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EXECUTIVE SULhIARY 

This paper briefly surveys and makes an initial assessment of Indonesia's
 

employment situation. It sketches a cross-section of the employment
 
picture in 1980 and examines some cf the more pertinent trends for the
 

period 1971-80. 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
 

1. Employment 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 avoided.
 

2. The employment problem should be viewed as an income and employment
 

problem. The level and distribution of real household
 

income/expendLtures is potentially the single best indicator of
 
employment adequacy. 

3. The widespread existence of employment opportunities is probably the 

single most important means of ensuring equitable distribution of 
income. Nevertheless, the existence of widespread employment does not in 
itself ensure the adequacy of income levels.
 

4. Average real household expenditures/incomes probably improved between
 

1976 and 1981, possibly by as much as a 5% annual average.
 

5. Open unemployment (1.7%P is not a significant problem in Irdonesia in
 

the aggregate. It is a probLem, however, among the young and the 
relatively better educated, particularly in 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 bize 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, is largely rural in origin. Both the incidence of poverty
 
(44.6%) and the percentage of the population working less tha i 35 hours
 

per week (40.8') are twice as large in the rural areas ds in The urban
 
areas. Further, almost eight out of ten Indonesians live and work in
 

rural areas and will be born there. Nevertheless, it is in the urban 

areas where the bulk of new employment will probably be sought over the 

next two decades. It is important that future urban-rural policies be 
scrutinized for balance arK complementarity in order to avoid 

exacerbating this situation.
 

7. Almost the entire labor force over the next 15-20 years has already
 

been born. This implies that the employment problem for this period must
 
be approached largely through increases in labor demand/joi creation.
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8. The working age population (ages 10+) will grow substantially faster
 
than the population as a whole for Lhe period 1980-2000. Constant labor
 
force participation rates in the future would imply 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 elasticities with respect to output will
 
tend to be overstated in perious of relatively slow economic growth and
 
understated in pcriods of relatively rapid growth. This may partly 
explain the substantial decrease in eiuployment eiasticities during the
 
-970s, a period of unusually high economic growth compared to the 1960s. 

10. Labor demand (assuming constant average hours per worker) is
 
unlikely to grow as fast as labor supply during the 1980s except under
 
conditions of moderately high growth (5% -) and significantly iL'gher
 
employment elasticities of output (0.50 +) compared to the 1970s.
 

11. Nevertheless, the Indonesian labor force will probably make its 
adjustments to changes in labor demand (to -hc 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 
status of open unemployment. We would anticipate the nominal numbers of 
the employed to grow at roughly the same rate as the labor supply 
(2.5-2.7). 

12. There is reason to believe that average real household incomes will 
not fall during the remainder of the 1930s if real non-oil 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 constant 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% is probably
 
not consistent with maintaining average real household income/expenditure
 
level,. Further, economic growth in this range 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 remain 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 will probably slow from 2.3% in 

the 1970s to 2.1% in the i980s 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 2.9% in the 1970s to 2.7% in the 1980s to 2.3% in 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. "Jae-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 on the island of Java. During the 1970s the
 
outer islands grew at an average 3.6% compared to 2.0% 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 futare, 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
 

outer islands.
 

j. 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 consideration of these offsetting trends
 

plus the factors raised above, it is not clear that we can agree with the
 

rapid inc-tases in female labor force participation projected by the GOI
 

for 1980-2000. Further, given the use of nominal emDlcyment 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, assuaing that average real household 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 growth.
 

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 significant policy directions can
 

be categorized under the follo-ing core strategy elements:
 

i. improve market resource allocation;
 
ii. improve government resource allocation;
 

iii. 	 improve 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 implementi.ng them.
 

18. It is not necessary that all potential core strategy elements or
 

suggested policy directions be included in a GOI employment strategy.
 

They may be thought oF a3 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 is 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 ncxt two decades.
 

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 rats,
 
dispropcrtionately young 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 most low- and many middle-income
 
group countries.
 

1.03. Nevertheless, each country's situation is unique and requires
 
separate analysis and individual policy prescriptions, Factors that
 
contribute to each country's employment problem differ in kind and degree
 
and the sorio--political-economic feasibility of potential solutions will
 
also vary. But 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 strategies. In the long-run
 
there must be economic growth. A-though 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 infeasible to have continuing rapid groqth 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
 
considerations which contribute to growth and long-term employment cannot
 
simply be Ignored in the pursuit of current employment. This is not to
 
say there is not flexibility (see Section V) but merely to state the
 

obvious: long-term employment strategies 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 it seems equally evident that control and
 
guidance of population growth, its spatial distribution, and its skill
 
and educational characteristics will decrease the difficulty of the task
 
on the demand (job creation) 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 strategies probably will
 

consider 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 dramaticall.y depending on (i) the
 
proportion of total resources directly allocated by the government or
 

public sector, (ii) the degree to which goverrment and publJc sector
 
enterprise resources are efficiently allocated, (iii) the degree to which
 

market resource allocations are distorted by government policy and
 
regulation, and (iv) the degree tn which market imperfections exist.
 

1.07. Recognition of Problem - The Government of Indonesia (GOI),
 
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 of
 

urgency, and the government h;Ls been slow in either defining or agreeing
 
upon an explicit strategy, t&e GOI would sem 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 be done. Nevertheless,
 

althougi the multi-dimensional relationship of the employment problem
 
with poverty, equity, growth, urbanization, and political stability L3
 

probably intuitively understood by most within the COI leadership, ir is
 
not clear that it is understood or accepted that the multi-dimensionail
 

causes of the employment problem requi.re a mulci-dimensional solution.
 

1.08. Purpose and Scope - The purpose of this paper is to briefly survey
 

and make an initial asvessment 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 (1971-80).
 
An attempt is made to define more precisely the nature and shape of
 

Indonesia's "employment problem." Apparent prospects for future
 
employment and some of the possible options for improving these prospects
 
will be considered in relatively broad terms.
 

1.09. Although there should be no need to provide this reminder, it is
 

important to recognize the tentative, preliminary nature of this study.
 
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.
 

http:requi.re
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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. Thc period
 

under consideration is largely limited to 197!-80, although reference may 
occasionally be made to both older and more recent data. The statistical
 

appendix to this paper contains an extensive and generally far more
 
detailed set of tables than those in the text.
 

A. Data
 

2.02. Data Sources - There are four basic types of data sources for
 

labor force and employment information in Indonesia: (i) population
 
censuses, (ii) 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 methodology, source and 
training of the enuuerators, key definitions, and seasons and year- of 
data collection. These differences tend to occur both within and between 
the four basic categories of data sources. Obviou.: problems of
 

comparability arise that cast doubt on trend analysis, particularly when
 
based on uncritical mixing of data sources. We will return to tht
 
question of data comparability after briefly describing some of the more
 
important data sources (see Table 1).
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Table 1 
Major Employment ,nd Labor Force Data Sources, 1971-1982 *, 

I. 	Population Censuses
 
l961 Census 


1971 	Census 


1980 	Census 


1I. 	Labor Force Surveys
 
1976 Supas 


19'6 	Sakernas 


1977 Sakernas 


1978 Susenas 


1979 	Susenas 


1981 	Susecas (not published) 

1982 Susenas (not yet pubically 


available) 


Ill. Special Surveys/Censuses
1o70/82 Survey of Medium and 

Large Manufacturing (annual) 

1972 	Urban Unemployment Survey 


1974 	Industrial Census 


1975 	Labor Force Survey 


1976 Leknas Labor Utilization 

Survey
 

1979 Small Scale Manufacturing 

Survey 


Dates of
 
Enumeration 


Oct 	1-31 


Sept 	6-Oct 4 


Oct 	6-31 (1981) 


March 


Sept-Dec 


Feb, May, 


Aug, Nov 

Feb, May, 

Aug, Nov 


March, Sept 


-

Sept-Dec 


not 	stated 


-


-


-


-


April, Oct 


Sample Size 


3.8% 	population 


5.0% 	popt'lation 


60,733 households 


95,400 households 


(1/4 	in each month) 


+ 48,000 households 


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

(1/4 in each quarter) 


18,400 households 


Complete enumeration 

of firms with m:re
 

than 19 employees
 
-


All 	activity regardless 


of number employed
 
-

-


+ 10,000 establishments 

with 5-19 employees 


Geographic Coverage 


All 	Indonesia, emcept 

Irian Jaya estimated 


All 	Indonesia, except 

Irian Jaya and Timor 

Timur 

All Indonegia, except 

Timor Timur 


All 	Indonesia, except 

restricted sampling
 
N.T.T., Maluku,
 
Irian Jaya
All Indoaesia, except 


restricted sampling
 

N.T.T., Maluku,
 
Irian Jaya 
same 	as 1976 Sakernas 


All 	Indonesia, except 

restricted sampling 

Maluku, Irian Jaya 
Java plus selected 

orovinces (?)
 

All Indonesia, except 

restricted sampling Irian
 

Jays 	 an6.Timor Timur 

All 	Indonesia (2) 


Jakarta, Surabaya,
 

Bandung
 
All indonesid C?)
 

Palembang qnd Ujung
 
Padang
 
Selected Areas of Java
 

All Indonesia 

except Timor Timur 


Definition of Employment
 

Working for income on the enumeration
 
date or at least two months during
 
last six months.
 
Working for income or profit (or helping
 
in same) for at least two dayr in the
 
week prior to the enumeration date.
 
Includes "employed'" but temporarily not
 
working.
 
Working for income or profit (or helping
 
in same) for at leajt one hour in a day

in the week prior to the enumeration 
date. Includes "emploved" but
 
temporarily not working.
 

same 	as 1980 Census
 

same 	as 1980 Census
 

same 	as 1980 Census
 

same 	ri 1980 Census
 

same 	as 1980 Census
 

same 	as 1980 Census
 

not 	stated
 

Working in the establishment durIng the
 
"reference period" whether paid or
 

unpaid.
 

* 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.
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2.03. Population Censuses - Three population censuses (1961, 1971, 1980)
 
containing varying degrees of labor force and employment information 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 still 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 colleption procedures, and (iv) comprehensiveness of
 
questionaires. - ln 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 simply comparing reference periods and 
cut-off periods used 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 tht 1961 census. Cut-off periods used in 
conjunction 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,3ration (1961 census) to two days out of the
 
week preceding the enumeration date (1971 census) to one 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 finlings seem to be:
 
(i) direct comparisons between the 1961 and 1971 censubes are not
 
possible because of changes in definitions ai.d 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 young adults (particularly males) classified as "other" in
 

1/ The:-" differences and their implications have bten 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, the
 
measured female work force is highly sensitive to definitions and
 
reference periods; (v) the 1971 census (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 despite 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. -/ In principle, the surveys should be reasonably
 
comparable on the basis of their geographical coverage and definitions of
 
employment, including reference and cut-off periods. However, some of
 
the surveys differ considerably in their sample size and the seasons in
 
which data were collected, and to 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 economic sectors as the agricultural seasons ebb and flow.
 

2.09. The 1976 Supas data have generally been rejected as not being 
comparable ;ith other first quarter data (IBRD:1983a). Doubt has also 
been cast on the 1981 Susenas and no data have been made publicalily
 
available to date. 4/ 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, although 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 III of Table 1.
 

4/ Indeed, the result:, of the 1981 Susenas, at least the portion
 
relating to labor, will apparently never be published.
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2.10. Some confusion in labor force survey data sources occurs because
 

both the 1978 and 1979 data are sometimes cited as either Sakernas 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 
coliprepd diring the lq7fcn -and 1980s would appear to bc rlat'vcly 
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 Bureau of Statistics plans a major labor force survey as part of 
the Susenas every second year, although a core questionaire of 11 
questions will be collected as part of the annual Susenas. 5/ 

2.11. Special Surveys/Censuses - Although Part III of Table I 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 
either by6 eographical coverage or by sectors of economic activity 

covered. 6 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 on 

the largest industrial activities down to the household and cottage 

industry level) thus providing one point of comparison for the 1979 Small 

Scale Manufacturing Survey. 

2.12. Village Level Case Studies - Perhaps the most interesting work 

done on employment, wages, and incomes during the last 15 years are the 
vi.lage level case studies. Most of the case studies appear to be drawn
 

from rural Java, are heavily focused on sawah (wet rice lands), and
 

probably were conducted with the support or under thl, iuspicies of the 
Agro-Economic Survey in Bogor or the Gadja Mada University in
 

Jogyakarra. No attempt has been made to catalogue the village level 

studies here. Brief surveys of some of the more recent analyses are 

included in Mazumdar and Lluc- (IBRD:1983a), Wiradi and Manning (1984), 

and Collier et al. (1982a). These citations 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 is easy to forget that indonesia is highly diversified
 

5/ In fact, however, the next labor force survey will be conducted in
 

f985 to coincide with the collection of bi-census data.
 

6/ Village level case studies, which are quite numerous, are aot 
included here. 
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and that co: lusions 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 thc' outer islands. Further, although rice is the key 
agricultura4 crop in Java and many other parts of Indonesia, it is noc
 

the only a '-icultural crop or the only rural economic activity. 
D±fcrence:;- in the year as well as Lht season of data collection have 
also creatd some confusion in interpreting conflicting findings, at 
least amont" casual observers. 7/ 

2.14. Cotilusions on Data 8/ in general, all employment data 

generated or Indonesia must be used and interpreted with considerable 
caution. Aicro level (village) studies probably on average provide a
 
richer, po!sibly more reliable set of data because they tend to be 
conducted by relatively experienced and better educated enumerators, 
because viLlage level case study questionaires tend to be more extensive, 
and because it s more likely that the questionaires were actually 

administered. 9' On the other hand, the problem with micro level 
studies is 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 geographical coverage and, therefore, in the 
generalizations that may safely be drawn from them. 

2.15. Despite the obvious limitations in comparability, 
comprehensiveness, and the probable quality of the data, the sample 
censuses and labor force surveys still provide the most believable 
estimates of Indoneia-wide (all provinces, rural and urban) labor force 
and employment magnitudes and composition. Unfortunately, even the best 
is not particularly good and it becomes worse .f census and labor force 
survey data are mixed, within the same data series. Labor force 
participatiou 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 in analyses of wage and
 
employment data for this period. 

8/ -More specific comment on the merits of some of the data sources 

mentione above, including some of the recent work on village level case 
studies, will be made in later sections of this paper as appropriate. 

9/ In contrast, doubt is sometimes cast on both how well and whether 
sample census questionaires are actually ad-ninisrered by their relatively 

less educated enumerators (apparcntly down to the primary education 
level).
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estimated labor force may differ by several million within the space of a 
single year. O/ 

2.16. In sum, Indonesian labor force and employment data tend to be 
treacherous and must be used with the greatest of care, particularly in
 
drawing conclusions on trends.
 

B. Salient Characteristics - The 1980 Census 

2.17. The 1980 Population Census is currently the most comprehensive,
 
up-to-date so rce of Indonesia-wide labor force and employment data
 
available. 1iV Estimates of the labor force and employment were based
 
on an extensive questionnaire administered to only a 5% sample of the 
torol populilon, however. All data presented throughout this portion of 
Section 1I refer to the 1980 Population Census, Series S, No. 2, which 
presents inal estimates based on the 5% sample, not including Timor
 
Timur. 12/
 

1. Population Overview 

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

2.19. Examnination of the populacion structure in Table 2 reveals a
 
highly dramatic and succesive increase in size for each cohort below the 
age 30-34 grouping until a leveling occurs at the age 0-4 group. The 
fact that size of the youngest age cohorts is two to six times larger 
than those in the prime workin ; age gToup, 30-59 years, has severe 
implications for future job requirements. 

10/ Mazumdar and Lluch (IBRD:1983a) conclude, however, that crude male
 
and female labor force participation rates appear to have remained
 
constant during the 1970s if only census data oc 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 Le many times smaller and the
 
comprehensiveness of the employment related portion of the questionnaire
 
shcild be less than the 1980 census.
 

12/ 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 lapse of one year.
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Table 2
 
Population Age Distributiun, 1980
 

(nillions) 

Age Group Population Percentage 

0 - 4 21.2 14.4 

5 - 9 21.2 14.5 

10 - 14 17.6 12.0 

15 - 19 15.3 10.4 

20 - 24 13.0 8.9 

25 - 29 11.3 7.7 

30 - 34 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 

146.8 100.0
 

Source: Statistical Appendix lable 2.1.
 

2.20. Spatial Distribution - Indonesia's popclation 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 persons per
 
square kilometer in !rian Jaya to 11,023 persons per square kilometer in
 
DKI Jakarta. Java, with 6.9% of Indonesia's land area and 61.9% of its
 
population, has the highest density of the major 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 sour
 
islands of Java, Sumatra, Kaiimantan, and Sulawesi. The inter-island
 
spatial distribution of population is shown in Table 3.
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Table 3
 
Inter-Island Spatial Distrib'ition of Population, 1980
 

% Total Percentage Population
 
Population Total Area Densitv/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
 

All other 7.5 30.5 8
 

100.0 100.0 77
 

Source: Statistik Indonesia 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%-23.1% urban). Variation in the level of urbanization is fairly 
high between provinces on Kalimantan, quite low on Java (if Jakarta is 
excluded), and in between for both Sumatra and Sulawesi. See Table 4 
below for the inter-island (as opposed to provincial) variation in the
 
level of uroanization. 

Table 4
 
Urban-Rural Population Distribution, 1980
 

(millions)
 

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 attendance alone, the bulk of 
age group 15-1.9 (66.9%), and almost all of age groups 20-24 (93.3%) and 

25-29 (98.3".) should, in principle, be available for eiLher 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 Attendiur, 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 0.3 

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%) 
anc, females (46.3%) in the aggregate, in the older age categoLies, it is 
much more likely that males will attend school than females. 13/ It is 

also nore Likely thac an urban dweller will attend school in any age 
category tlhan a rural dweller, regardless of sex, with the urban-rural 
discrepancy increasing with age. Table 6 shows striking similarities in 
male-female school attendance for ages 5-9 and ages 10-14 for urban and 
rural areas separately. Similarly, Table 6 shows a rougilly analagous 
decrease in female attendance in tne 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 e:xtent in both the ages 10-1 and 20-24 categories. 

12/ See Table 2.3 in the statistical appendix or a year by year
 
comparison for ages 10-18.
 



