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Relative Poverty in Pakistan
An Estimation from the Household Income
and Expenditure Survey (1984-85)*

M. ASGHAR ZAIDI

I. INTRODUCTION

This paper' operationalises the concept of relative poverty in the context of
Pakistan. The exercise is carried out both at the national and the provincial level.
Basides an estimation of the incidence of poverty at the aggregate level, the paper
provides a cross-sectional comparison of poverty in different socio-economic
groups in the four provinces of Pakistan.

The paper is organised in six sections. After the introduction, Section IT
gives a brief theoretical reflection on the concept and measurment of relative
poverty. This section also describes the methodology followed in this paper.
Section III presents poverty estimates for the country as a whole and Section IV
gives the results for the four provinces of Pakistan. This section also examines
the relationship between the findings at the national level and the provincial level.
Section V presents a brief comparison of high poverty groups across provinces.
Some concluding remarks are given at the end in Section VL.

II. CONCEPT AND MEASUREMENT OF POVERTY

1. Relative Poverty

The proponents of the concept of relative poverty asserts that the position
of an individual in relation to the other members of his society with respect to
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degree of satisfaction determines whether he is poor or not. If the average level
of household resources are considered as an indicator of the standard degree’ of
satisfaction in the society concerned, then the households whose resources are
less than a specified percentage of this average are considered poor because they
do not have enough to take part in the average living experience of that society.
Following this scheme to define the poverty line, the concept is thought to take
account of the social and cultural needs of a household. This approach is highly
significant for policy-makers as it includes in the definition of the poor those who
gain when resources become evenly distributed and the non-poor are those who
lose in this process. In this way, actions to alleviate poverty incorporate actions
to reduce inequality. However, it is indeed the case that poverty and inequality
do not subsume each other. ‘The notion of poverty relates to deprivation with
respect to norms that involves a great deal more than considerations of economic
inequality’ Sen (1978).

Various Authors emphasise the change of stress from the absolute poverty
lines to the relative poverty lines. [Fuchs (1965); Rainwater (1969); Rein (1974);
Lansley (1980); O’ Higgins and Jenkins (1990) and Teeckens and Zaidi (1990)],
all propose that the poverty line should be linked to an indicator of the average
standard of living in the society. However, the choice of a measure of houshold
resources, an indicator of the average and its fraction varies among the authors.
For instance, views differ with respect to the shoice between income and expen-
ditures as a measure of household resources. Those using income are concerned
with the right to a minimum level of resources and others who use expenditures
believe that poverty should be concerned with an attained standard of living At-
kinson (1989). Some consider that the arithmetic mean is a better indicator of
the average while others using the median argue that it is only the lower half of
the income distribution that one should be concerned with in the measurement
of relatve poverty. Similarly, a normative scheme is followed in selecting one or
the other fraction of the average as the poverty line.

2. Methodological Issues

For the measurement of poverty one may use at least two distinct methods.
One is to check whether the actual consumption basket of people leaves some
of the needs unsatisfied. This is the direct method to measure poverty and it does
not involve quantification of a monetary poverty line. An individual is considered
poor if one of his basic needs is not stisfied. In contrast, we have the indirect
method whose first step is to calculate a monetary poverty line at which all basic
needs are said to be sufficiently satisfied. The direct method is adopted only
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when one takes the standard of living conception of poverty and the indirect .
method, in principle, refers to both (i.c. standard of living and the minimum rights)
conceptions of poverty.

In this paper, the indirect method is used to operationalise the concept of
poverty. Three main arguments are noted in support of this method. First, it is
casy to work whith due to its monetary and one-dimensional character. Second,
it provides a numerical measure of the intensity of poverty in monetary terms.
Third, it provides a measure of the opportunites open to an individual or family
and is not influenced by consuption decisions made Barreiros (1988). The last
argument is true only when income is taken as a measure of resources. Major
limitations of this method are related to the complications involved in the deter-
mination of a single monetary poverty line in a society of diverse behaviours and
tastes.

