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=FASTI(BS

A platform facilitating gig

:—FASTJQBS E Malaysia = English ~

| am a Job Seeker

and long-term employment

BROWSE JOBS NOW

Find out more about Fastdobs here.



https://www.fastjobs.my/
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Who Are These Workers? A Profile of Respondents

Workers in the Gig Economy: Opportunities and Concerns

Financial Behaviors of Gig Workers

How Do Gig Workers Fare on Financial Health Metrics?

Financial Products and Digital Financial Services

COVID-19 Impacts and Bantuan Prihatin Nasional (BPN)
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=FASTIQBS
About half of the sample are females and more than ﬂ
607% are youth under 25 4 5 6
I

¢ Overal N = gig and non-gig workers on the FastJobs
100% platform responded to the survey in May
2020.
90%
80%
70%
62.3%

Q 45%

50%

of survey respondents are women.

& 62%

40%

30%

29.2%

20%

10%

- 0.4% of survey respondents are youth under 25
years of age.

@ 15-24 years @ 25-35years @ 36-50years @ Above 50 years

The graphic on this page is interactive.



=FASTIQBS

Most respondents are educated up to
secondary education and higher, and more

than half of the sample only do gig work Most respondents are educated up

overatt IR to upper secondary education or

Female 41.2%

have a Bachelor's degree.

Male 48.4%

15-24 years 52.5%

25-35 years LR Gig work Is the sole income source

Above 35 years 51% 56.4% 1%
o)
0% 2% > » % » y 2 % o0x| 100% for 5/77% of the respondents.
@ Noformaleducation @ Primary education or lower @) Lower secondary education @) Upper secondary education

. Vocational training/accreditation ‘ Bachelor's degree Master's degree Doctoral degree

15% of the respondents are gig
Overall B workers  with other iIncome

Female RIHAA

source(s), either as employees at

Male BFRESMA
e | companies or as business owners.
25-35 years RO 33.8%

Above 35 years [EBIROZA 25.6% 23.1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

‘ Gig workers with other income source ‘ Gig workers without other income source ‘ Non-gig workers . Not working




=FASTIQBS

/0% of the sample are low-income earners

Overall WARA

remale [RERR /0% of the respondents earn less
R than RM 12,000 a year, making

15-24 years SRR

them among the lowest income
25-35 years |GRENA

earners in Malaysia.

Above 35 years [EINOZ

Secondary education or lower [SEYA

Vocational training [RRG On average, gig workers without

Tertiary education | LA other income source(s) earn less
Gig workers with other incorme source g than those with other Iincome
Gig worlers without otherincome source (el source(s) and non-gig workers.

Non-gig workers [EISHOA

Not working JESES

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ <~RM12000 @ RM12,001-RM36000 @ RM36,001-RM60,000 @ RM60,001-RM85000 @ >RM 85000

Note: 1 USD = 4.12 RM
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=FASTIQBS

Long hours correlate with gig work
and other sources of Income

Overall [EHOMA

Female NISHEVA

Male NERSIA

15-24 years [HIHYA

Most respondents work between 6

25-35 years [IRXFA

Above 35 years [HERSA aﬂd 10 hOUI’S a day

Secondary education or lower [FESWAA

Vocational training 32.4%

rertary education LT Gig workers with other income

Gig workers with other income source 29.4% SOU rce(S) tend to Work lOnger

Gig workers without other income source [REHVA 36.7%

hours.

Non-gig workers [HEROZA 27.0%

Not working [REEYA

Annual income < RM 12,000 pEHVA

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 RS SZS2A NeY/4 48.6%

Annual income > RM 36,000 QEXOMA 16.0% 48.0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

@ <chours @ 6-8hours @ 8-10hours @ > 10 hours
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100%

907%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

Most choose gig work out of choice,
lured by extra income and flexible hours

Overall v >

Why did you choose the gig economy?

60.3% 60% 58 5%
17.9% 17.9%

34.8%
10.3%
0.9% 0.9%

@ Extra income for savings @ Additional income @ Flexible work hours

@ Control over schedule and client @ Income higher than traditional jobs @ To socialize

Can't find traditional jobs Additional experience/opportunities @ Don't know

The graphic on this page is interactive.

Most gig workers join the qig
workforce by choice, motivated by
extra income for savings, additional
iIncome, and flexible work hours.

Difficulty in finding traditional jobs

IS applicable to only 10% of gig

workers, all of whom are gig
workers without another income
source, indicating that this group of
glg workers chooses flexible or gig
employment out of necessity.
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Uncertainty of income is the

primary concern about gig work

Overall

What are your main Female
concerns about the gig

Male
economy?

15-24 years

25-35 years

Above 35 years

Secondary education or lower

Vocational training

Tertiary education

Gig workers with other income source
Gig workers without other income source
Annual income < RM 12,000

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000

Annual income > RM 36,000

0%

52.4%

52.6%

52.3%

51.4%

52.3%

61.5%

51.9%

62.5%

514%

61.8%

49.8%

514%

53.6%

66.7%

10%

25%

70%

94% 94%

7.8% 11%

10.8% 8%

92% 11%

12.8% 7%

9.3% 11.7%

8.3%

11.1% 8.3%

10.3% 74%

9.3% 10%

104% 104%

7.2%

8.3%

80% 90% 100%

@ Uncertainty ofincome @ Lack of additional benefits @ Less time with family/friends @ Long hours

@ Lackof support channels @ Other

527 of gig workers are most concerned
about uncertainty of income associated
with flexible employment.

Lack of additional benefits offered by
traditional employment is a major
concern for 25% of the respondents
who undertake gig work.

