marked gender and urban-rural disparity in access to education at 
all levels. What is also critical is the quality of education services provided especially in public 
institutions and the rapid rise of education provision in private institutions. This reflects a high 
demand of good quality education by parents across all socio-economic levels28. In current context 
the poor state of education provision disproportionately affects the poorer segments of the 
Pakistani population: children whose parents are poorer and less educated stand a greater chance 
of being deprived of quality education as they are unable to compensate for inadequate access to 
publicly provided education with relatively expensive private education and tuition.  

Our Survey results resonate with the existing findings on the education status of the poorest 
quintile: literacy levels within the evaluation population are low, with just 36% of the population 10 
years and older who are classified as literate. This rate is lower for females, of which just 37% are 
literate as compared to 45% of males who are literate. We also find that the primary school Net 
Enrolment Rate (NER) is very low, with just 31% of primary school aged children currently 
attending primary school in the evaluation population, compared to the national average of 57% 
reported in the latest round of the Pakistan Social and Living Standards Measurement (PSLM) 
survey (2010/11). The net enrolment rate is lower in Group A households than Group B 
households, and we find that girls are less likely to be enrolled in primary   school than boys, with 
the NER for girls at 23% compared to 32% for boys. Most importantly, the main reason that is 
given for children never attending primary level education is given as education being too 
expensive, providing a clear channel through which the BISP cash transfer could seek to impact 
primary NERs. 

These findings suggest that an injection of income via the BISP cash transfer may translate into 
higher enrolment rates as the majority of the respondents cite expenses as the main barrier to 
attaining education. The cash transfer could also result in improving access to better quality of 
education as parents may be able to afford private education or tuition for their children. Another 
important impact could be a reduction on the drop-out rates, especially for female children in large 
families, as parents no longer need to pull out girls from schools in order to cover education 
expenses for other children. Low literacy is also closely linked in the development literature to the 
causal factors of acute malnutrition, including poor child-care practices (uneducated women are 
less likely to feed their children well) and restricted livelihood opportunities (it is very hard for 
illiterate people to secure well paid employment). A positive impact of the cash transfer on literacy 

                                                
27

http://undp.org.pk/goal-2-achieve-universal-primary-education.html 

28
http://pakistaneducationtaskforce.com/EER.html 

http://undp.org.pk/goal-2-achieve-universal-primary-education.html
http://pakistaneducationtaskforce.com/EER.html
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rates therefore has the potential of contributing in the long term to a reduction in malnutrition and 
an improvement in the supply of skilled labour. 

9.1 School attendance 

About 44% of the population aged 10 years and older have ever attended school at national level. 
The proportion is lower for Poverty Group A than Poverty Group B. Estimates show wide difference 
by gender as well as residence. In urban areas, 53% of the target population have ever attended 
school compared to rural areas with about 43%. The rate is highest in Punjab and lowest in 
Baluchistan (Table A.34). 

Figure 9.1shows that, at national level, around 24% of the population aged 10 years and older 
have completed primary level or higher,withthe estimates beingeven worse for Poverty Group A 
at19%. The indicator for the male population is twice (32%) as much as for thefemale population 
(17%). A sharp difference prevails between urban and rural areas. Results are significantly lower 
for Poverty Group A than Poverty Group B across province, residence and sex. 

Figure 9.1 Proportion of population aged 10 years and older that have completed 
primary or higher level education 
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Another indicator has been computed for the population aged 10 years and older which shows the 
average number of years of educational attainment. As expected, the indicator depicts poor 
performance. On average, an individual has attained 2.26 years of education. Themale educational 
attainment level is around threeyears of education compared to females where it is half as much as 
of male attainment level (Table A.36).    

9.2 Primary enrolment rates 

The gross enrolment rate (GER) at primary level is defined as the number of children attending 
primary level (classes 1–5) divided by the number of children aged 5–9 years. GER at national 
level is about 68% and it shows wide variation between Poverty Group A (56%) and Poverty Group 
B (89%) – a big gap of 33 percentage points. Estimates reveal significant differences by sex and 
residence. The rate is highest in KPK followed by Punjab, Baluchistan and Sindh (Table A.37). 
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Estimates of net enrolment rate (NER) are reported in Table A.38. NERs show the percentage of 
children of primary school age (5–9 years) attending primary school (classes 1–5). Only around 
31% of primary-school-age children are attending primary level. In other words, most probably 69% 
of primary school age children are out of school when they are expected to be in school. The NER 
is approximately 43% for Poverty Group A and it declines to 25% for Poverty Group B.  

Figure 9.2 Proportion of children aged 5–9 years enrolled in primary education 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Differentials are significant by sex and residence. Around 32% of primary-school-age male children 
attend primary school and the proportion decreases to approximately 23% in the case of female 
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Figure 9.3 Percentage of children aged 5–14 who are either attending primary 
school or out of school 
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The gender parity index (GPI) at primary level, which shows the ratio of girls to boys attending 
primary school, is presented in Table A.40. It is highlighted that ratios have been computed from 
primary NERs. The GPI obtained from gross enrolment rates provides an erroneous description of 
GPI because usually the majority of over-aged children attending primary level tend to be boys. 
The GPI for primary school net enrolment ratio is 0.88. The GPI is approximately the same for 
urban and rural areas. Computations for the provinces show that GPI is highest in Punjab (0.90), 
compared to Baluchistan where it is lowest (0.77). As expected, the girls are in a worse position in 
Poverty Group A than Poverty Group B.  

83% of the children attending primary school are enrolled in government schools. More children 
coming from Poverty Group A are attending government primary school than arechildren from 
Poverty Group B. Enrolment in government primary schools is higher in rural than urban areas as 
people in rural areas are generally poorer than people in urban areas. Furthermore, private schools 
are not common in rural areas. Regarding provinces, computations are highest in Baluchistan 
(96%), followed by KPK (86%), (83%) Sindh, and Punjab (81%). With respect to enrolment in 
private primary schools, only 16% of the children enrolled in primary schools are attending private 
schools. The pattern is the reverse of enrolment in government primary schools (Table A.50). 
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Figure 9.4 Percentage of children who are attending primary school by type of 
school 
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9.3 Secondary enrolment rates 

GERs at the middle level (Table A.41) present the number of children attending middle level 
(classes 6–8) as a proportion of children aged 10–12 years. GER at middle level is computed as 
being about 31%. A wide variation exists between poverty groups. The rate amounts to around 
46% with respect to Poverty Group Band plummets to about 21% for Group A, which is less than 
half of Poverty Group B. A similar pattern prevails by sex and residence. Female children in 
Poverty Group A are in a very disadvantageousposition (15%) compared to Poverty Group B’s 
female children (38%). NERs at middle level are very poor (Table A.42). For example, at national 
level the rate is only 9%. In urban areas, the proportion is 17% compared to around 9% in rural 
areas. The GER at matric level (Table A.43) is the ratio of children attending classes 9–10 to the 
number of children aged 13–14 years. The estimates are 23% approximately at national level. 
Differentials are conspicuous between poverty groups by sex and residence. Regarding estimates 
about provinces, the GER at matric level is highest in KPK (30%) and lowest in Baluchistan (12%). 
As expected, the NERs at matriclevel are very low (Table A.44). The main reason for the sharp 
decline in NER at middle and matriclevel is that many secondary-school-age children are either 
attending primary level whenthey are expected to be in secondary school or they are out school 
(Table A.39). The GPI at secondary school level is 0.72. The results are poor for rural areas 
compared to urban areas: the GPI for urban areas is 0.84 and it declines to 0.68 for rural areas. 
Estimates are not consistent for provinces (Table A.40).   

9.4 Reasons for non-enrolment 

This section attempts to understand the reasons given by parents for non-enrolment in school by 
children in our sample, in an attempt to understand the low enrolment rates, both at primary levels 
and secondary levels and particularly for Group A households as demonstrated in the preceding 
sub-sections.  
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Figure 9.5 presents the reasons given by parents for non-enrolment of the child in school for two 
different age groups. What is immediately striking is that it appears that the classical supply-side 
explanations for low enrolment, such as distance to school, quality of schooling and availability of 
female teachers,  do not appear to be playing a large role. Less than 5% of parents of 5-11 year 
olds report that the school being too far away is the reason for non-enrolment, though this rises to 
6% for girls aged 12-17 years. Furthermore less than 4% of parents of boys or girls in either age 
group cite poor teaching as the reason for non-enrolment  

Figure 9.5 Percentage distribution of reasons given by parents for non-enrolment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Whilst it is difficult to distinguish clearly between supply and demand side factors from these 
reponses they do suggest that demand-side factors are perhaps of greater importance in the 
decision for non-enrolment. For children in the 5-11 years age group the most common responses 
was that the child was too young, pointing towards preferences of parents to start their children in 
school later than mandated by the education system in Pakistan. However, across both ages 
groups we find that the child not willing and too expensive are major responses.  

That the child is not willing (which is particularly important for boys) could potentially point to 
supply-side issues. As noted by Siaens (2008) teaching methods in use, such as corporal 
punishment, can deeply discourage some students from attending school. Another reason noted 
by Siaens (2008) for child discouragement in school is failure, especially in mathematics and 
science.  

That school is too expensive points at the economic constraints faced by households, despite the 
abolition of school fees, when it comes to sending their children to school. These economic 
constraints become more severe as the child grows older, and the opportunity cost of sending 
them to school as opposed to other potential activities increases. This is demonstrated as the 
importance of had to work increases for children aged 12-17 years, particularly for boys for whom 
18% of parents gave this as the reason for non-enrolment.  

A striking difference between boys and girls is parental approval of education. Whilst less than one 
per cent of parents of boys aged 5-11 years and 1% of parents of boys aged 12-17 years cite 
parent’s don’t approve as the reason for non-enrolment, the rate for girls is much higher. In fact 6% 
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of parents of girls aged 5-11 years and 16% of parents of girls aged 12-17 years. We find in 
Section 6.3 above that children of educated parents are more likely to only be attending schooling 
(as opposed to participating in child labour). This is likely to be related to parental approval of 
education.  

9.4.1 Role for Waseela-e-Taleem 

Waseela-e-Taleemis the planned Conditional Cash Transfer (CCT) to encourage primary 
education enrolment for the children aged 5-12 years, who belong to beneficiary families. Given 
the analysis above there is the potential for the Waseela-e-Taleem programme to improve 
education outcomes through a number of channels. Firstly it can help with the direct economic 
barriers to access, by providing families with an additional top-up specifically for the child’s 
education. Secondly it can help reduce the opportunity cost of sending a child to school by 
offsetting the potential loss of income induced by sending a child to school. Finally it may lead to a 
change in attitudes towards the education of girls if the additional top-ups lead to girls education 
being seen as a valuable resource.  

9.5 School progression 

Three indicators are important regarding school progression. They include children reaching Grade 
5, primary school completion rate and transition to secondary education. The proportion of children 
who enter Grade 1 and eventually reach Grade 5 is reported in Table A.45. The results show that 
about 88% of all those children who enter Grade 1 are more likely to reach Grade 5. Estimates by 
gender suggest that more male children (90%) will eventually reach Grade 5 compared to female 
children (85%). It is interesting to note that estimates are better in rural than urban areas. The gap 
in estimates between Poverty Group A and Poverty Group B is wider in urban than in rural areas. 
The reason may be that the opportunity cost of sending children to school in urban areas for poor 
people is higher than in rural areas.  

The indicator of primary school completion rate is derived by dividing the number of children of any 
age who are attending the last grade of primary school, excluding repeaters, by the total number of 
children of primary school completion age (9years old). The primary school completion rate is 
about 62%. Variation is wide between Poverty Group A and Poverty Group B. Estimates for 
Poverty Group B are approximately double that of Poverty Group A. Differentials are measureable 
by sex and residence. Variations are also visible between provinces (Table A.46).    

About 90% of the children that successfully completed the last grade of primary school were found 
at the time of the survey to be attending the first grade of secondary school. The transition rate is 
higher for males compared to females and is also higher in urban areas than rural areas. A positive 
association is also visible concerning the mother’s education. 

Transition to secondary education is computed by dividingthe number of children that were in the 
last grade of primary school during the previous school year that attend secondary school by the 
total number of children that were in the last grade of primary school during the previous school 
year surveyed. The transition rate to secondary education is 91%. Estimates are higher for females 
and for rural areas compared to male and urban areas respectively (Table A.47).  

9.6 Out-of-school children 

There are two types of children who are out of school. First, the categoryincludes those children 
who have never attended school and, second, those who had been in school in the past but 
dropped out. It is important to know the causes for being out of school. A question was asked 
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regarding the main reason for never attending school. Estimates have been computed for the 
population aged 10–18. Table A.49showsthat about 44% of the said population have cited the 
expense as the main reason for never attending school, followed by the child not being willing 
(14%), parents/elders not approving(14%), distance (6%) and needing to help at home or help with 
work (6%). Expense was more commonly reported by urban compared to rural respondents andthe 
level washighest in Baluchistan (50%) and lowestin KPK (35%). The lack of approval from 
parents/elders approve was higher for female children,withabout 22% of respondents reporting this 
as the main reason. With respect to provinces, this reason wasmore important in KPK (31%) and 
Baluchistan (21%) than Punjab (10%) and Sindh(10%). 

A table has also been prepared which shows the main reason for the population aged 10–18 
leaving school before completing primary level. The reasons are broadly alike between categories. 
However, being out of school in order to help at home is more important for female children and to 
help with work more important for male children (Table A.49).    

9.7 Literacy rate 

Literacy has been defined as the ability to read and write with understanding in any language. The 
literacy rate has been computed for the population aged 10 years and older. Table A.51shows that 
the literacy rate is around 36%. More males are literate than females. The rate is about 45% for 
males whereas for females it is approximately 27%. Urban areas have a higher literacy rate than 
rural areas. The distribution of literacy rate by province shows that the literacy rate is highestin 
Punjab (38%), followed by Sindh (34%), KPK (32%) and Baluchistan (30%).    
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10 Health 

Although Pakistan has madeprogress during last decade towards achieving basic health targets, 
the pace has been slow:a lot still needs to be done in order to achieve the Millennium 
DevelopmentGoals. Pakistan suffers from highinfant and maternal mortality rates; a double burden 
ofdiseases, and inadequate health care facilities with high population growth. It performs 
particularly poorly on infant and under five mortality rates in comparison to other countries in South 
Asia (with the exception of Afghanistan) despite performing relatively well on life expectancy. The 
government’s health budget has been progressively increasing over the last several yearsbut 
thespending on health remains disproportionately low – being more or less static at around 0.5-0.7 
percent of GDP- and markedly less in comparison to countries at a similar income level. The health 
care system in Pakistan comprises the public as well asprivate health facilities and whilst there is a 
vast network of healthcare facilities, coverage, accessibility, cost and quality of health care remain 
critical issues, especially for the poorer and more vulnerable segments of the population. 

Historically infectious diseases have been a significant source of childhood diseases in Pakistan. 
The BISP Baseline survey reports that 65% of children aged 12-23 months in the evaluation 
population have been fully immunised and that 38% of children under five experienced diarrhoea in 
the 30 days preceding the household interview. We also find that consultation rates for child 
diarrhoea are high, with a medical practitioner being consulted in 82% of cases. However, for 
cases that are not consulted a significant number (35%) did not do so because they could not 
afford the consultation. The perceived expense was also a blockage for adults seeking 
consultation. Of those who fell ill or were injured, 20% did not seek consultation of any kind. From 
those who did not seek consultation, 46% cited the expense as the main reason for non-
consultation.  

Given these findings it is expected that the BISP cash transfer could have a positive impact on the 
health status of recipient households who are unable to access health care due to income 
constraints. It can also allow households to pay for transport costs which often act as a barrier to 
seeking better quality of health care. Any additional health interventions, complimenting the BISP 
cash transfer would further help the government to address specific causes like poor child care 
practices and health behaviour. Improving the health status households in general would also 
result in a healthy workforce thus improving the productivity of the labour force. This is particularly 
important in the context of low income households which often rely on a single breadwinner to 
support a large family.   

8.1 Health status 

10.1.1 Immunisation 

Historically, infectious diseases have been a significant source of childhood illness, in many cases 
leading to disability or death. Therefore,immunisation of all children by the age of 12 months has 
emerged as the cornerstone of public health policy in every part of the world. One of the MDGs is 
to reduce child mortality by two-thirds between 1990 and 2015. Immunisation plays an essential 
role in the achievement of this goal. The Government of Pakistan has introduced an expanded 
programme of immunisation throughout the country. According to UNICEF and WHO guidelines, a 
child should receive a BCG vaccination to protect against tuberculosis, three doses of DPT to 
protect against diphtheria, pertussis, and tetanus, three doses of the polio vaccine, and a measles 
vaccination by the age of 12 months. 
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A detailed module on immunisation has been administered in the survey for children underfive in 
which mothers/carers reported the immunisation statusof their children. Computation of 
immunisation rates based on records is likely to lead to underestimates, as immunisation cards are 
not usually updated. Therefore, immunisation rates have been calculated on the immunisation card 
as well as the recall of the respondent. Table A.52suggests that, overall, about 65% of children 
aged 12–23 months have been fully immunised based on recall and/or record. The rate is higher 
for males than females by 8 percentage points. Differentials by urban and rural areas are not 
significant. The immunisation rate is highest in Punjab and lowest in Baluchistan. In Punjab, figures 
for Poverty Group A are higher than Poverty Group B but in the other provinces the pattern is the 
opposite.      
 

Figure 10.1 Percentage of children aged 12–23 months who are fully immunised 

 
 

10.1.2 Diarrhoea 

Diarrhoea is the second leading cause of death among children under five across the world. A 
World Fit for Children aims to halve deaths due to diarrhoea among children under five by 2010 
compared to 2000. As stated above, the MDG is to reduce by two-thirds the mortality rate among 
children under five by 2015 compared to 1990. The World Fit for Children targets a reduction in the 
incidence of diarrhoea by 25%.  

A number of questions were asked of the mothers/carers of the children about diarrhoea. The 
starting point was whether their children under five had had diarrhoea during the 30 days before 
the date of the interview. If yes, did they consult any health practitioner for treatment? If not, what 
were the reasons for not visiting any health practitioner? Were oral rehydration salts (ORS) given 
to the child?   

For the full sample, approximately 38% of children under five have experienced diarrhoea during 
the last 30 days. The results look high as most households were covered during the peak of 
summer, when the chances of diarrhoea are relatively higher.On average, about 82% of the 
diarrhoea cases have consulted a health practitioner for diarrhoea treatment. Moreover, the results 
of the consultations are broadly similar by sex and residence. However, differentials by province 
are significant. Figures are highest in Punjab and lowest in Baluchistan. The proportions are 87% 
in Punjab, 83% in Sindh, 66% in KPK and 56% in Baluchistan (Table A.53). The reason for the 
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lower rates in Baluchistan and KPK may be the sparse population in Baluchistan and the 
mountainous areas in KPK, where health facilities are likely to be limited and access to these 
health facilities is difficult and expensive.  

The results on which health facilities were used are presented by four types of health facilities in 
Table A.54. Government health facilities include government dispensaries, government hospitals, 
basic health units, rural health centres, Maternal and Child Health Centres(MCHCs) and lady 
health workers, while private health facilities consist of private dispensaries/facilities and private 
hospitals. The third category is compounders/chemists and the fourth is others, including 
hakeem/herbalists, homeopaths, siani/siana and others. The table reveals that, overall, 49% first 
consulted a private health facility, 27% a government health facility and 23% a 
compounder/chemist. As expected, more children went to government health facilities in rural 
areas than in urban areas, whereas more mothers/carers opted for a private health facility in urban 
than rural areas. About 24% of cases in rural areas utilised acompounder/chemist compared to 
urban areas with 18%. Estimates are higher in Baluchistan and Sindh than in Punjab and KPK. 

Figure 10.2 Type of health facility consulted first for diarrhoea treatment 

 

Those who first consulted a private health facility for diarrhoea treatment were asked why they did 
not visit a government health facility. The three main reasons cited by the respondents equate to 
70% of the cases. About 30% reported that the medicine is ineffective, 26% said they were too far 
away and another 14% said they had no government facility. The latterwas a more common 
answer in rural areas (Table A.55).  
 
Most diarrhoea-related deaths in children occur due to dehydration from loss of large quantities of 
water and electrolytes from the body in liquid stools. Management of diarrhoea through ORS can 
prevent many of these deaths. Table A.53shows that, overall, 57% of diarrhoea cases reported 
that ORS was given to the child. Estimates are higher for Poverty Group B than Poverty Group A. 
Referring to provinces, the results are highest in Sindh (62%) and lowest in Baluchistan (48%). 

