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Pakistan continues to be facing a persistent problem of poverty that is more often based on 

gender or age. Household-level [HL] poverty measures generally ignore this hidden poverty. 

In rural Pakistan, a substantial number of poor women and children are living in non-poor 

households, underscoring the need for intra-household poverty analysis for elimination of 

poverty. This study aims to estimate multidimensional poverty within the households along with 

its transitions in rural Pakistan. Applying Alkire and Foster (AF) (2011) methodology on a 

balanced panel data (2012- 2014), the study measure poverty among subgroups of men, women 

and children. The results show that there are significant poverty differences among women, 

men and children from 2012 to 2014. Women remain the poorest subgroup with poverty levels 

from 0.36 to 0.3. This is followed by children with poverty index from 0.32 to 0.35 and men 

from 0.24 to 0.25. Educational deprivation remains particularly higher than other dimensions 

across all survey rounds. This deprivation is especially prevalent among women, of whom 66% 

are deprived in education. While children experience increasing health deprivation with 14 

percentage points from 2012 to 2013. Regarding poverty severity, women and children are 

significantly facing more chronic and transitory poverty than men at both national and 

provincial levels. This study necessitates to formulate long term policies to eradicate poverty. 

However, these policies should include specialized measures to reach disadvantaged 

subgroups within households. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

Traditional poverty measurement approaches often focus on HL metrics. These 
approaches are implicitly based on the assumption of equitable distribution of 
resources within the households. This foundation simplifies the complicated social 
structure of households, facilitating the easier measurement of poverty for policy 
formulation. However, it hides the persistent disparities which are generally based 
on gender and age.  

Women and children who live in non-poor households often face unequal access to 
education, healthcare, and nutrition. (Alderman et al., 1995; Haddad et al., 1997; 
Quisumbing & Maluccio, 2000; Fafchamps & Quisumbing, 2005; Doss, 2013).  
These inequalities are generally more evident in South Asian region. In these 
countries, demands of adult males are particularly prioritized because of cultural 
customs. (Kabeer, 2005; Duflo, 2012; UN Women, 2015; Klasen & Lahoti, 2021). 

 Like other South Asian countries, Pakistani women and children also experience 
higher level of deprivation in comparison to men which is more evident in rural 
areas (Khan et al., 2015; UN, 2018).  Concerning women, the Gender Gap Index 
2024 has assigned Pakistan second last position among 148 countries (World 
Economic Forum, 2024). Moreover, 53 percent of Pakistani women aged 15-64 are 
deprived of education, while 74 percent of these women are out of formal labor 
force (UN Women, 2018).  

Indicators related to child poverty in Pakistan are also concerning. Nearly 2 in 5 
children under five in Pakistan are underdeveloped in terms of stunting due to 
chronic malnutrition, while nearly 1 in 5 is underweight (Pakistan Demographic 
and Health Surveys, 2017-2018). Considering the education dimension, 22.8 
million of children having age between 5 and 16 are out of school (UNICEF 
Pakistan, 2021). 

These statistics necessitate poverty assessment from gender and age perspectives. 
Many researchers have addressed the intra-household poverty to identify poverty 
among disadvantaged groups within households. However, these studies either rely 
on individual deprivation measurement (Correa, 2017; Espinoza-Delgado & 
Klasen, 2018; Omotoso & Koch, 2018; Fonta et al., 2020; Klasen & Lahoti, 2021; 
Tavares & Betti, 2024 ) or on classification of households on an economic basis 
(Dunbar et al., 2013; Brown et al., 2021; De Vreyer & Lambert, 2018 )  In addition, 
all of these studies are based on cross-sectional data. There is no study on intra-
household multidimensional poverty based on demographic subgrouping using 
panel data.  

This study addresses these gaps by using a multidimensional poverty measurement 
approach to examine poverty by using a demographic subgrouping such as men, 
women, and children. This form of subgrouping aligns with the structural realities 
of gendered and generational disadvantage. Moreover, it enables us to assess 
whether particular demographic groups systematically face more deprivation. 
Therefore, it is better aligned with the poverty goal of Sustainable Development 
Goals which emphasizes ‘leaving no one behind’. 
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Applying the AF (2011) methodology on three year panel data (2012–2014), we 
also estimate trends in multidimensional poverty for households’ subgroups, 
following Pham et al. (2021) and Ain and Pervaiz (2022). Moreover, we classify 
subgroups into chronic, transitory, and non-poverty status.  

