ROUND 3

20 JULY - 2 AUGUST 2020

v
Indonesia '
High-frequency @
Monitoring of |
Covid-19
Impacts

September 20, 2020

Please contact Ririn Purnamasari (rpurnamasar i@worldbank.org) for any
gueries regarding the Indonesia High-Frequency Monitoring of COVID-19
Impacts on Households, World Bank, 2020.

@ THE WORLD BANK
IBRD « IDA


mailto:rpurnamasari@worldbank.org

Highlights (1)

New Normal Behavior Access toHealth

*  95% of respondents (self) reported always *  While the majority of households are still able to
wearing masks and washing hands properly. access health facilities as needed, 259% of

households needing immunization and 17% of

* However, staying at home and maintaining a households needing tuberculosis treatment were
safe distance remain a challenge. not able to access it.

* Of those who didn’t maintain safe distance, About 3% of respondents reported being PCR
nearly half thought it was not necessary and tested for COVID-109.
the other half because of difficult
circumstances. * Despite the pandemic, only 8% of households are

using online health consultations. The main
reasons for not using it is because they prefer
face-to-face interactions, or they do not know
such a service exists.




Highlights (ll)

Employment and Income

Positive sighals of economic recovery are visible,
with people beginning to return to work and
reporting lower incidence of reduced income.

75% of breadwinners who stopped working in May
had resumed working by August, with about 70%
returning to their previous jobs. As a result, only
109 of primary breadwinners had stopped working
in August, reduced by more than half of those in
May.

Employment recovery is observed across all
sectors and type of work, with the highest
improvement in the service sector and among
wage workers.

A lower incidence of income reduction is also
observed across different sectors and type of work,
with the largest improvement in service sector and
non-farm businesses. However, nearly 50% of
breadwinners who are still working have experienced
Income losses.

Among those who are still experiencing income
reduction, income loss relative to pre COVID-19
ranges between 35% and 52%. The largest loss is
among those in transport, storage, and
communication sectors.

Despite this recovery, the incidence of reduced
income is more likely among low-skilled workers and
those in DKI Jakarta and urban areas.




Highlights (lll)

Food Security Safety Nets
* Food security is showing a consistent trend of * As of early August 2020, most social protection
Improvement across survey rounds. However, programs have reached estimated target coverage.
households in the bottom 409, in urban areas and
outside Java have not yet returned to pre-COVID *  Nearly 909% of households in the bottom 409
levels. reported benefiting from at least one relief
measure.

* There are still 249 of households facing food
shortages and 30% of households who report * However, around 10% of households in the bottom

409 who experienced income shocks still have not
received any.

eating less in August.

* Food shortages are more likely among households
experiencing income shocks.

*  Meanwhile, 13% of households experienced
worsening food shortages between May and
August.







Design

Method: 5 rounds of panel survey, 20-30 minutes phone
interviews of about 4,000 households, every 3-4 weeks
for the first 3 months and every 3 months for the
following 6 months

Sampling Frame: Sampled households drawn from Urban
Perception Survey (2018), Rural Poverty Survey (2019),
and Digital Economy Survey (2020) across 40 districts
and 35 cities in 27 provinces.

Stratification:

Explicit: 5 regions
Implicit: Sex and education of head of household

Sample distribution of HiFy and Indonesia’s National
Socio-Economic Survey (Susenas) is very similar across
each stratification of interest, confirming confidence in
representativeness of the HiFy sample.

