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ABSTRACT

IZA DP No. 17093 JUNE 2024

Do Gig Workers Prefer Money to 
Flexibility? Insights from a Discrete-
Choice Experiment in Malaysia*

The changing nature of work, accelerated by the experience of the COVID-19 pandemic has 

resulted in several fundamental shifts in the terms and conditions of work. Overlain with a 

clear trend of increased non-standard employment, including through the gig economy and 

platform work, this poses critical questions for policies and practices of the organization 

of work arrangements, and about who may bear the costs of emerging arrangements. We 

attempt to understand whether workers in freelancing and in standard work arrangements 

in Malaysia view a trade-off between flexibility and income and are willing to forgo a 

share of earnings for greater flexibility. We deploy a novel discrete choice experiment 

in which respondents are asked to choose their preferred job from two hypothetical job 

descriptions with randomly assigned attributes viz. flexibility, and associated earnings. We 

find substantial but not overwhelming preference for greater flexibility, especially among 

freelancers, and a clear trade-off between measures of flexibility and income. We also find 

considerable variation in the preference for flexibility, much of which is not explained by 

worker demographics and other observable characteristics but is consistent with other 

measures of the importance attached to flexibility and earning income. Our analysis 

outlines pathways through which offering even a modicum of flexibility can enhance 

workers’ utility without necessarily increasing costs for employers and provide evidence of 

considerable preference heterogeneity and warns against imposing uniform approaches to 

(in)flexible work arrangements.
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1. Introduction 
 

The rise of flexible work arrangements, spurred globally since the COVID-19 pandemic, is a fundamental 

shift in the functioning of labor markets. Combined with the rise in non-standard forms of employment, 

including those in the ‘gig’ economy, different forms of flexibility in work (viz. the location, hours, and the 

duration of work) simultaneously represent an opportunity to improve work-life balance among workers 

as well as a threat of either reducing worker productivity or entrenching irregular work practices that can 

harm workers’ wellbeing.  

Even before the COVID-19 pandemic, the growing prevalence of alternative work arrangements, in the 

context of increasing deregulation and liberalization of labor markets (particularly in Europe) spurred 

critical debates on their implications for worker protection and welfare, legal compliance, as well as for 

productivity. The evidence on these assertions has also been mixed. For example, Angelici and Profeta 

(2020), Barerro et al. (2021) and Choudhury et al (2021) found that more flexible work conditions enhance 

productivity at work. On the other hand, Schneider and Harknett (2019) found that unpredictable work 

schedules were associated with poor sleep, psychological distress and unhappiness among workers, to a 

greater extent than low wages.   

The COVID-19 pandemic forced an exogenous adoption of alternate work arrangements, especially 

working from home rather than an office or dedicated worksite, for many (though not all) types of 

workers, in most countries (Garrote-Sanchez et al., 2021). This monumental shift demonstrated the 

possibilities as well as the limitations of certain alternate work arrangements to a larger number of 

employers and workers than those who had already adopted such arrangements before the pandemic. As 

several of these arrangements are predicted to continue well beyond the pandemic (Barerra et al, 2021), 

it is important to assess whether workers themselves value greater flexibility in work arrangements or 

instead prefer more standard work arrangements, as the exigencies imposed by the pandemic abate. This 

in turn is critical to inform regulation by the state and management practices by firms relating to working 

arrangements.   

This debate is particularly relevant in the context of rising non-standard terms of employment, in 

particular through the gig economy and digital platform-based work opportunities. The growth of 

employment in the gig economy, characterized in large part by more autonomy and flexibility, as well as 

lesser certainty and stability for workers also underlines the need to study differences in the valuation of 

flexible work arrangements among gig workers, and those in standard employment.  While the rise of gig 

employment in the West has often come at the cost of standard employment (Berger et al, 2019), 

consequently raising concerns of diminishing worker protection, in many developing countries 

employment in the gig economy may not necessarily represent an increase in precarious employment, 

given the preponderance of other forms of informal employment (Ghorpade et al., 2023 for Malaysia, for 

example). In such settings, the valuation of flexible work arrangements (typically offered to a greater 

extent in the gig economy compared to in standard employment) may be starkly different from those 

among workers in more advanced economies. While recent studies have examined the valuation of 

alternative work arrangements in countries such as the United States (Mas and Pallais, 2020; Chen  et al, 

2019; Wiswall and Zafar, 2018), United Kingdom (Berger et al, 2019), Italy (Angelici and Profeta, 2020) and 

Denmark (Eriksson and Kristensen, 2014), and have found mixed evidence, little is known about such 

valuations in developing countries, and distinctly between gig and standard workers. 
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This paper seeks to measure workers’ valuations of flexible work arrangements in Malaysia, a growing 

upper-middle income economy that is simultaneously experiencing a sharp increase in gig employment 

and declining informal employment over time (Ghorpade et al., 2023). We compare such valuations 

among digital platform workers and workers in standard employment, attempting also to explain the 

common and distinct correlates of the preference for flexible work arrangements between these two 

groups. We overcome the endogeneity between work characteristics viz. flexibility and income, typically 

present in observational data,3 by deploying a novel discrete choice experiment in which respondents are 

asked to choose one of two hypothetical job descriptions in which terms of flexibility and the associated 

level of earnings are varied randomly.     

This paper focuses on three inter-linked research questions: 

• Do workers experience a trade-off between flexible work arrangements (with the options to work 

from home, or choose one’s work hours) and income? 

• Does this vary by workers current status in employment as freelancing or in standard employment, 

and by gender? 

• Which demographic and economic characteristics, as well as workers’ preferred and existing work 

conditions are correlated with the preference for flexible work arrangements?  

We find considerable variation in the preference for more flexible work arrangements with respect to 

both, the location of work (home or a fixed office) and the choice of hours of work. Overall, gig economy 

freelancers have a stronger preference for flexible work arrangements compared to those in standard 

employment, even when this implies lower earnings, suggesting a selection into gig work. Yet, the share 

of those in standard employment who would prefer more flexible work arrangements in exchange for a 

part of their income is considerable, suggesting that firms may be able to design compensation 

mechanisms informed by the mix of wages and flexible work arrangements suitable for workers. We also 

find that much of the variation in the preference for flexibility is not explained by worker demographics 

and other observable characteristics but is consistent with measures of workers’ subjective valuation of 

flexibility and income in their work. We conclude that offering even a modicum of flexibility can enhance 

workers’ utility without necessarily increasing employers’ costs and provide evidence against imposing 

uniform approaches to (in)flexible work arrangements.  

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes the data collected for the survey 

and experiment used in this paper. Section 3 discusses the Methodology including the identification 

strategy and the experimental design. Section 4 presents results including (a) descriptive statistics, (b) T-

Test results for assessing the randomized allocation of attributes in job descriptions, (c) econometric 

analysis, and (d) correlates and likely mechanisms of the preference for flexible work arrangements. 

Section 5 concludes with a discussion of results and their implications for policy. 

2. Data  
Our sample consists of 1,338 respondents of which 1,038 were freelancers and gig economy workers 

(subsequently referred to collectively as ‘freelancers’), and 300 were workers in standard employment. 

The data was collected through an online survey administered by a private survey firm, Ipsos. We 

partnered with the Malaysia Digital Economy Corporation (MDEC) to tap into their network of digital 

 
3 Especially because several work characteristics may be unobservable 
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freelancers via their Global Online Work Force (GLOW)4 members (resulting in 738 respondents), as well 

as an online panel of (300) gig workers and (300) workers in standard employment. The data collection 

period lasted between February and May 2022. 

The online survey questionnaire was divided into four parts: (i) respondents’ demographic background, 

which asks details on age, gender, schooling and marital status; (ii) employment characteristics, which 

asks details on respondents’ current employment such as their status in employment, occupation, 

duration of employment, weekly pay, and other occupations if they are working more than one job; (iii) 

an experimental section with sets of hypothetical job descriptions with randomly assigned attributes for 

the respondent to choose from; and lastly (iv) preferred work characteristics, which solicits respondents’ 

valuations of alternative work characteristics. The online survey took about 15 minutes to complete on 

average, and could be done on a mobile phone or a laptop/ desktop computer. The full survey 

questionnaire including the experimental module are appended in Annex 1.  

3. Methodology 
We attempt to understand better the reasons underlying heterogeneity in workers’ preferences for 

flexibility and draw lessons for management practices and wider employment policies. We deploy a 

vignette-based discrete choice experiment to ascertain whether workers in non-standard employment 

are willing to forgo defined percentages of their current incomes to have greater flexibility in the choice 

of the location of work (home v/s office) and the hours of work (fixed v/s determined by the worker/ 

employer). We describe this vignette experiment in Figure 1 and Figure 2 below, that describe the 

characteristics of Job A, and four versions of Job B, each of which vary only in terms of flexibility (of the 

location of work in Fig. 1 and hours of work in Fig. 2), shown in row 3, and the associated income from 

such a job, shown in row 7. While each respondent sees the same description of Job A, s/he is shown one 

randomly assigned job description from B1-B4, and is asked to choose their preferred job between the 

two.  