This study has important contributions in the literature on poverty. First, it develops 
a multidimensional poverty index for demographic subgroups within households. 
Second, it uses panel data for understanding poverty changes in the poverty of these 
subgroups that are not possible while using cross-sectional data. Third, it identifies 
the households’ subgroups who suffer from chronic poverty. It offers insights to 
develop long term policies. Finally, it assists policymakers to formulate polices 
using poverty measurement tools which consider intra-household inequality. 

The rest of this paper consists of five sections. Section 2 contains the literature 
review on household collective models and poverty measurements. Section 3 
consists of methodology, which includes a method for measuring multidimensional 
poverty, details on selected dimensions and their indicators to be used for poverty 
measurement, and criteria for categorizing poverty. Section 4 includes the data 
sources used for the estimations. Section 5 presents the results and discussion. The 
last section offers a conclusion which also shows policy recommendations. 

2.   LITERATURE REVIEW 

This section critically evaluates the literature related to intra-household poverty 
which starts from theoretical foundations to empirical evidences. 

2.1. Unitary and Collective models 

Classical household models assumed equitable distribution of resources among all 
member of a household (Samuelson, 1956; Becker, 1981). These models 
considered the household as a single decision making entity. This consideration 
was based on the attribute of benevolence of household heads towards their 
members, ignoring the discrimination among disadvantaged members.   

To challenge this assumption, several intra-household collective and bargaining 
models were formulated. In this context, Manser and Brown (1980) and McElroy 
and Horney (1981), in their bargaining models, differentiated household members 
on resources allocation which reflected their bargaining power. Moreover, 
Chiappori (1988, 1992) estimated the individual preferences from HL consumption 
data while applying Pareto efficiency. These models highlighted different 
bargaining powers within the household.  

To advance these bargaining models, Lundberg et al. (1997) assumed the 
improvement in children wellbeing when child benefits were given to mothers by 
UK government. Similarly, Thomas (1990) observed the improvements in health 
of children in Brazil where household income was controlled by mothers. These 
models emphasized that members living in a household possess varying 
preferences, resources, and sharing power. These varying attributes of the  members  
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affect the dynamic influence of resource allocation within households, highlighting 
intra-household inequalities that conventional approaches overlook.  

2.2 Evidences on intra-household poverty 

2.2.1. Measurement of poverty by economic classification 

Earlier studies measured intra-household poverty while using consumption based 
data. Dunbar et al. (2013) used semi-parametric preference patterns to measure the 
households’ expenditure division within households in Malawi. The authors 
discovered a less resource flow towards children in comparison to adults, with each 
child having up to 25% of resource shares.  In contrast, Brown et al. (2021) utilized 
individual level data on nutrition in Bangladesh and flexible preferences. He 
discovered the presence of 33% of poor individuals in non-poor households. Both 
of these studies were based on modeled consumption patterns using collective 
theory. 

Differing from these studies, De Vreyer and Lambert (2018) accumulated data on 
household consumption for subclasses within households in Senegal. The results 
reveal the prevalence of intra-household inequality and presence of deprived 
household members (12.6%) living in affluent households. However, all of these 
studies were based on consumption-based individual data which is not generally 
available in all countries.  

2.2.2. Gender-based multidimensional poverty 

Many studies recognized the poverty as multidimensional phenomena. Considering 
this, Espinoza-Delgado and Klasen (2018) computed the gender based 
multidimensional poverty in Nicaragua by considering the incidence, severity, and 
discrimination. They established that although there is not any major difference in 
incidence of poverty among males and females, females face more severe poverty 
in comparison to males. Similarly, Klasen and Lahoti (2021) found gender 
differential in poverty in case of India. Moreover, Tavares and Betti (2024) 
discovered that women in Brazil were more disadvantages in terms of resource 
allocation, job quality and economic security.  

2.2.3. Child Poverty 

There is also considerable literature on the measurement of child poverty which is 
generally overlooked by HL poverty measures. Correa (2017) measured child, adult 
and elderly poverty in some South American countries She discovered that 
incidence of poverty among children is more common in Chile than in any other 
examined country. Similarly, Omotoso and Koch (2018) measured the child 
poverty aged 0-17 in South Africa by using 2-year data on children. The results 
confirmed the persisting existence of poverty in children who are deprived in living 
and housing conditions. In addition, Fonta et al. (2020) measured the poverty of 
adolescent children in West Africa. The author confirmed the deprivation of 
children in at least four dimensions which are predominantly health, nutrition, water  
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and toilet facility.        