It is equally important to identify the reasons why the household did not consult any health 
practitioner at all. Reasons have been categorised as follows: i) could not afford consultation; ii) 
illness was not serious enough; iii) home remedies/self-medication and;iv) others, which includes 
nearest clinic/doctor/hospital too far, don’t know where nearest clinic/doctor/hospital is, no doctor 
since the recent episode of flooding and others. The distribution of reasons (Table A.56) indicates 
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that about 54% of diarrhoea cases that had not visited any health practitioner cited home 
remedies/self-medication as the reason, followed by inability to afford consultation (35%), illness 
not being serious enough (7%) and others (3%). The inability to afford consultation rates are higher 
in urban than rural areas whereas home remedies/self-medication are more common in rural than 
urban areas. There is not much difference between poverty groups.   

10.1.3 Other illness and injury 

On average, around a quarter of the population fell ill from some cause other than childhood 
diarrhoea or suffered some injury during the last two months before the date of interview. More 
people in Group B experienced illness or injury than in Group A. Estimates are higher for females 
than males and the same pattern exists for both groups. The rates are higher in urban (29%) than 
rural areas (27%) and at their highest in KPK (29%) and lowest in Baluchistan (19%). That said, 
the estimates in Baluchistan seem under-reported (Table A.57).  

Figure 10.3 Percentage fallen ill or injured in last two months 

 
 
Distribution by type of illness or injury (Table A.59) reports that around half of the population 
countrywide targeted by the baseline survey cited cough/flu/fever as the most problematic illness 
experienced during the last two months before the date of interview. The results are the same by 
sex but higher in rural (48%) than urban areas (44%). Estimates of other illnesses range from 2% 
in the case of skin disease to 6% regarding stomach problems. 
 
Overall, about 72% of the people who had fallen ill or been injured during the last two months 
before the date of interview had to stop their usual activities due to the illness or injury. More males 
stopped their usual activities than females. The rates are higher in rural than urban areas. A 
significant variation is evident across provinces, where the highest rates are in KPK and the lowest 
in Baluchistan. On average, an ill or injured person had to stop their usual activities for seven days. 
The number of days was greater for males than females and greater in rural than in urban areas 
(Table A.60).   
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10.2 Health-seeking behaviour 

Table A.57indicates that about 80% of the people who fell ill or were injured consulted some form 
of health provider for treatment at country level and the figures are not very different between 
Poverty Group A and Poverty Group B. Male individuals are more likely to consult a health provider 
than females, whereas consultation rates are approximately the same in urban and rural areas. 
Estimates for Punjab, Sindh and KPK are comparable but in Baluchistan where the proportions are 
lower. 

Overall, around one-fifth of children under five have experienced illness or injury and about 78% of 
them have sought treatment. Consultation rates show a wide variation across provinces. The 
proportions are 82% in Punjab, 76% in Sindh, 61% in KPK and 51% in Baluchistan (Table A.58).     

The findings on the type of health care provider first consulted (Table A.61) reveal that, at country 
level, half of the people who fell ill and consulted a health provider consulted a private health 
facility. Estimates for compounders/chemists and government health facilities are about 25% and 
21% respectively. More people rely on private health facilities in urban than in rural areas and the 
opposite is true for compounders/chemists. An overwhelming majority in Baluchistan depend on a 
private health facility, because either a government health facility is not available or its 
performance is poor, in contrast to Punjab where the rate is lowest (40%). Relatively speaking, 
consultations with a compounder/chemist are more common in Punjab and with a government 
health facility in Sindh.  

Respondents were asked to report the main reason for not consulting any health provider in the 
event of an illness or injury. 46% said that they could not afford the consultation and 43% reported 
that they used home remedies/self-medication instead. The proportions with respect to the inability 
to afford a consultation are higher in urban areas and in Poverty Group A than in rural areas and 
Poverty Group B respectively and home remedies/self-medication was a more common answer in 
rural areas, as well as inPoverty Group B (Table A.63).   

Figure 10.4 Reasons for not consulting any health provider 
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11 Water, housing and amenities 

Access to basic household facilities is important in promoting the socioeconomic welfare of 
households. In particular, the provision of safe drinking water and access to hygienic sanitation 
facilities are vital for good health and for ensuring lower morbidity and hence, better nutrition status 
amongst children National level survey data reveals a disparity in access to water and sanitation 
facilities between urban and rural areas, and also between provinces. There is also a positive 
relationship between income level and access to WATSAN. In order to ascertain the current status, 
a module on housing was administered in the survey. Our results reveal that relatively few 
households in the evaluation population use piped water as the main source of drinking water, with 
the majority (72%) using pumped water or a tube well as the main source of drinking water. We 
also find that 39% of households do not have a toilet facility in their house, with this rate being 
higher amongst Group A households (50%) as compared to Group B households (29%). In terms 
of access to electricity, we find that 91% of households in the evaluation population have access to 
electricity, though this rate is lower in rural areas. Again there is a discrepancy between Group A 
and Group B households, with 88% of Group A households having an electricity connection as 
compared to 95% of Group B households.  

It is expected that households receiving the BISP cash transfer may invest the additional income 
improving water and sanitation facilities. Poorer households in urban areas in particular, may be 
able to purchase or access better quality water for drinking purposes. In rural areas an increase in 
income could encourage households to reduce open defecation by building proper sanitation 
facilities. This is particularly important for women, who are often faced with security and health 
risks in communities with little WATSAN facilities such as piped water and in-house latrines. An 
improvement in WATSAN could translate into reduced incidence of communicable diseases like 
diarrhoea and therefore, better nutrition and health outcomes for children.   

11.1 Access to water 

Table A.64provides information on themain source of household drinking water. Overall, the major 
source is a hand pump,withabout 47% of households usingit as themain source of drinking water. 
The next highestmain source reported by households was a motor pump/tube well (25%). The 
estimates regardingpiped water are around 17%. A marginal number of households – about 5% – 
use a well, including both open and closed wells. Estimates about a household’s main source of 
drinking water are comparable with PSLM survey (First quintile) 2007–08 (Figure 11.1). 
Computations by residence showthat more households use piped water in urban areas (27%) than 
rural areas (15%), whereas hand pumpsaremore popular in rural areas and motor pumps/tube 
wells in urban areas.  
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Figure 11.1 Main source of drinking water 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The distribution of main sources of drinking water for the households by province showsthat the 
leading source in Sindh and Punjab is a hand pump, where estimates amount to about 72% and 
50% respectively. In Baluchistan, more households use a motor pump/tube well compared to other 
sources and in KPK piped water surpasses other sources.  

Analysis by poverty groups shows that, at national level, fewer households from Poverty Group A 
(15%) use piped water than in Poverty Group B (22%). On the contrary, a larger number of 
households inPoverty Group A (46%) use a hand pump as themain source of drinking water than 
in Poverty Group B (33%). Similar patterns exist in urban and rural areas as well as in provinces. 

11.2 Dwelling characteristics 

Information about housing tenure was also collected in the questionnaire. Estimates show that 
overall almost 86% of households own their dwelling, followed by those living rent free (10%), 
those renting (4%) and those paying asubsidised rent (0.39%). Analysis for urban and rural areas 
reveals that the practice of owner-occupied dwelling units and rent-free dwellings is more common 
in rural areas while renting is more prevalent in urban areas. More households in Poverty Group A 
have rent-free accommodation than inPoverty Group B (Table A.65). Nationwide, 53% of dwelling 
units consist of oneroom, 44% of 2–3 rooms and 3% offouror more rooms. Storage rooms, 
bathrooms, toilets, kitchens and rooms for business are not included in the analysis. A similar 
pattern is visible in urban and rural areas but, as expected, a measureable divergence exists in 
favour of Poverty Group B (Table A.66).      
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Figure 11.2 Number of rooms in the dwelling unit 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The questionnaire also provides information about the material used for the roof, floor and wall. 
Overall, nearly 59% of households have used wood and corrugated and iron zinc for roofs, with 
separate figures of 34% and 25% respectively. Corrugated and iron zinc was used more in urban 
areas and wood in rural areas (Table A.67). Around 76% of rural households and 61% of urban 
households used earth mud and cement/concrete respectively for flooring (Table A.68). Baked 
bricks are used for walls more in urban areas and mud bricks in rural areas (Table A.69). 

11.3 Access to amenities 

Infrastructure is a key element in poverty reduction. It is argued that households having access to 
amenities are most likely to be less poor compared to those without them. 

11.3.1 Toilet facilities 

Estimates about the type of toilet used by the household are presented in Table A.70. The 
category of flush includes flushes connected to public sewerage, flushes connected to pits and 
flushes connected to open drains, whereas dry raised latrines and dry pit latrines are contained in 
the non-flush category. Overall, approximately half of the households use flush toilets and 12% use 
a non-flush toilet. Unfortunately, a substantial percentage of the households (39%) do not have any 
system of toilet in the house and they are most likely to go into the fields. The estimates in 
thePSLM (Firstquintile) 2007–08 are not very close to the BISP estimates, perhaps because of the 
time lag between them, but the patterns are alike.  

Flush toilets are more common in urban than rural areas. Two-thirds of urban households have a 
flush toilet in their houses compared to rural areas, where the figure is about 44%. A substantial 
number of rural households (44%) do not have any type of toilet in their houses while the rate for 
urban areas is 15%. 

Flush toilets are mostcommon in Punjab, followed by KPK, Sindh and Baluchistan where the 
proportions are 60%, 52% 30% and 20% respectively. Estimates for non-flush toilets are highestin 
Baluchistan and lowestin Punjab. Many households in each province do not have any type of toilet 
facility in the house. Figures are around 44% in Sindh, followed by Baluchistan (42%), Punjab 
(39%) and KPK (29%).   
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Overall, more households in Poverty Group B have flush toilets than inPoverty Group A. The 
pattern is reverse in the case of non-flush toilets. Around half of the households in Poverty Group A 
and about a quarter of the households in Poverty Group B have no toilet in the house.      

Figure 11.3 Type of toilet in the household 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11.3.2 Access to electricity, gas and telephone  

Around 91% of the households in the country have access to electricity. The rates are higher in 
urban than in rural areas. With respect to provinces, computations are highest in KPK (96%) and 
lowest in Sindh (88%). Estimates are approximately the same in Punjab and Baluchistan. The 
rates for Poverty Group B are about 95% compared to Poverty Group A with 88%. This pattern 
prevails in urban and rural areas and in provinces between Poverty Group A and Poverty Group B.   

Access to gas is very limited. Overall, only 16% of households have access to gas. Access to gas 
is extremely low in rural areas (9%) when compared with urban areas (53%). A stark disparity is 
visible between poverty groups. Access of Poverty Group A households to gas is one-third that of 
Poverty Group B. The wide difference between the groups is apparent by residence and in 
provinces. With respect to telephones, barely 2% households have access (Table A.71).             
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12 Finance 

Savings can be an important determinant of well-being at the individual level as it allows smoothing 
of consumption over an individual’s lifecycle, helping to cope with risks and engage in profitable 
investments. It is widely believed that formal access to finance amongst the poor in Pakistan is low. 
The BISP baseline survey confirmed this  as the results indicated that in the surveyed communities 
and amongst the surveyed population, access to formal financial instruments is very limited. We 
find that the majority of households surveyed (89%) do not currently have savings of any kind. Of 
those who do, the majority is though the informal bisi-savings networks as is the case for 58% of 
households who save, doing so through this channel. However, we do find some evidence of 
formal banking penetration as 36% of households who save, do so through the formal banking 
sector. On the other hand, incidence of borrowing is higher, with 71% of households reporting that 
they currently owe money. Again the majority of this is conducted through informal linkages, mostly 
through networks of family and friends (45%) but also through shop credit (34%). As an indication 
of the vulnerable position of evaluation households, the most cited reason for borrowing money 
was to buy food. 

Regular cash transfers like the BISP can allow households to improve creditworthiness by being 
able to offer a guarantee of repayment at a particular time and also by being able to offer collateral 
against which to borrow money. A relaxation in credit constraints could also enable enterprising 
individuals in beneficiary households to take on riskier (but potentially more rewarding) 
investments. On the other hand an increase in purchasing power may enable households to 
reduce the debt burden that is incurred by borrowing for food consumption. 

12.1 Savings 

Savings can be an important determinant of well-being at the individual level, with individuals and 
households motivated to save by life-cycle considerations, investment opportunities and the desire 
to smooth consumption. However, the incidence of saving amongst the surveyed population is very 
low, with just 11% of households reporting that they currently held savings of any form at the time 
of interview. This pattern varies across the provinces, as shown by Figure 12.1, with the highest 
incidence of saving in Punjab at just over 12% and the lowest incidence of saving in Baluchistan at 
just 6%. There also appears to be a clear difference in the incidence of savings across households 
with different PMT scores, with 8% of Group A households reporting currently holding savings as 
compared to 14% of Group B households.  
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Figure 12.1 Incidence of any form of saving 

 

Of those households who do save, the mean value of savings was PKR10,809. Again, there 
appeared to be a significant variation in the level of savings held across the provinces. The highest 
mean value of savings amongst those who save is found in KPK at a mean level of PKR 13,347, 
whist the lowest mean value of saving amongst those who save is perhaps unsurprisingly found in 
Baluchistan, at just PKR 4,617.These figures can be seen in Table A.73.  

Disaggregating a household’s total savings by type, it would appear that, when it comes to the 
decision to save, there are two main mechanisms that a household will choose from: the formal 
banking sector and a bisi-savings committee.  

A bisi-savings committee is an informal savings mechanism that is a Pakistani version of a 
Rotating Savingsand Credit Association.A group of individuals, usually known to each other, 
contribute a sum of money to a communal pot, which is then drawn by each member on a rotating 
basis. The bisi-saving committees are the major channel of household saving, with 58% of total 
household saving being done through this channel. This rate is higher for Group A households, for 
which 62% of their total household saving is conducted through the bisi-savings committees.  

This is followed by savings through the formal financial sector (which includes entities such as 
state banks, commercial banks and the Pakistan Post Savings Bank, among others). Perhaps 
counter to conventional wisdom, we find that 36% of the total average saving is conducted through 
the formal banking sector, although this rate is slightly lower for Group A households at 28%.  
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Figure 12.2 Saving disaggregated by type, for households who save 

 

That we find formal sector banking penetration even amongst Group A households is supported by 
Carpenter and Jensen (2002),who find that there is bank use in rural areas of Pakistan despite this 
running counter to common perceptions that motivate research and policy debates. 

12.2 Borrowing 

In contrast to the incidence of saving, the majority of households reported current loans or credit at 
71% of all households. This rate was slightly higher for Group A households at 74% as compared 
to Group B households at 69%. Figure 12.3 illustrates that the major source of household 
borrowing is through the informal sector. In particular,Figure 12.3 reports that 45% of households 
were currently borrowing money through family and friend networks, whilst 34% of households 
currently owed money for goods purchased on credit.  

Figure 12.3 Incidence of borrowing by type 
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It is evident that borrowing through formal institutions is not widely prevalent amongst the study 
population, with only 2% of households currently in receipt of a loan through a bank or formal 
institution andeven fewer households currently borrowing money from a micro-lender (1%).  

12.2.2 Reasons for taking a loan 

Figure 12.4 demonstrates that the main reason for borrowing money was to purchase food, most 
likely through the shop credit channel, with 44% of households borrowing money for this reason 
(though this is more pronounced for Group A households who currently borrow money, of whom 
46% borrow money to pay for food). This points to the dependency of many poor households on 
informal sources of credit to smooth food consumption in times of need.  

Figure 12.4 Main reason for taking a loan 

 

 

Aside from the need to smooth food consumption, the other major reasons for taking a loan are 
dominated by those required for large one-off expenditures. These include 20% of households 
borrowing money to pay for medical expenses, 10% to pay for a funeral or marriage and 6% who 
borrow money to start a business.  

12.2.3 Reasons for not taking a loan  

However, not every household decided to take loan. Whilst the majority of households who did not 
take a loan did so because they felt they did not need to do so (44% of households, as can be 
seen in Table A.77), 25% of households did not take a loan because they did not want to be in 
debt. As a potential indication of the risks associated with borrowing money, 13% of households 
did not borrow money because they believed they would not be able to pay back the loan and 10% 
of households believed they would be refused. This points to a potential relaxing of the constraints 
faced by households in the advent of the BISP. As the BISP would provide regular and guaranteed 
cash payments, it would allow households collateral against which to borrow money, perhaps 
encouraging households to apply and lenders to increase the propensity to lend.  
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13 Conclusions 

This report has presented findings from the quantitative data collection of the BISP baseline 
survey. These findings include baseline information on the evaluation population, intended to 
identify important characteristics of the study population that will help readers understand the 
livelihoods and living conditions of households in the evaluation population. This conclusion 
outlines key findings in each of these areas as well as some overall conclusions on the welfare of 
the poorest households in Pakistan. 

Demographics  

We find evidence of a youthful population, with the sex ratio skewed towards males. Interestingly, 
however, we find evidence that the sex ratio is skewed towards females in the prime working ages 
of 25-39, perhaps an indication of the importance of migration as a livelihood strategy. Significantly 
for the BISP we find that 86% of women aged 18 years and above living in Group A households 
are currently married, or have been married at one point. However, 36% of these women do not 
possess a CNIC, which will preclude them from receiving the BISP cash transfers. This type of 
exclusion will be particularly prevalent amongst the 18-27 year old age range, which might dampen 
the impact of the BISP on indicators related to health of young children.  

Welfare and poverty 

We find high levels of malnutrition amongst children aged 0-59 months in the evaluated population, 
both of chronic and acute malnutrition, thought the rates of malnutrition are lower in female headed 
households. Given the finding that on average women have a greater saying in decision related to 
children and their welfare, there is the potential for the BISP cash transfer to increase the 
nutritional status of children both through the direct injection of cash into the household but also if it 
contributes to the improvement women’s bargaining position within the household leading to an 
increased “voice” for protection of child welfare.  

We also find that by any measure poverty amongst Group A household who are eligible for the 
cash transfer is very high, with 73% of Group A households categorised as in poverty against the 
national poverty line. We also compare the poverty rates for households in which all eligible 
receiver women have a CNIC against households in which at least one otherwise eligible receiver 
woman does not have a CNIC. Whilst the poverty rates of these two groups of households are not 
different, we find evidence that households with otherwise eligible women who do not possess a 
CNIC have deeper levels of poverty, or in other words are further away from the poverty line.  

In addition we find evidence that disabled women are less likely to possess a CNIC, whilst we find 
that a woman’s own literacy level does not affect the probability of her possession of a CNIC, but 
rather it is the literacy of the household head that will positively affect the probability of the woman 
possessing a CNIC.  

Livelihoods 

In line with overall low levels of productive asset ownership (with the exception of livestock), the 
vast majority of evaluation households rely on their resources of human capital as their main 
livelihood strategy. 69% of households reported either casual labour or salaried work as their main 
source of household income, with 53% of households reporting casual labour as the main source. 
The challenge for households who must adopt casual labour has a livelihood strategy is that it is 
inherently risky, dependent on the demand for casual labour. BISP beneficiaries will thus see a 
reduction in the risk of their livelihoods as a result of the cash transfer. 
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We also report significant levels of child labour, with 10% of children aged 5-14 years engaged in 
child labour. The results of a model of the decision for the household to engage in child labour as a 
livelihood strategy suggest that children with higher levels of per adult equivalent consumption 
expenditure and children whose mother works have a lower probability of engaging in child labour 
and a higher probability of participating in school. This evidence provides a channel through which 
the BISP can impact upon child labour, as the direct injection of cash into household will help to will 
reduce the pressure on child labour as a source of funding household consumption expenditure.  

Shocks 

We find a large proportion of households have experienced a significant shock to the income or 
assets of the household, particularly as a result of the sharp rise in the price of food. The most 
commonly reported coping mechanism was a reduction in the consumption of food, which can 
have particularly harmful effects on infants and young children. Households found it particularly 
difficult to deal with shocks experienced by many other households and more often than not had to 
resort to damaging coping strategies when faced with a covariate shock.  

A key area of research for the impact evaluation study should be whether the regular and reliable 
BISP cash transfers allow beneficiary households to smooth consumption even in the face of a 
significant shock.  

Assets 

The majority of households own livestock, with the most common livestock categories being goats, 
poultry and cows. Ownership of agricultural land is low with just 12% of evaluation households 
owning any agricultural land and only 9% of Group A households owning agricultural land. 
Furthermore, we find that the ownership of productive non-livestock assets is also low amongst 
evaluation households. This fits with the evidence garnered that households are in the main using 
their resources of human capital in order to survive. A key potential area of research will be to 
identify whether the BISP allows for the accumulation of other forms of capital than human, and 
allow for a diversification in the livelihood strategies adopted by households.  

