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Analysing Trends in the Financial Portfolio of Indian 
Households

Summary:

In this brief, we look at how the financial portfolios of Indian households have changed over 
time, specifically between 2014 to 2020, using the Consumer Pyramid Household Survey 
collected and maintained by the Centre for Monitoring Indian Economy. Throughout the 
analysis, we look for well-defined inflection points that may have led to changes in the Indian 
household portfolios. We look for variations in the data to study the changes in ownership of 
assets, savings, and borrowings of Indian households, hoping to identify areas of 
improvement in the Government’s financial inclusion policies. This analysis could hence be 
used to gauge and evaluate the progress of participation and use of formal finance by 
households in India. This study also highlights significant gaps in the access to financial 
services among low-income households over time. 

About Household Finance Research Initiative:

Dvara Research’s Household Finance Research initiative aims to rigorously understand 
the financial choices and decisions of low-income or excluded individuals and households, 
and their relation to achieving households’ objectives. It has been our consistent 
endeavour to study financial inclusion as a gateway to a suite of appropriate financial 
services eventually enabling well-rounded household balance sheets and consumer financial 
well-being.

We believe that careful research and a comprehensive body of evidence can powerfully 
inform market practices and the design of financial sector policy to deliver comprehensive 
financial services for all individuals, households, and enterprises, and eventually serve to 
create a safe environment in which formerly excluded populations may fully experience the 
benefits of financial inclusion. This research initiative seeks to significantly expand the scope 
of India-specific and policy-focused household finance research that is timely and relevant to 
current financial sector development.

Introduc�on

The Code on Social Security Bill, 2019 [“the Bill”], introduced in Parliament in December 2019, is the most 
recent a�empt to ra�onalise patchwork of social security legisla�on into a comprehensive Code. One of the 
key differences between the 2019 Bill and the versions in 2018 and 2017 is the chapter on unorganised sector 
workers. Earlier versions of the Bill provided for equal social security benefits for all categories of workers. 
However, the 2019 Bill treats informal sector workers as a separate category and provides that the 
government will frame schemes for their welfare.

As we have noted in our comments to the Ministry of Labour in 2019,2 there is a lack of clarity on who 
informal sector workers are, meaning that there is a further lack of clarity on whom the interven�ons target. 
Further, it is unclear why informal sector workers are treated as a separate class from organised sector 
workers, or why informal sector workers receive far less protec�on under the Statute. Under the Bill, welfare 
for unorganised sector workers is to be provided by schemes designed by the Central or State governments, 
while formal sector workers have clear en�tlements to provident fund, gratuity, employees’ state insurance 
and maternity benefits. This is deeply problema�c, as informal sector workers comprise more than 75% of 
the workforce.3There is an urgent need to evaluate the structure of social security available to unorganised 
workers.

In this policy brief, we discuss:

                 i. The many defini�ons of informal sector workers, and whether social security should be universal
                 ii. Unorganised workers in the Code on Social Security Bill, 2019
                 iii. Design principles for social security interven�ons by the state and the private sector. 

1. Who is an Informal Sector Worker?

The following defini�ons in the Bill are of interest.

• S. 2(35): "gig worker" means a person who performs work or participates in a work arrangement and earns 
from such activities outside of traditional employer-employee relationship;

• S. 2(77): "unorganised sector" means an enterprise owned by individuals or self-employed workers and 
engaged in the production or sale of goods or providing service of any kind whatsoever, and where the 
enterprise employs workers, the number of such workers is less than ten;

• S. 2 (82) "wage worker" means a person employed for remuneration in the unorganised sector, directly by 
an employer or through any contractor, irrespective of place of work, whether exclusively for one employer 
or for one or more employers, whether in cash or in kind, whether as a home-based worker, or as a 
temporary or casual worker, or as a migrant worker, or workers employed by households including 
domestic workers, with a monthly wage of an amount as may be notified by the Central Government and 
State Government, as the case may be.

S. 113 allows persons to self-iden�fy as unorganised sector workers.

• The Na�onal Commission for Enterprises in the Unorganised Sector (2007)4proposed two defini�ons for 
unorganised sector workers. These are as follows:

o "The unorganised sector consists of all unincorporated private enterprises owned by individuals or 
households engaged in the sale and production of goods and services operated on a proprietary or 
partnership basis and with less than ten total workers".

o “Unorganised workers consist of those working in the unorganised enterprises or households, 
excluding regular workers with social security benefits, and the workers in the formal sector without any 
employment/ social security benefits provided by the employers".

Based on these defini�ons, the NCEUS found that about 86% of India’s workforce in 2004-05 would fall within 
the unorganised sector. 

• The Periodic Labour Force Survey 2017-18 (PLFS) relies on the defini�ons by the 17th Interna�onal 
Conference of Labour Sta�s�cians for workers in the informal sector. The report lists some categories of 
informal workers, including:

             o      own-account workers and employers who have their own informal sector enterprises;
             o contributing family workers, irrespective of whether they work in formal or informal sector 

enterprises;
o employees who have informal jobs … whether employed by formal sector enterprises, informal 

sector enterprises, or as paid domestic workers by households;
o      members of informal producers‟ cooperatives; and
o persons engaged in the own-account production of goods exclusively for own final use by their 

household, such as subsistence farming or do-it-yourself construction of own dwellings.5

The PLFS also considered only proprietorships and partnerships as informal sector enterprises. 

• The ILO Recommenda�on No. 202 defines the informal economy as covering “all economic activities by 
workers and economic units that are – in law or in practice – not covered or insufficiently covered by formal 
arrangement.” The Recommendation also clarifies that “informal work may be found across all sectors of 
the economy, in both public and private spaces.”

We note that the Bill classifies informal sector enterprises by size of the establishment, rather than in terms 
of access to social security. This defini�on may leave out many workers from statutory social protec�on 
measures. According to the PLFS 2017-18, only 22.8% of Indian workers are in regular wage or salaried 
employment. 52.2% are self-employed, while 24.9% are in casual labour. The PLFS notes that 68.4% of 
workers employed outside of agriculture are employed in these informal sector enterprises. Further, 71% of 
regular wage employees have no wri�en job contract, while 49.6% of regular wage employees were not 
eligible for any form of social security. Restric�ng social protec�on measures only to those in informal sector 
enterprises, as defined in the Bill, would leave many workers out of coverage. Moreover, it is unclear why the 
Bill carves out gig workers and pla�orm workers as a separate category from informal sector workers.     

We further note that terms “informal sector worker” does not encompass all those in need of social protec�on. 
The PLFS found that about 9% of workers were unemployed. Further, India has an old age dependency ra�o of 
around 9.3%, which is likely to increase to 12.4% by 2026.6 Many others may not be in the workforce for 
reasons of age, disability, or the need to provide unpaid care work at home. There is a need to include all these 
classes of individuals within the protec�on of a formal social security net. We therefore propose that any social 
security floor be made universally applicable to all persons.7

2. Informal Sector Workers Under the Code For Social Security Bill, 2019

S. 109 of the Bill reads:
(1) The Central Government shall formulate and notify, from time to time, suitable welfare schemes 

for unorganised workers (including audio visual workers, beedi workers, non-coal workers) on matters relating 
to—
          (i) life and disability cover;
          (ii) health and maternity benefits;
          (iii) old age protection;
          (iv) education;
          (v) housing; and
          (vi) any other benefit as may be determined by the Central Government.

(2) The State Government shall formulate and notify, from time to time, suitable welfare schemes for 
unorganised workers, including schemes relating to—
          (i) provident fund;
          (ii) employment injury benefit;
          (iii) housing;
          (iv) educational schemes for children;
          (v) skill upgradation of workers;
          (vi) funeral assistance; and
          (vii) old age homes.

Unlike the 2018 Dra�, the present Bill does not treat unorganised and organised sector workers in exactly the 
same way. Instead, while organised sector workers are covered under the chapters on provident fund, 
employees’ state insurance, gratuity, old age and maternity benefits, unorganised workers are only provided 
for under Chapter VII. 

Chapter VII is based on the Unorganised Workers Social Security Act, 2008 (“UWSSA”). As with the UWSSA, the 
Bill does not provide for content of the rights referred to in S. 109. Rather, these are le� to the discre�on of the 
execu�ve, which is to frame schemes. 

This is problema�c – schemes do not provide for jus�ciable rights which ci�zens can enforce in court. Further, 
they may be modified at any �me, at the discre�on of the government, and even to the detriment of the end 

beneficiary.8 Moreover, since schemes cannot be enforced in Court, their implementa�on depends on the 
availability of funds from the government. As reports have shown, the budget alloca�ons for schemes vary 
wildly from year to year,9meaning that the implementa�on of many important schemes is haphazard at best. 
Further, while the Bill provides for self-iden�fica�on as an unorganised sector worker in s. 113, it does not clarify 
what the implica�ons of such registra�on – or the failure to do so – might be. 

Finally, the Bill does not envisage any role for the employer (except in the case of pla�orm workers in s. 114). 
This is problema�c, as it may mean that employers do not take responsibility for social security of their workers 
by keeping them in casual work arrangements. We note that the Contract Labour (Regula�on and Aboli�on) Act, 
1970 only applies to establishments with more than 20 workers and does not apply where work is of an 
“intermi�ent” or “casual nature.” Where work is contracted out to contractors and sub-contractors, it could 
become impossible to ascertain where the liability for workers’ welfare may lie. 

In sum, we iden�fy three key concerns with the Bill in its present form:

1. The Bill does not elaborate on the content of social security rights for the informal sector. Instead, it leaves 
this to the discre�on of the government. This in turn means that there is li�le certainty on what ci�zens may be 
en�tled to. Moreover, the government schemes referred to do not confer any jus�ciable rights on ci�zens.

2. This means that there is a stark difference in the types of rights formal sector workers receive and those 
available to informal sector workers. In this respect, the Bill is not an improvement over the Unorganised 
Workers Social Security Act, 2008.

3. There is a need to envisage a framework that assigns responsibility to different en��es – such as employers 
and contractors – in providing and delivering social security to workers. This is par�cularly relevant for those in 
the formal sector.

3. Designing Social Security Floors For India
A. Social Security Provided by the Government

As noted above, there is a need for social protec�ons to be made available universally, and not only to informal 
sector workers. A number of rights, including the right to health,10 shelter,11  and old-age pensions12  have been 
read into the right to life under Ar�cle 21 of the Cons�tu�on. Further, the Direc�ve Principles require the State 
to provide for the right to work,13 just and humane condi�ons of work14 and a living wage15.  

Many interna�onal instruments also relate to the need to provide for social security and basic economic rights 
to ci�zens. The Interna�onal Labour Organisa�on’s Recommenda�on No. 202 on Basic Social Security Floors and 
Recommenda�on No. 204 on the Transi�on from the Informal to the Formal Economy both refer to the need to 
put systems in place to protect the needs of informal sector workers. Further, the UN Sustainable Goal No. 8 

refers expressly to “full and produc�ve employment and decent work for all.”16

To give effect to these obliga�ons, it is necessary for the state to put social security mechanisms in place. We 
refrain from making any specific recommenda�ons with respect to the content of the social security floor to 
be provided by the government. Further research is required to evaluate the needs of those outside formal 
social security nets and how this should be delivered. However, we suggest the following design principles for 
a state-provided social security floor:

1. Floor level social protec�ons should be made available to all persons and not only those in the workforce. 

2. The social security tools available to those in the formal sector may not be appropriate for all persons. 
Instruments such as PF or Employees’ State Insurance require regular payment of contribu�ons from wages 
and a lack of liquidity. These may not be appropriate for those workers with seasonal occupa�ons or those 
who earn much less than minimum wage. 

3. Par�cular a�en�on must be paid to providing basic income security. The Code on Wages, 2019 provides 
that minimum wages are to be determined by skill and geographical region,17 not by consump�on 
requirements of individuals. As the PLFS highlights, many workers earn far less than the na�onal floor level 
minimum wage of Rs. 176.18There is, therefore, an urgent need to ensure that the social security floor 
provides enough income security for persons to meet their consump�on requirements. 

