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Foreword

This report presents Pakistan's first official national
Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI). It marks the
Government of Pakistan's endeavours to complement
existing consumption-based poverty estimates with a non-
income based approach to measuring poverty. It is intended
that the MPI will provide evidence and a basis for public
policy and resource allocations, especially under the National
Finance Commission and the Provincial Finance Commission.

Pakistan's Vision 2025 prioritises investment in human
capital and social services. It recognises the importance of
inclusive and balanced growth - one which promotes the
concept of shared prosperity and endeavours to address
geographical and social inequality. The current Government
strongly believes that the benefits of growth must be shared
by all segments of society especially those from marginalized
groups. The MPI will therefore serve as a useful instrument to
guide public policies for inclusive growth and resource
distribution.

This report provides evidence and analysis to align the
Government's policies to the objective of reducing povertyin
all its dimensions and addressing inequality. Vision 2025
stresses a broader definition of poverty — one which includes
health, education and otheramenities alongside income and
consumption. It promises an increase in resource allocations
to improve service delivery, governance and innovation in
the economy. Consistent with these objectives, this report
provides a detailed analysis of the situation of
multidimensional poverty in the country, as well as the
different factors that have contributed to shapingit.

Over the past years, Pakistan's economy has grown.Today, an
increasing proportion of population has access to healthcare
services and education. A healthier economy will pave the
way for improved employment opportunities and better
standard of living. Women participation in social and
economic spheres of lifeis increasing in Pakistan.

However, as demonstrated by the findings of this report, the
economic gains have not translated into equal poverty
reduction and prosperity across all regions and provinces of
Pakistan. The resulting inequality has created a gap in
development progress, with the depth and extent of poverty
varying widely across the country. The MPI provides
disaggregated statistics at the district level alongside in-
depth information on the main contributors to poverty in all
its dimensions. Thus, the MPI provides strong evidence for
policy makers to identify the root causes of poverty and
deprivation across Pakistan's regions and territories.

Furthermore, the analysis shows that some districts in
Pakistan have lagged behind significantly in terms of social
development, exhibiting high levels of poverty and
deprivation. These districts should become priority areas for
the Government to invest in social development and
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accelerate the pace of overall development. This report also
provides a trend analysis across different time periods. Such
analyses are useful for assessing theimpact of policies and for
identifying gaps.

The report is timely in the wake of adoption of Sustainable
Development Goals by Pakistan, the local government
elections and devolution resulting from Pakistan's 18th
Constitutional Amendment. The district level analysis of
Pakistan's MPI will aid local governments in identifying
sectors that require greater attention, enabling them to
allocate resources accordingly. It will also provide useful
analysis to identify and address development challenges at
micro and macro level. | hope this report will generate
dialogue and further research to deepen our understanding
of the key drivers of poverty in Pakistan.

The Planning Commission will use the MPI as a
complementary measure of poverty along with the
consumption based poverty measure and will encourage
provinces and local governments to use it for their policy
interventions for poverty targeting and inequality reduction.
| trust that this report will also be used by all relevant
stakeholders as a tool to design their interventions and track
progress.

I would like to express my particular appreciation for Dr
Naeem uz Zafar, Member, Social Sector and Mr Zafar ul
Hassan, Chief Poverty and SDGs Section, Planning
Commission for leading the preparation of this report. |
acknowledge the participation of Provinces and Regions in
the consultation process and commend their invaluable
feedback. | thank Mr Shakeel Ahmad, Assistant Country
Director, UNDP and his team and Professor Sabina Alkire,
Director, Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative
and her team for their technical support. | also highly
appreciate the continuous support of the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) to the Ministry of
Planning, Developmentand Reform.

-

-—’{fessor Ahsan Igbal

Federal Minister
Ministry of Planning, Development & Reform, Pakistan

Preface

Poverty is a complex and multidimensional phenomenon. It
is often said that poverty is an elusive conceptanditis hard to
decide that poverty is output of some endowments and
choices or it is input to metrics of better well-being. This
duality helps in understanding the basic difference between
money metric poverty, which is primarily an outcome based
measure, and Multidimensional Poverty, which is primarily
an input based measure. Multidimensional poverty is based
on several deprivation such as the inability to attain a good
education, a lack of access to healthcare facilities, poor
housing and an unsafe environment in which to live. The
index computed by aggregating these deprivations has
profound usefulness for policies and plans as this index can
be disaggregated on basis of deprivations and geography.
This suggests that Multidimensional poverty is helpful for
balanced social policies.

The Global Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI), originally
established by the Oxford Poverty and Human Development
Initiative (OPHI), University of Oxford, and the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP), is a measure that
integrates the wider concept of poverty by reflecting on
deprivations experienced by individuals with respect to
health, education and standard of living. Therefore, it serves
as a useful tool for public policy. Since the inception of this
index in 2010, many countries have adapted the
methodology behind the Global MP and created an official
multidimensional poverty estimate, usually complementing
consumption- or income-based poverty figures. The use of
the MPlis as relevant to the context of Pakistan as it is to other
countries.

This report marks the first time that estimates of
multidimensional poverty in Pakistan have been provided at
the national, provincial and district levels. It also includes a
trend analysis spanning 2004-2015. The reduction of
multidimensional poverty is one of the core objectives of
Pakistan's Vision 2025. This report thus establishes a baseline
not for only Vision 2025, but also for Pakistan's progress
towards the Sustainable Development Goals. The report
provides a retrospective understanding of Pakistan's
progress over more than a decade. As the report compares
poverty across provinces, regions and districts, Pakistan's
official MPI constitutes a useful tool for targeting as well as for
detecting and addressing spatial inequalities and other
group-based disparities.

Led by the Ministry of Planning, Development & Reform, this
reportis the product of wide ranging consultations involving
Pakistan's Federal and Provincial Government Ministries and
Departments, academia, research organisations,
development partners and other stakeholders. Technical
inputs for the report were provided by OPHIand UNDP.

| appreciate the contributions of UNDP and OPHI in terms of
their technical assistance and support in compiling the
findings of this report. | also gratefully acknowledge the
input of academia and the useful feedback of the provinces
which participated in consultations to inform the report.
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Dr Naeem uz Zafar
Member, Social Sector
Planning Commission of Pakistan



Message from UNDP Pakistan

It is with immense pleasure that we celebrate the launch of
Pakistan's first ever National Report on Multidimensional
Poverty by the Ministry of Planning, Development and
Reform.

This report is particularly timely in the first year of
implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs). Multidimensional poverty estimates can help
establish solid baselines for tracking progress towards these
new global goals for poverty alleviation and sustainable
development, and particularly on SDG10, 'to reduce
inequality within and among countries"

Poverty has declined globally though mostly driven by
China. The complete elimination of poverty by 2030 is
considered to be within reach. However, inequality within
and between countries has increased and is considered to be
the key development challenge of the 21st century. Similarly,
in Pakistan, poverty has declined but inequality has
worsened. Because of its importance, “leaving no one
behind” is one of the key objectives of the SDGs. In this
context, the multidimensional poverty estimates especially
at the sub-national level will be extremely helpful in
identifying deprived geographical areas and communities
andinforming public policy forimproved targeting.

Following the 18th Constitutional Amendment, Pakistan's
governance structure has been largely devolved to the
provinces, which now take the lead in many development
interventions and are supported by an emergent local
government structure. In this context, the report provides
disaggregated data at the district level which will be
invaluable for local authorities in tracking deprivation, and
targeting poverty eradication measures and achieving the
SDGsin theirrespective districts.

The Multidimensional Poverty is intended to serve as a
complementary measure to consumption / income based
poverty estimates. As it measures deprivations experienced
by individuals in health, education and standard of living, it
complements the consumption / income based poverty by
reflecting upon other non-monetary facets of poverty.
Together, the consumption based poverty estimates and
multidimensional poverty provide an insightful and detailed
picture of the different forms of monetary and non-monetary
deprivation that people are suffering from.

iv

Many countries across the globe are utilizing
multidimensional poverty as a tool for planning, budgeting
and targeting the marginalized segments of society. In
Pakistan's context, it could be used for informing allocations
to the most deprived regions of Pakistan under the National
and Provincial Finance Commission awards. It can also inform
government's policies on social protection and gender
equality.

In light of the importance and utility of the multidimensional
poverty index as a tool for public policy, we at UNDP are
pleased to partner with the Ministry of Planning,
Development and Reform, alongside the Oxford Poverty and
Human Development Initiative at the University of Oxford, in
preparing this report. We are committed to providing similar
support in future and continuing this important partnership
towards the achievement of Pakistan's SDGs.

MardiAndré Franche
Country Director
United Nations Development Programme

Message from OPHI,
University of Oxford

In Antesaab, by Faiz Ahmed Faiz, translated by Mahbub ul
Haqg, we are reminded of the following dedication:
To
Thisday
Andthe deep pain of this day:
Apainthatisasilentinsult
Tothefalse glamour of life around...

Pakistan's MPI is, in many ways, quietly seeking to advance
such a dedication in the present day, under the leadership of
the Planning Commission, and in partnership with UNDP. In
order to benefit from the wisdom of many actors, Planning
Commission and UNDP staff convened leaders in
government, academia, civil society, and other sectors
through provincial level consultations to think about no
other topic than, 'the deep pain of this day, and to articulate
ina constructive and empowering manner.

Built using the PSLM datasets, the MPl has been estimated for
every two-year period since 2004/5, and can be
disaggregated by both provincial and district levels. This
feature enables Pakistan's MPI to be used as a tool for
planning and management - because it is updated often
enough to see change, and because it provides information
to lower levels of government as well as to national
institutions.

Because Pakistan's MPI can be unfolded to see how people
are poor — the deprivations they experience in a given
district, province, or social group - it can also be a tool of
policy coordination, and of budget allocation. And because
Pakistan's MPl was assessed using a series of robustness tests
(Annex 2), which found the analysis based on Pakistan's MPI
to be robust to a plausible range of weights and poverty cut-
offs, it can be commended as a suitably rigorous measure for
policy purposes.

Pakistan's MPI can be used to diagnose the places in which
poverty is the highest, and to show how people are poor in
different areas. This information might be useful to non
governmental organisations and civil society groups who are
interested to fight poverty in their focal areas, or private
sector actors who are planning corporate social
responsibility activities or philanthropicinvestments.

Pakistan's MPI design also contains some hidden gems. For
example, because of a commitment to gender equity in
education, it is not enough only to have an educated man.
Pakistan's MPI views a household as not having achieved
sufficient years of schooling unless at least one woman and
one man above 10 years of age has completed 5 years of
schooling. Similarly, Pakistan's MPI prioritises women's ante-
natal care and safe deliveries, and considers quality

education of both girls and boys to be paramount. So insofar
as the historical data permit, the MPI integrated women's
agency withinits very design.

Pakistan is a member of the Multidimensional Poverty Peer
Network (MPPN.org), a South-South network of over 40
countries plus international agencies. Many countries in the
network are using national MPIs to energise their fight
against poverty in all its dimensions, and to renew their
solidarity with the disadvantaged. Our hope is that Pakistan's
MPI will fuel not controversy but compassion. That it will
burst apathy and kindle commitment. And by using the MPI
to fight human disadvantage with innovation and
determination, Pakistan will chart a path that other nations

too, will wish to follow.
/“ o

Professor Sabina Alkire
Director, Oxford Poverty & Human Development Initiative
University of Oxford
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Executive Summary

Pakistan's Vision 2025 reaffirms the need to make economic
growth inclusive and sustainable in order to eradicate
poverty. It also recognises that poverty is multidimensional,
encompassing not only monetary deprivation but also the
inaccessibility of healthcare, education and other amenities
forall communities across the country.

In accordance with the Government's commitment to
eradicate poverty, this report presents Pakistan's first national
Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) based on the Alkire-
Foster methodology. It has three dimensions: education,
health and living standards. To tailor the measure to
Pakistan's context and public policy priorities, 15 indicators
were used for this national measure, instead of the 10
employed for the global measure. Within these 15 indicators,
three indicators are included under the dimension of
education (years of schooling, child school attendance, and
educational quality), four under health (access to health
facilities/clinics/Basic Health Units (BHU), immunisation,
ante-natal care, and assisted delivery) and eight under living
standards (water, sanitation, walls, overcrowding, electricity,
cooking fuel, assets,and aland/livestockindicator specifically
for rural areas). Each of the three dimensions carries an equal
weight of 1/3 of the MPI. The weights of the component
indicators within each dimension are equal unless another
justification is provided, as outlined in Section 2.1.3. Overall, a
person must be deprived in 1/3 of these weighted indicators
to beidentified as multidimensionally poor.

Multidimensional Poverty ata Glance

Applying this measure to data from the Pakistan Social and
Living Standards Measurement (PSLM) survey for the
2014/15 period, we found that the country's
Multidimensional Poverty Index stands at 0.197. This
indicates that poor people in Pakistan experience 19.7% of
the deprivations that would be experienced if all people were
deprived in all indicators. Secondly, it must be noted that the
MPI is a product of two essential components: the poverty
“headcount” and the “intensity” of deprivation. Using the
same data from the 2014/15 PSLM survey, the country's
multidimensional poverty“headcount ratio”was estimated at
38.8% of the population. This means that 38.8% of the
population of Pakistan are poor according to the MPI. The
average intensity of deprivation, which reflects the share of
deprivation which each poor person experiences on average,
is50.9%.

There are stark regional disparities in poverty across Pakistan.
The proportion of people identified as multidimensionally
poor in urban areas is significantly lower than in rural areas —
9.4% and 54.6%, respectively. Further heterogeneities were
found when looking at results at the provincial level. In
2014/15, MPI headcount ratios ranged from 31.4% in Punjab
(with an intensity of 48.4%), to 71.2% in Balochistan (with an
averageintensity of 55.3%).

With respect to the percentage which each of the 15
indicators contributes to overall multidimensional poverty in

Pakistan, the greatest contribution to national poverty
derives from years of schooling (29.7%), followed by a lack of
access to healthcare facilities (19.8%) and child school
attendance (10.5%). If aggregated by dimensions, the
greatest contribution to poverty stems from educational
deprivation (42.8%), followed by living standards (31.5%) and
healthcare (25.7%).

Reductions in Multidimensional Poverty Over Time

Since 2004/05, multidimensional poverty has continuously
declined in Pakistan. The MPI fell from 0.292 in 2004/05 to
0.197in 2014/15, while the poverty headcount ratio fell from
55.2% to 38.8%. The intensity of deprivation also declined
over the same period, falling from 52.9% to 50.9%. Similar
trends are evident across all provinces and regions, with the
exception of Azad Jammu & Kashmir (AJK) which
experienced an increase in multidimensional poverty
between 2010/11 and 2012/13. In terms of relative change in
its MPI, Punjab accounts for the highest relative reduction
(40.2%), while Balochistan experienced the slowest progress
in reducing multidimensional poverty, with a relative change
ofonly 17.7%.

At the district level, Larkana, Attock, Malakand, T.T. Singh and
Hyderabad have made the most progress, reducing absolute
poverty headcount ratio by more than 32 percentage points.
In relative terms the best performers were the districts of
Islamabad, Attock, Jhelum, Lahore, Karachiand Rawalpindi.
On the other hand, some districts have experienced an
increase in their poverty incidence. In absolute and relative
terms, the districts of Umerkot, Harnai, Panjgur, Killa Abdullah
and Kashmore have witnessed the highest increase in
incidence of poverty.

This report provides a detailed description of these results
and disaggregates Pakistan's MPI by indicators, geographical
regions and sub-groups. While the report closes with a series
of specific recommendations, all of the findings are provided
with the intention to help the Federal and Provincial
Governments in targeting poverty through improved policy
reform and public spending.

xi
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Chapter 1 Introduction

A measure of multidimensional poverty is a natural progression
given Pakistan's history of economic development and its
trajectory of social indicators. Between 1990 and 2013, Pakistan's
GDP per capita in constant 2005 US Dollars increased from USD
542 to 793, with growth rates averaging around 4% per year.'
Until 2003, despite periods of instability, Pakistan was ahead of
both India and Bangladesh in terms of its GDP per capita.
Moreover, income-based poverty fell sharply in the country, with
the percentage of the population living below the national
poverty line decreasing from 64.3% in 2001/02 to 29.5% in
2013/14. In fact, by 2005 Pakistan had already met its
Millennium Development Goal of halving the percentage of
people who were “income poor” with respect to the USD
1.25/day poverty line.

However, similar progress has not been evidentacross vital social
indicators. According to World Bank’s World Development
Indicators, despite rapid improvements in immunisation
Pakistan still lags behind coverage rates in South Asia. Compared
to Bangladesh, Pakistan started out much better in terms of life
expectancy (60 yearsin 1990) and was second only to SriLankain
this respect. Yet, by 2014 life expectancy in Pakistan had merely
increased to 66 years. By contrast, the improvement in
Bangladesh was far greater, with life expectancy rising from 58 to
72 years during the same period. Similarly, Pakistan's infant
mortality rate (IMR) was slightly above that of Bangladesh in
1990, at 106 deaths per 1,000 (as opposed to 100 in Bangladesh).
Unfortunately, by 2015 Pakistan was still registering the deaths of
66 infants in their first year, as opposed to 31 in Bangladesh. In
fact, Pakistan along with Afghanistan currently have the highest
IMR rates of any country in South Asia, all of which register fewer
than 50 infant deaths per 1,000. Comparable patterns hold true
for maternal mortality, as Pakistan began ahead of all other
South Asian nations — with the exception of Sri Lanka — but now
has higher rates than most of the other countries in the region.
Furthermore, fertility rates in Pakistan were — and remain, one of
the highestin South Asia at 3.6 children per woman.’

This situation has been well-noted by many actors within
Pakistan. Introducing Pakistan's Vision 2025 National
Development Plan, President Mamnoon Hussein pointed out
thatthePlan:
highlights the imbalance between economic development
and social development, and suggests policies for
improving the socioeconomic indicators of the country. The
turnaround from the current state of affairs in most social
development indicators - including population welfare,
poverty, gender mainstreaming, literacy, school enrolment,
immunisation coverage and access to potable water - is
promised by investing more in human and social
development.

The Minister of Planning and Lead Author of the Plan, Professor
Ahsan Igbal, also candidly acknowledged the aforementioned

'Data from the World Bank's World Development Indicators.
*Pakistan Economic Survey, 2015/16.

trends: “Today, we find many countries which were lagging
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behind have forged ahead and overtaken us!

To re-balance Pakistan's portfolio of achievements, Vision 2025
specifically sets outto investin lagging social sectors:
While economic indicators situate the country among
lower middle-income economies, the social indicators are
comparabletothose of least developed countries. The result
is a fractured socio-economic platform for development. In
order to become a developed nation, it will be necessary to
redress this imbalance by giving top priority to building a
strong human and social capital base as a prerequisite for
sustainable development.

The Plan's first Pillar, “People First: Developing social and human
capital’, identifies strengthening human capital as “the foremost
priority of Vision 2025 It continues, “Recognizing the size and
scale of this endeavour, we conceive a very significantincrease in
resource allocation, and quantum improvement in the quality of
service delivery through good governance and innovation.”

Vision 2025, in a manner consistent with these priorities, also

broadens the definition of poverty to include health, education

and otheramenities alongside income or consumption:
Pakistan Vision 2025 is people centric and aimed at
reducing poverty and enhancing the people's well-being.
Poverty is a multidimensional phenomenon and is
described as alack ofincome or consumption and access to
education, health and other amenities of life.

Pakistan's Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) has been
developed as a tool to enable development actors in the country
make significant progress on social indicators, reduce
multidimensional poverty, and advance Pillar | of Vision 2015, as
well as other social goals. Evidently, Pakistan's MPI clearly reflects
Vision 2025. At the same time, its structure has been vetted and
improved by groups of citizens, experts and leaders across all
provinces. As such, it also seeks to enable the private sector,
philanthropicand NGO actors to“crowd in”and play their part.’

Pakistan's MPI can serve as a tool for good governance - for
policy coordination, monitoring and readjusting programming,
and for targeting and designing integrated policies that
accelerate progress.’ The effectiveness of such policies is
stressed in the preamble to the Sustainable Development Goals.
Entitled Transforming Our World, the document highlights that
“the interlinkages and integrated nature of the Sustainable
Development Goals are of crucial importance in ensuring that
the purpose of the new Agenda is realised”. This builds upon the
UN Secretary-General's evidence-based hope that the SDGs will
“inject new impetus for embracing integrated approaches to
development”.’

*Data for all social indicators for South Asian countries have been taken from World Bank's World Development Indicators.

“Vision 2025, page ix.

*Costa Rica and Colombia are among the countries with a strong private sector contribution to reducing their national MPI.
“Pakistan is a member of the 40-country Multidimensional Poverty Peer Network (www.mppn.org) which includes many examples of states using their national MPI to

manage and accelerate change, such as Mexico, Colombia and the Philippines.

’ A/70/75-E2015/55. Available: http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/70/75&Lang=E
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1.1 Money Metric Poverty Measure in Pakistan

Pakistan's official consumption-based poverty measure is
currently under the scope of the Ministry of Planning,
Development & Reform. The Ministry measures poverty using
data from the Household Integrated Economic Survey,
combined with the Pakistan Social and Living Standards
Measurement survey (HIES/PSLM).

The estimates of poverty are produced by Planning Commission
using the 'cost of basic needs' (CBN) methodology. Until recently,
the approach used to estimate the headcount poverty in
Pakistan was based on the food energy intake (FEI) methodology.
Using the new CBN methodology, however, the poverty line has
been revised from PKR 2,259.44 to PKR 3,030.32, per adult per
month. Although this newly established poverty line is
marginally higher, data still corroborates the decline in poverty
trends in Pakistan. However, now a higher proportion of the
population (29.5%) is considered to be below poverty line. The
methodological revisions in monetary poverty reflect the
government's expanded commitment to use improved
measurementtools to identify and address poverty.

As Table 1.1 illustrates, the official monetary poverty rates in
Pakistan experienced a strong decline between 1998/99 and
2013/14. In particular, the proportion of people living below the
official poverty line dropped from 57.9% to 29.5% (a relative
reduction of almost 49%).This marked decline may be associated
with a number of factors, including increased allocations to
social safety net programmes such as Benazir Income Support
Programme (BISP). It may also be tied to better support prices for
agricultural products, an improvement in the inflow of
remittances, and increases in female labour force participation
ratesinrural areas.’

In addition, Table 1.1 identifies sizable disparities between rural
and urban areas during this time period. Although both areas
experienced a stark reduction in their poverty rates, rural areas
still experience much higher levels of poverty than urban
centres. Moreover, while poverty was 1.4 times higher in rural
areas in 1998/99 than it was in urban areas (63.4% and 44.5%,
respectively), thisratioincreased to 1.95in 2013/14 (with poverty
rates of 35.6% and 18.2% for rural and urban areas, respectively).

Analysing poverty through monetary based measures alone
suggests significant improvements in the country over the past
decade. However, these have not resulted in an equal reduction

Table 1.1
Official Poverty Rates in Pakistan, 1998/99 —2013/14
(% of the population living below the national poverty line)

Year National Urban Rural
1998-99 57.9 445 63.4
2001-02 64.3 50.0 70.2
2004-05 51.7 37.3 58.4
2005-06 50.4 36.6 574
2007-08 441 32.7 49.7
2010-11 36.8 26.2 421
2011-12 36.3 22.8 431
2013-14 29.5 18.2 35.6

Source: Planning Commission estimates using HIES/PSLM data (Ministry of Planning,
Development & Reform, 2016)

® Ministry of Planning, Development & Reform, 2014.
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of multidimensional poverty across the board. Thus, this report
intends to use the multidimensional poverty analysis to
complement the monetary poverty analysis, and reveal the true
state of poverty in the country, bearing in mind the country's
particular geographical and cultural context.

1.2 Contextand Framework

Until recently, many countries measured poverty solely by taking
into account income or consumption. However, a
unidimensional indicator like income cannot capture the
multiple aspects of poverty. The global Multidimensional
Poverty Index (MPI) is a new international measure of acute
poverty developed by OPHI and UNDP's Human Development
Report Office (UNDP HDRO). The MPI complements global
monetary poverty measures by reflecting the acute deprivations
that individuals simultaneously face in other dimensions. Like
monetary considerations, these are also essential to
guaranteeing a dignified life. Following the Human
Development Index (HDI), the MPI shares the same three core
dimensions: education, health and living standards. However, it
expandson the number of indicators employed.

The MPI is based on the concept of capability, which is central to
the human development paradigm championed by Mahbub ul
Hag. Nobel Laureate, Professor Amartya Sen has argued that
social evaluation should be based on the extent of people's
freedoms to further the objectives that they value. The term
“capability” or “capability set” provides information on the range
of functioning that a person may reasonably achieve. Poverty in
this framework becomes a “capability failure” - i.e. people's lack
of capability to enjoy the key“beings and doings”that are basic to
human life. This conceptisinherently multidimensional.

The first global MPI was released in 2010 and measures acute
poverty using a structure that can be compared across 75% of
the global population, by country and population group. The
global MPI has been updated regularly and published in every
subsequent Human Development Report. Furthermore, OPHI's
website (www.ophi.org.uk) features detailed tables, graphics,
policy briefs and academic papers on the Index. However the
global MPI was, from the start, developed with the secondary
aim of encouraging the development of national versions of the
MPI, tailored to specific national circumstances. Therefore, just as
most countries have national income poverty measures which
are used to inform policy (although the $1.90/day measure is
used to compare countries), the aim is for interested countries to
develop national MPIs that reflect their own development plans,
datasourcesand aspirations.

1.3 Purpose of the MPI Measure

The analysis contained in this report represents an attempt to
construct a national baseline for Pakistan's MPI that can be used
as a yardstick against which to measure the progress of
development in the coming years. In order to provide
comprehensive, in-depth analysis, multidimensional poverty at
the national level is disaggregated at the provincial/regional and
district levels across different time periods.

The micro-level poverty data presented here may be used by
Pakistan's Federal and Provincial Governments as a tool to target
spatial inequalities and eliminate poverty in all its dimensions. It
can help Governments assess how their policies are affecting
people, particularly the poor. Given its availability at the
provincial and district levels, the MPI can inform the poverty
criteria of the National Finance Commission Award, as well as the

criteria of the Provincial Commission Awards. Newly established
local governments can also use the MPI to inform their
development interventions. The Planning Commission intends
to produce estimates of multidimensional poverty either
annually or once every two years, at both the national and sub-
national levels. These estimates will not only be useful for
development planning, but will also be used to track Pakistan's
progress towards the Sustainable Development Goals, especially
SDG 1, Target 1.2, which concerns the reduction of poverty in all
itsdimensions.
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Chapter 2 Methodology

The methodology used in this report to determine Pakistan's MPI
is adopted from Alkire and Santos' (2010, 2014) work on the
global MPI, undertaken in collaboration with UNDP. This chapter
outlines the report's methodology, describes the MPI and its
relevant properties, and presents the data used to derive
Pakistan's MPI. It comprises the following sections:

2.1 Measurement Design

Pakistan's national MPI utilises a set of dimensions, indicators
and cut-offs that reflect its priorities as expressed in the
Government's National Plans, and which can be implemented
using the PSLM survey dataset. This section elaborates on the
choice of these parameters.

2.1.1Unitof Identification and Analysis

The unit of identification refers to the entity identified as poor or
non-poor —usually the individual or the household. In the case of
Pakistan's MPI, the unit of identification is the household.
Information on the members of a household is considered
together, all of whom receive the same deprivation score. This
acknowledges intra-household caring and sharing. For example,
educated household members reading to others, or multiple
members being affected by the severe health conditions of a
single member of their household. As such, this allows the
measure to include indicators that are specific to certain age
groups or genders, for instance, school attendance or ante-natal
care.

The unit of analysis in which results are reported and analysed,
however, is the individual. This means that, for example, the
headcount ratio denotes the percentage of people who are

Table 2.1
Pakistan's National MPI — Indicators, Deprivation Cut-offs and Weights

identified as poor, rather than the percentage of households
identified as poor, thereby valuing each citizen equally.

2.1.2 Dimensions, Indicators and Cut-offs

Pakistan's MPI builds upon the global MPI, retaining the same
three core dimensions: education, health and living standards.
The choice of indicators, however, reflects the country's
particular context and political priorities, as well as the data
available in the PSLM surveys. In total, 15 indicators are used in
this national index, of which 7 indicators are the same as those
used inthe global MPI.

While the global MPI's health dimension includes the indicators
of child mortality and nutrition, Pakistan's MPI does not have
these indicators as they are not covered by PSLM survey. Instead,
it uses the indicators of access to health facilities, full
immunisation, ante-natal care, and assisted delivery. A
noteworthy feature of Pakistan's 'years of schooling' indicator
within the education dimension is the use of an innovative
gendered component. This requires that at least one man and
one woman in the household above the age of 10 has
completed a minimum of 5 years of schooling. Finally, the
national MPI also adds indicators concerning improved walls
(instead of floors), overcrowding, and land/livestock to the living
standards dimension. Details of the dimensions and indicators
used in Pakistan's MPl are presentedinTable 2.1.

Some of the indicators in Pakistan's MPI are clearly designed to
support gendered understandings of poverty, such as ante-natal
care and attended delivery. However it is important to note that
the school attendance variable supports gender equity since if a
boy or a girl is out of school the household is deprived. This is
even more an emphasis in the years of schooling variable. In this

Dimension Indicator Deprivation Cut-off Weights
Education  Years of schooling Deprived if no man OR no woman in the household above 10 years of age has completed 5 years of schooling 1/6 =16.67%
1/8=12.5%

Child school attendance

School quality

Deprived if any school-aged child is not attending school (between 6 and 11 years of age)

Deprived if any child is not going to school because of quality issues (not enough teachers, schools are far away, too costly, no male/female teacher, substandard

1/24=4.17%

schools), or is attending school but remains dissatisfied with service

Health Access to health facilities/ Deprived if health facilities are not used at all, or are only used once in a while, because of access constraints (too far away, too costly, unsuitable, lack of 1/6 =16.67%
clinics/ Basic Health Units (BHU) tools/staff, not enough facilities)
Immunisation Deprived if any child under the age of 5 is not fully immunised according to the vaccinations calendar (households with no children under 5 are considered non- ~ 1/18=5.56%
deprived)
Ante-natal care Deprived if any woman in the household who has given birth in the last 3 years did not receive ante-natal check-ups (households with no woman who has given 1/18=5.56%
birth are considered non-deprived)
Assisted delivery Deprived if any woman in the household has given birth in the last 3 years attended by untrained personnel (family member, friend, traditional birth attendant, 118=5.56%
etc.) orin an inappropriate facility (home, other) (households with no woman who has given birth are considered non-deprived)
Standard  Water Deprived if the household has no access to an improved source of water according to MDG standards, considering distance (less than a 30 minutes return trip): 1/21= 4.76%
of Living tap water, hand pump, motor pump, protected well, mineral water
Sanitation Deprived if the household has no access to adequate sanitation according to MDG standards: flush system (sewerage, septic tank and drain), privy seat 1/21=4.76%
Walls Deprived if the household has unimproved walls (mud, uncooked/mud bricks, wood/bamboo, other) 1/42=2.38%

Overcrowding
Electricity Deprived if the household has no access to electricity
Cooking fuel

Assets

Land and livestock
(only for rural areas)

1/42= 2.38%

Deprived if the household is overcrowded (4 or more people per room)

1/21= 4.76%
1/21= 4.76%
1/21= 4.76%

Deprived if the household uses solid cooking fuels for cooking (wood, dung cakes, crop residue, coal/charcoal, other)

Deprived if the household does not have more than two small assets (radio, TV, iron, fan, sewing machine, video cassette player, chair, watch, air cooler, bicycle)
OR no large asset (refrigerator, air conditioner, tractor, computer, motorcycle), AND has no car.

1/21= 4.76%

Deprived if the household is deprived in land AND deprived in livestock, i.e.:
a) Deprived in land: the household has less than 2.25 acres of non-irrigated land AND less than 1.125 acres of irrigated land

b) Deprived in livestock: the household has less than 2 cattle, fewer than 3 sheep/goats, fewer than 5 chickens AND no animal for transportation (urban

households are considered non-deprived)
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case, a household is deprived unless one woman and one man
above 10 years of age have completed 5 years of schooling. This
variable captures the gendered disadvantages in education. For
example, 18% of people live in a household where no man or
woman has completed five years of schooling. But where one
gender has and the other has not, the difference is clear: only
4.8% of people live in a household where a woman but no man
has completed five years of schooling, whereas 25.6% (more
than five times as much) of the population live in a household
where a man has completed five years of schooling, but no
woman has had this opportunity. Reducing this deprivation —
which contributes most to Pakistan's MPIl - requires an
investment in women's education, perhaps including life-long
learning opportunities.

The selection of the dimensions, indicators, deprivation cut-offs
and weights of Pakistan's MPl was based on thorough
discussions and provincial consultations with government
officials, academics, civil society organisations and experts in the
field.

These decisions were later checked against existing data. In
some cases, this led to adjustments, such as the dropping or
adding of indicators, or the adjustment of weights and cut-offs. It
is worth noting that some highly relevant dimensions and
indicators (for example nutrition and child mortality) were not
included in the present version of the measure due to a lack of
adequate data.

2.1.3 Weights

The weights used in this report assign 1/3 of the MPI's total
weight to each of the three core dimensions: education, health
and living standards. Within education, different indicators are
normally weighted equally with some adjustments to this nested
weighted structure, which are explained as follows. Years of
schooling is weighted at 1/6 (16.67%). The other 50% of the
education domain focuses on school attendance, giving three
quarters 3% of the weight directly to child school attendance at
1/8 (12.5%), and the remaining weight to the quality of
schooling, assessed by the indicator of educational quality at
1/24 (4.17%). Health indicators are also assigned different
weights. Broadly speaking, access to health care accounts for
50% of the weights of this domain, while the other three
indicators are equally weighted to comprise the remaining half,
which reflect actions to prevent common health problems. Thus
the first variable, access to health facilities/clinics is weighted at
1/6 (16.67%), while immunisation, ante-natal care, and assisted
delivery are each assigned a weight of 1/18 (5.56%). Within the
dimension of living standards, the indicators of water, sanitation,
electricity, cooking fuel, assets, and land and livestock are each
weighted at 1/21 (4.76%), while walls and overcrowding are
weighted at 1/42 (2.38%) each because both represent different
aspects of a housing component of living standards. Overall, the
weightsadd upto 100%.

2.2 Alkire-Foster Methodology

The global MPI, developed by Alkire and Santos (2010, 2014) in
collaboration with UNDP, first appeared in the 2010 Human
Development Report. It represents one particular adaptation of
the adjusted headcountratio (M,) proposed by Alkire and Foster
(2011) and elaborated by Alkire, Foster, Seth, Santos, Roche and
Ballon (2015). This section outlines the methodology and its
relevant properties used in the subsequent sections of this
report to understand changes in multidimensional poverty in
Pakistan.’

’ The report's detailed statistical methodology is provided as an Annex.
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Sabina Alkire and James Foster's methodology for measuring
multidimensional poverty identifies the extent of poverty by
considering the intensity of deprivations which the poor
suffer from (A), as well as the percentage of the population
who are identified as poor (H). Mathematically, the MPI
combines two aspects of poverty:

MPI=HxA

1) Incidence of poverty (H): the percentage of people who are
identified as multidimensionally poor, or the poverty
headcount.

2) Intensity of poverty (A): the average percentage of
dimensionsin which poor people are deprived.

2.2.1 The Multidimensional Poverty Index: An Adjusted
HeadcountRatio

Within the adjusted headcount ratio methodology, a person is
categorised as poor according to the MPI (“MPI poor”) in two
steps. First, they are categorised as deprived or non-deprived in
each indicator, by considering whether their achievements
exceed a deprivation cut-off. The deprivation cut-off represents
the minimum level of achievement someone must show to be
considered non-deprived, in each MPI indicator. Based on this
cut-off, a deprived individual receives a score of 1 while those
who are not deprived receive a score of 0. These scores are
multiplied by the weights previously assigned to each indicator,
and then summed up to calculate the individual's weighted
deprivation scoreacrossallindicators.

In the second step, second cut-off is used. This is the poverty cut-
off (denoted as“k”in this study). In Pakistan's MPl it takes a value
of 33.3%. This threshold is used to identify a person as multi-
dimensionally poor. Hence, those individuals whose weighted
deprivation scores are equal to or greater than 33.3% will be
identified as multi-dimensionally poor. While those whose score
does not exceeds 33.3% will be identified as non-por. These cut-
off rates are described in more detail below.

Allindividuals categorised as MPI poor according to the dual cut-
off methodology are then aggregated to calculate the poverty
headcount ratio (denoted as H in the formula above). With
respect to the calculation of the intensity of poverty (denoted as
A in the formula above), the weighted deprivation scores of all
individuals categorised as multi-dimensionally poor in a
country's population are aggregated and then averaged.

Finally, the value of the headcount (H) and intensity (A) of
poverty are multiplied to calculate the Multidimensional Poverty
Index (MPI), asillustrated in the formula above.

2.2.2 Properties of the Multidimensional Poverty Index

This section outlines some of the features of the MPI that are
especially useful for policy analysis. The first is that the MPI can be
expressed as a product of two components: the share of the
population who are multi-dimensionally poor, or the
multidimensional headcount ratio (H), and the average
deprivation scores among the poor, or the intensity of poverty
(A).

This feature of the MPI has interesting policy implications for
inter-temporal analysis. All reductions in the MPI occur because
some deprivation experienced by a person categorised as 'poor’
has been solved. A certain reduction in the MPI may manifest

either as a reduction of H (if removing a certain deprivation
means that the person is no longer poor) or by reducing A (if
removing this deprivation means that the person is still MPI poor
but now experiences fewer deprivations). This difference cannot
be understood merely by looking at the MPI's overall value. If a
reduction in the MPI occurs merely by reducing the number of
people who are marginally poor, then H decreases but A may not.
On the other hand, if a reduction in the MPI occurs by reducing
the deprivation experienced by the poorest of the poor, then A
decreases, but H may not.

A second notable feature of the MPI is that, if the entire
population is divided into m mutually exclusive and collectively
exhaustive groups, the overall MPI can be expressed as a
weighted average of the MPI values of m subgroups, where
weights represent their respective population shares.

This feature, also known as“subgroup decomposability”, is useful
for understanding the contribution of different subgroups to
overall poverty levels.”” It is essential to note that the
contribution of a subgroup to overall poverty depends both on
the poverty level of that subgroup and on the subgroup's
population share. Relevant population subgroups in Pakistan
include populations in rural/urban areas, provinces and districts,
aswellasdemographicgroups.

Breaking down poverty in this way allows a closer analysis of
multidimensional poverty, one which clearly reveals each
indicator's contribution to poverty, as well as the changes in
these contributions over time. It identifies the regions and
groups which are the poorest, and determines whether they
have 'caught up'or'fallen behind' over time.

2.2.3 Poverty and Deprivation Cut-offs

As discussed above, thresholds are used to decide whether a
person is multidimensionally poor, using the Alkire-Foster
measurement framework. This involves: (a) a deprivation cut-off
for each indicator, where a person is considered deprived in each
indicator if their score falls below the cut-off; and (b) a cross-
indicator cut-off (or poverty cut-off), where a person is identified
as poor if the weighted sum of their deprivations meets or
exceedsthe poverty cut-off.

For Pakistan's MPI, the poverty cut-off has been determined to be
one-third of the indicators. Since the number of indicators
consideredis 15, a person who is deprived in at least one-third of
these weighted indicators is considered multidimensionally
poor. A person may be considered intensely poor if they are
deprived in at least 50% of the indicators. We assess the
robustness of Pakistan's MPI in terms of changes in the poverty
cut-off and in the weights of indicators in the annex on
robustness.

2.3Data

The data used in this report to calculate Pakistan's national
poverty measure is drawn from the Pakistan Social and Living
Standards Measurement (PSLM) surveys for the years 2004/05,
2006/07,2008/09,2010/11,2012/13and 2014/15."