Three steps may be distinguished in poverty measurement:

(a) selection of the variable by which resources of a household/person are
to be measured;

(b) determination of the poverty line below which people are considered
poor; and :

(c) specification of poverty indices which could adequately aggregate the
extent of poverty.

Since the needs of different members of a household are not indentical and
there exist economies of scale within a houschold, it is appropriate to assign a
different weight to each membér of the household. By this procedure household
size is replaced by the equivalent household size and resouces of the households
are compared on the basis of resources per equivalent adult. The equivalent scale
recommended by OECD [OECD (1982)] is used in this study. This scale assigns
a weight of one to the first adult, 0.7 to every other adult and 0.5 to children of
age 13 years and younger. It should be noted here that this scale implies rather
high estimates of the requirements of large houscholds in order to reach the
same welfare level as small household. A natural consequence of this choice
would be.a higher concentration of poverty in large families.

In this paper, expenditures will be preferred to income for several conceptual
and practical resons. First, income seems to be less reliably recorded in the house-
hold budget surveys, the major objective of these surveys being the computation
of Consumer Price Indices. Second, expenditures reflect both declared and un-
declared resources of low-income households better than income, because this
group has a propensity to save close to zero. Another compelling argument to
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prefer expenditures above present income is its relative stability over time as a
reflection of long-term [for example, based on the life-cycle hypothesis of Mod-
igliani and Brumberg (1954) or permanent income hypothesis of Friedman (1957)]
welfare situation of a household. This will particularly be true for household, with
irregular incomes, such as agricultural workers. There are also notable weaknesses
of expenditures as a measure of houschold resources. First, voluntary under-
consumption of households should not be viewed as poverty. Second, expenditures
may only give a short-run picture of household resources since it is possible that
payments are made by dissaving or by borrowing, a process which cannot be
continued in the long run. Fourth, the fact that all expenditures may not be in-
dentified with the consumption in the same period emphasises that current ex-
penditures do not necessarily reveal the present consumption level of a household.
Since the choice between income and expenditures carries considerable impor-
tance, this study also provides the sensitivity of the poverty statistics by using
income as a representative of the household resources.

The determination of the poverty line is an important step in poverty mea-
surement because the various ways by which a poverty line may be defined reveal
different concepts of poverty. This paper, measuring relative poverty, takes 75
percent of the national average as the poverty line. The monthly average equivalent
expenditures are calculated as Rs 340, which means that the poverty line is Rs
255 (expenditures per equivalent adult). The monthely average equivalent income
is Rs 369 and the poverty line Rs 276 (income per equivalent adult). The poverty
line is taken indentical for all provinces which implies that the differences in the
cost of living across the provinces are negligible: a strong assumption which may
not be true in reality. However, this assumption facilitates a more useful comparison
of poverty across the provinces since the difinition of poverty is the same in each
province. Furthermore, the sensitivity of the extent of poverty to the choice of a
fraction of the average to define the poverty line should not be overlooked. This
sensitivity is briefly discussed in this paper by presenting the results for the poverty
line fixed at 50 percent of the average equivalent expenditures (and income).

The next crucial step is the selection of the statistical indices which could
adequately aggregate poverty for a specific group of houscholds. Six statistical
indices were estimated for this purpose, only the head-count measure and share
of poor population based on this measure is included in this paper.”

Poverty is estimated for the socio-economic groups calssified according to
the characteristics of the head and the members of the household. In this way,

ZFor a discussion on the results of the other indices, see the original paper presented in
the Eighth Annual General Meeting of PSDE.
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we are able to identify the high poverty groups. However, poverty in any group ,
will not show wether the households in that group are permanent or transitory
poor. This phenomenon cannot be studied unless panel-data are available. How-
ever, certain characteristics of poor groups may reflect wether poverty is permanent
or not. For example elderly and disabled poor persons may be regarded as per-
manentely poor in a given system of social provisions.