A key finding for education is that Net Enrolment Rates (NER) for primary school aged children are 
comparatively low in the evaluation population, at just 31% in the BISP baseline survey, compared 
to a national average of 57%. The baseline survey also reveals that the main reason that was 
given for having never attended primary education was that it was too expensive, providing a clear 
channel through which the BISP can hope to improve the NER of primary school aged children in 
beneficiary households.  

This is particularly important when put against the context of securing the livelihoods of the next 
generation. Literacy levels are very low with just 36% of the evaluation population 10 years of age 
and older who are literate. These low levels of literacy contributes to poverty, for instance by 
reducing the ability to secure well paid and secure work other than casual labour.  

Health  

The data on the health seeking behaviour suggests that in the majority of cases households are 
seeking consultation for illnesses of household members. For example in 82% of child diarrhoea 
and in 80% of cases of other illnesses or injury a health practitioner was consulted. However, we 
also find that the cost of consultation was a significant   reason why consultation was not sought for 
cases of illness. Therefore it is advisable that the use of BISP cash transfers for spending on 
health care be closely monitored, since improved health outcomes is expected to contribute both 
directly and indirectly to poverty reduction.  
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Finance  

We find that most households surveyed do not have cash savings. The majority of households with 
cash savings do so through the informal bisi-savings channel, though a significant number of those 
that save do so through a bank. The survey also reports high levels of borrowing, in particular to 
finance the purchase of food. We also find that of the households who did not borrow money in the 
year preceding the survey 23% did not do so because they either felt that they would not be able to 
pay the loan back or they felt that they would be refused. Whether the BISP will allow beneficiary 
households to increase their access to credit or allows beneficiary households greater access to 
credit or allows them to reduce their indebtedness should be assessed through the impact 
evaluation.  

Overall 

It is clear from the data presented in this baseline report that most of the evaluation households 
and in particular households which are eligible for the BISP cash transfer (our Group A 
households) are chronically poor. This is reflected in the low levels of consumption expenditure, 
high rates of poverty as compared to the national poverty line, limited and insecure livelihood 
options, low literacy rates and widespread adoption of damaging ‘coping strategies’. These 
households have been put under severe stress not only as a result of the food price crisis that lead 
to the birth of the BISP, but also due to successive years of severe flooding in large parts of 
Pakistan.  

In this context, the introduction of targeted cash transfers through the BISP has the potential to 
perform an important consumption smoothing function in the poorest households. Furthermore it 
has the potential to provide a consumption enhancing function if it allows for the investment in 
productive assets such as education, non-agricultural businesses and so on. This consumption 
enhancing function may be limited by continued food insecurity and the falling purchasing power of 
cash over time. As a result it is crucial that these potential impacts are carefully assessed with the 
application of an impact evaluation survey. Only by building rigorous evidence of the causal 
channels through which the BISP cash transfer can improve the welfare outcomes of the poorest 
households will the BISP be able to embed itself in the fabric of social protection in Pakistan.  
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Annex A Additional tables 

A.1 Section 3: Household demographics 

Table A.1 Household age distribution 

 Male 
 

Female 
 

Total 
 

 
% 

Number individuals 
(un-weighted) 

% 
Number individuals 

(un-weighted) 
% 

Number individuals 
(un-weighted) 

0–4 13.41 4,488 12.94 4,291 13.18 8,779 

5–9 18.85 6,308 18.29 6,065 18.57 12,373 

10–14 17.93 5,999 16.62 5,512 17.28 11,511 

15–19 11.47 3,839 12.32 4,087 11.9 7,926 

20–24 6.45 2,160 6.13 2,034 6.29 4,194 

25–39 4.75 1,590 5.58 1,850 5.16 3,440 

30–34 4.17 1,395 5.78 1,917 4.97 3,312 

35–39 4.35 1,456 6.05 2,007 5.2 3,463 

40–44 5.17 1,730 4.87 1,615 5.02 3,345 

45–49 4.03 1,348 3.26 1,082 3.65 2,430 

50–54 2.69 901 2.28 757 2.49 1,658 

55–59 1.95 651 1.56 516 1.75 1,167 

60–64 1.75 587 1.49 494 1.62 1,081 

65–69 0.93 311 0.94 313 0.94 624 

70–74 0.94 313 0.93 309 0.93 622 

75–79 0.49 163 0.36 121 0.43 284 

80+ 0.67 225 0.58 191 0.62 416 

Total  100 33,464 100 33,161 100 66,625 

Mean age      

Group A 20      

Group B 23      

Total  21.17      
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Table A.2 Household composition 

 Group A Group B Total Sample 
 

Percentage 
N = number of households 

(unweighted) 
Percentage 

N = number of households 
(unweighted) 

Percentage 
N = number of households 

(unweighted) 

Sex of household head      

Male 93.91 3,912 89.64 4,106 91.76 8,018 

Female 6.09 246 10.36 411 8.24 657 

Residence  
      

Urban 11.89 863 20.25 1,537 16.09 2,400 

Rural 88.11 3,295 79.75 2,980 83.91 6,275 

Number of household members 
 

One 0.00 0 1.15 21 0.58 21 

Two - Three 0.00 0 11.78 374 5.92 374 

Four - Five 7.22 304 28.00 1,169 17.66 1,473 

Six - Seven 31.36 1,336 30.35 1,436 30.86 2,772 

Eight - Nine 34.75 1,327 17.44 891 26.05 2,218 

Ten +  26.67 1,191 11.28 626 18.93 1,817 

Mean Household 
Size 

8.57 4,158 6.37 4,517 7.46 8,675 

Number of ever-married women in the household (18 years +) 

Zero 0.46 24 2.86 67 1.66 91 

One 68.41 2,860 72.45 3,213 70.45 6073 

Two 23.25 919 18.35 924 20.79 1843 

Three 5.57 262 4.98 242 5.27 504 

Four plus 2.32 93 1.35 71 1.83 164 

Mean number of 
ever-married 
women (18+) 

1.42 4,158 1.30 4,517 1.36 8,675 
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Table A.3 Male and female background characteristics: males and females 15 years and older 

 Male Female Total 

 
Percentage 

N= number of 
individuals 

(unweighted) 
Percentage 

N= number of 
individuals 

(unweighted) 
Percentage 

N= number of 
individuals 

(unweighted) 

Total 100 16,669 100 17,293 100 33,962 

Residence  
      

Urban 16.42 4,824 16.15 5,045 16.28 9,869 

Rural 83.58 11,845 83.85 12,248 83.72 24,093 

Marital status 
     

Currently married 59.78 9,886 61.32 10,521 60.56 20,407 

Never married 36.46 6,186 29.09 5,185 32.71 11,371 

Widow/widower 2.95 451 7.94 1,353 5.49 1,804 

Divorced 0.41 72 1.37 191 0.9 263 

Nikkahsoleminised but 
Rukhsati not taken place 

0.18 44 0.28 43 0.23 87 

Missing 0.21 30 0 0 0.1 30 

Completed schooling 
    

None 63.62 9,827 82.37 13,914 73.15 23,741 

Primary 16.31 2,928 9.52 1,650 12.86 4,578 

Middle 10.65 1,847 4.45 820 7.5 2,667 

Secondary 6.18 1,344 1.92 513 4.01 1,857 

Higher Secondary + 2.54 613 1.14 271 1.83 884 

Missing 0.71 110 0.59 125 0.65 235 

Poverty score 
     

Group A: score<=16.17 50.91 8,033 51.81 8,365 51.37 16,398 

Group B: score>16.17 49.09 8,636 48.19 8,928 48.63 17,564 

 

Table A.4 CNIC possession, 18 years and older 

 
Male Female Total 



 

130 © Oxford Policy Management  

 

Total  84.14 65.15 74.55 

Age Group 
  

18–27 67.21 36.84 52.05 

28–37 92.42 72.69 81.09 

38–47 90.59 80.46 85.78 

48–57 96.33 85.97 91.6 

58–67 95.73 80.32 88.34 

68 + 83.09 76.94 80.05 

Residence 
  

Urban 85.84 69.5 77.64 

Rural 83.8 64.32 73.95 

Province 
   

Punjab 79.83 59.01 69.27 

Sindh 86.67 72.11 79.52 

KPK 90.61 68.37 78.95 

Baluchistan 91.77 77.7 84.74 

Poverty Score 
  

Group A: score<=16.17 83.42 64.24 73.7 

Group B: score>16.17 84.85 66.08 75.4 
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Table A.5 Self-reported disability status 
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Total 5.85 11.87 2.88 34.24 2.99 19.14 2.34 6.74 5.73 1.96 8.58 2.96 0.58 100 

Sex               

Male 6.66 11.01 3.19 31.23 3.44 22.37 2.62 5.86 4.88 2.50 9.02 2.87 1.01 100 

Female 5.04 13.02 2.47 38.28 2.39 14.81 1.95 7.93 6.88 1.22 7.99 3.07 0.00 100 

Locality               

Urban 5.68 6.84 3.23 36.46 2.72 17.49 2.31 7.80 6.12 2.87 9.98 3.55 0.63 100 

Rural 5.89 12.80 2.81 33.83 3.04 19.45 2.34 6.54 5.66 1.79 8.31 2.85 0.57 100 

Province               

Punjab 6.85 11.15 2.24 37.70 2.15 19.97 1.86 6.21 6.09 2.40 7.17 2.86 0.21 100 

Sindh 5.59 13.11 4.14 32.38 5.10 17.20 3.00 6.30 3.87 1.13 8.71 3.45 1.62 100 

KPK 4.55 9.81 3.16 25.84 1.90 20.23 3.63 9.57 7.01 1.75 14.97 1.98 0.15 100 

Baluchistan 2.15 26.28 5.40 6.01 8.19 12.73 2.07 10.92 8.66 0.00 13.07 4.99 1.68 100 

Poverty score              

Group A: 
score<=16.17 

5.36 10.02 3.25 34.23 3.20 19.13 2.86 7.87 5.13 2.19 8.82 2.58 0.73 100 

Group B: 
score>16.17 

6.51 13.89 2.47 34.25 2.76 19.16 1.76 5.50 6.40 1.70 8.31 3.37 0.42 100 
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A.2 Section 4: Welfare indicators 

Table A.6 Attitudes to family life 

  Group A 
  

Group B 
  

Full Sample 
 

  Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 

Important decision in 
family should be made by 
men 

Strongly disagree 0.94 2.57 1.95 1.98 4.45 3.51 1.48 3.53 2.75 

Disagree 15.05 10.17 12.02 16.10 13.45 14.46 15.59 11.85 13.27 

Agree 57.14 51.41 53.58 53.47 48.58 50.44 55.26 49.96 51.97 

Strongly agree 26.86 35.85 32.45 28.45 33.52 31.59 27.68 34.66 32.01 

If wife is working outside 
home husband should 
help with housework 

Strongly disagree 3.27 4.17 3.83 4.03 4.23 4.16 3.66 4.20 4.00 

Disagree 27.13 26.23 26.57 24.80 23.34 23.89 25.94 24.75 25.20 

Agree 62.88 57.74 59.68 62.88 57.09 59.30 62.88 57.41 59.48 

Strongly agree 6.72 11.86 9.91 8.29 15.34 12.65 7.52 13.64 11.32 

A married woman should 
be allowed to work outside 
home if she likes 

Strongly disagree 9.82 3.70 6.02 10.66 4.16 6.63 10.25 3.93 6.33 

Disagree 42.22 22.73 30.11 41.98 18.92 27.71 42.10 20.79 28.88 

Agree 43.60 62.69 55.47 42.82 62.64 55.09 43.20 62.67 55.27 

Strongly agree 4.35 10.87 8.41 4.54 14.28 10.57 4.45 12.61 9.51 

Wife has right to express 
her opinion if she 
disagrees with husband 

Strongly disagree 3.91 3.02 3.36 4.22 3.49 3.77 4.07 3.26 3.57 

Disagree 29.87 17.86 22.41 26.56 14.12 18.86 28.17 15.95 20.59 

Agree 60.11 68.76 65.48 60.32 68.18 65.18 60.22 68.46 65.33 

Strongly agree 6.11 10.36 8.75 8.90 14.22 12.19 7.54 12.33 10.51 

A wife should tolerate 
being beaten for sake of 
family 

Strongly disagree 3.24 2.18 2.58 5.70 3.94 4.61 4.50 3.08 3.62 

Disagree 22.44 18.34 19.89 22.94 18.45 20.16 22.70 18.39 20.03 

Agree 64.33 60.99 62.25 59.07 58.68 58.83 61.63 59.81 60.50 

Strongly agree 9.99 18.50 15.28 12.29 18.92 16.40 11.17 18.72 15.85 

Itis better to send a son to 
school than a daughter 

Strongly disagree 10.97 16.09 14.15 16.38 22.06 19.90 13.75 19.14 17.09 

Disagree 55.72 61.27 59.17 57.25 62.35 60.40 56.50 61.82 59.80 

Agree 28.05 19.32 22.62 19.90 12.90 15.57 23.87 16.04 19.01 

Strongly agree 5.26 3.31 4.05 6.46 2.70 4.13 5.88 3.00 4.09 
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Table A.8 Monthly per capita consumption expenditure by major commodity groups 

  
 
 
 
 

Food  

 
 

Apparel, 
textile  

and footwear 

 
 
 
 
 

Transport  

Cleaning, 
laundry and 

personal 
appearance 

 
 

Recreation and 
entertainment 

 
 
 
 
 

Education 

 
 
 
 
 

Rent 

 
 
 

Fuel 
and 

lighting 

 
 
 
 

Miscellaneous 

 
 
 
 
 

Total 

Total 
          

BISP* 891.79 84.54 43.26 73.35 3.07 26.18 157.53 139.01 155.94 1574.67 
HIES**   845.87 80.72 55.58 59.42 2.45 21.71 121.60 120.27 120.78 1428.40 

Residence           

Urban           

BISP 861.01 80.25 40.47 74.79 7.67 38.09 255.29 129.76 152.04 1639.39 
HIES  790.67 82.46 51.5 62.11 5.68 31.78 187.22 120.24 109.71 1441.37 
Rural           

BISP 897.72 85.36 43.80 73.08 2.19 23.88 138.69 140.80 156.69 1562.20 
HIES   857.83 80.34 56.47 58.83 1.74 19.52 107.38 120.27 123.21 1425.59 

Province           

Punjab           
BISP 842.26 81.13 37.73 76.02 3.55 30.07 143.07 148.94 140.96 1503.74 
HIES   812.07 82.08 48.57 62.59 2.6 25.63 122.54 130.94 120.32 1407.34 
Sindh           
BISP 953.31 80.87 43.82 73.70 3.86 17.22 169.36 116.26 159.23 1617.63 
HIES   1001.48 70.26 74.26 61.13 3.11 13.97 134.56 87.41 104.93 1551.11 
KP 

          
BISP 957.39 92.62 65.45 73.80 0.91 36.30 156.11 147.75 185.51 1715.84 
HIES   887.7 85.47 51.19 40.48 1.07 21.95 90.9 135.06 141.21 1455.03 
Baluchistan 

          
BISP 911.65 105.73 37.51 51.96 1.21 8.41 224.90 127.18 194.80 1663.35 
HIES   886.35 105.46 63.04 67.39 1.00 9.41 136.3 107.24 115.12 1491.31 

*BISP baseline survey 2011, **HIES (First quintile) 2010–11 



 

134 © Oxford Policy Management  

 

 

 
 
 
  

Table A.9 Real per adult equivalent monthly consumption expenditure by major commodity groups 

 
 
Commodity group 

Residence Poverty group  
 

Total Urban  Rural  Group A Group B 

Total 1852.99 1799.75 1601.47 2083.64 1808.35 

Food 988.39 1055.42 956.45 1161.87 1044.59 
Apparel, textile, and footwear 91.85 100.13 84.80 117.42 98.79 
Transport  46.33 51.29 42.02 61.76 50.49 
Cleaning, laundry and 
personal appearance 

86.19 86.39 79.13 95.97 86.36 

Recreation and 
entertainment 8.79 2.58 2.51 5.01 3.58 
Education 44.17 28.69 21.07 44.65 31.19 
Medicare 54.36 52.91 48.49 59.34 53.15 
Housing and rent 292.10 162.11 139.84 240.69 183.11 
Fuel and lighting 149.82 166.27 144.85 186.56 163.61 
Miscellaneous 91.00 93.98 82.30 108.39 93.49 
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Table A.10 Percentage distribution of consumption expenditure by commodity group* 

 
 
Commodity group 

Residence Poverty score  

Urban  Rural  Group A Group B Total 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Food 53.33 58.62 59.72 55.78 57.74 
Apparel, textile, and footwear 4.97 5.58 5.31 5.64 5.48 
Transport  2.51 2.85 2.63 2.96 2.80 
Cleaning, laundry and personal 
appearance 

4.72 4.74 4.89 4.59 4.74 

Recreation and entertainment 0.47 0.14 0.16 0.24 0.20 
Education 2.37 1.58 1.31 2.10 1.71 
Medicare 2.94 2.94 3.03 2.86 2.94 
Housing and rent 15.77 9.03 8.74 11.54 10.14 
Fuel and lighting 8.09 9.24 9.03 9.08 9.05 
Miscellaneous 4.91 5.22 5.14 5.19 5.17 

*Expenditure relates to items used per adult equivalent expenditure 
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A.3 Section 6: Livelihood strategies and labour participation 

Table A.11 Percentage distribution of households by main source of household income 

 
Residence Province Poverty score 

Sex of household 
head  

Main source of household 
income 

Urban Rural Punjab Sindh KPK Baluchistan Group A Group B Male Female Pakistan 

Salary 22.43 16.20 17.91 16.79 15.33 17.15 15.75 18.65 17.87 9.84 17.21 

Casual labour 50.13 48.81 51.97 46.13 46.99 41.97 52.98 45.10 50.45 33.14 49.02 

Petty trading 4.85 1.73 3.09 1.34 0.44 2.38 1.75 2.70 2.39 0.40 2.23 

Skilled trading 2.45 0.85 0.91 1.69 1.17 0.56 1.12 1.09 1.19 0.18 1.11 

Cash crop production 1.43 9.13 5.86 14.73 3.43 8.55 7.84 7.94 8.31 3.16 7.89 

Food crop production 1.02 6.05 1.91 9.47 5.84 13.35 5.62 4.87 5.59 1.38 5.24 

Remittances 3.15 6.18 6.26 0.94 12.61 4.10 4.40 6.98 2.53 40.93 5.69 

Gifts 0.28 0.22 0.33 0.00 0.22 0.25 0.07 0.39 0.22 0.36 0.23 

Begging 0.31 0.41 0.51 0.50 0.05 0.00 0.34 0.45 0.42 0.11 0.40 

Food assistance 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.03 0.07 0.11 0.09 0.11 0.04 0.10 

Small business 11.00 6.80 8.00 5.44 9.59 6.46 6.34 8.60 7.93 2.50 7.48 

Fishing 0.35 0.41 0.00 1.65 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.17 0.44 0.00 0.40 

Pension and social assistance 0.39 0.60 0.71 0.32 0.38 0.64 0.63 0.49 0.51 1.13 0.56 

Rent 0.12 0.06 0.11 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.11 0.04 0.40 0.07 

Construction 0.22 0.08 0.01 0.14 0.13 0.49 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.00 0.10 

Hunting/gathering 0.03 0.22 0.17 0.04 0.13 0.91 0.07 0.31 0.21 0.00 0.19 

No income 1.01 1.38 1.56 0.30 2.66 0.51 1.55 1.10 1.06 4.25 1.32 

Others 0.43 0.55 0.41 0.23 1.00 1.32 0.46 0.60 0.50 0.79 0.53 

No Information 0.30 0.22 0.18 0.13 0.00 1.29 0.21 0.26 0.13 1.41 0.23 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
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Table A.12 Percentage of households receiving transfers by type 

 
Zakat 

Flood relief: 
WATAN card 

Rural Support 
Programme 

Remittances Any transfer 

Total 0.70 6.50 1.60 14.10 29.86 

Residence 
    

 

Urban 0.50 2.80 1.00 13.50 23.67 

Rural 0.80 7.20 1.70 14.20 31.05 

Province 
    

 

Punjab 0.70 2.80 1.20 15.00 26.28 

Sindh 0.10 15.80 2.40 8.20 34.94 

KPK 2.50 6.50 2.80 26.20 47.31 

Baluchistan 0.20 3.30 0.00 4.60 7.81 

Poverty score 
   

 

Group A 1.10 8.00 1.80 11.70 28.97 

Group B 0.40 5.10 1.40 16.50 30.74 

Sex of household head 
   

 

Male 1.20 6.90 1.10 10.60 26.57 

Female 0.70 2.10 1.60 53.20 66.53 
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Table A.13 Median value of transfer received, for households in receipt of transfer (PKR) 

 
Zakat* 

Flood relief: 
WATAN card 

Rural Support 
Programme 

Remittances Any transfer 

Total  n/a 20,000 9,000 20,000 20,000 

Residence  
    

 

Urban n/a 20,000 7,000 10,000 12,000 

Rural n/a 20,000 9,000 24,000 20,000 

Province  
   

 

Punjab n/a 20,000 9,000 25,000 15,000 

Sindh n/a 20,000 10,000 6,000 20,000 

KPK n/a 20,000 9,000 24,000 19,000 

Baluchistan n/a 20,000 n/a 20,000 20,000 

Poverty score  
  

 

Group A n/a 20,000 9,000 20,000 20,000 

Group B n/a 20,000 9,000 20,000 20,000 

Sex of household head  
  

 

Male n/a 20,000 9,000 15,000 15,000 

Female n/a 20,000 9,000 48,000 35,000 

*Note: due to the small proportion of households that receive Zakat,the median value is not reported as the sample 
size for those who receive Zakat is too small to provide robust results.  
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Table A.14 Percentage of households paying out transfers and median value of transfers for households who 
pay out (PKR) 

 Percentage of households Median value 

 Zakat Remittance Inheritance, 
marriage, 

dowry, etc. 