The PSLM surveys are designed to provide social and economic
indicators in alternate years at both the provincial and district
levels. The project was initiated in July 2004. Surveys have since
been conducted every alternative year, with its latest wave
undertakeninJune2015.

This survey tool has served as the main source of information for
tracking Pakistan's progress on the Millennium Development

"* See Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (1984) for a discussion of this aspect of the MPI.

Goals (MDGs). This is largely because the surveys encompass
questions onissues ranging from demographic characteristics to
education, health, employment, household assets, household
amenities, water supply and sanitation. In the years in which
these surveys covered the provincial level, questionnaires also
included information on households' main sources of income
and consumption. To calculate Pakistan's MPI, survey waves
representing the district level were selected to allow for greater
regional disaggregation and comparisons.

The focal population of these surveys comprises populations in
all urban and rural areas of Pakistan's four provinces, as well as
the capital, Islamabad, and excluding military restricted areas.
The sample size for the PSLM surveys at the district level is
approximately 80,000 households. A two-stage stratified sample
design was adopted in these surveys.

"' More details can be obtained at: http://www.pbs.gov.pk/content/pakistan-social-and-living-standards-measurement
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Chapter 3 Main Results

This chapter provides a detailed account of the national MPI
results for Pakistan using data from the 2014/2015 PSLM survey.
It discusses the current poverty outlook in the country at both
the national and provincial/regional levels. We begin with a
broad description of the indicators used by the MPlin Section 3.1.
Thereafter, Section 3.2 presents Pakistan's national MPI results,
while 3.3 unravels these results to reveal the composition of
poverty byindicator.

3.1 National Uncensored Headcount Ratios

Uncensored headcount ratios represent the proportion of
people who are deprived in each of the MPI's 15 indicators,
irrespective of their poverty status. These are calculated without
applying the second cut-off criterion used to categorise an
individual as multidimensionally poor, i.e. whether he/she is
deprived in one-third of the weighted indicators. Figure 3.1
presents these rates for 2014/15, allowing analysts to see, at a
glance, the indicators with the highest and lowest levels of
deprivation.

As this Figure shows, the greatest deprivations are found in
cooking fuel (with 60.6% of the population deprived in this
indicator), years of schooling (48.5%), assets (39.0%) and
overcrowding (38.3%). The uncensored headcount ratios are
lowest for the following indicators: households without a supply
of electricity (6.4%), households in which a child was delivered
without the assistance of trained personnel (8.2%), and
households in which women who have given birth in the last
threeyears did not receive ante-natal care (9.1%).

Figure 3.1
National Uncensored Headcount Ratios, 2014/15
Percentage of people who are deprived in each indicator, whether poor or not

contains a margin of error. Thus, the Table also presents a 95%
confidence interval, which may be interpreted as indicating that
we are 95% confident that Pakistan's true multidimensional
poverty headcount ratio is between 37.3% and 40.2% of the
population.

Table 3.1
Incidence, Intensity and Multidimensional Poverty Index (MP1), 2014/15

Survey  Index Value Confidence Interval
(95%)
2014/15  MPI 0.197 0.189  0.205
Incidence (H)  38.8% 373%  40.2%
Intensity (A)  50.9% 50.5% 51.3%

Source: Authors' calculations based on the 2014/15 PSLM survey

The average intensity of deprivation (A), which reflects the share
of deprivations each poor person experiences on average, is
50.9%. That is, each poor person is, on average, deprived in
almost half of the weighted indicators.

Since the MPI is the product of Hand A, it yields a value of 0.197.
This means that multidimensionally poor people in Pakistan
experience 19.7% of the total deprivations that would be
experienced if all people were deprivedin all indicators.

Table 3.2 presents the headcount ratio (H) and the intensity of
poverty (A) forurban andrural areas. As the Table reveals, poverty
in rural areas is much higher than in urban areas and the
difference is statistically significant. Although the intensity of
deprivation is higher, overall, in rural Pakistan, this discrepancy is
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Source: Authors' calculations based on the 2014/15 PSLM survey

3.2Pakistan's National MPI: Key Results

Table 3.1 outlines Pakistan's MPI for 2014/15, as well as the value
of its components: the proportion of people identified as multi-
dimensionally poor (H) and the intensity of poverty (A). As the
Table shows, the headcount ratio (H) of multidimensional
poverty is 38.8%. Since this estimate is based on a sample, it

not nearly as great as the difference in the poverty headcount
ratio between rural and urban areas. It is worth noting, moreover,
that some two-thirds of Pakistan's population of more than 180
millionliveinrural areas.

Table 3.3 presents estimates for the MPI, H and A at the provincial
and regional level, and Table 3.4 adds the confidence intervals.
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The broad pattern shows that among Pakistan's provinces,
multidimensional poverty is highest in Balochistan and lowest in
Punjab, whereas considering the standard errors, there is no
significant difference between the MPI levels of Sindh and KP. It is
also important to note that in all four provinces, poverty in rural
areasis significantly higherthanin urban centres.

Amongst other regions, FATA is experiencing high levels of
multidimensional poverty in terms of MPI and incidence
(although not statistically different from the levels of
Balochistan), followed by GB and AJK. The intensity of derivation

is similaracross these three regions. "

Table 3.2

Multidimensional Poverty by Rural/Urban Areas, 2014/15

Index Population Value Confidence Interval
Share (%) (95%)

Urban

MPI 0.040  0.035 0.045

Incidence (H)  33.1%  9.4% 8.2% 10.5%

Intensity (A) $1%  42.5% 43.6%

Rural

MPI 0.281 0273 0.290

Incidence (H)  67.0%  54.6%  53.1% 56.0%

Intensity (A) 51.6%  51.2% 52.0%

Source: Authors' calculations based on data from the 2014/15

PSLM survey

Table 3.3

Multidimensional Poverty by Region, 2014/15

Province Value

MPI Incidence (H) Intensity (A)

Punjab Overall  0.152 31.4% 48.4%
Rural  0.214 43.7% 48.9%
Urban  0.026 6.3% 41.8%

Sindh Overall  0.231 43.1% 53.5%
Rural  0.415 75.5% 54.9%
Urban  0.046 10.6% 43.4%

KP Overall  0.250 49.2% 50.7%
Rural  0.295 57.8% 51.1%
Urban  0.042 10.2% 41.5%

Balochistan  Overall ~ 0.394 71.2% 55.3%
Rural  0.482 84.6% 57.0%
Urban  0.172 37.7% 45.7%

AK Overall  0.115 24.9% 46.3%
Rural  0.130 28.1% 46.3%
Urban  0.013 3.1% 41.0%

GB Overall  0.209 43.2% 48.3%
Rural  0.238 49.0% 483%
Urban  0.036 7.9% 45.0%

FATA 0.337 73.7% 45.8%

Source: Authors' calculations based on data from the 2012/13 PSLM
(for AJK and GB), the 2014/15 PSLM survey for other provinces and
the 2013/14 FATA Development Indicators Household Survey (FDIHS)
for FATA

" The figures for FATA are reported using 2013/14 FATA Development Indicators Household Survey. However, the indicators differ somewhat from the national
specifications due to missing data. The figures for GB and AJK have been calculated using 2012/13 PSLM Survey, owing to unavailability of data from the 2014/15 PSLM
survey for these regions at the time of writing this report. While the values may not be strictly comparable, they nevertheless represent the most recent data available

for each region.
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Table 3.4
Confidence Interval for Provincial Multidimensional Poverty

Province Value Confidence Interval
(95%)
MPI
Punjab 0.152 0.144 0.160
Sindh 0.231 0.208 0.254
KP 0.250 0.233 0.266
Balochistan 0.394 0.357 0.430
GB 0.209 0.154 0.265
AJK 0.115 0.080 0.151
FATA 0.337 0.302 0.373
Incidence (H)
Punjab 31.4% 29.8% 32.9%
Sindh 43.1% 39.0% 47.3%
KP 49.2% 46.3% 52.1%
Balochistan 71.2% 66.5% 76.0%
GB 43.2% 33.5% 52.8%
AJK 24.9% 18.1% 31.7%
FATA 73.7% 66.8% 80.6%
Intensity (A)

Punjab 48.4% 48.0% 48.9%
Sindh 53.5% 52.9% 54.2%
KP 50.7% 49.9% 51.5%
Balochistan 55.3% 53.4% 57.2%
GB 48.3% 44.5% 52.0%
AJK 46.3% 43.6% 48.9%
FATA 45.8% 44.7% 46.9%

Source: Authors' calculations based on data from the 2012/13 PLSM
survey (for AJK and GB), the 2014/15 PSLM survey for other provinces
and the 2013/14 FATA Development Indicators Household Survey
(FDIHS) for FATA.

Multidimensional Poverty Index by National, Rural/Urban and Provincial/Regional Levels

Figure 3.2
Multidimensional Poverty Index
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3.3The Composition of Poverty: Percentage Contributions of
EachIndicatortothe MPI

What deprivations create this level of poverty in Pakistan and
how can they be reduced? To answer this question, this report
takes a more in-depth view of multidimensional poverty by
analysing the percentage which each of the 15 indicators
contributes to Pakistan's MPI.

Figure 3.5 presents the weighted percentage contribution of
each indicator to illustrate the composition of multidimensional
poverty at the national level, and in rural and urban areas. It must
be borne in mind that the weights assigned to most of the health
and education indicators are higher than those assigned to the
indicators concerning living standards. While all three core
dimensions (education, health and living standards) are equally
weighted, the indicators with greater weights in the spheres of
education and health are expected to contribute relatively more
to multidimensional poverty.

At the national level, the indicators which contribute most to the
MPI are years of schooling (29.7%), followed by access to health
facilities (19.8%) and child school attendance (10.5%). At the
dimensional level, deprivations in education are the largest
contributor to the MPI (42.8%), followed by living standards
(31.5%) and health (25.7%).

Figure 3.5 also reveals different profiles for urban and rural
poverty. At the indicator level, the greatest contribution, in both
urban and rural areas, derives from deprivation in years of
schooling, access to health facilities, and child school
attendance. In terms of dimensions, education is clearly the
greatest contributor to multidimensional poverty in both areas,
contributing almost 57% and 42%, respectively. It is followed by
the dimension of living standards and, finally, the dimension of
health. Notably, deprivation in health contributes almost 5.7%
moreto poverty in rural areas thanitdoesin urban centres.

Figure 3.6 illustrates the break-down of multidimensional
poverty at the provincial level. The composition of
multidimensional poverty is broadly similar across provinces and
follows the same pattern as the MPI at the national and

Table 3.5
Percentage Contributions of Indicators to MPI at the National and Provincial/Regional level

rural/urban levels, but there are fairly important differences,
particularly in the relative contributions of the indicators
pertaining to health and living standards. For instance, the
indicator of school attendance contributes only 4.9% to total
poverty in AJK, as opposed to nearly 12% in Sindh, nearly 13%in
GBand 16% in FATA. Onthe other hand, deprivationsin access to
healthcare are highestin AJK, Punjab and KP contributing 21%to
their respective MPIs, butfalls to 8.1% and 8.9% in GB and FATA.

As demonstrated by Figure 3.7, the trends for FATA, GB and AJK
vary slightly as opposed to national, provincial and rural/urban
MPI decomposition. While deprivation in education is the
highest contributing dimension for GB and FATA, standard of
living contributes the most to poverty in AJK. At the indicator
level, deprivation in cooking fuel is the third largest contributor
for poverty in both GB and AJK. Secondly, the deprivationin child
school attendance in AJK and access to health facilities in FATA
and GBis significantly lower than all other provinces and regions.

National Urban Rural Punjab Sindh KP Balochistan FATA GB AJK
Years of schooling 29.7 36.9 29.2 311 28.1 293 283 35.5 30.1 26.6
School attendance 10.5 17.0 10.0 9.7 1.9 9.7 1.5 16.0 12.9 49
Educational quality 2.6 3.0 25 23 29 25 3.1 1.1 3.7 49
Access to health facilities 198 12,5 203 25 16.7 214 173 8.9 8.1 213
Full immunisation 22 33 21 20 20 25 26 45 24 1.0
Ante-natal care 19 25 1.9 17 19 22 24 0.3 3.6 1.1
Assisted delivery 1.8 21 1.8 13 23 21 2.2 17 3.6 12
Improved walls 19 12 19 12 27 13 33 46 12 12
Overcrowding 26 36 25 28 3.1 19 14 12 26 15
Electricity 14 0.4 1.4 13 1.6 0.7 20 1.7 0.2 0.8
Sanitation 53 2.2 5.6 5.0 6.2 3.9 6.9 13 6.1 39
Water 1.7 13 1.7 0.5 15 3.7 41 6.3 44 6.2
Cooking fuel 8.5 6.3 8.7 9.2 7.8 8.5 73 49 9.9 10.2
Assets 6.3 7.7 6.2 6.8 73 6.0 48 6.6 9.4 9.0
Land & livestock 3.8 0 4.1 37 40 43 28 54 19 6.3
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Authors' calculations based on the 2012/13 & 2014/15 PSLM survey and the 2013
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/14 FATA Development Indicators Household Survey

Table 3.5
Percentage contribution of each indicator to MPI, by national and rural/urban
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Table 3.6
Percentage contribution of each indicator to MPI, by province
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Source: Authors' calculations based on the 2014/15 PSLM survey
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Table 3.7
Percentage contribution of each indicator to MPI, by region
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Chapter 4 Changes in Multidimensional

Poverty Over Time

A key question to ask is how poverty has changed over time. This
chapter examines the evolution of multidimensional poverty in
Pakistan between 2004/05 and 2014/15. Since annual PSLM
survey data is only available for this time period, the MPl and its
sub-indices were calculated using six waves of the PSLM surveys:
2004/05, 2006/07, 2008/09, 2010/11, 2012/13 and 2014/15. The
PSLM surveys for these six periods share a common survey
design and questionnaire, allowing researchers to recreate
exactly the same indicators for each year and to make robust
comparisonsacross time.

Figure 4.1
National Uncensored Headcount Ratios
Percentage of peaple who are deprived in each indicator, whether poor or not
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4.1 Changesin National Uncensored Headcount Ratios

Figure 4.1 represents the proportion of people deprived in all of
the MPI's indicators, irrespective of whether they can be
categorised as multidimensionally poor or not. As this Figure
reveals, improvements are evident in most of the indicators over
time, in terms of reductions in the proportion of people deprived
with respect to these indicators. The possession of assets, access
to adequate sanitation and cooking fuel are the indicators which
display the greatest absolute reduction in terms of uncensored
headcountratios (28.5%, 19.1% and 14%, respectively).

Improved walls
Overcrowding
Electricity
Sanitation
Water

Cooking Fuel
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4.2 Changes in the Multidimensional Poverty Index and its
Componentsovertime

Turning to the three key statistics of the MPI, Figures 4.2-4.4
provide an overview of how the incidence (H) and intensity (A) of
poverty, as well as the overall MPI, have changed over the years,
using the four provinces for which datais available for each wave.
It is evident that multidimensional poverty has declined
gradually between 2004 and 2015 and that the reduction across
the decade is statistically significant. The MPI dropped from
0.292 in 2004/05 to 0.197 in 2014/15, while the headcount ratio
(H) fell by over 16.4 percentage points, from 55.2% to 38.8%.
Strikingly, however, the average deprivation share of the poor
declined relatively little, from 52.9% to 50.9%. Nevertheless, on a
positive note, Pakistan experienced statistically significant
reductions in its MPI, H and A between 2004/5 and 2014/15 (see
Table4.1).”

Table 4.1
Change overtime in Incidence, Intensity and the MPI, 2004-2015
Cut-off (k=33%) MPI  Incidence (H) Intensity (A)
2004/05 (i) 0.292 55.2% 52.9%
2006/07 0.281 52.5% 53.4%
2008/09 0.260 49.3% 52.6%
2010/11 0.228 44.7% 51.0%
2012/13 0.207 40.8% 50.7%
2014/15 (ii) 0.197 38.8% 50.9%
Change 2004 (i) - 2015 (i)  0.095***  0.164***  0.020***
Combined SE 0.0052 0.0091 0.0025
Hypothesis 18.16 17.99 8.08
p-value 0.000 0.000 0.000

Source: Authors' calculations based on data from various waves of the PSLM surveys
Note: *** 1% level of significance

Figure 4.2
National MPI, 2004-2015
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Figure 4.3
National Incidence (H), 2004-2015
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" Since data for Gilgit-Baltistan (GB) and Azad Jammu & Kashmir (AJK) was only available for three waves of the PSLM surveys - 2006/07 (only GB), 2010/11 and 2012/13
- all the national values reported for trend analysis do not include GB, AJK and the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA). However, the difference in national values

Figure 4.4
National Intensity (A), 2004-2015
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Foranin-depthlookat how poverty has varied over time ata sub-
national level, the multidimensional poverty figures and their
constituent components were also analysed separately for each
province (see Figures 4.5 —4.16). In all four provinces, the general
trendis that of a decreasing MPI.
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P

HEADCOUNT 38.8%
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h 4
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after including these regions is minimal and insignificant. Hence, their exclusion does not impact the overall analysis offered by this chapter.

26 | Multidimensional Poverty in Pakistan

Multidimensional Poverty Over Time in Punjab (2004-2015)

Figure 4.5
Punjab MPI, 2004-2015
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Figure 4.6
Punjab Headcount, 2004-2015
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Multidimensional Poverty Over Time in Sindh (2004-2015)

Figure 4.8
Sindh MPI, 2004-2015
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Figure 4.9
Sindh Headcount, 2004-2015
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Figure 4.7

Punjab Intensity, 2004-2015
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Figure 4.10
Sindh Intensity, 2004-2015
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Multidimensional Poverty Over Time in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (2004-2015)

Figure 4.11

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa MPI, 2004-2015
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Figure 4.12

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Headcount, 2004-2015
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Figure 4.13
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Intensity, 2004-2015
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Multidimensional Poverty Over Time in Balochistan (2004-2015)

Figure 4.14
Balochistan MPI, 2004-2015
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Figure 4.15

Balochistan Headcount, 2004-2015
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Balochistan Intensity, 2004-2015
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To obtain a cumulative analysis across all provinces, Figures 4.17
and 4.18 also illustrate provincial level change in the MPI in
absolute and relative terms, respectively. As these Figures show,
KP and Punjab demonstrate the greatest absolute reduction in
their MPI between 2004 and 2015 (0.101 and 0.102 points of the
Index, respectively). In addition, Punjab accounts for the highest
relative reduction (40.2%). On the other hand, although

consecutive survey waves shows no statistically significant
changes in headcount ratio, and only one significant change in
MPI between 2008 and 2010. However, both figures have
significantly reduced over the period of 2004 to 2014.

Table 4.2
Statistical Significance of Change in Headcount for All Provinces

Balochistan experienced the slowest reduction in relative terms ; Changein Headcount (H)  Change in MPI
(17.7%), in absolute terms both Sindh and Balochistan Province Years I I
experienced almost identical progress (a reduction of 0.086 and o -
0.085 points of the Index, respectively). As noted above, it is 2014-2012 -0.03288 -0.01649
worth recalling that although Punjab accounts for nearly 60% of 2012-2010 -0.0339** -0.01984%*
Pakistan's total population, its incidence of multidimensional » "
poverty was only slight higher than 30% in 2014/15 (31.4%). By pypiap 2010-2008 -0.0516 -0.03037
contrast, Balochistan is home to a fewer than 5% of the country's 2008-2006 0.03221%* 0.02019%*
population, 71% of whom are poor. Regrettably, this represents a " .
potentially polarising case of horizontal inequality in which the 2006-2004 -0.03296 -0.01519
gap between Balochistan and other provincesisincreasing. 2014-2004 -0.18353** -0.10208**
Figure 4,17 2014-2012 -0.01441 -0.00523
Absolute change in MPI, 2004-2015 2012-2010 -0.0344% -0.01635
Punjab Sindh kP Balochistan sindh 2010-2008 0.03234* 002714
0.000 (2004/05 - 0.254) (2004/05-0.317) (2004/05 - 0.350) (2004/05-0.478) 2008-2006 -0.02448 -0.02282%
-0.020 2006-2004 -0.03568* -0.01452
0,040 2014-2004 -0.14131%* -0.08606**
~0.060 2014-2012 0.00094 0.00051
-0.080 2012-2010 -0.05931** -0.03129**
-0.100 -0.086 -0.085 2010-2008 -0.05431%* -0.04052%*
-0.102 -0.101 Kp
-0.120 2008-2006 -0.05638** -0.02955*
Source: Authors' calculations based on data from various waves of the PSLM surveys 2006-2004 0.00271 -0.00007
2014-2004 -0.16635** -0.10092**
Figure 4.18
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Source: Authors' calculations based on data from various waves of the PSLM surveys

Table 4.2 reports changes in the incidence or headcount ratio (H)
and MPI over time across provinces. In particular, we look at the
changes between consecutive waves of the survey (2004/05,
2006/07,2008/09,2010/11,2012/13 and 2014/15), and between
thefirstand the last wave of the survey (2014 compared to 2004).
The result suggest that both the headcount ratio (H) and MPI
have significantly reduced in Punjab across all years. In Sindh,
there has been a significant reduction in headcount between
2004-06, 2008-10 and 2010-12, and a significant overall
reduction from 2004 to 2014. There has also been a significant
decrease in MPI figures for Sindh, from 2008-10, and 2006-08, as
wellan overall reduction from 2004 to 2014.

For KP, the changes have alternated between an increase and
decrease in both MPland the headcount ratio. We only observe a
significant reduction in the headcount ratio and MPI between
the years of 2006 and 2012, and a significant overall reduction
between 2004 and 2014. For Balochistan, however, comparing

Source: Authors' calculation based on data from various waves of PSLM survey

Poverty trends in rural and urban areas are depicted in Figures
4.19 - 4.24. Rural areas experienced significant reductions in MPI
headcount ratio, which fell from 70.3% to 54.6%. That is, 15.6% of
the population in rural areas emerged from poverty. In urban
areas, poverty plummeted from 24% of the population to 9.4%,
signifying that 14.6% of the population living in urban areas
'exited’ poverty. While this may seem a similar result, it must be
noted that the initial levels of poverty in rural and urban centres
were quite different. Relative to their initial poverty headcount
ratio, urban areas experienced a relative reduction of almost 64%
in their MPI, compared to a relative reduction of 26% in rural
areas. On the other hand, the intensity of poverty (A) has
decreased only slightly and remains considerably higher in rural
areas (51.6%) as compared to urban centres (43.1%).
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Multidimensional Poverty Over Time in Rural Areas (2004-2015)
Figure 4.19 Figure 4.21
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Figure 4.26 presents the absolute change in censored headcount
ratios between 2004 and 2015, in percentage points, illustrating
the percentage of the population previously considered poor
and deprived in a particular indicator, that is now either non-
poor, or non-deprived in that indicator. In addition to significant
improvements with respect to assets, sanitation and cooking
fuel, similarly impressive reductions are also evident in the
censored headcount ratios of other indicators. These include
years of schooling (14%) and child school attendance (9.2%). As
these indicators are assigned substantial weights in the MPI,
reductions in these spheres have driven significant changes in
the national MPI. The only indicators which experienced a small
but gradual increase in terms of their censored headcount ratios
are land and livestock (rising by 0.8%) and immunisation (0.7%),
both being of which are statistically significant.

Figure 4.26
Change in Censored Headcount Ratios, 2004 - 2015
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Chapter 5 Multidimensional Poverty at

the District Level

The headcount or incidence of poverty, as a key component of
the MPI, is an excellent measure by which to determine the
number of individuals who may be categorised as poor in any
geographical region. To analyse poverty at a micro-level, this
chapter presents the poverty headcount measure for all districts
in Pakistan.

Looking at MPI values across all districts, quite a divergent
pattern appears. In the Figure 5.1, the starting level of MPI is
plotted on the horizontal axis, with the highest poverty districts
placed on the right. The absolute pace of poverty reduction is
plotted vertically, with the best-performing districts appearing
at the bottom of the graph as they are outrunning the rest
interms of reducing MPI. Note that the zero value on the
horizontal axis denotes no change in poverty, whereas positive
valuesndicate an increase in poverty. The Figure illustrates that
thepoorest district, Musakhel, which has data from all waves of
PSLM survey witnessed the fastest reduction in MPI,
demonstrating a positive and pro-poor trend. The relatively less
poor districts suchas Islamabad, Lahore and Karachi experienced
lower levels of absolute MPI reduction. However, a number of
middle and highpoverty districts such as Ziarat, Killa Abdullah,
and Chagai saw an increase in MPI values rather than a decrease
during the period under analysis, while few other high poverty
districts like Barkhan or Kohistan experienced only mild changes.
These casesof poor districts increasing poverty makes the overall
trend not clearly pro-poor, although there are certainly some
positive cases withinit.

Figures 5.2 and 5.3 illustrate the absolute and relative change in
headcount or incidence of poverty for all districts.” As these
Figures demonstrate, most districts have made significant
progress in reducing their poverty headcount in both absolute
and relative terms. While the MPI is the proper measure of
multidimensional poverty, here we focus on the headcount ratio
in order to present the simplest and most direct analysis for
publicdissemination.

Figure 5.1
Starting MPI value vs Absolute Reduction of MPI by District, 2004-2015
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In absolute terms, the districts of Larkana, Attock, Malakand, T.T.
Singh and Hyderabad have made the most progress, reducing
poverty headcount ratio by more than 32 percentage points. In
relative terms the best performers were the districts of
Islamabad, Attock and Jhelum, followed by other big cities like
Lahore, Karachiand Rawalpindi.

On the other hand, some districts have experienced an increase
in their poverty incidence. In absolute terms, the districts of
Umerkot, Harnai, Panjgur, Killa Abdullah and Kashmore have
witnessed the highest increase in incidence of poverty.
Moreover, as revealed by the Figures below the same districts
have also experienced the highest headcountincrease in relative
termsaswell.

Based on the index values for the latest year (2014/15), the five
districts with the highest MPl are Killa Abdullah, Harnai, Barkhan,
Kohistan and Ziarat. Most of these districts also have the highest
levels of the incidence (headcount) and intensity of poverty in all
of Pakistan. On the other hand, the six districts with the lowest
index value are Islamabad, Lahore, Karachi, Rawalpindi, Jhelum
and Attock. These districts also have the lowest poverty
headcountsinthe country.
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"“For most districts the relative headcount was calculated using the latest 2014/15 data and taking 2004/05 as a base year. However, the base year varies for those
districts which were established after 2004 and are therefore not covered by the 2004/05 PSLM survey. Similarly, for two districts — Panjgur and Kech/Turbat data for
2014/15 was unavailable. As such, their headcount ratios for 2010/11 and 2012/13 were used as end points.
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Figure 5.2
Absolute Change in Headcount, 2004-2015
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Figure 5.3
Relative Change in Headcount, 2004-2015
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Chapter 6 Conclusion

This report represents the endeavours of the Planning
Commission of Pakistan to develop a different approach to
measuring poverty in the country, in addition to conventional
income-based poverty measures. Efforts to calculate the MPI
were undertaken to complement existing measures which focus
on income alone, as both measures offer important sources of
information for public policy. In particular, Pakistan's national
MPI can help monitor progress in terms of meeting the social and
infrastructural goals outlined in its National Development Plan,
Vision 2025.

Pakistan's national multidimensional poverty rate of 19.7% in
2014/15 varies from its income-based poverty rate of 29.5%, as
estimated in 2013/14. This is because both measures use
different criteria for determining poverty. Now that Pakistan has
lower levels of extreme income poverty, it is appropriate to shine
a light on the social situation through the lens of a
Multidimensional Poverty Index. This is especially important as
progress has been far slower on social indicators than it has with
respect to economic ones. Thus, by using the MPl and identifying
a higher percentage of people as poor, we are able to highlight
them as worthy of policy attention.

To be identified as poor by the MPI, a person must be deprived in
one-third of the Index's weighted indicators - that is, is between
three and ten indicators, depending on their respective weights.
It is worth stressing, however, that poor people are, on average,
deprived in nearly 50% of the MPI's weighted indicators - that is,
between five and thirteen indicators each. As such, notonlyis the
poverty rate high, the MPI also reveals that significant
deprivations are experienced by those identified as poor.

The MPI's value of 0.197 indicates that poor people in Pakistan
experience 19.7% of the deprivations that would be experienced
if all Pakistanis were deprived in all indicators. The greatest
contribution to national poverty is made by indicators
concerning deprivation in years of schooling (29.7%), access to
health facilities (19.8%) and child school attendance (10.5%). If
aggregated by dimensions, education contributes most to
multidimensional poverty (42.8%), followed by the dimensions
of living standards (31.5%) and health (25.7%).

Based on the report's findings and analysis, this concluding
section presents a series of recommendations for policy makers
and key stakeholders:

1. Use the MPI as a poverty measure which complements
existing official measures, so as to offer a clearer outlook on
poverty

For the MPI to have an effective impact on policy design and
constitute a useful tool for targeted interventions, it should be
used alongside existing officialincome-based poverty measures.
Regularly updated data on the MPI will help to determine which
specific geographical regions, and which factors of deprivation,
contribute most to national aggregate poverty. Monitoring
changes in the MPI at the district, provincial and national levels
will provide evidence to assess the success or failure of particular
policies orinitiatives.

2. Articulate the policy interface between Vision 2025 and
theMPI

To catalyse the MPI's relevance for policy making, it would be
useful to publish a succinct policy brief which itemises the
connections between the MPI and Vision 2025 (as well as any
recent commitments Pakistan has made with respect to the

SDGs) in greater detail than provided in this report. Ideally, this
brief should elucidate the synergistic ways by which the MPI can
reinforce and strengthen the implementation of Vision 2025 and
help Pakistan progress towards meeting the SDGs. It should also
elaborate how the MPI can help to monitor Pakistan's
achievementsinthisregard.

3.Promotethe use of the MPIforresourceallocation

Following Pillar | of Pakistan's Vision 2025, the allocation of public
sector resources should be informed by the MPI as well as by
monetary poverty measures. Their complementary use in
guiding policy will have the positive impact of improving
sectoral policies across the country. A comparative analysis
provided by the two measures will provide policy makers with a
broaderand more detailed outlook on poverty at the micro-level.
This will serve as a better guide for budget allocations.

4.lssue provincial MPlreports

Drawing upon this report and its constituent data, summarised
policy briefings should be prepared in local and regional
languages. These should be shared with the Government,
academia and other institutions operating in each region. This
will support the provision of evidence-based policies in a
devolved governance setting, while promoting targeted
research and analysis. Such briefings will motivate key-players at
the provincial level to become leaders and champions for
reducing multidimensional poverty.

5. Promote the use of the MPIfor district level policies

District level policies should be informed by the composition of
poverty in each district, as well as overall levels of poverty. This
requires preparing district level reports on the MPI and issuing
them to district offices. If such reports clearly highlight the
contributing factors leading to poverty, district governments
can improve their policies and implement initiatives targeting
poverty and inequality in theirregions.

It is encouraging to note that poverty has decreased in most
districts of Pakistan. While this commitment must be sustained, it
is also important to conduct further analysis and research on
each district to better understand the different situations they
face and highlight successful cases.

6.Include MPlvariablesin future surveys

For strict comparability between different time periods, and to
gauge progress over the years, all of the MPI's variables should be
included in future surveys, especially the provincial PSLM
surveys. Doing so will enable the MPI to be updated annually.
This will increase its utility as a policy tool, since up-to-date
information is vital for evidence-based policy making. As such,
the lag between data collection and the MPI's release should be
minimised.

7.Include MPlvariablesinthe next census

Pakistan's next census should include as many MPI variables as
possible, so as to comprehensively map poverty at the district
level. This will help policy interventions at the grassroots level,
spur local activism, and provide a crystal clear picture of
multidimensional poverty in Pakistan.
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8. Improve the national MPI's methodology and choice of
indicators for future computations

The consultations in different regions raised a plethora of
suggestions regarding possible additional indicators. For
example, although the PSLM surveys do not provide data on
health functionings in general (such as nutrition and child
mortality), efforts should be made to incorporate these issues in
future surveys in order to improve computations of the national
MPI. Finally, despite the difficulties in assessing education quality
through surveys, innovative ways should be found to assess
quality as an outcome-based indicator rather than as an input-
basedindicator, asitis treated at present.

9. Promotefutureresearch

To understand the particular factors and policies which
prompted reductions in poverty, as outlined in this report, it is
recommended that further research be undertaken, particularly
by the exceptionally strong community of scholars, economists
and statisticians in Pakistan. This will bring to light specific
districts that have successfully reduced multidimensional
poverty in the shortest space of time, thereby allowing other
districts to replicate policies by using these areas as a
benchmark.

50 | Multidimensional Poverty in Pakistan




Statistical

Annex

@) Annex 1: Reader's Guide to the
Alkire-Foster Methodology

@) Annex 2: Robustness Analysis

@) Annex 3: Statistical Tables




Annex 1 Reader's Guide to the
Alkire-Foster Methodology

The global MPI, developed by Alkire and Santos (2010, 2013) in collaboration with UNDP, first appeared
in the 2010 Human Development Report. It represents one particular adaptation of the adjusted
headcount ratio (M,) proposed by Alkire and Foster (2011) and elaborated by Alkire, Foster, Seth,
Santos, Roche, and Ballon (2015). This Annex outlines the methodology and relevant properties used in
this report to assess changes in multidimensional poverty in Pakistan.

Sabina Alkire and James Foster created a new method for measuring
multidimensional poverty. It identifies who is poor by considering the intensity
of the deprivations they suffer, and includes an aggregation method.
Mathematically, the MPI combines two aspects of poverty:

MPI=HxA

1) Incidence (H) of poverty — the percentage of people who are
multidimensionally poor, or the headcount of poverty.

2) Intensity of (A) of poverty — the average percentage of dimensions in which
poor people are deprived.

The Multidimensional Poverty Index: An Adjusted Headcount Ratio

Suppose that at a particular point in time, there are n people in Pakistan and their well-being is
evaluated by d indicators!* We denote the achievement of person i in indicator j by x;; € Rforall i =
1,..,nand j =1, ..,d. The achievements of n persons in d indicators are summarised by an n X d
dimensional matrix, X, where rows denote persons and columns denote indicators. Each indicator is
assigned a weight based on the value of a deprivation relative to other deprivations. The relative weight
attached to each indicator is the same for all persons and is denoted by w; , such that w; > 0 and
?“:1 w; = 1.

For the purposes of a unidimensional analysis, people are identified as poor as long as they fail to meet
a threshold called the “poverty line”. Otherwise, they are categorised as “non-poor”. In a
multidimensional analysis based on a counting approach - as with the adjusted headcount ratio - a
person is identified as poor or non-poor in two steps.

In the first step, a person is identified as deprived, or not, in each indicator subject to a “deprivation cut-
off”. We denote the deprivation cut-off for indicator j by z;. The deprivation cut-offs are summarised by
vector z. Any person, , is deprived in any indicator, j , if x;; < z; . Otherwise, they are non-deprived. We
assign a “deprivation status score”, g;; , to each person in each dimension based on their deprivation
status. If person i is deprived inindicator , then g;; = 1.If i is notdeprived inindicator j, then g;; = 0.

The second step uses the weighted deprivation status scores of each person in all d indicators to identify
the person as poor or not poor. An overall “deprivation score”, ¢; € [0,1], is computed for each person
by adding the deprivation status scores of all d indicators, each multiplied by their corresponding
weights, such that ¢; = Z?:legij. A person is identified as poor if ¢; = k, where € (0,1] . Otherwise,
they are identified as non-poor.” The deprivation scores of all n persons are summarised by vector .

After identifying the set of poor persons and their deprivation scores, we obtain the adjusted headcount
ratio (My). Many countries refer to this as the Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI). The focus axiom
requires that, while measuring poverty, the focus should remain only on those identified as poor.® This
enables us to obtain the censored deprivation score vector c(k) from ¢, such that ¢;(k) = ¢; if¢; = k.
Otherwise, c;(k) = 0.The M, is equal to the average of the censored deprivation scores:

1 n
M, = MPI = EZ e (k)

i=1

"“The meaning of the terms “dimension” and “indicator” differ slightly in Alkire and Foster (2011) and in Alkire and Santos (2010).
In the former, no distinction is made between the two terms. In Alkire and Santos (2010), however, the term “dimension” refers
to a pillar of well-being and may consist of several indicators.