HI. POVERTY IN PAKISTAN: SOME FINDINGS

It is found that at the national level almost 39 percent of all households are
poor when the poverty line is taken as 75 percent of the national average of
equivalent expenditures. This amounts to 507 million poor households which is
equal to almost 36.5 million poor persons. Poverty incidence is higher for the
income based poverty line: 43 percent of the households are below this poverty
line. The income measure shows there to be 6.4 million households living in a
poverty, equal to around 40.7 million poor persons (see Table 1). The probable

Table 1

Average Equivalent Expenditures (and Income) and Percentage and
Absolute Number of Poor Households and Persons in Pakistan

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Punjab 319 346 429 3567 464 3858 22,722 24,576
2. Sindh 379 398 298 1,066 360 1288 6,729 8,128
3. NWF.p 363 410 345 743 404 870 5,036 5,897
4. Balochistan 321 358 453 363 459 368 2,056 2,083

Total 340 369 387 5,746 430 6,385 36,543 40,685
Note: — column 1: Average equivalent expenditures (Rs per month).

-~ column 2 Average equivalent icome (Rs per month).

~ column 3 & 4:  Percentage and absolute number of poor households (expenditure-
based poverty line).
- column 5 & 6: Percentage and absolute number of poor households (income-based

poverty line).
- column 7: Absolute number of poor persons (expenditure-based poverty line).
~ column 8: Absolute number of poor persons (income-based poverty line).

explanations of higher income-poverty are:

(@) The expenditure distribution, in general, is expected to be less unequal
than the income distribution; and
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(b) Income may be more underestimated for the low-income groups com-

. pared to the high-income groups. The average national income (and

the poverty line associated to it) is not much affected by this pattern

of underestimation. The consequence is that the poverty rates are over-
estimated when income is taken as the instrumental variable.

Taking the expenditure-based poverty line, the following paragraphs present
the breakdown of poverty according to the characteristics of the households. The
results are presented in Table A.1 of Appendix A. The first three classifications
are based on the overall characteristics of the household, namely their occupational
group, size and the economic situation of the members. The last two classifications
are based on the characteristics of the head of the household pertaining to their
educational attainment and the sector of economic activity.

The first classification, the occupational group of the household, is obtained
by aggregating the International Standard Classification of Occupation (ISCO)
given at one-digit level. It is found that the group of agricultural, animal housbandry
and forest workers is the poorest of all: 45 percent of the households is poor in
this group. The other group with significantly high poverty is the households
occupied as production workers, transport operators and labourers: almost 43
percent of these households is poor. The composition of the poor pupulation is
such that almost 65 percent of the poor households is in these two groups.

The size of the households, the second classification, shows that the poverty
incidence increases with the size of the household. Almost half of the families
with six or more members are poor, while all other groups show a poverty rate
below the national poverty rate. This phenomenon becomes more obvious by
looking at the composition of the poor pupulation: more than 85 percent of the
poor is found in the households with five or more members. However, one should
not lose sight of the fact that these findings may be closely linked to the choice
of equivalence scale.

The third classification, economic situation of the household, shows the activity
status of the members of the household. In almost half of the total number of
households only the head is active. This group has a’ poverty rate slightly less
than the average. The last category of this classification (namely: others) contains
several types of households: households in which only the spouse is active, house-
holds in which neither head nor a spouse but another member is active and
households in which all members are inactive. This group accounts for 46 percent
of the total number of households, having a poverty rate slightly above the average.
The small group of households where head, spouse and other members of the
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household are active is the poorest group in this classification: slightly over half
of the households in this group are poor. This may be a consequence of poverty
which forces more members of the household into the labour market or it may
be a phenomenon linked to large family size.

The classification according to the educational attainment of the head shows
that the households whose heads have primary or less education have the highest
poverty rate (almost 42 percent). This group contains around 86 percent of the
total number of poor houscholds. A notable observation is that poverty falls as
the educational attainment of the head increases.

