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Abstract: Informal construction labourers in India significantlycontribute to the industry’s Gross Value Addition (GVA). For instance,in India the unorganized segment was 75.9 per cent of  the industry’stotal GVA in 2020-21(NSO report, give year). Despite this fact,informal construction labourers suffer from a high degree of  economicdistress amid rising inflation and uncertainty in income. This hasintensified hardships as well as created immense financial distress amongsuch labourers. For measuring their financial well-being/distress,Prawitz et al. (2006) developed In-Charge Financial Distress/Financial Well-Being (IFDFW) scale consisting of  eight self-reporteditems, each of  which assigns scores ranging from 0 (overwhelming stress)to 10 (low stress). Using this IFDFW scale the paper evaluates financialdistress among different groups of  construction workers in the few selectedblocks in North and South Bengal. The overall average score of  informalconstruction labourers is found to be 2.06 signifying a very high levelof  distress among them. This degree of  distress is found to be differentfor different groups of  informal labourers in the industry, i.e.,self-employed labourers (highest in the class with a mean value of  1.89),non-migrants (having the mean value of  2.09) and migrants (lowestwith a mean value of  2.22). Moreover, the scale demonstrated strongvalidity and reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha at 0.811, and, thus,the overall result concerning distress position of  labourers could guidepolicy initiatives to support and uplift such workers.
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INTRODUCTION
Research on financial well-being is still in its earlystages, resulting in a lack of  agreement regarding its definitionacross the disciplines (Brüggen et al., 2017). However, Muiret al. (2017) expressed that financial well-being refers to havingadequate money to cover expenses, having control overfinances, and feeling safe about the future. Brüggen et al.(2017) defined financial well-being as the ability to maintainpresent and future lifestyle aspirations while attaining financialindependence. Therefore, financial well-being is a positivestate of  financial health, characterized by confidence, securityand control. Conversely, monetary or financial distress is anegative state of  financial health, characterized by uncertainty,stress and incapability to meet financial obligations. So,financial distress represents struggling and uncertain financialexistence.
The concept of  financial well-being encompassesboth subjective and objective appraisal (Mokhtar & Husniyah,2017), however, several studies (Joo & Grable, 2004;Kahneman and Deaton, 2010) in the past have consideredonly the objective indicators of  financial well-being. Theobjective measures of  financial well-being consider financialratios, financial information etc (Greninger et al. 1996), while,researchers are utilizing subjective measures to understandpeople's perceptions and reactions to their financial situation(O'Neill et al. 2005). In regard to that Prawitz et al. (2006)opined that the objective measures of  the financial situationare simpler to implement as the indicators under this measureare easier to access and unambiguous, although, the subjectivemeasurements offer a depth over objective measures.Moreover, the subjective measures enable a researcher to lookat how an individual or a familyis impacted by the financialsituation and also encompasses how they perceive about theirfinancial state.
Geo-political tension and sluggish & lopsidedgrowth across the nations have intensified economichardships among the informal workers. Therefore, it ispresumed that informal workers are having high degree offinancial distress amid irregularity of  work, low wages andzero security at the workplace. Unregulated activities whichnot being monitored by the state are considered informaleconomic activities (Routh, 2011) and labourers who areattached to it are called informal labourers. The structuralissues in the labour market, and lack of  social protectionshave led the informal workers in India to remain vulnerabledespite her good and sustained growth story. Thus, itreasonably raises the question of  the degree of  percolationand effectiveness of  economic growth of  the country.However, in sustaining good and stable growth, the recentmove of  the government following the agenda ‘minimumgovernment and maximum governance’ has facilitated to wideimplementation of sub-contracting practices almost in allsectors.
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As a cost-cutting principle, subcontracting in theconstruction sector is a widespread practice that helps theformal firms to utilize the large volume of  informal workerswithout providing the minimum basic rights and security. InIndia, informal workers make up the majority of  theworkforce (Kumar and Pandey, 2021); around 90% of  thecountry's totalworkforce. Out of  them, the majority werefound in sectors such as construction, manufacturing,wholesale and retail trade (Shonchoy and Junankar, 2014).
Thus, the construction industry is a significantemployment-spinning sector (Chheda & Patnaik, 2016) withhigh employment elasticity. In addition to that it is the sectorin which the unorganized part of  the industry contributed75.9 percent of  the industry’s total gross value addition inIndia in 2020-21 . In India, the number of  jobs in constructionindustry skyrocketed, however, 80 percent of  the totalworkforce in this sector is casual and informal.In West Bengal,according to the NSSO (2012) report, the construction sectorwas the fifth largest sector of  informal labourers’concentration in 2009-10.Thus, construction is a veryimportant employment-spinning sector both in India andWest Bengal.
Rising inflation, rising costs of  health expenditures,uncertainty in income (Comerton-Forde et al., 2022) on onehand, personal & family liabilities etc on another side haveintensified financial stress among the informal constructionlabourers as most of  them are in low wage-low skill vicioustrap. Therefore, the present paper aims to explore the positionof  informal construction workers concerning their financialdistress or financial well being. And, the complete analysishas been done using The In-Charge Financial Distress/Financial Well-Being (IFDFW) scale, which is a self-reportedsubjective index of  eight items (or questions),developed byPrawitz et al. (2006). Considering this backdrop, the studyhas taken the following two objectives;

II. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY:
a) To explore the position of  informal constructionworkers concerning their financial distress/financialwell-being using the IFDFW scale.
b)To check the validity & reliability of  the scale inrespect of  the data collected on such labourers inWest Bengal using the Confirmatory Factor Analysis(CFA).

III. DATA & METHODOLOGY: Data was collected from470 informal construction labourers from the selected blocksof  the chosen districts. The districts were first grouped intotwo categories based on their per capita GSDP (in Rs.) fromthe construction industry - one having higher per capita valueof  GSDP (construction) than the state’s average (Rs. 2.5thousand) and the other having a value lower than the stateaverage. From the first group, we have randomly selectedNorth 24 Parganas district with per capita GSDP(construction) being estimated at Rs. 3.2 thousand in the year2013-14 (Quick estimate  at constant price). On the otherhand, Cooch Behar has been selected with per capita valueRs.1.7 thousand from the second group.
Lastly, two blocks, Dinhata and Sitalkuchi, werechosen randomly from the North Bengal region and the twoblocks, Baranagar and Swarupnagar, were taken from theSouth Bengal region.
Here, we have explored the financial well-beingdistress of  the informal construction workers dividing themin different sub-groups such as migrants, non-migrants &

self-employed using the IFDFW scaledeveloped by Prawitzet al. (2006).The IFDFW is a one-dimension scale consistingof  eight items incorporating various aspects of  finance inthe current and general sense. Afterwards, the scale wasutilized by in a few studies (Gerrans et al., 2014; Taft et al.,2013) to uncover monetary fulfilment & status etc. This isoften required to understand the degree of  lack of  wellnessconcerning the financial position. Each item in the IFDFWscale ranges between 1(overwhelming stress) to 10 (zerostress). The eight items under the said scale are mentionedbelow;
Table: 1 Item Description of  the IFDFW Scale

Item Description Lowest  
Value 

Highest  
Value 

   How often do you worry about being able 
to meet your monthly living expenses? 1  10  

  How often does this happen to you? You 
want to go out to eat, go to a movie or do 
something else and don’t go because you 