Annex 1 Reader's Guide to the Alkire-Foster Methodology

| 55



Properties of the Multidimensional Poverty Index A n n 2 R b t n A n I o f r M P I
It is worth outlining some of the features of M, that are especially useful for policy analysis. The first is eX 0 us ess a yS’S 0
that M, can be expressed as a product of two components: the share of the population who are
multidimensionally poor, or the multidimensional headcount ratio (H), and the average of the
deprivation scores among the poor only, or the Intensity of Poverty (4). Technically:
k value 2014 2012 2010 2008 2006 2004
1 n
M, = MPI = % x —Z ci(k) = H x A 0 0.27801 0.28782 0.30625 033550 035230 0.36386
== 1 0.27801 0.28782 0.30625 0.33550 0.35230 0.36386
where g is the number of poor people# This feature has an interesting policy implication for inter- 2 0.27801 0.28782 0.30625 0.33550 0.35230 0.36386
temporal analysis. A certain reduction in My may occur either by reducing H or by reducing A. This 3 0.27731 0.28725 0.30578 033522 0.35202 0.36366
difference cannot be understood by merely looking at M, . If a reduction in M, occurs simply by
reducing the number of people who are marginally poor, then H decreases but A may not. On the other 4 0.27731 0.28725 0.30578 0.33522 0.35202 0.36366
hand, if a reduction in My occurs by reducing the deprivation of the poorest of the poor, then A 5 0.27420 0.28429 0.30321 0.33262 0.34969 0.36165
decreases, but i may not.® 6 0.27346 0.28402 0.30292 0.33241 0.34947 0.36151
The second feature of M, is that if the entire population is divided into m mutually exclusive and 7 0.27325 0.28386 0.30275 0.33215 0.34926 0.36130
collectively exhaustive groups, then the overall M, can be expressed as a weighted average of the M, 8 0.27134 0.28232 0.30130 0.33124 0.34824 0.36038
values of m subgroups, where weights are their respective population shares. We denote the 9 0.27087 0.28177 0.30090 0.33029 0.34763 0.35968
achievement matrix, the population, and the adjusted headcount ratio of subgroup £ by X¥, n’, and 10 0.26836 0.27921 0.29855 0.32822 0.34578 0.35773
£ ; .
My(X*), respectively. Consequently, the overall Mg can E)e expressed as: 1 0.26745 0.27883 029817 032784 034537 0.35735
My, =MPI=¥7L, %Mg(Xf) . 12 0.26534 0.27688 0.29633 0.32634 0.34383 0.35565
_ . N _ ‘ 13 0.26438 0.27631 0.29569 0.32596 0.34338 0.35520
This ‘featyre is aI§0 known as “subgroup decomposability ar119c| IS. u§eful for understanding the 14 0.26393 0.27572 0.29529 032519 0.34273 0.35436
contribution of different subgroups to overall poverty levels.” It is important to note that the
contribution of a subgroup to overall poverty depends both on the poverty level of the subgroup, as 15 0.26245 0.27379 0.29349 0.32352 0.34135 0.35266
well as its population share. 16 0.26158 0.27329 0.29299 0.32297 0.34068 0.35202
The third feat £ Mo s that it b d £ th d head t ratios of 17 0.25539 0.26661 0.28585 0.31682 0.33492 0.34589
e third feature of M, is that it can be expressed as an average of the censored headcount ratios o
indicators according to their relative weight. The censored headcount ratio of an indicator is the 18 0.25462 0.26597 0.28518 0.31644 0.33438 0.34530
proportion of the population which is multidimensionally poor and is simultaneously deprived in the 19 0.25425 0.26546 0.28474 0.31588 0.33369 0.34434
indicator in question. If we denote the censaored headcount ratio of indicator j by h; , then My can be 20 0.25152 0.26242 0.28169 0.31351 0.33138 0.34207
expressed as: 21 0.25053 0.26127 0.28057 0.31111 0.32940 0.34001
d d L& 22 0.23979 0.24933 0.26970 0.30229 0.32126 0.33300
M, = MPI = Z wih; = Z 1] EZ gz’j(k)] 23 0.23836 0.24828 0.26840 0.30130 0.32024 0.33189
J=1 J=1 i=1 24 0.23297 0.24227 0.26299 0.29702 0.31606 0.32765
where g;; (k) = g;; if ¢; = k. Otherwise, g;;(k) = 0. Similar relationships can be established between 25 0.23195 0.24145 0.26224 0.29627 0.31531 0.32687
A and the deprivations among the poor. Let us denote the proportion of poor people deprived in 26 0.23032 0.23959 0.26050 0.29324 0.31288 0.32444
indicator j by hf. Then, dividing both sides of the above relationship by H, we find: 27 0.21879 0.22776 0.24958 0.28283 0.30336 0.31569
28 0.21745 0.22641 0.24836 0.28066 0.30141 0.31370
d d
— — Z _J — Z 29 0.21151 0.21990 0.24203 0.27561 0.29700 0.30900
= 'H -1 30 0.20915 0.21802 0.24004 0.27436 0.29526 0.30739
Breaking d tyinthi " Ivsis of multidi ol rty to clearly depict h 31 0.20188 0.20915 0.23150 0.26492 0.28583 0.29719
reaking down poverty in this way allows an analysis of multidimensional poverty to clearly depict how
different indicators contribute to poverty and how their contributions change over time. Let us denote 32 0.19929 0.20698 0.22945 0.26255 0.28347 0.29464
the contribution of indicator j to M, by ¢; . Then, the contribution of indicator j to My is: 33 0.19730 0.20511 0.22775 0.25955 0.28077 0.29193
34 0.19001 0.19659 0.21792 0.25142 0.27285 0.28348
P
¢, = w-i _ w'hi 35 0.18740 0.19473 0.21616 0.24956 0.27084 0.28150
J J J
MPL—= 4 36 0.18220 0.18864 0.20934 0.24229 0.26368 0.27305
37 0.17945 0.18603 0.20661 0.23989 0.26099 0.27020
38 0.17725 0.18400 0.20477 0.23603 0.25749 0.26657
e e i e o 39 016585 017192 019242 022495 024701 025509
?S’IT;’;‘? generally as the intermediate approach. ) . _— ) ) 40 0.16372 0.17038 0.19059 0.22189 0.24367 0.25135
e multidimensional context, there are two types of focus axioms. One is the deprivation focus, which requires that any
increase in already non-deprived achievements should not affect the poverty measure. The other is the poverty focus, which 41 0.15893 0.16550 0.18514 0.21718 0.23889 0.24605
requires that any increase in the achievements of non-poor persons should not affect the poverty measure. For more information,
see Bourguignon and Chakravarty (2003) and Alkire and Foster (2011). 42 0.15551 0.16199 0.18066 0.21439 0.23540 0.24225
" This feature is analogous to that of the Poverty Gap Ratio, which is similarly expressed as a product of the Headcount Ratio and
{Qe Average Income Gap Ratio among the poor. 43 0.14606 0.15205 0.17149 0.20351 0.22414 0.23195
" Sbe Fostor, Groar and Tharbeoke (1664 or a iscussion of s property. 44 0.14250 0.14800 0.16734 0.19908 0.22012 0.22704
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k value
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93

2014

0.14040
0.13233
0.12928
0.12135
0.11825
0.11577
0.10483
0.10212
0.09450
0.09190
0.08497
0.08125
0.07802
0.06970
0.06737
0.06394
0.06054
0.05544
0.05130
0.04898
0.04433
0.04234
0.03859
0.03579
0.03358
0.02801
0.02662
0.02371
0.02162
0.01698
0.01525
0.01387
0.01176
0.01093
0.00894
0.00768
0.00623
0.00573
0.00505
0.00408
0.00282
0.00227
0.00201
0.00167
0.00131
0.00100
0.00060
0.00048
0.00025
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2012

0.14614
0.13749
0.13534
0.12610
0.12268
0.11991
0.10767
0.10518
0.09654
0.09370
0.08596
0.08215
0.07924
0.07047
0.06799
0.06443
0.06021
0.05510
0.05056
0.04856
0.04348
0.04151
0.03759
0.03444
0.03267
0.02675
0.02532
0.02234
0.01975
0.01616
0.01446
0.01294
0.01029
0.00934
0.00767
0.00622
0.00503
0.00450
0.00399
0.00326
0.00217
0.00184
0.00164
0.00143
0.00102
0.00084
0.00054
0.00050
0.00028

2010

0.16525
0.15518
0.15206
0.14309
0.13786
0.13520
0.12187
0.11920
0.10940
0.10617
0.09761
0.09330
0.09022
0.08076
0.07797
0.07360
0.06931
0.06434
0.05848
0.05621
0.05000
0.04751
0.04387
0.04013
0.03747
0.03133
0.02938
0.02671
0.02349
0.01905
0.01675
0.01497
0.01261
0.01176
0.00959
0.00750
0.00600
0.00540
0.00496
0.00408
0.00289
0.00233
0.00197
0.00174
0.00119
0.00096
0.00066
0.00057
0.00036

2008

0.19609
0.18727
0.18475
0.17351
0.16971
0.16601
0.15269
0.14938
0.14046
0.13664
0.12582
0.12149
0.11684
0.10767
0.10338
0.09824
0.09388
0.08630
0.08048
0.07755
0.07089
0.06723
0.06065
0.05674
0.05409
0.04554
0.04319
0.03879
0.03547
0.02871
0.02578
0.02369
0.02035
0.01818
0.01587
0.01369
0.01060
0.00980
0.00839
0.00709
0.00523
0.00411
0.00367
0.00323
0.00233
0.00195
0.00118
0.00096
0.00054

2006

0.21658
0.20836
0.20495
0.19428
0.18979
0.18591
0.17353
0.16942
0.15842
0.15444
0.14361
0.13937
0.13422
0.12411
0.11933
0.11339
0.10859
0.10030
0.09453
0.09047
0.08222
0.07776
0.07253
0.06806
0.06335
0.05498
0.05223
0.04724
0.04334
0.03452
0.03206
0.02862
0.02513
0.02290
0.01923
0.01759
0.01331
0.01270
0.01108
0.00945
0.00614
0.00509
0.00464
0.00377
0.00311
0.00215
0.00127
0.00112
0.00082

2004

0.22360
0.21425
0.21098
0.20027
0.19515
0.19139
0.17681
0.17276
0.15998
0.15613
0.14442
0.13956
0.13446
0.12274
0.11742
0.11171
0.10671
0.09818
0.09147
0.08765
0.07919
0.07512
0.06876
0.06339
0.05982
0.05068
0.04837
0.04344
0.03962
0.03148
0.02886
0.02622
0.02196
0.02038
0.01670
0.01454
0.01153
0.01050
0.00903
0.00783
0.00576
0.00497
0.00447
0.00374
0.00301
0.00224
0.00111
0.00093
0.00046

k value
94

95

96

97

98

99

100

0.4

0.35

03

0.25

0.2

0.15

0.1

0.05

2014

0.00024
0.00020
0.00004
0.00004
0.00002
0.00002
0.00002

20

2012

0.00027
0.00025
0.00009
0.00009
0.00004
0.00004
0.00004

2010

0.00035
0.00031
0.00003
0.00003
0.00002
0.00002
0.00002

2008

0.00049
0.00046
0.00010
0.00010
0.00006
0.00006
0.00006

MPI by different values of k poverty cut-off

30

2014

2012

40

50

2010 2008

60

70

2006 2004

80

2006

0.00080
0.00048
0.00014
0.00014
0.00009
0.00009
0.00009

90

100

2004

0.00044
0.00036
0.00006
0.00006
0.00003
0.00003
0.00003
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Annex 2 Robustness Analysis for

Headcount (H)

k value 2014

0 100.00%
1 87.89%
2 87.89%
3 84.97%
4 84.97%
5 78.34%
6 77.01%
7 76.69%
8 74.07%
9 73.56%
10 70.92%
11 70.04%
12 68.24%
13 67.48%
14 67.15%
15 66.12%
16 65.55%
17 61.83%
18 61.39%
19 61.19%
20 59.77%
21 59.29%
22 54.28%
23 53.63%
24 51.36%
25 50.94%
26 50.31%
27 45.93%
28 45.45%
29 43.37%
30 42.57%
31 40.21%
32 39.39%
33 38.78%
34 36.60%
35 35.84%
36 34.38%
37 33.62%
38 33.03%
39 30.06%
40 29.52%
41 28.34%
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2012
100.00%
88.46%
88.46%
86.03%
86.03%
79.71%
79.24%
78.99%
76.86%
76.25%
73.56%
73.19%
71.53%
71.08%
70.65%
69.31%
68.98%
64.96%
64.59%
64.32%
62.73%
62.18%
56.60%
56.13%
53.60%
53.26%
52.54%
48.04%
47.55%
45.28%
44.64%
41.76%
41.07%
40.50%
37.95%
37.41%
35.70%
34.98%
34.44%
31.28%
30.90%
29.69%

2010
100.00%
89.54%
89.54%
87.58%
87.58%
82.10%
81.57%
81.32%
79.32%
78.87%
76.39%
76.03%
74.47%
73.96%
73.66%
72.41%
72.08%
67.79%
67.41%
67.17%
65.58%
65.04%
59.97%
59.38%
57.10%
56.80%
56.11%
51.97%
51.53%
49.31%
48.64%
45.87%
45.22%
44.70%
41.76%
41.24%
39.33%
38.58%
38.09%
34.86%
34.40%
33.05%

2008
100.00%
91.65%
91.65%
90.47%
90.47%
84.79%
84.43%
84.03%
82.76%
81.70%
79.53%
79.16%
77.87%
77.57%
77.01%
75.84%
75.48%
71.79%
71.57%
71.26%
70.03%
68.87%
64.76%
64.31%
62.50%
62.20%
61.01%
57.06%
56.28%
54.51%
54.08%
51.01%
50.26%
49.35%
46.91%
46.37%
44.33%
43.67%
42.64%
39.74%
38.97%
37.81%

2006
100.00%
92.15%
92.15%
90.95%
90.95%
85.93%
85.53%
85.21%
83.80%
83.12%
81.18%
80.78%
79.46%
79.10%
78.62%
77.66%
77.23%
73.76%
73.45%
73.07%
71.87%
70.92%
67.12%
66.66%
64.90%
64.59%
63.64%
60.02%
59.32%
57.78%
57.19%
54.12%
53.38%
52.55%
50.18%
49.60%
47.58%
46.84%
45.91%
43.17%
42.33%
41.15%

2004
100.00%
94.20%
94.20%
93.36%
93.36%
89.02%
88.76%
88.45%
87.17%
86.39%
84.34%
83.97%
82.51%
82.15%
81.54%
80.36%
79.94%
76.25%
75.91%
75.39%
74.20%
73.21%
69.94%
69.44%
67.65%
67.33%
66.38%
63.05%
62.34%
60.70%
60.15%
56.83%
56.03%
55.20%
52.67%
52.09%
49.72%
48.93%
47.96%
44.97%
44.03%
42.72%

k value
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90

2014
27.51%
25.30%
24.48%
24.01%
22.23%
21.57%
19.90%
19.26%
18.76%
16.58%
16.06%
14.61%
14.12%
12.85%
12.18%
11.61%
10.16%
9.76%
9.19%
8.62%
7.80%
7.13%
6.77%
6.05%
5.74%
5.18%
4.76%
4.44%
3.64%
3.44%
3.03%
2.74%
2.11%
1.88%
1.70%
1.42%
1.32%
1.06%
0.91%
0.73%
0.66%
0.58%
0.47%
0.32%
0.25%
0.22%
0.18%
0.14%
0.11%

2012
28.84%
26.51%
25.58%
25.16%
23.26%
22.79%
20.85%
20.14%
19.58%
17.14%
16.66%
15.02%
14.48%
13.07%
12.38%
11.87%
10.34%
9.92%
9.32%
8.62%
7.79%
7.06%
6.75%
5.96%
5.66%
5.07%
4.61%
4.35%
3.49%
3.29%
2.87%
251%
2.03%
1.80%
1.60%
1.25%
1.13%
0.92%
0.73%
0.59%
0.52%
0.46%
0.37%
0.24%
0.20%
0.18%
0.16%
0.11%
0.09%

2010
31.97%
29.82%
28.87%
28.40%
26.18%
25.51%
23.62%
22.54%
22.00%
19.35%
18.83%
16.96%
16.36%
14.80%
14.02%
13.47%
11.83%
11.35%
10.62%
9.90%
9.10%
8.16%
7.80%
6.84%
6.46%
5.92%
5.36%
4.97%
4.09%
3.81%
3.44%
2.99%
2.39%
2.08%
1.84%
1.53%
1.42%
1.15%
0.88%
0.70%
0.62%
0.57%
0.47%
0.32%
0.26%
0.22%
0.19%
0.13%
0.10%

2008
37.13%
34.58%
33.56%
32.89%
30.95%
30.40%
28.04%
27.25%
26.50%
23.85%
23.21%
21.51%
20.80%
18.82%
18.04%
17.21%
15.62%
14.89%
14.02%
13.30%
12.07%
11.14%
10.68%
9.65%
9.09%
8.10%
7.52%
7.13%
5.90%
5.56%
4.95%
4.49%
3.57%
3.18%
2.90%
2.46%
2.18%
1.89%
1.62%
1.23%
1.13%
0.96%
0.81%
0.59%
0.46%
0.41%
0.35%
0.25%
0.21%

2006
40.30%
37.66%
36.74%
35.94%
34.14%
33.40%
31.16%
30.23%
29.44%
26.98%
26.18%
24.09%
23.34%
21.36%
20.60%
19.69%
17.93%
17.11%
16.12%
15.32%
13.97%
13.05%
12.41%
11.13%
10.45%
9.67%
9.00%
8.31%
7.11%
6.72%
6.02%
5.48%
4.28%
3.95%
3.49%
3.04%
2.75%
2.28%
2.08%
1.54%
1.47%
1.27%
1.08%
0.69%
0.57%
0.51%
0.41%
0.34%
0.23%

Annex 2 Robustness Analysis

2004
1.80%
39.38%
38.25%
37.48%
35.42%
34.72%
32.46%
31.40%
30.64%
27.74%
26.96%
24.53%
23.81%
21.66%
20.79%
19.88%
17.84%
16.94%
15.98%
15.15%
13.76%
12.69%
12.09%
10.78%
10.16%
9.20%
8.41%
7.88%
6.57%
6.24%
5.55%
5.02%
3.91%
3.56%
3.21%
2.66%
2.45%
1.98%
1.71%
1.34%
1.21%
1.03%
0.89%
0.65%
0.55%
0.50%
0.41%
0.33%
0.24%
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k value
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
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2014

0.06%
0.05%
0.03%
0.03%
0.02%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

100.00%

90.00%

80.00%

70.00%

60.00%

50.00%

40.00%
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2012

0.06%
0.05%
0.03%
0.03%
0.03%
0.01%
0.01%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

2010

0.07%
0.06%
0.04%
0.04%
0.03%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

2008

0.13%
0.10%
0.06%
0.05%
0.05%
0.01%
0.01%
0.01%
0.01%
0.01%

Incidence (H) by different values of k poverty cut-off

2014

2012

2010

2008

2006

2004

2006

0.13%
0.12%
0.09%
0.08%
0.05%
0.01%
0.01%
0.01%
0.01%
0.01%

2004

0.12%
0.10%
0.05%
0.05%
0.04%
0.01%
0.01%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

Annex 2 Robustness Analysis for
Intensity (A)

k value
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2014

27.80%
31.63%
31.63%
32.64%
32.64%
35.00%
35.51%
35.63%
36.63%
36.83%
37.84%
38.19%
38.88%
39.18%
39.30%
39.69%
39.91%
41.31%
41.48%
41.55%
42.08%
42.26%
44.18%
44.44%
45.36%
45.53%
45.78%
47.64%
47.85%
48.77%
49.14%
50.21%
50.59%
50.88%
51.92%
52.29%
53.00%
53.37%
53.66%
55.18%
55.46%
56.08%

2012

28.78%
32.54%
32.54%
33.39%
33.39%
35.66%
35.84%
35.93%
36.73%
36.95%
37.96%
38.10%
38.71%
38.87%
39.03%
39.51%
39.62%
41.04%
41.18%
41.27%
41.84%
42.02%
44.05%
44.23%
45.20%
45.33%
45.60%
47.41%
47.61%
48.57%
48.84%
50.08%
50.39%
50.64%
51.80%
52.05%
52.84%
53.18%
53.43%
54.96%
55.15%
55.74%

2010

30.63%
34.20%
34.20%
34.91%
34.91%
36.93%
37.13%
37.23%
37.99%
38.15%
39.08%
39.22%
39.79%
39.98%
40.09%
40.53%
40.65%
42.17%
42.31%
42.39%
42.96%
43.14%
44.98%
45.20%
46.06%
46.17%
46.42%
48.03%
48.20%
49.08%
49.36%
50.47%
50.74%
50.95%
52.19%
52.41%
53.23%
53.56%
53.77%
55.20%
55.40%
56.01%

2008

33.55%
36.61%
36.61%
37.05%
37.05%
39.23%
39.37%
39.53%
40.02%
40.43%
41.27%
41.42%
41.91%
42.02%
42.23%
42.66%
42.79%
44.13%
44.22%
44.33%
44.77%
45.17%
46.68%
46.85%
47.52%
47.64%
48.06%
49.57%
49.87%
50.56%
50.73%
51.93%
52.23%
52.60%
53.59%
53.82%
54.66%
54.93%
55.36%
56.60%
56.94%
57.44%

2006

35.23%
38.23%
38.23%
38.70%
38.70%
40.69%
40.86%
40.99%
41.56%
41.82%
42.60%
42.76%
43.27%
43.41%
43.59%
43.95%
44.11%
45.41%
45.52%
45.66%
46.11%
46.45%
47.86%
48.04%
48.70%
48.82%
49.16%
50.54%
50.81%
51.40%
51.63%
52.81%
53.11%
53.43%
54.37%
54.61%
55.41%
55.71%
56.09%
57.22%
57.56%
58.05%

2004
36.39%
38.63%
38.63%
38.95%
38.95%
40.62%
40.73%
40.85%
41.34%
41.64%
42.42%
42.56%
43.10%
43.24%
43.46%
43.89%
44.04%
45.36%
45.49%
45.68%
46.10%
46.44%
47.61%
47.79%
48.43%
48.55%
48.88%
50.07%
50.32%
50.91%
51.11%
52.29%
52.59%
52.89%
53.82%
54.04%
4.92%
55.22%
55.58%
56.73%
57.09%
57.60%

Annex 2 Robustness Analysis
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k value
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90

2014

56.53%
57.74%
58.21%
58.48%
59.53%
59.93%
60.97%
61.39%
61.72%
63.22%
63.60%
64.70%
65.09%
66.11%
66.70%
67.21%
68.60%
69.00%
69.59%
70.20%
71.11%
71.90%
72.36%
73.30%
73.71%
74.48%
75.10%
75.59%
76.98%
77.35%
78.14%
78.76%
80.27%
80.98%
81.58%
82.56%
82.95%
84.00%
84.81%
85.86%
86.25%
86.77%
87.62%
88.98%
89.84%
90.30%
90.92%
91.65%
92.28%
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2012

56.17%
57.35%
57.85%
58.07%
59.11%
59.38%
60.48%
60.91%
61.24%
62.81%
63.13%
64.29%
64.69%
65.78%
66.35%
66.78%
68.16%
68.56%
69.14%
69.86%
70.73%
71.57%
71.95%
72.92%
73.32%
74.09%
74.78%
75.17%
76.60%
76.98%
77.78%
78.56%
79.74%
80.40%
81.02%
82.27%
82.77%
83.75%
84.83%
85.90%
86.41%
86.94%
87.74%
89.45%
90.17%
90.63%
91.14%
92.32%
92.90%

2010

56.51%
57.51%
57.97%
58.19%
59.27%
59.61%
60.57%
61.16%
61.46%
62.99%
63.31%
64.49%
64.89%
65.98%
66.56%
66.97%
68.29%
68.69%
69.33%
69.98%
70.72%
71.66%
72.03%
73.08%
73.52%
74.16%
74.87%
75.39%
76.69%
77.14%
77.76%
78.59%
79.83%
80.63%
81.29%
82.26%
82.61%
83.60%
84.84%
85.97%
86.47%
86.84%
87.63%
89.00%
89.85%
90.54%
90.97%
92.22%
92.84%

2008

57.74%
58.85%
59.32%
59.62%
60.51%
60.76%
61.88%
62.27%
62.64%
64.02%
64.36%
65.29%
65.70%
66.86%
67.35%
67.87%
68.94%
69.44%
70.05%
70.58%
71.50%
72.25%
72.62%
73.49%
73.98%
74.88%
75.46%
75.85%
77.22%
77.63%
78.40%
79.03%
80.42%
81.15%
81.69%
82.61%
83.23%
83.96%
84.73%
86.07%
86.45%
87.14%
87.86%
89.06%
90.03%
90.49%
90.94%
91.97%
92.43%

2006

58.41%
59.51%
59.91%
60.25%
61.04%
61.36%
62.36%
62.79%
63.15%
64.33%
64.71%
65.77%
66.16%
67.22%
67.66%
68.17%
69.23%
69.73%
70.36%
70.89%
71.79%
72.45%
72.91%
73.87%
74.40%
75.04%
75.61%
76.20%
77.37%
77.77%
78.51%
79.12%
80.66%
81.18%
81.90%
82.73%
83.25%
84.23%
84.71%
86.16%
86.39%
86.98%
87.64%
89.22%
90.00%
90.38%
91.11%
91.72%
92.66%

2004

57.96%
58.90%
59.36%
59.66%
60.49%
60.77%
61.69%
62.14%
62.46%
63.74%
64.09%
65.23%
65.58%
66.67%
67.14%
67.62%
68.79%
69.33%
69.91%
70.44%
71.33%
72.08%
72.50%
73.47%
73.94%
74.71%
75.40%
75.87%
77.18%
77.54%
78.30%
78.94%
80.42%
81.00%
81.60%
82.69%
83.10%
84.18%
84.94%
86.16%
86.63%
87.33%
87.97%
89.18%
89.79%
90.19%
90.77%
91.39%
92.00%

k value
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100

100.00%

90.00%

80.00%

70.00%

60.00%

50.00%

40.00%

30.00%

20.00%

10.00%

0.00%

2014
93.54%
94.16%
95.63%
95.67%
95.90%
98.90%
98.90% 9
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33 36 39 42 45 48 51 54 57 60 63 66 69 72 75 78 81 84 87 90 93 96 99

2012
94.28%
94.61%
96.20%
96.25%
96.39%
98.57%
8.57%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

National average deprivation for different values of kpoverty cut-off

2014

2010
93.93%
94.44%
95.46%
95.55%
95.67%
99.40%
99.40%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

2010 2008

2008
93.73%
94.39%
95.78%
96.02%
96.14%
99.14%
99.14%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

2006 2004

2006
94.26%
94.72%
95.53%
95.59%
96.38%
99.14%
99.14%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

2004
93.61%
94.10%
95.54%
95.63%
95.88%
98.86%
98.86%
100.00%
100.00%
100.00%

Annex 2 Robustness Analysis
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Table 1.0: Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI), Incidence (H) and Intensity (A) by National, Rural/Urban, Provincial and
Regional Areas, 2004-2015

2004/05 2006/07 2008/09 2010/11 2012/13 2014/15 2004/05 2006/07
National  Overall 0292 0281 0260 0228 0207 0197  552%  525%
Rural 0379 0380 0349 0312 0288 0281  703%  69.5%
Urban 0112 0088 0078 0054 0043 0040  240%  19.4%
Punjab  Overall 0254 0239 0219 0188 0168 0152  497%  464%
Rural 0325 0318 0292 0256 0230 0214 627%  61.0%
Urban 0089 0072 0059 0041 0036 0026 197%  16.1%
Sindh Overall 0317 0302 0280 0252 0236 0231 57.3%  53.7%
Rural 0509 0515 0458 0422 0410 0415  88.1%  87.4%
Urban 0130 0088 0092 0060 0046 0046  27.2%  19.6%
KP Overall 0350 0350 0321 0280 0249 0250  658%  66.1%
Rural 0392 0391 0365 0323 0292 0295 729%  72.8%
Urban 0141 0151 0100 0074 0041 0042  305%  329%
Balochistan Overall 0478 0471 0459 0415 0404 0394  834%  79.8%
Rural 0538 0558 0540 0499 0494 0482  91.6%  91.9%
Urban 0231 0203 0191 0154 0128 0172  494%  42.6%

GB Overall - 0.322 - 0.296 0.209 - - 63.7%
Rural = 0.349 = 0.308 0.238 = = 68.9%
Urban - 0.185 - 0.055 0.036 - - 37.0%
AJK Overall - = = 0.086 0.115 = = =
Rural - - - 0.094 0.130 - - -
Urban - = = 0.006 0.013 = = =
FATA Overall - - - - - 0.337 - -
Note:

MPI figures for FATA were calculated using FATA Development Indicators Household Survey (FDIHS) 2013/14 as the 2014/15 PSLM
survey does not provide data on FATA.

Figures for GB and AJK were not available for the 2014/15 period and, as such, have not been included in the calculation of
Pakistan's national MPI.

To allow comparabilitiy across waves, all national values reported are exlusive of GB and AJK data.

66 | Multidimensional Poverty in Pakistan

2008/09 2010/11 2012/13

49.3% 44.7% 40.8% 38.8%
65.2% 60.2% 56.0% 54.6%
17.3% 12.7% 10.1% 9.4%
43.2% 38.1% 34.7% 31.4%
57.0% 51.2% 46.9% 43.7%
13.2% 9.7% 8.4% 6.3%
51.2% 48.0% 44.6% 43.1%
81.0% 78.0% 75.5% 75.5%
20.0% 14.0% 10.9% 10.6%
60.5% 55.0% 49.1% 49.2%
68.0% 62.7% 57.1% 57.8%
23.2% 17.7% 10.0% 10.2%
78.9% 75.9% 71.9% 71.2%
90.7% 88.8% 85.8% 84.6%
40.1% 35.4% 29.0% 37.7%
- 57.9% 43.2% -

- 60.2% 49.0% -

- 10.5% 7.9% -

- 20.2% 24.9% -

- 22.0% 28.1% -

- 1.5% 3.1% -

- - - 73.7%

2014/15 2004/05 2006/07

52.9%
53.9%
46.5%
51.1%
51.9%
45.4%
55.3%
57.8%
47.7%
53.2%
53.8%
46.4%
57.4%
58.7%
46.8%

53.4%
54.6%
45.3%
51.4%
52.2%
45.0%
56.3%
58.9%
44.8%
53.0%
53.6%
46.0%
59.0%
60.7%
47.7%
50.6%
50.6%
50.1%

Intensity (A)
2008/09 2010/11
526%  51.0%
53.6% 51.8%
45.2% 42.6%
50.6% 49.5%
513%  50.1%
443%  42.3%
54.6% 52.6%
56.6% 54.1%
46.1% 42.8%
53.1%  50.9%
53.7% 51.5%
43.2% 41.8%
58.2% 54.7%
59.6% 56.1%
475%  43.5%
- 51.1%
= 51.1%
- 52.4%
- 42.7%
- 42.7%
- 42.3%

2012/13 2014/15

50.7%
51.4%
42.6%
48.5%
49.0%
42.6%
53.0%
54.3%
42.4%
50.8%
51.2%
41.4%
56.2%
57.6%
44.1%
48.3%
48.3%
45.0%
46.3%
46.3%
41.0%

50.9%
51.6%
43.1%
48.4%
48.9%
41.8%
53.5%
54.9%
43.4%
50.7%
51.1%
41.5%
55.3%
57.0%
45.7%
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Table 2.0: Pakistan National MPI

Cut-off (k=33%)
2004/05
2006/07
2008/09
2010/11
2012/13
2014/15

Cut-off (k=33%)
2004/05
2006/07
2008/09
2010/11
2012/13
2014/15

Cut-off (k=33%)
2004/05
2006/07
2008/09
2010/11
2012/13
2014/15

Value
0.292
0.281
0.260
0.228
0.207
0.197

Value
55.2%
52.5%
49.3%
44.7%
40.8%
38.8%

Value
52.9%
53.4%
52.6%
51.0%
50.7%
50.9%

Upper bound
0.286
0.273
0.253
0.221
0.201
0.189

Lower bound
0.298
0.288
0.267
0.234
0.213
0.205

Incidence (H)

Upper bound
54.2%
51.4%
48.2%
43.6%
39.8%
37.3%

Upper bound
52.6%
53.0%
52.2%
50.6%
50.4%
50.5%

Lower bound
56.2%
53.7%
50.5%
45.8%
41.9%
40.2%

Intensity (A)

