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Executive Summary

This study focuses on the experience of rural households in Bihar during and following the
first wave of the Covid-19 pandemic since March 2020. The focus on the first wave is a direct
result of the timing of the study which collected data over the months of October 2020 through
January 2021. The key idea of the research project was to collect primary data through phone
interviews from a sample of households in seven districts of Bihar to provide information on
two focus areas:
(i)
(ii)

the impact of the pandemic on livelihoods, and
the extent of government support received by households.

In order to assess the impact-on-livelihoods, data were gathered on how incomes of
households have been affected, distinguishing between six main categories of employment:
self-employment in agriculture; self-employment in animal husbandry; self-employment in
non-agriculture; regular wage/salary work; casual labour in agriculture and non-agriculture;
and migrant labour. The last category distinguishes migrant workers working outside the
village, who are known to be particularly important for rural Bihar, where about half of rural
households have at least one migrant worker. The focus is on differentiated impact for different
categories of employment due to the pandemic-induced disruption of economic activities. This
includes effects through factors such as the disruption of farming operations, difficulties of
marketing produce, business closure and reduced self-employment in non-farm activities,
curtailed wage employment, return migration and fall in remittances, or reduced operation of
MGNREGA public works. The study also collected information on select health, nutrition and
education impacts of the pandemic.
The second part of the study gathered information on the extent to which various elements of
the support package announced by the government have been actually reaching the
households since the lockdown. This includes: (a) the announced additional free allowance
of rice/ wheat and pulses (and whether this is truly additional to households’ receipt of their
regular PDS ration); (b) direct transfers into women’s Jan Dhan accounts; (c) free provision of
cooking gas cylinders; (d) additional payments to old-age, widow and disabled pensioners; (e)
any additional support from the state/ local government. This information focuses on
documenting the efficacy of actual delivery with a view to identifying which channels of
providing support to affected populations worked better or worse than others.
Data collection took place from 17th October 2020 to 10th January 2021 from a sample of
1613 households in 12 villages across seven districts of Bihar (namely, Gaya, Gopalganj,
Madhubani, Nalanda, Araria, Purnia and Rohtas). This sample is an updated version of an
earlier (2016-17) sample developed by the IHD as part of its Bihar Research Programme to
be broadly representative of the state as a whole in socioeconomic terms. Impact was
assessed by comparing a household’s pre-Covid status with their situation since Covid.
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KEY FINDINGS
The two framing questions for this study were:
(I)
(II)

how did the Covid-19 pandemic impact the livelihoods of rural households in Bihar?
how far were these household able to avail of the government support on offer
since the pandemic?

A key strength of the study is its richness of detail in painting a picture of the ground reality of
the experience of study households with regard to these two framing questions. The following
summarizes the main findings of the study based on the evidence generated on the two
research questions.

IMPACT OF THE PANDEMIC


The livelihood impact of Covid-19 was pervasive. The first high-level finding of the
study is that the livelihood impact of the Covid-19 pandemic was pervasive in rural Bihar.
Hardly any household was spared; 94% of households experienced at least some impact
on their livelihoods (Table 1).
Table 1: Covid-19 impacts across different sources of livelihood
Source of livelihood
Self-employed in agriculture
Self-employed in animal husbandry
Self-employed in non-agriculture
Regular wage/ salaried worker
Casual labour
Migrant worker
Any source

% of households
participating in …
38.9
54.0
11.0
7.5
35.7
55.4

% of affected
among those
participating
75.7
16.6
85.3
14.5
100.0
94.4

99.1

94.4

Note: All calculations use sample weights.



The impact occurred through multiple sources of livelihood. The study distinguished
six main livelihood sources corresponding to the type of income-earning activities the
working members of the households were engaged in: self-employment in agriculture, selfemployment in animal husbandry, self-employment in non-agriculture, regular
wage/salaried work, casual labour (local), and migrant labour. Rural households, on
average, were engaged in two of the six types of activity; more than two-thirds of
households are engaged in two or more types of activity.



The most widely affected livelihood activities were casual and migrant labour. Every
household participating in casual labour was affected; among those participating in migrant
labour, 94% were affected (Table 1). Migrant and casual labour are the two most important
sources of livelihood, migrant labour being the main source of income for 51% of
households and casual labour being the main source for 18% of households.
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The impact nearly always involved the main source of livelihood. The main source
of income was affected for nine out of every ten households. For 45% of households, all
sources of livelihood were impacted (Figure 1). The average fraction of livelihood sources
impacted for all households was 71%.
Figure 1: Intensity of Covid-19 livelihood impacts across households
% of all households
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Casual employment was hit hard, even MGNREGA work was affected. 86% of casual
workers experienced a decline in total days of work, on average losing about 9 days of
work per month since the Covid-19 crisis began. This was made up of 4 days each for
casual labour in agriculture and non-agricultural activities. MGNREGA work was the least
affected, but MGNREGA employment also decreased on average by one day per month.



There were multiple channels of the prolonged impact on migrant workers. More
than half of migrant workers returned to the native village with the disruption of their work
since the lockdowns, with the typical worker spending Rs. 3,000 on the return journey. Of
those who stayed in the destination area, about 9 out of 10 workers lost days of work and
reduced their remittances back home. Among those returning to the village, the typical
worker lost more than 40 days of work up to their return to the village, and less than twothirds of the returnees found alternative part-time work around the village. Many of them
went back to destination areas after spending an average (median) of 149 days in the
village, and about one-fifth of them had not resumed work in the destination area at the
time of the survey.



Self-employment in agricultural and non-agricultural activities were also affected.
Contrary to common belief, agricultural activities were also affected. About three-fourths
of households participating in self-employed agricultural activities reported being impacted
mainly due to disruption of agricultural operations and marketing of produce. More than
four-fifths of households engaged in self-employed non-agricultural activities were also
10

affected due to business closures, disruption of supply chains and inability to maintain
normal opening hours.


Regular government salaried jobs remained protected, but few households had
such jobs. Less than 4% of rural households had a member working in a government
salaried job. By contrast, private sector jobs were less protected. About one-fifth of
households with a regular salaried job in the private sector experienced job losses.



While nearly everyone was affected, there is evidence of greater intensity of impact
for SC-ST and low income groups. While less than 7% of SC-ST households had either
no impact or impacts limited to subsidiary income sources only, this proportion was about
16% for Upper Caste households (Table 2). Similarly, while no or only subsidiary income
impact was limited to 6-11% of households in the lowest/low income groups, this
proportion was 36% of households in the top income group.
Table 2: Intensity of livelihood impact by social group
SC-ST

OBC-1

OBC-2

Upper
Caste

Muslim

All
households

No impact
Subsidiary income sources only
Main source of income only
Main and subsidiary income
sources
All sources of income

3.3
3.3
22.7

5.3
4.5
17.3

6.9
5.2
24.1

8.9
7.0
23.5

8.3
4.5
32.1

6.4
4.9
23.7

26.8
43.9

21.8
51.2

22.3
41.5

10.4
50.3

17.0
38.2

19.7
45.4

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Intensity of impact

Note: All calculations use sample weights.



Households also experienced a range of other impacts on health, nutrition and
education. About 12% of households experienced health problems other than Covid-19
for which they faced a range of difficulties in accessing treatment. About 28% of
households with children below 24 months missed their children’s immunization since the
onset of Covid-19, while 41% of households with pregnant or lactating women reported
being unable to avail of the ante and post-natal checkups since Covid-19. With school
closures and the consequent disruption of the mid-day meal program, only 4% of
households with school going children received alternative food supplements from the
government on anything but an occasional basis; 16% did not receive anything. The
supply of food supplements (including Take Home Rations) from Anganwadi centres to
households with 0-6 year old children was also compromised, with only 2% receiving food
supplements on a regular basis and about 5% receiving cash instead of the take-home
ration. With school closures, any form of online learning was possible for only 7% of
households with school going children, under 2% for households with children in
government schools.
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GOVERNMENT SUPPORT
As against the pervasiveness and breadth of the impact of the pandemic, the amount of
support received by households from the government was limited in several ways.


A significant fraction of households were excluded from government support due
to ineligibility. Many household failed to receive the announced government support for
simply being outside the “eligible” category. About 18% of household had no ration card
and were unable to receive the additional free ration of rice/ wheat and pulses for six
months. 52% of households were not eligible under the Prime Minister Ujjawala Yojana
to receive free cooking gas cylinders for three months. 31% of households had no women
Jan Dhan accounts to receive cash transfers. Only a quarter of households were eligible
for ex gratia pension payments to widows, senior citizens or those with disability.



Some received nothing despite being eligible. 19% of eligible households received no
free cooking gas cylinders. Exclusion despite eligibility was however limited for free food
rations and cash transfers; in these cases only about 2% of eligible households who
received nothing.



Among those who received something, most received less than the announced
amount. 78% of ration card holders received less than the announced 5 kg of free rice or
wheat per person per month; 91% received less than 1 kg of free pulses per person per
month (Figure 2). The typical (median) cardholding household received 75% of the
entitlement. Around 30% of households with women Jan Dhan accounts received less
than the announced amount of cash transfer; about 22% received only a single instalment
of Rs. 500 instead of the promised three. Nearly three-quarters of the eligible beneficiaries
for free cooking gas cylinders received less than the three cylinders as intended by the
announced relief measure. Monthly receipts for more than three-fourths of recipients of
old-age and disability pension recipients, and more than three-fifths of widow pension
recipients fell short of entitlements by 29-47%.

Free rice/ wheat
received

Free pulses received

Figure 2: Free food ration received by eligible households (with ration cards)
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There is some evidence of displacement of regular PDS rations by free food rations.
Only 51% of the cardholding households received their full normal PDS ration since Covid19. This proportion was even lower at 46% for households who received their full free
ration of rice/ wheat or pulses.

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY RESPONSE
The main policy motivation of this study was to document ground-level evidence on the impact
of the Covid-19 pandemic on the livelihoods of rural households in Bihar and the level of
government support they received to cope with this impact. Ground level information on both
these issues is critical for understanding the scale of the challenge and determining further
policy response to assist those affected.
The picture that emerges from the detailed descriptive evidence the study was able to
document is one of pervasive and severe impacts on rural livelihoods in the state. The study
primarily relates to impacts over the first 8-10 months of the pandemic since April 2020. This
is a period when Covid-19 infections were concentrated in urban areas of the country. The
evidence shows that it nonetheless exacted a large toll on rural livelihoods too, mainly due to
the widespread disruption of economic activities and the many links between the urban and
rural economies. In the case of Bihar, this was exacerbated by the dominant link through
migrant workers on whose earnings as much as a half the rural households in Bihar critically
depend. The livelihood impact the study documents is likely to have pushed many into poverty
and those already poor into a more severe state of deprivation, with the evidence also
suggestive of higher intensity of impact among less privileged socio-economic groups.
In contrast to the scale of the livelihood impact, the evidence testifies to the meagre level of
government support received by the rural population of Bihar. Many households received only
a fraction of the promised support at a time when the existing safety nets were also
compromised to a lesser or greater extent.
The study points to several directions for a stronger policy response.


The documented evidence presents a strong case for the provision of further support to
households for them to find a pathway to a reasonable recovery. This case is only
strengthened by the experience of the more devastating second wave of the pandemic
since March 2021 that has heavily afflicted the rural areas too.



The study also documents how pandemic has exposed the complete lack of social
protection for migrant workers who are the backbone of key sectors of the economy
including construction, manufacturing and agriculture, and who are critical to the welfare
of large number rural households who rely on remittances sent by them. The lack of
portability of certain safety nets such as subsidized food through the Public Distribution
System, and the absence of social insurance mechanisms such as MGNREGA in urban
areas stand out as key areas for future social policy reform.



This study also highlights the importance of continued and rapid data gathering to monitor
the evolving impacts of the pandemic and engineer timely support to those in need. It also
13

underscores the need to develop flexible support mechanisms that can spring into action
based on some observable triggers and that an institutionalized data gathering process
can regularly monitor.


Finally, while this study has obvious and immediate relevance for Bihar, it highlights issues
that should be of broader relevance beyond this immediate context. Together with other
studies of a similar nature, it adds to the corpus of ground-level evidence on the ongoing
impact of the pandemic and a detailed record of who is impacted and how, that should
inform mitigation, support and recovery efforts for those impacted.
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1. Introduction
1.1.

Covid-19 context in India and this study

At the time of writing this report (30 June 2021), India has already been through a more virulent
and devastating second wave of the Covid-19 pandemic. With an official total count of nearly
400,000 deaths (about 250,000 since the beginning of March 2021 alone) and an estimated
excess mortality due to Covid-19 which may be six times higher, the scale of the human
calamity has been colossal. Besides the tragic loss of human lives, there is also the large toll
on people’s livelihoods that were severely disrupted by the pandemic either directly by disease
and death among family members or indirectly by the shutdown of large parts of the economy
for shorter or longer periods in a bid to contain the spread of the virus. However, evidence
and data on the pandemic’s impact on livelihoods from the official national statistical bodies
has not gone beyond the quarterly GDP statistics. The gap has been sought to be filled by a
number of micro studies that have taken up the task of documenting this impact through their
own primary data collection. Our study is part of that effort.
India initially went in for an aggressive suppression strategy with a series of national
lockdowns beginning late March 2020. The lockdowns however also caused an economic
shutdown with a decimation of work, livelihoods and incomes for large sections of the
population. With no vaccine in sight till well into 2021, the economic costs of the pandemic
had been mounting throughout 2020. While the well-off have more staying power, this raised
grave concerns about how the poor and those with meagre livelihoods even in normal times
could cope and survive the lockdown period and beyond. These challenges are all the more
severe in poor states like Bihar on which this study focuses.
In particular, the study focuses on the experience of rural households in Bihar during and
following the first wave of the Covid-19 pandemic. The focus on the first wave is a direct result
of the timing of the study which collected data over the months of October 2020 through
January 2021. While evidence on the consequences of the second wave will emerge with
future data collection, documenting evidence on the first wave is important in its own right and
as part of the process of tracking the pandemic’s continued impacts.
The ultimate consequences of the livelihood impacts for households also depend on their
access to relief and support measures by the government. While a range of measures were
announced by the government, there has been a dearth of information on the actual access
of households to this support. Hence, the importance of generating information on the ground
reality of both the economic impact and the efficacy (relative to need) of various support
measures.

1.2.

Objectives and scope of the study

This study aims to generate rapid survey-based information to assess both the differentiated
economic impact of the pandemic as well as support received by rural households in Bihar.
15

While the Covid-19 case load from the first wave was concentrated in urban areas, the
suppression measures have potentially deep though under-investigated economic impacts on
rural households through a range of channels. Rural livelihoods are intimately connected to
the urban economy through a number of inter-sectoral linkages, not the least through migrant
workers from rural areas who have been in an especially precarious situation following the
lockdowns. An understanding of the differentiated nature of impacts through different
channels is particularly important in this context. Similarly, while the announced relief
measures cater to the pandemic-affected populations, little is known about actual delivery on
the ground, especially in environments characterized limited and varied implementation
capacity such as in Bihar. This study is a modest though systematic attempt to fill this gap for
rural Bihar.
The key idea of the research project was to collect primary data through phone interviews from
a sample of households in seven districts of Bihar (described below) to provide information on
two focus areas: (i) the impact of the pandemic on livelihoods, and (ii) the extent of government
support received by households.
The impact-on-livelihoods part gathered information on how incomes of households have
been affected, distinguishing between five categories of employment: self-employment in
agriculture; self-employment in non-agriculture; regular wage/salary work; casual labour in
agriculture and non-agriculture; and migrant labour. The last category distinguishes migrant
workers working outside the village, who are known to be particularly important for rural Bihar,
where about half of rural households have at least one migrant worker. The focus is on
differentiated impact for different categories of employment due to the pandemic-induced
disruption of economic activities. This includes effects through factors such as the disruption
of farming operations, difficulties of marketing produce, business closure and reduced selfemployment in non-farm activities, curtailed wage employment, return migration and fall in
remittances, or reduced operation of public works under the Mahatma Gandhi National Rural
Employment Guarantee Act (MGNREGA). We also collected information on select health,
nutrition and education impacts of the pandemic.
The support-received part gathered information on the extent to which various elements of the
support package announced by the government have been actually reaching the households
since the lockdown. This includes: (a) the announced additional free allowance of rice/ wheat
and pulses (and whether this is truly additional to households’ receipt of their regular public
distribution system (PDS) ration); (b) direct transfers into women’s Jan Dhan accounts; (c)
free provision of cooking gas cylinders; (d) additional payments to old-age, widow and disabled
pensioners; (e) additional support from the state/ local government. This information focuses
on documenting the efficacy of actual delivery with a view to identifying which channels of
providing support to affected populations worked better or worse than others.
The economic consequences of the Covid-19 pandemic are far-reaching and likely to be
drawn out over a long period. While this study is of direct interest for Bihar, the nature of
information it has generated should be of wider relevance for other states in India as well as
other developing countries facing similar challenges of dealing with the pandemic and
designing their (ongoing) policy response.
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2. Data collection in rural Bihar
2.1.

Sample villages and households

Primary data were collected through mobile phone-based interviews for a final sample of 1613
rural households (with 9,317 household members) between October 2020 and January 2021
in 12 villages across seven districts of Bihar. The seven study districts shown in Figure 2.1 are
well spread out across different regions of Bihar and were chosen to be broadly representative
of the state as a whole.

Figure 2.1: The seven study districts of Bihar

7 Districts:

Gaya
Gopalganj
Madhubani
Nalanda
Araria
Purnia
Rohtas

For sample selection, the project relied on the database from the Bihar Research Programme
conducted by the Institute for Human Development (IHD) in rural Bihar during 2016-17.1 A
decision to proceed with sampling based the prior sample from IHD’s 2016-17 study was made
for several reasons. First, given the highly restrictive pandemic conditions, it was not possible
to construct a new sample frame or conduct a new listing operation. Second, the 2016-17
IHD set of sample districts and villages (itself based on earlier work by IHD in Bihar) had been
carefully chosen to be representative of the state in a number of respects. Third, mobile phone
numbers for over four-fifths of the 2016-17 sample households were available, and hence they
were potentially contactable for a phone survey. Fourth, the IHD field and research staff had
a high degree of familiarity with the study area, built on their experience with these villages
over a long period relying on IHD’s demonstrated strength in conducting field surveys in Bihar

1

During 2016-17 IHD conducted a study on ‘Political Economy of Development, Poverty and Change in Rural
Bihar’ which was funded by Indian Council for Social Science Research.
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since 1998. Given the challenges of conducting phone-based interviews in difficult pandemic
conditions, this experience promised (and proved) to be an invaluable asset.
This project thus began with the initial list of sample households who were surveyed by IHD
in 2016-17. Though about four years old by the time of the current project, the project team
found only a small attrition of the original sample. Table 2.1 gives district-wise details of the
1588 households surveyed in 2016-17. Of these, mobile phone numbers were available for
1302 households (82 percent). Through the efforts of the field teams, mobile numbers for
additional households were obtained, leading to a total of 1483 household who could be
contacted. Thus, the attrition or non-response was limited to 105 households or about 6.6%
of the original sample (of 1588 households).