Since Income creates a first layer of
financial security for people In
employment whether gig or traditional,
it Is intuitive that gig workers would
worry more about income than lack of
benefits.
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=FASTIQBS
Gig workers tend to spend within their means
more so than their non-gig counterparts

Overall

Female

"l spend within
my means.” Male

15-24 years

25-35 years

Above 35 years

Secondary education or lower
Vocational training

Tertiary education

Gig workers with other income source
Gig workers without other income source
Non-gig workers

Not working

Annual income < RM 12,000

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000

Annual income > RM 36,000

0%

50.2%

51.5%

39.3%

38.7%

49.2%

52.8%

39.7%

37.3%

45.1%

48.7%

46.4%

44.4%

35.9%

39.2%

50.0%

54.5%

41.2%

39.0%

574%

51.0%

33.8%

40.2%

6.9%

47.0%

37.9%

39.0%

13.0%

17.2%

50.3%

48.6%

56.0%

10%

39.7%

39.6%

32.0%

50% 60% 70%

@ Mostofthetime @ Sometimes @ Rarely @ Never

Note: This statement, "l spend within my means," was drawn from the Consumer Finance Protection Bureau (USA)'s 10-point financial health

scale.

7.8%

10.8%

12.0%

90% 100%

Slightly more than half of the

respondents spend within
means most of the time.

their
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Most of the respondents do not save frequently

Overall PARA

HOW often dO Female YA

you save? 30% of respondents are reqgular

Male KEYWAA

15-24 yeors T savers, while another 61% save

25-35 years [RRREE occasionally.

Above 35 years VA

Secondary education or lower [RIBVA

Vocational raining. AL Gig workers without other income

Tertiary education [RIOKOZA

source(s) save  slightly  less

Gig workers with other income source [RERS¥A

Gig workers without other income source MY frequently COmpa red tO thOse Wlth

Non-oig vorker g other income source(s) and non-

Not working IOy

glg workers.

Annual income < RM 12,000 [S{eKeMA

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 PeR¥A

Annual income > RM 36,000 [EIROMA 40.0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ Regularly @ Occasionally @ Never




=FASTIQBS
Unexpected expenses and insufficient funds are
top reasons for infrequent savings behavior

03% of respondents indicate that

< Overall M B their savings plans are often
100% |

If you do not save or save irregularly, disrupted by unexpected expenses.
90% what are the main reasons?
80% A slightly lower proportion of
70% respondents attributed their non-

63.4%

60% 59.7% savings or non-regular savings
50% behavior to insufficient funds.

40%

0% These findings could point to poor
or 22.5% planning or estimation of financial
o commitments, In addition to low
:O/o ﬁ . income in the first place.

@ Unexpected expenses @ Insufficient funds @ Poor planning @ Forget to save @ Other

The graphic on this page is interactive.
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Reasons to save are many, however, household
expenses are top priorities

< Overall v >
100%
What do you save for?

90%
80%

§
/0% Q
60%

50%

N
L0
N
<

40%

X
%
(e0)
N

35.3%

X
AN
~—
N

27.8%
27.3%

30%

26.1%
24.4%

oX
@
00)
—

20%

o
o

X
DN AN
| (@)
——

@ CEssential expenses @ Future health needs @ Future education needs @ House purchase

9.7%

10%

0

@ Purchase of other assets @ Wedding expenses Entertainment Paying off debt @ Retirement

@ Business @ Pilgrimage expenses @ Other @ Emergency expenses

The graphic on this page is interactive.

Respondents with a savings habit
save for various reasons, with
essential expenses and future

health/education needs topping
the chart.
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More than half of the respondents
have Inadequate savings

Overall BIRSA 25.0% 12.3%
What is your . P - o 527% of respondents have a savings
current savings : : :
balance? Male R es.0% S balance of Oﬂly RM 500 (a round
15-24 years [ORR 25.0% 13.4% _ _ : :
y USD 120) or below, indicating little
25-35 years [EEENA 26.3% 10.5%
Above 35 years [ 103% reserve to draw from should there
Secondary education or lower [FISE¥S 9.9% be a fl na nCIal e me rgency
Vocational training SRR 8.8% 8.8%
Tertiary education [BEEYA
Gig workers with other income source [RISRAA 8% Glg WOI’kerS Wlthout Other |nCOme

Gig workers without other income source [SISRS¥A

source(s) tend to have less money

Non-gig workers [EEROA

Not working [ 241 IN savings compared to those with

Annual income < RM 12,000 SRR 25.9%

a traditional job or a business.

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 EXaMA 25.2%

Annual income > RM 36,000 PASKOA 12.0% 8.0% 12.0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ <R~RM500 @ RM501-RM1500 @ RM1501-RM3,000 @ RM3001-RM4500 @ >RM 4,500
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Did you borrow money over the past 12 months?

Overal PASYA of respondents have
o borrowed money over the past
Male 29.8% ’
15-24 years yea r
25-35 years 39.8%
hove shyeas T A Gig workers are less likely to have
Secondary education or lower
- borrowed money compared to
Vocational training
Tertiary education 31.5% n O n = g Ig WO I’ke I’S . Th IS fl n d | ﬂ g
Gig workers with other income source warra ntS fu rther prObI ng : Glg
Gig workers without other income source Worke rs proba bly f| nd |t ha rder to
Non-gig workers 36.0%
o working secure formal credit, relying
Annual income < RM 12,000 inStead on SOCiaI. Capital Mmore.
Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 35.1%

Annual income > RM 36,000

0 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Social capital emerges as the top go-to source
should a need to borrow arise

< Overall v >

100% .
Where did you borrow from?

90%

87.5%

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10.2%

7.0%
B e S 08

@ Family/friends @ Banks @ Employer @ Microfinance institutions @ Moneylenders @ Other

10%

0

Savings groups

The graphic on this page is interactive.

88% of respondents who have
borrowed money over the last 12
months resorted to their

family/friends for money.

Gig workers tend to rely more on
their social capital and less on
financial Institutions for credit
compared to non-gig workers.




=FASTIQBS
Gig workers borrowed for essential or emergency

expenses more so than for asset building or business needs
Among the respondents who did

< Overall v >

borrow, essential and emergency
100%

. What did you borrow for expenses are top reasons to

. borrow money for.