Lower bound
53.2%
53.8%
53.0%
51.3%
51.0%
51.3%

Standard errors
0.00325
0.00384
0.00356
0.00326
0.00300
0.00407

Standard errors
0.00528
0.00607
0.00581
0.00554
0.00531
0.00744

Standard errors
0.00158
0.00194
0.00195
0.00189
0.00167
0.00192
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Table 3.0: Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI), Incidence (H) and Intensity (A) by District, 2004-2015
Multidimensional Poverty Index Incidence (H) Intensity (A)
Districts 2004/05 2006/07 2008/09 2010/11 2012/13 2014/15 2004/05 2006/07 2008/09 2010/11 2012/13 2014/15 2004/05 2006/07 2008/09 2010/11 2012/13 2014/15
Abbottabad 0.224 0.234 0.190 0.180 0.111 0.149 46.2% 49.8% 41.1% 38.3% 25.9% 32.9% 48.4% 46.9% 46.3% 47.0% 43.0% 45.4%
Attock 0.196 0.135 0.143 0.118 0.068 0.041 43.0% 30.6% 32.0% 26.8% 16.4% 9.9% 45.5% 44.3% 44.7% 441% 41.6% 41.1%
Awaran 0.508 0.501 0.517 0.280 0.552 0.415 91.9% 89.7% 84.3% 58.9% 93.0% 77.2% 55.2% 55.8% 61.4% 47.5% 59.4% 53.8%
Badin 0.410 0.468 0.436 0.460 0.477 0.433 76.7% 84.2% 78.3% 80.6% 82.2% 74.8% 53.4% 55.6% 55.7% 57.1% 58.0% 57.9%
Bahawalnagar 0.316 0.294 0.303 0.258 0.222 0.244 60.6% 56.7% 60.4% 50.6% 46.1% 50.1% 52.2% 51.8% 50.2% 50.9% 48.1% 48.7%
Bahawalpur 0.359 0.338 0.328 0.274 0.300 0.273 65.1% 63.4% 60.7% 52.6% 56.2% 53.0% 55.2% 53.3% 54.1% 52.1% 53.4% 51.5%
Bannu 0.356 0.394 0.349 0.359 0.335 0.289 71.5% 74.3% 69.3% 72.8% 67.9% 58.6% 49.8% 53.1% 50.5% 49.3% 49.3% 49.2%
Barkhan 0.613 0.530 0.525 0.548 0.559 0.627 93.8% 89.9% 86.9% 93.9% 94.2% 93.6% 65.3% 59.0% 60.4% 58.4% 59.3% 67.0%
Batagram 0.464 0.485 0.340 0.251 0.351 0.422 84.9% 83.2% 67.9% 52.1% 66.8% 75.2% 54.7% 58.3% 50.0% 48.1% 52.5% 56.1%
Bhakkar 0.398 0.378 0.372 0.346 0.288 0.255 74.4% 71.7% 71.6% 65.3% 59.9% 51.7% 53.5% 52.7% 52.0% 53.0% 48.1% 49.3%
Bolan/Kachhi 0.504 0.527 0.599 0.429 0.510 0.414 87.4% 86.4% 94.2% 79.7% 85.6% 73.1% 57.7% 61.0% 63.6% 53.8% 59.6% 56.7%
Buner 0.498 0.401 0.392 0.386 0.302 0.373 84.5% 75.8% 78.3% 76.0% 58.7% 71.6% 59.0% 52.9% 50.1% 50.8% 51.4% 52.0%
Chagai 0.506 0.574 0.548 0.542 0.518 0.546 87.8% 90.4% 92.6% 89.7% 88.9% 89.2% 57.6% 63.5% 59.2% 60.4% 58.3% 61.2%
Chakwal 0.097 0.139 0.093 0.072 0.047 0.056 22.4% 30.8% 22.0% 17.2% 11.5% 12.9% 43.3% 45.1% 42.1% 42.0% 40.5% 43.6%
Charsadda 0.362 0.349 0.355 0.249 0.226 0.213 68.2% 68.7% 65.7% 51.6% 46.7% 44.6% 53.0% 50.7% 54.0% 48.3% 48.3% 47.8%
Chiniot * * * 0.248 0.174 0.199 * * * 52.5% 38.8% 42.1% * * * 47.2% 44.9% 47.4%
Chitral 0.349 0.303 0.273 0.247 0.143 0.194 68.1% 61.3% 56.1% 51.5% 30.1% 43.3% 51.3% 49.4% 48.7% 47.9% 47.6% 44.9%
D.G. Khan 0.447 0.438 0.471 0.461 0.337 0.351 75.3% 75.7% 78.6% 77.4% 65.3% 63.7% 59.4% 57.8% 59.9% 59.6% 51.6% 55.1%
D.I. Khan 0.367 0.476 0.429 0.399 0.376 0.362 71.0% 83.7% 73.4% 74.6% 68.4% 65.6% 51.7% 56.9% 58.5% 53.4% 55.0% 55.2%
Dadu 0.471 0.440 0.307 0.283 0.313 0.247 82.3% 75.7% 58.8% 58.4% 60.8% 51.4% 57.3% 58.2% 52.2% 48.5% 51.5% 48.0%
Dera Bugti * 0.665 0.648 0.656 0.610 0.499 * 98.3% 96.9% 98.0% 95.5% 88.4% * 67.6% 66.8% 67.0% 63.8% 56.4%
Faisalabad 0.172 0.144 0.130 0.099 0.081 0.086 35.9% 30.3% 28.5% 21.2% 18.3% 19.4% 47.9% 47.7% 45.5% 46.5% 44.3% 44.5%
Gawadar 0.420 0.395 0.313 0.372 0.239 0.293 72.3% 71.4% 58.4% 69.3% 49.6% 60.8% 58.1% 55.3% 53.6% 53.7% 48.2% 48.2%
Ghotki 0.423 0.471 0.408 0.329 0.334 0.356 74.8% 81.5% 74.3% 65.1% 64.6% 67.3% 56.5% 57.8% 54.9% 50.5% 51.7% 52.9%
Gujranwala 0.149 0.121 0.088 0.073 0.070 0.064 32.3% 26.9% 20.1% 16.6% 16.1% 14.0% 46.2% 44.8% 43.7% 43.7% 43.7% 45.6%
Gujrat 0.131 0.096 0.097 0.088 0.075 0.078 28.2% 22.1% 22.3% 19.9% 17.8% 18.4% 46.3% 43.3% 43.4% 44.5% 42.5% 42.1%
Hafizabad 0.291 0.215 0.176 0.157 0.138 0.152 57.2% 46.6% 37.3% 34.3% 31.4% 32.3% 51.0% 46.1% 47.1% 46.0% 43.8% 47.0%
Hangu 0.350 0.348 0.275 0.301 0.320 0.271 66.9% 70.0% 55.7% 61.5% 65.7% 55.8% 52.4% 49.7% 49.4% 49.0% 48.8% 48.5%
Haripur 0.287 0.253 0.168 0.110 0.132 0.110 54.7% 51.2% 34.7% 26.5% 28.4% 24.7% 52.6% 49.5% 48.5% 41.7% 46.4% 44.5%
Harnai * * * 0.467 0.443 0.633 * * * 86.2% 83.2% 94.2% * * * 54.2% 53.2% 67.2%
Hyderabad 0.300 0.243 0.144 0.110 0.104 0.129 57.8% 48.2% 29.4% 21.3% 21.5% 25.7% 51.9% 50.3% 48.9% 51.5% 48.3% 50.2%
Islamabad 0.060 0.027 0.040 0.041 0.025 0.013 13.5% 6.3% 9.1% 9.6% 5.8% 3.1% 44.8% 42.3% 44.2% 43.1% 42.9% 43.2%
Jacobabad 0.428 0.530 0.440 0.366 0.332 0.391 78.3% 87.9% 75.5% 74.0% 64.6% 71.3% 54.6% 60.3% 58.2% 49.4% 51.4% 54.8%
Jaffarabad 0.432 0.530 0.462 0.426 0.425 0.404 82.7% 87.0% 83.7% 78.9% 76.6% 75.0% 52.3% 60.9% 55.2% 53.9% 55.4% 53.8%
Jamshoro * * 0.423 0.394 0.358 0.297 * * 72.4% 70.7% 67.0% 55.6% * * 58.4% 55.7% 53.4% 53.3%
Jhal Magsi 0.616 0.546 0.603 0.404 0.528 0.528 97.8% 92.6% 96.9% 84.2% 87.6% 89.7% 63.0% 59.0% 62.2% 47.9% 60.3% 58.9%
Jhang 0.375 0.325 0.315 0.210 0.223 0.196 71.7% 63.3% 62.5% 45.6% 46.1% 41.6% 52.3% 51.4% 50.4% 46.1% 48.4% 47.2%
Jhelum 0.147 0.111 0.033 0.056 0.041 0.035 31.8% 22.9% 8.3% 13.1% 9.5% 8.5% 46.1% 48.5% 39.7% 43.2% 42.8% 40.7%
Kalat 0.504 0.379 0.565 0.343 0.372 0.275 89.2% 72.5% 90.6% 69.1% 75.9% 57.1% 56.4% 52.3% 62.4% 49.6% 49.0% 48.1%
Kambar Shahdadkot * * 0.486 0.321 0.294 0.383 * * 83.4% 63.6% 59.0% 72.0% * * 58.3% 50.5% 49.9% 53.2%
Karachi 0.070 0.059 0.046 0.043 0.028 0.019 15.4% 12.7% 10.5% 9.9% 6.7% 4.5% 45.6% 46.5% 43.5% 43.2% 42.4% 42.4%
Karak 0.371 0.336 0.387 0.404 0.247 0.253 68.5% 64.4% 68.0% 72.0% 50.5% 50.3% 54.2% 52.2% 56.9% 56.1% 48.9% 50.3%
Kashmore * * 0.345 0.371 0.392 0.431 * * 71.3% 69.6% 74.1% 74.9% * * 48.5% 53.3% 52.9% 57.6%
Kasur 0.228 0.250 0.206 0.165 0.160 0.095 48.1% 51.1% 44.4% 35.4% 35.3% 21.9% 47.3% 48.9% 46.4% 46.6% 45.3% 43.6%
Kech/Turbat 0.459 0.502 0.432 0.507 0.367 * 84.1% 85.1% 77.9% 85.6% 65.2% * 54.6% 58.9% 55.4% 59.2% 56.3% *
Khairpur 0.425 0.389 0.313 0.306 0.226 0.261 76.5% 71.1% 60.9% 60.3% 47.0% 51.6% 55.6% 54.7% 51.4% 50.7% 48.2% 50.7%
Khanewal 0.325 0.314 0.302 0.248 0.242 0.189 63.1% 60.4% 59.1% 49.7% 49.6% 39.9% 51.5% 52.1% 51.1% 50.0% 48.8% 47 4%
Kharan 0.505 0.489 0.524 0.433 0.472 0.454 91.2% 87.8% 88.6% 81.6% 85.7% 78.4% 55.3% 55.7% 59.2% 53.0% 55.1% 57.9%
Khushab 0.283 0.236 0.286 0.210 0.179 0.200 56.9% 49.3% 57.8% 45.5% 39.0% 40.4% 49.8% 47.9% 49.4% 46.1% 45.9% 49.7%
Khuzdar 0.529 0.435 0.516 0.346 0.388 0.285 88.8% 81.5% 84.7% 67.6% 70.7% 57.5% 59.6% 53.5% 60.9% 51.1% 54.9% 49.6%
Killa Abdullah 0.527 0.613 0.551 0.476 0.559 0.641 90.7% 93.6% 92.5% 89.8% 93.1% 96.9% 58.1% 65.5% 59.5% 53.0% 60.1% 66.2%
Killa Saifullah 0.635 0.549 0.562 0.492 0.533 0.386 95.0% 88.3% 91.2% 89.8% 91.0% 79.3% 66.9% 62.1% 61.6% 54.8% 58.6% 48.7%
Kohat 0.299 0.283 0.255 0.290 0.212 0.238 58.2% 57.1% 52.8% 55.7% 43.1% 47.5% 51.3% 49.5% 48.4% 52.1% 49.1% 50.0%
Kohistan 0.588 0.632 0.667 0.596 0.639 0.581 96.9% 97.9% 99.6% 97.4% 98.2% 95.8% 60.7% 64.5% 67.0% 61.3% 65.1% 60.6%
Kohlu * 0.670 0.622 0.586 0.649 0.503 * 94.4% 97.8% 96.2% 98.3% 86.8% * 71.0% 63.7% 61.0% 66.0% 58.0%
Lahore 0.071 0.057 0.046 0.048 0.030 0.017 15.9% 12.7% 10.3% 11.1% 6.8% 4.3% 44.8% 44.8% 44.4% 43.4% 44.1% 38.8%
Lakki Marwat 0.454 0.438 0.394 0.466 0.320 0.320 80.0% 79.5% 71.0% 82.0% 61.2% 62.7% 56.7% 55.1% 55.5% 56.8% 52.3% 51.0%
Larkana 0.470 0.431 0.350 0.244 0.190 0.194 81.3% 74.7% 63.8% 51.1% 40.6% 42.0% 57.9% 57.7% 54.8% 47.7% 46.8% 46.3%
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Multidimensional Poverty Index Incidence (H) Intensity (A)
Districts 2004/05 2006/07 2008/09 2010/11 2012/13 2014/15 2004/05 2006/07 2008/09 2010/11 2012/13 2014/15 2004/05 2006/07 2008/09 2010/11 2012/13 2014/15
Lasbela 0.464 0.483 0.424 0.440 0.361 0.395 81.1% 85.1% 77.8% 75.3% 67.0% 68.1% 57.3% 56.7% 54.5% 58.4% 53.9% 58.0%
Layyah 0.373 0.290 0.311 0.254 0.217 0.214 65.9% 56.1% 61.8% 50.7% 45.8% 45.6% 56.7% 51.6% 50.3% 50.1% 47.5% 46.9%
Lodhran 0.408 0.374 0.320 0.301 0.273 0.230 75.5% 70.7% 62.4% 61.2% 53.5% 46.8% 54.1% 52.9% 51.2% 49.2% 51.1% 49.2%
Loralai 0.557 0.566 0.468 0.501 0.472 0.320 90.8% 91.6% 86.5% 86.6% 82.5% 68.5% 61.4% 61.8% 54.1% 57.8% 57.2% 46.7%
Lower Dir 0.317 0.388 0.397 0.252 0.295 0.194 62.1% 68.0% 72.8% 51.0% 62.1% 41.6% 51.0% 57.1% 54.5% 49.4% 47.5% 46.7%
Malakand 0.368 0.352 0.260 0.247 0.138 0.171 70.0% 68.1% 52.1% 52.5% 30.0% 37.1% 52.6% 51.7% 49.9% 47.1% 46.1% 46.1%
Mandi Bahauddin 0.254 0.182 0.176 0.175 0.118 0.147 52.4% 38.4% 37.7% 38.7% 26.7% 31.5% 48.5% 47.3% 46.7% 45.2% 44.2% 46.7%
Mansehra 0.345 0.339 0.277 0.274 0.228 0.204 65.0% 65.4% 51.9% 51.3% 45.8% 40.7% 53.0% 51.9% 53.4% 53.4% 49.7% 50.1%
Mardan 0.277 0.264 0.273 0.255 0.224 0.153 56.8% 56.0% 54.3% 51.6% 47.6% 33.8% 48.7% 47.1% 50.3% 49.4% 47.1% 45.3%
Mastung 0.442 0.277 0.538 0.227 0.281 0.302 79.6% 63.4% 86.1% 44.6% 54.6% 62.0% 55.4% 43.6% 62.5% 50.9% 51.5% 48.7%
Matiari * * 0.378 0.310 0.318 0.324 * * 70.7% 58.2% 59.1% 62.1% * * 53.4% 53.3% 53.9% 52.2%
Mianwali 0.326 0.308 0.297 0.232 0.230 0.239 63.8% 59.9% 55.9% 48.1% 44.5% 46.9% 51.1% 51.5% 53.1% 48.2% 51.7% 50.8%
Mirpurkhas 0.407 0.451 0.443 0.324 0.440 0.401 69.9% 76.9% 74.7% 61.0% 72.3% 68.9% 58.3% 58.7% 59.4% 53.2% 60.9% 58.2%
Multan 0.277 0.270 0.269 0.222 0.215 0.173 55.9% 51.8% 52.1% 44.3% 43.3% 35.7% 49.7% 52.1% 51.7% 50.1% 49.7% 48.5%
Musakhel 0.675 0.583 0.636 0.469 0.578 0.351 98.7% 96.4% 96.2% 93.2% 97.1% 66.9% 68.4% 60.5% 66.2% 50.3% 59.6% 52.4%
Muzaffargarh 0.445 0.465 0.417 0.387 0.326 0.338 79.4% 80.1% 73.2% 71.8% 62.9% 64.8% 56.1% 58.0% 57.0% 53.9% 51.8% 52.1%
Nankana Sahib * * 0.184 0.154 0.134 0.110 * * 38.6% 33.5% 28.4% 24.6% * * 47.8% 46.2% 47.4% 44.6%
Narowal 0.234 0.295 0.253 0.159 0.204 0.118 50.6% 61.9% 53.9% 35.9% 45.6% 26.6% 46.4% 47 .6% 47.0% 44 4% 44.8% 44.3%
Nasirabad 0.531 0.626 0.543 0.500 0.520 0413 90.8% 95.3% 93.1% 89.3% 86.0% 77.0% 58.5% 65.6% 58.4% 56.0% 60.4% 53.6%
Naushehro Feroze 0.399 0.337 0.279 0.297 0.287 0.214 74.1% 63.9% 55.7% 57.5% 55.4% 45.0% 53.8% 52.7% 50.1% 51.6% 51.8% 47.5%
Nawabshah/Shaheed Benazirabad 0.376 0.403 0.403 0.339 0.389 0.314 69.0% 72.4% 71.9% 63.5% 71.2% 59.3% 54.5% 55.7% 56.1% 53.5% 54.7% 53.0%
Nowshehra 0.303 0.235 0.197 0.196 0.155 0.168 60.3% 49.5% 41.9% 42.8% 32.5% 37.4% 50.3% 47.5% 47.0% 45.8% 47.7% 44.9%
Nushki * * 0.444 0.477 0.318 0.316 * * 80.5% 78.9% 64.7% 64.0% * * 55.2% 60.5% 49.2% 49.4%
Okara 0.327 0.333 0.265 0.242 0.211 0.185 64.1% 62.9% 53.5% 50.4% 45.2% 39.5% 51.0% 53.0% 49.6% 48.1% 46.6% 47.0%
Pakpattan 0.369 0.312 0.315 0.290 0.248 0.189 68.9% 60.1% 64.0% 57.5% 50.5% 42.6% 53.6% 51.8% 49.1% 50.4% 49.1% 44.4%
Panjgur 0.534 0.574 0.459 0.580 ka w 89.0% 91.4% 76.2% 96.0% * * 60.0% 62.8% 60.2% 60.4% * *
Peshawar 0.279 0.256 0.213 0.153 0.097 0.148 53.7% 51.5% 44.1% 33.2% 20.9% 31.5% 52.0% 49.6% 48.3% 46.1% 46.3% 46.8%
Pishin 0.417 0.481 0.412 0.386 0.373 0.453 79.9% 86.7% 76.4% 82.7% 69.7% 82.2% 52.2% 55.5% 53.9% 46.6% 53.5% 55.1%
Quetta 0.272 0.226 0.190 0.159 0.125 0.213 53.5% 44.8% 39.2% 37.3% 28.1% 46.3% 50.9% 50.4% 48.4% 42.5% 44.3% 46.0%
Rahim Yar Khan 0.392 0.417 0.358 0.300 0.318 0.289 69.8% 74.8% 64.5% 58.2% 60.2% 56.8% 56.2% 55.7% 55.5% 51.6% 52.9% 50.8%
Rajanpur 0.452 0.574 0.517 0.426 0.371 0.357 77.1% 89.0% 87.3% 73.8% 68.1% 64.4% 58.6% 64.4% 59.2% 57.7% 54.5% 55.4%
Rawalpindi 0.108 0.078 0.049 0.048 0.030 0.032 23.9% 17.5% 11.6% 11.0% 7.0% 7.5% 45.0% 44.5% 42.4% 43.5% 42.4% 43.0%
Sahiwal 0.277 0.266 0.268 0.191 0.178 0.140 54.8% 51.7% 53.2% 40.0% 37.1% 30.8% 50.5% 51.6% 50.4% 47.6% 48.1% 45.6%
Sanghar 0.455 0.422 0.349 0.299 0.302 0.386 76.5% 72.9% 62.3% 57.6% 55.8% 66.8% 59.5% 57.9% 56.0% 51.9% 54.2% 57.7%
Sarghodha 0.263 0.260 0.254 0.214 0.164 0.166 53.2% 52.0% 52.2% 44.4% 35.7% 35.4% 49.4% 50.1% 48.7% 48.3% 46.0% 46.8%
Shangla 0.522 0.503 0418 0.353 0.371 0.438 84.8% 83.4% 78.5% 69.8% 70.3% 80.2% 61.5% 60.3% 53.2% 50.6% 52.7% 54.6%
Sheikhupura 0.180 0.226 0.142 0.137 0.102 0.093 38.3% 46.4% 30.6% 28.9% 22.5% 21.4% 47.0% 48.6% 46.5% 47.5% 45.3% 43.5%
Sherani w & k 0.438 0.574 0.526 2 g * 92.9% 96.5% 90.6% * * * 47.2% 59.5% 58.1%
Shikarpur 0.333 0.476 0.358 0.324 0.275 0.324 59.8% 80.0% 67.2% 60.9% 56.9% 60.1% 55.6% 59.5% 53.3% 53.2% 48.3% 54.0%
Sialkot 0.153 0.190 0.126 0.113 0.098 0.059 34.4% 39.4% 28.0% 25.4% 22.1% 14.0% 44.4% 48.2% 45.1% 44.6% 44.2% 41.8%
Sibi 0.428 0.407 0411 0.199 0.196 0.324 74.6% 70.5% 70.8% 37.3% 39.8% 57.5% 57.4% 57.7% 58.0% 53.4% 49.1% 56.3%
Sujawal & w 2 k k 0.447 k 2 * * * 82.0% * * * * * 54.5%
Sukkur 0.279 0.317 0.318 0.243 0.222 0.197 52.8% 55.3% 57.2% 47.7% 42.0% 39.5% 52.8% 57.3% 55.6% 51.0% 52.7% 50.0%
Swabi 0.298 0.356 0.249 0.220 0.186 0.210 58.3% 67.5% 51.8% 44.8% 41.3% 43.8% 51.0% 52.7% 48.1% 49.0% 45.1% 48.0%
Swat 0.393 0.328 0.389 0.292 0.221 0.271 71.6% 63.4% 70.8% 56.1% 46.4% 55.0% 54.9% 51.8% 55.0% 52.1% 47.6% 49.3%
T.T. Singh 0.290 0.223 0.202 0.109 0.145 0.107 56.5% 46.3% 42.1% 24.0% 32.1% 23.8% 51.4% 48.2% 48.0% 45.3% 45.2% 45.0%
Tando Allahyar * * 0.364 0.345 0.326 0.366 * * 64.2% 64.5% 60.9% 67.3% * * 56.7% 53.5% 53.6% 54.4%
Tando Muhammad Khan s & 0.424 0.447 0.394 0.455 k L 75.0% 75.9% 72.4% 78.4% * * 56.6% 58.9% 54.4% 58.1%
Tank 0.439 0.421 0.436 0.406 0411 0.385 84.2% 77.8% 79.7% 77.8% 76.2% 71.1% 52.1% 54.2% 54.7% 52.1% 54.0% 54.2%
Tharparkar 0.534 0.599 0.541 0.549 0.486 0.481 85.0% 94.3% 92.1% 91.6% 84.6% 87.0% 62.8% 63.5% 58.8% 59.9% 57.5% 55.2%
Thatta 0.488 0.508 0.437 0.430 0.425 0.437 84.1% 85.4% 76.9% 76.7% 76.5% 78.5% 58.0% 59.4% 56.8% 56.1% 55.6% 55.6%
Torgarh % L w * 0.580 0.571 ka w * * 97.7% 92.0% * * * * 59.3% 62.1%
Umerkot * * * 0.406 0.464 0.504 * * * 75.9% 80.7% 84.7% * * * 53.5% 57.4% 59.5%
Upper Dir 0.527 0.546 0.457 0.373 0.459 0.443 88.4% 93.3% 79.6% 71.9% 78.1% 76.4% 59.6% 58.5% 57.5% 51.9% 58.7% 58.0%
Vehari 0.262 0.264 0.237 0.205 0.290 0.200 55.3% 54.8% 49.8% 44.0% 56.9% 41.9% 47.4% 48.1% 47.6% 46.6% 51.0% 47.6%
Washuk W w 0.498 0.397 0.515 0.466 ka W 92.4% 78.6% 91.3% 81.9% * * 53.9% 50.5% 56.5% 56.9%
Zhob 0.571 0.495 0.527 0.455 0.480 0.514 91.6% 84.8% 82.8% 81.9% 80.3% 82.8% 62.4% 58.3% 63.6% 55.6% 59.7% 62.1%
Ziarat 0.473 0.426 0.429 0.432 0.289 0.575 88.0% 81.2% 85.3% 82.2% 59.3% 90.3% 53.8% 52.4% 50.3% 52.6% 48.7% 63.7%
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Table 4.0: Percentage Contribution of Indicators to the National, Rural/Urban, Provincial and Regional MPI, 2004-2015

2004/05
National
Rural
Urban
Punjab
Sindh
KP
Balochistan
2006/07
National
Rural
Urban
Punjab
Sindh
KP
Balochistan
GB
2008/09
National
Rural
Urban
Punjab
Sindh
KP
Balochistan
2010/11
National
Rural
Urban
Punjab
Sindh
KP
Balochistan
GB
AJK
2012/13
National
Rural
Urban
Punjab
Sindh
KP
Balochistan
GB
AJK
2014/15
National
Rural
Urban
Punjab
Sindh
KP
Balochistan
FATA
GB
AJK

Years of School Attendance  Educational Access to health Full Ante-natal
schooling quality facilities immunisation  care
28.1% 11.0% 3.0% 18.1% 1.3% 2.4%
27.5% 10.7% 3.0% 17.8% 1.3% 2.3%
32.0% 13.5% 3.2% 20.4% 1.4% 2.6%
28.7% 10.0% 2.9% 18.8% 1.3% 2.4%
27.0% 12.3% 3.0% 19.6% 1.2% 1.9%
28.1% 11.8% 3.4% 15.2% 1.5% 3.0%
27.3% 12.1% 2.9% 15.3% 1.2% 1.9%
28.0% 10.2% 2.6% 19.8% 0.8% 2.8%
27.4% 9.8% 2.5% 19.9% 0.8% 2.7%
33.6% 13.9% 3.1% 18.5% 1.2% 3.2%
28.5% 8.9% 2.4% 21.4% 0.7% 2.9%
27.5% 11.9% 2.6% 18.3% 1.0% 2.5%
28.2% 11.0% 2.9% 18.3% 0.8% 2.9%
26.7% 11.7% 2.7% 18.0% 0.9% 2.6%
28.1% 11.7% 1.4% 16.4% 1.0% 3.4%
28.1% 9.9% 3.8% 20.3% 1.6% 2.1%
27.6% 9.5% 3.7% 20.2% 1.6% 2.1%
33.2% 13.6% 4.5% 20.5% 1.8% 2.2%
28.9% 8.8% 3.5% 21.7% 1.1% 2.1%
27.2% 11.3% 3.7% 19.6% 2.4% 1.8%
28.0% 11.0% 4.6% 18.5% 1.4% 2.4%
26.3% 10.3% 3.7% 17.9% 2.5% 1.9%
29.7% 10.5% 2.0% 20.0% 1.7% 1.8%
29.1% 10.0% 2.0% 20.2% 1.7% 1.7%
36.8% 16.3% 2.6% 17.3% 1.9% 2.2%
30.5% 9.3% 2.0% 22.9% 1.1% 1.7%
28.8% 12.3% 1.9% 17.8% 2.6% 1.6%
29.4% 10.8% 2.5% 18.2% 1.8% 2.3%
29.4% 11.1% 1.7% 15.0% 2.5% 1.6%
30.0% 13.4% 2.8% 8.0% 4.8% 3.3%
37.1% 7.8% 2.5% 4.4% 0.6% 1.5%
29.7% 10.3% 2.5% 21.5% 1.6% 1.6%
29.2% 9.7% 2.5% 21.8% 1.6% 1.6%
37.3% 16.9% 3.3% 15.9% 1.7% 1.9%
30.9% 9.0% 2.2% 24.1% 1.0% 1.6%
29.1% 12.4% 3.0% 17.7% 2.2% 1.5%
28.8% 10.0% 2.4% 21.8% 1.8% 2.0%
27.7% 11.3% 3.2% 19.0% 2.6% 1.6%
30.1% 12.9% 3.7% 8.1% 2.4% 3.6%
26.6% 4.9% 4.9% 21.3% 1.0% 1.1%
29.7% 10.5% 2.6% 19.8% 2.2% 1.9%
29.2% 10.0% 2.5% 20.3% 2.1% 1.9%
36.9% 17.0% 3.0% 12.5% 3.3% 2.5%
31.1% 9.7% 2.3% 21.5% 2.0% 1.7%
28.1% 11.9% 2.9% 16.7% 2.0% 1.9%
29.3% 9.7% 2.5% 21.4% 2.5% 2.2%
28.3% 11.5% 3.1% 17.3% 2.6% 2.4%
35.5% 16.0% 1.1% 8.9% 4.5% 0.3%

*

*
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*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

Assisted
delivery

2.5%
2.5%
2.5%
2.6%
2.0%
3.0%
2.1%

3.5%
3.5%
4.0%
3.8%
3.1%
3.5%
2.9%
4.4%

2.9%
2.8%
3.3%
3.0%
2.6%
3.0%
2.4%

1.4%
1.4%
1.3%
1.2%
1.4%
1.9%
1.6%
3.9%
2.2%

1.3%
1.3%
1.5%
0.9%
1.6%
1.9%
1.6%
3.6%
1.2%

1.8%
1.8%
2.1%
1.3%
2.3%
2.1%
2.2%
1.7%

*

*

Improved walls

2.0%
2.2%
1.3%
1.7%
2.7%
1.6%
3.5%

2.0%
2.2%
1.1%
1.6%
2.8%
1.5%
3.5%
1.3%

2.0%
2.1%
1.1%
1.6%
2.6%
1.6%
3.5%

2.2%
2.3%
1.3%
1.6%
3.1%
1.7%
3.7%
1.3%
1.9%

2.0%
2.0%
1.1%
1.4%
2.8%
1.5%
3.4%
1.2%
1.2%

1.9%
1.9%
1.2%
1.2%
2.7%
1.3%
3.3%
4.6%

Overcrowding

2.4%
2.3%
3.1%
2.5%
2.7%
2.1%
1.3%

2.2%
2.2%
3.1%
2.4%
2.5%
1.9%
1.4%
1.9%

2.3%
2.2%
3.0%
2.4%
2.6%
1.8%
1.5%

2.5%
2.4%
3.2%
2.6%
2.8%
2.1%
1.7%
2.6%
1.1%

2.5%
2.4%
3.5%
2.6%
3.0%
2.0%
1.3%
2.6%
1.5%

2.6%
2.5%
3.6%
2.8%
3.1%
1.9%
1.4%
1.2%

Standard of Living
Electricity =~ Sanitation
2.2% 6.4%
2.4% 6.9%
0.8% 3.2%
2.3% 6.3%
2.4% 6.4%
1.2% 6.7%
3.9% 7.5%
2.0% 6.0%
2.2% 6.4%
0.5% 2.6%
1.8% 5.8%
2.9% 6.4%
1.0% 5.6%
3.2% 6.9%
1.0% 5.6%
1.5% 5.8%
1.6% 6.1%
0.4% 2.2%
1.3% 5.4%
1.9% 6.0%
0.8% 5.6%
2.4% 7.0%
1.6% 5.9%
1.7% 6.2%
0.4% 2.3%
1.5% 5.4%
1.6% 6.7%
1.0% 5.4%
2.8% 7.0%
0.3% 5.6%
0.4% 6.9%
1.3% 4.5%
1.4% 4.8%
0.4% 1.6%
1.1% 4.7%
1.6% 4.5%
0.9% 3.6%
2.2% 5.7%
0.2% 6.1%
0.8% 3.9%
1.4% 5.3%
1.4% 5.6%
0.4% 2.2%
1.3% 5.0%
1.6% 6.2%
0.7% 3.9%
2.0% 6.9%
1.7% 1.3%

Water

1.7%
1.8%
0.8%
0.6%
1.5%
4.1%
5.0%

1.7%
1.8%
0.9%
0.4%
1.7%
4.1%
4.8%
4.6%

1.6%
1.7%
0.9%
0.5%
1.5%
3.2%
5.2%

2.0%
2.1%
0.6%
0.7%
1.6%
4.0%
5.2%
4.4%
7.3%

1.7%
1.9%
1.0%
0.5%
1.6%
3.7%
4.4%
4.4%
6.2%

1.7%
1.7%
1.3%
0.5%
1.5%
3.7%
4.1%
6.3%

Cooking Fuel

8.4%
8.7%
6.6%
8.9%
7.6%
8.6%
7.6%

8.2%
8.5%
6.2%
8.7%
7.5%
8.4%
6.9%
9.3%

8.3%
8.6%
5.7%
8.9%
7.5%
8.5%
7.2%

8.5%
8.7%
5.4%
8.9%
8.0%
8.7%
7.2%
9.3%
11.1%

8.5%
8.8%
5.7%
9.0%
8.0%
8.6%
7.5%
9.9%
10.2%

8.5%
8.7%
6.3%
9.2%
7.8%
8.5%
7.3%
4.9%

Assets Land &

7.9%
7.9%
8.5%
8.3%
7.7%
7.5%
6.8%

7.4%
7.3%
8.0%
7.8%
7.2%
7.1%
5.5%
8.8%

7.0%
7.0%
7.7%
7.6%
6.9%
6.7%
5.2%

7.3%
7.2%
8.2%
7.6%
7.2%
7.2%
6.1%
9.1%
9.9%

7.0%
6.9%
8.1%
7.2%
7.4%
6.6%
5.2%
9.4%
9.0%

6.3%
6.2%
7.7%
6.8%
7.3%
6.0%
4.8%
6.6%

Livestock

2.5%
2.8%
0.0%
2.8%
2.1%
2.2%
1.8%

2.7%
3.0%
0.0%
2.9%
2.1%
2.8%
2.3%
1.0%

2.9%
3.2%
0.0%
3.1%
2.4%
3.0%
3.1%

3.0%
3.2%
0.0%
3.1%
2.6%
2.9%
3.4%
1.3%
5.2%

3.8%
4.1%
0.0%
3.8%
3.8%
4.4%
3.4%
1.9%
6.3%

3.8%
4.1%
0.0%
3.7%
4.0%
4.3%
2.8%
5.4%

*

*
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Table 5.0: Percentage Contribution of Indicators to Districts’ MPI, 2004/05

District

Abbottabad
Attock
Awaran
Badin
Bahawalnagar
Bahawalpur
Bannu
Barkhan
Batagram
Bhakkar
Bolan/Kachhi
Buner
Chagai
Chakwal
Charsadda
Chitral

D.G. Khan
D.l. Khan
Dadu
Faisalabad
Gawadar
Ghotki
Gujranwala
Gujrat
Hafizabad
Hangu
Haripur
Hyderabad
Islamabad
Jacobabad
Jaffarabad
Jhal Magsi
Jhang
Jhelum

Kalat

Karachi
Karak

Kasur
Kech/Turbat
Khairpur
Khanewal
Kharan
Khushab
Khuzdar
Killa Abdullah
Killa Saifullah
Kohat
Kohistan
Lahore

Lakki Marwat
Larkana
Lasbela
Layyah
Lodhran
Loralai
Lower Dir
Malakand
Mandi Bahauddin
Mansehra
Mardan

76 | Multidimensional Poverty in Pakistan

Years of School Educational Access to health Full Ante-natal
schooling  Attendance quality facilities immunisation  care
25.8% 4.3% 3.2% 22.2% 0.8% 2.3%
30.7% 3.6% 3.5% 17.3% 0.6% 1.3%
29.0% 12.7% 2.5% 3.5% 0.6% 3.1%
28.5% 11.2% 3.7% 10.9% 1.1% 1.9%
29.3% 11.2% 2.5% 17.1% 0.9% 2.6%
28.0% 10.6% 4.4% 15.5% 2.1% 2.4%
31.7% 11.6% 2.7% 12.8% 1.7% 3.3%
24.2% 10.2% 3.1% 24.0% 1.7% 2.5%
29.6% 11.1% 3.1% 16.0% 1.2% 2.8%
28.1% 11.4% 1.0% 25.2% 0.2% 1.5%
27.7% 11.4% 2.8% 16.0% 1.0% 1.6%
26.3% 12.4% 2.2% 17.4% 2.8% 4.3%
27.3% 12.3% 3.2% 11.2% 1.5% 1.7%
28.3% 5.6% 1.5% 21.3% 0.5% 2.9%
28.5% 11.0% 3.7% 11.4% 0.8% 3.0%
25.1% 8.8% 5.4% 21.1% 0.2% 1.9%
25.6% 10.8% 2.9% 22.1% 1.2% 1.9%
31.5% 16.7% 2.1% 6.0% 1.9% 3.3%
25.5% 11.8% 3.3% 19.4% 0.8% 1.5%
29.9% 9.5% 3.0% 18.5% 2.1% 3.1%
27.7% 10.2% 1.5% 20.9% 0.1% 0.8%
26.1% 9.8% 2.7% 26.6% 1.3% 2.6%
28.1% 7.8% 2.9% 28.1% 1.2% 2.4%
29.1% 5.3% 2.4% 21.9% 0.6% 3.3%
28.8% 7.2% 2.8% 23.5% 1.4% 2.1%
30.3% 13.9% 1.4% 17.6% 2.9% 3.4%
26.2% 7.2% 3.7% 24.5% 0.7% 1.6%
28.8% 14.1% 3.5% 17.3% 0.7% 1.9%
32.3% 5.4% 1.4% 17.7% 4.7% 2.6%
29.7% 17.2% 2.2% 14.8% 1.6% 1.5%
31.3% 12.8% 1.1% 11.6% 1.5% 1.5%
25.8% 11.9% 2.7% 16.3% 0.7% 1.7%
28.3% 8.4% 1.7% 22.4% 1.2% 2.4%
28.7% 6.5% 1.7% 23.2% 0.6% 2.7%
28.2% 10.2% 3.0% 14.1% 0.6% 2.8%
33.7% 15.0% 3.5% 21.3% 1.2% 1.6%
26.3% 10.5% 2.7% 18.6% 2.4% 3.7%
32.3% 10.7% 3.9% 9.0% 2.5% 3.3%
25.4% 6.6% 4.6% 15.5% 1.0% 1.8%
25.5% 11.6% 1.3% 23.5% 1.9% 2.5%
26.9% 10.0% 4.1% 17.2% 1.8% 2.7%
29.3% 13.4% 2.7% 8.3% 1.2% 1.8%
30.3% 8.5% 1.5% 21.9% 0.4% 1.6%
27.2% 11.7% 2.8% 15.9% 0.7% 2.3%
28.5% 16.3% 2.3% 10.7% 1.7% 2.1%
23.9% 11.3% 3.5% 21.7% 1.9% 2.1%
29.3% 10.6% 4.0% 14.0% 2.2% 4.0%
27.0% 13.5% 3.3% 15.4% 1.6% 2.4%
33.2% 11.7% 3.7% 19.6% 2.0% 2.4%
25.9% 12.1% 2.7% 19.8% 3.2% 3.0%
25.2% 12.9% 4.7% 19.5% 1.2% 2.2%
27.8% 11.4% 2.4% 13.1% 1.3% 1.5%
25.4% 9.5% 4.4% 21.1% 1.3% 2.0%
28.6% 12.4% 2.9% 14.5% 0.9% 3.0%
26.5% 12.3% 3.7% 18.8% 1.1% 1.4%
28.1% 15.1% 4.6% 12.4% 0.7% 2.9%
23.1% 10.1% 4.5% 18.4% 1.3% 2.8%
29.0% 6.5% 2.7% 24.5% 1.4% 2.7%
29.0% 7.4% 2.3% 16.8% 1.2% 1.9%
30.5% 12.2% 2.4% 9.5% 2.3% 3.6%

Assisted
delivery
3.2%
2.8%
3.2%
2.2%
2.6%
3.1%
2.9%
2.4%
2.8%
1.9%
2.8%
4.0%
1.7%
2.9%
2.8%
2.1%
2.7%
3.9%
2.2%
2.6%
1.9%
2.0%
2.5%
3.2%
2.1%
2.3%
2.3%
1.8%
1.4%
1.9%
2.2%
2.0%
2.6%
1.0%
2.8%
1.2%
1.9%
2.8%
2.2%
2.5%
2.7%
1.8%
1.7%
2.6%
2.3%
2.2%
2.6%
2.5%
2.5%
3.2%
2.9%
1.5%
2.3%
3.4%
1.3%
3.3%
3.3%
1.3%
2.2%
3.2%

Improved
walls
0.7%
2.1%
4.3%
3.2%
2.2%
2.0%
3.3%
2.5%
0.3%
1.8%
3.7%
0.3%
4.1%
0.9%
3.2%
1.2%
2.4%
3.6%
3.0%
0.8%
3.5%
2.0%
0.3%
0.2%
1.6%
0.5%
0.4%
1.9%
0.8%
3.2%
4.2%
3.7%
1.9%
0.3%
4.2%
0.6%
2.1%
1.1%
3.8%
2.2%
2.6%
4.3%
1.1%
3.8%
2.9%
2.5%
1.2%
0.7%
0.4%
3.1%
3.1%
3.3%
2.3%
2.7%
3.8%
1.3%
1.2%
0.1%
1.7%
2.2%

Standard of Living
Overcrowding Electricity ~Sanitation Water
1.3% 1.8% 7.2% 5.0%
1.5% 2.5% 7.0% 4.4%
2.0% 8.2% 8.6% 4.5%
3.1% 5.2% 7.8% 1.2%
2.5% 3.1% 6.9% 0.6%
2.5% 4.1% 6.4% 0.5%
1.8% 0.0% 7.8% 1.1%
1.0% 3.0% 6.6% 4.5%
1.8% 2.3% 5.6% 4.6%
1.0% 1.8% 7.0% 0.1%
1.4% 1.8% 7.5% 6.6%
2.7% 2.6% 6.5% 3.2%
1.1% 5.8% 6.8% 4.1%
1.0% 1.9% 8.2% 1.2%
2.7% 0.4% 7.5% 5.7%
1.6% 1.7% 6.1% 6.4%
2.2% 2.7% 6.4% 1.5%
2.1% 0.6% 7.9% 1.7%
3.2% 2.0% 6.8% 2.4%
2.6% 0.8% 5.1% 0.4%
1.5% 4.6% 7.6% 4.6%
2.5% 1.0% 6.1% 0.0%
2.8% 0.1% 2.6% 0.2%
2.5% 0.6% 7.3% 0.8%
2.4% 0.8% 6.7% 0.2%
2.0% 1.0% 5.1% 4.3%
1.4% 0.9% 6.8% 5.1%
3.0% 1.6% 6.4% 0.1%
1.6% 0.5% 5.9% 4.7%
2.2% 1.5% 7.1% 0.6%
1.6% 0.9% 7.9% 4.8%
1.4% 4.9% 7.4% 6.5%
1.9% 3.4% 6.9% 0.2%
2.2% 0.6% 7.0% 1.8%
1.0% 4.4% 8.3% 4.0%
2.7% 1.7% 2.4% 2.9%
1.6% 1.1% 7.3% 4.8%
3.3% 0.8% 6.7% 0.0%
1.7% 6.2% 8.4% 6.1%
2.7% 1.9% 6.6% 0.1%
2.4% 3.1% 6.7% 0.2%
1.0% 6.5% 8.3% 4.3%
1.7% 2.7% 7.2% 0.2%
1.2% 4.0% 7.6% 5.0%
0.7% 1.9% 7.5% 6.3%
0.8% 4.8% 6.9% 4.2%
2.0% 1.6% 6.8% 3.5%
1.4% 3.8% 7.2% 5.3%
3.7% 0.3% 1.7% 0.1%
1.5% 0.2% 6.2% 2.4%
3.2% 0.8% 5.9% 0.7%
2.6% 4.9% 7.7% 4.9%
2.5% 4.6% 7.0% 0.0%
2.2% 3.5% 6.5% 0.4%
0.3% 3.4% 7.2% 5.3%
2.1% 1.2% 5.2% 4.8%
2.2% 0.7% 7.9% 5.2%
2.3% 0.3% 6.8% 0.3%
1.8% 3.5% 7.4% 4.8%
2.9% 0.2% 7.4% 2.5%

Cooking Fuel
9.4%
9.8%
8.6%
8.5%
9.0%
8.4%
9.4%
7.2%
8.7%
8.9%
7.4%
8.1%
8.1%
10.4%
8.6%
9.3%
7.9%
9.1%
8.0%
9.0%
8.1%
7.9%
7.8%
9.7%
9.0%
9.0%
8.8%
7.7%
8.4%
8.1%
8.9%
7.5%
8.8%
10.1%
8.4%
3.1%
8.8%
10.0%
8.5%
8.1%
9.0%
8.5%
9.4%
7.8%
7.6%
7.0%
9.0%
7.8%
7.0%
8.3%
7.7%
8.1%
8.3%
8.7%
7.6%
9.3%
8.8%
9.7%
8.8%
9.4%

Assets
9.2%
9.2%
7.5%
8.5%
8.1%
8.1%
7.0%
6.5%
8.1%
8.0%
7.4%
6.6%
7.8%
8.9%
7.1%
9.0%
7.3%
8.1%
7.5%
8.9%
5.8%
7.1%
8.6%
8.7%
8.4%
5.4%
8.4%
8.1%
7.4%
7.5%
8.0%
6.8%
8.4%
8.6%
7.2%
7.8%
7.2%
9.2%
5.8%
7.7%
8.2%
6.7%
8.9%
6.6%
6.7%
6.5%
7.4%
7.6%
8.3%
7.1%
7.5%
7.6%
7.9%
8.2%
6.1%
7.7%
8.2%
8.4%
8.7%
7.6%

Land &
Livestock
3.8%
3.8%
1.8%
3.0%
1.4%
1.9%
2.9%
0.6%
2.0%
2.2%
1.0%
0.7%
3.3%
4.5%
3.6%
0.3%
2.5%
1.7%
2.6%
3.7%
1.2%
2.3%
4.6%
4.5%
3.2%
1.0%
1.9%
3.1%
5.4%
1.0%
1.9%
0.7%
1.8%
5.2%
0.9%
1.4%
1.2%
4.3%
2.3%
1.9%
2.4%
2.1%
2.9%
0.7%
2.7%
0.8%
1.9%
0.6%
3.6%
1.6%
2.5%
1.9%
1.3%
2.2%
1.2%
1.3%
2.4%
4.1%
2.6%
4.3%
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District Years of School Educational Access to health Full Ante-natal
schooling  Attendance quality facilities immunisation  care
Mastung 26.2% 10.3% 3.1% 18.3% 1.0% 2.3%
Mianwali 29.1% 9.7% 1.7% 25.0% 0.3% 1.4%
Mirpurkhas 26.8% 11.4% 2.9% 16.3% 0.9% 1.5%
Multan 32.1% 12.4% 4.1% 10.7% 1.3% 2.3%
Musakhel 22.4% 10.8% 4.1% 23.9% 0.8% 1.9%
Muzaffargarh 27.6% 12.8% 4.9% 13.4% 1.9% 2.1%
Narowal 27.0% 5.6% 3.5% 24.0% 1.1% 2.3%
Nasirabad 27.9% 14.3% 2.9% 13.1% 1.5% 1.9%
Naushehro Feroze 23.6% 9.5% 2.3% 27.7% 0.7% 1.6%
Nawabshah/ Shaheed Benazirabad 28.2% 12.5% 3.4% 17.3% 1.9% 2.8%
Nowshera 29.9% 10.1% 3.1% 18.0% 1.6% 2.5%
Okara 29.3% 9.6% 2.0% 16.9% 1.4% 2.5%
Pakpattan 27.6% 9.6% 2.1% 22.5% 0.9% 2.1%
Panjgur 24.5% 12.6% 2.6% 15.5% 1.1% 1.0%
Peshawar 30.1% 14.6% 3.4% 12.2% 1.5% 3.2%
Pishin 28.1% 13.9% 2.4% 11.5% 1.6% 2.5%
Quetta 28.8% 15.6% 1.8% 24.7% 1.2% 1.7%
Rahim Yar Khan 27.6% 12.5% 2.4% 18.5% 1.3% 2.8%
Rajanpur 26.2% 11.4% 1.7% 21.5% 1.1% 2.6%
Rawalpindi 27.7% 6.7% 2.9% 19.5% 1.0% 2.5%
Sahiwal 28.1% 11.0% 1.7% 19.6% 0.6% 2.5%
Sanghar 25.6% 11.2% 3.8% 20.6% 1.6% 2.2%
Sarghodha 29.9% 8.0% 2.9% 20.8% 1.3% 2.2%
Shangla 24.5% 12.6% 3.8% 17.2% 2.2% 3.8%
Sheikhupura 31.2% 10.5% 3.1% 14.6% 1.5% 2.4%
Shikarpur 25.8% 12.3% 3.0% 24.7% 1.1% 2.8%
Sialkot 26.2% 5.3% 3.0% 29.8% 1.2% 2.1%
Sibi 28.2% 11.8% 3.4% 12.8% 1.6% 2.1%
Sukkur 27.0% 12.6% 2.3% 24.7% 1.4% 2.1%
Swabi 27.8% 10.9% 2.9% 16.1% 1.3% 3.4%
Swat 26.9% 12.5% 5.1% 16.8% 0.8% 3.4%
T.T. Singh 25.0% 8.4% 1.3% 29.7% 0.8% 1.7%
Tank 30.2% 14.5% 2.0% 9.5% 2.1% 3.4%
Tharparkar 23.7% 8.9% 2.5% 21.1% 1.1% 1.3%
Thatta 27.7% 12.8% 3.0% 11.3% 1.4% 1.8%
Upper Dir 25.9% 14.0% 4.9% 16.6% 0.9% 2.8%
Vehari 34.0% 12.5% 2.1% 6.2% 1.4% 2.7%
Zhob 26.1% 14.0% 3.8% 18.0% 0.6% 2.0%
Ziarat 28.3% 10.9% 2.8% 11.6% 1.1% 1.3%
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Assisted
delivery
2.5%
0.8%
1.5%
2.5%
1.9%
3.0%
3.3%
1.9%
2.0%
2.0%
2.7%
3.2%
2.3%
1.2%
3.1%
1.5%
1.4%
3.3%
3.0%
2.3%
2.7%
2.2%
2.5%
3.4%
2.6%
1.7%
1.5%
2.5%
2.4%
2.3%
3.1%
2.5%
3.7%
1.8%
2.0%
3.3%
2.5%
2.4%
2.3%