- 13 -

Table 6 
School Attendance by Age, Sex, and Location, 1980
 

(Percentage) 

Ages 5-9 Ages 10-14 Ages 15-19 Ages 20-24 

Urban 
Male 68.5 91.7 62.5 21.2 
Female 69.9 87.2 44.8 9.9 

Total 69.2 89.5 53.4 15.4 

Rural 
Male 54.4 79.1 32.5 5.3 
Female 56.2 74.7 19.0 1.9 

Total 55.3 77.0 25.7 3.4 

Indonesia 
Male 57.2 81.9 40.5 9.9 
Female 58.9 77.6 26.0 3.9 

Total 58.1 79.8 33.1 6.7 

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 12.1-12.3.
 

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. Females as a group had relatively lower educational attainment at
 
any leveL of education. It is readily apparent in examining Table 7
 
that, with the exception of the no srchooling 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
 

(000)
 

Male Female Total % Total 

No Schooling 9,684, 19,076 28,760 27.6 

Less than Primary 22,513 20,260 42,773 41.0
 

Primary 12,001 9,536 21,538 20.6
 

Junior High 3,759 2,478 6,237 6.0
 

Senior High 2,964 1,573 4,537 4.3
 

Academy 206 74 280 0.3
 

University 175 53 228 0.2
 

Total 51,303 53,050 104,353 100.0
 

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 ,'he rural
 
population and that the relative discrepancy widens as the level of
 
educational attainment increases. Above the primary education level 
urLan areas contain the bulk ot the formally educated population, despite 

containing less than one-fourth of the total population above the age of 
ten. Urban areas contain from over one-half to over three-quarters of 
the total population having junior high (54.6%), senior 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 %
 
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 educaEional 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
 
rur:,.l 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 57.9 62.8 

Total 85.5 65.8 71.2 

Source: Population Census 1.980, 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
 

incorae 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
 
temporarily unemployed. A person is temporarily unemployed if they are
 

not at ;ork 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. A person not working but
 

looking Zor work is classified as unemployed and includes (i) those who
 

have never worked and cre 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. if a person cannot be classified as "working" or "looking
 

for work," they arc classified as "not economically active" and must be
 

further categorized as either attending school, housekeeping, or "other,"
 

depending on wLich category best describes their main activity.
 
Similarly, if a person is working they must be categorized in the
 

economic activity, work status, profession, 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 "economir.ally active," regardless of where the bulk
 

of their hours are spent. Table 10 shows the working age population in
 
1980 categorized by the above definitions and classification methods.
 

2.30. ithough the chain of definitions that define the structure of
 

labor force statistics continues, and in greater detail than the
 
superficial accounting above, it 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 encountered 
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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 raised as we attempt a closer analysis
 

and interpretation of the meaning of labor force and employment
 
statistics in Section III of this paper. The overview of labor force and
 
employment statistics oresented in the remainder ot this section will
 
generally be descriptive only.
 

2.31. P.tential Labor Force - In principle, the potential Indonesian
 
labor force totaled 104.3 million according 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 if they said they were looking for work--irrespective of whatever
 
other activities they may have been engaged in, such as housekeeping, 
at':ending school, being retired, etc. In actual fact, only one half 

(50.21) of this potential force was measured as economically activ (a 
member of :he labor force) under the definitions set our above. 

2.32. Table 10 stummarizes the breakdown of the population considered
 
eligible for meobership in the labor force during October 1980 (10 years
 
of age and over) by sex, urban-rural location, and the activity in which
 
they were categorized on the basis of the preceding week. As noted
 

earlier, one-half (50.2%) of the elgible population was classified aj
 
part of the labor force, i.e., working or loking for work.
 

Approximately one-fifth of the population was attending school (18.0%),
 
another fifth was housekeeping (21.3%), and the final tenth was
 

classified as "other" (10.5%). The "othier" category includes anyone (10
 
years of age and over) who could not first be classified as either
 

working, lookiLg for work, attending school, or housekeeping. It is 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 Section III.
 

14/ The reader should be advised, however, that even under apparently
 

the same definitions, an official GOI working group for F.epelita IV
 
implicitly concluded that the labor force was actually several million
 
higher in 1980, Judging by their decision on the 1983 estimates. See
 
Section IV for details.
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Table 10 

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

E C o N o M I C A L LY A C T I V E - NOT E C O N. A C T I V E-
- - HMEP L 0 Y E D -

Temporarily Total 
- UEMPLOYED BUT 

Previously Never 
LOOKING 
Total 

-- Total 
Labor Attending House 

Total 
Non-labor Total 

Z Economically 
Active to 

Working* Not Working Employed Worked Worked Unrapled 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 8; 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 2,594 14,089 24,090 41.5 

Rural 
Male 
Female 

27,131 
13,458 

609 
629 

27,740 
14,087 

164 
176 

128 
125 

292 
301 

28,032 
14,388 

6,971 
5,660 

413 
16,408 

3,934 
4,456 

11,318 
26,524 

39,350 
40,912 

71.2 
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 
Female 

33,894 
16,241 

724 
694 

34,618 
16,935 

223 
193 

257 
195 

480 
388 

35,098 
17,323 

10,362 
8,409 

528 
21,648 

5,314 
5,670 

16,204 
35,727 

51,302 
53,050 

68.4 
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 

rrurce: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 39.1-39.9 and 56.1-56.9. 

* Worked at least one hour in preceeding week. 
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2.33. Table 11 provides a rough but quick appreciation of how the
 
Indonesian population presum!.bly spends its time. 151 Roughly twice as
 
many males (68.4%) as femal:; (32.7%) are classified as part of the labor
 
force. On the other hand, 40. ' 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%;
 
f emale--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 urban areas. Although very small differences occur in the other
 
categories, one could reasonably conclude from examining Table 11 That
 
the difference in urban-rural labor force participation rates is largely
 
explained by the difference in school attendance.
 

Table 11
 
Population 10 Years of Age and Over by Type of Activity,
 

Percentage Distribution, 1980
 

- Not Economically Active -

Labor Attending House Total 
Force School Keeping Other Population 

Urban 
Male 59.1 28.4 1.0 11.5 100.0 
Female 24.2 22.6 43.2 10.0 100.0 

Total T5 75S _77 

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 40.8 10.7 100.0 

Total 50.2 18.0 21.3 10.5 100.0
 

Source: Table 10.
 

15/ The reasons for this skepticism will become more clear in Section
 
III 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 sno may
 
qualify for other categories as well.
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2.35. A comparison of Table 12 with Tables 10 and 11 seems 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 1.561 million) were also 
employed 	and, therefore, not shown as attending school when the activity
 
classification in Table 10 was derived during the employment survey
 
portion of the census. 161 Further disaggregated examination 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 Age 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
 

% (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 Employment - 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 remainder of this portion 
of Section I! are presented for the employed portion of tne labor force 
only. In addition, the characteristics of the underemploye , . (i.e., those 
employed but working less tlhan 35 hours) as weil as the uncmployed will 
n,' be considered in detail until Section 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 turn 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. Employment by Sex and Location - Measured employment in Indonesia
 
in 1980 (i.e., those working at least one hour iii 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 Measured 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 81.1 

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 Indonesian
 
employment, over 44.1 million (85.%), appears to fall between the ages
 
of 15 and 54 on the basis of Table 15. On other grounds, such as the
 
level of age-specific labor force participation rates and the number of
 
hours worked p,!r 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, fable 15 shows that the absolute numbers of the
 

employed basically peak in their late twenties and generally fall off
 
steadily thereafter. The Indonesian labor force is obviously relatively
 
young.
 

2.39. The proportion of employment held 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 uf age-specific labor force participation
 
rates is found in Section III of this paper.
 

Table 15
 

Employment by Age Distribution, 1980
 
(000)
 

Within Age Groups %Total 

Age Group Employment % Male %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 approximately 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 attaimment is noticeably 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-quarteri of those employed with educations above the primary 
level. In general, the higher the level of education, the greater the 
likelihood that a person is 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 a primary 
school education compared to 41.4% of the urban employed. 

2.42. Females a e relatively less educated than their employed male 
counterparts Jn aggregate and in both tie urban and rural sectors.
 
Nevertheless, although employed urban females generally are considerably
 
less educated than urban 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 vocational, academy, and -niversity level 
training. See Table 2.17 in the statistical appendix for details.
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Table 16
 
Employment by Level of Educational Attainment
 
Population 10 years of Age and Over, 1980
 

(000)
 

Educational 
 U R B A N R U R A L ALL INDONESIA 
Attainment Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 

1. Never Attended School * 649 822 1,471 7,135 6,661 13,796 7,784 7,483 15,267 

2. Less than Primary 1,764 790 2,554 12,021 4,825 16,846 13,785 5,615 19,400
 

3. Primary School 1,947 
 557 2,504 6,379 2,061 8,440 8,326 2,618 10,944
 

4. Junior High (Gen.) 809 182 991 873 179 1,052 1,682 361 2,043
 

5. Junior High (Voc.) 209 43 252 2!8 57 335 487 100 587
 

6. Senior High (Gen.) 688 156 844 332 63 395 1,020 219 1,239
 

7. Senior High (Voc.) 552 236 788 641 226 867 1,193 462 1,655
 

8. Academy 132 33 165 47 9 56 179 42 221
 

9. University 128 29 157 34 
 5 39 162 34 ±96
 

6,878 2,848 9,726 27,740 14,086 41,826 34,61.8 16,934 51,552
 

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 43.1-9.
 

* Includes approximately 10.2 thousand unstated. 
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Table 17
 
Employment by Level of Educational Attainment as a Percentage of
 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over, 1980
 
(percentage) 

Educational U R B A N R U R A L ------ 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 School 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 Hfigh (Gen.) 10.0 5.5 8.7 1.2 0.5 0.9 2.9 1.3 2.4
 

7. Senior 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 Indonesian employment. Four islands, 
Sumatra (18.4%), Java (64.1%), Kalimantan (4.8%), and Sulawesi (5.7%), 
account for 93% of the total. Aggregate labor force participation rates 
are relatively stable between islands (42.3%1-53.6%), although 
considerable variation occurs among the provinces on each of the islands 
(39.4%-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 

Sumatra 1,407 8,098 9,505 18.4 50.4 i7.4
 

Java 7,142 25,884 33,026 64.1 50.8 27.6
 

Kalimantan 390 2,062 2,452 4.8 53.6 15.9
 

Sulawesi 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 in Table 19. Cursory examination suggests the 
largest provincial variations may be substantially explained by the 
degree of urbanization a d by probable cultural-origin differences in 
female participation. 17/ In 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., DKI 
Jakarta and Yogyakdrta on the island of Java. See also Table 2.18 in the 
appendix. 

17/ 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, 1980
 
(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 18/ 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 econonly. 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
 
employment (81.1%), it is not surprising that the overall employment
 
structure roughly parallels the rural structure.
 

18/ Employment for an individual is recorded only for the principal
 
(main) industry in wfhich he or she is employed. A person may have three
 
jobs in three different industries but only the industry associated 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 is 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 (24.8%). Including manufacturing (14.0%),
 

agriculture (9.2%), transporc and communications (7.5%), and construction
 
(5.6%), six sectors account for 95.5% of urban employment.
 

Table 20
 
Employment by Main Industry, 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/UnsLated 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 is set out in Table
 
21. It is clear that although the urban sector accounts for only 18.9%
 

of total employment in the economy, 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 communications
 

(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 (18.9%) of the sector.
 

Perhaps somewhat 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 iot, in fact, so surprising.
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Table 21
 
Urban-Rural Shares of Employment
 

by Main Industry, 1980
 

% Urban % 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
 
(55.0%) the employed are farmers or agricultural workers; almost
 
one-fifth (19.0%) are production and transport eqtipment 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 employment (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 88.7 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
 
Agricultural 19,668 9,099 28,767 68.3 31.7 55.3
 
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 exception 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 accounts for more than half of all managers and
 
administrators (73.6%), clerical (59.2%) and seruice (51.3%) workers, and
 

over one-third of professionals and technicians (42.0%), sales workers
 
(35.7%), and production and tzansport equipment operators (33.4%). Only
 
the agricultural category (3.i%) is less than proportionate to the overall
 
urban share in employment. While significant differences occur in the
 
percentage of otal 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)
 

U R B A N U ----
RUR A L PERCENTAGE URBAN -
Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total
 

Professional and Technical 
 370 267 637 593 287 880 38.4 48.2 42.0
 
Managers and Administrators 36 3 39 12 
 2 14 76.6 50.0 73.6
 
Clerical 873 187 1,060 677 54 731 
 56.3 77.3 59.2
 
Sales Workers 1,396 967 2,3b3 2,063 2,202 4,265 40.3 30.5 35.7
 
Service Workers 528 607 1,135 551 528 1,079 48.9 53.5 51.3
 
Agricultural 677 203 880 18,991 8,896 27,887 
 3.4 2.2 3.1
 
Production, Transport
 
Equipment Operators 2,705 567 3,272 4,542 1,985 6,527 37.3 22.2 33.4
 

Other 228 9 
 237 134 7 141 62.8 56.3 62.5
 
Not Stated 
 65 38 103 177 126 303 26.9 23.3 25.4
 

Total 6,878 2,848 9,726 27,740 14,087 41,827 19.9 16.8 18.9
 

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 47.1-9.
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2.52. Many additional insights on 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 services 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 workes occupy employee status, although only 28.2% 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 ttecanician, (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). Although 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 (51.6%) 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 members. 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 an 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 classified 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 % Urban % Rural % Total
 

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 51,553 100.0 100.0 100.0
 

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 48.3, 48.6, and 48.9.
 

2.55. Females in aggregate are far more likely to ye 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 females to be
 
classified as family workers than males (29.61% vs. 12.1%), rather than as
 
assisted self-employed, may partly be explained by a bias toward classifying

males as self-employed (rather than as family workers) whenever a choice
 
arises. See Table 25 for greater detail.
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Table 25 
Employment Status by Sex, 1980
 

(000)
 

% URBAN % RURAL % TOTAL
 

Male Female Male Female Male Female
 

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 is the single largest
 
employer in all employment status categories. Agriculture accounts for
 
half (50.7%) of the unassisted self-employed, 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)
 

% Share
 

Male Female Total All Employment
 

Self-employed 5,430 1,238 6,668 
 50.7
 

Self-employed Assisted 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-employed or
 
family workers. Second, less than two-thirds (65.4%) of the public 
services sector are classified as employees. 19/ 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 either 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 is probably distributed
 
throughout the industrial categories. 
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Table 27
 
Employment Status by Industry, i980
 

(000) 

All Categories Family
 
Self-employed* Employees Workers Employer Total
 

Agriculture 16,515 4,717 7,360 242 28,834
 

Public Services 1,865 4,672 401 207 7,145
 

Trade/Restaurants 5,274 553 749 I03 6,679
 

Manufacturing 1,748 2,228 534 170 4,680
 

All others 1,507 2,377 154 177
 

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 transport
 
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; =0/ 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 maLes clear that the higher the level of educational
 
attainment the greater "he probability that an Indonesian will work as an
 
employee. It shows that most Indonesians with educational attainment above
 
the primary school level are employees, with the probability ranging from
 
48.1% to 86.9%. Table 2.9 ln the statistical appendix contains further
 
inf ormation.
 

20/ The two major exceptions are sales (7.4%) and agricultural workers
 
16.3%). Also, not quite half (47.5%) of production and transport
 

equipment operators are employees. Despite the low percentage of
 
agricultural woikers and farmers who are classified as emoloyees, in
 
absolute terms agricultural employees are the second largest employee
 
category.
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Table 28
 
Employee Status by Educational Attainment, 1980
 

(000)
 

Employee Total % Classified
 
Status Employment as Employees
 

Never Attended Szhool * 	 3,025 15,267 19.8
 

Not Yet Completed Primary /1521 19,400 23.3
 

Primary School 3,135 -0,944 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.
 

• Includes 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 - indonesia'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
 
significantly higher rates than on Java itself. See Table 29.
 

Table 29
 
Population Growth, 1961-80 

(millions)
 

P o p u 1 a t i o n 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. 21/ According to the
 
final census estimates (Series D), employment increased by 371% 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 C data would
 

have resulted in much slower total employment growth (3.1%), in large
 

part because of substantially higher estimates of Tural female employment.
 

21/ 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, some 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 

Employmant by Sex and Location, 1971-89
 
(000)
 

-- EMPLOYMENT ].971 -- -- EMPLOYMeNT 
 1980 -- -- % CHANGE 1971-80 - AVG ANNUAL GROWTH 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 .12,12 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. Employment 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 agricultural employment, from 66.3% to 

55.9%, was the single largest shift oc,iuring 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 points, respectively.
 

2.64. Although the 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 31a 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) 

Change in 

EMPLOYMENT (000) % SHARE EMPLOYMENT Employment 

1971 
 1980 1971 1980 1971-80 


Agriculture 24,936 28,834 66.3 55.9 3,898 

Mining 
 80 387 0.2 0.8 307 

Manufacturing 2,573 4,680 
 6.8 9.1 2,107 

Public Utilities 
 35 66 0.1 0.1 31 

Construction 640 1,657 1.7 3.2 1,017 

Trade, Hotel and Restaurants 
 4,077 6,679 10.8 13.0 2,602

Transportation and Communications 901 1,469 2.4 2.8 568 

Insurance, Finance, etc. 
 87 302 0.2 0.6 215 

Social and Personal Services 3,870 7,145 10.3 13.9 
 3,275 

Not Adequately Stated 429 334 
 1.2 0.6 (95) 


37,628 51,553 100.0 
 100.0 13,925 


Source: Population Census 1971, Series D.
 
Population Census 1980, Series S, No. 2.
 

% Share 

Change 
1971-80 


28.0 

2.2 


15.1 

0.2 

7.3 


18.7 

4.1 

1.6 


23.5 

(0.7) 


100.0 


Avg. Annual
 
Sectoral
 
Growth 
Rates (%) 

1.6
 
19.1
 
6.9
 
7.3
 

11.1
 
5.6
 
5.6
 

14.8
 
7.1 

- 2.7 

3.6
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Table 31a
 
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 1971-80
 
period, although the actual ievels may be open to debate depending on
 
whether one subscribes to census oi 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 slightly 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
 
essentially constant from 1971 to 1980.
 

