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1. EXECUTIVE  
SUMMARY 

 
The Payroll Deduction Management System (PDMS) has for many years been part of the 
financial landscape of Namibia’s public service. 
 
It enables government employees to honour loan and insurance commitments through 
automatic deductions from their salaries — a system that combines access with discipline 
and that, for many, has brought a sense of structure and predictability to their financial 
lives. 
 
When the Ministry of Finance and Public Enterprises announced in 2025 that non-
statutory deductions would be discontinued by the end of November that year, it marked 
a turning point for both employees and the financial institutions that serve them. 
 
The change signalled a broader policy direction toward modernisation, consumer 
protection and alignment with the National Financial Sector Transformation Strategy. 
 
It also opened an important conversation about how reforms should be shaped to protect 
employees while promoting fair and responsible lending.  
 
To inform this national discussion, Fin Fit Investments, with the support of Avril Payroll 
Deduction Management, undertook a two-phase online survey during September and 
October 2025 to capture government employees’ experiences and perceptions of the 
PDMS. 
 
Phase 1 ran from 17 to 24 September and produced 1 532 submissions, of which 657 valid 
responses were analysed. 
Phase 2 followed between 3 and 13 October 2025 and added 1 243 new or completed 
responses, including 73 participants who had started but not finalised their entries in 
Phase 1. 
Together the two phases produced a combined dataset of 2 702 records, of which 2 068 
confirmed government employment and 1 240 valid completes were retained for 
analysis — the largest evidence base of its kind on how Namibian public servants 
experience the PDMS. 
 
Across both phases, the results were remarkably consistent. 
Employees expressed strong appreciation for the system’s reliability and convenience, 
describing it as a safeguard that prevents over-indebtedness and ensures peace of mind. 
 
At the same time, they voiced frustration over limited flexibility, slow administrative 
corrections and the lack of transparency regarding loan charges and deduction 
sequencing. 
 
In the Combined dataset, the majority preferred reform rather than abolition: 42 percent 
wanted the PDMS to continue with improvements, 36 percent to continue as it is and 
23 percent supported full cancellation. 
 
Most respondents (about 70 percent) said the system makes financial management 
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easier and helps them keep up with repayments — yet many also felt it should evolve to 
reflect modern realities and employee needs. 
 
Importantly, these findings represent perceptions and opinions, not audited financial 
outcomes. 
 
They provide a human view of how employees experience the system, but not statistical 
proof of its overall effect on debt, savings or household wellbeing. 
Public policy, however, must be guided not only by what people prefer but by what is 
demonstrably in their best interest. 
 
For that reason, a Phase 3 study is proposed — a government-led collaboration that will 
link anonymised payroll, HR and regulatory data with behavioural and capability 
indicators to determine how payroll deductions actually influence financial outcomes. 
 
The combined evidence suggests two broad strategic directions for reform: 
 
Retain and reform the PDMS, updating the guidelines to introduce fair-benefit 
parameters such as capped interest rates, transparent insurance terms, digital access and 
stronger employee control; or 
Phase it out gradually, replacing it with regulated debit-order systems under the 
National Payment System, supported by clear communication, employee help-desks and 
reduced banking fees. 
 
Whichever path is chosen, success will depend on strong financial-capability and debt-
management support for public servants to ensure that reforms improve not only the 
system but also the wellbeing of the people who use it. 
 
The PDMS debate is therefore about more than deductions. 
It is about how financial structure, trust and behavioural support come together to build 
resilience. 
 
If guided by evidence and shaped through genuine partnership, Namibia’s next stage of 
reform can turn the PDMS experience — and the lessons it offers — into a foundation for 
a fairer, more inclusive and financially capable public service. 
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2. INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
The Payroll Deduction Management System (PDMS) has long been a defining feature of 
Namibia’s public-service payroll. It enabled government employees to authorise 
deductions for personal-loan instalments, insurance premiums, union fees and other 
commitments directly from their monthly salaries, operating under guidelines of the 
Ministry of Finance and Public Enterprises. These guidelines include a key affordability 
safeguard requiring employees to retain at least 35 percent of their gross salary or a 
minimum of N$1 200 take-home pay after all deductions. This rule was designed to curb 
over-indebtedness while preserving employees’ access to formal credit and insurance. 
 
In 2025, the Ministry confirmed that the current PDMS contract will end on 30 November 
2025. Going forward, only statutory deductions—such as tax, pension and medical aid—
will remain on payroll, while all new loans and insurance products will migrate to 
commercial-bank debit orders. Existing payroll-linked loans will continue until fully 
repaid. This reform represents a major structural shift in how financial obligations are 
managed within Namibia’s civil service. 
 
To capture employee perspectives on this transition, Fin Fit Investments, with funding 
support from Avril Payroll Deduction Management, initiated a Nationwide Online 
Survey on Government Employees’ Perceptions and Satisfaction with the Payroll 
Deduction System. 
 
The survey seeks to inform policy dialogue by generating evidence-based insight into 
employee satisfaction, perceived benefits and pain points and expectations around the 
phase-out of the PDMS. 
 
Phase 1 ran from 17 to 24 September 2025, producing 1 532 responses. After data-
cleaning and validation, 657 fully completed, eligible government-employee records were 
analysed. 
 
Phase 2 extended the same questionnaire from 3 to 13 October 2025, again distributed 
nationally via Facebook advertising and SurveyMonkey. The Phase 2 export automatically 
incorporated all existing Phase 1 data. 
 
When the survey was reopened for Phase 2, SurveyMonkey consolidated the earlier 
database—removing unsubmitted partials and updating any resumed responses with 
new completion timestamps. As a result, 1 459 of the Phase 1 records were retained in the 
combined dataset, while approximately 73 respondents from Phase 1 who had not 
finished earlier completed the survey during Phase 2, generating new end-dates after 
25 September 2025. In total, the merged file now contains 2 702 records (1 459 before and 
1 243 after the cutoff), representing all responses collected across both periods. 
 
This second phase therefore serves two purposes: 
 
To expand the reach of the survey to a broader and more demographically diverse group 
of government employees; and 
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To validate Phase 1 findings by testing whether the same patterns of opinion persist 
among a larger and refreshed respondent pool. 
 
Results in this report are presented for Phase 1, Phase 2 and Total (combined), enabling 
direct comparison and verification of consistency between phases. The combined 
analysis provides the strongest available evidence of how Namibia’s government 
employees perceive the PDMS and its pending discontinuation and forms a sound 
empirical foundation for the forthcoming Phase 3, which will employ verified sampling 
through government HR systems for statistically representative results. 
 
Ultimately, this series of surveys aims to support Namibia’s financial-sector reform 
agenda by ensuring that the transition away from payroll-linked deductions is guided by 
data, protects consumer welfare and strengthens financial capability in line with the 
National Financial Sector Transformation Strategy (2025 – 2035). 
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3. BACKGROUND  
AND RATIONALE 

 
The rationale for this survey is grounded in Namibia’s ongoing payroll-deduction reforms 
and the broader context of financial inclusion and capability. The Payroll Deduction 
Management System (PDMS) has, for many years, been a central feature of the public-
service payroll, allowing government employees to authorise deductions for personal-
loan instalments, insurance premiums, union fees and other obligations directly from 
their monthly salaries. The system has provided structure and repayment discipline while 
supporting employees’ access to formal financial products. It operates under the 
Guidelines for Payroll Deduction Codes issued by the Ministry of Finance and Public 
Enterprises, which require employees to retain a minimum take-home pay of 35 percent 
of gross salary or N$1 200, whichever is higher. This safeguard was introduced to curb 
over-indebtedness and to preserve affordability for essential living expenses. 
 
In 2025, the Ministry of Finance and Public Enterprises announced that all non-statutory 
payroll deductions will terminate on 30 November 2025. From December 2025 onward, 
only statutory deductions—such as tax, pension and medical-aid contributions—will 
remain on payroll, while new personal-loan and insurance commitments will be collected 
via commercial-bank debit orders. Existing payroll loans will continue until fully repaid. 
This policy change marks a significant structural shift in how government employees 
manage their financial obligations and represents part of the broader reform agenda 
under Namibia’s National Financial Sector Transformation Strategy (2025–2035), which 
emphasises financial access, literacy and consumer protection as equal pillars of 
inclusion. 
 
While the reform seeks to streamline payroll operations and enhance consumer 
autonomy, it also presents potential risks for employees who rely on the PDMS to 
maintain repayment discipline. Automatic deductions have long served as a stabilising 
mechanism for repayment reliability and protection against arrears or informal 
borrowing. The removal of these mechanisms may therefore affect repayment behaviour, 
budgeting practices and the overall financial well-being of households within the public 
service. 
 
Against this background, Fin Fit Investments, with funding support from Avril Payroll 
Deduction Management, initiated a Nationwide Online Survey on Namibian 
Government Employees’ Perceptions and Satisfaction with the Payroll Deduction 
System to capture employee views, satisfaction levels and expectations regarding the 
system and its pending discontinuation. 
 
The research was implemented in phases to ensure wider reach and data validation: 
 
Phase 1, conducted from 17 to 24 September 2025, generated 1 532 submissions. After 
cleaning and validation, 657 fully completed and eligible government-employee records 
were retained for analysis. 
Phase 2, conducted from 3 to 13 October 2025 using the same questionnaire and digital-
distribution channels (Facebook and SurveyMonkey), extended participation nationwide. 
When SurveyMonkey was reopened for Phase 2, it automatically incorporated and re-
validated Phase 1 data, resulting in 1 459 retained Phase 1 records and 1 243 additional or 
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completed Phase 2 records (including approximately 73 respondents who had started 
but not finished during Phase 1). 
 
The combined dataset therefore comprises 2 702 records in total, representing responses 
from across both survey periods. 
 
The Phase 2 extension was undertaken to strengthen the robustness of the findings by: 
 
Validating earlier patterns – confirming whether Phase 1 trends hold true across a larger, 
more demographically diverse respondent base. 
Enhancing policy relevance – providing updated insight at a critical time, with the PDMS 
termination date approaching. 
Linking to financial capability – contributing evidence to support the design of financial-
literacy, wellness and behaviour-change programmes in line with the NFSTS emphasis 
on capability alongside access. 
 
Collectively, Phases 1 and 2 provide an expanded empirical foundation for understanding 
government employees’ perceptions of the PDMS, their attitudes toward the upcoming 
transition and their readiness for increased financial autonomy. The combined findings 
offer practical evidence to inform decision-makers, regulators and service providers as 
Namibia moves toward a modernised, inclusive and consumer-protective financial 
environment. 
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4. SURVEY  
OBJECTIVES 

 
The overall objective of the Nationwide Online Survey on Namibian Government 
Employees’ Perceptions and Satisfaction with the Payroll Deduction Management 
System (PDMS) is to generate credible, evidence-based insight into how government 
employees perceive, experience and anticipate the ongoing changes to the PDMS. 
 
The survey is intended to support informed decision-making by policymakers, regulators, 
employers and financial-sector stakeholders as Namibia transitions from payroll-based to 
debit-order-based repayment mechanisms. 
 
Phase 1 established the initial empirical baseline, while Phase 2 was designed to validate 
and extend those findings by broadening the respondent base and testing the 
consistency of results across a larger and more diverse sample. 
Together, the two phases aim to provide a more comprehensive and reliable picture of 
employee sentiment, satisfaction and readiness for change. 
 
The specific objectives of the survey are to: 
 
Measure employee satisfaction 
Assess the overall and specific levels of satisfaction with the PDMS in terms of convenience, 
transparency, structure and perceived benefit. 
Evaluate perceptions and awareness 
Determine the extent to which government employees understand the PDMS guidelines, 
including the 35 percent minimum take-home-pay rule, deduction limits and eligibility criteria. 
Identify challenges and pain points 
Document practical and administrative difficulties experienced under the PDMS—such as errors, 
delays, affordability issues or challenges in changing or stopping deductions. 
Gauge employee sentiment regarding reform 
Capture employees’ views and expectations on the planned discontinuation of non-statutory 
deductions and the transition to debit orders, including anticipated effects on financial 
management, access to credit and insurance and banking-fee costs. 
Gather recommendations for improvement 
Solicit employees’ suggestions for modernising, simplifying or reforming the PDMS to strengthen 
its efficiency, fairness and consumer protection functions. 
Strengthen evidence for financial-capability planning 
Generate data to inform the design of financial-literacy, financial-wellness and behavioural-
change initiatives aligned with the National Financial Sector Transformation Strategy (NFSTS 
2025–2035). 
 
By fulfilling these objectives, the survey provides timely, data-driven insight into how 
Namibia’s government employees experience the PDMS and what they expect from its 
reform. 
 