Improved
walls
3.9%
1.0%
3.1%
2.3%
1.4%
2.4%
0.3%
3.9%
3.1%
3.0%
1.0%
1.9%
1.9%
3.7%
2.8%
4.4%
2.8%
2.0%
2.9%
0.7%
1.5%
2.5%
1.1%
0.6%
1.2%
3.3%
0.2%
3.7%
2.2%
0.9%
0.4%
1.4%
3.7%
3.4%
3.3%
0.4%
2.4%
1.1%
3.9%

Overcrowding Electricity ~Sanitation

0.9%
1.0%
2.1%
3.0%
0.4%
2.7%
2.5%
1.6%
3.3%
3.0%
2.7%
2.7%
2.6%
0.9%
2.6%
1.3%
1.3%
2.7%
2.6%
1.7%
2.4%
2.9%
2.5%
2.0%
3.2%
3.1%
2.8%
1.2%
2.8%
2.8%
1.8%
2.2%
1.5%
0.7%
2.5%
1.8%
3.0%
1.0%
0.7%

1.8%
2.4%
3.8%
2.6%
6.5%
4.1%
0.2%
3.1%
1.4%
1.1%
0.3%
2.2%
2.5%
6.5%
0.2%
1.8%
0.6%
3.0%
3.2%
1.3%
1.9%
2.4%
0.9%
2.0%
0.7%
0.8%
0.1%
4.5%
0.9%
1.0%
1.2%
0.7%
0.3%
6.6%
5.3%
1.5%
3.0%
4.7%
3.4%

Standard of Living

8.0%
6.2%
6.7%
6.5%
6.6%
7.1%
7.9%
7.6%
6.7%
7.0%
6.6%
7.2%
6.1%
7.6%
6.1%
8.8%
4.1%
5.9%
6.0%
7.1%
6.0%
6.7%
5.9%
5.1%
5.2%
4.7%
5.3%
7.2%
4.7%
6.9%
5.7%
5.2%
7.6%
7.2%
7.4%
6.2%
7.6%
7.0%
7.7%

Water
4.2%
2.0%
4.4%
0.2%
5.5%
0.1%
0.0%
5.4%
0.2%
0.1%
2.1%
0.4%
0.5%
5.6%
3.5%
4.2%
2.3%
0.1%
1.0%
6.0%
1.1%
1.2%
0.2%
6.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.1%
5.2%
0.3%
3.5%
5.3%
1.2%
3.2%
6.1%
3.3%
5.6%
0.2%
4.6%
8.3%

Cooking Fuel
7.7%
9.1%
8.1%
8.6%
6.9%
8.4%
10.2%
7.7%
8.2%
8.0%
7.8%
9.2%
8.8%
6.3%
7.5%
8.3%
2.3%
8.2%
8.1%
9.0%
9.1%
7.5%
9.4%
7.7%
9.4%
7.1%
9.9%
8.0%
6.8%
9.1%
8.5%
9.1%
9.1%
7.5%
8.0%
7.9%
10.0%
7.6%
8.8%

Assets
6.5%
8.3%
7.5%
8.6%
6.8%
7.8%
9.3%
6.6%
8.1%
8.0%
7.8%
8.5%
8.3%
7.1%
6.3%
6.8%
6.9%
7.7%
6.9%
8.2%
8.6%
7.5%
8.5%
7.2%
9.5%
8.0%
9.0%
7.5%
7.9%
8.0%
7.4%
8.0%
7.1%
7.4%
7.5%
7.6%
9.5%
6.5%
7.2%

Land &
Livestock
3.3%
2.0%
3.0%
3.0%
0.1%
1.8%
3.0%
0.5%
1.6%
1.6%
4.0%
3.1%
2.4%
3.8%
2.8%
2.9%
4.5%
2.2%
1.9%
3.3%
3.4%
2.2%
3.9%
1.5%
5.1%
1.6%
3.4%
0.5%
1.8%
3.2%
1.2%
2.8%
2.2%
0.7%
2.8%
0.4%
3.1%
0.6%
1.7%
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Table 6.0: Percentage Contribution of Indicators to Districts’ MPI, 2006/07

District Years of School Educational Access to health Full Ante-natal Assisted
schooling Attendance  quality facilities immunisation care delivery
Abbottabad 27.4% 1.8% 2.8% 28.4% 0.3% 2.4% 3.2%
Attock 35.5% 5.8% 1.0% 17.0% 0.3% 1.9% 3.3%
Awaran 29.0% 6.2% 2.2% 14.6% 0.3% 1.5% 2.6%
Badin 27.8% 11.4% 2.9% 9.2% 0.8% 2.7% 3.1%
Bahawalnagar 28.8% 8.9% 3.4% 17.2% 0.3% 3.3% 4.7%
Bahawalpur 28.2% 11.5% 3.4% 17.2% 0.8% 3.0% 3.8%
Bannu 27.6% 12.7% 1.0% 19.2% 1.6% 3.8% 3.2%
Barkhan 26.8% 11.2% 1.3% 20.0% 0.4% 2.2% 2.4%
Batagram 26.6% 8.8% 3.0% 18.8% 1.2% 2.4% 3.3%
Bhakkar 26.4% 10.3% 1.7% 25.7% 0.4% 2.5% 3.3%
Bolan/Kachhi 25.7% 11.7% 3.1% 18.5% 0.7% 2.1% 2.4%
Buner 28.6% 12.8% 3.3% 11.4% 1.0% 5.5% 5.1%
Chagai 22.7% 9.0% 2.7% 20.9% 0.4% 2.4% 2.9%
Chakwal 28.9% 5.1% 0.5% 23.5% 0.3% 2.9% 3.6%
Charsadda 30.7% 13.3% 2.5% 12.7% 0.7% 2.2% 2.4%
Chitral 26.1% 8.4% 4.1% 22.3% 0.2% 1.7% 3.5%
D.G. Khan 25.2% 9.8% 2.2% 25.5% 0.6% 2.9% 4.6%
D.l. Khan 27.1% 12.3% 3.1% 18.0% 0.7% 3.1% 4.0%
Dadu 25.5% 11.9% 2.6% 19.1% 0.6% 2.6% 3.2%
Dera Bugti 24.4% 10.4% 4.0% 19.4% 1.2% 2.5% 2.5%
Faisalabad 30.5% 6.8% 2.9% 21.7% 1.1% 3.7% 3.8%
Gawadar 29.9% 12.2% 1.2% 16.8% 0.6% 2.6% 2.9%
Ghotki 27.2% 10.9% 2.4% 22.1% 1.3% 3.0% 3.5%
Gujranwala 30.3% 7.2% 2.9% 22.2% 0.9% 3.4% 4.6%
Gujrat 33.0% 6.9% 2.6% 15.0% 0.3% 3.3% 4.4%
Hafizabad 33.8% 6.8% 3.3% 14.7% 0.5% 2.4% 3.4%
Hangu 31.4% 15.2% 2.3% 10.9% 1.7% 4.7% 2.9%
Haripur 25.8% 3.5% 3.2% 30.7% 0.9% 1.4% 3.4%
Hyderabad 31.2% 13.3% 3.0% 14.0% 0.6% 2.1% 2.4%
Islamabad 35.2% 4.1% 2.3% 21.3% 0.3% 2.0% 2.9%
Jacobabad 26.5% 13.9% 2.3% 22.5% 1.5% 2.8% 3.0%
Jaffarabad 26.3% 12.4% 3.1% 19.6% 1.6% 3.1% 3.3%
Jhal Magsi 27.8% 12.5% 3.1% 11.4% 0.8% 2.8% 3.8%
Jhang 29.4% 9.7% 1.6% 17.7% 0.9% 3.5% 3.5%
Jhelum 27.7% 4.9% 2.6% 19.7% 0.4% 2.7% 3.3%
Kalat 31.1% 11.0% 4.3% 5.1% 0.4% 3.1% 4.2%
Karachi 33.1% 15.8% 4.6% 16.8% 1.6% 1.8% 2.7%
Karak 25.2% 8.5% 2.1% 21.1% 1.9% 5.6% 4.1%
Kasur 31.7% 7.6% 3.0% 18.1% 0.8% 3.3% 4.8%
Kech/Turbat 25.4% 6.6% 1.2% 21.8% 0.7% 2.7% 3.0%
Khairpur 28.2% 10.3% 2.1% 18.1% 1.8% 3.1% 3.9%
Khanewal 28.5% 7.2% 1.8% 25.3% 0.7% 2.2% 3.3%
Kharan 28.7% 7.9% 2.7% 16.3% 0.5% 1.2% 2.8%
Khushab 29.1% 4.8% 2.0% 27.4% 0.2% 3.1% 3.3%
Khuzdar 30.7% 11.4% 3.4% 5.9% 0.1% 3.7% 4.4%
Killa Abdullah 24.0% 13.8% 2.2% 19.2% 1.5% 2.9% 1.9%
Killa Saifullah 26.1% 9.6% 4.4% 21.0% 1.0% 1.8% 1.7%
Kohat 32.3% 9.9% 2.1% 15.4% 1.1% 4.3% 3.8%
Kohistan 25.4% 11.6% 1.9% 22.6% 0.3% 1.8% 1.9%
Kohlu 23.5% 10.3% 2.3% 21.1% 0.7% 1.8% 2.0%
Lahore 35.7% 14.5% 4.4% 10.2% 1.3% 3.7% 4.2%
Lakki Marwat 28.3% 11.3% 1.8% 19.0% 1.2% 3.9% 4.3%
Larkana 25.7% 13.9% 3.7% 22.6% 0.4% 2.4% 3.6%
Lasbela 28.1% 12.2% 3.7% 12.1% 1.0% 2.2% 3.1%
Layyah 27.8% 6.5% 0.9% 24.0% 0.4% 3.1% 4.5%
Lodhran 29.4% 10.3% 3.2% 18.1% 0.4% 2.7% 3.3%
Loralai 26.2% 10.4% 1.6% 20.9% 0.3% 2.0% 2.1%
Lower Dir 26.2% 12.9% 3.8% 19.4% 0.5% 2.5% 3.0%
Malakand 26.9% 9.3% 4.3% 20.4% 0.6% 1.9% 3.9%
Mandi Bahauddin 29.4% 5.9% 2.0% 22.8% 0.6% 3.2% 3.2%
Mansehra 26.0% 6.9% 2.4% 20.2% 0.8% 2.3% 3.6%
Mardan 32.7% 10.7% 2.9% 9.9% 0.6% 2.1% 4.8%
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0.0%
1.3%
4.3%
3.7%
2.4%
2.0%
2.7%
3.1%
2.4%
1.5%
3.8%
0.7%
3.6%
2.1%
3.3%
1.7%
2.1%
2.0%
3.3%
3.1%
0.4%
2.8%
2.3%
0.3%
0.2%
1.5%
0.9%
0.2%
2.2%
0.3%
3.0%
3.1%
3.9%
1.9%
1.3%
4.5%
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1.9%
1.0%
3.9%
3.0%
2.0%
3.8%
0.8%
3.9%
3.4%
3.6%
1.1%
0.8%
3.3%
0.3%
2.6%
2.6%
3.3%
2.5%
2.1%
3.6%
0.1%
0.9%
0.1%
1.4%
2.2%

1.3%
1.9%
0.4%
2.8%
2.7%
2.8%
1.8%
0.8%
2.2%
1.5%
1.9%
2.7%
1.1%
0.7%
2.2%
1.2%
2.1%
1.2%
2.8%
2.4%
2.5%
2.1%
2.4%
3.0%
2.2%
2.7%
2.2%
1.7%
3.2%
2.0%
2.3%
2.5%
2.0%
2.1%
1.1%
0.7%
2.8%
1.4%
2.9%
1.7%
2.5%
2.0%
0.9%
1.3%
1.0%
0.9%
0.5%
2.1%
1.4%
1.2%
4.0%
1.1%
3.0%
2.6%
2.5%
2.1%
0.6%
1.9%
1.7%
2.4%
2.3%
2.8%

Electricity
0.4%
0.8%
7.5%
5.8%
2.3%
2.8%
0.1%
1.7%
2.6%
1.4%
2.6%
1.9%
5.8%
0.8%
0.1%
0.2%
1.7%
0.3%
2.4%
2.5%
0.4%
2.6%
1.4%
0.1%
0.1%
0.5%
0.8%
0.9%
2.1%
0.8%
1.7%
1.0%
3.8%
3.0%
3.1%
4.6%
1.8%
0.7%
0.2%
3.2%
2.7%
2.1%
5.1%
1.6%
5.1%
3.6%
3.0%
0.1%
4.5%
6.5%
0.2%
0.5%
1.4%
5.0%
3.0%
2.3%
4.1%
2.5%
0.5%
0.1%
3.2%
0.3%

Standard of Living
Sanitation Water
3.7% 3.5%
5.7% 2.1%
8.5% 5.4%
8.2% 2.0%
6.5% 0.7%
6.0% 0.2%
6.5% 0.8%
6.6% 7.6%
5.8% 4.4%
7.0% 0.1%
7.3% 6.4%
6.2% 3.0%
7.1% 5.3%
7.5% 1.1%
6.2% 5.2%
5.7% 5.4%
6.3% 1.2%
6.5% 5.5%
6.6% 2.0%
6.7% 6.4%
4.5% 0.3%
5.7% 1.2%
6.9% 0.2%
3.3% 0.0%
7.3% 0.1%
7.4% 0.1%
4.7% 5.0%
4.9% 3.5%
6.0% 0.6%
3.6% 4.1%
6.2% 0.3%
6.6% 4.5%
7.7% 5.0%
7.2% 0.3%
7.3% 3.9%
8.5% 6.5%
3.3% 3.0%
7.1% 4.3%
4.6% 0.1%
7.4% 4.6%
6.8% 0.6%
5.6% 0.1%
8.2% 5.9%
5.4% 0.3%
8.0% 6.5%
6.5% 6.0%
7.4% 4.7%
5.3% 2.8%
5.3% 5.7%
6.6% 6.7%
2.3% 0.1%
6.4% 1.9%
4.1% 0.8%
7.2% 2.7%
7.2% 0.0%
6.3% 0.4%
6.7% 6.1%
5.3% 5.8%
6.4% 5.0%
7.1% 0.1%
6.0% 4.3%
7.1% 2.5%

Cooking Fuel
9.1%
9.9%
8.5%
8.5%
9.1%
8.6%
8.9%
8.1%
8.1%
9.0%
7.1%
8.9%
7.5%
10.1%
8.4%
9.6%
7.9%
8.4%
7.6%
6.1%
9.2%
8.5%
8.0%
8.4%
10.4%
10.0%
9.5%
8.7%
7.4%
7.6%
7.5%
6.9%
7.9%
9.1%
9.6%
8.7%
3.8%
9.0%
9.4%
7.8%
8.2%
8.6%
8.5%
9.8%
8.6%
7.3%
7.7%
9.4%
7.4%
6.7%
7.5%
8.6%
7.2%
7.7%
9.2%
9.0%
7.7%
8.3%
9.2%
9.5%
8.7%
9.4%

Assets
9.0%
7.8%
6.7%
8.1%
7.9%
7.4%
6.3%
6.0%
6.8%
7.7%
5.6%
6.8%
6.1%
7.4%
7.5%
8.9%
6.1%
6.5%
7.0%
5.8%
8.5%
6.7%
6.9%
9.2%
8.3%
9.2%
5.7%
7.8%
8.4%
7.2%
6.0%
5.2%
6.3%
8.1%
8.1%
5.8%
6.7%
5.6%
8.5%
4.8%
7.4%
8.1%
5.0%
7.9%
5.8%
4.2%
5.6%
6.8%
7.1%
6.0%
8.2%
7.6%
7.3%
7.3%
7.8%
7.8%
6.1%
6.7%
6.8%
8.6%
8.4%
7.8%

Land & Livestock

6.9%
5.9%
2.3%
3.0%
1.7%
2.2%
3.9%
1.9%
3.9%
1.5%
1.1%
2.1%
2.6%
5.7%
2.6%
0.9%
1.9%
1.3%
2.8%
2.7%
3.6%
4.1%
1.6%
4.4%
6.0%
3.6%
2.2%
3.5%
3.7%
6.3%
0.8%
1.0%
1.3%
2.2%
4.3%
1.5%
1.5%
1.7%
4.2%
5.1%
1.4%
2.6%
2.6%
3.0%
1.6%
2.6%
2.0%
3.6%
2.4%
1.4%
3.4%
1.7%
1.5%
1.6%
0.8%
2.7%
1.8%
1.2%
2.3%
5.1%
3.7%
4.2%
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Education Health

District Years of School Educational Access to health Full Ante-natal
schooling Attendance quality facilities immunisation care
Mastung 36.1% 10.0% 1.1% 0.8% 0.0% 3.2%
Mianwali 28.3% 8.5% 1.8% 26.4% 0.2% 1.4%
Mirpurkhas 27.0% 10.4% 1.7% 17.5% 0.7% 2.0%
Multan 28.6% 9.9% 1.9% 20.5% 0.7% 2.7%
Musakhel 27.5% 13.5% 1.5% 16.7% 0.4% 2.5%
Muzaffargarh 25.9% 10.6% 3.7% 21.5% 0.7% 2.6%
Narowal 23.4% 3.2% 2.2% 32.0% 0.4% 1.8%
Nasirabad 24.0% 13.4% 4.0% 18.8% 1.0% 1.8%
Naushehro Feroze 26.3% 11.1% 2.0% 19.4% 0.7% 3.4%
Nawabshah ** 27.5% 10.7% 3.1% 20.5% 0.8% 3.7%
Nowshehra 32.9% 8.9% 1.9% 21.9% 1.0% 0.7%
Okara 29.3% 8.0% 1.4% 19.5% 1.0% 3.6%
Pakpattan 30.5% 8.6% 2.5% 16.8% 1.5% 3.0%
Panjgur 23.7% 7.6% 2.2% 18.4% 1.0% 1.9%
Peshawar 32.0% 15.5% 2.8% 12.0% 0.6% 3.0%
Pishin 27.3% 13.4% 4.0% 17.5% 1.5% 3.5%
Quetta 30.4% 15.1% 0.9% 26.9% 0.7% 2.7%
Rahim Yar Khan 27.7% 11.8% 2.0% 21.7% 0.8% 2.2%
Rajanpur 24.2% 11.6% 2.3% 22.9% 1.4% 3.3%
Rawalpindi 24.9% 4.8% 2.6% 27.8% 0.3% 2.8%
Sahiwal 28.1% 7.9% 2.2% 23.9% 1.2% 2.8%
Sanghar 27.6% 11.0% 2.1% 17.6% 1.3% 3.3%
Sarghodha 29.1% 5.9% 1.7% 28.2% 0.5% 2.8%
Shangla 25.3% 12.3% 3.4% 20.2% 1.4% 3.2%
Sheikhupura 29.2% 7.6% 2.6% 22.6% 0.5% 2.8%
Shikarpur 25.1% 13.0% 2.3% 23.7% 1.9% 1.0%
Sialkot 24.1% 5.1% 3.2% 31.2% 0.5% 3.1%
Sibi 28.0% 13.4% 4.5% 14.8% 1.1% 2.3%
Sukkur 27.0% 12.0% 2.2% 21.4% 1.6% 3.0%
Swabi 27.0% 8.4% 2.8% 23.3% 0.6% 2.6%
Swat 27.8% 10.8% 2.8% 21.1% 0.4% 3.6%
T.T. Singh 27.2% 6.4% 1.3% 29.5% 0.7% 1.6%
Tank 29.5% 13.2% 1.4% 12.5% 1.5% 2.8%
Tharparkar 24.6% 8.7% 1.3% 19.5% 0.6% 2.0%
Thatta 27.1% 10.9% 3.0% 14.6% 1.0% 1.9%
Upper Dir 25.3% 10.6% 5.1% 20.3% 0.8% 3.4%
Vehari 33.6% 13.2% 1.7% 5.5% 0.5% 3.8%
Zhob 27.7% 10.3% 2.3% 20.3% 0.5% 2.3%
Ziarat 22.9% 10.8% 2.7% 17.3% 0.7% 3.2%

**Shaheed Benazirabad
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5.3%
1.6%
3.3%
2.2%
3.4%
2.5%
0.5%
3.4%
2.7%
3.0%
1.4%
1.8%
2.3%
3.8%
2.8%
4.1%
2.9%
1.9%
2.7%
0.4%
1.0%
2.9%
1.0%
0.4%
1.0%
3.1%
1.1%
3.7%
2.7%
1.8%
0.3%
0.8%
3.7%
3.1%
3.4%
0.0%
2.0%
2.9%
4.3%

1.1%
1.1%
1.7%
2.6%
0.7%
2.4%
2.5%
2.2%
3.5%
2.5%
2.1%
2.5%
2.5%
1.8%
2.4%
0.6%
1.1%
2.7%
2.1%
1.8%
2.4%
2.8%
1.7%
1.7%
2.5%
2.7%
2.3%
1.7%
3.0%
2.4%
2.2%
2.1%
1.7%
0.8%
2.0%
1.5%
2.7%
0.8%
1.7%

Electricity
0.6%
1.2%
3.8%
2.1%
2.6%
2.8%
0.2%
3.9%
1.5%
0.7%
0.0%
2.0%
1.5%
6.2%
0.2%
0.7%
0.5%
2.5%
3.8%
0.4%
1.4%
2.7%
1.0%
1.1%
0.7%
0.7%
0.2%
2.5%
2.7%
0.2%
0.4%
0.6%
0.1%
6.7%
6.1%
1.9%
2.1%
2.1%
4.1%

Standard of Living
Sanitation Water
10.5% 7.5%
6.1% 2.4%
7.2% 4.9%
5.8% 0.1%
5.0% 7.2%
6.4% 0.4%
7.1% 0.0%
7.0% 4.3%
6.2% 0.1%
6.8% 0.5%
4.6% 1.7%
6.5% 0.4%
6.3% 0.2%
7.4% 6.4%
5.1% 2.9%
8.2% 1.5%
3.6% 1.8%
5.8% 0.2%
5.9% 0.8%
6.2% 3.2%
5.0% 0.2%
6.9% 1.3%
4.1% 0.1%
4.9% 5.2%
4.8% 0.1%
5.8% 0.0%
4.1% 0.1%
7.0% 3.9%
5.7% 0.1%
5.5% 3.6%
4.0% 4.1%
4.4% 0.5%
8.3% 2.3%
7.4% 6.8%
7.4% 2.3%
4.7% 6.1%
7.4% 0.1%
6.0% 7.1%
8.2% 7.8%

Cooking Fuel
8.6%
8.8%
8.0%
8.4%
7.9%
8.1%
9.9%
7.0%
8.5%
7.4%
8.0%
8.8%
9.0%
7.6%
6.9%
5.7%
1.6%
8.1%
7.3%
8.8%
9.0%
7.8%
9.1%
7.9%
8.8%
7.3%
7.9%
7.1%
7.1%
9.0%
8.9%
9.2%
8.8%
7.4%
7.9%
8.1%
9.9%
8.2%
8.1%

Assets
7.3%
7.2%
7.5%
7.9%
6.7%
7.4%
8.5%
6.1%
7.6%
7.4%
6.8%
8.2%
8.3%
5.6%
6.9%
5.0%
4.4%
7.1%
6.3%
7.6%
8.2%
7.3%
7.8%
7.2%
8.4%
7.2%
7.6%
6.3%
7.0%
6.0%
7.8%
8.5%
6.7%
7.5%
7.0%
7.4%
9.0%
6.0%
4.5%

Land & Livestock
4.1%
2.0%
2.4%
3.5%
1.9%
1.4%
3.7%
1.2%
3.3%
2.0%
4.8%
3.1%
3.4%
3.6%
3.4%
3.1%
3.9%
1.9%
1.0%
5.2%
3.6%
1.6%
3.6%
1.9%
4.8%
2.2%
4.8%
0.7%
1.4%
4.3%
3.1%
4.1%
3.0%
1.4%
3.3%
0.7%
3.6%
1.3%
0.9%
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Table 7.0: Percentage Contribution of Indicators to Districts’ MPI, 2008/09
— Standard of Living
District Years of School Educational Access to Full immunisation Ante-natal Assisted Improved Overcrowding Electricity Sanitation Water Cooking Fuel Assets Land &
schooling Attendance quality health facilities care delivery walls Livestock
Abbottabad 19.8% 2.0% 3.4% 31.8% 0.6% 1.3% 2.6% 2.0% 2.0% 0.1% 4.3% 3.8% 9.9% 9.4% 7.0%
Attock 31.6% 7.0% 2.7% 20.2% 0.7% 1.3% 3.1% 0.7% 1.7% 0.4% 5.8% 33% 9.0% 7.4% 4.9%
Awaran 25.7% 9.3% 2.3% 17.0% 2.1% 0.9% 1.4% 3.6% 1.8% 5.3% 7.5% 6.7% 7.8% 7.4% 1.2%
Badin 26.7% 10.6% 3.3% 16.0% 1.5% 1.7% 1.9% 3.2% 2.6% 4.9% 7.9% 0.6% 8.3% 7.9% 3.0%
Bahawalnagar 31.1% 9.0% 2.3% 19.8% 0.6% 2.2% 3.4% 2.1% 2.4% 1.7% 6.9% 0.5% 9.4% 7.1% 1.4%
Bahawalpur 28.8% 11.0% 3.4% 18.2% 1.2% 2.6% 3.0% 1.9% 2.6% 2.7% 6.1% 0.2% 8.7% 7.4% 2.2%
Bannu 30.5% 11.4% 4.4% 16.4% 1.9% 3.5% 2.3% 2.4% 1.6% 0.0% 6.2% 0.3% 9.3% 5.7% 4.1%
Barkhan 27.0% 10.2% 4.2% 19.5% 1.4% 1.4% 1.5% 3.3% 0.8% 3.6% 4.6% 74% 7.8% 6.0% 1.3%
Batagram 30.4% 9.7% 3.2% 18.4% 2.3% 2.6% 3.5% 0.4% 1.5% 0.6% 4.5% 21% 9.5% 7.7% 3.5%
Bhakkar 24.9% 8.2% 3.3% 26.3% 1.3% 1.7% 2.3% 2.0% 1.8% 1.4% 8.3% 0.2% 9.1% 7.5% 1.8%
Bolan/Kachhi 25.1% 11.1% 3.3% 15.4% 2.0% 2.3% 2.9% 3.6% 0.8% 4.0% 7.1% 5.6% 7.0% 6.7% 3.2%
Buner 31.9% 10.1% 4.6% 11.6% 1.2% 3.3% 4.2% 2.1% 2.5% 0.9% 5.7% 33% 9.5% 6.6% 2.7%
Chagai 24.0% 9.5% 5.1% 16.2% 2.4% 2.1% 2.1% 3.9% 0.7% 6.3% 7.9% 6.0% 7.5% 3.3% 3.2%
Chakwal 32.1% 2.9% 4.0% 18.7% 0.2% 2.1% 2.6% 0.7% 1.3% 0.1% 7.8% 1.2% 10.9% 8.7% 6.8%
Charsadda 28.6% 12.2% 4.0% 21.9% 0.5% 1.7% 2.3% 3.2% 1.9% 0.2% 4.9% 1.9% 8.2% 6.1% 2.4%
Chitral 25.6% 8.1% 5.0% 18.0% 0.3% 1.7% 3.1% 3.0% 1.0% 1.0% 7.5% 5.7% 9.8% 8.9% 1.2%
D.G. Khan 25.8% 10.6% 4.0% 20.7% 2.7% 1.9% 3.4% 2.2% 1.7% 2.8% 5.7% 2.7% 7.9% 6.4% 1.5%
D.l. Khan 25.5% 13.8% 5.3% 17.5% 2.1% 2.4% 3.4% 3.4% 1.7% 0.5% 6.3% 1.6% 8.1% 6.2% 2.2%
Dadu 23.7% 11.0% 4.3% 22.7% 1.0% 2.3% 3.8% 3.0% 2.6% 0.4% 7.0% 1.7% 7.9% 6.1% 2.6%
Dera Bugti 24.9% 12.3% 4.3% 17.6% 2.5% 1.4% 1.6% 3.4% 1.8% 4.9% 6.7% 49% 6.3% 5.5% 1.9%
Faisalabad 33.9% 8.2% 2.6% 15.6% 1.5% 2.7% 3.1% 0.3% 2.8% 0.8% 5.1% 0.7% 9.9% 8.5% 4.3%
Gawadar 24.0% 7.9% 3.0% 24.1% 1.9% 1.2% 2.0% 2.7% 2.4% 2.3% 6.6% 3.0% 8.9% 6.1% 3.9%
Ghotki 27.9% 11.8% 3.6% 18.3% 4.3% 2.3% 3.0% 2.3% 2.6% 1.1% 5.5% 0.2% 8.3% 6.6% 2.3%
Gujranwala 33.2% 8.4% 3.1% 24.8% 0.7% 2.0% 2.8% 0.2% 2.6% 0.1% 2.0% 0.0% 7.4% 7.8% 5.1%
Gujrat 27.0% 4.2% 2.7% 32.7% 0.5% 2.0% 3.3% 0.0% 1.8% 0.2% 4.0% 0.0% 8.8% 6.9% 5.8%
Hafizabad 31.1% 7.0% 2.5% 20.3% 0.9% 23% 3.7% 1.6% 2.1% 0.4% 6.4% 0.1% 9.2% 7.6% 5.0%
Hangu 33.0% 13.0% 4.1% 13.6% 2.6% 3.2% 3.3% 0.6% 1.7% 0.7% 4.4% 3.6% 9.6% 4.4% 2.2%
Haripur 27.2% 5.0% 2.9% 29.3% 1.4% 0.5% 2.6% 0.4% 1.3% 2.1% 4.6% 3.2% 8.0% 7.5% 4.0%
Hyderabad 30.0% 12.1% 4.4% 26.9% 1.2% 1.0% 1.3% 1.1% 3.3% 0.4% 4.1% 0.3% 5.0% 6.4% 2.8%
Islamabad 32.9% 5.4% 5.0% 26.0% 1.9% 0.8% 2.5% 0.5% 1.9% 0.6% 4.0% 0.2% 7.7% 5.4% 5.3%
Jacobabad 27.8% 13.4% 3.4% 18.9% 3.0% 2.4% 2.6% 2.6% 2.8% 0.7% 6.0% 0.5% 7.6% 6.1% 2.3%
Jaffarabad 29.0% 9.8% 3.0% 12.0% 5.1% 2.6% 3.3% 3.5% 2.6% 0.2% 7.6% 52% 7.9% 6.3% 2.1%
Jamshoro 25.8% 11.7% 4.2% 20.8% 1.6% 1.4% 1.7% 2.7% 2.4% 2.7% 6.3% 1.8% 7.4% 6.6% 3.0%
Jhal Magsi 25.9% 9.2% 3.5% 18.7% 2.0% 2.2% 2.6% 3.3% 0.8% 2.0% 7.2% 6.6% 7.6% 5.8% 2.7%
Jhang 28.6% 8.0% 2.9% 23.4% 0.9% 2.0% 2.4% 2.0% 2.0% 1.5% 7.0% 0.1% 9.1% 7.6% 2.4%
Jhelum 40.7% 4.1% 4.1% 6.5% 2.1% 1.2% 2.6% 0.0% 2.0% 0.4% 7.7% 1.1% 11.5% 9.0% 6.9%
Kalat 25.8% 10.4% 2.7% 20.6% 3.2% 1.6% 2.0% 3.6% 2.3% 0.3% 7.1% 43% 7.5% 6.0% 2.4%
Kambar Shahdadkot 23.6% 11.9% 4.2% 26.8% 1.0% 2.9% 3.5% 2.1% 3.0% 0.5% 4.4% 1.3% 7.1% 6.5% 1.5%
Karachi 36.2% 18.2% 4.4% 12.9% 2.4% 0.6% 2.5% 0.4% 3.0% 1.1% 1.5% 3.1% 2.4% 8.8% 2.5%
Karak 23.3% 8.5% 5.0% 22.9% 3.9% 4.3% 3.2% 1.0% 1.6% 0.9% 6.7% 41% 7.8% 5.1% 1.8%
Kashmore 34.1% 10.8% 3.3% 8.5% 4.8% 2.1% 2.8% 3.2% 2.4% 0.4% 8.2% 0.0% 9.3% 7.7% 2.6%
Kasur 32.6% 8.2% 3.4% 19.4% 1.0% 2.6% 3.3% 0.5% 3.0% 0.3% 2.5% 0.1% 9.9% 8.5% 4.6%
Kech/Turbat 26.0% 7.2% 2.4% 19.6% 2.3% 1.3% 1.9% 3.8% 1.2% 2.4% 7.2% 49% 8.6% 5.4% 5.9%
Khairpur 29.2% 12.3% 2.8% 13.6% 4.2% 2.8% 3.6% 2.8% 2.6% 1.4% 7.0% 0.1% 8.6% 7.0% 2.1%
Khanewal 27.5% 9.2% 3.4% 24.7% 1.0% 1.7% 2.7% 2.0% 2.3% 1.1% 5.2% 0.2% 8.6% 7.6% 2.8%
Kharan 26.9% 9.4% 2.9% 19.8% 1.5% 1.1% 2.0% 3.6% 0.8% 3.1% 7.3% 32% 7.9% 5.5% 5.0%
Khushab 28.2% 4.2% 3.4% 29.1% 0.3% 2.0% 2.7% 0.6% 1.5% 2.4% 5.1% 0.6% 9.6% 7.2% 3.3%
Khuzdar 26.5% 10.0% 3.8% 19.2% 3.7% 1.4% 2.2% 3.8% 2.3% 1.1% 7.8% 41% 7.8% 4.4% 1.9%
Killa Abdullah 25.0% 14.5% 5.6% 16.6% 1.3% 1.9% 2.2% 3.8% 0.5% 1.7% 7.2% 5.0% 7.4% 2.8% 4.4%
Killa Saifullah 25.3% 10.9% 3.7% 23.8% 0.7% 1.0% 1.8% 3.5% 0.2% 2.2% 7.1% 6.6% 7.6% 4.4% 1.1%
Kohat 32.5% 11.3% 5.0% 10.5% 2.1% 3.5% 3.9% 1.2% 1.7% 0.4% 5.8% 3.6% 9.6% 6.2% 2.7%
Kohistan 24.6% 9.7% 3.5% 23.3% 2.1% 1.9% 2.0% 0.7% 0.9% 4.0% 5.7% 6.4% 7.1% 7.0% 1.1%
Kohlu 26.0% 9.2% 2.0% 23.7% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 1.9% 1.6% 5.6% 6.7% 7.0% 7.2% 6.8% 0.8%
Lahore 34.7% 10.8% 4.1% 16.7% 2.0% 2.4% 3.2% 0.2% 3.9% 0.4% 1.9% 0.0% 6.5% 8.4% 4.7%
Lakki Marwat 27.3% 10.4% 4.2% 17.9% 3.9% 3.4% 2.8% 2.6% 1.5% 0.1% 5.6% 2.9% 8.6% 6.7% 2.1%
Larkana 24.2% 12.9% 4.3% 28.1% 0.5% 2.0% 3.5% 2.9% 2.9% 0.3% 2.7% 0.0% 6.8% 6.9% 2.1%
Lasbela 28.3% 7.5% 2.3% 12.6% 1.5% 0.9% 1.9% 2.6% 1.8% 6.6% 8.0% 6.3% 7.6% 8.1% 4.0%
Layyah 30.8% 7.9% 3.7% 18.6% 0.1% 1.9% 3.4% 3.1% 1.9% 1.9% 7.1% 0.0% 9.5% 8.7% 1.4%
Lodhran 29.2% 8.5% 3.3% 21.1% 1.0% 2.1% 3.0% 2.4% 2.0% 1.3% 5.1% 0.5% 9.0% 8.0% 3.6%
Loralai 29.0% 8.8% 4.0% 17.3% 0.4% 1.6% 1.5% 4.2% 0.6% 2.5% 7.8% 5.0% 8.6% 5.1% 3.6%
Lower Dir 25.4% 9.7% 5.0% 20.8% 0.8% 2.1% 2.5% 0.3% 2.1% 1.3% 8.5% 3.9% 8.7% 6.5% 2.2%
Malakand 26.4% 8.1% 4.6% 21.9% 0.3% 2.2% 3.1% 0.9% 1.7% 0.2% 7.5% 44% 9.2% 6.4% 3.1%
Mandi Bahauddin 29.4% 3.9% 2.7% 28.0% 0.5% 2.2% 2.9% 0.0% 1.8% 0.2% 6.0% 0.1% 10.0% 7.2% 5.0%
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District

Mansehra
Mardan
Mastung
Matiari
Mianwali
Mirpurkhas
Multan
Musakhel
Muzaffargarh
Nankana Sahib
Narowal
Nasirabad
Naushehro Feroze
Nawabshah **
Nowshehra
Nushki

Okara
Pakpattan
Panjgur
Peshawar
Pishin

Quetta

Rahim Yar Khan
Rajanpur
Rawalpindi
Sahiwal
Sanghar
Sarghodha
Shangla
Sheikhupura
Shikarpur
Sialkot

Sibi

Sukkur

Swabi

Swat

T.T. Singh
Tando Allahyar
Tando Muhammad Khan
Tank
Tharparkar
Thatta

Upper Dir
Vehari

Washuk

Zhob

Ziarat

**Shaheed Benazirabad

86 | Multidimensional Poverty in Pakistan

Education Health

Years of
schooling
27.2%
31.3%
26.3%
27.4%
28.0%
25.6%
28.5%
24.2%
26.1%
29.8%
22.4%
27.8%
23.9%
27.3%
31.9%
25.1%
29.3%
31.0%
23.9%
32.7%
24.9%
30.5%
28.3%
26.2%
33.8%
29.3%
27.3%
27.9%
30.4%
29.8%
27.6%
26.9%
26.1%
26.7%
32.3%
26.7%
28.8%
27.2%
26.9%
28.3%
23.9%
28.3%
24.0%
32.4%
29.4%
25.5%
15.9%

School
Attendance
6.6%
10.6%
11.0%
11.1%
8.9%
9.0%
8.7%
11.9%
11.8%
8.5%
3.2%
9.9%
9.5%
10.7%
10.8%
9.8%
7.2%
7.9%
8.1%
14.7%
10.9%
14.8%
11.8%
12.6%
4.4%
9.1%
10.6%
4.3%
13.3%
8.2%
11.8%
5.0%
9.8%
11.6%
10.2%
14.1%
6.6%
10.2%
10.7%
14.3%
6.1%
11.6%
11.3%
11.3%
8.6%
11.2%
8.0%

Educational
quality
3.2%
4.4%
2.9%
4.5%
4.8%
3.3%
2.7%
3.8%
4.0%
3.2%
2.8%
3.4%
5.4%
3.8%
4.4%
3.8%
3.2%
3.5%
2.3%
4.1%
6.0%
5.2%
3.4%
5.1%
2.9%
3.9%
4.3%
3.3%
6.1%
3.6%
3.8%
4.4%
5.0%
3.8%
4.1%
6.6%
2.6%
3.5%
2.9%
5.7%
2.7%
3.1%
5.3%
4.8%
3.2%
3.9%
6.3%