Figure 1: Range of Hypothetical Jobs offered to respondent to choose from: Location of Work (Job A versus one out 
of Jobs B1 – B4) 

 Standard Most Flexible More Flexible than standard 

 Job A Job B1 Job B2 Job B3 Job B4 

Hours worked 

per week 
40 hours 40 hours 40 hours 40 hours 40 hours 

Work Hours 
Monday to Friday, 9 

AM to 5 PM 

Monday to Friday, 9 AM 

to 5 PM 

Monday to Friday, 9 AM 

to 5 PM 

Monday to Friday, 9 AM 

to 5 PM 

Monday to Friday, 9 AM 

to 5 PM 

Location of 

Work 
Fixed Office WFH 5d/ week WFH 5d/ week 

WFH 2d of your choice/ 

week 

WFH 2d of your choice/ 

week 

 
4 GLOW is a training program offered by MDEC for individuals interested in becoming a digital freelancer. During the peak of 

COVID-19, MDEC created a new program called GLOW Penjana, a highly targeted program to help individuals whose livelihoods 
were affected by the COVID-19 pandemic and movement restrictions. 
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Retirement 

Pension 

Regular pension after 

retirement (age 60) 

based on years of 

service in this job 

Regular pension after 

retirement (age 60) 

based on years of service 

in this job 

Regular pension after 

retirement (age 60) 

based on years of service 

in this job 

Regular pension after 

retirement (age 60) based 

on years of service in this 

job 

Regular pension after 

retirement (age 60) based 

on years of service in this 

job 

Health 

Insurance 

Included in 

compensation 

package 

Included in 

compensation package 

Included in 

compensation package 

Included in compensation 

package 

Included in compensation 

package 

Unemployment 

Insurance 

No unemployment 

insurance 

No unemployment 

insurance 

No unemployment 

insurance 

No unemployment 

insurance 

No unemployment 

insurance 

Monthly Take-

Home Salary 

Equal to your current 

take-home salary 

10% less than your 

current take-home salary 

20% less than your 

current take-home salary 

10% less than your 

current take-home salary 

20% less than your 

current take-home salary 

Note: The respondent is shown Job A, and one of Jobs B1, B2, B3 and B4 (randomly assigned), and asked to choose 
their preferred job between the two.  

 

Figure 2:  Range of Hypothetical Jobs offered to respondent to choose from: Hours of Work (Job A versus one out of 
Jobs B1 – B4) 

 Standard More Flexible Less Flexible 

 Job A Job B1 Job B2 Job B3 Job B4 

Hours worked 

per week 
40 hours 40 hours 40 hours 40 hours 40 hours 

Work Hours 
Monday to Friday, 9 

AM to 5 PM 

8 hours / day from 

Monday to Friday, you 

decide the work hours 

8 hours /day from 

Monday to Friday, you 

decide the work hours 

8 hours / day from 

Monday to Friday, client/ 

employer decides work 

hours 

8 hours / day from 

Monday to Friday, client/ 

employer decides work 

hours 

Location of 

Work 
Fixed Office Fixed Office Fixed Office Fixed Office Fixed Office 

Retirement 

Pension 

Regular pension after 

retirement (age 60) 

based on years of 

service in this job 

Regular pension after 

retirement (age 60) 

based on years of service 

in this job 

Regular pension after 

retirement (age 60) 

based on years of service 

in this job 

Regular pension after 

retirement (age 60) based 

on years of service in this 

job 

Regular pension after 

retirement (age 60) based 

on years of service in this 

job 

Health 

Insurance 

Included in 

compensation 

package 

Included in 

compensation package 

Included in 

compensation package 

Included in compensation 

package 

Included in compensation 

package 

Unemployment 

Insurance 

No unemployment 

insurance 

No unemployment 

insurance 

No unemployment 

insurance 

No unemployment 

insurance 

No unemployment 

insurance 

Monthly Take-

Home Salary 

Equal to your current 

take-home salary 

10% less than your 

current take-home salary 

20% less than your 

current take-home salary 

10% more than your 

current take-home salary 

20% more than your 

current take-home salary 

Note: The respondent is shown Job A, and one of Jobs B1, B2, B3 and B4 (randomly assigned), and asked to choose 
their preferred job between the two.  
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Identification 

We seek to examine the effect of the combination of the attributes of the social insurance package 

offered, and earnings on the likelihood to select the baseline job.  Causal identification is determined by 

the randomized allocation of the description of job B (from B1 to B4) to respondents, i.e. the attributes of 

the social insurance package and the earnings offered in job B are orthogonal to respondents’ observable 

and unobservable characteristics.   

We estimate a Linear Probability Model (LPM) as depicted by the following equation 

𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝐴) =  𝛽𝐵𝑖𝑗 +  𝜖𝑖       

Equation 1 

 

 

Where:  

Prob (A) is the likelihood of the respondent i preferring Job A, the baseline scenario 

B is the randomly allocated hypothetical job description j from 1 to 4 to individual i  

𝜖 is the error term 

 

We further analyze the correlates of the preference for a more flexible job description by estimating a 

Linear Probability Model with the following specification: 

𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝐹𝐿𝐸𝑋) =  𝛼 + 𝛽1𝐵𝑖𝑗 +  𝛽2𝐽𝑖 + 𝛽3𝑃𝑖 + 𝛽4𝑋𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖     

Equation 2 

Where:  

Prob (FLEX) is the likelihood of the respondent i preferring the more flexible job option between the two 

choices presented, implying also a certain percentage cut in earnings compared to the less flexible option 

B is again the randomly allocated hypothetical job description j from 1 to 4 to individual i  

J is the matrix of self-reported characteristics of individual i’s current job 

P is the matrix of individual i's valuations of alternate job characteristics  

X is the matrix of individual (demographic and economic) characteristics  

𝜖 is the error term 
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4. Results 

a. Descriptive Statistics 
 

Table 1 below presents the mean and standard deviation of key demographic characteristics of the 

sample, separately for freelancers and those in standard employment. For most variables we dint observe 

any stark differences in the two groups, with a few exceptions; freelancers tend to have slightly higher 

self-assessed risk appetite and are less likely to prefer receiving a delayed but higher payment compared 

to an immediate but lower one. They are also more likely to be single, and not to have children.  

Table 1 Descriptive Statistics 

 Freelancers  Standard Employment 

 Mean Std Dev  Mean Std Dev 

Age 35.577 10.655  36.183 9.734 

Female 0.453 0.498  0.500 0.501 

Single = 1 0.487 0.500  0.373 0.484 

Has children = 1 0.382 0.486  0.560 0.497 

Household size 4.122 1.907  4.090 1.698 

Risk Appetite (1 - 10) 6.625 2.242  5.753 2.685 

Time Preference Index (1-10) 0.499 0.500  0.377 0.485 

Education Level      

Secondary Education 0.180 0.385  0.190 0.393 

Postsecondary Education 0.250 0.433  0.213 0.410 

Bachelor's degree 0.422 0.494  0.430 0.496 

Professional Education 0.047 0.212  0.027 0.161 

Master's Education 0.101 0.302  0.140 0.348 

Ethnicity      

Bumiputera 0.750 0.433  0.673 0.470 

Chinese 0.167 0.373  0.150 0.358 

Indian 0.063 0.242  0.157 0.364 

N 1,038   300  

 

We now examine which attributes of work are deemed to be “very important” for freelancers and 

standard employees, and the extent to which their work adequately provides for these attributes.  

Figure 3 shows that among the different characteristics of work, the opportunity to earn good money, and 

to acquire and make use of skills are the most important characteristics valued by freelancers and 

standard employees alike. There do not appear to be marked differences in the share of freelancers and 

those in standard employment who deem each of the characteristics of work as ‘very important’. 

However, as  

Figure 4 shows, fewer freelancers report having adequate opportunities to earn good money, interact 

with colleagues, or work in international teams, compared to standard employees. However, they do 

report greater flexibility in their current work arrangements.  
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Figure 3. Work Characteristics Deemed "Very Important" 

 

Figure 4. Current Job Adequately Provides Opportunities for…  

  

 

b. T-tests for Verifying Random allocation of Attributes in Job Description, i.e. the specific 

version of Job B assigned 
We now examine the balance in the sample of the four randomized job descriptions for each of our 

choices of interest, that of the location and the hours of work. Table 2 and Table 3 below show the sub-

group means of key demographic and economic characteristics of the sample across the version of Job B 
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assigned, the ‘treatment’. We use an ANOVA to conduct a joint test of significance with the null hypothesis 

that the sub-group means across treatment arms are not statistically different from each-other, i.e. the 

job description assigned is not systematically correlated with individual characteristics. We report the 

results for both, the location of work and the choice of determining work hours, in Table 2 and Table 3, 

respectively.   

