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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This paper briefly surveys and makes an initial assessment of Indonesia's
employment situation. It sketcies a creoss—-section of the employment
plcture in 1980 and examines some cf the more pertinent trends for the
period 1971-3C. An attempt is made to define more precisely the nature
of the country's "employment problem."” Apparent prospects for future
employment and some of the possible options for improving these prospects
are considered in broad terms.

Summary Conclusions

t

1. Enmployment data should be used with extreme caution in drawing
conclusions on employment trends. An uncritical mixing of census and
labor force survey data should be avoilded.

2. The employment problem should be viewed as an income and employment
problem. The level and distribution of real household T
income/expenditures is potentially the single best indicator of
enployment adequacy.

3. The widespread existence of employment opportunities 1s probably the
single most important means of ensuring equitable distribution of

income. Nevertheless, the exlstence of widespread employment does not in
itself ensure the adequacy of income levels.

4., Average real household expenditures/incomes probably improved between
1976 and 19381, possibly by as much as a 5% annual average.

5. Open unemployment (1.7%, is not a signitficant problem in Irdonesia in
the aggresate. It is a probiem, however, among the young and the
relatively better educated, particularly 1in urban areas. Underemployment
(36.5%) may or may not be a problem —— it may also be a solution.
Disguised unemployment may be three times the size of open unemployment
and appears to be concentrated among the age group 15-24,

6. The employment problem that currently exists and that appears to be
pending, 1s iargely rural in origin. Beth the incidance of pnverty
(44.6%) and the percentage of the population working less than 35 hours
per week (40.8%) are twilice as large in the rural areas 4s in the urban
areas. Further, almost elgyit out of ten Indonesians live and work in
rural areas and will be born there. Nevertheless, it 1s in the urban
areas where the bulk of ne%w employment will probably be sought over the
next two decades. It is iaportant that future urban-rural policies be
scrutinized for balance ard complementarity in order to avoid
exacerbating thls situation.

7. Almost the entire labor force over the nmext 15-20 years has already
been born. This lmplles that the employment problem for this period must
be approached largely through increases in labor demand/jo. creation.
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8. The working age population (ages 10+) will grow substantially faster
than the population as a whole for the period 1980-2000. Constant labor
force participation rates in the future would 1mply significant decreases
in the dependency ratio (total population divided by total labor force).

9. If the Indonesian labor supply tends to accomodate itself to changing
levels of output by adjusting average hours of work rather than the
numbers employed, employment alasticities with respect to output will
tend to be overstated in periocs of relatively slow economic growth and
understated in pcriods of relatively rapid growth. This may partly
explain the substantial decrease in ewployment elasticities during the
i970s, a period of unusually high economic growth comparea to the 1960s.

10. Labor demand (assuming constant average hours per worker) 1s
unlikely to grow as fast as labor supply during the 1980s except under
conditions of moderately high growth (5% r) and significantly i’ gher
employment elastlcities of ourput (0.50 +) compared to the 1970s,

11. MNevertheless, the Indonesian labor force will probably make its
adjustments to changes in labor demand (to +~he extent they may be
necessary) primarily through the adjustment of hours worked rather than
in the numbers entering or leaving the labor force or in assuming the
statuc of open unemployment. We would anticipate the nominal nuvmbers of
the employed to grow at roughly the same rate as the labor supply
(2.5-2.7).

12, There #s reason to believe that average real household incomes will
not fall during the remainder of the 1980s 1f real noun-oll GDP growth can
be maintained at 5.0% and above. Effective labor force demand would only
have to grow at 2.2% in order to maintain constant average real household
labor earnings, assuming coustant real wages and average hours of work.
Each of the conditions, or combinations with equivalent effect, seem
plausible.

13. Nevertheless, the employment situation critically depends on the
performance of the economy. Economic growth below 4.5-5.0% 1s probably
not consistent with maintaining average real household income/expenditure
level.,. Further, economic growth in this rapnge implies that average
labor income per worker will tend to fall even if the average per capita
real labor earnings of the population as a whole remaln constant.

14, It is the rural areas of Java where the greatest poverty exists,
where the greatest numbers of underemployed exist, and where much of the
future growth in the labor force will originate. The failure to maintain
income and employment cpportunities In these areas can be expected to
pose dramatic urbaniza:ion pressure,

15. Likely broad trends:
a. The annual population growth rate willl probably slow from 2.3% in
the 1970s to 2,15 in the 1980s to 1.8% in the 1990s. ‘
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b. The annual growth in the potential labor force (population ages
10+) will slow from 2.97% in the 1970s to 2.7%4 in the 1980s to 2.37% 1in the

1990s.

c. The size of the potential labor force (on the basis of GOI
population projections) will increase from 104 million in 1980 to 136
million in 1990 to 171 million in the year 2000.

d. The size of the actual labor force will probably increase by at
least 32 million and possibly by as much as 43 million between 1980-2000.

e. There will probably be continuing rapid urbanization in the 1980s
and 1990s, largely because of rural migration. One-half of the total
population increase in Indonesia during the 1980s and two-thirds of the
total population increase in the 1990s will probably be urban according
to IBRD spatial distribution studies.

f. There will be rapid increases in the educated population. There
were 15 million students in 1970, 31 million students in 1980, and there
will probably be 50 million students by 1990. This raises significant
questions as to whether sufficient numbers of appropriate job
opportunities can be created in the urban non-agricultural private sector
under existing industrial-trade policies.

g. The population on the outer islands will continue to grow
considerably faster than cn the island of Java. Durling the 1970s the
outer islands grew at an average 3.67% compared to 2.07% for Java. During
the 1980s these rates are expected to decrease to 2.7% for the outer
islands and 1.8% for Java. The population growth rate is expected to
decrease further on Java (1.4%) during the 1990s, although not in the
outer islands (2.7%).

h. Nevertheless, if the past is a guide to the future, per capita
income and household expenditures will generally grow faster in the outer
islands than on Java. (Question: why haven't wage and income
differentials induced greater migration to the outer islands?)

i. Agriculture will probably provide relatively little net new
employment in the 1980s and 1990s. Depending on the statistics used,
agriculture may have provided less than 10% of new employment during the
1970s or as much as 28%. The growth in agricultural employment is
expected to be much less on Java (where it may be negative) than in the
outzr islands.

jo Increasing educational participation and expanding retirement
opportunities, both reinforced by urbanization trends, will tend to
effectively reduce the potential labor force working ages from ages 10+
to ages 15-65.
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k. Increasing urbanization will tend to decrease the average labor
force participation rates of females, the young, and the old. Declining
fertility rates will probably tend to increase female labor force
participation. Without careful comsideration of these offsetting trends
plus the factors raised above, it is not clear that we can agree with the
rapid inc:uases in female labor force participation projected by the GOI
for 1980-2000. Further, given the use of nominal emplcyment rather than
hours of labor input in calculating labor force participation rates, it
is not clear what GOI nominal labor force trend projections imply for
trends in average hours of labor input or in total hours of labor input.

16. There are two basic ways of increasing long-term employment
opportunities, assuming that average real Fousehold incomes/expenditures
are held constant or increase. The first is by increasing the average
labor intensity of output. The second is by increasing the economic rate

of grow:h.

17. There are numerous government policy changes that would positively
support either or both of these potential policy goals. A long-term
market—oriented productivity approach to the framing of an employment
strategy suggests that many of the more sigunificant policy directions can
be categorized under the following core strategy elements:

i. 1improve market resource allocation;
ii. improve govermment resource allocation;
iii. dimprove inter-island and stabilize urban-rural spatial distribution
of population;
iv. adopt and implement sustainable high growth strategy;
v. improve skill characteristics of population/labor force;
vi. slow growth of population.

The table on the next page displays these strategies and possible policy
options for implementing them.

18. It 1is not necessary that all potential core strategy elements or
suggested policy directions be included in a GOI employment strategy.
They may be thought ¢f 25 a menu from which numerous strategies might be
drawn. Nevertheless, there is a strong presumption that the more policy
changes brought to bear on the employment problem the better. Further,
there 1s reason to believe that a strategy which focuses solely on
increasing the labor-intensity of output may be in trouble over the
longer term unless it is accompanied by economic growth. The pursuit of
increased labor intensities should not be allowed to needlessly erode
growth. It is better (and possible) to have both.
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I. INTRODUCTION

1.01. Background - Employment is a world-wide problem that is not
necessarily limited to the poor, the less educated, or the less
developed. Nevertheless, the employment problem tends to strike hardest
at these groups and is increasingly seen as one of the most important
policy issues facing much of the Third World over the next two aecades.

1.02. The reasons for concern tend to be universal and generally
self-evident. Low average income levels, high concentrations of poverty,
high population to resource ratios, high population growth ratus,
dispropcrtionately yourg population structures, rapid urbanization, and,
all too frequently, misguided policies that ignore rudimentary economics
combine and interact to breed pessimism among even the most optimistic
observers. Seen in this perspective, Indonesia's employment problem is
neither unusual nor probably worse than moust low- and many nmiddle~incore
group countries.

1.03. Nevertheless, each country's situation is unique and requires
separate analysis and Individual policy prescriptions. Factors that
contribute to each couatry's employment problem differ in kind and degree
and the socio--political-economic feasibility of potential solutions will
also vary. Bt despite the diversities in both the contributing factors
and the resultant policy prescriptions, there will tend to be (or should
be) universal threads in the underlying "employment strategy.”

1.04. On the demand side it seems evident that all ultimately feasible
employment strategies must be long-term in nature. Thus, they must be
development strategies and, hence, growth strategles. In the long-run
there must be economic growth. Although some sectoral compositions of
growth and, therefore, structural transformations of the economy will be
more employment intensive than others and it may be possible to trade
higher growth rates for greater employment, over the long term it is
essentially infeasibla= to have continuing rapid growth in employment at
constant or increasing real wage levels without positive real economic
growth rates that are substantially greater than the growth rate of the
labor force. This implies that essential economic efficiency
consideratlons which contribute to growth and long-term employment cannot
simply be ignored in the pursuit of current empleyment. This is not to
say there is not flexibility (see Section V) but merely to state the
obvious: long-term employment strategles must be economically sound.
Put differently, the employment problem is ultimately also an economic
growth problem and should be approached as such.

1.05. On the supply side 1t seems equally evident that control and
guldance of population growth, its spatial distribution, and its skill
and educational characteristics will decrease the difficulty of the task
on the demand (job creatiomn) side. Although it is clear that not all the
supply side variables will have immediate/or large impact on the
employment problem in the short-term, their ultimate importance makes
them an integral part of any comprehensive long—term employment strategy.

1.06. Finally, alchough implicit in the earlier comments, especially
those on growth, most long-term employment strategles probably will
conslder at least some possibilities for improving resource allocation
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efficiency, whether through the market mechanism or through direct
allocation by the government or public sector. The possibilities for
improving efficiency will differ dramatically depending on (i) the
proportion of total resources directly allocated by the govermment or
public sector, (ii) the degree to which goverrment and public sector
enterprise resources are efficiently allocated, (1ii) the degree to which
market resource allocations are distorted by governmeant policy and
regulation, and (iv) the degree to which market imperfections exist.

1.07. Recognition of Problem - The Government of Indonesia (GOL),
including its top political leadership, clearly accepts the need and the
urgency to do something about the employment problem. Although ..ome
controversy appears to exist over its nature, size, and degree or
urgency, and the government his been slow in either defining or agreeing
upon an explicit strategy, thke GOI would s2em prepared to take action if
a clear cut course can be defined. The problem appears to be more in
deciding what to do than whether something should he done. Nevertheless,
althougt the multi-dimensional relationship of the employment problem
with poverty, equity, growth, urbanization, and nolitical stability is
nrobably intuitively understood by most within the ¢OI leadership, ir is
not clear that it is understood or accepted that the multi-dimensional
causes of the employment problem require a multi-dimensional solution.

1.08. Purpose and Scope - The purpose of this paper is to brierly survey
and make an initial ascessment of Indonesia's employment situation. The
paper sketches out a cross—section of the present employment picture
(1980) and examines some of the more pertinent recent trends (1971-38U).
An attempt is made to Jdefine more precisely the nature and shape of
Indonesia's "employment problem."” Appareat prospects for future
employment and some of the possible optious for improving these prospects
wlll be considered in relatively broad tems.

1.09. Although there should be no need to provide this reminder, it is
important to recognize the tentative, preliminary nature of this sctudy.
It would be gratifying to have answers for all of the questions
surrounding Indonesian employment, but for the moment we may have to be
satisfied with simply attempting to identify the most relevant questions.
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II. OVERVIEW OF INDONESIAN LABOR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT

2,01. This section briefly reviews the principal data sources relating
to employment and some of the characteristics and trends of the
Indonesian labor force that are relevant to policy making. The period
under consideration is largely limited to 1971-80, although reference may
occaslonally be made to both older and more recenf data. The statistical
appendix to this paper contains an extensive and generally far wore
detailed set of tables than those in the text.

A, Data

2.02. Data Sources - There are four basilc types of data sources for
labor force and employment information in Indonesia: (i) population
censuses, {(iil) labor force surveys, (iii) special sectoral
surveys/censuses, and (iv) village level case studies. The sources of
information differ in the comprehensiveness of the questions asked,
geographic coverage, sample size, sampling methodulogy, source and
training or the enuwerators, key definjtions, and seasons and year~ of
data collection. The:e differences tend to occur both within and between
the four basic categorias of data sources. Obviou.: problems of
comparability arise thet cast doubt on trend analysls, particularly when
based on uncritical mixing of data sources. We will return to th.
question of data comparability after briefly describing some of the more
important data sources (see Table 1).




I.

II.

III.

*x
x %

Population Censuses
1961 Census

1971 Census

1980 Censua

Labor Force Surveys
1975 Supas

1276 Sakernas

1977 Sakernas

1978 Susenas

1979 Susenas

1981 Susecas (not published)
1982 Susenas (not yet pubically
avallable)

Special Surveys/Censuses

1970/82 Survey of Medium and
Large Manufacturing (annual)

1972 Urban Unemployment Survey

1974 Industrial Census

1975 Labor Force Survey

1976 Leknas Labor Utilization

Survey

1979 Smail Scale Manufacturing

Survey

-4 -

Table 1

Major Employment and Labor force Data Sources, 1971-1982 %, *%

Dates of

Enumeration

Oct 1-31

Sept 6-0Oct 4

Oct 6-31 (1981)

March

Sept-Dec

Feb, May,
Aug, Nov
Feb, May,
Aug, Nov

March, Sept

Sept-Dec

not stated

April, Oct

See the Bibliography for complete citations.
Village level case studies are not included in this table because they so numerous and because they have not been adequately surveyed by this writer.

Sanple Size

3.8% population

5.0% population

60,733 households

95,400 households
(1/4 in each month)

+ 48,000 households

(1/4 in each quatter)
+ 25,000 hcuseholds
(1/4 in each quarter)

18,400 households

Complete enumeration
of firms with mcre
than 19 employees

All activity regardless
of nuober employed

+ 10,000 establishoents
with 5-19 employees

Gecgraphic Coverage

Definition of Employment

All Indonesia, except
Irian Jaya estimated

All Indonesia, except
Irian Java and Tirmor
Tiour

All Indooesia, excep:
Timor Timur

All Indocesia, excEpt
restricted sazpling
N.T.T., Maluku,

Irian Jaya

All Iodonesia, except
restricted sazpling
N.T.T., Maluku,

Irian Jaya

same as 1%7€6 Sakernas

All Indonecia, except
restricted sacpling
Maluku, Irian Jaya
Java plus selected
orovinces (?7)

All Ipdonesia, except

restricted sampling Irian

Jaya andé Timor Tiour

All Indonesia (7)

Jakarta, Surabaya,
Baudung
All Indonesia (7)

Palembang #nd Ujung
Padang
Selected Areas of Java

All Indonesia
except Timor Timur

working for Income on the enumeraticn
date or at least two months during

last six wmounths.

Working for ipcoma or prefit (or helping
in same) for at least two daye in the
week prior to the enumeration date,
Includes "employed” but temporarily not
workling.

Working for income or profit (or helping
in same) for at least oze hour in a day
Lo the week prior tc the enumeration
date. Iacludes "employed™ but
tezporarily not working.

same as 1980 Census

same as 1980 Ceansus

same as 1980 Census
saze 23 1980 Census

same as 1980 Census

same as 1980 Census

not gtated

Working in the establishment during the
“"reference period” whether paid or
unpaid.
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2.03. Population Censuses - Three population censuses (1961, 1971, 1980)
containing varying degrees of labor force and employment informat’on have
been conducted since World War II. Both the comprehensiveness and the
precision of the employment information gathered appear to have increased
with each succeeding census. Nevertheless, major problems occur in the
cowparability of employment data between the 1961 census and the 1971 and
1980 censuses and, to a lesser although srill significant degree, between
the 1971 and 1980 censuses.

2.04. Comparability of census data suffers for a number of reasons,
including differences in (i) definitions, (ii) time reference periods,
(iii) data colliﬁtion procedures, and (iv) comprehensiveness of
questicnaires. = 1n practical terms these differences have cast doubt

on the size of the labor force, employment, unemployment, the structural
composition thereof, and in changes therein. Understandably,
interpretation of any change, including labor force and employment growth
rates, unemployment rates, and labor force participation rates, must be
approached with considerable caution.

2.05. Some hint of the potential difficulties in interpreting trends in
the census data can be inferred by simplv comparing reference periods and
cut-off periods uced in defining employment. Reference periods, in which
employment activity is considered, range from the week immediately
preceding the date of enumeration in the 1971 and 1980 censuses to the
six months preceding the 1961 census. Cut-off periods used in
conjuncticn with the reference period to determine whether a person is
employed vary from two months out of the preceding six months if not
working on the date of enum:ration (1961 census) to two days out of the
week preceding the enumeration date (1971 census) to ome hour in a day in
the week preceding the enumeration date (1980 census). Obviously,
employment measured under the widely differing reference and cut—off
periods in the three censuses refer to different concepts of employment.

2.06. No attempt will be made here to sort out or summarize the
comparative analy. is of population census labor force estimates. The
analysis is too extensive, the caveats and possible conclusions too
many. Very briefly, however, some of the principal fiznlings seem to be:
(1) direct comparisons between the 1961 and 1971 censuses are not
possible because cf changes in definitions ard reference periods; (ii)
the measured labor forces in 1971 and 1980 are too small relative to the
1961 measured labor force both because of the difference in reference
periods and definitions and because of the unrealistically large
proportion of voung adults (particularly males) classified as “"other" in

1/ The.: differences and their implications have becen extensively
considered by G.W. Jones (1974, 1978, 1381) for the 1961 and 1971
censuses and in an edited volume by Z. Bakir and C. Manning (1983) for
the 1971 and 1980 censuses. Other data sources are also considered.
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the non-economically active category in the 1971 and 1980 censuses; (iii)
the 1971 census procedures led to a more liberal interpretation of female
work than occured in 1961, with the reverse true for males; (iv) because
of the seasonal nature of much female participation in agriculture, tke
measured female work force 1s highly sensitive to definitions and
reference periods; (v) the 1971 zensus (and possibly 1980) is more
susceptible to recording seasonally unemployed as unemployed than the
1961 census, and (vi) the 1971 and 1980 censuses are relatively
comparable de?pite the difference in cut-off periods used in defining
employment. 2

2.07. Labor Force Surveys — Table 1 sets out the seven attempts to
collect comprehensive, Indonesia-wide labor force information since the
1971 census. 3/ In principle, the surveys should be reasonably

comparable on the basis of their geographical coverage and definitions of
employment, including reference and cut—off pericds. However, some of
the surveys differ copnsiderably in their sample size and the seasons in
which data were collected, and Lo some degree in the comprehensiveness of
the questionaires administered.

2.08, In general, comparisons of quarterly labor force data should be
made with data collected at comparable periods of the year because of the
relatively strong seasonality factor in Indonesian employment,
particularly in agriculture and particularly among female participants.
The seasonality factor affects the general interpretation of other
sectoral employment as well, simply because seasonal movement occurs
between ecoaomlc sectors as the agricultural seasons ebb and flow.

2.09. The 1976 Supas data have generally been rejected as not being
comparabla with cther first quarter data (IBRD:1Y83a). Doubt has also
been cast on the 1981 Susenas and no data have been made publically
available to date. %/ Finally, the 1982 Susenas had not been publically
released by late Spring 1985. Thus, at present the relatively usable
comprehensive labor force survey data consist of fourth quarter 1976
through fourth quarter 1979, alrhough no data were collected in the
second and third quarters of 1979.

2/ Nevertheless, various series of the 1971 census differ dramatically
in recording unemployment and, to a smaller extent, In the estimate of
total labor force.,

3/ Other important surveys and censuses providing labor force
information, but limited in either their geographical coverage or their
coverage of economic sectors, are shown in Part IIL of Table 1.

ﬁ/ Indeed, the result: of the 1981 Susenas, at least the portion
relating to labor, will apparently never be published.



-7 -

2.10. Some confusion in labor force survey data sources occurs because
both the 1978 and 1979 data are sometimes cited as either Sakermas or
Susenas- In fact, only one data source exists. The Sakernas (Labor
Force Survey) was absorbed into the Susenas (National Social Economic
Survey) beginning in 1978. The Sakernas and Susenas labor force data
collecred during the 1970s and 1Y8(0s would appezr to be rclatively
comparable, although sample size has diminished since the base line
survey in fourth quarter 1976, The comprehensiveness of the
questionaires has apparently diminished as well. Beginning with 1982 the
Central Bureav of Statistlcs plans a major labor force survey as part of
the Susenas every second year, although a core questionaire of 1l
questions will be collected as part of the annual Susenas. 2

2.11. Special Survevs/Censuses — Although Part III of Table 1 does not
claim to be comprehensive, it does list some of the more important
sources of partial labor force data collected since 1971, but limited
eitker by geographlcal coverage or by sectors of economic activity
covered. 8/ With the exception of the Survey of Medium and Large
Manufacturing, however, none of the .ata have been collected on a regular
basis. The 1974 Industrial Census collected data on industrial activity
regardless of establishment size (e.g., employment data were collected cn
the largest industrial activities down to the household and cottage
industry level) thus providing one point of comparlisoa for the 1979 Small
Scale Manufacturing Survey.

2,12, Village Level Case Studles ~ Perhaps the most Interesting work
done on employment, wages, and incomes during the last 15 years are the
village ievel case studles. Most of the case studies appear to be drawn
from ruril Java, are heavily focused on sawah (wet rice lands), and
probably were conducted with the support or under tie auspicies of the
Agro-Economic Survey in Bogor or the Gadja !Mada University in
Jogyakarta. No attempt has been made to catalogue the village level
studies here. Brief surveys of scome of the more recent analyses are
included in Mazumdar and Lluch (LBRD:1983a), Wiradi and Manning (1984),
and Collier et al. (1982a). These citatilons provide a relatively
up-to-date and retrospective view of many of the more important studies.

2.13. Considerable coatroversy is periodically generated by the village
case studies only to be replaced by "new evidence" and new
controversies. It 1s easy to forget that Indonesia 1s highly diversified

é/ Ia fact, however, the next labor force survey will be conducted in
1985 to coincide with the collection of bil-census data.

g/ Village level case studiles, which are quite numerous, are not
included here.
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and that co: lusiuns drawn from one side of a Javanese mountain may not
hold for the other side of the mountain, let alone for other regions of
Java or the? outer islands. Further, although rice is the key
agriculturs] crop in Java and many other parts of Indonesia, 1t is noc
the only apricultural crop or the only rural economic activity.
Dirference: in the year as well as Lhe season of dara collection have
also creat.d some confusion in interpreting conflicting findings, at
least amony casual observers. 7

2.14, Corglusions on Data 8/ ~ In general, all employment data
generated .or Indonesia must be used and interpreted with considerable
caution. Alcro level (village) studies probably on average provide a
richer, possibly more reliable set of data because thev tend to be
conducted by relarively experienced and better educated enumerators,
because village level case study questionaires tend to be more extensive,
and because it is more likely that the questionaires were actually
administered. 3/ On the other hand, the problem with micro level

studies 1is that they appear to suffer from even greater comparability
problems than census and labor force survey data, and they are obviously
severely limited In their geograpnical coverage and, therefore, in the
generalizations that may safely be drawn rrom them.

2.15. Despite the obvious limitations in comparability,
comprenensiveness, and the probable gquality of the data, the sample
censuses and labor force surveys still provide the most believable
estinmates of Indonesia-wide (all provinces, rural and urban) labor force
and employment magnitudes and composition. Unfortﬁﬁgtely, even the best
1s not particularly good and it becomes worse 7.f census and labor force
survey data are mixed within the same data series. Labor force
participatiov rates, for example, are consistently several points higher
in the labor force surveys than in the sample population censuses and the

7/ For example, the brown leaf hopper crisis apparently had major impact
on both agricultural employment and wages in rice growing areas in Java
during 1976-78 yet is often not even mentioned 1in analyses of wage and
employment data for this period.

§/ More specific comment on the merits of some of the data sources
mentioned above, Including some of the recent work on village level case
studies, will be made 1in later sectlons of this paper as appropriate.

9/ In contrast, doubt is sometimes cast on both how well and whether
sample census questionaires .ire actually adniniscered by tneir relatively
less educated enumerators (apparently down to the primary education
level).



-9 -

estimated labor force may differ by several million within the space of a
single year. 19/

2.16. In sum, Irdonesian labcr force and employment data tend to be
treacherous and must be used with the greatest of care, particularly in
drawipng ceonclusicns on trends.

B. Salient Characteristics - The 1980 Census

2.17. The 1980 Population Census is currently the most comprehensive,
up-to-date soyrce of Indonesia~wide labor force and employment data
available. 11/ Zstimates of the labor force and employment were basged

on an extensive questionnaire administered to only a 5% sample of the
toral populetion, however. All data presented throughout this portion of
Section II refer to the 1980 Population Census, Series S, No. 2, which
presents 7inal estimates based on the 5% sample, not Including Timor
Tipur. 12

1. Population Overview

2.18. Age Distribution - Indonesia's population totaled 146.8 million
according to the 1980 ceasus. It is a relatively young population with
over two-thirds (67.9%) below the age of thirty aund only 5.5% aged sixty
years and over. Almostc 29% of the population (42.4 million) is less than
ten years of age.

2.19. Examination of the population structure in Table 2 reveals a
highly dramatic and succesiive increase in size for each cohort below the
age 30-34 grouping uniil a leveling occurs at the age 0-4 group. The
fact that size of the youngest age cohborts is two to six times larger
than those in the prime working age group, 30-59 years, has severe
implications for future job requirements.

10/ Mazumdar and Lluch (IBRD:1983a) couclude, however, that crude male
and female labor force participation rates appear to have remained
constant during the 1970s if only census data or only labor force survey
data are compared (and certain indefensible anomalies such as the 1976
Supas are tossed out).

11/ The 1982 Susenas should become publically available sometime during
1985. However, the sample size will bLe many times smaller and the
comprehensiveness of the employment related portion of the questionnaire
shc1ld be less than the 1980 census.

;g/ The actual enumeration of the sample census was done one year after
the complete October 1980 enumeration. It is not known if problems of
recall occurred because of the ldpse of vne year.
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Tabie 2
Population Age Distributiunm, 1980
(zillioms)

Age Group Pogulation Percentage
0- 4 21.2 14.4
5- 9 21.2 14.5

10 - 14 17.6 2.0

15 - 19 15.3 10.4

20 - 24 13.0 8.9

25 - 29 11.3 7.7

30 - 24 8.2 5.6

35 - 39 8.5 5.8

40 - 44 7.4 5.0

45 - 49 6.2 4,2

50 - 54 5.4 3.7

55 - 59 3.4 2.3

60 + _8:0 ., 5.5

146.8 100.90

Source: Statistical Appendix Table 2.1.

2.20. Spatial Distribution - Indonesia's population is primarily rural
(77.6%) and heavily concentrated on the island of Java (61.9%). The
country's population density varies widely, ranging from 3 personsg per
square kilometer in Irian Jaya to 11,023 persons per square kilometer in
DKI Jakarta. Java, with 6.9% of Indomesia's land arca and 61.9% of its
population, has the highest density of the wajor islands with 690 people
per square km. Although the Indonesian archipelago consists of several
thousand islands, nine out of every ten peoplc (92.5%) live on the four
islands of Java, Sumatra, Kalimantan, and Sulawesi. The inter-island
spatial distribution of population is shown in Table 3.
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Table 3
Inter-Island Spatial Distribition of Population, 1980

% Total Percentage Poptlation

Population Total Area Density/Km
sumatra 19.0 24.7 59
Java 61.9 6.9 590
Kalimantan 4.6 28.1 12
Sulawesi 7.0 9.8 55
411 other _ 1.5 30.5 _8
100.0 100.0 77

Source: Statistik Indomesia 1983.

2.21. Although Indonesia's urban-rural population distribution varies
widely at both the Kabupaten/Kotamadya level (0.2%-100.0% urban) and the
provincial level (8.9%-93.4% urban), the variation decreases
substantially between the four most populous islands as a whole
(15.9%-25.1% urban). Variation in the level of urbanization is fairly
high between provinces on Kalimdantan, quite low ou Java (if Jakarta is
excluded), and in between for botn Sumatra and Sulawesi, See Table 4
below for the inter-island (as opposed to provincial) variation in the
level of urbanization.

Tavle 4
Urban~3ural Population Distributiom, 1980
(millious)

Urban Rural Total % Urban
Sumatra 5.5 22.5 28.0 19.6
Java 22.9 68.4 91.3 25.1
Kalimantan 1.4 5.3 6.7 21.4
Sulawesi 1.7 8.7 10.4 15.9
All other 1.3 9.2 10.5 12.4
Indonesia 32.8 114.1 146.9 22.4

Source: IBRD:1984b, Vol. II.
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2.22. Educational Characteristics - Indonesia had 32.7 million students
attending school in 1980, relatively evenly divided between male (53.7%)
and female (46.3%) in the aggregate. Almost all students (96.3%) were
below 20 years of age. However, the proportion of the population
attending school falls off quite rapidly after reaching 80% in the age
group 10-14, For example, based on school attendaance alone, the bulk of
age group 15-19 (66.9%), and almost all of age groups 20-24 (93.3%) and
25-29 (98.3%) should, in principle, be available for eiiner employment or
housekeeping. See Table 5,

Table 5
School Attendance of Population 5 Years and Above, 1980
(000)
Not Yet No longer Percentage
Attended Attending Attendiug Attending
School School School School
Age 5- 9 8,542 12,331 359 58.1
Age 10 - 14 1,092 14,058 2,469 79.8
Age 15 - 19 1,711 5,064 8,508 33.1
Age 20 - 24 1,901 865 10,236 6.7
Age 25 - 29 2,035 188 9,120 1.7
All other 21,994 157 24,956 _9;2
Total 37,275 32,663 55,648 26.0

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 12.3.

2.23. Although school attendance is relatively equal for males (53.7%)
ana females (46.3%) in the aggregate, in the older age categories, it 1is
much more likely that males will attend school than females. }é/ It is
also more likely thac an urban dweller will attend school in any age
category than e rural dweller, regardless of sex, with the urban-rural
discrepancy increasing with age. Table 6 shows striking similarities in
male-female school attendance for azes 5-9 and ages 10-14 for urban and
rural areas separately. Similarly, Table 6 shows a rougily analagous
decrease in female attendance in the age groups 15-19 and 20-24 for both
urban and rural locations. It is clear that a substantially larger
percentage of rural males and females are potentially available for
emnluvment than their urban counterparts in the ages 15-19 category, and
to a lesser extent in both the ages 10-14 and 20-24 categories.

}2/ See Table 2.3 in the statistical appendix .ur a year by year
comparison for ages 10-18.
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Table 6
School Attendance by Age, Sex, and Location, 1980
(Percentage)

Ages 5-9 Ages 10-14 Ages 15-19 Ages 20-24
68.5 91.7 62.5 21.2
69.9 87.2 44.8 9.9
69.2 89.5 53.4 15.4
54.4 ©79.1 32.5 5.3
56.2 74.7 19.0 1.9
55.3 77.0 25,7 3.4
57.2 81.9 40,5 9.9
58.9 77.6 26.0 3.9
58.1 79.8 33.1 6.7

2.24, Of the total population age 10 and above (104.4 million), roughly

72% have had some formal schooling.

However, only 10.8% of the

population above the age of nine has had more than a primary school
education, 4.8% more than a junior high education, and only 0.5% more
than a high school education.

See Table 7.

2.25., Temales as a group had relatively lower educational attainment at

any level of education.

It is readily apparent in examining Table 7

that, with the excepticn of the no schooling category, the relative
discrepancy between male and female educational attainment substantially
widens at each succeeding educational level, i.e., the ratio of males to
females monotonically increases for all categories, from 1.1 at less than
a primary education to 1.9 at the senior high level to 3.3 at the

university level.

See Table 2.2 in the appendix for further detail.
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Table 7

Level of Educational Attainment of
Population 10 Years and Over. 1980

Male

9,684

22,513

12,001

3,759
2,964
206

175

51,303

(000)

Female
19,076
20,260
9,536
2,478
1,573
74

53

53,050

Total

28,760
42,773
21,538
6,237
4,537
280

228

104,353

% Total
27.6
41.0
20.6

6.0
4.3

0.3

100.0

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 9.7-~9.9 and Tables

43.7-43.9.

* Includes unstated.

2.26. It is clear from Table 8 that the urban population has attained a
relatively higher level of education at all formal levels than :tlie rural

population and that the relative discrepancy
educational attalnment increases.
urtan areas contain the bulk or the formally
containing less than one-fourth of the total
ten. Urban areas contain from over one—half

Above the

widens as the level of

primary education level
educated population, despite
population above the age of
to over three-quarters of
the total population having junior high (54.6%), senlor high (62.1%),
academy (75.7%), and university (79.4%) educations.
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Table 8
Comparison of Urban-Rural Educational Attainment of
Population 10 Years and Over, 1980

(000)
% Urban % Rural Urban 7%
Urban Rural Structure Structure of Total

No School * 3,433 25,327 14.3 31.6 11.9
Less than Primary 7,700 35,073 32.0 43,7 18.0
Primary 6,338 15,200 26.3 18.9 29.4
Junior High 3,405 2,832 14.1 3.5 54.6
Senior High 2,822 1,715 11.7 2.1 62.1
Academy 212 68 0.9 0.1 75.7
University 181 47 _0.7 _ 0.1 | 79.4
Total 24,091 80,262 100.0 100.0 23.1

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 9.3, 9.6, 9.9, 43.3,
43.6, and 43.9.

Includes unstated.

2.27. Literacy - Discrepancies in the male-female and urban-rural
literacy rates are considerably smaller than the differences in the
disaggregated levels of educarional attainment discussed in the preceding
paragraph. This is not surprising since the percentage of total
population (ten years of age and over) ever attending school (72.5%) is
almost identical to the literacy rate (71.2%) for the same population.

In aggregate, urban literacy (85.5%) is about 20 points higher than rural
literacy (65.8%) and male literacy (79.8%) is 17 points higher than
female literacy in both the urban and rural categories. However, the
rursl female is relatively less literate no matter how the comparison is
made (see Table 9). Examination of literacy rates by age group and sex
suggests a steady and substantial deterioration in literacy rates the
older the population, along the expected urban-rural and male-fe. =
breakdowns.
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Table 9
Literacy Rates for Population Ages Ten Years and Over, 1980

Urban Rural Indonesia
Male 92.0 76.1 79.8
Female 79.1 27.9 62.8
Total 85.5 65.8 71.2

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 17.1-17.3.

2. Labor Force and Employment Overview

2.28. Definitions and Methodology - The labor force in Indonesia is
defined as that subset of the population ten years and older that is
economically active. A person is economically active if they are working
or if they are looking for work. A person is working if they worked for
income or profit (or helped in same) at least one hour in a single day in
the week preceeding the census enumeration date or if they are
Lemporarily unemployed. A person is temporarily~ﬁnemployed if they are
not at work because they are ill, on leave, on strike, waiting for
customers for certain professions, or are farmers or agricultural workers
waiting for harvest time, the rains, etc.

2.29. A person is classified as looking for work if they looked for work
during the week preceding the enumeration date. 4 person not working but
looking for work is classified as unemployed and includes (i) those who
heve never worked and sre seeking employment for the first time and (ii)
those who have previously worked but are not working during the
enumeration period although looking. The latter category includes those
who are fired. [f a person cannot be classified as "working” or “looking
for wnrk," they are classified as “not economically active” and must be
further categorized as either atuvending school, housekeeping, or “"other,"
depending on witich category best describes their main activity.
Similarly, if a person is working they must be categorized in the
economic activity, work status, professioun, etc., that is best described
by their primary expenditure of time, regardless of secondary or tertiary
work activities. A person will be classified in the "not economically
active" category only if they fail to meet the minimum requirements for
being classified as "economically active," regard.ess of where the bulk
of their hours are spent. Tatle 10 shows the working age populatioa in
1980 categorized by the above definitioms and classification me thods.

2.30. Aithough the chain of definitions that define the structure of
labor force statistics continues, and in greater detail than the
superficial accounting above, 1t should already be clear that "hard"
statistics quickly grow soft around the edges for very basic theoretical
and methodological reasons, long before any difficulties are encnuntered
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in statistical sampling and the actual enumeration and tabulation. We
will return to some of the more pertinent of the theoretical and
methodological issues that can be railsed as we attempt a closer analysis
and interpretetion of the meaning of labor force and employment
statisvics in Section III of thils paper. The overview of labor force and
employment statistics nresented in +the remainder of this section will
gererally be descriptive only.

2.31., Potentilal lLabor Force — In principle, the potential Indomesian
labor force totaled 10+.3 million accordlng to the October 1980 census.
That would have been the size of the labor force if every male and female
ten years of age and over had worked at least one hour in the preceding
week or 1f they said they were looking for work-—irrespective of whatever
other activitlies they may have been engaged in, such as housekeeping,
attending school, being retired, etc. In actual fact, only one half
(50.2%) of this potential force was measured as economically activ7 (a
member of che labor force) under the definitions set out above. 14

2.32. Table 10 summarizes the breakdown of the population considered
eligible for wmeubership in the labor force during October 1980 (10 years
of age and over) bv sex, urban-rural location, and the activity im which
they were categorized on the basis of the preceding week. As noted
earlier, one-half (50.2%) of the elgible population was classifiled as
part of the labor force, i.e., working or lonking for work.
Approximately one-fifth of the population was attending school (18.0%),
another fifth was housekeeping (21.3%), and thz final tenth was
classified as "other" (10.5%). The "other" category 1lancludes anyone (10
years of age and over) who could not first be classified as either
working, lookiug for work, attending school, or housekeeping. It 1s a
residual category that claimed 11.0 million people, and its significance
for interpreting the employment problem is a subject of speculation to
which we will return in Sectionm III.

iﬁ/ The reader should be advised, however, that even under apparently
the same definitions, an officlal GOI working group for Repelita IV
implicitly concluded that the labor force was actually several million
higher in 1980, judging by their decision on the 19335 estimates. See
Section IV for details.,
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Table 10
Population 10 Years of Age and Over by Type of Activity, 1980
(20G)
ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE — NOT ECON. ACTIVE —-
———EMPLOYED — ~-— UNEMPLOYED BUT LOUKING —-— Total Total X Economically
Temporarily Total Previously Never Total Labor Attending House Non~labor Total Active to
Working* Not Working Employed Worked Worked Unemployed Force School Keeping Other Force POP Population
Urban
Male 6,763 115 6,878 59 129 188 7,066 3,391 115 1,380 4,486 11,952 59.1
Female 2,783 65 2,848 17 70 87 2,935 2,749 5,240 1,214 9,203 12,138 24.2
Total 9,546 180 9,726 76 199 275 10,001 6,140 5,355 2,59 14,089 24,090 41.5
Rural
Male 27,131 609 27,740 164 128 292 28,032 6,971 413 3,934 11,318 39,350 71,
Female 13,458 629 14,087 176 125 301 14,388 5,660 16,408 4,456 26,524 40,912 35.2
Total 40,589 1,238 41,827 340 253 593 42,420 12,631 16,821 8,390 37,842 80,262 52.9
Indonesia
Male 33,894 724 34,618 223 257 480 35,098 10,362 528 5,314 16,204 51,302 68.4
Female 16,241 694 16,935 193 195 388 17,323 8,409 21,648 5,670 35,727 53,050 32.7
Total 50,135 1,418 51,553 416 452 868 52,421 18,771 22,176 10,984 51,931 104,352 50.2

Sgurce: Population Census 1980, Series S--2, Tables 39,1-39.9 and 56.1-56.9.

* MWorked at least cne hour in preceeding week.
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2.33. Table 11 provides a rough but quick appreciation of how the
Indonesian population presu-:ibly spends its time, 1 Roughly twice as
many males (€8.4%) as femal.: (32.7%) are classified as part of the labor
force. On the other hand, 40.3% of females were classified as
housekeepers compared to only 1.0% of the males. Similar numbers of both
sexes were classified as attending school (male~-20.2%; female--15.8%)
and almost identical numbers were classified as "other" (male--10.4%;
female--10.7%).

2.34. Although the same relative all-Indonesia male-female patterns just
described generally hold in urban or rural areas, significant differences
occur between urban and rural areas in labor force participation and
school attendance. Labor force participation in rural areas is
essentially ten points higher and school attendance ten points lower than
in urhan areas. Although very small differences occur in the other
categories, one could reasonably conclude from examining Table 11 chat
the dirference in urban-rural labor force participation rates is largely
explained by the difference in sciool attendance.

Table 11
Populatiop 10 Years of Age and Over by Type of Activity,
Percentage Distribution, 1930

~ Not Economically Active -

Labor Attending House Total
Force School Keeping Other Population
Urban
Male 59.1 23.4 1.0 11.5 100.0
Female 24,2 22.6 43,2 10.0 100.0
Total 41.5 25.5 22.2 10.8 100.0
Rural
Male 71.2 17.7 1.1 10.0 100.0
Female 35.2 13.8 40,1 10.9 100.0
Total 52.9 15.7 21.0 10.4 100.0
Indonesia
Male 68.4 20,2 1.0 10.4 100.0
Female 32.7 15.8 4G.8 10.7 100.0
Total 50.2 18.0 21.3 10.5 100.0

Source: Table 10.

15/ The reasons for tnis skepticism will become more clear in Section
TII when we examine the nature and shape of the employment problem, but
for now it will have to suffice that the root of confusion on how people
actually spend their time lies in the uniqueness requirement of the
classificatioa system used, i.e., to avoid double counting an individual
can only appear in one classification category although he or sae may
qualify for other categories as well,
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2.35. A comparison of Table 12 with Tables 10 and 11 scems to support
the tentative explanation for differences in urban-rural labor force
participation rates. Total school attendance in Table 12 is slightly
larger for each of the urban-rural, male-female breakdowns in Table 10,
suggesting that some students (apparently 1.56) million) were also
employed and, thercfore, not shown as attending school when the activity
classification in Table 10 was derived during the employment survey
portion of the census. 16/ Furcher disaggregated exawmination by sex,
age, and provincial breakdown, particularly for younger males (ages
15-29), would improve the strength of rhis initial observation.

Table 12
School Attendance by Percentage
Population 10 Years of sge and Over, 1980

(000)
Male Female Total
Urban 3,572 2,856 6,428
% (29.9) (23.5) (26.7)
Rural 7,771 6,133 13,904
pA (19.7) (15.0) (17.3)
Total 11,343 8,989 20,332
% (22.7) (16.9) (19.5)

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2,
Tables 12.1-3.

2.36. Measured Emplovment -~ The difference in employment and the labor
force in Indonesia is 1.7%, i.e., the measure of open unemployment.
Because this difference is so small and because a comparison of
characteristics between the employed and the unemployed is likely to be
of greater interest, the characteristics in the rewmainder of this portion
of Section II are presented for tne employed portion of tne labor force
only. In addition, the characteristics of the underemploye: (i.e., those
employed but working less tiran 35 hours) as well as the unemployed will
n.* be considered in detail until Sectinn III of this paper. The
remainder of this discussion will briefly lay out the distribution of
employment. in 1980 by sex, urban-rural location, age, education,
inter—island spatial distribution, industry, occupation, and employment
status.