According to the fifth classification, economic activity of the head, houehold
groups whose heads are working in the agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing
sectors are the poorest. This confirms the finding of the first classification. The
households whose head is active in the mining, manufacturing and construction
sector also has the highest poverty rate (44.8 percent, the same as the poverty
rate of the group mentioned first).

In conclusion, the households categorised as the agricultural, animal hus-
bandry and forest workers and production workers, transport operators and
labourers are relatively more poor. Furthermore, the large households (six or
more members), the households whose heads have attained primary or less ed-
ucation and the households whose heads are active in the agricultural, mining,
manufacturing and construction sectors are also identified as high poverty groups.

It is highly likely that the groups identified as poor from the classifications
based on different characteristics of households will contain the same households.
For example, the agricultural workers may have larger families and they may also
be the least educated groups. Hence, it is further needed to cross-classify house-
holds in order to locate more specific characteristics of the poor groups.

A comparison with the poverty rates for the income-based poverty line shows
that the poverty position of the groups is independent of the choice of income
or expenditures as the representative of the household resources (see Table A.2,
Appendix A). The only exception is found in the fifth classification, the household
groups active in the agricultural sector are more poor than those active in the
mining, manufacturing and construction sectors. An interesting extension of the
present exercise is foreseen as to locate households who are poor by both income-
and expenditure-based poverty lines or only poor by one of the two poverty lines.

One modification of the difinition of poverty so far used is to fix the poverty
line at 50 percent of the average. The results presented in Table A.3 of Appendix
A show that the poverty incidence is highly sensitive to this change. Poverty falls
of 15 percent of the total number of households for the expenditure-based poverty
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line. Quite notably, poverty is lower for the income-based poverty line, only 11
percent are poor. This means a 8 percent more reduction in poverty than that
suggested by expenditure-based poverty line. Obviously, it is per definition equiv-
alent to the fact that a greater number of households have income between the
two income cut-off points than those having expenditure between the two expen-
diture cut-off points. No conclusive reasons of this finding are suggested by the
present analysis. The household groups which show relatively higher poverty remain
the same as given by the original definition of the poverty line.

IV. POVERTY IN THE FOUR PROVINCES OF PAKISTAN

The average equivalent expenditures of a province may reflect the resources
of an average household in that province. It is shown in Table 1 that Sind has
the highest equivalent expenditures (Rs 379 per month) and Punjab the lowest
(Rs 319 per month). This welfare ranking of provinces is confirmed by the poverty
index estimated in this paper. It is found that Sindh and N'W.F.P are the least
and Punjab and Balochistan are the most poor provinces in Pakistan. The analysis
at the provincial level shows that the distributions of poor households is such
that a slightly more than 60 percent of the poor households lives in Punjab (see
Table 1), as opposed to 56 percent of the total number of households.

In the following sub-sections, the main findings for the four provinces of
Pakistan are analysed by using the expenditure-based poverty line. More impor-
tantly, the relationship between the findings at the national level and the provincial
level will is examined. Appendix A provides all the poverty statistics.

1. Punjab

In Punjab, 43 percent of the households have expenditures below the poverty
line. This amounts to 3.6 mollion poor households, equal to 22.7 million poor
persons. For the income-based poverty line, this province is the poorest in Pakistan.
The composition of poor groups as identified at the national level remains un-
changed. However, the increase in poverty in this province as compared to the
national poverty rate is not the same for all groups. The groups of households
who are categorised as clerical, sales, service and related workers and production
workers, transport operators and labourers show a relatively higher poverty in
this province. Other important differences in the group-specific poverty are ob-
served for the houscholds whose heads are active in the mining, manufacturing,
construction and distributive trades sectors: the poverty rate is almost 7 percent
higher in each of these two groups compared to the poverty rates for the same
groups at the national level.
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2. Sindh

.