Any transfer 
out 

Zakat Remittance* Inheritance, 
marriage, 

dowry, etc.* 

Any transfer 
out 

Total 59.42 0.94 3.41 60.26 500 n/a n/a 500 

Residence          

Urban 59.15 1.06 2.84 60.01 500 n/a n/a 500 

Rural 59.47 0.91 3.52 60.31 500 n/a n/a 500 

Province         

Punjab 58.37 0.04 4.51 59.21 500 n/a n/a 525 

Sindh 52.50 1.65 2.25 54.01 500 n/a n/a 500 

KPK 63.29 1.96 3.18 63.48 480 n/a n/a 500 

Baluchistan 79.90 0.42 0.13 79.91 470 n/a n/a 470 

Poverty score         

Group A 53.42 0.59 1.91 53.88 500 n/a n/a 500 

Group B 65.34 1.28 4.89 66.57 500 n/a n/a 500 

Sex of household head         

Male 60.17 0.93 3.23 60.97 500 n/a n/a 500 

Female 50.98 1.05 5.46 53.35 490 n/a n/a 500 

*Note: due to the small proportion of households that pay out remittance or inheritance etc., themedian value is not reported as the sample size for these groups is too small to provide 
robust estimates 
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Table A.15 Percentage of children aged 5–14 engaged in child labour 

 Total Group A Group B 

Total 9.55 10.28 8.31 

Residence 
   

Urban 8.99 10.98 7.19 

Rural 9.66 10.18 8.65 

Province 
   

Punjab 7.87 8.56 6.72 

Sindh 12.93 14.61 9.17 

KPK 6.09 6.51 5.47 

Baluchistan 16.36 13.63 19.31 

Gender 
   

Male 12.08 13.06 10.41 

Female 6.83 7.29 6.03 

Age group  
   

Age 5–11 Years 6.46 6.89 5.71 

Age 12–14 Years 17.22 19.07 14.31 

School 
participation    

Currently enrolled 5.18 5.76 4.52 

Not enrolled 15.12 14.33 17.59 
Percentage of children aged 5–14 involved in child labour activities at the moment of the survey. A child is considered to be involved in child 
labour activities underthe following classification: (a) children aged 5–11 that during the week preceding the survey did at least one hour of 
economic activity or at least 28 hours of domestic work, and(b) children aged 12–14 that during the week preceding the survey did at least 14 
hours of economic activity or at least 42 hours of economic activity and domestic work combined. 
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Table A.16 Sequential probit model to understand choice of schooling and child labour (children aged 5–14) 

 First stage: Child goes to 
school only 

Second stage: Child goes to 
school and engages in child 

labour 

Third stage: Child doesn't go 
to school but engages in child 

labour 

Fourth Stage: Child neither 
goes to school nor engages in 

child labour 
 

Coefficient 
Standard 

Error 
Coefficient 

Standard 
Error 

Coefficient 
Standard 

Error 
Coefficient 

Standard 
Error 

Child characteristics 
        

Age of child  0.6499* 0.0449 0.6115* 0.0932 0.1828* 0.0693 -0.5405* 0.0516 

Age squared -0.0336* 0.0026 -0.0256* 0.0052 -0.0020 0.0034 0.0256* 0.0029 

Female -0.2075* 0.0482 -0.3838* 0.0745 -0.2345* 0.0481 0.3170* 0.0451 

Parent characteristics  
        

Father works -0.0554 0.0391 -0.1109 0.0827 0.0458 0.0504 0.0593 0.0381 

Mother works 0.1167* 0.0405 -0.2698* 0.0773 -0.2751* 0.0565 -0.0339 0.0452 

Father literate 0.3476* 0.0516 0.1212*** 0.0665 -0.3363* 0.0668 -0.3167 0.0574 

Mother literate 0.6134* 0.1006 0.2072*** 0.1115 -0.4072* 0.1482 -0.5726* 0.0923 

Household 
characteristics          

Head of household 
female 

0.3917** 0.1546 -0.6318** 0.3215 0.0872 0.2487 -0.3849*** 0.2119 

Ln of real per adult 
equivalent consumption 
expenditure 

0.6321* 0.0742 0.0840 0.1593 -0.2596** 0.1112 -0.5550* 0.0910 

Household Size 0.0220* 0.0070 0.0217 0.0179 -0.0199 0.0139 -0.0283* 0.0070 

Child dependency ratio -0.0447*** 0.0247 -0.0296 0.0384 0.0689** 0.0314 0.0211 0.0268 

Location 
characteristics

+
         

Ln of time to nearest 
gov't primary school 

-0.0888** 0.0361 0.0414 0.0543 0.0149 0.0542 0.0529 0.0341 

Punjab 0.4688* 0.1013 -0.3587* 0.1521 -0.3975* 0.1182 -0.2544* 0.1028 

Sindh -0.2614* 0.0883 -0.1861 0.1424 -0.0667 0.1154 0.2928 0.0766 

KPK 0.4889* 0.1079 -0.1299 0.1549 -0.6083* 0.1441 -0.3213* 0.1055 

Rural  -0.2297* 0.0738 0.0687 0.0834 0.0377 0.0784 0.2141* 0.0739 

Constant  -7.6525 0.6639 -5.3456 1.3448 -0.3739 1.0514 6.3801 0.7664 

Notes: * indicates significant at 1% level of significance, ** at 5% level, *** at 10% level  
+ coefficient with reference against Baluchistan  
Results are weighted by household weights and clustered at the level of the PSU 
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Table A.18 Percentage of active labour force aged 15 and above that is 
employed 

 

  
 

Group A 
 

Group B Total 

Total 95.35 94.88 95.13 
Sex    
Male 93.90 93.55 93.73 
Female 99.12 98.89 99.02 
Residence    
Urban 94.65 94.72 94.69 
Rural 95.46 94.92 95.22 
Province    
Punjab 96.71 96.3 96.51 
Sindh 95.41 94.95 95.23 

Table A.17 Crude activity rates and refined activity rates 

 Crude activity rates Refined activity rates 

Total 26.45 51.97 

Residence   

Urban 27.07 52.79 

Rural 26.33 51.81 

Province   

Punjab 26.92 53.70 

Sindh 29.03 57.94 

KPK 21.69 40.77 

Baluchistan 23.63 43.36 

Poverty score   

Group A 24.39 53.26 

Group B 29.20 50.60 
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KPK 89.97 92.77 91.43 
Baluchistan 92.43 88.39 90.05 
Age    
15–19 90.15 88.84 89.61 
20–24 92.03 90.91 91.48 
25–29 95.41 92.89 93.97 
30–34 97.37 96.31 96.91 
35–39 98.84 98.28 98.61 
40–44 97.05 97.22 97.12 
45–49 98.14 99.5 98.81 
50–54 99.09 99.28 99.19 
55–59 99.3 97.63 98.28 
60–64 94.86 99.97 97.84 
65 + 96.99 96.41 96.64 
    

 

Table A.19 Percentage distribution of employed persons by age 

  Residence Province Poverty score 

Age category Total Urban Rural Punjab Sindh KPK Baluchistan Group A Group B 

Total 95.13 94.69 95.22 96.51 95.23 91.43 90.05 95.35 94.88 
15–19 16.32 16.80 16.23 17.78 16.78 12.93 8.55 18.35 14.07 
20–24 11.97 11.96 11.97 10.85 12.73 15.54 11.56 11.57 12.41 
25–29 10.95 9.96 11.14 10.22 11.25 9.75 17.84 9.08 13.03 
30–34 10.09 9.31 10.24 10.19 9.71 9.41 12.04 10.88 9.21 
35–39 11.60 12.56 11.49 12.66 11.11 9.26 9.17 12.91 10.14 
40–44 11.46 12.23 11.30 12.17 10.63 12.09 7.87 12.54 10.26 
45–49 9.02 9.37 8.95 9.85 8.77 6.28 8.19 8.59 9.50 
50–54 6.00 5.24 6.15 5.66 5.82 7.39 6.96 5.61 6.43 
55–59 3.43 3.94 3.34 3.06 4.03 4.40 2.30 2.56 4.41 
60–64 2.46 2.01 2.55 2.08 2.68 2.58 4.44 1.88 3.10 
65+ 1.82 1.30 1.93 1.98 1.71 1.78 1.12 1.38 2.31 
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Table A.20 Percentage distribution of employed persons by employment status 

 Employer Self 
employed 

Employee Unpaid 
family 
helper 

Casual 
worker 

Owner 
cultivator 

Share 
cropper 

Other 
agriculture 

Other Total 

Total 0.55 14.96 16.65 9.90 47.37 1.89 6.71 1.74 0.23 100.00 
Residence           

Urban 1.25 20.74 22.51 5.02 48.43 0.62 0.58 0.46 0.40 100.00 
Rural 0.42 13.82 15.49 10.86 47.16 2.14 7.91 1.99 0.20 100.00 
Province           

Punjab 0.34 16.80 17.29 9.13 50.36 1.39 2.85 1.78 0.06 100.00 
Sindh 0.80 12.81 13.59 14.08 41.45 2.47 12.75 1.53 0.52 100.00 
KPK 0.76 15.10 16.22 4.80 52.64 2.80 5.65 1.99 0.05 100.00 
Baluchistan 0.98 7.90 25.33 7.62 37.24 2.09 16.20 1.79 0.86 100.00 
Poverty score           

Group A 0.55 12.64 13.64 10.56 52.09 1.39 7.08 1.75 0.29 100.00 
Group B 0.55 17.56 20.00 9.15 42.10 2.46 6.29 1.72 0.17 100.00 
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Table A.21 Percentage distribution of employed persons by major occupation groups 

 Legislator, 
senior 

official and 
manager 

Professional Technicians 
and 

associate 
professional 

Clerk Service 
worker and 

shop and 
market sales 

worker 

Skilled 
agricultura

l and 
fishery 
worker 

Crafts and 
related 
worker 

Plant and 
machine 

operator and 
assembler 

Elementary 
occupation 

Total 

Total 0.23 0.70 1.20 0.59 14.09 14.61 10.91 5.69 51.97 100 

Residence           

Urban 0.06 1.17 1.47 0.88 23.13 4.44 15.31 9.68 43.85 100.00 
Rural 0.27 0.60 1.15 0.54 12.30 16.63 10.04 4.90 53.57 100.00 

Province           

Punjab 0.34 0.39 1.02 0.63 16.61 7.93 9.32 4.48 59.29 100.00 
Sindh 0.16 1.36 1.15 0.28 9.89 29.26 17.20 5.42 35.29 100.00 
KPK 0.00 0.43 1.19 0.82 14.87 10.07 5.98 11.24 55.42 100.00 
Baluchistan 0.00 0.98 3.16 1.29 8.62 18.06 6.37 7.65 53.87 100.00 

Poverty score           

Group A 0.07 0.46 0.58 0.56 12.40 16.10 9.74 4.43 55.65 100.00 

Group B 0.41 0.96 1.90 0.63 15.98 12.94 12.22 7.11 47.84 100.00 

           

 

Table A.22 Employment status by agriculture and non-agriculture workers 

 Agriculture workers Non-agriculture workers Total 

Total 33.35 66.65 100.00 
Residence    

Urban 10.84 89.16 100.00 
Rural 37.80 62.20 100.00 
Province    

Punjab 32.09 67.91 100.00 
Sindh 39.53 60.47 100.00 
KPK 24.27 75.73 100.00 
Baluchistan 33.92 66.08 100.00 
Poverty score    

Group A 36.31 63.69 100.00 
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Group B 30.03 69.97 100.00 
    

Table A.23 Average number of earners per household 

  
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

Total 1.99 1.76 1.88 
Residence    

Urban 2.19 1.77 1.92 
Rural 1.97 1.76 1.87 
Province    

Punjab 1.97 1.90 1.94 
Sindh 2.25 1.96 2.12 
KPK 1.57 1.45 1.51 
Baluchistan 1.91 1.19 1.42 
    

Table A.24 Percentage distribution of employed persons by number of hours worked during the last week before 
the interview 

 Not 
worked 

Less 
than 5 
hours 

5–9 
hours 

10–14 
hours 

15–24 
hours 

25–34 
hours 

35–39 
hours 

40–41 
hours 

42–48 
hours 

49–55 
hours 

 56 and 
more 

hours 

Total 

Total 6.52 0.53 2.09 3.08 8.24 7.90 6.31 4.72 16.86 7.73 36.02 100.00 
Residence             

Urban 4.46 0.42 1.91 3.37 8.13 7.42 6.25 3.40 18.55 7.33 38.76 100.00 
Rural 6.92 0.55 2.13 3.02 8.26 8.00 6.33 4.98 16.53 7.80 35.49 100.00 
Province             

Punjab 7.80 0.56 2.56 3.16 9.24 8.17 7.55 5.18 14.28 8.44 33.05 100.00 
Sindh 3.08 0.60 1.69 3.86 7.23 6.86 5.68 2.28 17.86 6.21 44.64 100.00 
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Table A.25 Percentage of active labour force aged 15 + that is unemployed 

 

  

 
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

Total 4.65 5.12 4.87 
Residence    
Urban 5.35 5.28 5.31 
Rural 4.54 5.08 4.78 
Province    
Punjab 3.29 3.70 3.49 
Sindh 4.59 5.05 4.77 
KPK 10.03 7.23 8.57 
Baluchistan 7.57 11.61 9.95 
Age    
15–19 9.85 11.16 10.39 
20–24 7.97 9.09 8.52 
25–29 4.59 7.11 6.03 
30–34 2.63 3.69 3.09 
35–39 1.16 1.72 1.39 
40–44 2.95 2.78 2.88 
45–49 1.86 0.5 1.19 

KPK 8.80 0.42 1.49 1.78 7.67 8.62 2.76 5.37 16.97 8.91 37.21 100.00 
Baluchistan 6.16 0.08 0.81 1.25 4.76 8.80 4.72 10.32 35.38 5.91 21.81 100.00 
Poverty score             

Group A 6.68 0.57 1.83 3.51 7.98 7.57 6.56 4.12 16.33 8.18 36.66 100.00 
Group B 6.33 0.48 2.38 2.60 8.52 8.27 6.04 5.39 17.46 7.22 35.31 100.00 
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50–54 0.91 0.72 0.81 
55–59 0.7 2.37 1.72 
60–64 5.14 0.03 2.16 
65 + 3.01 3.59 3.36 
    

 

 

 

Table A.26 Percentage of inactive labour force aged 15 + that is despaired 

 

  

 
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

Total 12.99 8.69 10.83 
Sex    
Male 13.88 11.13 12.46 
Female 12.74 7.95 10.36 
Residence    
Urban 12.59 8.76 10.16 
Rural 13.04 8.67 10.96 
Province    
Punjab 16.70 12.92 14.83 
Sindh 13.12 7.29 10.61 
KPK 4.01 2.84 3.38 
Baluchistan 7.50 2.72 4.54 
Age    
15–19 23.91 15.04 19.78 
20–24 20.68 18.20 19.27 
25–29 10.32 6.19 8.06 
30–34 8.31 3.22 5.71 
35–39 6.17 5.96 6.08 
40–44 8.11 5.26 6.86 
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45–49 11.8 6.75 9.21 
50–54 4.17 7.52 5.93 
55–59 5.41 2.92 3.77 
60–64 0.87 1.28 1.11 
65 + 1.13 0.41 0.77 
    

 

 

 

Table A.27 Percentage of active labour force aged 15 + that is underemployed 

 

  

 
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

Total 14.21 14.29 14.25 
Sex    
Male 10.01 11.08 10.53 
Female 25.13 24.00 24.63 
Residence    
Urban 14.03 12.65 13.23 
Rural 14.24 14.71 14.45 
Age    
15–19 14.29 19.09 16.27 
20–24 16.50 11.9 14.23 
25–29 14.70 13.09 13.78 
30–34 18.97 13.19 16.46 
35–39 14.39 13.39 13.98 
40–44 11.69 12.85 12.18 
45–49 12.58 15.23 13.89 
50–54 12.46 16.46 14.49 
55–59 8.49 19.01 14.93 
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60–64 10.32 6.72 8.22 
65 + 6.23 9.27 8.06 
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A.4 Section 7: Assets 

Table A.28 Land ownership of household members 

  
Agricultural 

Land 

Non-
Agricultural 

Land 
Residential 
Buildings 

Commercial 
Buildings 

  Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

TOTAL 12.23 87.56 2.01 97.78 81.54 18.28 0.39 99.44 

PROVINCE 

Punjab 10.21 89.68 1.65 98.25 83.66 16.21 0.53 99.36 

Sindh 14.64 85.29 1.75 98.18 85.31 14.62 0.19 99.74 

KPK 18.58 81.06 4.95 94.74 71.20 28.80 0.41 99.58 

Baluchistan 7.13 91.79 0.04 98.88 74.63 24.29 0.08 98.83 

LOCALITY 

Urban 3.30 96.45 1.54 98.22 75.00 24.75 0.64 99.11 

Rural 13.94 85.86 2.10 97.70 82.80 17.04 0.35 99.51 

SEX OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD 

Male 12.45 87.43 2.00 97.88 81.50 18.42 0.40 99.54 

Female 9.76 88.98 2.10 96.64 82.00 16.74 0.35 98.37 

POVERTY LEVEL 

Group A: Poverty 
Score ≤ 16.17 9.03 90.74 2.12 97.65 81.28 18.58 0.19 99.67 
Group B: Poverty 
Score > 16.17 15.39 84.41 1.90 97.91 81.81 17.99 0.59 99.22 
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Table A.29 Mean value of land among households owning land 

  

Group A: 
Poverty Score 

≤ 16.17 

Group B: 
Poverty Score 

> 16.17 Total 

TOTAL 241,264 375,081 309,264 

PROVINCE 

Punjab 252,872 381,576 317,193 

Sindh 167,868 323,206 235,910 

KPK 393,868 548,698 481,128 

Baluchistan 181,310 213,696 204,345 

LOCALITY 

Urban 276,855 422,330 370,863 

Rural 237,034 364,154 298,589 

SEX OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD 

Male 243,797 375,129 308,961 

Female 201,776 374,675 312,621 
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Table A.30 Livestock ownership of household members 

  Bull/Ox Cow   Buffalo Camel Sheep Goat Horses Asses Mules Poultry Others 

  Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

TOTAL 3.37 96.45 17.50 82.32 16.66 83.15 0.28 99.55 3.86 95.96 23.72 76.10 0.36 99.46 5.24 94.59 0.39 99.43 19.38 80.44 1.09 98.74 

PROVINCE 

Punjab 3.68 96.19 21.06 78.83 17.12 82.74 0.30 99.57 3.65 96.22 24.02 75.83 0.50 99.37 5.82 94.07 0.26 99.62 18.29 81.59 1.46 98.43 

Sindh 3.40 96.54 11.89 88.06 24.42 75.53 0.09 99.85 1.52 98.42 20.34 79.60 0.03 99.91 6.27 93.67 0.36 99.58 10.46 89.48 0.78 99.16 

KPK 2.93 96.97 19.44 80.46 10.15 89.74 0.09 99.80 1.07 98.82 19.23 80.67 0.39 99.51 3.82 96.07 1.15 98.75 35.04 64.85 0.67 99.23 

Baluchistan 2.02 96.96 7.68 91.31 2.09 96.90 0.95 98.03 16.97 82.01 39.48 59.50 0.40 98.58 0.85 98.14 0.00 98.98 25.61 73.38 0.35 98.63 

LOCALITY 

Urban 0.99 98.78 4.67 95.10 5.43 94.34 0.17 99.60 0.80 98.98 9.21 90.56 0.01 99.76 3.20 96.57 0.00 99.77 9.56 90.22 0.96 98.81 