70%

57.8%

60% In comparison with gig workers,

50% non-gig  workers  borrowed

39.1%

40%

money less to cover essential/

30%
emergency expenses and more

21.1%

20%

o

10% §
: 5 ko
D N Vo
0 B =

@ Cssential expenses @ Emergency expenses @ Education fees @ Healthcare expenses

12.5%

for house purchase or wedding

3.1%

I 2.3%

eXpPenses.

I1.6°/o
‘ 0.8%

@ Purchase of other assets @ Wedding expenses House purchase Business @ Car purchase

@ Entertainment @ Other

The graphic on this page is interactive.



:-FASTJ?BS What predicts borrowing for essential expenses? —
Age and financial behaviors

No effect

Female -
Male |
Age Group |
15-24 years :
25-35 years ! -
> 35 years : =

Education Level :
Secondary education or lower
Vocational training L
Tertiary education — i
Employment Status
Non-gig workers

Gig workers with other income source —i
Gig workers without other income source —:l—
Not working = :
Gross Annual Income !
<RM 12,000 :
RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 —l—:—
> RM 36,000 -
Stable Income ———

Financial Planning
Detailed planning

Rough planning —

No plannig : i
Frequency of Saving '

Regularly \

Occasionally —

Never : =

Spend within means
Most of the time |
Sometimes -—
Rarely/Never ! L

| | 1 | |
107 10" 10° 10’ 102
Odds Ratio (95% ClI)

Note: Positive predictors predict in the direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (borrowed money to cover essential/emergency/entertainment
expenses over the past year in this chart) is more likely to occur. Negative predictors predict in the opposite direction of outcome, i.e. the
outcome (borrowed money to cover essential/emergency/entertainment expenses over the past year in this chart) is less likely to occur.
Reference categories to which the predictors are compared against are represented by grey squares on the "no effect” line. Significant
predictors are indicated by blue color (not crossing the "no effect" line in the middle). The predictions could be bi-directional. Either the
predictors predict the outcome variable or the outcome variable predicts the predictors.

Compared to youth under 25 years,
iIndividuals aged 25 years and above are
significantly more likely to borrow

money for essential/emergency

expenses, possibly due to the additional
financial responsibilities shouldered by
older age groups.

Financial behaviors are significant
predictors of the need to borrow
money. Those who never save or save
only occasionally and those who
rarely/never spend within their means
are significantly more likely to borrow
money compared to those who save
regularly and those who spend within
their means most of the time.




=FASTIQBS
Most of the respondents tend to a personal
financial plan, even if it Is just a rough plan

Overall PLRSHA 69.7%

Female PEAOA 69.6%

Only 6% of respondents do not

Male [PASHA 69.8%

15-24 yeors N 63.5% plan their finances. Among those

25-35 years AR 69.9% who do, most have a rough plan.

Above 35 years RERSHA

Secondary education or lower [PYSMA

Vocational vaining L Gig workers without other income

Tertiary education [FERYA

source(s) rely less on detailed

Gig workers with other income source [RiORSHA

Gig workers without other income source PR fl ﬂa ﬂ C I a l p I.a ﬂ ﬂ I ﬂ g CO m pa red tO

Non-gig workers [ those with other income sourcels)

Not working Va4

and non-gig workers.

Annual income < RM 12,000 [PZx7A

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 [PREEYA

Annual income > RM 36,000 [E{sKOA 52.0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ Dectailed planning @ Rough planning @ No financial plannig
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=FASTIQBS

Gig workers experience
less Income stability than others

Overall RERYA 36.2%

remale ok e /5% of respondents have a rather

Male KEEYA 35.3%

1524 yeurs PR - stable income with little monthly

25-35 years (KR 39.1% variation, with over a third of them

Above 35 years [PASHVA

also experiencing occasional

Secondary education or lower EBS¥A
Vocational training BRI U n Usua l. h Ig hS/lOWS d U I’I ﬂg the yea I’

Tertiary education [REEYA

Gig workers with other income source R4

Gig workers without other income source [BERSYA A hlghel’ percentage Of glg WOI’kel’S

Non-gig workers [ " experience Income volatility

Not working [SYNAZ

compared to hon-gig workers.

Annual income < RM 12,000 BN 31.6%

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 [EYAYA 46.8%

Annual income > RM 36,000 [EI0)A 48%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

. Little monthly variation . Little monthly variation with unusual highs/lows . Significant monthly variation




=FASTIQBS

Income and diversified iIncome sources are

related to stability in income

No effect

Negative predictor | Positive predictor
Gender :
1

Depending on gig work as the sole income

Female

e —H source is a significant negative predictor of
Age Group 1 . . : .

50 I stable income, Le. gig workers without

-24 years ;

25-35 years —a— other income source(s) are significantly
> 35 years L E - c onc -
o | more likely to experience volatility In
ucation Leve! .

Secondary education or lower | Income compared to traditional, non-gig
Vocational training i E WO r ke FS :

Tertiary education —I—i—
Employment Status E

remegoners : Income is associated with income stability,
Gig workers with other income source -

Gig workers without other income source —I—E Wlth th Ose ea N | N g a N a NN U a I. | N CO m e
Nethorsng " between RM 12,001 and RM 36,000 being
Gross Annual Income 1

M 12.000 | significantly more likely to have a stable
RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 . Income compared to those earning less
, , I , than RM 12,000.

107 10” 10° 10’ 10

Odds Ratio (95% Cl)

Note: Positive predictors predict in the direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (stable income in this chart) is more likely to occur. Negative
predictors predict in the opposite direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (stable income in this chart) is less likely to occur. Reference
categories to which the predictors are compared against are represented by grey squares on the "no effect" line. Significant predictors are
indicated by blue color (not crossing the "no effect” line in the middle). The predictions could be bi-directional. Either the predictors predict
the outcome variable or the outcome variable predicts the predictors.




=FASTIQBS
Less than half of the sample is able to
meet daily commitments; gig workers less so

Overall EREYA 32.7%

How often do you
meet daily

commitments vale R 298% 45% of respondents are able to

including bills and 15-24 years EYANA 32.7% ’

debt payments? consistently fulfill their bill and

25-35 years [EREYA 31.6%

Female E¥WAA 36.3%

Above 35 years PEE) credit commitments.