4. There is a need for both clarity and certainty in en�tlements due to persons. As set out above, this can be 
provided by ensuring that social security floors are enshrined in statutes that set out basic en�tlements. 
Some ma�ers, such as the rupee amount of a transfer or the delivery architecture for a payment, may be 
determined by subordinate legisla�on. However, the content of social security rights must be set out in 
statute. 

5. Any social security policy must account for migra�on within India and the need for workers to be able to 
access benefits in different states. We note that the Bill does not make any express reference to migrant 
workers, nor any reference to the Inter-State Migrant Workers Act, 1979. This must be remedied and clear 
guidelines framed for migrant workers’ access to benefits.

6. There must be a simple and accessible grievance redressal mechanism available to persons. 

7. There may be a need to s�pulate mandatory contribu�ons by the employer and employee for social 
security. These contribu�ons must take the vola�le and seasonal nature of informal sector work into account 
and allow for flexibility in payments.

1Authors work with Dvara Research, India. Corresponding author can be reached at misha.sharma@dvara.com 
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employment. 52.2% are self-employed, while 24.9% are in casual labour. The PLFS notes that 68.4% of 
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workers, nor any reference to the Inter-State Migrant Workers Act, 1979. This must be remedied and clear 
guidelines framed for migrant workers’ access to benefits.
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1. Introduction

In the first post, we picturised the portfolios of Indian households as of 2019. We articulated our position on 
financial inclusion being much more than just bank account ownership and in fact relating to access to a wide 
range of financial services and products. We also articulated the need for formal financial services by 
households to fulfil life-cycle goals, such as managing risks, smoothening consumption, and investing in 
growth opportunities. The themes that emerged from our analysis were - the need for greater formalisation 
of financial services among Indian households, visibly large scope for diversification in households’ financial 
portfolios, and the urgent need for active use of risk mitigating and long-term savings products.  

In the second post, we reviewed the spread of assets and liabilities of households across various states of 
India and found uneven rates of participation across various financial instruments. We found some of the 
northern and north-eastern states to lag severely behind the southern states in terms of participation across 
various formal financial products. We also found a positive correlation between the economic growth of 
states and household participation in formal financial services, barring a few outliers. This analysis allowed us 
to identify states with lower rates of participation in formal products and higher rates of participation in 
informal products of finance.

In this brief, we look at how the financial portfolios of Indian households have changed over time, specifically 
between 2014 to 2020. Throughout the analysis, we look for well-defined inflection points that may have led 
to changes in the Indian household portfolios. For instance, demonetisation (2016) is one such inflection 
point, which led to a huge shift in the way low-income households borrowed (Sane and Shah, 2020). The 
COVID-19 crisis also lay bare the structural problem with India’s financial landscape, amid exhausted policy 
tools (World Bank, 2020). We look for such variations in the data to study the changes in ownership of assets, 
savings, and borrowings of Indian households, hoping to identify areas of improvement in the Government’s 
financial inclusion policies. This analysis could hence be used to gauge and evaluate the progress of 
participation and use of formal finance by households in India. This study also highlights significant gaps in 
the access to financial services among low-income households over time. 

This research brief is divided as follows: Section 2 explores the data and methodology used to consolidate the 
dataset. Sections 3 and 4 discuss the participation rates across assets and liabilities, respectively. Section 5 
discusses the key takeaways and concludes. 

2. Data and Methodology

We use the Consumer Pyramid Household Survey (CPHS) dataset collected and maintained by the Centre for 
Monitoring Indian Economy (CMIE) for our analysis. CPHS is a large-scale longitudinal survey of sample 
households surveyed repeatedly over time. Household weights are assigned to make the sample 
representative at the population level. For the purpose of this analysis, we use data from January 2014 to 
December 2020 to answer our key research question, which is, how have the portfolios of Indian households 
changed over time? 

https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/markets/stocks/news/indias-savings-rate-plunges-to-15-year-low/articleshow/74200784.cms
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/markets/stocks/news/indias-savings-rate-plunges-to-15-year-low/articleshow/74200784.cms
http://mospi.nic.in/sites/default/files/reports_and_publication/cso_national_accounts/chptwenty_nad003.pdf
https://www.rbi.org.in/scripts/bs_viewcontent.aspx?Id=2486#:~:text=Domestic%20saving%20(Investment)%20of%20India,and%20
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/markets/stocks/news/indias-savings-rate-plunges-to-15-year-low/articleshow/74200784.cms
https://www.dvara.com/research/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/Picturising-the-Portfolios-of-Indian-Households.pdf
https://www.dvara.com/research/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/How-Do-the-Portfolios-of-Indian-Households-Differ-Across-States.pdf
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• S. 2(35): "gig worker" means a person who performs work or participates in a work arrangement and earns 
from such activities outside of traditional employer-employee relationship;

• S. 2(77): "unorganised sector" means an enterprise owned by individuals or self-employed workers and 
engaged in the production or sale of goods or providing service of any kind whatsoever, and where the 
enterprise employs workers, the number of such workers is less than ten;

• S. 2 (82) "wage worker" means a person employed for remuneration in the unorganised sector, directly by 
an employer or through any contractor, irrespective of place of work, whether exclusively for one employer 
or for one or more employers, whether in cash or in kind, whether as a home-based worker, or as a 
temporary or casual worker, or as a migrant worker, or workers employed by households including 
domestic workers, with a monthly wage of an amount as may be notified by the Central Government and 
State Government, as the case may be.

S. 113 allows persons to self-iden�fy as unorganised sector workers.

• The Na�onal Commission for Enterprises in the Unorganised Sector (2007)4proposed two defini�ons for 
unorganised sector workers. These are as follows:

o "The unorganised sector consists of all unincorporated private enterprises owned by individuals or 
households engaged in the sale and production of goods and services operated on a proprietary or 
partnership basis and with less than ten total workers".

o “Unorganised workers consist of those working in the unorganised enterprises or households, 
excluding regular workers with social security benefits, and the workers in the formal sector without any 
employment/ social security benefits provided by the employers".

Based on these defini�ons, the NCEUS found that about 86% of India’s workforce in 2004-05 would fall within 
the unorganised sector. 

• The Periodic Labour Force Survey 2017-18 (PLFS) relies on the defini�ons by the 17th Interna�onal 
Conference of Labour Sta�s�cians for workers in the informal sector. The report lists some categories of 
informal workers, including:

             o      own-account workers and employers who have their own informal sector enterprises;
             o contributing family workers, irrespective of whether they work in formal or informal sector 

enterprises;
o employees who have informal jobs … whether employed by formal sector enterprises, informal 

sector enterprises, or as paid domestic workers by households;
o      members of informal producers‟ cooperatives; and
o persons engaged in the own-account production of goods exclusively for own final use by their 

household, such as subsistence farming or do-it-yourself construction of own dwellings.5

The PLFS also considered only proprietorships and partnerships as informal sector enterprises. 

• The ILO Recommenda�on No. 202 defines the informal economy as covering “all economic activities by 
workers and economic units that are – in law or in practice – not covered or insufficiently covered by formal 
arrangement.” The Recommendation also clarifies that “informal work may be found across all sectors of 
the economy, in both public and private spaces.”

We note that the Bill classifies informal sector enterprises by size of the establishment, rather than in terms 
of access to social security. This defini�on may leave out many workers from statutory social protec�on 
measures. According to the PLFS 2017-18, only 22.8% of Indian workers are in regular wage or salaried 
employment. 52.2% are self-employed, while 24.9% are in casual labour. The PLFS notes that 68.4% of 
workers employed outside of agriculture are employed in these informal sector enterprises. Further, 71% of 
regular wage employees have no wri�en job contract, while 49.6% of regular wage employees were not 
eligible for any form of social security. Restric�ng social protec�on measures only to those in informal sector 
enterprises, as defined in the Bill, would leave many workers out of coverage. Moreover, it is unclear why the 
Bill carves out gig workers and pla�orm workers as a separate category from informal sector workers.     

We further note that terms “informal sector worker” does not encompass all those in need of social protec�on. 
The PLFS found that about 9% of workers were unemployed. Further, India has an old age dependency ra�o of 
around 9.3%, which is likely to increase to 12.4% by 2026.6 Many others may not be in the workforce for 
reasons of age, disability, or the need to provide unpaid care work at home. There is a need to include all these 
classes of individuals within the protec�on of a formal social security net. We therefore propose that any social 
security floor be made universally applicable to all persons.7

2. Informal Sector Workers Under the Code For Social Security Bill, 2019

S. 109 of the Bill reads:
(1) The Central Government shall formulate and notify, from time to time, suitable welfare schemes 

for unorganised workers (including audio visual workers, beedi workers, non-coal workers) on matters relating 
to—
          (i) life and disability cover;
          (ii) health and maternity benefits;
          (iii) old age protection;
          (iv) education;
          (v) housing; and
          (vi) any other benefit as may be determined by the Central Government.

(2) The State Government shall formulate and notify, from time to time, suitable welfare schemes for 
unorganised workers, including schemes relating to—
          (i) provident fund;
          (ii) employment injury benefit;
          (iii) housing;
          (iv) educational schemes for children;
          (v) skill upgradation of workers;
          (vi) funeral assistance; and
          (vii) old age homes.

Unlike the 2018 Dra�, the present Bill does not treat unorganised and organised sector workers in exactly the 
same way. Instead, while organised sector workers are covered under the chapters on provident fund, 
employees’ state insurance, gratuity, old age and maternity benefits, unorganised workers are only provided 
for under Chapter VII. 

Chapter VII is based on the Unorganised Workers Social Security Act, 2008 (“UWSSA”). As with the UWSSA, the 
Bill does not provide for content of the rights referred to in S. 109. Rather, these are le� to the discre�on of the 
execu�ve, which is to frame schemes. 

This is problema�c – schemes do not provide for jus�ciable rights which ci�zens can enforce in court. Further, 
they may be modified at any �me, at the discre�on of the government, and even to the detriment of the end 

refers expressly to “full and produc�ve employment and decent work for all.”16

To give effect to these obliga�ons, it is necessary for the state to put social security mechanisms in place. We 
refrain from making any specific recommenda�ons with respect to the content of the social security floor to 
be provided by the government. Further research is required to evaluate the needs of those outside formal 
social security nets and how this should be delivered. However, we suggest the following design principles for 
a state-provided social security floor:

1. Floor level social protec�ons should be made available to all persons and not only those in the workforce. 

2. The social security tools available to those in the formal sector may not be appropriate for all persons. 
Instruments such as PF or Employees’ State Insurance require regular payment of contribu�ons from wages 
and a lack of liquidity. These may not be appropriate for those workers with seasonal occupa�ons or those 
who earn much less than minimum wage. 

3. Par�cular a�en�on must be paid to providing basic income security. The Code on Wages, 2019 provides 
that minimum wages are to be determined by skill and geographical region,17 not by consump�on 
requirements of individuals. As the PLFS highlights, many workers earn far less than the na�onal floor level 
minimum wage of Rs. 176.18There is, therefore, an urgent need to ensure that the social security floor 
provides enough income security for persons to meet their consump�on requirements. 

4. There is a need for both clarity and certainty in en�tlements due to persons. As set out above, this can be 
provided by ensuring that social security floors are enshrined in statutes that set out basic en�tlements. 
Some ma�ers, such as the rupee amount of a transfer or the delivery architecture for a payment, may be 
determined by subordinate legisla�on. However, the content of social security rights must be set out in 
statute. 

5. Any social security policy must account for migra�on within India and the need for workers to be able to 
access benefits in different states. We note that the Bill does not make any express reference to migrant 
workers, nor any reference to the Inter-State Migrant Workers Act, 1979. This must be remedied and clear 
guidelines framed for migrant workers’ access to benefits.

6. There must be a simple and accessible grievance redressal mechanism available to persons. 

7. There may be a need to s�pulate mandatory contribu�ons by the employer and employee for social 
security. These contribu�ons must take the vola�le and seasonal nature of informal sector work into account 
and allow for flexibility in payments.