Table 2: F test of joint significance of treatment arm means (H0: �̅�B1 = �̅�B2 = �̅�B3 = �̅�B4): Location of Work 

 

WFH everyday WFH 2 days a week 

 
10% lower 
earnings 

20% lower 
earnings 

10% lower 
earnings 

20% lower 
earnings 

Variable Job B1 Job B2 Job B3 Job B4 F-stat P-value 

Male 0.47 0.56 0.55 0.57 2.42* 0.064 

Has Children 0.40 0.40 0.47 0.41 1.61 0.186 

Single/ Unmarried 0.48 0.45 0.44 0.48 0.65 0.583 

Age 35.22 35.84 35.82 35.96 0.34 0.799 

Chinese 0.18 0.15 0.15 0.18 0.68 0.564 

Indian 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.10 1.70 0.166 

Bumiputera 0.75 0.75 0.73 0.70 0.74 0.527 
EDU: up to 
secondary 0.20 0.16 0.22 0.16 2.12* 0.096 
EDU: Post-
secondary  0.23 0.21 0.25 0.28 1.70 0.165 

EDU: Bachelor’s 0.41 0.48 0.40 0.41 1.90 0.128 

EDU: Professional 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.03 2.80** 0.039 

EDU: Masters+ 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.92 0.431 

Low Income 0.29 0.26 0.26 0.25 0.44 0.722 

Med Income 0.30 0.30 0.36 0.31 1.13 0.335 

High Income 0.41 0.44 0.39 0.45 1.02 0.384 
In Standard 
Employment 0.21 0.24 0.23 0.23 0.28 0.843 
Time Preference 
Index 0.47 0.49 0.46 0.46 0.30 0.823 
Risk Appetite (0-
10) 6.30 6.54 6.47 6.40 0.59 0.621 

N 333 336 337 332   
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Table 3. F-test of joint significance of treatment arm means (H0: �̅�B1 = �̅�B2 = �̅�B3 = �̅�B4): Hours of Work 

 

Worker Decides Hours Client/ Employer decides hours 

 
10% lower 
earnings 

20% lower 
earnings 

10% higher 
earnings 

20% higher 
earnings 

Variable Job B1 Job B2 Job B3 Job B4 F-stat P-value 

Male 0.54 0.52 0.53 0.55 0.29 0.832 

Has Children 0.41 0.41 0.44 0.42 0.26 0.851 

Single/ Unmarried 0.44 0.46 0.47 0.48 0.28 0.841 

Age 35.67 36.24 35.55 35.39 0.42 0.741 

Ethnicity: Chinese 0.15 0.19 0.16 0.15 0.93 0.423 

Ethnicity: Indian 0.09 0.10 0.05 0.10 2.54* 0.055 
Ethnicity: 
Bumiputera 0.73 0.70 0.78 0.72 2.06 0.104 
EDU: up to 
secondary 0.15 0.19 0.20 0.20 1.31 0.270 
EDU: Post-
secondary  0.26 0.22 0.25 0.23 0.64 0.589 

EDU: Bachelor’s 0.44 0.43 0.42 0.41 0.26 0.855 

EDU: Professional 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.61 0.610 

EDU: Masters+ 0.12 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.36 0.781 

Low Income 0.25 0.24 0.27 0.29 0.75 0.524 

Med Income 0.32 0.34 0.30 0.31 0.48 0.698 

High Income 0.42 0.42 0.43 0.40 0.19 0.902 
In Standard 
Employment 0.22 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.03 0.992 
Time Preference 
Index 0.50 0.49 0.44 0.45 1.25 0.290 
Risk Appetite (0-
10) 6.47 6.44 6.47 6.34 0.21 0.889 

N 334 335 335 334   

 

For both sets of experiments, we find that the randomized allocation of hypothetical job descriptions to 

respondents is balanced, with only very few variables showing a moderate level of statistical significance 

between group means. Later we show that our results are robust to including these variables as controls 

(Annexes 1 and 2).  
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c. Econometric Analysis 
We sequentially examine the results for the choice for the location, and hours of work. First, we regress 

the dummy variable indicating a preference for working from an office (Job A) on dummies indicating the 

version of Job B (from B1-B4) presented to the respondent. We then present results for a similar 

regression for the choice of hours of work.  

Table 4 Likelihood of Choosing to work from an Office 5 days a week given alternate options for location of work/ 
earnings (total and by status in employment and gender) 

 TOTAL Freelancing Standard 
Employment 

Female Male 

      

WFH 5d/week, 10% 
lower earnings 

0.381*** 0.348*** 0.507*** 0.400*** 0.361*** 

 [0.0267] [0.0294] [0.0606] [0.0372] [0.0383] 
      
WFH 5d/week, 20% 
lower earnings 

0.473*** 0.428*** 0.620*** 0.490*** 0.460*** 

 [0.0273] [0.0309] [0.0550] [0.0411] [0.0365] 
      
WFH every 2d/week, 10% 
lower earnings 

0.383*** 0.314*** 0.618*** 0.418*** 0.353*** 

 [0.0265] [0.0288] [0.0561] [0.0400] [0.0353] 
      
WFH 2d/week, 20% 
lower earnings 

0.464*** 0.426*** 0.592*** 0.441*** 0.481*** 

 [0.0274] [0.0310] [0.0568] [0.0417] [0.0364] 

Mean 0.425 0.379 0.587 0.435 0.416 
N 1338 1038 300 620 718 

Standard errors in brackets 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 
Dep Var = 1 if Job A preferred to Job B, else 0. Job A implies working from an office 5 days/week and earnings equal 
to respondents’ current income 

 

We see that overall, about 40 percent of respondents choose to work from an office, while around 60 

percent choose to work from home. Those in standard employment much more likely to choose office, 

while majority of freelancers prefer to work from home for two or five days a week. Yet, it is striking that 

within each of these employment types, there is considerable heterogeneity in the preference for the 

location of work; over 40 percent of those in standard employment would prefer to work from home for 

at least 2 days a week even when that implies a 10 to 20 percent wage cut. Similarly, just under 40 percent 

of freelancers would prefer to work from an office for five days a week if that is accompanied by higher 

earnings.  

Among both freelancers and standard workers, the share of those opting to work from an office for five 

days a week does not seem to vary by the two proposed options of days worked from home; whether two 

days a week, or all five. However, respondents, especially freelancers, are sensitive to the earnings 

reduction associated with the option to work from home; we observe a 10 percentage points increase in 

the preference to work from an office five days a week when respondents face a 20 rather than 10 percent 

decrease in earnings for such flexibility. Among freelancers, 10% more are willing to work from an office 

five days a week when presented with a 20% rather than 10% wage cut. The preference is similar among 

those in standard employment when they are faced with a 20% rather than 10% wage cut for working 
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from home 5 days a week. However, if offered the chance to work from home for 2 days a week, roughly 

the same share of standard workers (~60%) choose to work from an office regardless of the level of 

foregone wages this implies (between 10 and 20%). We find no significant differences by gender, which 

could potentially indicate selection such that only those women who can be more flexible in the choice of 

location of work are currently employed.  

Table 5 below examines the preference for working a fixed work schedules (from 9 AM to 5 PM from 

Monday to Friday) when offered alternate options of the workhours chosen5 either by the worker (Jobs 

B1 and B2) or by their client/ employer (B3 and B4). Options B1 and B2 imply greater autonomy for a 

worker, and therefore include a 10 and 20 percent decrease in earnings, respectively. As options B3 and 

B4 involve a loss of autonomy for the worker, they include a 10 and 20 percent increase in earnings.  

Table 5 Likelihood of Choosing Job A given alternate options for hours of work/ earnings (total and by status in 
employment and gender) 

 Total Freelancing Standard 
Employment 

Female Male 

      

B1: Worker decides hours, 10% 
lower earnings 

0.541*** 0.511*** 0.652*** 0.566*** 0.513*** 

 [0.0274] [0.0308] [0.0577] [0.0376] [0.0399] 
      
B2: Worker chooses hours, 
20% lower earnings 

0.497*** 0.479*** 0.557*** 0.490*** 0.503*** 

 [0.0273] [0.0312] [0.0563] [0.0411] [0.0367] 
      
B3: Client/ employer chooses 
hours, 10% higher earnings 

0.472*** 0.414*** 0.671*** 0.490*** 0.457*** 

 [0.0272] [0.0305] [0.0543] [0.0405] [0.0368] 
      
B4: Client/ employer chooses 
hours, 20% higher earnings 

0.533*** 0.480*** 0.711*** 0.545*** 0.524*** 

 [0.0274] [0.0313] [0.0524] [0.0418] [0.0364] 

Mean 0.510 0.471 0.647 0.524 0.499 
N 1338 1038 300 620 718 

Standard errors in brackets 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 
Dep Var = 1 if Job A preferred to Job B, else 0. Job A implies a fixed schedule of 9 AM to 5 PM 5 days/week and 
earnings equal to respondents’ current income 
 

We find a higher preference for fixed work hours (9 AM – 5 PM) among those in standard employment, 

compared to freelancers when both groups are offered the possibility of choosing their own work hours 

but forgoing 10-20% of their earnings. However, a majority of those in standard employment (~70%) still 

tend to prefer a regular routine compared to a scenario where the employer/ client fully determines work 

hours even if that implies a 10-20% increase in earnings. In contrast only 40-50% freelancers prefer a fixed 

work hours schedule (9-5) to one determined entirely by their employers/ clients if that is accompanied 

by an increase in earnings by 10-20%. This suggests that those in standard employment have a higher 

aversion to being dictated work hours by their employers.  

 
5 For the same total number of hours worked in a day (8) and week (40). 
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Further, given the considerable share of both freelancers and standard workers who opt to work fixed 

work hours, it appears that for many workers, the regularity of work hours may sometimes matter more 

than autonomy. We see substantial heterogeneity in the preferences of the hours of work. Not all workers 

values flexibility entirely, as a majority of standard employees and a substantial share of freelancers 

prefers a set schedule compared to alternatives that imply full control of workhours6 either by themselves, 

or by their employer / client. Regularity is therefore valued by large shares of both groups of workers over 

both, more (lesser) own (client/employer) control over work hours decisions.  

d. Understanding the Preference for Flexible Work Arrangements: Correlates and 

Mechanisms Underlying Respondents’ Choices 
 

Location of Work  
Is the preference for flexibility is associated with the attributes of a job that workers themselves deem to 

be very important to them, and whether their current job has these attributes? Among the various 

offerings of a job, we assess the opportunity offered to earn good money, make good use of the workers’ 

skills, acquire new skills new skills, flexibility, interaction with colleagues, building a professional profile/ 

looking good on a CV, and the opportunity to work in international teams. We assess the associations of 

these factors – both in terms of whether they are desired strongly by a worker, and whether their current 

job provides these adequately, along with other characteristics of the workers themselves, with the 

likelihood of preferring more flexible work arrangements, sequentially for the choice of the location and 

the hours of work.  