Proportion of sample

Households by region

Weighted

Estimates of household by region

Unweighted

Samples of household by region

Proportion of estimate

DKI Jakana Java non-. DKI Rural Java non- IJKI Urban ElutsmeJava Rural Outside Ja.ra Urban

Proportion of sample

2

[

DK1 Jakarta Java non| DKI Rural Java non- DKI Urban Outside Ja.’a Rural Outside Ja.’a Urban

Region Region

Education of Head of

Household

Unweighted Weighted

Samples of household by education of household's head Estimates of household by education of household's head

Proportion of estimate

Junior high or less Senior high University
Education

Senior high University
Education

Junior high or less

Susenas 2019
HiFy MESI 2020




Implementation

Baseline (Round 1)

4,338 respondents
1- 17 May 2020

Module: Knowledge/Behavior,
Employment, Access to
Food/Food Security, Safety Net

Follow-up (Round 2)
4,119 respondents

26 May - 5 June 2020

Module: Food Security, Access to
Health, Education, Finance,
Coping Mechanisms, Concerns

Follow-up (Round 3)
4,067 respondents

20 July - 2 August 2020

Module: Knowlecdge/Behavior,
Employment, Food Security,
Access to Health, Safety Net

Follow-up
(Rounds 4, 5)
TBD
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COVID-19 Indonesia Government Response Stringency Index
Source: Hale, Webster, Petherick, Phillips, and Kira (2020).
Oxford COVID-19 Government Response Tracker.
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Survey implementation 1-17 MAY 26 MAY - 5 JUNE 20 JULY - 2 AUGUST TED
Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct
First confirmed  DKI, Jabodetabek, some DKI: Relaxation of large scale social restriction DKI: Large
cases reported kabupaten/kota: Large scale social New normal was implemented scale social
restriction with different duration restriction

Schools and
most offices in
DKI closed

Nation wide schools' closures

Economic relief measures started: PKH benefits top-up, Sembako Card expansion and benefits top-up, Bansos
Tunai, BLT-village fund, Sembako Banpres, electricity bills reduction, Kartu Pra-Kerja




Response rate

9296 of respondents in Round 1 were

successfully re-interviewed in Round 2 and Round 3.

* Whererespondents were not interviewed, this
was mostly because their phones were
unreachable or unanswered.

e Attrition was random: response rates were
similar across head of household sex, age, and
education, welfare distribution and region.

* Therefore, attrition bias is not a concern when
interpreting changes between Rounds 1,2, 3.

The analysis presented here is based on 3,981 panel
householdsin Rounds 1,2 and 3

Sex of HH Head
3820
3632 36580 4515 2,000
1,500
1,000
500
518 487 478 466
0
Female Male
il R2 R3 WM papel

HH Head's Education
Jr Secondary or Lower Sr Secondary Tertiary
il R2 R3 W panel

Region-Urban/Rural

620 581 576 5p3

354 343 343 338

Urban Rural

DKI Jakarta

282 269 262 259

. Ry R2

Java-Non DKI

1804
1703 1691 1649

1278
1] I I

Urban Rural Urban

Non-Java

R3 W panel




New Normal
Behavior




95% of respondents
(self) reported always
wearing a mask and
washing hancls

properly.

However, keeping a
safe distance and
staying athome
remain a challenge.
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Mask

Risk reduction behaviors (% respondents)

95
78
37
I i

Always Washing
Hands

Always Keeping
Distance at least 1M

Stay at Home if
Possible

Others




Reason for not always maintaining a Places where safe physical distance is

Almost half of those distance of at least 1M (% HH*) hard (9 HH¥)
who didn't maintaina
safe distance thought 2 g Neighborhood [ so
it was not necessary, erkes, warong sho  ISEEEREEE &
the other half because ' ’
of difficult office | 2o
circumstances.
Places for Worship [ NI 16
Neighborhoods and other [ =
markets are whereitis
difficult to keep a safe Public Transports [l 3
CIiStan(I;el WhiCh is Restaurants, Places to Eat || 1
more challenging in
DK' jakarta than in Hospital, Health Facilities | 1
other locations. Others M Forgot M Difficult Circumstances M No Need

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60

* Qut of 22% respondents who did not always maintain a safe physical distance




Employment
and income




Indonesia Google Mobility Index

40

Starting in June, people 2
started to become more
mobile

Baseline

-20

Mobility Index

as economic activities 20
resumed, and businesses o
and offices started U
reopening

— Retail & recreation ~— Grocery & pharmacy — Parks
— Transit stations Workplaces — Residential

Source: Google Mobility Data.
The baseline is the median value, for the corresponding day of the week, during the 5-week period Jan 3—Feb 6, 2020.