Secondary education or lower [EI0ONVA

Vocational training [SrE¥A

Tertiary cducation [N Gig workers are less able to pay
Gig workers with other income source [EYESYA th el r bl l.lS O n tl m e a n d I n fu ll

Gig workers without other income source [EEEAA

compared to their non-qgig

Non-gig workers [SEAOA

Not working |ENREYA CO U ﬂte I’pa rtS -

Annual income < RM 12,000 EBRN¥A

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 EEEHYA

Annual income > RM 36,000 [ESJONeMA 32.0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

@ Alofthetime @ Mostofthetime @ Some of the time




:—FASTJ?BS Education and consistent savings behavior
iInfluence the ability to meet daily commitments

No effect

Gender Negative predictor : Positive predictor
Female -

Male —
Age Group

15-24 years

25-35 years |

> 35 years L
Education Level !

Secondary education or lower

Vocational training t i

Tertiary education 1 L

Employment Status
Non-gig workers
Gig workers with other income source =
Gig workers without other income source L :
Not working i
Gross Annual Income
<RM 12,000 :
RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 : e
> RM 36,000 : i
Stable Income i
Financial Planning
Detailed planning

Rough planning i

No plannig i
Frequency of Saving

Regularly

Occasionally m :

Never L
Spend within means

Most of the time

Sometimes .

Rarely/Never i :

| | 1 | |
10" [0 i 10° 10%° 10’
Odds Ratio (95% ClI)

Note: Positive predictors predict in the direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (able to pay bills on time and in full all of the time in this chart)
is more likely to occur. Negative predictors predict in the opposite direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (able to pay bills on time and in full
all of the time in this chart) is less likely to occur. Reference categories to which the predictors are compared against are represented by
grey squares on the "no effect” line. Significant predictors are indicated by blue color (not crossing the "no effect" line in the middle). The
predictions could be bi-directional. Either the predictors predict the outcome variable or the outcome variable predicts the predictors.

Individuals who completed a tertiary
education are significantly more likely
to be able to pay their bills on time and
In full all of the time compared to those
with secondary education or lower.

Savings behavior is a significant

predictor of the ability to fully meet
current and ongoing financial
obligations, with non-savers and
occasional savers being significantly
less likely to consistently fulfill their bill
and credit commitments compared to
regular savers.




__FASTJQBSMost of the respondents can deal with a
financial emergency of RM 1,000, with more than half
the sample seeking help from family/friends to do so

< Overall v >

100% Most respondents would rely on

If a financial emergency of RM 1,000 - -
personal savings and assistance from

0% (about USD 240) were to come up, how
80% would you raise funds for it? family/friends to help deal with a RM
70%  7L5% 1,000 (approx. 240 USD) emergency.

60%

59.6%

50% 1in 7 respondents would not be able

40% to raise RM 1,000 Iin case of an

30%

emergency, and the rate is highest

20% 19.7%

14.0% among those over 35 years old.
6.4% 5 5% 4.6% 4.9% o
. B 2%, o2%

@ Ownsavings @ Help from family/friends @ Sell an asset @ Unable to raise fund

10%

@ Loan from a bank/financial institution @ Loan from employer Don't know

Loan from moneylenders @ Loan from savings groups @ Other

The graphic on this page is interactive.




:—FASTJ?BS Age and savings behavior predict the ability
(or non-ability) to deal with financial emergencies

No effect

Female -
Male |
Age Group !
15-24 years :
25-35 years P
> 35 years -

1
1
1
Education Level :

Secondary education or lower ;

Vocational training -

Tertiary education —I—:—
Employment Status :

Non-gig workers ;

Gig workers with other income source —I:—

Gig workers without other income source —l—:

Not working
Gross Annual Income

<RM 12,000

RM 12,001 - RM 36,000

> RM 36,000 L

Stable Income

Financial Planning
Detailed planning
Rough planning
No plannig

_._:_
1
1
:
1
1
+
—a
Frequency of Saving :
Regularly \
Occasionally —a—
Never | —
Spend within means :
Most of the time |
Sometimes ——
Rarely/Never ——

| | I 1 1 | |
107 102 10" 10° 10’ 10° 10°
Odds Ratio (95% ClI)

Note: Positive predictors predict in the direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (unable to raise funds for a RM 1,000 emergency in this chart)
is more likely to occur. Negative predictors predict in the opposite direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (unable to raise funds for a RM
1,000 emergency in this chart) is less likely to occur. Reference categories to which the predictors are compared against are represented by
grey squares on the "no effect"” line. Significant predictors are indicated by blue color (not crossing the "no effect” line in the middle). The
predictions could be bi-directional. Either the predictors predict the outcome variable or the outcome variable predicts the predictors.

Individuals above 35 years are significantly
less able to raise enough funds Iin the event
of a RM 1,000 emergency, possibly due to
the many financial responsibilities they
shoulder. Age, in and of itself, is Immaterial

but the stage of life it represents (such as

responsibilities of children or aged parents)
could drive financial insecurity and
unpreparedness for unexpected financial
shocks.

Those earning more than RM 36,000 a
year are significantly better able to handle
a RM 1,000 emergency.

Non-savers again fare poorer In this
Indicator of financial security, having
significantly lower capacity to absorb a
financial shock of RM 1,000 compared to
reqular savers.
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| am concerned the money
| have or save won't last’

Overall BINMA

. Slightly more than half of the

vale LEIR respondents do not feel financially

15-24 years (SIS

secure, worrying about their

25-35 years [RIMBA

Above 35 years I flnances most of the time.

Secondary education or lower BNV

Vocational training SJOA0S

Tertary education R Gig workers without other income

Gig workers with other income source [EENVA SO u rce (S) te n d tO WO rry m O re

Gig workers without other income source [ERE¥A

about finances than those with

Non-gig workers |[BIAOA

Not working g 207% other source(s) of income and

Annual income < RM 12,000 [EERMA 11.9% n O n _ g Ig WO er I’S :

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 EEEHYA 14.4%

Annual income > RM 36,000 KRN0 16.0%

0% 10% 20% 80% 90% 100%

@ Mostofthetime @ Sometimes @ Rarely @ Never

Note: This statement, "I am concerned the money | have or save won't last," was drawn from the Consumer Finance Protection Bureau
(USA)'s 10-point financial health scale.