16/ This conclusion in tuin seems to be supported by Table 3.9 in the
statistical appendix, which shows 0.853 million of the work force stating
they were not looking for other/additional work because they were
attending school.
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2.37. Euployment by Sex and Location -~ Measured employment in Indonesia
in 1980 (i.e., those working at least one hour in the preceding week or
“temporarily not working”) totaled 51.6 million. Males accounted for
67.2% of total employment, females for 32.8%. Males made up a slightly
higher proportion of employment in the urban areas (70.7%) than in the
rural areas (66.3%). Over four out of every five people were employed in
rural areas (81.1%), slightly greater than the proportion of the
population shown as living in the rural areas (77.6%). The reverse
situation holds true for the urban areas (18.9% of employment vs., 22.4%
of the population). See Tables 4, 13, and 14 for details.

Table 13
Employment Measurad by 1980: Census
(000)
Percent by
Male Female Total Location
Urban 6,878 2,848 9,726 18.9
Rural 27,740 14,087 41,827 8l.1
Total 34,618 16,935 51,553 100.0%
Source: Table 10.
Table 14
Distribution of Employment by Sex, 1980
(Percent)
Urban Rural Total
Male 70.7 66.3 67.2
Female 29.3 33.7 32.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Table 13.

2,38, Employment by Age Distribution — The absolute core of Indomesian
employment, over 44.1 million (85.6%), appears to fall between the ages
of 15 and 54 on the basis of Table 15. On ocher grounds, such as the
level of age-specific labor force participation rates and the number of
hours worked per week, we would probably adjust this conclusion to
include ages 25-59, with a heavier weighting toward males. Nevertheless,
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taken at face value, Table 15 shows that the absolute numbers of the
employed basically peak in their late twenties and gemerally fall off
steadily thereafter. The Indonesian labor force is obviously relatively
young.

2.39. The proportion of employment heid by females by 5 year age
groupings is highest at the youngest ages (10-19) and generally lowest
during the prime child bearing ages, although relatively constant
thereafter. The proportion of employment held by males obversely mirrors
the females; it is lowest at ages 10-19 (60%) and ranges between 67 and
72% thereafter. A discussion of age-specific labor force participation
rates is found in Section III of this paper.

Table 15
Employment by Age Distribution, 1980
(000)

Wicnin Age Groups % Total

Age Group Employment 4 Male 4 Female Employment
10 - 14 1,926 59.8 40.2 3.7
15 - 19 5,790 59.7 40.3 11.2
20 - 24 6,914 66.6 33.4 13.4
25 - 29 7,144 71.7 28.3 13.9
30 - 34 5,408 70,2 29.8 10.5
35 - 39 5,819 68.5 31.5 11..
40 - 44 5,160 66.8 33.2 10.0
45 - 49 4,270 65.9 34.1 8.3
50 - 54 3,612 67.4 32.6 7.0
55 - 59 2,121 68.2 31.8 4,1
60 - 64 1,734 68.6 31.4 3.4
65 + * 1,655 70.6 29.4 3.2
51,553 67,2 32.8 100.0

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 39.7-9.

* Includes "unstated" of apprcximately 6,000.

2.40. Employment by Level of Educational Attainment - Two-thirds (67.2%)
of employed Indonesians have less than a primary school education.

Almost nine out of ten (88.4%) have less than a junior high education.
Less than one percent have an academy or university education. The
relative degree of educational attalnment is moticeably higher for males
thaa females and in urban areas compared to rural areas. Tables 16 and
17 provide a basis of comparison by sex and location.
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2.41. Despite constituting less than one-fifth (18.9%) of total
employment, urban areas contain from almost one-half to over
three—quarters of those employed with educations above the primary
level. In general, the higher thc level of education, the greater the
likelihood that a person 1s employed in the urban sector. A member of
the rural labor force is twice as likely (33.0%) to have never attended
school as a member of the urban labor force (15.1:). Almost
three-quarters (73.3%) of the rural employed have less than & primary
school education compared to 4L.4%7 of the urban employed.

2.42, Females ase relatively less educated than their employed male
counterparts in aggregate and in both tue urban and rural sectors.
Nevertheless, although employed urban females generally are consliderably
less educated than urhban males, they are relatively better educated than
the rural male. Females are much less likely to be employed than males
at any educational level although the probability of employment almost
doubles for senior high vocatiomal, academy, and nniversity level
training. See Table 2.17 in the statistical appendix for detalls.



Source:

Educational
Attainment

Never Attended School *

Less than Primary
Primary School
Junior High (Gen.)
Junlor High (Voc.)
Senior High (Gen.)
Senior High (Voc.)
Academy

University

Includes approximately 10.2 thousand unstated.

Table 16
Employment by Level of Educational Attainment
Population 10 years of Age and Over, 1980

(000)
-—— URBAN-—-——- - RURATIL ———-- ———= ALL INDONESIA ——-
Male Female Total Male Total Male Female Total
649 822 1,471 7,135 13,796 7,784 7,483 15,267
1,764 790 2,554 12,021 16,846 13,785 5,615 19,400
1,947 557 2,504 6,379 8,440 8,326 2,618 10,944
809 182 991 873 1,052 1,682 361 2,043
209 43 252 2/8 335 487 100 587
688 156 844 332 3495 1,020 219 1,239
552 236 788 641 867 1,193 462 1,655
132 33 165 47 56 179 42 221
128 29 157 34 39 162 34 196
6,878 2,848 9,726 27,740 41,826 34,618 16,934 51,552

Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 43.1-9Y.
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Table 17
Employment by Level of KEducational Attainment as a Percentage of
Population 10 Years of Age and Over, 1980

(percentage)

Educational ————— URBAN -—-= e RURAL ALL INDONESIA —-—-—-
Attainment Male Female  Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
1. Never Attended School * 9.4 28.9 15.1 25,7 47.3 33.0 22.5 44,2 29.6
2. Less than Primary 25,7 27.7 26,3 43.3 34,3 40.3 39.8 33.2 ‘ 37.6
3. Primary Sclool 28.3 19.5 25.7 23.0 14.6 20,2 24.1 15.5 21.2
4. Junior High (Gen.) 11.8 6.4 10.2 3.2 1.3 2.5 4.9 2.1 4.0
5. Junior High (Voc.) 3.0 1.5 2.6 1.0 0.4 0.8 1.4 0.6 1.2
6. Senior High (Gen.) 10.0 5.5 8.7 1.2 0.5 0.9 2.9 1.3 2.4
7. Senilor High (Voc.) 8.0 8.3 8.1 2.3 1.6 2.1 3.4 2.7 3.2
8. Academy 1.9 1.2 1.7 0.2 - 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.4
9. University 1.9 1.0 1.6 0.1 - 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Table 16.

* Includes approximately 10.2 thousand unstated.
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2.43. Inter-Island Distribution of Employment - The Island of Java alone

accounts for almost two—thirds of Indoneslan employment. Four islands,
Sumatra (18.4%), Java (64.1%), Kalimantan (4.87), and Sulawesi (5.7%),
account for 93% of the total. Aggregate labor force participation rates
are relatively stable between islands (42.3%-53.6%), although
considerable variation occurs among the provinces on each of the islands
(39.47%-58.9%). The degree of urbanization varies from the 10.1% average
of the five island provinces making up "all other” to 27.6% for Java.
See Table 18 and Table 2.5 in the appendix.

Table 18
Inter—Island Distribution of Employment
Population Age 10 and Over, 1980 '
(000)

% Econ.
Urban Rural Total % Total  Active % Urban

Sumacra 1,407 8,098 5,505 15.4 50.4 17.4
Java 7,142 25,884 33,026 64,1 50.8 27.6
Kalimantan 350 2,062 2,452 4,8 53.6 15.9
Sulawesl 421 2,531 2,952 5.7 42.3 14.3
All other* 366 3,252 3,618 7.0 50.5 10.1
Indonesia 9,726 41,827 51,553 100.0 50.2 18.9

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 40.1-9.

* Includes Bali, NTB, NTT, Maluku, and Irian Jaya.

2.44. Even greater variation occurs when provincial labor force
participation rates are disaggregated to urban-rural and male—female
breakdowns as summarized inm Table 19. Cursory examination suggests the
largest provincial variations may be substantially explained by the
degree of urbanization a?d by probable cultural-nrigin differences in
female participation. 17/ 1 general, primarily rural provinces will
always have higher participation rates than primarily urban provinces.
The range of variation both within and between islands would be
considerably narrowed if obvious urban anamolies were excluded, e.g., DKIT
Jakarta and Yogvakdarta on the island of Java. See also Table 2.18 in the
appendix.

;Z/ For example, Sulawesi as a whole and West Java (including Jakarta)
have traditionally experienced lower female labor participation rates.
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- Table 19
Economically Active Population Age 10 Years and Over:
Comparison of Provincial Variations with All Indonesia, 198

(Percentage)
Provincial All
Variation Indonesia
Urban
Male 43,4 - 62,5 59.1
Female 9.4 - 35.4 . 24.2 .
Total 31.6 - 47.4 41.5
Rural
Male 58.7 - 74,5 71.2
Female 13.7 - 50.6 35.2
Total 40.4 ~ 63.6 52.9
Indonesia
Male 57.3 - 72.0 68.4
Female 17.2 -~ 51.0 32.7
Total 39.4 - 58.9 50.2

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 40.1-9.

2.45, Employment by Main Industry 19/ Agriculture was still the
principal source of employment for most Indonesians in 1980. Four
sectors, including agriculture (56.0%), public services (13.9%), trade
(13.0%), and manufacturing (9.1%), accounted for 92.0% of all employment
in the econony. See Table 20.

2.46. Agriculture predictably accounted for two-thirds (66.8%) of all
rural employment. Including trade (10.2%), public services (9.1%), and
manufacturing (7.9%), the same four sectors as in the overall economy
accounted for 94.0% of rural employment, although in different
proportions. Given the sheer weight of rural employment to total
enployment (81.1%), it is not surprising that the overall employment
structure roughly parallels the rural structure.

lﬁ/ Employment for an individual is recorded only for the principal
(main) industry in which he or she is employed. A person may have three

jobs in three different industries but only the industry associlated with
the person's principal job will be recorded. Both village level studies
and labor force surveys substantiate the existence of multiple job
holding, although the former seem to imply that it i1s far more prevalent
than do the latter. The 1976 Sakernas records 15.4% of the employed
holding more than one job during the preceding week but with no
distinction made by industry.
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2.47. The urban employment structure presents a totally different
picture, considerably more varied and less dependent on a single economic
sector. Nevertheless, employment is heavily concentrated in public
services (34.4%) and trade (24.87%). Including manufacturing (14.0%),
agriculture (9.2%), transport and communications (7.5%), and construction
(5.6%), six sectors account for 95.5% of urban employment.

Table 20
Employment by Main Induscry, 1980
(000)

Urban  Rural Total % Urban % Rural % Total

Agriculture 898 27,936 28,834 9,2 66.8 56.0
Mining 99 288 387 1.0 0.7 0.7
Manufacturing 1,362 3,318 4,680 14.0 7.9 9.1
Public Utilities 41 25 66 0.4 0.1 0.1
Construction 544 1,113 1,657 5.6 2.7 3.2
Trade 2,405 4,274 6,679 24,8 10.2 13.0
Transpt/Comm. . 732 737 1,469 7.5 1.7 2.8
Financial Services 12 90 302 2.2 0.2 0.6
Public Services 3,345 3,800 7,145 34.4 9.1 13.9
Other/Unstated 88 246 334 0.9 0.6 0.6

Total 9,726 41,827 51,533 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 47.7-9.

2.48., The relative importance of the urban economy versus the rural
economy in terms of employment by economic sector 1s set out in Table

21, It is clear that although the urban sector accounts for only 18.9%
of total employment in the ecomomy, it is the most likely location of
employment for the financial services sector (70.2%) and public utilities
(62.1%) and is highly significant for transportation and comwunications
(49.8%) and public services (46.8%). With the exception of agriculture
(3.1%), all economic sectors are more than proportionately represented in
the urban sector compared with the average weight (18.97%) of the sector.
Perhaps scmewhat suprisingly, only 29.1% of manufacturing employment was
located in urban areas. However, since most manufacturing employment
(1979) is household/cottage industry (62.2%) or small-scale (18.4%) in
origin, its predominately rural location is not, in fact, so surprising.
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Table 21
Urban-Rural Shares of Employument
by Main Industry, 1980

%4 Urban %Z Rural

Agriculture 3.1 96.9
Mining 25.6 74.4
Manufacturing 29.1 70.9
Public Utilities 62.1 37.9
Construction 32.8 67.2
Trade 36.0: 64,0
Transpt/Comm. 49.8 50.2
Financial Services 70.2 29,8
Public Services 46.8 53.2
Other/Unstated 26,3 73.7

Total 18.9 81.1

Source: Table 20.

2.49. Employment by Main Occupational Status - Three occupational groups
provide jobs for almost nine out of ten (87.7%) Indonesians. Over half
(55.3%) the employed are farmers or agricultural workers; almost
one~fifth (19.0%) are production and transport equipment operators; and
over one—eighth (12.9%) are sales workers. Professional and technical
workers account for a respectable 2.9% of the employed workforce, but
only slightly more than one out of a thousand (0.1%) are classified as
managers and administrators.

2.50. Compared to their proportion in total emplcyment (32.8%), females
are over represented among sales (47.8%) and service (51.3%) workers and
under represented in managerial and administrative (11.3%), clerical
(13.5%), and production and transport equipment operators (26,1%).
Nevertheless, in aggregate the same three occupational groups - farmers
and agricultural workers, sales workers, and production and transport
equipment operators — account for the bulk of employment whether male
(87.7%) or female (87.5%). See Table 22.
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Table 22
Employment by Main Occupation, 1980
(000)

Male Female Total % Male % Female % Total
Prof. and Technical 963 554 1,517 63.5 36.5 2.9
Managers and Admin. 47 6 53 38.7 11.3 0.1
Clerical 1,550 241 1,791 86.5 13.5 3.5
Sales Workers 3,460 3,168 6,628 52,2 47.8 12.9
Service Workers 1,079 1,135 2,214 48.7 51.3 4,3
Agyricultural 19,668 9,099 28,767 68.3 31.7 55.8
Production, Transp.

Equip. Operators 7,246 2,553 9,799 73.9 26.1 19.0
Other 363 16 379 95.8 4,2 0.7
Not Stated 242 163 405 59.8 40,2 0.8

Total 34,618 16,935 51,553 67.2 32.8 100.0

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 47.7-9.

2.51. It is clear that with the sole exceptiou of farmers and agricultural
workers, all other occupational categories are considerably more than
proportionately represented in urban areas, whether male or female.
Despite providing less than one-fifth (18.9%) of total employment in the
economy, the urban sector accouats for more than half of all managers and
administrators (73.6%), clerical (59.2%) and service (51.3%) workers, and
over onc—third of professionals and technicians (42.0%), sales workers
(35.7%), and production and trvansport equipment operators (33.4%). Only
the agricultural category (3.1%) is less than proportionate to the overall
urban share in employment. While significant differences occur in the
percentage of 'ntal male and total female employment found in urban areas
by occupational category, they do not seriously detract from the overall
conclusion drawn above. Table 23 provides details.
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Table 23
Urban-Rural Employment by Main Occupation, 1980
(000)

-———= UR BAN RURAL ~———— — PERCENTAGE URBAN -
Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
370 267 637 593 287 880 38.4 48,2 42,0
36 3 39 12 2 14 76.6 50.0 73.6
873 187 1,060 677 54 731 56.3 77.3 59.2
1,396 967 2,363 2,063 2,202 4,265 40.3 30.5 35.7
528 607 1,135 551 528 1,079 48.9 53.5 51.3
677 203 880 18,991 8,896 27,887 3.4 2.2 3.1
2,705 567 3,272 4,542 1,985 6,527 37.3 22,2 33.4
228 9 237 134 7 141 62.8 56.3 62.5
65 38 103 177 126 303 26.9 23.3 25.4
6,878 2,848 9,726 27,740 14,087 41,827 19.9 15.8 18.9

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 47.1-9.
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2.52. Many additional insights o2 the occupational structure of
Indonesian employment can be gained from a perusal of statistical
appendix Tables 2.11, 2.12, and 2.8. It is notable, for example, that
the public serviczs sector employed nine out of ten (90.7%) professional
and technical workers, seven out of ten (71.1%) clerical workers, and
eight out of ten (82.3%) service workers (Table 2.11). It is equally
interesting that eight out of ren (84.0%) professionals and technicians,
six out of ten (61.2%) managers and administrators, and nine out of ten
(91.0%) clerical worke-s occupy employee status, although only 28,27% of
the total employed work Force are actually employees (Table 2.12).
Similarly, it is of more than passing interest that over one fourth of
all professionals and tecanicians (27.4%) and managers and administrators
(32.5%) and one-half (50.0%) of clerical workers have less than a high
school education (Table 2.8). Alithough many additional observations
could be drawn from these tables, their presence is merely noted at this
time.,

2,53. Employment by Employment Status — Over half (51.67%) of all
Indonesians are self-employed. Including unpaid family workers, almost
seven out of ten (69.5%) either work for themselves or work as unpaid
family wmembers. Less than one-third (28.2%) are classified as employees,
whether temporary or permanent. Employers, who provide permanent
employment for wages or in-kind, account for only 1.7% of the total work
force.

2.54. The probable employment status of ar Indonesian worker differs
dramatically depending on whether he/she is an urban or rural dweller.
Urban dwellers, for example, are far more likely to be classified as
employees (53.8%) than rural dwellers (22.3%). On the reverse side,
rural dwellers are far more likely to be clagsified as self-employed
assisted by family members/temporary help (29.2%) or as unpaid family
workers (20.5%) than are urban dwellers (12.7% and 6.6%, respectively).
The percentage of unassisted self-employed is roughly the same in both
urban (23.1%) and rural (26.1%) areas. See Table 24,
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Table 24
Urban-Rural Employment Status, 1980
(000)

Urban Rural Total 4 Urban % Rural % Tetal

Self-Employed 2,242 10,919 13,161 23.1 26.1 25.5

Self-employed Assisted
by Family Member/

Temporary Help 1,236 12,220 13,456 12.7 29,2 26.1
Employer 301 598 ‘ 899 3.1 1.4 1.7
Employee 5,235 9,312 14,547 53.8 22.3 28.2
Family Worker 643 8,555 9,198 6.6 20.5 17.9
Not Stated 69 223 292 0.7 0.5 0.6

9,726 41,827 51,553 100.0 100.90 100.0

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 43.3, 48.6, and 48.9.

2,55, Females in aggregate are far more likely to be classified as family
workers (29.6%) than males (12.1%) and less likely than males to be
classified in any other category. However, this generalization does not
strictly hold for the urban sector where females are more likely than males
to be classified as both unassisted self-employed (23.6% vs. 22.8%) and
assisted self-employed (14.5% vs. 12.0%), as well as family workers (12.6%
vs. 4.1%). Both males (56.9%) and females (46.3%) are far more likely to be
classified as employees than any otl.:r employment status in the urban
sector. Nevertheless, self-employment plus employment as a family worker
are the predominate sources of employment for all males (66.8%) and females
(75.1%) in Indonesia. The significantly greater tendency for Zemales to be
classified as family workers than males (29.6% vs. 12.1%), rather than as
asslsted self-employed, may partly be explained by a blas toward classifying
males as self~employed (rather than as family workers) whenever a choilce
arlses. See Table 25 for greater detail.
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Table 25

Employment Status by Sex, 1980
(000)

yA URBAN % RURAL % TOTAL
Male Female Male Female Male Fem§£g

Self-Employed 22.8 23.6 28.6 21.1 27.5 21.6

Self~Employed Assisted
by Family Member/

Temporary Help 12.0 14.5 31.0 25.8 27.2 23.9
Employer 3.5 2.1 1.7 0.9 2.1 1.1
Employee 56.9 46,3 24.1 18.6 30.6 23.2
Family Worker 4.1 12.6 14.1 33.0 12.1 29.6
Not Stated 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.6

100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 48.1-8.

2.56. It is not surprising, given the overwhelming share of agriculture
in total employment, that the agricultural sector 1s the single largest
employer in all employment status categories. Agriculture accounts for
half (50.74) of the unassisted self-amployed, three-quarters (72.4%) of
the assisted self-employed, and four-fifths (80.0%) of all family
workers. Table 26 suggests that females are relatively unlikely
(compared to males) to be classified as unassisted self-employed,
assisted self-employed, an employee or as an employer in agriculture but
are relatively likely to be family workers.
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Table 26
Employment Status in Agriculture, 1980
(000)
%4 Share
Male Female Total All Employment
Self-employed 5,430 1,238 6,668 50.7
Self-employed Asslsted by

Family Member/Temporary '

Help 7,316 2,425 9,741 72.4
Employer 190 52 242 26.9
Employee 3,142 1,575 4,717 32.4
Family Worker 3,581 3,779 7,360 80.0
Not Stated 68 38 106 36.4

19,727 9,107 28,834 55.9

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 48.7-9.

2.57. Table 27 shows employment status by main industry. In addition to
the statements made above on agriculture, a few other observations are in
order. First, almost all workers (89.7%) classified as working in
wholesale and retail trade or restaurants are either self-emploved or
family workers. Second, less than two-thirds (65.4%) of the public
services sactor are classified as employees. 12/ Almost one-third

(31.0%) were either self-employed or worked for the family. Third,
although roughly half (47.6%) of manufacturing employment is accounted
for by employees, the other half (48.3%) are elther self-employed or are
family workers.

19/ "Public services" is described as "community, social, and personal
services” in explanatory notes in the 1980 census. Presumably all
government and military employment are included in this category,
although public sector enterprise employment 1s probably distributed
throughout the industrial categories.
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Table 27
Employment Status by Industry, 1980
(000)
All Categories Family
Self-employed* Employees Workers Employer Total
Agriculture 16,515 4,717 7,360 242 28,834
Public Services 1,865 4,672 401 07 7,145
Trade/Restaurants 5,274 553 749 103 6,679
Manufacturing 1,748 2,228 534 170 4,680
All others 1,507 2,377 154 177 4,215
Total 26,909 14,547 9,198 899 51,553

Source: Table 2.10.

* Includes all unstated.

2.58. Table 2.12 in the statistical appendix contains further information on
employment status by occupation. An examination of this table suggests that
almost all the self-employed are either agricultural workers (61.5%), sales
persons (19.8%) or production and transport equipment operators (14.9%); that
almost all employers are either in the areas of production and tramsport
equipment operation (42.3%), agriculture (26.8%), or sales (11.3%); that over
half of all professional and technical workers (84.0%), managers and
administrators (61.2%), clerical (91.0%) and service (59.6%) workers, and
others (90.4%) are employees; 20/ and that family workers are almost

entirely employed in agriculture (80.0%), sales work (8.0%), or operation of
production and transport equipment (8.0%).

2.59. Table 28 makes clear that the higher the level of educational
attainment the preater the probability that an Indonesian will work as an
employee. It shows that wost Indonesians with educational attainment above
the primary school level ave employees, with the probability ranging from
48,1% to 86.9%. Table 2.9 in the statistical appendix contains rfurther
information.

20/ The two major exceptions are sales (7.4%) and agricultural. workers
(16.3%). Also, not fuite half (47.5%) of production and transport
equipment operators are employees. Despite the low percentage of
agricultural wcikers and farmers who are classified as emoloyees, in
absolute terms agricultural employees are the second largest employee
category.



- 37 -

Table 28
Employee Status by Educational Attainment, 1980
(000)

Employee  Total 4 Classified

Status Empleyment as Employees
Never Attended €:hnol * 3,025 15,267 19.8
Not Yet Completed Primary 4,528 19,400 23.3
Primary school 3,135 10,944 28.6
Junior High (General) 983 2,044 48.1
Junior High (Vocational) 324 587 55,2
Senior High (General) 869 1,240 70.1%
Senior High (Vocational) 1,322 1,654 79.9
Academy 192 221 86.9
University 169 196 86.2
14,547 51,553 28.2

Source: Table 2.9.

* TIpncludes not stated.

C. Apparent Trends 1971-1980

2.60. The discussion of trends will be based principally on 1971 and
1980 population census data and will cover (i) population growth, (ii)
employment by sex and location, (iii) employment by main industry, (iv)
labor force participation rates, and (v) unemployment and
underemployment. This section will not provide an extensive discussion
of trends in employment because of their questionable value, given the
data reliability and comparability problems discussed earlier.

2.61. Population Growth - lndonesia's population increased 51%, from
97.0 million to 146.8 million, between 1961 and 1980. The working age
population (ages 10+) increased 63%, from 63.9 million to 104.4 million,
during the same period. Although now estimated to be slowing, the
average annual population growth increased from 2.08% (1961-71) to 2.34%
(1971-80). The average growth rate for the working age population was
even higher, rising from 2.38% (1961-71) to 2.87% (1971-80). Obviously,
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the potential labor force and, hence, the probable needs for employment
have grown significantly faster than the overall population growth rate.
Population growth in the outer islands has generally been at
signiflicantly higher rates than on Java itself. See Table 29.

Table 29
Population Growth, 1961-80
(millions)
——-——-—=~Population-————- Avg. Growth Rate
Total Ages 10+ Change 10+ Total Ages 10+
1961 97.0 63.9
17.0 2.08 2.38
1971 119.2 80.9
23,5 2.34 2,87
1980 146.8 104.4

Source: IBRD 1983a.

2.62. Employment by Sex and Location - One estimate of employment trends
during the period 1971-80 is provided by Table 30. 23/ According to the
final census estimates (Series D), employment increased by 377% or 13.9
million during the period 1971-80, an average of over 1.5 million new job
holders each year. Annual urban employment (7%) grew much faster than
rural employment (2.9%), and female employment (3.8%) grew slightly
faster than male employment (3.4%). Total employment grew at an average
3.6%. Despite the much faster growth in urban employment, the rural
sector still provided two out of every three (68.2%) new jobs during the
period 1971-80. Similarly, despite the faster growth in female
employment, males still accounted for almost two out of every three
(65.4%) new job holders during the period. Use of Series ( data would
have resulted in much slower total employment growth (3.1%), in large
part because of substantially higher estimates of rural female employment.

Ei/ The reader should recall that significant differences in trends
occur depending on which particular 1971 Population Census series is
used. Although the Series D used throughout this section is the final
official estimate, scme observers (e.g., G.W. Jones:1981) feel that the
preliminary Series C provides a better estimate of employment, given the
census definitions. We occasionally note the differences implied by
Series C data.
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Table 30
Employment by Sex and Location, 1971-89
(000)

== EMPLOYMENT 1971 -—- —— LEMPLOYMENT 1980 -—- ~— % CHANGE 1971-80 — AVG ANNUAL GRCWTH 1971-80

Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total
Male 3,894 21,622 25,516 6,878 27,740 34,618 76.6 28.3 35.7 6.5 2.8 3.4
Female 1,400 10,712 12,112 2,848 14,087 16,935 103.4 31.5 39.8 8.2 3.1 3.8
Total 5,294 32,334 37,628 9,726 41,827 51,553 83.7 29.4 37.0 7.0 2.9 3.6

Source: Population Census 1971, Series D.
Population Census 1980, Series S, No.2.
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2.63, Enmplovment by Main Industry — Changes in the employment structure
for the period 1971-80 by main industry groupings are shown in Table 31.
The ten point decline occuring in agrlcultural employment, from 66.3% to
55.9%, was the single largest shift occuring in the employment structure
during the 1971-80 period. Three sectors, manufacturing, trade and
restaurants, and social and personal services, largely offset the decline
in agriculture's share by increasing their own shares by an average of
2.3, 2.2, and 3.6 polnts, respectively.

2.64. Although rhe mining, insurance and finance, and construction
sectors had noticeably higher employment growth rates, the major sources
of new employment during the 1971-80 period were agriculture (28.0%),
social and personal services (23.5%), trade, hotel and restaurants
(18.7%), and manufacturing (15.1%). Together, these four industries
provided over 85% of new jobs during the nine year period. Despite the
agricultural sector's significance as a source of new employment, it was
notable for being the only industry in which growth in employment fell
below the average total growth rate of 3.6%. Use of Series C data would
have reduced the estimated growth in manufacturing employment and, some
observers believe, in agricultural employment. Table 3la shows the
estimated employment structure by main industry 1961-80, using Series C
data for 1971.
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Table 31
Changes in Industry Employment Structure, 1971-80
(000)
Avg. Annual

Change in % Share Sectoral
EMPLOYMENT (000) % SHARE EMPLOYMENT Employment Change Growth

1971 1980 1971 1980 1971-80 1971-80 Rates (%)
24,936 28,834 66.3 55.9 3,898 28.0 1.6
80 387 0.2 0.8 307 2.2 19.1
2,573 4,680 6.8 9.1 2,107 15.1 6.9
35 66 0.1 0.1 31 0.2 7.3
640 1,657 1.7 3.2 1,017 7.3 11.1
4,077 6,679 10.8 13.0 2,602 18.7 5.6
901 1,469 2.4 2.8 568 4.1 5.6
87 302 0.2 0.6 215 1.6 14.8
3,870 7,145 10.3 13.9 3,275 23.5 7.1
429 334 1.2 0.6 (95) 0.7) - 2.7
37,628 51,553 100.0 100.0 13,925 100.0 3.6

Source: Population Census 1971, Series D.
Population Census 1980, Series S, No. 2.
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Table 3la
Percentage Distribution of Employment
by Main Industry, 1961-80

1961 1971c 1980

Agriculture 71.9 63.4 54,8
Mining 0.3 0.2 0.7
Manufacturing 5.7 7.5 8.5
Transpt. & Public Utilities 2,3 2.4 3.0
Construction 1.8 1.9 3.1
Trade 6.7 10.7 12,9
Services 9.5 9.9 15.6
Unknown 1.9 4.1 1.3

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: IBRD 1983a, p. 64

2.65. Labor Force Participation Rates - Labor force participation rates
is a subject unto itself. As noted in the earlier section on data
sources, some observers (including IBRD:1983a) conclude that labor force
participation rates have essentially remained constant during the 1971-€0
period, although the actual ievels may be open to debate depending on
whether one subscribes to census or labor force survey data. Table 32
sets out selected labor force participation rates for males and females
with an urban-rural breakdown for both census and labor force survey data.

2.66. The population census data suggest that the labor force
participation rate for the working age population (ages 10+) has remained
relatively, but not totally, constant between 1971 and 1980. The male
participation rate appears to have sligntly decreased in both the rural
(1.7 points) and the urban (1.4 points) sectors. The female
participation rate appears to have slightly decreased in the rural sector
(0.7 points) and to have slightly increased in the urban sector (1.1
points). The total labor force participation rate appears to have
decreased by 1.1 points. If, however, the 1971 population Series C data
were to be used, both rural male and female participation rates, as well
as the total labor force participation rate, would have slightly
increased rather than decreased. In sum, although the trends on the
basis of population census data are not totally clear, it would appear
reasonable to conclude that the total labor force participation rate was
essentlally constant from 1971 to 1980.

2,67. Desplte greater variation, an examination of labor force survey
data in Table 32 (as opposed to census data) also suggests a relative
constancy in labor force participation rates, primarily because of the
absence of clear trends. Tne labor force surveys cousistently estimate
higher labor force participation rates than the 1971 and 1980 population
censuses. The relative difference in the participation rates for the two
sets of data sources can be signifilcant, ranging from approximately 1-16
percentage points depending on the particular comparison being made. See
Table 2.13 in the statistical appendix for age-specific labor force
participation rates and data for additional time periods.



Table 32
Labor Force Participation Rates for Population 10 Years of Age and Over, 1971-1981
(00V)
Census Sakernas Sakernas Sakernas Sakernas Census Susenas
1971 (D) 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981
Iv v 1v Iv 1v Iv
Rural
Male 72.3 76.3 74.5 75.3 76.5 7.6
Female 35.3 39.5 37.0 40.3 39.1 34.6
Urban
Male 6l1.4 63.2 €l.4 62.9 01.9 60.0
Female 22.9 25.1 24.4 28.1 23.8 24.0
All Indonesia }/
Tale 70.3 73.8 72.6 74.5 74.4 68.4 73.5
Fewmale 33.1 36.8 35.5 39.8 36.9 32.7 41.9
Total 51.3 54.9 35.7 56.7 55.3 50.2 57.4

Source: Wages and Employment in Indonesia, IBRD:1973, p. 62,
Proyeksi Angkatan Kerja Indonesia 1983-200i, Biro Pusat Statistik, 1983.

1/ Alil-Indonesia statistics reflect yearly rather than 4th quarter data for 1977, 1978, 1979. The
period of collection for 1981 Susenas has not yet been determined.
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2.68. Unemployment and Underemployment - Great hazards lie in wait for
those interpreting unemployment rates by taking census data at face
value. Table 33 amply illustrates the pitfalls in this approach. In the
absence of one or the other of the two widely divergent 1971 data seriles,
a casual observer would draw significantly different conclusions on
trends over the period 1961 to 1980. If the observer were further aware
of the widely divergent reference and cut-off periods used to define
employment in 1961 (and, hence, unemployment) compared to the l97lqa7d
1980 censuses, the interpretation would become even more clouded. 22

Table 33
Open Unemployment Rates, 1961-80
(percent)
1961 1971 C 1971 D 19380
Urban
Male 7.4 4.9 10.7 2.7
Female 11.8 4,5 17.1 3.0
Total 8.6 4.8 12.5 2.7
Rural
Male 4.4 1.9 6.8 1.0
Female 6.3 1.4 10.7 2.1
Total 4,9 1.7 8.2 1.4
Indonesia
Male 4,8 2.4 7.5 1.4
Female 7.0 1.8 11.5 2.2
Total 5.4 2.2 8.8 1.7

Source: Based on census data--Table 10 and Table 2.14.

2.69. There are probably few conclusions that can be comfortably drawn
on trends in umemployment rates in Indonesia on the basis of census
employment data. For example, there are reasons to believe that 196l
unemployment rates would be even higher if employment had peen defined on
the same basis as im 1971 or 1980. Since the lower 1971 Series C rates
are considered to be more in line with the intent of census dexinitions,
an upward adjusted 1961 set of rates combined with 1971 Series C and 1980

gg/ See both Section III and the earlier discussion on data
comparability in paragraphs 2.04-2.06.
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data would imply a dramatlc improvement in employment. Lven in the
absence of an upward adjustment for 1961, simply ignoring the 1971 Series
D data implies an improving employment situation over the 1961-80

period. On the other hand, use of the 1971 Series D data suggests a
substantial worsening in the unemployment situation between 1961-71,
followed by a dramatic improvement between 1971-80.

2.70. Comparlson of the more reccent unemployment rates generated from
the sample labor force surveys (1976-79) suggest a re.ative constancy in
open unemployment rates for the period in question. Labor force survey
unemployment rates (1976-79) are roughly comparable to the 1971 Series C
and 1980 census rates, although urban unemployment rates for both males
and females are noticeably higher in the labor force surveys. See Table
34 for details.

Table 34
Census and Labor Force Survey Unemployment Rates, 1961-80
(percent)
-~ URBAN — --RURAL —--
Male Female Male Female Total

Census 1961 7.4 11.8 4.4 6.3 5.4
Census 1971 C 4.9 4,5 1.9 1.4 2.2
Census 1971 D 10.7 17.1 6.9 10.7 8.8
Supas 1976 [ 5.4 5.9 1.2 1.5
Sakernas 1976 LV 6.9 5.1 1.9 1.1 2.3
Sakernas 1977 I 7.0 5.7 1.9 1.0 2.3

1977 II 6.4 5.4 1.8 1.3 2.3

1977 II1 5.9 4,9 1.7 0.8 2.0

1977 Iv 6.2 5.7 2.0 1.2 2.4
Sakernas 1978 I 7.2 4.6 2.5 1.7 2.8

1978 II 6.9 3.5 2.2 1.5 2.5

1978 III 6.6 3.5 1.7 1.1 2.1

1978 1V 7.4 3.8 1.9 1.4 2.4
Sakernas 1979 I 8.4 6.8 2.8 1.5 2.2

1979 1V 7.3 6.9 2.8 2.3 2.3
Census 1980 IV 2.7 3.0 1.0 2.1 1.7

Source: IBRD:1983a.
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2.71. Regardless of the particular time period clinsen, certain general
characteristics in unewployment rates emerge. First, female unemployment
rates tend to be higher than male unemployment rates according to census
data (except 1971 C data) but not according to labor force survey data.
Second, urban unemployment rates are universally (and substantiaily)
higher than rural unemployment rates, regardless of the particular
comparison being made. Third, unemployment rates are notably higher for
the relativzly young, and to a lesser degree for the relatively old, than
for the age group 30-54 years.

2.72. The statistics on underemployment (i.e., the employed population
working less than 35 hours per week) are relatively “ew and appear to be
limited to the 1980 census and the Sakernas/Susenas labor fcrce surveys.
The statistics summarized in Table 35 suggest a possible upward trend in
underemployment, particularly if only the labor force surveys are
compared. However, because of the basic problems in data comparability
wentioned eerlier, the brown leaf hopper crises in rice cultivation
during the period 1974-78, and the relatively short period under
observation (if we exclude the 1964/65 data), it is proiably not
judicious to draw too firm a conclusion on trends at this time. The
subjects of unemployment and underemployment will be dealt with
extensively in the following sectilon, which examines the nature and shape
of the employment problem.

Table 35
Percentage Employed Population
Working Less Than 35 Hours per Week, 1965-80

Male Female Urban Rural Total
1964-5 22.4 39.0 18.1 28.9 27.9
1976 25.6 43.6 15.7 34.6 31.7
1977 24,7 42.7 14,1 33.8 30.8
1978 30.0 48.2 17.7 40.0 36.6
1980 29.7 50.5 18.3 40,8 36,5

Source: Table 2.16 and Table 45.
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JII, NATURE AND SHAPE OF THE EMPLOYMENT PROBLEM

3.01, Almost everyone (donors, press, academics, and the GOI) seems to
agree that a serious employment problem exists in Indonesia and that it
18 worsening. For the sake of clarity, we will re-—examine the
conventional wisdom regarding the existing problem. This section of thea
paper will address four sets of questions: (i) what defines the
employment problem; (11) what defines the adequacy of employment; (iil)
who are the unemployed/underemployed/underutilized/etec.; and (iv) who
wants to work, is looking for work, "needs” to work. Section IV of the
paper asks the next logical question--will the employment problem worsen?

A. Defining the Employment Problem

3.02, The study of emplcyment, like many endeavors in economics, is
plagued by conceptual dilemmas long before problems in measurement are
encountered. Some of the issues are well known--the failure to include
household services as employment or part of GDP, if performed by a member
of the household, is the classic example. A member from outside the
househnld performing the same services at the same implicit remuneration
or share of "product” 1s both employed and coutributing to the national
product according to the standard definitions. In principle, if
everyone's spouses and children simply traded their household role with
their nelghboring counterpart, a dramatic increase in both employment and
national product would occur (by existing detfinicions) despite there
being no additional increase in services or expenditure of effort.
Similarly, even a slight reshuffling of duties within a household could,
in principle, cause all members above the age of ten to be defined as
employed even if no net increase in any actlvity occurred. For that
matter, & decrease in all activities could occur, yet measured employment
would have increased.

3.03. The problem and contradictions of what constitutes employment,
and, therefore, what constitutes the employment problem, go even deeper.
We have already noted that a person can be designated as employed by
working as little as one hour in the week preceding the employment
survey. That person is weighted equally in employment statistics with a
person working 6U+ hours in a week—-voth are simply detined as belng
employed. We have also noted that the reference period has ranged from
the day of che survey, to the preceding week, to the preceding six months
and that the cut-off for determining employment status has ranged from
one hour in the preceding week, to two days (hours unspeclfied) in the
preceding weeck, to two months (neither days nor hours specitied) in the
preceding six months. [t is obvious, in practice, that even the simple
time parameters for defining cmployment are qulte arbitrary.

3.04. Necdless to say, the same arbitrary quality holds true In temms of
selecting the age groups defining the potentlal workforce. [ndonesian
employment statistics and, therefore, typleal considerations of the
employment problem, focus on all people who are above the age of 9

years. .Just how scriously should we take the 10-14 year—olds that are
defined as part of the work force and that are "undercemployed” or
"unemployed"? Similarly, what about those who are ape bU years and

over? In gsome countrles nelther of these age groups might be included
for consideration. While the welfare of the total population is
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obviously of concern, should not we in fact carefully distinguish between
marginal menbers of the labor force and primary members of the labor
force in interpreting the employment problem?

3.05, 7To carry our point one step further, consider the member of the
household who may provide marginal assistance to the family farm, to the
fomily business or cottage Industry, or may slmply hold part—time or
temporary cmployment outside the family, That individual may essentially
be a full-time housewife, student, or retlred person (or child) who has
glven a few hours of time that happen to be defined statistically as
cmployment. These people may not be part of the mainstream/primiry work
force and may not want or have any tntention of becoming part oi the
primary workforce. Qualitatively, their work or level/lnten:ity of
effort may only be a fraction of that of a primary member ot the
workforce. Nevertheless these people become part of the cumployment
statistic. Significant changes in their number, for whatever reason
(whether being pushed by desperation or pulled by opportunity), could in
principle materially affect the interpretacvion of employment statistics
and, hence, the employment problem.

3.06. Depending con the observer, the "employment problem” tends to mean
very different things. It may mean the degree of unemployment, the
degree of underemployment, the numbers of “discouraged .orkers,” trends
in labor force participation rates, trends in real wage rates and so
forth. A given analyst or commentator may focus on any or all such
measures and may examine the statistics cursorily or in depth. In
general, however, the causal observer is more likely to use and laterpret
enployment statistics in an uncritical mamner. Further, it is doubtful
that the many factors that might potentially define the employment
problem, if taken together, can or will be examined within the same
analysis by even the professional analyst. We will attempt to cxamine
some of the traditional measures (or indicators) of the employment
problem in Part C of this section. Before doing so, however, we wish to
digress momentarily and examine whether there may be a more comprehensive
measure/indicator of the employment problem than any of the previous
statistics reveal.

B. The Adequacy of Employment

3.07. In discussing the employment problem and supposedly measuring 1t,
we implicitly must have some concept in mind that allows us to measure
the adequacy of employment. It will be argued that adequacy of
employment 1s probably best measured by the level of family income, not
the nunber of people employed, the number of people unemployed, the
number of people underemployed, the number of hours worked, wage rates,
incomes from a specific activity (such as rice farming), or even total
earned income of an individual. Although all of the above measures (and
others) by themselves bring important information to bear on the question
of employment adequacy, it is argued here that changes in the economic
viability of the family or household unit, not that of each employed
individual, is the ultimate measure of rhe "employment problem.”

3.08. The principal reason for holding employment for the overwhelming
majority of the Indonesian work force is the expectation of income. It
is income, not employment per se, that is desirable. Employment is only
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a means to an important end, i.e., the maintenance or improvement of a
standard of living and, probably, survival.

3,09, 1t is total family income (rather than indlvidual income) in a
country like Iudonesla, however, that is the best predictor ot an
individual's chaces for survival or of improving his actual standard of
living, The existence ol both the extended family soc?ﬁipgzuurity system
and the prevalence of multiple job holding by individuals (both at points
in time and across tilwme) seriously hamper the interpretatlon of
statistics on employment, uncuployment, underemployment and wages, for
the purpose ol drawing conclusions on vverall socictal welfare.
Nevertheless, this is usually exactly what we are trying to do--draw
conclusions on changes in societal welfare--when we make statements about
the cmployment problem.

3.0, Table 36 provides some inkling of the potential confusion in
attenpting to draw counclusions about cmployment. Generally, we are only
looking at some of the factors/variables that Impinge on the overall
income/weltare measure we have in mind when we speak of the employment
problem. We may have employment estimates and hours worked and perhaps
partial and disjointed wage data, but we are not ablie to say that
individuals are earning more or less from the sum total of thelr labor
activities. Lven if we knew this, an individual's etfectlve
income/welfare 1o not really Ynown unless we know something about the
intra-housechold/family transfers. The effective income sharce ot a gilven
individual may be higher or lower than his personal earnings, depending

on whether he or she is a marpinal or principal income carner Iln a family.