Table 6 Likelihood of Choosing to work from an Office 5 days a week (total and by status in employment and 
gender) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Total Freelancing Standard 

Employment 
Female Male 

Standard Employment 0.115*** - - 0.115* 0.117** 
 [0.040]   [0.060] [0.054] 
      
Age -0.003 -0.006 0.029* 0.013 -0.014 
 [0.007] [0.008] [0.017] [0.008] [0.010] 
      
Age-squared 0.000 0.000 -0.000* -0.000** 0.000 
 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 
      
Female 0.025 0.048 -0.016 - - 
 [0.037] [0.041] [0.091]   
      
Single 0.091** 0.049 0.271*** 0.095* 0.083 
 [0.039] [0.045] [0.089] [0.057] [0.055] 
      
Has children 0.064 0.047 0.133 0.052 0.058 
 [0.046] [0.053] [0.097] [0.055] [0.053] 
      
Female*Has children -0.017 -0.072 0.096 - - 
 [0.054] [0.061] [0.121]   
      

 
6 Excluding late night shifts; 8-hour workday between 9 AM and 10 PM.  
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HH Size 0.001 0.001 -0.006 -0.010 0.011 
 [0.007] [0.008] [0.018] [0.011] [0.011] 
      
GLOW Member -0.142*** -0.140*** - -0.188*** -0.094** 
 [0.035] [0.036]  [0.053] [0.048] 
      
Risk Appetite (0-10) -0.000 0.002 -0.006 0.001 0.001 
 [0.006] [0.007] [0.012] [0.009] [0.008] 
      
Time Preference Index -0.015 -0.004 -0.075 -0.005 -0.035 
 [0.027] [0.030] [0.060] [0.040] [0.037] 
      
Deemed as ‘Very Important’ in a job:  
Earning Good Money  0.056* 0.067* 0.041 0.015 0.105** 
 [0.032] [0.036] [0.071] [0.048] [0.044] 
      
Flexibility -0.131*** -0.145*** -0.037 -0.090* -0.165*** 
 [0.031] [0.034] [0.076] [0.047] [0.042] 
      
Interaction with colleagues  0.012 0.020 -0.009 -0.036 0.061 
 [0.034] [0.039] [0.075] [0.052] [0.047] 
      
Making Use of my Skills  -0.032 -0.005 -0.113 0.050 -0.109** 
 [0.036] [0.041] [0.084] [0.055] [0.050] 
      
Opportunities for acquiring new skills  0.085** 0.079* 0.080 0.075 0.086* 
 [0.038] [0.042] [0.084] [0.060] [0.050] 
      
Building professional profile  0.005 -0.018 0.062 -0.013 0.024 
 [0.034] [0.039] [0.077] [0.054] [0.046] 
      
Working in International Teams 0.003 0.034 -0.118 0.038 -0.028 
 [0.036] [0.041] [0.078] [0.056] [0.048] 
      
Current Job Adequately Provides Opportunities for …  
Earning Good Money -0.050 -0.073 -0.003 -0.035 -0.050 
 [0.039] [0.047] [0.077] [0.058] [0.056] 
      
Flexibility -0.077** -0.104*** 0.090 -0.061 -0.086** 
 [0.031] [0.034] [0.078] [0.047] [0.042] 
      
Making Good Use of my Skills 0.025 0.032 -0.027 -0.039 0.071 
 [0.040] [0.047] [0.080] [0.059] [0.056] 
      
Acquiring New Skills 0.044 0.014 0.138* 0.058 0.034 
 [0.039] [0.044] [0.081] [0.059] [0.053] 
      
Building my Professional Profile 0.055 0.061 -0.000 0.104* 0.021 
 [0.041] [0.047] [0.084] [0.061] [0.058] 
      
Working in international teams 0.030 0.063 -0.051 0.032 0.024 
 [0.041] [0.046] [0.087] [0.063] [0.055] 
      
Interacting with colleagues -0.030 -0.025 -0.022 -0.078 -0.000 
 [0.036] [0.041] [0.071] [0.054] [0.048] 
      
Treatment Arms /Description of Job B (ref: Job B1 WFH 5d/week, 10% earnings cut)  
B2: WFH 5d/week, 20% earnings cut 0.087** 0.081* 0.057 0.082 0.101** 
 [0.037] [0.041] [0.085] [0.055] [0.051] 
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B3: WFH 2d/week, 10% earnings cut -0.002 -0.032 0.088 -0.010 0.007 
 [0.037] [0.042] [0.084] [0.055] [0.051] 
      
B4: WFH 2d/week, 20% earnings cut 0.085** 0.089** 0.068 0.046 0.129** 
 [0.038] [0.042] [0.090] [0.056] [0.053] 
      
Constant 0.439*** 0.516*** 0.026 0.366* 0.607** 
 [0.167] [0.182] [0.404] [0.188] [0.236] 

Education Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Ethnicity Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Income Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Mean 0.425 0.379 0.587 0.435 0.416 
N 1338 1038 300 620 718 
R-squared 0.089 0.078 0.142 0.110 0.108 

 

As we see in Table 6 above, overall, there is considerable heterogeneity in preferences for flexibility. Even 

after controlling for a range of individual demographic, educational, and economic characteristics, 

preferences of job characteristics, and attributes of their current jobs, the unexplained variation in the 

preference for working from home is very high as the value of the R-squared of the estimation is only ~ 9 

percent. However, the share of explained variation for freelancers is about half that of those in standard 

employment, further underlining that this is an extremely heterogeneous group with no single or 

dominant preference for the location of work. 

Overall, workers in standard employment have a lower willingness to pay for the option to work from 

home. Single persons, especially those in standard employment are more likely to prefer working from an 

office. Surprisingly, other demographic characteristics do not appear to be associated with a preference 

to work from home.  

The association of flexibility with (i) the desired attributes of a job, and (ii) the extent to which workers’ 

current jobs provide them adequately shows some interesting results. Those who state that they value 

flexibility at work a lot, and also those who assess the level of flexibility enjoyed by them in their current 

work as adequate, especially among freelancers, are also more likely to prefer not to work from an office. 

However, those who attach him important to earning well, and to acquire new skills (the latter especially 

among men), prefer to work from an office. These results suggest a clear tension between attaching 

importance to earning money and professional development on the one hand, and flexibility with respect 

to the choice of working from home.  

Finally, we see that those in treatment arms which imply a higher wage cut (20%) for being able to work 

from home are 10% more likely to prefer working from an office, compared to the comparison category 

(presented with the option to work from home every day for 10% lower earnings). Interestingly, and 

somewhat in contrast to other studies on the preference for the location of work (Lewandowski et al. 

2022, Aksoy et al., 2022), we don’t see a difference in the preference for working from home between full 

(five days per week) and ‘hybrid’ options (2 days per week) at the same level of earnings reduction (i.e. 

between treatment arms offering jobs B1 and B3 or B2 and B4). While this is indeed somewhat surprising 

given the salience of hybrid work in the post-pandemic milieu globally, note that no respondent is offered 

a choice between fully home-based and partially homebased work (i.e., jobs B1/2 and B3/4) for us to 

directly measure preferences between these two arrangements. Instead, we compare the preferences for 

each of these arrangements with respect to job A which offers no option to work from home. With a 
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relatively small sample, we may not be able to rely on transitivity in preferences among different groups 

of respondents, that is, inferring the preference (if any) of B1/2 over B3/4, or vice versa, by comparing the 

preferences directly between B1/2 and A and B3/4 and A, respectively.  

Work Hours 
We now examine the preference for flexibility in work hours. As depicted in Table X, job descriptions B1 

and B2 offer the worker greater flexibility in the choice of work hours compared to job description A, while 

B3 and B4 offer lesser flexibility (as these are determined entirely by the employer / client). Therefore, 

when the respondent is assigned to treatment groups indicated by B1 or B2, job B is deemed as the more 

flexible option, whereas if s/he belongs to groups B3 or B4, the choice of job A is considered more flexible. 