The combined results of Phases 1 and 2 therefore serve not only as an evaluation of 
employee satisfaction, but also as an early indicator of financial-capability needs and 
policy considerations during the national transition from payroll deductions to debit 
orders.
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5. PRIZE DRAW  
METHODOLOGY 

 
To ensure transparency and fairness in awarding the survey incentives, a structured 
methodology was applied: 
 
1. Initial Screening 

□ From the first and second survey dataset, only respondents who answered “Yes” 
to the screening question confirming that they are a Government Employee were 
retained (Phase 1 - n = 1,125) (Phase 2 - n = 1006). 

 
2. Prize Draw Eligibility 

□ Of this group, only those who indicated interest in participating in the prize draw 
(“As a government employee, do you wish to stand a chance to win the iPad Air 11 
128GB or a N$200 voucher?”) were selected (Phase 1 - n = 598) (Phase 2 – n=570). 

 
3. Contact Information Verification 

□ From the above, respondents who provided a full name, surname, email address 
and mobile number were retained (Phase 1 - n = 487) (Phase 2 - n = 486). 

 
4. Employment Status Validation 

□ Entries indicating employment as “self-employed,” “private sector,” 
“unemployed,” or “student” were excluded. Only those identifying as 
“Government,” “State-Owned Enterprise,” or “Local Authority” were kept 
(Phase 1 - n = 469) (Phase 2 - n = 465). 

 
5. Duplicate Removal 

□ Duplicate entries (same name, surname, mobile number and email address) were 
identified and removed, ensuring each participant had only one valid entry which 
would be the entry with the latest end date (Phase 1 - n = 468) (Phase 2 - n = 461). 

 
6. Randomization and Selection 

□ The final list of unique, eligible participants was uploaded into the Random.org List 
Randomizer tool. The list was randomized once, after which: 
▪ The respondent in position #1 was awarded the Apple iPad Air 11 (128GB). 
▪ Respondents in positions #2 to #10 were each awarded a N$200 voucher. 

 
This methodology ensured that only verified, eligible government employees 
participated in the draw and that winners were selected fairly and transparently through 
a recognized randomization tool.
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6. SURVEY  
METHODOLOGY 

 

6.1 Study design and data source 
A nationwide, online, self-administered survey was conducted using SurveyMonkey to 
capture government employees’ perceptions and satisfaction with Namibia’s Payroll 
Deduction Management System (PDMS). The study was implemented in two phases 
using the same instrument and digital distribution approach (Facebook adverts/posts 
with a SurveyMonkey link). The Phase 2 export contains all Phase 1 responses as 
consolidated by SurveyMonkey when the survey was reopened for the second fieldwork 
window. 

6.2 Target population 
The target population comprised Namibian government employees across ministries, 
agencies and regional offices who are (or were) users of the Payroll Deduction 
Management System (PDMS). 
 
Public sources (IPPR, Namibia National Budget 2023/24 Brief) estimate the total civil 
service at approximately 107 000 employees, of whom an estimated 80 % (≈ 85 000) 
actively use payroll deduction codes for personal loans, insurance or related products. 
 
The survey aimed to capture perceptions within this PDMS-using population through 
voluntary online participation. 

6.3 Questionnaire 
The questionnaire followed the “Nationwide Online PDMS Survey Questionnaire (Final)” 
and included screening, knowledge/awareness items, experience/perception items, 
behavioural intent under a debit-order scenario and an overall sentiment item. The final 
instrument is provided in Annexure A. 

6.4 Fieldwork period 
◎ Phase 1: 17–24 September 2025. 
◎ Phase 2: 3–13 October 2025 (survey link reopened; SurveyMonkey consolidated the 

dataset). 
 
For analytical attribution between phases, a fixed cutoff timestamp was applied based on 
the last Phase 1 completion in the original export: 25 September 2025, 11:14:37 AM. Records 
with End Dates before this timestamp are treated as Phase 1; records on/after this 
timestamp are treated as Phase 2. 
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6.5 Incentive 
An incentive (one Apple iPad Air 11, 128GB; nine vouchers of N$200) was communicated 
to encourage participation. Prize-draw mechanics for Phase 2 follow the same approach 
as Phase 1 and are described in Section 5 (Prize Draw Methodology). 

6.6 Inclusion and exclusion criteria 
Population screen: Q1 = “Are you a Namibian government employee?” → Yes required for 
analysis. 
 
Completion threshold: A valid response to the overall sentiment item (“Overall, do you 
think the payroll deduction system has been good or bad for you personally?”) was 
required to be counted in the valid analytic base for phase-level comparisons. 
 
Phase attribution: End Date relative to the 25-09-2025 11:14:37 cutoff (see 6.4). 
 
Duplicate handling: 
 
◎ Within each phase, when contact fields were present, we used a conservative 

hierarchy to retain one record per person: Email → Mobile → (Name + Mobile). Where 
contact fields were absent, no within-phase deduplication was attempted. 

◎ Cross-phase late completions: When a respondent began during Phase 1 and 
completed during Phase 2, SurveyMonkey overwrote the earlier partial and preserved 
a single, final record with a Phase-2 End Date. For phase-level analysis, such records 
are attributed to Phase 2. For combined totals, each record is counted once. 

6.7 Data cleaning flow and counts 
The following steps were applied in sequence. 

6.7.1 File structure & cutoff 

◎ Phase 2 consolidated export total: 2,702 records 
▪ 1,459 records before 25-09-2025 11:14:37 (retained Phase-1 responses) 
▪ 1,243 records on/after the cutoff (Phase-2 window, including late finishers) 

6.7.2 Phase-level analytic bases 

◎ Phase 1 (reference, from Phase-1 analysis): 
▪ Raw submissions: 1,532 
▪ Government employees (Q1 = Yes): 1,125 
▪ Valid completes for analysis (overall/sentiment answered): 657 

◎ Phase 2 (from consolidated file, after cutoff): 
▪ Records on/after cutoff: 1,243 
▪ Government employees (Q1 = Yes): 1,006 
▪ Valid completes for analysis (overall/sentiment answered): 615 
▪ Valid completes after removal of duplicates for analysis (removed 4 duplicates 

by keeping earliest completed submission): 611 
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▪ Where contact fields existed and were usable, one record per person was 
retained; contact fields were absent for most Phase-2 completes, so 
deduplication had negligible effect on counts. 

 
◎ Phase 1 & 2 combined 

▪ Raw Submissions: 2,702 
▪ Government employees (Q1 = Yes): 2,068 
▪ Valid completes for analysis (overall/sentiment answered): 1,257 
▪ Valid completes after removal of duplicates for analysis (removed 17 duplicates 

by keeping earliest completed submission): 1,240 
▪ Where contact fields existed and were usable, one record per person was 

retained; contact fields were absent for most Phase-2 completes, so 
deduplication had negligible effect on counts. 

6.7.3 Reporting denominators 

For each table/figure, percentages are calculated on the valid responses for that item 
within the relevant phase (i.e., item-level non-responses are excluded from the 
denominator). Combined (“Total”) views present Phase 1 and Phase 2 side-by-side and, 
where relevant, an aggregated distribution. 

6.8 Treatment of potential duplication 

◎ Within phase: Where Email/Mobile were provided, duplicates were resolved by 
retaining the earliest fully completed record in Phase 1 and the final completed record 
in Phase 2. Where these identifiers were missing, duplicates could not be established 
reliably and records were retained. 

◎ Across phases: Late completions are inherently Phase-2 entries (single final record 
with a Phase-2 End Date). No double-counting occurs in combined views. 

◎ Shared IP addresses: Because many government offices share IP ranges, IPs were not 
used for deduplication. 

6.9 Missing data and reporting conventions 
Missing, blank or placeholder values (e.g., empty string/“Response”) were treated as non-
response for the affected item and excluded from the item’s denominator. Item-level 
base sizes are stated in tables/figures where relevant. 

6.10  Biases and limitations 
Participation was voluntary and distributed online; therefore, the sample is self-selected. 
As such, findings indicate directional patterns rather than population estimates. Limited 
availability of contact fields in Phase 2 constrains deduplication for a small subset of 
records. Shared IP addresses within ministries preclude IP-based person matching. These 
limitations are acknowledged in interpreting results and have been mitigated by 
presenting Phase 1 vs Phase 2 comparisons alongside combined views. 
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6.11 Data protection and ethics 
Personally identifiable information (contact details captured only for the prize draw) was 
not used in analysis except for deduplication as specified. Reporting is strictly 
aggregated, and no individual can be identified from published results. 

6.12 Reproducibility and audit trail 
All raw exports and cleaning logs are retained, including: 
◎ Phase 1 export (17–24 Sep 2025) and the verified analysis file (valid n = 657). 
◎ Phase 2 consolidated export (includes all records; End Date cutoff 25-09-2025 

11:14:37 applied for phase attribution). 
◎ A step-by-step cleaning record specifying filters (Q1 screen, completion threshold, 

cutoff attribution) and the counts shown in 6.7. 
Upon request, the processing steps can be reproduced to the same counts and 
item-level bases. 
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7. RESULTS  
(DESCRIPTIVE) 

 

7.1 Screening and awareness (Q1 → 2) 

7.1.1 Q1 — Are you a Namibian government employee? 

Response Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined (Phase 1 + Phase 2) 
Yes 1 125 (73.4 %) 1 006 (80.9 %) 2 068 (76.5 %) 
No 407 (26.6 %) 237 (19.1 %) 634 (23.5 %) 

Total (valid) 1 532 (100 %) 1 243 (100 %) 2 702 (100 %) 
Table 7.1.1 

  

  

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7.1.1 
 
The screening question asked respondents whether they are Namibian government employees. 
 
◎ In Phase 1 (17–24 September 2025), 1 125 respondents (73.4 %) indicated “Yes,” while 407 (26.6 

%) indicated “No.” 
◎ In Phase 2 (3–13 October 2025), 1 006 respondents (80.9 %) answered “Yes,” and 237 (19.1 %) 

answered “No.” 
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Across both phases, the combined total of 2 702 respondents comprised 2 068 government 
employees (76.5 %) and 634 non-government participants (23.5 %). 
 
In accordance with the inclusion criteria (Section 6.6), only respondents who answered “Yes” were 
retained for detailed analysis, resulting in 657 valid Phase 1 and 611 valid Phase 2 records after 
completion and deduplication. 
 
The increased proportion of government employees in Phase 2 confirms improved targeting and 
strengthened validity of the overall findings. 

7.1.2 Q2 — Awareness of 35% Minimum Take-Home Rule 

Response Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined (Phase 1 + 2) 
Yes, I was aware 407 (61.9 %) 362 (59.2 %) 750 (60.5 %) 

No, I was not aware 250 (38.1 %) 216 (35.4 %) 414 (33.4 %) 
Not sure 0 (0 %) 33 (5.4 %) 76 (6.1 %) 

Total (valid) 657 (100 %) 611 (100 %) 1 240 (100 %) 
Table 7.1.2 

 

Figure 7.1.2 
 

Respondents were asked whether they were aware that the PDMS guidelines require employees 
to retain at least 35 percent of gross salary or a minimum of N$ 1 200 take-home pay after all 
deductions. 
 
◎ In Phase 1 (17–24 September 2025), 407 of 657 respondents (61.9 %) reported being aware of 

this rule, while 250 (38.1 %) were not. 
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◎ In Phase 2 (3–13 October 2025), 362 of 611 respondents (59.2 %) were aware, 216 (35.4 %) were 
not and 33 (5.4 %) were not sure. 

◎ Across both phases combined (n = 1 240), 60.5 percent of respondents indicated awareness, 
33.4 percent were not aware and 6.1 percent were unsure. 

 
These consistent proportions across phases suggest that while most government employees 
understand the 35 % rule, about four in ten either remain unaware or uncertain — signalling the 
need for clearer communication and awareness campaigns around PDMS eligibility and 
affordability criteria. 
 

7.2 Debt & affordability (Q3 → 4) 

7.2.1 Q3 — Was PDMS helping to avoid taking on more debt than the 
respondent can manage? 

Response Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined (Phase 1 + Phase 2) 
Strongly agree 324 (49.3 %) 294 (48.1 %) 596 (48.1 %) 

Agree 147 (22.4 %) 120 (19.6 %) 265 (21.4 %) 
Neutral 94 (14.3 %) 101 (16.5 %) 192 (15.5 %) 

Disagree 53 (8.1 %) 43 (7.0 %) 96 (7.8 %) 
Strongly disagree 39 (5.9 %) 53 (8.7 %) 91 (7.3 %) 

Total (valid) 657 (100 %) 611 (100 %) 1 240 (100 %) 
Table 7.2.1 

 
Figure 7.2.1 
 
The majority of respondents across both phases agreed that the Payroll Deduction Management 
System (PDMS) helped them avoid taking on more debt than they could manage. 
 
◎ In Phase 1, 471 respondents (71.7 %) either agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. 
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◎ In Phase 2, 414 respondents (67.7 %) expressed the same view, while the share of neutral 
responses increased slightly to 16.5 percent. 

◎ When the results are combined (n = 1 240), approximately 69.5 percent of government 
employees agreed that the PDMS acts as a safeguard against over-indebtedness, 15.5 percent 
were neutral and 15.1 percent disagreed or strongly disagreed. 