Table 36
Measures of the Eaployment Problem —-—
Some Alternatives and Considerations

Individual Level

. Real wage rates

. Hours worked per day

Days worked per year

Number of different jobs held
income froum speclitic job
Income from all employment
Share 1in houschold income

N LN

Houschold Level
1. HNuuber employed 1n household
2. All of the above for employed members
3. Average houschold Income/expenditure share

Agprepate Level
1. Numbers holding cwmployment
2. HNumbers unemployed
« Numbcers of underemployed
Numbers of “"discouraped workers”
Hours emploved per week
Real wape rates by majour seetors
Per caplta fncomne trom employment
Per capita natlonal lncome
Levels/distributlon of honschold expenditure

Ce& NSO b W
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3.11. The point about cffective income share ls particularly important
to keep In mind when we look at statistics on undes. - _. werd. The
implicatlon of the term 1s that people are not fully employed and, thus,
are probably part of the employment problem. This may or may not be true
(the polnt wlll be examlned extensively later la this sectlon) but it is
certainly easy to see that average per capita household/family Lncomes
could be rising at the same time that underemployment and even
unenploynent are also rislng. ‘The questlon could then be posed--has the
enployment problem worsened?  Underemploynment statistics would say yes,
household income would say no. Similarly, eavislon the above wlth
constant or even declinlng real wages—-has the employment problem
worsened if averase per caplta household incomes stlll rise? Has it
worsened Lf the above holds true and Glal coefficlents suggest that

houscehold Lncome dlstribution Ls not worsenlng? Again, our tradltional
measures probably say yes, and the houschold income measure says no.

3.12. tHow could the above happen? Quite slmply, we do not know the
total quantity ot work, nor the wage rates for the various categorles,
nor the total earned inconmes. Yet we are trying to draw conclusions on
whether the employment situatlon Is worsening. The problem is that we
only have information on part ot the variables, and unless they are
analyzed very carcefully, the Llnformation can be misleading.

3.13. Thus far we have emphaslzed the importance of houschold or family
income as the potentlal ultimate determinate of how socletal welfare
{and, heunce, the eupluyment problem) is changiag. However, by this
measure alone it would be possible to increase earned incomes (and our
proposed measure of welfare) simply by increasing the total quantity of
labor input. Unless we argue that lelsure has no value we must
acknovledge that an employment problem can also exist if average hourly
labor productivi=y,, measured by the average real wage rate, 1s
decliniii—=ieapite rising household incomes. This would indeed be a
cause for serious ecoacern. Presumably, however, this type of situation
would ultimately crode averagse real houseicld earnings and, hence, show
up in the proposed primary indfcator of the cmployment problem.

Heverthe less, alony with the level of fawmlly incomes, average hourly
labor productivity (as measured by real wage rates) should be considered
as one of the principal measures of the employment problem.

3.14. The purpose of the foregoing discussion has been to create greater
cautlon in accepting too faclle interpretations of traditional employment
statistics. Although we belleve household incomes to be a better overall
measure ot the cumployment problem, we are not unaware of its own
measurement and conceptual problems-—-including non-carned income
components. Nevertheless, we belleve any examination of employment
trends should be carcfully reconclled to chiinges in houschold
Lncomes/expenditures and thetr distribution. Next, we lnterpret some of
the more traditional and wore partial measures of the cmployment problem.

C. The Yneaployed, Underemployed and Others

3.15. The question asked here is--vho are the employment problem and how
big 1s Lt? We wlll attempt to address this question by scrutinlzing some
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of the traditional measures of the employment problem such as
unemployment, undercmployment, and the discouraped worker. We then
attempt to draw conclusions on the number of equivalent full time jobs
necessary to climlnate the existing cumployment problem as suggested by
these traditional measures, but only after taking Into account probable
alternative demands on workers' time, including preferences for leisure.
Despite our carlicr comments on the lmportance of income, we will not
attempt to consider wage rates or houschold incomes/expenditures until
Part D of this scetilon.

3.16. Unemplovment as an Fmployment Problem - Although unemployment
grabs the headlines in the vicher parts ol the worlc, it 1s pgenerally not
considered a najor problem In the Third World., Mor: preciscly, measured
open unemplovient is generally low in countries sucn as Indonesia because
the "employment problem” assumes other forms. Work tends to be shared.
Few people can atford the luxury of uncmployment. “l.sery bit of income 1s
a plus to the family income pool, ne nmatter how smills  In sum, most
individuals cannot afford unemployment by definition and wlll be employed
in some capacity, no matter how inadequate, in orier to make some
contribution to family income.

3.17. Table 37 indicates that Indonesia is no Qiception to the general
rule on open uncmployment in the Third World. 'Tae total uncmployment
rate is only 1.7%. Although the relationships “etween male (1.4%) and
female (2.2%) uncuployment rates, between urban (2.8%) and rural (1,4%)
unemployment rates, and between the young (higher) and the older (lower)
hold as expected, none of Lhe rates as measure: in the 1980 census can be
considered unusually high. 23/ If we make almost any type of allowance
for frictional unemployment (normal secarch tim2 between jobs and in
obtaining a first job) then we must conclude that aggregate open
unemployment is not an employment problem in indonesia. Nevertheless, it
is ifmportant to keep in mind that unemployment 1s defined as those who
are looklng for work and measured by those who say they are looking for
work. The concept does not measure the discouraged worker or perhaps the
“reticent unemployed.” We will attempt to examine this question in a
following section.

Zé/ Although unemployment rates are higher in the labor force surveys,
they are still relatlively low in comparlson to uncemployment rates in the
USA or EKurope. An important exceptlion may be the relatively hlgh
(11-13%) unemployment rates amony secondary school graduates.
Nevertheless, It ts Important to keep In mind the relatively small
absolute nunbers of uncmployed sccondary school graduates, despite their
prcsum&ﬁ stgnltficance for urban political stabllity.
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Table 37
Open Unemploywent Rates, 1980
(percentage)
————— URBAN ~———= ——==RURAIL --——-  ——- ALL-INDONESIA —-
Age Group Male Female Total Male Female Total Male IFemale Total
10 - 14 5.8 4,7 5.2 2.3 3.7 2.9 2.5 3.8 3.0
15 - 19 8.2 5.7 7.0 2.6 3.7 3.v 3.4 4,1 3.7
20 - 24 6.8 6.5 6.7 1.8 2.9 2.2 3.1 3.7 3.3
25 - 29 2.3 2.6 2.4 0.9 2.0 1.2 2.2 2.1 1.5
30 - 34 1.1 1.5 1.2 0.6 1.7 0.9 0.7 1.7 1.0
35 - 39 0.8 1.0 0.8 0.5 1.5 0.8 0.6 1.4 1.2
40 - 44 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.5 1.4 0.8 0.5 2.3 0.8
45 - 49 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.5 1.3 0.7 0.5 2.2 0.8
50 - 54 1.1 0.8 1.0 0.5 1.3 0.7 0.6 2.2 0.8
55 - 59 1.2 0.6 1.0 0.5 1.2 0.7 0.6 2.1 0.8
60 - 64 1.1 0.7 1.0 0.5 1.1 0.7 0.6 1.0 0.7
65 + 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.5 1.1 0.7 0.5 1.1 0.7
Not Stated 2.3 - 1.6 1.0 12,3 3.2 1.2 8.9 2.9
Total 2.7 3.0 2.8 1.0 2.1 1.4 1.4 2,2 1.7
Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 39,1-9.
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3.18. Underenployment as an Faployment Problem - Underemployment poses
the largest amd one of the more interesting sets of questions relating to
the shape and nature or the caployment problem, On the surface, the
sheer number of underemployed, 30.95% o1 the emploved work foerce tn 1980,
is cause for great concern. Lt I very dirficeult not to believe that
something s seriously wronpg when well over one=third ot the caployed
workforce 1s implicd to be less than tully eaployed. Jndeed, It ls the
term "unlercemplovment” itsclt, perhaps more than the slze of the
assoclated statistic, that causes alarm.  The term suspests that people
are not fully emploved and want to work more and that possibly they are
in desperate straits or Living at the margin, If we used the term
"part-tiue emplocaent” a different pilcture comes to mind, one that 1is
certainly less ominous,

3.19. Thercefore, perhaps the best place to start an assessment of
underenployment is with the definition itself, 1.e., those employed but
working less than 35 hours per weck. In efrect, somcoue drew a dividing
line and said those working less than 35 hours per week are underemployed
and those working 35 hours per week or more are not. The ternm
"undercmploved” does not say outright or explicitly include in its
definition that it is "bad” to work less tivin 35 hours per week, that
those occupylnyg this classitication should be morally compelled to be
more fully enmployced, that those working less than 35 hours a week cannot
possibly be earning & living, or that in any way the magnltude of this
statistic chould be a cause for alarm. WNevertheless, any or all of the
above may be assuned/concluded by the casual user of the statistlc. As
we have noteaq ecarlier, the underemployuent statis 1lc Is often cited as an
important indicator of the serlousness ot the emproyment problem. To
assess the validity of -his belief we will take a very close look at a
variety of statistics on the subject drawn from the 1980 census,

(bespite our misgivings o1 the term underemployment, we will follow
convention and continue to use it in reference to those who are employed
but working less than 35 hours per week.)

3.20. Table 38 reveals that unleremployment in Indonesia 1s no small
number, Over 18.8 million (36..4) of the total employed were classified
as working less thaun 35 hours per week in the 1980 census. Perhaps
surprisingly, the vast majority (Y90.5Z4) of the underemployed were located
in rural areas (compared to the rurar sector's overall weipght of 81.1% in
employment). Perhaps less surprisingly, females accounted for close to
half (45.4%) of the underemployed, desplte comprising only 32.8% of total
employment. The shave of females In total urban (42.17) and total rural
(45.8%) undcremplayﬁzﬁt was rouphly the same, Somewhat surprisingly,
however, the deprce of female under—employuwent was signitlicantly greater
in the rural arcas. See Table 39,

Table 38
Magnitude of Underemployment, 1980
(000)
Urban Rural Total
Male 1,031 9,242 10,273
Female 751 7,803 8,554
Total 1,782 17,045 18,827

Source: Table 3.1.
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3,21, Table 39 reveals a number of significant aspects relating to
underemplovment and total hours worked in general. [t Ls clear that the
degree of underemployment varles dramatleally between the urban (18.3%)
and rural (40.8%) sectors, between males (2Y,74) and temales (50.5%),
between urban males (15,04) and rural males (33.3%), and between urban
females (20.4%) and rural temales (55.50). Clearly the most strlkling
aspect of the Intormation In Tables 38 and 39 1Is that undercemployment, to
the extent that It Is a problem, is largely a rural phenomenon and to a
very important degree a female phenomenon. [t 1s clear from Table 39
that urban workers are prlmarily full-time workers and, 1f anything,
overemployed compared to thelr rural counterparts.

Table 39
Fmployment by Total Hours Worked Per Week --
Population Age 10 Years and Over, 1980

(percentage)
Part-Time Full-Time The Over *
Employed Lnployed Employed
0-34 hours 35 hours + 60 hours +
yrban
Male 15.0 85.0 (21.1)
Female 26.4 73.6 (23.,4)
Total 18.3 81.7 (21.8)
Rural
Male 33.3 66.7 (10.9)
Female 55.5 44,5 (6.5)
Total 40.8 51.1 (9.4)
All Indonesia
Female 50.5 49.5 (9.3)
Total 36,5 73.5 (11.7)

Source: Table 3.1lb.

* Included also in the "full-time" column.

3.22. Table 40 expands on the last point. It suggests that urban
workers tend on average to work significantly longer hours than rural
workers. Only in the middle range (35-44 hours) do the percentages of
urban and rural workers approximate thelr shares In total employment.
Above 44 hours the percentape of urban workers Is sipnlticantly larger
than and below 35 hours sipnificantly lower than thelr 18.9% share In
total employment. The reverse situatfon is true for the rural sector.

3.23. Table 3.1 1In the statistical appendix suggests, however, that the
heavy welghting of rural female employment in the under 35 liours category



- 55 =

and relative absence in the 35 hours and above category explains most of
the variation in the relative intensity of hours spent in urban-rural
employment. Table 41 also supports this explanation and makes 1t ecasy to
see the relative importance ot the female worker in cach of the major
hourly categories for urban, rural, and total employment.

Table 40
Share of Employment by Hourly Categories, 1980
(percentage)
Hours
Worked/Week Urban Rural
0 12,7 87.3

1 - 9 10.6 89.4
10 - 24 8.4 91.8
25 - 34 9.9 90.1
35 - 44 18.2 81.8
45 - 59 25.9 74.1
e0 + 35.0 65.0
Total employment 18.9 8l.1
Source: Table 3.la.

Table 41

Distribution of Employment by Hours Worked,
Sex, and Urban-Rural Location, 1980

(percentage)

- URBAN - -RURAL - -TOTA L-
Hours Worked/Week Male Female Male Female Male Female
0 - 9 7.0 4.5 42.6 45.8 49,7 50.3
10 - 24 4.5 3.9 46.6 45.0 51.1 48.9
25 - 34 6.0 3.9 55.4 34.7 61.4 38.6
35 - 44 13.3 4.9 58.3 23.5 71.0 28.4
45 - 59 20.3 5.6 5.8 15.3 79.1 20.9
60 + 24,0 11.0 49.9 15.1 73.9 26.1
Total Employed 13.3 5.6 53.8 27.3 67.1 32.9

Source: Table 3.la.
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3.24. A slightly different perspective is provided by Table 42, which
shows the relatlve importance of the hourly work groupings to the male
workforce, the female workforce, and to total employment. Clearly, far
more of the female work force is engaged in part-time employment (50.5%)
(lesa than 35 hours per weck) than the male workforce (29.7%), and
vice-versa for above 35 hours per weck.

Table 42
Percentage of Employment by Hours Worked, 1980

Hours ~—— ALL-INDONESIA —--
Worked/Week Male Female Total

0 2.1 4,1 2.8
1 -9 2.4 5.1 3.3
25 - 34 12.0 15.4 13.1
35 - 44 29.6 24,1 27.8
45 - 59 27.0 14.6 22.9
60 + 12.9 9.3 11.7
Not Stated 0.8 1.5 1.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Table 3.16.

3.25. Table 43 provides a different, but highly useful, picture of the
distribution of part-time/underemployment in Indonesia. Although not
broken down by sex, the table shows that most part-t’me employment falls
in the 10-24 hour per week range (47.6%), followed by the 25-34 hour
range (35.9%). It also shows that slightly over half (52.0%) of all
part—time employment is held by ages 10-29 and ages 60+, The core
working groups of ages 30-5Y hold 48.0% of part-time employment. Table
44 shows a reduced version of Table 43 broken down by percentage
distributlon.

Table 43
Underemployment by Age Group and Hours Worked, 1980
(000)
————— HOURS WORKED -—-——-
0-9 10 - 24 25 - 34 Total
fees 10 - 14 234 734 254 1,222
ag2s 15 - 19 383 1,216 771 2,370
Ages 20 = 24 378 1,064 869 2,311
Ages 25 - 29 366 1,003 880 2,249
Ages 30 = 59 1,441 4,122 3,478 9,041
Ages 60 + 298 825 511 1,634
Total 3,100 8,964 6,763 18,827

Source: Table 3.2.
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Table 44
Percentage of Total Underemployment
by Age Group and Total :~wrs Worked, 1980

————— HOURS WORKED -—=——

0-9 10 - 24 25 ~- 34 1otal
Ages 10 - 29 7.2 21.3 14.8 43.3
Ages 30 - 59 7.7 21.9 18.4 45,0
Ages 60+ 1.6 4.4 2.7 .7
Total 16.5 47.6 35.9 100.0

Source: Table 42,

3.26. One final but extensive look at part-time/underemployment, before
we begin the assessment of how serious an employment problem it may
represent, 1s provided in Table 45. Table 45 shows the rate of
underemployment (i.e., the percentage of those classifled as employed but
working less than 35 hours) by age group, by urban-rural location, and
sex. Althcugh all of the information presented prior to this point is
consistent with Table 45, the information provided by this particular
breakdown is--in a word--devastating. Table 45 clearly shows the
significance of what appear to be the three principal determinants of a
person's likelihood of being underemployed: their age, their sex, and
their urban-rural location.

3.27, Table 45 shows that the likelihood of being underemployed tends to
be highest for the young and the old, females--~whether urban or rural,
and rural dwellers--whether male or female, of whatever age. Table 45,
plus the knowledge of the absolute share of the rural sector in total
employment, leaves no doubt that if underemployment is truly a problenm,
then it is primarily a rural problem,
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Table 45
Rates of Underemployment, 1980
(percentage)

————— URBAN —-—-—-- ~———==RURAL -~ =-- ALL~INDONESIA ---
Age Group Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
10 - 14 42.6 29.5 35.2 64.1 67.4 65.6 63.3 63.6 63.4
15 - 19 19.0 16.8 17.9 40.6 52.5 45.2 37.6 45,9 40.9
20 - 24 13.2 21.8 15.8 30.3 54.2 38.5 26.3 47.6 33.4
25 - 29 12.0 25.3 15.1 28.0 55.5 36.2 22.9 49.9 31.5
30 - 34 12,2 28.0 15.9 27.9 54.9 36.4 24.2 50.3 32,0
35 - 39 12.5 29.8 16.8 28.4 54.1 36.9 24,9 50.2 32.9
40 - 44 13.4 29.8 17.9 28.9 53.4 37.4 25.5 49.5 33.5
45 - 49 14.9 30.6 19.6 29.9 53.4 38.1 27.0 49.8 34.8
50 - 54 17.9 31.2 21.7 32.7 55.8 40.4 29.9 52.0 37.2
55 - 59 22,6 33.9 25.8 35.5 56.8 42.4 33.3 53.4 39.7
6) - 64 27.7 34.5 29.7 41.3 60.C 47.2 39.4 56.6 44.8
65 + 34.3 40.1 36.2 49.7 64.5 54.0 47.9 61.3 51.8
Total 15.0 26.4 18.3 33.3 55.5 40.8 29.7 50.5 36.5
Source: Population Census 1980, Series S, No. 2, Tables 56.1-9.
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3.28., But that is the question--do those working less than 35 hours per
week represent an employment problem? Or do they represent marginal or
part—time workers who neither want nor need to work additional hours?
Are they principally secondary/supplemental family income sources or are
they primary income earners who cannot obtain sufficient employment?
Although we will not be able to answer these questlons definitively, we
will present the case for discounting the high percentages of the
underemployed as being anything near the problem that the aggregate
statistic (36.5%) might suggest.

3.29. At one level the case agalnst underemployment as a serious
employment problem has been 1mplicitly constructed in the preceding pages
and statistics. First, we saw that almost half (45.5%) the underemployed
are female. The question has to be asked-—are these women who wish to be
full-time workers or are these women who are working part-time in
addition to lieeping house, taking care of a family, "being a child,” or
going to school? Second, we have seen that a significant proportion of
the underemployed are either relatively young (43.3%) or relatively old
(8.7%). The questlon must be asked--are members of these age groups
expected to be primary income earners or merely supplemental earners?

Are these people children, students, or young people still dependent on
theilr families for pari of their support? Are they the basically reticed
or semi~retired, dependent in part on their children and/or their
savings? Do any of these particular groups want or need more employment?

3.30. In point of fact, the 1980 census suggests that very few of the
underemployed, including prime age males, may have actually wanted wuore
work, Table 46 shows that only 7.8% of those classified as being
underemployed were actually looking for other or additional work. This
amounts to 1.5 million people or a full-time equivalent of perhaps 0.6
million jobs. Although thls does not necessarily mean that the
employment problem is limited to these individuals among the
underemployed (possibly the rest are "discouraged lookers"), it does
suggest that the statistic should be examined very closely before leaping
to possibly careless and gloomy conclusions.
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Table 46
The Underemployed Portion of Work Force
by Those Looking for Work or Reasons for Not Looking, 1980 *

(percentage)
———————— HOURS WORKED
0 1-9 10 - 24 25 - 34 Total
Looking for Work 8.4 6.5 7.9 8.0 7.8
Reason Not Locking
*  Thought No Need 26.4 35.3 42,3 54.9 45,0
* Lost Hope 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
¥ Attending School 2.0 9.9 5.8 1.1 4.2
* lousekeeplng 29,7 25,5 22.1 15.0 20.4
* Not Capable 5.5 6.7 5.1 4,2 5.0
*  QOther 26.5 15.4 16.2 16.4 17.0
¥ Not Stated 1.3 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
%4 of Total Underemployed 7.5 9.0 47.6 35.9 100.0

Source: Table 3.9,

* Looking for other or additional work.

3.31. Table 46 presents additional information that largely strengthens
the case against underemployment being a serious employment problem. It
shows that the percentage looking for work 1s remarkably c: astant,
regardless of the hours being worked. It shows that almost half (45.0%)
of the underemployed felt there was "no need” to look for work, that one
fifth (20.4%) cited housework and another 4,.2% cited school as reasons
for not looking for work. The only possibly susplcious categories cited
as reasons for not looking for work were "other”™ (17.0%) and "not
capable™ (5.0%). Nevertheless, the explicit category "lost hope” and its
extremely low percentage (0.3%) either suggests that truly only 7.8% of
the underemployed were concerned enough about thelr work situation to
botlier looklng, or perhaps that respondents were not willing to admit
that they had lost hope. A better informed interpretation of these
speclfic statistics in the 1980 census should be a worthwhile expenditure
of further research time.

3.32. While Table 46 is impressive in terms of apparently dismissing
underemployment as a serious employment problem, Table 47 further
strengthens the case., Both tables present the same information, but
Tabie 46 presents the data in agg.egate by hourly categories and Table 47
prescnts the same data broken down by sex. Basically, what can be seen
from Table 47 is that although a slightly larger percentage of males
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(9.3%) was looking for work than females (6.1%) and that tar more females
(41.5%) cited housckeeping as thelr reason for not looking for work than
males (2.9%), the basic conclusions arawn from Table 46 are only
strengthened. In aggregate, it is clear that three-quarters of the
females either did not feel there was need to look for work (33.4%) or
that housekecping respousibilities (41.5%) made 1t unnecessary or
impossible. While over three-filfths of the males either felt there was
no need to look for wor% (54.74), or cited school (5.2%) or housekeeping
(2.9%) as their reasons for not looking, over one-fourth either cited
“other" (21.5%) or "not capable" (5.7%4). Again, the nagging question
must be raised as to the meaning of these responses even though the "lost
hope" category is explicitly listed. The female percentages for both of
these categories were noticeably lower.
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Table 47

The Underemployed Portion of Workforce

by Those Looking for Work or Reasons for Not Looking, 1980

(percentage)

H U S W 0 R ) & E D
— 0 hours — 1 -9 hour 10 -- 24 hours 25 = 35 hours 0 - 34 hours
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
Looking for Wozrk 10.6 6.0 7.8 5.3 9.6 6.1 5.0 6.3 9.3 6.1
Reasons Not Looking
* Theught No Need 36.2 16.3 46.2 25.0 52.3 32.0 62.3 43,0 54.7 33.4
* Lost Hope 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2
* Attending School 2.8 1.3 13.2 6.7 7.8 3.6 1.3 0.8 5.2 2.9
* Housekeeping 4.6 55.9 3.5 46.1 2.8 42.3 2.6 34.8 2.9 41.5
* Not Capable 6.9 4.0 8.1 5.3 6.0 4,2 4.6 3.5 5.7 4.1
* Otner 36.6 15.9 20.2 10.9 20.9 11.4 19.8 11.3 21.5 11.6
* Not Stated 2.0 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Percent Male/Female (0-34 hrs) 7.1 8.1 7.9 10.1 44.6 51.2 40.4 30.6
Source: Population Census 1980, Series S, No. 2, Tables 42.1-9
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3.33. The case against underemployment as an employment problem 1s
further strengthened by two additional pieces of information. First, the
percentage of those working more than 35 hours per week but looking for
work (6.8%) 1s almost ag high as for those working less than 35 hours per
week (7.8%). This suggests that the "underemployed” feel no more
compelled to look for work than the "fully employed.” Since the
gtatistic does not distinguish between looking for other work and looking
for additional work, it {s possible that less than the full 7.84 are
looking for additional work. Second, the percentage of thouse werkdng
more than 35 hours per week and glving “other”™ as their reason for not
looking for work (15.6%) Ls only slightly lower thaa the percentage of
those giving the same answer but working less than 35 hours per week
(17.0%). This tends to suggest that whatever the "other” category might
mean, 1t probably does not indlcate that underemployed workers are any
more discouraged in looking for work than their more fully employed
counterparts. See Table 48 for further details.

Table 48
Percentage Employed But Looking for Work,
and Percentage Citing "Other” as Reason for Not Looking, 1980

Hours % Looking % Not Looking

Worked/Week for Work and Citing "Other"
0 8.4 26.5

1 - 9 6.5 15.4

10 - 24 7.9 16.2

25 - 34 8.0 16.4

35 - 44 7.3 15.7

45 ~ 49 6.7 15.1

60 + 5.7 16.3
Total 7.2 16.1

0 - 34 Hours 7.8 17.0

35 + Hours 6.8 15.6

Source: Table 3.9.

3.34, In sum, although we cannot prove the underemployed do not
represent a serlous employment problem, we have attempted to cast doubt
on the blind acceptance of the raw statlstlc. What we have attempted to
suggest 1s that working less than 35 hours per week may be a totally
reasonable respongse for many or even most of those classifled as
underemployed. Although these workers may be marginal or supplemental
income earners, and might not even be working if the earnings of
primary/principal houschold workers were higher, 1t is not clear from the
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data that more than 8% of this group want more work. Zﬁ/ This
percentage by itself does not have the ring of desperation.
Nevertheless, we would caution apainst placlag too great an emphasis on
this statistic without further examination of the questionnalre and
enumeration protocol by an anthropologist and careful comparisons wlth
similar/related data.

3.35. Discouraped Workers as an Fmployment Problem — "Discouraged
workers” are generally defined &3 people who have dropped out of the
labnr force because they have glven up hope ot tinding employment. They
do not appear in the unemployment statisties because one has to be
looking for work (but not working) in order to be classifled as
unemployed. Thus, by definition "dlscourageu workers™ are not counted as
part of the labor force because they are nelther working nor looking for
work. Nevertheless, the discouraped worker phenromenon could, 1n
principle, be a major ewmployment problem in a situatlon where employment
opportunities are few.

3.36. We have already argued earlier that people cannot generally afford
to be unemployed in a relatively poor country such as Indonesla. The
common practice of surviving with multiple jobs and/or as a member of a
family income pool where any contribution 1s welcome, argues tharn some
form of employment (repardless ot 1ts possible inadequacy in the eyes of
a western observer) is preferable to none. Thus, just as we argued that
one cannot afford to be unemployed, we could argue that one cannot afford
to be a discouraged worker. Although a very serlous employment problem
may exlst in a relatlvely poor, heavily populated country such as
Indonesia, a priori we would not expect to see 1t reflected in elther
high open unemployment rates or large numbers of obviously discou
workers 1n the classical sense. Eé/

o~y A
Laécu

3.37. There are at least two obvious exceptions to the geueral argument
agriust high open unemployment or large numbers of discouraged workers in
a couuiryv like Indonesia, howevers., First, those who can afford to be
unemployed or to remaln outside the workforce, desplte belng prime
candidates on the basis of criterla such as age, sex, health, and uabsence
of obvious competing responsibilities, will tend to be those most

gﬁ/ It should be noted, however, that 35.9%4 of the underemployed stated
they wanted more work in the 1970 Sakernas, and that roughly this same
percentage held even tor those working more than 35 hours per week. On
the other hand, only 6.2%4 of those working less than 35 hours per week 1in
the 1982 Susenas stated they were looklng for work., Clearly, this
question deserves to be pursued further.,

32/ We would probably expect to ser 1t reflected in the
underemploycd/part--time c¢mployment statistics, in dispulsed unemployment
(MP{, < AP[), possibly in redundant numbers of public sector or

government cmployees, {n large intormal sector employment--partlcularly
in services and petty trading, in low and stagnating wages, in
wide-spreuad multiple job holding, possibly in seasonal unemployment, etc,
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likely to actually be unemployed or outside the labor force. We would
expect members of the relatively wealthier families to have a higher
reservation price and to be more demandlng in the type ot employment they
would find acceptable, Second, we would expect that {ndlviduals with
higher levels of educational attainment would tend also to have higher
reservatlion prilces and expectations regarding the type ot sultable
employment. To the extent that higher levels of educational attainment
and wealth/income levels are correlated, as they apparently are in
Indonesia, we would expect to‘r}nd these tendanciles to be even further
strengthencd and reintorced. 40

3.38. The effect of hipher resecvation prices and expectlons on
acceptable employment would be to extend the period of job search, even
if the individual dld not openly admlt that he 1s looklny for
employment. Thus, we could arpue that potentlally still another
unmeasured portlon ot the labor torce exlsts, a sepment that 1s not
necessarlly dlscouraged but perhaps simply retleent or embarrassed to
admit to the enumerator that they are looklny for employment. The
relatively well-ott and/or educated may well fit this description.
Technically, they are probably not discouraged workers per se hecause,
although they are probably Looking tor thelr tirst serious ciaployment,
they are not willing to admlt thiey are looking. Having said all of this,
we should also polnt out that we would probably expect to tind most of
the reticent unecmployed amony the young and particularly among males.

3.39. Table 49 shows the percentage of the population age 10 ycars and
over who were classifled as "other.”™ This Ls the same statistic as
recorded in Table 10, which shows the breakdown ot the populatlon by
activity, i.c., working, not working, housckeeplny, attending school, and
"other.” Census enumerators always try to record a person in one of the
other mutually excluslve catepgories (beginning with working and not
working) before uslng the “other” classiticatlion. Ln principle, we would
expect to find the very youny, the disabled, the aged and the retlred,
and thosc living oft independent means—-as well as those lliving ottt thelr
families but enpgaglng in no other activity--in thls classiticatloun,
Becausc of the residual nature of tie "other” classification, it 1s
obvious that it is here that we must look [or the discourayged unemployed
and the reticent unemployed.

26/ Desplte the ability of middle and upper class families to

af ford/sustaln unemployed, retlcent or discouraged family members, this
does not deny the potential politleal and economle sipgnificance of large
numbers of redatively well-cducated, non-employed young adults
concentrated in urban areas.
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Table 49
Rates of Belng Classified as "Other,” 1980 *
(percentage)

————— URBAN~-—-—  —=-—RURAL ---—~  ~— ALL-INDONESIA ---
Age Group Mile Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
10 - 14 5.8 6.8 6.3 10.3 12.1 11.2 9.3 10.9 10.1
15 - 19 12.9 12.4 12.6 14.6 15.0 14.8 14.1 14.3 14,2
20 - 24 14.3 8.8 11.5 10.0 6.7 8.2 11.2 7.3 9.1
25 - 29 7.1 4.7 6.0 5.2 3.5 4.3 3.7 3.8 4.8
30 - 34 4.5 3.0 3.8 4.0 2.6 3.3 4.2 2.7 3.4
35 - 39 3.8 2.5 3.2 3.8 2.6 3.2 3.8 2.6 3.2
40 -~ 44 4.5 3.7 4,1 4,2 3.6 3.9 4.3 3.6 3.9
45 - 49 7.1 5.5 6.2 4.8 5.1 4.9 5.2 5.1 5.2
50 - 54 14.9 10.6 12,7 7.4 10.3 8.8 8.9 10.3 9.6
55 - 59 26.6 17.0 21.9 10.3 14.5 12.4 13.7 15.0 14.4
60 - 64 37.0 30.9 33.8 17.7 28.7 23.4 21.2 29.1 25.3
65 + 58.9 55.8 57.0 40.4 52.2 46.7 43.6 52.8 48.5
Not Stated - - - - - - - - -

Total 11.5 10.0 10.8 10.0 10.9 10.5 10.4 10.7 10.5

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 39.1-9.

* Total population within a group divided by the number classified as "other”
within that group.
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3.40. Exanination of Table 49 shows a remarkable consistency in the age,
sex, and urban-rural locations in terms of the percentage of the
population placed in the "other” activity classification. Both males and
females 1n apgregate, whether urban or rural, fall within a very narrow
10-11.5% range. However, within age groups, substantial but expected
variations occur in a relatively suwooth pattern., The aggregate "other”
classification rate, with on¢ initlal exception, steadily falls from
10.1% at ages 10-14 to 3.2% at apes 35-39. Thereafter, the rate smoothly
rises to 9.6% at apes 30-54 before careening to a peak of 48.5% by ages
65+. Only a brief exception of 14.2% at ages 15-1Y interferes with an
otherwise smooth "U"-shape curve showing the "other” classification
varying inversely with age up to 35-39 and directly with age thercafter.
Only the two groupings ages 10-25 and ages 50+ exceed a 5.2% "other”
classification rate.

3.41, It would seem that we could, in relatively good conscience,
dismiss the high rates In the age groups 50+ on grounds of age,
retirement, and relative disabilicy. This feeling is reinforced by the
steady and sharp tncrease in the rate of being classitied as "other” as
we progress though the older age groups. Similarly, we can probably
dismiss the classiflcation in the middle catepory ages 25-49Y, with a
possible small question mark on ape proup 25-29. [t does not seem
unreasonable that a small percentape (generally less than 5%) of this
prime ape vopulatlon engages in no other activity elther because of
independent finances, tamily support, or dlsability.

3.42, This leaves the groups between ages 10-25. Agaln, higher rates
awong the very voung, ages 10-14 (10.14), do not seem particularly out of
line. Not all children are expected to be worklng, looking for work,
helping with the house, or going to school. The rates amonzg ages 15-19
(14.2%) and ages 20-24 (Y.1%) are a different matter, however. We have
no reasonable explanatlon for these rates on the basis ot disability or
0ld age--and neither school nor housekeeping were clted despite the
explicit intent of the census enumerators to look for these categorles
before choosing the "other” classiticatlon. Thus, we are forced to
conclude that some pourtion ot those classifled as "other™ in the age
groups 15-19 and 20-24 probably legitimately quallfy as elther
discouraged workers or reticent uncmployed. We might also conc:iude that
gome small portion (perhaps 257) of the age group 25-29 classified as
"other" are also discouraped or reticent, simply because the "other” rate
continues to decline until ape group 40-45,

3.43, Althoupgh it would appear to be lmpossible to directly assess the
degree of the discourazed worker phenomenon in the age 15-29 categories
(or In any other ape categories for that matter), we can attempt to
assess the ectfect ot educational attalmment on the reticent unemployed.
The casce must be construcred in blts and pieecs, however. First, Table
50 clearly shows that most (91.95%) of the population falllng Into the
“"other” classllicatlon had no more than a primary education. It also
shows that males (48.4%) do not appear overly renresented In the
aggrepate. From Table 50 alone we would not conclude that the level of
educatlonal attatnment is posltively assoclated with a serlous
discouragel] worker or retieent unemployed problem,
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Table 50

"Other” Activity Classification
by Educational Attainment, 1980

(000)

—~-MALE—-— -~FEMALE =

Urban Rural Urban Rural Total
Never Attended School * 238 1,445 495 2,647 4,826
Not/Not Yet Completed

Primary 407 1,468 302 1,146 3,323

Primary 364 751 237 545 1,898
Junior High (General) 145 124 81 61 410
Junior High (Vocational) 32 34 11 13 90
Senior High (General) 102 47 48 17 214
Senlor High (Vocational) 77 61 34 26 197
Acadeny 9 3 4 1 17
University 6 2 2 - 1

1,380 3,935 1,214 4,456 10,985

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S, No. 2, Table 43.1-9.

*  Includes unstated.

3.44, Table 51 further supports the hypothesis that the probability of
being classified as "other” does not increase with the level of

cducational attainment.

Indeed, those with academy or university

training have the lowest probability of beirg so classified, while those
who have never attended school have by far the highest probability.
Although there is no clear trend between these two extremes, all
educatlonal attainment above the primary levz2l falls below the overall
population average. These conclusions seem to hold for each sex as well
as in the aggr:gate and, casual Inspection siaggests, by urban-rural
breakdowns as well. It is interesting to note from Table 51, however,
th»+ the level of educational attainment does appear to be positively
associated with the rate ot open unemployment, particularly among
females. Nevertheless, 1t appears to be genlor high graduates, not
acadeay or university graduates, who have the relatively high
unemployment rates.
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Table 51
Rates of Unemployment and Belng Classified
as "Other” by Level of Educational Attainment, 1980
(percentage)
Rate of "Other”
Rate of Unemplcyment —- Classification --
Male Female Total Male Female Total

Never Attended School 0.8 1.7 1.3 17.4 16.5 16.8

Not/Not Yet Completed
Primary 1.0 2.1 1.3 8.3 7.1 7.8
Primary 1.5 2.7 1.8 9.3 8.2 8.8
Junior High (General) 2.6 4.8 3.0 8.8 6.7 7.9
Junior High (Vocational) 2.1 3.3 2.3 9.4 6.5 8.4
Senlor High (General) 3.7 7.3 4.4 9.9 8.5 9.4
Senior High (Vocational) 3.6 4.9 3.9 9.4 7.3 8.6
Academy 1.5 4.3 2.0 5.7 6.6 5.9
University 1.2 3.1 1.5 4.7 5.7 4.9
Total 1.5 2,2 1.7 10.4 10.7 10.5

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S, No. 2, Tables 43.1-9.

3.45. Table 52 shows the level of educational attainment above the
primary school level for ages 10-29, 21/ Using the age-specific
educatiocnal attainment data from thils table and assuming that all
individuals classified as "other" falling within these attainment levels
(see Table 50) were aged 15-29, we would find the maximum percentages
that could be classified as "other” to range between 11.0-20.8%, Again,
even with this worst case assumption, there 1s not strong support for the
idea that level of educational attalnment 1is assoclated with higher
levels of discouraged workers or the retlcent unemployed. In sum, higher
education per se does not seem to be associated with a clear or
slgnificant employment problem in the form of discouraged workers or
reticent unemployed.

gZ/ As might be expected, the absolute numbers attaining a given level
of education gencrally tend to increase as we move to the next higher age
grouping. HNevertheless, significant exceptions occur for junior high and
senior high education levels in the older age groups 20-24 and 25-29,
suggesting significant expansion In those programs during the last decale.
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Table 52

Educational Attainment
by Selected Age Groups 10-29, 1980

(000)
Worst *
Ages Ages Ages Ages Case
10-14  15-19 20-24 25-29  Scenario %
Junior High (General) 20.1 2,001.1r 1,029.3 708.6 11.0
Junior High (Vocational) 3.6 213.5 221.0 178.2 14.7
Senlor High (General) - 133.6 720.1 501.1 15.8
Senior High (Vocational) =~ 105.0 686.6 564.4 14,5
Academy - - 33.1 74.4 15.8
University - - 10.7 42.3 20.8

Source: Table 2.2.

* Note: Percentage between ages 15-29 that would be classified as
"other" 1f all those within these educational categories (see Table 50)
were age 15-29.

3.46. We still have not attempted any estimate of the discouraged worker
effect that we suggested might be present in the younger age giroups
15-2Y. One way of making such an estimate would be to assume that the
difference between the lowest rate of being classifled as "other" (ages
35-39) and the rates for ages 15-29 represent discouraged workers or
reticent unemployed. This would suggest very high levels of discouraged
workers for age group 15-19 (11.0%), relatively high for age group 20-24
(5.9%), and relatively low for age group 25-29 (1.6%). If we were to
assume that these percentages were actually discouraged workers and that
no discouraged workers existed in any other agz categorles, there would
be 2.6 million discouraged workers/reticent unemployed in Indonesia.
This would represent an equlvalent 4.7% unemployment rate. It 1s
probably reasonable to believe that i{his represents an overestimate for
these age groups, particularly ages 15-19, which make up almost
two—-thirds (65%) of the total estimate. On the other hand, the presence
of the discouraged worker effect would not necessarily be limited to
these age groups. A perusal of both Table 3.8 in the appendix and Table
49 in the text suggests, however, that probably very little of the
discouraged worker effect is likely in the remaining age categories. 1In
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sum, we would conclude that the discouraged worker effect is likely to be
less than an equivalent 4.7%4 unemployment rate. 28/

3.47. The Temporarily Not Working as an Fmployment Problem — Although
only 1.74 of the labor force was classifled as unemployed in 1980,
another 2.7% was classified as temporarily not working but employed.
These were individuals who were not working in the week preceding the
census because they were on vacation, sick, walting for work (for certain
specilalists such as doctors, barbers, etc.), or waiting for the
weather/season in agriculture. The question might be raised —- do any of
these individuals represent an employment problem? With the possible
exception of seasonal unemployment among farmers and agricultural
workers, the answer would seem to be no. Table 53 shows slightly higher
rates of temporarily not working in the rural areas (2.9%) than in the
urban (1.8%), but not -nough to be overly concerned about. Even 1if the
difference was attributable to secasonal unemployment, the effective
equivalent rate of unemployment would presumably be much lower. Hence,
we wou'l conclude from Table 53 alone that seasonal unemployment is
probabl not much of a pnroblem. We know from the Sakernas quarterly
labor fo.ce surveys, of course, that employment levels do fluctuate
considerably between peak and low seasons Ln agriculture. Nevertheless,
1f seasonal participants do not choose tc declare themselves as looking
for employment, it is noc at all clear whether they should be viewed as
an employment problem or as a fortunate solution to peak period
agricultural labor demand.

Zﬁ/ We would note two last possibilities that might obscure the true
size of the discouraged worker effect. It 1s conceilvable that some
people who list themselves as attending school or as keeping house might
actually be discouraged workers. However, the statistics on school
attendance do not appear to support the first possibility. In aggregate
more students are shown as attending school (ages 10+) than actually fall
into that category on the employment/housekeeping/attending school
activity breakdown. Housekeeping 1s more difficult. The overall
percentage seems reasonable~-15.1% or oune person out of every 6.6 people
1s a housekeeper. This 18 even less than one per average houschold (4.9
persons) 1in the cconomy. On the other hand, we might question whether
males, particularly above the age of 14, might nor (in fact) be
discouraged workers. Rouphly 0.4 million males aged L5+ show
housekeepling as thelr principal activity, with the welghting heaviest
among the younger and older age groups. If we assumed all such males
were discouraped workers, the equivalent unemployment rate would be
approximately 0.8%.
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Table 53
Rates of Temporarily Not Wworking, 1980 *
(percentage)
-—— URBAN RURAL ———~ —— ALL-INDONESIA —-
Age Group Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
10 - 14 2.5 1.5 1.9 2.5 3.2 2.8 2.5 3.0 2.8
15 - 19 1.3 1.5 1.4 2.2 3.3 2.8 2.1 3.1 2;6
20 - 24 1.2 1.8 1.4 2.0 4.5 2.9 1.8 4.0 2.6
25 - 29 1.4 2.0 1.5 2.0 4.6 2.8 1.8 4.3 2.5
30 - 34 1.5 2.2 1.6 1.9 4.7 2.8 1.8 4.3 2.5
35 -39 1.4 2.5 1.7 1.9 4.5 2.8 1.8 4.2 2.6
40 - 44 1.5 2.2 1.7 2.0 4.4 2.8 1.9 4.1 2.6
45 - 49 1.9 2.6 2.1 2.1 4.3 2.9 2.1 4.0 2.7
50 - 54 2.1 2.9 2.4 2.2 4.3 2.9 2.2 4.1 2.8
55 - 59 3.1 3.5 3.2 2.7 4,6 3.3 2.7 4;4 3.3
60 — 64 3.3 3.2 3.3 2.8 4.8 3.4 2.9 4.6 3.4
65 + 3.9 3.8 3.9 3.6 4.6 3.9 3.7 4.5 3.9
Not Stated - - - - - - - - -
Total 1.6 2.2 1.8 2.2 4.4 2.9 2.1 4.0 2.7

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 39.1-9 and 56.1-9.

* (Classified as employed but did no work in week preceding census.

3.48. Labor Force Participation Rates as an Employment Problem — Labor
force participation rates have already been discussed in other contexts.
Here we will simply ask whether participation rates appear unreasonably
low. On the basis of the urban-rurzl, sex, and age breakdown in Table
54, the short answer probably would be mo. The answer 1s qualified
primarily because it is almost impossible to say whether female
participation rates are low. Certainly, it would not appear that male
participation rates are unusually low. If we look at prime working age
males (ages 20-54) the participation rate is 90.9% and would be 93.8% 1f
we excluded ages 20-24. The gradual falling of participation rates at
older ages is perfectly reasonable, just as school attendance adequately
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explains the lower particlpation rates at the younger ages-—including
urban-rural variations. Similarly, the more rapid fall of participation
rates for urban males aged 50+ than their rural counterparts would seem
to be reasonably explaincd by the greater prevalence of retirement
systems in the urban areas and by ready access to very casual
participation in agriculture in the rural areas. (Recall also the very
high rates of underemployment in the rural areas awmcng the oldest age
groups.) Thus, although this brief digression provides no conclusive
results in terms of whether overall labor force participation rates are
"too low," it does suggest that male labor force participation is not the
crux of the employment problem.