Rural 3.83 96.00 19.96 79.87 18.82 81.01 0.30 99.53 4.45 95.38 26.50 73.32 0.43 99.40 5.63 94.22 0.46 99.37 21.27 78.57 1.12 98.72 

SEX OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD 

Male 3.55 96.37 18.16 81.76 17.65 82.25 0.27 99.64 4.14 95.77 24.18 75.73 0.40 99.52 5.64 94.29 0.38 99.54 19.30 80.62 0.72 99.20 

Female 1.42 97.36 10.20 88.57 5.62 93.15 0.29 98.48 0.74 98.04 18.56 80.22 0.00 98.78 0.76 98.02 0.52 98.26 20.33 78.45 5.20 93.57 

POVERTY LEVEL 

Group A:  2.94 96.93 19.77 80.09 16.05 83.82 0.43 99.44 4.09 95.77 24.34 75.52 0.43 99.44 5.26 94.61 0.42 99.45 18.20 81.67 0.54 99.32 

Group B:  3.80 95.98 15.26 84.53 17.27 82.49 0.13 99.65 3.64 96.14 23.10 76.66 0.30 99.48 5.22 94.58 0.36 99.42 20.55 79.24 1.63 98.16 
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Table A.31 Mean value of livestock among households owning livestock 

  

Group A: 
Poverty Score 

≤ 16.17 

Group B: 
Poverty Score 

> 16.17 Total 

TOTAL 44,791 49,015 46,805 

PROVINCE 

Punjab 49,150 51,160 50,125 

Sindh 43,886 68,137 53,605 

KPK 29,342 30,341 29,827 

Baluchistan 48,572 32,318 38,665 

LOCALITY 

Urban 34,733 48,677 42,047 

Rural 45,493 49,044 47,173 

SEX OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD 

Male 45,759 51,555 48,476 

Female 26,382 20,061 22,618 
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Table A.32 Percentage of households owning selected durable consumption items 

Item Refrigerator Freezer 
Air 

conditioner 
Air 

cooler 
Fan  Geyser 

Washing 
machine 

Dryer Camera 
Movie 

camera 
Cooking 

stove 
Cooking 

range 
Heater 

TOTAL 8.79 1.66 0.12 1.19 86.66 0.52 18.73 0.19 0.15 0.11 11.63 0.06 2.21 

PROVINCE 

Punjab 7.61 1.46 0.04 1.09 90.4 0.17 19.34 0.21 0.16 0.09 9.28 0.07 0.59 

Sindh 8.5 2.1 0.27 0.67 79.82 0.38 17.73 0.06 0.05 0.14 17.75 0.05 0.26 

KPK 15.82 1.52 0.12 2.57 89.73 0.61 22.77 0.32 0.25 0.15 11.36 0.06 2.1 

Baluchistan 5.11 1.93 0.18 1.01 77.34 3.04 10.75 0.19 0.23 0.11 9.28 0.03 18.67 

LOCALITY 

Urban 15.17 3.85 0.4 1.79 93.98 0.91 39.03 0.65 0.17 0.22 43.86 0.18 2.37 

Rural 7.57 1.24 0.06 1.08 85.26 0.44 14.84 0.1 0.15 0.09 5.45 0.04 2.18 

SEX OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD 

Male 8.8 1.65 0.13 1.18 86.44 0.53 18.66 0.19 0.12 0.12 11.86 0.07 2.29 

Female 8.63 1.82 0 1.35 89.17 0.38 19.56 0.17 0.52 0.05 9.05 0 1.35 

POVERTY LEVEL 

Group A 3.95 0.51 0.03 0.1 82.38 0 10.43 0.06 0.02 0.02 3.11 0.01 0.29 

Group A 13.57 2.8 0.21 2.28 90.9 1.03 26.94 0.31 0.29 0.2 20.05 0.12 4.11 

  

Item Bicycle Car Motorcycle Scooter Tractor TV 
VCR, 
VCP, 
etc. 

Radio/ca
ssette 
player 

CD 
player 

Vacuum 
cleaner 

Sewing 
machine 

Personal 
Comput

er 

Microwa
ve Oven 

TOTAL 30.01 0.31 6.54 0.16 0.56 31.84 0.97 4.36 2.16 0.1 27.5 1.22 0.08 

PROVINCE 

Punjab 39.87 0.34 6.84 0.17 0.5 39.41 0.67 4.15 2.9 0.07 36.54 0.77 0.14 

Sindh 11.4 0.27 7.77 0.16 0.63 31.73 2.11 4.13 2.14 0.17 15.45 1.92 0.01 

KPK 23.44 0.29 2.69 0.11 0.44 17.33 0.49 8 0.55 0.19 27.41 2.07 0.01 

Baluchistan 32.42 0.29 7.66 0.15 0.98 8.29 0.38 0.14 0.2 0 4.7 0.58 0 

LOCALITY 

Urban 27.22 0.62 5.83 0.42 0.5 52.75 0.56 2.65 2.47 0.24 33.16 2.88 0.33 

Rural 30.54 0.25 6.67 0.11 0.57 27.83 1.05 4.69 2.1 0.08 26.42 0.9 0.03 

SEX OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD 

Male 30.36 0.34 6.94 0.12 0.56 32.09 0.98 4.29 2.21 0.11 26.69 1.13 0.08 

Female 26.15 0.02 2.02 0.54 0.55 29.07 0.84 5.11 1.62 0 36.54 2.2 0 

POVERTY LEVEL 

Group A 26.75 0 1.99 0.06 0.5 24.81 1.09 3.51 1.48 0.07 21.83 0.44 0 

Group B 33.23 0.62 11.03 0.26 0.62 38.8 0.86 5.2 2.83 0.13 33.11 1.99 0.15 
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Table A.33 Mean values of durable consumption items among households owning durable consumption items 

 

  

Group A: 
Poverty Score 

≤ 16.17 

Group B: 
Poverty Score 

> 16.17 Total 

TOTAL 6,655 16,353 11,531 

PROVINCE 

Punjab 7,470 16,135 11,765 

Sindh 4,893 19,626 11,210 

KPK 7,079 14,193 10,984 

Baluchistan 6,574 14,338 11,907 

LOCALITY 

Urban 8,238 19,025 15,063 

Rural 6,441 15,675 10,853 

SEX OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD 

Male 6,679 17,097 11,795 

Female 6,288 9,918 8,584 
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A.5 Section 9: Education 

Table A.34 Proportion of population aged 10 years and older that have ever attended school 

 BISP Survey 2011 

PSLM Survey 2007–
08 

(First quintile) 
 

Poverty Group A 

  
  
  Poverty Group B   Total 

Total 39.20 50.50 44.40 N.A 
Sex     

Male 50.40 62.50 56.00 N.A 
Female 28.10 38.30 32.80 N.A 
Residence     

Urban 43.60 59.40 52.90 48.00 
Rural 38.50 48.20 42.70 34.00 
Province     

Punjab 44.00 55.40 49.20 N.A 
Sindh 31.00 46.70 37.10 N.A 
KPK 41.90 49.10 45.50 N.A 
Baluchistan 29.50 35.10 32.70 N.A 
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Table A.35 Proportion of population aged 10 years and older that have completed primary or higher level of 
education 

 

 
 

Poverty Group A 
 

Poverty Group B Total 

Total 19.10 30.60 24.40 
Residence    

Male 26.20 38.50 31.90 
Female 12.10 22.50 16.80 
Residence    

Urban 21.10 37.80 30.90 
Rural 18.80 28.70 23.10 
Province    

Punjab 19.90 31.70 25.40 
Sindh 18.50 32.60 24.00 
KPK 18.90 27.80 23.40 
Baluchistan 14.60 25.10 20.70 
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Table A.36 Mean years of educational attainment of population 10 years and older 

 

 
 

Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

Total 1.79 2.80 2.26 
Sex    

Male 2.43 3.53 2.94 
Female 1.16 2.06 1.57 
Residence    

Urban 1.93 3.35 2.77 
Rural 1.77 2.65 2.16 
Province    

Punjab 1.90 2.91 2.37 
Sindh 1.55 2.79 2.03 
KPK 2.04 2.85 2.45 
Baluchistan 1.43  2.17 1.86 
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Table A.37 Proportion of children enrolled in primary level by residence, province and poverty score 

 

  Gross primary-level enrolment rate 

BISP Survey 2011 PSLM Survey  

2007–08  
(First quintile) 

 
Poverty Group A 

 
Poverty Group B Total 

Total 56.10 89.50 67.99 NA 

Sex      

Male 61.30 96.70 73.70 NA 

Female 50.60 82.10 62.00 NA 

Residence     

Urban 61.50 100.40 81.40 80.00 
Rural 55.40 86.30 65.50 64.00 
Province     

Punjab 60.60 93.70 72.70 NA 

Sindh 39.70 82.10 52.30 NA 

KPK 71.60 98.20 81.70 NA 

Baluchistan 58.50 66.20 61.80 NA 
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Table A.38 Proportion of children aged 5–9 enrolled in primary level 

 

  Net primary level enrolment rate 

BISP Survey 2011 PSLM Survey  

2007–08  
(First quintile) 

 
Poverty Group A 

 
Poverty Group B Total 

Total 25.00 42.90 31.40 NA 
Sex      

Male 23.70 44.80 31.90 NA 
Female 14.60 38.00 23.40 NA 

Residence     

Urban 27.80 51.70 40.10 49.00 
Rural 24.60 40.40 29.80 38.00 
Province     

Punjab 28.00 47.30 35.10 NA 
Sindh 19.10 45.60 27.00 NA 
KPK 25.10 33.10 28.20 NA 
Baluchistan 24.60 23.80 24.30 NA 
     

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

Table A.39 Percentage of children of attending primary school (classes 0–5) and secondary school (classes 6–
10) 

Age in years Percentage attending primary school Percentage attending secondary school Percentage out of school 

5   Years 36 0 64 
6   Years 51 0 49 
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7   Years 57 0 43 

8   Years 63 0 37 

9   Years 64 0 35 

10  Years 61 5 35 

11  Years 55 10 35 

12  Years 42 15 43 

13  Years 29 21 50 

14  Years 14 31 55 

Poverty Group A    
5   Years 28 0 72 

6   Years 40 0 60 

7   Years 48 0 52 

8   Years 54 0 46 

9   Years 55 0 45 

10  Years 51 5 44 

11  Years 51 6 43 

12  Years 37 11 52 

13  Years 28 16 56 

14  Years 14 21 65 

Poverty Group B    
5   Years 48 0 52 

6   Years 72 0 28 

7   Years 74 0 26 

8   Years 81 0 19 

9   Years 81 1 18 

10  Years 78 4 18 

11  Years 62 17 21 

12  Years 50 20 30 

13  Years 29 31 40 

14  Years 14 46 39 
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Table A.40 Ratio of girls to boys attending primary education and ratio of girls to boys attending secondary 
education by residence, province and poverty score 

 

  

Primaryschool 
NER, girls 

Primaryschool 
NER, boys 

GPI for primary 
school NER 

Secondaryschoo
l NER, girls 

Secondaryschoo
l NER, boys 

GPI for 
secondary 

school 
enrolment 

ratio  

Total 29.29 33.39 0.88 12.95 18.01 0.72 

Residence       
Urban 37.57 42.41 0.88 20.74 24.57 0.84 

Rural 27.77 31.72 0.87 11.35 16.66 0.68 

Province       
Punjab 33.27 36.87 0.90 15.64 16.90 0.92 

Sindh 24.78 29.11 0.85 8.54 21.72 0.39 

KPK 25.86 30.29 0.85 10.04 16.34 0.61 

Baluchistan 20.99 27.15 0.77 15.71 13.30 0.85 

Poverty score       

Group A 22.76 27.19 0.83 8.98 13.55 0.66 

Group B 40.97 44.86 0.91 19.59 25.00 0.78 
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Table A.41 Proportion of children enrolled in middle level by residence, province and poverty score 

 

  Gross middle level enrolment rate 

BISP Survey 

PSLM Survey 2007–08 
(First quintile) 

 
Poverty Group A 

 
Poverty Group B Total 

Total 21.50 45.70 30.77 NA 
Sex    NA 
Male 25.50 51.50 35.50 NA 
Female 17.20 39.40 25.60 NA 

Residence     

Urban 27.50 53.00 41.60 38.00 
Rural 20.60 43.30 28.50 23.00 
Province     

Punjab 23.30 49.40 33.20 NA 
Sindh 17.60 43.40 26.10 NA 
KPK 26.00 38.70 31.50 NA 
Baluchistan 15.30 44.00 29.30 NA 
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Table A.42 Proportion of children enrolled in middle level by residence, province and poverty score 

 

  Net middle level enrolment rate 

BISP Survey 

PSLM Survey 2007–08 
(First quintile) 

 
Poverty Group A 

 
Poverty Group B Total 

Total 7.10 13.10 9.40 NA 
Sex    NA 
Male 8.40 14.60 10.80 NA 
Female 5.80 11.50 7.90 NA 

Residence     

Urban 10.60 22.50 17.20 13.00 
Rural 6.60 10.00 7.80 7.00 
Province     

Punjab 8.30 12.10 9.70 NA 
Sindh 7.50 21.10 12.00 NA 
KPK 3.70 7.90 5.50 NA 
Baluchistan 3.70 8.80 6.20 NA 
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Table A.43 Proportion of children enrolled in matric level 

 

  Gross matric level enrolment rate 

BISP Survey 

PSLM Survey 2007–08 
(First quintile) 

 
Poverty Group A 

 
Poverty Group B Total 

Total 15.60 34.30 22.72 NA 
Sex    NA 
Male 20.70 33.50 25.70 NA 
Female 10.00 35.50 19.20 NA 

Residence     

Urban 11.50 36.60 24.50 29.00 
Rural 16.20 33.70 22.40 14.00 
Province     

Punjab 14.90 35.00 22.50 NA 
Sindh 14.90 41.60 22.80 NA 
KPK 23.60 39.90 30.40 NA 
Baluchistan 7.80 14.40 11.60 NA 
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Table A.44 Proportion of children enrolled in matric level 

 

  Net matric level enrolment rate 

BISP Survey 

PSLM Survey 2007–08 
(First quintile) 

 
Poverty Group A 

 
Poverty Group B Total 

Total 3.30 5.40 4.10 NA 
Sex    NA 
Male 4.20 5.70 4.70 NA 
Female 2.30 5.00 3.30 NA 

Residence     

Urban 2.70 6.30 4.50 8.00 
Rural 3.30 5.10 4.00 2.00 
Province     

Punjab 3.70 5.20 4.30 NA 
Sindh 4.10 9.70 5.80 NA 
KPK 0.80 1.20 0.90 NA 
Baluchistan 0.60 4.60 2.80 NA 
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Table A.45 Percentage of children entering first grade of primary school who eventually reach Grade 5 

 

  
Percentage who reach Grade 5 of those who enter Grade 1 

  
Poverty Group A 

 
Poverty Group B Total 

Total 84.40 91.50 87.90 

Sex    

Male 89.30 90.40 89.90 

Female 78.40 92.90 85.50 

Residence    

Urban 75.10 89.90 84.80 

Rural 86.10 91.40 88.70 

Province    

Punjab 81.90 90.60 86.10 

Sindh 90.20 90.10 90.10 

KPK 84.30 94.40 88.90 

Baluchistan 96.20 95.60 94.50 
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Table A.46 Primaryschool completion rate 

 

   Primaryschool completion rate 

    
Poverty Group A 

 
Poverty Group B Total 

Total  46.40 91.20 62.50 

Sex     

Male  56.40 100.70 72.40 
Female  36.40 81.70 52.70 
Residence     

Urban  43.10 64.80 54.80 
Rural  47.00 101.60 64.40 
Province    

Punjab  46.50 96.70 64.70 
Sindh  37.10 68.10 47.60 
KPK  67.90 89.60 76.00 
Baluchistan  35.50 127.00 72.10 
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Table A.47 Transition to secondary education 

   Transition rate to secondary education 

   
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

Total  87.98 94.03 91.16 
Sex     
Male  87.88 91.73 89.80 
Female  88.12 96.44 92.76 
Residence     
Urban  84.22 91.47 88.67 
Rural  88.77 94.88 91.83 
Province     
Punjab  90.01 93.63 91.92 
Sindh  81.42 90.41 84.98 
KPK  90.24 93.29 91.76 
Baluchistan  88.13 99.64 97.35 
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Table A.48 Percentage distribution of population aged 10–18 by type of reason for never attending school 

 

  Too 
expensive Too far away 

To help at 
home or with 
work   

Parents/elders 
don’t approve  

Child sick/ 
handicapped  Child not willing 

Child too 
young Others Total 

Total 44.10 6.11 5.89 13.86 2.90 14.06 0.52 12.56 100.00 

Sex          

Male 48.36 5.44 6.44 1.75 4.51 24.25 0.59 8.66 100.00 

Female 41.38 6.53 5.55 21.6 1.87 7.54 0.46 15.06 100.00 

Residence          

Urban 50.03 3.2 7.67 12.06 3.02 16.55 0.12 7.35 100.00 

Rural 43.25 6.52 5.64 14.12 2.88 13.7 0.57 13.31 100.00 

Province          

Punjab 45.11 3.81 6.42 10.19 4.61 15.71 0.33 13.83 100.00 

Sindh 44.10 7.76 5.68 10.05 1.71 16.10 0.49 14.10 100.00 

KPK 35.26 7.78 5.01 30.53 2.80 9.74 1.13 7.74 100.00 

Baluchistan 50.05 7.47 5.61 21.20 0.46 6.25 0.61 8.34 100.00 

Poverty score          

Group A 45.75 6.79 5.72 12.39 1.94 14.01 0.48 12.92 100.00 

Group B 39.56 4.22 6.38 17.91 5.52 14.19 0.61 11.6 100.00 
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Table A.49 Percentage distribution of population aged 10–18 by type of reason for leaving school before 
completing primary level 

 

 
Too 

expensive 
Too 

far away 

Poor 
teaching 

behaviour 

To help at 
home 

To help with 
work 

Parents/ 
elders don’t 

approve 

Child sick/ 
handicapped 

Child not 
willing 

Others Total 

Total 27.36 2.17 3.12 7.42 6.27 6.11 3.81 35.03 8.71 100.00 
Sex           

Male 26.81 0.64 3.93 2.2 9.89 1.69 4.1 43.97 6.76 100.00 
Female 27.93 3.78 2.26 12.93 2.45 10.77 3.51 25.6 10.77 100.00 
Residence           

Urban 31.02 0.00 0.95 6.14 8.95 4.04 2.37 36.99 9.53 100.00 
Rural 26.62 2.61 3.56 7.68 5.73 6.53 4.10 34.63 8.55 100.00 
Province           

Punjab 25.19 0.88 3.02 8.55 6.70 5.22 4.66 37.38 8.40 100.00 
Sindh 28.21 4.53 6.28 6.34 4.43 8.35 1.98 32.19 7.71 100.00 
KPK 36.42 4.75 0.72 3.32 4.73 7.84 1.81 28.41 12.00 100.00 
Baluchistan 32.56 15.05 1.12 5.07 18.46 9.71 1.24 16.03 0.76 100.00 
Poverty score           

Group A 28.80 1.92 3.84 6.21 6.95 6.41 4.59 32.08 9.19 100.00 

Group B 24.45 2.68 1.66 9.87 4.88 5.51 2.23 40.96 7.75 100.00 
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Table A.50 Percentage of currently enrolled children in primary level and secondary level by type of school 

 

 

Children enrolled in government schools as a percentage 
of total enrolment by primary level enrolment and 

secondary level enrolment 

Children enrolled in private schools as a percentage of 
total enrolment by primary level enrolment and secondary 

level enrolment 

 BISP Survey 2011 PSLM 
Survey 

2007–08 
(First 

quintile) 

BISP Survey 2011 PSLM 
Survey 

2007–08 
(First 

quintile)   

 
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

 
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

Primary level enrolment       

Total 88.73 76.53 83.02 NA 10.39 22.07 15.86 NA 

Sex         

Male 88.43 74.14 81.86 NA 10.82 24.66 17.19 NA 

Female 89.12 79.41 84.47 NA 9.84 18.95 14.20 NA 

Residence         

Urban 82.16 64.75 71.16 74.00 14.97 33.00 26.36 24.00 
Rural 89.71 80.49 85.74 90.00 9.71 18.40 13.46 8.00 