In Sindh, the poverty rate is around 10 percent less than the national poverty
rate: almost 30 percent of the households is poor in this province. This finding
shows that this province is the least poor province in Pakistan during the year
1984-85. As in Punjab, the differences in group-specific poverty compared to the
corresponding estimates for the whole country are not alike, even to the extent
that they are in opposite directions. For instance, the group of households in
which head, spouse and other members are economically active observes a 10
percent higher poverty rate. Poverty is also higher for those households where
both head and spouse are active. As opposed to this, there is a lower poverty
for those two groups which had higher poverty in Punjab. They are production
workers, transport operators and labourers and those whose heads are active in
the mining, manufacturing and construction sectors: the group-specific poverty
rate is more than 16 percent less than the corresponding national estimates for
each of these two groups. On the whole, the high poverty groups as identified
for the whole country remain unchanged.

3. NWF.P.

The poverty incidence in the province of North-West Frontier Province
(N.W.F.P.) is 34.5 percent, which is about 4 percent less than the national poverty
rate. This amounts to almost 700 thousand poor households or 5 million poor
persons. The group-specific poverty in this province is also considerably different
from the national estimates. The households whose heads are highly educated
have more poverty in this province (31 percent) compared to the national average
(22 percent). The agricultural worker is no longer the poorest group in the first
classification. A significantly higher difference in group-specific poverty is seen
for two- and three-member households and for those houscholds in which both
head and spouse are active.

4. Balochistan

Balochistan has the highest poverty incidence within a province. Almost 45
percent of the households are poor. In absolute terms, there are almost 400 thou-
sand poor households, equal to 2 million poor persons. Despite somewhat higher
poverty for the province as a whole, the group of households headed by high
educated persons is less poor (by almost 13 percent). As opposed to this, the
group of households classified as professional, technical and administrative workers
and those whose heads are active in the mining, manufacturing and construction
sectors have almost 15 percent higher group-specific poverty rate in this province.



964 M. Asghar Zaidi

The composition of the population is significantl different in this province with
respect to the classification based on the economic situation of the household.
There are almost 14 percent more households in which only the head is active
and this group now contains more than 67 percent of the total number of the
poor households compared to almost 48 percent for the entire country. Similarly,
there is a notable difference in the composition of the poor households according
to the household size: almost 59 percent of the poor has six or more member as
compared to around 74 percent for the entire country.

V. COMPARISON OF HIGH POVERTY GROUPS
ACROSS PROVINCES

This section provides a brief comparison of group-specific poverty across
provinces. From the first classification, it is found that the households categorised
as agricultural, animal husbandry and forest workers are relatively more poor in
all provinces. The highest poverty rate in this group is found in Balochistan (54
percent) followed by Punjab (46.8 percent). Except in Sindh, the production work-
ers, transport operators and labourers are the poorest group in this classification
in all provinces. The poverty rate in this group ranges from 54.5 and 48.6 percent
in Balochistan and Punjab to almost 39 percent in N.-W.F.P. and 26 percent in
Sindh. The second classification shows that in all provinces the poverty rate in-
creases with the size of the household (see Table A.1, Appendix A). The poverty
rate for the households with six or more members ranges from 56 percent in
Balochistan to almost 41 percent in Sindh.

In the third classification, the poverty rate is highest in all provinces for
those households in which head, spouse and some other numbers are economically
active, the only exceptipn being N.W.F.P. This group is a small group for all the
provinces, making up slightly over 1 percent of the total number of households
in Punjab, Sind and N.W.F.P. and just 0.3 percent in Balochistan. The households
in the group "other" and those in which only the head is economically active
together account for more than 96 percent of the total number of households in
all provinces. The former group shows the highest poverty rate in Punjab (43
percent) followed by Balochistan (41 percent), N.W.F.P. (39 percent) and Sindh
(34 percent) and the latter group has the highest poverty rate in Balochistan (47
percent) and the lowest in Sindh (25 percent) (see Table A.1 in Appendix A).

The Classification based on the educational attainment of the head shows
that in all provinces poverty decreases as the educational attainment of the head
increases. Table A.1 in Appendix A shows that the households whose heads are
educated primary or less have high poverty rates in all four provinces. This group
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is the poorest in Balochistan (almost 48 percent) followed by Punjab (46 percent). )
The fifth classification shows that the agricultural sector contains the high poverty
- groups in all provinces. Sindh has its poorest group in this sector. The poorest
group in the other three provinces is the group of households headed by those
active in the mining, manufacturing and constructions sector: the poverty rate in
this group is the highest in Balochistan almost 60 percent.