can’t afford to? 
1  10  

How stressed do you feel about your 
personal finances in general? 1 10 

Are you satisfied with your personal 
finances? 1  10  

     How confident are you that you could 
find the money to pay for a financial 

emergency that costs? 
1  10 

      How frequently do you find yourself 
just getting by financially and living 

paycheck to paycheck? 
1  10 

What do you feel is the level of your 
financial stress today? 1  10 

How do you feel about your current 
financial situation? 1  10 

 Scale developed by Prawitz et al. (2006)
Considering the above items, the mean score hasbeen generated using the formula;  
Average Score = , here, ‘n’’represents the number of  items under the IFDFW scale,whereas, the total scores have been generated by summingup the points with respect to the responses given by theinformal labourers concerning each item. Based on theaverage score, labourers have been categorized as; i) Highfinancial stress (Mean scores of  1.0-4.0) ii) Average financialstress (Mean scores of  4.1-6.9) iii) Low financial stress/highfinancial well-being (Mean scores of  7.0-10.00) as followedby Prawitz et al. (2006). Therefore, to achieve confirmationand to accurately understand the depiction of  the constructsthrough the observed variables, it is essential to evaluate thedependability and accuracy of  the scale (Hair et al., 2010).For that, the present paper has also executed and performedthe Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).
Moreover, this econometric analysis also enablesto extract factor loadings of  each item under the IFDFWscale. To perform this factor analysis, we have first presentedthe mean, asymmetry and kurtosis of  each item of  theIFDFW scale to ascertain whether any significant deviationsfrom normality have taken place or not. In respect ofasymmetry, we strictly follow the range -2 to +2 and forkurtosis, it is -7 to +7 as mentioned by Hair et al. (2010).The CFA has been executed using the maximum likelihoodmethod and various fitness indicators in connection to thatCFA have been used here and these are CMIN/df, CFI, TLI,SRMR, RMSEA etc. Let us just brief  such test parametersbelow;
Chi-square test: The Chi-square test distinguishes
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observed and anticipated covariance matrices, with a closeto zero value indicating good fit, (Costa & Sarmento, 2019),and a small p-value indicating model inconsistency, requiringa p-value >=0.05.
Comparative Fit Index (CFI): It has been employed hereto evaluate the difference between the data and the suggestedmodel. CFI having value greater than or equal to 0.95,indicates a very good model’s fit.
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI): This particular index between0 to 1; the values closer to 1 indicating a good fit and viceversa.
Root Mean Square Error of  Approximation (RMSEA):The Root Mean Square Error of  Approximation (RMSEA)is considered excellent if  it is less than 0.05, good if  0.05-0.08, average if  0.08-0.10, and unacceptable if  >0.10.
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR): Thelower value of  SRMR implies a good fit and it is ideal whenthe value is below 0.08.

Cronbach's alpha has been used to test the scale'sreliability, according to Sarmento & Costa (2019), it is to beconsidered excellent if  the value of  alpha ranges between0.90 to 1, whereas, it is considered as good if  lies between0.8-0.89; 0.70-0.79acceptable; else, it is questionable (between0.60-0.69) or poor (between 0.50-0.59) or unacceptable (0.00-0.49) if  the value lies respectively.
IV. ANALYSIS & FINDINGS:
a) Profile of  IFDFW (financial well-being) scale ofconstruction workers

Table2 shows the statistical profiles of  each itemunder the IFDFW scale, concerning the financial stress ofmigrants. Average score for migrants using the IFDFW scaleis found at 2.20 (range being 1.10-4.00). West Bengal'sinformal construction workers' financial stress was measuredusing this scale. Workers showed most stress on Question 3(FWB3), which scored lowest (1.97) among the eight items.Question 1 ("current financial stress") had the higheststandard deviation (1.12), while question 4 had the lowest.The IFDFW scale's overall average score SD (0.598) issignificantly lower than the individual question SDs.
Table 2: Statistical Profile of  IFDFW (financial well-being)Scale for Migrants

 Mean S.D Max Min 
FWB1 2.14 1.12 6 1 
FWB2 2.28 1.03 5 1 
FWB3 1.97 0.873 5 1 
FWB4 232 0.691 4 1 
FWB5 2.24 0.901 5 1 
FWB6 2.31 0.974 4 1 
FWB7 2.17 0.796 4 1 
FWB8 2.31 1.14 4 1 
Avg. Score 2.22 0.598 4 1.13 
 (Source: Own calculation based on the data collected from primary survey)

Table3 represents descriptive statistics oftheIFDFW scale for non-migrant informal constructionworkers  in West Bengal.The score has a mean value withhaving a mean score of  2.09, lower than the 2.20 score ofmigrant workers, inferring greater economic vulnerabilityamong non-migrants.The standard deviation for non-migrants is 0.380, with the highest stress reported for item '1'

(today's financial stress), followed by items '3' (currentfinancial situation stress) and '6'.The IFDFW scale rangesfrom 1.25 to 3.00 for non-migrants, highlighting theirsignificant anxiety about future work opportunities and well-being.
Table4 represents the IFDFW scale statistics forself-employed informal construction workers in WestBengal,highlighting their financial well-being. This group’smean score is estimated at 1.89, which is the lowest amongthe three categories, although, it has a higher range thantheothers.The maximum score of  5.13 significantly exceedsthe other group of  labourers, referring greater variabilityamong self-employed workers. Wage differences and varyingworkdays likely contribute to these score variations.