2.2.4. Chronic and transitory poverty 

Many studies distinguished poverty into chronic and transitory categories to 
measure persistence of poverty. In this context, Pham et al. (2021) utilized the panel 
data for Vietnamese households and found the less chronic poverty (23%) than 
transitory poverty (31%). in these households. In contrast, Ain and Pervaiz (2022) 
identified more chronic poor households (37%) than transitory ones (26%) in rural 
Pakistan. 

3.   RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Measurement of households’ subgroups poverty 

The present study uses the AF (2011) methodology to measure poverty among 
demographic subgroups within households. This approach captures deprivations 
across the dimensions of education, health, and living standard.  

The methodology starts with the construction of achievement matrix. Let n 
represents the number of households’ subgroup, and let 𝑑 ≥ 2 be the number of 
indicators used to capture multidimensional deprivation. The achievement matrix 
Y= 𝑦𝑖𝑗 contains the outcomes for subgroup 𝑖 on indicator j. Each indicator is 

associated with a deprivation cut-off 𝑧𝑗, A subgroup i is recognized as deprived of 
j if 𝑦𝑖𝑗 <  𝑧𝑗,, resulting in a binary deprivation matrix 
 
𝑔0 = 𝑔𝑖𝑗

0 , where 

𝑔𝑖𝑗
0 = {

1 𝑖𝑓 𝑦𝑖𝑗 <  𝑧𝑗  

0  𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑤𝑖𝑠𝑒 
} 

Each indicator is then given a weight wj, such that ∑ 𝑤𝑗 = 1𝑑
𝑗=1 . These can be equal 

or unequal, based on the theoretical importance of a particular indicator and are the 
same for households’ subgroups. The deprivation score is then calculated by 
aggregating all weighted deprivations. It can be represented as follows: 

𝑐𝑖  = ∑ 𝐼𝑑
𝑗=1 (𝑦𝑖𝑗

𝑞 <  𝑧𝑗) 𝑤𝑗           (1) 

A subgroup is identified as multidimensionally poor if its deprivation score exceeds 
a chosen poverty threshold 𝑘. The identification function is represented as: 

𝜌𝑘(𝑐𝑖) = {
1 𝑖𝑓 𝑐𝑖 <  k 

0  𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑤𝑖𝑠𝑒 
} 

The next step is to construct the censored deprivation matrix, which is done by 
multiplying the deprivation matrix 𝑔𝑖𝑗

0  by identification function: 𝑔𝑘 = 𝑔𝑖𝑗
0 ×

 𝜌𝑘( 𝑦𝑖𝑗 , 𝑧). This matrix retains only the deprivations of those identified as poor. 
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After completing the identification process, the final step is aggregation to obtain 
the multidimensional poverty index [MPI] which is found by multiplying the 
headcount ratio (H) with intensity of poverty (A). 

Where 

𝐻 = 𝑠/𝑛 is the number of poor subgroups (s is the number of poor households’ 
subgroups in the population). 

𝐴 =  
1

𝑞
∑ 𝑐𝑖

𝑞
𝑖=1 , A is the average contribution of all the deprivations experienced by 

poor. 

3.2. Selected Dimensions and Their Indicators 

Table 1 lists the selected dimensions along with their indicators. It shows that there 
is a difference in the thresholds for the men, women, and children subgroups in two 
dimensions. Each indicator is discussed in detail below: 

3.2.1. Education  

The AF methodology includes education as its first dimension. For adults, we used 
the attainment of five years of education by any man or woman aged 10 or older is 
used as the benchmark, inspired by official report on the MPI in Pakistan, where 
the educational attainment of at least one man and one woman is necessary to be 
declared as a non-deprived household in case of years of schooling indicator 
(Government of Pakistan [GOP], UN Development Programme [UNDP], & Oxford 
Poverty and Human Development Initiative [OPHI], 2016). In the case of child 
poverty, all the age groups are covered up to the age of 17, and three deprivation 
thresholds are assigned to declare the household’s children subgroup deprived of 
education, as done by Hjelm et al. (2016), who created two deprivation thresholds 
for children in the age group 5-17. However, any child below 5 years old is assumed 
as deprived in our study if the head of the concerned household has not attained at 
least five years of education, as done by Espinoza-Delgado and Klasen (2018). For 
children aged 5-10 years, we used school enrollment for every child in this age 
range, following Espinoza-Delgado and Klasen (2018). The entrance age in 
Pakistan for class 1 is 5 years, so the maximum age to complete primary education 
is 10 (UN Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization [UNESCO]-IBE, 
2010). However, delayed progression has been corrected using a 1-year buffer, as 
proposed by Dotter and Klasen (2014) and Klasen and Lahoti (2021). In the case 
of children aged between 11 and 17, the child group within a household is poor if 
no child in this age bracket has completed five years of school education. 