VL. CONCLUDING REMARKS

It may seem more appropriate to estimate absolute poverty in a developing
country like Pakistan of which the average level of resources is not very high, yet
an estimation of relative poverty also offers considerable insights. Among others,
its most notable significance is for policy-makers whose principal objectives include
amore equal distribution of resources. Moreover, the analyses based on the group-
specific poverty are also useful, for example in devising the poverty elmination
tools.

Admittedly, there are important limitations of such an exercise which should
not be overlooked. The first refers to the quality of the data. The data from the
Household Income and Expenditure Survey as a source of poverty analysis have
important weaknesses, such as a non-representation of homeless people and a
possible under-representation of illiterate people. The accounting period to record
income and expenditures is a month, or sometimes an average of the previous
months, which does not take into account the seasonal fluctuations of a longer
period. The second limitation is due to an arbitrariness present in the definition
of poverty. For instance, this paper takes a narrow view in measuring the
households’ resources by income and expenditures. An overview of the multi-di-
mensional resources owned by a household would be more desirable. Furthermore,
the unit of analysis is taken as a ‘household’, although there may exist a significant
inequality in the distribution of resources within a household. The poverty there-
should is based on the average of the country as a whole under the assumption
that this measure of central tendency would reflect the dominant living patterns.
The differences in the cost of living across provinces are assumed negligible. All
such suppositions are based on a value judgement which can easily be questioned.
It would be interesting to see whether the composition of poor groups chnages
if alternative approaches to measure relative poverty are adopted, such as by
taking some other fractions of the mean, a different indicator of the average or
a differenct equivalent scale. In conclusion, this paper should be considered as
a preliminary attempt to measure relative poverty in Pakistan.
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The results lead to the followingo conclusions:

(2)

(b)

(©)

Almost 39 percent of the total number of houscholds in Pakistan is
poor when the resources of the houscholds are measured by expenditures.
Poverty is higher (43 percent) for the income-based measurement. One
simple reason of this result may be an under-reporting of income by
low-income households and the other the diffcrence between the spread
of the income- and expenditure-distribution around the average. The
poverty incidence is found highly sensitive to the choice of percentage
of the average to express the poverty line. The poverty incidence is
only 15 percent when the poverty line is fixed at 50 percent of average
equivalent expenditures. Quite contrary to the previous findings, poverty
is lower for the income-based poverty line: almost 11 percent of the
households is poor when the poverty line is fixed at 50 percent of the
average equivalent income;

The analysis of group-specific poverty shows that poverty is relatively
high for the household groups whose head have little or no education
and for the large households. The household groups which are
categorised as agricultural, animal husbandry and forest workers and
production workers, transport operators and labourers are also relatively
often poor. Finally, the sectors of mining, manufacturing and construction
contain high numbers of poor. These findings remain the same in all
provinces. Quite notably, for some groups the poverty changes quite
differently from the overall change for the province as whole; and
The province of Punjab which accounts for 56 percent of the total
number of houscholds and Balochistan, the biggest in terms of area,
are the poorest among the four provinces of Pakistan. The composition
of poor households is such that more than 60 percent of the poor live
in Punjab.