:—FASTJ?BS Consistency is key: Frequent savings behavior and
stability in income make one worry less about finances

No effect

Gender Negative predictor : Positive predictor
Female !

Male .
Age Group

15-24 years

25-35 years

> 35 years
Education Level

Secondary education or lower

Vocational training

Tertiary education

e N BT

Employment Status
Non-gig workers
Gig workers with other income source L
Gig workers without other income source
Not working
Gross Annual Income
<RM 12,000
RM 12,001 - RM 36,000
> RM 36,000 i
Stable Income B
Financial Planning
Detailed planning

Rough planning
No plannig

Frequency of Saving
Regularly
Occasionally
Never

Spend within means
Most of the time
Sometimes b
Rarely/Never L

| | | |
10" [0 i 10° 10%° 10’
Odds Ratio (95% Cl)

Note: Positive predictors predict in the direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (worry about finances most of the time in this chart) is more
likely to occur. Negative predictors predict in the opposite direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (worry about finances most of the time in
this chart) is less likely to occur. Reference categories to which the predictors are compared against are represented by grey squares on the
"no effect” line. Significant predictors are indicated by blue color (not crossing the "no effect” line in the middle). The predictions could be bi-
directional. Either the predictors predict the outcome variable or the outcome variable predicts the predictors.

Individuals earning a stable income
are significantly less likely to
experience constant financial stress
compared to those without a stable
Income.

Savings behavior is associated with

the feeling of Insecurity about one's

financial future, with both nonsavers
and occasional  savers being
significantly more likely to worry
about their finances most of the time.
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‘| am In control of my finances’

Overall

Female

Male 45% of respondents feel that their

15-24 years

flnances are under their control

25-35 years

Above 35 years mOSt Of the tlme

Secondary education or lower

Vocational training

Tertiary educatior Respondents above 35 years of

Gig workers with other income source age and those Wlth VOcatlonal

Gig workers without other income source

education fare poorer In this

Non-gig workers

Not working 20.7% dimension of financial health.

Annual income < RM 12,000 A

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 13.5%

Annual income > RM 36,000 12.0%

0% 10% 20% 80% 90% 100%

@ Mostofthetime @ Sometimes @ Rarely @ Never

Note: This statement, "I am in control of my finances," was drawn from the Consumer Finance Protection Bureau (USA)'s 10-point financial
health scale.




:‘FASTJQBS What predicts financial control? —Education and the financial
behaviors of frequent saving and moderate spending

No effect
Female -
Male =
Age Group !
15-24 years :
25-35 years —a—
> 35 years - .

Education Level :
Secondary education or lower
Vocational training i
Tertiary education

Employment Status
Non-gig workers

1
1
1
Gig workers with other income source h
Gig workers without other income source —:I—
Not working =
Gross Annual Income !
<RM 12,000 ]
RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 —:—l—
> RM 36,000 : L
Stable Income ——
Financial Planning
Detailed planning
Rough planning ——
No plannig i

Frequency of Saving
Regularly \
Occasionally R s :
Never L

Spend within means
Most of the time |
Sometimes —a—
Rarely/Never i :

| | 1 | |
107 10" 10° 10’ 102
Odds Ratio (95% Cl)

Note: Positive predictors predict in the direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (feeling in control of finances most of the time in this chart) is
more likely to occur. Negative predictors predict in the opposite direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (feeling in control of finances most
of the time in this chart) is less likely to occur. Reference categories to which the predictors are compared against are represented by grey
squares on the "no effect" line. Significant predictors are indicated by blue color (not crossing the "no effect” line in the middle). The
predictions could be bi-directional. Either the predictors predict the outcome variable or the outcome variable predicts the predictors.

Individuals with tertiary education have
a significantly higher level of feeling In
control of their financial lives compared
to those with a secondary education or
lower.

Financial behaviors are significant
predictors of financial control, with
those without a reqgular savings habit

and those who rarely/never spend

within their means feeling significantly
less In control of their finances
compared to those with a reqgular
savings habit and those who spend
within their means most of the time.
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"My income allows me to do things | enjoy”

Most respondents are yet to enjoy

Overall FEEYA

— financial freedom, with their

vate EREE iIncome allowing them to do

15-24 years [pEERYS

things they enjoy only

25-35 years [pERHA

poove 35 yeors (IR occasionally or rarely.

Secondary education or lower ¥4

Vocational training [NRSYA

Tertiary education RN Financial freedom attainment is

Gig workers with other income source [JRNFA h | g h er amon g th oSse Wl t h a

Gig workers without other income source RIOROZA

traditional job and Dbusiness

Non-gig workers [HRSHOZA

Not working [ERE owners, regardless of gig work

Annual income < RM 12,000 [pIOKA

status, and those with an annual
iIncome above RM 36,000.

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 NIERA

Annual income > RM 36,000 PN 48.0% 20.0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ Mostofthetime @ Sometimes @ Rarely @ Never

Note: This statement, "My income allows me to do things | enjoy," was drawn from the Consumer Finance Protection Bureau (USA)'s 10-
point financial health scale.




:-FASTJ?BS Individuals without a savings habit are almost never
likely to enjoy the freedom to enjoy life

No effect

Negative predictor | Positive predictor
Female .

Male —-

Age Group

Gender

15-24 years
25-35 years ——

> 35 years F

Education Level

Secondary education or lower

Vocational training =

Tertiary education ——
Gross Annual Income

< RM 12,000

RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 —|

> RM 36,000 : -
Stable Income —.