In other words, in terms of flexibility:  

B3/ B4(Client / employer sets work hours)            >     A(Fixed schedule)     >          B1/ B2(Workers chooses hours) 

Table 7 Likelihood of Choosing More Flexible Work Hours (total and by status in employment and gender) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Total Freelancing Standard 

Employment 
Female Male 

Standard Employment -0.044 -- -- -0.200*** 0.095* 
 [0.040]   [0.058] [0.057] 
      
Age -0.004 -0.003 0.004 -0.006 -0.006 
 [0.007] [0.008] [0.018] [0.010] [0.011] 
      
Age-squared 0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 
 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 
      
Female 0.000 0.031 -0.090 - - 
 [0.037] [0.041] [0.091]   
      
Single 0.008 0.012 -0.013 0.046 -0.018 
 [0.041] [0.047] [0.088] [0.061] [0.058] 
      
Has children 0.012 0.026 -0.131 0.059 -0.018 
 [0.048] [0.055] [0.100] [0.057] [0.056] 
      
Female*Has children 0.019 0.064 0.012 - - 
 [0.056] [0.064] [0.121]   
      
HH Size -0.001 -0.003 0.019 -0.009 0.006 
 [0.008] [0.009] [0.016] [0.011] [0.011] 
      
GLOW Member -0.017 -0.003 - -0.120** 0.058 
 [0.036] [0.037]  [0.055] [0.049] 
      
Risk Appetite (0-10) -0.009 -0.009 -0.007 0.001 -0.016* 
 [0.006] [0.007] [0.011] [0.009] [0.009] 
      
Time Preference Index -0.020 -0.030 0.014 -0.003 -0.029 
 [0.027] [0.031] [0.060] [0.041] [0.038] 
      
Deemed as Very Important’ feature of job:  
Earning Good Money  -0.129*** -0.124*** -0.135** -0.112** -0.151*** 
 [0.033] [0.037] [0.068] [0.049] [0.046] 
      
Flexibility 0.116*** 0.118*** 0.084 0.092** 0.125*** 

 [0.031] [0.035] [0.077] [0.046] [0.043] 
      
Interaction with colleagues  0.028 0.036 0.015 0.006 0.057 
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 [0.035] [0.040] [0.074] [0.051] [0.049] 
      
Making Use of my Skills  0.012 -0.009 0.058 -0.025 0.060 
 [0.037] [0.041] [0.084] [0.054] [0.052] 
      
Opportunities for acquiring new skills  -0.035 -0.035 -0.045 0.005 -0.075 
 [0.039] [0.044] [0.085] [0.061] [0.053] 
      
Building professional profile  -0.046 -0.049 -0.024 -0.007 -0.080* 
 [0.036] [0.041] [0.080] [0.056] [0.048] 
      
Working in International Teams 0.032 0.016 0.147** 0.030 0.033 
 [0.036] [0.042] [0.072] [0.052] [0.051] 
      
Current Job Adequately Provides Opportunities for …  
Earning Good Money 0.071* 0.062 0.078 0.140** -0.002 
 [0.041] [0.048] [0.073] [0.060] [0.058] 
      
Flexibility 0.022 0.017 0.021 0.044 0.014 
 [0.032] [0.036] [0.083] [0.047] [0.045] 
      
Making Good Use of my Skills -0.047 -0.027 -0.096 -0.047 -0.038 
 [0.040] [0.046] [0.076] [0.057] [0.057] 
      
Acquiring New Skills 0.089** 0.113** -0.023 0.077 0.105* 
 [0.040] [0.045] [0.083] [0.059] [0.055] 
      
Building my Professional Profile -0.080** -0.094** -0.013 -0.088 -0.067 
 [0.040] [0.046] [0.086] [0.055] [0.059] 
      
Working in international teams -0.032 -0.043 -0.070 -0.059 -0.041 
 [0.042] [0.047] [0.088] [0.060] [0.057] 
      
Interacting with colleagues 0.019 0.007 0.100 -0.023 0.064 
 [0.036] [0.043] [0.069] [0.054] [0.050] 
      
Treatment Arms description of Job B (ref: Job B1 implies worker decides work hours, 10% earnings cut)  
B2: Worker decides hours, 20% earnings 
cut 

0.008 0.030 -0.050 0.046 -0.023 

 [0.038] [0.043] [0.081] [0.055] [0.053] 
      
B3: Client/ Employer decides hours, 10% 
earnings increase 

0.076** 0.006 0.335*** 0.130** 0.017 

 [0.038] [0.043] [0.080] [0.057] [0.053] 
      
B4: Client/ Employer decides hours, 20% 
earnings increase 

-0.036 -0.096** 0.199** -0.009 -0.061 

 [0.038] [0.044] [0.083] [0.058] [0.052] 
      
Constant 0.636*** 0.587*** 0.346 0.575** 0.690*** 
 [0.167] [0.183] [0.425] [0.224] [0.242] 

Education Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Ethnicity Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Income Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Mean 0.462 0.466 0.447 0.453 0.469 
N 1338 1038 300 620 718 
R-squared 0.056 0.073 0.186 0.094 0.070 

Flexible work described as the choice of job B when presented B1 or B2 (implying worker chooses work hours) and the choice of 

Job A when presented B3 or B4 (implying client employer choose workhours); job A has a fixed work schedule of 9 AM to 5 PM 

Monday – Friday.  

As with the analysis of the correlates of the preference for working from home, here too we find that 

there is considerable heterogeneity in the preference for flexible work hours, as the r-squared for the 

estimation is less than 6 percent for the combined sample. Again, we find that the share of explained 
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variation for freelancers is less than half that of those in standard employment, further underlining that 

this is an extremely heterogeneous group with no single type of preference for the hours of work. 

Demographic characteristics also do not appear to influence the preference for the location of work.  

After controlling for all characteristics, among women those in standard employment have a lower 

preference for flexible work hours, reflecting potentially the selection of women into standard 

employment in Malaysia where women’s labor force participation remains relatively low compared to 

other South-East Asian economies (Schmillen et al, 2019).  

Among all groups, respondents who attach high importance to flexibility are much more likely to choose 

more flexible work hours, and those who attach high importance to earning well are less likely to do so, 

which suggests an internally consistent logic underlining trade-offs between income and flexibility. Those 

whose current work offers opportunities for acquiring new skills, especially among freelancers, value 

flexible working hours more. However, those whose current work offers opportunities for building a 

professional profile, or makes their CV look good, are more likely to prefer less flexible work hours that 

are either set by the employer/ client or are routine 9-5 arrangements. This offers some evidence that 

work that is viewed as more prestigious may entice workers to sacrifice some flexibility in favor of 

professional development.  

Interestingly, other characteristics of respondents’ current jobs, or attributes that they may value such as 

close interaction with colleagues or working in international teams does not seem to affect the preference 

for the hours of work.  

5. Discussion and Conclusions  
 

This paper has attempted to understand the valuations of and trade-offs between flexibility and income 

among workers in standard employment and digital freelancers, in the context of Malaysia, a fast growing 

east Asian economy that is experiencing a sharp rise of the gig economy and digital freelancing. Analyzing 

the results of a unique survey experiment in which respondents are asked to choose between jobs 

characterized by standard working conditions, and more flexible alternatives, we draw important lessons 

for management practices and employment policies globally.  

First, we find considerable heterogeneity in preferences for flexibility with respect to the location and 

hours of work among freelancers as well as standard employees. While most freelancers tend to prefer 

working from home for two to five days per week, a sizeable share (around 40 percent) of those in 

standard employment would also like not to have to work from an office all five days of the week, even if 

that came at a cost of 10 to 20 percent of their income. Equally, around 40 percent of current freelancers 

would like to work from a fixed office if that translates into higher earnings. 

We find no clear or overwhelming preference for flexibility among our combined sample, as well as for 

subgroups of freelancers / standard workers, or men / women. Furthermore, demographic and economic 

characteristics explain only a very small share (6-9%) of the total variation in the preference for flexible 

work arrangements, and more so for freelancers (7-8%) compared to those in standard employment (14-

19%). The relatively low value of the R-squared across specifications is similar to that found by Aksoy et 

al. (2022) who find a value of no more than 12 percent in the estimation of the preference for working 

from home, after controlling for a range of characteristic in their study across 27 countries. The 
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considerable unobserved variation in the preference for flexible work arrangements therefore means that 

no single policy directive or framework can sufficiently accommodate some workers’ preferences without 

causing a loss of utility for others. 

Our findings indicate a trade-off between flexibility and income-related considerations for workers. We 

find strong evidence that the revealed preference for working from home, or for choosing more flexible 

work hours, is correlated positively with a higher valuation of flexibility by workers, and negatively with 

the importance attached to earning well. This means that firms may be able to offer greater flexibility to 

some workers while reducing their wage bill,7 without a commensurate decrease in workers’ utility. The 

fact that unlike other studies in this area (Lewandowski et al., 2022; Aksoy et al., 2022) we find no 

significant difference in the preference for working from an office regardless of whether workers are 

allowed to work two or all five days from home could suggest that offering even a moderate degree of 

flexibility can be utility-enhancing for workers and could be a way to balance workers’ preferences for 

flexibility with employers’ needs for observing and supervising staff, facilitating in-person interaction and 

learning, and fostering closer teamwork. While firms and workers may be best placed to undertake such 

negotiations directly, based on their specific requirements and preferences viz. work hours and location, 

the regulatory environment should in turn allow for such flexible arrangements and not mandate all-or-

nothing arrangements for the choice of work hours or location. The definition of a ‘place of work’ in labor 

codes across countries, may for example, be limiting for allowing such hybrid work arrangements.   

Interestingly, we also find that most standard workers and a sizeable share of freelancers prefer a fixed 

work schedule of working 9 AM to 5 PM on all five weekdays, over alternatives where they themselves or 

their employers/ clients set work hours. This indicates that regularity of work hours (represented by 

conventional working hours in standard employment) may be highly valued by large numbers of both 

groups of workers and that emerging forms of employment may only partially change the established 

norms of preferred work hours.  

We also find some evidence of a perceived tradeoff between flexible work hours and professional 

development, especially among freelancers. Workers who are in jobs that they view as helping build their 

professional profile (looking ‘good’ on their CVs), are more hesitant to opt for flexible hours of work. This 

may potentially be because employers/ clients who offer such work may be (perceived as) less 

encouraging of greater flexibility of work hours, or because of workers’ own perceptions of flexible work 

hours as something that may compromise their standing in the eyes of their clients/ employers. Future 

research may be able to explore this in greater detail.  