Province         

Punjab 86.04 75.01 80.82 NA 13.08 23.67 18.09 NA 

Sindh 93.47 70.23 82.67 NA 5.84 28.21 16.25 NA 

KPK 90.06 81.68 86.24 NA 8.68 16.22 12.12 NA 

Baluchistan 95.42 96.69 96.01 NA 4.16 3.28 3.75 NA 

Secondary level enrolment        

Total 88.00 82.10 84.63 NA 10.86 16.42 14.03 NA 

Sex         

Male 92.66 79.34 85.39 NA 6.26 19.62 13.55 NA 

Female 79.84 85.84 83.49 NA 18.92 12.07 14.75 NA 

Residence         

Urban 82.34 72.41 75.16 NA 14.91 26.16 23.04 NA 

Rural 88.92 85.78 87.26 NA 10.20 12.71 11.52 NA 

Province         

Punjab 83.73 82.72 83.16 NA 14.40 15.25 14.88 NA 

Sindh 93.91 73.83 82.93 NA 5.82 26.06 16.89 NA 

KPK 90.56 82.26 86.09 NA 9.14 15.41 12.52 NA 

Baluchistan 99.64 99.17 99.30 NA 0.36 0.83 0.70 NA 
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Table A.51 Proportion of population aged 10 and older that is literate 

 

 BISP Survey 2011 

PSLM Survey 2007–08 
 (First quintile) 

 
 

Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

Total 30.45 41.74 35.64 33.00 

Sex     

Male 39.57 50.53 44.66 47.00 

Female 21.44 32.76 26.60 20.00 

Residence     

Urban 35.07 50.42 44.10 44.00 

Rural 29.79 39.43 33.98 31.00 

Province     

Punjab 32.85 44.52 38.25 33.00 

Sindh 28.36 44.16 34.48 34.00 

KPK 27.36 35.7 31.58 31.00 

Baluchistan 26.49 31.9 29.63 36.00 
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A.6 Section 10: Health 

Table A.52 Percentage of children aged 12–23 months who have been fully immunised based on recall and 
record 

  
Fully immunised based on recall or record 

  
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

Total 63.55 67.82 65.24 
Sex    

Male 64.58 76.91 69.17 
Female 62.31 59.06 60.94 
Residence    

Urban 62.56 71.54 66.98 
Rural 63.70 66.92 64.92 
Province    

Punjab 78.37 68.10 74.08 
Sindh 51.19 65.59 56.34 
KPK 38.88 73.11 51.78 
Baluchistan 42.85 62.18 50.95 
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Table A.53 Percentage of children aged0–59 months who had diarrhoea in the last 30 days before the interview, 
percentage of diarrhoea cases where any health practitioner was consulted, and diarrhoea cases 
where ORS was given to child 

 

 

  

Children with diarrhoea 
(%) 

Diarrhoea cases where any health 
practitioner was consulted 

(%) 

Diarrhoea cases where ORS was 
given to the child 

(%) 

Total 37.99 
 

81.85 
 

57.06 
 

Sex    

Male 37.02 81.49 55.54 
Female 39.00 82.21 58.56 
Residence    

Urban 38.17 80.85 51.20 
Rural 37.96 82.03 58.13 
Province    

Punjab 39.97 87.02 55.48 
Sindh 34.17 83.07 62.44 
KPK 38.32 66.14 57.24 
Baluchistan 34.23 55.94 48.49 
Poverty score    

Group A 36.91 81.31 55.74 
Group B 39.80 82.69 59.09 
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Table A.54 Percentage distribution of children aged 0–59 months with diarrhoea who had consulted for 
diarrhoea treatment, by type of health provider consulted first 

 

 
 
 
 
  

  

Government health 
facility 

Private health 
facility 

Compounder/ 
Chemist Others Total 

Total 26.61 49.19 22.79 1.41 100.00 
Sex      

Male 25.53 50.94 21.72 1.81 100.00 
Female 27.67 47.47 23.83 1.03 100.00 
Residence      

Urban 18.43 61.93 18.49 1.15 100.00 
Rural 28.08 46.90 23.56 1.46 100.00 
Province      

Punjab 27.11 39.37 31.75 1.77 100.00 
Sindh 27.36 71.05 0.34 1.25 100.00 
KPK 22.44 51.80 25.55 0.21 100.00 
Baluchistan 27.04 72.96 0.00 0.00 100.00 
Poverty score      

Group A 24.87 48.69 25.33 1.12 100.00 
Group B 29.28 49.95 18.91 1.86 100.00 
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Table A.55 Percentage distribution of children under 5 by type of reason cited for not consulting government 
health facility first for diarrhoea 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 No govt. 
facility 

Doctor 
not/never 
available 

Cannot treat 
complications  

Staff not 
helpful 

Too far 
away 

Timing 
not 

suitable 

Medicines 
ineffective 

Not 
enough 

medicines 

Others Total 

Total 13.87 5.37 3.20 6.43 26.14 7.73 30.24 5.28 1.74 100.00 
Residence           

Urban 10.09 3.68 2.31 4.01 27.74 11.26 29.89 5.40 5.63 100.00 
Rural 14.64 5.72 3.39 6.93 25.81 7.01 30.31 5.26 0.94 100.00 
Province           

Punjab 10.96 4.00 3.96 6.47 34.20 7.32 27.25 4.05 1.79 100.00 
Sindh 20.35 9.60 1.77 3.86 8.70 6.80 42.74 5.28 0.90 100.00 
KPK 14.34 3.60 2.17 9.48 20.33 12.38 25.46 9.03 3.20 100.00 
Baluchistan 32.41 13.49 1.84 15.83 0.90 0.69 11.76 23.08 0.00 100.00 
Poverty score           

Group A 12.74 5.67 2.78 7.25 25.63 4.88 34.73 4.45 1.86 100.00 
Group B 15.69 4.88 3.89 5.09 26.97 12.36 22.95 6.63 1.54 100.00 
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Table A.56 Percentage distribution of children under 5 by type of reason who had diarrhoea but did not consult 
any health provider 

 

  

 Could not afford 
consultation  

Illness was not serious 
enough 

Home remedies/self-
medication Others Total 

Total 35.00 7.48 54.39 3.12 100.00 
Sex      
Male 33.81 7.37 55.09 3.73 100.00 
Female 36.23 7.60 53.67 2.50 100.00 
Residence      
Urban 47.15 3.53 43.60 5.72 100.00 
Rural 32.62 8.26 56.51 2.61 100.00 
Province      
Punjab 24.24 13.71 59.84 2.20 100.00 
Sindh 54.82 3.20 37.40 4.58 100.00 
KPK 36.36 3.07 56.37 4.20 100.00 
Baluchistan 34.19 2.26 62.81 0.74 100.00 
Poverty score      
Group A 34.99 9.43 52.92 2.66 100.00 
Group B 35.03 4.24 56.85 3.88 100.00 
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Table A.57 Percentage of population that have fallen ill or been injured during the two months before the 
interview and the percentage of these who have consulted any health provider 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  
Ill or injured  Health consultation 

  
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

  
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

Total 25.03 30.32 27.30  79.41 81.50 80.41 
Sex        

Male 23.10 26.55 24.58  81.82 85.25 83.42 
Female 26.98 34.17 30.06  77.31 78.53 77.91 
Residence        

Urban 27.59 30.39 29.17  76.62 81.78 79.66 
Rural 24.67 30.30 26.94  79.84 81.43 80.56 
Province        

Punjab 26.31 31.44 28.53  82.00 83.07 82.51 
Sindh 24.09 29.35 26.00  81.22 84.44 82.55 
KPK 25.05 33.74 29.16  75.52 86.46 81.51 
Baluchistan 17.69 20.03 18.96  43.90 42.42 43.04 
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Table A.58 Percentage of children under5 who had fallen ill or been injured during the two months before the 
interview and the percentage of these who have consulted any health provider 

 

  

  
Ill or injured  Health consultation 

  
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

  
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

Total 18.63 25.41 21.15  73.55 82.88 77.72 
Sex        

Male 19.86 25.27 21.86  73.97 85.06 78.71 
Female 17.33 25.54 20.41  73.06 80.66 76.62 
Residence        

Urban 21.90 21.70 21.80  71.99 81.19 76.63 
Rural 18.18 26.37 21.03  73.81 83.24 77.93 
Province        

Punjab 19.28 30.00 23.37  77.27 87.61 82.34 
Sindh 20.31 22.15 20.91  73.57 80.31 75.90 
KPK 15.27 18.83 16.73  57.16 66.11 61.29 
Baluchistan 9.89 6.78 8.68  61.88 26.00 50.97 
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Table A.59 Percentage distribution of population by type of most problematic illness or injury experienced 
during the two months before the date of interview 

 

  

 Cough/ 
flu/ 

fever Diarrhoea 
Stomach 
problem 

TB/ 
respiratory 

Blood 
pressure Injury 

Skin 
diseases 

Joint 
problem Hepatitis Others Total 

Total 47.47 4.14 6.19 4.45 4.16 4.09 2.34 3.03 3.56 20.57 100.00 

Sex            

Male 47.59 4.43 5.32 5.35 1.25 6.05 2.70 2.63 3.95 20.73 100.00 
Female 47.37 3.91 6.90 3.70 6.57 2.46 2.04 3.36 3.24 20.44 100.00 

Residence            

Urban 44.37 4.7 6.07 4.04 5.09 4.51 1.82 2.81 4.37 22.21 100.00 
Rural 48.11 4.03 6.21 4.53 3.96 4.00 2.44 3.08 3.40 20.23 100.00 

Province            

Punjab 50.98 3.94 4.98 4.69 3.77 4.38 2.22 2.62 3.1 19.32 100.00 
Sindh 44.37 5.11 6.83 5.36 3.84 2.67 3.75 2.77 4.55 20.75 100.00 
KPK 39.03 3.86 7.36 2.53 3.57 6.09 1.07 5.08 4.13 27.29 100.00 
Baluchistan 49.30 2.74 12.93 3.35 11.78 1.36 0.98 2.45 2.30 12.81 100.00 

Poverty score            

Group A 48.03 4.50 6.07 4.30 3.76 4.04 2.67 2.58 4.09 19.96 100.00 
Group B 46.85 3.75 6.32 4.61 4.60 4.15 1.97 3.52 2.99 21.24 100.00 
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Table A.60 Percentage of population who fell ill or were injured during the two months before the interview, who 
has to stop their usual activities, and mean number of days an individual had to stop usual activities 
during the reference period 

 

 

  

 Stopped usual activities Mean number of days 

  
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

 
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
Group B Total 

Total 72.27 71.08 71.70 7.76 8.63 8.17 
Sex       

Male  75.15 76.94 75.98 9.50 10.49 9.97 
Female 69.78 66.48 68.17 6.25 7.16 6.70 
Residence       
Urban 70.43 66.37 68.04 8.00 7.12 7.48 
Rural 72.55 72.33 72.45 7.72 9.02 8.31 
Province       
Punjab 75.11 72.63 73.92 7.46 8.55 7.98 
Sindh 63.83 62.78 63.39 7.73 8.16 7.91 
KPK 80.31 82.62 81.56 9.38 10.58 10.03 
Baluchistan 60.19 50.90 54.72 6.62 5.17 5.77 
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Table A.61 Percentage distribution of population that fell ill or were injured during the two months before the 
interview and consulted any health provider by type of health provider consulted first 

 

  

 Government health 
facility 

Private health 
facility 

Compounder/ 
Chemist Others Total 

Total 20.71 50.98 24.92 3.39 100.00 
Sex      
Male 18.07 51.21 28.42 2.30 100.00 
Female 21.61 50.90 23.74 3.75 100.00 
Residence      
Urban 21.06 55.30 18.98 4.66 100.00 
Rural 20.64 50.06 26.19 3.11 100.00 
Province      
Punjab 18.77 40.12 36.60 4.51 100.00 
Sindh 26.15 71.23 0.67 1.95 100.00 
KPK 21.50 57.87 19.19 1.44 100.00 
Baluchistan 12.97 86.89 0.00 0.13 100.00 
Poverty score      
Group A 19.76 50.19 26.81 3.24 100.00 
Group B 21.75 51.83 22.87 3.54 100.00 
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Table A.62 Percentage distribution of children under 5 that had fallen ill or been injured during the two months 
before the interview who consulted any health provider, by type of health provider consulted first 

 

  

 Private health 
facility 

Government health 
facility 

Compounder/ 
Chemist Others Total 

Total 18.26 49.55 31.08 1.11 100.00 
Sex      
Male 14.85 52.57 31.37 1.21 100.00 
Female 22.15 46.10 30.75 1.00 100.00 
Residence      
Urban 18.60 50.93 28.38 2.10 100.00 
Rural 18.20 49.30 31.57 0.93 100.00 
Province      
Punjab 14.01 40.73 44.28 0.98 100.00 
Sindh 23.24 74.16 1.22 1.38 100.00 
KPK 33.66 42.71 22.13 1.50 100.00 
Baluchistan 28.05 71.95 0.00 0.00 100.00 
Poverty score      
Group A 14.74 50.58 33.60 1.08 100.00 
Group B 28.50 45.51 24.77 1.22 100.00 
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Table A.63 Percentage distribution of individuals by type of reason who had fallen ill or been injured during the 
two months before the interview but did not consult any health provider 

 

A.7 Section 11: Water, housing and amenities 

Table A.64 Percentage distribution of households by main source of drinking water 

 

 Could not afford 
consultation  

Illness was not serious 
enough 

Home remedies/self-
medication Others Total 

Total 46.04 7.71 42.71 3.54 100.00 
Sex      
Male 47.88 8.09 40.04 3.99 100.00 
Female 44.9 7.48 44.37 3.26 100.00 
Residence      
Urban 50.67 5.86 41.15 2.32 100.00 
Rural 45.05 8.11 43.04 3.80 100.00 
Province      
Punjab 33.96 10.65 51.64 3.75 100.00 
Sindh 65.70 3.67 26.73 3.90 100.00 
KPK 53.07 3.90 38.97 4.06 100.00 
Baluchistan 52.58 7.21 38.46 1.75 100.00 
Poverty score      
Group A 50.81 4.52 41.18 3.49 100.00 
Group B 40.22 11.61 44.57 3.60 100.00 
      

  
 
 
 
 
Main source of drinking water 

BISP Baseline Survey 2011 

PSLM 
2007–08 

(First quintile) Residence Province  
Total 

Urban Rural Punjab Sindh KP Baluchistan 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Piped water 27.37 14.75 15.52 11.70 27.36 21.79 16.79 17.00 
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Hand pump 29.54 50.52 49.59 72.05 20.09 3.81 47.12 
70.00 

Motor pump/tube well 34.16 22.72 32.48 6.48 18.65 37.13 24.58 

Well 3.49 5.42 1.28 2.05 20.46 12.39 5.11 4.00 

Others 5.44 6.59 1.13 7.72 13.44 24.88 6.40 8.00 

Poverty Group A         

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00  

Piped water 29.97 10.79 10.50 9.90 24.61 21.21 14.84  

Hand pump 30.54 50.74 53.21 74.32 19.69 7.48 46.47  

Motor pump/tube well 28.47 18.35 32.14 4.91 16.54 33.47 20.48  

Well 2.53 7.96 2.14 1.05 19.16 11.23 6.81  

Others 8.50 12.17 2.00 9.82 20.00 26.61 11.39  

         

Poverty Group B         

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00  

Piped water 37.5 14.42 15.92 24.25 29.52 23.47 22.27  

Hand pump 21.14 39.53 38.78 56.16 17.37 6.75 33.27  

Motor pump/tube well 34.1 28.39 40.36 13.53 26.69 38.26 30.33  

Well 2.95 7.53 3.17 0.56 14.72 7.56 5.97  

Others 4.32 10.13 1.76 5.50 11.70 23.95 8.15  

Table A.65 Percentage distribution of households by housing tenure 

 Owner-occupied Rent 
Rent-free 

 
Subsidised 

rent 
Total 

Total 85.90 4.09 9.61 0.39 100.00 

Residence      

Urban 79.71 12.64 6.85 0.80 100.00 

Rural 87.10 2.44 10.14 0.31 100.00 

Province      

Punjab 89.34 3.21 7.32 0.12 100.00 

Sindh 86.84 3.57 9.09 0.50 100.00 

KPK 72.65 9.17 17.24 0.94 100.00 

Baluchistan 83.92 2.50 12.71 0.87 100.00 
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Poverty score      

Group A 85.19 3.61 10.75 0.44 100.00 

Group B 86.61 4.57 8.47 0.34 100.00 
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Table A.66 Percentage distribution of households by number of rooms 

  

1 room 2–3 rooms 4 + rooms Total 

Total 52.93 43.81 3.26 100.00 
Residence     

Urban 55.04 41.71 3.25 100.00 
Rural 52.52 44.22 3.26 100.00 
Province     

Punjab 52.86 45.32 1.82 100.00 
Sindh 70.87 27.58 1.56 100.00 
KPK 42.54 49.33 8.12 100.00 
Baluchistan 18.76 72.18 9.07 100.00 
Poverty score     

Group A 62.43 36.33 1.24 100.00 
Group B 43.55 51.19 5.25 100.00 
     

Table A.67 Percentage distribution of households by material used for roof 
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Wood 
Corrugated 

iron/zinc Thatching 
Cement block/ 

concrete Bricks Other Total 

Total 33.51 25.43 22.67 4.32 5.34 8.74 100.00 
Residence        

Urban  20.08 39.98 14.21 9.14 5.13 11.46 
Rural  36.11 22.61 24.30 3.38 5.38 8.22 
Province        

Punjab 28.76 28.42 19.51 3.36 9.05 10.89 100.00 
Sindh 7.52 35.65 48.08 1.44 1.28 6.04 100.00 
KPK 67.10 8.71 0.69 15.02 1.08 7.39 100.00 
Baluchistan 83.29 4.60 5.93 0.28 0.72 5.17 100.00 
Poverty score        

Group A 32.69 22.30 28.52 2.37 5.80 8.32 100.00 
Group B 34.31 28.51 16.89 6.24 4.88 9.16 100.00 
        

Table A.68 Percentage distribution of households by material used for floor 
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Earth mud Tiles Cement/concrete Other Total 

Total 70.17 2.72 23.37 3.74 100.00 
Residence      

Urban 41.04 3.35 50.87 4.74 100.00 
Rural 75.80 2.59 18.07 3.54 100.00 
Province      

Punjab 61.75 4.93 27.35 5.97 100.00 
Sindh 74.88 0.36 23.17 1.58 100.00 
KPK 80.23 0.01 18.92 0.84 100.00 
Baluchistan 93.65 0.00 5.77 0.59 100.00 
Poverty score      

Group A 78.65 1.46 16.81 3.08 100.00 
Group B 61.79 3.96 29.87 4.38 100.00 
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Table A.69 Percentage distribution of households by material used for walls 

  

Baked brick Mud bricks 
Mix of 

mud/cement Wood Other Total 

Total 50.97 29.06 3.75 4.97 11.25 100.00 
Residence       

Urban 68.00 14.68 3.92 8.21 5.20 100.00 
Rural 47.68 31.84 3.72 4.34 12.42 100.00 
Province       

Punjab 66.90 19.16 6.31 4.68 2.95 100.00 
Sindh 41.83 36.67 0.43 5.13 15.94 100.00 
KPK 31.53 41.53 1.51 7.92 17.51 100.00 
Baluchistan 7.99 49.29 0.87 1.17 40.68 100.00 
Poverty score       

Group A 47.94 31.86 3.11 4.34 12.75 100.00 
Group B 53.96 26.28 4.40 5.59 9.76 100.00 
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Table A.70 Percentage distribution of households by type of toilet 

 
 
 

Type of toilet  

BISP baseline survey 2011 PSLM  
2007–08  

(First 
quintile) 

Residence Province 

Total Urban Rural Punjab Sindh KPK Baluchistan 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

Flush 75.09 43.77 60.45 30.42 52.45 20.48 48.82 37.00 
Non-flush 9.56 12.50 0.17 26.05 18.33 37.22 12.02 17.00 
No toilet 15.35 43.74 39.37 43.53 29.22 42.30 39.16 46.00 
Poverty Group A         

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00  
Flush 59.42 35.29 51.47 16.43 39.48 12.64 38.20  
Non-flush 11.86 12.12 0.13 27.98 21.59 28.40 12.09  
No toilet 28.72 52.58 48.40 55.60 38.94 58.96 49.71  
Poverty Group B         
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00  
Flush 84.34 53.00 69.57 48.92 63.09 24.15 59.32  
Non-flush 8.19 12.90 0.22 23.51 15.66 41.35 11.95  
No toilet 7.47 34.10 30.21 27.57 21.25 34.5 28.73  
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Table A.71 Percentage of households that have access to electricity, gas and telephone facilities 

  
 
 
 
 

Electricity Gas Telephone 

 
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
GroupB Total 

 
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
GroupB Total 

 
Poverty 
Group A 

 
Poverty 
GroupB Total 

Total 87.82 95.07 91.46 7.79 24.08 15.98 1.12 3.20 2.17 
Residence          

Urban 94.39 99.26 97.44 30.28 66.10 52.73 2.53 7.91 5.90 
Rural 86.91 94.01 90.31 4.69 13.47 8.89 0.93 2.02 1.45 
Province          