Table 54
Labor force Participation Rates, 1980
(percentage)

~—-- URBAN RUKAL —---  —— ALL-INDONESIA —-

Age Group Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
10 - 14 3.3 4.3 3.8 15.6 11.0 13.4 12.9 9.5 11.3
15 -19 25.6 21.7 23.6 55.7 34.9 45.2 47.7 31.3 39.3
20 - 24 65.9 27.6 46.4 85.0 36.4 58.2 79.4 34.2 55.0
25 - 29 88 4 28.7 59.3 93.7 38.4 05.4 92.4 36.1 63.9
30 - 34 94.4 29.9 62.5 95.3 42.3 63.2 95.1 39.5 66.9
35 - 39 95.6 32.4 64.1 95.6 45.4 69.9 95.6 42.7 68.6
40 - 44 94.9 36.4 66.0 95.1 48.4 71.2 95.1 46.0 70.1
45 - 49 92.2 36.2 63.2 94.5 49.5 71.6 94,1 46.8 70.0
50 - 54 83.6 34.0 58.9 91.7 47.0 69.4 90.0 44,4 67.3
55 - 59 70.5 29.1 50.2 88.3 43.9 66.4 84.6 40.8 63.1
60 - 64 59.9 23.8 41.0 80.5 35.0 57.0 76.8 32.9 34.1
65 + 37.2 13.2 23.6 56.8 20.4 37.3 53.4 19.0 34.8
Not Stated 44.9 19.7 32.2 48.3 14.6 33.4 47.7 15.8 33.1
Total 59.1 24,2 41.5 71.2 35.2 52.9 68.4 32.7 50.2

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 39.1-9,



- 74 =

3.49., The Male as an FEmployment Problem - While combined statistics
relating to employment provide perfectly valid information on the overall
employment situation, in principle, the political economy of most Third
World countries 1is probably better judged by the statistics for males.
Indoneslia is probably no exception. The unemployment, underemployment,
or non—employment of males 1s probably of greater concern both
economically and politically than for females. And since the employment
situation 1s generally believed to be worse for young males, particularly
in the urban areas, closer attention to these groups should give some
idea of the sensitivity of the employment issue. We will briefly
re-examine Indonesian males as a whole «and young urban males and young
rural males separately.

3.50. All Males — Table 55 provides a summary profile of the Indonesian
male age 10 years and over. It can be seen that the substantial
difference between urban (59.1%) and rural (71.2%) labor force
participation rates is almost totally explained by higher urban school
attendance rates. Both the percentage keeplng house and classified as
"othar" are roughly the same. Although urban unemployment rates are more
than 2.5 times higher than rural rates, their absolute levz2ls do not
suggest that open unemploymeat per se is much of a problem. Also, the
difference in the rate of underemployment between urban (15.0%) and rural
(33.3%) males does seem highly significant. Although we know that
proportionately greater numbers of young males are working in rural areas
and that young males tend Lo have very high rates of underempioyment, all
age groups (of both sexes) have much higher underemployment rates in the
rural areas. This would seem to be the only obviously worrisome feature
of the summary statistics.

Tahla §5

Atarra

Profile of Indonesian Male
Fopulation 10 Years of Age and Over, 1980

(percentage)
Urban Rural Total
Labor Force Particlpation Rate 59.1 71.2 68.4
School Attendance Rate 28.4 17.7 20,2
Housekeeping Rate 1.0 1.1 1.0
"Other" Classification Rate 11.5 10.0 10.4
Total Activities 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Indonesian Males (000) 11,952 39,350 51,302
- Employed Males {000) 6,878 27,741 34,619
- Uneaployed Males (00G) 189 291 480
- Unceremployed Males (000) 1,051 9,243 10,273
Rate of Unemployment 2.7 1.0 1.4
Rate of Underemployment 15.0 33.3 29,7

Source: Various tables within this paper.
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3.51. Young Urban Males - Table 56 provides a summary profile of young
urban males age 10-29, The table makes clear that the extreme
discrepancies in labor force participation rates between the four age
groups represented 18 largely explained by differences in school
attendance rates. Nevertheless, the substantial differences in the
"other” classification rate, for ages 15-19 (12.9%) and ages 20-24
(14.2%), as compared to the remaining two age groups, probably suggests
the presence of discouraged werkers or reticent unemployed. Depending on
the degree of this phenomenon, the effective equivalent open unemployment
rate could be extremely high for these particular age groups (e.g., 30%
for ages 15-19 and 18% for ages 20-24). Nevertheless, it is important to
keep the absolute numbers in mind because, as we noted earlier, it Is
doubt ful that this effect is widespread at other ages. Turning to open
unemployment, it is evident that the rates for ages 10-24 are high for
Jndonesia as a whole but are not out of line compared to many other
ccuntries' experiences for these age groups. The rates of
underemployment also appear reasonable within the Indonesian context. In
sum, the statistics in Table 56 do not suggest an acute employment
problem among young urban males. It does suggesi that to the extent that
an employment problem exists, it is concentrated largely in the urban
male age groups 15-24.

Table 56
frofiiec of Young Urban Male
Population 10 Years of Age and Over, 1980
(percentage)

~—-—~-~AGE GROUPS =————m-

10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29

Labor Force Participation Rate 3.3 25.6 65.9 88.4
School Attendance Rate 90.2 60.4 19.0 3.9
Housekeeping Rate 0.7 1.1 0.9 0.5
"Other" Classification Rate _ 5.8 12.9 14.2 7.2
Total Activities 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Urban Males (000) 1,982 1,999 1,739 1,415
~ Employed Males (000) 61 469 1,069 1,222

= Unemployed Males (000) 4 42 78 29

- Underemployed Males (000) 26 89 141 147
Rate of Unemployment 5.8 8.2 6.8 2.3
Rate of Underemployment 42.6 19.0 13.2 12.0

Source: Various tables within this paper.
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3.52. Young Rural Males — Table 57 provides a summary profile of young
rural males age 10-29. Agaln, although substantial discrepancles in
labor force participation rates exist both within the youny, rural male
age groups and compared to thelr urban counterparts, the differences in
labor force partleipation rates are almost entlrely explained by
differences in school attendance rates.  Although the “other®
classiflcatlon rate bulpes at apes 15-19 (L4.0%) and is possibly a little
high at apes 20-24 (10.04) the potentlal scope for discouraged workers or
reticent unemployed s about the same as among thelr urban counterparts.
The effective equivalent open unemployment rate implled for ages 15-24,
whlch takes Into account the potential discouraged worker effect, may
rauge between 17% (ages 15-19) and 74 (ages 20-24), Measured
unemployment rates themselves are quite low and not a cause for concern.,
Underemployment rates, on the other hand, scem extremely high for those
who are, in a rural scttlng, largely prime working age males.
Nevertheless, with the exceprion of apes 10-14 (64.1%) and ages 15-19
(40.0%), the rates ot underemployment for young rural males are only
slightly above the lowest male age group rate (ages 30-34) and are
essentially no poeater than the overall rate of 33.6% for rural males,

In sum, youny rural males do not scem to have a materially larger
employment problem (based on the measures examined) than thelr older
counterparts (apes 30-4Y) in the rural areas. HNevertheless, rural
underemploynent rates scem very high as a whole and are probably both the
clearest and the single most lmportant indicator of a rural employment
problem,

Table 57
Profile of Young Rural Male
Population 10 Years of Age and Over, 1980

————~AGE GROUPS ———wemr-

10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29

Labor Force Participation Rate 15,6 55.7 85.0 93.7
School Attendance Rate 73.0 28.3 4.1 0.4
Housekeeping Rate 1.1 1.4 0.9 0.7
"Other"” Classiflcation Rate 10.3 14,6 10.0 5.2
Total Activities 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Total Rural Males (000) 7,150 5,513 4,239 4,198
- FEmployed Males (000) 1,090 2,989 3,535 3,897

—~ Unemployed Miles (000) 26 81 68 35

~ Underemployced Males (000) 703 1,212 1,071 1,093
Rate of Unemployment 2.3 2,6 1.9 0.9
Rate of Underemployment 64.1 40.6 30.3 28.0

Source: Varlous tables within this paper.
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D. Wages and Income as a Measure of Need

3.53. Level of Wages as an Employment Problem - For very important and
obvious reasons, wage rates are often seen as the ultimate indicator of
the overall health of the labor market. Rising wages are generally seen
as good, falling wages as bad, and constant wages as a source of concermn,
at least from the viewpolnt of overall societal welfare. The analysis 1is
not quite that simple, however. It 1s clear, for example, that real wage
rates can be rising, falling, or constant, even in the face of very
respectable economic growrth such as experienced by Indonesia 1974 through
1981 (8.0% average). In principle, any of these wage rate conditions
could exist simply because changes in wage rates are determined by
changes in both the demand and supply of labor. The relative strength of
the changes, combined with a possible pre-existing excess supply of
labor, would dictate the course of wage rates. 32§

3.54. As we unave noted earlier, however, it would still be possible for
total earned income to be rising, both individually and/or collectively,
even in the face of constant or falling real wage rates. This would be
possible if the total quantity of labor inputs demanded (hours/days) is
increasing fast enough o offset sluggish wage rates, Lkarned incomes
could, in principle, increase even in the absence of growthi of the total
numbers of people employed, ir the existiag labor force were working
additional days/hours compared to prior perilods.

3.55. A similar positive effect on earned incomes could also be achieved
if total employment were to grow faster than the population growth rate.
In that case, average real per caplta earned iancome levels would
increase, even in the face of constant average hours of work per laborer
and congtant real yage rateg, Obvipusly, thare yeeld be zony
combinations of average hours worked and employment growtih rates that
could result ‘n coustant or rising real per capita earned lncomes——even
in the face . coustaat or falling real wage rates. Thus, we must
conclude that although rising real wages are generally good for the
worker, their absence does not necessarily mean that the average worker

32/ While this argument abstracts from potential institutional
rigidities (such as union power, the civil service, and traditiomal
village agricultural work arrangements), such rigiditias have a way of
ultimately falling under sustained market pressures, Further, the
nresence of continual inflation makes it a simple matter in practice to
make downward adjustments in real wages by simply holding the rate of
change in nominal wages below the rate of inflation.
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has less real carned income or that average real/household Lncome has
declined, 30/

3.56. In the case of Indonesla the peneral concensus seems to be that
real wage races have stagnated throupgh most of the 1970s and have
probably Increased, at least for rice apriculture, since approximately
1979-80 (Wiradl and Manning:1984; Collicer ot al.:1982a; [BRD:1Y83b).

3L whitle these results are by no wmeans detlnitive and have all sorts

ot Llmitations (lncluding pgeographical and sectocal coverage), In
peneral, the issue tn questlon since the last half of the 19703 has not
been whetlhier real wage rates are decreaslng but whether they are constant
or porhaps Increasing.

3.57.  1If we accept that on average real wage rates have been constant
over the last 7-8 years, this would constitute very strong evidence (In
conjunction with employment growth rates) that per capita earned incomes
have steadily increased during thls perlod. The reason is relatively
simple.  Total employment has grown much faster (3.1%) than population
growth (2.34) during the period 1971-80, and the gap has possibly widened
slightly in the carly 19805 (IBKD:l983b)..1£/ Conctant real wages

coupled with falling dependency ratios imply rislng average real per

29/ Implicitly our discussion has suggested that changes In welfare
resulting from employment can be best L[nferred from changes 1in real
carned incomes as opposed to real wages. This does not mean that we
assign a zero vaiue to the preference for leisure or that we would
disregard real wage rate data. It simply means that glven the absence of
key inforiation relating to hours worked, wage rates, number of jobs
held, and number of income carners in a family, household
incomes/expenditures may be the best avallable measure sumuarizing all of
these variables. Further, given the decreasing trends in dependency
ratios, the presumed existence of discouraged/reticent workers, and the
large proportion of "part time" workers, Lt ls not clear that au increase
In the quantity of labor laput poses serlous burdens on lelsure time.
Nevertheless, ‘2clining real wage rates across a broad spectrum of the
labor market imply a decrease In welfare (taking into account the value
of leisure) regardless ot whether average real earned incomes are tising
or from whom the labor inputs are being supplied.

él/ Because of time limitatlons, we will make no attempt in this paper
to review elther the work on wages or the relatively spotty and meagre
statistlics that are avallable. The subject is sufflciently complicated
and important to deserve a separate and careful study. For the purposes
of the argument developed Ln thls sectlion, however, a flnding o% ecven
constant real wages is strony cevidence that average per capita carned
incomes have increased in lndonesia during most of the 1970s and 1980s.

gg/ The population growth rate is thought to have slowed to possilbly
2.2% by 1981-83 while the worklng age population may still be growing at
2.8-2.9%. The population age 10 years and over 1s belleved to be the
best indlicator of employment growth, given constant labor force
participation rates and relatively constant employment rates.,
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capita earned incomes, 1f the average hou™s worked per employed member of
the population are constant and 1f there nas been no material shift of
the occupational structure toward lower wage jobs. Under these
circumstances average pel capita earned incomes must increase.

2.58. Witnout attempting a detailed examination, the literature and
statlistics indicate that neiiher situation (decreasing average hours
worked or a relative shift toward low wage jobs) has occurred. Rather,
there is reason to believe that labor inputs (total person days) in
relatively high paying rice agriculture have probably significantly
increased (Collier et al.:1982a) aund that the employed labor force seems
to be working about the same average hours in 1980-82 as in 1976. Our
estimates of average hours worked per employed member of the labor force
in 1976 (40.6 hrs/wk) compare favorably with 1980 (39.2 hrs/wk) and 1982
(39.0 hrs/wk). Table 58 would also tend to corroborate the notion that
no material shifts have occurred in the structure of average hours worked.

Table 58
Percentage of Total Employment by
Number of Hours Worked Per Week, 1976-82

1976 1980 1982

0 7.1 2.7 2.3

1 -9 2.3 3.3 2.9
10 - 24 15.7 17.4 18.7
25 - 34 14.5 13.1 16.0
35 - 59 48.2 50.7 48,1
60 + 12.2 11.8 11.9
Not Stated - 1.0 0.1
100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Table 3.1 and Keadaan Angkatan Kerja Di Indonesia, September-—
De cember 1976, Table 17.9 and 1982, Table 10.3.

3.59. No claim is made that any of the four key premises discussed above
have been adequately examined. Nevertheless, it appears that the first
two premises (constancy of real wages and employment growing faster than
population) are relatively well supported by tne literature and
statistics. Howeve ', the second two (constant/increasing average hours
worked and constant/improving occupational wage structurs) have clearly
not been adequately examined. All four areas could stand close scrutiny
over the last decade.

3.60. Level of Income as an Employnent Problem - As we have argued
earlier, the level of family/household income is probably the single most
comprehensive indicator of whether an employment problem exists and

whett -1 it is improving or worsening. This argument is based on (i) the
premis that an individual's effective share in income, not emplovment
per se, is what ultiwmately counts and (ii) that trends in average family
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incowe swamarlze all relevant factors (e.g., total numbers employed,
average houars worked,; wapge rates, changes in populatlon age structure,
changes {n ape-specifle labor toree participation rates, etc.) bearirg on
the fapitcit welfare questlon in wmind. 22/

3.6L. While we think {t Is Llaportant to understand the weaknesses of
using the varilous statisties on cuployment and wapes to reach judgments
on the euployvient problem, we do nol suggest that it 18 necessarily
nasler to examine the gquestion trom the viewpolnt of tamlly incomes. For
one thing, tamlly ifncome {ncludes non-ivarned (non-employment) components
such as rent, Interest and protits.  Far another, famlly or houschold
incomes per se are not typteally measured, or at least reported, In the
comprehensive Indonesla-wide houscehold survevs conducted by the Central
Bureau or statistles.  Household expenditures, rather than incomes, are
reported because the data are consldered more rellable, gﬁ/

Nevertheless, houschold expendlture data are probably a good proxy for
botii spendable Lncome and for carned income for the bottom 60 to 70% of
the Lncome ‘listributlon aud, thercfore, a pood Ladlcator of changes in
the cmployment situation. We would also judge houschold expendlture data
as sultabie for drawlng conclusions on poverty levels and changes
vhereln.  Nonetheless, houschold expeudliture surveys, of course, have all
of their owi nethodological measurewent el sampling problems that,
unfortunately, cannot be considered here.  Household expenditures between
1976 and 1981, along with related per capita income data, are brlefly
consldered below,

3.62. Table 59 shows average per capita monthly household expenditures
for 1970-81 in currecnt market prices., It can be seen that nominal
expenditures were almost 2.5 times (246.8%) greater in 1981 than In

1976. Average per capita urban houschold expenditures increased at a
sliphtly faster rate (246.8%) than average rural expenditures

(235.5%). 22/ Table 59 also shows that the distribution of household
expendltures was roughly as equltable (according to Gini coefficlents) in
1981 as 1n 1976, although 1t appeared to have worsened irn 1978, 29/
Examination of expenditures by decile suggests no clear pattern in the

22/ Nevetheless, the comments of footnote no. 30 regarding the value of
leisure should be kept in wmind,

34/ 8PS offlcials estimate that income data provided by Susenas
respondents in response to dilirect querles may average 304 less than the

houscholtd expeadlture data gathered by Llndirect questioning., This is
desplite tte fact that income should normally be greater than expenditures,

35/ Note: These percentapes suggest something may be wrong with the
data because the all-Indonesia average 1s just as high as the urban
average, despite the lower rural growth,

30/ The Gini coefficient 1. 1 summary index of the concentration of
Tncome/expenditure within the economy and ranges between 0 and 1. The
lower the Ginl coefficient the more equal lncome/expenditure among all
population groups.
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changes in expenditure distribution between 1976-81, with gains and
losses in the share of income spread throughout the expenditure
distribution range. In other words, there was no consistent pattern of
particular income groups gaining or lusing in thelr share of household
expenditures over this time pericd despite the large increases in average
nominal expenditures. See also Table 3.13 in the statistical appendix.

Table 59
Average Per Capita
Monthly Household Expenditure 1976-81

(Rupiahs)
EXPENDITURES —-—-—- — GINI COEFFICIENTS =~
Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total
1976 6,775 3,910 4,426 0.35 0.31 0.34
1978 9,222 4,734 5,568 0.38 0.34 0.38
1980 12,208 7,212 8,341 0.36 0.31 0.34
1981 16,722 9,210 10,922 0.35 0.30 0.34

Source: Statistik Indonesia 1983

3.63. Table 60 suggests that average per capita household expenditures
have probably at worst remained about constant in real temms, between
1976 and 1981 (if deflated by the wholesale price index) and may have
increased at about a 5% annual average (i1f deflated by the rural nine
basic commodities price indexes). The urban price indexes 1o not cover
the full 1976~81 period In a continuous series but appear to have
increased at o significantly slower rate (80%) for the period 1978-81
than the wholesale price index (121%). This reinforces the suggestion of
a positive real growth rate for the all-Indonesia average per capita
household expenditure. Together with the relatively constant Gini
coefficients, thils suggests that Indonesians, across the income
distribution spectrum, had higher real incomes in 1981 than in 1976.

Table 60
Average Per Capita
Monthly Household Expenditure, 1976-81

(Rupiah)
Average
1976 1981 4# Change % Growth

Average Expenditure-Undeflated 4,426 10,922 146.8 19.8
Wholesale Prices Index (1975) 4,024 3,859 - 4.3 - 0.8
Rural Java 9 Basic Commodities

Index (1971) 1,564 2,045 30.8 5.5
Rural Quter Java 9 Basic

Commodities Index (1971) 1,829 2,266 23.9 4.4
Welighted Rural Index (1971) #* 1,654 2,124 28.4 5.1

Source: Statistik Indonesia 1983.

* The two rural nine basic commodities indexes weighted on the basis of
population in 1980.
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3.64. An examination of the composition of average per caplta housechold
expenditures by consuuer commodity group also tends to support the
proposition that real per caplta liacomes Improved durlng the perlod
1970-81. Table 61 shows that both the proportion of expenditures
allocated to tood and the share of cereals within the food category
decreased during the period 1976-8L, The first phenomenon (falling share
of tood expenditures) Is conststent wlth expected expenditure behavlior
for incrcases In real Income. fhe second phenomenon (d :creasing share of
cercals within the total food expendlture category) is also consistent
with rising rcal incomes but may further suggest that cereals as a group
are no longer superior guods—-which would doubly relnforce the

Bl

piopositlon of rising real incomes.

Table 61
Percentage of Per Caplta Monthly
llousehold Expenditure by Commodity Group, 1976-81

1976 1978 1980 1981
Urban
Food 63.8 56,7 59,8 51.6
Cereals as % Food (30.5) (26.9) (26.3) (24.5)
Non-Food 36,2 43,3 40,2 48,4
Rural
Food 77.6 73.1 74.0 65.7
Cereals as % Food (42.8) (39.9) (37.7) (36.5)
Non-Food 22.4 26.9 26.0 34.3
Indonesgia
Food 72.9 68.0 69.3 60.8
Cereals as % Food (39.9) (36,5 (34.5) (33.0)
NOﬂ"FOOd 27nl 32.0 3007 39.2

Source: Statlstik Indonesia 1983.

3.65. Both real per capita GDP and real per capita national income
increased over the comparable 1976-81 period. Real per capita income,
which Is the more relevant ~oncept in terms of probable domestic
consumption, lncreased at an uverage annual rate of 5.4% in the period
1970-81. Real private consumpgtion expenditures per caplta also increased
an average 6.5% for the perlod 1976-80, which is consistent with the
carlier findings on probable real increases in hiousehold expenditure
(statistik Indonesia 1980-81l, pps. 6Y1-3)., Table 62 reflects, however,
the downturn in economic growth in 1982-83 when per capita income
averaged less than a 0.5% lncrease per year.
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Table 62
Per Capita GDP and National Income
in Constant 1973 Market Prices, 1976-83

(Rupiah)
Per Capita Per Capita
GDP %# Increase Income %4 Increase
1976 61,004 4.4 51, 308 4.6
1977 64,846 6.3 54,392 6.0
1978 68,430 3.8 57,104 5.0
1979 71,062 3.9 58,419 2.3
1980 76,312 7.4 62,432 6.9
1981 80,537 5.5 66,859 7.1
19382 80,564 - 67,118 0.4
1983 82,126 1.9 67,427 0.5

Source: Statistik Indonesia, various issues.

3.60. Although the data are not strictly comparable (diffarant base
years) and do not reconcile with national aggregates, the regional GDHP
data in Table 63 tend to support the impr2ssions of positive real
iacreases gained from household expenditurz and per capita income data.
With only two exceptioas, real per capita regional GJP increased in all
provinces in the period 1976-81. The range in average growtn during this
period was relatively high, from -3.5% in Riau to +17.9% in Aceih, All
provinces averaged at least a 3.7% annual growth in real per capita GDP
for the period 1976-81l, with the exception of Riau (-3.5%), Jambi (1.0%),
DKI Jakarta (2.0%), and Irian Java (-1.4%). Both Riau and Irian Jaya
experienced negative growih because of adverse changes in petroleum and
mining. The mode for regional growth appeared to be approximately 6.0%.
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Table 63
Per Capita Gross Domestic Regional Product
in Constant 1975 Market Prices, 1976-81
(Thousand Ruplahs)

Average
1976 1981 %t Change Growth (%)
1. Aceh with petroleum 98.7 225.2 128.2 17.9
Aceh without petroleum 90.6 1/ 111.0 22,5 5.2
2. North Sumatra 101.1 138.5 37.0 6.5
3. West Sumatra 63.7 82.2 * 29.0 6.6
4, Riau with petroleum 907.7 758.8 - 16.4 - 3.5
Riau without petroleunm 84.3 112.2 33.1 5.9
5. Jambi 85.6 89.9 5.0 1.0
6. South Sumatra with
petroleum 139.8 196.8 40.8 7.1
South Sumatra without
petroleum 106.5 159.6 49.9 8.4
7. Bengkulu 56.9 86.9 52.7 8.8
8. Lampung 72.3 83.0 14.8 3.7
9. DKI Jakarta 207.5 229.1 10.4 2.0
10. West Java 76.9 104.3 35.6 6.3
11. Central Java 53.1 75.3 41.8 7.2
12, Jogyakarta 56.6 71.5 26.3 4.8
13. East Java 65.3 102.1 56.4 9.4
14. West Kalimantan 8L.4 98.0 20.4 3.8
15. Central Kallmantan 80.0 140.5 75.6 11.9
le. South Kallmantan 76.5 94.8 23.9 4,4
17. East Kalimantan with
petroleum 735.9 878.1 * 19.3 4.5
East Kalimantan without
petroleun 256.0 301L.5 * 17.8 4.2
18, North Sulawesi 73.4 131.5 79.2 12.4
19, Central Sulawesi 57.6 79.9 38.5 6.8
20. South Sulawesi 67.5 98.9 46.5 7.9
2l. Central Sulawesi 59.2 79.1 * 33.6 7.5
22. Bali 74.4 124.4 67.2 10.8
23. West Nusa Tenggara 43.9 58.5 33.3 5.9
24, Last Nusa Tenggara ¥0.4 57.5 42.3 7.3
25. Maluku 94.7 118.9 * 25.6 5.9
26, Irian Jaya with mining 234.3 217.8 - 7.0 - 1.4
Irian Jaya wlthout
8.7

mining 85.9 130.1 51.5
27. Timor Timur - -

Source: Statlstlk Indonesia 1983 and Provincial Income in Indonesia
1976-80.

i/ 1977 Data.
x 1980 Data.
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3.67. Employment Adequacy as Measured by the Poverty Line - If we argue
that the level of income is the ultimate determinant of employment
adequacy, it is obvious that attempts to measure the population falling
below the poverty line i1s an lmportant aspect of the adequacy questiomn.
We have already made clear the proposition that income, not employment
per se, is the ultimate issue. 7The widespread existence of employment
opportunities is probably the single most important means of ensuring
reasonably equitable distribution of income. Nevertheless, the existence
of widespread employment does not in itself ensure the adequacy of income
levels. The poverty line, which in an absolute sense is always
arbitrarily defined, does seem to have more than usual significance in
countries where it is primarily limited to subsistence level food Ludgets.

3.68. On the basis of a definition consisting of essentially subsistence
food levels plus a minor non-food allowance, the World Bamk estimated
that 40% of Indonesia's population lived below the poverty line in 1980
(IBRD:1984a). 37/ Although Table 64 shows this to be an improvement

over the estimated 57% of the population living below tha comparable
poverty line in 1970, some observers have questioned the estimates as
being overly optimistic. Nevertheless, whatever the exact numbers may
be, it seems clear that they are very large, even under conservatively
low definitions of the poverty level.

Table 64

Regional Variations in Poverty Incldence, 1970-80
(% of Population)

1970 1976 1978 1980
Java -
Urban 56.3 33.8 27.5 20.9
Rural 67.0 62.7 65.9 52.0
Sub-total 65.0 57.0 57.9 46.9
Quter Islands
Ur ban 40.8 28.0 21.2 17.3
Rural 43.9 39.6 34.3 30.3
Sub-total 43.2 37.3 31.8 28.0
Indonesia
Ur ban 50.7 31.51 25.2 19.7
Rural 58.5 54,5 54,0 44.6
To tal 57.1 50.1 48.5 39.8

Source: IBRD:1984a, p. 130.

37/ "The definitlon of poverty 1s bassd on a minimum food expenditure
Tequirement of 17.6 kg of rice per menth per capita which is required to
provde 2,150 calories and 30 grammes of protein per day. In addition, an
allowance is made for non—-food basic items such as shelter and clothing,
related to the consumption expenditures of households substituting at the
minimum food expenditure level."” In 1980 the poverty line ranged from
Rp. 5,429 per month per capita in rural Java to Rp. 6,471 in the urban
outer 1slands. The allowance for food comprised slightly over two-thirds
of the total. See V.V. Rao (1984), pgs. 42, 66.



- 86 ~

3.69. To the extent that these estimates are remotely correct, they
suggest a major, although posslbly improving, income-employment problem
in Indonesia. If open unemplovment is minimal (1.7%) and only a
relatively tiny fractlon (7.2%) of those employed, including the 36.5%
working less than 35 hrs per week, admit to looking for additional
employment, this suggests a situatlon of wlde-spread, low productlvity,
low-pay employment, presumably without much meaningtul opportunity for
additional work tlme, Thus, although we can qulbble about the meaning
and iInterpretation of the varlous measures of the employment problem,
ultimately the level of incoue (as opposed to Lts apparently favorable
trends) tells us the “problem” 1s severe.

E. A Contrast and Synthesis of Conclusions

3.70. It should be clear by now that the perception of the employment
preblen depends to an lmportant degree on the vantage point of the
observer and the partlecular statistlcs, concepts, and value judgments to
which interpreters subscrive. We have tried in this section to bring
some colierence to this situation by examinlng several of the possible
vantage points and by attempting to reconcile/explaln some of the
paradoxical findings or possibillities.

3.71. In chie process of our considerations (largely on the basis of 1980
Census Jdatay, we have Lound that open unenployment, although of potential
concern ainong urban youth and secondary school graduates, does not appear
to be a serious problem in the aggpregate, We have found that
undercmplovment, while of startlingly large magnitudes--particularly
amon» femiales and particularly within the rural sector as a whole, may in
fact almost entirely represent part—-time workers wlio neither desire nor
seek additional eaployment at the golng wage rates. We have found some
reason to believe that discouraged workers or reticient unemployed may be
of slgnificant magnitude, possibly three times the rate of open
unemployment, and largely concentrated among the ages of 15-24, On the
other hand, we have discounted the significance of those classified as
employed but temporarily not working. Finally, a separate examination of
employment statistics for males concluded that neither young urban males
nor younyg rural males represent an acute enployment problem as a group
when compared to their older male counterparts. HNevertheless, the large
dlscrepancy between urban and rural underemployment rates for males as a
whole, the coucentratlon of probable discouraged workers among the young
as a whole, and the concentration of open unemployment amunr voung urban
males would seem cause for specitlc concern.

3.72, Tlargely on the basis of the analyses of wapge data by others, we
argued that the probable constancy of real wages durlng the latter half
of the 1Y7Us and the first part of the 198Us implied rising real per
caplta earned incowes because employment grew wuch faster than the
population as a whole, without apparent deterloration Iin the average
hours worked. Examination ot both real per capilta Lncomes and real per
capita houscnold expenditures (broken down by expenditure class) during
the period 1Y76-3l tended to supporc this hypothesis. We concluded on
the basis ot the income and houschold expendlture tests that the
employment sltuation has probably Improved in recent years (1976-81) but
that in absolute (poverty level) terms, the situation must still be
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consldered serious. We further concluded (given the high degree of male
labor force participation, the ultra low degree of open unemployment, and
the relatively low degree of employment search among the employed) the:
it 1s the low productivity of available employment as opvosed to its
absence that best describes the "employment problew.”

3.73. We have in no sense belittled or discounted th2 enployment
problem. What we have done is to examine a cross—saction of possible
indicators for 1980 and concluded that on the basis of emplovment
statigstics alone, the problem may be less serious, although still
consequential, than generally represented. 0On the basis of receut wage,
income, and houschold eupenditure trends, we concluded that the
employment situation, mecasured In terms of household incomes, has
protavly Improved. We then weul on to say, however, that on the basis of
the absolute level of houschold expenditures it was imposcthble co
conclude that thie erployment siciation is not serious wher 407 of the
population falls below a very consarvative estimate of the poverty line.
None of these findings are in conflict and all are consistent with a
gencral situation of lov productivity/low returns to labor.

3.74. Having said all of this, it should also be clear that if the
income-employment situation was not statisfactor s (even 1f improving)
under conditions of rapid economic growth in the 1970s, it could be
expected to be even less so durin;, the coming decade under conditions of
lower ccononin growth and faster growth inm labor supply. Indeed, that is
the sub_:ct to which we turn next.
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IV. PROSPECTS FOR FUTURE EMPLOYMENT

4.01. Thus far we have considered employment in the recent past,
primarily as reflected in the 1980 census. Now we will consider the
prospects for future employment. We must warn, however, that because
there is lcgitimate controversy over both the slze of the current labor
force and employment trends during the last 10~12 years, thot predicting
the future ig both cornlicated and perilous. Tais section will briefly
consider the prospects for future eaploymeat against the bacidrop of
recent projections by the Government of Indomesia for labor supply and by
the World Bank for labo: demand. After providing a short intioduction to
the macro-economic and labor market setting, we will consider in turn (i)
Labor force supply, (ii) labor Fferce demand, and (iii) potencial
employment shortfalls.

1

A. Mocro-EBcononic and Labor Market Settiayg

4.02. Macro-kconomic Setting - Following a full decade of real GDP
growcir averaging 85 per annum, world recession and weakening
international oil markets combined to bring Indonesian growth almost to a
standstill (2.25) in 1982. Although the international oil situation
turtier deteriorated in early 1983 (culminatiag in a 28% devaluation of
the rupian and a wide vanging set of policy reform ard adjustment
measures) the Indonesian economy rebounded to respectable 4.5-5,0% growth
in 1983 and 1984, following the introduction of domestic ad justment and
reform measures and the upturn in the international economy .

Heverthe less, although the rapid turnabout in Indonesian ecounomic
performance exceeded expectations and stood as a tribute to bolLh the
sxills or Indon:sian economic policy makers and the basic resiliancy of
Lile economy, 4 dargening cloua naa clearly begun to form on the mid- to
Long,—~term economic horizon.

4.03. Three major factors account for the growing coacern and pessinisn
relating to the economic outlonk over the next several years, Firsﬁ, and
foremost, tae outlook For both intornational oil prices and exporet
volumes has becone highly uncertain tlh.rough tae end of this decade and
passibly well into the 1990s. This has profound implications for an
economy which derives 19% of its GDP, 70 of its export earnings, 707% of
its domestic budgetary revenues and, implicitly, half of its domesc-e
savings from oil and Lag, 38/

4.U4. Second, the period of rapid growti in vice productior is probably
drawing to a close both because rice is currently in axcess supply and

because so much of the potential acreage has already been covered under
the rice inteasification proyrams. This is of major consequence because
dagriculture accounts tor Zoi of GDP and rice accounts for one—third of

the' total value of ayricultural outjut. Al though secondary crops, tree
crops, and livestock ofrfer promising alternative sources of azricultural

38/ All references to oil implicitly include LNG because LNG nrices are
tied to oil contract prices. Henee. at least with respect to prices, as
the fortunes of oil go so goes LNG.
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growth (and incomes), a much more diverse ang sophisticated approach to
agricultural planning, research and extension will be requlred to sustain
past levels of agricultural growth. In elther event, both lower
agricultural growth and agricultural diversiticatlon into secondary crops
inply lower labor requirements for the agricultural se:ztor.

4,05. Finaily, but not least, manutacturing growth, after averaging 14%
in the decade through 1981, has averaged less than 3% in the three
subsequent years. Although this dewntura 1is colncident wich the general
downturn in domestic demand, there is good reason to believe that the
perlod of easy ilmport substitution-led growth of the 1970s has given way
to the inevltably more constrailned growth oi a slowly maturing
domestizally-oriented manufacturing sector. Although manufacturing
currently contributes only 12% orf GDP, 1t is vlewed as a particularly key
commodity producing sector, especlally in the absence of strong oil and
agricultural growth prospects and given the long-term need for non-oil
exports to replace declining oil revenues. IBRD analyses of Indonesia's
primary comuodity export outlook, although promising, suggest that
manufacturing exports have a key role to play if economic growth is nect
to be unduly constrained over the longer term by lack ol foreign exchange.,

4.06. Thus, although Indonesia has reacted both swiftly and wisely in
its adjustments to the adverse external economic events of 1982-83, the
uncertain mid- to long~term outlook for oil/[NG, agriculture, and
manufacturing suggests that the Indonesian e~onomy has eritered a new era
of lower, possibly 4-5%, growth. Since new cumployment opportunities are
intimetely tied to the level of economic growth (as well as relative
factor of production prices) the prospects of significantly lower
long-term economic growth must be a source of major policy concern.

4.07. Labor Market Setting - Indonesia's labor warkets have relatively
free entry and are effectively unconstrained by formal institutions.
Although labor unions and minimum wvage regulations exist, it appears that
in practice they follow rather than lead wage setting in large scale, '
formal sector employment and are not applicable or not enforced in small
scale industry and the informal sector. Although clear fanmily, nelghbor,
and village resident preferences exist in the rural sector and wage
differentials are observed between geographically proximate villages, the
increased mobility of rural labor and its access to both rural off-farm
employment and temporary urban employment has lessened the importance of
relative immobility between rural villages. Nevertheless, even thia
feature of rural labor markets (relative immobility between rural
villages) is gradually belng eroded.

4.08. Indonesia's labor markets can be viewed as a multipliclty of
{nterconnecting markets with varying ease of entry depending on the
specific markets between which labor flows occur. Labor mobility appears
preatest within the urban informal, the rural off-farm, and the unskilled
labor markets aud between the urban informal and rural labor markets as a
whole and the apricultural labor and rural off-farm mackets. Labor
mobility appears least between the skilled labor markets, the urban
formzl and urban informal markets, the uvban formal and rural markets,
and the incer-island labor markets. Nevertheless, although labor
mobility is not perfect, with the possible exceptlon of the relative
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immobility between inter—island markets, the functioning of Indonesian
labor markets does not appear to be a major factor contributing to the
existence of an employment problem. Temporary and circular rural-urban
migration is believed to have played an lmportant role both in equalizing
returns to relatively homogeneous labor in the urban and rural sectors
(excluding differences in cost of living) and in providing important
supplements (possibly one-third to one—half) to rural houseiiold incomes.
See IBRD (1943b) and Wiradi and Manning (1984) among other citations in
the bibligraphy on the subject of labor market functioning.

B. Labor Force Supply

4.09. Labor force supply is a function of many variables including
population size, ponulation age structure, real income levels and
distribution, real wage rates, economic structure, participation in the
educational system, customs and traditions in work roles and work
sharing, ete. In projecting labor force supply, however, we customarily
r2duce our concerns to (i) that portion of the population age structure
crasidered eligible for the labor force and (ii) lahor force
participation ra“es--which implicitly summarize the impaci of all
relevent variables on the decision of whether to seek work.

4.10. Obviously, the underlying variables that determine population size
and labor force participotion rates may change, p:rticularly over long
periods of time. We may find it useful, therefore, to consider the
impact of population growth separately from the impact of participation
rates in evaluating future labor supply projections. We may also find it
useful to consider the meaning of laber supply projections, given that
they are based on participation rates that do not distinguish between
fuli- and part-time employvmant.

4.11. Impact of Ponulazion Growth - It is the imnact of past popula:tion
growth and its on-going momentum, more than any other factor, chat
accounts for the current gloomy outlook on future employment prospects,
Very simply speaking, even if population growth were tc cease tomorrow,
almost the entire potential labor force through the year 2000 has already
peen born. This is true both because the potential labor forcs is deemed
to be ages 10+ and because labor force participation rates for ages 10-19
have been historically quite low. In addition, school enrollment rates
for these aze groups are increasing. In essence, this means nothing can
be dome to reduce future labor supply over the next 10 years and very
little can be done even over the next 15 to 20 years through population
control measures alone. 22/

4,12, A csecond, more subtle aspect of the popularion dynamic that will
tend to work toward rapid future labor force growth is the changing age
structure of the working age population. Table 65 shows that not only is

22/ In fact, a highly successful population control program might
actually increase labor supply in the interim by lncreasing female labor
force participation rates during their prime reproductive years, judging
by current age-specific female participation rates.
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the population age 10 years and over growing faster than the population
as a whole but the age cohorts with the hiphest participation rates
within the ages 10 and over category will generally become
proportionately larger. This means, for example, that a projected labor
force based on constant age-specific participation rates will always be
larger than a projected Lubor torce based on a constant total labor force
participation rate, although the data in each case are derived from the
same set of base year statlstics., ‘The prescut popualation structure and
growth dynamlcs imply a constantly increaslng crude labor force
participation rate (labor supply divided by total population) unless
current patterns of age-specific participation rates begln to decline.

Table 65
Projection of Population, 1980-2000
(000)
1980 2000 Increase % Increase

0-4 22,381.6 26,645.1 4,263.5 19.0

5-9 19,759.6 25,460,9 5,701.3 28.9

10 ~ 14 17,551.8 24,151.0 6,579.2 37.5
15 - 19 15,514.8 22,585.9 7,071.1 45.6
20 - 24 13,971.0 20,991.1 7,020.1 50.2
25 - 29 11,403.1 18,822 2 7,419.1 65.1
30 - 34 8,926.2 16,552.8 7,626.6 85.4
35 - 39 8,274.9 14,432.7 6,157.8 74.4
40 - 44 7,555.9 12,810.9 5,255.0 69.5
45 -~ 49 6,308.2 10,254.7 3,946.5 62.0
50 -~ 54 4,982.3 7,784.9 2,802.6 56.3
55~ 59 3,659.7 6,880.1 3,220.4 88.0
60 + 7,751.1 15,401.3 7,650.,2 98.7
148,040.0  222,753.0 74,713.0 50.5

Source: Proyeksi Penduduk Indonesia, Biro Pusat Statistik, July 1983.

4.13. Table 66 provides a slightly different view of the official COI

population projections (1980-2000) that underlie the GOI labor force
pro jections (1983-2001) from which Repelita IV projections
(1984/5-1988/9) were drawn. %Y/ ghe table clearly shows that the

ﬁg/ The GOI population projections appear slightly less optimistic about
changes in the birth rate and, hence, marginally higher than recent IBRD
projections (IBRD:1984b). Nevertheless, because the future labor force
through the year 2000 is relatively insensitive to new additions to the
population between now and then, we do not have to be unduly concerned
with assumptions on fertility. Because cf this we will only use the
official GUI population projections in this section when comparing
alternative labor force scenarios.
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working age population as a whole (ages 10+) grows faster than the total
population throughout the period 1980-2000. The working age population
(ages 10+) is projected to increase at an average 2.42% rate over the
period 1980-2000 compared to an average annual total population increase
of 2.07”. Both rates systematically decline over time, principally
through the assumed reduction of the fertility rate.

Table 66
Official GOI Population Projections, 1980-2000
(millions)
-~ PO PULATION--— Average Growth %
Ages 0-9 Ages 10+ Total Ages 10+ Total
1980 41.1 105.9 148.0
2,53 2,22
1985 45,2 120.0 165.2
2,50 2,12
1990 47.7 135.8 183.5
2.36 2.01
1995 50.1 152.6 202.7
2.27 1.91
2000 52.1 170.7 222.8

Source: Table 4.1.

4.14. A comparison of the projected growth rates in the population ages
10 and over with the actual growth rates of the prior 20 years suggests
that gr.wth of the working age population will ultimately slow to the
rates of the 1960s but not until the 1990s. Unfortunately, in the
meantime the working age population will have increased from 64 million
in 1961 to over 170 million by the year 2000. Thus, although the rates
of charnge will be in favorable directions, assuming the relatively
conservative GOI assumptions on fertility reduction hold, the absolute
size of the potential work force will have increased almost three-fold
(2.7 times). See Table 67.

Table 67
Growth of Working Age Population
Ages 10 and Over, 1961-2000

(millions)
—————— ACTUAL ~—====== -- PROJECTED --
191 1971 1980 1990 2000
Population Ages 10+ 64.0 80.5 104.4 135.8 170.7
Average Annual Growth (%) 2.32 2.93 2.66 2.31

Source: Table 65 and Table 2.14.
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4,15, Impact of Participation Rates - In a very lmportant sense labor
force supply should be a relatively easy variable to project since most
of the potentlal labor force over the next 20 years has already been
born. This means that age and sex specific labor force participation
rates are the only major variable that we really have to worry about
projecting. HNevertheless, from our previous discussions we know that
boch the size of the labor force and the implicit labor force
participation rates are subject to question. Although the difference
between estimated census and Sakernas (labor force) survey participation
rates T~y seem relatively insignificant at first glance (5~5 percentage
points ov. rali), the underlying absolute difference in labor force
estimates is 5.7 million in 1980 and grows to more than 9 million by the
year 2000, 2ven under couservative assumptions.

4.16. Table 68 shows the major difference in the age-specific labor
forc: participation rates of the 1980 Population Census and the
relatively much higher rates projected by the GOI for 1983 through 2001,
The GOI projections are essentlally trend lines based on labor force
survey data through 1931. 41/ ith the single exception of the age

10-14 group, the GOI projected participation rates for 1983 are higher in
all age categories than the 1980 census, regardless of sex. Moreover,
the GOI 1983 projection of female particlpatior rates is much higher
(20.8%) on average than male rates (5.6%) when compared to the 1980
Population Census rates.