2.67. Despite 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. The labor force surveys consistently 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 significant, 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.
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Table 32 
Labor Force Participation Rates for Population 10 Years of Age and Over, 1971-1981 

(000)
 

Census Sakernas Sakernas Sakernas Sakernas Census Susenas 
1971 (D) 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 

IV IV IV IV IV IV 

Rural 
Male 72.3 76.3 74.5 75.3 76.5 70.6 
Female 35.3 39.5 37.0 40.3 39.1 34.6 

Urban 
Male 61.4 63.2 61.4 62.9 61.9 60.0 
Female 22.9 25.1 24.4 28.1 23.8 24.0 

All Indonesia 1/ 
TNle 70.3 73.8 72.6 74.5 74.4 68.4 73.5 
Female 33.1 36.8 35.5 39.8 36.9 32.7 41.9 

Total 51.3 54.9 73.7 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.
 

i/ All-Indonesia statistics reflect yearly rather ihan 4th quarter data for 1977, 1978, 1979. The 
period of collection for 1981 Susenas has not yet been determined. 



- 44 

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 )ne or the other of the two widely divergent 1971 data series,
 
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 1971 and
 
1980 censuses, the interpretation would become even more clouded. 22/
 

Table 33
 
Open Unemployment Rates, 1961-80
 

(percent)
 

1961 1971 C 1971 D 1980
 

Urban
 
Male 7.4 10.7
4.9 2.7
 

3.0
Female 11.8 4.5 17.1 

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 1961
 

unemployment rates would be even higher if employment had been defined on 
the same basis as in 1971 or 1980. Since the lower 1971 Series C rates 
are considered to be more in line with the intent of census definitions, 
an upward adjusted 1961 set of rates combined with 1971 Series C and 1980 

22/ See both Section III and the earlier discussion on data
 

comparability in paragraphs 2.04-2.06. 

http:2.04-2.06


- 45 

data would imply a dramatic improvement in employment. Even 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 othler hand, use of the 1971 Series D data suggests a 
substantlal worsening in the unemployment situation between 1961-71, 
followed by a dramatic improvement between 1971-80. 

2.70. Comparison of the more rccent unemployment rates generated from 
the sample labor force surveys (197b-79) suggest a relative 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 198(0 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 1 5.4 5.9 1.2 1.5 
Sakernas 1976 IV 6.9 5.1 1.9 1.1 2.3 

Sakernas 1977 1 7.0 5.7 1.9 1.0 2.3 
1977 II 6.4 5.4 1.8 1.3 2.3 
1977 1ii 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 II 6.6 3.5 1.7 1.1 2.1 
1978 IV 7.4 3.8 1.9 1.4 2.4 

Sakernas 1979 I 8.4 6.8 2.8 1.5 2.2 
1979 IV 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 chosen, certain general 
characteristics in unemployment 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 substantially)
 
higher than rural unemployment rates, regardless of the particular
 
comparison being made. Th'rd, unemployment rates are notably higher for
 
the relatively young, and to a lesser degree for the relatively old, than
 
for the age group 30-54 years.
 

2.72. The statistics on underemnployment (i.e., the employed population 
workinig less than 35 hours per week) are relatively .'ewand appear to be 
limited to the 1980 census and the Sakernas/Susenas labor force 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 
mentioned earlier, the brownL 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 section, 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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III. 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
 

is worsening. For the sake of clarity, we will re-examine the
 
conventional wisdom regarding the existing problem. This section of the
 
paper will address four sets of questions: (i) what defines the
 
employment problem; (ii) what defines the adequacy of employment; (iii)
 
who are the unemployed/underemployed/underutilized/etc.; and (iv) who
 
wants to work, is looking for work, "needs" to work. Section IV of the
 

paper asks the next logical question--willi the employment problem worsen?
 

A. Defining the Employment Problem
 

3.02. The study of employment, 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
 
household performing the same services at the same implicit remuneration 
or share of "product" is both employed and coitributing to the national
 
product according to the standard definitions, in principle, if
 
everyone's spouses and children simply traded their household role with
 
their neighboring counterpart, a dramatic increase in both employment and
 
national product would occur (by existing defini~ions) 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 activity occurred. For that
 
matter, a 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 60F hours in a week--voth are simply defined as being
 
employed. We have also noted that the reference period has ranged from 
the day of the 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 unspecified) in tne 
preceding week, to two months (neither days nor hours specified) in the 

preceding six months. It is obvious, in practice, that even the simple
 
time parameters for defining employment are quite arbitrary. 

3.04. Needless to say, the same arbitrary quality holds true in terms of 
selecting the age groups defining the potential workforce. Indonesian 
employment statistics and, therefore, typical considerations of tihe 
employment problem, focus on aLL people who are above the ae of 9 
years. Just how seriously should we take the 10-14 year-olds that are 
defined as part of the work force and that are "underemployed" or 
"unemployed"? Similarly, what about those who are age O0 years and 
over? In some countries neither 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 members of the labor force and primary members of the labor 
force in interpreting the employment problem? 

3.05. To carry our point one step further, consider the member of the 

household who may provide marginaL assistance to the family farm, to the 
f1mily business or cottage industry, or may simply hold part-time or 

temporary employment outside the family. That individual may essentially 
be a full-time housewife, student, or retired person (or child) who has 
given a few hours of time that happen to be defined statistically as 

employment. These people may not be part of the mainstream/prlm-iry work 
force and may not want or have any intention of becoming part ! the 
primary workforce. Qualitatively, their work or level/inten :ity of 
effort may be a fraction that of primary r.only of a member Lhc 
workforce. Nevertheless these people become part of the :-iployment 
statistic. Significant changes in their number, for whatever reason 
(wnether being pushed by desperation or pulled by opportunity), could in 
principle materially affect the interpretation of employment statistics 
and, hence, the employment problem. 

3.06. Depending on 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 an" or all ,iuch 

measures and may examine the statistics cursorily or ifn depth. In 
general, however, the causal observer is more likely to use and ilaterpret 
employment statistics in an uncritical manner. 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 examine 

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 it,
 

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 is probably best measured by the level of family income, not
 
the numnber 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 the "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. It is total family income (rather than ind[vidual income) in a 

country like lijionesia, however, that is the best predictor ot an 
iadividu.ii's chnnces for survival or of improving his actual. standard of 

living. The exitece ot both the extended family :;oclal secu rity system 

and tihe prevalence of mult.ple job holding by individuils (both at points 

in ti[memc and acro;; time) seriou:sly hampe r the interpretation of 
statist ics on e mmpLoyment:, uneapLoyment, underemployment and wages, for 

the purpo;e o drawing conc lu.si[on s on uveralI societal welfare. 

Nevertliel;s, LiitIs is usual ly exactly what we are trying to do--draw 
conclu;ions on chnges in societal welfare--when we make statements about 
the employmient problem. 

3.10. Table 36 provides some inkling of the potential confusion in 

attemplmting to draw conclusions about employment. Generally, we are only 

lookinmi; at some of time factors/variables that Impinge on the overall 

.income/welfare me:;sure 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 able to say that 

individuals are earning more or less from the sum total of their labor 

activities. Even if we knew thi;, an individual's effective 
income/welfa re is,not really Iouwn unles:s we know something about the 

intra-househoLd/family transfers. The effective income share o1 a given 

individuaL may be higher or lower than his personal earning;, depending 

on whether he or she is a marginal or principal income earner in a family. 

Table 36
 

Measures of the Employment Problem --

Some Alternatives and Considerations
 

Individual Level
 

1. Real wage rates 
2. Hours worked per day
 

3. Days worked per year
 

4. Number of different jobs held
 
5. income from specific job
 

6. Income from all employment
 
7. Share in household income
 

Household Level
 
1. Number employed in household 

2. All of the above for employed members
 
3. Average household income/expenditure share
 

Aggregate Level 
1. Nu mbers holding employment 
2. Numbe rs unemllye d 
3. Numbc s of undmrmpLoyed 

4. Numbers o "I secouraged workers" 

5. Hours evm llo .,i per we,,k 

6. Real wage raLs by majur :;ectors 
7. Per capi ta I m l tmI rOm tvmmm)llyment 

8. Per c( pLal mtlm;i, Income 
9. Leve L/distribut11 of household eixpelnlliture 
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The point about effective income share is particularly important
3.11. 

to keep in mind when we look at s tatistics on unite:' L.ec t The 

implication of the term is that people are not fully employed and, thus, 
or may not be true
are probably part of the employment problem. This may 

(the point will be examnned extensively later In this section) but it is 

certainly ea:;y to e:e that average per capita householId/fanly Incomes 

could be r sing at the same t Me that uniteremployment and even 

The question could then be posed--has the
unemployment are also risLng. 


employment problem worsened? Underenployment statistics would say yes,
 

household income wouLd say no. Similarly, envision the above with
 

constant or even declining real wages--has the employment problem 

worsened if average per capL.r:a household incomes stilI rise? Has it 

worsened if the above holds true and G n coefficients suggest that 

household Income [istribution is not worsening? Again, our traditional 

measures probably say yes, and the household income measure says no.
 

3.12. How could the above happen? Quite simply, we do not know the
 

total 	quantity of work, nor the wage rates for the various categories,
 

total earned incomes. Yet we are trying to draw conclusions on
nor tihe 

whether the employment situation is worsening. The problem is that we 

only have information on part ot the variables, and unless they are 

analyzed very carefully, the information can be misleading. 

3.13. Thus far we have emphasized the importance of household or family 

income as the potential ultimate determinate of how societal welfare 

(and, hence, the ewipluyment problem) is changing. 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 leisure has no value we must 

if average hourly
acknowledge that an employment problem can also exist 


labor proimctivi")', measured by the average real wage 	rate, is
 

declining--a spite rising household Incomes. This would indeed be a 

cause for serious coacern. Presumably, however, this 	type of situation
 

would ultimately erode average real househeld earnings and, hence, show 

up in tihe proposed primary indicator of the employment problem.
 

Nevertheless, along with the level of family incomes, 	 average hourly 

labor productivtLy (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
 

caution 	in accepting too facile Interpretatons of traditional employment
 

be a better overall
statistics. Although we believe household Incomes to 


measure 	 ot the employment problem, we are not unaware of its own 

measurement and conceptual problems--including non-earned income
 

comp)onents. Nevertmeless, we believe any examination 	of employment 

trends should be carefully reconciled to changes in household
 

incomes/axpenlt tures and their disti:ibution. Next, we interpret some of
 

the more traditional and more partial measures of the 	employment problem.
 

C. The 	 Un,,nployed, U(nderemploye and Others 

3.15. The question asked here Is--who are the employment problem and how 

big Is It? We will attempt to address this question by scrutinizing some 
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such asof the traditional measures of the employment problem 

unemployment, underemployment, and the discouraged worker. We then 

attempt to draw conclusions on the number of equivalent full time jobs 

necessary to e liminate the existing employment problem as suggested by 

but only after taking into account probablethese traditional measures, 
preferences for leisure.alternative demands on workers' time, including 

Despite our earlier comments on the importance oif income, we will not 

attempt to consider wage rates or household incomes/expenditures until 

Part D of this section.
 

3.16. 	 Unemplovment as an Employment Problem - Although unemployment 

in the richer parts ot the wor-Lk, it is generally notgrabs the headLines 
considered a major problem in the Third World. Hor precisely, measured 

open unempl.oyment is generally low in countries suc' as Indonesia because 
Work shared.the "employmeat problem- assumes other forms. tends to be 

Few people can afford the Luxury of unemployment. . tery bit of income is 

a plus to the family income pool, no matter how sm"il. In sum, most 

individuals cannot afford unemployment by definition and will be employed 

in some capacity, no matter how inadequate, in order to make some 

contribution to family income. 

3.17. Table 37 indicates that Indonesia is no q?ception to the general 

rule on open unemployment in the Third World. 'Te total unemployment 

rate is only 1.7A. Although the relationships etween male (1.4%) and 

female (2.21) uncmployment rates, between urban (2.8) and rural (1.42) 

unemployment Cate's, and between the young (hithler) and the older (lower) 

hold as expected, none of the rates as measure'\ in the 1980 census can be 

high. 23/ if we make almoit any type of allowanceconsidered unusually 
for frictional unemployment (normal search time between jobs and in 

obtaining a first job) then we must conclude ,hat aggregate open 

unemployment is not an employment problem in Indonesia. Nevertheless, it 

is important to keep in innl that unemployment is defined as those who 

are looking 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. 

23/ Although unemployment rates are higher in the labor force surveys, 

they are still relatively low in comparison to unemployment rates in the 

USA or Europe. An important exception may be the relatively high 

(11-13Z) uneump.oymem t raites among secondhary s clhool graduates. 

is Important to keep in mind tihe relatively SimallNevertheless , It 
absolute numbers of unemplLoyed secondary schoolL graduates, despi[te their 

presumed significance for urban political. stability. 
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Table 37 
Open Unemployment Rates, 1980
 

(percentage)
 

U R B A N ---------- R U R A L ----- --- ALL-INDONESIA --

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.o 3.4 4.1 3.7 

2.9 3.3
20 - 24 6.8 6.5 6.7 1.8 2.2 3.1 3.7 

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 

1.5 0.8 0.6 1.4 1.2
35 - 39 0.8 1.0 0.8 0.5 

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 

2.9
Not Stated 2.3 - 1.6 1.0 12.3 3.2 1.2 8.9 


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.
 



- 53 

3.18. Underemplovmoit as an Employment Problem - Und eremp]oyment poses 
the largest and Oli, ol tiln !ore nterest, usets of ques;tions relating to 
the shape and ni Lire Or LEW empLoyment p robL em. on the surface, the 
sheer number of udleremployed, 3J.51 f tohe empto,'ed work force in 1980, 
is cause for groat concern. It is very difficuilt L,,t to be.lievL that 

somethl-ng is serioi;Lv wrong wlirn well ovr one-LGic! o t th. ,mployed 

workfore Is implied to be le;s than iilLy einpLoye'1. Indeed, It is the 
term "unlerempLovo:n[ iLSe0hi, perhaps more thal the s[ze of the 
associated stiLl:tLc, tLat ctses alarm. The term ;u:gests that people 
are not fully em pl,,ved al want to work more and that possibly they are 
in desperte ,Lraiits or at margin. we the,lving, the if used Lorm 
"part-tine empl,'Vnt" a diiffrent pictLure comes to mind, one tilat is 
certainly less ,ominous. 

3.19. Therefore, perhaps the best place to start an assessment of 
underemployment is wlthi the definition itself, i.e., those employed but 
working less than 31 hours per week. In elfect, someone drew a dividing 
line and said tlhoe worKing less than 35 hours per week are underemployed 
and those work ing 35 hours per week or umore are not. The tern 
"underemployed" does not say out right or ex:plicitly include In its 
definition that it is "bad" to work less tiim 35 hours per week, that 
those occupying this classification shouLd be morally compelled to be 
more fully employed, that those working Less than 35 hours a week cannot 
possibly be earning a living, or that in any way the magnitude of this 
statistic should be a cause for alarm. Nevertheless, any or all of the 
above may be assumed/concluded by the casual user of the statistic. As 
we have noten earlier, the underemployment statis ic Is often cited as an 
important indicator of the seriousness of the empjoymnt 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. 
(Despite our misgivings o i 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 is no small 
number. Over 18.8 million (36.,i) of the total employed were classified 
as working less than 35 hours pe" ieek in the 1980 census. Perhaps 
surprisingly, the vast majority (90.3) of the underemployed were located 
in rural areas (compared to the rura± sector's overall weight of 81.1 in 
employment). Perhaps less surprisingly, females accounted for close to 
half (45.4%) of the underemployed, despite comprising only 32.8% of total 
employment. The share of females in total urban (42.1) and total rural 
(45.8%) underemployment was roughly the same. Somewhat surpristingly, 
however, the depree of female under-employment was significantly greater 
in the rural areas. See Table 39. 

Table 38 
Magnitude of Underemployment, 1980 

(000)
 

Urban Rural Total
 

Male 1,031 9,242 10,273 
Feile 751 7,803 8,554 
Total 1,782 17,045 18,827 

Source: Table 3.1. 
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2.21. Table 39 reveaLs a number of stgnfI.cant aspects relating to 

undereMrlnoviffnt an1 0 La I hours worked in geneoral. It Is clear that the 
degre of un dereinploymnt varies drainaticaLly b,_tween the urban (18.3%.) 
anI rural (40.8".') suctor;, between mnales (21.7Z ) and fem,ales (50.57)) 
between urbain males (1,5.0/:,) and rural aLes (33.3;;), and between urban 

femaLes (2b.41) and ruriL fiemiles (55.51). CLearLy tie most striking 
.sp -ct of th1e ,itonnaLioniIn Tables 38 and 39 Is tlmat underemployment, to 

the extent that it Is a problem, is largely a rural phenomenon and to a 

very important degree , femaLe phenomenon. It is clear from Table 39 

that urban workers are primarily full-tLime workers and, if anything, 
overemployed c(,npared to their rural counterparts. 

Table 39
 
Employment by Total Hours Worked Per Week --


Population Age 10 Years and Over, 1980
 
(percentage)
 

Part-Time Full-Time The Over * 
Employed Employed Employed 
0-34 hours 35 hours + 60 hours + 

Urban
 
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
 
Male 29.7 70.3 (12.9)
 
Female 50.5 49.5 (9.3)
 
Total 36.5 73.5 (11.7)
 

Source: Table 3.1b.
 

* 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 aj)proximatte their shares In total employment. 
Above 44 h:,)Lurs thet pe r(,itLge of urban workers Is siiufIicintly larger 

than and be Low 35 hours s igLniflCa1L[y lower than their 18.91 share in 

total empLoymenit. The reverse stuatIon is true. for the rural sector. 

3.23. TabLe 3.1 In thie statistical appendix suggests, however, that the 
heavy weighting of rural female employment in the under 35 hours category 
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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 it easy to 
see the relative importance of the female worker in each 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 
61 + 35.0 65.0 

Total employment 18.9 81.1
 

Source: Table 3.1.a.
 

Table 41
 

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

(percentage)
 

-URBAN- -RURAL- -TOTAL-
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 71.6 28.4 
45 - 59 20.3 5.6 58.8 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 3.1a.
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3.24. A slightly different perspective is provided by Table 42, which
 

shows the relative importance of the hourly work groupings to the male 
workforce, the feinale workforce, and to total employment. Clearly, far 
more of the female work force is engaged in part-time employment (50.5%) 
(les tlun 35 hours per week) than the male workforce (29.7%), and 
vice-versa for above 35 hours per week.
 

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 

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 3.16.
 