While our study focuses on uncovering workers’ preferences with respect to flexibility, we do not observe 

employers’ and clients’ preferences for workers’ flexibility. This was particularly challenging to attempt in 

the case of gig workers who typically may not have single employer or client, and hence our focus on 

workers’ preferences alone. However, employers’ or clients’ preferences are also critical to understand 

the likely equilibrium levels of workers’ flexibility and emoluments. This is also important because 

employers’ and clients’ preferences for workers’ flexibility will be shaped by their assessments and/ or 

perceptions of worker productivity under alternate modes of flexibility. Assessments of the productivity 

implications of flexible work arrangements have received renewed attention in recent months, especially 

as the effects of the pandemic and associated containment measures have abated across several 

 
7 And potentially office space-related costs 
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countries. Aksoy et al. (2023) report that, across countries, workers had a favorable view of their own 

productivity while working from home during the pandemic. Most studies on more objective measures of 

productivity, however, indicate lower productivity.  Emmanuel and Harrington (2023) find declines in 

worker productivity and quality in a call center operated by a fortune 500 company in the US, attributable 

to remote work. These also resulted in lower promotion rates of remote workers. Gibbs et al. (2023) find 

that the switch to home-based work in an Indian IT company during the pandemic simultaneously resulted 

in longer hours of work and lower output, leading to a decline in productivity between 8 and 19 percent. 

Similarly, Atkin et al. (2023) find in their study in India that data entry operators randomly assigned to 

work from home were 18 percent less productive than those working from the office, and that those who 

prefer working from home were in fact less productive at home than at the office. These studies indicate 

why employers may be less willing than workers to value flexible work arrangements, especially related 

to the location of work. Few studies have been able to assess workers’ and employers’ preferences for 

flexible work arrangements jointly. Lewandowski et al. (2022) find that there is a considerable mismatch 

between what share of earnings workers in Poland are willing to forgo for the flexibility to work from 

home, and what their employers would like to reduce their earnings by to compensate for the perceived 

productivity losses associated with offering workers such options. Aksoy et al. (2022) also find a gap 

between the number of days of home-based work preferred by employers and employees across 

countries, with employees consistently preferring more days of home-based work.  

Our paper speaks to these results by underlining the potential trade-offs that especially gig workers are 

willing to make between flexibility and earnings, and providing evidence that reduced earnings and 

greater flexibility may be compatible for workers and employers/ clients; though to what extent would 

depend also on the specific considerations of worker productivity in a given sector, industry or firm. As 

flexible work arrangements become more commonplace in a post-pandemic milieu in Malaysia and 

beyond, employers and clients may potentially gain by (re)assessing the extent to which greater flexibility 

may affect productivity. Where productivity is harmed by flexible work arrangements, there is scope for 

workers and employers or clients to negotiate to arrive at equilibrium levels of flexibility and productivity. 

Where employers and clients find little evidence of reduced productivity, signaling greater approval of 

flexible arrangements can be utility-enhancing for clients, employers and workers alike. While measuring 

productivity in some forms of gig work can be complicated because of its heterogeneous nature, future 

research should also attempt to study the productivity effects of flexible work arrangements among gig 

workers in developing countries.  A deeper understanding of the valuations of flexibility and income as 

has been attempted in this paper can inform the right mix of management practices for firms and 

employers, and policies and regulations for governing institutions to better harness the opportunities 

offered by the changing nature of work.  
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Annex 1. Full regression: Correlates of choice of Working from Home 

(v/s working from a fixed office for 5days/ week) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Total Freelancing Standard 

Employment 
Female Male 

Standard Employment 0.115*** - - 0.115* 0.117** 
 [0.040]   [0.060] [0.054] 
      
Age -0.003 -0.006 0.029* 0.013 -0.014 
 [0.007] [0.008] [0.017] [0.008] [0.010] 
      
Age-squared 0.000 0.000 -0.000* -0.000** 0.000 
 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 
      
Female 0.025 0.048 -0.016 - - 
 [0.037] [0.041] [0.091]   
      
Single 0.091** 0.049 0.271*** 0.095* 0.083 
 [0.039] [0.045] [0.089] [0.057] [0.055] 
      
Has children 0.064 0.047 0.133 0.052 0.058 
 [0.046] [0.053] [0.097] [0.055] [0.053] 
      
Female*Has children -0.017 -0.072 0.096 - - 
 [0.054] [0.061] [0.121]   
      
HH Size 0.001 0.001 -0.006 -0.010 0.011 
 [0.007] [0.008] [0.018] [0.011] [0.011] 
      
GLOW Member -0.142*** -0.140*** - -0.188*** -0.094** 
 [0.035] [0.036]  [0.053] [0.048] 
      
Risk Appetite (0-10) -0.000 0.002 -0.006 0.001 0.001 
 [0.006] [0.007] [0.012] [0.009] [0.008] 
      
Time Preference Index -0.015 -0.004 -0.075 -0.005 -0.035 
 [0.027] [0.030] [0.060] [0.040] [0.037] 
      
Edu: Up to Secondary 0.041 0.057 0.026 0.000 -0.021 
 [0.071] [0.064] [0.113] [.] [0.093] 
      
Edu: Postsecondary 0.001 0.004 0.053 -0.060 -0.058 
 [0.068] [0.057] [0.108] [0.071] [0.091] 
      
Edu: Bachelors -0.012 -0.012 0.064 -0.067 -0.082 
 [0.066] [0.053] [0.099] [0.065] [0.090] 
      
Edu: Professional 0.000 -0.032 0.297* -0.189 0.000 
 [.] [0.083] [0.175] [0.119] [.] 
      
Edu: Masters -0.010 0.000 0.000 -0.073 -0.069 
 [0.075] [.] [.] [0.080] [0.107] 
      
Chinese -0.027 0.012 -0.163* -0.049 -0.010 
 [0.039] [0.044] [0.088] [0.058] [0.056] 
      
Indian -0.012 0.011 -0.036 0.059 -0.072 
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 [0.050] [0.065] [0.083] [0.071] [0.072] 
      
Med Income -0.016 -0.018 -0.192 -0.027 -0.015 
 [0.036] [0.037] [0.131] [0.050] [0.052] 
      
High Income 0.002 0.030 -0.249* -0.037 0.028 
 [0.037] [0.039] [0.127] [0.056] [0.052] 
      
Deemed as Very Important’ feature of job:  
Earning Good Money  0.056* 0.067* 0.041 0.015 0.105** 
 [0.032] [0.036] [0.071] [0.048] [0.044] 
      
Flexibility -0.131*** -0.145*** -0.037 -0.090* -0.165*** 
 [0.031] [0.034] [0.076] [0.047] [0.042] 
      
Interaction with colleagues  0.012 0.020 -0.009 -0.036 0.061 
 [0.034] [0.039] [0.075] [0.052] [0.047] 
      
Making Use of my Skills  -0.032 -0.005 -0.113 0.050 -0.109** 
 [0.036] [0.041] [0.084] [0.055] [0.050] 
      
Opportunities for acquiring new skills  0.085** 0.079* 0.080 0.075 0.086* 
 [0.038] [0.042] [0.084] [0.060] [0.050] 
      
Building professional profile  0.005 -0.018 0.062 -0.013 0.024 
 [0.034] [0.039] [0.077] [0.054] [0.046] 
      
Working in International Teams 0.003 0.034 -0.118 0.038 -0.028 
 [0.036] [0.041] [0.078] [0.056] [0.048] 
      
Current Job Adequately Provides Opportunities for …  
Earning Good Money -0.050 -0.073 -0.003 -0.035 -0.050 
 [0.039] [0.047] [0.077] [0.058] [0.056] 
      
Flexibility -0.077** -0.104*** 0.090 -0.061 -0.086** 
 [0.031] [0.034] [0.078] [0.047] [0.042] 
      
Making Good Use of my Skills 0.025 0.032 -0.027 -0.039 0.071 
 [0.040] [0.047] [0.080] [0.059] [0.056] 
      
Acquiring New Skills 0.044 0.014 0.138* 0.058 0.034 
 [0.039] [0.044] [0.081] [0.059] [0.053] 
      
Building my Professional Profile 0.055 0.061 -0.000 0.104* 0.021 
 [0.041] [0.047] [0.084] [0.061] [0.058] 
      
Working in international teams 0.030 0.063 -0.051 0.032 0.024 
 [0.041] [0.046] [0.087] [0.063] [0.055] 
      
Interacting with colleagues -0.030 -0.025 -0.022 -0.078 -0.000 
 [0.036] [0.041] [0.071] [0.054] [0.048] 
      
Treatment Arms:       
WFH 5d/week, 20% earnings cut 0.087** 0.081* 0.057 0.082 0.101** 
 [0.037] [0.041] [0.085] [0.055] [0.051] 
      
WFH 2d/week, 10% earnings cut -0.002 -0.032 0.088 -0.010 0.007 
 [0.037] [0.042] [0.084] [0.055] [0.051] 
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WFH 2d/week, 20% earnings cut 0.085** 0.089** 0.068 0.046 0.129** 
 [0.038] [0.042] [0.090] [0.056] [0.053] 
      
Constant 0.439*** 0.516*** 0.026 0.366* 0.607** 
 [0.167] [0.182] [0.404] [0.188] [0.236] 

Mean 0.425 0.379 0.587 0.435 0.416 
N 1338 1038 300 620 718 
R-squared 0.089 0.078 0.142 0.110 0.108 

Standard errors in brackets 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 
Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors  
Dep var = choice of Job allowing working from home (choosing i.e., Job B1/ B2 or B3/B4 allowing 5 or 2 days of working from 
home per week, respectively, compared to Job A implying working from a fixed office 5d/ week) 
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Annex 2: Full regression: Correlates of choosing More Flexible Hours of 

Work  
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 Total Freelancing Standard 

Employment 
Female Male 

Standard Employment -0.044 - - -0.200*** 0.095* 
 [0.040]   [0.058] [0.057] 
      
Age -0.004 -0.003 0.004 -0.006 -0.006 
 [0.007] [0.008] [0.018] [0.010] [0.011] 
      
Age-squared 0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 
 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 
      
Female 0.000 0.031 -0.090 - - 
 [0.037] [0.041] [0.091]   
      
Single 0.008 0.012 -0.013 0.046 -0.018 
 [0.041] [0.047] [0.088] [0.061] [0.058] 
      
Has children 0.012 0.026 -0.131 0.059 -0.018 
 [0.048] [0.055] [0.100] [0.057] [0.056] 
      
Female*Has children 0.019 0.064 0.012 0.000 0.000 
 [0.056] [0.064] [0.121] [.] [.] 
      