Table 68
Comparison of Offlcial GOI Projected Labor Force
Participation Rates 1983-2001 with the 1980 Population Census Rates

—-- 1980 Census =—-- —- 1983 Projection =~ =- 2001 Projection —=-

Age Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
10 - 14 12.9 9.5 11.3 12.6 8.9 10.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
15 - 19 47.7 31.3 39.3 53.0 35.1 44,1 43.3 39.2 41.3
20 -~ 24 79.4 34.2 55.0 85.2 41.1 63.1 85.1 51.9 68.8
25 -~ 34 93.5 37.5 65.2 97.3 50.1 73.5 97.8 68.5 83.3
35 - 44 95.4 44,2 69.3 98.4 53.7 75.6 99.0 9.4 84.1
45 - 54 92,2 45.7 68.7 93.6 54,7 73.4 94.3 67.7 80.7
55 - 64 80.9 36.9 58.7 84.2 43.8 62.8 81.3 49,0 64.2
65 + 53.4 19.0 34.8 _§12 22.4 39.2 49,4 19.0 32,3
68.4 32,7 50,2 72.2 39.5 55.6 71.1 48.7 59.9

Source: Proyeksi Angkatan Kerja Indonesia 1983-2001, Biro Pusat Statistik,
December, 1983; and Population Census 1980, Series S, No. 2, Tables 39.7-9.

41/ Although the GUL projections are, in principle, based on both census
and labor force survey data, tiie notes on methodology vaguely state that
"indicators which deviate too far from the trend are taken out first,”

It is clear that census data would, in general, be considered outliers
compared to the survey data. With the exception of the age 10-14 cohort,
the trends in participation rates were calculated by linear regression.
The age 10-14 group was assumed to decrease to a zero participation rate
by the year 2001, using a parabolic function, on the grounds that
universal education would be achieved.
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4.17. The GOI trend line projections result in an even higher total labor
force participation rate in 2001 (59.9%) than in 1983 (55.6%), despite a
marginal decline in the overall male participation rate. The single most
remarkable feature of the GOI projections, however, is the major increase in
female participation rates. The overall female participation rite increases
trow 39.5% in 1983 to 48.7% by 2001. Although all age-specific female
participation rates increase except for ages 10-14 and ages 65+, the greatest
absolute increases (from 10.8 to 18.4 percentage points) occur in the groups
age 20-54.

4.18. The second notable feature of the officlial GOI projections for 2001 is
that no major increases are projected for any of the male age groups and major
decreases are projected for ages 1U-14 (12.6 percentage points), ages 15-19
(9.7 points), and ages 65+ (Y.5 points). Clearly, the future labor force will
become increisingly a female labor force under the assumptions of the official
GOL projection. In general, the labor force, as projected by the GOi, will
have relatively fewer of the youngest and oldest participants but
significaurly more female participants.

4.19. Size of Labor Force Projections ~ Table 6Y amply illustrates the
sensitivity of labor force projectioas to alternative assumptions on labor
force participation rates. Six different scenarios of the future labor force
are presented, all based on the same official ¢0I population projections but
differing in their assuuptions on labor force participation. The projections
ditfer primarily on (i) whether they are based on rates derived from the 1980
census or calculated from the labor force surveys, (ii) whether participation
rates are allowed to increase over time, and (iii) whether it is total labor
force participation rates or age-specific participation rates that are held
coanstant in relation to population age 10 and over. While this set of
projections is to some extent contrived and could easily be replaced by dozens
of other plausible alternatives, it does illustrate the sensitivity of
2ssumptions on particlpation rates, and it does probably bracket the likely
future labor supply.
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Table 69
Alternative Labor Force Projections, 1980-2000 *
(millions)

Difference
1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 1980-2000

1980 Census Baqgg

Scenario #1 ~ Constant
Dependency Ratic 53.2 59.4 66.0 72.9 80.1 26.9

Scenario #2 - Constant
Total LFPR 53.2 60.2 68.1 76.6 85.7 32,5

Scenario #3 - Constant
Age-Specific LFPR 53.2 60.6 69.0 78.3 88.3 35.1

GOI Projection Based

Scenario #4 - Constant
Total LFPR 58.9 66.7 75.5 84.9 9,9 36.0

Scenario #5 - Constant
Age-Specific LFPR 58,9 66.9 76,1 86.3 97.4 38.5

Scenario #5 -~ Repelita 1V
Scenario 58.9 67.0 77.0 88.5 101.6 42,7

Source: Population projections: BPS 1983a, p. 44.
' Labor force participation rates (LFPR): BPS 1983b, pp. S, 14-15.

* All estimates or projections are end of calendar year. Thusg, the 1980
Census based estimates for 1980 do not agree with the actual census which was
conducted during October. The 1980 estimate of the labor force for scenarios
#4~6 is based on the 1983 LFPR's estimete by the GUI in "Proyeksi Angkatan
Kerja 1983-2001."

4.20. Scenario #1, the base case, simply pronjects the future labor force
on the assumption that the ratio of the total population to the laber
force, based on 1980 census estimates, remains constant over time.
Assuming constaant real wages, average hours worked, sex compositiom, and
economic structure, the per capita earned jncome of the population would,
in principle, also remain constant under this scenario. The overall
labor force participation rate, however, would fall perceptibly from an
average 50.2% to 46.9% by the year 2000, Although the difference between
scenario #1 and the other census based projections 1s relatively small in
1985, it becomes increasingly significant thereafter. The differences
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between the GOI laber force survey based projections are, of course,
considerably larger. 42/

4.21. Scenario #2 simply asks what the future labor force would be if
the total labor force participation rate were held constant at the 1980
census rate of 50.2%, and scenario #3 asks essentially the same question
except that it is the underlying age—specific participation rates that
are held constant (thus, implicitly allowing the total labor force
participation rate to vary as the population age structure shifts).
Since the population aged 10 years and over (potential labor force) is
projected to grow faster than the total population during che period
1980-2000, although with a slowing growth rate, the age structure will
become increasingly weighted toward the relatively older age groups.
Since the relatively older age categories tend to have the highest
participation rates until approximately their late 50s, this means that
labor force projections based on constant age-specific rate assumptions
will be higher than those based on constant total participation rates.
Thus, the only difference between scenarios #2 and #3 is the distinction
between whether total or age-specific participation rates are being held
constant. The same is true for scenarios #4 and #5 although the
participation rates are derived from different data.

4.22. The last and relatively wmost sophisticated scenario (#6) is the
official GOI projection based on age-specific trends in labor force
participation rates by sex. Despite its relatively more sophisticated
projection techniques, however, the official GOI projection is not
necessarily a more likely outcome than the other projections. As noted
previousliy, the GOI projection appears to be based on the relatively
higher participation rates of labor force survey duta and assumes that
age and sex-specific participation trend lines calculated by linear
regression analysis will prevail through the year 2000, ﬁé/ Both of
these assumptions are clearly open to question. Fortunately the other
five scenarios provide some sense of the sensitivity of the size of the
future labor force to the absence of either or both assumptions.

4.23. It is clear in comparing the two sets of projections in Table 69
(1980 census based versus labor force survey based) that the major
differences from 1980 tarough 1990 occur between the Lwo sets rather than

ig/ A projection based on a constant dependency ratio assumption but
determined by the GOI labor force survey based rates would result in a
labor force of 88.7 million by the year 2000. Although the dependency
ratio is traditionally defined as population divided by employment, we
have substituted the labor force concept for employment and assumed a
constant unemployment rate at 1980 levels.

ﬁg/ It is also believed that the regression trend line may be somewhat
biased upwards since the participation rates of the 1961 and 1971
censuses are lower than the subsequent labor force survey data of the
1970s and 1981. Both census and labor fcrce data were mixed in
calculating the regressions. However, the 1980 Census data points fell
among several labor force survey observations while the earlier census
data stand alone.
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within the respective sets. Thereafter, the differences in labor force
projections within the two sets become increasingly significant as well,
In comparing the two sets of projections, we probably should ignore the
total size of the labor force and simply concentrate on the projected
increments to the labor force, since the size of the initial labor force
Is in dispute. This could arguably be justified on the grounds that it
1s the increments to the labor force that primarily represent the slze of
the future adjustment problem, not the total labor force itself,
Nevertheless, to the extent that we wish to consider other questions,
such as improvements in average labor productivity, we must be concerned
with the total size of the labor force.

4.24, We can see froa Table 69 that the projected increments to the
labor force between 1980 and the year 2000 range from 26.9 million to
42.7 million and chat the total labor force ranges from 80.1 million to
101.6 million. Obviously, differences of this size have significant
implications for the severity of the pending employment problem.

4.25. Table 70 provides a comparison of the projected average annual
increments to the labor force by five year periods of time. It is easy
to see that the absolute numbers of net new entrants to the labor force
increase year by year even though the average rate of growth of the labor
force declines for essentially all scenarlo:s except #6. It can also be
seen that the absolute differences between most scenarios continuously
widen with time. Nevertheless, the differences in the projections of net
new entrants to the labor force are relatively small in the 1980s 1f we
ignore scenario #1. In fact, there is only a 3.2 million difference
between the net increment to scenario #2 and scenario #6 for the whole
period 1980 to 1990.

Table 70
Comparison of Projected Average Annual
Labor Force Increases and Rates of Growth, 1980-2000
(millions)

1980-85 1985-90 1990-95 1995-2000

Annual Increase

Scenario #1 1.24 1.32 1.38 1.44
Scenario #2 1.40 1.58 1.70 1.82
Scenario #3 1.48 1.68 1.86 2.00
Scenario #4 1.56 1.76 1.88 2.00
Scenario #5 1.60 1.84 2.04 2,22
Scenario #6 1.62 2.00 2.30 2,62

Annual Growth (%)

Scenario #1 2.23 2.13 2,01 1.90
Scenario #2 2,50 2.50 2.38 2,27
Scenario #3 2.64 2.63 2,56 2.43
Scenario #4 2.52 2.51 2.37 2.25
Scenario #5 2.58 2.61 2.55 2.45
Scenario #6 2.61 2.82 2.82 2,80

Source: Table 68,
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4.26. Further Implications of GOIL Projections - Table 71 summarizes the
official GOI labor force projections as published in "Proyeksi Aagkatan
Kerja Indonesia 1983-2001." It 1s readily apparent that although the
overall labor force 1s projected to grow at 2.81l%, that the female labor
force 1s projected to grow much faster (3.55%) than the malz labo: force
(2.35%). As a result, almost half (48.8%) the projected increase in the
labor force 1s female despite constituting onlv slightly more thaa
one-~third (36.0%) of the base year labor force.

Table 71
Official Labor Force Projections 1983-2001
1000)
Net Average
1983 1990 2001 Increase % Increase

Male 40,641.2 47.724.6 61,731.1 21.089.9 2.35%
Female 22,834.7 29,227.3 42,785.2 20,040.5 3.55%
Total 63,475.9 76,951.9 104,516.3 41,040.4 2,81%

Source: Proyeksi Angkatan Kerja Indonesia 1983~2001, Biro Pusat Statistik,
1983.

4.27. Table 72 compares population census data for 1961, 1971, aand 1930
with the official GOI projections for 1990 and 2000. The crude labor
force participation rate (labor force divided by total population)
increasa2s markedly (from .357 to .456) between the 1980 census and the
GOI projection for the year 2000. Even if the comparison were made with
labor force survey based data, the increase would be significant (.398 to
«456). The obvious implication of the GOI projentions 1s that an
increasingly greater proportion of the total population will make itself
available for employment. The less ohvious implication is that if we
assume constant average real earnings per worker and comparable
unemployment/underemployment rates between 1980-2000, that real average
per capita earnings for the total population would increase 14.6% to
27.7%, depending on whether labor force survey or census base year data
are used. An additional corollary is that constant real per capita
earnings for the total population could also be achieved either by
maintaining a constant crude labor force participation rate (LFPR) or by
various combinations of falling average real earmings per worker and
slower rates of growth in the labor force.

4.28. Table 72 also shows a substantial increase in the total labor
force participation rate (labor force divided by population ages 10+)
between the 1980 census and the GOI projection for the year 2000, The
difference between initial census and labor force survey LFPRs is
responsible for about two-thirds of this difference. The effect of the
difference in rates on the absolute projection of the labor force may be
10-15 million by the year 2000 (see Table 69).
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Table 72
Comparison o:f Census Data 1961-1980
with 0fficial GOI Projections 1980-2000

(000)

-~—— CENSUS DATA -—~—- GOI PROJECTIONS

1961 1971-D 1980 1990 2000
Labor Force 34,578 41,261 52,421 76,952 101,626
Population Ages 10+ 63,953 80,507 104,354 135,755 170,647
Total Population 118,368 118,368 146,777 183,457 222,753

Crude LFPR 292 . 349 .357 419 456

Total LFPR 541 513 502 567 +596

Source: Fopulation Census and GOI projections previously cited.

4.29. The GOI projections imply that the labor force will increase even
as a percentage of the normal (ages 10+) working age population. Since
we already know that participation rates for both the young (ages 10-1¢)
and the old (ages (5+) are assumed to decline substantially, notable
lncreases must be implied in other age categories. It is evident from
Table 73 that increases in female participation rates for ages 20-54
account for most of the overall increase in labor force participation.
These rates, particularly in the face of anticipated levels of
urbanization and lower economic growth, would imply substantial changes
1n soclo—economic organization. For this reason, as well as others
already cited, the official GOI projections should be taken as an upper
bound rather than the most likely projection of the future labor force.

Table 73

Official Projected Labor Force Participation Rates, 1983-2001
(percent)

MALE FEMALE TOTAL

1983 1990 2001 1983 1990 2001 1983 1990 2001

10 - 14 12.6 4.8 0.0 8.9 3.5 0.0 10.8 4.2 0.0
15 - 19 53.0 49.2 43.3 35.1 36.7 39.2 44,1 43,0 41.3
20 - 24 85.2 85.2 85.1 41.1 45.3 51.9 63.1 65.4 68.8
25 - 34 97.3 97.8 97.8 50,1 57.3 68.5 73.5 77.5 83.3
35 - 44 98.4 99.0 99.0 53.7 59.8 69.4 75.6 78.7 84,1
45 - 54 93.6 93.8 94,3 54.7 59.8 67.7 73.4 76.2 80,7
55 - 64 84,2 83.1 81.3 43.8 45.8 49.0 62.8 63.3 64,2
65 + 58.9  55.2 49.4 22.4 21.1 19.0 39.2 36.3 32.3

Total 72,2 71.0 71.1 39.5 42.6 48,7 55.6 56.7 59.9

Source: Proyeksl Angkatan Kerja Indonesia 1983-2001, Biro Pusat
Statistik, 1983.
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4.30. Impact of Part-Time Employmeut - Thus far we have not expl_citly
raised the question of whethe:r we are projecting full-time workers,
part-time workers, some combination thereof. or whether the propoiltions
of age/sex-specific work hours supplied are expected to change with

time. We have already seen that the labor force participation rate, as
currently calculated, makes no distinction between a person working one
hour per week or 80 hours per week, or for that matter, worklng zero
hours per week. We have also seen that 36.5% of those employed in 1980
worked less than 35 hours per week while 11.7% worked more than 60 hours
(see Table 74), This situation would seem to suggest that it is not
exactly clear what our labor force projections mean in terms of hourly
labor inputs and, hence, in terms of equivalent full-time ‘obs. Further,
it is not clear (in the absence of any known analytical atteupts) \‘hether
zifticipation rates by houcly groupings have shown any marked trends.

4.31. Having raised the issue of what projections truly mean in terms of
equivalent full-time jobs we must hasten to add that we cannot provide a
definitive answer here. Our purpose 1is simply to make the reader
sensitive to the issue and to point out that average labor input rer
worker is as important to project as the total number of workers 1t we
are trying to obtain a true measure of laber supply. Given our present
Projection techniques the only way we can justify making comparisons is
to assume that average labor input per worker is held constant, even 1f
the structure of average hours worked is shifting. It is obvious that
the number of work hours supplied is a function of many variables, as
pointed out at the heginning of this section, and that these variables
probably must expli:itly be comsidered if our projections are to become
more useful.

4.32. Table 74 is provided as a reminder to help make clear the “
potential risk of using raw labor force participation rates when we do
not distinguish between the widely varying hours of labor input

supplied. It is clear that the spread of thc hourly range and the
distribution of cuployment by sex therein should give anyone pause if
they plan to project the labor force over the next 20 years on the basis
of participation rates that implicitly treat each worker as an equivalent
input. Given the increased significance of females in the GOI
projections of the labor force, we might seriously question 1f average
labor input per worker is, in fact, being assumed to remain constant and,
1f not, what this implies about total job requirements.

44/ These efforts would have to be limited to labor force surveys,
primarily since 1976, because none of the Population Censuses except 1980
collected employment data by hours worked. See Table 2.16.
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Table 74
Distribution of Employment by Hours Worked, 1980
(percent)
Hours

Worked Male Female Total
0 2.1 4,1 2.8
1-~-9 2.4 5.1 3.3
10 - 24 13.2 25.9 17.4
25 - 34 12.0 15.4 13.1
35 - 44 29.6 24,1 27.8
45 -~ 59 27.0 14.6 22.9
60 + 12.9 9.3 11.7
Not Stated __0.8 1.5 1.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Table 3.1b.

C. Labor Force Demand

4.33. Labor force demand is commonly projected at the aggregate level by
multiplying employment elasticities (based on past relationships between
changes in output and chan§es in ewployment) by separate projections for
future economic growth. 457 1o improve the accuracy of the labor force
demand projecfrions, employment elasticities are usually calculated by
econonic sector, thus allowing an assessment of structural change. They
are also generally calculated over periods of time long enough to
presumably average out stetistical anomalies but hopefully not so long as
to be compromised by major changes in technology or in relative prices.
GDP growth projections are derived from models of varying degrees of
sophistication, almost all of which contain implicit or explicit
assumptions on capital-output ratlos, that are also usually based to some
degree on past relationships between capital input and economic output,

4.34, 1t is obvious that these projection techniques are sensitive to
the accuracy of data, particularly for employment, capital investment,
and related output. Further, even _f the accuracy of the data is
assured, the underlying variables affecting the emplovment, capiltal
investment, and output variables may have undergone changes during the
perlnd of observatlon that wil. not necessarlly be repeated or sustained
in the future. In particular, major shi.:s in relative factor and
commodity prices, whether brought about by changes in cfactor supplies,
technology, tastes, or politically/economically iasnpired market

ﬁé/ Employment elasticities measure the percentage change in employment
over a specified perlod of time divided by the percentage change in
assoclated output (total value acdded) for the same period of time.
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disruptions, will not necessarily repeat themselves or be sustained.
Conversely, if such changes have only recently taken place their effects
will not yet be reflected ip the historical data. It is clear that labor
force demand projections of the above genre are predicated on (i) the
accurate measurement of past relatiounships between the above key
variables, (1i) the assumption that these relatio~ships will continue to
hold, and (ii1) the ability to predict the direction and degree of change
in the key underlying variables.

4.35. It should be obvious that predicting the future is difficult
enough even with the best of historical data. But if the key data for
employment, capital investment, and output are subject to question, as
they are in Indonesia, then this particular projection technique, while
of considerable interest, becomes somewhat suspect. It is against this
background that the oft cited World Bank projections of Indonesian labor
force demand should be viewed.

4.36. IBRD Labor Demand Projections — Although new employment studies
are currently underway, the most recent explicit IBRD labor force demand
grojection appears jn Wages and Employment in Indonesia (IBRD:1983b).
46/ "References to likely employment shortfalls and/or future labor

force demand appearing in other IBRD reports (e.g., IBRD:1983a, 1984a)
are based on or appear to be influenced by the projection in the above
citation. Varlous comnents by GOI officials (but not the Repelita IV
document itself) suggest that the IBRD estimates (aund implicitly their
employment elasticities) are generally accepted for the purpose of
predicting labor force demand during the 1980s.

4.37. The IBRD projections of labor force demand (and implicitly their
estimates of employment elasticities) have gemerally been taken quite
seriously because of thexr highly unfavorable implications for employment
shortfalls during the 1980s. In effect, IBRD calculations suggest that
the Indonesian economy must grow at near the unusually high rates of the
1970s if the anticipated labor force of the 19%0s is to be employed.,
Table 75 shows the IBRD projected employmenc growth by economic sector
from 1982-1990. Even though the economy was projected to grow at an
average rate of 5.2%, employment was projected to grow at only 2.0%.

When compared with the average growth of projected labor supply
(2.5-2.7%), the IBRD projections suggest a severe and steadily worsening
employment shortfall during the latter half of the 1980s (roughly one out
of every four new entrants to the labor force).

ﬁg/ The employment projections appearing in the May 1985 IBRD Report
Foilcies for Growth and Employment were not available to this writer
until after this report had been made final.
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Table 75

IBRD Projected Employment Growth by Sectors, 1982-1990

Annual Growth Employment  Projected Rate of
Rate of OQutput  Elasticity  Employment Growth

Agriculture - 3.23 0.28 0.90
Secondary a/ 9.73 0.40 3.90
Tertiary b/ 5.13 0.75 3.90
Total 5.20 0.39 2.03

Source: IBRD:1983b, p. 132,

a/ Mining, Manufacturing, Transport, Public Utilities, and Construction.
b/ Trade and Services.

4.38. There are probably very few observers today who would be willing
tc challenge the IBRD projections of economic growth from 1982 to 1990
(average 5.2%) as too low and probably many that would suspect 1t to be
too high. Thus, although the sectoral composition of projected growth
might be reasonably questioned the only other realistic avenues of
attack that could reverse the gloomy projections of employment shortfall
wcitld be the estimated employment elasticities themselves or the
projectiocas of new labor force entrants., Since we have already discussed
labor force supply projections we will 1limit these comments to the IBRD
estimation of employment elasticities.

4.39. Table 76 shows the IBRD sectoral estimates of average annual
employment and output growth for the two periods 1961-71 and 1971-80 plus
the implicit employment elasticities for those periods. Abstracting from
the well-known measurement problems, it is evident that if we take the
data at face value, considerable variations occured in the rate of change
of averape sectoral growth of both employment and output. In particular,
sectoral employment growth rates appear to have accelerated substantially
for most sectors between the 1960s and the 1970s except agriculture,
manufacturing, and trade, each of which showed substantial deceleration
in employment growth rates. The rate of growth of sectoral output, on
the other hand, iacreased across the board (with the notable “"exception"
of mining), with particularly dramatic acceleration in the output growth
rates for marufacturing, transport and public utilities, and
construction. The general thrust of the individual sectoral changes was
reflected in the acceleration of the overall rate of growth in both
employment (from 2.4% to 2.9%) and output (from 4.5% to 7.3%).
Nevertheless, employment elasticities fell for all sectors except
construction and decreased rfrom 0.53 (1961-71) to 0.39 (1971-80) at the
overall level. Thus, although the economy was able to absorb new
entrants to the labor force at substantially higher rates in the 1970s
than in the 1960s, employment elasticities fell because the new
employment was accompanied by an even more rapid lncrease in output.
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Table 76
Average Rate of Employment and Qutput Growth
by Main Industry and Implicit Employment Elasticities, 1961-30

Employment
Employment (%) Output (%) Elasticities *
1961-71 1971-80 1961-71 1971-80 1961-/1 1971-80
Agriculture 1.4 1.0 3.2 3.6 0.44 0.28
Mining - - 8.9 6.5 - -
Manufacturing 5.4 4.0 3.8 12.3 1.42 0.33
Transport and
Public Utilities 2.0 4,9 3.6 12,2 0.56 0.40
Construction 3.4 8.2 6.7 13.9 0.51 0.59
Trade 7.5 4.6
} ‘} 5.7 7.3 0.89 0.75
Services 3.0 7.8 ___ .
All Sectors 2.4 2.9 4.5 7.3 0.53 0.39

Source: IBRD:1983b, pp. 37 and 42.

* Percentage change in employment divided by percentage change in value
added,

4.40. Taken at face value, this situation might imply that ma jor
structural, technological, and/or organizational changes have reduced the
labor absorptive capacity of the Indonesian economy. By projecting the
future labor force demand of the 1980s with the lower employment
elasticities of the 1970s, however, we are abstracting from the very real
possibility that the elasticities-of the 1970s are an anomaly and that
the major policy reforms of 1983-84 may have significant long~term
positive effects con labor absorptive capacity. Implicitly, by accepting
the elasticities of the 1970s we assume that employment elasticities
cannot or will not revert toward the higher levels of the 1960s, even
under the pressures of substantially lower economic growth and even given
significant policy changes affecting relative factor prices.

4.41. Nevertheless, the major problem in using employment elasticities
as a projection tool in Indonesia is that we measure changes in the
nominal numbers of people employed and not changes in the amount of labor
input supplied. Thus, it would appear plausible, given the inherent
nature of Indonesian systems of employment, that the Indonesian labor
supply will tend to accommodate itself t< whatever level of output may
occur more by adjusting tne average hours worked rather than the nominal
numbers employed and as a consequence, the underlylng employment
elasticities will tend to be overstated in periods of relatively slow
economic growth an¢ understated in periods of relatively rapid growth.

4.42. We might argue, for example, that had the economy only grown at
5.5% during the 1970s (instead of 7.3%), the nominal employment growth of
2.9% would probably have been little affected (because work would have
been shared) and the resultant overall employment elasticity would have
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been essentially the same as in the 1960s. In other words, it might be
argued that the cmployment elastlcity calculated by the IBRD for the
1970s is low simply because economic growth was high and that nominal
labor supply (measured by numbers of people rather than hours of labor
input) was less clastle than cconomic growth. [E the adaptlveness of the
Indonestan economy/labor force is essentially unchanged (1.e., as
reflected In the employment clasticitles of the more normal pgrowth per.od
of the 196Us) then the projected 5.2%4 GDP growth rate of the IBRD would
be sulficlent to employ the probable labor force of 1980s. Nevertheless,
even Lf the entlre nomlnal labor supply were "employed” (under current
definitions of ecmployment), important cffects on average hours worked
and/or real wage rates could be expected in the face of the relatively
lower economic growth projected for the 1980s.

4.43. 1In sum, it is clear thac the concept of employment elasticities
has limitations in elther forecasting labor absorptive capaclty or in
indicating changes 1In the well--being of the employed labor force. We
beliceve the Indonesian experlence of the 19705 was unusual because it
coine lded with a period of OPEC-spurred growth, massive public sector
capital-intensive investment, significant under-pricing of capital,
enerpyy, and forelgn exchange aud the inltial growth spurt of nrotected
import—-substitation industries. All of these factors tended to lower the
enployment elasticities of the 197Us compared to the 1960s and are
proving to be transitory. I1f we couple these factors with an Indonesian
labor force that tends ro be full; employed In terms of numbers of
worlers and makes Lts adjustwants to changes in labor demand mostly in
terms of average hours worked, we may have explained the apparent anomaly
of the 1970s.

4,44, More ou Fmployment Ilasticities — Before leaving the subject of
employment elasticltles we would llke to 1llustrate very briefly the
potential volatility/variability of the measure. Two of our
illustrations will bhe made with the use of Indonesian data and the third-
with international data used In the 1983 IBRD report on Wages and
Employm:nt in [ndonesia.

4,45, 1In our first example, Table 77 shows three calculations of the
total employment clasticlty for Indonesia for the periods 1961-71 and
1971-80, Average GOP growth 1s identical ia r~ach of the three cases,
only the rate of prowth 1in euployment differs. The rate of growth in
employment differs hecause (1) the IBRD uses the growth of the ages 10+
population as a proxy for employment growth, and (L1i) Case II and Case
LLT use competing verstons of the 1971 census in the calculatlon of}
employnent prowth, Case LI, which uses 1971 Series O employwent da&a
that arc generally belleved to be most comparable to the 1980 census.
yields a relatively similar clasticlty to the IBRD for the period
L971-80. Nevertheless, the table should provide some sense of the filsks
of using employment elastleltles, Case [LL, for example, using the
official tinal 1971 Census Serics D cesulls, glves employment
elasticitles almost the reverse of the LBRD caleulations, and would
suggest that the lower economle growtit of the 1980s would not presemt
much of an employment absorption problem.
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Table 77
Three Calculations of Total
Employment Elasticities, 1961-71 and 1971-80

Implicit Employment

Growth in Fmployment (%) Elasticitievs
Average 7% Casa 1 Case LI Case ILL Case 1 Case LI Case IIIL
GDP Crowth IBRD 1971 C 1971 D TBRD 1971 C 1971 D
1961-71 + 4,5 2.4 1.83 1.41 .53 .41 .31
1971-80 7.3 2.9 3.01 3.49 .39 .41 48

Source: IBRD 1983b, 1971 Census Serles C and D, and 1980 Census.

4.46. Table 78 shows "employment elasticities” calculated on the basis
of labor force survey data from 1976 through 1982. 47/ It can be secen
from the wide variation in employment elasticities on a year-by-year
basis that significant problems in the measurement of employment
apparently exist., It can also be seen that the employment elasticity for
the period 19706-82 (calculated on end points) 1is rather high (.549) and
would sugpgest that the labor absorption capability of the economy is much
bigher than sugpested by the lower employment elasticity (0.39)
calculated by the IBRD for 1971-80. Nevertheless, given all of the
problems previously reviewed, the fact that we are dealing with two
different data souces on employment, and given the risks posed by
calculating elasticities over long periods of time on end data points
alone, we would not necessarily offer one calculation as superior to
another. We would also note that, on the surface, the results of 1976-82
caleculation may contradict our earlier hypothesis that employment
elasticities in Indonesia will tend to be understated in periods of rapid
growth,

Table 78
Labor Force Survey Based Employment Elasticities, 1976-82

Average % % Change Employment

GDP Growth Employment * Elasticity
1976-77 8.9 4.2 472
1977-78 7.7 7.5 974
1978-79 6.3 - 0.8 - .028
1979-81 8.9 7.4 .831
1981-82 2.2 - 2,0 ~ .909
1976-82 7.1 3.9 . 549

Source: Various BPS publications.
* Labor force data were used as a proxy for employment.

47/ Although growth in the labor force rather than employment was used
in the calculations, the effect should be minor given the relative
stabllity in unemployment rates. See Table 34.
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4.47. Table 79 presents employment elasticltles calculated on output and
employment data provided in the 19383 IBRD report on Wages and Employment
In Indonesia. The only purpwse of the table Is to illustrate that
employment elastlcities have apparently increased in other Aslan
countries during periods of wmodernization, e.g., Japin, Korea, and
Taiwan. This would presumably suggest that the same posslbllity exists
elsewhere, including Indonesia.

Table 79
Comparison of Employment Elasticlty Trends
in Selected Asian Countries

Avg. Output Avg. Growth Employment
Growth % Employment % Elasticity
Indonesla
1961-71 4.5 2.4 .533
1971-£0 7.3 2.9 .397
Japan
1905-1917 5.2 0.6 .115
1917-1937 3.3 0.8 ..258
1937-1962 ~ 1.5 -
Korea
Taiwan
1952-1962 8.0 1.6 . .200
1962~-1972 11.3 2.8 248

Source: 1BRD (19E€3b), Table 4.2.

D. Emplovment Shortfalls

4,48, [t is obvious from the last section that we did not resolve the
question of future labor demand. Baslcally, we suggested that the labor
force will tend to be "Lully employed” but that the real question will be
for what number of average hcurs and at what real wage rateg. Desplte
ounr view ol the adjustment proces:s, for illustrative purposes we wlll

b Ly compire [BRD Inspired labor force demand scenartos with the labor
! supply projections provided carlicr., We will then very briefly

¢ fer (1) Likely adjustment responses, (Li) sex, ape, and

5 —acononic groups, and locations most likely to be adversely

al. cted, and (1ii) probable impact on average real houschold incomes.

4.4, Comparison of Scenarfos — Table 80 compares for the 1980s four
labor dem.nd scenarios with the six labor supply projections from Table
69, plus the otficlal GOL projectlon for population aged 10+. IBRD
estlimates of labor supply growth for the 19Y80s are also noted.
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4,50, If we take the IBRD estvimates of the employment elasticity for the
1960s as a maximum estlmate of labor force absorption and the elasiticity
for the 1970s as a mininum, we can probably pretty well bracket likely
growth in labor force demand in tne 1980s by accepting the IBRD mediun
projection of 5.2« GDP gyrowth as an upper possibillty and the IBRD
"pessimistic oil outlouk” scenario of 4% GDP growth as a reasonable lower
possibility. The medlum growth-low elasticlty projection of labor force
demand (#1) Is the IBRD (1Y83b) estlmate commoniyv used in calculating
employment shortfalls. Lt 1s evident from just these four scenarlos that
growth in labor force demand 1s highly seasitlve to both GDP growth rates
and enmployment elasticities.

Table 80
Comparison of Labor Demand
and Labor Supply Projections for 1980s

Real GDP  Employment 4 Growth
% Growth  Elasticity Employment

Labor bemand Projections (1982-9J)
Mediunm rconomic Growth
#1 - Low elasticitles of 1970s 5.2 0.39 2.03
#2 ~ High elasticitices of 1960s 5.2 . .

Low Economic Growth

#3 - Low elasticities of 197Us 4,0 0.39 1.56
#4 = High elasticitlies of 1960s 4.0 0.53 2,12
%4 Growth

Labor Supply

Labor Supply Projections (1980-90)
#l - Constant dependency ratio (Census)
#2 — Constant total LFPR (Census)
#3 = Constant age-specific Li'PR (Census)
#4 - Constant total LIFR (Sakernas)
#5 - Constant age-speclfic LFPR (Sakernas)
#6 - Official GUI trend analysis (Sakeirnas)
Pro jected Population growth ages 10+
IBRD estimates of labor supply

NN DN
AU NGOG n =
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4,51. We can see from Table 80 that only under the high
elasticity-medium growth scenario (#2) s labor force demand likely to
grow as rapidly as nominal labor force supply. 48/ With the exception of

ﬁg/ With the exception of the IBRD labor demand projection 1in scenario
#1, all projections have been calculated on the basis of overall
employnent elasticitles vather than sectoral elasticitles. Lt would, of
course, be more accurate to use sectoral elasticities and make specific
assunptlons on sectoral growth, but for our purponses (which are
illustrative) the above methodology will suffice.
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the constant dependency ratio scenario all labor force supply projections
for the 1980s range between 2.5 and 2.7%. Although we must Always keep
in mind that we are deallng with projected growth in nominal labor force
supply, as opposcd to units of fabor tlme, the Illustrative scenarlos
sugpest that only under somewhat optimistic economlic growth assumptions
is there a reasonable possibiiity that labor demand way match labor
sapply during the 1980s, without a reductlon In thn average hours
worked. Nevertheless, even the meaning of labor demand projections are
open to question when they have been caleulated on the basls of
empioyment elasticities relying solely on changes in nominal employment
without holdlng average hours of labor Loput constant.

.52, Likelv Ad justment Responses ~ We have already suggested that the
Indonesian Labor frorce will make its adjustments to changes in labor
demand priwarily through the adjustment of hours worked rather than 1in
the nunbers enterlng or leaving the labor force or in assuming the status
or opuen unemployment., 1o other words, we would not expect major
increases in either open unecimployment or in "dlscouraged workers” should
effective Lupor demand fall short of erfective labor supply during the
19380s.  In nomlnal terms the annual employment shortfall durlng this
puriod might vange from a sltuatlon of excess demand tfor labor (zero
shortfall) to close to one-half million workers, depending on the labor
demand scenario. Nevertheless, under our hypothesis of automatic nominal
full enplovaent we would anticipate the nominal numbers of the employed
labor rerce to grow at roughly the same rate as labor supply, or 2.5-2.7%
per annum,

4.53. Beyond the probable downward adjustments in average hours worked,
we might reasonably expect to see greater shifts in employment toward the
services, trade, and transportation sectors, especially among the
Informal scctor components. We might also see 4 slowing in the nominal
shitt in cmployment away from agriculture and the rural sector If and as
the relative growth dynamism in the economy shifts from the urban to the
rural arcas,

4.54. Grouns and lLocations Llkely to be Affected - [t Ls obvious that
the particular groups and locations most adversely atfected by
adjustments in the labor muarkets of the 1980s will depend primarily on
the sectoral pattoerns ol economle growth., It seems Likely that the
slowin:y ot growth in the petroleum—led mining scctor will dircctly affect
nrban areas more than the rural, Similarly, the current and probable
continuing stagnation Iin the manufacturing sector, tn the extent that 1t
larpely retflects medium- to large-scale industry, will largely Jdlrectly
attect the urban sector. Nevertheless, because the cconomy i1s
intertwined both divectly and Lndirectly and because temporary and
circular migratlon blurs the dlstinction between urban and rural
employment, «o can expect the rural sector to suffer with the urban areas
1f the riobable downturn in mining sector growth and the stagnation of
the manutiacturing scector continue.

¢.55. Although the cconomle structure and the sectoral compositions of
emplovment dlfter substantially between Java and the outer isl.ds and it
can he expected that the lower and chanping; composition of econoulc
growth will have diftfering lmpacts thercon, it 1s not lmmediately clear
that the cmployment situatlon will worsen In some arcas compared to
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others. Intuitively, we might expect the employment situation to
relatively worsen in the poorer areas, particularly on the island of
Java. Offsetting this factor is the relatively slower growth in the
working age population on Java compared to the outer islands and the
performance of rice agriculture. Nevertheless. population densities,
relative income levels, current intensities of agricultural cultivation,
the achievement of rice self-sufficiency, the difficulties of
agricultural diversification, the relative lack of non-oil export
commodities, and past provincial growth performances suggest that the
island of Java (in the absence of significant transmigration) will feel
greater employment pressures than the large outer islands, but not
necessarily the eastern islands. A detailed anmalysis is obviously needed
to sharpen and harden these intuitlve conclusions.

4.56. 1In tewms of sex, age, and socio—economic groups, it is likely that
ad justments in average hours worked will be borne most heavily by the
young, the old, and females. It is not clear that the very pocrest can
allow their work hours to diminish and we might expect the adjustment to
be shared more among the middle 60 percentile than either the lowest or
highest 20 percentiles. It is likely that those already working less
than 35 hours per week will bear more of the adjustment than those
working longer hours. Although it is conceivable that the very poorest
might work longer hours 1f real wage rates were to decline, it is most
likely that adjustments to relatively diminished work opportunities will
take the form of lower average hours worked even in the face of constant
or slight declines in the real wage rate.

4.57. Impact on Real Household Ircomes - Although it is far from clear
exactly how the lsbor market situation will evolve during the remainder
or tiie 158Us, there is some reason to believe that average real household
incomes will not fall. Holding real wages aud the average hours worked
per worker constant, labor force demand would only have to grow at 2.2%
in order tn maintain a constant dependency ratio and, hence, to maintain
constant average household earned incomes. Given that the employment
elasticity probably lies closer to the IBRD calculations for the 1960s
than for the 1970s, this rate of increase in labor demand (2.2%) should
be manageable with non-oil GDPF growth of 4.5-5.0%. (If the employment
elasticlity were as high as the 1960s a growth rate of 4.2% might
suffice.) Nevertheless, it should be clear that this does not imply that
average earnings per worker will remain comstant. In fact, average
earnings per worker would be expected to fall even though average earned
incomes for households remained constant. How far average earnings per
worket might fill would depend on the nominal growth in labor supply.

iE/ To turn the question around we could also point out that, using

ig/ It is important to understand how impressionistic the above
conclusions are. Obviously, the particular composition of sectoral
econcmic growth that evolves will greatly affect returns to labor and
employment absorptive capacity. Similarly, the major policy changes of
1983-84 can be expected to favorably affect labor absorptive capacity and
labor productivity. Finally, we have not considered possible positive
impacts of inter-island redistribution of population. Although the basic
conclusions above appear reasonable, much work, including simulation
analysis, needs to be dcne in the above areas.
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comparable employment elasticities, it would take non-oil GDP growth of
5.5-6.1% to maintaln constant average earnlngs per worker 1f nominal
labor s'pply grew at 2.74 and 1f the sectoral composition of growth
remained unchanged. Of course, this partlcular situation would also
imply rising real per capita earned incomes. In sum, we have to be
carcful to tead the fine print when considering the implications of
varylng levels and compositions of non-oll GDP growth on labor
absorption, real wage rates, average real earnings per worker, and
average real earnings per household.

4.58. 1In Sum - It should be clear that all of the preceding 1is
impressionistic and intultive-—and certainly not definitave. What this
type of analysis suggests 1is that, in principle, Indonesia can survive
the next several years of almost certain rapid labor force growth without
massive social-economic disruption and possibly without falling real per
capicta household incomes among the bottom 80 percentile. 50/
Nevertheless, the analysis supggests that the employment situation
critically depends on the economic performance of the ecconomy. Economic
growth below 4-5%4 for extended periods of time is simply not consistent
with maintaining real levels of welfare and presumably with political
stability in the harder-hit areas and among the harder-hit groups.
Although there is reason to believe that the urban areas of Java may face
the greatest relative employment pressure, it {s in the rural areas of
Java where the greatest poverty and numbers of underemployed exist and
ruch of the future growth in labor force will originate.

29/ This conclusion depends critically on the hypothesis relating to
Indonesian labor force adjustment patterns, i.e., that adjustment tends
to be made more in average hours worked rather than in nominal numbers
employed. To the extent the sharing of employment does not occur, this
conclusion is weakened. Collier et al. (1Y82a) have expressed concern
that village social security systems have eroded with increased labor
mobility. Obviously, this question should receive further attention.
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V. OPTIONS FOR IMPROVING EMPLOYMENT PROSPECTS

5.01. It is not large populations per se, Dopulation density, or even
rapid population growth, that necessarily determine whether a country has
an "employment problem.” Rather, it is the juxtaposition of population
against a myriad of factors including cultivable land, natural resources,
stocks of physical and human capital, and the economic climate and
institutional structure in which the factors of productinon cooperate.

For whatever reasous a country happens to arrive atr a given point in time
with a particular portfolio of cooperating factors of production, it is
the per capita balance of cooperating factors, including the systems in
which they work, that principally determines the prospects for
employment, growch, and income levels.

5.02. Obviously, some countries have better prospects than others. In
Indonesia's case the per capita ratios of cultivable land and human
capital to population both appear quite low, per capita physical capital
appears relatively low, and natural resources seem above averaze. éi/
Finally, although clearly baeset with long-tarm issues that need to be
addressed, the institutional framework and the eccnomic system in which
these factors work appears clearly preferable to the situations found in
a great many other countries.

5.03. Nevertheless, because Indonesia is relatively poor in per capita-*
income terms, has 405 of its population already living in relatively
abject poverty, and is faced with diminished prospects for long-term
economic growth at the same time as it is faced with rapnid increases in
its labor force, the scope for management of the econnmy would appear
increasingly coastrained by the need to explicitly address the
puoiiticaily sensiclve eumpioyment problem., Lt is within tnis context of
probable growing urgency that we explore some of the osotential options
for improving employment prospects in Indonesia.

5.04. Policies and Strategies as Keyv — We see the essential
possibilities for improving employment prospects in Indonesia largely in
terms of a scarcn for becter development strategies and implementing
policies. As part of this search w2 also see a possible requirement for
rethinking and simplifying development objectives. Because we believe
that much of wnat needs to be addressed is under the direct control of
government, is the result of existing governzent resulation or policy, or
is the logical responsibility of public policy from the standpoint of the
theory of public goods, by necessity, the focus in this paper will be on
government policy.

51/ Human capital refers to the education, training and skills embodied
in human beings. Physical capital refers to inanimate objects such as
buildings, machinery, etc. Factors of productiorn refer to land, labor,
capital, and natural resources. High and low are obviously relative to
other countries of similar per capita income levels and are purely
subjeztive,
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5.05. This does not mean, however, that we belleve that the long-term
solution to the employment problem lles primarily in the hands of
government. To the contrary, we see the solution ultimately in terma of
better functioning of markets, 1ncreased resource allocation efficiency
(and, hence, productlivity), and sustained growth. We sce these results
as most plausible if government further increases its reliance on market
mechanisms by reducing some of the more significant policy-induced
distortions created by previous government actions and if government
improves direct allocation of its own resources. Implicitly, the private
sector must not only assume a greater role in the economy, as suggested
by the indicative planning of Repelita IV and various public statements
by GOI officials, but it must also be Induced and allowed to play a more
efficient, productive role. Similarly, since government itself directly
allocates approximately one-fourth of all resources in the economy,
including one half of capltal investment, it is crucial that government
pay attention to factor prices and labor—intensitirs in making its
decisions. In the best of all worlds all of tihe above could be set in
motion by a judicious selection of corrective policy actions and reforms
on the part of government,

5.06. We see rnumerous policy areas that have potentially significant
direct and indircct employment impact. Most of the policy directions we
will suggest below would have a favorable impart on employment even in
the absence of policy changes In other areas. ilevertheless, it is clear
that the impact on employment will be stronger the greater the number of
suggested policy changes brought to bear on the problem. Further, it is
also clear that no single policy action is likely to resolve the
employment problem by itself and that some policles only make sense in
the context of a policy package. The n~ed for a focused, coordinated set
of employment policies seems obvlous.