2Participation rates in this context refers to percentage of households with a given financial/physical asset or a formal/informal loan 
product.
3The assets and liabilities data for households is available as a binary variable. For example, the borrowing data specifies whether the 
household is marked ‘yes’ or ‘no’ for having any outstanding borrowing from a specific source. CPHS does not have data on the amount 
of assets and liabilities. 
4The total households are divided into 5 equal buckets based on their income, each containing approximately 20% of the households. 
5The first quintile represents the poorest 20% of the households, while the fifth quintile represents the richest 20% of the households.
RBI committee on household finance, “Report of the Household Finance Committee”, July 2017. 
Retrieved from https://rbidocs.rbi.org.in/rdocs/PublicationReport/Pdfs/HFCRA28D0415E2144A009112DD314ECF5C07.PDF 
6Savings in gold could be in the form of gold assets or gold funds. This also includes gold in any form - gold bars, ornaments or jewelry. 
It also includes investments in gold funds such as the Gold Exchange Traded Funds or gold loans. 

The CMIE-CPHS data contains information on the participation rates2 of households in different financial and 
non-financial instruments.3 It does not, however, capture the amount invested or borrowed. Participation 
rates are studied for both urban and rural regions. Aside from the overall calculation, we also report 
participation rates for different income groups. Households are categorised into different income 
quintiles.4 This helps us compare the portfolio of households in different income brackets by 
examining their participation rates across financial and non-financial instruments.

3. A Tale of Transition: Assets
3.1. Physical assets 

An average Indian household has 84% of its wealth in real estate and other tangible assets, 11% in gold, and 
the remaining 5% in financial assets, as per a 2017 report from RBI’s Household Finance Committee.5 Other 
major economies in the world have only 5% of its household wealth in formal financial assets, which makes 
the Indian financial landscape quite unique. 

We start our analysis by looking at participation rates in physical or tangible assets. Households’ participation 
across physical assets have remained consistently high over the years. Figure 1 shows the participation rates 
of households in real estate, gold6 and durable goods throughout the 2014-2020 period.

Figure 1: Percentage of households with outstanding investments in physical assets- 
2014-2020
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Introduc�on

The Code on Social Security Bill, 2019 [“the Bill”], introduced in Parliament in December 2019, is the most 
recent a�empt to ra�onalise patchwork of social security legisla�on into a comprehensive Code. One of the 
key differences between the 2019 Bill and the versions in 2018 and 2017 is the chapter on unorganised sector 
workers. Earlier versions of the Bill provided for equal social security benefits for all categories of workers. 
However, the 2019 Bill treats informal sector workers as a separate category and provides that the 
government will frame schemes for their welfare.

As we have noted in our comments to the Ministry of Labour in 2019,2 there is a lack of clarity on who 
informal sector workers are, meaning that there is a further lack of clarity on whom the interven�ons target. 
Further, it is unclear why informal sector workers are treated as a separate class from organised sector 
workers, or why informal sector workers receive far less protec�on under the Statute. Under the Bill, welfare 
for unorganised sector workers is to be provided by schemes designed by the Central or State governments, 
while formal sector workers have clear en�tlements to provident fund, gratuity, employees’ state insurance 
and maternity benefits. This is deeply problema�c, as informal sector workers comprise more than 75% of 
the workforce.3There is an urgent need to evaluate the structure of social security available to unorganised 
workers.

In this policy brief, we discuss:

                 i. The many defini�ons of informal sector workers, and whether social security should be universal
                 ii. Unorganised workers in the Code on Social Security Bill, 2019
                 iii. Design principles for social security interven�ons by the state and the private sector. 
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• S. 2(35): "gig worker" means a person who performs work or participates in a work arrangement and earns 
from such activities outside of traditional employer-employee relationship;

• S. 2(77): "unorganised sector" means an enterprise owned by individuals or self-employed workers and 
engaged in the production or sale of goods or providing service of any kind whatsoever, and where the 
enterprise employs workers, the number of such workers is less than ten;

• S. 2 (82) "wage worker" means a person employed for remuneration in the unorganised sector, directly by 
an employer or through any contractor, irrespective of place of work, whether exclusively for one employer 
or for one or more employers, whether in cash or in kind, whether as a home-based worker, or as a 
temporary or casual worker, or as a migrant worker, or workers employed by households including 
domestic workers, with a monthly wage of an amount as may be notified by the Central Government and 
State Government, as the case may be.

S. 113 allows persons to self-iden�fy as unorganised sector workers.

• The Na�onal Commission for Enterprises in the Unorganised Sector (2007)4proposed two defini�ons for 
unorganised sector workers. These are as follows:

o "The unorganised sector consists of all unincorporated private enterprises owned by individuals or 
households engaged in the sale and production of goods and services operated on a proprietary or 
partnership basis and with less than ten total workers".

o “Unorganised workers consist of those working in the unorganised enterprises or households, 
excluding regular workers with social security benefits, and the workers in the formal sector without any 
employment/ social security benefits provided by the employers".

Based on these defini�ons, the NCEUS found that about 86% of India’s workforce in 2004-05 would fall within 
the unorganised sector. 

• The Periodic Labour Force Survey 2017-18 (PLFS) relies on the defini�ons by the 17th Interna�onal 
Conference of Labour Sta�s�cians for workers in the informal sector. The report lists some categories of 
informal workers, including:

             o      own-account workers and employers who have their own informal sector enterprises;
             o contributing family workers, irrespective of whether they work in formal or informal sector 

enterprises;
o employees who have informal jobs … whether employed by formal sector enterprises, informal 

sector enterprises, or as paid domestic workers by households;
o      members of informal producers‟ cooperatives; and
o persons engaged in the own-account production of goods exclusively for own final use by their 

household, such as subsistence farming or do-it-yourself construction of own dwellings.5

The PLFS also considered only proprietorships and partnerships as informal sector enterprises. 

• The ILO Recommenda�on No. 202 defines the informal economy as covering “all economic activities by 
workers and economic units that are – in law or in practice – not covered or insufficiently covered by formal 
arrangement.” The Recommendation also clarifies that “informal work may be found across all sectors of 
the economy, in both public and private spaces.”

We note that the Bill classifies informal sector enterprises by size of the establishment, rather than in terms 
of access to social security. This defini�on may leave out many workers from statutory social protec�on 
measures. According to the PLFS 2017-18, only 22.8% of Indian workers are in regular wage or salaried 
employment. 52.2% are self-employed, while 24.9% are in casual labour. The PLFS notes that 68.4% of 
workers employed outside of agriculture are employed in these informal sector enterprises. Further, 71% of 
regular wage employees have no wri�en job contract, while 49.6% of regular wage employees were not 
eligible for any form of social security. Restric�ng social protec�on measures only to those in informal sector 
enterprises, as defined in the Bill, would leave many workers out of coverage. Moreover, it is unclear why the 
Bill carves out gig workers and pla�orm workers as a separate category from informal sector workers.     

We further note that terms “informal sector worker” does not encompass all those in need of social protec�on. 
The PLFS found that about 9% of workers were unemployed. Further, India has an old age dependency ra�o of 
around 9.3%, which is likely to increase to 12.4% by 2026.6 Many others may not be in the workforce for 
reasons of age, disability, or the need to provide unpaid care work at home. There is a need to include all these 
classes of individuals within the protec�on of a formal social security net. We therefore propose that any social 
security floor be made universally applicable to all persons.7

2. Informal Sector Workers Under the Code For Social Security Bill, 2019

S. 109 of the Bill reads:
(1) The Central Government shall formulate and notify, from time to time, suitable welfare schemes 

for unorganised workers (including audio visual workers, beedi workers, non-coal workers) on matters relating 
to—
          (i) life and disability cover;
          (ii) health and maternity benefits;
          (iii) old age protection;
          (iv) education;
          (v) housing; and
          (vi) any other benefit as may be determined by the Central Government.

(2) The State Government shall formulate and notify, from time to time, suitable welfare schemes for 
unorganised workers, including schemes relating to—
          (i) provident fund;
          (ii) employment injury benefit;
          (iii) housing;
          (iv) educational schemes for children;
          (v) skill upgradation of workers;
          (vi) funeral assistance; and
          (vii) old age homes.

Unlike the 2018 Dra�, the present Bill does not treat unorganised and organised sector workers in exactly the 
same way. Instead, while organised sector workers are covered under the chapters on provident fund, 
employees’ state insurance, gratuity, old age and maternity benefits, unorganised workers are only provided 
for under Chapter VII. 

Chapter VII is based on the Unorganised Workers Social Security Act, 2008 (“UWSSA”). As with the UWSSA, the 
Bill does not provide for content of the rights referred to in S. 109. Rather, these are le� to the discre�on of the 
execu�ve, which is to frame schemes. 

This is problema�c – schemes do not provide for jus�ciable rights which ci�zens can enforce in court. Further, 
they may be modified at any �me, at the discre�on of the government, and even to the detriment of the end 

beneficiary.8 Moreover, since schemes cannot be enforced in Court, their implementa�on depends on the 
availability of funds from the government. As reports have shown, the budget alloca�ons for schemes vary 
wildly from year to year,9meaning that the implementa�on of many important schemes is haphazard at best. 
Further, while the Bill provides for self-iden�fica�on as an unorganised sector worker in s. 113, it does not clarify 
what the implica�ons of such registra�on – or the failure to do so – might be. 

Finally, the Bill does not envisage any role for the employer (except in the case of pla�orm workers in s. 114). 
This is problema�c, as it may mean that employers do not take responsibility for social security of their workers 
by keeping them in casual work arrangements. We note that the Contract Labour (Regula�on and Aboli�on) Act, 
1970 only applies to establishments with more than 20 workers and does not apply where work is of an 
“intermi�ent” or “casual nature.” Where work is contracted out to contractors and sub-contractors, it could 
become impossible to ascertain where the liability for workers’ welfare may lie. 

In sum, we iden�fy three key concerns with the Bill in its present form:

1. The Bill does not elaborate on the content of social security rights for the informal sector. Instead, it leaves 
this to the discre�on of the government. This in turn means that there is li�le certainty on what ci�zens may be 
en�tled to. Moreover, the government schemes referred to do not confer any jus�ciable rights on ci�zens.

2. This means that there is a stark difference in the types of rights formal sector workers receive and those 
available to informal sector workers. In this respect, the Bill is not an improvement over the Unorganised 
Workers Social Security Act, 2008.

3. There is a need to envisage a framework that assigns responsibility to different en��es – such as employers 
and contractors – in providing and delivering social security to workers. This is par�cularly relevant for those in 
the formal sector.

3. Designing Social Security Floors For India
A. Social Security Provided by the Government

As noted above, there is a need for social protec�ons to be made available universally, and not only to informal 
sector workers. A number of rights, including the right to health,10 shelter,11  and old-age pensions12  have been 
read into the right to life under Ar�cle 21 of the Cons�tu�on. Further, the Direc�ve Principles require the State 
to provide for the right to work,13 just and humane condi�ons of work14 and a living wage15.  

Many interna�onal instruments also relate to the need to provide for social security and basic economic rights 
to ci�zens. The Interna�onal Labour Organisa�on’s Recommenda�on No. 202 on Basic Social Security Floors and 
Recommenda�on No. 204 on the Transi�on from the Informal to the Formal Economy both refer to the need to 
put systems in place to protect the needs of informal sector workers. Further, the UN Sustainable Goal No. 8 

7All percentages reflect the percentage of households with outstanding investments in a particular financial or non-
financial instrument. Even if one member of the household has investments, the household is marked as ‘Yes’. Hence, 95.5% 
means that in 95.5% of households in India, at least one member has an outstanding investment in that financial or non-financial 
instrument.
8The ‘durable goods’ variable represents the percentage of households with at least one durable good. Durable goods included in 
this calculation are television, refrigerator, Air conditioner, cooler, washing machine, computer, two-wheeler, tractor, 
inverter, and cattle. 
9KPMG, 2020. Retrieved from https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/in/pdf/2020/01/return-of-gold-financiers-in-
organised-lending-market.pdf 

In 2014, 95.5%7 of households had outstanding investments in real estate. Among these, rural households 
registered 97.3% participation in real estate while urban households registered 91.5%. This figure has been 
on a steady rise over the years, with a slight fall after demonetisation in September 2017, followed 
by another rise. It stood at 99.7% of households in September 2020. 