3.2.2 Health 

The standard indicators of health deprivation in the Global MPI are child mortality 
and nutrition. We cannot use the indicator of child mortality because it belongs only 
to the married women who  gave birth to children.  Moreover, the  data to measure  
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nutrition is not available in the survey used in this study. However, deprivation in 
terms of illness caused by diarrhoea, eruptive disease, injury, or any other disease 
within the last two weeks is used to measure health deprivation in men, women, 
and children, as used by Espinoza-Delgado and Klasen (2018). 

3.2.3 Living Standard 

The study uses seven indicators to assess living standards mentioned in Table 1. 
The deprivations in these indicators are assumed to apply to all members of the 
household because data on the indicators of standard of living is only available at 
the HL in the survey used. Hence, these indicators are considered public goods that 
are equally available to each household member (Klasen & Lahoti, 2016). This 
proposition is applicable in most surveys that collect HL data on these indicators. 
All of these indicators are based on the Pakistan’ official report on MPI (GOP, 
UNDP, & OPHI, 2016). The thresholds for some indicators have been improved to 
ensure more inclusiveness on the basis of the studies by Alkire and Jahan (2018) 
and Alkire et al. (2021).  

Table 1. Dimensions, indicators, deprivation thresholds, and weights 

Dimension Indicator Household/men subgroup/women 

subgroup/children subgroup is 

deprived if 

Weights 

Education Years of 

schooling 

(Household) no member (age 10 or 

above) has completed five years of 

education (Class 5) 

(Men) no man (age 18 or above) has 

completed five years of education 

(Class 5) 

(Women) no woman (age 18 or 

above) has completed five  years of 

education (class 5) 

(Children) no child has completed 

threshold years of educationa  

1/3 

 illness (Household) any household member 

becomes illb within the past two 

weeks 

(Men) any man becomes ill within 

the past two weeks 

(Women) any woman becomes ill 

within the past two weeks  

(Children) any child becomes ill 

within the past two weeks 

1/3 

Living 

standard 

Electricity  there is no electricity supply. 1/21 

Access to 

clean water 

 no access to an improved source of 

water for drinking, or clean drinking 

1/21 
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for drinking water that is accessible after more 

than a 30-minute walk 

Fuel used for 

cooking 

does not use liquid cooking fuels  1/21 

Sanitation   no access to an adequate sanitation 

system  

1/21 

Assets does not have more than one small 

assetc AND, has no car or truck. 

1/21 

Dwellings unimproved materials have used in 

the construction of walls or roof or 

floord 

1/21 

overcrowding is overcrowded (4 or more people 

per room) 

1/21 

 a No child (above 12 and less than 18) has completed five years of education (class 5) or Any school-aged child 
 (between 5 and 12)is not attending school  or The head of the household (in which a child from age 0 to less than 
 5 is present) has not completed five years of education 
 b diarrhea, eruptive disease, injury, or several other diseases 
 c (radio, TV, bicycle, refrigerator, telephone/mobile, animal cart, computer, motorcycle 
 d Household is deprived if walls are constructed using mud/ wood/ bamboo/raw bricks or any other material, if  the 
 roof is made of wood/ bamboo or any other basic material, or if the floor is made of mud. 

3.3. Categorization of Poverty 

In addition to measuring poverty, the study also classified households’ subgroups 
into three categories based on a study by Pham et al. (2021). First category is the 
chronic poor subgroups who remain poor in all rounds. The secondary category is 
transitory poor ones who are poor in one or two years, but not in all. The last 
category include those subgroups who are never poor between 2012 and 2014. 

3.4 Data Sources 

We used three year panel data from the Pakistan Rural Household Survey [PRHS], 
which was published by International Food Policy Research Institute. This survey 
was conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014 for the rural areas of all provinces except 
Baluchistan. The inconsistencies in household identifications over the three waves 
led to a balanced panel of 1721 households1. This panel structure allows for an 
analysis of poverty dynamics, tracking the same households and their subgroups 
over time, which is crucial for understanding transitions into and out of poverty. 