1
Financial Planning !
1
1

Detailed planning

Rough planning +

No plannig L

Frequency of Saving
Regularly
Occasionally ——

Never L
Spend within means

Most of the time
Sometimes ——

Rarely/Never =

I | | | 1 I |
107 107 10™ 10° 10’ 10? 10°
Odds Ratio (95% ClI)

Note: Positive predictors predict in the direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (income allows to do things one enjoys most of the time in
this chart) is more likely to occur. Negative predictors predict in the opposite direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (income allows to do
things one enjoys most of the time in this chart) is less likely to occur. Reference categories to which the predictors are compared against
are represented by grey squares on the "no effect” line. Significant predictors are indicated by blue color (not crossing the "no effect” line in
the middle). The predictions could be bi-directional. Either the predictors predict the outcome variable or the outcome variable predicts the
predictors.

Individuals without a savings habit
are significantly less likely to have
the financial freedom to make
choices that allow them to enjoy
life compared to those who save
regularly, again pointing to the

Important role of  financial

behaviors,  particularly  savings
behavior, in Iinfluencing individual
financial health.
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Savings accounts, debit cards and e-wallets are

more or less ubiquitous; however, sophisticated financial
products are the domain of higher-income earners

100%

90%

86.4%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0

Overall v >

What are the financial products you use?

73.5%

49.6%

21.5%
20.6%
19.7%
13.8%
11.4%

3
I\
III 'O\\.?\\CI)?\\‘ID
D I
.--

@ Savingsaccounts @ Debitcards @ E-wallets @ Insurance @ Employees Provident Fund (EPF)

@ Fixed deposits

Investment products Credit card @ Loans @ Financial planning apps

@ Pension products

The graphic on this page is interactive.

Savings accounts and debit cards
are the two most commonly used
financial products.

Half of the respondents have
adopted e-wallet use.

Adoption rates of credit card,
Insurance, Investment products,

and loans are significantly higher

among those with an annual
iIncome above RM 36,000.
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About half of the sample conducts phone-based
transactions, and a third uses cash

Overall
How do you conduct

your financial
transactions?

Female
Male

15-24 years
25-35 years
Above 35 years

Secondary education or lower

Vocational training

Tertiary education

Gig workers with other income source
Gig workers without other income source
Non-gig workers

Not working

Annual income < RM 12,000

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000

Annual income > RM 36,000

0%

46.3%

12.7% 8.1%

49.0%

44.0%

13.2% 6.4%

12.3% 9.5%

46.8%

45.9%

13.7%

12.8% 13.5%

43.6%

41.9%

61.8%

12.8%

12.2%

8.8%

48.5%

48.5%

15.0% 11.5%

13.2% 10.3%

42.1%

52.0%

12.7% 6.9%

14.0% 11.0%

58.6%

46.6%

30.6%

6.9%

12.5%

46.8%

ZION0)74

10%

20%

30%

40%

16.0%

27.9%

50%

28.0%

60%

70%

9.9%  13.5%

16.0%

80% 90% 100%

@ \With mobile phone @ Cash @ Cards @ With computer @ Over the counter @ Other

46%
financial

of respondents perform
their
mobile phones, while cash remains
the preferred method for 29% of

respondents.

transactions via

Adoption of mobile payments s

higher among those with

vocational training.
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‘| am comfortable using cash or
over-the-counter methods’

Overall PNEHA 42 1%

54% of respondents are comfortable

Female NPIRYA 40.2%

vate RIS with making payments using cash or

15-24 years FERZANPEVES over-the-counter methods.

25-35 years ESICY/SEYNVS

Above 35 years VA 30.8%

Individuals with secondary education

Secondary education or lower ¥4 45.0%

Vocational training  [FERZANEPINYA or lOWGI’, glg workers without other

Tertiary education  [NEObZSr: N Ny

iIncome source(s), individuals without

Gig workers with other income source EERSYA 36.8%

an employment, and those with a

Gig workers without other income source FEREHA 43.2%

Non-gig workers LAY lower Income are more comfortable

Not working CRIELI 7 with cash or over-the-counter

Annual income < RM 12,000 iRz 44.1% 31.6%

methods.

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 BEEREMA 38.7% 324%

Annual income > RM 36,000 pEXOMA 32.0% 20.0% 20.0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ sStronglyagree @ Agree @ Neither agree nor disagree @ Disagree @ Strongly disagree
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‘| do not trust digital financial services’

Overall 10.1%  36.8%

Female [REIYARKICNAA

Male 10.7%  34.9%

15-24 years 10.9%  35.9%

25-35 years [SRSIEIHNA

Above 35 years 154% 46.2%

Only 12% of respondents indicate

Secondary education or lower EENEEYA 39.2% ‘

Vocational training [FRR/ANNS: 15/ that they dO Not Trust d Ig Ital

Tertiary education 8.5% 34.0%

financilal services.

Gig workers with other income source [EEERAA 30.9%

Gig workers without other income source 11.2% 36.7%

Non-gig workers 38.0%

Not working [EOEEYZ SIS Ry

Annual income < RM 12,000 [ 36.6%

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 414%

Annual income > RM 36,000 12.0% 20.0%

0% 10% 20% 70% 80%

@ sStronglyagree @ Agree @ Neither agree nor disagree @ Disagree @ Strongly disagree
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| do not know how to use digital financial services
but would like to learn to use them’

Overall

Female

Male

15-24 years

25-35 years

Above 35 years

Secondary education or lower
Vocational training

Tertiary education

Gig workers with other income source
Gig workers without other income source
Non-gig workers

Not working

Annual income < RM 12,000

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000

Annual income > RM 36,000

0%

7.9% 24.1%

6.9% 25.0%

15.6% 28.5%

18.1% 26.0%

8.7% 234%

92% 26.1%

18.8%

13.5% 30.6%

15.1% 27.1%

29.3%

77% 28.2%

6.8% 284%

10.3%  35.9%

18.5% 25.2%

14.7% 17.6%

8.0% 20.5%

8.8% 41.2%

13.5% 30.0%

25.0%

89% 224%

16.2% 20.6%

17.8% 32.4%

8.0% 25.0%

34.5%

/.8% 26.6%

10.0% 22.0%

13.8% 34.5%

15.9% 28.8%

8.1% 19.8%

8.0% 12.0% 16.0%

10% 20%

14.4% 30.6%

16.0%

30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

@ sStonglyagree @ Agree @ Neither agree nor disagree @ Disagree @ Strongly disagree

327% of respondents do not know
how to use digital financial services
but are willing to learn.
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More than three quarters of the sample experienced a

COVID-19-induced income erosion

Overall EYNOA 94% 6.8%
How did COVID-19
Female RENAA 74% 74%

impact your income? Income has decreased for /6% of

Male BBV 11.1% 6.3%

15-24 years [IER - the respondents somewhat or
25-35 years [l 05% significantly due to the COVID-19

Above 35 years [RERM 12.8%

pandemic.