HH Size -0.001 -0.003 0.019 -0.009 0.006 
 [0.008] [0.009] [0.016] [0.011] [0.011] 
      
GLOW Member -0.017 -0.003 - -0.120** 0.058 
 [0.036] [0.037]  [0.055] [0.049] 
      
Risk Appetite (0-10) -0.009 -0.009 -0.007 0.001 -0.016* 
 [0.006] [0.007] [0.011] [0.009] [0.009] 
      
Time Preference Index -0.020 -0.030 0.014 -0.003 -0.029 
 [0.027] [0.031] [0.060] [0.041] [0.038] 
      
Edu: Up to Secondary -0.042 0.026 0.024 0.000 0.022 
 [0.071] [0.066] [0.104] [.] [0.092] 
      
Edu: Postsecondary -0.075 -0.037 0.104 -0.016 -0.031 
 [0.070] [0.061] [0.099] [0.070] [0.090] 
      
Edu: Bachelors -0.091 -0.059 0.080 -0.051 -0.048 
 [0.068] [0.056] [0.088] [0.065] [0.088] 
      
Edu: Professional 0.000 0.033 0.247 0.088 0.000 
 [.] [0.085] [0.177] [0.119] [.] 
      
Edu: Masters -0.064 0.000 0.000 -0.025 -0.043 
 [0.077] [.] [.] [0.080] [0.105] 
      
Chinese 0.042 0.094** -0.144* 0.050 0.045 
 [0.039] [0.045] [0.084] [0.055] [0.058] 
      
Indian -0.019 0.036 -0.098 0.071 -0.104 
 [0.051] [0.063] [0.084] [0.074] [0.069] 
      
Med Income -0.006 -0.002 -0.147 0.008 -0.028 
 [0.037] [0.039] [0.143] [0.052] [0.056] 
      
High Income -0.013 -0.002 -0.126 -0.029 -0.018 
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 [0.039] [0.041] [0.136] [0.059] [0.054] 
      
Deemed as ‘Very Important’ feature of job:  
Earning Good Money  0.056* 0.067* 0.041 0.015 0.105** 
 [0.032] [0.036] [0.071] [0.048] [0.044] 
      
Flexibility -0.131*** -0.145*** -0.037 -0.090* -0.165*** 
 [0.031] [0.034] [0.076] [0.047] [0.042] 
      
Interaction with colleagues  0.012 0.020 -0.009 -0.036 0.061 
 [0.034] [0.039] [0.075] [0.052] [0.047] 
      
Making Use of my Skills  -0.032 -0.005 -0.113 0.050 -0.109** 
 [0.036] [0.041] [0.084] [0.055] [0.050] 
      
Opportunities for acquiring new skills  0.085** 0.079* 0.080 0.075 0.086* 
 [0.038] [0.042] [0.084] [0.060] [0.050] 
      
Building professional profile  0.005 -0.018 0.062 -0.013 0.024 
 [0.034] [0.039] [0.077] [0.054] [0.046] 
      
Working in International Teams 0.003 0.034 -0.118 0.038 -0.028 
 [0.036] [0.041] [0.078] [0.056] [0.048] 
      
Current Job Adequately Provides Opportunities for …  
Earning Good Money -0.129*** -0.124*** -0.135** -0.112** -0.151*** 
 [0.033] [0.037] [0.068] [0.049] [0.046] 
      
Flexibility 0.116*** 0.118*** 0.084 0.092** 0.125*** 
 [0.031] [0.035] [0.077] [0.046] [0.043] 
      
Making Good Use of my Skills 0.028 0.036 0.015 0.006 0.057 
 [0.035] [0.040] [0.074] [0.051] [0.049] 
      
Acquiring New Skills 0.012 -0.009 0.058 -0.025 0.060 
 [0.037] [0.041] [0.084] [0.054] [0.052] 
      
Building my Professional Profile -0.035 -0.035 -0.045 0.005 -0.075 
 [0.039] [0.044] [0.085] [0.061] [0.053] 
      
Working in international teams -0.046 -0.049 -0.024 -0.007 -0.080* 
 [0.036] [0.041] [0.080] [0.056] [0.048] 
      
Interacting with colleagues 0.032 0.016 0.147** 0.030 0.033 
 [0.036] [0.042] [0.072] [0.052] [0.051] 
      
Treatment Arms:       
Worker decides hours, 20% earnings cut 0.071* 0.062 0.078 0.140** -0.002 
 [0.041] [0.048] [0.073] [0.060] [0.058] 
      
Client/ Employer decides hours, 10% 
earnings increase 

0.022 0.017 0.021 0.044 0.014 

 [0.032] [0.036] [0.083] [0.047] [0.045] 
      
Client/ Employer decides hours, 20% 
earnings increase 

-0.047 -0.027 -0.096 -0.047 -0.038 

 [0.040] [0.046] [0.076] [0.057] [0.057] 
      
Constant 0.089** 0.113** -0.023 0.077 0.105* 
 [0.040] [0.045] [0.083] [0.059] [0.055] 

Mean 0.462 0.466 0.447 0.453 0.469 
N 1338 1038 300 620 718 
R-squared 0.056 0.073 0.186 0.094 0.070 

Standard errors in brackets; * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01; Heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors  
Dep var = choice of Job with More flexible work hours ( i.e. Job B in Treatment Arms 1/2, and Job A in Treatment Arms 3/4)  
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Annex 3. Regression Results with Survey Weights 
 

We re-ran the analysis after assigning weights to observations such that the weighted sample represents 
the full working population of Malaysia. Weights were assigned based on adjustment factors required for 
the distribution of the sample with respect to age group, gender and educational qualification 
characteristics to follow the same pattern as the working population of Malaysia, based on the 2019 
Household Income Survey (HIS). We now present the regressions coefficients in tables 4 – 7 estimated 
using these survey weights.  
 
 

Annex 3. Table 8 - Likelihood of Choosing to work from an Office 5 days a week given alternate options for location 
of work/ earnings (total and by status in employment and gender) with survey weights 

 TOTAL Freelancing Standard 
Employment 

Female Male 

WFH 5d/week, 10% 
lower earnings 

0.421*** 0.387*** 0.550*** 0.471*** 0.393*** 

 [0.0437] [0.0476] [0.0999] [0.0684] [0.0562] 
      
WFH 5d/week, 20% 
lower earnings 

0.518*** 0.446*** 0.725*** 0.550*** 0.499*** 

 [0.0457] [0.0517] [0.0720] [0.0729] [0.0581] 
      
WFH every 2d/week, 
10% lower earnings 

0.404*** 0.353*** 0.575*** 0.409*** 0.401*** 

 [0.0420] [0.0475] [0.0918] [0.0694] [0.0529] 
      
WFH 2d/week, 20% 
lower earnings 

0.511*** 0.510*** 0.516*** 0.538*** 0.494*** 

 [0.0448] [0.0511] [0.0945] [0.0724] [0.0569] 

Mean 0.461 0.420 0.597 0.490 0.443 
N 1338 1038 300 620 718 

Standard errors in brackets 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

 

Annex 3. Table 9 Likelihood of Choosing Job A given alternate options for hours of work/ earnings (total and by status 
in employment and gender) with survey weights 

 Total Freelancing Standard 
Employment 

Female Male 

B1: Worker decides 
hours, 10% lower 
earnings 

0.568*** 0.558*** 0.605*** 0.624*** 0.537*** 

 [0.0435] [0.0483] [0.101] [0.0641] [0.0574] 

      

B2: Worker chooses 
hours, 20% lower 
earnings 

0.564*** 0.556*** 0.587*** 0.458*** 0.629*** 

 [0.0451] [0.0512] [0.0939] [0.0755] [0.0538] 

      

B3: Client/ employer 
chooses hours, 10% 
higher earnings 

0.503*** 0.436*** 0.730*** 0.501*** 0.505*** 

 [0.0425] [0.0481] [0.0749] [0.0706] [0.0533] 
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B4: Client/ employer 
chooses hours, 20% 
higher earnings 

0.590*** 0.547*** 0.749*** 0.610*** 0.578*** 

 [0.0437] [0.0507] [0.0782] [0.0709] [0.0556] 

Mean 0.555 0.522 0.666 0.547 0.559 

N 1338 1038 300 620 718 

Standard errors in brackets 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

 

Annex 3. Table 10 Likelihood of Choosing to work from an Office 5 days a week (total and by status in employment 
and gender) with survey weights 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

 Total Freelancing Standard 

Employment 

Female Male 

Standard Employment 0.118** - - 0.021 0.149** 

 [0.057]   [0.081] [0.071] 

      

Age -0.008 -0.017* 0.030 0.003 -0.026* 

 [0.010] [0.010] [0.025] [0.014] [0.014] 

      

Age-squared 0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000* 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

      

Female 0.051 0.054 0.107 - - 

 [0.058] [0.064] [0.116]   

      

Single 0.091 -0.004 0.326*** 0.069 0.067 

 [0.058] [0.066] [0.100] [0.095] [0.073] 

      

Has children 0.172*** 0.142** 0.223* 0.108 0.138* 

 [0.065] [0.072] [0.130] [0.079] [0.073] 

      

Female*Has children -0.050 -0.061 -0.106 0.000 0.000 

 [0.082] [0.091] [0.152] [.] [.] 