The trendline are smoothing using Lowess smoothing method.



Protocol imposed in the workplace (% breadwinner¥)

New health Wearing Mask at All Times RGN

protocols have Provided Hand Washing, Hand Sanitizer at Several Places GGG -
also been put in Enforce 1M Distance in Work Areas NS -
placein Others NN 10
workplaces. Temperature Check upon Entry [ &

Routine Cleaning and Disinfecting Work Areas [l 4
However in many Using Face Shield Il 2
places they are Reduce Working Hours 1 2
not adhered to workshift I3
properly. S —

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

* Qut of all breadwinners currently working




Employment recovery begins

More than 9{1 of primary
breadwinners who stopped
working in May have resumed
working by August.

About 7096 of them, returned
to the same jobs.

However, about 6% of those who
continued working in May had
stopped working in August. & working B stopped working

R1:1-17 May 2020 R3: 20 July - 2 August 2020

Pre-Outbreak Rl R3



As a result, the number of
breadwinners who had
stopped working
reduced by more than
half.

Only 1096 of primary
breadwinners had
stopped workingin
August, compared to
24% in May.

Stop working

10%

Reduced
Breadwinners lncon(;e,
47/0

* Including those who haven't harvested or couldn’t compare income because of changing type of works




Economic hardship clue
to COVID-19is still the
main reason for most
who had stopped
working in August.

Otherreasonis
seasonality and casual
work arrangement,
mainly in agriculture

Reasons for stopped working inR3 (% breadwinners*)

BUSINESS/OFFICE CLOSED DUE TO LEGAL 50
RESTRICTIONS
0 5 10 15 20 25

*Qut of 10% breadwinners not working



Employment dynamics by type of work

On the road to recovery,
employment in all types = VY | &»
of work is increasing -
» 30% '\\ :

-although it remains o | 16
below pre-COVID levels

Pre-Outbreak Rl R3

B Non-Farm Business Farm Business Wage workers | Stopped working
R1:1-17 May 2020 R3: 20 July - 2 August 2020



Stopping of work trends, by pre-COVID-19 type of work (%

40

Non-farm businesses, 35

that had been strongly 30

hit, are recovering 25 .

better than others 20

(incidence of not 1

working fell by 75%), 10

followed by wage ° i ﬁ

workers (declined by 0 " N N
48%) Non-Farm Business Farm Business Wage workers

R1:1-17 May 2020
R3: 20 July -2 August 2020 represent 90% confidence interval




Employment dynamics by sector of work

All sectors are beginning

to see improvementin i i
employment.
] N @ 40% \
The service sector has 4 o
recuperated the most. 2 -
Pre-Outbreak Rl R3
[ | Agriculture [ | Industry Service [ | Stopped working

R1:1-17 May 2020 R3: 20 July - 2 August 2020



Manufacturing and
construction remain the
sectors with the highest
incidence of workers
who have stopped
working, despite a 50%
improvement.

60

50

40

20

10

Stopping of work trends, by pre-COVID-19 sector (%)

i
R3

Industry Service

1
1
R3 R3

Agriculture

i
R3

R1 R1 R1 R1 R1 R3 R1 R3 R1 R3
Agriculture Manufacturing Construction Oth. Industry Trade, hotel & Transport, Oth. Services
restaurant storage, &

Communication

R1:1-17May 2020
R3:20 July — 2 August 2020

i represent 90% confidence interval



Who stopped working? (% breadwinner)

by breadwinner’s by breadwinner’s
6 sex education by welfare by urban/rural by region

Employment
significantly recovered 0
across all househoild 30
characteristics and 20
locations, 10 I
levelling differences

0
across groups. R 2 g 8 E : i E &

% B R1 WMR3 B
R1:1-17 May 2020 R3: 20 July - 2 August 2020 i represent 90% confidence interval




Amongst those who
worked in August, 21% had
changed jobs.