3.25. Table 43 provides a different, but highly useful, picture of the
 

distribution of part-time/underemployment in Indonesia. Although not 
brolken 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 30-59 hold 48.0% of part-time employment. Table 
44 shows a reduced version of Table 43 broke-, down by percentage 
distribution. 

Underemployment by Age 
Table 43 

Group and 
(000) 

Hours Worked, 1980 

0 - 9 
---- HOURS 

10 - 24 
WOR

25 
KED
- 34 Total 

234 734 254 1,222
P,7es 10 - 14 

Ag ?s 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
 

3,100 8,964 6,763 18,827
Total 


Source: Table 3.2.
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Table 44
 
Percentage of Total Underemployment
 

by Age Group and Total .,,-'rs Worked, 1980
 

HOURS WORKED--

0 - 9 10 - 24 25 - 34 oLtal
 

Ages 10 - 29 7.2 21.3 14.8 43.3
 

Ages 30 - 59 7.7 21.9 18,4 48.0 

Ages 60+ 1.6 4.4 2.7 L.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, is provided in Table 45. Table 45 shows the rate of
 
underemployment (i.e., the percentage of those classified as employed but 
working less than 35 hours) by age group, by urban-rural location, and 
sex. Although 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 wlht 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 ro
 
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 problem,
 
then it is primarily a rural problem.
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Table 45
 
Rates of Underemployment, 1980
 

(percentage)
 

U R B A N R U R A L ----- --- 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 

60 - 64 27.7 34.5 29.7 41.3 60.0 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 questions 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 against underemployment as a serious
 
employment problem has been implicitly 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 keeping house, taking care of a family, "being a child," or 
going to school? Second, we have seei, that a significant proportion of
 
the underemployed are eithec relatively young (43.3%) or relatively old 
(8.7%). The question 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 
their families for parr 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 !nore 
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 this 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)
 

If 0 WORKED----------URS 


0 1 - 9 10 - 24 25 - 34 Total
 

Looking for Work 8.4 6.5 7.9 8.0 7.8
 

Reason Not Looking

" 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 
" Housekeeping 29.7 25.5 22.1 15.0 20.4 
" Not Capable 5.5 6.7 5.1 4.2 5.0 
" other 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
 

% 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 is 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 suspicious 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 onlj 7.8% of 
the underemployed were concerned enough about their work situation to 
botler looking, or perhaps that *,1spondents were not willing to admit 
that they had lost hope. A bettei: informed interpretation of these 
specific 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 
Table 46 presents the data in agg-egate by hourly categories and Table 47 
presents 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 far more females
 
(41.5%) cited housekeeping as their reason for not looking for work than
 

males (2.9%), the basic conclusions orawn from 'fable 46 are only
 
strengthened. In aggreganu, it is clear that three-quarters of the 
females either did not feel there was need to look for work (33.4%) or 

that housekeeping responsibilities (41.5%) made it unnecessary or 

impossible. While over three-fifths of the males either felt there was 

no need to look. for work (54.i%), 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%). 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)
 

If 0 U R S W 0 R K 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 Work 10.6 6.0 7.8 5.3 9.6 6.1 9.0 6.3 9.3 6.1
 

Reasons Not Looking
 
* Thought 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.z 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 l0O.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 is 
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%) is almost as 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 
statistic does not distinguish between looking for other work and looking 
for additional work, it is possible that less than tie full 7.8/ are 

looking for additional work. Second, the percentage of those worldng 
more than 35 hours per week and giving "other" as their reason for aot 

looking for work (15.6%) is only slightly lower than 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, it probably does not indicate 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 foir 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 serious employment problem, we have attempted to cast doubt 
on the blind acceptance of tie raw statistic. What we have attempted to 
suggest is that working less than 35 hours per week may be a totally 
reasonable response for many or even most of those classified as 
underemployed. Al though these workers may be marginal or supplemental 
income earners, and might not even be working if the earnings of 

primary/principal household workers were higher, it is not clear from the 



- 64 

data that more than 8% of this group want more work. 24/ This 
percentage by itself does not have the ring of desperation. 
Nevertheless, we would cautio'i against placing too great an emphasis on 
this statistic without further examination of the questionnaire and 
enumeration protocol by an anthropologist and careful comparisons with 
similar/related data. 

3.35. Discouraged Workers as an Employment Problem - "Discouraed 

workers" are generally defined n- people who have dropped out of the 
labor force b,.cause they have given up hope of finding employment. They 
do not appear in the unemployment statistics because one has to be 
looking for work (but not working) In order to be classified ag 
unemployed. Thus, by definition "discnuraqeu workers" are not counted as 
part of the labor force because they are neither working nor looking for 
work. Nevertheless, the discouraged worker phenomenon could, in 
principle, be a major employment problem in a situation 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 Indonesia. The 
common practice of surviving witl multiple jobs and/or as a member of a 
family income pool where any contribution is welcome, argues that some 
form of employment (regardless of its possible Inadequacy in the eyes of 
a western observer) is preferable to none. Thus, just as we argued th-t 
one cannot afford to be unemployed, we could argue that one cannot afford 
to be a discouraged worker. Although a very serious employment problem 
may exist in a relatively poor, heavily populated country such as 
Indonesia, a priori we would not expect to see it reflected in either 
high open unemployment rates or large numbers of obviously discouraged 
workers in the classical sense. 25/ 

3.37. There are at least two obvious exceptions to the general argument 
agpinst high open unemployment or large numbers of discouraged workers in 
a coUl.Lry like Indonesia, however. First, those who can afford to be 

unemployed or to remain outside the workforce, despite being prime 
candidates on the basis of criteria such as age, sex, health, and absence 
of obvious competing responsibilities, will tend to be those most 

24/ It should b noted, however, that 35.9% of the underemployed stated 

they wanted more work in the 1976 Sakernas, and that roughly this same 
percentage held even for those working more than 35 hours per week. On 
the other hand, only 6.21 of those working less than 35 hours per week in 
the 1982 Susenas stated they were looking for work. Clearly, this 
question deserves to be pursued further. 

25/ We would probably expect to ser it reflected in the 
underemployed/part-tlime employment statistics, in d isguised unemployment 
(MPL < API), possibly in redundant numbers of public sector or 

government employees, in large in:ormnaL sector em ployment--particularly 
in service; atnd petty L.rau lnn, in Low anl stagnating wages, in 
wide-spread 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 
the type ot employment theyreservation price and to be more demanding in 

would find acceptable. Second, we would expect that individuals with 

higher levels of ,educatiomal attainment would te nd also to have higher 

reservation prices and expectatLions regarding the type ot suitable 
To the extent that higher levels of educational attainmentemployment. 


and wealthlncome levels are corre ated, as they apparently are In
 
even furtherIndonesia, we would expect to Ltind these tendancles to be 

and reinforced, il/strengthened 

3.38. 	 The effect of higher reservation prices and expections on 

would be to extend the period of job search, evenacceptable employment 
if the individual dii not openly aimit that he Is looking for 

employment. Thus, we couLd argue that potentially still another 
exists, a segment that is notunmeasured portion oQ tne labor force 

couraged perhaps embarrassedornecessarily d I but simply reticent to 

admit to tie enumerator that they are look ing for employment. The 
this description.relatively well-olf anad/or educated may well fit 

Technically, they are probably not discouraged workers per se because, 
their first serious employment,although they are probably looking tor 


they are not willing to idmit tLey are Look[i ng. H{aving said all of this,
 

we should also point out thjat we would probably expect to find most of
 

the reticent u:nemp loyed among the young and particularly among males.
 

3.39. Table 49 shows 	 the percentage of the population age 10 years and 

over who were classified as "other." This is the same statistic as 

recorded in Table 10, which shows the breakdown of the populatiou by 

activity, i.e., working, not working, housekeeping, attending school, and 
"other." Census enumerators always try to record a person in one of the 

other mutually exclus iye categories (beginning witu working and not 

working) before using the "other" classification. In principle, we would 

expect to find the very young, the disabled, the aged and tie retired, 

and those living off independent means--as well as those Living off the-ir 

families but engaging in no other activity--in this classification. 

Because of the residual nature of the "other" classification, it is 

we must look for the discouraged unemployedobvious that it is here that 
and the reticent unemployed. 

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

afford/sustain unen loyei, reticent or d iscouraged family members, this 

does not dheny the pottitiaL political and economic significance of large 
numbers of rel ativly we 1.l-e !ucaLed, non-employed young adults 
concentrated in urban areas. 
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Table 49 
Rates of Being Classified as "Other," 1980 * 

(percentage)
 

. U R B A N .... R U R A L ----- -- ALL-INDONESIA ---

Age Group Male Female Total Mate 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
 

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 - - 

10.5
Total 11.5 10.0 10.8 10.0 10.9 10.5 10.4 10.7 


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. Examination 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 in aggregate, whether urban or rural, fall within a very narrow 

10-11.5% range. However, within age groups, substantial but expected
 
variations occur in a relatrv,_ly smooth pattern. The a..gregate "other" 

classification rate, with oTi*' initial exception, steadily falls from 
10.1% at ages 10-14 to 3.2% at ;,,,es 35-39. Thereafter, tile rate smoothly 
rises to 9.6% at ages 50-54 before careening to a peak of 48.5% by ages 
65+. Only a brief exception of 14.2% at ages 15-19 interferes with an 

otherwise smooth "U"-shape curve showing the "other" classification 
varying inversely with age up to 35-39 and directly with age thereafter. 

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 tle high rates in the age groups 50+ on grounds of age, 
retirement, and relative disabiliEy. This feeling is reinforced by the 
steady and sharp increase in the rate of being classified as "other" as 

we progress thougii tile older age groups. Simlly, we can probably 

dismiss the classification in the middle category ages 25-49, with a 
possible small ques'ion mark on age group 25-29. It does not seem 

unreasonable that I small percentage (generally less than 5%) of thS 
prime age populat ion enae.; in no other activity either because of 
independent finances, family support, or disability. 

3.42. This leaves the groups between ages 10-25. Again, higher rates 

.iunp thLC very young, ages 1.0-14 (10.1%), do not seem particularly out of 
line. Not all children are expected to be working, looking for work, 
helping with the house, or going to school. The rates among ages 15-19 
(14.2%) and aes 20-24 (9.1%) are a different matter, however. We have 

no reasonable explanation for these rates on the basis of disability or 
old age--and neither sciool nor housekeeping were cited despite the 

explicit intenL of the census enumerators to look for these categories 
before choosing the "othe r" classification. Tius,, we are forced to 

conclude that some portion ot those c lassifled as "other" in the age 
groups 15-19 and 20-24 probably legitimateily qualify as either 

discouraged workers or reticent unemployed. We might also concLude tat 
some sina l port ion (perihaps 2DZX) of the age group 25-29 classified as 
"other" are also (1discouragel or reticent, simply because the "other" rate 
continues to decline untiL age group 40-45. 

3.43. Although it would appear to be impossible to directly assess the 

degree of tile d( ;cour,,e(i worker phenomenon ini the age 15-29 categories 
(or in any other age categories for tlhat matter), we can attempt to 
assess the eflect ot edticjttionaL attainment on the reticent unem1ployed. 

The case must be construle'e' In bits and pieces, iiowever. First, Table 
50 clearly shiows titat most (91.5a) of the poplition ll ing Ito tile 
"other" cl;i:;!-lc atIon had no more than a primary elucatton. Lt 11so 

shows thai. males (/,8.4 ) do not appear overly rere;ent,'d in the 

aggregate. From Table 50 alone we would not conclude thiat the level of 
educational attatnmi,_nt is po;itvely assoc ia ted withi a serious 

discouraged worker or reticent 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 

Senior High (Vocational) 77 61 34 26 197
 

Academy 9 3 4 1 17
 

University 6 2 2 - 11
 

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
 
educational attainment. Indeed, those with academy or university
 
training have the lowest probability of beiug 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
 
educational attairnent above the primary levl falls below the overall
 
population average. These conclusions seem 1-o hold for each sex as well
 
as in the aggr-tgate and, casual inspection s:iggests, 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, it appears to be senior high graduates, not 
acadc.ny or university graduates, who have the relatively high 
unemployment rates. 

http:acadc.ny
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Table 51 
Rates of Unemployment and Being Classified
 

as "Other" by Level of Educational Attainment, 1980
 
(percentage)
 

Rate of "Other"
 
Rate of Unemployment -- 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
 

Senior 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
 

Total1.4 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. 27/ Using the age-specific
 
educational attainment data from this table and assuming that all
 
individuals classified as "other" falling within these attainment levels
 
(see Table 50) were aged 15-29, we would find Lhe maximum percentages
 
that could be classified as "other" to range between 11.0-20.8%. Again,
 
even with this worst case assumption, there is not strong support for the
 
idea that level of educational attainment is associated with higher
 
levels of discouraged workers or the reticent unemployed. In sum, higher
 
education per se does not seem to be associated with a clear or
 
significant employment problem in the form of discouraged workers or 
re ticent unemployed. 

27/ As might be expected, the absolute numbers attaining a given level 
of education generally tend to increase as we move to the next higher age 
grouping. Nevertheless, 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 decade. 



- 70 -

Table 52
 

Educational Attainment
 
by Selected Age Groups 10-29, 1980
 

(000) 

Ages 
10-14 

Ages 
15-19 

Ages 
20-24 

Ages 
25-29 

Worst * 

Case 
Scenario % 

Junior High (General) 20.1 2,001.1 1,029.3 708.6 11.0 

Junior High (Vocational) 3.6 213.5 221.0 178.2 14.7 

Senior 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" if 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 groups
 
15-29. One way of making such an estimate would be to assume that the
 
difference between the lowest rate of being classified 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 agc categories, there would
 
be 2.6 million discouraged workers/reticent unemployed in Indonesia.
 

This would represent an equivalent 4.7% unemployment rate. It is
 
probably reasonable to believe that Lhis represents an overestimate for
 

these age groups, particularly ages 15-19, which make up almost
 
two-thirds (b5%) 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. In
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sum, we would conclude that the discouraged worker effect is likely to be
 
less than an equivalent 4.7% unemployment rate. 28/
 

3.47. The Temporarily Not Working as an Emplo ment Problem - Although
 
only 1.7%of the labor force was classified 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, waiting for work (for certain
 
specialists such as doctors, barbers, etc.), or waiting for the 
weather/season in agriculture. Thp 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. 'Fable 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 if the 
difference was attributable to seasonal unemployment, the effective 
equivalent rate of unemployment would presumably be much lower. Hence,
 
we wou' I conclude from Table 53 aLone that seasonal unemployment is 
probabl not much of a problem. We know from the Sakernas quarterly
 
labor fo-ce surveys, of course, that employment levels do fluctuate
 
considerably between peak and low seasons in agriculture. Nevertheless,
 
if seasonal participants do not choose to declare themselves as looking
 
for employment, it is not: at all clear whether they should be viewed as
 
an employment problem or as a fortunate solution to peak period
 
agricultural labor demand.
 

28/ We would note two last possibilities that might obscure the true
 
size of the discouraged worker effect. It is conceivable 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 is more difficult. The overall 
percentage seems reasonable--15.1% or one person out of every 6.6 people 
is a housekeeper. This is even less than one per average household (4.9 
persons) in the economy. On the other hand, we might question whether 
males, particularly above the age of 14, might not (in fact) be 
discouraged workers. Roughly 0.4 million males aged [5+ show 
housekeeping as their princlpal activity, with the weighting heaviest 
among the younger and older age groups. If we assumed all such males 
were discouraged workers, the equivalent unemployment rate would be 
approximately 0.8Z. 
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Table 53
 

Rates of Temporarily Not Working, 1980 * 
(percentage) 

---- U R B A N ---- 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
 

1.8 1.4 2.0 4.5 2.9 1.8 4.0 2.6
20 - 24 1.2 

25 - 29 1.4 2.0 1.5 2.0 4.6 2.8 1.8 4.3 2.5
 

4.7 2.8 1.8 4.3 2.5
30 - 34 1.5 2.2 1.6 1.9 

35 - 39 1.4 2.5 1.7 1.9 4.5 2.8 1.8 4.2 2.6
 

1.7 2.0 4.4 2.8 1.9 4.1 2.6
40 - 44 1.5 2.2 

2.1 4.3 2.9 2.1 4.0 2.7
45 - 49 1.9 2.6 2.1 

4.3 2.9 2.2 4.1 2.8
50 - 54 2.1 2.9 2.4 2.2 

55 - 59 3.1 3.5 3.2 2.7 4.6 3.3 2.7 4.4 3.3 

3.3 2.8 4.8 3.4 2.9 4.6 3.4
60 - 64 3.3 3.2 

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-rural, sex, and age breakdown in Table
 

54, the short answ.:r probably would be no. The answer is qualified
 

primarily because it is almost impossible to say whether female
 

participation rates are low. Certainly, it would not appear that male
 
If we look at prime working age
participation rates are unusually low. 


males (ages 20-54) the participation rate is 90.9% and would be 93.8% if
 

we excluded ages 20-24. The gradual fallJng of participation rates at
 

older ages is perfectly reasonable, just as school attendance adequately
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explains the lower participation 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 explained 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 among the oldest age

groups.) Thus, although this brief digression provides no conclusive
 
results in terms of whether overall labor force participation rates are
Itoo 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)
 

-.- U R B A N- .. R U E A L .--. . ALL-INDONESIA --
Age Groua 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 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 54.1 

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.
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3.49. The Male as an Employment Problem - While combined statistics 
relating to employment provide perfectly valid iformation on the overall
 

employment situation, in principle, the political economy of most Third
 
World countries is probably better judged by the statistics for males.
 

Indonesia is probably no exception. The unemployment, underemployment,
 
or non-employment of males is probably of greater concern both
 
economically and politically than for females. And since the employment
 
situation is 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 keeping house and classified as
 
"other" are roughly the same. Although urban unemployment rates are more
 
than 2.5 times higher than rural rates, their absolute levels do not 
suggest that open unemployment 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 underempLoyment, 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. 

Table 55 
Profile of Indonesian Male
 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over, 1980
 
(percentage)
 

Urban Rural Total
 

Labor Force Participation 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 
- Une.iployed Males (000) 189 291 480 
- Underemployed Males (000) 1,031 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 is 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 workers 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 Js
 
doubtful 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
 
Indonesia as a whole but are not out of line compared to many other
 
countries' 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 suggest that to the extent that
 
an employment problem exists, it is concentrated largely in the urban
 
male age groups 15-24.
 