 
These findings reaffirm the perception that the PDMS plays an important role in promoting 
repayment discipline and financial control. The modest rise in neutral and negative views in Phase 
2 may reflect heightened discussion around the upcoming reform and a broader understanding 
of both the system’s benefits and its limitations. 

7.2.2 Q4 — Why do you think the system did not prevent you from becoming 
over-indebted: 

Response 
Phase 1 (n = 

92) 
Phase 2 (n = 

96) 
Combined (n 

= 187) 
Count % Count % Count % 

The minimum take-home pay threshold 
(35 %) is too low. 

145 22.1 24 25.0 37 19.8 

Lenders approved loans I could not 
realistically afford. 

163 24.8 26 27.1 56 29.9 

Lenders are not conducting a credit 
check through a credit bureau (such as 
TransUnion). 

83 12.6 23 24.0 42 22.5 

I had to borrow additionally from 
informal lenders (friends, family, loan 
sharks). 

59 9.0 24 25.0 50 26.7 

I was not fully honest about my finances 
when applying for the loan. 

22 3.3 6 6.3 20 10.7 

I did not fully understand the terms and 
consequences of my loans. 

31 4.7 19 19.8 42 22.5 

My financial situation changed (e.g. 
unexpected expenses, reduced income). 68 10.3 16 16.7 35 18.7 

Other (please specify) 26 3.9 11 11.5 16 8.6 
Table 7.2.2 
 
Respondents who indicated Disagree or Strongly disagree in the previous question (Q3) — a total 
of 187 respondents across both phases — were asked to explain why they felt that the Payroll 
Deduction Management System (PDMS) did not help them avoid over-indebtedness. 
 
Across both phases, the most frequently cited reasons were: 
 
◎ “Lenders approved loans I could not realistically afford” and 
◎ “The minimum take-home pay threshold (35 %) is too low.” 

 
In the combined dataset, these two reasons together accounted for the majority of responses, 
showing that over-indebtedness perceptions are primarily linked to lending standards and 
affordability rules, not to the PDMS mechanism itself. 
 
Other recurring explanations included limited credit-bureau checks, borrowing from informal 
lenders and changes in household financial circumstances such as emergencies or reduced 
income. 
 
A smaller proportion of respondents pointed to limited financial understanding or partial 
disclosure of their finances when applying for loans. 
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Collectively, these findings highlight that while the PDMS provided repayment structure, the root 
causes of over-indebtedness lie in external factors such as loan-approval practices, affordability 
assessments and financial literacy gaps — areas that require continued policy and regulatory 
attention. 
 

 

Figure 7.2.2 
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7.3 Q5 - Which of the following payroll deductions do you 
currently have or had in the past on your government 
salary? 

Payroll deduction type 
Phase 1 
(n=657) 

Phase 2 
(n=611) 

Combined 
(n=1 240) 

Count % Count % Count % 
Personal loan repayment/s 523 79.6% 462 75.6% 957 77.2% 
Home loan repayment/s (HOSSM or 
other) 

173 26.3% 204 33.4% 368 29.7% 

Insurance premium/s (e.g. life, short-
term, funeral, medical-aid top-up, etc.) 

427 65.0% 434 71.0% 842 67.9% 

Union or association membership fees 221 33.6% 224 36.7% 431 34.8% 
None of the above 26 4.0% 13 2.1% 38 3.1% 
Other 22 3.3% 30 4.9% 52 4.2% 

Table 7.3 

 
Figure 7.3 
 
Most government employees surveyed reported having one or more deductions directly from 
their salaries, highlighting the central role of the Payroll Deduction Management System (PDMS) 
in managing personal financial commitments. 
 
In both Phase 1 and Phase 2, the most common deductions were for personal loans and 
insurance premiums, consistent with the overall trend across the combined dataset (n = 1 240). 
 
◎ Nearly eight in ten respondents (77.2%) reported at least one personal loan repayment, 
◎ and 67.9% had insurance-related deductions such as life, funeral or medical-aid top-up 

policies. 
 
Other frequent deductions included union or association membership fees (34.8%) and home-
loan repayments (29.7%), indicating widespread use of salary-linked credit and institutional 
obligations. 
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A small minority — just 3.1% — indicated that they had no payroll deductions at all, while 4.2% 
reported “other” forms of deductions, such as welfare-fund contributions or informal savings 
schemes. 
 
Overall, these findings demonstrate that the PDMS is deeply embedded in the financial 
structure of the Namibian public service, functioning as both a mechanism of credit access and 
an instrument of repayment control. 
 
However, the prevalence of multiple deductions also suggests that employees’ take-home pay 
and financial flexibility remain constrained, reinforcing the need for integrated financial 
wellness and debt-management interventions within the public sector. 
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7.4 Q6 - Do payroll deductions make it easier or harder for you 
to manage your monthly finances? 

Response Phase 1 
(n=657) 

Phase 2 
(n=611) 

Combined (n=1 
240) 

Much easier 393 (59.8%) 349 (57.1 %) 722 (58.2 %) 
Somewhat easier 67 (10.2%) 72 (11.8 %) 138 (11.1 %) 
Neither easier nor harder 85 (12.9%) 76 (12.4 %) 158 (12.7 %) 
Somewhat harder 26 (4.0%) 31 (5.1 %) 56 (4.5 %) 
Much harder 76 (11.6%) 72 (11.8 %) 145 (11.7 %) 
Not applicable / I have never used payroll 
deductions 

10 (1.5%) 11 (1.8 %) 21 (1.7 %) 

Table 7.4 

 

Figure 7.4 

The majority of government employees indicated that payroll deductions make it easier to 
manage their monthly finances. Across both phases, nearly seven in ten respondents (69.3%) 
said payroll deductions make it either much easier or somewhat easier to manage their money. 
 
In Phase 1, 59.8 percent of respondents described the system as much easier and 10.2 percent as 
somewhat easier. These proportions were almost identical in Phase 2, where 57.1 percent and 11.8 
percent respectively reported similar views. 
A smaller share of respondents (12.7%) felt that payroll deductions made no difference, while 16.2 
percent reported that deductions made financial management somewhat or much harder. Only 
1.7 percent indicated that they had never used payroll deductions. 
 
Taken together, these results demonstrate that most government employees view the Payroll 
Deduction Management System (PDMS) as a positive and structured tool for financial discipline, 
helping them keep up with repayments and avoid ad-hoc spending. 
 
However, the minority who found it harder to manage their finances under the system highlight 
the strain of limited disposable income and the potential need for greater flexibility and 
financial education to balance structure with autonomy. 
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7.5 Q7 - Perceptions of PDMS features 

Please indicate whether you believe each statement is true or false. 
Statement Response 

Category 
Phase 1 
(n=657) 

Phase 2 
(n=611) 

Combined 
(n=1 240) 

Payroll deductions give 
government employees 
quicker access to loans than 
other borrowing methods. 

TRUE 490 74.6% 449 73.5% 915 73.8% 

FALSE 82 12.5% 85 13.9% 165 13.3% 

Not sure / Not 
applicable 

85 12.9% 77 12.6% 160 12.9% 

Payroll deductions usually 
offer lower interest rates or 
fees compared to other credit 
options. 

TRUE 348 53.0% 295 
48.3

% 
626 50.5% 

FALSE 134 20.4% 158 25.9% 287 23.1% 

Not sure / Not 
applicable 

175 26.6% 158 25.9% 327 26.4% 

Automatic deductions make 
it easier for me to keep up 
with budgeting and 
payments. 

TRUE 568 86.5% 503 82.3% 1047 84.4% 

FALSE 62 9.4% 73 11.9% 133 10.7% 

Not sure / Not 
applicable 

27 4.1% 35 5.7% 60 4.8% 

Payroll deductions help 
ensure I pay my loans and 
insurance commitments on 
time. 

TRUE 622 94.7% 565 92.5% 1159 93.5% 
FALSE 22 3.3% 28 4.6% 50 4.0% 

Not sure / Not 
applicable 

13 2.0% 18 2.9% 31 2.5% 

Payroll deductions can lead 
employees to take on more 
debt than they can 
comfortably afford. 

TRUE 282 42.9% 293 
48.0

% 
559 45.1% 

FALSE 281 
42.8

% 
241 39.4% 512 41.3% 

Not sure / Not 
applicable 

94 14.3% 77 12.6% 169 13.6% 

Automatic deductions leave 
me with less control over my 
monthly finances. 

TRUE 262 39.9% 262 42.9% 513 41.4% 

FALSE 343 52.2% 290 47.5% 617 49.8% 

Not sure / Not 
applicable 

52 7.9% 59 9.7% 110 8.9% 

Payroll deductions are a 
valuable employee benefit 

TRUE 449 68.3% 378 61.9% 811 65.4% 
FALSE 122 18.6% 137 22.4% 252 20.3% 

Not sure / Not 
applicable 86 13.1% 96 15.7% 177 14.3% 

Table 7.5 

The combined findings from both survey phases show that government employees hold strongly 
positive and largely accurate beliefs about how the Payroll Deduction Management System 
(PDMS) operates. 

Across the combined sample (n = 1 240), a clear majority recognised the PDMS as a structured 
and reliable repayment mechanism: 

  Nearly three-quarters (73.8 %) agreed that payroll deductions provide quicker access to 
credit than other methods, while only 13 percent disagreed. 

  Half (50.5 %) believed that deductions usually offer lower interest or fees, with about one-
quarter unsure—showing that cost perceptions remain mixed. 
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  The strongest consensus (84.4 %) was that automatic deductions make it easier to budget 
and stay current on payments, confirming that employees see the PDMS as a tool for financial 
discipline. 

  An even higher 93.5 percent agreed that the system helps ensure timely repayment of loans 
and insurance, demonstrating widespread trust in its reliability. 

At the same time, many employees expressed ambivalence about the risks: 45.1 percent believed 
payroll deductions can lead to over-borrowing, while 41.3 percent disagreed—reflecting balanced 
views on whether structural access encourages debt accumulation. 
 
Perceptions of control were similarly divided: 49.8 percent felt automatic deductions reduce 
monthly control and 41.4 percent disagreed. 
 
Finally, two-thirds (65.4 percent) viewed payroll deductions as a valuable employee benefit, 
confirming that despite mixed opinions about flexibility, the PDMS remains widely regarded as a 
convenient and protective system that supports repayment stability. 
 
Overall, the results indicate that most employees understand and value the PDMS, but 
continuing communication about cost transparency, responsible borrowing and financial-
wellness support would help address the minority concerns about debt and autonomy. 
 

 
Figure 7.5 
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7.6 Changing / stopping deductions (Q8 → 9) 

Q8. Have you ever tried to change or stop a payroll deduction? 

Response 
Phase 1 
(n=657) 

Phase 2 
(n=611) 

Combined 
(n=1 240) 

Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
No, I’ve never tried to 

change one 
542 82.5% 513 84.0% 1032 83.2% 

Yes – the process was quick 
and easy 39 5.9% 23 3.8% 60 4.8% 

Yes – the process was 
possible, but took some time 

32 4.9% 25 4.1% 56 4.5% 

Yes – the process was very 
difficult or frustrating 

22 3.3% 17 2.8% 39 3.1% 

Yes – I was unable to change 
or stop the deduction 22 3.3% 33 5.4% 53 4.3% 

Total 657 100.0% 611 100.0% 1 240 100.0% 
Table 7.6a 

 
Figure 7.6a 
 
The results show that the vast majority of government employees have never attempted to 
change or stop a payroll deduction. 
 
Across both phases, 83.2 percent of respondents reported that they had never tried to make such 
a change, indicating either general satisfaction with their current deductions or a perception that 
the system is not easily adjustable. 
 
Among those who had attempted to make a change, experiences were mixed. Only 4.8 percent 
found the process quick and easy, while a further 4.5 percent said it was possible but time-
consuming. 
 
Smaller groups reported greater difficulty — 3.1 percent found the process very difficult or 
frustrating and 4.3 percent were unable to change or stop a deduction at all. 
 
Overall, these findings highlight a system that is highly stable but offers limited flexibility. While 
the lack of change requests may reflect employee satisfaction, it may also point to procedural or 
awareness barriers preventing users from making adjustments when needed. 
 
Improving communication, accessibility and support channels for deduction changes could 
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help strengthen employee confidence and ensure the Payroll Deduction Management System 
remains responsive to individual financial needs. 
 

Q9. Briefly describe your experience to change or stop a payroll deduction. 

Theme 
Illustrative 
Comments 

Phase 
1 

Count 

Phase 
1 % 

Phase 
2 

Count 

Phase 
2 % 

Combined 
Count 

Combined 
% 

1. No prior 
experience / 
never 
attempted 

“Never tried to 
change any 
deduction.” “Still 
the same since 
employment.” 

81 70.4 % 70 71.4 % 151 72.6 % 

2. Positive 
experience 
(simple or 
supportive 
process) 

“Quick and 
efficient.” “HR 
and the lender 
were helpful.” 