4.   EMPIRICAL RESULTS 

4.1 Uncensored Headcount Ratio 

Before measuring poverty, we estimate the headcount ratios (deprivations) of 
subgroups in all the indicators under dimensions of education, health, and standard 
of living in each year, following Alkire et al. (2015). These headcount ratios are 
presented in Figure. 1 (a), (b), (c), and (d). Overall, the levels of deprivation vary 
across different subgroups and years. However, the profiles of deprivation exhibit 
notable similarities. 

                                                      
1 Although the exclusion of households from the PRHS dataset may create the problem of attrition, many previous studies use  
this data and reported the randomness of attrition (see, Eskander et al., 2016; Kousar et al., 2021). 
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In terms of education, the most striking result is the persistently high deprivation 
faced by women.  Two-thirds of the women are deprived in education from 2012 
to 2014. This alarming figure shows negligible or no efforts to combat poverty 
among women over time, highlighting structural barriers in female education in 
rural Pakistan. Men and children also experience notable deprivation in education. 
However, the figures show comparatively lower rates and fairly more variability 
across the years. Minimal fluctuations in adult (men and women) education levels 
over the panel period are attributed to many factors such as aging (e.g., individuals 
transitioning from child to adult categories), in- and out-migration and adult 
education attainment.  

In the health dimension, deprivations are lower than those in education but still 
notable. There is a significant gender gap (approximately five percentage points), 
as women experience higher rates of health deprivation than men in all three years. 
However, children exhibit the highest level of health deprivation. In fact, we 
witness a sharp increase of 14 percentage points from 2012 to 2013 in children's 
health deprivation. This indicates serious concerns about policies for child well-
being and basic healthcare services access in rural areas of Pakistan. 

The indicators related to living standards are common to all household members 
due to shared household-level measurement. Substantial deprivations exist in the 
quality of housing, sanitation facilities, overcrowding, and use of unsafe cooking 
fuel from 2012 to 2014. However, there is a marginal improvement in 
overcrowding. Encouragingly, access to electricity and safe drinking water improve 
slightly over time, reflecting infrastructure expansion efforts. 

Figure 1(a), (b), (c), and (d). Percentage deprivation of households’ subgroups for each indicator 
       

                                   (a) 
                                 (b) 
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(c) 

  
Source: Authors’ estimates based on a data sample of 5163 households covering 3 rounds i.e. 2012, 2013, and  

2014, taken from the official website of IFPRI. 

4.2 National Estimates of Subgroup Multidimensional Poverty 

The subgroup-specific and HL poverty estimates for each year are presented in 
Table 2. At HL, the Multidimensional Poverty Index (MPI) shows an increasing 
trend, rising from 0.29 in 2012 to 0.32 showing a 10% increase by 2014. This 
increasing trend is also found by Arif and Farooq (2014). The authors estimated an 
increase in monetary poverty between 2001 and 2010 in Punjab and Sindh using 
panel data on rural Pakistan. These observed trends of increasing poverty in rural 
Pakistan pose serious questions about government efforts to alleviate rural poverty.  

When comparing poverty across household subgroups using the conventional HL-
MPI, children emerge as the most deprived group, followed by women and men.  
Their poverty increases by 2014 with children having a 20 percent increase, men 
with 16 percent and women with 11 percent. Moreover, by comparing different 
subgroups in a comparable household MPI, we find a small gender and 
intergenerational differential in HL-MPI over three years. However, HL measures 
of poverty fail to capture intra-household inequalities due to assumptions of equal 
sharing of resources and expansive nature of indicators used for measurement 
(Klasen & Lahoti, 2021) 

This judgment shifts markedly when using the subgroup-specific methodology 
proposed in this study.  Subgroup analysis reveals that women experience the 
highest levels of multidimensional poverty which has increased by 4 percent by 
2014. These findings are consistent with the findings of existing literature on gender 
disparities in poverty (e.g., Horenstein, 1989; Klasen & Lahoti, 2021). These 
studies identify the factors such as limited access to education, health services, and 
productive resources responsible for women’s deprivations. Children rank as the 
second most deprived subgroup in the intra-household analysis.  Their poverty 
increases by 9 percent from 2012 to 2014. Their high poverty levels highlight 
intergenerational disparities within households and reinforce findings from other 
studies on child poverty (e.g., Espinoza-Delgado & Klasen, 2018). In comparison 
to other subgroups, men consistently experience the lowest MPI which increases 
by 3% by 2014. 
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Additionally, the intensity of poverty across all subgroups remains relatively stable. 
However, variations in the headcount ratio are the primary drivers of observed 
changes in subgroup MPIs over time. Specifically, higher poverty rates in the 
women and children subgroups are significantly driven by variability in the poverty 
headcount ratios in all three waves, rather than intensity of poverty which changes 
only slightly (see also, Klasen & Lahoti, 2021). 