Savings in durable goods and gold have also followed a similar increasing trend.8 Outstanding investments in 
gold have consistently increased, given the unique attention that gold captures in the lives of Indian 
households, backed by a thriving financial market for gold-based savings and credit products. Traditionally, 
the gold loan industry has been a pillar of support for small businesses and low-income households that are 
in need of short-term assistance. In the organised gold loan sector, which comprises 35% of the gold 
loan market,9 gold loans can be secured either through banks, NBFCs or Nidhi companies. In the last 4 years, 
the gold loan business has been transformed by new age fin-tech and online gold loan companies. 
After demonetisation, we see that there is a spike in participation rates in gold, from 88% of 
households in September 2016 to almost 92% in January 2017. The participation rate in gold has 
consistently increased since then and currently stands at 98%. 

3.2. The Financialisation of Savings 

As illustrated in the previous section, households’ participation across physical assets has been consistently 
high throughout the last seven years. While it is important to hold physical assets, the ‘financialisation of 
savings’ has been a recurring theme of discussion amongst policymakers. Financial assets such as fixed 
deposits, debt securities, bank deposits, mutual funds, insurance and pension funds, and equity, not only 
provide more liquidity to the households, but also adequately diversify their portfolio and aid them in 
achieving their life-cycle goals. They act as safe and secure ways of savings, especially for low-income 
households who often rely on informal modes due to lack of access to formal financial instruments. This 
section explores the trends in financialisation of wealth/savings among Indian households. 

3.2.1. Banking the Unbanked

To improve access to financial instruments, the natural first step is to provide access to bank accounts. To this 
effect, in August 2014, the Government launched Pradhan Mantri Jan Dhan Yojana (PMJDY) to facilitate 
universal banking services to unbanked households.  The PMJDY implementation has been highly impactful in 
increasing bank account ownership among Indian individuals and households. Within three months of 
implementation, 7.5 crore bank accounts were opened in India (Brookings India, 2015). As per our data, we 
see that the overall percentage of banked households stood at 90.1% in January 2014 and had increased to 
97.4% households in the last quarter of 2015. 
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(1) The Central Government shall formulate and notify, from time to time, suitable welfare schemes 

for unorganised workers (including audio visual workers, beedi workers, non-coal workers) on matters relating 
to—
          (i) life and disability cover;
          (ii) health and maternity benefits;
          (iii) old age protection;
          (iv) education;
          (v) housing; and
          (vi) any other benefit as may be determined by the Central Government.

(2) The State Government shall formulate and notify, from time to time, suitable welfare schemes for 
unorganised workers, including schemes relating to—
          (i) provident fund;
          (ii) employment injury benefit;
          (iii) housing;
          (iv) educational schemes for children;
          (v) skill upgradation of workers;
          (vi) funeral assistance; and
          (vii) old age homes.

Unlike the 2018 Dra�, the present Bill does not treat unorganised and organised sector workers in exactly the 
same way. Instead, while organised sector workers are covered under the chapters on provident fund, 
employees’ state insurance, gratuity, old age and maternity benefits, unorganised workers are only provided 
for under Chapter VII. 

Chapter VII is based on the Unorganised Workers Social Security Act, 2008 (“UWSSA”). As with the UWSSA, the 
Bill does not provide for content of the rights referred to in S. 109. Rather, these are le� to the discre�on of the 
execu�ve, which is to frame schemes. 

This is problema�c – schemes do not provide for jus�ciable rights which ci�zens can enforce in court. Further, 
they may be modified at any �me, at the discre�on of the government, and even to the detriment of the end 

beneficiary.8 Moreover, since schemes cannot be enforced in Court, their implementa�on depends on the 
availability of funds from the government. As reports have shown, the budget alloca�ons for schemes vary 
wildly from year to year,9meaning that the implementa�on of many important schemes is haphazard at best. 
Further, while the Bill provides for self-iden�fica�on as an unorganised sector worker in s. 113, it does not clarify 
what the implica�ons of such registra�on – or the failure to do so – might be. 

Finally, the Bill does not envisage any role for the employer (except in the case of pla�orm workers in s. 114). 
This is problema�c, as it may mean that employers do not take responsibility for social security of their workers 
by keeping them in casual work arrangements. We note that the Contract Labour (Regula�on and Aboli�on) Act, 
1970 only applies to establishments with more than 20 workers and does not apply where work is of an 
“intermi�ent” or “casual nature.” Where work is contracted out to contractors and sub-contractors, it could 
become impossible to ascertain where the liability for workers’ welfare may lie. 

In sum, we iden�fy three key concerns with the Bill in its present form:

1. The Bill does not elaborate on the content of social security rights for the informal sector. Instead, it leaves 
this to the discre�on of the government. This in turn means that there is li�le certainty on what ci�zens may be 
en�tled to. Moreover, the government schemes referred to do not confer any jus�ciable rights on ci�zens.

2. This means that there is a stark difference in the types of rights formal sector workers receive and those 
available to informal sector workers. In this respect, the Bill is not an improvement over the Unorganised 
Workers Social Security Act, 2008.

3. There is a need to envisage a framework that assigns responsibility to different en��es – such as employers 
and contractors – in providing and delivering social security to workers. This is par�cularly relevant for those in 
the formal sector.

3. Designing Social Security Floors For India
A. Social Security Provided by the Government

As noted above, there is a need for social protec�ons to be made available universally, and not only to informal 
sector workers. A number of rights, including the right to health,10 shelter,11  and old-age pensions12  have been 
read into the right to life under Ar�cle 21 of the Cons�tu�on. Further, the Direc�ve Principles require the State 
to provide for the right to work,13 just and humane condi�ons of work14 and a living wage15.  

Many interna�onal instruments also relate to the need to provide for social security and basic economic rights 
to ci�zens. The Interna�onal Labour Organisa�on’s Recommenda�on No. 202 on Basic Social Security Floors and 
Recommenda�on No. 204 on the Transi�on from the Informal to the Formal Economy both refer to the need to 
put systems in place to protect the needs of informal sector workers. Further, the UN Sustainable Goal No. 8 

refers expressly to “full and produc�ve employment and decent work for all.”16

To give effect to these obliga�ons, it is necessary for the state to put social security mechanisms in place. We 
refrain from making any specific recommenda�ons with respect to the content of the social security floor to 
be provided by the government. Further research is required to evaluate the needs of those outside formal 
social security nets and how this should be delivered. However, we suggest the following design principles for 
a state-provided social security floor:

1. Floor level social protec�ons should be made available to all persons and not only those in the workforce. 

2. The social security tools available to those in the formal sector may not be appropriate for all persons. 
Instruments such as PF or Employees’ State Insurance require regular payment of contribu�ons from wages 
and a lack of liquidity. These may not be appropriate for those workers with seasonal occupa�ons or those 
who earn much less than minimum wage. 

3. Par�cular a�en�on must be paid to providing basic income security. The Code on Wages, 2019 provides 
that minimum wages are to be determined by skill and geographical region,17 not by consump�on 
requirements of individuals. As the PLFS highlights, many workers earn far less than the na�onal floor level 
minimum wage of Rs. 176.18There is, therefore, an urgent need to ensure that the social security floor 
provides enough income security for persons to meet their consump�on requirements. 

4. There is a need for both clarity and certainty in en�tlements due to persons. As set out above, this can be 
provided by ensuring that social security floors are enshrined in statutes that set out basic en�tlements. 
Some ma�ers, such as the rupee amount of a transfer or the delivery architecture for a payment, may be 
determined by subordinate legisla�on. However, the content of social security rights must be set out in 
statute. 

5. Any social security policy must account for migra�on within India and the need for workers to be able to 
access benefits in different states. We note that the Bill does not make any express reference to migrant 
workers, nor any reference to the Inter-State Migrant Workers Act, 1979. This must be remedied and clear 
guidelines framed for migrant workers’ access to benefits.

6. There must be a simple and accessible grievance redressal mechanism available to persons. 

7. There may be a need to s�pulate mandatory contribu�ons by the employer and employee for social 
security. These contribu�ons must take the vola�le and seasonal nature of informal sector work into account 
and allow for flexibility in payments.
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Households where the head of household is involved in blue collar employment, which includes wage laborers 
and industrial workers, have the lowest mean household income across all occupations. The pattern obtained, 
when we analyze participation in assets for blue collar employees, reveals that they have the lowest level of 
participation in almost all financial assets. This pattern appears again, when we analyze participation across 
income quintiles and find that households in the lowest income quintile exhibit very low levels of participation 
in nearly all financial assets. An exactly converse relation emerges when we consider white collar employees 
(which include managers, technical employees, and other white-collar employees directly mentioned in the 
data set) whose households have high mean income, exhibit a high level of participation across all assets 
(Figure 4).  

We also explore the participation in fixed deposits among households. The overall percentage of households 
with outstanding investments in fixed deposits rose from 28.1% in January 2014 to 61.8% in the first quarter 
of 2015, representative of the potential positive effects of the PMJDY implementation. However, the 
participation in fixed deposits started falling post-January 2017 and fell to 41.4% in September 2018. It 
stabilised for some time, only to sharply drop again post the months of COVID-19 lockdown, indicating that 
fewer households could invest in fixed deposits in May 2020 compared to January 2020. Figure 2 shows the 
time series of the percentage of households with outstanding investments in fixed deposits, disaggregated by 
the urban and rural region type.

10Figures are expressed as a percentage of households in the respective income quintile.

Figure 2: Percentage of households with outstanding investments in fixed deposits - 2014- 2020

The first quarter of 2017 registered the highest participation rate of 85.2% households in fixed deposits in the 
2014-2020 period. The participation rate of rural households was 83.4%, while, it was 89.1% among urban 
households in 2017. Large deposits accrued in Banks pursuant to the announcement of demonetisation. This 
could explain the surge in the participation rate of fixed deposits. 

However, coupled with the aftermath of demonetisation and the consequent inflation in 2018 and 2019, FD 
interest rates and bank deposit rates declined steadily (Forbes India, 2020). This has contracted fixed deposit 
participation rates to 41.4% in the final quarter of 2018, and a further sharp dip to 27.3% during the COVID-19 
pandemic, i.e., 31.9% among urban households and 25.1% of rural households.  The falling fixed deposit rates 
are understood to be part of a global trend where interest rates are low, thereby disincentivising savings. 
(Forbes India, 2020). Some studies show that the uncertainties and the aftermath of COVID-19 had also 
resulted in a flight towards currency holdings.

In addition to analysing overall participation rates in FDs, we also analyse the portfolio of households based on 
different income quintiles to understand if financial policies benefit only certain income groups. Moreover, 
this helps to highlight significant gaps in participation across different financial instruments for different 
income groups. Figure 3A and 3B show the percentage of households with outstanding investments in fixed 
deposits, across different income groups.10
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As expected, the percentage of households with investments in fixed deposits are lower in lower-income 
households. We can also see that after demonetisation, participation rates of the first income quintile in fixed 
deposits shrank to pre-PMJDY levels, followed by a slow uptick in 2019 and then a fall post-COVID-19. 

Further, the trends in financial assets in terms of select instruments such as post-office savings (POS), national 
savings certificates (NSCs) and insurance also provide some interesting insights. The percentage of households 
with post office savings increased from 7.4% in January 2014 to 25% in September 2019 at its highest, 
followed by a drastic fall after the COVID-19 lockdown to 10% in September 2020 (Table A5.a). In an analysis 
by Brookings India in 2015, data revealed that Indian households have better access to post offices, measured 
in terms of physical distance, compared to other formal financial institutions, especially banks. This means 
that financial inclusion policies could leverage these existing post office networks to expand financialisation 
(Brookings India, 2015).