Access to
health facilities
19.1%
14.2%
14.0%
23.5%
26.7%
22.1%
23.8%
18.4%
22.6%
21.9%
33.4%
15.1%
29.3%
25.3%
21.3%
19.2%
22.3%
18.5%
19.3%
18.1%
20.3%
18.7%
20.5%
15.3%
20.9%
21.2%
17.2%
31.3%
7.5%
21.5%
17.9%
26.3%
21.4%
19.4%
13.1%
18.1%
28.8%
25.4%
21.6%
13.3%
19.7%
10.6%
20.8%
10.1%
5.8%
20.9%
26.9%

Full immunisation

1.5%
1.1%
3.7%
0.6%
1.7%
1.2%
1.1%
1.9%
1.6%
0.5%
0.9%
4.6%
2.1%
2.4%
0.4%
1.9%
0.8%
0.5%
2.6%
0.4%
1.1%
2.9%
1.6%
1.2%
0.7%
0.8%
4.2%
0.9%
2.1%
1.3%
4.8%
0.7%
1.7%
4.6%
0.5%
0.6%
1.5%
1.4%
1.7%
2.1%
2.2%
1.7%
2.2%
0.9%
4.5%
1.5%
0.9%

Ante-natal
care
2.2%
1.8%
2.5%
0.7%
1.8%
1.0%
2.1%
1.9%
2.0%
2.0%
2.5%
2.3%
2.7%
1.8%
1.4%
1.8%
2.5%
2.0%
1.5%
1.6%
3.3%
3.3%
1.7%
2.5%
1.8%
1.9%
2.6%
1.9%
2.8%
2.7%
1.0%
4.0%
1.8%
2.1%
2.2%
2.7%
1.1%
1.8%
1.4%
2.0%
1.9%
1.6%
3.0%
2.5%
2.5%
2.0%
1.9%

Assisted
delivery
3.2%
3.7%
2.5%
1.8%
2.7%
2.1%
2.7%
2.1%
2.9%
3.2%
3.5%
2.8%
3.1%
2.3%
3.7%
2.3%
3.3%
2.8%
1.9%
2.7%
3.6%
4.1%
3.5%
3.2%
3.1%
2.7%
2.9%
2.5%
3.2%
3.5%
3.0%
4.3%
2.0%
2.8%
2.8%
2.7%
2.9%
1.9%
1.5%
3.5%
2.2%
2.0%
3.7%
3.0%
2.8%
2.9%
3.2%

walls
1.8%
2.7%
3.7%
2.5%
0.7%
3.1%
2.3%
2.7%
2.5%
0.9%
0.3%
3.4%
2.1%
2.4%
1.4%
3.6%
1.6%
2.3%
3.3%
2.0%
4.2%
2.8%
2.1%
2.8%
1.0%
1.3%
2.8%
0.9%
0.3%
0.4%
2.7%
0.2%
3.6%
2.7%
1.9%
0.0%
0.9%
2.3%
2.3%
3.3%
3.2%
3.2%
0.3%
1.8%
4.0%
1.7%
4.7%

1.4%
2.3%
2.3%
2.5%
1.6%
1.3%
2.5%
1.4%
2.6%
2.5%
2.4%
2.2%
2.4%
2.6%
2.4%
1.0%
2.4%
2.5%
1.2%
2.2%
0.5%
1.6%
3.0%
2.2%
1.8%
2.4%
3.2%
1.6%
1.6%
3.3%
3.3%
3.0%
1.2%
3.0%
2.4%
1.7%
2.3%
2.5%
2.8%
1.2%
1.1%
2.6%
1.8%
2.9%
1.7%
1.4%
0.8%

3.0%
0.1%
0.3%
1.3%
0.3%
2.6%
1.0%
3.8%
1.3%
0.2%
0.1%
2.0%
0.1%
0.8%
0.1%
3.2%
0.8%
0.7%
4.2%
0.1%
1.5%
0.6%
1.9%
4.0%
0.3%
1.0%
1.5%
0.2%
0.5%
0.3%
0.1%
0.0%
2.9%
1.3%
0.2%
0.4%
0.5%
1.3%
3.3%
0.0%
4.6%
5.8%
0.8%
1.3%
2.5%
3.9%
0.9%

5.0%
6.3%
7.5%
5.7%
4.0%
6.9%
5.0%
6.3%
5.6%
3.4%
6.7%
7.0%
3.2%
6.1%
2.9%
7.2%
5.4%
6.6%
7.6%
2.0%
6.9%
2.1%
5.0%
7.3%
6.4%
5.4%
7.2%
4.0%
5.5%
2.4%
4.8%
3.5%
6.8%
6.0%
6.6%
5.5%
4.6%
5.5%
6.6%
7.1%
7.9%
7.8%
7.0%
6.5%
8.8%
5.0%
8.9%

Standard of Living
Improved Overcrowding Electricity Sanitation Water

4.5%
2.2%
6.1%
0.1%
0.6%
4.4%
0.3%
7.1%
0.0%
0.5%
0.1%
4.8%
0.1%
0.1%
2.0%
2.3%
0.2%
0.2%
5.5%
2.3%
3.8%
4.0%
0.1%
2.0%
3.0%
0.3%
0.6%
0.0%
6.8%
0.2%
0.1%
0.2%
4.8%
0.5%
3.9%
2.0%
0.3%
0.3%
0.1%
3.2%
7.7%
3.7%
3.5%
0.5%
7.9%
6.2%
8.6%

Cooking Fuel Assets Land &

8.8%
8.6%
7.1%
7.9%
8.7%
7.8%
8.3%
7.1%
8.2%
9.6%
10.0%
7.4%
8.5%
7.3%
8.1%
8.5%
9.2%
9.7%
7.9%
7.1%
5.9%
1.3%
7.7%
8.0%
7.9%
9.2%
7.6%
9.6%
9.0%
8.6%
7.9%
9.6%
7.1%
7.1%
9.7%
8.5%
9.4%
7.5%
7.8%
8.7%
8.1%
7.7%
8.3%
9.9%
8.3%
7.4%
3.8%

8.2%
6.5%
6.4%
7.5%
7.0%
6.7%
7.3%
5.4%
6.8%
8.8%
7.9%
5.8%
4.2%
6.6%
5.6%
5.3%
8.1%
8.3%
5.8%
5.2%
2.4%
5.2%
7.1%
7.0%
7.7%
8.1%
6.9%
7.1%
8.7%
8.7%
7.5%
7.2%
3.2%
6.8%
6.1%
7.5%
7.7%
6.6%
7.5%
5.5%
7.9%
6.7%
7.2%
8.6%
6.3%
4.5%
2.7%

Livestock
4.4%
4.2%
3.8%
3.1%
2.7%
2.9%
3.7%
1.8%
2.2%
4.8%
3.8%
1.7%
3.5%
0.7%
3.6%
5.1%
3.8%
3.6%
5.0%
4.6%
4.6%
2.9%
2.4%
0.7%
4.3%
3.6%
1.2%
4.5%
2.4%
5.5%
3.8%
4.9%
2.5%
1.8%
4.1%
2.9%
2.1%
2.6%
3.1%
1.9%
0.9%
3.7%
0.9%
3.4%
3.9%
2.2%
6.5%
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Table 8.0: Percentage Contribution of Indicators to Districts’ MPI, 2010/11

District Years of School Educational  Access to health Full immunisation
schooling Attendance quality facilities
Abbottabad 24.7% 5.9% 1.8% 21.0% 1.6%
Attock 31.2% 5.5% 1.3% 17.6% 1.0%
Awaran 31.7% 8.3% 0.5% 5.3% 1.4%
Badin 25.9% 10.7% 1.6% 22.2% 1.6%
Bahawalnagar 30.4% 8.9% 3.3% 22.9% 1.0%
Bahawalpur 30.0% 11.6% 2.2% 19.8% 2.0%
Bannu 30.1% 11.5% 1.5% 24.4% 1.3%
Barkhan 28.2% 12.7% 1.2% 20.7% 0.2%
Batagram 32.9% 12.8% 2.1% 14.5% 2.6%
Bhakkar 28.2% 7.8% 3.1% 28.3% 0.4%
Bolan/Kachhi 30.2% 8.2% 0.8% 6.8% 3.2%
Buner 30.5% 10.1% 1.6% 14.5% 2.8%
Chagai 27.1% 12.5% 1.4% 10.8% 2.0%
Chakwal 30.5% 1.8% 0.8% 26.3% 0.2%
Charsadda 32.7% 11.9% 2.0% 14.7% 0.6%
Chiniot 33.3% 9.5% 1.8% 20.5% 0.3%
Chitral 24.0% 6.3% 5.0% 24.7% 0.7%
D.G. Khan 26.7% 11.2% 1.5% 23.2% 0.9%
D.l. Khan 30.2% 13.1% 2.3% 17.2% 1.5%
Dadu 24.2% 9.0% 3.4% 25.4% 0.7%
Dera Bugti 24.9% 14.2% 1.4% 17.2% 1.9%
Faisalabad 31.8% 11.2% 1.9% 20.3% 1.0%
Gawadar 30.0% 10.2% 1.9% 16.5% 2.0%
Ghotki 31.6% 14.3% 1.3% 13.9% 4.6%
Gujranwala 32.9% 6.4% 1.3% 30.1% 0.7%
Gujrat 29.0% 6.6% 2.3% 30.3% 0.2%
Hafizabad 31.5% 4.6% 0.7% 28.0% 0.5%
Hangu 30.9% 14.7% 1.9% 15.9% 2.1%
Haripur 32.1% 4.6% 2.8% 16.5% 0.6%
Harnai 24.1% 11.8% 3.2% 22.9% 3.4%
Hyderabad 30.0% 12.7% 2.8% 24.2% 1.8%
Islamabad 34.7% 6.3% 1.4% 27.7% 2.2%
Jacobabad 33.1% 15.3% 0.8% 6.6% 3.9%
Jaffarabad 30.9% 15.2% 2.1% 9.8% 3.4%
Jamshoro 25.7% 11.3% 2.8% 22.0% 0.7%
Jhal Magsi 34.4% 8.0% 0.6% 3.1% 3.4%
Jhang 33.5% 10.3% 1.2% 15.6% 0.8%
Jhelum 32.8% 5.6% 1.8% 18.4% 0.3%
Kalat 29.9% 9.3% 1.5% 14.2% 1.1%
Kambar Shahdadkot 29.7% 17.2% 2.4% 12.1% 1.3%
Karachi 35.7% 17.3% 4.5% 20.6% 0.9%
Karak 22.8% 7.6% 2.7% 24.4% 3.3%
Kashmore 30.2% 15.4% 1.6% 9.9% 4.3%
Kasur 32.4% 9.7% 2.4% 23.2% 0.9%
Kech/Turbat 27.4% 11.4% 1.6% 13.9% 2.3%
Khairpur 30.1% 11.8% 1.6% 14.8% 4.5%
Khanewal 30.5% 8.5% 2.2% 24.9% 0.9%
Kharan 30.5% 9.9% 1.0% 6.8% 2.9%
Khushab 30.1% 7.9% 1.4% 31.0% 0.7%
Khuzdar 30.0% 7.5% 1.2% 15.5% 1.6%
Killa Abdullah 30.3% 8.8% 2.2% 24.8% 1.9%
Killa Saifullah 29.2% 13.1% 0.6% 15.5% 0.9%
Kohat 30.2% 11.0% 2.7% 19.6% 1.6%
Kohistan 26.7% 11.2% 3.6% 17.3% 2.4%
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Ante-natal care Assisted

delivery
2.4% 2.3%
1.8% 1.9%
1.3% 1.6%
1.2% 0.8%
2.1% 1.4%
1.4% 1.4%
2.1% 1.0%
0.9% 0.6%
2.7% 2.0%
1.6% 0.7%
1.9% 2.5%
3.1% 3.0%
1.3% 1.4%
1.0% 1.1%
2.0% 1.5%
0.9% 0.7%
2.3% 2.7%
1.0% 2.2%
1.9% 0.6%
1.5% 1.4%
0.9% 1.2%
1.9% 0.4%
1.2% 1.7%
1.7% 1.4%
2.0% 1.1%
1.2% 1.3%
2.6% 2.5%
2.4% 2.2%
1.3% 0.4%
0.5% 0.4%
1.3% 1.0%
0.8% 1.2%
1.3% 1.5%
1.1% 1.7%
1.0% 1.2%
1.7% 2.1%
2.0% 0.5%
1.0% 1.8%
1.4% 1.1%
2.4% 2.3%
0.8% 0.5%
3.4% 2.1%
1.6% 1.9%
1.6% 0.6%
1.1% 1.9%
2.1% 1.6%
1.5% 1.1%
1.1% 2.0%
1.2% 0.7%
1.8% 0.9%
2.0% 1.7%
1.6% 1.5%
2.5% 2.2%
1.5% 1.9%

Improved
walls
2.0%
0.8%
4.1%
3.4%
1.9%
1.8%
2.1%
3.0%
0.5%
1.8%
4.4%
1.5%
2.9%
1.1%
2.7%
1.5%
2.7%
2.5%
3.7%
3.1%
3.5%
0.7%
2.9%
2.6%
0.2%
0.4%
0.7%
0.8%
1.6%
4.1%
1.4%
0.7%
3.6%
4.2%
2.6%
4.1%
2.1%
1.5%
4.4%
3.2%
0.5%
0.8%
3.6%
0.3%
3.2%
3.5%
2.1%
4.4%
0.5%
4.4%
4.2%
4.2%
1.3%
1.1%

Overcrowding

2.1%
2.1%
1.0%
2.5%
2.6%
2.7%
1.7%
1.9%
1.8%
1.8%
2.3%
2.4%
1.9%
1.6%
2.6%
2.1%
1.5%
1.9%
1.8%
3.5%
1.8%
2.8%
1.4%
3.4%
2.8%
2.7%
2.6%
1.8%
2.9%
0.1%
2.8%
2.4%
3.4%
2.8%
2.9%
2.7%
2.1%
2.0%
0.8%
3.5%
2.6%
1.6%
3.5%
3.5%
2.1%
2.9%
2.1%
2.4%
1.6%
1.2%
0.5%
0.9%
1.8%
1.1%

1.3%
0.3%
7.5%
3.1%
1.4%
2.6%
0.0%
1.4%
0.0%
1.9%
2.9%
2.3%
6.0%
0.5%
0.1%
1.3%
0.2%
3.4%
0.4%
0.6%
6.5%
0.6%
3.4%
1.0%
0.1%
0.2%
0.2%
0.3%
0.0%
0.8%
0.5%
0.5%
0.7%
0.7%
1.9%
1.3%
2.6%
2.2%
2.4%
0.2%
1.3%
2.5%
1.4%
0.3%
5.5%
0.9%
2.0%
3.2%
0.2%
3.2%
0.3%
2.0%
0.8%
3.3%

Standard of Living
Electricity ~Sanitation Water
6.9% 4.6%
6.0% 6.1%
8.7% 7.1%
7.3% 1.7%
6.0% 0.2%
6.2% 0.1%
4.9% 0.2%
5.0% 5.6%
4.7% 2.2%
6.2% 0.2%
8.5% 8.0%
5.8% 4.0%
7.7% 7.6%
6.0% 2.3%
6.5% 3.9%
7.2% 0.0%
2.5% 7.7%
6.1% 3.2%
7.3% 3.2%
8.1% 2.1%
6.2% 6.9%
5.0% 0.2%
7.2% 3.5%
5.8% 0.0%
1.5% 0.1%
4.3% 0.3%
4.6% 0.2%
5.0% 3.4%
5.6% 5.3%
7.6% 8.0%
5.3% 0.5%
1.9% 4.1%
8.6% 0.7%
8.4% 0.7%
6.9% 3.3%
9.7% 9.3%
8.0% 0.3%
6.6% 2.1%
9.1% 6.8%
5.4% 1.3%
1.8% 1.2%
6.5% 4.9%
7.3% 0.2%
2.7% 0.2%
7.1% 5.9%
7.8% 0.3%
6.6% 0.2%
8.0% 7.8%
4.1% 1.0%
7.9% 5.8%
6.5% 5.8%
7.4% 5.4%
5.5% 4.0%
6.4% 7.3%

Cooking Fuel

8.8%
9.2%
9.9%
8.0%
9.3%
8.8%
9.5%
8.1%
9.9%
9.0%
7.9%
9.3%
7.0%
9.8%
9.2%
9.9%
9.9%
7.9%
8.9%
9.0%
6.4%
9.3%
8.6%
9.0%
7.3%
8.6%
9.6%
8.9%
10.5%
8.8%
5.9%
5.1%
9.3%
8.4%
7.7%
9.3%
10.1%
10.5%
9.0%
8.6%
2.5%
7.1%
8.6%
9.8%
7.7%
9.0%
7.7%
8.9%
10.1%
8.3%
2.6%
8.2%
8.8%
7.8%

Assets

8.9%
9.3%
6.6%
7.0%
7.2%
7.4%
5.9%
7.4%
8.3%
7.3%
7.2%
7.6%
6.3%
9.2%
6.5%
8.0%
9.4%
6.6%
5.9%
6.1%
5.5%
8.6%
6.6%
7.0%
8.4%
7.2%
7.7%
6.3%
9.6%
1.9%
6.7%
5.2%
8.4%
7.9%
6.1%
6.6%
8.8%
8.2%
5.9%
8.0%
7.8%
6.9%
7.6%
7.6%
5.7%
7.1%
7.4%
7.6%
6.3%
6.0%
3.9%
6.6%
5.2%
7.7%

Land &
Livestock
5.7%
5.9%
5.1%
2.9%
1.5%
2.0%
3.9%
3.2%
3.2%
1.7%
5.1%
1.4%
4.2%
8.0%
3.2%
3.1%
0.4%
1.7%
2.0%
1.9%
1.6%
4.2%
3.0%
2.4%
5.2%
5.3%
3.9%
3.3%
6.2%
2.3%
3.0%
5.8%
2.8%
2.6%
4.1%
5.2%
3.8%
2.1%
3.0%
2.4%
2.1%
3.3%
2.9%
4.8%
3.0%
1.7%
2.2%
3.6%
3.3%
4.7%
4.4%
3.0%
2.7%
0.8%
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I Standard of Living
District Years of School Educational  Access to health Fullimmunisation
schooling Attendance quality facilities Ante-natal care Assisted Improved Overcrowding  Electricity Sanitation Water  Cooking Fuel Assets Land &
Kohlu 26.0% 11.4% 1.3% 22.7% 1.3% delivery  walls Livestock
Lahore 35.9% 11.5% 3.4% 21.7% 1.4% 1.5% 1.0% 3.3% 0.7% 1.8% 7.6% 6.8% 7.5% 6.1% 1.1%
Lakki Marwat 27.5% 11.4% 2.1% 22.7% 2.5% 1.9% 0.3% 0.2% 3.7% 0.2% 1.4% 0.2% 5.2% 84% 4.5%
Larkana 32.4% 17.3% 2.3% 8.0% 2.8% 1.9% 1.8% 2.6% 1.3% 0.6% 5.5% 3.1% 8.2% 6.3% 2.5%
Lasbela 27.5% 11.9% 3.8% 14.4% 1.1% 2.2% 2.5% 3.7% 3.7% 0.1% 4.1% 0.4% 8.5% 83% 3.7%
Layyah 30.0% 9.3% 1.9% 19.3% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% 3.2% 2.0% 4.1% 7.2% 5.3% 8.0% 6.6% 3.7%
Lodhran 30.2% 11.0% 1.5% 22.2% 0.6% 1.9% 1.0% 2.5% 2.7% 4.5% 7.1% 0.0% 9.5% 78% 1.5%
Loralai 28.7% 15.5% 1.2% 12.1% 2.2% 1.5% 1.2% 2.3% 2.2% 1.2% 5.2% 1.0% 9.6% 76% 2.8%
Lower Dir 30.3% 9.3% 2.6% 21.1% 1.5% 1.9% 1.7% 3.8% 1.8% 2.3% 6.3% 3.4% 8.1% 6.8% 4.2%
Malakand 29.3% 8.6% 2.5% 20.1% 0.7% 2.4% 2.3% 0.6% 2.6% 0.9% 3.5% 4.3% 9.6% 72% 1.8%
Mandi Bahauddin 31.6% 4.4% 0.8% 32.2% 0.3% 1.9% 2.7% 0.8% 2.4% 0.3% 6.3% 4.8% 9.8% 6.8% 3.8%
Mansehra 26.5% 9.1% 2.5% 20.2% 1.2% 0.8% 0.0% 0.1% 2.1% 0.9% 4.5% 0.1% 10.0% 6.8%  3.0%
Mardan 30.8% 11.5% 1.8% 16.8% 1.2% 1.8% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 4.2% 5.6% 3.5% 8.7% 83% 53%
Mastung 28.1% 7.2% 1.7% 13.3% 1.7% 1.8% 2.3% 2.2% 2.9% 0.2% 5.8% 3.5% 8.9% 6.8% 2.8%
Matiari 28.3% 11.4% 1.6% 24.1% 0.7% 2.1% 1.5% 4.5% 2.0% 1.8% 8.9% 7.4% 8.6% 64%  3.6%
Mianwali 28.4% 6.2% 2.4% 28.1% 0.6% 0.7% 1.4% 2.8% 2.5% 0.5% 6.7% 0.0% 7.7% 7.6% 3.2%
Mirpurkhas 28.1% 11.9% 1.1% 20.6% 1.3% 1.7% 1.2% 1.1% 2.4% 1.2% 5.4% 1.5% 9.7% 73% 4.6%
Multan 29.7% 9.7% 1.9% 24.5% 0.7% 1.7% 1.0% 3.5% 2.0% 1.8% 5.5% 2.5% 8.3% 75% 2.8%
Musakhel 33.0% 21.4% 2.1% 0.0% 1.2% 1.6% 0.9% 2.2% 2.7% 1.3% 4.8% 0.4% 7.9% 78% 3.9%
Muzaffargarh 28.3% 12.3% 2.9% 20.7% 1.1% 1.1% 0.7% 3.9% 2.3% 2.7% 5.9% 2.6% 9.4% 84% 5.3%
Nankana Sahib 31.9% 7.0% 2.1% 23.3% 0.4% 1.3% 0.9% 2.5% 2.7% 1.8% 6.2% 0.2% 8.7% 77%  2.8%
Narowal 27.1% 4.4% 0.6% 32.9% 0.3% 1.3% 1.4% 1.4% 3.0% 0.4% 5.1% 0.1% 9.6% 8.6% 4.4%
Nasirabad 29.7% 15.0% 2.2% 10.1% 3.4% 3.6% 0.2% 0.3% 2.7% 0.1% 5.9% 0.2% 10.6% 77%  3.3%
Naushehro Feroze 27.8% 11.6% 1.5% 23.9% 1.1% 0.9% 1.3% 4.1% 2.6% 1.5% 8.0% 3.4% 8.2% 75% 2.2%
Nawabshah/ Shaheed Benazirabad 29.5% 11.9% 1.4% 23.4% 1.5% 1.4% 0.4% 2.7% 3.4% 1.0% 7.3% 0.1% 8.0% 70% 2.8%
Nowshehra 33.6% 9.7% 3.3% 12.4% 1.2% 1.7% 1.0% 2.6% 3.0% 0.5% 7.0% 0.2% 7.6% 6.7% 2.0%
Nushki 27.2% 14.2% 2.3% 10.9% 2.6% 2.4% 1.9% 0.8% 3.3% 0.1% 5.9% 4.4% 8.8% 78% 4.4%
Okara 31.9% 9.0% 1.2% 23.8% 0.6% 1.3% 1.9% 3.3% 1.9% 3.8% 7.3% 6.6% 7.8% 6.3% 2.7%
Pakpattan 31.1% 9.2% 1.9% 19.8% 0.6% 1.5% 1.1% 1.3% 2.8% 0.5% 5.4% 0.2% 9.3% 8.1%  3.4%
Panjgur 26.3% 10.0% 2.0% 20.3% 1.8% 1.4% 1.5% 2.5% 2.9% 0.7% 6.7% 0.6% 9.4% 83% 3.3%
Peshawar 34.2% 15.8% 1.8% 13.1% 1.1% 1.2% 1.7% 3.1% 1.7% 3.6% 6.5% 6.3% 7.9% 55% 2.1%
Pishin 35.0% 5.3% 1.2% 29.5% 2.6% 2.4% 1.8% 2.4% 3.4% 0.2% 4.5% 1.8% 5.8% 72%  4.5%
Quetta 37.1% 8.2% 1.7% 32.6% 1.3% 2.2% 2.3% 4.8% 0.1% 0.5% 5.2% 1.6% 1.2% 29% 5.5%
Rahim Yar Khan 30.5% 11.8% 1.8% 22.7% 1.4% 3.8% 1.1% 2.3% 0.5% 0.3% 2.1% 1.3% 1.5% 3.6% 2.6%
Rajanpur 28.0% 13.1% 2.7% 16.4% 0.4% 1.7% 1.4% 2.0% 2.8% 1.5% 5.5% 0.2% 8.6% 6.7%  1.4%
Rawalpindi 34.0% 6.3% 1.8% 17.4% 0.9% 1.8% 2.0% 3.2% 2.1% 4.2% 7.2% 2.6% 8.2% 7.0% 1.2%
Sahiwal 32.5% 10.7% 1.6% 19.8% 0.5% 1.4% 2.0% 0.5% 1.5% 0.5% 5.2% 6.2% 8.1% 86% 5.4%
Sanghar 30.6% 12.6% 1.4% 16.7% 2.2% 1.2% 1.7% 1.1% 2.7% 1.0% 5.7% 0.1% 9.5% 8.0% 3.8%
Sarghodha 31.2% 5.1% 0.7% 30.2% 0.5% 1.8% 1.0% 3.2% 3.1% 1.1% 7.4% 0.8% 8.7% 75% 1.9%
Shangla 31.8% 17.3% 4.0% 6.7% 2.5% 1.4% 0.7% 1.3% 1.8% 0.8% 4.6% 0.3% 9.6% 77% 4.1%
Sheikhupura 31.8% 9.7% 3.1% 23.2% 0.7% 2.7% 2.7% 0.6% 1.9% 1.1% 3.9% 4.7% 9.3% 9.0% 1.8%
Sherani 34.9% 9.6% 0.3% 8.0% 0.6% 1.4% 0.7% 0.8% 3.1% 0.2% 3.1% 02%  87% 83% 5.0%
Shikarpur 29.0% 14.4% 1.6% 13.7% 4.2% 1.3% 1.2% 4.5% 0.9% 2.5% 6.9% 10.0% 10.1% 63% 2.7%
Sialkot 29.8% 4.2% 1.7% 34.1% 0.8% 1.8% 2.6% 3.4% 3.2% 0.2% 7.3% 0.0% 8.1% 7.7%  2.8%
Sibi 30.4% 9.0% 4.0% 18.6% 1.0% 2.1% 0.1% 0.2% 2.6% 0.3% 2.1% 0.2% 9.0% 74%  5.4%
Sukkur 29.4% 14.4% 1.4% 15.5% 5.1% 0.9% 0.4% 4.1% 0.5% 2.5% 7.7% 5.4% 6.2% 6.0% 3.2%
Swabi 29.3% 7.4% 1.4% 22.3% 1.3% 1.1% 1.9% 3.1% 3.2% 1.1% 5.9% 0.3% 8.2% 71%  2.3%
Swat 27.0% 10.8% 5.1% 19.9% 1.1% 1.6% 1.8% 1.1% 2.3% 1.5% 5.4% 4.1% 9.3% 7.6%  3.6%
T.T. Singh 30.9% 7.6% 1.3% 25.8% 1.0% 2.7% 1.7% 0.2% 2.1% 0.8% 3.4% 5.8% 8.9% 81% 2.6%
Tando Allahyar 27.6% 12.2% 1.4% 22.9% 1.4% 1.0% 0.4% 1.2% 2.3% 0.6% 5.0% 0.7% 9.9% 8.0% 4.3%
Tando Muhammad Khan 26.1% 11.6% 1.8% 22.7% 2.0% 1.9% 0.7% 2.8% 2.7% 0.6% 7.8% 0.5% 7.4% 6.5% 3.8%
Tank 29.8% 14.3% 1.4% 15.8% 2.0% 1.7% 0.9% 2.8% 2.7% 3.0% 6.7% 0.4% 7.4% 6.9% 33%
Tharparkar 24.2% 8.3% 0.8% 22.4% 1.5% 2.8% 0.8% 3.8% 1.5% 0.0% 7.6% 2.4% 9.1% 58% 2.9%
Thatta 28.1% 11.9% 3.7% 14.0% 1.2% 1.3% 1.5% 3.5% 1.4% 4.3% 7.7% 7.1% 7.9% 73% 0.8%
0.9% 0.9% 3.6% 2.4% 3.6% 7.9% 2.5% 8.2% 6.8% 4.4%
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District

Umerkot
Upper Dir
Vehari
Washuk
Zhob
Ziarat

Education Health

School
Attendance

Years of
schooling
28.0%
29.2%
33.0%
31.4%
29.4%
31.0%

9.1%
9.8%
11.8%
7.7%
14.8%
8.0%

Educational
quality
0.5%

3.8%

3.2%

0.8%

1.2%

0.6%

Access to health
facilities

20.3%

19.6%

13.9%

3.1%

13.3%

19.5%

Full immunisation

0.6%
0.4%
0.9%
2.8%
1.3%
3.5%
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Ante-natal care Assisted

1.4%
2.4%
1.3%
1.8%
1.4%
3.2%

Improved

delivery  walls

1.3%
2.2%
0.3%
1.8%
1.4%
3.1%

3.2%
0.7%
1.9%
3.9%
2.7%
4.4%

Overcrowding

1.8%
1.7%
2.8%
2.1%
1.2%
0.2%

Electricity ~Sanitation

3.1%
0.7%
1.5%
6.4%
2.6%
0.2%

6.6%
4.1%
6.5%
8.9%
5.6%
7.1%

Standard of Living

Water

5.1%
7.7%
1.3%
8.8%
7.9%
6.5%

Cooking Fuel

8.9%
9.2%
10.2%
8.6%
8.5%
2.4%

Assets

7.6%
7.6%
8.4%
6.7%
7.2%
4.3%

Land &
Livestock
2.4%
1.0%
3.1%
5.1%
1.5%
5.8%
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Table 9.0: Percentage Contribution of Indicators to Districts’ MPI, 2012/13

Years of School Educational AEC:;I?;O Full
schooling Attendance  quality facilities immunisation

District

Abbottabad 26.2% 3.6% 1.2% 26.4% 0.7%
Attock 34.5% 4.3% 1.1% 21.7% 0.7%
Awaran 24.4% 12.3% 0.3% 21.5% 1.3%
Badin 25.5% 9.9% 1.9% 22.1% 1.9%
Bahawalnagar 31.8% 8.9% 2.6% 20.4% 1.0%
Bahawalpur 29.2% 11.6% 3.2% 23.1% 1.6%
Bannu 29.3% 11.6% 2.0% 22.6% 3.6%
Barkhan 26.7% 7.9% 6.0% 27.8% 0.4%
Batagram 29.2% 11.1% 3.5% 20.7% 3.9%
Bhakkar 29.2% 7.5% 2.0% 29.6% 0.4%
Bolan/Kachhi 26.3% 10.2% 3.2% 22.9% 3.2%
Buner 29.3% 8.5% 2.5% 18.3% 1.9%
Chagai 27.1% 11.1% 4.2% 15.1% 2.8%
Chakwal 31.4% 6.8% 0.9% 22.4% 0.5%
Charsadda 32.1% 8.3% 1.6% 22.4% 0.7%
Chiniot 34.7% 4.9% 1.3% 22.0% 1.2%
Chitral 30.3% 10.2% 1.7% 20.5% 1.1%
D.G. Khan 29.4% 9.8% 2.4% 21.3% 1.6%
D.l. Khan 26.6% 12.1% 2.6% 22.2% 2.5%
Dadu 26.7% 8.9% 4.2% 26.7% 0.5%
Dera Bugti 26.1% 15.9% 1.8% 19.5% 2.9%
Faisalabad 34.1% 7.9% 1.8% 21.5% 1.4%
Gawadar 30.3% 7.1% 3.8% 12.9% 2.8%
Ghotki 30.3% 14.7% 2.5% 16.5% 3.2%
Gujranwala 33.2% 7.1% 2.3% 26.8% 1.4%
Gujrat 30.3% 6.9% 2.3% 29.4% 0.5%
Hafizabad 32.9% 5.6% 1.3% 29.1% 0.4%
Hangu 32.7% 14.6% 1.8% 21.5% 3.1%
Haripur 25.8% 4.1% 3.7% 29.3% 1.0%
Harnai 29.9% 13.0% 3.3% 11.3% 2.5%
Hyderabad 32.2% 15.4% 3.5% 16.2% 1.4%
Islamabad 33.6% 10.3% 0.0% 18.8% 1.5%
Jacobabad 31.7% 15.1% 3.2% 11.7% 4.7%
Jaffarabad 29.5% 16.8% 3.0% 16.7% 3.2%
Jamshoro 27.6% 10.8% 2.9% 20.8% 1.3%
Jhal Magsi 25.1% 6.5% 3.3% 21.7% 3.5%
Jhang 32.1% 8.5% 1.7% 19.9% 1.3%
Jhelum 35.2% 5.0% 1.3% 21.3% 0.2%
Kalat 30.9% 11.9% 3.3% 15.0% 0.6%
Kambar Shahdadkot 31.6% 15.5% 2.7% 13.8% 1.3%
Karachi 38.0% 18.1% 5.2% 13.6% 2.4%
Karak 22.0% 9.6% 1.6% 27.5% 2.0%
Kashmore 30.0% 15.7% 2.9% 12.1% 5.4%
Kasur 33.9% 9.6% 2.6% 18.9% 1.3%
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_ Standard of Living

Ante-natal Assisted  Improved Overcrowding Electricity Sanitation Water
care delivery walls
1.5% 0.4% 2.4% 1.9% 0.1% 3.7% 3.1%
1.5% 1.4% 0.7% 2.5% 0.3% 3.7% 3.5%
0.5% 0.5% 2.8% 1.6% 6.1% 5.1% 5.6%
1.1% 1.0% 3.0% 2.8% 3.0% 6.6% 1.3%
1.8% 1.0% 2.0% 2.7% 1.2% 5.7% 1.0%
1.6% 0.9% 1.6% 2.7% 1.8% 4.8% 0.2%
3.3% 1.1% 1.9% 2.7% 0.0% 2.7% 0.3%
1.5% 2.1% 3.1% 0.4% 1.2% 3.1% 5.5%
2.4% 2.2% 0.3% 1.5% 0.3% 2.6% 2.3%
1.5% 0.2% 2.0% 2.0% 0.8% 6.1% 0.2%
2.1% 1.8% 3.8% 0.8% 0.6% 3.8% 6.8%
2.4% 2.3% 1.4% 2.7% 1.4% 4.6% 4.6%
2.0% 1.8% 2.7% 1.1% 4.6% 7.4% 3.6%
0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 1.3% 0.9% 3.7% 2.5%
1.6% 1.8% 2.2% 2.3% 0.3% 4.1% 2.3%
1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 2.2% 0.9% 7.8% 0.1%
1.5% 2.2% 3.0% 1.6% 1.2% 1.5% 3.6%
1.3% 2.2% 2.6% 1.9% 2.0% 5.9% 1.6%
1.8% 1.4% 3.7% 1.8% 0.8% 5.1% 2.2%
1.1% 1.0% 2.5% 3.3% 0.4% 6.7% 1.3%
1.6% 0.9% 3.4% 0.5% 5.6% 4.7% 6.2%
2.0% 0.8% 0.4% 2.7% 0.2% 3.1% 1.4%
1.9% 1.5% 3.9% 1.9% 2.9% 9.1% 3.5%
1.6% 2.7% 2.1% 3.8% 0.8% 1.8% 0.1%
2.0% 0.9% 0.1% 3.2% 0.2% 1.7% 0.1%
1.6% 0.5% 0.1% 2.4% 0.4% 3.8% 0.1%
2.0% 0.8% 0.7% 2.5% 0.4% 4.5% 0.1%
1.0% 1.7% 0.6% 1.5% 0.2% 1.5% 2.8%
1.0% 1.0% 1.6% 2.0% 0.6% 3.8% 3.8%
0.6% 0.8% 4.4% 0.7% 2.3% 8.0% 6.3%
1.3% 1.1% 1.4% 3.9% 0.5% 4.2% 0.3%
1.1% 2.4% 0.3% 2.0% 0.3% 1.6% 4.2%
1.3% 1.6% 2.8% 3.6% 0.8% 3.9% 1.4%
0.8% 1.4% 3.0% 2.9% 0.2% 4.7% 2.5%
1.0% 1.5% 2.2% 3.3% 1.0% 6.7% 1.9%
2.1% 1.6% 3.3% 1.4% 1.4% 7.4% 5.2%
1.9% 1.9% 1.9% 2.3% 1.9% 6.8% 0.1%
1.0% 0.4% 1.6% 1.5% 0.8% 4.5% 4.8%
1.2% 0.9% 3.9% 2.1% 1.4% 7.5% 2.7%
2.4% 2.6% 3.1% 3.8% 0.1% 1.2% 2.0%
0.9% 1.1% 0.5% 3.2% 1.2% 1.6% 2.6%
3.7% 1.2% 1.8% 2.4% 1.6% 4.8% 6.8%
1.8% 2.0% 2.8% 3.4% 1.0% 3.5% 0.1%
1.2% 0.4% 0.4% 3.5% 0.4% 3.1% 0.4%

Cooking
Fuel

10.4%
7.8%
8.0%
8.0%
9.8%
8.6%
9.5%
7.9%
9.0%
9.8%
6.8%
9.2%
8.0%
10.3%
8.5%
10.3%
10.0%
9.0%
8.5%
8.4%
5.9%
9.4%
7.4%
8.7%
7.8%
8.0%
8.1%
8.7%
8.3%
8.6%
6.9%
8.2%
8.0%
7.6%
8.2%
7.9%
9.5%
10.0%
9.3%
8.6%
1.6%
5.5%
8.5%
10.1%

Assets

9.7%
8.3%
6.9%
7.6%
7.3%
6.7%
5.1%
3.9%
6.8%
6.5%
4.2%
7.1%
5.0%
8.1%
6.5%
7.8%
8.8%
6.8%
5.7%
5.8%
3.3%
8.0%
5.1%
7.0%
8.2%
6.4%
7.6%
4.3%
7.9%
4.4%
7.9%
7.4%
8.0%
5.9%
6.8%
5.4%
7.8%
6.1%
6.2%
7.7%
7.0%
5.5%
7.6%
8.7%

Statistical Annex

Land &
Livestock

8.7%
8.0%
3.3%
4.5%
2.8%
2.5%
4.4%
2.6%
4.2%
2.4%
3.5%
3.8%
3.5%
9.2%
5.3%
3.6%
2.8%
2.1%
3.2%
2.6%
1.8%
5.3%
6.0%
4.3%
5.3%
7.4%
4.2%
3.9%
6.2%
3.9%
3.8%
8.2%
2.2%
1.7%
4.1%
4.2%
2.3%
6.2%
3.2%
3.8%
3.0%
4.0%
3.4%
5.5%
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Years of School Educational Aﬁceeai;:o Full
schooling Attendance  quality facilities immunisation