Secondary education or lower [EIREA 77% 7.2%

Vocational training RSN 17.6%

Tertiary education [BaNEZA 12.0%

A higher percentage of gig workers

Gig workers with other income source BSR4 5.9% 10.3%

Gig workers without other income source [EEBFA 6.9% 6.9% re pO rted S I g n |f| Ca nt red U Ct I O n I ﬂ

ton-ggworkers |l income compared to non-gig

Not working [RyBOMA 10.3%

workers.

Annual income < RM 12,000 [EXRA 84%

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 IO 9.9% 9.9%

Annual income > RM 36,000 [RYAA 36.0% 20.0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ Reduced significantly @ Reduced @ Noimpact @ Increased @ Increased significantly




=FASTIQBS

"COVID-19 has put a strain
on financing my basic needs’

Overall PN 13.4% 6.8%

remale - /5% of respondents now face

Male RASEOZ 13.1% 7.9%

15-24 yeurs R T difficulties in financing their basic
25-35 years [RRAMA 6.8% 9.0% needs.

Above 35 years [EEENA

Secondary education or lower RANIA 13.5% 6.3%

Vocational training PSR 11.8% A S|gn|flcantly h|gher prOportlon Of

Tertiary education [JASKOZA 13.5% 8.0%

glg workers now face financial

Gig workers with other income source PAkiYA 74% T74%

Gig workers without other income source [REEEYA 13.9% St ra I n | n m eetl n g ba S I C ﬂ eed S

Non-gig workers [FXOZA 17.0% COmpared to non_gig workers.

Not working RAASYA 17.2%

Annual income < RM 12,000 pASKYA 14.7%

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 PASRSIA 11.7% 12.6%

Annual income > RM 36,000 [P4{OROMA 52.0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

@ sStonglyagree @ Agree @ Neither agree nor disagree @ Disagree @ Strongly disagree




:-FASTJ?BS What predicts financial strain on basic needs
during the COVID-19 pandemic?

No effect

Gender Negative predictor Positive predictor
Female

Male
Age Group
15-24 years
25-35 years
> 35 years
Education Level
Secondary education or lower
Vocational training
Tertiary education
Employment Status
Non-gig workers
Gig workers with other income source
Gig workers without other income source
Not working

—
e o e e e R e o e e - - -
=3 | L

Gross Annual Income
<RM 12,000
RM 12,001 - RM 36,000
> RM 36,000 i

Stable Income i

Financial Planning
Detailed planning
Rough planning
No plannig

Frequency of Saving
Regularly
Occasionally
Never

Spend within means
Most of the time
Sometimes
Rarely/Never i

Significant income redution due to COVID-19

| | I 1
107 109 10%° 10’

Odds Ratio (95% Cl)

Note: Positive predictors predict in the direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (COVID-19 has caused a significant strain on financing basic
needs in this chart) is more likely to occur. Negative predictors predict in the opposite direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (COVID-19 has
caused a significant strain on financing basic needs in this chart) is less likely to occur. Reference categories to which the predictors are
compared against are represented by grey squares on the "no effect” line. Significant predictors are indicated by blue color (not crossing the
"no effect” line in the middle). The predictions could be bi-directional. Either the predictors predict the outcome variable or the outcome
variable predicts the predictors.

In addition to significant income
reduction due to COVID-19 as the
obvious factor, age between 25 and
35 years (an indicator of being early

In one’s career), undertaking gig work

without other income source(s), and
not having a personal financial plan
are all significant predictors of having
difficulties meeting basic needs in the
face of the COVID-19 pandemic.
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"COVID-19 has made me anxious about my finances’

Overall BERYA

Female XA

Male [RYARYA

L e ® 84% of respondents  have

2535 years el experienced financial anxiety in the
Above 35 years [RISE¥A :
face of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Secondary education or lower [EGI0NVA

Vocational training RS

Tertiary education [EISNOFA

COVID-19 induces more anxiety

Gig workers with other income source [RENSA

Gig workers without other income source [GEEYA a m O n g g Ig WO rke I’S CO m pa red tO

Non-gig workers [EINOZ non_glg WOrkeI’S

Not working [GIREyA 51.7%

Annual income < RM 12,000 [REIOKO 447%

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 [RiSRYA 42.3%

Annual income > RM 36,000 [RYAA 52.0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

@ sStonglyagree @ Agree @ Neither agree nor disagree @ Disagree @ Strongly disagree



:-FASTJ?BS What predicts financial anxiety
during the COVID-19 pandemic?

No effect

Gender Negative predictor ! Positive predictor
Female '

Male =
Age Group
15-24 years
25-35 years ] O
> 35 years
Education Level
Secondary education or lower
Vocational training i
Tertiary education i
Employment Status
Non-gig workers
Gig workers with other income source T i
Gig workers without other income source
Not working

In addition to significant Income
reduction due to COVID-19 as the
obvious factor, age between 25 and

35 years (an indicator of being in

Gross Annual Income
< RM 12,000
RM 12,001 - RM 36,000
> RM 36,000 .
Stable Income L
Financial Planning
Detailed planning
Rough planning
No plannig
Frequency of Saving
Regularly
Occasionally +—ii

one's early career) and not having a

savings habit are significant predictors

of feeling more anxious about one's
finances as a result of the COVID-19
pandemic.