5.07. Formulation of an explicit employment strategy helps to maic sense
out of the many potential policy actions and to judge their relative
impertance and complementarities. The formulation of an explicit
strategy has the further benefit of requiring a clarification and
definition of objectives. We will attempt to organize the comments in
the remainder of this paper around an employmcnt strategy framework that
both provides a clear logic of actlion and a wide menu of possible policy
directions — but which does so without setting a rigid plan of action.
The approach presented is murket oriented with the focus on improving
long-term productivity. It oifers an economically feasible resolution to
the twin problems of incomes and employment without relylng exclusively
on either economic growth or increasing labor intensities of output.,

5.08. In the remainder of this section we will consider (1) basic
choices in the formulation of an employment strategy, (1i) key government
policy areas affecting employment and incomes, (111) core strategy
elements and indicative policy directions for increcasing productivity,
employment, and incomes, and (iv) relative importance and time profiles
of potential policies.

A. Basic Choices in Formulating an Employment Strategy

5.09., The solution to the employment problem obviously depends on the
definition of the problem. If the problem is merely perceived as
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providing jobs, a wider set of options may suggest themselves than if the
employment problem is perceived as both providing jobs and
maintaining/increasing real household incomes in the face of a growing
labor force. Since we defige the employment problem in terms of both
incomes and employment, our range of optiuns will be narrower but
presumably more politically and socially palatable. ég/

5.10. There are three fundamental ways of speeding up the growth of
employment in an economy: (i) by increasing the average labor intensity
of output, (ii) by increasing the rate of economic growth, and (iii) by
introducing programs that provide employment but produce no output. We
will argue that while it is obvious that only the first two options make
any sense 1n terms of a long-ternm incomes/employment strategy, it 1s
essential that measures taken to increase the labor intensicy of output
do not needlessly reduce the prospects for economic growth. Although it
1s conceivable in principle that high growth by itself could offer a
solution to the income/employuent problem, a strategy based solely on
increasing the labor intensity of output can only succeed for a limited
time (probably the mid-term) in che face of a labor force growing at
2.5-2.7% and given the present excess labor supply.

5.11. In the longer term a strategy based on increasing the labor
intensity of output can only succeed when accompanied by economic growth
sufficient to pay for the increments to employment, to pay for increased
real wages 1if they are to come about, and to reward and induce
cooperating factors of production. It Is imperative that the actions
taken o increase the labor intensity of output do not materially reduce
rhe supply of cooperating factors of production if growth is not to be
ultimately sacrificed. Fortunately, given the present level of
distortions in tne Indonesian economy (mostly policy-induced) and the
potential for improved government resource allocation, we do not see a
major conflict or dilecmma in pursuing a simultancous growth and
labor-intensification strategy that is focused largely on the removal of
these distortions and the improvement of government resource allocacion.
Indeed, in our opinion, this is potentially the strongest of approaches
and the most likely to succeed over the long term. We will return and
anplify these remarks after briefly considering the three basic ways of
speeding up the growth of employument in an economy.

5.12. Increasing the Labor Intensity of Qutput - Increasing the labor
Intensity of output simply means tnat more units of labor input are
required to produce a given amount of gross national product than was

52/ Siwply stated the cmployment problem mry be thought of as the
apparent inability of the Indonesian economy to provide sufficient
productive job spaces/work at "adequate" wage rates. Alternatively, and
more elaborately, it might be defined as the uncertain ability of the
Indonesian economy with its present structure, policies, and
institutional arrangements to provide economically productive employment
opportunities, to all who seek employment, sufficient ta maintain (but
preferably increase) real household income levels, without materially
worsening incouwe distribution.
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previously the situation. It is clear, however, that the methods by
which the labor intensity of output is increased are critical to whether
this approach contributes to or detracts from the long-term resolution of
the income/employment problem. The labor intensity of output can be
increased in two fundamental ways: those that increase the market demand
for labor (and are implicitly productive) and rhose that wandate the use
of greater amounts of labor by government flat or regulation (and may or
may not be productive). It 1s obviously preferable that actlons taken to
increase labor intensities do not result in a decrease in total output
through declines in productivity and even more preferable if they result
in an increase in total output, both through an increase in the total use
of labor and an increase in productivity.

5.13, TFortunately, Indonesia has a number of policy options that will
tend to increase the labor intensity of output while at the game time
increasing total factor productivity and, hence, growth, Because the
emphases of the policy changes we have 1ir mind are focused ou increasing
long-term productivity, they should not pose a threar or burden to other
factors of production as a class, although individual exceptions will
arise, particularly if the issue of monopoly rights were to be
addressed. The particular policy options we Lave 1i mind would tend
either (1) to improve market resource allocation, (ii) to improve
government resource allocation, or (i11) to improve/stabilize the sratial
distribution of population., We will preser:ly explain rurther how the
above might be achieved.

5.14. Before turning to the role of economic growth, a last few points
should be made on what we are seeking or not seeking by taking measures
to increase tie labor lntensity of output. First, we are not seekinsg to
sinply share the same quantity of work (total labor hours) among greater
numbers of individuals. Indeed, this would not even qualilfy as an
increase in labor intensity and would only result in a more equitable
share of the poverty at best., Se_.wmd, it does little good to increase
the labor intensity of output if it 1is not accompanied by an increase in
total labor usage (i.e., total labor hours). In other words, it is self-
defeating to increase lahor intensities in a way that results in reduced
output and less total labor usage/employment than before policy actions
were Ilnitiated. Thied, increasing the labor intensity of output 1s
clearly an attractive alternative for solving the income/employment
problem if it cun be achi-ved without reducing the real wage rate or
total output. Our proposals permit bech greater labor intensities and
maintenance of the average real wage rate —-— while at the same time
increasing total output. Fourth. even a fall in the average real wage
rate might be acceptable if accompanicd by an increase in total labor
usage that resulted in substantial improvement in real househoid
incomes. An outcome that required greater inputs of labor without
reasonatly proportional increases 1In real income is probably not
acceptable and an outcome that simply traded pgreater employment for
nroport lonately lower wages would be totally uniacceptable.

5.15. Increasine the Rate of dconomic Growth - Increasing the rate of
economic growth 1s perhaps the wmost obvious solution to the
lucome/employment problem and conceivably the leasc painful, depending on
the available policy options. UEven 1in the absence of increased labor
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intensities of output, an increased rate of economic growth would
generally imply the ability of the economy to absorb labor at an
increased rate without downward pressure on the real wage rata, At a
high enough economic growth rate increases in the labor supply could be
effortlessly absorbed, 22/ Further, a sustained high rate o: economic
growth would provide the obvious means for ultimately financing higher
real wage rates, assuming they are justified by improvements in marginal
labor productivity.

5.16. Nevertheless, increasing the rate of economic growth 1s generally
easler said than done. Assuming perfect markets, growth is thought to be
a function of the levels of cooperating factor inputs/resources (e.g.,
physical capital, human capital, unskilled labor, land, etc.), the srate
of technology, and the savings-investment rate. However, in the absence
of perfect markets the sources of growth will also include those neasures
that tend to correct the markets. This might include anything from
correcting factor prices, to removing barriers to competition or resource
mobility, to improving the actual choice of applied tecanology. to
decreasing transaction and information rosts, to improving management.

5.17. In other words, in the real lmperfect world there are many sources
of increased productivity/growth that do not require the discovery of new
techurlogy, an increase in the savings rate, external/exogeneous
Injeccions of financial capital, or increases in cocperacing factors of
production. In many of the cases where the market has been dlstorted by
gvvernment policy, increased productivity will result by simply reversing
v eliminating the distorting policy. Many of these potential peolicy
actlons have no net budgetary cost at all. In addition, at least in
principle, the gains from policy actions taken to correct the market
could compensate individuals that might be worse off as a result of a
policy change.

5.18. Other potential policy actions to lmprove the prospects for growth
might involve changes in government sectoral priorities, changes in the
way government evaluates and makes its investment decisions, and changes

22/ Alternatively, the labor force could, in principle, be absorbed by
varying the coumposition of sectoral grouwth patterns withcut increasing
the overall growth rate. This, in fact, would tend to occur under the
types of policy directions that will be recommended to increase both the
labor intensity of output ard overall economic growth. Nevertheless, it
should be clear that sectoral growth patterns cannot simply be juggled in
order to absorb labor--without reference to sectoral demand patterns. To
do so would invite lower long-term economic growth and, ultimately, less
labor absorptive capacity. The policy directions that will be
recommended will both sharpen the sensitivity of the economy to changes
in market demand and increase efficiency on the supply side, therefore,
increasing growth. By their very nature our recormendations will tend to
favor growth more in the labor-intensive sectors of the economy, but not
at the expense of overall growth.
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in the fundamental growth/devclopment strategy that underlies present
government planning, thinking, and policy formation. We will consider
these possibilities at greater length somewhat later. For the time belng
it is sufficient to say that, first, we see numerous possibilities for
increasing productivity (and, hence, growth) through policy measures that
improve both market resource allocation and government resource
allocation; second, we see considerable scope for shifting from the
current increasingly questionable inward-looking growth/development
strat:gy to an outward-looking export oriented strategy which is bo th
inhereatly more labor intensive by nature and is, in principle,
sustainable at even higher levels of growth over the long-term; and,
third, we see improved skill characteristics of the population/labor
force as a necessary and complementary ingredient to the longer-term
prospects for growth, increased labor productivity, increased real wages
and, of course, increased family incomes.

5.19. Employment Programs Without Nutpnut - To some extent this option
for increasing employment might be construed as a "strawman,” i.e., as a
weak, non-alternative designed to make other alternatives look more
attractive. It is ubvious, for example, that "make work" employment
programs are merely inefficlent income transfer mechanisms that waste
administrative costs, and that probably trade long-term productive
empLoyment opportunities, to the extent that investment and growth are
oth:rwise reduced by the cost of the pregrams, for current non-productive
emuloyment. Certainly, non—-productive {(non-output) employment programs
do not lay the foundation for either financing themselves, for financing
larger such programs, for increasing real wage rates, or for maintalaing
real family income levels. To the contrary, non—output employment
programs progressively erode the ability of the economy to provide any of
the above.

5.20. Why then should we bother to discuss such an option? And what
would such a program look like? The answers are relatively simple.
Increasing employment pressures sometimes induce governments to take the
easy way out. Rather than address the more difficult choices involving
substantive policy reform in the areas of resource allocation and
growth/development strategy, it may scem easier to simply employ excess
labor supply with govermment budgetary resources, usually through the
hiring of excess civil servants or miiitary personnel, Although it 1is
difficult to demonstrate the probable low marginal productivity of
addltional civil servants or miiitary, substantial or sustained increases
in their proportions relative tc¢ the population as a whole shouid be
cause for some alarm,

5.21, Fortunately, we do not see this as a major problem in aggregate
for Indonesia at this point although we are quite concerned with recent
trends. The civil service and the military combined are probably not
much more than 3 miillion at present or perhaps 5% of total employment.
And of total civil servants approximately half are reported to work in
education or health (Jakarta Post 1/85). Nevertheless, Indonesia's civil
service increased in size by 57% between 1975 and 1983 with more than 602
of the increase taking place In the two year period 1981-83., [Furtuer, a
recent newspaper account suggests the increase may have been clcse to 75%
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for the period 1975 through 1984. éﬁ/ These trends should be cause for

ma jor concern given that population growth during the comparable period
(1975-84) probably did not increase more than 25%. Although this period
coincided with rapid expansion of the educational system and, hence,
increased teacher hirings, the recent rapid growth in civil service
employment probably suggests that Indonesia's civil service hiring
policies need .~ be more closely scrutinized. In particular, given
growing employment pressures in general, but particularly the rapid
increases In secondary graduates, their high unemploymenc rates, and
their reported overwhelming preference for government employment, the
government must be prepared to resist pressures to become the employer of
first resort. It should be obvious that a rapidly zrowing economy with
an expanding private sector offers prtentially far better use and oreater
rewards to these graduates than poteriially redundant employmeat in
government. '

Table 81
Civil Service Employaent
in Indonesia, 1975-83

1975 1,674,871
1978 1,760,419
1981 2,047,080
1983 2,623,474

Source: Statistik Indonesia, various years.

B, Key Policy Areas Affecting Incomes and Eaployment

5.22. Before considering the coastruction of an incomes/employment
strategy framework we will identify and briefly comment on what we think
are some of the more important broad policy areas affecting incomes and
employment. We do not pretend our list is exhaustive nor our conments
definitive. Our purpose is simply to draw attention tou tche wide
diversity of goverument ypolicy areas that relate to the
incomes/employment problem and to spark the imagination in terms of what
might be done about the problem. We have taken the liberty of very
subjectively evaluating ten broad policy areas relating to employment and
incomes in Table 82, Brief comments follow.

54/ The Jakarta Post 1,85 reports over 3.3 million civil servants and

military were on government payrolls at December 1984 (approximately 21
months beyond the last reporting date 3/83 in Table 81). The military

apparently accounts for about 400,000 out of this total.
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Table 82
Ten Key Policy Areas Affecting
Employment and Iacomes

Current Subject fve

Policy Areas Performance Rating
Macro—Eéondmic Stabilization Very Good
Factor Pricing Good
Public Sector Investment/Budgetary

Decision Making Fair
Industrlal Policy Poor
Trade Policy Mixed/Poor
Agricultural Policy Fair/Good
Education/Training Policy Fair
Family Planning Policy Good
Urban-rural/Inter-island Spatial

Distribution Policiles Fair
Publlic Sector Employment Fair/Good

5.23. Macro-Economic Stabilization - Macro-economic stabilization of the
economy 1s important to current employment and income levels because it
reduces/smooths unnecessary fluctuations. It is important to future
employment and incomes because it tends to improve the investment climate
and business expectations and, thus, tends to promote growth,
Macro—econom.c stabilization tends to work through the traditional tools
of moactary, fiscal, and balance of payments policy and to focus on the
achievement of simultaneous balance in external, budgetary, and monetary
accounts.

J.24. The Government of Indonesia (GOI) has consistently strived for
macro-economic stability during the Soeharto Era, although not always
successfully or without resort to non-corrective policy measures.
Nevertheless, the GOI has negotiated a hipghly successful period of
macro-economic adjustment following the OPEC oil price/quota decision of
February 1983, largely through the use of corrective rather than
repressive policy measures. Although presently under some criticism for
underspending of the 1984/85 budget, in the space of two years the GOI
has baslcally minaged to achieve its major ad justment objectives ——
reversal of capital flight, reduction of the current account defilclt to
sustalnable levels, malntenance of the real effective exchange rate
established at devaluation, malntcnance of domestic price stability, and
containment of domestic budgetary expendltures —-- while restoring
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economic growth in two successive years to the 5% range and making other
policy reforms essential to the longer-term economic transformation
issue. Although we judge Indonmesia's preseat approach to macro-economic
stabilization and adjustment conservatively sound, and for the most part
exemplary, it will soon become clear that we not think so highly of
certain o*ther key policies directed at the longer-term issues of economic
transformation.

5.25. Factor Pricing - It is absolutely crucial to economic efficiency
and employment and incomes that major distortions in the pricing of
factors of production be avoided. Mispriced factors of production result
in choices of inappropriate technology that can literally take a
generation to correct, even after prices have changed. Simply speaking,
ma jor distortinons in factor prices create major distortions in capital
investment patterns that are neither easily nor speedily corrected. The
legacy of factor price proporticns of another era tend to live on in the
existing capital stock, dictating factor proportion use patterns that may
have little relevance to the current set of factor prices,

5.26. Unfortunately, Indonesia witnessed ma jor distortion of factor
procing in the 1970s and early 1930s duringz a period of particularly
large (oil-financed) increases in capital investment. Equally
unfortunate, the distortions were invariably biased against labor usage
and were the direct result of government policy. The GOI consistently
followed policies during this period that underpriced financial c. ital,
foreizn exchange and energy in relation to unskilled labor. The end
result was the encouragement of highly capital-intensive investment that
also tended to be energy-intensive, import-intensive and skilled labor
intensive in ics input use. Alithougn it is clear that much of the
econony, rparticularly the traditional and small scale sectors, did not
have access to cheap (low-interest) capital and was, therefore,
relatively unaffected in terms of its long-lived capital stock, it is
equally clear that the Indonesian government missed a major opportunity
to address the employment problem more effectivzaly.

5.27. The policy reforms of 1933-84 have done much to rectify the worst
distortions in the price of capital, foreign exchange, and energy.
Deposit and lending rates were freed, sectoral credit ceillings abolished,
the rupiah substantially devalued, the real effective exchange rate
subsequently maintained by a managed float, and the domestic price of
oil-fuel essentially raised and maintained at world market levels.
Nevertheless, the task is not entirely couplete. Substantial amounts of
highly subsidized credit are still made available to sectors deemed high
priority by the government and capital mobility within Indonesia (in both
trban and rural areas and the outer-islands) is noticeably constrained by
restrictive branch banking regulations. Further, al though substantial
progress was made in the factor pricing reforms of 19Y83-84 it is vital
for long-term growth and employment prospects that the new factor pricing
spreads (which favor labor use) be maintained. This means the GOI must
continue its current policies toward maintaining the real effective
exchange rate, toward allowing the market to determine deposit and
lending rates and credit allocations, and toward maintenance of near
world~market pricing of domestic energy consumption, including public
utility cost pass throughs.
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5.28. Publc Sector Investment/Budpetary Decision Making — As noted
earlier the povernment, besldes Indirectly attecting market resource
allocation through 1its extensive repulatory powers, directly allocates
one-fourtih of all resources In the economy and makes once-half of all
capltal investment decisions. The allocative authority of the
government, including public enterprises, 1is lmmense. It 1s less clear
that the capacity of government to plan, anitlyze, evaluate, implement,
and manage resource and lovestment allocatlon declsions matches either
its authority or its responsibllity, This 1s cause for grave concern in
a time of lowered economic growth ecxpectations and increased employment
pressures. Clearly, slnce lncreased resource allocation efflciency ls
key to both growth and emplovment prospects, Indonesia cannot afford to
ignore the possibilities for improving the management of such a large
pnrtion of its resonurces.

5.29. There would appear to be several aspects of government resource
allocation that might offer opportunities tor both increased resource
allocation efficiency und greater employment ilwpact. Obvlious areas to
consider would include: (i) the sectoral allocatlon of budgetary
expenditures, (1i) the choice of techniques and allocations within a
sector, (1ii) the use of appropriate project evaluation wethodology and
market discount rates in evaluating capital investments, and (1v) the use
of full cost recovery public utility pricing policies. In addition, the
government mlght also consider as a matter of standard policy: (1)
requiring especially critical examination of all large scale public
sector capital projects (including their approval by the Coordinating
Ministry for Economics, Finance, and Industry Affairs), (ii) establishing
the policy and a capacity to use the INPRES rural infrastructure
construction program as a counter—cylical rural incomes/employment
stabllization tool, (iii) strengthening the present policy trend toward
requiring public sector enterprises to finance their capital requirements
through the commercial markets, and (iv) improvements in GOI's capacity
to execute and implement at middle cilvil service levels.

5.30. Industrial Policy ~ The major problem with Indonesia's industrial
policy is trat it appears to work to the advantage of only a chosen few.
Indonesia's industrial policy strongly discourages elther domestic or
forelgn competition by the use of restrictive, often monopoly, licensing
rights and by inducing the ad hoc use of highly protectlive trade policy
instruments, incivding import bans, quotas, sole importer licenses, and
tariffs. The result of this restrictive, Inward-looking, trade-protected
industrial policy has been gross inefficiency in resource allocation,
very littie new employment generation in the modern medium to large scale
sector (457,000 new jobs 1975-1983), high costs to downstream producers
and consumers, and (during the last three years) a stagnating
manufacturing sector with a hlgh degree of excess capacity.

5.31. Indonesla's industrial, trade, and credit pollcies have almost
universally discriminated agalnst the labor-intensive small scale and
cottage industry that provide 8U: of manutacturing ewmployment in favor of
a reiatively swall number of medlum to large scale lndustries that employ
less than 2% (1.1 million) of the total labor force. 1n order to provide
a protected, baslcally non-competitive, environment to a rclatively few
large scale (capital and import-intensive) public sector and private
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sector enterprises, Indonesia is sacrificing its lorg-term growth,
export, and empicyment potential. Clearly, neither the other 98% of the
labor force nor the Indonesian consumer can afford a public or private
sector industrialization strategy that promises few jobs, fe;_exports,
low long-term manufacturing sector growth, and low long-term GDP growth.

5.32. Tadouesia needs to reconsider its priorities with respect to the
industrial sector. The potential well-being of the rest of the economy
should not be sacrificed for the privileged few. For the sake of
long-term lmproved efficiency, export performance, overall economic
growth, and emnloyment, Indonesla must shift toward an outward-looking
export-promotion industrial-trade strategy. Indonesia must reconsider
its approach to industrialization and realize that Jless control and fewer
barriers will provide greater efficiency, greater growth, greater
exports, and greater employment. It is important to understand that
Indoresia does not have to give up its industrial aspirations but rather
that it should stop financing industries that it really cannot afford and
support industries that truly pay their own way withcut special favors,
dispensations, or protection. This would suggest a set of policies that
dramatically deregulate, eliminate, and simplify industrial, commercial,
and trade licensing with the intention of restoring a high level of
competition in the economy,.

5.33. Trade Policy - Although indonesia has stressed the importance of
non-oil exports for the last scvreral yaoars it has, in fact, followed an
import-substitution industrialization strategy since the late 1960s that
has effectively undercut the ability to export. In effect, Indonesian
import trade policy has largely been dictated by the self-assessed needs
for "protection" by large scale public and private sector enterprises.
The resultant high levels of effective protection, often obtained and set
on an ad hoc basis, have been accomplished by a variety of methods
including import quotas, bans, tariffs, and restrictive/sole importer
licensing.

5.34. The effective rates of protection that have evolved are both high,
sometimes astronomical, and irrational as a structure of rates. Further,
there appears to be little tendancy for protection to be withdrawn once
extended. Indeed, if anything it is more likely that additional
protection will be requested once an industry obtains a roothold. In
effect, infant industries in Indonesia rarely appear to have to grow up.
The cost of this luxury is borme by the Indonesian consumer who has to
pay higher priczes, downstream Indonesian producers who are priced out of
potential markets (including export markets) by tigh cost inputs, and
Indonesian labor that loses potential employment opportunities both
because of lower loug-term economic growth and the tendancy of
import-substitution industries to be capital and lmport-intensive.

5.35. The current urgency to promote higher levels of long-term growth
in GDF in order to employ the future labor force strongly argues that oil
export earnings must be replaced and that cthe sagging manufacturing
sector must be rejuvenated. Thls would suggest that an outward-lookiug
export-promotion strategy would fit Indonesia's long-term nceds better
than the present inward-looking import-substitution strategy. The
present set of inward-looking trade-~industrial policies consign Indonesia
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to a lower long-term GDP growth path both because the llmited size and
growvth prospects for domestic markets severely constrain potential growth
In manutactures and because forelpgn exchange revenues are expected to
increasingly become the binding constraint on GDP growth., An
outward-locking export promotlon strategy that 1s not contrained by
domestic market demand tends to be a net earner of foreign exchange,
tends to promote resource allocation efficlency and lower costs and
prices, and tends to be more laber-intensive.

5.36. To move toward an outward-looking trade~industrial restructuring
strategy Indonesia nceds both to halt and reverse the current trends
toward greater protectionism. The broad steps toward trade policy reform
are generally known: (1) refrajn from adopting new restrictions, (ii)
eliminate quantitative restrictions (bans and quotas) and replace with
tariffs, (iii) eliminate restrietive and sole importer licensing, (1iv)
rationalize the structure of effective protection rates, and (v) begin
lowering the levels of effective protection rates. 1t is obvious,
however, that as long as Indonesia holds to 1ts present industrialization
strategy, movement on import trade poliscy r=form will be slow at best,
given its integral relationship. 7Tnis suggests that industrial and trade
policy reform will have to be viewed as a peackage.

£.37. Agricultural Policy - Indonesia has much to be proud of in tems
of its recent attainment of rice snlf-sufficieacy. Nevertheless, the
very achievement of rice self-sufficiencv points to the need for greater
agricultura diversification, if future growth in rural incomes and
employment opnortunities is to be maintained. The rapid growth in rice
production was essential tec rural prosperity and employment during the
1970s and 1980s. Future growth in rice production, ..owever, will

increasingly be onstrainced on the supply side because most potential
rice acreage h lceady been brought under the rice intensification
programs. Now would appear, in the face of falling farm gate prices,
that growth in 2 output will be increasingly constrained by domestic
demand and lack export opportunities as well. These implications are

serious both fur che general welfare of the rural population and the
implications of iessened rural income and employment o~nortunities for
urban-rural migration and pressures on the urban informal labor morket.

5.38. The burder of growth in small fammer and agricultural worker
incomes must fall increasingly to secondary crops, tree crops and
livestock. Although more work remains to ensure that rice
self-sufficiency is permanent, it would appear that government
agricultural resources, manpower, researcl, and extension should be
increasingly directed to support diverslfication. We would note,
however, that even ian the face of successtful agricultural diversification
(which is far f{rom a certainty given the inherently greater technical
difficulties) that the net impact on agricultural labor requirements is
still likely to be negative as srowth in rice production slows. Gilven

tite sheer magnitude of the ru sector (almost 807 of the population)
and its direct and indirect ndency on agriecultural ircomes and
employment (55% of direct emp. ‘ment in the economy), it seems clear that

every reasonable step that can be taken to stabilize agriculture and the
rural sector should be considered as part of an overall employment



- 124 -

strategy. Comment will be made on the potentially complementary rural
INPRES public works construction program below.

5.39. Education/Training Policy ~ Indonesia can also take considerable
pride in the rapid extension of its educational gystem in the 1970s and
1980s. Universal enrollment at the primary level 1is well on its way to
achievement and significant increases in enrollments have been made at
both the lower and upper secondary levels. Tertiary education has also
expanded.

5.40. Nevertheless, despite the many achievements, questions arise both
to the quality and the appropriateness of the Indonesian education and
training system. The high and rising levels of open unemployment among
lower and secondary level graduates, particularly females, the
extraordinarily high salaries cowranded by Indonesian consultants in key
skill areas, and the perceived need by both domestic and foreign
companies to place foreign ccnsultants and experts in key management and
skills areas, would all seem to attest to a stroang need for reconsidering
the appropriateness and quality of Indonesisn education and training
systems at the secondary and tertiary levels.

5.41. Although there is undoubtedly room for improvement at all levels
of the education and training system, it seems particularly important for
long~-term growth and development that secondary and higher educational
system resources focus on eliminating shortages in key skill areas, and
managerial and technical professions. In the absence of sophisticated
manpower planning, a survey of domestic wage and salary levels and their
trends, a review of foreilgn work permits, and interviews with a
cross—sectlon of industry and government managers should point the way to
the most immediate bottlenecks. éé/ Given the importance of appropriate
human capital formation to long-term growth and developument, the
potential political sensitivity of large numbers of urban-based educated
unemployed, and the potential pressures to absorb ever growlng numbers of
graduates in the civil service, it is clear that education and training
policy must be carefully coordinated with the likely composition of
long-term demand for human resources. Education and training policy
should be an integral part of any long-term income/employmeut strategy.

5.42, Family Planning Policy ~ Indomesia's family pianning program is
known world-wide and is often cited as a success story. Nevertheless,
there 1is scope for both its improvement and its extension. The second
generation problems of decreasing the demand for children are likely to
prove far more intractable than the first generation problems focused on
supplying unmet demaad for family planning services. Greater efforts

55/ We are aware that the ILO is providing assictance in the area of
manpower planning and that the IBRD is undertaking large projects in both
higher education and technical ¢raining. Since this writer has not had
time to review education/training sector policy adequately, some of these
remarks, although not the concern, may be misplaced. We would recommend
as a separate study the examination of the explicit employment/growth
issues raised herein if they not been handled in thie work to date.
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will be needed in this area. Further, the family planning program to
this point has been successfully concentrated in the rural areas of Java
and Bali. Although this effort needs to be both continued and
strengthered, the need for greater effort in the urban areas of Java and
in the outer islands 1is generally recognized as an equally urgent
priority. ’

5.43. Although changes in family planning practices will not materially
affect labor force supply within the next 15 years, we consider enhanced
family planning efforts of utmost importance for the even longer—term
outlook and of significant consequence on the competing use of
consumption and investment resources in the intervening period. Thus,
although improvements in family planning will not materially affect labor
force supply prior to the year 2000 they can materially affect the
competing uses of resources and, hence, indirectly favorably affect the
demand for labor. Hence, we see an improved family planning program
favorably affecting labor demand over the mid- to long-term and favorably
affecting labor supply after a 15 year lag.

5.44, Urban-Rural/Inter-island Spatial Distribution Policies -
Population spatial distribution policy should be an integral mart of any
long~term growth and incomes/employment strategy for Indonesla. Simply
speaking, it makes a great deal of difference whether urban areas are
growing fast or slowly and whether population continues to cuncentrate 1n
Java-Bali or 1s increasingly spread to the outer islands. Although the
strict control of population movements 1is, in varyling degrez, beyond the
ability of any government, it is possible, in principle, to induce
population movement in favorable directions through a coordinated set of
policies.

5.46. We would argue that Indonesia's spatial dist:ibution strategy
should focus both on stabilizing the urban-rural shift in population and
on encouraging a better distribution of the inter-island population.
Raiid urbanization 1s probably not affordable, holding the present

Qi ‘ity of life constant, and it will tend to undercut the use of

i. stment resources in directly productive endeavors, This in turn will
auversely affect employment opportunities over the longer-term. Although
no argument is made that urban growth must not occur, it 1s argued that
urban growth should not be subsidized relative to the rural sector. This
suggests, for example, that urban public services should consider
adopting full cost recovery pricing. It also suggests that 1irproved
public services should be provided in rural aveas, possibly in part
through the rural INPRES public infrastructure construction program.

5.47. The relatively higher per capita income levels and wage rates in
most o. the outer 1slands, coupled with their relatively wide-open spaces
and rich natural resources, suggests that the inter—island distribution
of population, with 1ts extreme concentration in Java, has room for
improvement. While we are aware of the sensitive issues involved in
large population movements to relatively virgin territories it would not
appear that the general welfare of Indonesia will be promoted by
discounting this option. Nevertheless, although the principle of
inter-isiand redistribution of population would appear an integral part
of an incomes/employment strategy, the method by which it is achieved
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should be open to examination. For example, the GOI should probably (in
addition to its present transmigration program) consider the feasibility
and the costs of alternative strategies for inducing the movement of
population such as improved branch banking, selective public
infrastructure investmenc, industrial estates tased on the exploitation
of the natural resource base, improved labor information systems, etc.
This suggests, as one alternative strategy, that the government might
focus on promoting natural resource based investment by the private
sector in the outer islands as an inducement to population movement.
Within the transmigration program itself the government needs to better
address the planning, coordination, and implementation issues raised by
its critics. The employment/incomes problem cannot bhe solved by simply
shifting the problem to another location, if the opportunities are not
truly there.

5.48. We would note that the issues of urban-rural and inter-island
spatial distribution are inter-related. To the extent that population is
successfully redistributed from Java to the outer islands, we would
expect urbanization pre: sures to be relieved on the island of Java but
greater urbanization pressures to occur in the outer islands. Obviously,
the nature and location of job opportunities created in the outer islands
would dictate the degree of this pressure. The IBRD (1984b) has pointed
out, however, the enhanced risks of urbanization both in the outer
islands and on the island of Java, should the larger transmigration
programs fail.

5.49. Public Sector Employment - Because we have already discussed this
subject eavlier our comments here will be curtailed. OQur major concern
is that the government does not adopt a de facto policy of increased
public sector (civil service, public sector enterprise, and military)
employment as a response to increasing employment pressures, including,
but not limited to, the growing ranks of unemployed secondary graduates.
Although this solution might be politically agreeable in the short term,
we believe that in the longer term it will exacerbate the economic and
employment situation. We do see an important role for temporary public
sector financed employment, however, in the form of rural INPRES public
infrastructure construction projects. We believe the government should
consider raising the current level of these activities and should make
preparations to use this program as a counter-cylical rural
incomes/employment stabilization device. As has been pointed out by
Peter McCauley (BIES:1985) rural INPRES programs have a very low import
content, provide needed infrastructure, provide direct
employment/incomes, help sustain rural aggregate demand, and result
largely in wages being consumed in the form of rice. There are also the
obvious positive implications of the INPRES programs for urban-rural
population stability and pressures on the urban informal labor market.
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C. Core Strategy Elements and Indlcative Policy Directions for
Increasing Productivity, Employment and Incomes

5.50. This section of the paper will propose an employment strategy
framework formulated around a markei oriented long-term productivity
approach to the income and employment problem. Most of the ideas that
appear here will have already appeared in one form or another earlier in
the paper. Nevertheless, we believe it useful to pull the ideas together
into one cohercnt statement.

5.51. Table 83 provides a suggested strategy framework for entertaining
possible solutions tc the income and emplovment problem., It is important
that this strategy iramevork be viewed as a menu of possible strategy
components and policy actions, however, and not as a hard and fast
blueprint of what is absolutely necessary or surlicient. It is intended
to be a tool for organizing thoughts and provoking the imagination. It
begs to be revised and refined.

5.52. Nevertheless, we believe the essential pieces for formulating an
incomes and employment strategy have been presented. First, we belileve
that the employment problem and, therefore, its solution must be viewed
in terms of incomes and employment. Second, we believe there are a
limited number of basic approaches to the long—-term employment problem
(primarily by increasing labor demand through promoting higher rates of
econoric growth or higher labor intensities of output and by decreasing
the growth of labor supply through improved family planning practices).
Third, given the foregoing, we feel there are a relatively limited number
of core strategy elements that suggest themselves—-we have identified
six. Fourth, we feel that once we have arrived this far in our thinking
that indicative policy directions tend to suggest themselves, assumlng
some familiarity with the Indonesian economy and its problems. Although
we have indicated what we believe to be somec of the more important
potential policy directions, the list can obviously be expanded.
Finally, however, we would note that Table 83 does not list the further
refinement of specific potential policy actions that might be suggested
by a given policy direction objective. This task is clearly for the
specialists. We wlll turn now to core strategy elements followed by a
discussion of indicative policy directions.
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children
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morzality
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5.53. Core Strategy Elements - Six core strategy elements show
significant potential for cither increasing the labor intensity of output
or increasing the rate of economic growth. In some cases a core strategy
element will tend to cause increases in both labor intensities and
economlc growth. Restructuring of economic sectoral growth patterns
toward preater averape labor intensities 1s implicit in most of the core
strategy elements. Jhe potential strategy elements are: (i) improve
market resource allocatlon, (11) improve government resource allocation,
(1i1) improve/stabilize spatial distribution of population, (iv) adopt
and Implement a sustainable high growth strategy, (v) improve gkill
characteristics of population/labor force, and (vi) slow the growth of
population.

5.54. We have already discussed why we belleve there is scope for
potentially significan¢ improvement in each of these areas. What we have
tried to do with this particular strategy framework formulation is to
show there are many ways in which the twin long~term problems of
employment and incomes can, in principle, be addressed. Nevertheless, we
would hasten to add that although there arec many paths to addressing the
employmen: and incomes problem, we firmly believe that the greater the
number of core strategy elements brought to bear the stronger the overall
incomes/employmenc strategy. Similarly, the greater the number of
indicative policy directions adopted the stronger the impact of a given
core strategy element. Finally, the more policy actlons brought to bear
on a given policy direction, presumably, the better the chances for the
policy's success.

5.55. Nevertheless, this does not suggest there are no priorities or
that all possibilities have equal weight. What the exact priorities are
in the preceding chain of arguments is far beyond what can be examined
here. We would note, however, that if we could only choose one core
strategy element it would be the adoption and implementation of a
sustainable high growth strategy--in the torm of an outward-looking
export promotion strategy. This would entail both import trade and
industrial pollcy reform which would have an impact on average
labor-intensities of output as well as overall economic growth. If we
were forced to name a second choice it would be improved marker resource
allocation followed closely by improved government resource allocation.
We would attach relative importance to the other core strategy elements
rougnly in the order they appear in Table 83, largely because of
perceived timing and size of probable impacts within the next 10-15
years. Nevertbeless, 1t 1s worthh repeating that the strongest of all
emplcyment/incomes strategies would encompass all of the potential core
strategy elements.

5.56. Indicative Policy Directions — Indicative policy directions have
been rougihly categorized by core strategy elements in Table 83.
Nevertheless, some groupings clearly affect more than one core strategy
element. For example, certain of the indicative policy directions that
would improve market vesource allocation will also improve inter—island
distribution ot population, help to stabilize urban-rural migratiom, and
are necessary comporeats of an outward-loolding trade-industrial
restructuring strategy. Similarly, certain of the indicative policy
directions that wourd improve government resource allocation could also
be expected to help stabilize the urban~rural population distribution.
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5.57. No claim 1s made that the indicative policy directions in Table 83
are exhaustive, entirely appropriate, or politically feasible —- nor that
the specific implementation details have been provided. The list is
illustrative, although based on present perceptions of what some of the
more important policy reform/reformulations might be. Obviously, area
specialists would need to both refine and revise indicative policy
directions and the specific policy action by which they would be
implemented.

D. Relative Importance and Time Profiles of Potential Policies

5.58. As noted earlier it is obvious that among the ideas presented
here, there must implicitly be difrerences in priorities, size of
employment and income impacts. and the timing of impacts. Al though
detailed examination of thesc questions 1is far beyond the scope of this
paper, our earlier comments have suggested some sense of broad priorities
and rough timing of impacts.

5.59. We would probably lay the greatest stress on matters relating to
- resource allocation and growth simply because they probably have the
potential for the greatest employment and income impact over the next
10-15 years. We would probably also choose first policy directions that
tended simply to reverse policies which restrict competition. Obviously,
policy directions which require institution building or materially
changing a cultural or social preference will take much longer to

acc .aplish than simply changing pricing policies, credit policies,
abolishing regulations and licenses, etc. It seems clear that the
greater the number of people and institutions required for the
implementation of a given policy change, the greater the risk of failure
and the greater the likely implementation period.

5.60. For illustrative purposes only, we have set out in Table 84 a
highly impressionistic view of the relative size and timing of the direct
and indirect employment impact of four indicative policy directions. We
do not pretend that either the relative size or the relative timing of
employment impacts are reasonable or accurate, only that they represent
the writer's impressions. Nevertheless, it would seem useful during the
process of formulating a specific employment/incoues strategy policy
package to attain some sense of timing and potential sizc of impacts. It
might be useful to help crystalize policy makers' thinking if potential
policy directions were categorized by the point and duration of expected
impact even if the size of the impact could not be estimated.
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Table 84
Inpressionistic View of Relative Size, Point and Duration
of Employment Impact for Selected Policy Directions
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TABLE 2.1

Population by Age Group, Urban/Rural Location and Sex, 1980

(000)
URBAN RURAL - ALL-INDONESIA

Age Group Male Ferale Ur ban Male Fecale Rural Male Female Total
0- 4 2,325.4 2,195.1 4,520.5 8,490.6 8,179.6 16,670.2 10,816.0 10,374.7 21,150.7
5- 9 2,164.1 2,070.3 4,234.4 8,668.3 8,329.3 16,997.6 10,832.4 10,399.5 22,221.9
10 - 14 1,982.3 1,928.4 3,910.6 7,149.6 6,558.8 13,708.4 9,131.9 8,487.2 17,615.0
15 - 19 1,999.2 2,116.8 4,116.0 5,513.3 5,653.9 11,167.2 7,512.5 7,770.7 15,283.2
20 - 24 1,739.5 1,804.2 3,543.6 4,239.1 5,218.8 9,457.9 5,978.6 7,023.0 13,001.5
25 - 29 1,415.1 1,349.5 2,764.7 4,197.5 4,381.3 8,578.9 5,612.7 5,730.9 11,343.5
30 - 34 955.8 933.1 1,888.9 3,066.8 3,211.4 6,278.2 4,022.6 4,144.5 8,167.1
35 - 39 918.5 913.3 1,831.8 3,272.5 3,445.6 6,718.1 4,190.9 4,358.9 8,549.9
40 - 44 793.2 778.1 1,571.3 2,850.8 2,997.8 5,848.6 3,644.1 3,775.9 7,420.0
45 - 49 589.9 633.3 1,223.2 2,422.9 2,504.1 4,927.0 3,012.8 3,137.5 6,150.2
50 - 54 544.3 540.3 1,084.6 2,173.6 2,152.0 4,325.6 2,717.9 2,692.3 5,410.1
55 - 59 357.1 342.1 699.2 1,363.4 1,327.7 2,691.1 1,720.5 1,669.8 3,390.3
60 - 64 280.6 307.5 588.2 1,278.6 2,361.9 2,640.5 1,559.2 1,669.4 3,228.6
65 - 69 151.6 175.9 327.5 659.5 ,726.8 1,386.4 811.1 902.8 1,713.9
70 - 74 114.0 152.3 266.3 575.1 689.3 1,264.3 689.1 841.6 1,530.7
75 + 109.3 161.6 270.9 579.1 675.4 1,254.4 688.4 837.0 1,525.4
Not Stated 2.0 2.1 4.0 9.0 7.3 16.4 11.0 9.4 20.4
Total 16,441.9 16,403.9 32,845.8 56,509.8 57,420.9 113,930.7 72,951.7 73,824.8 146,776.5

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 2



TABLE 2.2

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Ever Atteanding School by
Age Group and Educational Attainmenc, 1980

(000)
URBAN + RURAL MALE + FEMALE
Not Coapleted/ BEDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
Not Yet Completed Primary Junior High School Senior High School

Age Grouwp Primary School School General Vocational General Vocaticnal Academy University Not Stated Total
10 - 14 14,098.3 2,403.2 20.1 3.6 - Co- - - 1.9 16,527.0
15 - 19 5,420.6 5,696.3 2,001.1 213.5 133.6 105.0 - - 2.4 13,572.5
20 - 24 4,777.9 3,604.8 1,029.3 221.0 720.1 688.6 3.1 10.7 ‘]_5.2 11,100.5
25 - 29 : 4,184.9 3,053.0 708.6 178.2 501.1 564 .4 74.2 42.3 1.2 9,308.0
30 - 34 2,848.4 1,985.8 437.4 lll.l9 335.9 332.3 60.7 49,5 1.2 6,163.1
35 -39 2,934.2 1,819.9 373.5 113.7 245.7 231.4 47.7 51.9 1.1 5,819.2
40 - 44 2,340.5 1.110.3 253.7 95.0 159.6 186.4 31.7 37.3 1.2 4,215.7
45 - 49 2,012.6 679.9 19.4 49.0 74.9 79.5 16.1 19.2 0.9 3,051.6
50 ~ 54 1,621.4 501.4 93.1 34.9 44.1 . 41.2 9.1 9.8 0.7 2,355.7
55 - 59 971.1 ] 301.4 58.0 22.2 23.1 20.3 4.3 3.3 0.4 1,404.1
60 — 64 745.6 189.5 34.9 14.1 12.2 12.0 1.7 1.8 0.6 1,012.6
65 - 69 364.5 94.3 17.5 7.9 6.3 6.7 1.1 1.0 0.6 499.9
70 - 74 248.9 55.1 9.9 4.5 3.1 3.7 0.4 0.6 0.5 326.6
75 + 199.6 41.2 7.7 2.5 3.1 2.3 0.2 0.4 0.6 257.6
Not Stated 4.1 1.7 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.2 - - - 6.7

Total 42,772.7 21,537.8 5,164.5 1,072.0 2,263.2 2,274.0 280.2 227.9 28.3 75,620.7

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 9.9
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TABLE 2.3

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Currenmtly Attending Sckool by Age and Sex, 1980

(000)
URBAN + RURAL
MALE ————— FEMALE~ —MALE + FEMALE —
Attending Attending Attending
Age Total School Perceat Total School Percent Total School Percent
10 2,203.1 1,966.7 89.3 2,065.5 1,812.5 87.8 4,268.5 3,779.2 88.5
11 1,637.7 1,473.1 89.9 1,535.6 1,358.5 88.5 3,173.3 2,831.6 89.2
12 - 2,090.5 1,745.4 83.5 1,903.9 1,521.9 79.9 3,994.4 3,267.3 81.8
13 1.629.4 1,250.2 76.7 1,523.1 1,068.1 70.1 3,152.5 2,318.2 73.5
14 1,571.2 1,041.3 66.3 1,459.2 820.7 56.3 3,030.3 1,862.0 61.4
15 1,848.1 983.9 53.2 1,663.3 693.2 1.7 3,511.4 1,677.1 47.8
16 1,455.6 700.7 48.1 1,420.3 493.9 34.8 2,876.0 1,194.6 41.5
17 1,513.2 585.6 38.7 1,571.5 382.3 24.3 3,084.8 967.8 3.4
18 1,616.7 479.8 29.7 1,827.7 287.3 15.7 3,444.4 767.1 22.3
19 - 24 7,057.4 880.9 12.5 8,310.8 441.4 5.3 15,368.2 1,322.3 8.6
25 + 28,669.3 234.3 0.8 29,760.4 1C9.0 0.4 58,429.7 343.3 0.6
Not Stated 10.8 0.8 7.4 9.3 0.6 6.9 20.1 1.4 7.2
Total 51,303.1  11,342.6 22.1 53,050.5 8,989.4 16.9 104,353.6  20,332.0 19.5

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 19.3



TA3LE 2.4

Populatica 1Q Years of Age and Over by Age Group
and Type of Activity, 1980

(000)
URBAN + RURAL MALE + FEMALE
ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE NOT ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE ——
LOOKING FOR WORK 2 of Working 2 of Economically

Ever Never Econoaically Atteading House- Total to Economically Active to

Age Group Working* Worxed Worked Total  Active School keeping Others Total Ages 10+ Active Population
10 - 14 1,925.9 17.1 43.5 60.6 1,986.5 13,283.9 571.5 1,777.1 15,632.5 17,619.0 96.9 1.3

15 - 19 5,789.9 70.8 150.8 221.6 6,011.5 4,653.7 2,444.8 2,173.2 9,271.7 15,283.2 $6.3 39.3

20 - 24 6,914.3 81.9 152.0 233.9 7,148.2 721.6 3,950.7 1,181.1 5,853.4 13,001.5 96.7 55.0

25 - 28 7,143.9 6l1.4% 46.3 107.7 7,251.7 92.4 \3,460.7 538.7 4,091.9 11,343.5 98.5 63.9

30 - 34 5,403.1 37.2 16.0 53.2 5,h61.4 12.2 2,413.4 280.2 2,705.7 8,167.1 99.0 66.9

35 -39 5,819.0 36.6 12.3 4C.9 5,867.8 3.3 2,406.8 271.9 2,662.0 §,549.9 99.2 68.6

40 ~ 44 5,159.9 31.5 8.8 40.3 5,200.1 2.9 1,924.4 292.6 2,2158.8 7,£20.0 99.2 70.1

45 - 49 4,269.6 26.9 5.9 32.8 4,302.4 0.2 1,528.8 218.9 1,847.9 6,150.2 99.2 69.9

50 - 54 3,612.5 22.8 6.0 28.8 3,641.3 n.2 1,249.4 ) 519.2 1,768.9 5,410.1 99.2 67.3

55 = 59 2,120.9 13.1 3.6 16.7 2,137.6 - 765.5 . 487.2 1,252.7 3,393.3 99.2 63.1

60 - 54 1,734.2 9.6 2.8 12.4 1,746.5 - 665.8 816.3 1,482.1 3,228.6 99.3 54.1

65 + 1,648.8 7.4 3.8 11.1 1,659.9 - 791.4 2,318.6 2,110.0 4,763.9 99.3 34.8

Not Stated 6.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 6.3 0.6 2.2 10.0 12.8 19.1 97.1 33.1
Total 51,553.1 416.2 452.0 868.1 52,421.2 18,770.9  22,175.5 10,984.9 51,931.3 104,352.6 98.3 50.2

* Vorked at least one hour in the preceding week or temporarily not working.