District

Kech/Turbat 26.9% 8.3% 2.3% 18.0% 2.5%
Khairpur 33.5% 15.2% 2.4% 9.3% 2.0%
Khanewal 30.1% 8.7% 1.7% 27.5% 0.6%
Kharan 26.9% 6.1% 4.5% 23.3% 3.8%
Khushab 33.0% 5.7% 1.5% 24.2% 0.8%
Khuzdar 28.6% 12.1% 3.1% 15.3% 0.6%
Killa Abdullah 25.6% 15.4% 3.3% 13.9% 4.7%
Killa Saifullah 27.6% 5.7% 6.0% 28.0% 0.4%
Kohat 27.7% 10.9% 1.6% 19.9% 2.4%
Kohistan 24.7% 10.0% 1.7% 24.5% 2.4%
Kohlu 25.1% 8.1% 4.9% 24.7% 1.4%
Lahore 35.1% 13.7% 3.8% 17.4% 2.2%
Lakki Marwat 25.8% 11.4% 2.8% 19.2% 4.0%
Larkana 32.0% 14.3% 1.8% 14.3% 1.4%
Lasbela 30.1% 10.4% 4.0% 9.2% 2.4%
Layyah 32.0% 6.5% 1.1% 28.1% 0.4%
Lodhran 30.3% 7.8% 1.7% 27.5% 0.7%
Loralai 28.5% 5.9% 1.2% 27.8% 1.7%
Lower Dir 29.7% 11.6% 3.7% 20.1% 0.3%
Malakand 30.5% 7.9% 1.5% 17.5% 1.5%
Mandi Bahauddin 31.7% 3.3% 0.5% 32.2% 0.5%
Mansehra 26.0% 6.0% 1.9% 25.8% 1.3%
Mardan 32.3% 5.8% 1.5% 26.8% 0.5%
Mastung 27.6% 8.5% 1.4% 24.9% 0.9%
Matiari 26.2% 10.8% 2.2% 24.1% 1.4%
Mianwali 28.2% 7.2% 4.3% 25.5% 1.2%
Mirpurkhas 25.4% 10.6% 3.5% 21.5% 2.7%
Multan 30.7% 8.9% 1.8% 26.3% 0.5%
Musakhel 27.4% 4.0% 1.6% 27.0% 2.1%
Muzaffargarh 29.5% 9.4% 2.9% 22.1% 1.0%
Nankana Sahib 31.2% 7.8% 1.8% 24.7% 0.3%
Narowal 26.5% 3.6% 1.3% 36.0% 1.3%
Nasirabad 27.4% 13.9% 3.3% 15.6% 3.7%
Naushehro Feroze 28.3% 10.2% 3.9% 20.6% 1.9%
Nawabshah/ Shaheed Benazirabad 28.6% 11.6% 3.1% 28.4% 1.8%
Nowshehra 31.1% 7.6% 2.8% 21.5% 1.9%
Nushki 27.9% 8.7% 2.1% 21.4% 3.3%
Okara 32.8% 7.0% 1.2% 27.7% 0.8%
Pakpattan 31.8% 9.6% 1.9% 21.5% 0.7%
Peshawar 34.6% 13.1% 2.4% 19.6% 1.2%
Pishin 26.0% 11.1% 4.1% 24.0% 2.9%
Quetta 33.6% 12.2% 3.4% 24.1% 3.1%
Rahim Yar Khan 29.9% 13.4% 3.2% 21.4% 1.6%
Rajanpur 29.1% 14.0% 2.6% 16.1% 0.6%
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Ante-natal
care

1.5%
2.5%
1.1%
1.6%
1.8%
1.2%
2.7%
1.1%
2.1%
1.8%
1.7%
1.4%
3.1%
2.8%
0.6%
1.8%
1.5%
1.5%
2.2%
2.4%
0.7%
1.6%
1.2%
2.2%
0.6%
2.7%
1.6%
1.2%
1.3%
1.7%
1.0%
2.4%
1.2%
1.1%
1.7%
1.5%
1.9%
1.4%
1.6%
1.2%
2.3%
2.8%
1.6%
1.3%

Assisted
delivery

1.4%
2.8%
1.2%
2.0%
1.1%
1.7%
1.3%
2.2%
2.0%
1.8%
2.0%
0.8%
2.1%
1.8%
1.4%
0.4%
1.3%
1.8%
2.6%
2.8%
0.6%
1.4%
2.1%
1.5%
1.1%
1.2%
1.4%
1.0%
1.9%
1.1%
1.5%
0.3%
2.5%
1.6%
0.2%
2.8%
1.8%
0.5%
0.4%
1.8%
1.3%
1.0%
0.5%
1.2%

3.5%
3.1%
1.6%
3.9%
0.9%
4.0%
3.5%
3.8%
1.4%
1.0%
3.5%
0.1%
2.8%
3.5%
2.9%
2.0%
1.5%
3.5%
0.2%
1.4%
0.0%
1.2%
1.5%
4.3%
2.4%
1.0%
3.0%
1.9%
2.4%
2.5%
1.4%
0.4%
3.3%
2.5%
2.2%
1.3%
3.3%
1.0%
2.0%
2.1%
4.2%
2.1%
1.6%
3.0%

1.4%
3.9%
2.2%
1.3%
1.3%
1.5%
1.0%
0.1%
1.8%
0.6%
0.1%
4.2%
2.1%
3.9%
1.5%
2.2%
2.4%
0.8%
1.9%
2.0%
2.6%
1.9%
2.3%
1.9%
2.8%
2.5%
1.9%
2.9%
0.9%
2.7%
2.4%
2.8%
2.4%
3.6%
2.9%
2.7%
1.1%
2.6%
2.6%
2.7%
1.3%
1.2%
3.1%
2.9%

Standard of Living

3.3%
1.4%
1.0%
2.7%
1.6%
4.1%
0.4%
2.0%
1.1%
3.2%
2.9%
0.3%
0.1%
0.2%
4.9%
3.1%
1.3%
1.0%
0.4%
0.2%
0.0%
2.1%
0.1%
0.0%
0.6%
1.5%
2.0%
0.8%
1.7%
1.8%
0.9%
0.1%
1.5%
1.5%
0.3%
1.0%
1.4%
0.5%
0.6%
0.3%
0.6%
0.1%
1.5%
3.4%

Improved Overcrowding Electricity Sanitation
walls

7.7%
2.5%
5.2%
7.2%
4.6%
6.7%
7.3%
5.2%
4.5%
5.6%
4.7%
1.5%
3.8%
1.0%
5.5%
4.1%
5.2%
5.6%
2.7%
6.2%
4.1%
3.9%
3.2%
7.7%
6.5%
5.3%
4.4%
4.2%
5.2%
5.2%
3.7%
3.6%
4.7%
5.4%
3.6%
3.2%
5.2%
4.1%
6.1%
2.1%
4.0%
3.8%
4.9%
5.0%

Water

4.5%
0.5%
0.3%
1.9%
0.7%
4.6%
4.7%
4.2%
3.6%
6.9%
6.8%
0.3%
3.0%
0.6%
6.4%
0.0%
0.1%
4.4%
5.1%
5.1%
0.1%
3.3%
2.2%
1.2%
0.0%
1.6%
3.5%
0.3%
7.9%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
5.0%
0.0%
0.4%
2.7%
0.5%
0.0%
0.2%
2.6%
1.5%
2.6%
0.2%
1.9%

Cooking
Fuel

8.4%
9.4%
8.8%
7.1%
10.0%
8.4%
7.7%
8.0%
9.5%
7.3%
7.2%
5.9%
9.0%
8.6%
8.5%
9.9%
9.2%
8.2%
9.9%
9.5%
10.3%
9.3%
8.9%
9.0%
8.1%
9.2%
7.6%
7.9%
8.0%
8.9%
9.5%
10.5%
7.5%
8.8%
6.8%
7.5%
9.3%
9.4%
9.7%
4.5%
6.1%
1.4%
8.4%
8.7%

Assets

5.0%
8.3%
7.0%
4.5%
7.8%
6.0%
4.0%
3.4%
5.9%
6.4%
5.5%
8.2%
7.0%
9.1%
7.9%
6.3%
6.3%
3.8%
7.0%
6.8%
6.8%
8.1%
5.6%
5.3%
7.6%
5.8%
6.4%
7.3%
5.1%
7.5%
7.9%
7.2%
6.2%
7.3%
6.8%
6.7%
6.6%
7.3%
7.5%
5.2%
5.2%
5.2%
6.6%
7.3%

Land &
Livestock

5.4%
3.4%
3.0%
3.2%
5.0%
2.2%
4.5%
2.3%
5.8%
1.9%
1.4%
5.2%
3.9%
4.7%
4.4%
2.3%
3.2%
4.2%
2.5%
4.7%
6.7%
6.2%
6.0%
3.5%
5.6%
3.0%
4.6%
4.4%
3.6%
3.6%
6.0%
4.2%
2.0%
3.3%
1.7%
5.9%
5.5%
3.9%
3.9%
6.7%
5.5%
3.6%
2.3%
3.0%
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District
Rawalpindi
Sahiwal
Sanghar
Sarghodha
Shangla
Sheikhupura
Sherani
Shikarpur
Sialkot

Sibi

Sukkur
Swabi

Swat

T.T. Singh
Tando Allahyar
Tando Muhammad Khan
Tank
Tharparkar
Thatta
Torgarh
Umerkot
Upper Dir
Vehari
Washuk
Zhob

Ziarat
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Years of School Educational A:\Ceeasl'fr;[o Full
schooling Attendance  quality facilities immunisation
31.4% 8.6% 2.0% 19.6% 1.0%
33.7% 10.3% 1.7% 19.2% 0.7%
28.9% 13.2% 2.9% 19.2% 2.5%
30.6% 5.1% 1.2% 29.5% 0.8%
29.3% 14.2% 5.1% 10.8% 2.3%
32.7% 11.6% 3.4% 20.5% 1.4%
27.3% 10.5% 3.5% 22.2% 3.8%
33.4% 16.5% 3.5% 9.1% 1.6%
32.2% 2.8% 1.5% 32.4% 1.3%
30.7% 10.8% 3.3% 16.1% 2.0%
29.9% 13.8% 2.9% 16.3% 2.6%
34.9% 5.9% 1.3% 24.1% 0.6%
31.0% 11.6% 2.8% 15.6% 1.1%
28.7% 6.8% 2.9% 28.7% 0.8%
28.7% 13.0% 2.5% 17.8% 2.0%
27.5% 12.7% 2.1% 17.7% 2.1%
26.1% 14.1% 3.0% 21.4% 1.6%
25.3% 7.0% 1.9% 19.9% 1.9%
28.9% 9.2% 3.8% 12.5% 1.7%
27.5% 9.0% 3.2% 18.7% 3.8%
27.1% 11.5% 3.5% 15.3% 2.8%
25.8% 11.2% 2.5% 24.4% 1.2%
30.1% 9.9% 2.1% 26.6% 0.7%
28.8% 11.2% 2.9% 12.3% 1.2%
27.9% 12.7% 3.4% 19.3% 3.9%
29.1% 14.3% 2.7% 13.8% 2.8%

Assisted
delivery

Ante-natal
care

1.1%
1.1%
1.2%
1.5%
2.1%
1.3%
2.2%
1.1%
2.7%
2.1%
1.1%
1.4%
2.3%
1.4%
1.9%
1.8%
2.0%
1.3%
0.7%
2.3%
1.6%
2.4%
1.3%
0.6%
1.9%
2.5%

0.9%
0.8%
1.2%
1.3%
2.5%
0.4%
3.3%
2.2%
1.0%
1.4%
2.6%
1.6%
2.6%
0.4%
0.7%
1.2%
1.9%
1.7%
0.7%
2.3%
1.9%
2.0%
0.3%
1.1%
2.8%
1.6%

0.7%
1.0%
3.0%
1.0%
0.2%
0.6%
1.5%
3.5%
0.0%
3.8%
3.3%
0.7%
0.2%
0.7%
2.5%
3.0%
3.7%
3.5%
3.5%
1.1%
2.9%
0.1%
1.2%
3.2%
2.2%
4.6%

2.1%
2.6%
3.2%
2.1%
2.7%
3.1%
0.7%
3.7%
2.3%
1.5%
3.5%
2.2%
2.6%
2.5%
3.7%
2.8%
1.6%
1.3%
2.6%
1.6%
1.8%
1.6%
2.6%
1.9%
0.4%
0.8%

Standard of Living

0.4%
1.1%
1.3%
0.4%
0.9%
0.2%
2.2%
0.3%
0.1%
2.4%
0.4%
0.6%
0.1%
0.2%
0.7%
2.5%
0.1%
4.8%
3.9%
4.6%
2.5%
0.5%
1.0%
6.2%
3.2%
0.0%

Improved Overcrowding Electricity Sanitation
walls

5.0%
5.8%
4.7%
3.6%
3.7%
2.4%
4.5%
2.9%
1.5%
4.0%
4.4%
2.5%
1.8%
5.3%
4.8%
5.3%
4.2%
6.7%
6.5%
4.1%
5.6%
3.6%
5.4%
7.9%
4.1%
8.9%

Water

3.9%
0.1%
0.2%
0.5%
4.9%
0.2%
5.3%
0.0%
0.3%
5.1%
0.0%
3.1%
4.8%
1.4%
0.0%
0.2%
1.9%
7.0%
4.6%
2.7%
3.7%
7.3%
0.2%
4.8%
5.1%
6.7%

Cooking
Fuel

8.5%
9.5%
7.9%
9.8%
9.0%
9.0%
8.0%
8.6%
8.5%
6.0%
8.2%
10.2%
9.6%
9.6%
8.0%
7.8%
8.7%
8.3%
8.3%
8.0%
8.3%
8.1%
9.0%
8.4%
7.9%
1.9%

Assets

7.8%
8.3%
7.3%
7.0%
8.5%
7.7%
4.1%
8.2%
6.7%
6.4%
7.0%
5.4%
8.5%
7.2%
7.9%
7.9%
5.8%
8.1%
7.7%
7.7%
7.5%
7.0%
6.9%
6.5%
4.6%
5.7%

Land &

Livesto

7.1%
4.3%
3.3%
5.7%
3.9%
5.6%
1.0%
5.4%
6.7%
4.6%
3.8%
5.6%
5.5%
3.6%
5.9%
5.5%
3.9%
1.4%
5.6%
3.4%
4.0%
2.4%
2.9%
2.9%
0.8%
4.9%

Statistical Annex

ck
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Table 10.0: Percentage Contribution of Indicators to Districts’ MPI, 2014/15

Years of School Educational AEC:;I?;O Full
schooling Attendance  quality facilities immunisation

District

Abbottabad 30.6% 2.3% 1.6% 29.7% 0.8%
Attock 40.1% 7.6% 1.5% 6.0% 2.2%
Awaran 25.7% 11.7% 1.1% 14.0% 1.6%
Badin 26.0% 9.7% 1.8% 20.6% 1.5%
Bahawalnagar 31.6% 8.8% 2.5% 22.7% 1.9%
Bahawalpur 30.1% 10.9% 2.4% 23.2% 2.0%
Bannu 30.7% 12.0% 0.9% 23.3% 2.8%
Barkhan 24.3% 10.0% 5.6% 24.2% 1.8%
Batagram 26.8% 10.9% 3.6% 21.2% 3.0%
Bhakkar 30.4% 6.7% 2.0% 27.3% 2.1%
Bolan/Kachhi 27.1% 11.0% 2.8% 13.6% 2.2%
Buner 29.9% 9.1% 2.0% 20.2% 2.4%
Chagai 26.7% 10.0% 3.8% 11.6% 1.7%
Chakwal 32.9% 4.2% 1.2% 24.8% 1.7%
Charsadda 33.5% 8.7% 1.0% 18.0% 2.9%
Chiniot 32.7% 10.2% 2.6% 18.6% 1.8%
Chitral 29.5% 6.0% 2.1% 22.7% 1.2%
D.G. Khan 28.1% 12.4% 2.7% 19.1% 3.0%
D.l. Khan 28.0% 11.7% 2.7% 19.7% 2.4%
Dadu 22.0% 6.9% 4.3% 26.8% 2.4%
Dera Bugti 29.5% 14.6% 4.2% 0.6% 2.6%
Faisalabad 34.4% 8.6% 2.8% 17.2% 1.5%
Gawadar 32.3% 8.9% 2.5% 19.2% 1.9%
Ghotki 30.4% 16.2% 3.5% 11.1% 2.7%
Gujranwala 34.5% 8.8% 2.7% 19.5% 3.0%
Gujrat 28.0% 3.7% 1.0% 35.1% 1.1%
Hafizabad 31.8% 6.7% 2.1% 27.1% 1.6%
Hangu 33.6% 12.1% 1.2% 19.7% 1.9%
Haripur 27.6% 4.4% 3.8% 27.2% 3.1%
Harnai 23.1% 10.7% 4.4% 23.2% 2.4%
Hyderabad 31.3% 14.8% 2.7% 14.8% 2.5%
Islamabad 38.5% 11.5% 2.7% 14.2% 4.6%
Jacobabad 29.6% 14.4% 3.1% 11.0% 2.2%
Jaffarabad 29.6% 13.1% 2.5% 11.9% 2.9%
Jamshoro 27.7% 9.7% 3.0% 20.8% 1.7%
Jhal Magsi 26.4% 12.6% 5.1% 12.1% 3.5%
Jhang 32.0% 7.7% 1.4% 18.9% 1.9%
Jhelum 38.9% 7.8% 1.9% 11.4% 2.9%
Kalat 27.8% 7.5% 1.2% 18.1% 1.1%
Kambar Shahdadkot 28.4% 12.1% 2.9% 15.1% 3.3%
Karachi 36.3% 17.1% 4.1% 6.9% 2.6%
Karak 24.0% 8.1% 2.1% 26.1% 3.2%
Kashmore 27.5% 15.5% 4.3% 16.7% 1.9%
Kasur 36.9% 9.2% 3.5% 9.2% 3.2%
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]
Ante-natal Assisted
care delivery
1.5% 0.8%
2.2% 2.3%
1.2% 1.4%
1.2% 1.4%
1.6% 1.2%
1.3% 1.9%
3.6% 1.3%
1.6% 2.8%
3.0% 3.1%
1.9% 0.6%
2.6% 1.9%
1.8% 2.1%
1.9% 1.1%
1.1% 1.0%
2.2% 2.1%
0.9% 1.7%
1.4% 3.1%
2.3% 1.5%
2.5% 2.7%
2.9% 3.4%
3.9% 4.4%
2.0% 1.5%
2.4% 1.8%
2.6% 3.3%
2.1% 1.9%
1.2% 1.9%
2.0% 1.5%
1.0% 1.6%
1.1% 2.6%
1.3% 2.0%
1.2% 1.6%
2.4% 2.8%
1.8% 2.8%
2.3% 4.2%
0.9% 1.9%
2.8% 1.7%
2.3% 2.6%
1.7% 0.6%
2.0% 3.3%
3.4% 3.1%
1.0% 2.0%
3.8% 1.9%
2.1% 3.1%
2.8% 0.1%

Standard of Living

Improved Overcrowding Electricity Sanitation Water

walls

0.8%
0.5%
3.4%
3.3%
1.7%
1.3%
1.9%
2.8%
0.2%
1.4%
4.0%
0.9%
3.8%
0.7%
2.0%
0.7%
3.3%
3.2%
2.4%
2.5%
3.9%
0.3%
2.3%
2.4%
0.3%
0.1%
0.6%
0.5%
0.5%
3.2%
1.9%
0.0%
2.3%
3.3%
2.1%
2.9%
1.7%
0.1%
5.0%
2.5%
0.5%
2.2%
2.1%
0.8%

1.1%
2.1%
1.3%
2.7%
2.6%
2.6%
1.5%
0.2%
1.5%
2.0%
1.8%
2.3%
0.9%
0.9%
2.7%
2.8%
1.5%
1.9%
2.3%
3.4%
3.0%
3.5%
1.1%
3.8%
3.1%
2.9%
2.6%
1.2%
1.6%
1.3%
3.7%
2.4%
3.6%
2.8%
2.9%
1.8%
2.4%
3.5%
1.6%
3.5%
3.6%
1.9%
3.7%
4.3%

0.3%
1.8%
6.5%
2.9%
2.0%
1.7%
0.0%
3.3%
1.1%
1.2%
0.9%
1.4%
6.2%
2.4%
0.1%
0.7%
0.1%
0.8%
2.2%
0.2%
2.4%
0.2%
1.5%
0.5%
0.4%
0.0%
0.3%
0.5%
0.6%
3.5%
0.4%
0.0%
0.7%
0.2%
1.3%
2.3%
2.5%
0.7%
0.7%
0.4%
3.1%
1.1%
0.3%
0.8%

2.8%
6.2%
8.8%
7.6%
4.3%
4.6%
3.8%
5.1%
3.3%
6.8%
8.0%
4.5%
7.4%
4.7%
4.2%
7.1%
1.8%
5.5%
5.7%
7.7%
7.5%
3.1%
7.9%
4.7%
2.6%
3.1%
5.2%
2.9%
3.4%
6.4%
5.7%
1.0%
6.7%
7.4%
6.7%
7.8%
7.1%
7.3%
10.0%
4.7%
2.0%
4.8%
5.5%
2.9%

3.5%
3.1%
4.2%
0.7%
0.6%
0.1%
0.2%
5.6%
3.6%
0.0%
7.2%
4.8%
6.6%
2.6%
2.5%
0.0%
3.7%
2.9%
1.1%
1.3%
5.7%
1.5%
1.8%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
4.3%
4.2%
5.0%
0.3%
4.1%
1.4%
2.8%
2.6%
5.6%
0.0%
2.0%
2.5%
1.6%
2.7%
4.3%
0.1%
0.2%

Cooking
Fuel

9.6%
10.8%
8.8%
8.0%
9.8%
9.0%
9.0%
6.9%
8.4%
9.5%
8.2%
9.1%
7.7%
10.5%
8.3%
9.6%
10.6%
8.5%
8.5%
7.3%
6.6%
8.9%
9.2%
8.0%
6.9%
8.5%
8.2%
8.6%
9.1%
7.1%
7.1%
5.2%
8.4%
8.4%
7.7%
8.1%
9.9%
10.1%
10.0%
8.1%
2.1%
6.9%
7.8%
10.6%

Assets

8.4%
7.8%
6.8%
7.5%
6.6%
6.6%
4.0%
3.9%
7.3%
6.0%
6.1%
5.9%
5.9%
7.4%
5.7%
7.3%
9.4%
5.0%
6.1%
5.8%
5.8%
8.6%
4.0%
7.0%
6.9%
5.7%
6.4%
5.3%
6.8%
5.2%
7.9%
6.6%
7.7%
7.0%
6.8%
5.4%
7.9%
5.7%
4.0%
7.6%
10.6%
5.3%
7.1%
8.2%

Statistical Annex

Land &
Livestock

6.4%
5.7%
3.8%
5.2%
2.2%
2.4%
5.2%
1.8%
3.0%
2.1%
2.6%
3.6%
4.9%
4.0%
6.2%
3.3%
3.7%
3.0%
2.0%
3.3%
5.3%
5.9%
3.3%
3.7%
7.4%
7.9%
4.1%
5.7%
4.3%
1.4%
4.0%
4.2%
4.4%
1.7%
4.4%
2.0%
1.8%
5.4%
5.2%
3.4%
5.7%
4.3%
2.6%
7.4%
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| Educaton | Health | ] Standard of Living
Years of School Educational Aﬁceslir;co Full Ante-natal Assisted  Improved Overcrowding Electricity Sanitation Water Cooking Assets Land &
schooling  Attendance quality face;?ities immunisation care delivery walls Fuel Livestock

District

Khairpur 30.0% 12.2% 3.2% 12.9% 2.2% 2.7% 3.6% 3.2% 3.5% 0.7% 6.7% 0.4% 8.5% 6.8% 3.5%
Khanewal 31.6% 9.8% 2.2% 20.9% 1.6% 1.3% 1.8% 1.3% 2.7% 1.0% 5.6% 0.1% 9.6% 7.0% 3.6%
Kharan 26.7% 9.1% 4.8% 22.6% 1.4% 2.0% 1.9% 3.5% 1.3% 2.2% 7.2% 2.0% 8.0% 4.6% 2.7%
Khushab 30.1% 6.8% 1.9% 27.8% 1.5% 1.7% 1.0% 0.4% 1.6% 2.1% 4.9% 1.2% 9.4% 6.9% 2.7%
Khuzdar 31.1% 9.9% 1.4% 7.1% 2.4% 1.9% 3.2% 4.6% 1.1% 4.6% 8.9% 4.5% 9.6% 5.7% 4.0%
Killa Abdullah 24.9% 13.1% 3.7% 22.7% 3.6% 2.8% 2.1% 3.4% 1.1% 0.5% 6.4% 4.6% 7.1% 3.2% 1.2%
Killa Saifullah 33.9% 12.4% 1.4% 18.7% 2.7% 2.9% 3.9% 1.7% 0.1% 1.4% 8.0% 1.0% 9.4% 1.1% 1.5%
Kohat 31.7% 8.2% 1.6% 23.1% 2.6% 1.8% 1.9% 1.1% 1.1% 0.5% 5.6% 3.1% 8.6% 5.1% 4.2%
Kohistan 27.0% 12.1% 2.8% 16.6% 2.3% 2.7% 2.6% 0.6% 1.3% 2.6% 6.0% 6.8% 7.8% 7.1% 1.9%
Kohlu 27.1% 12.0% 2.9% 15.9% 0.9% 1.8% 0.7% 3.6% 1.8% 2.5% 7.9% 6.6% 8.1% 5.5% 2.7%
Lahore 42.4% 18.1% 5.1% 2.1% 5.9% 3.2% 0.5% 0.0% 5.8% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 4.0% 6.5% 6.0%
Lakki Marwat 28.2% 8.2% 1.7% 24.2% 3.0% 3.9% 1.8% 3.0% 1.7% 0.1% 4.0% 2.3% 9.0% 5.3% 3.5%
Larkana 31.1% 14.8% 2.5% 11.9% 2.8% 3.1% 2.7% 2.9% 4.0% 0.6% 3.9% 0.1% 7.6% 7.8% 4.2%
Lasbela 26.9% 8.6% 3.3% 19.1% 0.8% 0.6% 1.6% 2.2% 1.7% 4.1% 7.4% 5.4% 7.5% 7.1% 3.6%
Layyah 27.8% 5.7% 2.2% 30.0% 1.5% 2.4% 0.2% 1.3% 2.9% 3.2% 4.3% 0.0% 10.0% 6.7% 2.0%
Lodhran 31.1% 11.2% 1.7% 20.4% 1.2% 1.4% 0.9% 1.1% 2.5% 1.5% 6.8% 0.2% 9.6% 7.0% 3.5%
Loralai 33.9% 9.4% 1.8% 6.6% 2.0% 2.2% 0.8% 4.8% 1.3% 4.2% 8.2% 5.8% 10.1% 6.5% 2.5%
Lower Dir 30.4% 9.9% 3.6% 16.0% 2.4% 2.8% 2.5% 0.1% 2.0% 0.5% 2.9% 6.4% 10.0% 6.2% 4.3%
Malakand 30.1% 7.4% 2.4% 22.3% 2.4% 2.6% 2.6% 1.0% 1.7% 0.3% 3.4% 3.9% 9.2% 5.0% 5.8%
Mandi Bahauddin 32.3% 4.5% 0.6% 30.3% 2.1% 1.1% 1.8% 0.5% 2.3% 0.1% 4.0% 0.1% 9.5% 5.1% 5.9%
Mansehra 25.7% 6.7% 2.2% 25.3% 1.1% 1.9% 1.6% 0.6% 2.2% 0.3% 3.3% 5.0% 9.4% 8.4% 6.3%
Mardan 35.4% 7.5% 1.0% 20.2% 3.3% 1.4% 2.0% 2.0% 2.5% 0.3% 4.0% 1.3% 8.9% 5.3% 5.1%
Mastung 26.0% 8.2% 1.0% 14.5% 2.7% 2.6% 3.9% 4.1% 2.4% 3.0% 9.5% 1.5% 9.6% 5.7% 5.3%
Matiari 29.0% 11.3% 1.6% 18.7% 1.8% 1.1% 1.3% 2.5% 3.2% 0.9% 8.1% 0.0% 7.9% 7.4% 5.3%
Mianwali 27.9% 7.0% 2.7% 28.6% 1.3% 1.7% 0.9% 0.9% 1.6% 2.0% 4.6% 1.9% 9.2% 5.8% 3.8%
Mirpurkhas 26.6% 10.3% 2.6% 20.0% 1.3% 2.0% 2.3% 3.1% 2.6% 2.2% 5.0% 2.5% 7.9% 6.9% 4.5%
Multan 31.1% 11.8% 1.7% 19.8% 1.6% 1.7% 1.8% 1.3% 2.7% 0.7% 5.5% 0.2% 9.1% 6.8% 4.5%
Musakhel 30.4% 11.8% 1.6% 12.5% 2.1% 1.9% 0.5% 3.8% 1.0% 3.8% 5.5% 6.9% 9.0% 6.9% 2.3%
Muzaffargarh 29.2% 9.9% 2.6% 23.2% 1.6% 1.2% 1.0% 1.6% 2.8% 1.3% 5.9% 0.1% 9.0% 7.0% 3.7%
Nankana Sahib 33.5% 9.1% 3.0% 15.9% 1.9% 1.2% 0.5% 0.9% 3.2% 1.2% 4.9% 0.9% 10.3% 8.2% 5.4%
Narowal 27.9% 5.9% 0.4% 30.4% 2.9% 3.6% 0.1% 0.1% 2.8% 0.1% 4.2% 0.1% 10.7% 6.6% 4.2%
Nasirabad 30.4% 15.4% 2.2% 7.5% 3.0% 2.4% 2.7% 3.6% 1.8% 1.8% 8.1% 4.8% 8.5% 6.6% 1.3%
Naushehro Feroze 22.2% 11.1% 4.2% 25.3% 2.2% 2.0% 2.2% 2.5% 3.5% 0.5% 5.8% 0.3% 8.8% 5.6% 3.9%
Nawabshah/ Shaheed Benazirabad 28.5% 10.9% 3.0% 25.5% 1.1% 1.6% 0.1% 2.5% 2.9% 0.2% 6.8% 0.1% 7.5% 6.2% 3.3%
Nowshehra 33.2% 9.5% 2.0% 24.1% 2.0% 1.2% 2.2% 0.6% 2.1% 0.0% 2.5% 2.4% 6.1% 5.0% 7.2%
Nushki 31.7% 13.7% 2.6% 16.0% 2.9% 3.2% 1.6% 3.1% 0.9% 1.7% 7.8% 1.0% 7.7% 3.7% 2.7%
Okara 32.9% 7.5% 1.7% 24.8% 1.8% 2.3% 0.2% 0.9% 2.9% 0.4% 3.9% 0.0% 9.5% 7.2% 4.1%
Pakpattan 35.4% 10.1% 1.1% 14.3% 2.2% 2.5% 0.5% 1.5% 3.2% 0.8% 5.7% 0.2% 10.6% 7.8% 4.1%
Peshawar 32.2% 12.9% 1.8% 18.0% 3.2% 1.8% 1.9% 2.3% 2.6% 0.4% 3.7% 2.7% 6.2% 4.7% 5.8%
Pishin 27.4% 11.1% 2.1% 25.7% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9% 3.9% 1.0% 0.6% 5.6% 1.6% 5.4% 2.7% 3.6%
Quetta 33.3% 10.5% 3.9% 25.4% 3.8% 3.4% 0.7% 2.3% 1.2% 0.5% 3.3% 2.3% 1.8% 3.7% 4.0%
Rahim Yar Khan 29.9% 12.9% 2.9% 20.4% 2.1% 1.3% 1.3% 1.5% 3.2% 1.3% 5.1% 0.3% 9.1% 6.5% 2.4%
Rajanpur 28.4% 12.5% 3.4% 18.1% 1.3% 1.3% 1.4% 2.7% 2.3% 3.4% 6.1% 2.1% 8.5% 6.7% 1.7%
Rawalpindi 32.6% 10.4% 1.9% 17.2% 3.3% 0.6% 2.8% 1.0% 2.2% 0.5% 4.1% 4.6% 7.6% 4.9% 6.3%
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District
Sahiwal
Sanghar
Sarghodha
Shangla
Sheikhupura
Sherani
Shikarpur
Sialkot

Sibi

Sujawal
Sukkur
Swabi

Swat

T.T. Singh
Tando Allahyar
Tando Muhammad Khan
Tank
Tharparkar
Thatta
Torgarh
Umerkot
Upper Dir
Vehari
Washuk
Zhob

Ziarat
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Years of School Educational A:\Ceeasl'fr;[o Full
schooling Attendance  quality facilities immunisation
33.3% 10.9% 0.6% 19.3% 2.0%
27.0% 10.5% 2.5% 24.0% 1.3%
31.4% 5.8% 0.9% 28.7% 1.5%
29.4% 13.0% 4.4% 16.3% 2.7%
34.7% 9.0% 3.1% 18.3% 1.9%
28.2% 9.4% 1.2% 20.8% 0.2%
29.1% 14.2% 3.6% 12.7% 3.1%
24.1% 6.1% 1.5% 34.1% 2.7%
27.9% 13.6% 3.9% 11.5% 1.9%
29.0% 9.0% 3.2% 11.0% 1.3%
32.3% 17.2% 3.8% 6.1% 3.4%
31.4% 7.1% 2.2% 26.0% 0.6%
27.9% 7.7% 2.2% 26.9% 2.2%
34.8% 8.2% 1.4% 19.5% 1.9%
28.7% 12.2% 2.0% 19.3% 1.5%
26.8% 11.4% 2.2% 19.8% 1.8%
26.2% 14.4% 3.3% 15.7% 3.7%
27.4% 9.1% 2.2% 11.6% 1.9%
27.7% 8.2% 2.8% 16.2% 1.1%
26.1% 10.6% 3.0% 20.6% 2.7%
26.3% 9.8% 2.2% 19.0% 1.4%
25.2% 10.7% 5.3% 20.9% 2.0%
33.4% 9.7% 2.0% 17.6% 2.3%
27.1% 12.4% 2.2% 13.0% 2.5%
25.7% 11.7% 5.6% 24.4% 1.5%
22.0% 10.0% 3.8% 24.6% 3.8%

Assisted
delivery

Ante-natal
care

1.5%
1.1%
1.6%
1.5%
1.5%
0.4%
2.1%
3.9%
1.9%
0.7%
1.7%
1.1%
1.5%
1.7%
1.8%
1.8%
2.7%
1.6%
1.0%
3.3%
2.3%
2.9%
1.4%
1.8%
1.7%
2.6%

0.1%
0.8%
0.9%
2.9%
0.6%
0.0%
2.9%
0.7%
1.4%
1.9%
3.2%
1.1%
2.1%
2.7%
1.3%
1.1%
2.1%
3.0%
1.6%
3.3%
2.6%
3.4%
1.0%
1.4%
2.5%
2.5%

0.5%
2.7%
0.7%
0.1%
0.2%
1.6%
2.6%
0.0%
4.0%
3.5%
2.8%
1.2%
0.2%
0.7%
2.6%
3.1%
3.7%
3.3%
2.9%
0.1%
3.2%
0.0%
1.4%
3.2%
2.5%
3.5%

3.0%
2.8%
2.3%
1.6%
3.4%
1.7%
3.6%
3.2%
1.8%
2.8%
4.3%
1.6%
1.8%
2.9%
3.0%
2.7%
2.2%
1.1%
2.8%
1.2%
2.1%
2.3%
2.7%
1.6%
0.2%
1.4%

Standard of Living

1.5%
1.1%
0.8%
0.3%
0.4%
2.6%
0.3%
0.1%
3.8%
5.0%
0.6%
0.2%
0.2%
0.4%
0.6%
1.8%
0.5%
5.6%
3.8%
2.9%
3.1%
1.2%
1.7%
4.4%
1.0%
1.4%

Improved Overcrowding Electricity Sanitation
walls

5.8%
5.6%
4.6%
3.4%
1.9%
6.5%
5.6%
1.5%
6.4%
8.1%
5.8%
2.6%
2.5%
4.7%
7.2%
6.2%
6.0%
7.9%
7.7%
5.1%
6.5%
3.4%
5.8%
8.3%
4.4%
6.8%

Water

0.0%
0.2%
0.3%
5.4%
0.2%
7.0%
0.0%
0.0%
5.7%
3.3%
0.6%
3.8%
3.6%
0.2%
0.1%
0.3%
4.5%
7.0%
3.4%
3.5%
3.6%
5.8%
0.1%
4.2%
5.8%
5.2%

Cooking
Fuel

10.3%
7.9%
9.2%
8.7%
8.9%
8.2%
8.1%
8.8%
7.3%
8.4%
8.1%
9.4%
9.6%
9.8%
6.3%
7.8%
8.7%
8.6%
8.4%
7.7%
8.0%
8.2%
9.4%
8.2%
7.2%
6.8%

Assets

6.9%
6.8%
6.1%
7.9%
8.1%
7.5%
7.4%
5.4%
6.2%
7.9%
6.9%
5.3%
6.9%
7.7%
7.5%
7.6%
3.6%
8.2%
7.5%
7.2%
7.1%
6.9%
7.5%
5.2%
3.8%
3.9%

Land &
Livestock

4.4%
5.6%
5.3%
2.6%
7.8%
4.7%
4.7%
8.1%
2.9%
4.9%
3.4%
6.3%
4.5%
3.4%
6.1%
5.8%
2.9%
1.4%
5.0%
2.7%
3.0%
1.8%
4.1%
4.5%
2.1%
1.7%
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Table 11.0: Uncensored Headcount Ratios by National, Rural/Urban,

Provincial and Regional Areas, 2004-2015

Years of School  Educational Access to health Full Ante-natal  Assisted
schooling  Attendance quality facilities immunisation care delivery
2004/05 |
National 57.5% 27.9% 30.4% 41.9% 8.7% 14.9% 15.7%
Rural 69.0% 33.8% 33.6% 47.6% 10.2% 17.8% 19.3%
Urban 33.9% 15.8% 23.8% 30.0% 5.5% 8.9% 8.3%
Punjab 53.1% 22.2% 27.7% 39.9% 8.1% 13.8% 15.2%
Sindh 57.7% 33.6% 32.3% 48.7% 8.5% 12.6% 12.9%
KP 67.7% 35.7% 36.5% 36.9% 10.8% 22.4% 21.6%
Balochistan 82.5% 47.4% 36.3% 47.5% 10.5% 17.1% 18.9%
| 2006/07
National 56.4% 24.7% 25.3% 43.9% 5.6% 16.2% 21.7%
Rural 68.7% 30.7% 28.3% 54.5% 6.2% 20.3% 27.1%
Urban 32.5% 13.0% 19.4% 23.1% 4.4% 8.2% 11.2%
Punjab 50.6% 18.5% 22.4% 43.5% 4.4% 15.1% 21.4%
Sindh 58.6% 30.9% 27.0% 40.9% 7.5% 14.8% 18.9%
KP 68.2% 32.7% 31.1% 46.3% 6.1% 21.1% 26.1%
Balochistan 80.7% 45.4% 34.0% 56.2% 8.1% 22.9% 26.8%
GB 61.1% 32.5% 14.7% 34.9% 6.5% 21.0% 29.2%
| 2008/09
National 53.4% 22.1% 34.9% 43.1% 9.3% 11.8% 17.1%
Rural 63.1% 26.3% 19.0% 50.0% 11.1% 11.7% 9.3%
Urban 29.3% 10.5% 10.8% 15.1% 5.4% 5.2% 3.0%
Punjab 47.9% 16.7% 30.0% 43.1% 5.9% 11.0% 16.4%
Sindh 54.8% 27.1% 35.9% 41.4% 14.6% 10.2% 15.1%
KP 64.7% 30.1% 48.1% 42.2% 9.5% 16.2% 21.6%
Balochistan 78.0% 39.0% 48.2% 53.0% 21.9% 16.5% 21.7%
[ 2010/11
National 52.1% 21.1% 16.3% 38.6% 9.2% 9.5% 7.3%
Rural 63.1% 26.3% 20.4% 50.0% 11.1% 11.7% 26.5%
Urban 29.3% 10.5% 11.2% 15.1% 5.4% 5.2% 23.3%
Punjab 46.0% 15.6% 14.5% 40.5% 5.4% 8.3% 5.5%
Sindh 54.5% 27.7% 16.0% 34.0% 15.3% 8.6% 7.4%
KP 62.2% 26.7% 23.3% 37.8% 10.8% 14.9% 12.1%
Balochistan 82.0% 38.4% 18.4% 40.2% 21.0% 12.8% 12.6%
GB 62.9% 34.8% 28.8% 15.6% 30.5% 19.1% 23.7%
AJK 36.0% 6.8% 10.5% 2.8% 2.1% 4.5% 8.2%
[ 2012/13
National 49.0% 18.8% 18.6% 38.8% 8.0% 8.3% 6.4%
Rural 59.1% 23.3% 22.6% 51.1% 9.7% 10.3% 8.1%
Urban 26.8% 8.8% 11.5% 11.7% 4.2% 4.2% 3.1%
Punjab 43.3% 13.5% 15.3% 40.5% 5.0% 7.2% 4.0%
Sindh 53.2% 26.1% 22.2% 29.9% 11.5% 7.7% 8.3%
KP 56.2% 22.1% 20.3% 42.1% 9.9% 12.3% 10.8%
Balochistan 75.7% 38.1% 35.6% 51.8% 20.1% 13.3% 12.5%
GB 49.1% 25.3% 30.4% 11.3% 11.7% 17.3% 19.9%
AJK 27.1% 6.0% 31.7% 24.5% 3.5% 5.7% 5.2%
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Standard of Living