Table A 1

Poverty Indices for the Expenditure-based Poverty Line

Appendix A

PAKISTAN PUNJAB SINDH N.W.E.P BALOCHISTAN
Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col
PAKISTAN 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Total 100 387 100 100 429 100 100 298 100 100 345 100 100 453 100
Occupational Group of the
Household
1. Professional, tech., admin.
and managerial workers 42 201 22 38 234 21 44 119 18 45 148 1.9 61 352 47
2. Clerical, sales, service and
related workers 259 341 229 246 405 232 282 232 220 265 293 225 215 367 223
3. Agricultural, animal husbandry
and forest workers 300 450 349 283 468 309 334 436 489 323 385 360 259 541 309
4. Production workers, transp.
operators and labourers 271 427 299 294 486 333 246 258 213 225 388 253 274 545 330
5. Imactive (or no occupation
specified) 128 305 101 138 328 106 94 190 60 142 343 141 132 314 9.1
Size of the Household
1. One member 29 42 03 25 64 04 40 06 01 24 53 04 20 56 02
2. Two members 64 105 1.7 61 139 20 71 45 11 62 54 1.0 76 191 32
3. Three members 79 200 41 80 248 46 76 92 23 70 19 24 117 308 80
4. Four members 116 267 80 114 307 82 117 174 68 103 186 56 167 409 151
5. Five members 130 359 121 133 394 122 131 273 120 113 321 105 143 461 146
6. Six or more members 582 490 738 588 532 729 564 409 774 628 440 801 476 560 588
’ Continued —
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Table A 1-(Continued)

PAKISTAN PUNJAB SINDH N.W.F.P BALOCHISTAN
Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col
PAKISTAN 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Economic Situation of the
Household
1. Only head of household active 509 368 485 492 423 485 525 251 442 500 316 458 645 473 673
2. Both head and spouse active 19 393 19 18 427 18 24 433 35 20 191 1.1 1.1 400 1.0
3. Head, spouse and others active 12 505 1.6 12 537 15 1.1 605 22 16 263 12 03 1000 07
4. Others 460 403 480 478 433 482 440 338 499 465 385 519 341 411 309
Educational Attainment of the Head
1. Primary or less 799 415 858 793 459 848 776 333 867 828 355 852 883 478 932
2. Middle 57 319 47 65 360 55 57 224 43 36 287 30 31 286 20
3. Intermediate 89 277 64 93 321 7.0 98 172 57 73 287 61 61 315 42
4. Higher 55 222 32 49 253 29 69 133 31 63 311 57 25 9.1 0.5
Economic Activity of the Head
1. Agriculture, hunting, forestry
and fishing 302 448 350 285 468 311 337 433 490 326 383 362 263 532 309
2. Mining, manufacturing and
construction 186 448 216 207 514 248 169 259 147 147 401 171 148 598 195
3. Distributive trades, catering,
repairs and transport 224 342 198 227 408 216 227 219 167 207 282 169 225 358 178
4. Communication, banking,
finance and other services 288 316 235 281 346 227 267 218 195 320 321 298 363 395 317

Note: (Column 1: Household share, Column 2: Poverty rate, Column 3: Share of poor population)
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Table A 2

Poverty Indices for the Expenditure-based Poverty Line

PAKISTAN PUNJAB SINDH N.W.EP BALOCHISTAN
Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col
PAKISTAN 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
Total 100 430 100 100 464 100 100 360 100 100 404 100 100 459 100
Occupational Group of the Household
1. Professional, tech., admin.
and managerial workers - 42 229 22 38 260 2.1 44 141 17 45 213 24 61 352 47
2. Clerical, sales, service and
related workers 259 383 231 246 449 238 282 283 222 265 330 216 275 363 217
3. Agricultural, animal husbandry )
and forest workers 300 498 347 283 491 299 334 522 484 323 461 369 259 567 320
4. Production workers, transp.
operators and labourers 271 471 297 294 525 333 246- 313 214 225 450 251 274 561 335
5. Inactive (or no occupation i
specified) 128 345 103 138 367 109 94 243 63 142 402 141 132 280 8.1
Size of the Household
1. One member 29 53 04 25 8.1 04 4.0 12 0.1 24 7.0 04 20 0.0 0.0
2. Two members 64 136 2.0 6.1 164 22 7.1 6.6 13 62 128 2.0 76 221 37
3. Three members 79 233 43 80 271 4.7 76 144 3.0 70 167 29 11.7 337 86
4. Four members 116 321 87 114 353 87 117 254 83 103 255 65 167 416 151
5. Five members 130 402 122 133 434 124 131 324 118 113 376 105 143 469 146
6. Six or more members 582 536 725 588 567 718 564 482 755 628 500 717 476 558 579
Continued —
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Table A 2-(Continued)
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PAKISTAN PUNJAB SINDH N.W.F.P BALOCHISTAN
Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col. Col Col. Col Col. Col Col Col. Col Col
PAKISTAN 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