Table 2.1: Details of households surveyed in 2016-17 and 2020-21 (number of households)

District
Gaya
Gopalganj
Madhubani
Nalanda
Purnia
Rohtas
Araria
Total

Households
surveyed in
2016-17
164
145
483
170
123
155
348
1588

Households
who provided
mobile
number
in 2016-17
95
134
421
111
101
129
311
1302

Of the 2016-17
sample,
households
contacted in
2020-21
136
141
471
143
106
154
332
1483

New divided
households
10
7
56
8
3
34
12
130

Total
households
surveyed in
2020-21
including
divided
households
146
148
527
151
109
188
344
1613

Note: The mobile numbers of the households who did not provide it in 2016-17 collected through other village
catalysts. The mobile numbers of divided households were collected from the contacted “parent” households.

Table 2.2 shows the distribution of non-response households by reason for non-response and
by district. Only 6 of the 105 non-response cases were such where the household was
reachable but they refused to participate. In all other cases, it was not possible to reach the
household for a variety of circumstances: no contact information (35 cases), mobile switched
off (28 cases), did not pick up (8 cases), mobile number changed (27 cases).
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Table 2.2: Reason for non-response (number of households)
District
Gaya
Gopalganj
Madhubani
Nalanda
Purnia
Araria
Rohtas
Total
Percentage

Not
reachable

Switched off

Did not
pick up

Reachable
but refused

Number
changed

Total

10
2
3
7
5
7
1

8
1
3
6
4
6
0

2
0
1
3
1
1
0

2
0
1
2
1
0
0

5
1
4
9
6
2
0

28
4
12
27
17
16
1

35

28

8

6

27

105

33.3

26.7

7.6

5.7

25.7

100

Upon contacting the 1483 households from the original sample as in 2016-17, the field teams
found that many of these had subdivided to form new households. This resulted in an
additional 130 new divided households (Table 2.1) that were included in the sample for the
current study.
Table 2.3 shows the distribution of the final sample of 1613 households by village and social
group (1483 households from the original sample plus 130 new households formed as a result
of subdivision of the original sample).

Table 2.3: Sample households by village and social group (number of households)
SC-ST

OBC-1

OBC-2

Upper
Caste

Muslim

Total

Alalpur Bishanpur
Rupaspur Salempur

13
30

17
12

12
17

28
16

0
1

70
76

Gopalganj

Paharpur Dayal
Dewan Parsa

0
28

0
24

34
3

9
31

0
19

43
105

Madhubani

Mahisam
Khangaon

78
40

62
60

32
9

79
60

102
5

353
174

Nalanda

Chandkura
Mohiuddinpur

67
22

13
6

34
0

4
5

0
0

118
33

Araria

Jitwarpur

24

173

26

105

16

344

Purnia

Belabadan

38

21

22

0

28

109

Rohtas

Samauti Buzurg
Amarhi

45
17

21
7

17
39

21
14

7
0

111
77

402

416

245

372

178

1,613

District

Village name

Gaya

Total

Note: SC: Scheduled Castes; ST: Scheduled Tribes; OBC-1: Other Backward Castes-Category 1; Other
Backward Castes-Category 2.

There is significant heterogeneity in the representation of different social groups across
villages. For instance, while village Mahisam (in Madhubani district) has the high
concentration of Muslim households, Jitwarpur village (in Arania district) has high proportions
of Upper Caste and OBC-1 households (Table 2.3). Such variation reflects the underlying
differences in social composition of the study villages.
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2.2.

Sample weights

As the original sample 2016-17 was stratified by village and social group, we updated the poststratification sample weights by projecting the total number of households by village and each
of the five social groups. This was done by updating the number of households in each village
and social group as obtained from the Village Schedule of the 2016-17 field survey by the
corresponding growth rate of the number of village households from the Primary Census
Abstract from the 2001 and 2011 censuses. (The projected number of households are shown
in Annex 1.) The sample weights for village 𝑖 and social group 𝑗 were then constructed as:
𝑤𝑖𝑗 = (𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑗𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑠 𝑖𝑛 2020)𝑖𝑗 /(𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑎𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑒 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑠)𝑖𝑗
Needless to say, these sampling weights are approximate insofar as the projected number of
households are an approximation based on past inter-census growth rates. However, it is
preferable to use approximate sample weights rather than treat the sample as an unweighted
one.

2.3.

Fieldwork organization

Rapid mobile phone interviews were carried out with respondent households as per the
household questionnaire. As members of the research team as well as the selected
supervisors and investigators had prior knowledge about the villages as well as many of the
respondent households and other catalysts of the villages, it greatly helped the team
implement the mobile phone-based interviews more effectively. Apart from respondent
households, the study team was also able to interact with some other catalysts of the villages,
like Anganwadi workers and teachers through their mobile number.
The study collected detailed information on the socio-economic background and demographic
characteristic of the households. A retrospective method was followed to recall the status in
a normal situation relative to which the impact of COVID-19 on livelihoods was assessed. In
relation to livelihood impacts, the survey collected worker-level information for different
occupations such as self-employment in agriculture, self-employment in non-agriculture,
regular wage and salaried workers, casual labours in agriculture and non-agriculture and
migrant workers. Information was collected for a maximum of two workers from each
occupational category. The questionnaire also canvassed detailed information on the
effectiveness of government programmes and assistance. Finally, the questionnaire also
collected a limited amount of information on the Covid-19 impact on healthcare, maternal/
child health and nutrition, school education and Anganwadi access.
After the preparation of survey instruments, a pilot study was conducted by one field
supervisor and two investigators and a total of 25 household schedules were filled. Based on
the input from the pilot study, the team revised the household schedule (shown in Annex 2).
The training for investigators/supervisors was held on 16-17 October 2020, in which the core
research team members, data expert and computer/CAPI expert participated. The training
was organised in an online mode (zoom meeting). In the first session of the first day of training,
introduction to the project and the objectives and methodology were discussed by the core
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research team. The remaining session was devoted to the discussion of various parts of the
household schedule. Simultaneously, step-by-step CAPI training was also conducted. After
the two days of training, another day was devoted to discussing any remaining doubts and
further questions of the investigators and supervisors. A detailed guide with question-wise
explanations was prepared for the field investigators and supervisors.
Two supervisors who are also the regular staff of IHD oversaw the entire fieldwork, each with
a responsibility for six villages. A total of eight field investigators were selected. Before the
telephone call, the respondents were sent a text message about the survey. At the outset,
investigators called the respondents and talked about the survey, and requested the interview.
Those respondents who could not give the time during the first call were requested time for a
future time. Wherever the respondent requested more than one call for the interview, the
investigators took time to organize that. If the respondents did not want to respond, they were
dropped. Also, the investigators convinced the respondent that all information collected will be
treated confidentially. Some respondents who wanted to discuss or clarify anything further
with the research team were provided a contact mobile number as well as the IHD website.
The survey was conducted between October 23, 2020 and January 10, 2021. Survey
questionnaire data were collected on mobile phones in CSPro format. Of the 12 survey villages
across the seven districts of Bihar, 6 are comparatively large and the rest relatively small. The
lists of sample households for each village were provided to the investigators/supervisors with
some available basic information (e.g., ID number of members, household size, occupation,
employment, migration status etc.) that helped the investigator/supervisor to identify the
respondent households. This basic information also helped in building rapport with the
respondents. The hard copy of the household questionnaire was prepared both in English and
Hindi and was given to the investigators. The investigators filled information on the hard copy
of the schedule, and on the same day or the next day they entered the data in CAPI and
uploaded it to the server. The data were extracted at IHD office and the Data Analyst crosschecked the entered data regularly. There was a WhatsApp group in which all the
investigators/supervisors and core research team interacted regularly. The investigators were
requested to use the group chat for clarification of any questions, relaying information on the
daily progress of fieldwork or any other problems faced by them.

3. Profile of study households and the pattern of livelihoods prior
to the pandemic
The average study household has 5.7 members, with 2.2 children below 18 years of age, 0.3
elderly members above 65 years, and 3.3 members in the working age group of 18-65 years
(Table 3.1).
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Table 3.1: Household size and composition
Children (0-17 years)
Working age adults (18-65 years)
Elderly (above 65 years)
Total household members

Male
1.1
1.7
0.2

Female
1.1
1.6
0.1

Total
2.2
3.3
0.3

3.0

2.7

5.7

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

The distribution of study households by social group (Figure 3.1) shows that a large proportion
of households (26%) belong to the SC/ST category, followed by slightly less than one-fourth
of households in the upper caste category (Brahmin, Kayastha, Bhumihar and Rajput). About
19% belong to OBC-1 category2 while 15% are OBC-2. 17% of households are Muslim.

Figure 3.1: Distribution of households by social group (%)

Muslim, 17.0
SC-ST, 25.7

Upper Caste, 23.0

OBC-1, 19.0

OBC-2, 15.3
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Figure 3.2 shows the distribution of households by the main source of income. It is striking that

migrant labour is the main source of income for over 50% of households. The second largest
category is casual labour which is main income source for about one-fifth of households. Selfemployment in agriculture is the main income source for about 14% of households, while selfemployment in non-agriculture activities accounts for about 8% of households as the main
source. The dependence on regular wage/salaried work is quite limited, with about 7% of
households reporting it as their main source of income. Finally, self-employment in animal
husbandry is rarely the main source of income; it is so for only 0.2% of all households.

2

OBC-1 category households are those in the “creamy” layer of other backward caste households.
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Figure 3.2: Distribution of households by main income source (%)
Self-employed in
agriculture, 14.1

Other, 0.9

Self-employed in
animal husbandry,
0.2
Migrant labour,
51.3

Self-employed in
non-agriculture,
8.4
Regular
wage/salaried
worker, 7.1
Casual labour, 18.1

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

However, most households engage in multiple income-generating activities. Apart from the
main income source for the household, the survey asked if any household members were
engaged in different categories of work. Broadly following the National Sample Survey (NSS)
classification of employment categories, we distinguish the following six categories of work or
livelihood activities:
(i) Self-employed in agriculture
(ii) Self-employed in animal husbandry
(iii) Self-employed in non-agriculture
(iv) Regular wage/ salaried worker
(v) Casual labour in agriculture and non-agriculture (other than migrant labour),
(vi) Migrant labour
We distinguish migrant labour as a separate category as it is a particularly important source
of livelihood for rural households in Bihar (as noted above). The main part of our survey
questionnaire (see Annex 2) is also structured around these main livelihood sources.
Table 3.2 shows the participation rates for these categories of work. As seen from the Table,
migrant labour is the most common category of work, with 55% of households reporting at
least one migrant worker. Animal husbandry is also very common with a 54% participation
rate. However, despite this high participation rate, as noted above, it is rarely the main source
of income as noted above.
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Table 3.2: Participation in different categories of livelihood activities

Type of livelihood activity

Participation rate (% of households with at least one
member participating in…)
All
SCOBC- OBC- Upper
Muslim
households
ST
1
2
Caste

Self-employed in agriculture
Self-employed in animal husbandry
Self-employed in non-agriculture
Regular wage/ salaried work
Casual labour
Migrant labour

38.9
54.0
11.0
7.5
35.7
55.4

19.3
60.9
3.8
5.9
67.6
56.2

32.1
52.5
14.0
5.7
52.5
52.3

64.3
65.8
21.7
7.6
21.6
41.3

58.6
40.2
10.8
8.8
4.2
54.0

26.9
53.4
9.2
10.5
24.0
72.1

Any livelihood activity
Average number of livelihood activities

99.1
2.0

99.7
2.1

99.0
2.1

99.4
2.2

98.8
1.8

98.8
2.0

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Two other important categories of work are self-employment in agriculture (with a participation
rate of 39%) and casual labour (with 36% participation). Self-employment in non-agricultural
activities and regular wage/ salaried work are relatively less important with participation rates
of 11 and 7.5 percent respectively.
There is considerable occupational diversity across social groups. Ignoring animal husbandry
as it is rarely the main source of income, the two most common activities for the SC-ST group
are casual labour (participation rate of 68%) and migrant labour (56%). For the OBC-1 group
too, their two most common activities are casual labour (53%) and migrant labour (52%). For
the OBC-2, it is self-employment in agriculture (64%) and migrant labour (41%). The same
two are also the most important for the Upper Caste group – self-employment in agriculture
(59%) and migrant labour (54%). For Muslims, migrant labour is by far the most important
activity (with a participaton rate of 72%) followed by self-employment in agriculture (27%).
Despite this diversity, it is notable that migrant labour is one of the two most common sources
of livelihood for all social groups.
On average, households are engaged in two livelihood activities. More than two-thirds of
households are engaged in two or more activities; about 31% are engaged in three or more
(Table 3.3). There is not much variation in the multiplicity of activities across social groups,
except for a somewhat lower level of diversification of activities among Upper Caste
households.
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Table 3.3: Participation in multiple livelihood activities by households
Number of
livelihood
activities a
household is
engaged in
0
1
2
3
4
5
Total

All
households

SC-ST

OBC-1

OBC-2

Upper
Caste

Muslim

0.9
30.9
37.1
27.0
4.0
0.1

0.3
28.3
34.0
32.2
5.0
0.2

1.0
30.3
34.3
27.6
6.5
0.3

0.6
21.0
39.9
32.6
5.9
0.0

1.2
42.0
36.5
19.4
0.8
0.0

1.2
29.8
42.9
23.9
2.2
0.0

100

100

100

100

100

100

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Given the limited scope of the phone-based survey, it was not possible to collect detailed
information on household incomes as may be typical in more detailed household surveys. The
survey did however include a single question on monthly household income from all sources
(including remittance income) during the year preceding the Covid-19 pandemic. This income
question did not ask for an exact value of income, but asked respondents to select one of the
seven size categories for their monthly household income, ranging from below Rs. 5,000 to
more than Rs. 30,000. We aggregated some of the smaller categories to identify four broad
income groups, as below:3
(i) Lowest income group (monthly household income of < Rs. 5,000)
(ii) Low income group (monthly household income of Rs. 5,000 – Rs. 10,000)
(iii) Middle income group (monthly household income of Rs. 10,000 – Rs. 20,000)
(iv) Top income group (monthly household income of > Rs. 20,000)
Figure 3.3 shows the distribution of study households by income groups. As seen in the Figure,

the shares of the lowest, low, middle and top income groups in the total number of households
are 13, 50, 28 and 9 percent respectively. The relative nature of these categories ought to be
kept in mind; even the top income group have relatively modest income levels.

3

As we did not ask for the level of household incomes, we were unable to classify households in terms of per
capita income.
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Figure 3.3: Distribution of households by income group (%)
Top (> Rs 20,000),
9.0

Lowest (< Rs 5,000),
12.9

Middle (Rs 10,000 - Rs 20,000),
27.8

Low (Rs 5,000 - Rs
10,000), 50.2

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

These income categories accord reasonably well with type of ration card that households
have, where the type of card corresponds to the assessed poverty status of the household.
The Antyodaya card corresponds to the poorest of the poor, the Priority BPL card corresponds
to those below the poverty line, and the APL card corresponds to those above the poverty line.
There was also a New Card that was issued during the Corona period with uncertain targeting
by poverty level. The distribution of these cards across the four income categories is shown
in Table 3.4.
Table 3.4: Type of ration card by income group (%)

Lowest (< Rs 5,000)
Low (Rs 5,000 - Rs 10,000)
Middle (Rs 10,000 - Rs 20,000)
Top (> Rs 20,000)
Total

Priority
BPL
card
78.8
71.2
53.1
49.9

Antyodaya
card
2.6
1.9
1.5
0.8

APL
card
5.8
9.9
14.8
7.1

New
card
(made
during
Corona
period)
1.1
2.7
6.5
4.5

65.2

1.8

10.5

3.7

No card
11.7
14.3
24.1
37.8

Total
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

18.8

100.0

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Thus, more than 80% of the lowest income group have either an Antyodaya or BPL card.
This proportion declines to 73% for the low income group, 55% for the middle income group
and 51% for the top income group. Similarly, the proportion of those with an APL card or no
card increases as we move from the lowest to the top income group (from 17% to 45%).
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4. Impacts on different sources of livelihood
Reference period
This section presents our main findings on how the different sources of livelihood for
households in rural Bihar were impacted by the Covid-19 pandemic. We describe impacts for
the six main categories of livelihood activities already introduced in section 3.4 Unless
otherwise specified, the reference period for studying the impact is April-September 2020, the
six-month period following the first national lockdown announced by the Prime Minister that
began on March 24.5 Note that in many of the following Tables, we refer to the reference
period of April-September 2020 as “since Corona” or “during Corona”, and we interchangeably
refer to the pandemic impact as impact of Corona or impact of Covid-19. For some of the
questions, the reference period is up to the date of interview with the household.

4.1.

Self-employment in agriculture

Of all households, 33 percent were self-employed in cultivation (crop production activities;
they reported either harvesting a crop or planting/ growing a crop during the reference period.
All self-employed cultivating households reported harvesting a crop, and all but one sample
household also reported another crop that was planted or grown though not harvested during
April-September 2020 (Table 4.1). The harvested crop was a rabi crop, while the second not
yet harvested crop was a kharif crop.
About 19% of all households, or 56% of those reporting a harvested crop, also normally sell
at least a part of the harvest in the market.

Table 4.1: Percentage of households self-employed in cultivation (planted, grew or harvested
crops) during April-September 2020
Not in agriculture (no crops planted, grown or harvested)
Harvested or cultivated crops
Crop harvested (rabi)
Crop planted or grown, but not harvested (kharif)
Normally sell (at least some of) the harvested crop

% of all households
67.0
33.0
33.0
33.0
18.6

Note: All calculations use sample weights. Households were asked about two main crops that were planted,
grown or harvested by them since Corona – during April-September 2020. All reported statistics are weighted
by sample weights (as described in section 2).