Table 56
 
Profile of Young Urbaa Male
 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over, 1980
 
(percentage) 

AGE GROUPS--
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: Vario'us 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. Again, although substantial discrepancies in 
labor force participation rate:; exist both within the young rural male 
age group; and compared to their urban counterparts, the differences ill 
labor force participaLion rates are alnost entirely explained by 
differences in school attndance ratus. Although the "other" 
classification rate bulgps at ages 15-19 (14.6%) and is possibly a little 
high at age:; 20-24 (IlU.0%) the potential scope for di:;couraged workers or 
reticent unemployed Is about the a:;me as among their urbyan counterparts. 
The effective equivalent open unempLoyment rate Implied for ages 1.5-24, 
which take:; into accounlt the po0tenlttii discouraged worker effect, may 
range between 17% (ages 15-19) and 7% (ages 20-24). Measured 
unemplpoyment ra tes thier;eylves are quite low1 all(l not a cause for concern. 
Underemployment ra te:, on the otlher hand , seel extremely high for those 
who are, in a rural settinug, largely prime working age males. 
Nevertheless, with the exception of ages 10-14 (64.1%) and ages 15-19 
(40.6%), the rates of underemployment for young rural males are only 
sligh tly above the lowest male age group rate (ages 30-34) and are
 
essentially no ;:eater than the overall rate of 33.6% for rural males.
 
In sum, young rural males do not seem to have a materially larger 
employment problem (based on the measures examined) than their older 
counterparts (ages 30-49) in the rural areas. Nevertheless, rural 
underemployment rates seem very high as a whole and are probably both the
 
clearest and the single most important indicator of a rural employment
 
pro blem.
 

Table 57
 
Profile of Young Rural Male
 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over, 1980
 

AGE 

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

-- GROUPS------


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" Classification 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
 
- Employed Males (000) 1,090 2,989 3,535 3,897
 
- Unemployed Hales (000) 26 81 68 35
 
- Underemployed Males (000) 703 1,212 1,071 1,093
 

Rate of Unemployment 2.j 2.6 1.9 0.9
 
Rate of Underemployment 64.1 40.6 30.3 28.0
 

Source: Various 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 concern, 
at least from the viewpoint of overall societal welfare. The analysis is 
not quite that simple, however. It is clear, for example, that real wage 
rates can be rising, failing, or constant, even in the fact of very 
respectable economic growth such as experienced by Indonesia 1974 t-hrough 
1981 (8.0% average). In principle, any of these wage rate conditions 
could exist simply because changes in wage rates are determined by 
changes Jn 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. 29/ 

3.54. As we have 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 to offset sluggish wage Lates. Earned incomes 
could, in principle, increase even in the -absence of growtih of the total 
numbers of people employed, if te existing labor force were working 
additional days/hours compared to prior periods.
 

3.55. A similah positive effect on earned incomes could also be achieved 
if total employment were to grow fastcr than the population growth rate. 
In that case, average real per capita earned income levels would 
increase, even in the face of constant average hours of work per laborer 
and cDnstant r-al wage ritns Obviously, t . A ..... 
combinations of average hours worked and employment growth rates that 
could result 7.n constant or rising real per capita earned incomes--even
 
in the face , constant 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
 

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

3.56. In the case of indonesia the gen' ralI concinsus seems to be that
 
rea wage races have stagnated ttrougli most of the .1970n and have
 
problbLy fncreasiAd, at leaist for ricef ,itrLcuLture, since approximately
 
1979 -80 (WIradL and Mannin,:1984; CoilIer et aL.:1982a; IBI:1983b).
 
-3/ Wl [Le these resuLts aie by no mens;; (letLittLve and have aI I sorts 
of Linm[tations (.lucludin ,,,1ieographLca and sectc,:al. coverage), in 
,ener,.L, tlh- issue iIn qi-(iestLon ;ince the Last haLf of the 1970.i has not 
been whe lier rea l wa e rates are dcreoasilng but whether they are constant 
or ptirlaps Incorasin'g. 

3.57. [f we accept that on average real wage rates have been constant 
over tle last 7-8 years, this would contitute very strong evidence (in
COrjunct oll wIith empLoyment growth rate:s) that per capita earned incomes 
have SteLdi ly increased during this period. Tile reason is relatively 
s imple. 'Total employinntiLas grown much faster (3.1%) than population
growth (2.3) during the period 1971-80, and the gap has possibly widened 
slightly in the early 1.980, (iBRD:1983b). 12/ Constant real wages
 
coupled with falling dependency ratios imply rising average real per
 

30/ Implicitly our discussion has suggested that changes in welfare
 
resulting from employment can be best inferred from changes in real 
earned 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
 
disre,,ard real wage 
 rate data. It simply means that given the absence of
key inforimation re-lating to hours worked, wage rates, number of jobs 
held, and number of income earners in a family, household 
incomes/expenditures may be tile best available measure sumnarizing all of 
these variables. Further, given the decreasing trends in dependency
ratLos, the presumed exis tence of discouraged/reticent workers, and the 
large proportion of "part time" workers, it Is not clear that ai increase 
in tile quantity of labor Iapmlrt poses serious burdens on leisure time. 
Nevertheless, '.2cl.ining real wage rates across a broad spectrum of the 
labor market imply a decrease in welfare (taking into account the value 
of .[e sur-) regardless ot whether average real earned incomes are rising 
or from whom the labor inputs are being supplied. 

31/ Because of time limitations, we will make no attempt in this paper 
to review either tie work on wages or the relatively spotty and meagre
statistics that are availabLe. The subject is sufficiently compLicated
and important to deserve a separate and careful study. For tile purposes
of the argument developed In this section, however, a finding ot even 
constant real wadges :Is strong evidence that average per capita earned 
incomes have increased in Indonesia during most ot the 1970s and 1980s. 

32/ The population growth rate is thought to have slowed to possibly
2.2% by 1981-83 while the working age population may still be growing at 
2.8-2.9%. The popuLation age 0 years and over is believed to be the
 
best indicator of employment growth, given constant labor force 
participation rates and relatively constant employment rates. 
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capita earned incomes, if the average hou-s worked per employed member of
 
the population are constant and if there aas been no material shift of
 
the occupational structure toward lower wage jobs. Under these
 
circumstances average per capita earned incomes must increase.
 

3.58. Witnout attempting a detailed examination, the literature and
 
statistics indicate that neither 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) and 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-

December 1976, Table 17.9 and 1982, Table 10.3. 

3.59. No claim is made that any of the four key premises disuussed 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 tie literature and 
statistics. Howe,,,-, the second two (constant/increasing average hours 
worked and constant/improving occupational wage structure) have clearly 
not been adequately examined. All four areas could stand close scrutiny 
over the last decade. 

3.60. Level of Income as an Empnnoyient Problem - As we have argued 
earlier, t!,e level of family/household income is probably the single most 
comprehensive indicator of whether an employment problm exists and 
wheti r it is improving or worsening. This argument is based on (i) the 
premas' that an individual's effective share in income, not employment 
per se, is what ultimately counts and (ii) that trends in average family 
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income sitimn;Irtze alL relevant [actors (e.g., total numbers employed, 
avera;Ie hou1rs worketd, wale rates, clanges in populat[on age n tiructure, 
changes In age-sp.ctf Lc labor torce parttici pation rates, etc.) beartg on 
the 'apitctIt welfare quest Ion iti mInd. 33/ 

3.6L. While we think it Is; important to understand the weaknes.,ses of 

us-lo tle virous ,tit [:;LL .soil eipiLoylnmi:t aind wi,;es to relch juilgmelnts 

on t he em;.pLoymn t pcoblin, we ( o!10 t ,,Lg, t tliat Lt ls nece.ssartly 
eae., r to ex,inine tIle qil,.stLiol fron tl 'v wpoitlt of fan I ly incomes. For 
one thing, liarilfy income tinchmis non-. irne.d1 (eoln-employment) components 
sucli as:r,2nt, IiiLter est :imd proit s. For anothor, f[m Ily or houtselhold 
tncomes pr e:;ire not typt cal,ly ma:nre , or at le:islt reported, in tile
Coltiprehi [':fva-IindotiS; ia--w i V iiow.;ehoh i s;1r1vevs condiicted by the CentL'al 

Bur,;u oL 'tat ,st1cs . ltomm;iold expenIdturCs, ti tlier than i-ncomes, are 
report ed beca ';e tie Ia ta are consIder(d more re]Itable. 34/ 
Neverthle:.ss, lisU:elmd1.xpeiinditure dtta are proba-bly a good proxy for 
botL specndable in.one aint for tared incone for tlie botto ii 60 to 70% of 
the income lIt btrIutton iilud, tlerefore, a good 1-iinicator of changes in 
the epioym,_nt s I to atton. We would aLso .judge Ioseliold expendlIture data 
as :;iItabie for dc,,Lng conclusions on poverty levels and Changes 
Lilere In. Nomtieless , liouseh)ldl exl)enditirc s3uveys, of course, have all 
of theil ownl 1Ie tiodo logical_mneasitrem.ent i:tt;ampLing problems that, 
unfortuniately, cannot be consiidered here. Wjusehold expend itures between 
1976 and 198L, along with related per capita income data, are briefly 
considered below. 

3.62. 'Tabl,_ 59 shows averagle per capita monthly household expenditures 
for 197b-81 In current marklet 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 household expenditures increased at a 
slf.glitly faster rate (246.81) than average rural expenditures 
(235.5;;). 35/ Table 59 also shows that the distribution of household 
expenditures was roughly as equitable (according to Gini coefficients) in 
1981. as in 197b, although it appeared to have worsened in 1978. 36/ 
Examination of expenditures by decile suggests no clear pattern in the 

33/ Nevetheless, the comments of footnote no. 30 regarding the value of
 
leisure sliould be kept in mind. 

34/ BPS officials estimate that income data provided by Susena 
responlents in response to direct queries may average 30% less than the 
iiomuseho Ld expeaditutre data g,+athered by indirect que;tioning. Thits is 
desite tl'e fact that income should normally be greater than expenditures. 

35/ Note: These )ercentages suggest something may be wrong with the 
data because tie all-Indonesia average is just as high as the urban 
average, despite the lower rural growth. 

36/ The Gini coefficient i. i summary index of the concentration of 
i-ncome/expenditure wIthin the economy and ranges between 0 and 1. The 

lower the Gini coefficient the more equal income/expenditure among all 
population groups.
 

http:Neverthle:.ss
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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 losing in their share of household
 
expenditures over this time period 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 terms, between
 
1976 and 1981 (if deflated by the wholesale price index) and may have
 
increased at about a 5% annual average (if deflated by the rural nine 
basic commodities price indexes). The urban price indexes do not cover 
the fuLl 1976-81 period in a continuous series but appear to have 
increased at a 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, this 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 % 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 Outer Java 9 Basic
 

Commodities Index (1971) 1,829 2,266 23.9 4.4 
Weighted 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 examinatton ol the composit[on of average per capita household 
e xpen1d.ture:; by consuiler commodity group atso tel(1s to support the 
propos ttion th,uit real. per cap,[ta incomes Im proveil (luring the period 
197o-81. Table 6L shois tlit bo0ii the proportion of expenditures 
allocated I) rood and the share 1F cereof' i within the food category 
decreased (luring tie p..rLo 1 L976-81. The ftr-,t phenomenon (faliting share 
of roodoxpenditures) Is consIsItent with expected expendi ture behavior 
for incre.st;,s In real Income. The second phllnomenon (d ,creasing share of 
ceroacs within the total food expenditure category) I.-i also consistent 
with rising ruaL incomes but may further suggest thrxt cereals as a group 
are no longer superior goods--which would doubly reinforce the 
pioposition of rising real incomes. 

Table 61 
Percentage of Per Capita Monthly
 

Household 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
 

Indonesia 
Food 72.9 68.0 69.3 60.8 
Cereals as % Food (39.9) (36.;3) (34.5) (33.0)
 
Non-Food 27.1 32.0 30.7 39.2
 

Source: Statistik 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 -ocept in terms of probable domestic 
consumption, Increased at an aiverage annual rate of 5.4% in the period 
197b-81. Real private consum,;tion expenditures per capita also increased 
an average 6.5w for the period 1976-80, which I,, consistent with the 
earlier findings on probable real increases in household expenditure 
(Statistik indonesia Ih8U-8L, pps. 691-3). Table 62 reflects, however, 
the d0wmturn in economie growrh In 1()M9-M' .,hen capt* incomeIr 
averaged less than a 0.5% increase 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 % 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
 

1982 80,564 - 67,118 0.4
 

1983 82,126 1.9 67,427 0.5
 

Source: Statistik Indonesia, various issues.
 

3.66. Although the data are not strictly comparable (different base 
years) and do not reconcile with national aggregates, the regional GDP
 
data in Table 63 tend to support the impressions of positive real
 
increases gained from household expcenditure and per capLta income data. 
With only tvo exceptioas, real per capita regional GDI? increased in all 
provinces in the period 1976-81. The range in average growth during this 
period was relatively high, from -3.5% in Riau to +17.9' in Aceh. All 
provinces averaged at least a 3.7% annual growth in real per capita GDP
 
for the period 1976-81, with the exz2eption of Riau (-3.5%), Jambi (1.0%), 
DKI Jakarta (2.0%, and Irian Jaya (-1.4%). Both Riau and Iran Java 
experienced negati.ve growzh because of adverse changes In petroleum and 
mining. The mode for regional growth appeared to be approximately 6.0%.
 

http:negati.ve
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Table 63
 
Per Capita Gross Domestic Regional Product
 
in Constant 1975 Market Prices, 1976-81
 

(Thousand Rupiahs)
 

Average
 

1976 1981 % Change Growth (%) 

1. 	Aceh with petroleum 98.7 225.2 128.2 17.9
 
Aceh without petroleum 90.6 11/ 11.0 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 petroleum 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. 1ampung 	 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 81.4 98.0 20.4 3.8
 
15. Central Kalimantan 80.0 140.5 75.6 11.9 
ik. South K1alimantan 76.5 94.8 23.9 4.4 
17. 	 East KaLimantan with 

petroleum 735.9 878.1 * 19.3 4.5 
East Kalimantan without 
petroleum 	 256.0 301.5 * 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 
21. 	 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. 	 East 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 without 
mining 	 85.9 130.1 51.5 8.7
 

27. 	 Timor Timur .... 

Source: Statistik Indonesia 1983 and Provincial Income in Indonesia
 

1976-80.
 

l/ 1977 Data. 
* 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 is an important aspect of the adequacy question.
 
We have already made clear the proposition that income, not employment
 
per se, is the ultimate is-sue. The 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 budgets.
 

3.68. On the basis of a definition consi!3ting of essentially subsistence
 
food levels plus a minor non-food allowance, the World Bank estimated
 
that 40% of Indonesia's population lived below the poverty line in 1980
 
(IBRD:1984a). 71 Although Table 64 shows this to be an improvement
 
over the estimated 57% of the population living below the 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 Incidence, 1970-80
 
(% of Population)
 

1970 
Java 

Urban 56.3 
Rural 67.0 

Sub-total 65.0 

1976 

33.8 
62.7 
57.0 

1978 

27.5 
65.0 
57.9 

1980 

20.9 
52.0 
46.9 

Outer Islands 
Urban 40.8 
Rural 43.9 

Sub-toral 43.2 

28.0 
39.6 
37.3 

21.2 
34.3 
31.8 

17.3 
30.3 
28.0 

Indonesia 
Urban 50.7 
Rural 58.5 

Total 57.1 

31.51 
54.5 
50.1 

25.2 
54.0 
48.5 

19.7 
44.6 
39.8 

Source: IBRD:1984a, p. 130. 

37/ "The definition of poverty is based on a minimum food expenditure
 
requirement of 17.6 kg of rice per month 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 islands. The allowance for food comprised slightly over two-thirds
 
of the total. See V.V. Rao (1984), pgs. 42, 66.
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3.69. To the extent that these estimates are remotely correct, they 
suggest a major, although po;sibly Improving, income-employmelt problem 
in Indonesia. It open unemployment is minimal (1.7%) and only a 
relatively tiny fraction (7.2%) of those employed, including the 36.5% 
working less than 35 hrs per week, admit to looking [or additional 
employment, thi s suggests a situation of wide-spread, low productivity, 
low-pay empl1oymont, presumabl.y without much meaningful opportunity for 
additional work time. Thus, although we can quibble about the meaning 
and Interpretation of the various measures of h," employment problem, 
ultimately the level of income (as opposed to its apparently favorable 
trends) tells us the "problem" is severe. 

E. A Contrast and Synthesis of Conclusions 

3.70. It should be clear by now that the perception of the employment 
prcblem depends to an Important degree on the vantage point of the 
observer and the particular statistics, concepts, and value judgments to 
which interpreters subscribe. We have tried in this section to bring 
some coherence to this situation by examining several of the possible 
vantage points and by attempting to reconcile/explain some of the 
paradoxical findings or possibilities. 

3.71. In cthe process of our considerations (largely on the basis of 1980 
Census data), we have found that open unemployment, although of potential 
concern among urban youth and secondary school graduates, does not appear 
to be a serious problem in the aggregate. We have found that 
underemployment, while of startlingly large magnitudes--particularly 
amon, females and particularly within the rural sector as a whole, may in 
fact almost entirely represent part-time workers who neither lesire nor 
seek additional employment at the going wage rates. We have found some 
reason to believe that discoucaged worKers or reticient unemployed may be 
of significant magnitude, possibly three times the rate of open 
unemploymeat, 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 
employmnL statistics for males concluded that neither young urban males 
nor young rural males represent an acute employment problem as a group 
when compared to their older male counterparts. Nevertheless, the large 
discrepancy between urban and rural underemployment rates for males as a 
whole, the concentraLion of probable discouraged workers among the young 
as a whole, and the concentration of open unemployment amu.g young urban 
males woul.d seem cause for specific concern. 

3.72. Largely on the basis of the analyses of wage data by others, we 
argued that the probable const'ncy of real wages during the latter half 
of the 1970s and the first part of the 1980s implied rising real per 
capita earned incomes because employment grew much faster than the 
population as a whole, without -iapparent deterioration in the average 
hours worked. Examination of both real per capita incomes and real per 
capita houseold expenditures (broken down by expenditure class) during 
the period 1976-81 tended to support this hypothesis. We concluded on 
the basis ot the income and househoLd expenditure tests that the 
employment situation has probably improved in recent years (1976-81) but 
that in absolute (poverty level) terms, the situation must still be 
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,conaideredserious. We further concluded (given the high degree of male
 

lobor force participation, the ultra low degree of open unemployment, and
 
the relatively low degree of employment search among the employed) that 
it is the low p:oductivity of available employment as opposed to its 
absence that best describes the "employment problem." 