.. this was more likely
among low skilled workers

Agricultureremainsasa
partial buffer, with many
wage workers switching to
farm businesses.

Employment dynamics by type of work amongst those currently working and ever switched jobs

e
:I. ?. ..........
Wh
0
B | o
Pre-Outbreak Rl R3
Agriculture [ | Industry Service Stopped working
R1:1-17 May 2020 R3: 20 July - 2 August 2020



Another sigh of recovery
is also observed through
lower incidence of
income reduction that
can be seen across the
sectors.

The largest drop of
incidenceisin the service
sector.

However, full recovery to
pre-COVID levels is still a
long way to go.
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*Qut of breadwinners working in each sector and each round
*R1: comparing income in R1 to pre COVID-19; R3: comparing income in R3 to pre COVID-19 ﬁ represent 90% confidence interval
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Percentage of Income Reduction (relative to pre COVID-19),

by Sector*
Agriculture d .
In terms of amount of ] Industry Service

. . . ¢ o : s 2
Income reduction relative to 2 < g 2 g
pre COVID-19, - E £  H P
5 3 £ 5

-20 = E S

£ .

it ranges between 35% and 2 &

= g

509 across sectors a

-40 g_

Those working in transport,
storage, & communication
experienced the largest loss.

-70

*Qut of breadwinners reported experienced reduced income in each category

i represent 90% confidence interval



Non-farm
businesses, which
were hardest hitin
May, have
experienced the
greatest
improvementin
terms of income
recluction.

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

Households with reduced income, by type of work

(96%)

R1 R3 R1 R3 R1 R3

Non-Farm Business Farm Business Wage workers

R1:1-17 May 2020
R3: 20 July - 2 August 2020

*Qut of all breadwinners currently working in each sector and each round



Despite recovery, DKI Reduced income (35%)

- b
Jakal‘ta remains more breadvvxi/n ner's by breadwinner’s by welfare
- sex education status by urban/rural by region

severely impacted 100
compared to all other .

70
places. .

50

40
Urban areas generally 30
remain worse off. -

O — \0 \O —_ —~~
Lower skilled workers g I i o2 3 €03 05 s
continue to be worse off ER g = 5 3 3
compatred to the more :
highly SKi“ed' ﬁ represent 90% confidence interval
Rl ER3

. . L R1:1-17 May 2020
~Out of all breadwinners working in each category and each round R3:20 July - 2 August 2020



Remittances received (% of HH*)

In terms of remittance.... 100% ; :

90%

21 23

Despite signhs of recoveryin 80%
labor income, flow of 70%
remittances has worsened. 609 Higher than Usual

50% The Same as Usual

M Less than Usual

As Of AugUSt’ 4596 Of 40% B No Remittance Income/Stop
households that used to Sos

receive remittances no longer
did, exacerbating a trend that
seenin May.

20%

1096

0%

R1 R3

*0f 17% households that reported usually receiving remittances pre COVID-19



Food
Security




Food security has been improving consistently. Food shortages and eating less are less
prevalent from Round 1 to Round 3. However, there are still 24% of householcls facing food

shortages and 30% of households who report eating less in August.