7 6.1 % 6 6.1 % 13 6.3 % 

3. 
Administrative 
barriers and 
delays 

“Process takes 
too long.” “Had to 
fill many forms.” 

11 9.6 % 9 9.2 % 20 9.4 % 

4. Unclear 
responsibility / 
poor 
communication 

“Did not know 
who to contact.” 
“Finance referred 
me to the 
lender.” 

9 7.8 % 7 7.1 % 16 7.5 % 

5. Unsuccessful 
/ unresolved 
attempts 

“Requested 
change but it 
never happened.” 
“Still deducted 
after 
cancellation.” 

7 6.1 % 6 6.1 % 13 6.3 % 

Total valid responses 115 100 % 98 100 % 208 100 % 

Table 7.6b 

The responses reveal that the PDMS is stable but inflexible, with limited user interaction once 
deductions are established. 
 
Across both phases, nearly three-quarters of respondents (72.6%) indicated that they have never 
attempted to change or stop a deduction — a finding consistent with the earlier survey phases 
and the strong structural control of the PDMS. 
 
Among those with direct experience, only a small minority (6.3%) described the process as simple 
or supportive, typically involving responsive HR or lender staff. 
By contrast, around 9.4% cited administrative delays, 7.5% experienced confusion about who to 
contact and 6.3% reported unresolved requests, where deductions continued despite attempts 
to cancel them. 
 
Overall, these findings point to a system that is operationally robust but procedurally 
constrained, reflecting institutional efficiency over individual flexibility. 
 
Improving inter-agency coordination, offering digital self-service options and enhancing 
feedback channels could substantially improve user experience without undermining the 
PDMS’s structural integrity. 
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Figure 7.6b 
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7.7 Impacts & behaviour if PDMS ends (Q10 → 14) 

Q10. Assume that payroll deductions will end later this year. For each area 
below, please indicate how you think your situation would change. 

Statement Response 
Category 

Phase 
1 

Count 

Phase 
1 % 

Phase 
2 

Count 

Phase 
2 % 

Combined 
Count 

Combined 
% 

Banking fees (e.g., 
debit-order fees) 

Much worse 381 58.0% 338 55.3% 699 56.4% 
Somewhat 

worse 76 11.6% 83 13.6% 158 12.7% 

No change 50 7.6% 43 7.0% 91 7.3% 
Somewhat 

better 
29 4.4% 33 5.4% 62 5.0% 

Much better 70 10.7% 60 9.8% 127 10.2% 
Not sure 51 7.8% 54 8.8% 103 8.3% 

Access to loans and 
insurance products 

Much worse 283 43.1% 241 39.4% 510 41.2% 
Somewhat 

worse 
109 16.6% 103 16.9% 207 16.7% 

No change 78 11.9% 78 12.8% 153 12.3% 
Somewhat 

better 40 6.1% 43 7.0% 81 6.5% 

Much better 73 11.1% 65 10.6% 137 11.1% 
Not sure 73 11.1% 81 13.3% 151 12.2% 

Reliance on 
informal lenders 

(friends, family, loan 
sharks, etc.) 

Much worse 282 43.0% 267 43.8% 533 43.1% 
Somewhat 

worse 
91 13.9% 84 13.8% 171 13.8% 

No change 96 14.7% 89 14.6% 183 14.8% 
Somewhat 

better 
42 6.4% 36 5.9% 77 6.2% 

Much better 58 8.9% 50 8.2% 107 8.6% 
Not sure 86 13.1% 84 13.8% 167 13.5% 

Risk of missed 
payments or arrears 

Much worse 448 68.7% 433 70.9% 863 69.9% 
Somewhat 

worse 
92 14.1% 72 11.8% 155 12.6% 

No change 45 6.9% 55 9.0% 99 8.0% 
Somewhat 

better 
8 1.2% 11 1.8% 19 1.5% 

Much better 23 3.5% 18 2.9% 41 3.3% 
Not sure 36 5.5% 22 3.6% 58 4.7% 

Risk of life 
insurance policies 

lapsing 

Much worse 431 65.6% 420 68.7% 830 67.3% 
Somewhat 

worse 85 12.9% 74 12.1% 155 12.6% 

No change 67 10.2% 62 10.1% 127 10.3% 
Somewhat 

better 
12 1.8% 12 2.0% 23 1.9% 

Much better 13 2.0% 15 2.5% 28 2.3% 
Not sure 44 6.7% 28 4.6% 72 5.6% 

Interest rates 
charged by lenders 

Much worse 412 63.3% 395 64.7% 784 63.5% 
Somewhat 

worse 
85 13.1% 68 11.1% 152 12.3% 

No change 55 8.4% 43 7.0% 96 7.8% 
Somewhat 

better 12 1.8% 16 2.6% 27 2.2% 

Much better 22 3.4% 27 4.4% 49 4.0% 
Not sure 65 9.9% 62 10.1% 125 10.1% 

Table 7.7 
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Across both phases, between 55 % and 70 % of respondents expect outcomes to become “much 
worse” or “somewhat worse” in key areas such as meeting loan and insurance obligations, 
managing interest costs and avoiding informal borrowing. 
 
The greatest concern lies with the risk of missed payments or arrears, where nearly 70 % foresee 
negative consequences—confirming that automatic deductions are regarded as a safeguard for 
repayment discipline. 
 
Similarly, two-thirds (67 %) fear that life-insurance policies could lapse without the system, while 
63 % worry about higher or uncontrolled interest rates if payments moved to manual debit orders. 
 
Roughly four in ten respondents also expect greater reliance on informal lenders such as friends, 
family or loan sharks, indicating that the PDMS helps reduce exposure to high-risk credit channels. 
 
Only a small minority (about 8–10 %) believe their situation would improve, largely due to 
anticipated savings on banking or debit-order fees and a perceived increase in personal control 
over finances. 
 
Overall, employees view the PDMS as a protective financial mechanism that enforces structure, 
supports timely payments and cushions households against debt stress—its removal would likely 
heighten financial vulnerability among public-sector workers. 
 

 
Figire 7.7 
 
 
 
 



PDMS Survey 2025 — Final Report 
 

32            FinFit Investments     
 

7.8 Loan repayments under debit orders (Q11 → Q12) 

Q11. If payroll deductions are replaced with bank debit orders, how likely are 
you to continue paying for your loan instalments? 

Response 
Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined 

Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 

Very unlikely 133 20.20% 130 21.28% 257 20.73% 

Unlikely 73 11.10% 79 12.93% 147 11.85% 

Not sure 159 24.20% 135 22.09% 287 23.15% 

Likely 150 22.80% 144 23.57% 285 22.98% 

Very likely 142 21.60% 123 20.13% 264 21.29% 

Total 657 100% 611 100.00% 1240 100.00% 

Table 7.7.1a 
 

Figure 7.7.1a 
 
The responses reveal that most government employees are uncertain or doubtful about 
maintaining consistent repayments if the payroll deduction system were replaced with bank debit 
orders. 
 
Across both phases, only 44 % of respondents said they would be “likely” or “very likely” to continue 
paying, while a nearly equal proportion (42 %) said they were “unlikely” or “very unlikely” to do so. 
 
A further 23 % expressed uncertainty, suggesting that many employees view bank-managed debit 
orders as less reliable or more prone to default risk compared with payroll deductions. 
 
This pattern reinforces earlier findings that employees perceive the PDMS as a trusted repayment 
safeguard—ensuring regular deductions directly from salaries, without dependence on personal 
banking behaviour. 
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Phase 2 responses mirror those of Phase 1, confirming that these concerns persist and that 
confidence in debit-order repayment mechanisms remains low among public servants. 
 
Overall, the data suggest that removing or replacing payroll deductions with debit-order systems 
could increase repayment irregularities and weaken loan-portfolio performance for financial 
institutions relying on the PDMS structure. 

Q12. Why do you feel unlikely to continue paying your loans? (Select the main 
reason/s) 

Response 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined 

Count 
Percent Of 

206 
Respondents 

Count 
Percent Of 

209 
Respondents 

Count 
Percent Of 

404 
Respondents 

Debit order fees 
will make 
payments too 
expensive 

154 74.80% 142 67.9% 287 71.0% 

I am currently 
over-committed in 
terms my monthly 
payments 

26 12.60% 31 14.8% 55 13.6% 

My income will not 
be enough to 
cover all 
deductions and 
commitments 

43 20.90% 58 27.8% 97 24.0% 

It is easy for me to 
change bank 
accounts and 
avoid debit order 
commitments. 

40 19.40% 45 21.5% 82 20.3% 

Others 7 3.40% 13 6.2% 20 5.0% 

Table 7.7.1b (Responses and percentages are of the respondents that selected “Unlikely” 
and “Very Unlikely” in Q11) 
 
Among respondents who indicated they were unlikely or very unlikely to continue paying through 
debit orders, the overwhelming reason was the cost of debit-order fees. 
 
Across both phases, more than seven in ten respondents (71 %) cited high or multiple bank 
charges as the main deterrent, describing them as “too expensive” or “a punishment fee”. 
 
A smaller share (14 %) reported being over-committed with existing monthly obligations, while 24 
% expressed that their income would not be sufficient to meet all commitments once payroll 
deductions stop. 
 
Roughly one in five (20 %) said it would be easy to avoid debit-order collections by changing 
bank accounts, reflecting perceived loopholes and behavioural risk for lenders. 
 
The open-ended “Other” responses reinforced these themes. Many employees mentioned: 
 
◎ frustration with existing bank fees and “double charges”; 
◎ temptation to use funds before debit orders clear; 
◎ difficulty obtaining loans elsewhere without payroll deductions; and 
◎ calls for government to maintain or strengthen the current PDMS model. 
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Collectively, these findings indicate that employees view payroll deductions as a low-cost, secure 
and disciplined payment channel, while debit orders are perceived as costly, avoidable and 
financially risky. 
 
Replacing the PDMS without structural reform or subsidised debit-order fees could therefore 
increase repayment defaults and undermine loan-portfolio stability among public-sector 
borrowers. 
 

 
Figure 7.7.1b 
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7.9 Insurance payments under debit orders (Q13 → Q14) 

Q13. If payroll deductions are replaced with bank debit orders, how likely are 
you to continue paying for your insurance policies that are currently going 
off your payslip? 

Response 
Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined 

Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
Continue with all 
insurance instalments 

376 57.2% 332 54.3% 695 56.0% 

Continue with some 
and cancel some 
insurance instalments 

227 34.6% 227 37.2% 441 35.6% 

Cancel all insurance 
instalments 54 8.2% 52 8.5% 104 8.4% 

 Total 657 100.0% 611 100.0% 1240 100.0% 
Table 7.7.2a 
 
When asked how they would manage their insurance policies if payroll deductions were replaced 
with debit orders, most government employees indicated that they would continue some or all 
payments—but with a notable decline in commitment compared to loan instalments. 
 
Across both survey phases, just over half (56 %) of respondents said they would continue with all 
insurance instalments, while 36 % said they would continue with some and cancel others. 
 
Only a small minority (8 %) said they would cancel all insurance policies. 
 
These findings indicate that while most employees recognise the importance of maintaining 
insurance coverage, the discipline of automatic salary deductions plays a crucial role in ensuring 
consistency. 
 
Without it, many employees may selectively discontinue policies to reduce their financial burden—
potentially affecting long-term financial protection and household resilience. 
 
Phase 2 responses were largely consistent with those of Phase 1, confirming that the PDMS 
provides stability not only for loan repayments but also for essential risk-management 
products such as life, funeral and medical-aid top-ups. 
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Figure 7.7.2a 
 

Q14. Why do you feel that you will cancel some or all of your policies?  

Response 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined 

Count 
Percent Of 

281 
Respondents 

Count 
Percent Of 

279 
Respondents 

Count 
Percent Of 

545 
Respondents 

Debit order fees will 
make payments too 
expensive 

200 71.2% 200 71.7% 387 71.0% 

I am currently over-
committed in terms 
my monthly 
payments 

40 14.2% 42 15.1% 81 14.9% 

My income will not 
be enough to cover 
all deductions and 
commitments 

65 23.1% 80 28.7% 142 26.1% 

It is easy for me to 
change bank 
accounts and avoid 
debit order 
commitments. 

21 7.5% 23 8.2% 42 7.7% 

Other: Pls specify 10 3.6% 10 3.6% 20 3.7% 

Table 7.7.2b 
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Among respondents who indicated they would cancel some or all insurance policies if payroll 
deductions were replaced with bank debit orders, the dominant reason was once again the cost 
of debit-order fees. 
 
Across both phases, 71 % of respondents expressed concern that bank charges would make 
repayments unaffordable, with many describing debit orders as “double charging,” “too 
expensive,” or “punishment fees.” 
 
Roughly one-quarter (26 %) said their income would not be sufficient to meet all deductions and 
commitments, while 15 % reported being over-committed with existing financial obligations. 
 