Table 2 also shows the increase in intergenerational gap between men and children 
significantly over the panel period. This gap increases from 8% in 2012 to 41.15% 
in 2014. This demonstrates that subgroup of children is more disadvantaged than 
that of men. Regarding poverty transitions, children's MPI has increased by 0.036 
points during this period, while the MPI for men and women remains statistically 
unchanged. These results confirm that conventional HL poverty measures mask 
important disparities among household members. This leads to underestimation of 
the vulnerability of women and children. 

Table 2. Estimates of poverty by subgroup, year, and national level along with absolute 
changes 

Measure Year Men  Wome
n 

Childre
n 

Gender gap  

(men and women) 

Intergenerational 
gap 

(men and 
children) 

Househol
d  

     Absolute Relativ
e 

Absolu
te 

Relati
ve 

 

HL-MPI 2012 0.25 0.27 0.30 0.02*** 1.08 0.05**

* 

1.2 0.29 

2013 0.27  0.28 0.34 0.01*** 1.04 0.07**

* 

1.26 0.31 

2014 0.29 0.30 0.36 0.01*** 1.03 0.07**

* 

1.07 0.32 

Absolute Δ2012-2014 0.04**
* 

0.03**
* 

0.05**
* 

    0.03*** 

Relative Δ2012-2014 1.16 1.11 1.20     1.10 

Subgroup 

MPI 

2012 0.24 

(0.008) 

0.36 

(0.008) 

0.32 

(0.009) 

0.11*** 1.5 0.08**

* 

1.33  

2013 0.23 

(0.008) 

0.36 

(0.009) 

0.33 

(0.010) 

0.13*** 1.57 0.10**

* 

1.43  

2014 0.25 

(0.005) 

0.37 

(0.009) 

0.35 

(0.010) 

0.12*** 1.48 0.10**
* 

1.4  

Absolute Δ2012-2014 0.01**

* 

0.01**

* 

0.03**

* 

     

Relative Δ2012-2014 1.04 1.03 1.09      
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Subgroup 

Headcount 

ratio 

2012 46.0% 

(0.001

5) 

66.1% 

(0.014) 

53.9% 

(0.015) 

-20.1*** 1.44 7.9*** 1.17  

2013 42.7% 

(0.008) 

65.4% 

(0.015) 

52.8% 

(0.015) 

-22.7*** 1.53 10.1**
* 

1.24  

2014 45.8% 

(0.009) 

65.1% 

(0.015) 

56.2% 

(0.015) 

-19.3*** 1.42 10.4**
* 

1.23  

Subgroup 

Intensity 

2012 0.53 

(0.005) 

0.51 

(0.005) 

0.58 

(0.006) 

-0.02** 0.96 0.05**

* 

1.09  

2013 0.54 

(0.005) 

0.50 

(0.005) 

0.63 

(0.006) 

-0.04*** 0.93 0.09**

* 

1.67  

2014 0.52 

(0.005) 

0.51 

(0.005) 

0.63 

(0.007) 

-0.01*** 0.98 0.09**

* 

1.21  

The poverty threshold is 0.4, according to Mitra (2016) and Azeem et al. (2017). Standard errors are mentioned in  
parentheses with significance levels *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05. 

4.3 Robustness Analysis 

To ensure the robustness of the observed poverty trends, we conduct sensitivity 
tests using alternative poverty cut-off thresholds of 0.2 and 0.333, in addition to the 
main threshold of 0.4. The results of this robustness analysis are reported in Table 
3. 

Consistent with the main findings, both lower cut-offs confirm that women and 
children remain significantly more deprived than men throughout the three-year 
period. The MPI for women exceeds that of men by 12 to 14 percentage points. 
While the difference between men and children remains between 6 and 11 
percentage points, depending on the cut-off. Moreover, poverty in children 
consistently increases over the three years across all three thresholds. However, 
men and women show no statistically significant changes in MPI over time. 

This robustness check validates the subgroup-specific poverty assessment. It also 
demonstrates that the observed inequalities are not due to the cut-off threshold 
alone. 