3.73. We have in no sense belittled or discounted th2 employment 
problem. What we have done is to examine a cross-section of possible 
indicators for 1980 and concluded that on the basis of employment 
statistics alone, the problem may be less serious, although still 
consequential, than generally represented. On the basis of recelpt wage, 
income, and household c:)endlture trends, we concluded that the 
employment situation, measured in terms of household incomes, has 
proLably improved. We then went. on to say, however, that on the basis of 
the absolute level of household ,expenditures it was Impos. ble co 
conclude that the employment siCLat-on is not serious whet 40% of the 
population falls bebl-w a very conservative estimate of the poverty line. 
None of these findings aric in conflict and all are consistent with a 
general situation of lov,productivity/low returns to labor.
 

3.74. flaving- said all of this, it should also be clear tnat if the 
income-employment situation was not statisfactor," (even if improving) 
under conditions of rapid economic growth in the 1970s, it could be 
expected to be even less so duriC, the coming decade under conditions of 
lower economic growth and faster growth in labor supoly. 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 size of the current labor

force and employment trends during the last 10-12 years, th;t prUdicting
the future is both co:riicated and perilous. Tis section will briefly
consider the prospects for future employmeat against the bacitdroo of 
recent projections by the Government of Indonesia for labor supply and by

the World Bank for labor demand. After providing a short introduction to
the macro-economic and labor market setting, we will consider in tura (i)
labor force supply, (ii) labor force demand, and (iii) potential
 
employment shortfalls.
 

A. 'scro-conoric an( Labor Market Setting 

4.02. Macro-,coTomic Setting - Following a full decade of real GDP
 
growth averaging 83x per 
annum, world recession and weakening
international oil markets combined to bring Indonesian growth almost to a
standstill (2.2.) in 1982. Althougi the international oil situation
 
furtiier deteriorated in early 1983 (culminating in 
 a 28% devaluation of
the rupiah and a wide ranging set of policy reform and adjustment
measures) the Indonesian economy rebounded to respectable 4.5-5.0% growth
in 1983 and 1984, following the introduction of domestic adjustment and 
reform measures and the upturn in the international economy.
Neverthe Less, although the rapid turnabout in Indonesian economic
 
performance exceeded expectations and stood as a tribute to both 
 the 
skills or [ndon.,sian economic poLicy makers and the basic resiliancy of

Lile economy, i 'tar!enig cloue !iaa clearly begun to torm on the mid- to
 
lor-termn economic ICJ id. 

4.03. Ehree major factors account for the growing concern and pessimism
relating to the,_ economic outlonk over the next several years. First, and 
oruelos t , tie oil L LO0oo fo- bothl i 1r1C L 0,ina oil oLices and e:xiort 

volumes ibis be2o.n higiilv unlcertain ti rough the end of this decade andp,)ssiblv well into the 19 90s.. This has profound implications for al 
economy w~ich derives 19% of its GDP, 70% of its export earnings, 70% of 
its domestic budlgetary revenues and, implicitly, half of its domes:'.c 
savings froc oi ! and, LNG. 38/ 

4.U4. Second, the period of rapid growtiL in :ice production is probably 
drawing to a close both because rice is currently in excess supply and
because so much of the potential acreage has already been covered under
the rice intonsificatio, programs. Tiuis is of major consequence because
agriculture accounts tor 2, off GOPD)and rice accounts for one-third of 
the, total value of ',1riculturaL out)ut. Although secondary crops, tree 
crops, anij liv,:stoek offer oronisin aternative sources of acricultural 

38/ All references to oil implicitly include LNG because LNG prices are 
tied to oil contract prices. llnc_, 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 and sophisticated aDproach to 
required to sustainagricultural planning, research and exten:son w'll be 

past levels of agricultural growth. In either event, Loth lower 

agricultural growth and agricultural diversification into secondary crops 

imply io.er labor requitements for the agricultural seztor. 

4,05. FiniLly, but not least, manufacturing growth, after averaging 14% 

in the decade through 1981, has averaged less than 3% in the three 
this do.wnturn is coincident with the generalsubsequent years. Although 

downturn in domestic demand, there is good reason to believe that the 

period of easy import substitution-led growth of the 1970s has given way 

to the inevitably more constrained growth of a slowly maturing 

domesticallv-oriented manufacturing sector. Although manufacturing 
currently contributes only 12% of GDP, it is viewed as a particularly key 

commodity producing sector, especially in the absence of strong oil and 

agricultural growth prospects and given thf long-tezm need for non-oil 

exports to replace declining oil revenues. IBRD analyses of Indonesia's
 

primary corrsodity export outlook. although promising, suggest that 

manufacturing exports have a key role to play if economic growth is not 

to be unduly constrained over the longer term by lack of foreign oxchlange. 

4.06. Thus, although Indonesia has reacted both swiftly and wisely in 

its adjustments to the adverse external economic events of 198--83, the
 

uncertain mid- to long-term outlook for oii/LNG, agriculture, and
 

manufacturing suggests that the Indonesian e-onomy has entered a new era
 

of lower, possibly 4-5%, growth. Since new employment opportunities are 

intimately 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 markets have relatively 

free entry and are effectively unconstrained by formal institutions. 

Although labor unions and minimum wage 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 family, neighbor,
 

and village resident preferences exist In the rural. sector and wage
 

differentials are observed between geographically proximate villages, the
 
to both rural off-farm
increased mobility of rural labor and its access 


employment and temporary urban employment has lessened the importance of
 

relative immobility between rural villages. Nevertheless, even this
 

feature of ruiral labor markets (relative immobility between rural
 

villages) is gradually being eroded.
 

4.08. Indonesia's labor markets can be viewed as a multiplicity of
 

interconnecting markets with varying ease of entry depending on the
 
appearsspecific markets between which labor flows occur. Labor mobility 

greatest within the urban informal, the rural off-farm, and the unskilled 

labor markets and between the urban informal and rural labor markets as a 

whole and the agricultural labor and rural off-farm malLkvts. Labor 

mobility appears least between the skilled labor markets, the urban
 

formal and urban informal markets, the ur'ban formal and rural markets, 
and the incer-island labor markets. Nevertheless, although labor 

mobility is not perfect, with the possible exception 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 important 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 household incomes.
 
See IBPD (1983b) and Wiradi and Manning (1984) among other citations in 
the bibligraDhy 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, population 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, etc. In projecting labor force supply, however, we customarily 
T duce our concerns to (i) that portion of th,2 population ace structure 
crasidered eligible for the labor force and (ii) labor force 
participation rates{--whizh implicitly summarize the impacL of all 
relevent variables on the decision of wiether to seek work. 

4.10. Obviously, the underlying variables that determinc population size 
and labor force participation rates may change, p <rticularly over long 
periods of time. We may find it useftl, 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 labor supply projections, given that 
they are based on participation rates that do not distinguish between 
tuli- and part-ti~ue employment. 

4.11. Impact of Poouli-ion GrotiL - It is the impact of past population 
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 to cease tomorrow, 
almost the entire potential labor force through the year 2000 has already
 
been born. This is true both because the potential labor force 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 age groups are increasing. In essence, this means nothing can 
be done 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. L/ 

4,12. A second, more subtle aspect of the population 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 

39/ In fact, a highly successful population control program might
 
actually increase labor supply in the interim by increasing 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 hlighest 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 consant age-specific participation rates will always be
 
larger than a projected ilbor 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 statistics. The present population structure and 
growth dynamics imply a constantly increasing crude labor force 
participation rate (labor supply divided by total population) unless
 
current patterns of age-specific participation rates begin to decline.
 

Table 65
 
Projection of Population, 1980-2000
 

(000)
 

1980 2000 increase % Increase
 

0 - 4 22,381.6 26,645.1 4,263.i 19.0
 
5 - 9 19,759.6 25,460.9 5,701.3 28.9
 

10 - 14 17,551.8 24,131.0 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 62.6
 
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 GOI 
population projections (1980-2000) that underlie the GOI labor force 
projections (1983-2001) from which Repelita IV projections 
(1984/5-1988/9) were drawn. 40/ !he table clearly shows that the
 

40/ The GOI population projections appear slightly less optimistic about
 
changes in the birth rate and, hence, marginally higher than recent IBRD
 
projections (IBID:1984b). Nev rtheless, 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 GOI 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)
 

--- P 0 P U L A T I 0 N --- 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 gILwth 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 ciang2 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 -
1961 1971 1980 1990 2000 

Population Ages 10+ 64.0 80.5 104.4 135.8 170.7
 

Average Annual Growth (M) 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 important sense labor
 
force supply should be a relatively easy variable to project since most 
of the potential 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. Nevertheless, from our previous discussions we know that 
boh the size of the labor force and the implicit labor force 
parLtiipat[on rates are subject to question. Although the difference 
betwee.- .stimated census and Sakernas (labor force) survey participation 
rates r,-tv :Teem relatively insignificant at first glance (5-6 percentage 
points o call), 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, even under conservative 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 essentially trend lines based on labor force
 
survey cata through 1981. 11 With 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 participation 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 Official 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 69.4 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 58.9 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 GOI projections are, in principle, based on both census 
and labor force survey data, the 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 rate increases 
from 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 official 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 10-14 (12.6 percentage points), ages 15-19
 
(9.7 points), and ages 65+ (9.5 points). Clearly, the future labor force will
 
become increasingly a female labor force under the assumptions of the official
 
GOI projection. In general, the labor force, as projected by the GOi, will
 
have relatively fewer of the youngest and oldest participants but
 
significantly more female participants.
 

4.19. Size of Labor Force Projections - Table 69 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 C0I population projections but
 
differing in their assuiaptions on labor force participation. The projections

differ 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 
constant 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 
assumptions on participation 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 Based
 

Scenario #1 - Constant 
Dependency Ratio 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 94.9 36.0
 

Scenario #5 - Constant
 
Age-Specific LFPR 58.9 66.9 76.1 86.3 97.4 38.5
 

Scenario #6 - Repelita IV
 
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. , 14-15.
 

• All estimates or projections are end of calendar year. Thus, 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 estimate by the GOI in "Proyeksi Angkatan
 
Kerja 1983-2001."
 

4.20. Scenario #1, the base case, simply projects the future labor force
 
on the assumption that the ratio of the total population to the labcr
 
force, based on 1980 census estimates, remains constant over time.
 
Assuming constant real wages, average hours worked, sex composition, 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 project.ons is relatively small in
 
1985, it becomes increasingly significant thereafter. The differences
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between the GOI labor 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 aad over (potential labor force) is
 
projected to grow faster than the total population during the 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 most 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
 
previously, the GOI projection appears to be based on the relatively
 
higher participation rates of labor force survey data and assumes that
 
age and sex-specific parLicipation trend lines calculated by linear
 
regression analysis will prevail through the year 2000. 43/ 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 through 1990 occur between the two sets rather than
 

42/ 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.
 

43/ 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 
is the increments to the labor force that primarily represent the size 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 fro.- 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 scenario.; 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 relativeJy small in the 1980s if 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 GOI Projections - Table 71 summarizes the
 
official GOI labor force projections as published in "Proyeksi Angkatan
 
Kerja Indonesia 1983-2001." It is readily apparent that although the
 
overall labor force is projected to grow at 2.81%, that the female labor
 
force is projected to grow much faster (3.55%) than the male laboi. force
 
(2.35%). As a result, almost half (48.8%) the projected increase in the
 
labor force is female despite constituting only slightly more thaa
 
one-third (36.0%) of the base year labor force.
 

Table 71
 
Official Labor Force Projections 1983-2001
 

(000) 

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, and 1930
 
with the official GOI projections for 1990 and 2000. The crude labor
 
force participation rate (labor force divided by total population)
 
increases 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 projections is that an
 
increasingly greater proportion of the total population will make itself
 
available for employment. The less obvious 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 earnings 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).
 



- 99 -

Table 72
 
Comparison o2 Census Data 1961-1980
 

with Official 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: Population 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. Sinca
 
we already know that participation rates for both the young (ages 10-19)
 
and the old (ages 65+) are assumed to decline substantially, notable
 
increases must be implied in other age categories. It is evident frora
 
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
 
in socio-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: Proyeksi 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 explicitly

raised the question of whethez we are projecting full-time workers,
 
part-time workers, some combination thereof.. or whether the proportions

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, working zero

hours per week. 
We have also :;een 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 fob3. Fttrther,

it is not clear (in the absence of any known analytical attempts) ,-hether

articipation rates by hou:ly groupings have shown any marked trencis.
4/
 

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 is simply to make the reader
 
sensitive to 
the issue and to point out that average labor input Ter
 
worker is as important to project as 
the total number of workers if we
 
are trying to obtain a true measure of labor 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 if

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 beginning of this section, and that these variables
 
probably must expli2itly be considered if our projections are to become
 
more useful.
 

4.32. Table 74 is provided as a reminder to help make clear thE 0
 
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 the hourly range and the
 
distribution of employment 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 t1e labor force, we might seriously question if average
 
labor input per worker is, in fact, being assumed to remain constant and,
 
if 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 cianges in eimployment) by sejarate projections for 
future economic growth. L57 To improve the accuracy of the labor force 
demand Drojections, employment elasticities are usually calculated by
 
economic sector, thus allowing an assessment of structural change. They
 
are also generally calculated over periods of time long enough to
 
presumably average out statistical 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 ratios, that are also usually based to some
 
degree on past relationships betweea capital input and economic output.
 

4.34. It is obvious that these projection techniques are sensitive to
 
the accuracy of data, particularly for employment, capital investment,
 
and related output. Further, even if the accuracy of the data is
 
assured, the underlying variables affecting the employment, capital
 
investment, and output variables may have undergone changes during the
 
period of observation that wili_ not necessarily be repeated or sustained
 
in the future. In particular, major shi :s in relative factor and 
commodity prices, whether brought about by changes in factor supplies, 
technology, tastes, or politically/economically ia.pired market
 

45/ Employment elasticities measure the percentage change in employment
 
over a specified period of time divided by the percentage change in
 
associated output (total value added) 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 in the historical data. It is clear that labor
 
force demand projections of the above genre are predicated on. (i) the
 
accurate measurement of past relationships batween the above key

variables, (ii) the assumption that these relationships will continue to
 
hold, and (iii) 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 Projectiona - Although new employment studies 
are 	currently underway, the most recent explicit IBRD labor force demand
 
rojection appears in Wages and Employment in Indonesia (IBRD:1983b).

60 References to likely employment shortfalls and/or future labor 

force demand appearing in other IBRD reports (e.g., IBRD:1983a, 198 4a) 
are based on or appear to be influenced by the projection in the above 
citation. Various comin:ents by GOI officials (but not the Repelita IV 
document itself) suggest that the IBRD estimates (and 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 generally been taken quite
 
seriously because of their 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 1980s is to be employed.
 
Table 75 shows the IBRD projected employment growth by economic sector
 
from 1982-1990. Eve 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).
 

42/ The employment projections appearing in the May 1985 IBRD Report
 
Folicies 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 Output 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
 
to challenge the IBRD projections of economic growth from 1982 to 1990
 
(average 5.2%) as too low and probably many that wodld suspect it 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
 
wc:id be the estimated employment elasticities themselves or the
 
projectioas of new labor force entrants. Since we have already discussed
 
labor force supply projections we will limit 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 average 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 dram.atic acceleration in the output growth 
rates for manufacturing, transport and public utilities, and 
construction. The general thrust of the individual sectoral changes was 
reflected in the acceleration of the overall rote of gzowth 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 from 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 increase in output. 
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Table 76
 
Average Rate of Employment and Output Growth
 

by Main Industry and Implicit Employment Elasticities, 1961-30
 

Employment
Employment (%) Output (%) Elasticities * 

1961-71 1971-80 1961-71 1971-80 1961-71 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
 

4 6
Trade 7.5 
 . 73095

577.3 0.89 0.75 

Services 3.0J 7.8J
 

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 major
 
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 on 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 underlying employment
 
elasticities will tend to be overstated in periods of relatively slow
 
economic growth ane 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 employment elasticity 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 elastic than economic growth. L[ the adaptiveness of the 
Indonestan economy/labor force is e'se-entially unchanged (i.e., as 
reflected in the employment elasticities of the more normal growth per.od 
of the 1960s) then the projected 5.2% GDP growth rate of the IBRD would 
be sufficient to employ the probable labor force of 1980s. Nevertheless, 
even if the entire nominal labor supply were "employed" (under current 
definitions of employment), important effects or average houLs worked 
and/or real wage rates could be expected in the face of the relatively 
lower economic growth projected for the 1980s. 

4.43. in sum, :it is clear thac the concept of employment elasticities 
has limitations in either forecastin, Labor absorptive capacity or in 
indicating changes In tme well-being of the employed labor force. We 
believe thle indonesian experience of the 1970:; was unusual because it 
coine Lided wiLh a period of OPEC-spurred growth, massive public sector 
capital-intensive investment, signi ficant under-pricing of capital, 
energy, and foreign exchange and time initial growth spurt of orotected 
import-substitution imLdustries. All oi these factors tended to lower the 
employment elastf.cities of the i970s compared to the 1960s and are 
proving to be transitory. if we coupLe these factors with an Indonesian 
labor force that tends to be full- employed In terms of nimlbers of 
wor-ers and makes Lts adj istwnmts to changes in labor demand mostly in 
term; of average hours wori:ed, we may have explained the apparent anomaly 
of the 1970s. 

4.44. More ou EmpLoyment Elasticities - Before leaving the subject of 
employment elasticities we would lIke to illustrate very briefly the 
potential volatiLity/variabi.Lity of the measure. Two of our 
illustrations will be made w-Ith the use of Indonesian data and the third. 
with intecrnationaL dlta u:3ed in the 1983 IBM1D report on Wages and 
lmploymit in Inlonesia. 