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 39.9



URBAN + RURAL

TABLE 2.5

Population 10 Years of Age and Over by Province and Type of Activity, 1980

ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE

LOOKING F£OR WORK

Ever Never Economically

Province Working® Worked Worked Total Active
Daerah

Istimeva

Aceh 832.5 6.6 7.3 13.9 846.4
Sumatera

Utara 2,947.2 15.9 22.8 38.7 2,985.9
Sumatera

Barat 1,103.8 5.1 7.0 12.1 1,115.9
Riau 686.9 5.5 5.6 12,1 699.0
Jambi 496.2 4.2 2.4 6.6 502.9
Sumatera

Selatan 1,623.3 7.9 11.6 9.5 1,642.7
Bengkulu 278.9 2,4 1.6 4,0 282.9
Lampung 1,535.9 7.0 6.1 13.2 1,549.0
DK1

Jakarta 1,927.6 16.4 60.5 76.8 2,004.5
Jawa

Barat 8,500.9 90.6 86.6 177.2 8,678.2
Jaws

Teogah 9,966.2 70.5 64.6 135.0 10,101.2
D.I. Jog~

yakarta 1,234.3 4.1 9.0 13.1 1,247.4
Jawa

Timur 11,396.7 80.2 . 82.3 162.4 11,559.2

(000)

NOT ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE --—-—

X2 of Working

Attending House- to Economically
School keeping Others Total Total Active
381.4 388.0 190.1 95%.6 1,806.0 98.4
1,289.4 884.9 528.2 2,702.4 5,688.3 98.7
5i9.9 494.9 251.5 1,265.4 2,381.3 98.9
282.0 355.4 148.7 785,11 1,485.1 98.3
172.2 217.3 90.1 479.7 982.5 98.7
608.1 627.4 287.2 1,522.7 3,165.5 98.8
97.8 85.0 48.1 230.9 513.8 98.6
553.0 729.2 253.7 1,535.9 3,084.9 99,2
1,115.2 1,105.0 459.5 2,679.7 4,684.2 96.2
3,250.1 4,847.0 2,337.4 10,434.5 19,112.7 98.0
3,055.0 3,459.8 1,776.4 8,291,2 18,392.4 8.7
461.1 260.2 150.8 872.0 2,119.5 99.0
3,421.8 4,651.7 2,187.7 10,261.2 21,820.4 98.6

MALE + PEMALE

I of Eccnoaically
Active to

Population

46.9

52.5

46.9
47.1
51.2
51.9
55.1

50.2

42.8

45.4

54.9

38.9

53.0



Ccuntilauaction of Table 2.5

ECONOMICAILY ACTIVE

NOT ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE

LOOKING FOR WORK X of Workirg 2 of Ecoaomically
Ever Never Economically Attending House— to Economically Acctive to
Provicce wWerkine® Worked  Worked Total  Active School keeping Others Total Total Active Population
zall 950.4 8.6 8.0 16.7 967.1 322.7 335.0 178.3 836.1 1,803.2 98.3 53.6
Nusa
Tenzgara
Barat 892.4 12.6 6.7 19.2 911.7 273.1 431.5 202.7 907.3 1,819.0 97.9 50.1
Kusa
Tenggara
Tizur 1,018.2 3.8 2.4 6.2 1,024.4 392.7 305.3 210.1 908.1 1,932.5 99.4 53.0
Kalimantan
Earat 982.5 4.7 5.4 10.0 992.5 282.7 _279.0 162.1 723.8 1,716.3 99.0 57.8
Kalf=acran \
Tengah 365.0 1.5 1.0 2.5 367.5 116.3 98.9 53.4 268.6 636.1 935.3 57.8
Kalizantan
Selatan 731.0 13.2 7.7 21.0 752.0 261.7 283.9 155.3 700.9 1,452.8 97.2 51.8
Kalimantan
Tizuz 372.6 2.8 3.3 6.1 378.6 156.6 206.7 105.6 468.9 847.5 98.4 ° 44,7
Sulawesd
Utara 663.3 10.4 8.9 19.3 679.6 325.5 317.3 179.5 822.2 1,501.8 97.2 45.3
Sulawesi
Tengah 416.3 6.7 7.6 14.3 431.2 173.3 180.0 87.3 440.7 871.9 96.7 49.5
Sulawesi
Selatac 1,601.9 26.8 24.0 50.8 1,652.7 811.7 1,151.8 582.1 2,545.6 4,198.3 96.9 39.4
Sulawesy
Tenggara 273.5 2.5 2.1 4.7 278.2 122.6 141.7 77.6 341.5 619.7 98.3 44.9
Maluku 399.6 3.1 2.9 6.0 405.6 207.4 190.5 158.0 555.9 961.5 98.5 42.2
Irian Jaya 353.3 3.1 3.6 6.6 364.9 118.8 148.4 123.4 390.5 755.5 98.2 48.3
Total 51,553.1 416.2 452.0 868.1 52,421.2 18,770.9 22,175.5 10,984.9 51,931.3 104,352.6 98.3 50.2

* Worked at least cne hour in the precedircg week or teaporarily not working.

Source: Populaticn Census, Serlea S-Z, Table 40.9



TABLE 2.6

Population 10 Years of Age and Ovar by Educational Attainment and Ty1e of Aztiviry, 1980

(000)
URBAN + RURAL MALE + FEMALE
ICONOMICALLY ACTIVE ~—~NOT ECON., ACTIVE —
. WORKIN LOOKING POR WORK Total
Educational Not Looking Louking Ever Never Economically lttending House~
Attaiooment Por Work Por Work Worked Worked Total Active fchaol keeping Others Total Total
1. Never Artended
School 14,040.3 1,216.4 139.5 55.8 195.3 15,452.0 - 8,457.4 4,822.5 13,279.9 28,731.9
2. Not Completed/Not
Yet Coapleted
Prizmary School 17,929.6 1,470.2 148.2 116.3 264.5 19,664,2 12,210.6 7,574.9 3,323.1 23,108.5 42,772.7
3. Primary School 10,203.9 740,1 84.5 114.6 199.1 11,143.0 4,011,535 4,485.8 1,897.6 10,394.3 21,537.8
\
4. Junior High
“_nool (Ceneral) 1,935.9 108.4 17.7 45.6 63.3 2,107.7 1,787.3 859.1 409.9 3,056.8 5,164.5
S. Juator High ’ .
School (Vocatzlomal) 556.1 1.1 4.5 9.2 13,7 600.9 181.2 200.0 89.8 471.1 1,072.0
6. Senior High
School (General) 1,189.0 50.4 9.4 47.0 56.4 1,295.8 433.3 320.3 213.8 967.4 2,263.2
7. Senior High
School (Vocatiogal) 1,582,.2 71.9 1.1 56.9 68.0 1,722,2 115.4 239.6 196.7 551.8 2,274.0
8. Acadeay 215.5 5.8 0.8 3.8 4.6 225.9 17.2 20.5 16.6 54.3 280.2
9. University 191.6 4.5 0.4 2.6 3.0 199.2 4,0 13.6 11.2 28.8 227.9
10. Not Scated 9.3 0.9 0.1 0.1 0.2 10.4 9.4 4.4 3.6 17.9 28.3
Total 47,653.4 3,699.7 416.2 452.0 868.1 52,421.2 18,770.9 22,175.5 10,984.9 51,931.3 104,352.6

Source: Populetfon Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 43.9



TABLE 2.7

Population 10 Years of Age scd Over Who Worked During the
Previous Week by Educational Attalnmeat and Main Iadustry, 1980

(000)
URBAN + RURAL MALE + FEMALE
— NAIN INDUSTRY
wholesale
Educatiozal . Public Retail Transport. Financial Public Not
Attainzent Agriculture Minoing Manufacturing Utilities Constr. Trade Cozz3. Services Services Other Stated Total
1. Never
Attended
Schonl 10,488.5 52.1 1,217.5 4.4 259.4 1,935.7 150.1 13.7 1,009.3 3.2 82.7 15,256.7
2. Not .
Coapletad/Not
Yetr Comzpieced
Prizary School 12,139.0 144.5 1,735.1 10.3 69b.6 2,338.0 493.0 41.3 1,686.5 6.3 115.1  19,339.7
3. Primary
School 5,345.5 76.1 1,138.9 14.9 492.9 1,650.4 499.2 57.9 1,596.2 4.6 67.5 10,543.9
&. Junior
High School .
(Ceneral) 487.7 20.6 237.3 7.1 76.2 372.9 149.3 41.3 634.8 2.4 14.5 2,044.3
5. Jualor
Hizn School '
(Vocattonal) 116.7 7.7 66.1 4.5 34.0 69.4 38.0 9.8 236.2 0.6 4.2 587.2
6. Seaior
High Scheool
(Ceneral) 119.2 20.1 129.6 6.9 42.0 190.3 71.0 70.8 576.4 2.3 10.9 1,239.4
7. Senior
High School
(Vocatlonal) 119.8 19.2 128.7 14.5 51.3 98.4 54.5 44.8 1,110.2 1.3 11.6 1,654.1
8. Acadexy 7.3 3.7 15.2 1.5 5.0 14.0 10.5 12.2 149.8 0.4 1.8 221.4
9. Uatversity 6.3 3.1 11.1 1.6 5.8 9.2 2.5 19.4 144.1 0.3 1.7 196.2
10. Not Stated 4.1 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.1 1.0 - 2.8 10.2
Total 28,834.0 387.3 4,680.1 66.1 1,657.1 6,679.0 1,468.4 302.3 7,144.5 21.6 312.7  51,553.1

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S$-2, Tabl: 51.3



TABLE 2.8

.
Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked During the Previous Week
by Educational Attainment and Type of Main Occupitiom, 1980

(C00)
URBAN + RURAL ' MALE + PEMALE
TYPE OP MAIN OCCUPATION
Professional Managars Production, and

Educational and and Sales Service Transport Equipment Nst
Attainment Techonical Adninisctratora Clerical Workeras Workers Agriculturel  (}:rators Qthers Stated Total

1. Never Attended .

School 39.6 2.3 30.1  1,932.2 601.8 10,503.8 2,03s5.8 8.2 102.9  15,256.7
2. Not Coapleted/Not

Yet Completed Primary :

School 73.9 4,7 183.6  2,329.6 778.0 12,117.6 3,735.0 28.0 149.4  19,399.7
3. Primary School 116.7 5.5 347.4  1,646.0 561.4 5,314.0 2,755.7 109.7 87.6 10,943.9
4. Junior High

School (General) 101.3 4,7 265.5 367.8 126.0 474.6 574.6 109.7 20.2 2,044.3
5. Jundor High

School (Vocational) 85.0 0.9 69.9 68.6 28.2 114,4 186.8 27.0 6.5 587.2
6. Senior High
School (General) 159.4 13.1 434,0 177.4 64.8 11.5 215.3 49.3 14.8 1,239.4
7. Senlor High

School {Vocational) 774.1 ) 5.2 308.9 88.6 44.7 115.1 268.5 33.2 16.0 1,654.1
8. Acadenmy 76.2 6.0 87.4 10.1 5.7 6.7 16.7 10.0 2.7 221.4
9. University 90.5 10.6 64.6 6.9 2.8 5.6 9.1 3.6 2.5 1%6.2
10. Not 3tated 0.6 0.1 0.2 0.7 0.3 3.8 1.5 -— 2.9 10.2
L] Total 1,517.2 52.9 1,791.4 6,627.9 2,213.6 28,767.0 9,798.9 378.7 405.4  51,553.1

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 52.9
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URBAN + RURAL

Educational Attafnment

1. Never Attended School

2. Hot Cozpleted/Not Yet
Cocpleted Prizmary School

3. Prizury Schocl

4. Juntfor High School
(Gezeral)

S. Jualor Hlgh School
(Vocatloznal)

6. Senlor Hign School
(General)

7. Sentor High School
(Vocatsonal)

8. Academy
9. University

10. Not Scated

Total

Sowrce: Population Census

TABLE 2.9

by Educational Attainment and Emaployment Status, 1980

(000)

Population 10 Yeurs of Age anod Over wWho Worked During the Previous Week

MALE + FEMALE

EMPLOYMENT STATUS
Self Enployed Assisted
by Faaily Meaber/ Not
Seif Faploved Tesporary Help Enplover Eaployee Fazily Stated Total
4,370.8 4,719.0 170.2 3,022.8 2,891.7 82.3 15,256.7
5,143.7 5,445.1 319.2 4,527.4 3,862.5 101.9 19,399.7
2,786.8 2,669.2 235.9 3,135.2 2,050.8 65.1  10,943.9
\
416.8 331.6 64.6 983.0 235.0 13.4 2,044.3
113.5 85.1 16.2 323.8 44.3 4.3 587.2
155.7 105.6 42.1 869.2 58.1 8.7 1,239.4
148.0 84.6 38.6  1,322.3 49.0 1.6  1,654.1
12.4 6.8 5.4 192.4 2.8 1.7 221.4
12.0 5.7 6.0 168.8 2.0 1.7 196.2
1.7 3.2 0.2 1.9 1.9 1.4 10.2
PR
o
13,161.2 13,455.9 899.4 14,546.7 9,198.0 292.1 51,553.1

198J, Series S-2, Table 53.9



URBAN + RURAL

Eaployment
Status

Self eaployed
Self employed
agsisted by
farily ceaber/
texporary help
\
Eaployer
Employee
Fanily worker

Not Stated

Total

TABLE 2.10

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked During the
Previous Week by Employment Status and Main Industry, 1980
(000)

MAIN INDUSTRY-

MALE + PEMALE

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 48.9

Wholesale/
Public Retail Transpor:. Plpaacial ™*lc Not
Agriculture Mining Manufacturing Utilities Constr. Trade Comzun. Scrvices Services Cther Stated Total

6,668.4 115.5 830.9 4,1 260.6 3,325.4 507.7 11.2 1,375.0 3.1 59.4 13,161.2
9,740.7 54.1 893.5 3.1 222.3 1,914.4 108.5 7.7 437.9 2.3 71.2  13,455.9
241.9 8.L 168.9 2.4 8.7 102.8 63.1 13.2 207.0 0.9 8.7 899.4
4,716.7 175.6 2,228.2 54.8 1,042,7 552.8 749.8 266.2 4,671.5 13.9 74.6  14,546.7
7,360.0 24.7 534.4 0.7 40.9 749.3 30.2 2.2 401.1 0.9 52.9 9,198.0
106.4 8.6 24.2 0.9 9.0 34.2 8.1 1.8 52.1 c.5 46.0 292.1

" 28,834.0 387.3 4,680.1 66.1 1,657.1 6,679.0 1,468.4 302.3 7,144.5 21.6 312.7  51,553.1



¢\

URBAN + RURAL

Matn Industry

Agriculture, Forestry,
Huuting, Fishery
Mizning acd Quarrylog

Manuficcturing Industry

Electricity, Gas and
mazer

Construction

Wholesarte and Petall
Trale, Restauraat

Trazsyortatica Storage,
Cozzunication

fisance, losuraaoce,
Real Zscate and
Eusiness Scrvices

Publlic Services

Others

Not Stated

Total

Source:

TABLE 2.11

Population 10 Years of Age and Ov

"
er Wi

o worked During the Previous Week
by Main Industry aod Type of Main Occupatioa, 1980

Population Cersus 1980, Series S-2, Table 47.9

(00Q)
MALE + FEMALE
TYPE 0F MAILIN OCCUPATION
Professional Managers Production, and
aad ard Sales Service Transport Equipment Not

Techaical Adzinistrators Clerical Workers Workers Agricultural Cperators Others Stated Total
20.7 3.9 28.5 31.6 56.9 28,410.1 208.9 2.3 71,1 28,834.0
10.7 1.4 21.5 2.1 16.2 12.7 306.3 0.7 15.7 387.3
45.5 12.0 98.3 58.7 105.3 62.6 4,262.5 11.1 24.0 4,680.1

i

5.1 0.7 10.0 0.5 3.2 4.5 36.9 0.5 4.6 66.1
10.9 4.7 20.6 8.5 16.0 2.8 1,585.4 0.6 7.6 1,657.1
7.9 5.9 53.0 6,335.1 93.7 27.8 122.6 1.5 .5 6,679.0
20.9 3.0 155.6 4.7 28.4 8.9 1;235:3 2.2 9.3 1,468.4
12.1 6.6 120.6 21.6 59.6 6.1 71.4 2.5 2.0 302.3
1,376.5 13.3 1,274.0 147.9 1,821.2 194.7 1,926.4 343.1 47.5 7,144.5
0.6 0.3 3.1 0.3 1.9 0.8 3.8 10.1 0.8 21.6
6.4 1.2 6.1 17.0 11.0 36.0 35.5 4.2 191.2 312.7
1,517.2 52.9 1,791.4 6,627.9 2,213.6 28,767.0 9,798.9 378.7 405.4 51,553.1



TABLE 2.12

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked During the Previous Week
by Employment Status and Type of Main Occupatiom, 1980

(oco)
URBAN + RURAL MALE + PEMALE
TYPE or MAIN OCCUPATION
Profesasional Managera Prcduction and
and and Salea Service Tr:nsport Equipment Not

Eaployment Status Technical Administrators Clerical Workers Workers Agricultural Operators Others Stated Total
Self eaployed . 147.8 4,2 74,3 3,349.5 367.4 6,653.6 2,449.3 18.0 97.1 13,161.2
Self employed
assisted by fanily
aeaber/teaporary help 36.7 5.5 28.9 1,906.5 142.2 9,711,5 1,523.9 5.0 95.7 13,455.9
Employer 1.0 8.4 38.3 102.0 80.0 240.9 380.3 7.5 11.0 899.4
Eaployee 1,273.7 32.4 1,629.5 494,9  1,319.1 4,697.1 4,655.0 - 342.2 102.6 14,546.7
Family worker 15,6 0.6 9.3 739.1 285.5 7,355.4 733.1 2.6 56.8 9,198.0
Not Stated 12.5 1.8 11.0 35.8 19.5 108.5 57.4 3.4 42.2 292.1

Total 1,517.2 52.9 1,791.4 6,627.9 2,213.6 28,767.0 9,798.9 378.7 405.4 51,553.1

Source: Populatiocn Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 49.9



Table 2.13

Table B.2: LAAOR FORCF FARTIZIPATION RATES BY AGE, SEX 4D LOCATION,
- INDONESTA, 1961, 1971, 1976-A0

Census Cenaus (C) Ceneus (D) SUPAS SAKFANAS SAKFENAS SAK7RNAS SANFRNAS SAKFRNAS SAXFENAS SAKFRNAS SAKFUNAS SAKFENAS SAXFaNaAS SAKFRNAS (44 L1114
Age group 1961 1971 1971 19716 f 1378 1m? 1977 1911 1917 1978 19’9 1378 197A 1319 199 1980
1v iy 1 1v 1 1 it v 1 11 1t v 1 v v

Rrral - Males

10-14 5. n. 0.7 n.t 19,9 20. 1%.1

3 A o -9 16,4 1.6 7.0 2? 8.0 20.% 16.7 15.2
1%19 71.8 $3.) "AL10 7y 69.2 (5.3 ) 644 [ | 65.4 hi) L] LR A [T Y L hel 4.8
- 24 9.2 19.% v 1.0 91.4 91.0 91.7 LLIN ) 9.4 91.1 0.8 0.8 9.1 90.) 9.7 9.9 84,2
2% 4 94,6 1. 3. { 98.& 98.% 9R.) 98.2 98.9 98.1 9R. Y a6 97.9 .5 ca,y 98.1 91).9
2N Y Y 94.9 1.3 94.48 [4 LL Y 99.2 °9.) 98.7 98,7 9%.) 9R .4 98.% 93 1 94.9% 99.1 9%.2
45 %4 4.0 90.8 92.42 97.9 96.5 96.7 9%.7 §7.4 96.9 97.% 9R. 6 98.) 96.95 97,4 96.2 92.7
3%- 64 9.7 R4.0 R&.A7 9).4 B8.6 nr.s A9 .4 LR 56.8 90,1 92.7 2.4 87.7 ara 89.% 84.9
6% 15.32 6).9 69.26 13.2 64.) w.0 65%.0 43,9 W.0 7%.4 °9.2 65.1 13.4 hh.) 64.9% s7.6
Total 81.3 10.4 !J_}l 9.8 76.3 76.0 74.2 75.8 74.% 17.6 17.8 1.7 75.) 17.6 76.5% 10.6
Bural - Pemales
10-14 17.9% 19.9 15.29 74.0 12.9% 1.3 8.6 10.% 9.4 1%.0 14.9 12.1 9.3 11.9 11.7 10.9
1%17 )2.0 Jl.6 31.84 3.1 37.6 41.2 8.7 8.8 35.0 41.1 4.0 3s.7 N4 7. .1 pLIY Y
20-74 27.8 .o 35.79% 351.9 40.0 40,0 37.2 .9 6.3 42y 44,7 n.9 382 40,1 40.% 6.0
2% 27.6 3.1 1.8) ( ».7 49.1 46.9% 41.6 44.6 43.) $). 4 1.7 4%.4 AT.1 LY. ) LY N} ».7
144 33.8 43,1 LY .Y 3 { 32.4 5%.8 31.2 52.4 50.) $7.6 61.) 93.1 $%.9 2.6 $1.7 46.2
4534 40.7 45.3 4%.9) 66.2 $3.3 $2.9 S1.4 3.8 4.6 61.0 62.9 9%.9 53.4 52.9 $1.0 7.8
3% 64 1.0 37.9 ¥.06 54.8 a2.) 43.0 37.2 A1.& 9.8 46.3 48,95 $0.3 1.2 43.4 42.0 13.6
[ 224 9.6 24,4 25,54 3.9 21.5 20.2 22.2 20.8 23.7 28.9 33.4 2.2 25.) 20.9 20.7 20.0
Total 30,4 34,1 35.26 51.0 »N.5 40.6 37.1 8.8 7.0 44,2 4%.6 40.1 40.1 40.3 ».1 JA. 6
Urban - Malea
10-14 1.6 8.6 7.1% 1.9 4.8 A7 3.8 5.5 3.6 7.9 4.8 3.9 41 5.4 3.8 3.3
1519 45.8 .. 32.97 40.) P9 35.4 340D 1.9 3.8 334 33.7 35.8 2.4 36y 30.4 .2
20-34 79.4 w7.0 67.07 17.8 7%.2 75.7 74,1 3. .o 8.0 81.7 .9 7.4 8.0 70.4 LY ]
AR LY 9.1 %13 91.78 ( 96.4 951 94.2 95.2 94.6 94.6 9%.6 95.8 9%.3 96.4 96.0 943 91.9
bR XYY 9.1 4 2 94.71 ( 98.2 98.9% 98.1 97.9 98.0 98.0 97.0 97.9 98.6 98.7 98.0 93.%
4% % 93.3 LEP ] 87.%0 92.4 9.7 89.0 89.7 90.5% 87.) 92.5% 91.6 92.2 Ab.2 91.9% 913.2 88.7
364 74.8 63.% 66.7) 72.9 67.9 65.5 65.7 67.8 6R.3 1.9 67.7 12.1 1.3 Ti.4 65.4 67.4
6% 3.3 1.0 43.350 47.2 41.2 45.7 3.1 &9, 4 41.) 48.% 48,1 18.3 427 33.8 6.1 M.6
Total 70.6 61.2 61.1% 63.3 63.2 62.7 62.6 62.7 6.4 6%.93 64.8 62.9 62.9 64.4 61.9 60.0
Urhan - Fewales
10-14 6.8 1.1 6.9) 7.5 4.9 3.9 3.4 4.3 4.2 6.1 3.3 6.6 3.6 5.1 3 47
1519 24.2 17.4 19.21 24.4 22.6 2).0 21.1 20.1 21.2 24,6 27.0 2.0 26. 4 2.7 19.7 22.Y
20-24 2%.4 21.6 24.2% 30.2 28.7 28.9 25.7 28.9 30.2 320 28,4 1.0 30.0 | 9.5 25.6 7.0
- b 23.) 26.% 21.12 1.4 2.7 29.9 29.) 26.8 9.6 3.8 n.s 3.4 .o 34,5 8.2 LY
3544 3o.1 32.3 3).06 ( 28.7 333 3%.3 35.8 32.4 43.% 45.9% &2.7 43.% ».3 Jsit 3).4
45 34 1. 32.0 .72 b ) 36.9 36.4 36.9 8.9 3.2 44.2 40.8 37.0 44,5 37.4 a 36.2
$%-64 27.0 7.t 20.22 30.5 9.3 1.2 26.6 27.5 3n.3 27.3 27.6 33.t 26.9 26.0 30.4 25.9
65+ 16.8 14.9% 16,52 15.2 12.3 1.5 14.8 11.0 13.1 21.3 8.4 170 11.4 12.9 135.9% 1).4
Total 219 22.4 22.88 26.9 5.1 24.8 24.0 24.2 24.4 28.6 28.6 27.8 8.1 6.8 2).8 24.0

Source: Populstion Censue 1961, pn.2%26; Populaticn Ceneus 1971, Series D. p-168-172; SUPAS 1976, pp.19-20; SAKERNAS IV 1976, pp.l1-3;
SAKZRNAS 1977-78, T.1, SAXERNAS 1979; Census 1980 Results of rhe Subsample, Table 31.

Source: IBRD (1983a) :



Table B.1l:

Table 2.14

ESTIMATES OF POPULATION, POPULATION OF WORKING AGE,

LABOR PORCE AND EMPLOYMENT, BY SEX, LOCATION AND RFGION
1961, 1971, 1980
(~000)
1961 1971-C “971-D 1980

Urbant Urbant Urbant+ Urban+

Urban Rural Rural Urban Rural Rural Urban Rural Rural Urban Rural Rural

All Indonesia

Male Populat{nn 7,182 40,311 47,493 10,383 47,896 58,279 10,201 LR 137 58,38 16,442 56,510 72,951
Population 10+ 4,971 26,377 31,348 7,246 31,802 39,049 7,112 32,095 39,208 11,964 39,389 51,353

Labor force 3,509 21,500 25,009 4,435 22,396 26,832 4,363 21,212 27,575 7,177 27,823 34,999

Eaployment 3,248 20,557 23,806 4,217 21,967 26,184 . 3,894 21,622 25,516 6,967 27,519 34,486

Pemale Population 7,178 41,649 48,827 10,382 49,798 60,181 10,264 4,765 60,029 16,404 57,420 73,825
Population 10+ 5,010 27,596 32,606 7,372 34,006 41,378 7,272 34,027 41,299 12,131 40,976 53,108

Labor force 1,191 8,379 9,569 1,655 11,613 13,268 1,688 11,998 13,686 2,915 14,196 17,110

Eaployment 1,050 7,853 8,903 1,580 11,446 13,026 1,400 10,712 12,112 2,812 13,893 16,705

Both sexes Population 14,35 81,960 97,019 20,765 97,695 118,460 20,465 97,902 118,368 32,846 113,931 146,777
Population 10+ 9,981 53,972 63,953 14,618 65,800 80,427 14,384 66,122 80,507 24,95 80,366 104,460

Labor force 4,699 29,879 34,578 6,091 34,009 40,100 6,051 35,210 41,261 10,092 42,018 52,110

Eaploymeni 4,293 28,411 32,709 5,796 33,414 39,210 5,293 32,334 37,628 9,780 41,411 51,191

Java

Male Population 4,663 25,938 30,801 6,764 30,407 37,172 6,751 30,436 37,187 11,382 33,629 45,010
Population 10+ 3,399 17,183 20,492 4,749 20,417 25,168 4,737 20,476 25,213 8,311 23,949 32,260

Labhor force 2,425 15,976 16,401 2,934 14,507 17,441 5,062 17,202 22,263

Employment 2,251 13,324 15,575 2,781 14,229 17,010 4,912 16,998 21,910

Feazle Populat {on 4,944 27,248 32,192 6,964 31,567 38,9131 6,924 31,918 38,842 11, 545 34,662 46,207
Populatinn 104 3,503 18,270 21,773 5,031 22,116 27,147 6,969 22,086 27,055 8,626 25,245 33,871

Labor force G55 5,371 6,325 1,253 7,668 8,921 2,354 8,846 11,200

Employment 847 5,033 5,881 1,202 7,546 8,747 2,278 8,652 10,931

Roth sexes Population 9,807 53,186 62,993 13,728 62,375 76,102 13,675 62,354 76,029 22,927 68,291 $1,217
Pooulation 10+ 6,902 35,363 42,265 9,781 42,534 52,314 9,706 42,562 52,268 16,938 49,194 66,131

Labor force 3,380 19,347 22,727 4,187 22,175 26,362 4,218 22,715 26,933 7,416 26,047 33,463

Eaployment 3,098 18,358 21,456 3,983 21,775 25,757 3,705 20,984 24,689 7,190 25,650 32,840

Notes and Sources:

1971:

1980:

Source:

Population Census 1980.

IBRD (1983a)

Series No. 1,

Results of the sub-sample of the 1980 Population Censue.

Population Census 1971. Series C gives the preliminary results from the advanced tabulat{ions.

T 32wy

Yiva 9 XvTaNIddy




TABLE 2.15

Indonesia: Labor Force Estimatea by Sex and Location, 1971, 1976-83

(000)
Census Sakernas Sakernas Sakernas Sakernas Census Susenas Susenas
1971 (D) 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Urban
Male 4,363.5 5,217.9 5,341.7 5,588.3 7,066.6
Pemale 1,687.9 2,147.1 2,172.8 2,582.9 2,934.6
Total 6,051.4 7,365.0 7,514.5 8,171.2 10,001.2 11,362.1
Rural
Male 23,211.6 26,651.1 27,504.9 28,295.7 28,032.2
Female 11,998.2 14,414.9 14,423.9 16,630.2 14,387.8
\
Total 35,209.8 41,066.0 41,928.8 44,925.9 42,420.0 48,236.6
All Indonesia
Male -27,575.1 31,869.0 32,846.6 33,884.0 34,756.6 35,098.8 38,303.7 38,087.4
Pemale 13,686.1 15,562.0 16,576.7 19,213.,1 17,973.3 17,322.4 22,458.0 21,511.3
Total 41,261.2 47,431.0 49,443.3 53,097.1 52,729.9 52,421.2 60,761.7 59,598.7

Source: Keadaan Angkatan Kerja di Indonesia 1961-1980, Biro Pusat Statistik, 1983

Proyeksi:

Angkatan Kerja di Indonesia 1983-2001, Biro Pusat Statistik, 1983



A\

TABLE 2.16

Indonesta: Percentage of Employed Population Working Less Than 35 Houcs Pat Week

Susenss 1964 - 65 Sakernas 1976 Sakernas 1977 Sakernas 1978 Census 1980
Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Fermale Total HMale Fenile Jotal Hale Female Total
Java

Urban 12.9 28.0 17.6 11.1 21,2 14.2 9.5 19.0 - 12.4 13.2 22,2 16.3 12.2 21.5 15.1
Rural 23.4 43.4 30.2 26.8 45.5 33.5 28.0 46.0 34.3 31.0 4.5 38,2 28.5 47.5 35.0
Total 22.4 42,2 29.1 23.3 42.3 30.7 25.1 42.6 31.2 28.2 45.7 34.8 24,9 41.9 30.9

Quter Java
Urban 16.7 26.0 18.9 13.9 31.1 18.3 11.9 32.5 17.2 13.3 36.4 19.0 14,8 31.0 18.5
Rural %3.2 32.6 26.4 30.9 48.5 36.9 26.7 45.4 32,7 37.0 56.3 64 .1 35.5 52.1 40.4

Total 22.5 32.1 25.6 27.9 46.3 33.9 24.0 43.6 30.2 3.5 53.9 40.6 31.3 50.0 37.3

All Indoaesia

Urban 14.3 27.4 18.1 12.1 24,2 15.7 *1.3 23.3 141 13.8 25,1 17.7 13.0 23.4 16.0
Rural 22.3 40.0 28.9 28.2 46.5 34.6 245 45.8 3.8 33.2 51.6 40.0 30.8 49.9 37.3
Total 22.4 39.0 '27.9 25.6 43.6 1.7 24,7 42.9 30.8 30.0 48.2 36.6 27.2 45.4 3.2

Source: Keadsan Angkatan Kerja di Indonasia 1961-1980, Biro Pusat Stacistik, 1983



TABLE 2.17

Total Population Age 10 Years and Over
by Level of Education, Including Percentage Employed, 1980

(000)

Population Aged 10 +

Percentage Employed

Male Female Male Female
No Schooling * 9,684 19,076 80.4 39.2
Less than Primary 22,513 20,260 61.2 27.7
Primary 12,601 9,536 87.3 27.5
Junior High (Gen.) 3,067 2,097 54.8 17.2
Junior High (Voc.) 692 381 70.4 26,2
Senior High (Gen.) 1,504 759 67.8 28.9
Senior '{igh (Voc.) 1.460 815 81.7 56.7
Academy 206 79 86.9 56.8
University 175 53 92.6 64.2

51,302 53,051 67.5 31.9
Source: Tables 7 and 16

* Includes unstated.



TABLE 2.18

Inter-Island Provincial Varlation:
Percent Economically Active Age 10 Years and Over, 1980

RANGE OF VARIATION—

Urban Rural Total

Sumatra

Male 51.4 - 60.8 67.2 - 74.5 64,9 - 70,2
oava

Male 50,7 - 62.5 66.1 - 74.2 02.7 - 71.7

romote i9.4 = 35,4 13,7 = 35.7 zz.6 - 51.0

Total 38.5 - 47.4 40.4 - 63.6 42.8 - 58.9
Kalimantan

Male 58.5 - 60.9 70.4 - 73.5 68.5 - 72,

Female 13.6 - 21.4 25.4 - 50.6 21.1 - 44.2
Sulawesi

Male 54,6 - 57,1 64.9 - 71.1 64.0 - 69.5

Female 15.0 - 22.9 17.7 - 29.6 17.2 - 28.3
Other *

Male 43,4 - 56,3 58.7 ~ 72.4 57.3 - 69.8

Female 9.4 - 33.0 28.1 - 43,0 26.6 — 41.2

Total ‘ 31.6 - 44.6 43.5 = 55.3 42.2 - 53.6

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 40.1-9

®  Includes Bali, NTB, NTT, Maluku, and Irian Jaya.



Urkao
Pezale
Total
Rural
Hale
reaale

Total

All Indczesia
— -tebrf5.d

Male
Pezale

Total

Sources

Indocesta:

TABLEZ 3.1

Populatlon 10 Years of Age

by Sex, Urban-Rural Location and

aad Over who Worked During Previous Week
Total Number of Hours Worxed, 1980

——— T 0T A L o u ¥ G 2 E D — Not
0 1-5 10-24 25-34 35-44 45-59 50+ Stated  Total

115,224 102,430 406,699 406,431 1,901,03¢ 2,399,005 1,451,797 95,309 6,877,933
64,521 75,105 346,742 265,233 700,165 663,100 665,338 57,236 2,347,940
179,745 177,535 753,441 671,664 2,601,203 3,062,105 2,117,635 152,545 9,725,873
609,528 712,422 4,177,607 3,742,993 3,341,384 6,953,894 3,023,589 173,882 27,740,599
626,776 792,402 4,032,743 2,348,518 3,370,791 1.810.574 §13,952 188,894 14,086,650

1,238,304 1,504,824 8,210,350 6,091,511 11,712,175 8,764,468 3,937,841 367,776 41,827,249
724,752 814,852 4,584,306 4,149,424 10,.42,422 9,352,899 4,475,686 274,151  34,61%,532
693,297 867,507 4,379,485 2,513,751 4,070,956 2,473,674 1,579,790  256.130 16.934.530

1,418,049 1,682,359 8,963,791 6,763,175 14,313,378 11,826,573 6,055,476 530,321 51,553,122

Populatfon Census 1980, Series S-2



Urban

Male
Female

Total

Rural
Male
Female

Total
Indonesia
Male

Female

Total

TABLE 3.1la

Jndonesia: Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked
During Previous Week by Sex, Urban-Rural Location,
and Percentage Distribution by Total Hours Worked, 1980

TOTAL HOURS WORKED ~  Not
0 1-9 10-24 25-34 35-44  45-59 60+ Stated Total
8.1 6.1 4.5 6.0 13.3 20.3 24.0 18.0 13.3
4.6 4.5 3.9 3.9 4.9 5.6 11.0 12.7 5.6
12.7 10.6 8.4 9.9 18.2 25.9 35.0 30.7 18.9

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Table 3.1



Hours
Worked

0
1-9
10-24
25-34
35-44
45-59
60 +

Not Stated

Total

TABLE 3.1b

Indonesia: Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked
During Previous Week by Total Hours Worked and Percentage
Distribution by Sex and Urban-Rural Location, 1980

URBAN RURAL ALL. INDONESIA
Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
1.7 2.2 1.8 2.2 4.5 3.0 2.1 4,1 2.8
1.5 2.6 1.8 2.6 5.6 3.6 2.4 5.1 3.3
5.6 i2.2 7.7 15.1 26.96 19.6 13.2 25.9 17.4
5.9 9.3 6.9 13.5 16.7 14.6 12.0 15.4 13.1

27.6 24,6 26.8 30.1 23.9 28.0 29.6 24,1 27.8
34.9 23.3 31.5 25.0 12.9 20.9 27.0 14.6 22.9
21.1 23.4 21.8 10.9 6.5 9.4 12.9 9.3 il.7

1.4 2.4 1.7 0.6 1.3 0.9 0.8 1.5 1.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Table 3.1

\y V



TASLE 3.2

Indoaesia: Populatice 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worxed During the Previcus Week
by Age Group and Total Number of Hours Worked, 1940
T 2" T a L H 06U R S % 0 R K E D -———  Not
Aga Group 0 * 1-9 10-24 25-34 35-44 45-5% 60+ Stuted Total
10 - 14 53,453 180,456 734,142 253,585 331,156 220, 503 134,007 18,745 1,925,907
15 - 19 156,717 226,722 1,215,B43 771,146 1,425,030 1,235,670 706,351 52,427 5,789,902
20 - 24 152,359 195,339 1,064,281 808,380 1,310,025 1,735,950 340,969 72,538 6,914,297
25 - 29 134,162 181,354 1,002,731 380,429 2,070,432 1,830,994 918,957 74,844 7,143,922
30 - 35 133,731 136,364 776,153 678,793 1,578,n51 1,352,029 634,137 01,104 5,408,113
38 - 39 150,853 151,335 860,199 ‘751,473 1,722,005 1,400,075 713,238 63,802 5,815,954
&0 -~ 43 135,426 138,006 731,667 073,558 1,953,5%0 1,211,718 613,352 55,531 5,159,566
45 - 45 117,632 116,785 670,159 574,299 1,235,301 1,005,833 49¢,728 43,810 4,269,603
50 - 54 103,216 111,392 624,698 496,512 1,034,392 §00,7%4 338,514 36,600 3,612,518
55 - 59 70,073 70,778 399,055 30£,926 566,684 448,311 223,052 21,044 2,120,923
60 - 64 59,579 73,233 383,715 260,132 © 455,514 323,322 159,390 15,268 1,734,174
65 - 65,052 99,597 435,682 250,280 404,086 249,432 126,210 14,321 1,648,800
Not Stated 121 131 1,165 657 1,551 1,376 §81 211 6,163
Totul 1,418,049 1,682,359 3,963,791 6,763,175 14,313,378 11,826,573 6,055,476 530,321 51,553,122
Sowce: fFopulution Census 15EQ, Series S-2, Table 56.9
# Note: Temporarily not working



Indonesia:

TABLE 3.2a

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked
During Previous Week, Percentape Distributlon of Total Number Hours

Worked by Age Group, 1980

-————= TOTAL HOURS WORKED ~—-——-  Not
Ave Group 0 1-9 10-24  25-34  35-44  45-59 60+ Stated Total
10 - 14 3.8 10.7 8.2 3.7 2.3 1.9 2.2 3.5 3.7
15 - 19 1.1 13,5 13.5 1.4 10.0  10.5 1L.7 9.9  11.2
20 - 24 12.9 11.6 11.9 12.8 13.4 14,7 14.5 13.7 13.4
25 - 29 13.0 10.8 11.2 13.0 14.5 15.5 15.2 14.1 13.9
30 - 34 9.8 8.1 8.7 10.0  11.0 11.4 11.3 11.5 10.5
35 - 39 10.96 9.0 9.6 11.1 12,0 11.9 11.8 12.0 11.3
50 ~ 44 9.5 8.2 8.7 10.0 10.8 10,2 10.1 10.5 10.0
45 = 49 8.3 7.0 7.5 8.5 8.7 8.5 8.2 8.3 8.3
50 - 54 7.3 6.6 7.0 7.4 7.2 6.8 6.6 6.9 7.0
55 - 59 4.9 4,2 4.5 4,5 4,1 3.8 3.7 4.0 4,1
60 - 64 4,2 4.4 4.3 3.9 3.2 2.7 2.6 2.9 3.4
65 + 4.6 5.9 4.9 3.7 2.8 2.1 2,1 2.7 3.2
Not Stated - - - - - - - - -
Total: 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100:0 100.0
Source: Table 3,2



Indonesial
Percentage Distribution of Age Group by Total Number Hoira Worked, 1980

TABLE 3.2b

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked Du:ing Vrevious Week,

—— A G E G B 0O U P §  ceomm—o-

Hours Worked 10-14 15-19  20-24 25-29  30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 10-34 55-59 60-64 65 +  Total
0 2.8 2.7 2.7 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.8 2.9 3.3 3.4 3.9 2.8
19 9.4 3.9 2.8 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.7 3.1 3.4 4.2 6.0 3.3
1. -26 38.1 21,0 15.4  14.0  14.3  14.8  15.1  15.8 7.4 18,8  22.1  26.7  17.4
25-34 3.2 13.3 12.6 12,3 12,6 12.9  13.1 13,5 13.8 14,2  15.0  15.2 12,1
35-44 17.2 24.6  27.6  29.0 29.2  29.6  30.0 29,0  28.6  27.7  26.5  24.5  27.8
45-59 1.4  21.4  25.z  25.6  25.0 24,2 23,5 23,6  22.2  21.1  18.7  15.1  22.9
60 + 6.9 12.2 12,7 12,9  12.7 12,2 11.9 11.6 1.0  10.5 9.2 7.7 11.7
Not Stated 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Table 3.2



TABLE 3.3

Indonesfa: Population 10 Years oi Age and Over Who Worked During Previous Week
by Coudensed Age Groupings and Total Hours worked, 1980

-TOCTAL iHOURS WORKED

0 ~ 34 35 = 59 60 + 1/ Grand
Age Group Male Fecale Total MYale fezale Total Male fezale Total Total
Ages 10-19 2,030,539 1,561,525 3,592,064 2,067,446 1,154,779 3,212,225 511,215 400,305 911,520 7,715,809

Ages 20-59 7,215,399 6,386,416 13,601,815 16,419,169 5,069,22 21,488,395 4,016,315 1,341,671 5,357,986 40,448,196

Ages 60+ 1/ 1,027,396 606,099 1,633,495 1,108,796 330,625 1,439,331 222,347 93,944 316,231 3,389,117

10,273,334 8,554,G40 18,827,374 19,595,321 6,544,630 26,139,951 4,749,877 1,835,920 6,585,797 51,553,122

Source: Population Census 1981, Serles S-2

1/ Includes “pot stated.” This increases total population working over 60 houru.or more per week by 8.1X ia absolute terms, divided
roughly in half between male and female. Population age 60 years and over is increased by 0.2X. Neither adjustment is conaidered to
significantly affect interpretation of the table.