Table 3: Statistical Profile of  IFDFW (financial well-being) Scale for Non-Migrants
 Mean S.D Max Min
FWB1 1.83 0.598 4 1 
FWB2 2.22 0.857 4 1 
FWB3 1.97 0.854 5 1 
FWB4 2.04 0.879 4 1 
FWB5 2.13 0.828 4 1 
FWB6 1.98 0.806 4 1 
FWB7 2.35 0.805 4 1 
FWB8 2.17 0.679 4 1 
Avg.Score 2.09 0.38 3.00 1.25
 (Source: Own calculation based on the data collected from primary survey)

Table 4: Statistical Profile of  IFDFW (financial well-being) Scale for Self-Employed
 Mean S.D Max  Min 
FWB1 1.80 0.851 5 1 
FWB2 1.89 0.970 4 1 
FWB3 1.87 0.994 6 1 
FWB4 1.85 0.849 5 1 
FWB5 1.87 0.922 6 1 
FWB6 1.91 1.04 9 1 
FWB7 1.86 0.819 5 1 
FWB8 2.07 0.875 5 1 
Avg. Score 1.89 0.729 5.13 1.13 
 (Source: Own calculation based on the data collected from primary survey)

Table5 presents the statistical profile of  each itemunder the IFDFW scale for informal construction workersas a whole. This shows that FWB8 had the highest averagescore, followed by FWB7 and FWB2, while FWB2 and FWB6exhibited the greatest fluctuation (highest S.D.).The overallstandard deviation for the average score is low at 0.585,especially compared to self-employed workers in the informalconstruction sector.
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Table5: Statistical Profile of  IFDFW (financial well-being) Scale for informal Construction Workers (all)
 Mean S.D Max Min 
FWB1 1.91 0.862 6 1 
FWB2 2.13 0.957 5 1 
FWB3 1.94 0.906 6 1 
FWB4 2.06 0.839 5 1 
FWB5 2.08 0.890 6 1 
FWB6 2.05 0.948 9 1 
FWB7 2.14 0.831 5 1 
FWB8 2.18 0.894 5 1 
Avg. Score 2.06 0.585 5.13 1.13 

(Source: Own calculation based on the data collected from primary survey)
In particular, fluctuations in typical scores werehigher among migrant and self-employed workers than amongall informal construction workers, whose average score is 2.06,indicating extremely high financial stress levels. Thus, themeanresults for three categories of  construction labourers,indicating that construction workers (all) and non-migrantshad similar scores for item FWB8 ('stress about personalfinances'), while self-employed workers scored lower. Migrantsreported less financial straincompared to the other groupsconcerning item FWB1, and their capacity to meet monthlyexpenses (FWB4) was also notably better compared to non-migrants and self-employed workers.However, the meanscores for FWB3 were the same for migrants and non-migrants. Overall, the migrants had the highest average scoreon the IFDFW scale at 2.22, followed by non-migrants andself-employed workers. In connection to that Figure-I showsthe histogram and frequency density of  average score, with amedian score of  2.00, slightly below the average.

Fig: I Average Score of  IFDFW Scale of  constructionworkers (Computed by the author using software)
b) Comparisons in average scores among differentgroups of  labourers: Using ‘t’ test
The next Table 6 presents the mean value differences amongthree informal construction worker groups in West Bengal.Notable distinctions are observed between migrant and self-employed workers for items 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7, indicating theself-employed face worse conditions than the migrants,although, both groups experience high stress.

Table 6: Comparisons among the different groups oflabourers in respect of  the items in IFDFW scale
Item No. P value (non-

migrants vs 
Migrant) 

P value (Self-
Employed vs 

Migrant) 
P value (Self-
Employed vs 
non-migrant) 

FWB1 NS          *** NS 
FWB2 NS *** *** 
FWB3 NS NS NS 
FWB4 *** *** * 
FWB5 NS ***      *** 
FWB6 *** *** NS 
FWB7 NS *** *** 
FWB8 NS NS NS 

Mean of the means NS *** *** 
 (*** significant at 95% confidence levels; * significant at 90% confidencelevels) (Source: Author’s calculation using software)

Conversely, items 1, 3, 6, and 8 show no significantdifferences between self-employed and non-migrant workers,though other items indicate significantdifferences at the 95%confidence level. Overall, there is a notable difference ofstress faced by the self-employed with migrants and non-migrants but no significant differences between migrants andnon-migrants on the IFDFW scale is found.
c)Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA):

In this section, we assessed the IFDFW scale'svalidity regarding informal construction workers in WestBengal through Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Thetable 7 demonstrates that skewness and kurtosis remain withinthe accepted ranges of  -2 to +2 and -7 to +7, as specified byHair et al. (2010). Therefore,no notable departures fromnormality were observed, therefore, allowing us to proceedwith confirmatory factor analysis.
Table7: Descriptive Statistics of  Each Item ofIFDFWscale (forconstruction workers all)
 Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Skewness Kurtosis 