Shortage of Food (% HH) Ate Less than Should (9 HH)

50
45 45

40 40

30

o5 25

20 20

15 15

10 10

5

0 0]
RO R1 R2 R3

R1:1-17 May 2020
R2: 26 May -5 June 2020 i represent 90% confidence interval
R3: 20 July — 2 August 2020

(¢

RO R1 R2 R3




As of Round 3, the state of food shortages in most householcds has returned
to pre COVID-19 levels, except households in the bottom 409, in urban areas,
and outsicle Java

Shortage of food by sex of HH's head Shortage of food by welfare status Shortage of food by urban/rural Shortage of food by region
Female Male Bottom 40% Middle 40% Top 20% Rural Urban OKI Jakarta JavaNon Jakarta Outside Java
Surveyround | Survey round Survey round Survey round
Pre-Covid19 0 0 Pre-Covid19 0 Q 0 Pre-Covid]9 O O Pre-Covid19 0 O Q
w1 | —p— % O T e e T L B R L L R anl i R e R =
Round 2 + ! 0' Round 2| '0‘ 7—9— -0- Round 2 ‘—p— ‘ —Q— Round 2 —o— 7—9— Lo
o ¥ b ¥ y P - L
Round 3~ ———0—— o Round3~ | O~ —0— © Round3~ =07 P —— Rond3 - —— —0— =0
0 2 4 0 2 4 01 2 3 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 a0 a2 0001 20 1 201
Crude proportion difference Crude proportion difference Crude proportion difference Crude proportion diffrence
R1:1-17 May 2020 *In this presentation, we focus on food shortage for two reasons: i) food shortages are deemed more
R2: 26 May - 5 June 2020 severe than eating less, ii) two measures are highly overlapping: 87% of households who experienced food

R3: 20 July - 2 August 2020 shortages also ate less. Findings on households’ experience in eating less are presented in the Annex.




Shortage of food R3 (%HH*)

Income Sex of HH Education Welfare
Shocks Head of HH Head status Urban/Rural Region
Food shortages are more ” -
likely among householcls . 50
experiencingincome
shocks... * vl

o

n

and significantly higher N N 4
among lower educated 20 20 ! 1 |
households, )

in the bottom 409, ¢ i i i

and outside DKl Jakarta.. 0 0
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Underlying the significant improvement in food shortages overall, there is high churn.
139 of households experienced worsening food shortages from Round 1 to Round 3.

R3 vs R1 summary

100%

90%

% 70%
67% 4% o

81%

60%

50%

40%

20%

109

0%

Pre-Outbreak Rl R2 R3 B Worsened M Stayed the Same B Improved
Never : Seldom . Sometimes . Often
Note:
Question: During the past week, has your household ever had a R1:1-17 May 2020 Improved: often->sometimes -> seldom-> never

shortage of food due to lack of money or other resources? R3:20 July - 2 August 2020 Worsened: never -> seldom->sometimes -> often




Access to
Health




Have you ever been tested for COVID-19?

About 3% of
respondents
reported being
PCR tested for
COVID-19

119 Rapid +

10% yes PCR

3% Don’t

m Never ® RapidTest = PCR/Swab Test Rapid Test and PCR/Swab Test Don't Know

Note: since PCR test is a rare incidence, hence it may not be generalized to represent population



By August,

25% of households needing
immunization and 17% of
households needing tuberculosis
treatment were nhot able to
accessit.

Thereis ho differencein
accessing health services across
household characteristics and
locations.
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35

30

25

20

10

Unble to Access Health Facilities When in Need (% HH in need)

Immunization Pre-natal care Tuberculosis
(out of 229 HH in need) (out of 5% HH in need) (out of 19 HH in need)




Closure of health
facilities is the main
reason for not
accessing them
when heeded,

and some were afraid
to visit due to fear of
COVID-19

Reasons for not accessing health facilities (9% HH*)

The facility is closcd - | <:
Afraid to visit faciliy due to COVID-19 _ 24
others | ‘-
No medical personel available - 6

Lack of money . 2
Turned away because facility was full . 2

Shortages in medical supplies . 2

*out of 6% respondent unable to access any kind of health facilities when needed



Only 8% of households used
online health consuitations,
clespite the pandemic.

The main reason for low
utilization of online
consultationis that people still
prefer face-to-face meetings
or lack knowlecge about the
service.