Table 3. Multidimensional Poverty in households’ subgroups considering various poverty 
cut-offs 

Measure Year Men Women Children Gender gap Intergenerational gap  

Absolute Relative Absolute Relative 

MPI 

k=0.2 

  

2012 0.27 0.4 0.34 0.13*** 1.48 0.07*** 1.26 

2013 0.26 0.40 0.37 0.14*** 1.54 0.11*** 1.42 

2014 0.28 0.41 0.38 0.13*** 1.46 0.10*** 1.36 

Absolute Δ2012-2014 0.00 0.01 0.04***     

Relative Δ2012-2014 1.04 1.02 1.12     
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Poverty 

(MPI) 

k=0.333 

  

2012 0.26 0.39 0.33 0.13*** 1.5 0.07*** 1.27 

2013 0.24 0.39 0.35 0.11*** 1.63 0.11*** 1.46 

2014 0.27 0.40 0.38 0.13*** 1.44 0.11*** 1.41 

Absolute Δ2012-2014 0.01 0.01 0.07***    

Relative Δ2012-2014 1.04 1.02 1.15    

 Standard errors are mentioned in parentheses with significance levels *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05. 

4.4 Multidimensional Poverty at Provincial Levels 

We further disaggregate subgroup poverty by province such as Punjab, Sindh, and 
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (KP) (Table 4). 

Considering the provinces, men consistently report the lowest MPI values in all the 
provinces.  Whereas, women exhibit the highest levels of deprivation. However, 
among the provinces, the highest poverty in men is observed in Sindh, followed by 
Punjab and KP in all the years. Moreover, in Sindh, men’s MPI rises slightly from 
0.34 in 2012 to 0.36 in 2014, while in Punjab, it declines modestly over the same 
period. Most volatility is found in KP. MPI in men drops from 0.16 to 0.12 between 
2012 and 2013, and then has increased to 0.24 in 2014. These trends point to region-
specific economic dynamics and possible shocks which have affected men’s well-
being in KP in 2014. 

In Sindh, highest poverty is found among women, where it has significantly 
increased from 0.46 in 2012 to 0.50 in 2014. This pattern is largely because of low 
female literacy rate and inadequate access to health services in rural Sindh, also 
verified by GOP (2015). Whereas, in Punjab and KP, women poverty remains 
relatively stable during this period, which is likely due to targeted provincial efforts 
to improve access to education for females (e.g., Magsi et al., 2016). 

Among children, Sindh again records the highest MPI, increasing significantly 
from 0.43 to 0.51 between 2012 and 2014. It can be due to underutilization of 
education expenditures in Sindh, as a dimension of education is more than 60% 
responsible for child deprivation (shown in Fig. 1). Punjab has unchanged poverty 
estimates in case of children. While in KP, there is a significant increase of over 10 
percentage points. This rise may be due to increasing dropout ratios in rural schools, 
as inferred from ASER (2015) data. 

Table 4. Estimates of poverty for households’ subgroups at provincial levels for 2012-2014 

Measure Year Punjab Sindh KP 

Men MPI 

[MMPI] 

 

 

2012 0.22 

(0.01) 

0.34 

(0.02) 

0.16 

(0.02) 

2013 0.20 

(0.01) 

0.35 

(0.02) 

0.12 

(0.02) 

2014 0.21 

(0.01) 

0.36 

(0.02) 

0.24 

(0.02) 
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Absolute ΔMMPI2012-2014 -0.01 0.02 0.08** 

Relative ΔMMPI2012-2014 0.95 1.06 1.5 

Women MPI 

[WMPI] 

2012 0.34 

(0.01) 

0.46 

(0.02) 

0.32 

(0.02) 

2013 0.32 

(0.01) 

0.50 

(0.02) 

0.31 

(0.02) 

2014 0.33 

(0.01) 

0.50 

(0.02) 

0.32 

(0.02) 

Absolute ΔWMPI2012-2014 -0.01 0.04* 0.00 

Relative ΔWMPI2012-2014 0.97 1.09  

Children MPI 

[CMPI] 

 

2012 0.29 

(0.01) 

0.43 

(0.02) 

0.22 

(0.02) 

2013 0.30 

(0.01) 

0.46 

(0.02) 

0.28 

(0.03) 

2014 0.30 

(0.01) 

0.51 

(0.02) 

0.33 

(0.03) 

Absolute ΔCMPI2012-2014 0.01 0.08*** 0.11*** 

Realtive ΔCMPI2012-2014 1.03 1.00 1.5 

   Standard errors are mentioned in parentheses with significance levels *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05. 

4.5 Poverty Estimates by Categories 

 To explore poverty dynamics over time, we classify subgroups into three 
categories: chronically poor, transitorily poor, and never poor which are shown in 
Table 5. It presents the poverty estimates nationally as well as provincially.  