Punjab 89.34 94.04 91.67 6.78 19.20 12.94 0.54 1.61 1.07 
Sindh 83.39 94.04 87.96 9.19 36.64 20.97 1.63 6.07 3.53 
KPK 93.24 98.57 96.17 10.16 20.61 15.89 2.83 5.80 4.46 
Baluchistan 82.16 96.94 92.27 4.93 28.64 21.14 0.23 1.74 1.26 
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A.8 Section 12: Finance 

Table A.72 Self-reported incidence of current saving by type 

 
Bisi-savings 

Friends and 
family 

Cash Formal Any savings 

Total 4.56 0.35 0.26 6.25 10.99 

Residence 
     

Urban 7.46 0.40 0.21 8.41 15.27 

Rural 4.00 0.34 0.28 5.83 10.17 

Province 
     

Punjab 6.01 0.58 0.27 5.94 12.32 

Sindh 4.36 0.05 0.21 6.94 11.01 

KPK 2.10 0.21 0.45 6.40 8.85 

Baluchistan 0.03 0.00 0.09 5.94 6.07 

Poverty Score 
     

Group A 3.22 0.23 0.25 4.41 8.00 

Group B 5.89 0.47 0.28 8.07 13.95 
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Table A.73 Mean value of current savings amongst households reporting incidence of any savings (PKR) 

 
Bisi-savings Friends and family Cash Other Formal Total 

Total 6,284 559 69 43 3,854 10,809 

Residence 
      

Urban 7,726 680 58 12 2,511 10,988 

Rural 5,869 524 72 52 4,240 10,758 

Province       

Punjab 6,746 818 49 8 2,944 10,565 

Sindh 7,401 28 36 158 3,731 11,354 

KPK 3,932 559 176 0 8,707 13,374 

Baluchistan 173 0 238 0 4,207 4,617 

Poverty Score 
    

Group A 4,941 625 56 112 2,251 7,985 

Group B 7,045 522 76 4 4,762 12,411 
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Table A.74 Reasons for not opening a formal bank account 

  
Residence 

 
Province 

   
Poverty Score 

 
Total Urban Rural Punjab Sindh KPK Baluchistan Group A Group B 

The bank or institution is too far from 
where I live 

0.77 0.05 1.04 0.43 0.05 0.53 3.70 0.83 0.72 

Declined 1.87 1.38 2.05 1.04 2.26 1.71 3.80 1.79 1.95 

Don't have a regular income 24.24 24.07 24.31 11.13 25.84 27.80 52.68 25.81 22.70 

Don't have a job 1.81 1.52 1.92 0.20 0.85 0.27 11.30 1.44 2.17 

Don't have a CNIC 0.11 0.14 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.05 0.49 0.15 0.07 

Don't have other necessary documents 0.07 0.05 0.09 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.03 0.12 

Don't qualify to open an account 0.22 0.18 0.24 0.37 0.00 0.27 0.19 0.18 0.27 

Don't need a bank account 21.72 20.44 22.20 45.87 10.64 6.35 2.34 21.83 21.62 

Don't know how to open a bank account 0.44 0.32 0.48 0.30 0.71 0.32 0.49 0.48 0.39 

Prefer dealing in cash 0.96 0.46 1.15 0.47 0.05 0.05 5.94 0.50 1.41 

Don't have enough money left over after 
dealing with expenses 

45.80 49.43 44.45 38.42 58.07 60.09 15.87 44.95 46.64 

Others 0.22 0.32 0.19 0.20 0.09 0.32 0.39 0.20 0.25 

No information 1.75 1.65 1.78 1.44 1.46 2.24 2.34 1.81 1.68 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
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Table A.75 Percentage of households currently borrowing by type 

 Bank or formal 
institution 

Employer Micro-lender Money lender Family or 
friend 

Shop (Credit) Other Any source 

Total 2.33 4.44 1.1 4.13 45.19 33.95 1.69 71.48 

Residence         

Urban 3.02 3.74 1.57 4.37 39.37 26.36 0.86 63.74 

Rural 2.2 4.57 1.01 4.08 46.3 35.4 1.85 72.97 

Province         

Punjab 2.25 6.23 0.97 2.14 47.58 25.53 0.94 68.2 

Sindh 3.87 3.94 2.1 9.85 33.96 36.83 4.22 68.12 

KPK 1.12 0.65 0.22 1.57 61.27 51.02 0.74 83.93 

Baluchistan 0.48 0.88 0.55 4.54 34.96 50.4 0.69 81.15 

Poverty Score         

Group A 2.11 5.54 1.22 4.2 45.72 36.11 2.04 73.7 

Group B 2.56 3.35 0.99 4.06 44.66 31.81 1.34 69.3 
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Table A.76 Main reason for taking a loan by type 

 
To buy 
food 

To pay 
for 

medical 
expenses 

For a 
funeral / 
marriage 

To start 
a 

business 

To pay 
off 

debts 

For 
build 

houses 

For 
clothing 

To 
travel 

To pay 
for 

child's 
school 

fees 

To pay 
for water 

or 
electricity 

Other 
No 

Information 
Total 

Total 43.80 19.85 9.96 6.18 4.14 3.97 1.00 0.95 0.44 0.33 8.52 0.85 100.00 

Residence 
             

Urban 38.28 20.07 10.40 9.86 4.63 4.33 0.78 0.42 0.54 0.78 8.83 1.08 100.00 

Rural 45.77 19.76 9.81 4.87 3.97 3.84 1.07 1.14 0.41 0.17 8.41 0.77 100.00 

Province 
             

Punjab 35.31 16.32 15.20 6.83 6.78 5.43 1.12 0.33 0.37 0.47 11.23 0.61 100.00 

Sindh 44.46 26.23 5.85 5.67 3.69 1.72 0.92 1.42 0.43 0.25 8.25 1.11 100.00 

KPK 41.05 21.15 10.69 7.56 3.01 5.97 0.53 1.00 0.53 0.24 7.91 0.35 100.00 

Baluchistan 68.81 14.04 3.34 2.88 0.69 0.69 1.73 1.50 0.46 0.35 3.57 1.96 100.00 

Poverty 
Score              

Group A 46.29 20.88 8.78 5.02 4.49 3.48 1.01 1.17 0.25 0.19 7.61 0.82 100.00 

Group B 41.31 18.80 11.14 7.34 3.80 4.46 0.98 0.73 0.63 0.47 9.43 0.89 100.00 
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Table A.77 Main reason for not taking a loan 

 

No need 
Don't like 
to be in 

debt 

Would not 
have 

money to 
be able to 
pay back 

Believed 
would be 
refused 

Too 
expensive 

Do not 
have 

assets to 
guarantee 
the loan 

Do not 
know any 

lender 
Other 

No 
Information 

Total 

Total 44.11 24.69 13.31 10.03 5.32 1.02 0.32 0.14 1.06 100 

Residence  
          

Urban 45.12 20.09 15.28 10.19 6.7 1.46 0.58 0.15 0.44 100 

Rural 43.63 26.83 12.4 9.96 4.67 0.81 0.2 0.14 1.36 100 

Poverty Score 
        

Group A 41.36 24.3 14.6 11.26 6.02 1 0.56 0.22 0.67 100 

Group B 46.05 24.96 12.4 9.16 4.82 1.03 0.16 0.08 1.34 100 
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A.9 Section 7: Shocks 

Table A.78 Percentage of households suffering a shock within the last two years (excluding Baluchistan) 

 Locality Province Poverty 
Group 

 Sex of 
household head 

 

Percentage experience shock by type 
in last twoyears 

Urban Rural Punjab Sindh KPK Baluchistan Poverty 
score less 
than 16.17 

Poverty 
score 

more than 
16.17 

Male Female Total 
Sample 

Sharp rise in food prices 53.81 59.88 51.89 57.87 86.78 n/a 59.99 57.72 58.51 63.07 58.89 

Illness or accident affectinghousehold’s 
main earning member 

12.15 11 13.56 7.77 8.13 n/a 11.52 10.83 11.44 8.4 11.18 

Dwelling damaged/destroyed due to flood 3 8.96 4.46 13.29 12.14 n/a 9.4 6.49 8.17 5.93 7.99 

Lower crop yield due to 
drought/flood/disease 

1.1 8.18 3.32 16.06 5.48 n/a 7.02 7.03 7.45 2.34 7.03 

Displacement 1.02 7.87 5.17 12.43 2.99 n/a 8.58 4.83 6.96 4.43 6.75 

Livestock died/stolen 2.14 4.14 4.44 3.57 1.90 n/a 4.98 2.59 4.03 1.5 3.82 

Dwelling damaged/destroyed 1.04 3.51 0.94 5.11 7.76 n/a 3.85 2.32 3.18 2.22 3.1 

Loss of salaried employment 3.22 1.88 2.17 2.59 1.02 n/a 2.23 1.96 2.09 2.2 2.1 

Household business failure (non-
agriculture) 

4.57 1.55 2.01 1.89 2.42 n/a 1.5 2.61 2.17 0.57 2.04 

Large fall in price of crops 0.3 1.95 0.98 1.66 4.33 n/a 1.31 2.08 1.82 0.12 1.68 

Reduction of regular assistance, aid or 
remittance from outside household 

1.53 0.94 1.25 0.51 1.10 n/a 0.9 1.17 1.11 0.19 1.03 

Theft 1.88 0.73 1.21 0.55 0.44 n/a 1.12 0.71 0.93 0.79 0.92 

Death of household head 1.1 0.72 0.42 1.47 0.96 n/a 0.49 1.09 0.42 4.77 0.78 

Severe damage to agriculturalland (due to 
water logging/flood/earthquake) 

0.09 0.75 0.15 1.53 0.98 n/a 0.62 0.66 0.62 0.91 0.64 

Death of main earning member of 
household 

0.56 0.6 0.32 1.14 0.69 n/a 0.57 0.62 0.45 2.17 0.59 

Conflict 0.46 0.41 0.34 0.38 0.77 n/a 0.46 0.37 0.42 0.41 0.42 
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Table A.79 Percentage of households suffering a shock within the last two years: poverty group comparison 
(excluding Baluchistan) 

 Group A: score <=16.17 Group B: score>16.17 

Percentage experience shock by type 
in last twoyears 

Punjab Sindh KPK Baluchistan Total Group A Punjab Sindh KPK Baluchistan Total Group B 

Sharp rise in food prices 52.04 62.84 87.08 n/a 59.99 51.74 51.25 86.53 n/a 57.72 

Illness or accident affectinghousehold’s 
main earning member 

14.26 7.31 9.13 n/a 11.52 12.85 8.37 7.31 n/a 10.83 

Dwelling damaged/destroyed due to 
flood 

5.40 15.65 12.64 n/a 9.4 3.50 10.13 11.74 n/a 6.49 

Lower crop yield due to 
drought/flood/disease 

3.07 15.81 4.59 n/a 7.02 3.58 16.40 6.21 n/a 7.03 

Displacement 6.35 15.34 3.28 n/a 8.58 3.97 8.55 2.75 n/a 4.83 

Livestock died/stolen 6.18 3.79 2.52 n/a 4.98 2.68 3.28 1.40 n/a 2.59 

Dwelling damaged/destroyed 1.19 6.32 9.62 n/a 3.85 0.69 3.50 6.24 n/a 2.32 

Loss of salaried employment 2.37 2.49 1.09 n/a 2.23 1.96 2.72 0.96 n/a 1.96 

Household business failure (non-
agriculture) 

1.84 0.18 2.94 n/a 1.5 2.17 4.17 1.99 n/a 2.61 

Large fall in price of crops 0.83 1.48 2.92 n/a 1.31 1.14 1.90 5.49 n/a 2.08 

Reduction of regular assistance, aid or 
remittance from outside household 

1.06 0.60 0.90 n/a 0.9 1.45 0.39 1.27 n/a 1.17 

Theft 1.55 0.71 0.22 n/a 1.12 0.87 0.35 0.61 n/a 0.71 

Death of household head 0.21 0.99 0.58 n/a 0.49 0.63 2.11 1.28 n/a 1.09 

Severe damage to agriculture land (due 
to water logging/flood/earthquake) 

0.19 1.53 0.50 n/a 0.62 0.10 1.53 1.38 n/a 0.66 

Death of main earning member of 
household 

0.17 1.39 0.48 n/a 0.57 0.47 0.80 0.86 n/a 0.62 

Conflict 0.33 0.51 0.93 n/a 0.46 0.35 0.21 0.64 n/a 0.37 
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Table A.80 Percentage of households who experienced a shock in last two years, by main coping strategy 
employed 

Main coping strategy Urban Rural Punjab Sindh KPK Baluchistan Group A Group B 
Male-

headed 
household 

Female-
headed 

household 
Total 

Reduced food consumption 32.11 24.17 24.83 29.27 20.57 n/a 25.50 25.16 25.12 27.91 25.34 

Consumed lower cost food 19.52 18.96 21.93 10.05 25.69 n/a 19.28 18.77 18.73 22.52 19.04 

Spent cash savings 12.26 16.10 12.96 19.20 16.24 n/a 15.87 15.16 15.79 12.58 15.53 

Borrowed money from 
relatives 

13.48 12.12 13.03 9.29 15.20 n/a 11.39 13.35 12.48 10.53 12.32 

Did not do anything 5.02 8.66 8.81 7.91 6.77 n/a 8.92 7.24 8.22 7.01 8.12 

Sold goods 2.93 3.65 3.69 4.46 1.81 n/a 3.87 3.19 3.23 7.19 3.55 

Worked longer hours 3.14 2.69 1.91 2.43 5.33 n/a 2.54 2.99 2.88 1.31 2.76 

Borrowed money from money 
lenders 

1.52 2.63 2.01 4.35 0.69 n/a 2.44 2.49 2.64 0.39 2.46 

Household members not 
previously working, worked 

2.49 2.00 2.57 2.07 0.83 n/a 1.85 2.31 2.09 1.80 2.07 

Received support from gov't 
(not BISP) 

0.54 1.89 0.54 3.70 1.45 n/a 2.16 1.17 1.84 0.00 1.69 

Sold animals 0.73 1.41 1.33 1.87 0.42 n/a 0.80 1.88 1.43 0.05 1.31 

Sold harvest in advance 0.00 0.91 0.00 2.52 0.00 n/a 0.79 0.76 0.84 0.00 0.77 

Sold farm land 0.00 0.66 0.51 0.90 0.16 n/a 0.64 0.47 0.60 0.13 0.56 

Removed children from 
school to work 

1.83 0.32 0.97 0.14 0.13 n/a 0.21 0.91 0.49 1.12 0.54 

Received support from BISP 0.63 0.53 0.38 0.60 0.85 n/a 0.70 0.37 0.49 1.15 0.54 

Borrowed money from formal 
sources 

0.37 0.35 0.40 0.42 0.12 n/a 0.28 0.43 0.38 0.03 0.35 

Transferred children to 
cheaper schools 

0.12 0.16 0.22 0.00 0.23 n/a 0.13 0.17 0.14 0.30 0.15 

Sold other land 0.24 0.13 0.14 0.20 0.06 n/a 0.23 0.04 0.15 0.00 0.14 

Other 1.36 1.99 2.37 0.28 3.22 n/a 1.84 1.96 1.57 5.69 1.90 

Missing 1.70 0.68 1.39 0.33 0.23 n/a 0.54 1.15 0.88 0.28 0.83 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 n/a 100 100 100 100 100 
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Annex B Impact evaluation methodologies: technical 
appendix 

B.1 Testing the assumptions behindRDD 

RDD can be used to estimate the causal effect of a treatment on one or more outcomes of 
interest when the treatment is a deterministic function of an assignment variable and the 
threshold that determines the treatment is known. Under certain assumptions, we can use 
observations close to the eligibility threshold and work with them as if treatment around this 
threshold were random. We can then identify the causal impact of having access to the BISP 
treatment (i.e. receiving the BISP transfer) on an outcome of interest (yi) by taking the difference 
in the mean outcome for the treatment and control observations: 

                                                  

In a parametric setting, we can define the outcome equation as: 

                  

And the treatment equation as: 

                

wherexiare covariates (such as household characteristics) that affect the outcome,Siis the 
assignment variable (the score that determines the eligibility status of an individual or 
household), and we are covariates, other than the assignment variable, that are likely to affect 
the probability of being treated.  

Taking expectations of the outcome equation gives: 

                                                          

When looking at the outcomes of interest, any discontinuity in the outcome at the cut-off (s0) 
could be attributed to: 

 Differences in gains of treatment on either side of the cut-off (people with higher 
potential gains from treatment game the assignment to ensure they are treated – a 
discontinuity in          at s0 

 Differences in observable characteristics on either side of the cut-off – a discontinuity in 
         at s0 

 Differences in unobservable heterogeneity on either side of the cut-off – a discontinuity 
in          at s0 

 Differences in the probability of being treated on either side of the cut-off – a 
discontinuity in               at s0 
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RDD will identify the causal impact of being treated by BISP on the outcomes of interest if the 
only source of discontinuity in the outcomes at the threshold is the probability of getting the 
BISP treatment. In order for this to hold,we need to satisfy five assumptions, which are 
presented along with analysis in what follows.  

ASSUMPTION 1: The assignment variable has a monotonic effect on the probability of being 
treated for everyone: 

We expect that this assumption will be satisfied, in that we can reasonably expect a decrease in 
PMT scores to increase the probability of becoming a BISP beneficiary.  

ASSUMPTION 2: The gains from treatment must be a function of the assignment variable at the 
cut-off: 

   
    

 
              

    
 
           

This assumption relates to worries around the ability of households to have an influence on the 
assignment variable (i.e. their PMT score), particularly if households are able to manipulate the 
PMT score such that they increase their probability of receiving the BISP cash transfer.  

The worry is that, given the public information campaign that was carried out in advance of the 
house-to-house survey implemented to collect the PMT data, some households may attempt to 
manipulate their PMT score to ensure that they become BISP beneficiaries. If the distribution of 
these manipulators is non-random in the sense that they are the best-informed and best-
connected households, this could lead to potential bias in any impact estimates made using 
RDD.  

Figure B.1 Density of households at PMT scores 

 

However, these fears are somewhat mitigated by the fact that the targeting mechanism uses a 
PMT, which, while transparent,is less easy to manipulate than a categorical assignment variable 
(such as those based upon age). Figure B.1 above presents the density of households in bands 
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of width two around the normalised PMT scores.29 On first analysis, the distribution of 
households across the PMT appears smooth,which helps to mitigate concerns about a violation 
of Assumption 2.  

ASSUMPTION 3: the observables must be a continuous function of the assignment variable at 
the cut-off: 

   
    

 
              

    
 
           

If there is a discontinuity in the observable variable that might affect the outcome variable, then 
we could be unsure whether any discontinuity in the outcome variable is due to the BISP cash 
transfer or to the observable variable.  

To assess whether there is a discontinuity present in an observable, which might then bias our 
impact estimates of key outcome variables of interest, we model observable characteristics as a 
third order polynomial of the normalised assignment variable30 on either side of the cut-off. 
Essentially, a third order polynomial of the following form is modelled, with standard errors 
clustered at the PSU level: 

                                        
            

      
            

  

Here, this model is applied to three observable variables that have the potential to affect the 
impact indicator outcome variables of interest. In this case, the model is restricted to focus on 
those households within plus/minus 15 points of the normalised PMT score (i.e. to households 
with a PMT score of between 1.17 and 31.17). Households within this PMT score range 
represent 89% of the total sample of households in the BISP baseline survey.  

Figure B.2 Test for discontinuity in household size 

 

                                                
29

 Presented PMT scores are normalised such that the cut-off = 0.  

30
 That is against the PMT scores that have been normalised such that the cut-off = 0. 
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Figure B.2 presents graphically the third order polynomial applied for household size on either 
side of the PMT cut-off score. As one can see, there does not appear to be a discontinuity in 
household size at the PMT cut-off score and this is confirmed by the estimated jump at the cut-
off of -0.272, which with a standard error of 0.2068 is not statistically significant.  

Figure B.3 Test for discontinuity in household asset index 

 

Figure B.3 above presents the same analysis for a household asset index (created from the 
BISP household asset module using principal component analysis). Again no discontinuity is 
found, suggesting that the level of household assets is similar for households either side of the 
cut-off score and within the restricted sample of the BISP Baseline Survey.  

As a final test,Figure B.4 below presents the findings for the age of household head. 
Unsurprisingly, we again find there is no discontinuity in the age of the household head between 
households above and below the PMT cut-off score, a finding confirmed with the estimated 
jump of -3.194, which with a standard error of 2.1969 is not statistically significant at the 5% 
level of significance. 
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Figure B.4 Test for discontinuity in age of household head 

 

ASSUMPTION 4: The unobservables are a continuous function of the assignment variable at 
the cut-off: 

   
    

 
              

    
 
           

This assumption relates to concerns over the possibility of a discontinuity in unobservable 
variables (such as ability) that could affect the outcome variable of interest. If such a 
discontinuity existed, then one could not be sure if a discontinuity in the outcome indicator of 
interest was as a result of the BISP cash transfer or the unobservable variable.  