Reasons for not using online health consultations
(9% HH who did not use online consultations)

PREFER FACE TO FACE CONSULTATION

34

DON'T KNOW ABOUT THE SERVICE

29

DON'T KNOW HOW TO USE THE SERVICE _ 17
DEVICE CANNOT SUPPORT ONLINE
CONSULTATION - 10
TOO EXPENSIVE - 6
OTHERS . 3

DON'T TRUST QUALITY/RELIABILITY OF ONLINE I 2
CONSULTATION




Safety Nets 06




Beneficiaries of social assistance programs and other relief measures

As of early August 2020, . o
many households reported 60
receiving some economic 50
relief measures and 0
expanded social assistance 22 :
programs. 10 4 !

i i ] 1
Most programs have 5os 3 w = - N N -
reached their estimated fé lo 59 Z g ; ; : Z
target coverage. 2 g S g N s 8§ . °

5

# Estimated Target B Estimated Beneficiaries

ﬁ represent 90% confidence interval



The incidence of
recipients is higher
among the targeted
sroups,

however there remain
many targeted
householcds who do
not receive the
programs.
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Sembako Card Other Gov't PKH Bansos Tunai BLT - village fund Electricity Bills
Sembako Reduction

Solid red bar highlights the intended group of recipients

ﬁ represent 90% confidence interval




Receipt of any kind of social assistance or other relief program measures*

Education of HH

o0 Sex of HH Head Head Welfare status Urban/Rural Region
Less educated " . 89 89 o1 % .
82
households, those %0
70
in the bottom 409, 0 i
and rural areas are .
more likely to >
benefit from social 10
- 0
assistance and : 3 s 3 g B B I s g
other measures. - 5§ ° 2 ¢ F ” : 34

*including sembako, electricity hills reduction, BLT, PKH, loan deferment, cash for work, kartu prakerja

ﬁ represent 90% confidence interval




Nearly 90% of households in
the bottom 40% reported
receiving at least one relief
measure.

But, around 109 of
households in the bottom
40% who have experienced
income shocks have not
received any.

40

30

25

20

15

10

Have not received any kind of social assistance or
other relief measures* (%

1
11
- i
HH Bottom 409 HH whose breadwinner HH B40% whose breadwinner
experienced income shock experienced income shock

*including sembako, electricity hills reduction, BLT, PKH, loan deferment, cash for work, kartu prakerja

m

represent 90% confidence
interval




Bottom 409 Who Did not Receive Any Kind of Assistance and Subsidies in R1 and R3

Sex of HH Education of
Head HH Head Urban/Rural Region

Thoseinthe bottom40%
who have notreceivedany
programs are mostly in - s
urban areas, outsicle DKI z ) ) .
Jakarta, maleheadedand L
higher educated . ﬁ i
households. 0 0

Jr Secondary or Lower

*Qut of all bottom409% households in each category

ﬁ represent 90% confidence interval
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NOt WOI‘king Since May Not working since May (Round 1)
(Round 1) by breadwinner’'s by breadwinner’s

[ by region
sex education by welfare status by urban/rural yreg

60

50

Not working since R1
40
4
1
8
30
4 4 2o 24 °
2R 22 1
77% working in 20 1
R3 1
ed
o]
) >

m Working in R1 m Still not working in R3 m Working in R3

Female

Male

Jr Secondary or Lower
Sr Secondar
Tertiar

Bottom 40%

Middle 40%

Top 20%

Rural

Urban

DKI Jakarta

Java (Outside DKI)

Outside Java

*Qut of 24% breadwinners who stopped working in early May




Amount of Reduced Income

Percentage of Income Reduction (relative to pre COVID-19),

by Type of Work*

The amount of income )

reduction relative to pre § § §
COVID-19 across type of work é é i
ranges between 38% and ‘Z g =
529%. T

The largestdropis

experienced by those in farm

business.