Figure 3A: Percentage of urban households with outstanding investments in fixed 
deposits

Figure 3B: Percentage of rural households with outstanding investments in fixed 
deposits



06

3.2.2. Provident Fund 

Provident fund (PF) is an important long-term savings instrument mainly available to formal sector employees. 
There has been significant volatility in the participation rates across PF over the last seven years. In the first 
quarter of 2014, 11.1% of households reported outstanding investments in PF, with a slight decline to 9.8% in 
the next year. However, in the months of May-August 2016, it substantially contracted to 7.1% of total 
households. The decline in PF subscriptions in 2016-17 can also be attributed to the loss of jobs and labour 
participation after demonetisation in India (Vyas, 2018). However, in the later waves, participation rates in PF 
picked up again, reaching 12.5% in the last quarter of 2019, but declining again to an all-time low of 5% during 
May 2020, reflecting the negative impact of COVID-19 on household savings and investments. This could have 
manifested in two ways- households dipping into their savings by withdrawing funds from their PF accounts or 
fewer individuals getting employed during the pandemic induced lockdown, thereby reducing the overall 
percentage of households with a PF account. Overall, PF participation rates seem to be consistent with 
fluctuations in the formal sector workforce.

A deeper look into provident fund rates for different income quintiles shows that much of the provident fund 
figures have only been propelled by the top two income quintiles, especially in urban households. Figures 4A 
and 4B show the percentage of households with investments in provident fund among urban and rural 
households, respectively. In January 2014, 22.5% of urban households registered as having PF investments, 
while the figure stood at only 5.8% for rural households. The highest PF percentages were in the May-Aug 
2020 period, where 61.5% of urban households in the highest income quintile (Q5) confirmed having an 
outstanding PF investment.

Figure 4A:  Percentage of urban households with outstanding investments in 
provident fund  
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The evidence is clearly suggestive of low PF penetration among rural and lower-income households. Despite 
the boom in formal employment in rural India during the 2019-2020 period (Employee Provident Fund 
Organisation, 2019), PF investments have not permeated to households in the bottom three income quintiles. 
This is expected, considering that the bottom three quintiles are more likely to work in the informal sector, 
without the option of default EPF accounts. 

Figure 4B: Percentage of rural households with outstanding investments in 
provident fund

3.2.3. Insurance and other investments

Figure 5A: Percentage of urban households with outstanding investments in 
health insurance
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Figure 5C: Percentage of urban households with outstanding investments 
in life Insurance by income quintile

Figure 5B: Percentage of rural households with outstanding investments in 
health insurance
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Insurance is a critical instrument for financial inclusion of the poor. Though it has not received prominence in 
policy measures, it remains important in ensuring a ‘safety net’ against shocks. Hence, participation in health 
insurance and life insurance is a very important indicator of financial inclusion. Table A5.A shows that the 
percentage of households investing in life insurance has gradually risen over the years, from 38.9% in January 
2014 to its highest at 50.2% in September 2019. Further, it fell to 44.9% during the first quarter of 2020 and 
saw a sharp decline in May and September 2020, with only 24% and 27% of households, respectively, 
reported having an outstanding investment in life insurance. Moreover, the percentage of households having 
at least one member with health insurance has risen sharply from 7.8% in January 2014 to 27.8% in January 
2020, only to fall back to 24% in May 2020 and 21% in September 2020 (Table A7). The drop in numbers in 
May and September 2020 could be attributed to fewer percentage of households being able to renew (old) or 
buy (new) insurance policies, due to the loss of income and livelihoods faced during this period. According to 
reports, the life insurance industry also saw major degrowth in April 2020 following the lockdown.11

According to the RBI Household Finance Committee’s Report of 2017, there is also a negative correlation 
between Indian households’ participation in insurance and the incidence of non-institutional debt. This means 
that Indian households are using high-cost borrowing to handle risks ex-post, instead of making ex-ante 
investments in insurance. It is important to correct this in the long-term and bring all households under the 
umbrella of formal insurance, as the COVID-19 episode has reemphasised the need for households to be well-
protected against all types of shocks.

Overall, we find that there are definite signs of financialisation over the last few years, with increasing 
insurance, post office savings and bank deposit accounts. However, COVID-19 has severely dented the 
progress in this regard, as fewer households seem to be making short and long-term savings and investment, 
buying insurance, and a greater number of households seem to be drawing down on their retirement savings. 
Regardless of the impact COVID-19 has had on the portfolios of households, access to formal finance is yet to 
permeate to the bottom-most groups in the income quintile across both rural and urban geographies. In the 
next section, we will look at whether this is also true for the borrowings side of the story.

11https://www.businesstoday.in/current/corporate/life-insurance-firms-record-45-percent-degrowth-in-april-but-post-covid-future-
bright/story/404917.html 

Figure 5D: Percentage of rural households with outstanding investments 
in life insurance by income quintile
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4. Beyond Banks: The Borrowings Story
4.1. Formal Borrowings 

In 2017, RBI’s Household Finance Committee, chaired by Tarun Ramadorai, in its report,12 mentioned that the 
Indian household finance landscape is distinctive due to the high levels of informal unsecured13 debt and low 
levels of insurance penetration. This sets the context for our analysis of the Indian households’ borrowings/
liability landscape. 

Our analysis of the CPHS data for borrowings shows a continuous growth in participation rates of households 
in both formal and informal borrowings for the period 2014-2020. The percentage of households with 
outstanding debt increased from 8% in January 2014 to an all-time high of 53% in September 2019 and 
declining post covid to 41% in September 2020.

Participation rates for formal loans stood at a mere 2.4% of all households in January 2014 and has grown to 
14.9% in September 2020, with a CAGR of 35.5%. A significant jump occurred in 2017, where 8.1% of 
households had outstanding formal loans.  This is also congruent with the Global Findex Database 2017,14 in 
which it is reported that the percentage of the population above 15 that borrowed from a financial 
institution or used a credit card stood at 8.1% in 2017.15

In Figure 6, we look at the time series of the percentage of households that borrowed from formal sources, 
disaggregated by the region type into urban and rural households.  Our findings suggest that while 
formal borrowings have uniformly increased over the period 2014-2020, rural households have 
outdone urban households in terms of loans from formal lending institutions, with the formal loan 
participation increasing at a CAGR of 38.5% in rural households versus 29.4% among urban households. 
In both rural and urban households, the participation percentages have been similar over the years.

12RBI committee on household finance, “Report of the Household Finance Committee”, July 2017. 
Retrieved from https://rbidocs.rbi.org.in/rdocs/PublicationReport/Pdfs/HFCRA28D0415E2144A009112DD314ECF5C07.PDF 
13This refers to debt that is not backed by collateral, often taken from non-institutional sources such as friends, relatives or 
moneylenders
14World Bank Group, The Global Findex Database 2017 (Washington, D.C.: World Bank Group, 2018). 
15Formal borrowing refers to credit from Banks, NBFCs, MFIs, SHGs, Credit Cards, and Chit Funds. Informal borrowing includes credit 
from Moneylenders, Shops, Relatives and Friends, Employers, and any other informal sources.

Figure 6: Percentage of households with outstanding formal loans - 2014-2020
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One of the most important indicators of formal borrowings is bank loans. Our data shows that the 
percentage of households with bank loans have grown at a CAGR of 20.8%. The highest participation was 
registered towards the end of 2019, where 13% of households had outstanding borrowings in banks. 

However, a trend which is a cause for concern is the declining percentage of households borrowing from 
banks in the post-lockdown period.  In 2020, reliance on bank borrowings has seen a decline, reflecting a 
slowdown due to COVID-19. The reason for this decline could be three-fold. One, there was a sharp 
lockdown-induced drop in consumption and other productive activities, and households put a halt to all 
secondary consumption. Two, as we saw in the previous section, financial assets also saw a decrease during 
the COVID-19 period, which means that households dipped into their savings to cope with the loss of 
livelihood and fall in income. Three, there was an increase in informal borrowings, as households found it 
hassle-free and easier to borrow from familiar sources such as friends and relatives. This will be discussed in 
detail in a later section. 

Figure 7B: Percentage of rural households with outstanding  formal 
borrowings

Figure 7A: Percentage of urban households with outstanding formal 
borrowings

https://www.dvara.com/research/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/How-Do-the-Portfolios-of-Indian-Households-Differ-Across-States.pdf
https://www.dvara.com/research/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/How-Do-the-Portfolios-of-Indian-Households-Differ-Across-States.pdf
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The percentage of total household borrowings from banks decreased from 13.4% in January 2019 to 10.4% in 
January 2020, and further dipped to 7.5% at the end of 2020. The fall was greater amongst urban households, 
with participation rates in bank borrowings falling to 6.2%. With bank borrowings, some factors still seem to 
hamper the extension of credit. Singh and Naik (2017) write that some of the main factors that hinder bank 
borrowings are the lack of awareness of government initiatives that prioritise lending among rural 
households, distance from the bank, and the long-term relationship that borrowers have with money lenders. 

Apart from bank credit, households have also relied on other channels of formal credit such as loans from 
NBFCs, MFIs and SHGs. While the participation across loans from MFIs has remained stagnant over the last 
few years, remaining below 1%, loans from NBFCs and SHGs have seen a steady rise. Percentage of 
households taking loans from NBFCs has increased from less than 1% in September 2014 to 3% in September 
2020. Further, it is encouraging to see that households’ participation in SHG loans has increased from less 
than 1% in September 2014 to over 5% in September 2020. While all channels of formal loans have remained 
either stagnant or even declined during the times of COVID-19, SHG loans are one channel that seems to have 
provided households with the liquidity they needed to smooth consumption and manage uncertainties, at a 
time when they needed credit the most.

Figure 8: Percentage of households with outstanding borrowings from Banks, NBFCs, 
MFIs and SHGs - 2014-2020

4.2. Informal Borrowings

A perceptible trend in the Indian household borrowing portfolio has been the persistent rise in informal debt. 
Participation rates of households in informal loans have grown at an accelerated pace, rising from 4.7% in 
2014 to 30.3% of overall households in 2020. In Figure 9 we illustrate the rise in the total percentage of 
households that borrow from different types of informal lending instruments - moneylenders, friends and 
relatives, shops, employers, and other informal institutions.16

16Borrowing from shops in CPHS data is available only from the January 2016 wave. 
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The graph shows an increase in participation in informal borrowing in India; showing that households continue 
to rely heavily on borrowing methods such as friends, relatives, moneylenders, and shopkeepers. Starting with 
a gradual increase, the percentage of households with informal borrowings also seem to have spiked during 
the 2017-2018 period, following demonetisation. Studies (Wadhwa, 2019; Chakraborty and Sane, 2019) find 
that demonetisation led to a drop in the household durable and non-durable consumption in the initial months 
immediately after demonetisation, given liquidity constraints in the short-term. Despite this, informal 
borrowings seem to have persisted for households to smoothen day-to-day consumption. Wadhwa (2019) 
writes that relatively poorer households relied more on informal borrowings to maintain their consumption 
expenditure, as they potentially had a higher cost of reducing their consumption. Wadhwa (2019) also writes 
that demonetisation in a way could have strengthened informal networks in the country, as people turned to 
the informal sector to deal with the shock. Sane and Shah (2020) similarly write that “in difficult times, it was 
not banks, but money lenders, and employers that mattered.”

Other than moneylenders, shops have also remained an integral part of informal borrowing in India and have 
seen rising participation. The percentage of households borrowed from shops rose from 10.9% at the start of 
2018 to 24.7% in 2019 (25.3% among rural households and 23.5% among urban households). It slightly dipped 
at the start of COVID-19, perhaps on account of shops being closed during the lockdown. In May 2020, 25.2% 
of households still borrowed from shops, while 10.3% of households borrowed from friends or relatives. 

Next, we examine informal borrowing rates across different income groups. During COVID-19, lower-income 
households smoothened their consumption using informal borrowings (Sane and Shah, 2020). Our analysis 
shows that as the economic shock of COVID-19 struck, households turned to more familiar borrowing methods 
such as from friends and relatives. Figure 10A and 10B show the participation rates among different income 
quintiles in informal borrowings from 2014-2020. 

Figure 9: Percentage of households with outstanding informal borrowings: 
2014-2020
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Evidence from these graphs during the COVID-19 period suggests similar findings as that of Wadhwa (2019) 
for demonetisation. Richer households (Q5 and Q4) have reduced borrowings from informal sources post 
COVID-19 lockdown, while for the poorer households, percentages in informal borrowings have increased 
initially, and then fallen towards September 2020. This is potentially because richer households could easily 
cut down on their consumption of durable goods during the lockdown. Since poorer households have more 
day-to-day consumption needs which are non-durable in nature, borrowing levels have spiked post-COVID-19. 
Interestingly, despite greater penetration of formal financial institutions in urban areas, the rate of informal 
borrowing among urban households remains considerably high and, in fact, has been consistently increasing 
over the last few years. 