TABLE 3.3a

Indonesia: Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked During Pravious Week,
Percentage Discribution of Total Houra Worked by Condensed Age Croupings, 1980

TOTAL HOURS WORKED

0 - 34 35 - 59 60 + by Grand

Age Group Male Pemale Total Male Femalr Total Male Pemale Total Total
Ages 1(-19 15.8 18.2 19.1 10.6 17.5 12.3 10.8 21.8 13.8 15.0
Ages 20-59 70.2 74.7 72.2 83.8 1.5 8%.2 84.5 73.1 61.4 78.4
Ages 60+ 1/ 13.0 7.1 8.7 5.6 5.0 5.5 &.7 5.1 4.8 6.6
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Table 3.3



0 - 34

Indonesia:

TABLE 3.3b

Population 10 Years of Age and Over

Who Worked During Previous Week, Percentage

Distribution of Condensed Age Groups by Total Hours

Hours

Male
Female

Total

35 - 59 Hours

Male
Female

Total

60 + Hours
Male
Female

Total

All Categories

Male
Female

Source:

Total

Table 3.3

Worked by Sex, 1980

Ages 10-19 Ages 20-59 Ages 60+ Total
26.3 17.8 30.3 19.9
20.3 15.8 7.9 16.6
46.6 33.6 48.2 36.5
26.8 40.6 32.7 38.0
14.8 12.5 9.8 12.7
41.6 3.1 42.5 50.7

6.6 10.0 6.6 9.2
3.2 3.3 2.7 3.6
11.8 13.3 9.3 12.8
59.7 68.4 69.6 67.2
40.3 31.6 30.4 32.8
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0



TABLE 3.4

Indonesiat Undereaployment by Age, Sex, and Urban~Rural Location, 13980
0-9 HOoOURS 10 -~ 24 HOURS 25 -3, HOURS 0-~34 HOUORS
Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Tozal, Urban Rural al Urban Rural Total

Ages 10 - 14

Male 5,959 127,625 133,584 14,110 427,491 441,601 5,938 147,962 153,900 26,007 703,078 729,085

Feaale 4,760 95,565 100,325 13,008 279,533 292,541 5,254 94,431 99,685 23,022 469,529 492,551

Total 10,719 223,190 233,909 27,118 707,024 734,142 11,192 242,393 253,585 49,029 1,172,607 1,221,636
Ages 15 ~ 19

Hale 18,217 176,864 195,081 41,705 613,825 655,530 29,226 421,617 450,843 89,148 1,212,306 1,301,454

Female 14,764 173,594 188,358 35,555 524,758 560,313 22,245 298,(58 320,303 72,564 996,410 1,068,974

Total 32,981 350,458 383,439 77,260 1,138,583 1,215,843 51,471 719,¢t75 771,146 161,712 2,208,716 2,370,428
Ages 20 - 24

Hale 28,751 148,130 176,881 55,957 458,858 514,815 55,905 463,955 513,860 140,613 1,070,943 1,211,556

Female 19,203 182,264 201,467 44,282 505,284 549,566 37,837 310,¢83 348,520 101, 322 998,231 1,099,553

Total 47,954 330,394 378,348 100,239 964,142 1,064,381 93,742 774,638 868,380 241,935 2,069,174 2,311,109
Ages 25 - 59

Male 143,323 716,949 860,282 250,899 2,219,377 2,470,276 286,966 2,386,J19 2,673,285 681,195 5,322,645 6,003,843

Female 89,478 857,089 946,567 228,757 2,425,829 2,654,586 185,406 1,500,:.04 1,685,710 503,641 4,783,222 5,286,863

Tocal 232,811 1,574,038 1,806,849 479,656 4,645,206 5,124,862 472,372 3,886,123 4,358,995 1,184,839 10,105,867 11,290,706
Agea 60 +

Hala 21,394 152,382 173,776 44,028 458,056 502,084 28,396 323,..40 351,536 93,818 933,578 1,027,396

Fenale 11,42, 112,666 124,087 25,140 297,339 322,479 14,491 145,042 159,533 51,052 555,047 606,099

Total 32,815 265,048 297,863 69,168 755,395 824,563 42,887 468,..82 511,069 144,870 1,488,625 1,633,495
All Ages

Male 217,654 1,321,950 1,539,604 406,699 4,177,607 4,584,306 406,431 3,742,393 4,149,424 1,030,784 9,242,550 10,273,334

Female 139,626 1,421,178 1,560,804 346,742 4,032,743 4,379,485 265,233  2,348,i18 2,613,751 751,601 7,802,439 8,554,040

Tocal 357,280 2,743,128 3,100,408 753,441 8,210,350 8,963,791 671,664 6,091,511 6,763,175 1,782,385 17,044,989 18,827,374
Source: Population Census, 1980, Series S-2, Tablea 56.1-9



Indonesia:

0-9 HOURS

TABLE 3.4a

Percentage Distribution Underemployment
by Sex and Urban-Rural Location within Age Categories, 1980

10 - 24 HOURS

25 -34 HOURS

0-34 HOURS

Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total Urben Rural Total Urbtan Rural Total

Ages 10 - 14

Male 1.7 4.6 4.3 1.9 5.2 4.9 0.9 2.4 2.5 1.5 4.1 39

Pemale 1.3 3.5 3.2 17 34 3.3 0.8 L6 Ly 1.2 28 2.8

Total 3.0 8.1 7.5 3.6 8.6 8.2 1.7 4.0 3.8 2.7 .9 6.5
Ages 15 ~- 19

Male 5.1 6.4 6.3 5.5 7.5 7.3 4.4 6.9 6.7 5.0 7.1 6.9

Female 4.1 6.3 6.1 4.7 6.4 6.3 3.3 4.9 4.7 4.1 5.9 5.7

Total 9.2 12.7 12.4 10.2 13.9 13.6 .7 .8 1.4 9.1 13.0 12.6
Ages 20 -~ 24 \

Male 8.0 5.4 5.7 7.4 5.6 5.7 8.3 7.6 o7 7.9 6.3 6.4

Fexzale 5.4 6.6 6.5 5.9 6.1 6.1 5.6 S. 5.2 5.7 5.9 5.9

Total 13.4 12.0 12,2 13.3 11.7 11.8 13.9 12.7 12.8 13.6 12.2 12,3
Ages 25 —~ 59

Hale 40.1 26.1 27.8 33.3 27.0 27.6 42.7 39.2 39,4 38.2 3.2 31.9

Pemale 25.1 31.3 30.5 30.4 29.6 29.6 27.6 24.6 24.9 28.3 28.1 28.1

Total 65.2 57.4 58.3 63.7 56.6 57.2 70.3 63.8 64.4 66.5 59.3 60.0
Ages 60 +

Male 6.0 5.6 5.6 5.9 5.6 5.6 4.2 5.3 5.2 5.2 5.5 5.5

Fenale 3.2 4.1 4.0 3.3 3.6 3.6 2.2 2.4 2.4 2.9 3.2 3.1

Total 9. 9.7 9.6 9.2 9.2 9.2 5.4 .7 7.5 3.1 8.7 8.6
All Ages

Male 60.9 48.2 49.7 54.0 50.9 51.1 60.5 61.4 61.4 57.8 54.2 54.6

Female 39.1 51.8 50.3 46.0 49.1 48.5 3%.5 38.6 38.5 42.2 45.8 45.4

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.¢0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.9 100.0 100.0 100.0
Source: Table 3.4

"
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TABLE 3.4b

Indonesia: Percentage Distribution cf Underemployment
by Age, Sex, and Urbaa-Rural Location, 1980

0-9 HOURS J0O - 24 HOURS 25-34 HOURS 0-34 HOURS
Urban Rural Total Urban Rurel Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total

Ages 10 - 14

Male 0.8 17.5 18.3 2.0 58.6 60.6 0.8 20.3 21.1 3.6 96.4 100.0

Fexzale 1.0 19.4 20.4 2.6 56.8 59.4 1.1 19.1 20.2 4.7 95.3 100.0

Total 0.9 18.3 19.2 2.2 57.9 60.1 0.9 19.8 20.7 4.0 96.9 101.0
Ages 15 - 19

Male 1.4 13.6 15.0 3.2 47.2 50.4 2.2 32.4 34.6 6.8 93.2 100.0

Female 1.4 16.2 17.6 3.3 49.1 52.4 2.1 27.9 30.0 6.8 93.2 100.0

Total 1.4 14.8 16.2 3.3 48.0 51.3 .1 30.4 32.5 .8 93.2 100.0

\

Ages 20 - 24

Male 2.4 12.2 14.6 4.6 37.9 42.5 4.6 38.3 42.9 11.6 83.4 100.0

Fenale 1.8 16.5 18.3 4.0 46.0 50.0 3.4 28.3 31.7 9.2 90.8 100.0

Total 2.1 14.3 16.4 4.3 41.7 46.0 .1 33.5 37.6 10.5 89.5 100.0
Ages 25 - 59 .

Male 2.4 1.9 4.3 4.2 37.0 41.2 4.8 39.7 44.5 1i.4 8.6 100.0

Female 1.7 16.2 17.9 4.3 45.9 50.2 3.5 28.4 31.9 *.5 90.5 100.0

1

Tozal 2.1 13.9 16.0 4.3 41.1 45.4 4.2 34.4 38.6 10.5 89.5 100.0
Ages 60 +

Male 2.1 14.8 16.9 4.3 44.6 48.9 2.7 31.5 35.2 9.1 90.9 100.0

Penale 1.9 18.6 20.5 4.1 49,1 53.2 2.4 23.9 26.3 8.4 91.6 100.0

Total 2,0 16.2 18.2 4.3 46,2 50.5 .6 28.7 31.3 .9 %1.1 100.0
ALl Ages

Hale 2.1 12.9 15.0 3.9 40,7 44.6 4.0 36.4 40.4 10.0 90.0 100.0

Female 1.6 16.6 18.2 4.1 47.1 51.2 3.1 27.5 30.6 8.8 51.2 100.0

Total 1.9 14.6 16.5 4.C 43.6 47.6 3.6 32.3 35.9 9.5 90.5 100.0

Source: Table 3.4



TABLE 3.5

Indonesia: Population 10 Years of Age and Over Claseified as Ecovonically Active, 1980

(000;
UREAN RURAL ~— ALL-INDONESIA—
Age Group Hale Female Total Male FPemale Toral Hale Female Toeal
10 - 34 64.9 82.1 147.0 1,116.C 723.5 1,839.5 1,180.9 805.6 1,986.5
15 - 19 511.2 458.3 969.5 3,070.0 1,972.1 5,042.1 3,581.2 2,430.3 6,011.5
20 - 24 1,146.9 498.0 1,644.8 3,602.6 1,900.8 5,503.3 4,749.4 2,398.8 7,148.2
25 - 29 1,251.4 387.4 1,638.9 3,932.2 1,680.6 5,612.8 5,183.7 2,068.0 7,251.7
30 - 34 902.5 278.9 1,181.3 2,922.5 1,357.6 4,280.0 3,824.9 1,636.4 5,461.4 .
35 -39 §78.3 295.7 1,174.0 3,128.1 1,565.8 4,693.9 4,006.3 1,861.5 5,867.8
40 ~ 44 752.7 233.6 1,036.2 2,711.9 1,452.0 4,163.9 3,464.6 1,735.5 5,200.1
45 - 49 543.8 223.1 772.9 2,289.8 1,239.7 3,523.5 2,833.6 1,468.8 4,302.4
50 - 54 454.9 183.7 638.6 1,992.4 1,010.3 3,002.7 2,447.3 1,194.0 3,641.3
55 - 59 251.7 99.5 351.2 1,204.0 582.4 1,786.¢ 1,455.7 681.3 2,137.6
60 - 64 168.0 73.3 241.3 1,028.7 476.5 1,505.2 1,196.7 549.8 1,746.5
65 + 139.6 64.8 204.4 1,029.9 425.6 1,455.5 1,109.5 490.4 1,659.9
Noz Stated 0.9 0.4 1.2 4.1 1.0 5.1 5.0 1.4 6.3
Total 1,066.6 2,934.7 10,001.3 .28,032.2 154,387.8 42,420.0 35,098.8 17,322.4 52,421.2
Scource: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 19.1-9




Indonesia:

TABLE 3.5a

Percentage of Population 10 Years of Age and
Over Classified as Economically Active, 1980

-——-URBAN ~—— -—-RURAL —-~-- —= ALL-INDONESIA —-
Age Group Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
10 - 14 3.3 4.3 3.8 15.6 11.0 13.4 12.9 9.5 11.3
15 - 19 25.6 21.7 23.6 55.7 34.9 45,2 47.7 31.3 39.3
20 - 24 65.9 27.6 46.4 85.0 36.4 58.2 79.4 34,2 55.0
25 - 29 88.4 28.7 59.3 93.7 38.4 65.4 92.4 36.1 63.9
30 - 34 94.4 29.9 62.5 95.3 42.3 68.2 95.1 39.5 66.9
35 - 39 95.6 32.4 64.1 95.6 45.4 69.9 95.6 42,7 68.6
40 - 44 94.9 36.4 56.0 95.1 48.4 71.2 95.1 46.0 70.1
45 - 49 92.2 36.2 63.2 94.5 49.5 71.6 94.1 46,8 70.0
50 - 54 83.6 34.0 58.9 91.7 47.0 69.4 90.0 44,4 67.3
35~ 39 70.5 29.1 50.2 88.3 43.9 66.4 84.6 40.8 63.1
60 - 64 59.9 23.8 41,0 80.5 35.0 57.0 76.8 32.9 34,1
65 + 37.2 13.2 23.6 56.8 20.4 37.3 53.4 19.0 34.8
Not Stated 44.9 19.7 32.2 48.3 14.6 33.4 . 47.7 15.8 33.1
Total 59.1 24.2 41.5 71.2 35.2 52.9 68.4 32.7 50,2
Source: Population Census 1980, Series S§-2, page 39.1-9



TABLE 3.6

Indonesia: Population 10 Years of Aga and Jver Explicitly Claseified as Uaeaployed, 1980

(0003
UBRBA RBURAL ——— — ALL INDONESIA-—
Age Group Male Female Total Kale Female Totsl Male Fenale Toeral
10 - 14 3.8 3.9 7.5 26.1 26.8 52.9 29.9 30.7 60.6
15 - 19 42.1 26.0 §8.1 80.9 72.6 153.5 123.0 98.6 <21.6
20 - 24 77.6 32.6 110.2 67.9 55.9 123.8 145.4 88.5 233.9
25 - 29 28.6 10.1 38.7 35.3 33.8 €9.0 63.9 43.9 107.7
30 - 34 9.5 4.3 13.8 16.6 22.8 39.4 26.1 27.1 53.2
35 - 39 5.6 3.1 9.7 15.8 23.3 35.1 22.5 26.4 48.9
40 - 44 5.3 2,1 7.4 12.6 20.3 j2.9 17.9 22.4 40.3
45 - 49 4.6 1.6 6.2 10.6 16.0 6.6 15.2 17.5 32.8
50 - 54 4.8 1.5 6.3 9.7 12.7 2¢.5 14.5 14.2 28.8
55 - 59 2.9 ¢.6 3.5 6.2 6.9 13.1 9.1 7.6 16.7
60 ~ 64 1.8 0.5 2.3 5.0 5.0 1.1 . 6.8 5.5 12.4
65 + 1.1 0.5 1.6 4.8 4.8 2.6 5.‘8 5.3 11.1
Not Stated - - - - - - - - 0.1
Total 188.7 86.7 275.4 291.6 301.1 592.7 480.3 387.9 868.1

Source: FPopulation Census 1980, Serias $-2, Tablee 39.1-9



TABLE 3.6a

Indonesia: Percentage of Labor Force 10 Years of Age and
Over Explicitly Classified as Unecmployed, 1980
~-URBAN-—-- -—-RURAL —~== ~—— ALL INDONESI4 —-

Age Group Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
10 - 14 5.8 4.7 5.2 2.3 3.7 2.9 2.5 3.8 3.0
15 - 19 8.2 5.7 7.0 2.6 3.7 3.0 3.4 4.1 3.7
20 - 24 6.8 6.5 6.7 1.8 2.9 2.2 3.1 3.7 3.3
25 - 29 2.3 2.6 2.4 0.9 2.0 1.2 2.2 2.1 1.5
30 - 34 1.1 1.5 1.2 0.6 1.7 0.9 0.7 1.7 1.0
35-139 0.8 1.0 0.8 0.5 1.5 0.8 0.6 1.4 1.2
40 - 44 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.5 1.4 0.8 0.5 2.3 0.8
45 - 49 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.5 1.3 0.7 0.5 2.2 0.8
50 - 54 1.1 0.8 1.0 0.5 1.3 0.7 0.6 2.2 0.8
35 - 59 1.2 0.6 1.0 0.5 1.2 0.7 0.6 2.1 0.8
60 ~ 64 1.1 0.7 1.0 0.5 1.1 0.7 0.6 1.0 0.7
65 + 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.5 1.1 0.7 0.5 1.1 0.7
Not Stated 2.3 - 1.6 1.0 12.2 3.2 1.2 8.9 2.9

Total 2.7 3.0 2.8 1.0 2,1 1.4 1.4 2.2 1.7

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 39.1-9



TABLE 3.7

Indonesici Population 10 Years of Age and Ovar Classified as Workinsg
but Temporarily Unemployad During the Week k:iceding ths Ceasus, 1330

(000)

———URBAN —————— — - R URAL —————— — ALL INDONESIA—
e Gro Hale Peaale Tocal Haie Feasle Total Haly Eeaalo Toeal
10 - 14 1.6 1.2 2.8 27.8 22.8 50.6 29,4 24.1 55.5
15 -19 6.7 6.9 13.6 68.9 4.2 143.2 75.6 61l.1 156.7
20 - 24 14.1 8.9 23.0 73.7 86.3 160.0 8/.8 95.2 183.0
25 - 29 17.7 7.8 25.4 78.0 80.8 158.8 95.6 86.5 184.2
30 - 36 13.1 6.2 15.3 55.1 64.4 119.5 6n.2 70.6 138.8
35 -39 11.9 7.5 19.5 60.8 70.6 131.5 72.7 78.1 150.9
40 - 44 11.5 6.3 17.8 53.4 64.2 117.6 64.9 70.5 135.4
45 - 49 10.3 6.0 16.3 48.5 52.8 101.4 53.8 58.9 117.6
50 - 54 9.7 5.4 15,1 44.9 43,2 88.1 54,6 48.6 103.2
55 - 59 7.7 3.5 11.2 32,1 26.7 58.8 34,8 30.3 70.1
60 - 64 5.6 2.5 ' 7.9 28.8 22.9 51.7 34.4 25.2 59.6
65 + 5.5 2.5 7.9 37.4 19.7 57.1 42,9 22.2 65.1

Not Stated - - - - - - - - -
Total 115.2 64.5 179.7 609.5 628.8 1,238.3 724.7 693.3 1,418.0

Source: Population Census 1980, 3eries S-2, Tables 56.1-~9
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Indonesia:

TABLE 3./a

Percentage of Labor Force 10 Years of Age and
Over Classified as Worklng but Temporarlly Unemployed
During the Week Preceding the Census, 1580

(000)
~——URBAN~—~-- —--—-RURAL ——-- —= ALL-INDONESIA —-~

Age Group Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
10 - 14 2.5 1.5 1.9 2.5 3.2 2.8 2.5 3.0 2.8
15 - 19 1.3 1.5 1.4 2.2 3.8 2.8 2.1 3.1 2.6
20 - 24 1.2 1.8 1.4 2.0 4.5 2.9 1.8 4.0 2.6
25 - 29 1.4 2.0 1.5 2.0 4.6 2.8 1.8 4.3 2.5
30 - 34 1.5 2.2 1.6 1.9 4.7 2.8 1.8 4.3 2.5
35~ 39 1.4 2.5 1.7 1.9 4.5 2.8 1.8 4.2 2.6
40 - 44 1.5 2.2 1.7 2.0 4.4 2.8 1.5 4.1 2.6
45 - 49 1.9 2.6 2.1 2.1 4,3 2.9 2.1 4.0 2.7
50 - 54 2.1 2.9 2.4 2.2 4.3 2.9 2.2 4.1 2.8
55 - 59 3.1 3.5 3.2 2.7 4.6 3.3 2.7 4.4 3.3
60 ~ 64 3.3 3.2 3.3 2.8 4.8 3.4 2.9 4.6 3.4
65 + 3.9 3.8 3.9 3.6 4.6 3.9 3.7 4.5 3.9
Not Stated - - - - - - - - -

Total 1.6 2.2 1.8 2.2 .4 2.9 2,1 4.0 2.7
Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, page 39.1-9 and 56.1-9



TABLE 3.8

Indonesia: Population 10 Years of Age and Over Classified as Neithar Working, Looking for Work,
Attending School or Housekeeping During the Week Preceding the Census. 1980

(000)
URBAN ——— ————— RURAL —mm——— =~~~ ALL-INDONESIA—
Age Group Hale Female Total Male Female Iots) Hale Feaale Total
10 - 14 114.5 131.2 246.1 738.7 792.3 1,531.0 853.6 923.5 1,777.1
15 -19 257.4 202.2 519.6 803.9 849.7 1,653.6 1,061.3 1,111.9 2,173.2
20 - 2¢4 247.8 159.5 407.3 422.9 350.9 773.8 670.7 510.4 1,181.1
25~ 29 101.5 64.2 165.7 220.1 153.0 373 321.6 a7.2 538.8
30 - 34 43.1 27.8 70.9 124.0 85.3 209.3 167.1 113.1 280.2
3539 35.1 22.9 58.0 124.6 83.1 43.7 159.8 112.1 271.9
40 - 44 36.3 28.6 64.9 120.0 107.6 227.6 156.3 136.2 292.5
45 - 49 41.6 34.7 76.3 115.8 126.8 242.6 157.4 161.5 8.9
50 - 54 81.3 57.2 138.5 159.6 221.2 330.8 240.8 278.4 519.2
55 - 59 95.0 57.8 152.8 141.0 193.4 334.4 236.0 251.2 487.2
60 - 64 104.2 94.6 19¢&.8 226.5 391.0 617.5 330.7 485.6 816.3
65 + 220.7 272.8 493.5 733.4 1,051.7 1,325, 954.1 1,364.5 2,318.6
Not Stated 0.8 1.0 i.8 4.0 4.1 8.1 4.8 5.1 9.5
Total 1,379.7 1,214.3 2,394.2 3,934.5 4,456.1 8,390.6 3,314.2 5,670.7 10,984.9

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tzbles 39.1-9



Indonesia:

Over Classified as Neither Working, Looking for Work,

TABLE 3.8a
Percentage of Population 10 Years of Age and

Attending School or Huusekeeping, 1980

~~—=URBAN~-~--— —~-—RURAL -—-  ~— ALL-INDONESIA -~--
“Age Group Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
10 - 14 5.8 6.8 6.3 10.3 12.1 11.2 9.3 10.9 10.1
15 - 19 12.9 12.4 12,6 14.6 15.0 14.8 14.1 14.3 14.2
20 - 24 14.3 8.8 11.5 10.0 6.7 8.2 11.2 7.3 9.1
25 - 29 7.1 4.7 6.0 5.2 3.5 4.3 5.7 3.8 4.8
30 - 34 4.5 3.0 3.8 4,0 2.6 3.3 4.2 2.7 3.4
35 - 39 3.8 2.5 3.2 3.8 2.6 3.2 3.8 2.6 3.2
40 - 44 4.5 3.7 4.1 4.2 3.6 3.9 4.3 3.6 3.9
45 - 49 7.1 5.5 6.2 4.8 5.1 4.9 5.2 5.1 5.2
50 - 54 14.9 10.6 12.7 7.4 10.3 8.8 8.9 10.3 9.6
5 -59 26.6 17.0 21.9 10.3 14.5 12.4 13.7 15.0 14.4
60 - 64 37.0 30.9 33.8 17.7 28.7 23.4 21.2 29.1 25.3
65 + 58.9 55.8 57.0 40.4 52.2 46.7 43.6 52.8 48.5
Not Stated - - - - - - - - -
Total 11.5 10.0 10.8 10.0 10.9 10.5 10.4 10.7 10.5
Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 39.1-9



Populatina 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked During the Previous Wzek

TABLE 3.9

by Total Number of Houra Worked in the Previous Week, Looking/
Not Locking for Work, and Reaaon for Not Lcoking for Other

Additional Work, 1980

(000)
—— -NOT LOOKING POR WORK (REASON FOR}
Total Number Looking for Thought No Attending Houge- Not
of Hours Worked Work heud Lost Hope School keepind Not Capable Othera Stated Total Grand Total
0= 118.6 3?2500 3.8 28.8 420,7 77.7 375.1 17.S 1,299.5 1,418.0
1L- 9 109.7 533.2» 5.5 166.0 429.2 2.2 259.1 7.8 1,572.6 1,682.4
10 - 24 710.5 3,795.0 26.7 515.7 1,978.3 459.3 1,455.8 22.5 8,253.3 8,963.8
25 - 34 539.0 3,711.4. 18.4 76.4 1,013.9 284.3 1,114.5 4.8 6,224.2 6,763.2
35 ~ 44 1.054,7 7,072, 36.0 434 1,355.3 504.4 2,252.0 5.3 13,268.7 14,313.4
45 - 59 756.7 8,146.0 26.5 13.6 698.3 352.1 1,750.6 2.9 11,028.9 11,826.6
60 + 345.9 4.202... 15.1 1.2 321.8 180.6 988.8 - 5,709.5 6,055.5
Not Stated 34.6 250.0 1.6 8.3 127.1 18.2 87.9 2.6 495.7 230.3
Total 3,699.7 30,145.; 133.6 853.3 6,344.6- . 1,988.8 8,323.8 63.6 47,853.4 51,353.1
®* Notet Temporarily not working

Source:

Population Census, Series S-2, Table 42.9



0!

TABRLE 3.10

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked During the Previous
Week by Main Induatry and Number of Hours Worked, 1980

(000)
URBAN + RURAL MALE + FEMALE
NUMBER OF HOURS WORKED

Main Industry 0 * 1-9 10 - 24 25 -34 35 -44 45 -39 60 + g::ted Total
1. Agriculture, Forestry,

Hunting, and Pisbhery 916.3 1,206.2 6,761.7 4,852.2 8,479.1 5,029.6 1,426.1 162.7 28,834.0
2. Mining and Quarrying 7.0 13.5 46.9 40.3 128.9 106.9 38.4 5.4 387.3
3. Manufacturing 106.4 126.9 674.7 461.8 1,136.4 1,518.2 613.1 42.4 4,680.1
% Zlectricity, Gas,

and Water 0.9 1.3 4.1 2.6 22.3 26.5 7.4 1.0 66.1
5. Coastruction 34.3 23.9 90.3 89.0 346.2 759.7 300.9 12.9 1,657.1

6. Wholesale Trade,
Retail Trade and

Restaurants 173.1 182.0 1,007.8 701.5 1,515.6 1,437.3 1,508.7 152.9 6,679.0

7. Transportation,
Storage, aad
Communication 29.7 16.9 88.8 75.6 288.0 413.7 520.7 35.0 1,468.4

8. Financing,
Insurance, Real
Estate and Business

Services 2.5 5.0 9.1 9.9 102.0 135.6 35.8 2.4 302.3

9. Public Services 140.3 207.4 706.9 792.2 2,382.3 1,659.9 1,162.2 93.3 7,144.5
10. Others 0.5 0.5 1.8 1.3 - 7.0 7.4 2.8 0.5 21.6
Not Scated 7.0 18.9 64.0 34.2 69.9 61.0 35.8 21.8 312.7
Total 1,418,0 1,802.7 9,456.0 7,060.7 14,477.7 11,155.9 5,651.9 530.3 51,553.1

® Temporarily not working

Sowrce: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 50.9
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URBAN + RURAL

Type of Main

Occupation

Professional and Technical
Managers and Adminietratcri
Clerical and Related Worke:n
Sales Workers

Service Workers

Farmers and Agricultural
Workers

Production, Transport
Equipment Operators
and Related Workers
Others

Not Stated

Total

% Temporarily not working

TABLE 3.11

Population 10 Years cf Age and Over Who Worked During the Previous Week
by Type of Main Occupation and Number of Days Worked, 1980

(C00)
MALE + FEMALE
NUMBER oF DAYS WORKED
. Not
[ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Stated Total
21,1 6.8 14.% 22.4 23.0 41.5 1,172.5 212.2 2.8 1,517.2
0.7 - 0.3 0.7 0.9 1.0 3.2 35.9 10.0 0.2 52.9
16.8 4.0 6.5 14.6 14.4 43.3 1,381.2 307.1 3.4 1,791.4
173.5 40.1 14G.5 222,9 248.2 277.7 1,160.5 4,355.0 9.* 6,627.9
48.5 1.9 31.5 56.6 54.9 67.2 621.8 1,317.4 3.7 2,213.6
917.8 180.7 657.3 1,392.7 2,031,0 2,704.7 &6,821.0 14,040.9 20.9 28,767.0
225.9 42.7 153.6 316.4 403.6 555.1 3,544.1 4,543.4 14,0 9,798.9-
5.4 0.6 1.2 3.3 4.0 5.8 284.9 72.7 0.8 378.7
8.4 6.8 U 21.5 27.2 25.5 111.9 179.1 10.5 405.4
1,418.0 293.9 1,021.0 2,051.4 2,867.3 3,72%.0 15,134.0 25,037.8 65.7 51,553.1

Sourcet Population Cansus 1980, Series S-2, Table 55.9



URBAN + RURAL

Employment

Status

Agriculture,
Torestry,
Huotiag,
Fishery

Miniang and
Quarrying

Manufacturing

Electricity,
Gas, and Water

Counstruction
wholesale Trade,
Retail Trade,

Restaurants
Transportation,
Storage,
Coczunication
Flnancing,
Iasurance,
Real Estate
and Business
Services
Public Services
Others
Not Stated
Total

Looking for
Work

Total

Source:

TABLE 3.12

Economically Active Population by Induatry During the Previous Week
and Industry During the Previous Year, 1980

(000)
MALE + FEMALE
MAIN INDUSTRY
Wholegale
Public Retail Traasport. Financial Publie Not Did Not
Agriculture Miping Mapufact. Utilities Constr. Trade Coma. Services Services Other Stated Work Total
25,354 .4 9.7 72.0 1.3 40.4 140.8 25.7 3.0 131.7 2.6 - 3,052.7 28,834.0
78.1 256.3 2.9 0.1 2.0 4.2 2.} 0.4 4.4 - - 36.8 387.3
407.3 3.0 3,588.9 0.7 9.7 35.6 6.6 2.8 35.7 0.7 - 589.2 4,680.1
\ .

3.4 0.1 0.4 52.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.1 1.7 - - 6.5 66.1
226.3 1.5 10.5 0.4 1,152.4 12.7 5.9 0.7 28.5 0.4 - 177.8 1,657.1
370.9 3.2 25.8 0.6 8.7 5,395.3 10.2 2.3 53.6 1.2 - 807.0 6,679.0

58.9 1.7 6.8 0.3 3.9 9.5 1,218.4 1.0 25.2 0.2 - 142.4 1,468.4

6.2 0.3 1.7 0.1 0.9 1.9 1.0 244.6 4.4 - - 41.2 302.3
316.4 3.2 28.8 1.9 16.9 40.6 18.5 3.9 5,854.0 1.2 - 859.1 7,144.5

1.0 0.1 0.2 - 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.02 0.5 13.4 - 6.0 21.6
48.8 1.3 5.6 0.4 6.7 13.4 2.4 0.7 16.5 0.3 148.9 67.6 312.7

26,871.3 280.4  3,743.7 58.0 1,282.3 5,654.9 1,291.4 259.5 6,156.1 20.0 148.9 5,786.2  51,553.1
230.8 1.4 23.7 0.4 15.5 29.8 11.5 3.2 43.5 0.3 5.9 502.2 868.1
27,102.6 281.8 3,767.4 58.4 1,297.8 5,684.7 1,302.9 262.7 6,199.6 20.4 154.8 6,288.4 52,421.2

Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 41.9



TABLE 3.13

Percentage of Household Expenditure Distribution
by Decile, 1976 - 81

Decile 1976 1981 Change X Chanse
Lowest 3.50 3.33 - .17 - 4.9
Second 4.53 4.59 + .06 + 1.3
Third 5,65 5.68 + .03 + 0.5
Fourth 5.88 6.38 + .50 + 8.5
Fifth ' 7.83 7.25 - .58 - 7.4
Sixth 8.18 8.19 + .01 - + 0.1
Seventh 10.09 10.73 + .64 + 6.3
Eighth 1186 11.09 - .77 - 6.5
Ninth 15.22 14.52 - .70 - 4.6
Tenth 27.26 28.24 + .98 + 3.6
Gini Ratio 0.34 0.34

Source: Statistik Indonesia 1983



TABLE 4.1

Population Projection of Indonesia

Age 1987
0~ 4 22,381.6
5 4,144.9
6 4,044.,9
7 3,948.6
8 3,855.¢€
9 3,765.5
5- 9 19,759.6
10 3,678.9
11 3,596.3
12 3,512.6
i3 3,425.8
14 3,338.2
10 - 14 17,551.8
15 3,251.8
16 3,163.4
17 3,087.2
18 3,029.7
19 2,982,6
15 - 19 15,514.8
20 2,932.8
21 2,885.2
22 2,619.2
23 2,724.0
24 2,609,7
20 - 24 13,971.0
25 ~ 29 11,403.1
30 ~ 34 3,926.2
35 - 39 8,274,9
40 ~ 44 7,555.9
45 ~ 49 6,308.2
50 - 54 4,982.3
55 - 59 3,659,.7
60 - 64 2,834,2
65 - 69 2,099,2
70 = 74 1,439.6
75 - 79 860.0
80+ 518.1
Total 148,040,0

Source:

pPg. 44.

1980 - 2000
(000)
1985 1990
23,558.4  24,778.9
4,483.4 4,710.0
4,404.0 4,644,0
4,323.4 4,582,1
4,241.6 4,522.8
4,158.7 4,464,7
21,611.1  22,923.6
4,075.0 4,408.4
2,990.9 4,356.,6
3,905.1 4,291.5
3,817.3 4,213,
3,728.5 4,125.9
19,516.6  21,394.1
3,639.9 4,038.3
3,552.7 3,950.8
3,464.9 3,861.4
3,376.1 3,771.6
3,287.7 3,681.3
17,321.3  19,303.9
3,199.2 3,590.6
3,107.7 3,500.2
3,028.9 3,409.9
2,969, 3,319.9
2,921.3 3,231.2
15,226.8  17,051.8
13,654.9  14,937.8
11,112.5  13,362.9
8,662.6  10,835.0
7,981.9 8,399.0
7,223.6 7,672.8
5,941.9 6.846.2
4,586.0 "  5,509.2
3,247.0 4,106.1
2,373.8 2,751.5
1,606.8 1,843.5
955.0 1,085.9
574.0 654.8
165,153.6 183,456.83

1995

25,829.6

19,057.9
16,786.5
14,676.0
13,087.0
10,557.2
8,116.8
7,316.1
6,393.4
4,977.6
3,520.1
2,168.4
1,269.4
767.1

202,746,3

16,552,
14,432,
12,810.
10,254,
7,784.9
6,880.1
5,827.4
4,315.8
2,814,0
1,520.6
923.5

222,753.0

Proyeksi Penduduk Indonesie 1980-~2000, BPS, December 1983,



TABLE 4.2

Labor Force Projection
with Constant Age-Specific LFPR
from 1980 Census *

(000)

Age 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000
10 - 14 1,983 2,205 2,418 2,570 2,727
15 - 19 6,097 6,807 7,586 8,334 8,876
20 - 25 7,684 8,375 9,378 10,482 1,345
35 - 54 13,255 16,148 18,452 20,514 23,063
35 - 44 10,971 11,535 13,329 16,395 18,880
45 - 54 7,757 9,045 9,975 10,602 17,393
55 - 64  3.812 4,598 5,644 6,675 7,459
65+ 1,71 1,917 2,205 2,688 3,338

Total 53,270 60,630 68,987 78,250 88,283

% @ pDecember 3lst

Sowrce: Proyeksi Penduduk Indonesia 1980-2000, Biro Pusat,
July 13, 1983, pg. 44.

Proyeksi Angkatan Kerja Indonesia 1983-2001, Biro Pusat
Statistic, December 1983, pg. 9.



Age
10 - 14
15 - 19
20 - 24
25 - 34
35 - 44
45 - 54
55 - 64
65+
Total

1980
1,896
6,842
8,816
14,942
11,968

8,287

* @ December 31st

Source:

Labor Force Projection

TABLE 4.3

with Constant Age—-Specific LFPR
from GOI 1983 Base Year Estimate *

1985
2,108
7,539
9,608
18,204
12,583
9,663

4,919

1990

2,311

8,513
10,760
20,801
14,496

10,657

1995
2,456
9,352
12,026
23,125
17,875
11,328
7,141

3,028

86,331

2000
2,506
9,960
13,245

26,001

13,241
7,980
3,753

97,382

Proyeksi Fenduduk Indonesia 1980-2000, Biro Pusat,
July 1983, pg. 44.

Proyeksi Angkatan Kerja Indonesia 1983-2001, Biro Pusat,
December 1983, pg. 14-15

( \



Table 4.4

INDONESIA
URBAN SERVICES SECTOR REPORT

ANNEX 1
Table 1.10

Historic and Projected Population by Province 1961-2000

Average Annual Growth Rates Popuilation /a
Province 1961-71 1971-30 1980-90 19390-2000 1960 1990 2000
{projected) (projected)
vessssssccansses & POr YEAL tuvecvcevessne {thousands)

n,I, Aceh 2,14 2.93 2,45 2.03 2,532 3,325 4,098
iforth sumatra 2.96 2.60 2.40 2.10 6,301 10,552 13,023
West Sumatra 1.82 2,21 1.57 1.58 3,390 3,967 4,645
Biz 2.35 5.1l 2,80 2.42 2,147 2,841 3,622
Jambi 3.25 4.07 3.13 2.70 1,429 1,955 2,560
South Sumatra 2,21 3.32 2,81 2.40 4,589 6,079 1,731
Bengkulu 2.55 4.39 3.59 3.05 759 1,087 1,475
Lampung 5,82 5.77 4.13 3.26 4,55¢C 6,874 9,528
DKI Jakarta 5.09 3.93 3.58 2.77 6,413 9,170 12,093
West Java 2.05 2.66 1.93 1.81 27,282 33,089 39,643
Central Java 1.70 1.64 1.23 1.02 25,293 28,595 31,669
D.I. Yogyakarta 1.02 1.10 1.72 1.44 2,747 3,263 3,768
Bast Java 1.55 1.49 1.17 0.96 29,099 32,704 36,010
West KFalimantan 2.07 2,31 2.52 2.16 2,472 3,179 3,945
Central Kalimantan 3.60 3.43 3.25 2.67 S46 1,309 1,709
South Kalimantan 1.44 2.16 2.03 1.84 2,054 2,516 3,023
Bast Kalimantan 2.92 5.73 3.52 2,91 1,195 1,700 2,275
North Sulawesi 2.79 2.31 3.09 2.42 2,104 2,866 3,650
Central Sulawesi 2.82 .86 3.48 2,86 1,271 1,801 2,398
South Sulawesi 1.37 1.74 2.27 1.91 6,040 7,576 9,174
South East Sulawesi 2.47 3.09 3.22 2.60 935 1,290 1,687
Bali 1.74 1.69 1.45 1.33 2,462 2,846 3,251
West Nusa Tenggara 2.00 2.36 1.82 1.74 2,709 3,251 3,870
East Nusa Tenggara 1.55 1.95 2.25 1.98 2,726 3,415 4,165
Maluku 3.24 2,88 2.92 2.54 1,397 1,870 2,411
Irian Jaya 2,04 2.67 3.50 2,67 1,101 1,563 2,042
TOTAL INDONESIA 2.10 2.33 2.04 1.78 146,003 212,554

178,683

Note: The assumption in this projection is that fertility will fall to

replacement

levels (i.e. the net reproduction rate (NRR) will be

reduced to 1) by 2005 to 2025 (depending on the province) according to

existing progress in fertility reduction.

assumed to continue.

la Mid year populations.

the (October 11} census data, figures exclude East Timor.

Sources: 1961, 1971, 1980 Censuses,
Projection from ®Demographic Patterns and Population Projections,

1980 - 2000"; World Bank, ibid.

Migration patterns are

Por 1980 therefore they are slightly less than

Source: IBRD 1984b, Annex I, Table 1.10.



TABLE 4.5

Inter-Island Distribution of Labor Force, 1980
(000)

Economically % Econ.

Employment Unemployment Active Active % Unemployed

Sumatra

Urban 1,407 40 1,447 - 2,8

Rural 82098 _§g QJAZQ - ;;g

Total 9,505 120 9,625 50.4 1.2
Java

Urban 7,142 204 7,346 - 2.8

Rural 252884 ggg 26!244 - ;;ﬁ

Total 33,026 564 33,590 50.8 1.7
Kalimantan

Urban 390 11 401 - 2.7

Rural 2,062 30 2,092 - 1.4

Total 2,452 41 2,4.3 53.6 1.6
Sulawggi

Uz ban 421 12 433 - 2.8

Rural 2,531 77 2 > 608 - 3_.Q

Total 2,952 89 3,041 42,3 2.9
Other,

Urban 366 8 374 - 2.1

Rural 3,252 46 3,298 - ;;ﬂ

Total 3,618 54 3,672 50.5 1.5
Indonesia

Urban 9,726 275 10,001 - 2.7

Rural 412827 222 42,420 - l:ﬁ

Total 51,553 868 52,421 50,2 1.7

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 40.1-40.9.