4.1.1. Impact on harvested (rabi) crop
Our survey asked about several different forms of Covid-19 impact for cultivating households.
In particular, for the harvested crop, we asked about (a) whether the harvest was affected, (b)
4
5

Impact on animal husbandry is subsumed under the section on self-employment in agriculture (section 4.1).
There were four successive lockdowns between March 24 and May 31, 2020.
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the magnitude of the impact, (c) if sales of produce were affected and its magnitude, (d)
difficulties faced in carrying out agricultural operations, and (e) the nature of that difficulty. The
following reports the findings for these different types of impact.
Table 4.2 and Table 4.3 report results for the impact on harvest and sales.
(i)

About two-thirds of households who harvested a crop during April-September 2020
(hereafter, harvesting households) reported that their harvest was affected by Corona.

(ii)

Loss of harvest due to Corona ranged from 0 (for those not affected) to 80%. The
median loss for all harvesting households was 10%, while the median harvest loss for
those reporting their harvest affected by Corona was 20%.

(iii)

About 15% of all households reported the sale of their produce was affected by
Corona. This represented 44% of all harvesting households and a whopping 78% of
households who normally sell at least a part of their harvested crop. In other words,
more than three out of every four households who normally sell some or all of their
harvest found their market sales adversely affected by Corona.

(iv)

The loss of sale due to Corona ranged between 0 (for those not affected) and 35%.
The median loss for those normally selling their harvested crop was 15%, while the
median loss for those reporting a sale loss was also 15%. (Note that the median sale
loss for all harvesting households was zero since only about 44% of harvesting
households reported their sales being affected).

Table 4.2: Impact on harvest and sale of produce of rabi crop during April-September 2020
(households impacted)

Harvest affected
Sales affected

% of all households
22.0
14.5

% of harvesting
households
66.9
44.1

% of normally selling
households
78.1

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Table 4.3: Magnitude of harvest and sale loss due to Corona for rabi crop (April-September
2020)

Harvest loss
.. among harvesting households
.. among households whose harvest was affected
Sale loss
.. among harvesting households
.. among normally selling households
.. among households whose sale was affected

Median

Percentage loss
Min P25

P75

Max

10
20

0
2

0
10

20
20

80
80

0
15
15

0
0
5

0
10
10

15
20
20

35
35
35

Note: All calculations use sample weights. P25 and P75 refer to the 25th and 75th percentiles.

Table 4.4 reports findings on any unusual difficulties faced by households during the Corona
period in carrying out agricultural operations in relation to the harvested crop. An
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overwhelming majority, nearly 85%, of households reported unusual difficulty in at least one
operation. As this relates to a crop already harvested during the reference period, most of the
disruption of agricultural operations was concentrated in harvesting and post-harvest
operations. Thus, about 70% of harvesting households reported unusual difficulties in
harvesting, threshing/ winnowing, while 53% reported unusual difficulties in marketing/ selling.

Table 4.4: Disruption of operations for harvested rabi crop during April-September 2020
% of harvesting
households impacted
2.9
3.7
2.0
69.7
71.1
52.6

Unusual difficulty in carrying out:
Ploughing/ hoeing/ land preparation
Sowing or transplanting
Weeding
Harvesting
Threshing/ winnowing
Marketing/ selling
Any operation

84.6

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

The survey also inquired into the nature of difficulties faced by households who harvested a
crop during the Corona period, in particular, whether difficulties related to the reduced
availability or higher cost of various inputs. Table 4.5 summarizes the results.

Table 4.5: Reduced availability or higher cost of inputs for the harvested rabi crop during
Corona period (April-September 2020)
% of harvesting households reporting…
Reduced availability
Higher cost
36.9
28.0
9.4
18.0

Labour
Seeds, fertilizers, pesticides or other inputs
Agricultural equipment/ implements/ machinery
(including thresher/ harvester)
Technicians/ repair and maintenance facilities
Irrigation
Transportation and access to markets
Financial resources/ credit
Other
Any input/ resource

43.7
2.8
1.4
27.3
15.2
1.1

34.3
8.0
1.5
25.7
16.0
0.3

66.1

54.2

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Households who harvested a crop during the Corona period reported reduced availability
and/or higher cost of a number of inputs. Most critically affected input was agricultural
equipment, implements and machinery with 44% of harvesting households reporting reduced
availability and 34% reporting its higher cost. Labour was the second most critically affected
input with 37% of harvesting households reporting reduced availability and 28% reporting
higher cost. Transportation and access to markets seemed to be next most affected with a
little over a quarter of harvesting households reporting reduced availability and a similar
percentage reporting higher cost. About one-sixth of harvesting households also reported
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reduced availability and higher cost of financial resources and credit. Overall, two-thirds of
harvesting households reported reduced availability of at least one input, and 54% reported
higher cost of at least one input.

4.1.2. Impact on cultivated but not harvested (kharif) crop
As noted above, households who report harvesting a rabi crop during April-September 2020,
representing 33% of all households, also report cultivating a kharif crop over the same period.
We refer to the latter households as “cultivating households” in this subsection to distinguish
them from the “harvesting households” of the preceding subsection.6
For the planted but not yet harvested kharif crop, the survey asked about whether the
cultivated area for the crop was affected by Corona and the magnitude of impact on culitivated
area as well as expected production. The results in Table 4.6 and Table 4.7 indicate the
following:
(i)

About 11% of cultivating households, equivalent to 4% of all households, report that
the cultivated area for this crop was adversely affected by Corona.

(ii)

The reported impact on cultivated area among those affected ranged between 10 and
40 percent, with a median impact of 20%.

(iii)

The survey also asked about the magnitude of expected production loss, which was
reported to be similar to the cultivated area loss. It ranged between 10 and 50 percent,
with a median loss of 20%.

Table 4.6: Impact on cultivated area for kharif crop during April-September 2020 (households
impacted)

Cultivated area affected

% of all households
3.6

% of cultivating households
10.9

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Table 4.7: Magnitude of cropped area and expected production loss due to Corona for kharif
crop (April-September 2020)
Percentage loss
Median Min P25 P75

Max

Cultivated area loss
.. among cultivating households whose cultivated area was
affected
Expected production loss
.. among cultivating households whose cultivated area was
affected

20

10

15

25

40

20

10

10

25

50

Note: All calculations use sample weights. P25 and P75 refer to the 25th and 75th percentiles.

6

The distinction is mainly for expositional convenience to remind the reader that when discussing the impact
on the planted but not yet harvested crop, we refer to impact on households who cultivated that crop.
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Similar to the harvested rabi crop, the survey also asked about unusual difficulty with any
agricultural operations related to the kharif crop. Table 4.8 reports the relevant results.

Table 4.8: Disruption of operations for the planted kharif crop during April-September 2020
Unusual difficulty in carrying out:

% of cultivating households impacted

Ploughing/ hoeing/ land preparation
Sowing or transplanting
Weeding
Any operation

43.2
53.2
37.2
58.8

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

It is notable that while only 11% of the cultivating households reported an adverse effect on
cultivated area, a much larger fraction, 59%, reported disruption of at least one agricultural
operation for the planted crop. About 43% of cultivating households reported unusual difficulty
with ploughing/ hoeing/ land preparation, 53% with sowing or transplanting, and 37% with
weeding.
Further inquiry into the nature of difficulties with farm operations for the kharif crop revealed
how often the difficulty related to the reduced availability of inputs or their higher cost during
the Corona period (Table 4.9).

Table 4.9: Reduced availability or higher cost of inputs for the planted kharif crop during
Corona period (April-September 2020)
% of cultivating households reporting…
Reduced availability
Higher cost
12.4
14.5
14.3
18.2

Labour
Seeds, fertilizers, pesticides or other inputs
Agricultural equipment/ implements/
machinery (including thresher/ harvester)
Technicians/ repair and maintenance facilities
Irrigation
Transportation and access to markets
Financial resources/ credit
Other

9.7
2.5
2.6
11.0
4.4
0.4

13.4
2.6
6.2
12.1
6.8
0.3

Any input/ resource

19.2

20.5

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Just under one-fifth (19%) of cultivating households reported reduced availability of at least
one input, and just over one-fifth (21%) reported higher costs of at least one input. The relative
importance of these two types of difficulties thus seemed to be similar. The inputs for which
availability and cost issues seems to be more significant were reported to be labour, seeds,
fertilizers and pesticides, agricultural equipment/ implements/ machinery, and transportation
and access to markets.
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Overall, the impact for the planted kharif crop seems to have been more limited relative to the
impact on the harvested rabi crop. To a large extent, this reflects how our reference period of
April-September 2020 spans the cropping cycle in Bihar. The pandemic-related disruption for
the rabi crop came right at harvest time, thus severely affecting harvesting and post-harvesting
operations for a very large fraction of farm houesholds. For the kharif crop, the reference
period overlapped with the post-monsoon planting season, and farm households seem to have
coped better with these operations. Despite the majority of them experiencing difficulties with
one or more planting operations, they appeared able to contain the impact on cropped area
and expected output to relatively limited levels.

4.1.3. Impact on horticulture and animal husbandry
Approximately one-fifth of all households engaged in producing fruits and vegetables, and
among them 12% (2.4% of all households) reported activities for these crops being affected
by Covid-19 (Table 4.10). Among those affected, the reported percentage loss in income from
this source ranged between 10 and 75 percent, with a median loss of 30%.

Table 4.10: Effects of Corona on households engaged in production of fruits & vegetables
and animal husbandry (April-September 2020)
Percentage income loss among those
affected

Fruits and vegetables
production
Animal husbandry

Engaged
in…
(% of all
households)

Affected
by Corona
(as % of
engaged)

Median

Min

P25

P75

Max

19.6
54.0

12.1
16.7

30
15

10
10

20
10

50
25

75
75

Note: All calculations use sample weights. P25 and P75 refer to the 25th and 75th percentiles.

More than half (54%) of all households also engaged in animal husbandry. Among these
households, 17 percent reported this source of livelihood being affected by Corona. The
adverse income impact ranged between 10 and 75 percent (of income from this source before
Corona), while the median impact was 15%. Thus, relative to fruits and vegetable production,
Corona affected a larger number of households’ animal husbandry activities, though the
average impact for the latter was smaller in magnitude.

4.2.

Non-agricultural self-employment

The survey collected information on up to two workers in the household engaged in nonagricultural self-employment activities, usually running small businesses. The most commonly
reported business activity was running a kirana (grocery) shop, but this category included a
wide variety of other activities such as running a barber shop, carpentry, plumbing, ration shop,
tea stall, vegetable vendor, poultry, tailoring, clothing store, shoe shop etc. Hereafter, we refer
to such households engaged in non-farm self-employment activities as “business”
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households. Thus, a household is considered a business household if at least one member
was engaged in non-agricultural self-employment activities.
About 11% of all households were engaged in self-employment business activities.7 The vast
majority, 85 percent, of business households (equivalently 9.4% of all households) reported
being affected by Corona (Table 4.11).

Table 4.11: Impact of COVID-19 on business households
% of all
households

% of business
households

Business households - households engaged in (nonagricultural) business activities
11.0
100
Business affected by Corona
9.4
85.3
Note: All calculations use sample weights. Business households refers to households where at least
one member was engaged in business (i.e. non-agricultural self-employment) activity.

The survey asked about a range of impacts: (i) business closure, (ii) impact on business
income, (iii) unusual difficulties in carrying out business activities, and (iv) future plans for the
business. The following subsections report our findings.

4.2.1. Business closure
For many of the business households, the impact of the pandemic took the form of temporary
or permanent business closure. We asked if they had to close or shut down their business
since Corona (since March 22, 2020). Table 4.12 reports the findings.

Table 4.12: Impact in terms of business closure (since Corona)
% of business
households
79.6
2.7
17.8

Business closed for some time
Business closed permanently
The rest

Number of weeks of closure if closed for some time
No. of weeks
Mean
7.9
Median
6
Min
1
Max
28
Note: All calculations use sample weights. “Since Corona” refers to the period since March 22,
2020 (the first lockdown) up to the time of the survey.

7

Most households only reported a single member engaged in business activity. Only about 12% of business
households (1.3% of total households) reported a second member also engaged in business activity.
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Nearly 80% of business households had to close their businesses for at least some time, while
3% closed permanently. For those who closed for some time, the duration of closure since
Corona up to the survey ranged from 1 to 28 weeks. The median closure was for 6 weeks,
while the mean closure was about 8 weeks. Thus, even as permanent closure was relatively
rare, the vast majority of business households faced a significant disruption of their business
operations.

4.2.2. Difficulties in business operations
The survey also inquired into the nature of any unusual difficulties faced by households in their
business operations since Corona, and whether they were still facing those difficulties. The
results in Table 4.13 indicate the multiple difficulties faced by business households.

Table 4.13: Unusual difficulties in business operations since Corona
% of business households
Experienced since
Still
Corona
experiencing
42.3
29.7
53.2
22.6
41.9
26.5
60.2
23.1
14.4
14.3
24.8
25.0
0.9
0.8

Difficulty
Lack of finance/ credit
Supply chain problems/ shortage of inputs
Lack of demand
Unable to maintain normal opening hours
Higher cost of labour
Higher cost of other inputs
Other
Any of the above

70.6

52.1

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

(i)

The leading problem was the inability to maintain normal opening hours reported by
60% of business households. 23% of business households still experienced this
problem at the time of the survey.

(ii)

Supply chain disruptions and shortage of inputs was the next most common issue, with
more than half the business households reporting this difficulty. 23% of business
households continued to face this difficulty at the time of the survey.

(iii)

Lack of finance/ credit as well as lack of demand were also widely reported. About
42% of business households reported each of these. About 23-30% continued to face
these difficulties at the time of the survey.

(iv)

Higher cost of labour (14% of business households) and higher cost of other inputs
(25% of business households) seemed to be relatively less frequent issues, though
still affected significant fractions of business households.

(v)

It is evident from Table 4.13 that many business households experienced multiple
difficulties; the sum of the percentages of business households experiencing individual
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identified difficulties is well above 100. Overall, 71% of business households reported
at least one identified difficulty in conducting business operations. It is notable that
many of these difficulties have persisted. Even at the time of the survey, the majority
of business households continued to experience at least one such difficulty, with many
still experiencing more than one.

4.2.3. Business incomes
Table 4.14 reports findings in relation to the impact of Covid-19 on household business
incomes. Mean (net) business income declined by a quarter from nearly Rs 10,000 per month
before Corona to about Rs 7,500 per month after Corona. Decline in business income was
widely experienced. 80% of business households reported a fall in their business incomes,
while 11% reported no change, and only about 9% reported an increase.

Table 4.14: Business income before and after Corona
Mean business income per month*:
(1) Before Corona (Rs./ month)
(2) After Corona (Rs./ month)
Ratio of (2) to (1)

9965
7514
0.75

% of business households whose business income …
… decreased
… remained the same
… increased

80.3
11.2
8.6

Ratio of business income after Corona to business income before Corona:
Median
0.75
Min
0
P25
0.60
P75
0.86
Max
2.67
Note: All calculations use sample weights. * refers to average monthly income net of costs, selfreported in response to the survey question on the impact of Corona on business income.

The median business household also experienced a 25% drop in its post-Corona business
income. Across business households, a quarter of them experienced an income fall of 40%
or higher, while three-quarters of them experienced an income drop of at least 14% (Table
4.14).

4.2.4. Current status and future plans
Despite widespread business closures during the Corona period as noted above, 97%
of business households reported that their businesses were open at the time of the
survey. Business households also remained optimistic about future plans over the
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next one year. 93% of them reported that they plan to consolidate and expand their
business, while only the remaining 7% reported that they may close down, downsize
or shift/ diversify to another line of business (Table 4.15).

Table 4.15: Current status and future plans of business households
% of business
households
Current status:
Open at the time of the survey

97.3

Future plans over the coming one year:
Consolidate and expand
May close down or downsize or shift/ diversify to another line of
business
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

4.3.

93.4
6.6

Regular wage/salaried employment

The survey also asked each household about the situation of up to two workers employed in
regular wage/ salaried jobs. This regular wage/ salaried employment relates to non-migrant
workers, while migrant workers – who represent an important source of livelihood in rural Bihar
– were covered exclusively in a separate part of the questionnaire.
Regular (non-migrant) wage/salary workers are relatively uncommon among rural Bihar
households. Our survey indicates that only 7.5% of all households report workers engaged in
such regular wage/ salary employment. Most households who reported wage/ salaried
employment – hereafter referred to as regular wage households – reported only one worker
in such a job. Only 13% of regular wage households (1% of all households) reported a second
worker in such employment (Table 4.16).

Table 4.16: Percentage of regular wage households
Regular wage households (with at least one worker in regular wage/ salary
employment) as % of all households
Households with only one regular wage worker as % of all households
Households with a second regular wage worker as % of all households
Households with a second regular wage worker as % of regular wage
households
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

7.5
6.6
1.0
12.7

The median age of the first regular wage worker was 42 years (range 20:60 years); threefourths of them were 46 years or younger. 84% of the first regular wage workers were male.
If the household had a second regular wage worker, they tended to be younger, with a
median age of 33 years, and nearly 70% of them were female (Table 4.17).
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Table 4.17: Age and sex of regular wage workers

Sex and age of regular wage workers

% male
Age of regular wage worker (years)
Min
P25
Median
P75
Max
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

First regular
wage worker
(all regular
wage
households)
83.9

Second regular
wage worker
(13% of regular
wage
households)
29.9

20
34
42
46
60

20
26
33
39
49

In terms of the sector of employment, about 47% of regular wage households reported at least
one worker in a government job, about 58% reported at least one worker in a private sector
job, and 5% reported workers in both government and private jobs (Table 4.18). The proportion
of government jobs among the first regular workers was 42%, while it was 65% among the
second regular wage workers.

Table 4.18: Regular workers’ sector of employment (pre-Corona)
Share (%) of regular wage households with:
At least one worker in government job
At least one worker in private job
Workers in both government and private jobs

47.2
58.3
5.5
First regular
wage worker
(all regular
wage
households)
42.0
58.0

% in government job
% in private job
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Second regular
wage worker
(13% of regular
wage
households)
65.2
34.9

There was wide variation in the monthly (pre-Corona) wage/ salary of workers, which ranged
from Rs 500 to Rs 53,000, with a median salary of Rs 10,000. Government jobs are generally
better paid than those in the private sector. The median salary in a government job of Rs.
23,000 was nearly three times the median salary of Rs 8,000 in a private job (Table 4.19).
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Table 4.19: Monthly wage/ salary of regular workers (pre-Corona)
Median

Rs per month
Mean
Min

Max

Monthly wage/ salary in regular job:
All
10,000
13,989
500
53,000
Government
23,000
19,743
500
53,000
Private
8,000
10,249
5,000
26,700
Note: All calculations use sample weights. In case of a household reporting two regular wage
workers, we use the maximum of two salaries for the statistics reported in this Table.

