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Further background on return of workers to Bihar. Some workers were able to return to 
Bihar prior to partial release from the lockdown on May 4, 2020.  Some of these were able to 
return prior to the announcement of the lockdown because they had a hint of what was to come.  
India’s press had announced the growth of cases prior to the lockdown and the government had 
begun foreign travel bans.  Moreover, India announced a voluntary curfew (Janata Curfew) two 
days before the official lockdown.  A relatively small number of workers were able to return to 
Bihar during the lockdown, even though such travel was prohibited, due to imperfect 
enforcement.   
 
Prior to May 4, 2020, returning workers were screened and only tested if they were found to be 
symptomatic (24). In this early set of workers, arriving from Delhi, Punjab, Maharashtra, Kerala, 
Gujarat, Karnataka and Uttar Pradesh,  the positivity rate was 1.16% (58 positives out of 4,991 
tests) (24).  
 
During period 1, the Government of Bihar (GOB) sorted workers into 3 categories based on 
origin state.  Workers form Maharashtra, Gujarat, and Delhi were put in what was labelled Group 
A, those from Haryana, West Bengal, Uttar Pradesh and Tamil Nadu in Group B, and the rest in 
Group C.  While these grouping were based on risk as measured by testing workers returning 
prior to May 4, these grouping did not affect testing policy.   
 
During period 2, the GOB changed its grouping based on prevalence among workers from 
different states in period 1.  Workers from the National Capital Region (NCR), Mumbai and 
Pune, Kolkata, and Bangalore were put in Group A, which implied quarantine in government 
facilities.  Remaining workers were put in Group B, which implied home quarantine.  During this 
period, group assignment did affect testing policy, as explained in Methods.  
 
During period 3, the group assignment remained the same as in period 2.  Group assignment 
continued to affect testing policy, though the testing policy changed to include random sampling 
notwithstanding symptoms in Group B.  
 
Figure S1 below reports the aggregate number of workers returning to Bihar and the number of 
workers tested during the period of our study.   
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Figure S1: Number of workers returning to Bihar and the number of returning workers tested by 
Bihar, by date.   

 
Source: Data from Government of Bihar.  Red lines indicate the dates on which one period ends 
and another starts. 
 
Table S1 presents the number of workers tested by Bihar and the number of residents tested by 
states, for all states and territories in India and by period.  Although Tables 1-4 do not include 
states and territories from which fewer than 25 workers were tested by Bihar, this Table includes 
all states and territories of India.   
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Table S1. Testing of workers by Bihar and residents by origin states, by state or territory of 
origin and time period. 

 
Notes. States and periods for which data on the number of workers are missing are marked as 
such.  
 
  



S 4 

Prevalence among returning workers.  Table S2 lists the number of positive tests among 
workers from each origin state with at least 25 workers tested per period.  
 
Table S2. Number of positive test results among returning workers, by origin state or territory 
and period.  
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Comparison of positive tests among returning workers and state residents. 
 
Table S3. Positive test rate among tests administered by states to their residents and by Bihar to 
returning workers, by state or territory of origin, for all three periods. 

 
Notes.  Asterisks (*/**/***) are used to mark statistical significance (at the 10/5/1% level). 
 
Selection bias. While Bihar’s weighted allocation of limited tests among any group of returning 
workers may be orthogonal to disease prevalence, the number of tests allocated to workers from 
different states may not be. To test this, we examine correlations between the number of tests or 
the testing rate, on the one hand, and official prevalence or estimate prevalence amongst 
returning workers, on the other (Table S4).   
 
Evidence on testing levels and prevalence suggests that selection across origin states is not a 
significant problem. While the number of tests administered to returning workers from a state is 
significantly positively correlated with both the positives rate amongst those workers and the 
positives rate reported by the origin state, the rate of testing of workers from a state is not 
significantly correlated with those positives rate.  Moreover, it is possible that the correlation 
between the number of tests and the positive rate is a product of more workers fleeing high 
prevalence states rather than Bihar’s testing focusing on high prevalence states.  
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Table S4. Correlation between testing and prevalence for returning workers tested by Bihar and 
residents tested in their own states.    

 
Notes.  Asterisks (*/**/***) are used to mark statistical significance (at the 10/5/1% level). 
 
Table S5A addresses the problem that Bihar used a weighting scheme to randomly sample 
workers but did not digitize the surveys that kept track of the symptoms and demographics of all 
workers who arrived in Bihar.  To address this, the table provides prevalence estimates for 3 
groups: symptomatic persons, who were sampled at the highest rate; asymptomatic persons, to 
see if these workers have a different prevalence; and adult males (defined as adults older than 10 
and younger than 65 years). 
 
Table S5A. Prevalence among select subsamples of returning workers, by state or territory or 
origin and period. 

 
Notes. Only states from which at least 25 returning workers were tested by Bihar in each period 
are included in this table.  Adult male is defined as males above age 10 and below age 65 years.  
Prevalence is defined as the number of confirmed positive tests divided by the total number of 
workers tested among the relevant group and during the relevant time period.  Asterisks 
(*/**/***) are used to mark statistical significance (at the 10/5/1% level). 
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To provide further estimates robust to selection in testing policy, we provide lower bounds in 
Table S5B.  We do not provide corresponding upper bounds: because testing rates are so low, 
they are largely uninformative.  
 
Table S5B. Lower bound on positive test rate for returning workers and for residents of states, by 
state or territory of origin and period.  

 
Notes: Correlation between lower bounds in period (1) is 𝜌𝜌 = 0.69 (p = 0.01), in period (2) is 𝜌𝜌 = 
0.51 (p = 0.05), and in period (3) is 𝜌𝜌 = 0.30 (p = 0.4). 
 
Prevalence across demographic groups.  Raw data for estimates of prevalence by demographic 
group are presented in Table S6. 
 
Table S6. Number tested and number of positive results, by demographic group and period.  
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The following table gives p-values for comparison of positive rates across each of the 6 
demographic groups we study. 
 
Table S7. P-values for differences in prevalence across demographic groups across all periods.  
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