In addition to this, the CPHS data also sheds light on the purpose of these borrowings. In May-Aug 2019, 
59.8% of rural households borrowed for consumption purposes, while this figure rose to 65.7% in May-Aug 
2020. Borrowings for the purpose of housing among urban households dwindled from 9.7% in 2019 to 4.7% in 
2020. This is also indicative of the idea that households in recent times after COVID-19 are borrowing more for 
day-to-day consumption rather than long-term goals. 

Figure 10B: Percentage of rural households with outstanding informal 
borrowings

Figure 10A: Percentage of urban households with outstanding informal 
borrowings
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5. Conclusion

Overall, our analysis finds that the financial portfolio of Indian households has moved towards greater 
participation in formal financial instruments over the last seven years. However, there is substantial volatility in 
participation rates across products, especially with regard to financial assets. For products such as fixed 
deposit, post-office savings, and life insurance, the participation rates at the household level increased 
considerably during the period 2014 to 2018, post which it has been gradually falling and came to an all-time 
low during 2020, undoing the gains that were made over the last seven years. In spite of the positive trend in 
the uptake of health insurance over the last seven years, only 1 in 5 households has a health insurance 
account, as of September 2020. Provident fund, on the other hand, which is a useful instrument for long-term 
savings, has not seen any increase in the last seven years and hovers around 10%. Credit from banks and other 
organised financial institutions has improved substantially, however, it is yet to penetrate the bottom three 
income quintiles. Moneylenders and shops continue to remain an important source of borrowings, especially 
in rural households.

Tracking the trends in the uptake of formal financial instruments at the household level is a useful indication of 
the effectiveness of financial inclusion policies. The data is also useful to understand the overall impact of 
periods of economic distress such as demonetisation or the COVID-19 induced lockdown on the financial 
portfolios of Indian households and the demand for formal financial products. Tracking these trends can help 
identify gaps across products and regions, thereby enabling strategic policymaking towards universal access to 
finance.
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Appendix 

Table A1: Percentage of households with outstanding borrowings in different categories 

Months 
Formal 
loan 

Informal 
loan 

All 
loans BANK NBFCs MFIs SHGs 

Credit 
Cards 

Jan-14 2.4% 4.7% 8.2% 2.4% 
NO 

DATA 
NO 

DATA 
NO 

DATA 
NO 

DATA 

May-14 2.5% 4.5% 8.0% 2.5% 
NO 

DATA 
NO 

DATA 
NO 

DATA 
NO 

DATA 
Sep-14 7.0% 4.0% 7.0% 2.3% 0.1% 0.2% 1.0% 0.0% 
Jan-15 3.5% 3.4% 6.5% 2.3% 0.2% 0.1% 1.0% 0.0% 
May-15 2.9% 4.0% 6.5% 2.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.7% 0.0% 
Sep-15 3.9% 5.8% 9.1% 2.4% 0.1% 0.1% 1.2% 0.1% 
Jan-16 4.9% 7.9% 11.5% 3.4% 0.3% 0.1% 1.0% 0.1% 
May-16 5.8% 8.2% 12.5% 4.3% 0.5% 0.1% 0.9% 0.1% 
Sep-16 7.4% 11.2% 16.4% 5.4% 0.6% 0.4% 1.4% 0.2% 
Jan-17 8.1% 16.5% 22.9% 6.6% 0.3% 0.2% 0.9% 0.1% 
May-17 9.1% 21.1% 28.4% 7.5% 0.3% 0.3% 1.1% 0.0% 
Sep-17 13.6% 24.0% 34.0% 9.5% 0.6% 0.7% 3.0% 0.1% 
Jan-18 17.1% 25.6% 38.6% 10.8% 1.2% 0.7% 4.8% 0.3% 
May-18 18.6% 32.6% 45.8% 11.2% 1.6% 0.9% 5.6% 0.3% 
Sep-18 20.6% 35.8% 50.2% 12.9% 2.2% 0.6% 5.3% 0.4% 
Jan-19 21.6% 35.2% 49.8% 13.4% 2.6% 0.5% 5.7% 0.4% 
May-19 21.5% 36.2% 50.7% 13.3% 2.7% 0.6% 5.2% 0.4% 
Sep-19 20.7% 39.6% 53.3% 13.0% 2.4% 0.5% 4.4% 0.3% 
Jan-20 17.2% 34.4% 46.3% 10.4% 2.6% 0.6% 4.3% 0.3% 
May-20 17.3% 33.1% 45.2% 9.0% 2.5% 0.8% 6.1% 0.1% 
Sep-20 14.9% 30.3% 41.0% 7.5% 3.1% 0.3% 4.8% 0.1% 

Table A2: Percentage of households with outstanding borrowings in different informal 
borrowing categories 

Months Moneylenders Employers 

Friends 
and 
relatives Shops Chit Funds 

Other 
Informal 

Jan-14 1.5% 0.2% 2.6% NO DATA NO DATA 0.8% 
May-14 1.4% 0.1% 2.5% NO DATA NO DATA 0.9% 
Sep-14 1.4% 0.1% 2.3% NO DATA 0.1% 0.6% 
Jan-15 1.3% 0.1% 1.9% NO DATA 0.1% 0.3% 
May-15 1.8% 0.1% 2.1% NO DATA 0.1% 0.6% 
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Sep-15 1.9% 0.1% 3.0% NO DATA 0.3% 1.1% 
Jan-16 2.6% 0.2% 3.5% 0.8% 0.5% 1.5% 
May-16 3.5% 0.2% 2.9% 0.9% 0.3% 1.8% 
Sep-16 5.0% 0.3% 3.9% 1.5% 0.4% 2.0% 
Jan-17 7.8% 0.1% 5.8% 2.2% 0.2% 2.8% 
May-17 8.3% 0.2% 6.9% 3.8% 0.2% 4.3% 
Sep-17 7.3% 0.3% 8.4% 7.8% 0.3% 2.9% 
Jan-18 4.5% 0.2% 9.7% 10.9% 0.4% 2.4% 
May-18 4.6% 0.3% 10.8% 16.8% 0.4% 2.8% 
Sep-18 4.7% 0.4% 9.5% 22.2% 1.1% 2.3% 
Jan-19 3.6% 0.4% 7.9% 24.7% 1.0% 1.8% 
May-19 3.6% 0.4% 7.2% 26.6% 1.2% 1.8% 
Sep-19 3.2% 0.4% 7.1% 30.9% 1.5% 2.1% 
Jan-20 2.7% 0.2% 6.2% 27.9% 0.8% 1.3% 
May-20 1.9% 0.3% 10.3% 25.2% 0.3% 0.3% 
Sep-20 1.1% 0.2% 4.2% 25.9% 0.7% 0.9% 

Table A3.a: Percentage of households with outstanding borrowings across different categories – 
Urban 

Months 
Formal 
loan 

Informal 
loans 

All 
loans BANK NBFCs MFIs SHGs 

Credit 
Cards 

Jan-14 2.8% 4.7% 7.8% 2.8% 
NO 

DATA 
NO 

DATA 
NO 

DATA 
NO 

DATA 

May-14 2.8% 4.8% 7.9% 2.8% 
NO 

DATA 
NO 

DATA 
NO 

DATA 
NO 

DATA 
Sep-14 7.4% 4.3% 7.4% 2.9% 0.1% 0.2% 0.4% 0.0% 
Jan-15 3.3% 3.4% 6.3% 2.7% 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.0% 
May-15 3.3% 4.4% 7.2% 2.5% 0.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.0% 
Sep-15 3.9% 6.5% 9.9% 2.8% 0.1% 0.1% 0.7% 0.0% 
Jan-16 5.3% 8.8% 12.6% 4.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.6% 0.1% 
May-16 5.9% 8.8% 13.3% 4.6% 0.5% 0.2% 0.6% 0.1% 
Sep-16 6.9% 11.0% 16.4% 5.0% 0.5% 0.2% 1.1% 0.0% 
Jan-17 7.7% 16.3% 22.3% 6.4% 0.3% 0.1% 0.8% 0.0% 
May-17 8.3% 20.2% 26.8% 6.6% 0.5% 0.2% 1.1% 0.0% 
Sep-17 13.5% 22.3% 32.1% 10.0% 0.6% 0.6% 2.6% 0.1% 
Jan-18 17.1% 23.0% 36.0% 10.6% 1.9% 0.7% 4.1% 0.2% 
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May-18 19.6% 29.7% 43.5% 11.8% 2.7% 1.0% 4.8% 0.2% 
Sep-18 21.7% 33.4% 48.3% 12.7% 3.7% 0.7% 4.6% 0.5% 
Jan-19 21.5% 32.3% 47.2% 12.6% 3.9% 0.5% 4.0% 0.7% 
May-19 21.7% 34.7% 49.8% 12.6% 3.8% 0.7% 3.9% 0.7% 
Sep-19 21.4% 36.2% 51.5% 12.5% 3.3% 0.5% 3.1% 0.6% 
Jan-20 16.2% 29.6% 42.0% 8.9% 3.0% 0.7% 3.2% 0.7% 
May-20 16.1% 29.2% 41.0% 6.2% 3.7% 1.2% 5.0% 0.3% 
Sep-20 13.1% 22.5% 33.0% 4.6% 3.8% 0.3% 3.9% 0.2% 

Table A3.b: Percentage of households with outstanding borrowings in different informal 
borrowing categories - Urban 

Months Moneylenders Employers 
Friends and 
relatives Shops Chit Funds 

Other 
Informal 

Jan-14 2.1% 0.3% 2.1% NO DATA NO DATA 0.5% 
May-14 1.4% 0.2% 2.6% NO DATA NO DATA 1.0% 
Sep-14 1.4% 0.2% 2.5% NO DATA 0.1% 0.6% 
Jan-15 1.4% 0.1% 1.8% NO DATA 0.0% 0.4% 
May-15 1.8% 0.1% 2.5% NO DATA 0.0% 0.5% 
Sep-15 1.8% 0.2% 3.8% NO DATA 0.3% 1.1% 
Jan-16 2.6% 0.3% 4.5% 0.6% 0.5% 1.7% 
May-16 4.6% 0.2% 3.0% 0.9% 0.3% 2.0% 
Sep-16 5.4% 0.2% 3.3% 1.7% 0.2% 2.0% 
Jan-17 8.1% 0.1% 5.0% 2.6% 0.1% 3.5% 
May-17 8.4% 0.1% 4.9% 4.7% 0.1% 4.9% 
Sep-17 7.2% 0.3% 7.1% 7.3% 0.3% 2.8% 
Jan-18 3.6% 0.2% 8.6% 10.1% 0.6% 2.7% 
May-18 4.1% 0.5% 9.1% 15.8% 0.6% 2.8% 
Sep-18 4.7% 0.8% 8.7% 21.0% 1.5% 2.3% 
Jan-19 3.1% 0.6% 6.7% 23.5% 1.4% 3.2% 
May-19 3.5% 0.7% 6.7% 25.7% 1.6% 2.9% 
Sep-19 2.9% 0.5% 6.6% 28.4% 2.5% 2.5% 
Jan-20 1.9% 0.2% 4.9% 24.3% 0.9% 2.0% 
May-20 1.4% 0.4% 11.1% 20.7% 0.3% 0.3% 
Sep-20 0.7% 0.2% 3.8% 18.4% 1.2% 1.5% 
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Table A4.a: Percentage of households with outstanding borrowings across different categories - 
Rural 