      

HH Size -0.019* -0.023** 0.005 -0.037** -0.005 

 [0.011] [0.012] [0.021] [0.016] [0.014] 

      

GLOW Member -0.123** -0.110** 0.000 -0.245*** -0.035 

 [0.053] [0.053] [.] [0.079] [0.066] 

      

Risk Appetite (0-10) -0.003 0.001 -0.013 -0.016 0.010 

 [0.009] [0.010] [0.017] [0.011] [0.011] 

      

Time Preference Index -0.001 0.019 -0.124 0.021 -0.034 

 [0.042] [0.046] [0.083] [0.059] [0.052] 

      

Deemed as ‘Very Important’ in a job:  

Earning Good Money  0.041 0.047 -0.030 0.051 0.037 

 [0.048] [0.053] [0.097] [0.082] [0.061] 

      

Flexibility -0.204*** -0.226*** -0.105 -0.115* -0.272*** 

 [0.046] [0.050] [0.093] [0.066] [0.059] 

      

Interaction with 

colleagues  

0.007 -0.020 0.079 -0.136* 0.122** 

 [0.053] [0.059] [0.096] [0.078] [0.061] 
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Making Use of my 

Skills  

0.008 0.037 0.023 -0.029 0.008 

 [0.058] [0.060] [0.116] [0.097] [0.070] 

      

Opportunities for 

acquiring new skills  

-0.015 -0.033 0.032 0.056 -0.019 

 [0.062] [0.066] [0.116] [0.101] [0.072] 

      

Building 

professional profile  

0.066 0.060 0.063 0.116 0.055 

 [0.053] [0.057] [0.102] [0.086] [0.059] 

      

Working in 

International Teams 

0.040 0.105* -0.075 0.140* -0.053 

 [0.055] [0.061] [0.098] [0.079] [0.065] 

      

Current Job Adequately Provides Opportunities for …  

Earning Good 

Money 

-0.045 -0.053 0.004 0.041 -0.071 

 [0.062] [0.070] [0.112] [0.076] [0.074] 

      

Flexibility -0.112** -0.131*** 0.031 -0.040 -0.141** 

 [0.046] [0.049] [0.106] [0.069] [0.056] 

      

Making Good Use 

of my Skills 

0.031 0.008 -0.010 -0.175** 0.127 

 [0.063] [0.074] [0.100] [0.080] [0.078] 

      

Acquiring New 

Skills 

0.059 0.036 0.269*** 0.096 0.014 

 [0.058] [0.066] [0.094] [0.086] [0.071] 

      

Building my 

Professional Profile 

0.104 0.152** -0.216* 0.161 0.089 

 [0.068] [0.077] [0.110] [0.100] [0.086] 

      

Working in 

international teams 

0.021 0.045 -0.060 -0.003 -0.009 

 [0.067] [0.077] [0.123] [0.095] [0.087] 

      

Interacting with 

colleagues 

-0.046 -0.005 -0.118 -0.086 -0.009 

 [0.054] [0.062] [0.088] [0.089] [0.066] 

      

Treatment Arms /Description of Job B (ref: Job B1 WFH 5d/week, 10% earnings cut)  

B2: WFH 5d/week, 

20% earnings cut 

0.065 0.045 0.059 -0.005 0.103 

 [0.056] [0.062] [0.119] [0.079] [0.069] 

      

B3: WFH 2d/week, 

10% earnings cut 

-0.049 -0.060 -0.059 -0.117 -0.017 

 [0.056] [0.061] [0.110] [0.087] [0.070] 

      

B4: WFH 2d/week, 

20% earnings cut 

0.066 0.100 -0.135 0.018 0.107 

 [0.059] [0.063] [0.117] [0.091] [0.072] 

      

Constant 0.660*** 0.948*** 0.209 0.773** 0.956*** 

 [0.238] [0.249] [0.565] [0.342] [0.339] 

Education Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Ethnicity Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Income Level 

Controls 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Mean 0.461 0.420 0.597 0.490 0.443 

N 1338 1038 300 620 718 

R-squared 0.131 0.143 0.282 0.201 0.167 

Standard errors in brackets 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

 

 

Annex 3. Table 7 Likelihood of Choosing More Flexible Work Hours (total and by status in employment and gender) 
with survey weights 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

 Total Freelancing Standard 

Employment 

Female Male 

Standard Employment -0.093 - - -0.213** -0.046 

 [0.057]   [0.085] [0.074] 

      

Age -0.012 -0.007 -0.003 0.001 -0.026* 

 [0.009] [0.010] [0.023] [0.012] [0.015] 

      

Age-squared 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] 

      

Female 0.008 0.051 -0.153 - - 

 [0.057] [0.059] [0.098]   

      

Single -0.065 -0.031 -0.058 0.023 -0.086 

 [0.060] [0.071] [0.087] [0.080] [0.079] 

      

Has children -0.003 0.028 -0.033 0.074 0.003 

 [0.065] [0.076] [0.108] [0.075] [0.074] 

      

Female*Has children 0.039 0.031 0.121 0.000 0.000 

 [0.082] [0.091] [0.144] [.] [.] 

      

HH Size 0.003 -0.008 0.039* 0.006 0.004 

 [0.012] [0.013] [0.020] [0.015] [0.016] 

      

GLOW Member -0.025 -0.003 0.000 -0.230*** 0.068 

 [0.053] [0.053] [.] [0.080] [0.064] 

      

Risk Appetite (0-10) -0.005 -0.009 -0.018 0.011 -0.015 

 [0.009] [0.011] [0.012] [0.012] [0.012] 

      

Time Preference Index -0.056 -0.056 -0.034 0.084 -0.137** 

 [0.042] [0.048] [0.071] [0.058] [0.054] 

      

Deemed as ‘Very Important’ in a job:  

Earning Good Money  -

0.127*** 

-0.112** -0.223** -0.182*** -0.107* 

 [0.048] [0.052] [0.087] [0.065] [0.061] 

      

Flexibility 0.107** 0.085 0.235*** 0.149** 0.094 

 [0.046] [0.052] [0.090] [0.066] [0.059] 

      

Interaction with colleagues  0.010 0.016 -0.059 -0.024 0.068 

 [0.055] [0.063] [0.095] [0.086] [0.069] 

      

Making use of my Skills  0.000 -0.029 0.262** -0.144** 0.073 
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 [0.054] [0.058] [0.110] [0.068] [0.069] 

      

Opportunities for acquiring new 

skills  

-0.012 -0.028 -0.015 0.070 -0.066 

 [0.058] [0.064] [0.103] [0.079] [0.075] 

      

Building professional profile  -0.098* -0.076 -0.157* -0.060 -0.114* 

 [0.054] [0.059] [0.095] [0.089] [0.065] 

      

Working in International Teams 0.047 -0.005 0.174* 0.104 -0.003 

 [0.057] [0.066] [0.092] [0.081] [0.072] 

      

Current Job Adequately Provides Opportunities for …  

Earning Good Money 0.070 0.070 0.020 0.110 0.040 

 [0.060] [0.069] [0.093] [0.083] [0.083] 

      

Flexibility -0.037 -0.083 0.184* 0.069 -0.062 

 [0.048] [0.051] [0.102] [0.077] [0.060] 

      

Making Good Use of my Skills -0.012 0.007 -0.152 -0.007 -0.026 

 [0.060] [0.068] [0.103] [0.072] [0.083] 

      

Acquiring New Skills 0.076 0.103* 0.024 0.065 0.082 

 [0.055] [0.062] [0.104] [0.069] [0.073] 

      

Building my Professional 

Profile 

-0.096 -0.063 -0.197 -0.192*** -0.077 

 [0.060] [0.066] [0.121] [0.072] [0.081] 

      

Working in international teams -0.020 -0.053 -0.040 -0.106 0.020 

 [0.063] [0.074] [0.115] [0.098] [0.084] 

      

Interacting with colleagues 0.078 0.060 0.212** 0.112 0.090 

 [0.054] [0.061] [0.086] [0.081] [0.069] 

      

Treatment Arms description of Job B (ref: Job B implies worker decides work hours, 10% earnings cut)  

Worker decides hours, 20% 

earnings cut 

0.088 0.149** -0.077 0.109 0.076 

 [0.059] [0.067] [0.091] [0.079] [0.077] 

      

Client/ Employer decides hours, 

10% earnings increase 

0.229*** 0.172*** 0.427*** 0.235*** 0.224*** 

 [0.056] [0.063] [0.098] [0.074] [0.074] 

      

Client/ Employer decides hours, 

20% earnings increase 

0.054 0.017 0.200** 0.076 0.051 

 [0.057] [0.065] [0.096] [0.080] [0.074] 

      

Constant 0.835*** 0.745*** 0.565 0.370 1.183*** 

 [0.245] [0.267] [0.515] [0.289] [0.359] 

Education Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Ethnicity Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Income Level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Mean 0.461 0.420 0.597 0.490 0.443 

N 1338 1038 300 620 718 

R-squared 0.131 0.143 0.282 0.201 0.167 

Standard errors in brackets 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 