Unfortunately, as these are by nature unobservable, it is not possible to test this assumption. 
However, it can be argued that if Assumption 2 and Assumption 3 hold then it is likely that 
unobservables are also likely to be continuous around the threshold.  

ASSUMPTION 5: There must be a discontinuity in the probability of being treated by BISP 
around the cut-off: 

   
    

 
                 

    
 
              

This assumption requires that the programme is sufficiently well implemented such that those 
who are eligible by their eligibility score actually receive the BISP cash transfer payments whilst 
those who are ineligible by their eligibility score do not receive the BISP cash transfer payments. 
We will test this assumption by graphing the probability of being treated by the BISP, in order to 
show that it jumps at the cut-off score, once payments have actually been made.  

B.2 Testing for discontinuities in key outcome variables 

It is unusual for a RDD to be applied in an ex-ante setting. It is usually a technique that is 
applied in an ex-post setting and that takes advantage of the peculiarities of the way a 
programme is allocated to beneficiaries to provide impact estimates.  
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However, given that in this case we have a true baseline (i.e. households have been surveyed 
before they start receiving the benefits), it gives us the opportunity to test whether our treatment 
and control households (i.e. those just below and above the PMT cut-off score) truly have 
similar status in terms of some of the key outcome variables of interest.  

Essentially, we would like to test whether there is a discontinuity in key outcome variables of 
interest across the PMT cut-off score. If we find that there is no discontinuity at baseline, it will 
increase the robustness of estimates derived from RDD at the impact evaluation stage. To do 
this, we follow the same methodology as in the previous section and model the outcome 
variable as a third order polynomial of the normalised assignment variable on either side of the 
PMT cut-off: 

 
                                     

            
      

            
  

Here we perform this operation on the range of indicators presented in Table B.1. In each case, 
we find that there is no statistically significant discontinuity at the PMT cut-off score with the 
exception of the percentage of children engaged in child labour, which increases the confidence 
that the impact evaluation survey will be able to produce robust and un-biased estimates of the 
impact of the BISP. In each case, the sample under consideration has been constricted to all 
households within 15 points either side of the PMT cut-off score.  

Table B.1 Estimated jump at the threshold for potential outcome indicators 
(bandwidth of +/- 15 points around the cut-off) 

Indicator Estimated jump at 
threshold 

Standard error (clustered 
at the PSU level) 

Ln of per adult equivalent total consumption expenditure  -0.003 0.0373 

Ln of per adult equivalent food consumption expenditure -0.037 0.0369 

Ln of per adult equivalent non-food consumption expenditure 0.027 0.0580 

Weight-for-age z-scores for children under 5 years of age -0.042 0.1152 

Height-for-age z-scores for children under 5 years of age 0.070 0.1513 

Weight-for-height z-scores for children under 5 years of age -0.178 0.1839 

Percentage of children engaged in child labour (bandwidth +/- 15) -0.074* 0.0244 

Percentage of children engaged in child labour (bandwidth +/- 9) -0.031 0.0309 

Total savings in PKR -71.500 591.8889 

Total value of livestock owned -8798.255 5977.665 

Note: * Indicates significant jump at threshold at the 5% level of significance  

 

With regards to the indicator percentage of children engaged in child labour, we find evidence of 
a discontinuity in the percentage of children engaged in child labour at a bandwidth of +/- 15 
points. However, once the bandwidth is restricted to +/- 9 points around the cut-off we find no 
evidence of discontinuity. Furthermore, Figure B.5 is presented to illustrate that, even if we 
restrict the bandwidth to just +/- 9 points around the cut-off there will still be sufficient density of 
children to provide an adequate sample size to provide statistically robust estimates of this 
indicator.  
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Figure B.5 Number of children living in households within a bandwidth of +/- 9 
points of the cut-off 

.  

What is presented in Figure B.6 to Figure B.15 below is a graphical representation of the 
findings that are presented in Table B.1 above.They are meant to give some intuition to the 
statistical findings.  

Figure B.6 Test for discontinuity in log of total per adult equivalent 
consumption expenditure 
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Figure B.7 Test for discontinuity in log of total per adult equivalent food 
consumption expenditure 

 

Figure B.8 Test for discontinuity in log of total per adult equivalent non-food 
consumption expenditure 
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Figure B.9 Test for discontinuity in weight-for-age z-scores, children under 5 
years 

 

Figure B.10 Test for discontinuity in height-for-age z-scores, children under 5 
years 
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Figure B.11 Test for discontinuity in weight-for-height z-scores, children under 5 
years 

 

Figure B.12 Test for discontinuity in child labour (comparison of two bandwidths) 
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Figure B.13 Test for discontinuity in total savings (PKR) 

 

Figure B.14 Test for discontinuity in total value of livestock owned (PKR) 
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Figure B.15 Test for discontinuity in the average primary enrolment of primary-
school-age children in the household 

 

B.3 Sharp vs. fuzzy regression discontinuity 

In the best case scenario for the RDD, the eligibility rules should be clearly defined and 
consistently and accurately applied, such that the probability of receiving the treatment should 
jump from 0 to 1 at the cut-off. If this assumption holds then it would be possible to apply a 
Sharp Regression Discontinuity Design. In a Sharp Regression Discontinuity we can estimate 
the Local Average Treatment Effect (LATE) as the difference between the average outcomes of 
the treatment and control group households, conditional on their individual eligibility scores, as 
shown intuitively inFigure 2.2: 

        
   

            
   

         

This means that the LATE is estimated as the average differences between the expected 
outcomes Y of treatment and control households at the limit where both groups approach the 
cut-off score c.  

However, it is quite possible that the probability of treatment will not jump from 0 to 1 at the cut-
off score, c. This could be the case if there is not full take-up of the programme by eligible 
households or if the programme targeting is not implemented 100% accurately such that some 
ineligible households receive treatment (e.g. due tohouseholds manipulating the targeting 
mechanism to ensure that they receive the treatment or simply through errors in the 
implementation of the targeting registration process).  

In such a case, it would be necessary to conduct a Fuzzy Regression Discontinuity where the 
LATE is the ratio between the difference in the conditional expectations of the outcome of 
interest given the eligibility score and the difference in the conditional expectation of the 
treatment indicator given the eligibility score. If we let W be the binary treatment status indicator, 
then the estimand for the Fuzzy Regression Discontinuity is estimated as: 
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At this stage, it is not possible to evaluate whether a Sharp or Fuzzy Regression Discontinuity 
Design will be preferred given that it is not as yet possible to state the beneficiary status of 
households in our sample. This is because, as detailed in Section 2.4 above, the sampling 
strategy for the Baseline Survey required that we mimic the targeting approach of the BISP 
rather than sample from beneficiary lists.  
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Annex C Sampling: technical appendix 

C.1 Sample weights 

Weights are given by the inverse of the probability of being selected by strata. The following 
procedure was used to calculate the weights, with a household’s probability of selection being 
broken down into four component parts: (1) probability of selection of PSU; (2) probability 
associated with segmenting a large community; (3) probability of being selected for application 
of the PMT and; (4) probability of being selected being from list of households within the pre-
determined PMT score range.  

P1. Probability of PSU being selected within each strata. The clusters in the PSLM 2007/08 
were originally drawn from the Census 1998 using Probability Proportional to Size (PPS) 
sampling. Thus,P1 probabilities reflect the probability of selection directly from the 
census as defined by PPS. These probabilities were sourced directly from the FBS. 

P2. Probability attached to the segmentation of a PSU in large communities (of 
approximately more than 300 households) at the household listing stage:  

    
                                   

                                
 

 
P3. Probability of being selected for the PMT: 

    
                                    

                                                
 

 

P4. Probability of being selected from the full list of Group A or Group B households within a 
PSU (depending on whether household belongs to Group A or Group B): 

  

  
                                                

                                                                         
 

 

The final probability of a household being selected for the BISP Baseline Survey is calculated by 
combining the above probabilities as follows: 

                        
 

Thus, the final analytical weights applied to each household are constructed by taking the 
inverse probability of selection: 

            
 



 

218 © Oxford Policy Management  

 

C.2 Non-response rates 

Groves andCouper (1995) note that “survey participation is a social behavioural phenomenon”. 
Thus, when presented with the choice to participate or not in a household survey an individual 
will engage in a decision-making process before announcing their decision to participate or not 
in the survey. If there are high non-response rates, and the reason for non-response is non-
random, there is potential for bias in survey estimates if sampling weights are not adjusted for 
non-response rates.  

We find that rates of contact, response and cooperation are very high by international 
standards. Furthermore, whilst we find that there are some significant differences between 
households that respond in terms of the location of the household and the PMT score attached 
to the household, the marginal effect on the choice of participation is low. Therefore, sampling 
weights calculated for the BISP Baseline Survey are not adjusted for factors affecting non-
response. 

In order to assess the potential bias of non-response rates we define three terms that could 
influence why a household that was sampled for the BISP Baseline Survey did not form part of 
the final sample: 

 Contact rate: percentage of the sample that was contacted (i.e. percentage of the 
sample that was found by the enumerator teams) 

 Response rate:percentage of the sample that responded (i.e. that completed the 
questionnaire 

 Cooperation rate: percentage of those contacted that responded.  

Table C.1 presents the rates of contact, response and cooperation for the BISP Baseline 
Survey. This illustrates that the rates of non-response are very low. Thus, even if non-response 
is subject to stochastic properties, that is if people who do not respond have some set of 
particular characteristics, any resulting bias on final survey estimates is likely to be negligible.  

Table C.1 Rate of contact, response and cooperation 

Contact rate 96% 

Response rate 94% 

Cooperation rate 97% 

 

Nonetheless, we follow GrovesandCouper(1995) and empirically model the effect of available 
household variables and urbanicity on contact, response and cooperation. This is done by 
modelling the propensity for a household to be contacted, respond and cooperate against 
available household variables. These household variables must be available for both 
households who respond as well as those who do not respond. In this case, we model the 
propensity for response using a logit regression technique against the location of the household, 
the day on which the household was interviewed, and the PMT score assigned to the household 
at the listing stage.  
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Table C.2 below presents the results of this model for contact, response and cooperation. In 
each case, we can see that the propensity for response is non-random. For example, as 
compared with households in Punjab,Table C.2 shows us that households in Baluchistan have 
lower rates of contact, response and cooperation.  

Furthermore, whilst the rate of contact appears to be unaffected by a household’s PMT score, 
Table C.2 suggests that rates of response and cooperation are inversely related to a 
household’s assigned PMT score. In other words, households with higher PMT scores are less 
likely to respond or cooperate with the survey. 

Table C.2 Effect of household variables and urbanicity on contact, response 
and cooperation 

 Contact Response Cooperation 

 Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. 

PMT Score -0.01 0.01 -0.03* 0.01 -0.05* 0.02 

Urban -0.54* 0.12 -0.57* 0.09 -0.59* 0.14 

Province 
     

Sindh 0.88* 0.18 0.34* 0.12 -0.13 0.16 

KPK  0.39* 0.17 0.46* 0.13 0.56* 0.21 

Baluchistan -1.24* 0.14 -0.92* 0.12 -0.14 0.23 

Day of interview 
     

Monday  -0.19 0.25 0.04 0.19 0.35 0.27 

Tuesday -0.04 0.27 0.25 0.20 0.61* 0.29 

Wednesday 0.19 0.29 0.36 0.21 0.60* 0.30 

Thursday -0.41 0.25 -0.17 0.18 0.16 0.26 

Friday -0.55* 0.25 -0.03 0.19 0.82* 0.30 

Saturday -0.05 0.27 0.16 0.20 0.44 0.28 

Constant 3.75* 0.30 3.12 0.23 3.95 0.34 

Note: * indicates significant at the 5% level of significance 

 

If changes in PMT score have a large marginal effect on the propensity to respond, this may be 
of concern for the validity of non-adjusted sample weights, in so far as the PMT score is a 
reflection of the underlying characteristics of the household. The marginal effect of the PMT 
score on the propensity to respond is charted in Figure C.1 below. This illustrates that, whilst the 
PMT score of household does significantly affect the propensity to respond to or cooperate with 
the survey, the average marginal effect of the PMT score is very low for households in our 
survey. In fact, the average marginal effect of a one point increase in the PMT score is less than 
1% at each level of the PMT score, in the range of PMT scores under consideration for the BISP 
Baseline Survey.  

Thus, in response to the very high rates of contact, response and cooperation, sampling weights 
in this report have not been adjusted for non-response.  
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Figure C.1 Average marginal effect of PMT score 
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Annex D Anthropometry analysis 

D.1 Procedure for weighing a child using a digital scale 

1. Place the scale on a flat, hard, even surface. There must be enough light to see the reading 
on the scale. 

2. Minimise the clothing on the child. 

3. Ensure the scale is not overheated in the sun.  

 

D.1.1 For children 0–23 months of age, thetare weighing procedure will be 
adopted. 

1. Turn the power on by pressing the blue button on the control panel.  

2. After all the segments flash, (0.0) kg is displayed. 

3. Ask the mother to stand on the weighing scale. Her weight will appear on the scale. 

4. Wait for the arrow on “stabilised” to appear.  

5. Press the third button on the control panel with [T].  

6. An arrow (NET) will appear next to the mark and 0.0 kg will be displayed again.  

7. Ask the mother to hold the child. 

8. The weight of the child will appear on the scale.  

9. Record the weight when it is stabilised and include the reading with one decimal point (e.g. 
65.5 kg). 

10. Turn the power off by pressing the second yellow button on the control panel.  

11. Start the process for the second reading by repeating the steps from the start by turning on 
the power.  

 

D.1.2 For children 24–59 months, record the weight by standard weighing 
procedure.  

1. Turn the power on by pressing the blue button on the control panel.  

2. After all the segments flash, (0.0) kg is displayed. 

3. Help the child onto the centre of the scale platform. The weight reading will be displayed. 
Record the weight.  

4. Measurement is complete, when the person being weighed steps off the scale and the 
display will return to 0.0 kg.  

5. Repeat the process for the second time and record the second weight.  

6. Turn off the power by pressing the second yellow button.   
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D.2 Procedure for the measurement of length and height of children 

D.2.1 If the child is 0–23 months, then measure the length of the child in lying 
position.  

Be careful to remove the child’s shoes, and any hair-dress (hats, pony tail...).  

1. Place the measuring board on a flat surface, ground floor. 

2. Place the questionnaire on the ground  

3. Kneel on the right side of the child so that you could hold the foot piece with your right hand 

4. With the mother’s help, lay the child on the board. 

5. Ask the mother to be close to the child 

6. Cup your hands over the child’s ear. With your arms straight, place the child’s head against 
the base of the board so that the child is looking straight up. 

7. Make sure the child is lying straight and in the centre of the board. 

8. Place your left hand on the child’s shin or on knees. 

9. Press them firmly against the board. 

10. With your right hand, place the foot piece firmly against the child’s heels. 

11. When the child position is correct, read the measurement to the nearest mm, e.g. 82.3 cm. 

12. Immediately release the child. 

 

D.2.2 If the child is 24 months and older, take the recumbent height.  

1. Place the measuring board on a hard flat surface against a wall, table, tree, staircase, etc. 
Make sure the board is not moving 

2. Ask the mother to remove the child’s shoes and unbraid any hair that would interfere with 
the height measurement. 

3. Ask her to walk the child to the board and to kneel in front of the child. 

4. Place the questionnaire and pencil on the ground.  

5. Kneel on your right knee on the child’s left side.  

6. Place the child’s feet flat and together in the centreof and against the back and base of the 
board/wall. Place your right hand just above the child’s ankles on the shins, your left hand 
on the child’s knees, and push against the board/wall. Make sure the child’s legs are straight 
and the heels and calves are against the board/wall.  

7. Tell the child to look straight ahead at the mother, who shouldstand in front of the child. 
Make sure the child’s line of sight is level with the ground. Place your open left hand under 
the child’s chin.  

8. With your right hand, lower the headpiece on top of the child’s head. Make sure you push 
through the child’s hair 

9. Check the child’s position. Repeat any steps as necessary. 

10. When the child’s position is correct, read the measurement to the nearest 0.1 cm. 

11. Remove the headpiece from the child’s head and your left hand from the child’s chin. 

12. Immediately record the measurement to the nearest mm, e.g. 105.5 cm(measure 1). 

13. Repeat the process (measure 2). 
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D.3 Procedure for calculating z-scores 

All anthropometric measures presented in Section 4.1 of the main report to assess a child’s 
nutritional status have been measured using the z-score system. The z-score system allows for 
the standardisation of anthropometric data with reference to an international standard. In this 
case, the international standard is the WHO Multicentre Growth Reference Study (WHO 2006). 
These new standards were developed in accordance with the idea that children, born in any 
region of the world and given an optimum start in life, all have the potential to grow and develop 
within the same range of height and weight for age (Mei and Grummer-Strawn, 2007).This 
allows for the WHO 2006 child growth standards to be used worldwide and to thus provide a 
common basis for the analysis of growth data.  

The z-score system expresses anthropometric values as several standard deviations above or 
below the reference median value taken from the WHO MGRS and is calculated following the 
equation below: 

         
            

                     
  

That is, for each indicator i of interest, including height-for-age, weight-for-age and weight-for-
height, the z-score is calculated as the difference between the child’s indicator and the median 
value in the reference population, divided by the standard deviation of the indicator.  
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Annex E Methodology for the calculation of per adult 
equivalent consumption expenditure 

The consumption aggregate as an indicator of household welfare has been computed 
andconsists of actual and imputed expenditure. In addition to actual purchases, it also includes 
unpaid and consumed such as wages and salaries in kind received and consumed, own 
produced and consumed, and those which are received as gift, assistance or inheritance and 
consumed. Consumption aggregate contains consumption expenditure incurred on food items, 
fuel and utilities, house rent and its minor repair, frequent non-food expenses such as 
household laundry, cleaning, personal care products and services. Other major non-food 
expenses are on clothes, footwear, education and health-related expenses.  

The recall period is different for different items. The recall period is last fortnight before interview 
for those items which are most frequently used by the household and last month before 
interview for those items which are relatively less frequently consumed. The recall period is last 
year from interview for items which are occasionally purchased and consumed. When the 
expenditure of these items is aggregated, they are homogenised in monthly terms.        

Some consumption expenditures have been left out, as such expenses are not related to living 
standards. These relate to taxes and fines and expenses which are of lumpy nature and 
seriously compromise the household/individual welfare ranking, such as expenses on religious 
functions like marriage and funerals.  

Data about consumption expenditure is collected at household level but welfare should be 
measured at the individual level. Therefore, it is essential to adjust the household consumption 
expenditure by household size and its composition. The common practice is to get per capita 
consumption expenditure by dividing the household consumption expenditure by the household 
size, ignoring the adjustment of household composition.  

This practice is not convincing, as it gives equal welfare ranking to two households with the 
same total consumption and same number of household members despite one of the 
households being dominated by adults and the other by children. Nutrition-based adult 
equivalent scales, which differentiate between households on the basis of sex and age, are also 
used in some research to convert individuals in a household into adult equivalent. However, the 
use of such scales to not-food expenditure is not defendable. In this report,the household has 
been adjusted by a simple scale in order to obtain per adult equivalent consumption 
expenditure. This scale applies a weight of 0.8 to individuals younger than 18 years old and a 
weight of 1 to those who are 18 years and older. 

Thus, the number of equivalent adults per household is calculated as follows: 

                                                                  

                               

The BISP Baseline Survey was conducted over an extended period of time and, consequently, 
households face different prices across regions and provinces over the period. Therefore, it is 
considered necessary to compute the welfare indicator in real values. In order to take into 
account the price differences faced by the households, the PaaschePrice Index has been 
computed at primary sampling unit where most of the household interviews occurred at the 
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same time and this index has been used to convert the nominal per adult equivalent monthly 
consumption expenditure into real values. This survey provides information on theimplicit 
prices/unit values and budget shares of food and fuel items. The average budget share of each 
primary sampling unit has been utilised as a weight for the ratio of median prices faced by the 
households in each primary sampling unit and the median national prices.  

These are used to produce the Paasche Price Index at the PSU level, which is calculated as 
follows: 

  
       

   
   

  

 

   

 

Where, 

 wik = the budget share of item k in the PSU i; 

 pik = median unit value of item k in PSU i;and  

 p0k = national median unit value of item k.  

The nominal per adult equivalent monthly expenditure of each household is then divided by the 
Paasche Price Index of the respective PSU to which the household belongs to arrive at the real 
per adult equivalent expenditure per month. 
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