4.45. In our first example, Table 77 shows three calculations of the 
total employment eLasticity for Indonesia for the periods 1961-71 and 
1971-80. Average GOP growth is identical La ich of the three cases, 
only the rate of growth in employment differs. The rate of growth in 
employment differs because (i) the lIl1) uses the growth of tlh,: ages 10+ 
population as a proxy for employment growth, and (iL) Case iI and Case 
II use cornpetLug versions of tlme 1971 census in the calculatLon ofl 
emuploymtmm t growth. Case 11, which uses 1971 Series C employment daa 
that arC generally believed to be most comparable to the 1980 cen'us 
yie lds a relativeLy similar elasticity to t-he IBRI) for the period 
1971-80. NevertLmelehss, tie table shouL(I provide some sense of the tisks 
of us jug" employmentL em. IL, for example, using theeLast[cit Case,,, 
of ficial final 197.L Census Serie[s D r,'su 1l,, gives employment 
elasticities almno.;t the reverse of the 1.311) calculations, and woutd 
suggest that the lower economic growth of the 1980S would not preseht 
much of an employment absorption problem. 
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Table 77
 
Three Calculations of Total
 

Employment Elasticities, 1961-71 and 1971-80
 

Implicit E'm ployment 
Growth in Employment (Z) Elasticiti2s 

Average % Case 1. Case Ii Case il[ Case 1 Case ii Case III 
GDP Grjwth IBID 1971 C 1971 1) T R'D 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 Series C and I), and 1980 Census. 

4.46. Table 78 shows "employment elasticities" calculated on the basis
 
of labor force survey data from 1976 through l9p2. 47/ It can be seen
 
from the wide variation in ermiployment elasticities on a year-by-year
 
basis that significant problems in the measurement of employment
 
apparently exist. It can also be seen tihat the employment elasticity for
 
the period 1976-82 (calculated on end points) is rather high (.549) and
 
would suggest that the labor absorption calpibility of the economy is much
 
higher than su,",, ested by the lower employment elasticity (0.39)
 
calculated by the IRD 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
 
calculatig 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
 
calculation may contradict our earlier hypothesis that employment

elasticities in Indonesia will tend to be understoted 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 
stability in unemployment rates. See Table 34. 
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4.47. Table 79 presents employment elasticities calculated on output and 
emnployment data provided ill the 1983 IBIWD report on Wages and El.mployment 
in Indonesia. Time only purpose of the table is to illustrate that 
eirpioymlent elasticities: have appaxrently Incroas.(d in other Asian 
countries (luring periods of modrnization, e.g., laIxin, Ko-ea, and 
Taiwan. T'ils would presumably suggest that the samne possibility exists 
elsewhere, including Indonesia. 

Table 79
 
Comparison of Employment Elasticity Trends
 

in Selected Asian Countries
 

Avg. Output Avg. Growth Employment 
Growth % Employment % Elasticity 

Indonesia
 
1961-71 4.5 2.4 .533
 
1971-80 7.3 2.9 .397 

Japan
 
1887-1902 2.3 0.7 .304
 
1905-1917 5.2 0.6 .115 
1917-1937 3.3 0.8 .258 
1937-1962 - 1.5 -

Korea
 
1960-1970 8.4 1.7 .202
 
1970-1978 10.2 4.1 .402
 

Taiwan
 
1952-1962 8.0 1.6 .200
 
1962-1972 11.3 2.8 .248
 

Source: IBID (19g3b), Table 4.2. 

D. Eiployvmnt ShortfalIs 

4.48. It Ls obvious trom the last section that we did not resolve the 
question of future LLbor demand. Basically, we suggested that the labor 
force will tend to b2 "'fully employed" but that the reaL question will be 
for what number of averasge hcurs and at what real wage rates. Despite 
o!r view o1 tle adju!;tment proces :;, for iLlustrative l)Url)oss we will 

b Ly comp ire L1!Rl) inispired Labor force demand scenarios witi the labor 
SUpPLY projections provide(I earlir. We will then very briefly 

W r (1) Likely .l(dji!;tment responses, (ii) st-X, age , and 

1; -e0Col10L:c groups , and locatImons molot likely to be adversely 
at ted, ;mn,1 (iii) probabile impamct on average real housliold incomes. 

.4.4,; Cormo rison of Scenarios - Table 80 compares for time 1980s four 

Iabor dtM tid ;cenario-; with the s lx labor suplpLy projectians from Table 
69, plus the atficial (,O[ projection for population aged 10+. IBRD 
e ;tumates of Labor suppLy growth for the 1980.; are also 1.oted. 
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4.50. If we take the IARD estimates of the employment elasticity for the 

1960s as a miaximum estimate of labor force absorption and the elasiticity 

for the 1970s as a miniuimn, we can probably pretty well bracket likely 

growth in labor force demand in the 1980s by accepting the IBRJ) mediun 

projection of 5.2? GOP} 'rowth as an upper possibility and the IBRD 
"pessimistic oil outlook" scenario of 41 GOP growth 
as a reasonable lower
 

possibility. The med ium growth-low elasticity projection of labor force
 

demand (ilh) is the IBl{D (1983b) estimate commonly used in calculating
 

employment shortfalls. t is evident from just these four scanarios that 
growth in labor force demand is highly sensitive to both GDP growth rates 

and employment elasticities. 

Tablr 80
 

Comparison of Labor Demand
 

and Labor Supply Projections for 1980s
 

Real GDP Employment % Growth
 

% Growth Elasticity Employment
 

Labor Demand Projections (1982-90)
 

Nedium Economic ;rowtli 

#1 - Low elasticities of 1970s 5.2 0.39 2.03
 

#2 - High elasticities of 1960s 5.2 0.53 2.76
 

Low Econnmlc Growth 

f3 - Low elasticities of 197Us 4.0 0.39 1.56 

#4 - High elastilrties of 1960s 4.0 0.53 2.12 

% Growth
 

Labor Supply
 

Labor Supply Projections (1980-90)
 

/I - Constant depaniency ratio (Census) 2.18 

#2 - Constant total LFPK (Census) 2.50 

#3 - Constant ag-specific Li"PR (Census) 2.63 

#4 - Constant total L.PR (Sakraas) 2.51 

#5 - Constant age-specific LFiR (Sakernas) 2.60 

#6 - Official GUI trend analysis (Sakeh:nas) 2.72 

Projected Population growth ages 10+ 2.52 

IBRD estimates of labor supply 2.6-2.7 

4.51. We can see from Table 80 that only under the high
 

elasticity-medium growth scenario (#2) is labor force demand likely to 
grow as rapidly as nominal labor force supply. 48/ With the exception of 

48/ With thle exception of the IBItD labor demand projection in scenario 

Q-1, all projctions have been calculated on the basis of overall 

employment el:sticitlies rather :h=am. sctoral elasticities. It would, of 

course, bu more accurate to use sectoral elasticities and make specific 

assumptions on sectoral growthi, but for our purposes (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 dealing with projected growth in nomi.nal Labor force
 
supply, as opposed to units of labor time. the 1llus trative scenarios 
suggest that only under somewhat optimistic economic growth assumptions 
is tiere a reasonable pos:ibiLlty that labor demand may match labor
 
sappLy during the 1980s, without a reluc t on in the average hours 
worked. Nevertwhless, even the meaning of labor demand projections are 
open to question when they have been calculated on the basis of 
employment elasticities relying solely on changes in novlnal employment 
with ut holding average hours of labor Input constant.
 

42. likelv Ad iustment Responses - We have already suggested that the 
Indon.sian Labor torce will make its adjustments to changes in labor 
demand prihilr ily through the adjustment of hours worked rather than in 
the numbers entering or leavtng the labor force or in assuming the status 
of open unemployment, in other words, we would not expect major 
increas;s in eithier open unemployment or in "discouraged workers" should 
effective Labor dmand fall short of effective Labor supply (luring the 
1980s. In nominal. terns the annual employment shortfall during this 
period miLht range from a situatLon of excess demand for labor (zero 
shortfall) to close to one-half million workers, depending on the labor 
demand scenario. Nevertheless, under our hypothesis of automatic nominal 
full employment we would anticipate the nominal numbers of the employed
labor force to grow at roughly the same rate as labor supply, or 2.5-2.7Z 
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 sector componenls. We ni-ight also see a slowing In the nominal 
shift in cmnployment away from agriculture and the rural sector if and as 
the relative growth dynamism in the economy shifts from the urban to the 
rural areas. 

4.54. qrouns and Locations L[kely to be ffected - t is obvious that 
the particular groups and locations most adversely affected by 
adjustments in the labor markets of the 1980s will depend primarily on 
the soctoral patterns of economic growt:h. It seems likely that the 
slowing of grouth in the petroleum-led mining sector will directLy affect 
urban .1ream. more than the ruralI. Similarly, the current and probable 
continuing stagnation In the manufacturing sector, to the extent that it 
larely refllects medium- to large-scale idustry, will largely d irectly 
affect tihe urban sector. Nevertheless, because the economy is 
intertwint both directly and [ndlrectly and because temporary and 
c .rcliar Migra ilon blurs Lhe distnetioQ between urban and rural 
employmeL, a can expect the rural sector to suffer with the urban areas 
if the p:iobable downturn in minin.ng sector growth and the stagnation of 
the "anufacturing sector continue. 

6.55. Although the economic structure and the sectoral compositions of 
employment differ subs tantially between Java and the outer is].,ds and it 
can he expected that time lower aid chmanmin.; composition of economic 
growth wiL have differing Impacts thereon, it is not immediately clear 
that the employment situation will worsen in some areas compared to 

http:minin.ng
http:2.5-2.7Z


- 110 

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 analysis is obviously needed
 
to sharpen and harden these intuitive conclusions.
 

4.56. In te.ms of sex, age, and socio-economic groups, it is likely that
 
adjustments in average hours worked will be borne most heavily by the
 
young, the old, and females. It is not clear that the very poorest 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 if 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 Late.
 

4.57. Impact on Real Household Incomes - Although it is far from clear
 
exactly how the labor market situation will evolve during the remainder
 
of the 1960s, there is some reason to believe that average real household
 
incomes will not fall. Holding real wages and the average hours worked
 
per worker constant, labor force demand would only have 
to grow at 2.2%
 
in order to maintain a constant dependency ratio and, hence, to maintain
 
constant avera.e 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 GDP growth of 4.5-5.0%. 
 (If the employment
 
elasticity 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 constant. 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
 
worker might fall would depend on the nominal growth in labor supply. 
49/ To turn the question around we could also point out that, using
 

49/ It is important to understand how impressionistic the above 
conclusions are. Obviously, the particular composition of sectoral 
economic 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 done in the above areas.
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comparable employment elasticities, it would take non-oil GDP growth of
 
5.5-6.1% to maintain constant average earnings per worker if nominal
 
labor ,',,pply grew at 2.7% and if the sectoral composition of growth
 
remained unchanged. Of course, this particular situation would also
 
imply rising real per capita earned incomes. In sum, we have to be
 
careful to read the fine print when considering the implications of
 
varying levels and compositions of non-oil GDP growth on labor
 
absorption, real wage rates, average real earnings per worker, and
 
average real earnings per household.
 

4.58. In Sum - It should be clear that all of the preceding is 
impressionistic and intuitive--and certainly not definitive. What this
 
type of analysis suggests is that, in principle, Indonesia can survive
 
the next several years of almost certain rapid labor force growth without
 
massive social-economic disruption and po ;sibly without falling real p r 
capita household incomes among the bottom 80 percentile. 50/ 
NevertheLess, the analysis suggests that the employment situation 
critically depends on the economic performance of the economy. Economic 
growth below 4-5/ 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 is in the rural areas of 
Java where the greatest poverty and numbers of underemployed exist and
 
much of the future growth in labor force will originate.
 

50/ 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. (1982a) 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, population 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 production cooperate. 
For whatever reasous a country happens to arrive at 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 average. 51/
 
Finally, although clearly beset with long-term issues that need to be 
addressed, the institutLonal framework and the economic system in which 
these factors aork 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 40' 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 rapid increases in 
its labor force, the scope for management of the econony would appear 
increasingly constrained by the need to explicitly address the 
poiicicaiiy sensitive employment prooiem. it is witniin tais context of 
probable growing urgency that we explore some of the )otential options 
for improving employment prospects in Indonesia. 

5.04. Policies and Strategies as Key - We see the essential 
possibilities for improving employment pr:)spects in Indonesia largely in 
terms of a searca for better development strategies and implementing 
policies. As part of this search we also see a possible requirement for 
rethinking and simplifying developrent objectives. Because we believe 
that much of wnat needs to be addressed is under the direct control of 
government, is the result of existing government regulation or policy, or 
is the logical responsibility of public policy froin 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. Physica. capital refers to inanimate objects such as
 
buildings, machinery, etc. Factors of production 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
 
subjective.
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5.05. This does not mean, however, that we believe that the long-term
 
solution to the employment problem lies primarily in the hands of 
government. To the contrary, we see the solution ultimately in terms of 
better functioning of markets, increased resource allocation efficiency 

(and, hence, productivity), and sustained growth. We see 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 capital investment, it is crucial that government 
pay attention to factor prices and labor-intensitips in making its
 
decisions. In the best of all worlds all of the 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 numerous policy areas that have potentially significant 
direct and indirect employment impact. Most of the policy directions we 
will suggest below would have a favorable impact on employment even in 
the absence of policy changes in othler areas. i!evertheless, it is clear 
that th, 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 policies only make sense in 
the context of a policy package. The ne,ed for a focused, coordinated set
 

of employment policies seems obvious.
 

5.07. Formulation of an explicit employment strategy helps to ma.e sense
 

out of the many potential policy actions and to judge their relative
 
importance 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
 

I he remainder of this paper around an employmLaIt strategy framework that 
both provides a clear logic of action and a wide menu of possible policy
 

directions - but which does so without setting a rigid plan of action. 
The approach presented is market oriented with the focus on improving 
long-term productivity. It offers an economically feasible resolution to 
the twin problems of incomes and employment without relying exclusively 
on either economic growth or increasing labor intensities of output. 

5.08. In the remainder of this section we will consider (i) basic
 
choices in the formulation of an employment strategy, (ii) key government 
policy areas affecting employment and incomes, (iii) core strategy
 
elements and Indicative policy directions for increasing 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 define the employment problem in terms of both 
incomes and employment, our range of options will be narrower but
 
presumably more politically and socially palatable. 52/
 

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 in terms of a long-term incomes/employment strategy, it is
essential that measures taken to increase the labor intensity of output

do not needlessly reduce the prospects for economic growth. Although it 
is conceivable in principle that high growth by itself could offer a
solution to the income/employment problem, a strategy based solely on
 
inceasing the labor intensity of output can only succeed for a limited

time (probably the mid-term) in the 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 accomoanied b economic growth
sufficient to pay for the 
increments to employment, to pay for increased
 
real wages if they are to come about, and to reward and induce
 
cooperating factors of production. 
It is imperative that the actions
 
taken co 
increase the labor intensity of output do not materially reduce

,he supply of cooperating factors of production if growth is not to be

ultimately sacrificed. Fortunately, given the present level of
 
distortions in tile indonesalan economy (mostly policy-induced) and the 
potential for improved government resource allocation, we do not see 
a
 
major conflict or dilcmma in pursuing a simultaneous growth and

labor-intensification strategy that is focused largely on the removal of

these distortions and the improvement of government resource allocation.
 
Indeed, in our opinion, this is potentially the strongest of approaches

and the mosc likely to succeed over the long term. We will return and 
amplify these remarks after briefly considering the three basic ways of
 
speeding up the growth of employment in an economy.
 

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

52/ Simply stated the (employmentproblem m;.y 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 to maintain (but

preferably increase) real household income levels, without materially
 
worsening income 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 t:hose that mandate the use 
of greater amounts of labor by government fiat or regulation (and may or 
may not bu productive). It is obviously preferable that actions 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. Fortunately, Indonesia has a number of policy options that will 
tend to increase the labor intensity of output while at the same time 
increasing total factor productivity and, hence, growth. Because the 
emphases of the policy change, we have in mind are focused or, increasing 
long-term productivity, they should not pose a threat 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 have in mind would tend 
either (i) to improve market resource allocation, (ii) to improve
 
government resource allocation, or (iii) to improve/stabilize the spatial 
distribution of population. We will presectly explain further 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 the labor intensity of output. First, we are not seeking to 
simply share the same qaantity of work (total labor hours) among greater 
numbers of individuals. Indeed, this would not even qualify as an
 
increase in labor intensity and would only result in a more equitable 
share of the poverty at best. Semnd, it does little good to increase 
the labor Intensity of output if it is not accompanied by an increase in
 
total labor usage (i.e., total labor hours). In other words, it is self
defeating to increase labor intensities in a way that results in reduced 
output and less total labor usage/employment than before policy actions 
were initiated. Third, increasing the labor intensity of output is 
clearly an attractive alternative for solving the income/employment 
problem if it ctan be achi ved without reducing the real wage rate or 
total output. Our proposals permit boch 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 accompanied by an increase in total labor
 
usage that resulted in subs tautlal improvement In real househoid 
incomes. An outcome that required greater inputs of labor without 
reasonably proportional increases in real income is probably not 
acceptable and an outcome that simply traded greater employment for 
oroportionately lower wages would be totally unacceptable.
 

5.15. Increasing the Rate of i conomic Growth -- Increasing the rate of 
economic growth is perhaps tle most obvious solution to the 
income/employment problem and conceivably the lea.l c painful, depending on 
the available policy options. Even in 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 rati. 
At a
 
high enough economic growth rate increases in the labor s-,p)ply could be 
effortlessly absorbed. 53/ 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 i!1,jrovements in marginal 
labor productivity.
 

5.16. Nevertheless, increasing the rate of economic growth is generally

easier 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 state 
of technology, and the savings-investment rate. However, in the absence 
of perfect markets the sources if growth will also include those measures
 
that tend to correct the markets. This might include anything from
 
correcting factor price3, 
to removing barriers to competition or resource
 
mobility, to improving the actual choice of applied technology, to
 
decreasing transaction and information costs, to improving management.
 

5.17. In other words, in the real imperfect world there are many sources
 
of increased productivity/growth that do not require the discovery of new

tcchn.,logy, an increase in the savings rate, external/exogeneous 
injeccions of financial capital, or increases in cooperacing factors of
proclction. In many of the cases the market has been bywhere distorted 
gov,-rnment policy, increased productivity will re sult by simply reversing 
- eliminating the distorting policy. 
Many of these potential policy

actions 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 resuJt of a
 
policy change.
 

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

53/ Alternatively, the labor force could, in principle, be absorbed by

varying the composition of sectoral growth 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 and overall economic growth. 
Nevertheless, !t
 
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. ThIe 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 reconmendations 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/devc.Iopment strategy that underlies present
 

government planaing, thinking, dnd policy formation. We will consider
 

these possibilities at greater length somewhat later. For the time being
 
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 

strategy to an outward-looking export oriented strategy which is both 
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 necessarr and complementary ingredient to the longer-term 
prospects for growth, increased labor productivity, increased real wages 

and, of course, increased family incomes. 