Economic Situation of the Household
1. Only head of household active 509 424 502 492 470 498 525 319 465 500 401 496 645 496 697

2. Both head and spouse active 19 434 19 18 476 18 24 464 31 20 234 12 11 400 10
3. Head, spouse and others active 12 542 15 12 593 15 1.1 651 20 16 237 09 03 1000 07
4. Others 460 434 464 478 455 469 440 397 485 465 420 483 341 385 286

Educational Attainment of the Head

1. Primary or less 799 461 857 793 495 846 716 401 864 828 417 855 883 481 925
2. Middle 57 354 47 65 394 S5 57 216 44 36 310 28 31 286 19
3. Intermediate 89 316 65 93 352 171 98 230 63 73 333 60 61 315 42
4. Higher 55 252 32 49 273 29 69 154 30 63 371 58 25 27 12

Economic Activity of the Head
1. Agriculture, hunting, forestry

and fishing 302 496 348 285 492 302 337 517 484 326 457 369 263 557 319
2. Mining, manufacturing and

construction 186 491 212 207 549 245 169 312 146 147 477 174 148 598 193
3. Distributive trades, catering,

repairs and transport 224 386 201 227 453 222 227 274 173 207 320 164 225 363 178
4. Communication, banking,

finance and other services 288 355 238 281 383 232 267 267 198 320 371 294 363 389 308

wwz wyssy ‘W

Note: (Column 1: Household share, Column 2: Poverty rate, Column 3: Share of poor population.)



Table A 3 (Pakistan)

Poverty Index for the Poverty Line Fixed at 50 percent of the
Average Equivalent Expenditures and Income

1 2 3 4
Total 14.9 100 10.6 100
Occupational Group of the Household
1. Professional, tech., admin. and managerial
workers 6.2 1.8 42 1.7
2. Clerical, sales, service and related workers 11.6 20.2 8.1 19.8
3. Agricultural, animal husbandry and forest
workers 18.1 36.6 120 339
4. Production workers, transp. operators and
labourers 17.0 31.0 13.7 350
5. Inactive (or no occupation specified) 12.0 10.4 8.0 9.7
Size of the Household
1. One member 0.6 0.1 02 0.1
2. Two members 31 13 23 14
3. Three members 5.1 2.7 33 25
4. Four members 7.7 6.0 5.0 55
5. Five members 116 10.2 N 9.4
6. Six or more members 20.3 79.6 14.8 81.2
Continued —
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Table A 3-(Continued)

1 2 3 4
Economic Situation of the Household
1. Only head of household active 14.6 50.0 10.1 48.4
2. Both head and spouse active 14.8 19 10.7 19
3. Head, spouse and others active 17.7 14 109 12
4. Others 15.1 46.7 11.2 48.5
Educational Attainment of the Head
1. Primary or less 16.3 875 11.5 86.8
2. Middle 9.7 3.7 7.8 42
3. Intermediate 9.6 5.7 6.9 58
4, Higher 8.1 3.0 6.2 32
Economic Activity of the Head
1. Agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing 18.1 36.8 12.1 34.4
2. Mining, manufacturing and construction 18.0 226 14.6 255
3. Distributive trades, catering, repairs and
transport 124 18.7 8.6 18.1
4, Communication, banking, finance and
other services 11.3 219 8.1 219

Note: Column 1: Poverty rate (expenditure-based poverty line).

Column 2: Share of poor population (expenditure-based poverty line).

Column 3: Poverty rate (income-based poverty line).
Column 4: Share of poor population (income-based poverty line).
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