A smaller proportion (8 %) mentioned that changing bank accounts could allow them to avoid 
debit-order commitments altogether — a behavioural risk that payroll deductions currently 
prevent. 
 
The open-ended responses provide deeper insight into these concerns. Respondents repeatedly 
referenced “banks killing us with charges,” “interest deducted higher than expected,” and 
“difficulty affording premiums every month.” Others indicated that, without automatic 
deductions, they might deliberately reduce or abandon certain policies to “free up money” or 
because “it will be a temptation to spend before deductions go through.” 
 
Taken together, these findings demonstrate that the perceived affordability and enforcement 
advantages of the PDMS are vital for maintaining long-term insurance coverage. Removing the 
system could therefore lead to increased policy lapses, reduced household protection and a 
decline in financial resilience among government employees. 
 

 

Figure 7.7.2b 
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7.10  Sources of borrowing (Q15 → 16) 

Q15. Which of the following sources have you used to obtain personal loans 
or financial assistance in the past 12 months? 

Response 
Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined 

Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
Commercial bank 269 40.9% 205 33.6% 462 37.3% 

Registered 
micro-lender 

415 63.2% 353 57.8% 745 60.1% 

Savings group or 
cooperative 48 7.3% 29 4.7% 76 6.1% 

Family or friends 107 16.3% 95 15.5% 200 16.1% 

Cash loan not 
registered with an 
authority (e.g., 
backyard loan or 
‘loan shark’) 

154 23.4% 144 23.6% 290 23.4% 

I did not try to obtain 
personal loans or 
financial assistance 
in the past 12 
months? 

N/A N/A 100 16.4% 100 8.1% 

Table 7.8a 
 

Most government employees reported accessing credit through registered micro-lenders, 
confirming the central role that formal microlending institutions continue to play in the Namibian 
payroll environment. 
 
Across both survey phases, 60 % of respondents borrowed from registered micro-lenders, while 37 
% obtained credit from commercial banks. 
 
Around 16 % of respondents turned to family or friends and 6 % participated in savings groups 
or cooperatives, illustrating a modest but ongoing use of community-based and informal 
financial mechanisms. 
 
Notably, 23 % admitted to borrowing from unregistered or informal cash lenders such as 
backyard loans or loan sharks, highlighting continued vulnerability to high-cost and unregulated 
lending. 
 
In Phase 2, 16 % of respondents stated that they did not obtain any loans during the past year — 
a figure that brings the overall combined rate of non-borrowers to 8 %. 
 
This may reflect growing caution among some employees or a segment of the workforce that 
avoids formal credit altogether due to over-indebtedness or lack of eligibility. 
 
Overall, the findings reveal that while most government employees operate within formal lending 
structures, a significant proportion remains exposed to informal or high-risk credit sources. 
 
This underscores the importance of maintaining structured, payroll-linked lending systems and 
expanding affordable alternatives to reduce dependence on unregulated borrowing. 
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Figure 7.8a 
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Q16. Thinking about the last time you borrowed from a family member, friend 
or an unregistered cash loan provider, what was the main reason you chose 
that source instead of a bank or registered micro lender? 

Response 
Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined 

Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
It was the fastest or 
most convenient way to 
get the money 

274 41.7% 210 34.4% 472 38.1% 

My application with a 
bank or micro-lender 
was declined 

90 13.7% 89 14.6% 174 14.0% 

The interest or fees 
were lower 24 3.7% 27 4.4% 50 4.0% 

I had no other options 100 15.2% 96 15.7% 194 15.6% 
I do not borrow from 
family/friends or 
unregistered lenders 

151 23.0% 169 27.7% 312 25.2% 

Other (please specify) 18 2.7% 20 3.3% 38 3.1% 
Total 657 100.0% 611 100.0% 1240 100.0% 

Table 7.8b 
 
The leading reason government employees turned to family, friends or unregistered cash 
lenders was speed and convenience. 
 
Across both phases, 38 % of respondents said it was “the fastest or most convenient way to get 
the money,” underscoring the time-sensitive nature of many borrowing decisions and the 
perception that informal lenders are more accessible during emergencies. 
 
A further 14 % indicated that their loan applications with banks or micro-lenders had been 
declined, while 16 % reported they simply had no other options available at the time. 
 
Roughly 4 % said they used informal lenders because the interest or fees were lower, though this 
may reflect misunderstanding of the true cost of unregulated credit. 
 
Importantly, 36 % of respondents stated that they do not borrow from family, friends or 
unregistered lenders, suggesting that a notable portion of the workforce still adheres to formal 
borrowing channels. 
 
The open-ended “Other” responses provide further nuance. Many respondents explained that 
informal borrowing was driven by urgency (“I needed money for a funeral,” “weekend emergency”), 
ease (“no documents required,” “just call and collect”) and relationship trust (“family didn’t charge 
interest,” “friends help without paperwork”). Others expressed concerns about loan rejections or 
delays in formal approval processes. 
 
Overall, these insights reinforce that informal lending remains a critical short-term safety net, 
filling gaps left by formal credit access barriers, particularly when speed, affordability or trust are 
prioritised over regulation and consumer protection. 
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Figure 7.8b 
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7.11  Q17 - Expected access to credit after PDMS 

Response 
Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined 

Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
It will become 
somewhat harder 

139 21.2% 102 16.7% 236 19.0% 

It will become much 
harder 

133 20.3% 126 20.6% 249 20.1% 

I do not plan to take 
any credit in the 
future 

99 15.1% 109 17.8% 202 16.3% 

It will become much 
easier to obtain credit 97 14.8% 90 14.7% 184 14.8% 

There will be no 
change 

78 11.9% 76 12.4% 154 12.4% 

Not sure 69 10.5% 74 12.1% 141 11.4% 

It will become 
somewhat easier 

40 6.1% 34 5.6% 72 5.8% 

Total Valid Responses 655 100.0% 611 100.0% 1238 99.8% 

Table 7.9 

Most government employees anticipate that their ability to obtain formal credit would worsen 
if new payroll deductions were discontinued. 
 
Across both phases, 39 % of respondents said it would become harder to obtain credit (either 
somewhat harder or much harder), while only 21 % believe it would become easier in any form. 
 
Specifically, 20 % expect it to become much harder and 19 % somewhat harder to access new 
loans — a combined perception that formal lenders would tighten eligibility criteria once payroll-
linked deductions are no longer available. 
 
A further 16 % of respondents said they do not plan to take any credit in the future, reflecting 
either a cautious financial stance or a belief that alternative lending channels would become too 
restrictive. 
 
Meanwhile, 15 % believe it will be easier to obtain credit, mainly due to perceived flexibility or 
independence outside of payroll control, though this group remains a minority. 
 
Another 12 % foresee no change and 11 % remain unsure, indicating general uncertainty about 
how lenders will adapt to a post-PDMS environment. 
 
Overall, these results underscore that employees overwhelmingly associate the Payroll Deduction 
Management System (PDMS) with creditworthiness and access. 
 
Ending new payroll deductions could therefore reduce credit availability, particularly for lower-
income or higher-risk borrowers and may push some toward unregulated lenders or short-term 
informal borrowing to fill the gap. 
 



PDMS Survey 2025 — Final Report 
 

Results (Descriptive)             43 
 

 

Figure 7.9 
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7.12  Problems experienced (Q18 → 19) 

Q18. In the past 2 years, have you experienced any problems with your loan 
or insurance payroll deductions? 

Response 
Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined 

Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
No – everything worked 
smoothly 

553 84.20% 521 85.27% 1048 84.52% 

Yes – minor issues (e.g., 
one-time error that was 
fixed) 

57 8.70% 43 7.04% 99 7.98% 

Yes – major issues (e.g., 
significant delays 
correcting errors or errors 
not fixed at all) 

24 3.70% 25 4.09% 49 3.95% 

Not applicable – I do not 
use payroll deductions 

23 3.50% 22 3.60% 44 3.55% 

Total 657 100.00% 611 100.00% 1240 100.00% 

Table 7.10 
 

 
Figure 7.10 
 
An overwhelming majority of government employees reported no problems with their loan or 
insurance payroll deductions over the past two years, indicating high satisfaction with the system’s 
operational reliability. 
 
Across both survey phases, 85 % of respondents said that everything worked smoothly, while only 
8 % reported minor issues such as one-time errors that were quickly resolved. 
 
Just under 4 % of respondents experienced major issues, including significant delays in correcting 
deductions or errors that were never resolved and 4 % said the question was not applicable to 
them because they do not use payroll deductions. 
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These results demonstrate that the Payroll Deduction Management System (PDMS) is widely 
viewed as a stable and dependable financial mechanism that ensures accuracy and consistency 
in salary-linked payments. 
The low incidence of reported problems across both phases reinforces the perception that 
operational risks within the PDMS are minimal and that employees largely trust the system’s 
capacity to manage loan and insurance deductions correctly. 
 
This reliability strengthens employees’ willingness to continue using payroll deductions and 
underscores the PDMS’s role as a cornerstone of financial stability for both borrowers and lenders 
in the public sector. 

Q19. Please describe the issues you encountered in more detail. 

Figure 7.10a 
 
Among the 148 respondents who reported experiencing payroll-deduction problems in the past 
two years in the Combined data set, the majority described technical or administrative errors 
rather than systemic failure. 
 
Roughly half of these cases referred to deductions not processed on time—for instance, missed, 
double or delayed deductions that caused arrears with lenders or insurance providers. Several 
respondents indicated that errors were eventually corrected, but often after salary deductions 
had already been reflected incorrectly, requiring follow-up with HR or the financial institution. 
 
A second recurring issue (about one-quarter of the comments) concerned incorrect deduction 
amounts—either higher-than-expected instalments, duplicated charges or missing reversals. 
Some respondents reported that banks or micro-lenders did not communicate promptly when 
repayment schedules changed, creating temporary cash-flow strain. 
 
A smaller but important group cited communication and coordination failures between 
ministries, lenders and payroll administrators. Respondents described difficulty identifying who to 
contact to correct errors and delays in inter-institutional correspondence that prolonged 
resolution times. 
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Only a limited number of comments suggested systemic frustration or mistrust, noting that 
PDMS delays or misallocations occasionally affected their credit standing or access to new loans. 
However, these cases were isolated. 
 
Overall, qualitative feedback from both phases confirms that the PDMS remains functionally 
sound, yet users desire quicker correction processes, clearer points of contact and better 
alignment between employers and lenders to resolve deduction anomalies efficiently. 
 

7.13  Preference for PDMS (Q20 → 21) 

Q20. If you had a choice, what would you prefer to happen with the payroll 
deduction system? 

Response 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined 

Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 

Cancelled completely 
(current decision) 

138 21.0% 149 24.4% 281 22.7% 

Continued as it is 256 39.0% 192 31.4% 441 35.6% 

Continued, but with 
improvements and changes 

263 40.0% 270 44.2% 518 41.8% 

Total 657 100.0% 611 100.0% 1240 100.0% 

Table 7.11a 
 

 
Figure 7.11a 
 
Across both survey phases, the majority of government employees expressed a clear preference 
for the continuation and improvement of the PDMS, rather than its complete removal. 
 
When combining both phases, 41.8% of respondents stated that they would like the system to 
continue but with improvements and changes, while 35.6% preferred it to continue as it is. 
 
By contrast, only 22.7% of participants supported the system being cancelled completely, aligning 
with the current government decision but indicating limited support among employees 
themselves. 
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The high proportion of respondents in favour of continuation with reforms underscores that most 
employees recognise the structural and financial stability that the PDMS provides, but also wish 
for greater flexibility, transparency and modernisation. 
 
Common suggestions included introducing digital access to personal deduction records, 
improving coordination between lenders and ministries and allowing more flexibility in the 
percentage of take-home pay available for other expenses. 
 
These findings confirm that the PDMS is not viewed as an outdated system, but as a valuable 
financial infrastructure that should be strengthened and adapted rather than discontinued. 

Q21. What improvements would you suggest for the payroll deduction 
system? 

Response 

Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined 

Count 
Percent Of 

263 
Respondents 

Count 
Percent Of 

270 
Respondents 

Count 
Percent Of 

518 
Respondents 

Raise the minimum 
take-home pay 
(currently 35%) so 
employees keep 
more of their salary. 

166 63.1% 179 66.3% 334 64.5% 

Allow a wider variety 
of financial products 
to be paid through 
payroll deductions. 

39 14.8% 40 14.8% 75 14.5% 

Limit the types of 
financial products 
available through 
payroll deductions 
(fewer options). 

68 25.9% 71 26.3% 135 26.1% 

Introduce stricter 
caps on the interest 
rates lenders can 
charge government 
employees. 

113 43.0% 101 37.4% 208 40.2% 

Make it easier to stop 
or change a payroll 
deduction if my 
situation changes. 

52 19.8% 55 20.4% 103 19.9% 

Prioritize saving and 
investment 
payments above 
others. 