4.3.1. Loss of regular jobs
We asked if the regular workers still had the same job since Corona, or if they lost that job.
Table 4.20 reports the results. As seen in Table 4.20, 86% of the first regular wage workers (and
96% of the second regular wage workers) retained their pre-Corona jobs. In general, there
was limited loss of regular wage/ salaried employment since Corona. However, job loss
critically depended on whether the regular wage worker had a government or a private job.
Government jobs tended to be secure, while job losses were substantial for private sector
jobs. Thus, all regular workers with a government job retained that job, but 24% of the first
regular wage workers (and 17% of the second regular wage workers) with private jobs lost
their jobs.

Table 4.20: Loss of regular job since Corona

Job type
before Corona
Government
Private
Total

First regular wage worker
(all regular wage households)

Second regular wage worker
(13% of regular wage
households)

Does the worker still have the
same job since Corona?
% Yes
% No
100
0
75.8
24.2
86.0
14.0

Does the worker still have the
same job since Corona?
% Yes
% No
100
0
82.8
17.2
94.0
6.0

% of regular wage households who lost a regular job since Corona

14.5

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Overall, about 15% of regular wage households lost a regular job since Corona.8
For the workers who retained their regular job, we also inquired whether they had any unpaid
wage/ salary arrears since Corona. This turned out be a non-issue; only one household
reported wage arrears of Rs 16,000 since Corona. The critical factor seemed to be whether
the regular wage workers kept their job or not. If they did, wage/ salary payments did not
appear to be an issue.

8

Only one household reported both the first and the second regular workers losing their jobs.
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4.3.2. Further details on loss of regular jobs
Further survey questions on the details of the loss of regular jobs since Corona revealed the
following:
(i)

Nearly all regular job losses occurred in the months of March and April 2020
suggesting that they occurred in the immediate aftermath of the first national lockdown
that began on March 24.9 About one-fourth of the regular job losses occurred in March
and the remaining nearly three-fourths in the month of April.10

(ii)

About 20% of the regular workers who lost their jobs were not fully paid at the time of
losing the job and had unpaid wage/ salary arrears.

(iii)

None of the workers who lost their regular job received any other payment at the time
of losing their job.

4.4.

Casual labour in agriculture and non-agriculture

As with the regular wage/ salaried workers, we collected information on up to two workers in
each household engaged in casual agricultural or non-agricultural labour.
Casual labour is a common source of livelihood for rural households in Bihar. About 36% of
all households report at least one member engaged in casual labour, and about 16% report
two casual labourers in the household (Table 4.21). In other words, 45% of casual labour
households (with any member engaged in casual labour) also have a second member of the
household engaged in casual labour.

Table 4.21: Percentage of households engaged in casual labour
Casual labour households (with at least one worker engaged in casual labour) as %
of all households
Households with only one casual worker as % of all households
Households with a second casual worker as % of all households
Households with a second casual worker as % of casual labour households
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

35.7
19.5
16.2
45.4

About three-quarters of the first casual workers are male. However, if the household has a
second casual worker, three quarters of them are female (Table 4.22). Casual labour is a
significant work category for women. Overall, about 40% of all reported casual labourers are
women.

9

This was preceeded by a nationwide 14-hour Janata curfew on March 22.
Only one of the regular job losses was reported to have occurred in the month of May 2020.

10
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Table 4.22: Age and sex of casual wage workers

Sex and age of casual wage workers

% male
Age of casual wage worker (years)
Min
P25
Median
P75
Max
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

First casual
wage worker
(all casual
wage
households)
75.9

Second casual
wage worker
(45% of casual
wage
households)
25.1

20
34
42
51
84

14
27
36
45
79

Median age of the first casual worker is 42 years, though their ages range from 20 years for
the youngest to 84 years for the oldest. If the household has a second casual worker, the
second worker is generally younger (by about six years) with a median age of 36 years.
To get a better sense of differentiated impact of the pandemic on livelihood from casual labour,
our survey distinguished three types of such work: casual agricultural labour, casual labour in
the non-agricultural sector, and casual labour on public works provided under the Mahatma
Gandhi National Employment Guarantee Act (MGNREGA). Casual labour households in rural
Bihar rely on these three sources to varying extent as shown in Table 4.23.

Table 4.23: Different types of casual work undertaken by casual labour households (and
casual workers)

% of casual labour households with ...

Type of casual work

MGNREGA work
Casual work in agriculture
Casual work in nonagriculture

At least
one
worker
engaged
in...
32.3
89.9

First
casual
worker
engaged
in...
19.6
47.3

Second
casual
worker
engaged
in...
1.7
2.3

Both
casual
workers
engaged
in...
11.0
40.2

75.8

55.7

3.1

17.0

% of first
casual
workers
engaged
in…
30.5
87.6

% of
second
casual
workers
engaged
in…
28.0
93.8

72.7
44.2
Note: All calculations use sample weights. Only 45% of casual labour households report a second
casual worker (see Table 4.21).

Casual work in agriculture is the most important form of casual labour. Nearly 90% of casual
labour households have at least one worker engaged in agricultural labour. This is made up
of (i) 47% of casual labour households with the first casual worker engaged in agricultural
labour, (ii) 2% of casual labour households where a second casual worker is engaged in
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agricultural labour, and (iii) 40% of casual labour household where both the first and the
second workers are engaged in agricultural labour.
With over three-quarters of casual labour households engaged in it, non-agricultural work is
the second most important type of casual labour activity. About 56% of casual labour
households report their first casual worker engaged in non-agricultural work, while 3% report
such work for their second casual worker and 17% report such work for both workers.
About one-third of casual labour households also report one or more worker engaged in
MGNREGA work. This comprises 20%, 2% and 11% of casual labour households with the
first, second or both casual workers engaging in MGNREGA work respectively. Though fewer
households resort to it relative to other casual labour, MGNREGA work is still a significant
supplementary source of livelihood for these households.
It is also evident from the above that most casual labour households rely on multiple forms of
casual work. On average, a casual labour household relies on two of the three types of casual
work. About 31% rely on just one type of casual work, and about 29% rely on all three (Table
4.24).

Table 4.24: Multiple types of casual work undertaken by casual labour households
% of casual labour
households engaged
in…
Only agricultural work
20.8
Only non-agricultural work
9.8
Only MGNREGA work
0.3
Agricultural and non-agricultural work
37.1
Agricultural and MGNREGA work
3.1
All three types of work
28.9
Total

100.0

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Table 4.25 shows the engagement in the three different types of casual work by female and
male casual workers. To a large extent, this mirrors the pattern at the household level reported
above in Table 4.23. It is notable that nearly all female casual workers engage in agricultural
labour; in addition, 30% of them also engage in MGNREGA work and nearly two-thirds in nonagricultural labour. Male casual workers also engage in multiple forms of casual labour.
Around 90% engage in non-agricultural labour, a similar proportion in agricultural labour and
about 38% in MNREGA work.
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Table 4.25: Different types of casual work undertaken by female and male casual workers
% of female
casual workers
engaged in…
29.5
99.2
63.2

Type of casual work
MGNREGA work
Casual work in agriculture
Casual work in non-agriculture

% of male casual
workers engaged
in…
37.8
87.8
90.1

Note: All calculations use sample weights. About 40% of all casual workers are female.

4.4.1. Overall impact across different types of casual work
The survey asked respondent households if employment of any casual worker in the
household was affected by Corona for each of the three types of casual work. Table 4.26
summarizes the results.

Table 4.26: Different types of casual employment affected by Corona
Type of casual work affected

MGNREGA work
Casual work in agriculture
Casual work in non-agriculture
Any type of casual work
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

% of casual labour
households reporting
Corona impact on…
17.9
88.5
70.1

% of first
casual
workers
reporting
impact on…
16.6
85.5
67.0

% of second
casual
workers
reporting
impact on…
15.3
93.3
32.5

100

100

99.8

The most notable finding is that all casual labour households reported that they were affected
by the pandemic disruption. About 18% of casual labour households reported that MGNREGA
work was affected, nearly 90% reported casual agricultural labour having been affected and
70% reported casual non-agricultural work was affected.
The Table also shows the percentage of first and second casual workers affected by Corona.
Again, it is notable that all of the first casual workers and almost all of the second casual
workers report at least one type of their casual labour activity having been affected. Casual
agricultural labour is the most commonly affected type of work, while MGNREGA work is the
least.
As noted above, not all casual labour households nor all casual workers are engaged in all
three types of casual work. Thus, we could also look into the probability of being affected by
Corona for a given type of work conditional on the household or the worker being engaged in
that type of work. Effectively, we divide the percentage of households/ workers reporting
impact on a type of work by the percentage of households engaged in that type of work. The
results are shown in Table 4.27.
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Table 4.27: Corona impact on different types of casual work conditional on engagement in
those types of casual work
Probability of Corona impact on type of casual work
conditional on engagement in that type of work

MGNREGA work
Casual work in agriculture
Casual work in non-agriculture
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Casual labour
household
0.56
0.98
0.93

First casual
worker
0.54
0.98
0.92

Second casual
worker
0.55
0.99
0.74

As evident from Table 4.27, casual agricultural work was almost certain to be affected for any
casual labour household or casual worker usually engaged in agricultural labour. Similarly,
for any casual labour household or the first casual worker usually engaged in non-agricultural
labour, there was an over-90% probability of their non-agricultural casual employment being
affected by the pandemic disruptions. Only in case of those engaged in MGNREGA work,
was the conditional probability of being affected lower, though still above half.
We further inquired into the impacts on employment duration (days of work) and wages; the
findings for these are discussed below.

4.4.2. Impact on days of casual work
The survey inquired into the change in the days of different types of casual work per month
since Corona relative to the same season before Corona. Table 4.28 presents the findings for
the first and second (if any) casual workers in the households.

Table 4.28: Corona impact on days of casual work
Change in days of work per month since
Corona

MGNREGA work
Casual work in agriculture
Casual work in non-agriculture
Total casual work
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Mean change for first
casual workers

Mean change for
second casual
workers

-0.4
-3.4
-2.1

-0.7
-5.1
-1.4

-5.9

-7.2

On average, days of work for the first casual worker declined by about 6 days per month since
Corona. This was made up of a decline of 3.4 days per month in agricultural labour, 2.1 days
per month in non-agricultural labour and 0.4 days per month in MGNREGA work. Similarly,
for the second casual workers in the household, there was an average decline in days of work
of about 7 days per month, comprising of a 5 days per month decline in agricultural labour,
1.4 days a month decline in non-agricultural labour and a 0.7 day per month decline in
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MGNREGA. Recall however that only 45% of casual labour households report a second
casual worker. Overall, thus, these results are indicative of a significant employment shock
for casual labourers, mostly on account of reduced agricultural and non-agricultural work.
There was only a marginal decline in MGNREGA employment for these households,
suggesting an element of stability for this component of casual employment. These results
however do not indicate that MGNREGA employment was able to compensate for the loss of
other types of casual work.
There was variation however around the mean change in the number of days of casual work.
While in most cases (86% of both first and second casual workers) there was a decline in total
days of employment since Corona, a small fraction (11% of first casual workers and 3% of
second casual workers) reported an increase; see Table 4.29. This suggests that only a small
fraction of households could successfully resort to additional casual labour to mitigate the
disruption of their other sources of livelihood. The Table also shows the composition of the
change in the number of days by type of work, separately for those reporting a decrease or
an increase in total casual work days. The results confirm the relatively small contribution of
MGNREGA to the total change for either group.

Table 4.29: Corona impact on days of casual work, decrease or increase across households
Change in days of work per month since
Corona
Mean change for
first casual
workers

Mean change for
second casual
workers

% reporting a decrease in total days of casual work
per month
MGNREGA work
Casual work in agriculture
Casual work in non-agriculture
Total casual work

85.9

86.0

-0.8
-4.6
-4.0
-9.4

-0.8
-6.1
-2.0
-8.9

% reporting an increase in total days of casual work
per month
MGNREGA work
Casual work in agriculture
Casual work in non-agriculture
Total casual work
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

10.7

3.2

2.2
4.9
12.9
20.0

0.0
5.7
11.3
17.0

4.4.3. Impact on daily wages and wage arrears
The survey also inquired into any effect of the pandemic on daily wages for casual workers as
well as whether they had any unpaid wage arrears since the pandemic. These questions were
asked for both the first and the second (if any) casual worker in the household as well as for
the three different kinds of casual work. Table 4.30 summarizes the findings. The results are
suggestive of relatively modest adverse impact through daily wages of casual workers who
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report being affected by the pandemic. Thus, only 14% of first casual workers who report their
casual work in agriculture being affected report a decrease in daily wages for this work since
Corona. This proportion with adverse daily wage effects is 20% in case of non-agricultural
casual work and 16% for MGNREGA work. The large majority of cases report either no daily
wage effect or an increase in daily wage since Corona for first workers. The proportions for
adverse daily wage effects are even smaller for second casual workers: zero for MGNREGA
work, and 4 and 13 percent in case of casual agricultural and non-agricultural work
respectively.

Table 4.30: Change in casual daily wages since Corona
First casual worker
% of
Median
affected
%age
workers
increase/
reporting: decrease
MGNREGA work
No change in daily wage since Corona
Increase in daily wage since Corona
Decrease in daily wage since Corona

29.7
54.6
15.6

Casual work in agriculture
No change in daily wage since Corona
Increase in daily wage since Corona
Decrease in daily wage since Corona
Casual work in non-agriculture
No change in daily wage since Corona
Increase in daily wage since Corona
Decrease in daily wage since Corona

Second casual worker
% of
Median
affected
%age
workers
increase/
reporting: decrease

3
-5

37.3
62.7
0.0

55.1
30.9
14.0

20
-50

62.8
32.9
4.3

20
-30

68.9
10.5
20.6

20
-50

76.7
10.7
12.7

20
-50

3

Note: The percentages in columns 1 (and 3) refer to the number of first (second) workers reporting no
change, increase or decrease in daily wage for a particular type of casual work as a percentage of the number
of first (second) casual workers who report that type of casual work being affected since Corona. The values in
columns 2 and 4 are median values those reporting a particular wage effect for a particular type of casual
work. All calculations use sample weights.

Table 4.31 reports results on wage arrears (if any) for different types of casual work. They
suggest that the vast majority (83-96%) of casual workers report no unpaid wage arrears, and
for the minority that do, the amounts involved are relatively small. The median unpaid amount
is of the order of Rs 150-300.
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Table 4.31: Wage arrears among casual workers since Corona

MGNREGA work
% of affected workers reporting no wage arrears
Median unpaid amount for those with wage arrears (Rs.)
Casual work in agriculture
% of affected workers reporting no wage arrears
Median unpaid amount for those with wage arrears (Rs.)
Casual work in non-agriculture
% of affected workers reporting no wage arrears
Median unpaid amount for those with wage arrears (Rs.)

First
workers

Second
workers

84.4
150

96.3
-

84.7
300

89.8
150

83.3
300

93.2
300

Note: The percentages refer to the number of first (second) workers reporting no wage arrears for a particular
type of casual work as a percentage of the number of first (second) casual workers who report that type of
casual work being affected since Corona. The median values are median unpaid amounts for those reporting
wage arrears for a particular type of casual work. All calculations use sample weights.

Overall, these results suggest that most of the adverse effect on casual work occurred by way
of reduced days of work rather than through lower daily wages or an accumulation of wage
arrears, though the latter did affect a small minority of casual workers.

4.5.

Migrant workers

Migrant labour is an important source of livelihood for households in rural Bihar. About 55%
of households have at least one migrant worker (Table 4.32). 11% of all households (or 21%
of migrant labour households) also have a second migrant worker. As with other categories
of livelihood, the survey collected information on up to two migrant workers in the household.

Table 4.32: Percentage of households with migrant workers
Migrant labour households (with at least one migrant worker) as % of all households
Households with one migrant worker as % of all households
Households with two migrant worker as % of all households
Households with a second migrant worker as % of migrant labour households

55.4
43.9
11.5
20.8

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Virtually all migrant workers are male; this is equally true of first and second migrant workers
in the household (Table 4.33). They are relatively young. For instance, 50% of the first migrant
workers are 37 years or younger, and three-quarters are below 45 years. The second migrant
workers are even younger; three-quarters of them are 30 or younger.
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Table 4.33: Age and sex of migrant workers

Sex and age of migrant workers

male
Age of migrant worker (years)
Min
P25
Median
P75
Max

First migrant worker
(all migrant labour
households)
99.5

Second migrant
worker (21% of
migrant labour
households)
99.4

18
30
37
44
64

14
22
25
30
56

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Very few of the migrant workers (about 2% of first or second migrant workers) work within the
district, and only a few work in other districts within Bihar (less than 4% of first migrant workers,
1% of second migrant workers); see Table 4.34. Similarly, very few (1% of first migrant workers,
2% of second migrant workers) work outside India. Nealry, 93-94% of migrant workers work
outside Bihar, with about 85-87% working in urban areas outside Bihar. Thus, by far, the
dominant form of migrant work is to urban centres in other states, and hence relatively longdistance in nature.

Table 4.34: Place of work of migrant workers
% of first migrant
workers
0.0
1.7
0.2
3.6
6.8
86.5
1.3

Place of work
Within district, rural
Within district, urban
Other district within Bihar, rural
Other district within Bihar, urban
Outside Bihar, rural
Outside Bihar, urban
Outside India

% of second
migrant workers
0.8
1.6
0.0
1.1
9.5
84.8
2.1

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

4.5.1. Overall impact on migrant workers
Our survey reveals that as far as migrant workers from rural Bihar are concerned, harldly
anyone was spared by the impact of the pandemic. All almost all the migrant workers, 94%
of first migrant workers and 91% of second migrant workers reported being affected by Corona
(Table 4.35). This is equivalent to about 52% percent of all households being affected by
Corona through the impact on migrant workers alone.
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Table 4.35: Overall impact of COVID-19 on migrant workers
% of first migrant
workers
93.6

Affected by Corona

% of second migrant
workers
91.1

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

The survey inquired into a broad range of effects on migrant workers which we discuss below.

4.5.2. How was migrant workers’ employment disrupted?
The survey asked about different channels through which migrant workers’ employment was
impacted by the pandemic and the pandemic response, especially the lockdowns since March
24, 2020, which severely restricted mobility and economic activity, effectively shutting down
large parts of the economy. Table 4.36 presents the results.