FWB1 1.91 0.861 1.25 2.37 
FWB2 2.13 0.956 0.332 -0.676 
FWB3 1.94 0.905 1.11 1.87 
FWB4 2.06 0.838 0.612 0.280 
FWB5 2.08 0.889 0.407 -0.146 
FWB6 2.05 0.947 1.44 5.70 
FWB7 2.14 0.830 0.177 -0.611 
FWB8 2.18 0.893 0.835 1.06 

(Source: Own calculation based on the data collected from primary survey)
To check reliability, we used Cronbach’s alpha. Thegoodness-of-fit results are detailed in Table 8 (Model I) to 10(Model III), showing excellent indicators like CMIN/DF, CFI,TLI, SRMR, and PClose for Model I, while RMSEA givesacceptable values. However,p-value of  the chi-square is lessthan 0.01, requiring Model-I's re-specification usingModification Indices (MI).Strong covariances observedbetween items 5 & 7 and 4 & 6 yielded high MI values (13.48and 12.06, p = 0.00). This re-specification should reduce thechi-square value, improving the model fit.We will proceedwith Model-II, focusing on the covariances between items 5& 7, the highest being at 13.48, with results presented in Table9.
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Measure Threshold 
Value  

Model-I Remarks 
CMIN --- 48.2 --- 

P --- <0.001 Terrible 
CMIN/DF Ranges 

between 1-3 
2.41 Excellent 

CFI >0.95 0.969 Excellent 
TLI >0.9   0.957 Excellent 

SRMR <0.08 0.037 Excellent 
RMSEA <0.06 0.055 Acceptable 

PClose >0.05 0.318 Excellent 
 (Author’s calculation using Primary Data)

Table 9: Statistical Goodness of fit (Model-II)
Measure Threshold Value  Model-II Remarks 
CMIN --- 35.16 --- 
P --- 0.0133 Not good 
CMIN/DF Ranges between  1-3 1.85 Excellent 
CFI >0.95 0.982 Excellent 
TLI >0.9   0.974 Excellent 
SRMR <0.08 0.032 Excellent 
RMSEA <0.06 0.043 Acceptable 
PClose >0.05 0.686 Excellent 
 (Author’s calculation using Primary Data)
Table 10: Statistical Goodness of  fit (Model-III)
Measure Threshold Value  Model-III Remarks 
CMIN --- 24.59 --- 

P --- 0.136 Excellent 
CMIN/DF Ranges between 1-

3 
1.36 Excellent 

CFI >0.95 0.993 Excellent 
TLI >0.9 0.989 Excellent 

SRMR <0.08 0.025 Excellent 
RMSEA <0.06 0.028 Excellent 

PClose >0.05 0.921 Excellent 
 (Author’s calculation using Primary Data)

Standardized factor loadings for Model-III weresignificant at 99% confidence level, with the highest loadingsfor item FWB2 (0.73), followed by FWB1 and FWB3withhaving factor loading 0.68 and 0.66 respectively. Most itemshad loadings above the value 0.5, except FWB6 and FWB8,the latter being close to 0.5. The main items reflecting financialwell-being are FWB2, FWB1, and FWB3. The internal

Predictor Outcome Beta Cornbach’s 
Alpha 

 
 
 
 

Financial Well 
Being 

(IFDFW Scale) 

FWB1 0.68***  
 
 

0.811 
FWB2 0.73*** 
FWB3 0.66*** 
FWB4 0.52*** 
FWB5 0.61*** 
FWB6 0.42*** 
FWB7 0.59*** 
FWB8 0.48*** 

 (Author’s calculation using Primary Data)
V. Summary & Conclusions:

This paper examines the financial distress ofinformal construction workers in West Bengal, using theIFDFW scale. The mean score for informal constructionworkers is estimated to be 2.06, which is more than the self-employed group at 1.90. Although, non-migrant group oflabourers share a similar score to the overall group, whilemigrants score slightly higher at 2.20, indicating that non-migrants and self-employed workers face greater financialdistress. Irregular earnings, low wage, gender inequality, lowlegal and social security protections could primarily beconsidered as the reasons of  high degree of  stress amongthe labourers, especially for self-employed group. Notably,the self-employed group shows the highest variation in scoresdue to wage disparities, whereas it is lowest for non-migrants.Most items of  such scale do not show any significantdifferences between migrant and non-migrant workers,though significant disparities exist for items 4 and 6.Satisfactory model fitness regarding Confirmatory FactorAnalysis (CFA) on the IFDFW scale, revealing and aCronbach's alpha of  0.811, reflecting good reliability. Overall,the analysis underscores the severe financial distress facedby informal construction workerswith 97.9% experiencinghigh stress levels.
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