93 35.4% 76 28.1% 164 31.7% 

The pricing and 
benefits available to 
government 
employees should be 
more favourable 
when paid via payroll 
deductions 
compared to debit 
orders. 

95 36.1% 96 35.6% 185 35.7% 

Other 5 1.9% 11 4.1% 16 3.1% 

Table 7.11b 
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Respondents who favoured continuing the PDMS with improvements (41.8% of all participants, n 
= 518) provided constructive recommendations aimed at strengthening the system’s fairness, 
flexibility and accessibility. 
 
The most frequently mentioned reform — cited by 64.5% of these respondents — was to raise the 
minimum take-home pay threshold above the current 35%. 
Many employees felt that the existing rule leaves too little disposable income after deductions, 
particularly as living costs and debt burdens have increased. 
 
The second most common proposal (40.2%) was to introduce stricter caps on the interest rates 
and fees charged by micro-lenders and credit providers. 
This reflects broad concern that high interest and administration costs undermine the PDMS’s 
original purpose of promoting responsible, affordable borrowing. 
 
A smaller but still significant proportion (35.7%) recommended improving the range and pricing 
of financial products available through payroll deduction, including more competitive insurance, 
savings and investment options. 
Similarly, 31.7% suggested that saving and investment deductions should be prioritised alongside 
debt repayments to support long-term financial security. 
 
Other notable suggestions included making it easier to stop or change a deduction (19.9%), 
limiting the number of allowable payroll-deductible products (26.7%) and broadening the list 
of approved financial institutions (14.5%) to encourage competition and transparency. 
 
A small number of respondents (3.1%) used the open-ended “Other” category to raise operational 
and communication issues such as delays in processing, the need for real-time digital access to 
deduction records and reducing administrative layers between ministries, lenders and 
employees. 
 
Together, these recommendations highlight a workforce that largely values the PDMS as a 
structural safeguard but seeks a modernised, better-regulated and more employee-centred 
system — one that promotes both credit discipline and financial wellbeing. 
 

 
Figure 7.11b 
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7.14  Overall sentiment and comments (Q22 → 23) 

Q22. Overall, do you think the payroll deduction system has been good or 
bad for you personally? 

Response 
Phase 1 Phase 2 Combined 

Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
Very bad 73 11.1% 73 11.9% 143 11.5% 

Bad 25 3.8% 38 6.2% 61 4.9% 
Neither good nor 

bad 
135 20.5% 117 19.1% 249 20.1% 

Good 158 24.0% 142 23.2% 292 23.5% 
Very good 266 40.5% 241 39.4% 495 39.9% 

Total 657 100.0% 611 100.0% 1240 100.0% 
Table 7.12a 
 

 

Figure 7.12a 
 
Overall perceptions of the Payroll Deduction Management System (PDMS) were strongly positive 
across both phases of the survey. 
 
A combined 63% of respondents rated the system as either good (23.5%) or very good (39.9%) for 
them personally. 
 
This confirms that, for most employees, the PDMS provides financial stability, convenience and 
peace of mind through automatic loan and insurance deductions. 
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Roughly 20% of respondents described their experience as neutral, while a smaller 16% reported a 
negative perception — including 11.5% who said very bad and *4.9% who said bad. 
 
Those who viewed the system negatively often cited high interest rates, limited flexibility and 
occasional administrative delays rather than outright rejection of the PDMS model. 
 
The strong positive balance of opinion suggests that, despite its shortcomings, the PDMS remains 
widely appreciated for helping employees manage obligations consistently and avoid default. 
 
Employees appear to value the structure and predictability of payroll deductions, even as many 
call for modernization, transparency and better regulation of lending conditions. 
 

Q23. Do you have any suggestions or comments on whether the payroll 
deduction system should be cancelled, continued or improved?  

The majority of respondents expressed a strong preference for the continuation 
and improvement of the Payroll Deduction Management System (PDMS) rather 
than its cancellation. 
 
Most participants acknowledged that the PDMS plays a critical role in 
maintaining financial discipline, preventing default and ensuring predictable 
repayments for both employees and lenders. 
 
Respondents frequently described the system as “helpful,” “reliable,” and “a safety 
net against over-indebtedness”, while emphasising that its effectiveness depends 
on strong regulation and improved transparency. 
 
Common recommendations included: 
 
  Enhancing communication and coordination between ministries and 

financial institutions to reduce errors and delays. 
  Introducing digital access or self-service platforms that allow employees to 

view, verify and manage their deductions in real time. 
  Raising the minimum take-home pay threshold to ensure employees retain 

sufficient income for daily living. 
  Implementing stricter controls on lenders to curb excessive interest rates and 

administrative charges. 
  Allowing greater flexibility to start, stop or amend deductions without lengthy 

bureaucratic processes. 
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Only a small minority (fewer than one in five) advocated for cancelling the PDMS entirely, often 
citing frustration with inflexible repayment arrangements or lack of understanding of the system’s 
structure. 
 
However, even among these respondents, many still acknowledged the system’s benefits in debt 
management and instead called for reform rather than removal. 
 
Overall, these qualitative insights reinforce the quantitative findings from earlier questions: 
 
Government employees largely view the PDMS as a vital and trusted financial mechanism 
that should be retained, modernised and better managed, rather than discontinued. 
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Figure 7.12b 
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7.15  Data Validation, Representativeness and Future Research 
Direction 

The second phase of the nationwide survey on government employees’ views and 
satisfaction with the Payroll Deduction Management System (PDMS) was launched to do 
two things: first, to check whether the results from the first phase would be verified when 
repeated and second, to expand the number of participants to make the findings more 
dependable. 
 
  Phase 1 ran from 17 to 24 September 2025 and produced 1 532 submissions, of which 

657 valid responses came from confirmed government employees. 
  Phase 2, conducted from 3 to 13 October 2025, followed the same method and used 

the same outreach through Facebook and SurveyMonkey. It added 1 243 completed 
responses, including roughly 73 people who had started their entries during the first 
round but did not finish at that time. 

  When merged, the two sets of data gave a total of 2 702 records, making this the 
broadest dataset so far on how government staff experience the PDMS. 

 

Validation of Phase 1 Findings 

Comparative analysis of Phase 1 and Phase 2 data demonstrates a high degree of 
statistical consistency across key indicators—particularly regarding (i) awareness of the 
35 % minimum take-home pay threshold, (ii) perceptions of debt prevention, (iii) 
satisfaction with the PDMS and (iv) support for the continuation or improvement of the 
system. 
 
For nearly all variables, Phase 2 proportions differed from Phase 1 by less than ± 5 
percentage points, well within an acceptable range for independent online samples of 
this size. 
 
This degree of convergence indicates that Phase 1 findings were reliable, stable and 
replicable, thereby strengthening the internal validity of the overall study. 
 
The high alignment between the two datasets also suggests low measurement error 
and minimal temporal bias—meaning respondents’ views remained largely consistent 
despite the two-week gap between survey waves. 
 
In research terms, this replication effect provides a form of quasi-longitudinal 
confirmation, enhancing confidence that the observed attitudes reflect genuine 
population tendencies rather than sampling artefacts. 
 

Representativeness and Relevance 

Although both phases were based on voluntary online participation and are therefore 
non-probabilistic, the combined dataset of 2 702 responses (of which 2 068 confirmed 
current government employment) represents approximately 3 % of the total estimated 
85 000 PDMS users within the Namibian public service. 
 
While this does not permit formal inferential generalisation, the magnitude, diversity and 
geographical spread of responses provide a reasonable empirical proxy for broad 
sentiment within the civil service. 
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Moreover, the internal reliability between the two phases enhances the construct 
validity of the instrument—showing that the same survey tool yielded consistent results 
across independent samples. 
 
From a statistical standpoint, the dataset’s size and cross-sectional stability make it fit for 
exploratory policy analysis and for identifying meaningful behavioural patterns within 
the PDMS user population. 
 
The combined results thus constitute a credible, high-quality dataset capable of 
informing future reforms and guiding targeted stakeholder consultations. 
 

Why a Third Phase is a Requirement 

While Phases 1 and 2 successfully captured attitudinal and behavioural insights, the next 
stage should integrate these self-reported perceptions with verified administrative and 
regulatory data. 
 
A proposed Phase 3 would formalise collaboration with the Government of the Republic 
of Namibia, led by the Ministry of Finance and Public Enterprises (MoF) and supported by 
the Bank of Namibia (BoN), NAMFISA, PAN and the Public Service Commission. 
 
This phase would deepen analytical precision through a mixed-methods and data-
triangulation design, combining quantitative survey findings with verified institutional 
datasets. 
 
Specifically, Phase 3 should include: 
 
  Anonymised payroll and deduction records obtained from the Government HR and 

Payroll systems, enabling direct correlation between reported perceptions and actual 
deduction patterns; 

  Regulatory and supervisory data from BoN, NAMFISA and PAN, verifying loan and 
insurance exposures within the formal financial sector; 

  Expanded financial-capability and behavioural modules, examining budgeting, saving 
and debt-management practices in relation to payroll deductions; and 

  Robust data-protection and anonymisation protocols aligned with Namibia’s data-
protection framework and international research ethics. 

 
By linking self-reported attitudes to verified financial and administrative data, Phase 3 
would allow triangulation between behavioural, institutional and regulatory 
perspectives—yielding an integrated, evidence-based understanding of how payroll-
linked systems influence debt, savings behaviour and financial wellbeing among public 
servants. 
 

Summary 

The high degree of statistical agreement between Phases 1 and 2 confirms the reliability, 
internal validity and robustness of the PDMS survey results. 
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The combined dataset, encompassing over 2 700 responses nationwide, provides a 
credible empirical foundation for ongoing dialogue on payroll-deduction reform and 
financial-wellness policy in Namibia. 
 
To elevate this work from exploratory perception research to policy-grade empirical 
evidence, the next phase should be a government-anchored, multi-institutional study 
integrating payroll, regulatory and behavioural data. 
 
Such a Phase 3 partnership will not only validate perceptions through measurable 
outcomes but also equip policymakers with the statistical confidence required to design 
reforms that balance financial inclusion, employee protection and responsible lending 
within the public service. 
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8. DISCUSSION 
 
 
 
The combined survey results confirm that the Payroll Deduction Management System 
(PDMS) continues to play an important role in the financial lives of many public servants. 
 
For most employees, it represents structure, reliability and peace of mind: a system that 
allows them to meet financial commitments automatically and avoid missed payments. 
 
At the same time, the findings reveal that this sense of security coexists with frustration 
about limited flexibility, slow correction of errors and a feeling that deductions sometimes 
constrain rather than support financial freedom. 
 
Across both phases, the main message remains clear — government employees 
overwhelmingly prefer continuation with reform rather than cancellation. 
They recognise that the PDMS helps to maintain repayment discipline and credit access, 
but they also want a version of the system that is simpler, fairer and more transparent. 
 
This balance between structure and choice reflects a broader debate across Namibia’s 
financial sector on how to combine responsible lending, consumer protection and 
inclusive access to credit. 
 
It is, however, important to emphasise that the data collected through this survey reflect 
perceptions and opinions, not verified financial outcomes. 
 
Perceptions matter because they shape trust, behaviour and the social acceptability of 
reforms — but they do not always align with objective financial realities. 
 
Public policy cannot be built only on what people prefer; it must be grounded in what is 
demonstrably in their best interest. 
 
For that reason, while the current evidence provides valuable direction, it should be 
treated as indicative rather than conclusive. 
 
The proposed Phase 3 research is therefore essential. 
It will connect these perception-based findings with actual payroll, HR and regulatory 
data, allowing Government to see how attitudes compare with real borrowing, 
repayment and deduction patterns. 
 
Only through this integration can policy makers identify whether current rules — such as 
the 35 % take-home threshold or product eligibility criteria — genuinely protect 
employees or whether different parameters would achieve better financial-wellness 
outcomes. 
 
In policy terms, the results of Phases 1 and 2 provide a strong social signal: employees 
value the PDMS but expect it to evolve. 
 
The next step is to anchor that expectation in evidence from practice, ensuring that 
reforms are not only popular but also effective, equitable and sustainable. 
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By combining perception data with verified financial information under Phase 3, Namibia 
will be able to move from sentiment to substance — designing a payroll-deduction 
framework that genuinely supports both financial inclusion and long-term financial 
stability within the public service. 
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9. CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
 
The two phases of the Nationwide Online Survey on Namibian Government Employees’ 
Perceptions and Satisfaction with the Payroll Deduction Management System (PDMS) 
produced a strong and consistent body of evidence. 
 
Together, they represent the first comprehensive attempt to capture how public servants 
themselves experience, value and interpret the PDMS as a mechanism for managing 
their financial obligations. 
 
Across both survey waves, the message remains clear: employees see the PDMS as useful 
and necessary, but in need of modernisation, fairness and transparency. 
 
The study also confirms that the system is widely trusted for its reliability and discipline 
but not always seen as supportive of personal financial growth. 
Most employees appreciate that deductions prevent missed payments and over-
indebtedness, yet many also wish for more control over when and how deductions occur. 
 