Table 4.36: Different channels of impact on migrant workers’ employment
Factors impacting on migrant workers' employment
Work site closed or employment terminated by employer
Work site closed or employment suspended by employer
Unable to work due to travel restrictions
Stopped working due to fear of infection
Stopped working because wanted to get back home to native village
Other
Returned to the native village or stayed in the destination area
Returned
Stayed

% of first
migrant
workers
45.5
27.7
73.3
94.7
19.6
0.7

% of
second
migrant
workers
41.6
37.3
73.1
94.3
27.0
1.8

56.0
44.0

51.3
48.7

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Note that the channels or factors identified in Table 4.36 are not mutually exclusive. Often,
multiple factors are in play. For instance, nearly all (more than 94%) migrant workers reported
stopping work due to fear of infection, while nearly three-quarters also reported being unable
to work due to travel restrictions. It is however notable that about 70% of them reported being
impacted by work site closure or employment being terminated or suspended by the employer.
This suggests that for the large majority of migrant workers, their employment disruption was
highly involuntary; they could not continue to work even if they wanted to.
As a consequence of the above factors, the majority of migrant workers – 56% of first migrant
workers and 51% of second migrant workers – returned to the native village. The following
two sections further describe the experience of those who stayed in the destination area (the
“stayers”) and others who returned to their village (the “returnees”).
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4.5.3. The experience of “stayers”
As noted above, over two-fifths of migrant workers stayed in the destination areas. Based on
our survey questions for the “stayers”, Table 4.37 and Table 4.38 sketch some aspects of their
experience.

Table 4.37: Loss of work and wages among stayers
% of stayers among
First migrant
Second migrant
workers
workers
87.7
85.4
97.5
90.1

Who lost any days of work due to Corona
Who were working at the time of the survey
Change in wage/salary rate since Corona:
Decrease
No change
Increase

25.8
35.0
70.7
60.5
3.5
4.5
Average %age change

Change in wage/salary rate since Corona:
Among stayers reporting decrease
Among stayers reporting increase

-26.7
19.9

-21.3
9.4

First migrant
workers

Second migrant
workers

94.3
5.7

94.4
5.6

-53.5

-53.5

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Table 4.38: Impact on remittances by stayers

Change in remittances: % of stayers
Decrease
No change
Change in remittances: average %age change among
stayers reporting a decline
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

First, the vast majority of stayers, 88% of stayers among first migrant workers and 85% of
stayers among second migrant workers, reported loss of days of work due to Corona.
Fortunately, by the time of the survey, nearly all of the stayers were working, which may also
explain why they continued to stay in the destination area. Nonetheless, this does not detract
from the widespread if temporary loss of employment among the stayers.
Second, the survey also inquired into changes in wage/ salary rates experienced by stayers.
A large majority, about 70% of stayers among first migrant workers and about 60% among
second migrant workers, reported no change in wage/ salary rates. For them, the impact
came not through the rates of remuneration but through the loss of days of work. It is however
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significant that about a quarter of stayers among first migrant workers and about a third of
stayers among second migrant workers also reported a decrease in remuneration rates. The
average decline in remuneration rates among these groups was 27% and 21% respectively.
Third, this impact on the stayers had a significant flow-on effect on remittances sent by them.
As much as 94% of stayers reported a fall in remittances sent home. The average fall in
remittances was more than 50%, significantly adding to the shock to the overall income of their
native households.

4.5.4. The experience of “returnees”
The survey asked a range of questions about the experience of migrant workers who returned
to the village since the pandemic. This section describes different elements of that experience.
Timing of return
While migrant workers started trickling back to their native villages in February 2020 itself,
return migration accelerated during March through May. By the end of May 2020, about threequarters of the returnees among first migrant workers (57% among the second migrant
workers) had already come back to the native villages (Table 4.39).

Table 4.39: The timing of return of migrant workers
First migrant workers
Month of return
Jan-20
Feb-20
Mar-20
Apr-20
May-20
Jun-20
Jul-20
Aug-20
Sep-20
Oct-20
Nov-20

%age of
returnees
1.7
10.4
14.4
25.4
22.6
12.1
7.5
3.2
1.8
0.8

Cumulative
%age of
returnees
1.7
12.2
26.5
51.9
74.5
86.6
94.1
97.3
99.2
100.0

Second migrant workers
%age of
returnees
1.6
8.1
3.1
20.6
23.8
15.8
16.4
4.9
2.2
1.9
1.6

Cumulative
%age of
returnees
1.6
9.7
12.8
33.3
57.1
72.9
89.3
94.2
96.5
98.4
100.0

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Loss of days of work up to arrival in native village
The survey asked about the number of days the migrant workers were without work between
March 22 (the first Janata curfew) and their return to the village. The reported losses of days
of work though varied were enormous. The median loss amongst returning first migrant
workers was 44 days; 50 days among returning second migrant workers. Losses were more
substantial for many. For instance, 25% of the first migrant returnees had work days losses
(up to arrival in the village) of 70 days or more (Table 4.40).
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Table 4.40: Loss of work days up to arrival in native village for returning migrant workers
Number of days
Loss of days of work up to the return to native village
Min
P25
Median
P75
Max

First migrant
workers
0
5
44
70
200

Second migrant
workers
0
30
50
65
180

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

The journey back home
As was well-documented by numerous media reports at the time, the returnees often made a
long, arduous and costly journey back home. Table 4.41 provides several relevant details. For
instance, the Table shows that the returnees used more than one mode of travel to get back
to the native village; this is evident from the fact the sum of percentages of returnees using
different modes of travel adds up to more than 100. A comment could also be made on the
use of the so-called “Shramik” (workers) trains that were organized by the government during
the national lockdown to allow stranded migrant workers to get back home.11 Only a little more
than one-fifth of the returnees made use of Shramik trains for their return journeys. The low
proportion is testimony to the fact that there were significant delays in the organization of these
trains, by which time many migrant workers had already left the destination area by alternative
means. In addition, there were only a few of such Shramik trains and the whole operation was
poorly organized which severely limited access.

11

The nationwide lockdown was announced on March 24, 2020 with a 4-hour notice, leaving a large section of
migrant workers in a highly precarious position with their livelihoods shut down and no means of public
transport to get back home.
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Table 4.41: Some details of the journey back home for returning migrant workers
First migrant
workers

Second
migrant
workers

% of returnees using this mode of
travel
22.2
21.5
31.3
30.2
81.4
78.5
1.3
3.0
27.8
32.6

Means of travel for returnees
Shramik train
Other train
Bus, truck or other road transport
On bicycle
On foot (walking)
Number of days to complete the journey from the destination
area to the native village
0
1
2
3
4
5
6

Average number of days
Cost of return journey
Median
Mean

% of returnees
3.4
4.5
22.7
28.9
27.9
12.6

2.4
6.8
17.2
33.0
32.0
6.8
1.9

3.1

3.1
Rupees

3,000
2,589

Unpaid wage arrears at the time of retuning to village
Returnees with wage arrears
Amount of arrears among those with wage arrears
Median
Any other payment received from employer at the time of
returning to village
No payment received
Amount received among those receiving payments
Median

2,600
2,534

% of returnees

9.5

2.4
Rupees

7,000

4,500

% of returnees

94.2

95.5
Rupees

2,500

2,000

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

The survey also found that on average the return journey took about three days, and for about
40% of the returnees, it took four or more days. The median cost of the return journey was
Rs 3,000 for retrunees among first migrant workers, and Rs 2600 for returnees among second
migrant workers. While the returnees had to bear this out-of-pocket cost, about 10% of the
returnee first migrant workers also had unpaid wage arrears when they left (with a median
value of Rs 7.000). We also asked if the returnees received any other payment from their
employers at the time return journey. About 95% of them did not receive any such payment.
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Work situation upon return
Of the returnees, 38% among the returning first migrant workers and 52% among the returning
second migratnt workers were still in the village at the time of the survey (Table 4.42). The rest
had gone back to the destination area. Among those who were still in the village, about 65%
of first migrant workers and 58% of second migrant workers found alternative work in or around
the village. Only about 4% of the returnees found MGNREGA work; about 48% and 44% of
the first and second returnees respectively found other wage work; while the rest, about 13%
and 11% of first and second returnees respectively, resorted to self-employment activities.
Often such alternative work was part-time in nature, on average only about 3-4 days per week.
If it was wage work, the median earnings were Rs 250 per day among first returnees and Rs.
300 per day among second returnees.

Table 4.42: Work situation for returning migrant workers still in the native village
Second
First migrant
migrant
workers
workers
% of returnees
51.8
37.6
% of returnees still in the village

Still in the village at the time of the survey

Found alternative work in or around the village
MGNREGA work
Other wage work
Self-employed in agriculture or non-agriculture

58.1
3.6
43.9
10.6

65.3

3.7
48.3
13.3

Days of alternative work per week
Median (among those who found such work)
Mean (among those who found such work)

4
4.0

Earnings from alternative work (for wage work only)
Median (among those who found such work)
Mean (among those who found such work)

250
265

Days per week

3
3.1
Rs per day

300
293

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

By the time of the survey, 62% of returnees among the first migrant workers and 48% of
returnees among the second migrant workers had gone back to the destination areas. But
this was not before having spent a significant amount of time in the native village, ranging
between about two weeks and as long as about 8 months. Among those who went back to
the destination areas, the median number of days spent in the native village was 149 days for
first migrant workers and 133 days for second migrant workers (Table 4.43). Thus, the typical
migrant worker who went back to destination areas spent 4-5 months in the native village,
indicative of a significant loss of work opportunities. In addition, (i) at least about one-fifth of
those who had gone back to destination areas were still to resume work at the destination
sites at the time of the survey, and (ii) a little under one-fifth of those who had resumed work
at destination sites reported earning a lower amount than what they used to before their
reverse migration.
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Table 4.43: Work situation for returning migrant workers who went back to destination areas
First migrant
Second migrant
workers
workers
% of returnees
62.4
48.2

Who went back to destination area

Number of days spent in native village before returning
to destination area
Min
P25
Median
P75
Max
% of those who went back to destination area but still
had not resumed work at the time of the survey
Whether the worker is earning the same amount as
before:
Same as before
Higher amount
Lower amount

For those who went back to
destination area
16
13
112
100
149
133
189
163
257
247
20.5

37.5

% among those who had resumed
work in destination area
79.5
86.5
2.1
18.4
13.5

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

5. Differentiated impacts
The foregoing discussion has sought to provide a detailed account of how each of the main
sources of livelihood for rural households in Bihar was impacted by the Covid-19 pandemic.
The discussion offered for each livelihood source an idea of the different channels of impact,
the average size of impact in terms of the fraction of households impacted and some notion
of dispersion around the average in many cases. This section now attempts to pull the
information on impacts across livelihood sources together to look at dispersion across other
dimensions, namely, different types of households. In particular, we look into differential
impact across households distinguished (i) by their primary source of livelihood or income, (ii)
by their social (caste/ religion) group, and (iii) by their income level.
Section 3 has already described the distribution of our study population in terms of these three
classifications of households. The following subsections now describe the distribution of
livelihood impacts across these classifications. This is preceded by a brief summary of the
overall impacts for the population as a whole.

5.1.

Summary of overall impact on livelihoods

Table 5.1 presents a summary of household-level impacts of Covid-19 for each of the main
sources of livelihood. Several features of the overall livelihood impacts are notable.
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Table 5.1: Overall impacts across different sources of livelihood
% of households
Source of livelihood
Self-employed in agriculture
Self-employed in animal husbandry
Self-employed in non-agriculture
Regular wage/ salaried worker
Casual labour
Migrant worker
Any source

participating
in
38.9
54.0
11.0
7.5
35.7
55.4

affected by
Corona
29.5
9.0
9.4
1.1
35.7
52.3

% of affected
among those
participating
75.7
16.6
85.3
14.5
100.0
94.4

99.1

93.6

94.4

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

The first and perhaps the most notable feature of the impact of Covid-19 is its pervasiveness.
The livelihood of virtually every rural household was affected by the pandemic in some way;
thus, altogether 94% of all households were affected.
The pervasiveness of impact across individual sources of livelihood was however highly
varied. Thus, for instance, the impact on regular wage/ salaried employment affected only 1%
of all households, while 52% of all households reported being affected through the impact on
migrant labour. The effect on migrant labour indeed represented by far the most pervasive
form of livelihood impact for these rural households in Bihar. The second most pervasive form
of impact was on casual labour which affected 36% of all households, followed by selfemployment in agriculture which affected 29% of all households.
The variation in how widely the impact on a particular source of livelihood affected households
reflects in part the varying extent to which households rely on different sources of livelihood.
Thus, at one end, only 7.5% of all households participated in regular wage/ salaried
employment, while at the other end, 55% participated in migrant labour through one or more
migrant worker. In light of this, it is also instructive to look at the percentage of affected
households among those participating in a particular source of livelihood. As seen in the last
column of Table 5.1, there is also large variation in impacts conditional on participation. Thus,
the conditional impact was 100% for casual labour and 94% for migrant labour. Participation
in self-employment in (non-horticultural) agriculture and non-agriculture was also highly likely
to be impacted (76 and 85 percent of participating households).
It is however notable that the conditional impacts were low for self-employment in animal
husbandry and for regular wage/ salaried employment. These sources of livelihood thus
offered a measure of protection again the impact of Corona. Especially, in case of regular
wage/ salaried employment, if a household was fortunate to have a worker in such
employment, it stood a much better chance of weathering the livelihood impact of the
pandemic.
Given that we do not have information on the initial composition of household income by
livelihood source as well as the diverse nature of the impact for each source, it is not possible
to quantify the overall impact in monetary terms. However, since we do have information on
what the households report as their main source of income, we can use this information to
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classify households into following categories of increasing severity of impact, namely,
households with:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)

No impact on any income source
Impact on subsidiary sources of income only
Impact on the main source of income only, but not on subsidiary sources of income
Impact on both the main and some subsidiary income sources
Impact on all sources of income

Note that the last category of “impact on all sources of income” by definition also implies impact
on the main source. It also includes impact on single source households.
Table 5.2 shows this measure of the intensity of the livelihood impact. It is notable that the
impact is limited to subsidiary income sources only for about 5% of households. For nine out
of ten households, the pandemic impact involves the main source of income. For about 45%
of households, all income sources were affected. For about 20% of households, the impact
involved both main and subsidiary sources of income, while for 24% of households, it is limited
to just the main income source. The evidence thus further reinforces the significance of
livelihood impacts for the study households insofar as these are not limited to just the minor
sources of income, and in close to half the cases they extend to all income sources.
Also note that this measure of intensity of livelihood impact accords well with the fraction of
livelihood sources impacted. For the “no impact” and “impact on all sources of income”
categories, this fraction is by definition 0 and 1 respectively. For the intermediate categories,
it increases from 0.42 for “impact on subsidiary sources only”, to 0.47 for “impact on main
source”, to 0.65 for “impact on main and some subsidiary sources”. It is noteworthy that the
average fraction of income sources impacted for all households is 71 percent.

Table 5.2: A measure of the intensity of livelihood impact

No impact
Impact on subsidiary income sources only
Impact on the main source of income only
Impact on both the main and some subsidiary income sources
Impact on all sources of income

6.4
4.9
23.7
19.7
45.4

Average fraction
of participating
livelihood
sources
impacted
0
0.42
0.47
0.65
1

Total

100

0.71

% of all
households

Intensity of impact

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

5.2.

Impact by social group

The pervasiveness of pandemic impact is also seen across social groups. There is some
indication that the percentage of households affected (experiencing any livelihood impact) was
marginally higher among SC-ST and OBC-1 groups (at 95-97%) than among the Upper
Castes and Muslims (at 91-92%), but the difference is not substantial (Table 5.3).
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Table 5.3: Overall impacts by social group
Social group
SC-ST
OBC-1
OBC-2
Upper Caste
Muslim
Total

% share in total number of
households
26
19
15
23
17
100

% of households affected by Corona
(any impact)
96.7
94.7
93.1
91.1
91.7
93.6

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

There is however greater variation across social groups by the type of impact (Table 5.4). For
instance, for SC-ST groups, the two most important sources of impact are those on livelihood
as casual labour (68% of SC-ST households) and migrant work (54% of SC-ST households),
while relatively fewer of these households were affected through self-employment activities.
The most important type of impact for Muslim households was through migrant work (over
70% of Muslim households report this impact), though impact through casual labour was
relatively less important (24% of Muslim households). By comparison, the effect on selfemployment in agriculture was the most common type of impact for OBC-2 and Upper Caste
households (54% and 50% of these households respectively). These variations in the types
of impact largely reflect the underlying variations in the occupational distribution across social
groups.

Table 5.4: Type of impact by social group
SC-ST

OBC-1

OBC-2

Upper
Caste

Muslim

All
households

Self-employed in agriculture
Self-employed in animal husbandry
Self-employed in non-agriculture
Regular wage/ salaried worker
Casual labour
Migrant worker

11.4
11.3
3.0
0.6
67.6
54.4

20.8
12.8
11.3
0.8
52.5
50.4

53.8
14.9
19.0
1.1
21.6
38.3

49.9
4.3
9.1
1.5
4.2
47.2

16.9
2.2
8.7
1.6
24.0
70.8

29.5
9.0
9.4
1.1
35.7
52.3

Any source

96.7

94.7

93.1

91.1

91.7

93.6

Type of impact on livelihood

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Table 5.5 shows the intensity of impact by social group, where intensity is measured as in
section 5.1 above, ranging from no impact, to the impact involving subsidiary, main or all
sources of income. There is some indication here that the impact were more severe for SCST households, as they have the lowest proportion of less than 7% of households with either
no impact or impacts limited to subsidiary income sources only. This proportion is about 16%
for Upper Caste households, though also about 13-14% for OBC-2 and Muslim households.
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Table 5.5: Intensity of livelihood impact by social group
SC-ST

OBC-1

OBC-2

Upper
Caste

Muslim

All
households

No impact
Subsidiary income sources only
Main source of income only
Main and subsidiary income
sources
All sources of income

3.3
3.3
22.7

5.3
4.5
17.3

6.9
5.2
24.1

8.9
7.0
23.5

8.3
4.5
32.1

6.4
4.9
23.7

26.8
43.9

21.8
51.2

22.3
41.5

10.4
50.3

17.0
38.2

19.7
45.4

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Intensity of impact

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

5.3.

Impact by income class

Pandemic impact on livelihood is also pervasive across all income groups. Amongst the four
income groups we distinguish for our data, there is no clear pattern in the proportion of
households experiencing any livelihood impact. About 89% of the lowest income group are
impacted as against 82% of the top group, while proportion of the low and the middle income
group who are impacted is higher at 94-97% (Table 5.6).