Talking about subgroups individually, women remain the most chronically poor 
subgroup at national level. Nearly 55 percent of women are declared as chronically 
poor. This trend is followed by children with 42 percent of them chronically poor.  
While, men experience the lowest chronic poverty rates with 35 percent. These 
findings confirm that more women and children face high as well as persistent 
poverty than men. 

We can see the similar pattern at provincial levels. Women remain the most 
chronically poor subgroup in all the provinces. However, among provinces, Sindh 
has 83.9 percent of chronically poor women, which shows systemic gender 
inequality. Transitory poor women are relatively less in number. This pattern 
reflects long-term existence of deprivation among women. It also indicates the 
limited effectiveness of existing social programs for poverty reduction among them. 

Table 5. Changes in Multidimensional Poverty at national and provincial levels (in 
percentage) 

Level Category Country Punjab Sindh KP 

Men Chronic 34.81 30.14 58.64 10.94 
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Transitory 22.93 22.94 16.79 35.94 

Never 42.26 46.92 24.57 53.13 

Women Chronic 54.77  47.88 83.94 32.11 

Transitory 23.92  27.85 8.76 33.68 

Never 21.30 24.27 7.30 34.21 

Child Chronic 42.24 36.06 67.96 22.92 

Transitory 28.12 30.18 20.15 33.33 

Never 29.63 33.76 11.89 43.75 

Talking about children, they also experience significant chronic poverty in all the 
provinces. However, Sindh has the highest position with 68 percent of chronically 
poor children followed by Punjab with 36 percent and KP with 22 percent. These 
figures highlight the limited interaction between provincial education policies and 
child specific services. In contrast, men exhibit more stability in terms of chronic 
poverty in all provinces. In Punjab and KP, nearly half of the men are in non-poor 
category. Whereas, non-poor men in Sindh are approximately 25 percent. 
Nevertheless, these findings reveal better resilient opportunities for men. 

These findings confirm that poverty is predominant as well as chronic among these 
subgroups. Based on these, we can assess the structural problems which may 
specifically affect women and children in rural Pakistan. 

5.   CONCLUSION 

This study contributes to existing literature on poverty by measuring 
multidimensional poverty using a demographic classification. It measures poverty 
for households’ subgroups of men, women and children along with its changes by 
using a panel data. It also estimates the poverty and poverty changes of these 
subgroups across provinces to identify the regional aspects of poverty. 

 Our findings show that women and children experience higher multidimensional 
poverty than men. This higher poverty is both in terms of headcount and intensity. 
Talking about dimensional deprivations, educational deprivation is the most 
prevalent, particularly among these vulnerable subgroups.  It highlights the 
participation of gendered and generational educational deprivation in increasing 
poverty.  Furthermore, the increasing health deprivation particularly among 
children, shows problems in the access of age-targeted health facilities in rural 
areas. These findings imply that there should be formulation of those policies which 
should reach women and children. Particularly, these policies must take into 
account the provision of educational and health facilities to these disadvantaged 
subgroups.  
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The intra-household poverty estimates at the provincial levels show that poverty 
among men has increased in KP. In the other two provinces, it is quite stable.  In 
contrast, poverty among women has only increased in Sindh from 2012 to 2014.  In 
case of children, both KP and Sindh experience an increase in poverty by 2014.   

These regional-specific findings suggest that policies aimed at reducing poverty 
must be customized according to both demographic and regional aspects. For 
instance, Sindh particularly requires massive investment in education and health 
related services and cash transfer schemes towards women and children. These 
disadvantaged subgroups are likely to be overlooked by existing poverty-reduction 
programs.  

This study also demonstrates that poverty is prevalent as well as persistent, 
particularly among women and children.  Across all three survey waves, a 
significant share of women (55%) and children (42%) were identified as chronically 
poor, compared to 35% of males.  These structural patterns in poverty emphasize 
the need for continuous efforts rather than one-time interventions. The regional 
analysis on the persistence of poverty among these groups also assist in targeting 
polices towards highly affected areas due to poverty. 

This study provides an empirical evidence to understand existence of intra-
household poverty, however, it has also some limitations.  The lack of data on 
individual-level nutrition and living standards may result in an overestimation of 
some differences.  There is a need for surveys which may collect detailed data on 
indicators related to health and living standard which will assist deep-rooted 
investigation of intra-household poverty. 

Data Availability 

The panel data for 2012, 2013 and 2014 used in this study is publically available at 
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/28558, https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/LT631P and 
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/JWMCXY.. 
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