Months 
Formal 
loan 

Informal 
loans 

All 
loans BANK NBFCs MFIs SHGs 

Credit 
Cards 

Jan-14 2.2% 4.7% 8.4% 2.2% 
NO 
DATA 

NO 
DATA 

NO 
DATA NO DATA 

May-14 2.4% 4.3% 8.0% 2.4% 
NO 
DATA 

NO 
DATA 

NO 
DATA NO DATA 

Sep-14 6.8% 3.9% 6.8% 2.0% 0.1% 0.2% 1.3% 0.0% 
Jan-15 3.6% 3.4% 6.6% 2.1% 0.2% 0.1% 1.2% 0.0% 
May-15 2.8% 3.8% 6.1% 1.7% 0.2% 0.1% 0.8% 0.0% 
Sep-15 3.9% 5.5% 8.8% 2.2% 0.2% 0.1% 1.4% 0.1% 
Jan-16 4.8% 7.4% 11.1% 3.2% 0.3% 0.1% 1.1% 0.1% 
May-16 5.8% 7.8% 12.0% 4.2% 0.5% 0.1% 1.0% 0.1% 
Sep-16 7.6% 11.3% 16.4% 5.6% 0.7% 0.4% 1.5% 0.2% 
Jan-17 8.3% 16.5% 23.2% 6.7% 0.3% 0.2% 0.9% 0.1% 
May-17 9.5% 21.6% 29.2% 7.9% 0.2% 0.3% 1.0% 0.0% 
Sep-17 13.6% 24.7% 34.8% 9.2% 0.5% 0.7% 3.3% 0.1% 
Jan-18 17.2% 26.8% 39.9% 10.8% 0.8% 0.7% 5.1% 0.3% 
May-18 18.2% 33.9% 46.9% 11.0% 1.1% 0.9% 6.0% 0.3% 
Sep-18 20.0% 37.0% 51.0% 12.9% 1.6% 0.6% 5.7% 0.3% 
Jan-19 21.6% 36.5% 51.1% 13.8% 1.9% 0.4% 6.5% 0.2% 
May-19 21.3% 36.9% 51.1% 13.6% 2.2% 0.6% 5.8% 0.3% 
Sep-19 20.3% 41.3% 54.1% 13.3% 2.0% 0.4% 5.0% 0.2% 
Jan-20 17.6% 36.7% 48.3% 11.1% 2.5% 0.5% 4.8% 0.1% 
May-20 17.9% 35.0% 47.3% 10.4% 1.9% 0.6% 6.5% 0.0% 
Sep-20 15.8% 34.0% 44.8% 8.9% 2.7% 0.3% 5.2% 0.1% 
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Table A4.b: Percentage of households with outstanding borrowings in different informal 
borrowing categories - Rural 

Months Moneylenders Employers 

Friends 
and 
relatives Shops Chit Funds 

Other 
Informal 

Jan-14 1.2% 0.2% 2.8% NO DATA NO DATA 1.0% 
May-14 1.3% 0.1% 2.5% NO DATA NO DATA 0.8% 
Sep-14 1.4% 0.1% 2.3% NO DATA 0.1% 0.6% 
Jan-15 1.3% 0.1% 1.9% NO DATA 0.1% 0.3% 
May-15 1.7% 0.1% 1.9% NO DATA 0.1% 0.6% 
Sep-15 2.0% 0.1% 2.6% NO DATA 0.3% 1.0% 
Jan-16 2.7% 0.1% 3.1% 0.8% 0.4% 1.4% 
May-16 2.9% 0.1% 2.9% 0.9% 0.3% 1.7% 
Sep-16 4.8% 0.3% 4.2% 1.4% 0.5% 2.1% 
Jan-17 7.6% 0.1% 6.2% 2.0% 0.2% 2.5% 
May-17 8.2% 0.2% 7.9% 3.4% 0.2% 4.0% 
Sep-17 7.3% 0.3% 9.0% 8.1% 0.3% 2.9% 
Jan-18 4.9% 0.1% 10.3% 11.3% 0.3% 2.3% 
May-18 4.8% 0.1% 11.6% 17.3% 0.3% 2.8% 
Sep-18 4.7% 0.2% 9.8% 22.8% 0.8% 2.3% 
Jan-19 3.8% 0.4% 8.4% 25.3% 0.7% 1.2% 
May-19 3.6% 0.3% 7.4% 26.9% 1.0% 1.3% 
Sep-19 3.3% 0.3% 7.4% 32.1% 1.1% 1.8% 
Jan-20 3.1% 0.1% 6.8% 29.7% 0.7% 0.9% 
May-20 2.2% 0.3% 10.0% 27.3% 0.3% 0.3% 
Sep-20 1.3% 0.2% 4.4% 29.4% 0.4% 0.5% 

Table A5.a: Percentage of households with outstanding savings/investments in formal financial 
assets 

Months Fixed Deposits 

Post 
Office 
Savings 

National 
Savings 
Certificate 

Kisan Vikas 
Patra 

Provident 
Fund 

Life 
Insurance 

Mutual 
Funds 

Jan-14 28.1% 7.4% 0.5% 0.2% 11.1% 38.9% 0.3% 

May-14 35.1% 8.2% 0.4% 0.2% 10.9% 41.6% 0.2% 

Sep-14 53.3% 8.0% 0.2% 0.1% 9.8% 44.9% 0.2% 
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Jan-15 61.8% 7.6% 0.1% 0.1% 9.3% 44.5% 0.2% 

May-15 65.7% 7.3% 0.0% 0.1% 8.3% 44.8% 0.1% 

Sep-15 70.3% 7.8% 0.1% 0.1% 8.5% 46.0% 0.2% 

Jan-16 75.8% 9.3% 0.3% 0.2% 8.2% 47.1% 0.2% 

May-16 78.9% 9.5% 0.5% 0.2% 7.1% 46.3% 0.2% 

Sep-16 78.9% 9.5% 0.5% 0.2% 7.1% 46.3% 0.2% 

Jan-17 85.2% 9.3% 0.5% 0.2% 7.8% 42.6% 0.3% 

May-17 82.9% 11.9% 0.6% 0.3% 8.7% 44.4% 0.4% 

Sep-17 77.8% 14.8% 0.8% 0.3% 9.3% 43.8% 0.4% 

Jan-18 74.0% 18.4% 0.7% 0.3% 11.0% 46.9% 0.5% 

May-18 61.7% 19.0% 0.6% 0.4% 11.7% 48.8% 0.8% 

Sep-18 41.4% 20.2% 0.8% 0.4% 11.9% 49.0% 0.9% 

Jan-19 42.8% 22.6% 0.7% 0.4% 12.0% 48.5% 1.0% 

May-19 43.0% 24.5% 0.9% 0.6% 12.3% 50.0% 1.2% 

Sep-19 44.2% 25.0% 1.2% 0.7% 12.5% 50.2% 1.6% 

Jan-20 41.2% 19.9% 0.8% 0.7% 11.4% 44.9% 1.5% 

May-20 27.1% 9.8% 0.2% 0.2% 5.0% 24.4% 0.3% 

Sep-20 27.3% 9.4% 0.1% 0.1% 10.1% 27.8% 0.7% 
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Table A5.b: Percentage of households with outstanding savings/investments in informal and 
physical assets 

Months Chit Funds 
Other financial 
instruments Real Estate Gold 

At least one durable 
good 

Jan-14 NO DATA 3.9% 95.5% 75.9% 89.6% 

May-14 NO DATA 3.2% 98.0% 80.6% 90.1% 

Sep-14 NO DATA 1.7% 98.9% 82.7% 95.5% 

Jan-15 NO DATA 2.0% 99.1% 83.7% 95.7% 

May-15 NO DATA 2.2% 99.1% 84.2% 95.6% 

Sep-15 NO DATA 2.0% 99.3% 85.5% 95.7% 

Jan-16 0.2% 2.0% 99.3% 87.1% 95.4% 

May-16 0.6% 2.1% 99.3% 88.0% 94.9% 

Sep-16 0.6% 2.1% 99.3% 88.0% 94.9% 

Jan-17 0.9% 2.2% 99.3% 91.8% 93.4% 

May-17 0.7% 1.9% 99.3% 93.5% 94.4% 

Sep-17 2.2% 2.4% 97.9% 95.7% 93.7% 

Jan-18 3.1% 4.6% 97.8% 98.1% 94.4% 

May-18 3.6% 5.5% 98.2% 98.8% 94.6% 

Sep-18 6.0% 6.8% 99.3% 98.7% 95.1% 

Jan-19 7.7% 7.1% 99.6% 98.9% 95.5% 

May-19 9.4% 7.5% 99.7% 99.1% 96.5% 

Sep-19 10.1% 7.5% 99.3% 99.3% 97.4% 

Jan-20 9.4% 5.8% 97.1% 97.6% 97.0% 

May-20 7.0% 6.8% 99.7% 96.2% 96.2% 

Sep-20 8.0% 5.1% 99.7% 98.7% 97.1% 
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Table A6.a: Percentage of households with outstanding savings/investments in formal financial 
assets – Urban 

Months 
Fixed 
Deposits 

Post 
Office 
Savings 

National 
Savings 
Certificate 

Kisan 
Vikas 
Patra 

Provident 
Fund 

Life 
Insurance 

Mutual 
Funds 

Listed 
Shares 

Jan-14 33.61% 7.82% 0.88% 0.07% 22.49% 52.55% 0.72% 0.59% 
May-14 42.22% 7.50% 0.84% 0.09% 22.33% 56.59% 0.64% 0.45% 
Sep-14 63.12% 6.81% 0.34% 0.06% 19.83% 59.53% 0.61% 0.32% 
Jan-15 71.81% 6.43% 0.20% 0.04% 18.59% 59.66% 0.46% 0.21% 
May-15 75.49% 5.83% 0.10% 0.03% 16.50% 58.05% 0.37% 0.16% 
Sep-15 79.48% 6.44% 0.18% 0.04% 16.50% 59.49% 0.43% 0.19% 
Jan-16 83.55% 8.73% 0.45% 0.12% 16.12% 60.95% 0.59% 0.17% 
May-16 86.78% 8.94% 0.76% 0.07% 13.39% 59.42% 0.53% 0.23% 
Sep-16 89.68% 9.57% 0.82% 0.15% 13.15% 57.82% 0.57% 0.34% 
Jan-17 89.14% 10.58% 0.82% 0.18% 15.25% 56.40% 0.57% 0.27% 
May-17 85.13% 13.10% 0.95% 0.34% 16.78% 58.40% 0.59% 0.25% 
Sep-17 76.39% 16.01% 1.22% 0.38% 18.94% 59.08% 0.88% 0.41% 
Jan-18 72.81% 18.93% 1.10% 0.29% 22.29% 62.33% 1.08% 0.40% 
May-18 62.05% 20.34% 1.13% 0.32% 24.08% 64.50% 1.79% 0.65% 
Sep-18 51.36% 22.52% 1.28% 0.33% 24.43% 66.02% 2.29% 1.03% 
Jan-19 51.36% 26.50% 1.34% 0.28% 24.31% 65.61% 2.57% 1.19% 
May-19 51.37% 29.16% 1.48% 0.32% 24.61% 66.28% 3.00% 1.52% 
Sep-19 52.80% 29.93% 1.57% 0.27% 24.42% 66.53% 3.77% 1.99% 
Jan-20 48.38% 22.93% 1.36% 0.21% 22.76% 59.46% 3.89% 1.94% 
May-20 35.80% 11.08% 1.62% 0.12% 21.46% 40.76% 3.40% 1.70% 
Sep-20 31.90% 8.52% 0.26% 0.04% 21.00% 38.40% 1.89% 0.73% 

Table A6.b: Percentage of households with outstanding savings/investments in informal and 
physical assets – Urban 

Months Chit Funds 
Other financial 
instruments Real Estate Gold 

At least one 
durable good 

Jan-14 NO DATA 4.42% 91.55% 82.64% 96.80% 
May-14 NO DATA 3.52% 95.51% 88.39% 97.06% 
Sep-14 NO DATA 2.07% 97.09% 90.15% 98.79% 
Jan-15 NO DATA 2.27% 97.53% 90.70% 98.96% 
May-15 NO DATA 2.21% 97.53% 89.81% 98.95% 
Sep-15 NO DATA 2.07% 98.04% 91.21% 99.13% 
Jan-16 0.37% 1.73% 98.22% 92.16% 99.08% 
May-16 1.11% 2.15% 98.24% 92.91% 98.91% 