This tension between structure and flexibility sits at the heart of the current reform 
debate. 
 
The findings show that people do not reject the PDMS model — they simply want a 
version that works better for them. 
 
At the same time, it must be recognised that these results are based on perceptions and 
self-reported experiences rather than verified financial data. 
 
Perceptions provide valuable insight into trust, satisfaction and user behaviour, but they 
do not substitute for objective financial information. 
Policy decisions, especially those involving consumer protection, debt management and 
credit regulation, must rest on measurable evidence, not only opinion. 
 
For this reason, the findings of Phases 1 and 2 should be viewed as directional — a 
reflection of how employees experience the system — rather than as a statistical basis for 
policy reform. The logical next step is therefore a Phase 3 institutional collaboration 
between Government, regulators and research partners. 
 
That phase should combine anonymised payroll and deduction records with regulatory 
data from the Bank of Namibia (BoN), NAMFISA and PAN and integrate these with 
expanded behavioural and capability indicators.  
Only such a design can reveal whether the PDMS, in its current or modified form, truly 
improves financial outcomes and supports household resilience. 
 
Overall, the survey findings highlight an opportunity rather than a problem. 
They show that employees recognise the PDMS as a cornerstone of financial discipline 
and that with the right adjustments, it can continue to serve as a practical tool for financial 
inclusion, consumer protection and debt sustainability within the public service. 
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The consistency between the two phases strengthens the credibility of the evidence and 
provides a solid platform for policy dialogue. Building on this foundation through Phase 
3 will allow Namibia to move from perceptions to proof — developing payroll and 
financial-wellness policies grounded in real data, human experience and long-term social 
benefit. 
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10. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
 
 
 
The findings from the two survey phases, combined with recent policy debates and 
technical reviews by regulators, suggest two broad strategic directions for reforming the 
Payroll Deduction Management System (PDMS). 
 
Each option offers a distinct policy path but may be pursued sequentially or in parallel, 
depending on government’s reform appetite, financial-sector alignment and readiness 
for change. 
 

10.1 Strategy 1 — Retain and Reform the PDMS for Modernisation 
and Employee Benefit 

Under this approach, the PDMS would be retained but significantly restructured to 
better protect employees and align with modern financial-sector practices. 
The objective would be to preserve the system’s reliability and inclusiveness while 
correcting weaknesses that have accumulated over time. 

Key reform priorities include: 

  Updating the Payroll Deduction Guidelines to introduce fair-benefit parameters 
such as capped interest rates, the prohibition of administrative or loading fees, 
improved and transparent insurance terms and preferential access for savings and 
investment products. 

  Introducing employee control and transparency tools, for example a digital PDMS 
portal or mobile dashboard where staff can view, manage, request assistance or pause 
deductions in real time. 

  Strengthening affordability and creditworthiness checks through data-sharing 
protocols between payroll systems, lenders and credit bureaus — requiring full 
income-and-expenditure verification, not only payslip checks. 

  Reforming the deduction sequencing and take-home rules to ensure consistency 
across ministries and strict protection of the 35 % or rather higher minimum take-
home threshold. 

  Establishing a permanent Oversight and Compliance Committee (MoF, BoN, 
NAMFISA, PAN) to supervise PDMS operations and ensure alignment with national 
consumer-protection standards. 

Supporting measures required: 

  Implementation of financial-capability and debt-management programmes for 
public servants to strengthen their personal financial management which includes 
but are not limited to budgeting, savings and responsible borrowing habits. 
◎ Such programmes should be delivered through independent, accredited 

financial-wellness providers with demonstrated experience in workplace 
education and behavioural-change design. 
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◎ Commissioning of a Phase 3 empirical study to link anonymised payroll, HR and 
regulatory data to verify affordability, repayment behaviour and overall employee 
financial outcomes. 

Intended result: 

A modern, transparent and employee-centred PDMS that enables responsible credit, 
encourages saving and strengthens household financial resilience — transforming the 
system from a passive deduction mechanism into an active instrument of financial 
wellbeing. 
 

10.2 Strategy 2 — Gradual Phase-Out of the PDMS and Transition 
to Regulated Debit-Order Systems 

This option envisions a controlled discontinuation of payroll deductions, replacing 
them over time with regulated debit-order mechanisms under the National Payment 
System (NPS). 
 
The process would need to be phased and carefully communicated to avoid disruption to 
employees, lenders and the wider economy. 

Key steps and safeguards: 

  Adopt a staggered withdrawal schedule, beginning with non-essential or high-risk 
deduction categories (e.g. short-term insurance, union fees) while maintaining 
statutory and essential deductions. Existing loans would continue until fully repaid, 
but no new PDMS loans would be added. 

  Establish employee support desks and help-lines within ministries, agencies and 
participating financial institutions to assist staff with transitioning their existing 
deductions into debit-order arrangements. 

  Engage the financial sector to reduce or remove debit-order and penalty fees and to 
ensure fair protection for consumers in case of failed payments — enforced through 
regulation by the Bank of Namibia. 

  Strengthen credit-provider obligations by mandating full affordability assessments 
and pre-migration financial-literacy briefings for all affected clients. 

  A brief financial-capability assessment could determine each employee’s readiness 
to migrate, helping plan the transition without creating payment stress. 

  Introduce targeted education and counselling programmes to help employees 
understand the new system, plan repayments and maintain good standing under the 
debit-order model. 

Supporting measures required: 

  A national financial-capability and debt-management campaign for public 
servants, combining small-group learning, personal guidance and digital tools to 
support debt reduction and build savings discipline on an individual level without 
compromising confidentially and protecting personal information. 

  Implementation of the Phase 3 research collaboration to monitor the social, financial 
and administrative effects of the phase-out — ensuring that decisions are guided by 
evidence, not assumption. 
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Intended result: 

An orderly and evidence-based transition toward a fair, competitive and transparent 
repayment environment in which employees maintain autonomy and financial 
discipline, while the financial system operates under a unified and efficient payment 
structure. 

Summary 

Both strategies are viable policy directions, reflecting different reform philosophies 
rather than opposing positions. 
 
The first preserves the PDMS as a modernised platform for structured, responsible 
lending within government; the second moves toward a fully market-based system 
supported by stronger consumer protection. 
 
In either case, financial capability, debt-management support and Phase 3 data-driven 
research remain indispensable pillars to guide but also act as a baseline to determine the 
impact of whichever strategy or variation thereof is executed. 
 
Without these, reforms risk improving systems without improving people’s outcomes — 
a gap the next phase must aim to close. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



PDMS Survey 2025 — 
Final Report 

 

Way Forward             63 
 

11. WAY FORWARD 
 
 
 
 
The completion of Phases 1 and 2 of the Nationwide Online PDMS Survey marks an 
important milestone in Namibia’s financial-wellness and payroll-reform journey. 
 
The results provide the first large-scale evidence of how government employees perceive 
and experience the Payroll Deduction Management System, and they highlight a shared 
call for balance — structure with fairness, access with responsibility and reform with 
protection. 
 
The next step is to translate these insights into actionable, evidence-based reform. 
 
Government, regulators and financial institutions should now jointly determine whether 
to modernise and strengthen the existing PDMS or to transition gradually toward a 
regulated debit-order system — ensuring that whichever path is chosen is guided by 
data, not sentiment. 
 
Central to this transition will be three enabling actions: 
 
1. Launching the Phase 3 empirical study in partnership with MoF, BoN, NAMFISA, PAN 

and the Public Service Commission to integrate anonymised payroll, HR and 
regulatory data. 

2. Rolling out national financial-capability and debt-management initiatives for 
public servants to ensure reforms improve real financial outcomes. 

3. Building a sustainable oversight framework that links consumer protection, 
innovation and social impact within one coherent policy vision. 

 
With these steps, Namibia can move from perception to proof — transforming payroll 
deductions from a contested mechanism into a trusted tool for financial inclusion, 
resilience and long-term public-sector wellbeing. 
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Annexure A –  
Questionnaire (Final) 
 

Namibian Government Employees’ Perceptions and 
Satisfaction Survey on Payroll Deduction System 
 

 

Welcome to all government employees. 
 
Thank you for taking part in this survey. 
 
From 1 December 2025, the Ministry of Finance will introduce major changes to 
the Payroll Deduction System: 
 
• Only statutory deductions (tax, pension, medical aid) will remain on payroll. 
• Insurance deductions will move to debit orders. 
• Existing personal loans will stay on payroll until fully repaid. 
• No new loans or insurance can be added to payroll. 
• All new loans/insurance will be collected via debit orders. 
• The survey is anonymous and takes less than 10 minutes. 
 
To enter the prize draw, complete the final question with your details. These will 
be stored securely and not linked to your answers. 
 
Your views matter — please answer honestly. 
 
* 1. Are you a Namibian government employee? 

o No 
o Yes 
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* 2. Are you aware that the payroll deduction guidelines require government 
employees to retain a minimum take-home pay (net-pay) of at least 35% of their 
gross salary after all deductions? 

o Yes, I was aware 
o No, I was not aware 
o Not sure 

 
* 3. The current payroll deduction system helped me avoid taking on more debt than 
I can manage. 
 Strongly agree     Agree      Neutral   Disagree       Strongly disagree 
 
* 4. Why do you think the system did not prevent you from becoming over-indebted: 

o The minimum take home pay threshold (35%) is too low. 
o Lenders approved loans I could not realistically afford 
o Lenders are not conducting a credit check through a credit bureau (such as 

Transunion), 
o I had to borrow additionally from informal lenders (friends, family, loan sharks) 
o I was not fully honest about my finances when applying for the loan 
o I did not fully understand the terms and consequences of my loans 
o My financial situation changed (e.g. unexpected expenses, reduced income) 
o Other (please specify) 

 
* 5. Which of the following payroll deductions do you currently have or had in the 
past on your government salary? (Select all that apply.) 

o Personal Loan Repayment/s 
o Home loan repayment/s (HOSSM or other) 
o Insurance premium/s (e.g. life, short-term, funeral, medical aid top up, etc.) 
o Union or association membership fees 
o None of the above 
o Other 

 
* 6. Do payroll deductions make it easier or harder for you to manage your monthly 
finances? 

o Much easier 
o Somewhat easier 
o Neither easier nor harder 
o Somewhat harder 
o Much harder 
o Not applicable / I have never used payroll deductions 
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* 7. Please indicate whether you believe each statement is true or false. 
Payroll deductions give government employees quicker access to 

loans 

True 
False 

Not sure / Not 
applicable 

than other borrowing methods. 
Payroll deductions usually offer lower interest rates or fees compared 

to 
other credit options. 

Automatic deductions make it easier for me to keep up with 
budgeting and 

payments. 
Payroll deductions helps ensure I pay my loans and insurance 

commitments on time. 
Payroll deductions can lead employees to take on more debt than 

they can 
comfortably afford. 

Automatic deductions leave me with less control over my monthly 
finances. 

Payroll deductions are a valuable employee benefit 
 
* 8. Have you ever tried to change or stop a payroll deduction? 

o No, I’ve never tried to change one 
o Yes – the process was quick and easy 
o Yes – the process was possible, but took some time 
o Yes – the process was very difficult or frustrating 
o Yes – I was unable to change or stop the deduction 

 
* 9. Briefly describe your experience to change or stop a payroll deduction. 
 
 
10. Assume that payroll deductions will end later this year. For each area below, 
please indicate how you think your situation would change. 