Table 5.7: Overall impacts by income group
Income group
Lowest (< Rs 5,000)
Low (Rs 5,000 - Rs 10,000)
Middle (Rs 10,000 - Rs 20,000)
Top (> Rs 20,000)

% share in total number of
households
13
50
28
9

% of households affected by
Corona (any impact)
89.4
96.5
94.2
82.0

100

93.6

Total
Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Similar to the social groups, there is greater variation across income groups in the type of
impact rather than the incidence of any impact. For instance, the proportion of households
experiencing adverse impact through casual labour activities is highest at about 50% for the
lowest income group, declines to 40%, 29% and 12% for the low, middle and top income
groups respectively (Table 5.8). By contrast, the proportion of households adversely impacted
through self-employment in agriculture increases with income level, from 19% for the lowest
income group to 28%, 34% and 36% respectively for the low, middle and top income groups.
Impact through migrant work seems to be common among all income groups; it is highest at
62% of households in the middle income group, while it is close to half the households in all
the other income groups.
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Table 5.9: Type of impacts by income group

Lowest
(< Rs
5,000)

Low
(Rs 5,000
- Rs
10,000)

Middle
(Rs
10,000 Rs
20,000)

Self-employed in agriculture
Self-employed in animal husbandry
Self-employed in non-agriculture
Regular wage/ salaried worker
Casual labour
Migrant worker

19.3
15.2
2.8
0.0
49.8
49.3

28.2
8.0
8.9
0.8
40.4
48.8

34.2
8.6
13.0
1.8
28.5
61.7

36.4
7.0
10.4
2.3
11.7
47.2

29.5
9.0
9.4
1.1
35.7
52.3

Any source

89.4

96.5

94.2

82.0

93.6

Type of impact on livelihood

Top
(> Rs
20,000)

All
households

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

Table 5.10 shows the intensity of impact by income groups, which is suggestive of the impacts
being more severe for the lower income groups than the top income group. For instance, no
or only subsidiary income impact was limited to 6-11% of households in the lowest/low income
groups, while this proportion was 36% of households in the top income group. Similarly, about
46-49% of households in the lowest, low and middle income groups reported impacts on all
sources of income, relative to 34% of households in the top income group. While this is only
a rough measure of intensity, it nonetheless points to a degree of regressivity in the livelihood
impacts of the pandemic.

Table 5.10: Intensity of livelihood impacts by income group

Lowest
(< Rs
5,000)

Low
(Rs 5,000
- Rs
10,000)

Middle
(Rs
10,000 Rs
20,000)

Top
(> Rs
20,000)

All
households

No impact
Subsidiary income sources only
Main source of income only
Main and subsidiary income
sources
All sources of income

10.6
0.4
24.2

3.5
2.7
29.6

5.8
6.8
15.7

18.0
17.7
14.3

6.4
4.9
23.7

16.3
48.5

18.8
45.5

24.1
47.6

16.3
33.8

19.7
45.4

Total

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

Intensity of impact

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

6. Select impacts of Covid-19 on health, nutrition and education
Our survey also inquired into a limited range of Covid-19 impacts on health, nutrition and
education, the findings for which are presented below.
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6.1.

Health

The survey did not directly ask about Covid-19 infection among household members since at
the time of the survey reported cases in rural areas were very low and there was very limited
testing for Covid-19 especially in rural areas. The survey however did inquire into whether
households faced problems in accessing treatment for health conditions other than Corona
since the pandemic. Table 6.1 reports the findings.

Table 6.1: Difficulty in accessing treatment for other health conditions since Corona
% of all households
Any household member facing health problems other than Corona that
would have needed visit to a doctor/ clinic/ hospital (public or private)

11.7
% of households
with health
problems needing
treatment

Difficulty faced in accessing treatment:
Nearby medical facility closed
Nearby medical facility does not have adequate supplies or medical staff

41.7
46.5

Medical facility full, sent away
Refused treatment at medical facility
No transport available to get to the medical facility
Long wait before medical attention received
Cannot afford treatment, too costly
Risk of Covid-19 or other infection at medical facility

7.4
19.7
87.5
27.6
21.8
76.0

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

About 12% of households reported facing other health problems since Corona that would have
needed a visit to a doctor, clinic or hospital. Among these households, large fractions reported
a range of difficulties in accessing treatment. The most common difficulty was the lack of
transport to get to the medical facility, reported by 88% of households with health problems.
Nearby facility being closed or not having adequate medical staff or supplies was also widely
reported, by 42 and 47 percent of households with health problems. More than a quarter also
reported long waits before receiving medical attention and 22% found the treatment
unaffordably costly. Perhaps more strikingly, more than three-fourths of households with
health problems also pointed to the risk of Covid-19 or other infection at the medical facility.
Covid-19 also disrupted the provision and access to child and maternal care services. The
survey estimates show that about 28% of households with children below 24 months missed
their children’s immunization since Corona, while 41% of households with pregnant or lactating
women reported being unable to avail of the ante and post-natal check-ups since Corona
(Table 6.2). In addition, only 7% of households with pregnant/lactating women reported that
they mostly received their Take Home Rations from Anganwadi centres. About 10% were not
enrolled in the Anganwadi centre, while 33% did not receive the Take Home Ration and about
half received it only rarely or sometimes.
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Table 6.2: Difficulty in accessing child immunization and maternal care since Corona
Children below 24 months:
% of households with children below 24 months
Of these, the fraction (%) who missed immunization since Corona
Pregnant/ lactating women:
% of households with pregnant/ lactating women
Of these, the fraction (%) who were unable to get the ANC/PNC check-ups
since Corona
Of these, the distribution (%) with respect to their receipt of Take Home Ration
from Anganwadi centre since Corona:
… not enrolled in Anganwadi centre
… did not receive
… received rarely or sometimes
… mostly received

16.7
28%
7.3
41%

10%
33%
49%
7%

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

6.2.

Nutrition and education

About two-thirds of all households had school-going children. Among these households, about
63% reported their school-going children receiving midday meals at school prior to Corona
(Table 6.3). This partly reflects the fact that while the midday meal program operates in
government schools, about 15% of households sent some or all their children to private
schools. Some households may also have older kids beyond the upper-primary level not
covered by the midday meal program.

Table 6.3: Disruption of midday meals at school and food supplements for children since
Corona
% of households with school-going children
Of these, % of households where children had midday meals at school, preCorona

66.2
62.8

Of these, % of households where children received (or did not receive)
some alternative food supplement from government after school closure:
Did not receive
Rarely
Sometimes
Mostly

16.2
12.9
67.1
3.8

% of households with 0-6 year old children
Of these, % of households where children received (or did not receive) food
supplement (including Take Home Ration) from Anganwadi centre since
Corona:
Not enrolled in Anganwadi centre
Not received
Rarely
Sometimes
Mostly
Received cash transfer instead of ration
Note: All calculations use sample weights.
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30.0

19.4
25.0
10.8
38.0
2.2
4.7

With the closure of schools since Corona, among households where children were earlier
getting midday meals, about 16% did not receive any alternative food supplements from the
government. A large fraction did receive supplements, but only about 4% received them on a
regular basis; the rest (80%) received them on an occasional basis (only sometimes or rarely).
Similarly, the provision of food supplements for the 0-6 year old children through the
Anganwadi centres was also disrupted. About 30% of households had children in that age
group. Among such households, only 2% received food supplements from the Anganwadi
centre on a regular basis and about 5% received cash instead of the take-home ration. Of the
rest, 19% were not enrolled in the Anganwadi centre, 25% did not receive anything and close
to half received supplements only sometimes or rarely.
The survey also inquired into the response to school closures in terms of any home-based
learning (Table 6.4). Of all households with school-going children, about two-thirds reported at
least some home-based learning, mostly through some teaching by family members or others.
We do not have further information on the extent or quality of this teaching. However, only
7% of households with school-going children reported any online learning. This proportion
was much lower, at under 2%, for households with children in government schools. Clearly,
online teaching was not a viable alternative for children from these rural households in Bihar.

Table 6.4: Disruption of education since Corona and home-based learning

% of households with school-going children
Of these, % of households reporting any home-based learning
after school closure:
Online learning
Taught by family members
Taught by others (including private tutoring)
Any home-based learning

All schools

Only
government
schools

66.2

56.2

7.1
44.2
42.2

1.6
40.5
39.6

66.3

63.0

Note: Of all households with school-going children, 85% send all their children to government schools only, 11%
send all their children to private schools only, and 4% send some to private and others to government schools.
All calculations use sample weights.

7. Access to government assistance
This section presents findings on the extent of public assistance received by households since
the pandemic. Following the first lockdown, the government announced a series of measures
to support households during the crisis. However, there is only limited evidence on how far
this support was delivered on the ground and actually received by households. In the
following, we present our findings in relation to the key support measures.
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7.1.

Free additional food ration

One of the announced relief measures was the Pradhan Mantri Garib Kalyan Anna Yojana
(PKGKAY). This provided for free additional ration of 5 kg of wheat or rice per person and one
kg of pulses per household per month to all ration cardholders under the Public Distribution
System (PDS). This was over and above their regular entitlement under the National Food
Security Act. The measure was initially announced for the three months of April, May and
June 2020, but was later extended for another five months through to November. Table 7.1
presents evidence on this for our sample households in rural Bihar.

Table 7.1: Free grains or pulses received by households

Free rice/ wheat received

% of all
households

% of
households
with ration
card

Amount received
(kg per month per
person listed on the
ration card)
Median
Mean

No ration card
With ration card
Received nothing
Received less than 5 kg
Received 5 kg or more

18.4
1.5
63.6
16.5

1.8
78.0
20.2

0.00
3.75
6.25

0.00
3.55
6.36

Total

100.0

100.0

3.75

4.05

% of all
households

% of
households
with ration
card

Free pulses received

Amount received
(kg per month per
household with ration
card)
Median
Mean

No ration card
With ration card
Received nothing
Received less than 1 kg
Received 1 kg or more

18.4
1.5
74.1
6.1

1.8
90.8
7.4

0.00
0.63
1.00

0.00
0.59
1.09

Total

100.0

100.0

0.75

0.62

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

It turns out that about 18% of all households did not have a ration card and hence were
automatically excluded as they did not meet the eligibility criteria for this relief measure.
Among households with ration cards, a small proportion (under 2%) did not receive any free
grain or pulses. For rice or wheat, only about one-fifth of cardholding households received
the announced amount of 5 kg or more. Most (78% of cardholding households) received less.
For pulses, only about 7% of the cardholding households received the stipulated 1 kg or more,
and more than 90% received less. Among households with ration cards, the median amount
of rice or wheat received was 3.75 kg (per person listed on the card per month) while the
median amount of pulses received was 750 gm (per household per month). Thus, the typical
household received about three-fourths of the announced amount of free ration.
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However, the provision of free ration seems to have come at the expense of the regular rations
through the PDS. As seen in Table 7.2, only 51% of the cardholding households reported
receiving their full normal PDS ration since Corona. The proportion receiving the full PDS
ration was even lower, at 46%, for households who received at least 5 kg of free rice/ wheat
or at least 1 kg of free pulses. Thus, the evidence indicates that the provision of free ration
was not necessarily additional to the regular PDS ration, and may have at least partially
displaced the latter.

Table 7.2: Displacement of normal PDS ration?
% of households receiving
their FULL PDS ration
Cardholding households who:
Did not receive their FULL free PMGKAY ration
Received their FULL free PMGKAY ration*

52.7
46.4

All cardholding households

51.4

Note: * Households who received at least 5 kg of rice/ wheat (per listed person per month) or at least 1 kg of
pulses (per household per month). All calculations use sample weights.

7.2.

Free cooking gas cylinders

Another measure announced as part of the Covid relief package was the provision of free
Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) cylinders for three months for the beneficiaries of the Pradhan
Mantri Ujjawala Yojana (PMUY). Table 7.3 presents the evidence pertaining to this measure.
As seen in the Table, the majority of households (52%) were not eligible for this benefit.
Another about one-fifth (19%) though eligible did not receive any free LPG cylinders since
April 2020. Thus, only about 28% of households received this benefit, with about 13%
receiving one LPG cylinder since April 2020 and the remaining 15% receiving more than one
cylinder. Put differently, about 40% of the eligible beneficiaries received any LPG cylinder,
and nearly three-quarters of the eligible beneficiaries received less than three cylinders as
intended by the announced relief measure.

Table 7.3: Provision of free LPG cylinders
% of all households
52.4

Not eligible under the PM Ujjawala Yojana
Eligible, received … free LPG cylinders since April 2020
None
1
2
3
4
Note: All calculations use sample weights.
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19.2
13.0
2.8
10.6
2.0

% of eligible
households

40.4
27.2
5.9
22.3
4.2

7.3.

Cash transfer into women’s Jan Dhan accounts

This relief measure related to a cash transfer of Rs. 500 per month, for 3 months, to the Jan
Dhan bank accounts held by women. Table 7.4 reports the relevant evidence for our study
households.

Table 7.4: Cash transfers to women’s Jan Dhan accounts
% of households
30.9
% of households with
women Jan Dhan
accounts

No women Jan Dhan account

Transfer received per Jan Dhan account
0
500
750
1000
1250
1500
2250
3000

1.3
22.2
0.5
6.4
0.5
68.6
0.2
0.2

Average transfer per Jan Dhan account (Rs.)
Average transfer per recipient household per day (Rs.)

1226
13

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

It turns out that 31% of households did not have Jan Dhan accounts in the names of women.
Of those that did, while 69% received the announced total amount of Rs. 1500, the remaining
31% received less than Rs. 1500. About 22% received a single instalment of Rs. 500 instead
of three such instalments. Among all households that received the cash transfer, the average
transfer per Jan Dhan account was Rs. 1226 over the 3-month period. This amounts to a
transfer of just Rs. 13 per recipient household per day, which together with just under onethird of the households receiving nothing, testifies to the meagreness of this support.

7.4.

Pension receipts

Another support measure announced by the Government of India related to an ex-gratia
payment of Rs. 1000 to poor senior citizens, widows and disabled persons. This was over and
above the existing pensions for these groups, which in any case have been long criticized for
their paltry entitlements. Table 7.5 reports the evidence on old-age, widow and disability
pensions received by the study households over the six-month period from April to September
2020.
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Table 7.5: Old-age, widow and disability pensions received during April-September 2020

Type of pension

% of
households
receiving the
pension

Amount per recipient household per month
(Rs.)
P25

Median

Mean

P75

Widow
Old-age
Disability

4.3
19.5
1.4

200
200
200

333
367
300

340
359
314

500
400
400

Any pension

24.7

200

367

359

400

Median/
Entitlement
0.71
0.65
0.53

Note: All calculations use sample weights.

As seen from the Table, the household coverage of these pensions is limited. Only about onefifth of all households received old-age pensions for this period, though the coverage of oldage pensions in Bihar is meant to be universal since 2019 (at Rs. 400 per month). The
coverage of widow and disability pensions is far more minimal at 4 and under 2 percent of all
households.
Besides limited coverage, the pension amounts received are small not only in absolute terms
but also relative to entitlements. For instance, the median amount per recipient household
per month was Rs. 367 for old-age pensions, Rs. 333 for widow pensions, and Rs. 300 for
disability pensions. However, including the special ex-gratia payment of Rs. 1000, the
entitlements per month for this six-month period should have been Rs. 467 per month for
widow pensions and Rs. 567 per month for old-age and disability pensions.12 Monthly receipts
for more than three-fourths of recipients of old-age and disability pension recipients, and more
than three-fifths of widow pension recipients fell short of these entitlements by 29-47%.

8. Summary and conclusion
This study has sought to provide a detailed account of how the Covid-19 pandemic has
impacted the livelihoods of rural households in Bihar and how far they were able to avail of
the government support on offer since the pandemic. The account is based on primary data
collected during October 2020-January 2021 through a phone-based survey of over 1600
households across the state. A key strength of this account is its richness of detail in painting
a picture of the ground reality of how the livelihood impact of the pandemic played out since
its onset up to the time of the survey. In addition, the details on the utilization of government
support measures give an insight into how far support announced translated into support
received on the ground.
The detailed evidence presented above is difficult to summarize in a brief concluding section.
This section thus only attempts a summary of the main findings in broad terms, leaving the
reader to discover the details in the relevant sections. The summary is presented in two parts,

12

Calculated over the six-month period at Rs. 300 per month for widow pensions and Rs. 400 per month for
old-age and disability pensions. This entitlement also assumes that there is only one eligible member for a
particular type of pension if the household reports receiving that pension.
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the first relating to the impact of the pandemic, and the second relating to government
assistance received by households.

Impacts of the pandemic


The livelihood impact of Covid-19 was pervasive. The first high-level finding of the
study is that the livelihood impact of the Covid-19 pandemic was pervasive in rural Bihar.
Hardly any household was spared; 94% of households experienced at least some impact
on their livelihoods.



The impact occurred through multiple sources of livelihood. The study distinguished
six main livelihood sources corresponding to the type of income-earning activities the
working members of the households were engaged in: self-employment in agriculture, selfemployment in animal husbandry, self-employment in non-agriculture, regular
wage/salaried work, casual labour (local), and migrant labour. Rural households, on
average, were engaged in two of the six types of activity; more than two-thirds of
households are engaged in two or more types of activity. For 45% of households, all
sources of livelihood were impacted. The average fraction of livelihood sources impacted
for all households was 71%.



The impact nearly always involved the main source of livelihood. The main source
of income was affected for nine out of every ten households.



The most widely affected livelihood activities were casual and migrant labour. Every
household participating in casual labour was affected, while among those participating in
migrant labour, 94% were affected. Migrant and casual labour are the two most important
sources of livelihood, migrant labour being the main source of income for 51% of
households and casual labour being the main source for 18% of households.



Casual employment was hit hard, even MGNREGA work was affected. 86% of casual
workers experienced a decline in total days of work, on average losing about 9 days of
work per month since Corona. This was made up of 4 days each for casual labour in
agriculture and non-agricultural activities. MGNREGA work was the least affected, but
MGNREGA employment also decreased on average by one day per month.



There were multiple channels of the prolonged impact on migrant workers. More
than half of migrant workers returned to the native village with the disruption of work in
destination areas, with the typical worker spending Rs. 3,000 on the return journey. Of
those who stayed in the destination area, about 9 out of 10 workers lost days of work and
reduced their remittances back home. Among those returning to the village, the typical
worker lost more than 40 days of work up to their return to the village, and less than twothirds of the returnees found alternative part-time work around the village. Many of them
went back to destination areas after spending an average (median) of 149 days in the
village, and about one-fifth of them had not resumed work in the destination area at the
time of the survey.
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Self-employment in agricultural and non-agricultural activities were also affected.
Contrary to common belief, agricultural activities were also affected. About three-fourths
of households participating in self-employed agricultural activities reported being impacted
mainly due to disruption of agricultural operations and marketing of produce. More than
four-fifths of households engaged in self-employed non-agricultural activities were also
affected due to business closures, disruption of supply chains and inability to maintain
normal opening hours.