26

Sep-16 1.54% 2.09% 98.56% 94.47% 98.02% 
Jan-17 1.40% 1.72% 98.30% 95.72% 98.38% 
May-17 1.27% 1.44% 98.39% 97.22% 98.69% 
Sep-17 2.60% 2.35% 96.66% 98.01% 98.60% 
Jan-18 4.32% 4.36% 97.04% 99.30% 98.88% 
May-18 4.91% 5.30% 97.46% 99.59% 99.09% 
Sep-18 8.12% 6.60% 98.85% 99.14% 99.01% 
Jan-19 10.18% 6.74% 99.22% 99.17% 98.97% 
May-19 12.63% 7.00% 99.52% 99.40% 99.11% 
Sep-19 13.49% 6.99% 99.33% 99.69% 99.22% 
Jan-20 12.76% 4.99% 96.52% 98.12% 98.97% 
May-20 10.90% 4.69% 99.18% 98.77% 99.07% 
Sep-20 9.23% 4.63% 99.46% 99.38% 98.91% 

Table A6.c: Percentage of households with outstanding savings/investments in formal financial 
assets– Rural 

Months 
Fixed 
Deposits 

Post 
Office 
Savings 

National 
Savings 
Certificate 

Kisan 
Vikas 
Patra 

Provident 
Fund 

Life 
Insurance 

Mutual 
Funds 

Listed 
Shares 

Jan-14 25.48% 7.17% 0.32% 0.28% 5.79% 32.50% 0.04% 0.01% 
May-14 31.73% 8.54% 0.13% 0.27% 5.60% 34.60% 0.04% 0.01% 
Sep-14 48.65% 8.50% 0.07% 0.18% 5.06% 37.99% 0.05% 0.02% 
Jan-15 57.12% 8.16% 0.03% 0.08% 5.00% 37.44% 0.02% 0.02% 
May-15 61.07% 8.05% 0.01% 0.07% 4.52% 38.59% 0.04% 0.02% 
Sep-15 66.05% 8.48% 0.03% 0.15% 4.78% 39.64% 0.04% 0.03% 
Jan-16 72.20% 9.56% 0.16% 0.30% 4.52% 40.63% 0.06% 0.03% 
May-16 75.19% 9.77% 0.31% 0.21% 4.12% 40.10% 0.11% 0.09% 
Sep-16 80.88% 9.08% 0.30% 0.19% 3.99% 37.76% 0.16% 0.11% 
Jan-17 83.37% 8.62% 0.37% 0.15% 4.33% 36.12% 0.17% 0.08% 
May-17 81.89% 11.30% 0.49% 0.30% 4.94% 37.85% 0.24% 0.11% 
Sep-17 78.41% 14.20% 0.54% 0.33% 4.88% 36.65% 0.19% 0.10% 
Jan-18 74.62% 18.12% 0.45% 0.31% 5.81% 39.78% 0.20% 0.09% 
May-18 61.55% 18.42% 0.42% 0.45% 5.96% 41.52% 0.34% 0.10% 
Sep-18 36.79% 19.06% 0.60% 0.43% 6.09% 41.04% 0.33% 0.15% 
Jan-19 38.75% 20.71% 0.43% 0.47% 6.30% 40.44% 0.32% 0.10% 
May-19 38.99% 22.36% 0.66% 0.80% 6.48% 42.23% 0.38% 0.28% 
Sep-19 40.18% 22.69% 0.96% 0.87% 6.86% 42.45% 0.58% 0.62% 
Jan-20 37.86% 18.54% 0.49% 0.89% 5.98% 37.94% 0.30% 0.25% 
May-20 27.14% 9.82% 0.19% 0.23% 5.01% 24.35% 0.34% 0.11% 
Sep-20 25.11% 9.79% 0.09% 0.12% 4.92% 22.81% 0.18% 0.04% 
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Table A6.d: Percentage of households with outstanding savings/investments in informal and 
physical assets – Rural 

Months Chit Funds 

Other 
financial 
instruments Real Estate Gold 

At least one 
durable 
good 

Jan-14 NO DATA 3.65% 97.29% 72.77% 86.23% 
May-14 NO DATA 3.02% 99.11% 76.92% 86.91% 
Sep-14 NO DATA 1.56% 99.81% 79.24% 94.00% 
Jan-15 NO DATA 1.86% 99.90% 80.41% 94.20% 
May-15 NO DATA 2.26% 99.86% 81.55% 94.08% 
Sep-15 NO DATA 1.98% 99.88% 82.75% 94.11% 
Jan-16 0.08% 2.18% 99.82% 84.77% 93.69% 
May-16 0.31% 2.10% 99.82% 85.68% 92.96% 
Sep-16 0.91% 2.58% 99.51% 88.08% 89.60% 
Jan-17 0.70% 2.35% 99.79% 89.95% 91.00% 
May-17 0.50% 2.11% 99.73% 91.78% 92.42% 
Sep-17 1.98% 2.37% 98.47% 94.57% 91.48% 
Jan-18 2.49% 4.64% 98.13% 97.61% 92.26% 
May-18 2.99% 5.60% 98.47% 98.39% 92.59% 
Sep-18 5.01% 6.95% 99.51% 98.52% 93.26% 
Jan-19 6.57% 7.33% 99.70% 98.78% 93.90% 
May-19 7.88% 7.77% 99.74% 99.01% 95.28% 
Sep-19 8.52% 7.67% 99.23% 99.13% 96.59% 
Jan-20 7.80% 6.14% 97.39% 97.40% 96.00% 
May-20 7.00% 6.79% 99.68% 96.22% 96.18% 
Sep-20 7.37% 5.31% 99.79% 98.33% 96.30% 

Table A7: Percentage of households with account ownership among at least one member of the 
household in different categories 

Months Bank Account 
Health 
Insurance Credit Card 

Kisan Credit 
Card 

Demat 
Account 

Jan-14 90.1% 7.7% 2.9% 8.7% 0.9% 
May-14 93.5% 8.1% 3.0% 8.8% 0.9% 
Sep-14 97.2% 8.3% 5.2% 8.8% 0.9% 
Jan-15 97.6% 7.9% 4.0% 8.6% 0.8% 
May-15 98.2% 8.1% 3.2% 8.4% 0.8% 
Sep-15 97.2% 9.0% 3.3% 8.3% 0.8% 
Jan-16 96.7% 10.0% 3.4% 8.5% 0.7% 
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May-16 97.7% 10.8% 3.7% 8.3% 0.7% 
Sep-16 97.5% 12.1% 4.0% 7.1% 0.6% 
Jan-17 93.7% 12.8% 3.2% 6.4% 0.4% 
May-17 95.3% 13.0% 2.4% 6.8% 0.4% 
Sep-17 86.3% 14.1% 2.9% 7.2% 0.4% 
Jan-18 92.6% 19.7% 3.5% 7.1% 0.4% 
May-18 89.8% 21.1% 3.4% 7.1% 0.4% 
Sep-18 93.2% 22.2% 3.5% 7.7% 0.5% 
Jan-19 89.1% 22.8% 3.5% 7.3% 0.5% 
May-19 89.0% 24.0% 3.5% 7.5% 0.6% 
Sep-19 95.4% 25.7% 3.9% 7.7% 0.7% 
Jan-20 99.9% 27.8% 3.8% 8.3% 0.9% 
May-20 99.8% 23.6% 2.3% 6.8% 0.6% 
Sep-20 99.8% 21.0% 2.1% 5.5% 0.3% 

Table A7.a: Percentage of households with account ownership among at least one member of 
the household in different categories - Urban 

Months 
Bank 
Account 

Health 
Insurance 

Life 
Insurance 

Employee 
Provident 
Fund 

Credit 
Card 

Kisan 
Credit 
Card 

Demat 
Account 

Jan-14 92.13% 14.94% 60.37% 29.92% 6.65% 0.50% 2.62% 
May-14 95.81% 15.94% 61.99% 29.77% 6.72% 0.40% 2.50% 
Sep-14 97.86% 14.47% 62.68% 29.33% 9.94% 0.53% 2.63% 
Jan-15 97.87% 13.67% 62.14% 28.37% 8.18% 0.49% 2.28% 
May-15 98.22% 12.90% 60.08% 24.64% 6.61% 0.52% 2.00% 
Sep-15 97.42% 13.93% 61.28% 24.37% 6.95% 0.47% 2.06% 
Jan-16 96.47% 14.75% 61.42% 24.11% 6.99% 0.48% 1.98% 
May-16 97.54% 15.64% 59.86% 22.55% 7.31% 0.49% 1.74% 
Sep-16 97.33% 17.03% 59.42% 18.99% 6.73% 1.56% 1.48% 
Jan-17 95.39% 17.53% 58.69% 17.66% 5.42% 1.10% 1.01% 
May-17 94.09% 17.78% 59.89% 18.03% 5.07% 1.11% 0.92% 
Sep-17 88.23% 20.66% 61.01% 21.40% 6.54% 1.17% 1.02% 
Jan-18 94.39% 26.94% 63.89% 24.16% 8.53% 0.90% 0.94% 
May-18 91.23% 29.06% 65.34% 24.80% 8.79% 0.82% 1.07% 
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Sep-18 91.97% 31.36% 66.65% 24.69% 8.78% 0.74% 1.32% 
Jan-19 90.91% 32.57% 66.23% 24.05% 8.83% 0.71% 1.40% 
May-19 93.83% 34.22% 66.40% 23.79% 8.91% 0.63% 1.57% 
Sep-19 96.56% 35.24% 66.82% 23.85% 9.30% 0.78% 1.92% 
Jan-20 99.90% 37.40% 63.54% 23.66% 9.23% 0.73% 2.51% 
May-20 99.81% 30.69% 42.23% 21.73% 5.78% 0.76% 1.80% 
Sep-20 99.78% 25.54% 39.88% 21.09% 5.73% 0.45% 0.95% 

Table A7.b: Percentage of households with account ownership among at least one member of 
the household in different categories – Rural 

Months 
Bank 
Account 

Health 
Insurance 

Life 
Insurance 

Employee 
Provident 
Fund 

Credit 
Card 

Kisan 
Credit 
Card 

Demat 
Account 

Jan-14 89.22% 4.39% 43.18% 8.89% 1.13% 12.48% 0.09% 
May-14 92.47% 4.48% 43.28% 8.86% 1.19% 12.69% 0.09% 
Sep-14 96.96% 5.48% 44.74% 8.97% 3.00% 12.72% 0.15% 
Jan-15 97.41% 5.21% 43.64% 8.92% 2.09% 12.34% 0.18% 

May-15 98.14% 5.78% 43.97% 7.84% 1.56% 12.12% 0.19% 
Sep-15 97.02% 6.67% 44.64% 7.94% 1.59% 12.04% 0.20% 
Jan-16 96.75% 7.74% 44.75% 7.76% 1.67% 12.29% 0.16% 

May-16 97.72% 8.61% 43.61% 7.38% 1.99% 12.01% 0.14% 
Sep-16 97.58% 9.83% 40.56% 6.30% 2.67% 9.69% 0.20% 
Jan-17 92.90% 10.65% 39.76% 5.31% 2.14% 8.90% 0.15% 

May-17 95.85% 10.72% 40.13% 5.22% 1.12% 9.53% 0.21% 
Sep-17 85.36% 11.13% 39.46% 5.59% 1.14% 9.93% 0.14% 
Jan-18 91.72% 16.29% 42.31% 6.38% 1.19% 10.05% 0.14% 

May-18 89.19% 17.47% 43.45% 6.35% 0.94% 10.02% 0.14% 
Sep-18 93.70% 17.92% 41.96% 6.42% 1.00% 10.87% 0.12% 
Jan-19 88.24% 18.30% 41.53% 6.31% 1.00% 10.37% 0.10% 

May-19 86.69% 19.11% 43.25% 6.37% 0.97% 10.77% 0.14% 
Sep-19 94.86% 21.17% 43.65% 6.86% 1.32% 10.92% 0.13% 
Jan-20 99.88% 23.26% 42.26% 6.71% 1.30% 11.90% 0.13% 

May-20 99.77% 20.25% 26.04% 5.27% 0.59% 9.65% 0.05% 
Sep-20 99.77% 18.78% 24.18% 4.96% 0.38% 7.91% 0.06% 
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