Banking fees (e.g.,debit-order fees) 
Much worse 
Somewhat 

worse No change 
Somewhat 

better Much better Not sure 

Access to loans and insurance products 
Reliance on informal lenders (friends, family, loan 

sharks, etc.) 
Risk of missed payments or arrears 

Risk of life insurance policies lapsing 
Interest rates charged by lenders 

 

* 11. If payroll deductions are replaced with bank debit orders, how likely are you to 
continue paying for your loan instalments? 
 Very unlikely   Unlikely      Not Sure      Likely   Very likely 
 
* 12. Why do you feel unlikely to continue paying your loans? (Select the main 
reason/s) 

o Debit order fees will make payments too expensive 
o I am currently over-committed in terms my monthly payments 
o My income will not be enough to cover all deductions and commitments 
o It is easy for me to change bank accounts and avoid debit order commitments. 
o Other: Pls specify 

 
* 13. If payroll deductions are replaced with bank debit orders, how likely are you to 
continue paying for your insurance policies that are currently going off your payslip? 
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o Continue with all insurance instalments 
o Continue with some and cancel some insurance instalments 
o Cancel all insurance instalments 

 
* 14. Why do you feel that you will cancel some or all of your policies? (Select the main 
reason/s) 

o Debit order fees will make payments too expensive 
o I am currently over-committed in terms my monthly payments 
o My income will not be enough to cover all deductions and commitments 
o It is easy for me to change bank accounts and avoid debit order commitments. 
o Other: Pls specify 

 
* 15. Which of the following sources have you used to obtain personal loans or 
financial assistance in the past 12 months? (Select all that apply.) 

o Commercial bank 
o Registered micro‑lender 
o Savings group or cooperative 
o Family or friends 
o Cash loan not registered with an authority (e.g., backyard loan or ‘loan shark’) 

 

* 16. Thinking about the last time you borrowed from a family member, friend or an 
unregistered cash loan provider, what was the main reason you chose that source 
instead of a bank or registered micro lender? 

o It was the fastest or most convenient way to get the money 
o My application with a bank or micro‑lender was declined 
o The interest or fees were lower 
o had no other options 
o I do not borrow from family/friends or unregistered lenders 
o Other (please specify) 

 
* 17. If the payroll deduction facility for new loans and insurance products ends on 30 
November 2025, with existing loan deductions continuing until those loans are 
repaid, how do you expect your ability to obtain credit from banks or registered 
lenders to change? 

o It will become much easier to obtain credit 
o It will become somewhat easier 
o There will be no change 
o It will become somewhat harder 
o It will become much harder 
o I do not plan to take any credit in the future 
o Not sure 

 
* 18. In the past 2 years, have you experienced any problems with your loan or 
insurance payroll deductions? 

o No – everything worked smoothly 
o Yes – minor issues (e.g., one-time error that was fixed) 
o Yes – major issues (e.g., significant delays correcting errors or errors not fixed at all) 
o Not applicable – I do not use payroll deductions 

 
* 19. Please describe the issues you encountered in more detail. 
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* 20. If you had a choice, what would you prefer to happen with the payroll deduction 
system? 

o Cancelled completely (current decision) 
o Continued as it is 
o Continued, but with improvements and changes 

 
* 21. What improvements would you suggest for the payroll deduction system?” 
Select one or more options: 

o Raise the minimum take-home pay (currently 35%) so employees keep more of 
their salary. 

o Allow a wider variety of financial products to be paid through payroll deductions. 
o Limit the types of financial products available through payroll deductions (fewer 

options). 
o Introduce stricter caps on the interest rates lenders can charge government 

employees. 
o Make it easier to stop or change a payroll deduction if my situation changes. 
o Prioritize saving and investment payments above others. 
o The pricing and benefits available to government employees should be more 

favourable when 
o paid via payroll deductions compared to debit orders. 
o Other (please describe) 

 
* 22. Overall, do you think the payroll deduction system has been good or bad for you 
personally? 

o Very bad 
o Bad 
o Neither good nor bad 
o Good 
o Very good 

 
* 23. Do you have any suggestions or comments on whether the payroll deduction 
system should be cancelled, continued or improved? Please explain. 
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Annexure B - Data  
Cleaning Log 
 
This annex documents the full sequence of data-cleaning and validation steps applied to 
both survey phases and the merged dataset of the Nationwide Online Survey on 
Namibian Government Employees’ Perceptions and Satisfaction with the Payroll 
Deduction Management System (PDMS). 
 
All procedures followed standard research-data-management principles to ensure 
integrity, transparency and reproducibility. 
 
Step 1 – Import and Initial Structure Check 
✅  Imported the SurveyMonkey Phase 2 consolidated export (includes all Phase 1 

responses). 
✅  Verified that metadata and variable labels matched the final questionnaire (Annex A). 
✅  Removed two system header rows and confirmed 2 702 records remained. 
 
Step 2 – Phase Attribution and Timestamp Cut-off 
✅  Applied a fixed end-date threshold to distinguish the two fieldwork periods: 
◎ Records with End Date < 25-09-2025 11:14:37 AM → Phase 1 
◎ Records with End Date ≥ 25-09-2025 11:14:37 AM → Phase 2 

✅  Result: 1 459 Phase 1 records and 1 243 Phase 2 records. 
 
Step 3 – Screening for Target Population 
Variable used: Q1 “Are you a Namibian government employee?” 
✅  Excluded all responses = “No”. 
✅  Remaining government-employee records: Phase 1 = 1 125; Phase 2 = 1 006; Combined 

= 2 068. 
 
Step 4 – Duplicate Detection and Removal 
✅  Deduplication used contact fields (email → mobile → [name + mobile]) where available. 
✅  Retained the latest complete record per respondent. 
✅  Removed 4 duplicates in Phase 2 and 17 in the combined dataset. 
✅  Shared IP addresses were not used due to institutional networks. 
 
Step 5 – Completion and Validity Filter 
✅  Required a valid response to Q22 (“Overall, do you think the payroll deduction system 

has been good or bad for you personally?”). 
✅  Excluded all records with missing, blank or placeholder values. 
✅  Resulting valid-complete records: 
◎ Phase 1 = 657 
◎ Phase 2 = 611 
◎ Combined = 1 240 
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Dataset 
Raw 

Records 
Valid Gov’t 
Employees 

Duplicates 
Removed 

Valid Completes 
(Analysed) 

Phase 1 (17 – 24 
Sep 2025) 

1 532 1 125 – 5 657 

Phase 2 (3 – 13 
Oct 2025) 1 243 1 006 – 4 611 

Combined 2 702 2 068 – 17 1 240 
 
Step 6 – Field Consistency and Coding Checks 
✅  Verified categorical ranges and spelling consistency across multi-select variables (Q5, 

Q7, Q12, Q14, Q21). 
✅  Re-coded slight text variations (e.g. “Yes – Quick and easy” → “Yes – the process was 

quick and easy”). 
✅  Confirmed logical links between dependent questions (Q3→Q4, Q8→Q9, Q11→Q12, 

Q13→Q14, Q18→Q19, Q20→Q21). 
 
Step 7 – Missing Data Treatment and Denominators 
✅  Percentages were computed on the base of valid responses per item (listwise 

exclusion). 
✅  No statistical imputation was applied. 
✅  Missing values remain blank to preserve row integrity. 
 
Step 8 – Verification and Audit Trail 
✅  Cross-checked all counts and percentages between cleaned Excel files and 

visualisation charts. 
✅  Internal verification conducted on 14 October 2025 by Fin Fit Investments’ research 

team. 
✅  Confirmed reproducibility of results using Python (pandas v1.5.3) scripts. 
 
Summary of Cleaning Flow 

Step Action Records 
Remaining Change 

0 Raw SurveyMonkey export (incl. Phase 1 & 2) 2 704 — 
1 Remove system header rows 2 702 − 2 
2 Filter Q1 = “Yes (Gov’t employee)” 2 068 − 634 
3 Remove duplicates (email/mobile) 2 051 − 17 
4 Valid overall-sentiment (Q22) answered 1 240 − 811 

Final 
analytic 
sample 

Valid government-employee responses used for 
analysis 

1 240 
— (45.9 % of 

screened 
records) 

 
Quality-Assurance Notes 
✅  All datasets (Phase 1, Phase 2, Combined) were checksum-verified 
✅  No manual alteration of survey content occurred. 
✅  Calculations in Section 7 of this report derive solely from these verified files: 
◎ 251010 Final Clean Data Set Phase 1 
◎ 251014 Final Clean Data Set Phase 2 
◎ 251014 Final Clean Data Set Phase 1 & 2 

 A full cleaning script, audit trail and all versions are archived securely within Fin 
Fit Investments’ research repository for replication on request. 
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Annexure C – Supple- 
mentary Tables/Figures 
 
 
This annex lists all supporting tables and figures used in Section 7: Survey Findings and 
Analysis of the report. All visuals are based on the verified, cleaned datasets described in 
Annex B and Annex B.1. Percentages reflect valid responses per question (listwise 
exclusion of missing data). 
 
C.1 Survey Participation and Response Quality 

No. Title Dataset Base Page 
Reference 

Table 7.1.1 Respondent Employment Status 
(Gov’t Employee = Yes/No) 

Phase 1 & 2 Combined 
(n = 2 702) 

17 

Figure 7.1.1 Government Employment Status 
(Combined) 

Phase 1 & 2 Combined 17 

 
C.2 Financial Awareness and Debt Management Perceptions 

No. Title Dataset Base Page 
Reference 

Table 7.2.1 Awareness of the 35 % Minimum Take-
Home Rule 

Combined (n = 1 
240) 

22 

Figure 7.2.1 Awareness of the Minimum Take-Home 
Rule (Phase Comparison) 

Ph 1 / Ph 2 / 
Combined 

28 

Table 7.2.2 Reasons for Over-Indebtedness (Q4 
Follow-up) 

Combined (n = 
293) 

29 

Figure 7.2.2 Main Reasons for Over-Indebtedness 
(Combined) 

Combined 30 

 
C.3 Types of Deductions and Financial Ease 

No. Title Dataset Base Page 
Reference 

Table 7.3 Types of Payroll Deductions Held (Q5) Ph 1 / Ph 2 / 
Combined 

22 

Figure 7.3 Payroll Deductions by Type (Combined % 
Distribution) 

Combined 22 

Table 7.4 Ease of Managing Monthly Finances via 
Payroll Deductions (Q6) 

Combined 24 

Figure 7.4 Perceived Ease of Managing Finances 
(Combined) 

Combined 24 
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C.4 Knowledge and Truth Perceptions (Q7) 

No. Title Dataset Base Page 
Reference 

Table 7.5 True / False Statements about the PDMS Ph 1 / Ph 2 / 
Combined 

25 

Figure 7.5 Summary of Perceived True / False 
Statements (Combined) 

Combined 26 

 
C.5 Administrative Experience and Loan Change Requests 

No. Title Dataset Base Page 
Reference 

Table 7.6 Experience in Changing or Stopping 
Payroll Deductions (Q9) 

Ph 1 / Ph 2 / 
Combined 

27 

Figure 7.6a Employee Experience with Changing 
Deductions (Combined) 

Combined 27 

Figure 7.6b Categories of Change Challenges (Q9 
Open-Ended Themes) 

Combined 29 

 
C.6 Perceived Impact of Ending Payroll Deductions 

No. Title Dataset Base Page 
Reference 

Table 7.7 Anticipated Impact if PDMS Ends (Q10) Ph 1 / Ph 2 / 
Combined 

30 

Figure 7.7 Expected Change in Financial Situation if 
PDMS Ends 

Combined 31 

Figure 7.7.1a Likelihood to Continue Paying Loans if 
Moved to Debit Orders (Q11) 

Combined 32 

Figure 7.7.1b Reasons for Not Continuing Loan 
Payments (Q12) 

Combined 32 

Figure 7.7.2a Likelihood to Continue Paying Insurance 
Policies (Q13) 

Combined 36 

Figure 7.7.2b Reasons for Cancelling Policies (Q14) Combined 37 
 
C.7 Loan and Credit Behaviour 

No. Title Dataset 
Base 

Page 
Reference 

Table 7.8a Sources of Loans or Financial Assistance 
(Q15) 

Combined 38 

Figure 7.8a Sources of Loans Used in the Past 12 Months Combined 39 
Table 7.8b Reasons for Using Informal or Family Loans 

(Q16) 
Combined 40 

Figure 7.8b Main Reasons for Using Informal Sources 
(Combined) 

Combined 41 
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C.8 Perceived Credit Access and System Reliability 

No. Title Dataset 
Base 

Page 
Reference 

Table 7.9 Expected Ability to Obtain Credit if PDMS 
Ends (Q17) 

Combined 42 

Figure 7.9 Expected Change in Credit Access 
(Combined) 

Combined 43 

Figure 7.10 Incidence of Payroll-Deduction Issues 
(Q18) 

Combined 44 

Figure 7.10a Nature of Reported PDMS Issues (Q19 
Themes) 

Combined 45 

 
C.9 Preferred Future and Improvement Suggestions 

No. Title Dataset 
Base 

Page 
Reference 

Table 7.11 Preferred Future of the PDMS (Q20) Combined 46 
Figure 7.11 Preferred Future of the PDMS (Pie Chart) Combined 46 
Figure 7.11b Suggested Improvements to the PDMS 

(Q21) 
Combined 48 

Table 7.12 Overall Perception of the PDMS (Q22) Combined 49 
Figure 7.12 Overall Personal Rating of the PDMS 

(Combined) 
Combined 49 

Figure 7.12b Common Themes from Respondents’ Final 
Comments (Q23) 

Combined 52 

 
C.10 Additional Materials 

No. Title Source / Dataset Page 
Reference 

Annex B.1 Visual Data Cleaning Summary — 
Flow Chart and Tables 

Phase 1 / Phase 2 / 
Combined 

71 

Annex C (this) Supplementary Tables and Figures 
Index 

— 72 

 
Notes 
  All visuals were generated from the final cleaned datasets. 
  Colours follow Fin Fit Investments’ brand palette: gold (#fab30b), charcoal (#2d2d2a), 

and terracotta (#BC5C24). 
  Chart gridlines removed for clarity; all figures use consistent 0–100 % scale. 
  Copies of the raw images (PNG format, 300 dpi) are archived in the Fin Fit PDMS 

Survey Repository. 
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