Regular government salaried jobs remained protected, but few households had
such jobs. Less than 4% of rural households had a member working in a government
salaried job. By contrast, private sector jobs were less protected. About one-fifth of
households with a regular salaried job in the private sector experienced job losses.



While nearly everyone was affected, there is evidence of greater intensity of impact
for SC-ST and low income groups. While less than 7% of SC-ST households had either
no impact or impacts limited to subsidiary income sources only, this proportion was about
16% for Upper Caste households. Similarly, while no or only subsidiary income impact
was limited to 6-11% of households in the lowest/low income groups, this proportion was
36% of households in the top income group.



Households also experienced a range of other impacts on health, nutrition and
education. About 12% of households experienced health problems other than Corona for
which they faced a range of difficulties in accessing treatment. About 28% of households
with children below 24 months missed their children’s immunization since Corona, while
41% of households with pregnant or lactating women reported being unable to avail of the
ante and post-natal check-ups since Corona. With school closures and the consequent
disruption of the mid-day meal program, only 4% of households with school-going children
received alternative food supplements from the government on anything but an occasional
basis; 16% did not receive anything. The supply of food supplements (including Take
Home Rations) from Anganwadi centres to households with 0-6 year old children was also
compromised, with only 2% receiving food supplements on a regular basis and about 5%
receiving cash instead of the take-home ration. With school closures, any form of online
learning was possible for only 7% of households with school-going children, under 2% for
households with children in government schools.

Government support
As against the pervasiveness and breadth of the impact of the pandemic, the amount of
support received by households from the government was limited in several ways.


A significant fraction of excluded households simply due to ineligibility. Many
household failed to receive the announced government support for simply being outside
the “eligible” category. About 18% of household had no ration card and were unable to
receive the additional free ration of rice/ wheat and pulses for six months. 52% of
households were not eligible under the Prime Minister Ujjawala Yojana to receive free
cooking gas cylinders for three months. 31% of households had no women Jan Dhan
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accounts to receive cash transfers. Only a quarter of households were eligible for ex gratia
pension payments to widows, senior citizens or those with disability.


Some received nothing despite being eligible. 19% of eligible households received no
free cooking gas cylinders. Exclusion despite eligibility was however limited for free food
rations and cash transfers to only about 2% of eligible households who received nothing.



Among the lucky ones who received something, most received less than the
announced amount. 78% of ration card holders received less than the announced 5 kg
of free rice or wheat per person per month; 91% received less than 1 kg of free pulses per
person per month. The typical (median) cardholding household received 75% of the
entitlement. Around 30% of households with women Jan Dhan accounts received less
than the announced amount of cash transfer; about 22% received only a single instalment
of Rs. 500 instead of the promised three. Nearly three-quarters of the eligible beneficiaries
for free cooking gas cylinders received less than the three cylinders as intended by the
announced relief measure. Monthly receipts for more than three-fourths of recipients of
old-age and disability pension recipients, and more than three-fifths of widow pension
recipients fell short of entitlements by 29-47%.



There is some evidence of displacement of regular PDS rations by free food rations.
Only 51% of the cardholding households received their full normal PDS ration since
Corona. This proportion was even lower at 46% for households who received their full
free ration of rice/ wheat or pulses.

In closing
The aim of this study was to document ground-level evidence on the impact of the Covid-19
pandemic on the livelihoods of rural households in Bihar and the level of government support
they received to cope with this impact. The picture that emerges from the detailed evidence
the study was able to document is one of pervasive and severe impacts on rural livelihoods in
the state. The study primarily relates to impacts over the first 8-10 months of the pandemic
since April 2020. This is a period when Covid-19 infections were concentrated in urban areas
of the country. The evidence shows that it nonetheless exacted a large toll on rural livelihoods
too, mainly due to the widespread disruption of economic activities and the many links
between the urban and rural economies. In the case of Bihar, this was exacerbated by the
dominant link through migrant workers on whose earnings as much as a half the rural
households in Bihar critically depend. The livelihood impact the study documents is likely to
have pushed many into poverty and those already poor into a more severe state of deprivation,
with the evidence also suggestive of higher intensity of impact among less privilege socioeconomic groups.
In contrast to the scale of the livelihood impact, the evidence testifies to the meagre level of
government support received by the rural population of Bihar. Many households received only
a fraction of the promised support at a time when the existing safety nets were also
compromised to a lesser or greater extent. However, the promised support itself was meagre
relative to the impacts. The evidence thus presents a strong case for the provision of further
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support to these households for them to find a pathway to a reasonable recovery. This case
is only strengthened by the experience of the more devastating second wave of the pandemic
since March 2021 that has heavily afflicted the rural areas too.
In particular, the study also documents how pandemic has highlighted the complete lack of
social protection for migrant workers who are the backbone of key sectors of the economy
including construction, manufacturing and agriculture, and who are critical to the welfare of
large number rural households who rely on remittances sent by them. The lack of portability
of certain safety nets such as subsidized food through the Public Distribution System, and the
absence of social insurance mechanisms such as MGNREGA in urban areas stand out as key
areas for future social policy reform.
This study also underscores the importance of continued and rapid data gathering to monitor
the evolving impacts of the pandemic and engineer timely support to those in need. It also
underscores the need to develop flexible support mechanisms that can spring into action
based some observable triggers that an institutionalized data gathering process can regularly
monitor.
Finally, while this study has obvious and immediate relevance for Bihar, it highlights issues
that should be of broader relevance beyond this immediate context. Together with other
studies of a similar nature, it adds to the corpus of ground-level evidence on the ongoing
impact of the pandemic, not only as a matter of historical documentation but also as a record
or who is impacted and how, that should inform mitigation, support and recovery efforts for
those impacted.
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Annex 1: Projected number of households by village and social
group in 2020

Table A1: Projected number of households by village and social group in 2020
District

Village name

Gaya

Alalpur Bishanpur
Rupaspur Salempur
Paharpur Dayal
Dewan Parsa
Mahisam
Khangaon
Chandkura
Mohiuddinpur
Jitwarpur
Belabadan
Samauti Buzurg
Amarhi
Total

Gopalganj
Madhubani
Nalanda
Araria
Purnia
Rohtas

SC-ST

OBC-1

OBC-2

Upper
Caste

Muslim

Total

26
138
0
175
601
343
219
65
108
228
161
82
2146

32
63
13
40
285
270
82
44
687
24
35
28
1603

31
173
78
22
251
75
211
11
89
167
22
158
1288

144
130
26
111
486
317
9
8
555
0
62
68
1916

0
27
0
37
822
64
0
2
231
213
26
0
1422

233
531
117
385
2445
1069
521
130
1670
632
306
336
8375

Note: SC: Scheduled Castes; ST: Scheduled Tribes; OBC-1: Other Backward Castes-Category 1; Other
Backward Castes-Category 2. The number of households for 2020 were projected by using the growth rate of
village households between 2001 and 2011 (taken from Primary Census Abstract from the Population
Censuses).
Source: IHD Field Study, Villages Schedule, 2016 and Primary census Abstract, 2001 and 2011.
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Annex 2: Survey Questionnaire
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IGC- CDES-IHD- Study on
Changing Lives and Livelihood in the Wake of Covid-19 Pandemic in Rural
Bihar
Explanatory Statement
Namaskar. I am ……………………………..… (interviewer name), a research investigator for the study on the Changing
Lives and Livelihoods in the Wake of Covid-19 (Coronavirus) Pandemic in Rural Bihar. The study is being
undertaken through collaboration between the Institute for Human Development (New Delhi), and the Centre
for Development Economics and Sustainability (CDES) at Monash University (Australia). The study has been
funded by the International Growth Centre (London School of Economics and Political Science). We have
interviewed you/your family members previously for another research project conducted by the Institute for
Human Development. We are now approaching you for a new study not associated with the earlier research
project. This new study is about the economic impact of the Coronavirus (COVID-19) outbreak. There is an
urgent need to understand who is affected, how they are affected and what kind of government support is
available. This study will inform government agencies on appropriate further response. We will ask about your
economic activities prior to being affected by the Coronavirus (COVID-19), how the outbreak has impacted your
livelihood, and what kind of government support you have been able to avail of.
The survey will take a total of approximately 40 minutes of your time and will be conducted over one or two
phone calls. We will offer you a payment of Rupees 200 upon the completion of the survey as a token of our
appreciation of the time and effort for your participation. We assure you that the information collected from
you will be used for research purposes only, and your personal identity will be kept strictly confidential. The
data used for research will not contain your name or personal identifiers. It will be stored at the computer
servers of Institute for Human Development and Monash University. The data may be used for future research
projects approved in writing by the Institute of Human Development and Monash University, subject to your
personal identity being kept strictly confidential.
The findings from this study are likely to be available by March 2021. These findings will be publicized through
newspaper features and social media, among other channels. They will also be available at the websites of the
Institute
for
Human
Development
(https://www.ihdindia.org/)
and
Monash
University
(https://www.monash.edu/business/cdes). Your participation is completely voluntary. You can choose not to
take part. You can agree to take part and later change your mind. We recognize that Coronavirus has had a major
impact on many people’s lives and livelihoods, and it may be difficult to answer questions about your experience.
If you experience such difficulty, you may discontinue the interview at any stage. Your refusal to participate or
complete the survey will not result in any loss of benefits that you are otherwise entitled to receive.
If you have any concerns including information related to the findings of this study), please contact: Dr. Sunil
Kumar Mishra (Fellow, Institute for Human Development, Delhi 110092) at the mobile number 9818462511.
Thank you.

Consent
The Explanatory Statement given above will be read out to potential respondent prior to seeking their consent
for participation.
The field investigators will take the verbal consent:
“Do you agree to participate in the phone survey? Yes / No. (Circle)
Do you agree that information you provide for this research may be used for future research projects approved
by the Institute of Human Development and Monash University, subject to your personal identity being kept
strictly confidential? Yes / No. (Circle)
[If the respondent says “Yes” to the above, the investigator will proceed with the survey; otherwise the
investigator will thank and take leave of the respondent.]
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A: Identification and Basic Information
1.
2.

Schedule Number (take from respondent details
from the earlier database)
Name of interviewer:

3.

Village name

4.

1.

Name of respondent

2.

Age (in years) of respondent

3.

Sex of respondent (Male=1, Female=2)

4.

5.

Social group of the household (SC=1, OBC1=2,
OBC2=3, Upper Caste=4, Muslim=5, Other=6)
Contact No. of Respondent (10-digit mobile number)

6.

Number of children (0-17 years)

i. Male:

ii. Female:

iii. Total

7.

Number of elders (above 65)

i. Male:

ii. Female:

iii. Total

8.

Number of working age (18-65 years) members

i. Male:

ii. Female:

iii. Total

9.

Household members (including migrant members) who were working before Corona:

Name of worker:

A. Sex (Male=1,
Female=2)

B. Primary
occupation*

C. Secondary
occupation*

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

10.

*Self-employed in crop cultivation (local)=1,
Self-employed in animal husbandry (local)=2,
Self-employed in non-agriculture (local)=3,
Regular wage/ salaried worker (local)=4,
Casual labour in agriculture/ non-agriculture (local)=5,
Migrant worker=6,
Other=7
Main source of household income during the year before Corona from the following sources
(write one option):
(Self-employed in crop cultivation (local)=1,
Self-employed in animal husbandry (local)=2,
Self-employed in non-agriculture (local)=3,
Regular wage/ salaried worker (local)=4,
Casual labour in agriculture/ non-agriculture (local)=5,
Migrant worker (remittances)=6,
Other=7)
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11.

12.

Approximate monthly income from all sources (including remittance income) during the year
before Corona from the following sources:
(Below Rs 5,000=1,
Rs 5,000 - Rs 10,000=2,
Rs 10,000 - Rs 15,000=3,
Rs 15,000 - Rs 20,000=4,
Rs 20,000 - Rs 25,000=5,
Rs 25,000 - Rs 30,000=6,
Rs 30,000 and Above =7)
Do you have ration card-:
(Yes, priority (BPL) card pink colour=1, Yes, Antodaya card yellow colour=2, Yes, APL card white
colour=3, New card (made during corona period)=4, No card=5)
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B1: Self-Employed in Agriculture (Crop production, animal husbandry)
(Please check from A_Q9)
1.

Can you name the two main crops that were planted, grown or harvested since Corona – during AprilSeptember 2020?

Sl. No.

i. Name of crop

ii. Crop season
(K= Kharif, R= Rabi)

iii. Crop status
(1= Harvested during AprilSeptember,
2= Planted or grown during AprilSeptember, but not harvested)

A. Crop 1
B. Crop 2

2. Details on the crop harvested during April-September (Crop status=1 in B1_Q1 above)
1. Name of crop (copy from Q1 above)
2.

Area cultivated (acres)

3.

Total harvested quantity (in quintals)

4.

Was the harvested amount affected by Corona? (Yes=1, No=2)

5.
6.

If “Yes” to B1_2_4, what is your estimate of any loss of harvested output
due to Corona (%age loss)?
Do you normally also market/sell this crop? (Yes=1, No=2)

7.

If “Yes”, was the amount sold affected by Corona? (Yes=1, No=2)

8.

If “Yes” to B1_2_7, what is your estimate of any loss of sale amount? (%age
%:
loss of value of sales)
In relation to this crop, did you face unusual difficulty in carrying out any of the following operations
during the Corona period? (Yes=1, No=2, Not applicable=3)
1. Ploughing/Hoeing, land preparation

9.

2.

Sowing or Transplanting

3.

Weeding

4.

Harvesting

5.

Threshing/Winnowing

6.

Marketing/Selling

Quantity:

10. In relation to this crop, was the difficulty in carrying out operations related
to reduced availability or higher cost during the Corona period of any of
the following …?
(Yes=1, No=2, Not applicable=3)
1. Labour
2. Seeds, fertilizers, pesticides or other inputs
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%:

A.
Reduced
availability

B. Higher
cost

3. Agricultural equipment/ implements/ machinery (including thresher/
harvester)
4. Technicians/ repair and maintenance facilities
5. Irrigation
6. Transportation and access to markets
7. Financial resources/ credit
8. Other (specify …)

3.

Details on the crop planted or grown during April-September, but not harvested (Crop status=2 in
B1_Q1 above)
1. Name of crop (copy from Q1 above)
2.

Area cultivated (acres)

3.

Was the cultivated area for this crop affected by Corona?
(Yes=1, No=2)
If “Yes” to B1_3_3, what is your estimate of the change (increase
or decrease) in cultivated area for this crop due to Corona?
(%age change)
What is your estimate of the change (increase or decrease) in total
expected production (harvest) for this crop due to Corona?

4.

5.

6.

7.

Increase % (+)

Decrease % (-)

Increase % (+)

Decrease % (-)

(%age change)
In relation to this crop, did you face unusual difficulty in carrying out any of the following operations
during the Corona period? (Yes=1, No=2, Not applicable=3)
1. Ploughing/Hoeing, land preparation
2.

Sowing or Transplanting

3.

Weeding

In relation to this crop, was the difficulty in carrying out operations related to
the reduced availability or higher cost during the Corona period of any of the
following…?
(Yes=1, No=2, Not applicable=3)
1. Labour
2.

Seeds, fertilizers, pesticides or other inputs

3.
4.

Agricultural equipment/ implements/ machinery (including
thresher/harvester)
Technicians/ repair and maintenance facilities

5.

Irrigation

6.

Transportation and access to markets

7.

Financial resources/ credit

8.

Other (specify …)

4. Details on fruits and vegetable cultivation
1. Does your household produce any fruits and vegetables? (Yes=1,
No=2)
2. Have these activities been affected by Corona? (Yes=1, No=2)
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A.
Reduced
availability

B. Higher
cost

3.

If “Yes”, compared with income before Corona, what is the
percentage change in income from these activities since Corona?
(%age change)

Increase % (+)

Decrease % (-)

Increase % (+)

Decrease % (-)

5. Details on animal husbandry
1. Does your household engage in animal husbandry? (Yes=1, No=2)
2.

Have these activities been affected by Corona? (Yes=1, No=2)

3.

If “Yes”, compared with income before Corona, what is the
percentage change in income from these activities since Corona?
(%age change)
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Please tell us about the impact of Corona on workers in your household who are self-employed in nonagricultural activities (maximum two workers):

B2A: Self Employment in Non-Agriculture – (first worker)
(Please check from A_Q9)

B2A. Name of first worker

1.

Write the details of the business/ occupation (open-end)

2.

Has your business been affected by Corona? (Yes=1, No=2)

3.

If “Yes”, have you had to close/shut down your business since
Corona? (Yes, for some time=1, Yes, permanently closed=2,
No=3)
If “Yes, for some time”, for how many weeks you had to close
your business since Corona? (weeks)
Is your business currently open? (Yes=1, No=2)

4.
5.
6.

If “No”, when do you think you will be able to reopen? (in
months, write “99” if permanently closed)

7.

Please tell us about the impact of Corona on your business:

i. Before Corona

ii. Since Corona

i. Have
experienced
(Yes=1, No=2)

ii. Still
experiencing
(Yes=1, No=2)

Average monthly income net of costs (Rupees per month)
8.

9.

Have you experienced any of the following unusual difficulties in
your business since Corona? Are you still experiencing them?
1.

Lack of finance/ credit

2.

Supply chain problems/ shortage of inputs

3.

Lack of demand/ Customers not willing to accept goods

4.

Unable to maintain normal opening hours for business due
to government restrictions or other factors

5.

Higher cost of labour

6.

Higher cost of other inputs

7.

Other (specify) ____

What is your future plan for business in the coming one year?
Consolidate and expand=1, Downsize=2, May close down=3, Shift
or diversity to another line of business=4, Other=5 (specify)
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B2B: Self Employment in Non-Agriculture – (second worker)
(Please check from A_Q9)

B2B. Name of second worker

1.

Write the details of the business/ occupation (open-end)

2.

Has your business been affected by Corona? (Yes=1, No=2)

3.

If “Yes”, have you had to close/shut down your business since
Corona? (Yes, for some time=1, Yes, permanently closed=2,
No=3)
If “Yes, for some time”, for how many weeks you had to close
your business since Corona? (weeks)
Is your business currently open? (Yes=1, No=2)

4.
5.
6.

If “No”, when do you think you will be able to reopen? (in
months, write “99” if permanently closed)

7.

Please tell us about the impact of Corona on your business:

i. Before Corona

ii. Since Corona

i. Have
experienced
(Yes=1, No=2)

ii. Still
experiencing
(Yes=1, No=2)

Average monthly income net of costs (Rupees per month)
8.

9.

