Tables
Shared policy, unequal protection: climate justice and household vulnerability in four flood- and heat-exposed districts of Pakistan
Table 1 Household indicators by district, with tests of difference between districts
	Indicator
	Sohbatpur
	Jacobabad
	Muzaffargarh
	Swat
	χ²
	p
	V

	Exposure and poverty

	Flood-exposed, 2015–2025
	100 (94–100)
	92 (82–96)
	100 (94–100)
	80 (68–88)
	24.5
	<0.001
	0.32

	Heat-exposed, 2015–2025
	73 (61–83)
	100 (94–100)
	72 (59–81)
	55 (42–67)
	33.2
	<0.001
	0.37

	Below national poverty line
	100 (94–100)
	100 (94–100)
	93 (84–97)
	63 (51–74)
	57.1
	<0.001
	0.49

	Sensitivity (water, sanitation and health)

	No functional toilet
	85 (74–92)
	88 (78–94)
	88 (78–94)
	42 (30–54)
	51.2
	<0.001
	0.46

	No reliable clean drinking water
	67 (54–77)
	58 (46–70)
	57 (44–68)
	40 (29–53)
	9.1
	0.031
	0.19

	Waterborne disease after most severe event
	98 (91–100)
	98 (91–100)
	80 (68–88)
	48 (36–61)
	65.7
	<0.001
	0.52

	Impacts of the most severe event

	Member lost paid work for >2 weeks
	72 (59–81)
	58 (46–70)
	53 (41–65)
	43 (32–56)
	10.2
	0.016
	0.21

	Injury or death in household
	43 (32–56)
	25 (16–37)
	30 (20–43)
	13 (7–24)
	13.8
	0.003
	0.24

	Coping strategies

	Sold assets or livestock
	98 (91–100)
	100 (94–100)
	88 (78–94)
	57 (44–68)
	59.9
	<0.001
	0.50

	Borrowed from informal lenders
	75 (63–84)
	62 (49–73)
	67 (54–77)
	55 (42–67)
	5.6
	0.138
	0.15

	Reduced food consumption
	58 (46–70)
	60 (47–71)
	55 (42–67)
	57 (44–68)
	0.3
	0.969
	0.04

	Withdrew children from school
	50 (38–62)
	55 (42–67)
	42 (30–54)
	35 (24–48)
	5.7
	0.129
	0.15

	Sent a member away for work
	55 (42–67)
	38 (27–51)
	47 (35–59)
	40 (29–53)
	4.2
	0.270
	0.13

	Protective buffers

	Home modified for resilience
	7 (3–16)
	8 (4–18)
	7 (3–16)
	25 (16–37)
	13.9
	0.004
	0.24

	Formal savings
	7 (3–16)
	3 (1–11)
	12 (6–22)
	27 (17–39)
	18.0
	<0.001
	0.27

	Any insurance
	2 (0–9)
	0 (0–6)
	5 (2–14)
	8 (4–18)
	6.8
	0.081
	0.17

	Procedural justice

	Ever consulted on climate adaptation
	12 (6–22)
	15 (8–26)
	18 (11–30)
	38 (27–51)
	15.7
	0.002
	0.26


Values are percentages of households (n = 60 per district) with Wilson 95% confidence intervals in parentheses. χ², Pearson’s test of independence (df = 3); p, from 5,000 Monte Carlo permutations; V, Cramér’s V. Programme awareness and access indicators are given in Table S6 in Online Resource 1


Table 2 Composite vulnerability index, sensitivity analysis and household vulnerability score by district
	Measure
	Sohbatpur
	Jacobabad
	Muzaffargarh
	Swat

	District index (0–1; higher = more vulnerable)

	Exposure sub-index
	0.81
	0.78
	0.84
	0.59

	Sensitivity sub-index
	0.79
	0.77
	0.66
	0.51

	Adaptive-capacity sub-index (inverted)
	0.74
	0.66
	0.48
	0.42

	Composite index (arithmetic mean)
	0.78
	0.74
	0.66
	0.51

	Rank
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Sensitivity analysis

	Composite, geometric mean
	0.78
	0.73
	0.64
	0.50

	Livelihood vulnerability index, IPCC formulationa
	0.43
	0.34
	0.21
	0.01

	Rank unchanged when any one sub-index is omitted
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Random weightings (n = 20,000) retaining the district’s rank (%)b
	98.1
	91.1
	91.1
	100.0

	Household vulnerability score (0–38)

	Mean (SD)
	29.9 (1.6)
	28.3 (1.7)
	24.9 (1.6)
	19.3 (1.6)

	Median (interquartile range)
	30 (29–31)
	29 (27–29)
	25 (24–26)
	19 (18–21)

	Range
	27–32
	25–31
	22–28
	16–22


Sub-indices were normalised to 0–1 and aggregated with equal weights; adaptive capacity was inverted so that higher values denote greater vulnerability. Household scores: Kruskal–Wallis H = 197.0, df = 3, p < 0.001, ε² = 0.82; all pairwise Mann–Whitney tests p < 0.001 after Holm correction. IPCC, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; SD, standard deviation
a(Exposure − adaptive capacity) × sensitivity, with adaptive capacity on its original (non-inverted) scale (Hahn et al. 2009)
bWeights drawn from a flat Dirichlet distribution