Improved Overcrowding  Electricity Sanitation Water Cooking Assets !_and &

walls Fuel Livestock
|

28.1% 40.8% 14.7% 46.2% 12.5% 74.6% 67.5% 20.7%
37.4% 43.3% 20.1% 63.2% 16.5% 94.9% 77.5% 30.8%
8.8% 35.5% 3.5% 11.2% 4.1% 33.0% 46.8% 0.0%
20.3% 39.0% 13.2% 41.1% 4.6% 77.1% 67.9% 22.6%
39.1% 47.6% 17.2% 46.3% 11.5% 60.0% 64.6% 15.4%
27.2% 39.7% 9.6% 56.5% 34.6% 85.9% 68.7% 22.2%
78.8% 28.6% 40.4% 81.7% 52.1% 85.5% 74.5% 19.9%
26.8% 38.0% 12.7% 41.0% 12.4% 70.7% 59.6% 22.3%
37.1% 41.1% 18.0% 57.9% 16.1% 93.1% 70.7% 33.7%
6.6% 32.0% 2.3% 8.0% 5.1% 27.0% 37.8% 0.0%
18.1% 36.5% 9.5% 35.3% 3.6% 73.0% 59.1% 23.4%
38.8% 43.6% 19.5% 45.0% 12.9% 56.4% 58.3% 15.4%
25.4% 36.6% 7.9% 46.5% 33.8% 83.6% 63.4% 28.4%
77.5% 31.8% 32.2% 73.2% 50.2% 76.0% 59.7% 24.7%
30.3% 33.1% 7.0% 49.1% 40.2% 96.9% 84.9% 8.1%
24.9% 36.2% 8.8% 36.7% 11.4% 69.5% 52.8% 23.8%
34.0% 41.8% 11.5% 47.7% 16.6% 89.2% 61.6% 34.1%
5.6% 30.3% 1.7% 4.5% 2.7% 18.3% 30.4% 0.0%
16.8% 34.9% 6.8% 30.4% 4.5% 71.4% 52.1% 24.3%
33.4% 42.5% 12.2% 39.9% 11.0% 54.2% 52.1% 17.0%
26.5% 32.0% 6.0% 44.0% 25.1% 84.2% 55.9% 29.7%
74.5% 32.8% 24.0% 73.0% 52.9% 78.5% 54.6% 33.3%
24.8% 38.0% 8.3% 33.6% 12.1% 66.0% 51.4% 23.0%
34.0% 41.8% 11.5% 47.7% 16.1% 89.2% 61.6% 40.1%
5.6% 30.3% 1.7% 4.5% 6.8% 18.3% 30.4% 0.0%
15.6% 36.2% 6.7% 26.8% 5.4% 67.2% 49.7% 23.2%
36.9% 44.4% 9.5% 41.1% 9.3% 53.7% 50.7% 17.2%
24.6% 37.2% 6.3% 36.5% 29.9% 78.4% 57.2% 27.7%
74.2% 32.4% 26.7% 68.5% 49.3% 73.6% 57.6% 32.8%
27.4% 45.3% 1.9% 43.4% 34.0% 97.5% 87.4% 9.1%
15.0% 11.7% 1.2% 22.4% 34.4% 89.5% 47.1% 24.3%
21.2% 37.2% 6.6% 23.8% 10.7% 63.1% 45.2% 28.4%
28.8% 40.0% 8.8% 33.8% 14.1% 86.3% 55.1% 42.4%
4.8% 30.0% 1.7% 2.8% 5.3% 17.5% 25.9% 0.0%
12.6% 34.7% 4.9% 21.1% 4.9% 64.2% 42.2% 27.1%
32.3% 47.5% 8.7% 24.9% 10.1% 51.2% 49.6% 23.5%
21.4% 33.6% 5.5% 22.0% 24.8% 73.9% 48.6% 39.6%
69.3% 28.5% 18.9% 56.4% 41.0% 76.2% 49.8% 33.9%
21.7% 43.7% 1.0% 42.0% 25.6% 95.4% 79.5% 11.4%
9.0% 13.9% 2.9% 13.3% 31.0% 90.8% 51.7% 44.1%
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Years of School Educational Access to health Full Ante-natal  Assisted
schooling  Attendance quality facilities immunisation care delivery
| 201415 |

National 48.5% 18.5% 17.7% 32.4% 14.0% 9.1% 8.2%
Rural 60.0% 23.8% 21.8% 45.5% 15.6% 11.6% 10.7%
Urban 27.1% 8.5% 10.1% 7.9% 11.1% 4.5% 3.3%
Punjab 42.7% 13.3% 13.9% 30.7% 13.2% 7.0% 5.1%
Sindh 50.4% 24.5% 21.6% 28.3% 12.5% 9.5% 11.2%
KP 59.0% 21.1% 20.4% 41.2% 16.8% 13.1% 11.7%
Balochistan 74.9% 38.5% 34.1% 46.9% 22.6% 19.3% 17.6%
FATA 92.1% 45.3% 15.5% 19.1% 32.1% 2.0% 10.8%
GB
AJK
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Standard of Living

Improved Overcrowding  Electricity Sanitation Water Cooking Assets !_and &

walls Fuel Livestock
I |

18.5% 38.3% 6.4% 27.1% 10.9% 60.6% 39.0% 28.0%
26.2% 41.4% 9.2% 39.8% 12.7% 84.4% 47.4% 43.0%
4.1% 32.4% 1.3% 3.4% 7.6% 16.2% 23.2% 0.0%
9.6% 36.8% 5.2% 20.5% 4.3% 61.8% 34.7% 27.0%
29.6% 47.7% 8.3% 35.5% 12.1% 47.6% 46.2% 25.0%
17.6% 30.7% 3.9% 23.9% 25.7% 74.3% 42.3% 37.7%
65.5% 29.0% 17.6% 67.6% 39.1% 74.4% 41.5% 27.4%
83.9% 19.1% 13.6% 10.2% 51.9% 38.2% 54.6% 50.5%
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Table 12.0: Censored Headcount Ratios by National, Rural/Urban,
Provincial and Regional Areas, 2004-2015
C Education | Heah Standard of Living
Years .Of School Educational Access 't(‘)‘health ' Fu.II ' Ante-natal Assﬁsted Improved Overcrowding  Electricity Sanitation Water Cooking Assets !_and &
schooling  Attendance quality facilities immunisation care delivery walls Fuel Livestock

2004/05 | | |
National 49.2% 25.8% 21.0% 31.8% 6.9% 12.4% 13.0% 25.0% 29.2% 13.7% 39.5% 10.4% 51.5% 48.6% 15.0%
Rural 62.6% 32.5% 27.0% 40.6% 8.9% 15.8% 17.0% 34.3% 36.4% 19.3% 55.1% 14.6% 68.9% 62.5% 22.3%
Urban 21.4% 12.1% 8.7% 13.6% 2.8% 5.3% 5.0% 6.0% 14.4% 2.0% 7.4% 2.0% 15.5% 20.0% 0.0%
Punjab 43.8% 20.3% 17.6% 28.7% 6.0% 11.0% 12.0% 17.8% 26.4% 12.1% 33.4% 3.0% 47.3% 44.5% 15.1%
Sindh 51.4% 31.1% 22.7% 37.2% 7.1% 11.0% 11.4% 36.0% 35.5% 16.1% 42.4% 9.9% 50.4% 51.2% 13.7%
KP 59.2% 33.2% 28.3% 31.9% 9.5% 19.2% 18.6% 23.3% 31.0% 8.9% 49.2% 30.2% 63.1% 55.5% 16.1%
Balochistan 78.4% 46.3% 32.7% 43.8% 9.9% 16.2% 17.7% 70.8% 25.4% 39.2% 75.2% 49.8% 76.5% 68.7% 18.2%

| 2006/07
National 47.2% 23.0% 17.2% 33.3% 4.2% 14.0% 17.8% 24.2% 26.5% 11.8% 35.4% 10.2% 48.5% 43.4% 15.6%
Rural 62.3% 29.8% 22.7% 45.4% 5.4% 18.6% 23.6% 34.4% 34.2% 17.4% 51.0% 14.7% 67.4% 58.1% 23.6%
Urban 17.7% 9.8% 6.4% 9.8% 1.9% 5.1% 6.3% 4.2% 11.4% 0.9% 4.9% 1.6% 11.5% 14.8% 0.0%
Punjab 40.8% 16.9% 13.7% 30.7% 3.2% 12.4% 16.5% 16.1% 23.7% 8.8% 29.1% 2.1% 43.9% 39.2% 14.7%
Sindh 49.8% 28.8% 18.7% 33.2% 5.7% 13.6% 16.8% 36.0% 31.8% 18.2% 40.7% 10.5% 47.5% 46.0% 13.6%
KP 59.2% 30.8% 24.3% 38.4% 5.0% 18.4% 22.1% 22.2% 28.3% 7.3% 41.3% 30.0% 62.1% 52.3% 20.7%
Balochistan 75.3% 44.0% 30.9% 50.9% 7.7% 21.8% 24.6% 69.7% 28.2% 31.2% 68.0% 47.8% 68.6% 54.5% 22.7%
GB 54.4% 30.0% 11.0% 31.8% 5.9% 19.7% 25.6% 17.9% 26.2% 6.6% 37.8% 31.1% 62.6% 59.8% 7.0%

| 2008/09
National 43.8% 20.6% 23.3% 31.6% 7.6% 9.7% 13.4% 22.1% 24.5% 8.0% 31.3% 9.0% 45.3% 38.3% 15.8%
Rural 57.7% 26.6% 30.7% 42.4% 10.2% 13.0% 17.7% 31.2% 31.7% 11.6% 45.0% 12.7% 63.1% 51.0% 23.5%
Urban 15.5% 8.5% 8.3% 9.6% 2.5% 3.0% 4.6% 3.7% 9.8% 0.7% 3.6% 1.5% 9.3% 12.6% 0.0%
Punjab 38.0% 15.4% 18.2% 28.5% 4.5% 8.4% 12.0% 14.7% 21.9% 6.0% 25.0% 2.4% 40.7% 34.7% 14.2%
Sindh 45.7% 25.2% 24.7% 32.9% 12.2% 9.3% 13.0% 30.5% 30.1% 11.1% 35.1% 8.9% 44.1% 40.6% 14.1%
KP 53.9% 28.2% 35.6% 35.6% 8.3% 13.6% 17.4% 21.9% 24.0% 5.5% 38.0% 21.2% 57.4% 45.0% 19.9%
Balochistan 72.6% 37.7% 41.1% 49.2% 20.6% 15.5% 19.8% 66.9% 29.0% 23.2% 67.0% 49.9% 69.4% 50.3% 30.2%

[ 2010/11
National 40.7% 19.2% 11.0% 27.4% 7.1% 7.2% 5.8% 21.0% 23.6% 7.4% 28.2% 9.3% 40.6% 35.0% 14.2%
Rural 54.6% 25.0% 14.7% 37.9% 9.6% 9.7% 7.9% 29.8% 31.6% 10.8% 40.6% 13.5% 57.2% 47.4% 21.1%
Urban 11.9% 7.1% 3.4% 5.6% 1.9% 2.1% 1.3% 3.0% 7.3% 0.4% 2.6% 0.7% 6.2% 9.3% 0.0%
Punjab 34.4% 14.0% 8.9% 25.8% 3.6% 5.7% 4.0% 12.9% 20.2% 5.9% 21.5% 2.9% 35.2% 30.2% 12.3%
Sindh 43.6% 24.9% 11.2% 26.9% 11.8% 7.3% 6.4% 32.3% 30.1% 8.5% 35.6% 8.4% 42.4% 38.4% 13.9%
KP 49.4% 24.2% 17.1% 30.6% 8.9% 11.8% 9.8% 20.1% 25.2% 5.9% 31.7% 23.8% 51.2% 42.3% 17.0%
Balochistan 73.3% 36.9% 16.6% 37.5% 19.0% 11.6% 11.9% 64.7% 29.1% 24.8% 61.3% 45.4% 62.6% 53.0% 29.4%
GB 53.4% 31.7% 19.7% 14.2% 25.8% 17.5% 20.6% 16.2% 32.0% 1.8% 34.8% 27.6% 57.9% 56.3% 8.0%
AJK 19.2% 5.3% 5.3% 2.3% 1.0% 2.3% 3.4% 6.9% 3.9% 0.8% 12.5% 13.2% 20.1% 18.0% 9.4%

[ 2012/13
National 37.0% 17.0% 12.7% 26.7% 6.1% 6.0% 4.9% 17.2% 21.7% 5.6% 19.7% 7.5% 37.1% 30.3% 16.7%
Rural 49.6% 22.1% 17.2% 37.1% 8.2% 8.1% 6.7% 24.2% 28.7% 8.0% 28.3% 11.1% 52.2% 41.3% 24.6%
Urban 9.6% 5.8% 3.3% 4.1% 1.3% 1.4% 1.2% 1.9% 6.2% 0.4% 1.4% 0.9% 5.1% 7.3% 0.0%
Punjab 31.2% 12.0% 8.9% 24.3% 3.1% 4.7% 2.7% 10.1% 18.3% 4.0% 16.6% 1.8% 31.9% 25.4% 13.3%
Sindh 41.2% 23.4% 16.9% 25.0% 9.5% 6.2% 6.6% 27.5% 30.2% 7.8% 22.1% 8.1% 39.5% 36.9% 18.7%
KP 43.1% 20.0% 14.5% 32.6% 8.1% 9.0% 8.5% 15.5% 21.2% 4.5% 18.9% 19.5% 45.0% 34.7% 23.0%
Balochistan 67.1% 36.6% 31.3% 46.0% 18.9% 11.8% 11.5% 57.4% 22.4% 18.4% 48.8% 37.5% 63.5% 43.9% 28.5%
GB 37.7% 21.6% 18.5% 10.2% 8.9% 13.7% 13.5% 10.6% 22.4% 0.8% 26.8% 19.4% 43.4% 41.4% 8.2%
AJK 18.4% 4.5% 13.6% 14.8% 2.1% 2.3% 2.4% 5.6% 7.2% 1.9% 9.5% 15.0% 24.8% 21.9% 15.3%
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Years of School Educational Access to health Full Ante-natal  Assisted
schooling  Attendance quality facilities immunisation care delivery
| 201415 |

National 35.2% 16.6% 12.2% 23.4% 7.7% 6.8% 6.5%
Rural 49.3% 22.6% 17.2% 34.3% 10.5% 9.5% 9.2%
Urban 8.9% 5.5% 2.9% 3.0% 2.4% 1.8% 1.5%
Punjab 28.5% 11.8% 8.2% 19.8% 5.4% 4.7% 3.6%
Sindh 39.1% 22.0% 16.4% 23.2% 8.5% 7.9% 9.5%
KP 43.9% 19.3% 14.7% 32.1% 11.2% 9.9% 9.6%
Balochistan 66.9% 36.7% 29.3% 41.0% 19.7% 17.1% 15.8%
FATA 71.9% 43.2% 8.9% 18.0% 27.4% 1.7% 10.1%
GB
AJK
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Standard of Living

Improved Overcrowding  Electricity Sanitation Water Cooking Assets !_and &

walls Fuel Livestock
I |

15.5% 21.3% 5.6% 22.1% 7.0% 35.1% 26.2% 15.8%
22.7% 29.5% 8.5% 32.9% 10.2% 51.1% 36.8% 24.3%
2.1% 6.1% 0.4% 1.8% 1.1% 5.3% 6.5% 0.0%
7.8% 17.7% 4.3% 15.9% 1.5% 29.3% 20.6% 11.9%
26.1% 29.9% 7.7% 30.0% 7.1% 37.9% 33.9% 19.6%
13.4% 19.8% 3.6% 20.5% 19.6% 44.8% 31.4% 22.4%
54.2% 23.3% 16.6% 56.9% 34.0% 60.3% 36.8% 22.8%
65.9% 16.4% 12.1% 9.4% 44.4% 34.6% 47.1% 38.4%
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Table 13.0: Percentage Change in National Censored Headcount

Education Health
Years of School  Educational A;ceslir;co Full Ante-natal Assisted
schooling Attendance  quality catt immunisation care delivery
facilities
2004/05 (1) 49.2% 25.8% 21.0% 31.8% 6.9% 12.4% 13.0%
2014/15 (ii) 35.2% 16.6% 12.2% 23.4% 7.7% 6.8% 6.5%
Change 2004 (i) - 2015 (ii) 13.99*** 9.16%** 8.79%** 8.37%%* -0.74%* 5.54%** 6.53%**
Combined standard errors | 0.00859 0.00547 0.00510 0.00793 0.00274 0.00287 | 0.00297
Hypothesis 16.287 16.747 17.229 10.557 -2.692 19.308 21.963
p-value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.035 0.000 0.000
Standard errors
Education Health
Years of School  Educational A;ces;;co Full Ante-natal Assisted
schooling Attendance  quality e‘a. ; immunisation care delivery
facilities

2004/05 0.00512 0.00378 0.00375 0.00531 0.00166 0.00204 0.00221
2006/07 0.00593 0.00411 0.00397 0.00616 0.00121 0.00277 0.00290
2008/09 0.00554 0.00391 0.00446 0.00582 0.00221 0.00206 0.00220
2010/11 0.00527 0.00357 0.00317 0.00530 0.00198 0.00164 0.00157
2012/13 0.00500 0.00330 0.00309 0.00490 0.00172 0.00148 0.00136
2014/15 0.00690 0.00395 0.00346 0.00589 0.00218 0.00201 0.00199

* Change is statistically significant at 10% significance level.

** Change is statistically significant at 5% significance level.

*** Change is statistically significant at 1% significance level.
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Standard of Living
Improved Overcrowding  Electricity Sanitation Water Cooking Assets !_and &
walls Fuel Livestock
25.0% 29.2% 13.7% 39.5% 10.4% 51.5% 48.6% 15.0%
15.5% 21.3% 5.6% 22.1% 7.0% 35.1% 26.2% 15.8%
9.57%** 7.88%** 8.071%** 17.43%** 3.42%** 16.34%** 22.39%** -0.82%**
0.00663 0.00584 0.00463 0.00789 0.00471 0.00936 0.00745 0.00483
14.439 13.493 17.299 22.078 7.250 17.450 30.049 -1.686
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.08
Standard of Living
Improved Overcrowding  Electricity Sanitation Water Cooking Assets L and &
walls Fuel Livestock
0.00476 0.00373 0.00396 0.00562 0.00358 0.00563 0.00506 0.00286
0.00523 0.00382 0.00439 0.00614 0.00528 0.00651 0.00548 0.00316
0.00496 0.00392 0.00358 0.00594 0.00382 0.00615 0.00521 0.00322
0.0046096 0.00370 0.00342 0.00537 0.00368 0.00582 0.00484 0.00274
0.00390 0.00355 0.00244 0.00432 0.00307 0.00551 0.0044304 0.00293
0.00461 0.00450 0.00240 0.00554 0.00306 0.00748 0.00547 0.00389
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Table 14.0: Change in Provincial Censored Headcount

Education Health

Years of School  Educational A;ceslir;co Full Ante-natal Assisted

schooling Attendance  quality facei?ities immunisation care delivery
Punjab
2004/05 (i) 43.8% 20.3% 17.6% 28.7% 6.0% 11.0% 12.0%
2014/15 (ii) 28.5% 11.8% 8.2% 19.8% 5.4% 4.7% 3.6%
Change 2004 (i) - 2015 (i) | 15.3%* | g5*xx 9.4%xx 8.9%*x 0.6* 6.3%*x 8.4%*x
Sindh
2004/05 (i) 51.4% 31.1% 22.7% 37.2% 7.1% 11.0% 11.4%
2014/15 (ii) 39.1% 22.0% 16.4% 23.2% 8.5% 7.9% 9.5%
Change 2004 (i) - 2015 (ii) 12.2%** 9,1%¥** 6.3%** 14, 1%** -1.4%% 3. 1%*¥ 1.09%**
KP
2004/05 (i) 59.2% 33.2% 28.3% 31.9% 9.5% 19.2% 18.6%
2014/15 (ii) 43.9% 19.3% 14.7% 32.1% 11.2% 9.9% 9.6%
Change 2004 (i) - 2015 (ii) 15.3%** 13.9%** 13.6%** -0.2 -1.6%* 9.3*%** 9.1%¥**
Balochistan
2004/05 (i) 78.4% 46.3% 32.7% 43.8% 9.9% 16.2% 17.7%
2014/15 (ii) 66.9% 36.7% 29.3% 41.0% 19.7% 17.1% 15.8%
Change 2004 (i) - 2015 (ii) 11.5%** 9.7%¥%* 3.5 2.8 -0.8%*¥*¥ -0.9 1.9

* Change is statistically significant at 10% significance level.

** Change is statistically significant at 5% significance level.

*** Change is statistically significant at 1% significance level.
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Standard of Living
Improved Overcrowding  Electricity Sanitation Water Cooking Assets !_and &
walls Fuel Livestock

17.8% 26.4% 12.1% 33.4% 3.0% 47.3% 44.5% 15.1%
7.8% 17.7% 4.3% 15.9% 1.5% 29.3% 20.6% 11.9%
10.0%** 8.7%** 7.8%** 17.6%%% 1.6%%* 18.0%** 23.9%%* 3.2%%%
36.0% 35.5% 16.1% 42.4% 9.9% 50.4% 51.2% 13.7%
26.1% 29.9% 7.7% 30.0% 7.1% 37.9% 33.9% 19.6%
9, 9%** 5.7%%* 8.4%*% 12.4%** 2.8%** 12.5%%% 17.2%¥%% -5.9%**
23.3% 31.0% 8.9% 49.2% 30.2% 63.1% 55.5% 16.1%
13.4% 19.8% 3.6% 20.5% 19.6% 44 8% 31.4% 22.4%
9.9%** 11.2%** 5.4%** 28.7%%% 10.5%** 18.4%** 24 %% -6.3%**
70.8% 25.4% 39.2% 75.2% 49.8% 76.5% 68.7% 18.2%
54.2% 23.3% 16.6% 56.9% 34.0% 60.3% 36.8% 22.8%
16.6%** 2.1 22.7%** 18.3%** 15.8%** 16.2%** 31.8%** -4.7%*

Statistical Annex | 117



Acknowledgements

Ministry of Planning, Development and Reform, Government of Pakistan

# Name
1 DrNaeem uz Zafar
2 Mr. Zafar ul Hassan

UNDP TEAM

# Name

1 Mr Shakeel Ahmad

2 DrRizwan ul Haq

3 Ms Aroub Farooq

4 Ms Amina Nasim Khan
OPHI Team

# Name

1 Professor Sabina Alkire

2 Dr Adriana Conconi

Designation
Member (Social Sector)
Chief (Macroeconomic Section)

Designation

Assistant Country Director
Statistician

Young Professional Officer
Graphic Designer

Designation
Director at OPHI & Oliver T. Carr Professor and Professor of Economics,

and of International Affairs, George Washington University (GWU)
Outreach Technical Director at OPHI

List of Participants in Provincial Consultations

Quetta

Name

Mr Majib ur Rehman
Ms Ayesha Wadood
Mr Rehan Najam

Mr Inayatullah

Mr Abdul Mateen Hasni
Mr Shah Samiullah

Mr Sajid Naeem

Mr Aziz Ullah

Ms Neenat

Ms Mehwish

Dr S. M. Khair

Dr. Naeem uz Zafar
Dr. Shujaat Farooq

Dr. Nasir Igbal

Dr. Aman

Mr. Ahmad Shah

Mr. Zafar ul Hassan

Dr. Abdul Salam Lodhi
Mr. Fagir Muhammad
Mr. Khalid Pervez

Mr. Abdul Sarmad

Mr. Abdullah Khan
Mr. Sultan Taseer

Ms. Ayesha Wadood
Mr. Abdul Ghaffar

Mr. Arabab Jahandad Khan
Mr. Ghous Bukhsh

NO U A WN = H

NN DN DNDNDNNNN=S @ @@ @@ @@ @ a0
ONOOULDA, WN—=O0OVONOOUDNWN-=O

118 | Multidimensional Poverty in Pakistan

Designation

Chief Foreign Aid, Planning and Development Department, Balochistan
Planning and Development Department, Balochistan

Town Planner, LGRDD

Account Officer RD

Planning and Development Department, Balochistan

Planning and Development Department, Balochistan

Local Government

Education Department

Planning and Development Department, Balochistan

Planning and Development Department, Balochistan

Balochistan University of Information Technology, Engineering & Management Sciences
Member (Social Sector), Planning & Development Department

Pakistan Institute of Development Economics

Pakistan Institute of Development Economics

Planning Commission

Student, University of Balochistan

Ministry of Planning, Development & Reform

Dean FMS, Balochistan University of Information Technology, Engineering & Management Sciences
Planning & Development Department, Balochistan

Additional Director, Bureau of Statistics

Assistant Director, Planning & Development Department, Balochistan
Health Department

Manager, Society for Empowering Human Resource

Planning and Development Department, Balochistan

Director, Bureau of Statistics

Lecturer, Department of Economics, University of Balochistan

Planning and Development Department, Balochistan

29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41

Mr. Abdul Mateen
Mr. Muhammad Affan
Mr. Amir Raza

Mr. Fazil M. Khan
Mr. Rehan Najam
Mr. Sajid Naeem
Ms. Shumaila Kamil
Mr. Samiullah

Mr. Aminullah Khan
Mr. Javaid Ahmad
Mr. Ehsanullah

Mr. Sallah Uddin
Mr. Nauman Hassan

Peshawar

O NOYULT A WN =

W W W wwwwwwWINNNNDNNMNMNNNNDND=S = 2 9 @9 929 a2 9
ONOULD,WN-_OUVONOOCTULLA WN-—-O00VHONOULNNWN-=—=O

Name

Dr Naeem uz Zaffar

Mr Khalig-ur-Rehman
Mr Muhammad Israr
Dr Dawood Jan

Dr Syed Akhtar Hussain Shah
Dr Muhammad Naeem
Dr Tarig Mahmood

Mr Muhammad Farooq
Dr Yousuf Hayat

Ms Hinna Tillat

Dr Amman Ullah

Dr Zafar ul Hasaan

Mr. Muhammad Islam
Mr. Javed Igbal

Dr. Asad Ullah

Dr. Mukamil Shah

Mr. Tanveer Sethi

Mr. Umair Ahmad

Mr. Israr Mohammad
Dr. Sheeba

Ms. Najma

Mr. Arbab Asfandiyar
Mr. Haseebullah Khan
Mr. Dost Mohammad
Mr. Farooq

Ms. Naila Nazir

Dr. Muhammad Amman Ullah
Dr. Akhtar Shah

Mr. Azam Khattak

Mr. Fazli Qadir

Dr. Khadija Shams

Dr. Nasir

Dr. Rafiq

Dr. Munir Khan Khattak
Mr. Khalig ur Rehman
Mr. Kaleem Ullah

Dr. Mudassir Shah

Dr. Saima Nawaz

Planning and Development Department, Balochistan
Director, SSRI

Project Coordinator, IDSR

Research Fellow, IDSR

RDD Town Planner

Deputy Director, RDD

UNDP Quetta

Planning and Development Department, Balochistan
Planning and Development Department, Balochistan
Public Health Engineering Department

University of Balochistan

University of Balochistan

Planning and Development Department, Balochistan

Designation

Member (Social Sector), Planning Commission of Pakistan
Parliamentary Secretary of Planning and Development Department
Special Secretary to Chief Minister

Chairman, Department of Agriculture & Applied Economics
Deputy Provincial Head, UNDP Office

Professor, University of Peshawar

Deputy Director, Bureau of Statistics

Assistant Director, Bureau of Statistics

Chairman, Department of Statistics, University of Agriculture in Peshawar
Implementation Support Unit, FATA

Planning Commission of Pakistan

Chief, Macroeconomic Section, Planning Commission of Pakistan
Chief RD, Planning & Development Department, KP

Director, Bureau of Statistics

Assistant Professor, Agriculture University

Lecturer, IM Sciences

Student, IM Sciences

Student, IM Sciences

Additional Secretary, Law Department

Tribal Women Welfare Association

Tribal Women Welfare Association

Senior Economist, Regional Accounts, B.O.S

Economist, Regional Accounts, Bureau of Statistics

Economist, Regional Accounts, Bureau of Statistics

Assistant Director,B.0.S

Assistant Professor, University of Peshawar

Assistant Chief, Planning Commission of Pakistan

Provincial Head, KP & FATA, UNDP

Economist, B.O.S

Subject Specialist, Education Department

Assistant Professor, Shaheed Benazir Bhutto Women University, Peshawar
Assistant Professor, PIDE

Assistant Professor, IM Sciences

Professor/Director Teaching, University of Peshawar

MPA

Planning Officer, Health, KP

Professor/Chairman, Agriculture University, Peshawar

Assistant Professor, COMSATS

Statistical Annex

| 119



Karachi

Name

Mr Muhammad Ali Khoso
Mr Javed Sheikh

Mr Muhammad Sabir
Ms Tabinda Areeb

Mr Ishaque Soomro
Mr Shah Nawaz

Dr Aman Ullah

Dr Naeem uz Zafar
Mr. Takbir Ali

Mr. Raja Masroor

Mes. Sidra

Ms. Sumaira

Mr. Sidrat Asim

Mr. Anil Salman

Mr. Sardar Abdul Nabi
Mr. Khalid M. Siddiqui
Mr. Talha Nadeem

Mr. Shahid Naeem

Dr. M. Aman

Mr. Amanullah Khan
Ms. Samina Khalid
Ms. Sundus Saleemi
Dr Zafar ul Hasaan

0O NOYULTL DA WN — H

Lahore

# Name

1 DrKhalid Mushtaq

2 Mr Shamim Rafique

3 Dr Zafar ul Hasaan Almas
4 Dr Muhammad Afzal

5 MrUmer Akhtar Malik

6 DrRukhsana Kalim

7  DrTaj Muhammad

8 Dr Muhammad Afzal

9 Mr. Abdul Basit

10 Mr. Mazhar Husain
11 Mr. Masood Ali
12 Mr.Taj Muhammad
13 Mr. Dawood Memon
14 Dr. Rukhsana Kalim
15 Umer Malik

16 Col. Qamar Bashir
17 Dr. M. Afzal

18 Dr. Nasir Igbal

19 Dr. Shujaat Farooq
20 Ms. Nabila Khan

Muzaffarabad

# Name

1 Mr. M. Akram Sohail
2 Mr.Kamran A. Butt
3 Mr. Javaid Ayas

4 Mr. M. Tariqg Khan

5 Mr. Khurshid Ahmed
6  Mr. Syed Nisar

7  Mr. M. Raees Khan

8 Mr. Nagaf Javed

120 | Multidimensional Poverty in Pakistan

Designation

Additional Chief Secretary, Government of Sindh

Reforms Support Unit

SPDC

SPDC

The Change Organization (TCO)

Bureau of Statistics

Planning Commission of Pakistan

Member (Social Sector), Planning Commission of Pakistan
Aga Khan University

Planning & Development Department, Sindh

Institute of Business Administration

Institute of Business Administration

Manzil Pakistan

Institute of Business Administration

Sr. Chief energy, Planning & Development Department, Sindh
Planning & Development Department, Sindh

Institute of Business Administration

Planning Commission of Pakistan

Planning Commission of Pakistan

Bureau of Statistics

AERC, Karachi University

Pakistan Institute of Development Economics

Chief, Macroeconomic Section, Planning Commission of Pakistan

Designation

Chief Economist, Planning & Development Department, Punjab
DG, Bureau of Statistics Punjab

Chief, Macroeconomic Section, Planning Commission of Pakistan
Professor of Economics, LWCU

Senior Research Fellow

Professor of Economics, LWCU

Lecturer in Economics

Professor of Economics, LWCU

Statistical Officer, Punjab Bureau of Statistics

S.0, Punjab Bureau of Statistics

S.0, Punjab Bureau of Statistics

Lecturer Economics, GCU

University of Mnaagement Technology

University of Mnaagement Technology

Mehbub ul Hag Human Development Centre

Gender & Community Development Foundation

Education Department, Lahore College for Women University
Pakistan Institute of Development Economics

Pakistan Institute of Development Economics

MPA, Member - MDGs

Designation

Secretary, SDMA/Civil Defence

Director, Industries & Commerce

PD, AJK Community Development Program

Chief Agriculture, Planning & Developmetn Department, AJK
Deputy Director, Agriculture Department AJK

Director K.L.E, University of AJK

Planning Officer Stat, Planning & Development Department, AJK
SDO, PWD

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

Mr. Abdul Sattar Khan

Dr. Shehla Waqar

Mr. Waqas Ashraf

Dr. Masood Ahmad

Mr. Wahid Khan

Mr. Raja Mohammad Amir
Mr. Tarig Nagash

Mr. Zafar

Mr. Ahmed Waseem Qureshi
Dr. Ghulam Yahya Khan
Mr. Raja Banaras

Mr. Imtiaz Ahmad Awan
Mr. Najam us Saqib

Mr. Jamil Ahmad Khan

Dr. Syed Asif Hussain

Mr. Mohammad Bashir Khan
Mr. Jardar Farooq Tabassum
Mr. Mahnaz Kant

Mr. Sarfraz Ahmad Abbasi
Mr. M. Liagat Ali Khan

Mr. M. Irshad

Ms. Saba Shair

Ms. Nosheen Mir

Mr. Sarfraz Ahmad

Dr. Saima Nawa

Dr. Nasir Igbal

Ms. Mehreen Gillani

Mr. Sultan Alam

Ms. Amna Kamran

Dr. Qudsia Batool

Mr. Mansoor Qadir Dar

Directing Staff, KIM

Secretary, Agriculture

Director, Planning & Developmetn Department, AJK
Department of Health

Deputy Director, Social Welfare

CEO, Neelum Valley Cluster Coordination Development Forum
Staff Correspondent, Daily Dawn

Secretary, State Earthquake Reconstruction & Rehabilitation Agency, AJK
Assistant Chief, Planning & Development Department, AJK
Lecturer, University of AJK

Monitoring & Evaluation Focal Person, UNWFP

DFO Forest

Deputy Chief, PD&R

Chief, Planning & Development Department, AJK
Secretary to the President

Chief Foreign Aid, Planning & Development Department, AJK
Secretary Industries, AJK

Assistant Chief, Planning & Development Department, AJK
Director, Social Welfare & Women Development

Director, Social Welfare

Chief Health, Planning & Development Department, AJK
RO, Planning & Development Department, AJK

RO, Planning & Development Department, AJK

Deputy, Population Welfare

Assistant Professor, COMSATS Islamabad

Assistant Professor, PIDE

Chief, Planning & Development Department, AJK

Chief, Planning & Development Department, AJK

RO, Planning & Development Department, AJK

Deputy Director, SW & WD

Secretary, Planning & Development Department

Statistical Annex

| 121



References

Alkire, S.,and Foster, J.(2011). Counting and multidimensional poverty measurement. Journal of Public Economics, 95(7 8),476 487.

Alkire,S., Foster, J., Seth, S., Santos, M. E.Roche, J. M.and Ballon, P.(2015). Multidimensional Poverty Measurement and Analysis. Oxford
University Press.

Alkire, S. and Santos, M. E. (2010), “Acute Multidimensional Poverty: A New Index for Developing Countries,” OPHI Working Paper 38.
Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative, University of Oxford.

Alkire, S. and Santos, M. E. (2013), “Measuring Acute Poverty Using the Multidimensional Poverty Index: Robust Comparisons and
Future Prospects,’OPHIWorking Paper 59. Oxford Poverty and Human Development Initiative, University of Oxford.

Apablaza, M. and Yalonetzky, G. (2011). Measuring the dynamics of multiple deprivations among children: the cases of Andhra
Pradesh, Ethiopia, Peru and Vietnam.Young Lives Research in Progress, Oxford: University of Oxford

Atkinson, A. B. (2003). Multidimensional deprivation. Contrasting social welfare and counting
approaches. Journal of Economiclnequality, 1,51 65.

Bourguignon, F., and Chakravarty, S. (2003). The measurement of multidimensional poverty.
Journal of EconomicInequality, 1(1), 25 49.

Foster, J., Greer, J. and Thorbecke, E. (1984). A class of decomposable poverty measures. Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric
Society, 761—766.

Government of Pakistan (2014).Annual Plan 2014-2015. Ministry of Planning, Development and Reform.

Government of Pakistan (2014). Pakistan 2025: One Nation One Vision. Islamabad: Ministry of Planning Development and Reform.
Government of Pakistan(2015). Annual Plan 2015-2016. Ministry of Planning, Development and Reform.

Government of Pakistan (2016). Pakistan Economic Survey 2015-16.Islamabad: Ministry of Finance.

Government of Pakistan (2016). Pakistan Social And Living Standards Measurement. Pakistan Bureau of Statistics.
http://www.pbs.gov.pk/content/pakistan-social-and-living-standards-measurement.

UNDP (2010). Human Development Report 2010: The Real Wealth of Nations: Pathways to Human Development. New York: Palgrave
Macmillan.

United Nations (2015). Mainstreaming of the three dimensions of sustainable development throughout the United Nations system.
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view doc.asp?symbol=A/70/75&Lang=E

World Bank (2011).World Development Indicators 2016.Washington, D.C.:World Bank.

122 | Multidimensional Poverty in Pakistan




Planning Commission of Pakistan
Ministry of Planning, Development and Reform
Poverty Alleviation Section
P-Block, Pakistan Secretariat, Islamabad, Pakistan

<<

o‘@““
&

=<

DP

Pakistan

United Nations Development Programme Pakistan
Development Policy Unit
4th Floor, Serena Business Complex, Khayaban-e-Suharwardy, Sector G-5/1,
P. 0. Box 1051, Islamabad, Pakistan

OPHI

www.ophi.org.uk

Oxford Poverty & Human Development Initiative
University of Oxford




	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	6: toc
	Page 7
	Page 8
	9: Chapter 1
	Page 10
	Page 11
	12: Chapter2
	Page 13
	Page 14
	15: Chapter 3
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	20: Chapter 4
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25
	26: Chapter 5
	Page 27
	Page 28
	Page 29
	Page 30
	Page 31
	32: Chapter 6
	Page 33
	Page 34
	35: Statistical Annex
	Page 36
	Page 37
	Page 38
	Page 39
	Page 40
	Page 41
	Page 42
	Page 43
	Page 44
	Page 45
	Page 46
	Page 47
	Page 48
	Page 49
	Page 50
	Page 51
	Page 52
	Page 53
	Page 54
	Page 55
	Page 56
	Page 57
	Page 58
	Page 59
	Page 60
	Page 61
	Page 62
	Page 63
	Page 64
	Page 65
	Page 66
	Page 67
	Page 68
	Page 69
	Page 70
	Page 71