Have you experienced any of the following unusual difficulties in
your business since Corona? Are you still experiencing them?
1.

Lack of finance/ credit

2.

Supply chain problems/ shortage of inputs

3.

Lack of demand/ Customers not willing to accept goods

4.

Unable to maintain normal opening hours for business due
to government restrictions or other factors

5.

Higher cost of labour

6.

Higher cost of other inputs

7.

Other (specify) ____

What is your future plan for business in the coming one year?
Consolidate and expand=1, Downsize=2, May close down=3, Shift
or diversity to another line of business=4, Other=5 (specify)
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Please tell us about the impact of Corona on (non-migrant) regular wage/ salaried workers in your
household (maximum two workers):

B3A: Regular Wage/ Salaried Workers – Non-migrant (first worker)
(Please check from A_Q9)

B3A. Name of first worker

1.

Age (in years):

2.

Sex (Male=1, Female=2):

3.

Job type before Corona (Government=1, Private=2)

4.

Job description

5.

Average monthly wage/ salary before Corona (Rupees per month)

6.

Does the worker still have the same job since Corona? (Yes=1, No=2)

7.

If “Yes” to B3A_Q6 (still have the same job):
1. Number of days of work per month

8.

i. Before Corona

2.

Has the worker been receiving the same wage/ salary per month as
before Corona? (Yes=1, No=2)

3.

If “No”, the average monthly wage/ salary since Corona (Rupees per
month)

4.

The amount of any unpaid wage/ salary arrears since Corona (Rupees)

If “No” to B3A_Q6 (lost job):
1.

Month in which the worker lost that job

2.

Was the worker fully paid for any wage/ salary arrears at the time of
losing the job? (No job arrears=1, Yes, fully paid=2, Not fully paid=3)

3.

If “Not fully paid”, the amount of unpaid wage/ salary arrears (Rupees)

4.

Did the worker receive any other payment at the time of losing the job
(amount in Rupees, write “0” if no payment received)
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ii. Since Corona

B3B: Regular Wage/ Salaried Workers – Non-migrant (second worker)
(Please check from A_Q9)

B3B. Name of second worker

1.

Age (in years):

2.

Sex (Male=1, Female=2):

3.

Job type before Corona (Government=1, Private=2)

4.

Job description

5.

Average monthly wage/ salary before Corona (Rupees per month)

6.

Does the worker still have the same job since Corona? (Yes=1, No=2)

7.

If “Yes” to B3B_Q6 (still have the same job):
1. Number of days of work per month

8.

i. Before Corona

2.

Has the worker been receiving the same wage/ salary per month as
before Corona? (Yes=1, No=2)

3.

If “No”, the average monthly wage/ salary since Corona (Rupees per
month)

4.

The amount of any unpaid wage/ salary arrears since Corona (Rupees)

If “No” to B3B_Q6 (lost job):
1.

Month in which the worker lost that job

2.

Was the worker fully paid for any wage/ salary arrears at the time of
losing the job? (No job arrears=1, Yes, fully paid=2, Not fully paid=3)

3.

If “Not fully paid”, the amount of unpaid wage/ salary arrears (Rupees)

4.

Did the worker receive any other payment at the time of losing the job
(amount in Rupees, write “0” if no payment received)
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ii. Since Corona

Please tell us about the impact of Corona on (non-migrant) casual wage workers in your household
(maximum two workers):

B4A: Casual Labour in Agriculture/Non-Agriculture – Non-migrant
(first worker)
(Please check from A_Q9)
B4A. Name of first worker

1.

Age (in years):

2.

Sex (Male=1, Female=2):

3.

Has this worker’s employment in casual work been affected by Corona?
1. MGNREGA work (Yes=1, No=2, Not applicable=3)
2. Casual work in agriculture (Yes=1, No=2, Not applicable=3)
3. Casual work in non-agriculture (Yes=1, No=2, Not applicable=3)

4.

On average, how many days of work per month did this worker
do – since Corona? and during the same season before Corona?
(write 999 if not applicable):
1. MGNREGA work

i. Since Corona

ii. Same season
before Corona

i. Status
(Increase=1,
Decrease=2,
Remain the
same=3, not
applicable=9)

ii. If increase or
decrease, by
what
percentage (in
%)

2. Casual work in agriculture
3. Casual work in non-agriculture
5.

On average, what was the status of daily wage rate since Corona
as compared to before Corona?

1. MGNREGA work
2. Casual work in agriculture
3. Casual work in non-agriculture
6.

Does this worker have any unpaid wage arrears since Corona? (Total unpaid wages in Rupees)
(write 0 if no unpaid wages, write 999 if not applicable)
1. MGNREGA work
2. Casual work in agriculture
3. Casual work in non-agriculture
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B4B: Casual Labour in Agriculture/Non-Agriculture – Non-migrant
(second worker)
(Please check from A_Q9)
B4B. Name of second worker

1.

Age (in years):

2.

Sex (Male=1, Female=2):

3.

Has this worker’s employment in casual work been affected by Corona?
1. MGNREGA work (Yes=1, No=2, Not applicable=3)
2. Casual work in agriculture (Yes=1, No=2, Not applicable=3)
3. Casual work in non-agriculture (Yes=1, No=2, Not applicable=3)

4.

On average, how many days of work per month did this worker
do – since Corona? and during the same season before Corona?
(write 999 if not applicable):
1. MGNREGA work

i. Since Corona

ii. Same season
before Corona

i. Status
(Increase=1,
Decrease=2,
Remain the
same=3, not
applicable=9)

ii. If increase or
decrease, by
what
percentage (in
%)

2. Casual work in agriculture
3. Casual work in non-agriculture
5.

On average, what was the status of daily wage rate since Corona
as compared to before Corona?

1. MGNREGA work
2. Casual work in agriculture
3. Casual work in non-agriculture
6.

Does this worker have any unpaid wage arrears since Corona? (Total unpaid wages in Rupees)
(write 0 if no unpaid wages, write 999 if not applicable)
1. MGNREGA work
2. Casual work in agriculture
3. Casual work in non-agriculture
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Please tell us about the impact of Corona on migrant workers in your household (maximum two workers):

B5A: Migrant workers (Self-employed, wage employed or salaried)
(first worker)
(Please check from A_Q9)

B5A. Name of first worker

1.

Age (in years):

2.

Sex (Male=1, Female=2):

3.

Where was this migrant worker working before Corona?

(Within district rural=1, Within district urban=2, Other districts rural within
Bihar=3, Other districts urban within Bihar=4, Outside Bihar rural=5, Outside
Bihar urban=6, Outside India=7)
4.

What type of activity this migrant worker was engaged in before Corona?

5.

Was this migrant worker’s employment affected by Corona? (Yes=1,
No=2)

6.

If “Yes”, how was this migrant worker’s employment affected?
a.

c.

Work site closed or Employment terminated by employer (Yes-1,
No-2)
Work site closed or Employment suspended by employer (Yes-1,
No-2)
Unable to work due to travel restrictions (Yes-1, No-2)

d.

Stopped working due to fear of infection (Yes-1, No-2)

e.

Stopped working because wanted to get back home to native
village (Yes-1, No-2)
Other (Yes-1, No-2)

b.

f.
7.

Did the migrant worker return to the native village? (Yes=1, No, stayed in
the destination area=2)
If “No, stayed in the destination area”, skip to B5A_Q9.

8.

If “Yes” to B5A_Q7 (retuned to native village),
a.

When did the migrant worker return to the native village?
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i.
Approximate
Date:

ii. Month

b.

Number of days without work since Corona (between March 22 and
returning to the village)?

c.

Did the worker use any of the following means to return from the
destination area to the native village? (select more than one means, if
relevant)

(Yes=1, No=2)

1. Shramik train
2. Other train
3. Bus, truck or other road transport
4. On bicycle
5. On foot (walking)
d.

How long did it take to complete the journey from the destination
area to the native village? (days) (< than half day write 0)

e.

How much did this return journey cost? (Rupees)

f.

Any unpaid wage arrears at the time of returning to the native village?
(Rupees, write 0 if no unpaid wage arrears)

g.

Did the worker receive any other payment from the employer at the
time of leaving the destination area? (Rupees)

h.

Is the migrant worker still in the native village? (Yes=1, No, has gone
back to the destination area=2)

i.

If “Yes” (still in the native village), has the migrant worker found
alternative work in or around the native village? (Yes=1, No=2)

j.

Type of alternative work in or around the native village

k.

(MGNREGA work=1, Other wage work=2, Self-employed in
agriculture=3, Self-employed in non-agriculture=4)
Average number of days of alternative work per week (Days per week)

l.

Average daily earnings from alternative work (for wage work only)
(Rupees per day)

m. If “gone back to the destination area”:
1.

When did he/ she go back to destination area?

i. Date (if available):

ii. Month:
2.

When did he/she resumed work at destination area? (write 999 if
not resumed work)

i. Date (if available):

ii. Month:
3.

Is this worker earning the same amount as before? (Yes=1, No=2)
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4.

9.

If “No”, %age change in earnings

Increase %
(+)

Decrease
% (-)

If “No” to B5A_Q7 (stayed in destination area):
a.

Did the migrant worker lose any days of work due to Corona? (Yes=1,
No=2)

b.

Is the migrant worker working now? (Yes=1, No=2)

c.

Average earning per day (if working on daily wages) (Rupees per day)

A. Since
Corona:

B. Before
Corona:

d.

Average earning per month (if a regular/self-employed worker)
(Rupees per month)

A. Since
Corona:

B. Before
Corona:

e.

Total remittances sent back home since Corona (since March 22)
(Rupees)

f.

Total remittances sent back home during the 6 months before Corona
(during the 6 months before March 22) (Rupees)
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B5B: Migrant workers (Self-employed, wage employed or salaried)
(second worker)
(Please check from A_Q9)

B5B. Name of second worker

1.

Age (in years):

2.

Sex (Male=1, Female=2):

3.

Where was this migrant worker working before Corona?

(Within district rural=1, Within district urban=2, Other districts rural within
Bihar=3, Other districts urban within Bihar=4, Outside Bihar rural=5, Outside
Bihar urban=6, Outside India=7)
4.

What type of activity this migrant worker was engaged in before Corona?

5.

Was this migrant worker’s employment affected by Corona? (Yes=1,
No=2)

6.

If “Yes”, how was this migrant worker’s employment affected?
g.

i.

Work site closed or Employment terminated by employer (Yes-1,
No-2)
Work site closed or Employment suspended by employer (Yes-1,
No-2)
Unable to work due to travel restrictions (Yes-1, No-2)

j.

Stopped working due to fear of infection (Yes-1, No-2)

k.

Stopped working because wanted to get back home to native
village (Yes-1, No-2)
Other (Yes-1, No-2)

h.

l.
7.

Did the migrant worker return to the native village? (Yes=1, No, stayed in
the destination area=2)
If “No, stayed in the destination area”, skip to B5B_Q9.

8.

If “Yes” to B5A_Q7 (retuned to native village),
a.

When did the migrant worker return to the native village?
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i.
Approximate
Date:

ii. Month

b.

Number of days without work since Corona (between March 22 and
returning to the village)?

c.

Did the worker use any of the following means to return from the
destination area to the native village? (select more than one means, if
relevant)

(Yes=1, No=2)

1. Shramik train
2. Other train
3. Bus, truck or other road transport
4. On bicycle
5. On foot (walking)
d.

How long did it take to complete the journey from the destination
area to the native village? (days) (< than half day write 0)

e.

How much did this return journey cost? (Rupees)

f.

Any unpaid wage arrears at the time of returning to the native village?
(Rupees, write 0 if no unpaid wage arrears)

g.

Did the worker receive any other payment from the employer at the
time of leaving the destination area? (Rupees)

h.

Is the migrant worker still in the native village? (Yes=1, No, has gone
back to the destination area=2)

i.

If “Yes” (still in the native village), has the migrant worker found
alternative work in or around the native village? (Yes=1, No=2)

j.

Type of alternative work in or around the native village

k.

(MGNREGA work=1, Other wage work=2, Self-employed in
agriculture=3, Self-employed in non-agriculture=4)
Average number of days of alternative work per week (Days per week)

l.

Average daily earnings from alternative work (for wage work only)
(Rupees per day)

m. If “gone back to the destination area”:
1.

When did he/ she go back to destination area?

i. Date (if available):

ii. Month:
2.

When did he/she resumed work at destination area? (write 999 if
not resumed work)

i. Date (if available):

ii. Month:
3.

Is this worker earning the same amount as before? (Yes=1, No=2)
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4.

9.

If “No”, %age change in earnings

Increase %
(+)

Decrease
% (-)

If “No” to B5A_Q7 (stayed in destination area):
a.

Did the migrant worker lose any days of work due to Corona? (Yes=1,
No=2)

b.

Is the migrant worker working now? (Yes=1, No=2)

c.

Average earning per day (if working on daily wages) (Rupees per day)

A. Since
Corona:

B. Before
Corona:

d.

Average earning per month (if a regular/self-employed worker)
(Rupees per month)

A. Since
Corona:

B. Before
Corona:

e.

Total remittances sent back home since Corona (since March 22)
(Rupees)

f.

Total remittances sent back home during the 6 months before Corona
(during the 6 months before March 22) (Rupees)
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C: Government Assistance
1.

If the houeshold has a PDS ration card, total number of household members
registered on the ration card (number)

2.

In addition to the regular PDS ration, did your household receive additional
food kit free of cost under PMGKY (5 kgs of rice or wheat and one kg pulses
per ration card holder per month) since Corona?
(Yes=1, No=2)

3.

How much free rice/wheat/pulses (kgs for the whole household) did you receive (under Pradhan Mantri
Garib Kalyan Yojana) since Corona?
(The interviewer should help with the calculation of the total amount.)
Grain/ pulses

Total kilograms of free grain/ pulses received since Corona

i. Rice
ii. Wheat
iii. Pulses
4.

Has your household received the normal PDS ration regularly since Corona?
(Yes, full amount=1,
Less than the full amount, more than half=2,
Less than the full amount, less than half=3,
Did not receive any=4
Not applicable, don’t have ration card=5,
Have ration card, but did not use it to get PDS ration=6)

5.

How many gas cylinder(s) did you receive free of cost since April under PMGKY
as PMUY beneficiary? (Number)
(If not a PMUY beneficiary, write 999)

6.

Did anyone in your household get assistance under Mukhymantri Vishesh
Sahayata Yojana for those who were stuck outside Bihar? (Yes-1, No-2)

7.

If “Yes”, how much did you receive? (Rupees)

8.

Did your household receive assistance under Kisan Samman Nidhi Yojana since
Corona? (Yes=1, No=2, Not eligible=3)

9.

If “Yes”, how much total amount did you receive between April to September?
(Rupees)

10. Do any women in your household have a PMJDY (Jan Dhan) account? (No=0,
Yes, one account=1, Yes, two accounts=2, Yes, more than 2 accounts=3)
11. If “Yes”, total amount of transfer received into all women’s Jan Dhan accounts
since Corona (Rupees, write 0 if not received anything and write 9 if account
inactive or they don’t know)
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12. Is anyone in the household getting widow/ old-age/ disability pension? (Yes=1,
No=2)
13. If “Yes”, how much did you receive during April-September? (Rupees):
i. Widow pension
ii. Old-age pension
iii. Disability pension
14. Have you/your household member received any assistance like mask, soap,
sanitizer from the panchayat or other government sources? (Yes=1, No=2)
15. If you have received any direct transfer into the bank accounts of your
household members, have they faced any difficulty in withdrawing money
from these accounts? (Yes=1, No=2, Not applicable=3)
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D: COVID-19 and Health
1.

How many face masks does the household have? (number)

2.

How many times household members wash hands with soap during the day?
(number)

3.

Are people in and around the village practising physical/ social distancing
(“Do gaz doori”)?
(Yes, almost everyone=1, Yes, the majority (more than half)=2, Yes, a
minority (less than half)=3, One a few=4, Almost no one=5)

4.

Has any member of the household faced any other health problem since
Corona which would have needed visit to a doctor/ clinic/ hospital (public or
private)? (Yes=1, No=2)

5.

If “Yes”, did you face any of the following difficulties in accessing treatment?
a.

Nearby medical facility closed

b.
c.

Nearby medical facility does not have adequate supplies or medical
staff
Medical facility full, sent away

d.

Refused treatment at medical facility

e.

No transport available to get to the medical facility

f.

Long wait before medical attention received

g.

Can not afford treatment, too costly

h.

Risk of Covid-19 or other infection at medical facility

i.

Other (specify)
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(Yes=1, No=2)

E: School Education, Anganwadi Access and Maternal Care
1.

Does your household have any school-going children? (Yes=1, No=2)
If “No”, skip to E_Q9

2.

3.

Do they go to government or private school?
(All go to government school=1, All go to private school=2
Some go to government school, others go to private schools=3)
With the closure of schools, were any children getting home-based learning in any of the following
ways?
i. Online learning (Yes=1, No=2)
ii. Taught by family members (Yes=1, No=2)
iii. Taught by others (including private tutoring) (Yes=1, No=2)

4.

Were any children getting any midday meals at school? (Yes=1, No=2)

5.

With the closure of schools, have the children received any alternative food
supplement from the government?
(No=1, Yes, home delivery of food through the Anganwadi centre=2,
Yes, other alternative provision by government=3)

6.

If Yes=2 or 3 in Q_E5, how often children have been able to access food
supplement through this alternative source since Corona?
(Mostly=1, Sometimes=2, Rarely=3)

7.

Were any children receiving any scholarships before Corona? (Yes=1, No=2)

8.

If “Yes”, have they continued to receive these scholarships since Corona?
(Yes, in full=1, Yes, but only in part=2, No=3)

9.

Have any 0-6 year old children in the household received any food
supplement (including Take Home Ration) since Corona?
(Mostly=1, Sometimes=2, Rarely=3, Not received=4, Received cash transfer
instead of ration-5, Not enrolled in Anganwadi centre=6, No children in the
age group=7)

10. Did any child below 24 months miss their immunization since Corona?
(Yes=1, No=2, No children below 24 months=3)
11. Are there any pregnant/ lactating women in your household who have they
received Take Home Ration from Anganwadi centre?
(Mostly=1, Sometimes=2, Rarely=3, Not received=4, Not enrolled in
Anganwadi centre=5, No pregnant/lactating women in the household=6)
12. Were any pregnant women in the household able to get ANC/PNC checkups
since Corona?
(Yes=1, No=2, No pregnant women in the household=3)
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Investigator Remarks:
Investigators are requested to write any additional comments related to the interview in this section.

_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________
To respondents: Thank you very much for your time. Best wishes for all your endeavours.
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