—— e -

Never
Spend within means
Most of the time
Sometimes i
Rarely/Never L
Significant income redution due to COVID-19

o+ =-=-F=|--

| | I 1
107 109 10° 10%° 10’

Odds Ratio (95% Cl)

Note: Positive predictors predict in the direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (COVID-19 has caused significant financial worries in this
chart) is more likely to occur. Negative predictors predict in the opposite direction of outcome, i.e. the outcome (COVID-19 has caused
significant financial worries in this chart) is less likely to occur. Reference categories to which the predictors are compared against are
represented by grey squares on the "no effect” line. Significant predictors are indicated by blue color (not crossing the "no effect” line in the
middle). The predictions could be bi-directional. Either the predictors predict the outcome variable or the outcome variable predicts the
predictors.
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How did gig workers respond to
COVID-19's financial impacts?

< Overall v >
100%
0% ® Most respondents tapped into their
80% .
S own savings and cut down non-
70% N o
60% E essential expenses to cope with
° % O . o
50% 5 the financial impact of COVID-19.
A\
40% <
30% .
e About one-fifth of respondents
20% o :
10% I S ow . L L have borrowed money in response.
o W - 22 S

@ Usedsavings @ Cut down non-essential expenses @ Cut down essential expenses
@ Received aid from government @ Borrowed money from family/friends @ Sold assets
Received aid from NGOs None of the above @ Borrowed money from banks/employer

@ Borrowed money from gold shops/moneylenders @ Took on more jobs

The graphic on this page is interactive.
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What financial changes will they
make post-COVID-19?

< Overall v >

100%

907%

80%

7/54%

70%

65.6%
62.3%

I 53.9%

60%
50%
40%
30%

23.9% 2139

15.8%
0.4% 0.2%

20%

10%

@ Take on more jobs/businesses @ Plan finances better @ Put aside more money in savings

0

@ Spend within means @ Pay back debt faster @ Seek more information on government schemes

Borrow less Start investing or invest more @ Other

The graphic on this page is interactive.

/5% of respondents indicate that
they plan to take on more jobs or

businesses to generate more
iIncome post-COVID-19.

About half to two-thirds also plan

to change their financial behaviors

by planning finances Dbetter,
putting aside more money In
savings, and spending within their
means.
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Received Bantuan Prihatin Nasional (BPN)

Overall
Female
Male

15-24 years
25-35 years 70.7%
Above 35 years

Secondary education or lower

Vocational training

Tertiary education 65.0%

Gig workers with other income source
Gig workers without other income source
Non-gig workers 68.0%

Not working

Annual income < RM 12,000

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000

Annual income > RM 36,000 48.0%

0 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

100%

Pakej Ransangan Ekonomi Prihatin Rakyat

A [ =

@&y Prihatin

Bantuan Prihatin Nasional (BPN) is a cash aid
provided by the Malaysian Government to low-to-
middle income Malaysians as part of the Prihatin
Rakyat Economic Stimulus Package (Prihatin) and
National Economic Recovery Plan (Penjana) in
response to the economic impact of the COVID-19
pandemic. As of 20 July 2020, a total of 11.14
bilion MYR has been disbursed to 10.4 million
recipients under the BPN.

More than half of the respondents

have received Bantuan Prihatin
Nasional (BPN).




=FASTIQBS

100%

907%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

Reasons for not receiving aid under
Bantuan Prihatin Nasional (BPN)

Overall v

45.5%

254%

11.1%

7.9%
- - 3.7% 3.2% 3.2%
B .

@ Not qualified and didn't apply @ Pending approval @ Rejected and need to appeal

@ Should be qualified but didn't apply @ Don't know how to apply @ Not aware

Unable to apply due to technical issues

The graphic on this page is interactive.

AP = -
o Prihatin
g

ansangan Ekonomi Prihatin Rakyat

Among those who did not receive
Bantuan Prihatin Nasional (BPN),
about half of them did not meet the

criteria for the aid and did not apply

and a quarter of them were still
waiting for approval at the time of
survey.

Lack of awareness and technical
Issues were barriers to only a small
proportion of respondents who did
not receive BPN.




=FASTIQBS

s Bantuan Prihatin Nasional (BPN)
sufficient to meet basic needs?

ansangan Ekonomi Prihatin Rakyat

,@ﬁ = -
N Prihatin
)
E E

KEMENTERIAN KEWANGAN
MALAYSIA

Overall FENAA

Female BWAMA

Male [PABRYS

927 of those who received

15-24 years FVAOA

25-35 years EXOR assistance under Bantuan Prihatin
Ahove shyenrs [l Nasional (BPN) found it helpful to

Secondary education or lower PANSA

support their basic needs.

Vocational training [EISRA

Tertiary education [pEAOM

Gig workers with other income source RPAROA

he cash aid Is perceived to be

Gig workers without other income source BEVARYA

Non-gig workers REER most helpful among those with

Not working [EEEEI

vocational training and those who

Annual income < RM 12,000 WA 28.8%

Annual income RM 12,001 - RM 36,000 BPR3Z 34.8% are not workin g :

Annual income > RM 36,000 pESWAA 16.7% 58.3% 8.3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Most gig workers choose flexible employment by choice rather than necessity, motivated by extra income and flexible work hours.

The top concerns of gig workers are lack of certainty in income and lack of benefits, in that order—these are aspects commonly present in
traditional employment.

More than half of gig workers depend solely on gigs for income, which is a significant predictor of income volatility.

Income and retirement protections tailored to the context of flexible or gig employment would help to bridge some of the gaps in benefits for
gig workers.

Financial health encompasses three dimensions: financial security, financial control, and financial freedom.

Financial behaviors such as spending, saving, and planning are significant predictors of individual financial health. In particular, a regular savings
habit significantly predicts better financial health in all three dimensions—financial security, financial control, and financial freedom.

Gig workers without other income source(s) and individuals without a financial planning or savings habit are more adversely impacted by the
COVID-19 pandemic.

Initiatives to assist the financial health of gig workers should include managing the uncertainty of income and the promotion of a regular
savings habit.