-100
*Out of breadwinners reported experienced reduced income in each category

represent 90% confidence interval




Worsening Food Shortages

Shortage of food from R1 to R3

Shooks ot efr s eniRwen Resen
Worsening food shortages are e
more likely among households 20
experiencing income shocks.... 25 =
and significantly higher among
lower educated households, . i
those in the bottom 409, 0 '

Urban

and outsicde DKl Jakarta

Female
DKI Jakarta HER—=

Bottom 40%
Middle 40%
Top 20

H
No shocks -—69-'
Male I
Jr Secondary or Lower I
Sr Secondary N
Tertiary HEE—
(9]
<
-
Rural N
o
Java (Outside DKI)
Outside Java N,

Experienced income shocks

i represent 90% confidence interval




Ate less

As of Round 3, most households still have not recovered to pre-outhreak
levels, except female-headed households, those in the top 209, and in DKI

Qutside Java

Ate less by sex of HH's head Ateless by welfare status Ate less by urban/rural Ate less by region
Female Male Bottom 40% Middle 40% Top20% Rural Urban DKl Jakarta JavarNon Jakarta
Survey round : : Survey round . . . Survey round , Survey round
Pre-Covid19 0. 0 PreCoidl9 | O, o o Pre-Covid19 ° ° PreCovild-| %, Q °
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Ate less

Ate less because there was not enough money or other resources in the last week (%HH)

Sex of HH Education Welfare

Level of Severity Head of HH Head status Urban/Rural Region
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ﬁ represent 90% confidence interval




Hungry but did not eat

Level of Severity (% HH)

While fewer 10 0
households
experienced hunger 7 7
but did not eat, those 6 °
that did were more ) )
likely to be outsicle 5 3
Java and the bottom 2 °
40%. : :

W Often W Sometimes M Seldom

Hungry but did not eat because there was not enough money
or other resources in the last month (%HH)

Sex of HH
Head

o
I
=

Education
of HH Head

Jr Secondary or Lower _“ =T
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Welfare
status
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ﬁ represent 90% confidence interval




Went WithOUt eating Went without eating for a whole day because there was not
for a Whole day enough money or other resources in the last month (%HH)

The prevalence of Education et
Sex of HH f
househoilds that Level of Severity (% of HH) eﬁgad %egg status
- . 50 19
skipped eating a 20
whole day also 18
16

dropped. 14

14

Urban/Rural Region

18

16

12 12

But no improvement 10
among those outsicle
Java,

10

And those in the
bottom 40% are
significantly more
likely than thosein
better-off
househoilds.
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Unable to eat nUtritious fOOd Unable to eat nutritious/healthy food (%HH)

Sex of HH Education szz:;irse Urban/Rural Region
About a quarter of S Lo e of HH Head
ISSINg out on
househOIds reported nutritious/healthy food o
.. (9 HH)
missing out on - =z
nutritious food in the R - 3 25 X
last month 2 i : e L
20 1 !
15 1
10
This affects more 6
householcds with low 0 .
education, in the g oS £ g 8 SE? e § R 5 £ =
mYes ® Never L - 8 £ 5 = o S 3 3T
bottom 409, rural Co 5 3 s £ 7 : & @
5 5 s = 8 s
areas, and those - s
outsicle Java. 2 )

ﬁ represent 90% confidence interval




Safety Nets

Have not received any form of social assistance* (%)

40
More than 809% of ,
households in the bottom
409% reported receiving at =0
least one of social o5
assistance programs. .
However, 17%o0f 15
households in the bottom .
409% who experienced
income shocks have not ’
received any social 0
- HH Bottom 40% HH whose breadwinner HH B40% whose breadwinner
assistance. experienced income shock  experienced income shock

*including sembako, BLT, PKH, cash for work, kartu prakerja

represent 90% confidence
Income shocks: stopped working or reduced income

i interval