5.19. Employ!nent Programs Without Output - 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 inefficient 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.erwise reduced by the cost of the programs, for current non-productive
 
employment. 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 maintaining 
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 seem easier to simply employ excess
 
labor supply with government budgetary resources, usually through the 

hiring of excess civil servants or military personnel. Although it is 
difficult to demonstrate the prohable low marginal productivity of 

additional civil servants or military, substantial or sustained increases 
in their proportions relative to the population as a whole should 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 aie probably not
 

much more than 3 million 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 60% 
of the increase taking place in the two year period 1981-83. Further, a 

recent newspaper account suggests the increase may have been close to 75%
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for the period 1975 through 1984. 54/ These trends should be cause for
 
major 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 oervice hiring
policies need - b,- more closely scrutinized. In particular, given
growing empl.yment pressures in general, but particularly the rapid
increases ,.n secondary graduates, their high unemployment rates, and 
their reDorted 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 growing economy with 
an expanding private sector offers potentially far better use ind greater 
rewards to these graduates than pote._-ially redundant employmeat in 
government. 

Table 81 
Civil Service Employment 
in Indonesia, 1975-83 

1975 1,674,871 

1978 1,760,419 

1981 2,047,080 

1983 2,628,474
 

Source: Statistik Indonesia, various years.
 

B. Key Policy Areas Affecting Incomes and Employment 

5.22. Before considering the construction 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. ie do not pretend our list is exhaustive nor our comments 
definitive. Our purpose is simply to draw attention to the wide 
diversity of government olicy 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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Tab'e 82
 
Ten Key Policy Areas Affecting
 

Employment and Incomes
 

Current Subject lve
 

Policy Areas Performance Rating
 

Macro-Economic Stabilization 
 Very Good
 

Factor Pricing Good
 

Public Sector Investment/Budgetary
 
Decision Making 
 Fair
 

Industrial Policy 
 Poor
 

Trade Policy Mixed/Poor
 

Agricultural Policy 
 Fair/Good
 

Education/Training Policy 
 Fair
 

Family Planning Policy Good
 

Urban-rural/Inter-island Spatial
 
Distribution Policies 
 Fair
 

Public Sector Employment Fair/Good
 

5.23. Macro-Economic Stabilization - Macro-economic stabilization of the
 
economy is 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-economic stabilization tends to work through the traditional tools
 
of monetary, fiscal, and balance of payments policy and to focus on 
the
 
achievement of simultaneous balance in external, budgetary, and monetary
 
accounts.
 

5.24. 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 highly 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 basically managed to achieve its major adjustment objectives
reversal of capital flight, reduction of the current account deficit to 
sustainable levels, maintenance of the real effective exchange rate 
established at devaluation, maintenance of domestic price stability, and 
containment of domestic budgetary expenditures -- 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 Indonesia's present 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 other 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,

major distortions in factor prices create major distortions in capital

investment patterns that are neither easily nor speedily corrected. 
The
 
legacy of factor price proportions 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 major distortion of factor
 
pr'cing in the 1970s and early 1980s during 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,

foreign exchange and energy in relation to unskilled labor. The end
 
result was 
the encouragement of highly capital-intensive in'estment that

also tended to be energy-intensive, import-intensive and skilled labor
 
intensive in ics input use. Aicnougn it is clear tnat 
much of the
 
economy, particularly 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 effectiv2ly.
 

5.27. The policy reforms of 1983-84 have done much to rectify the worst
 
distortions in the price of capital, foreig-n exchange, and energy.

Deposit and lending rates were 
freed, sectoral credit ceilings 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 complete. 
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

urban and rural areas and the outer-islands) is noticeably constrained by

restrictive branch banking regulations. Further, although substantial
 
progress was made in the factor pricing reforms of 1983-84 it is vital

fol 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. Pubic Sector Investment/Budgetary Decision Making - As noted
 
earlier the government, besides indirectly attecting market resource
 

allocation through its extensive regulatory powers, directly allocates
 
one-fourth of all resources in the economy and makes one-half of all
 

capital investment decisions. The aliocative authority of the
 
government, including public enterprises, is immense. It is less clear 

that the capacity of government to plan, anilyze, evaluate, implement, 
and mnanag;e resource and Dvestment allocation decisions matches either 
its authority r its responsibility. This is cause for grave concern in
 
a time of lowered economic growth expectations and increased empljyment
 

pressures. Clearly, since increased resource allocation efficiency Is 
key to both growth and employment prospects, Indonesia cannot afford to
 

ignore the possibilities for improving the management of such a large
 

portion of its resources.
 

5.29. There would appear to be several aspects of government resource
 
allocation that might offer opportunities for both increased resource
 
allocation efficiency and greater employment impact. Obvious areas to
 

consider would include: (i) the sectoral allocatsion of budgetary
 
expenditures, (ii) the choice of techniques and allocations within a 

sector, (iii) the use of appropriate project evaluation methodology and
 

market discount rates in evaluating capital investments, and (iv) the use
 

of full cost recovery public utility pricing policies. In addition, the
 
government might also consider as a matter of standard policy: (i)
 

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
 
stabilization 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 civil service levels.
 

5.30. Industrial Policy - The major problem with Indonesia's industrial
 

policy is tmat it appears to work to the advantage of only a chosen few.
 
Indonesia's industrial policy strongly discourages either domestic or
 

foreign competition by the use of restrictive, often monopoly, licensing
 
rights and by inducing the ad hoc use of highly protective trade policy
 

instruments, including 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 little 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 high degree of excess capacity.
 

5.31. Indonesia's industrial, trade, and credit policies have almost
 

universally discriminated against the labor-intensive small scale and
 
cottage Industry that provide 8U! of manufacturing employment in favor of 
a relatively small number o medium to large scale industries that employ 

less than 21 (1.1 million) of the total labor force. In order to provide 
a protected, basically non-competitive, environment to a relatively few
 

large scale (capital and Import-intensive) public sector and private
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sector enterprises, Indonesia is sacrificing its long-term growth,

export, and employment 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, few exports,

low long-terrm manufacturing sector growth, and low long-term GDP growth.
 

5.32. Indouesia 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 improved efficiency, export performance, overall economic
growth, and employment, Indonesia must shift toward an outward-looking 
export-promotion industrial-trade strategy. 
 Indonesia must reconsider
 
its approach to industrialization and realize that less control and fewer
 
barriers will provide greater efficiency, greater growth, greater
exports, and greater employment. It is important to understand that 
Indonesia 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 without special favors,
dispensations, or protection. This would suggest a set cf policies that
dramatically deregulate, eliminate, and simplify industrial, commercial,
and trade licensing with tle 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 several years 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 foothold. In
 
effect, infant Industries in Indonesia rarely appear to have 
to grow up.

The cost of this luxury is borne by the Indonesian consumer who has 
to
 
pay higher prices, downstream Indonesian producers who are priced out of
 
potential markets (including export markets) by high cost inputs, and
 
Indonesian labor that loses potential employment opportunities both
 
because of lower long-term economic growth and the tendancy of
 
import-substitution industries to be capital and import-intensive. 

5.35. 
The current urgency to promote higher levels of long-term growth

in GDP in order to employ the future labor force strongly argues that oil 
export earnings must be replaced and that the sagging manufacturing 
sector must be rejuvenated. This would suggest that an outward-looking
export-promotion strategy would fit Indonesia's long-term needs 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 limited size and
 
growth prospects for domestic markets severely constrain potential growth 
in manufactures and because foreign exchange revenues are expected to 
increasingly become the binding constraint on GDP growth. An 
outward-looking export promotion strategy that is not contrained by 
domestic market demand tends to be a net earner of foreign exchange, 
tends to promote resource allocation efficiency and lower costs and 
prices, and tends to be more labor-intensive. 

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

5.37. Agricultural Policy - Indonesia ha. much to be prou(d of in terms 
of its recent attainment of rice slf-sufficieacy. Nevertheless, the 
very achievement of rice self-sufficiency points to the need for greater 
agricultural. diversification, if future growth in rural incomes and 
employment opportunities is to be maintained. The rapid growth in rice 
production was essential tc rural prosperity and employment during the 
1970s and 1980s. Future growth in rice production, .owever, will 
increasingly be .rnstrained on the supply side because most potential 
rice acreage h ILceady been brought under the rice intensification 
programs. Now would appear, in the face of falling farm gate prices, 
that growth i". output ,;ill be increasingly constrained by domestic
 
demand and lack export opportunities as well. These implications are 
serious both for the general welfare of the rural population and the 
implications of -essened rural income and employment o-nortunities for
 
urban-rural migration and pressures on the urban informal labor market. 

5.38. The burden of growth in small farmer and agricultural worker 
incomes must fall increasingly to ;econdary crops, tree crops and 
livestock. Although more work remains to ensure that rice 
self-sufficiency is permLanent, it would appear that government 
agricultural resources, manpower, res3earch, and extension should be 
increasingly directed to support diversification. We would note, 
however, that even in the face of successful agricultural diversification 
(which is far from a certainty given the inherently greater technical 
difficulties) that the net impact on agricultural labor requirements is 
still likly to be negative a; ,,rowth in rice production slows. Given 
the sheer magnitude of the ru sector (almost 80% of the population) 
and its direct and indirect ndency on agricultural incomes 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 
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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 system in the 1970s and 
1980s. Universal enrollment at the primary level is 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 commanded by Indonesian consultants in key
 
skill areas, and the perceived need by both domestic and foreign
 
companies to place foreign consultants and experts in key management and
 
skills areas, would all seem to attest to a strong need for reconsidering 
the appropriateness and quality of Indonesi:n education a'ad training
 
systems at the secondary and tertiary leveln-.
 

5.41. Although there is undoubtedly rooni 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 foreign work permits, and interviews with a 
cross-section of industry and government managers should point the way to 
the most immediate bottlenecks. 55/ Given the importance of appropriate
 
human capital formation to long-term growth and development, the
 
potential political sensitivity of large numbers of urban-based educated
 
unemployed, and the potential pressures to absorb ever growing 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 - Indonesia's family planning program is 
known wiorld-widn and is often cited as a success story. Nevertheless, 
there is 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 assistance in the area of 
manpower planning and that the IBRD is undertaking large projects in both
 
higher education and technical Lraining. 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 thi 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 is generally recognized as an equally urgent 
priori ty.
 

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-islancl Spatial Distribution Policies -

Population spatial distribution policy should be an integral part of any
 
long-term growth and incomes/employment strategy for Indonesia. Simply

speaking, it makes a great deal of difference whether urban areas are
 
growing fast or slowly and whether population continues to concentrate in
 
Java-Bali or is increasingly spread to the outer islands. Although the
 
strict control of population movements is, in varying degree, 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.
Ra:.Id urbanization is probably not affordable, holding the present 
q1 'ity of life constant, and it will tend to undercut the use of 
i: tment resources in directly productive endeavors. This in turn will 
a.:..rsely affect employment opportunities over the longer-term. Although 
no argument is made that urban growth must not occur, it is 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 irproved 
public services should be provided in rural areas, possibly in part 
through the rural INPRIES public infrastructure construction program. 

5.47. The relatively higher per capita income levels and wage rates .in 
most o the outer islands, coupled with their relatively wide-open spaces 
and rich natural resources, suggests that the inter-island distribution 
of population, with its 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 
discnunting this option. Nevertheless, although the principle of 
inter-island 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 investment, industrial estates based 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 be 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. ;ures 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 Em loyment - Because we have already discussed this 
subject earlier our comments here will be curtailed. Our 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:l985) 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.
 



- 127 -

C. Core Strategy Elements and Indicative Policy Directions for
 
Increasing Productivity, Employment and Incomes
 

5.50. This section of the paper will propose an employment strategy
 
framework formulated around a market 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 to the income and employment problem. It is important
 
that this strategy framework be viewed as d ienu of possible strategy
 
components and policy actions, however, and not as a hard and fast
 
blueprint of what is absolutely necessary or sufficient. 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 believe
 
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
 
economic 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, assuming
 
some familiarity with the Indonesian economy and its problems. Although
 
we have indicated what we believe to be some 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 will turn now to core strategy elements followed by a
 
discussion of indicative policy directions.
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Table 83 
A Market Criented Long-Tern Productivity Approach to the Income/Employment Problem
 

Repelita IV "The Employment 
 "The Solution to Potential Employment Indicative Policy
Development Trilogy 
 Problem" Employment Problem" 
 Strategy Elements Directions
 

- deregulate business/investment licensing 
- improve market - eliminate monopoly rights granted by GOI 
resource allocation  deregulate inter-island trade/shipping 

- eliminate, r.rtonalize and lower levels of 
crternal trade protection
 

- ellminace subsidizei credit 
- liberalize bra:.ch banking outside Jakarta 
- maintain present factor pricing spreads

for fireign exchange, energy, and capital
I- improve governmet aF ;onpared to unskilled laborequity! employment __________labor-intensity 
 resource allocation - consider wiiether new institutions/policies
opportunities Ior output 
 are needed to promote improved choice of
 

techriques/adaptation of technology 
r- - switch GOI budgetary expenditures toward 

- sectors with highest labor intensities 
- require new public sector capital projects to
 

Ihave a rate of return greater tan
 - improve/stabilize central bank aiscount rate
 
spatial distributico 
 - expaad and improve caoarity of rural 
of population ! infrastructure construction program (INPRES) 

- institute full cost recovery policles for 

stabilityiI household incomes econo-' urban public services
 
promote agricultural diversification
 across broad spectrum\• growth 
 - improve design, planning, monitoring and
 

/implementation of transmigration program
 
- adopt inherently labor-intensive outwardadopt and implement looking trade-industrial strategy

sustainable high gr(see 
 policy reforms above)
strategy - establish export institutions/policies
 
I 


patterned after Japan/Taiwan/Korea/Hong 
- Kong/Singapore 
- increase quality of primary education 
- increase quality, quantity andrh 


growth, appLopriateness of secondary technical
'education; 
 stabilize general secondary
lao upycaatrsiso
growth of - improve skill -erlmnsienrollments if necessaryeesr tooachieve above 

\ 

population/labor force 


labor supply characteristics of focus higher educational system resources
 
on existing and projected shortages (and
 
qualitative deficiencies) in key
 
professions
 
increase emphasis on family planning in
 
urban areas/outer islands; sustain rural
 
Java program 

- slow growth of - increase emphasis on reducing demand for 
population children 

expand programs to reduce infant-child
 
mortality
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5.53. Core Strategy Elements - Six core strategy elements show 
significant potential for either 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 
economic growth. Restructuring of economic sectoral growth patterns
toward greater average labor intensities is implicit in most of the core 
strategy elements. L'he potential strategy elements are: (i) improve
market resource allocation, (ii) improve government resource allocation, 
(iii) improve/stabilize spatial distribution of population, (iv) adopt

and Implement a sustainable high growth strategy, (v) improve skill
 
characteristics of population/labor force, and (vi) slow the growth of
 
population.
 

5.54. We have already discussed why we believe there is scope for 
potentially significant 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 arc many paths to addressing the 
employmnen : and incomes problem, we firmly believe that the greater the 
number of core strategy elements brought to bear the stronger the overall 
incomes/emiloymenc 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 actions brought to bear
 
on a given policy directton, presumably, the better the chances for the
 
policy's success.
 

5.55. Nevertheless, this does not suggest there are no pr4orities or
 
that all possibilities have equal weight. What the exact priorities are
 
in the Dreceding 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 form of an outward-looking 
export promotion strategy. This would entail both import trade and
 
industrial rolicy 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 market 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. Nevertheless, it is worth repeating that the strongest of all
 
emplcyment/incomes strategies would encompass all of the potential core
 
Jtra tegy elements, 

5.56. Indicative Policy Directions - Indicative policy directions have
 
been roughly 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 resource allocation will also improve inter-island 
distribution of population, help to stabilize urban-rural migration, and 
are necessary comporeats of an outward-lookin trade-industrial 
restructuring strategy. Similarly, certain of the indicative policy
directionS that wouid improve goverinent resource allocation could also 
be expected to help stabilize the urban-rural populatLon distribution. 
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5.57. No claim ib 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
 
implemellted. 

D. Relat-ive 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 difterences in priorities, size of
 
employment and income impacts. and the timing of impacts. 
Although

detailed examination of these questions is 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 .iplish tlan 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 pretepa 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/incomes strategy policy

package to attain some sense of timing and potential size 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 
Impressionistic View of Relative Size, Point and Duration 

of Employment Impact for Selected Policy Directions 

Direct/Indirect 
Impact on hhployment 
(millions) 

Outward Looking Indus trial-Trade Policy Reform 
(Assuming factor price spreads maintained)
 

Focus of Higher Educational Resources
 
on Critical Skills/Professions
 

1983 Factor Price Reforms 
(Assuming price spreads maintained)
 

INPRES Rural Infrastructure Construction 

0 5 11) 15 20 Time (Years) 
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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 Female Urban Male Fevale 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 21,190.7 

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 21,231.9 

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 17,619.0 

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.U 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.? 2,691.1 1,720.5 1,669.8 3,390.3 

60  64 280.6 307.5 588.2 1,278.6 1,361.9 2,640.5 1,559.2 1,669.4 3,228.6 

65  69 151.6 175.9 327.5 659.5 .726.8 1,326.4 811.1 902.8 1,713.9 

70 - 74 114.0 152.3 266.3 5?5.1 689.3 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 Attending School by
 
Age Group and Educational Attainment, 1980
 

(000) 

URMII + RURAL HALE + FEmLE 

Not Completed/ E D U C A T I 0 H A L A T T A I ( H E H T 
Not Yet Completed Primary Junior High School Senior High School
 

Age Group Primary School School General Vocational General Vocational _.cademy University Not Stated Total 

10 - 14 14,098.3 2,403.2 20.1 3.6 - - 1.9 16,527.0 

15 - 19 5,420.6 5,696.3 2,001.1 213.5 133.6 105.0 - - 2.4 1-,572.5 

20 - 24 4.777.9 3,604.8 1,029.3 221.0 720.1 688.6 33.1 10.7 15.2 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 1,985.8 437.4 111.9 335.9 332.3 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 2,012.6 679.9 119.4 49.0 ,4.9 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 0.3 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 



TABLE 2.3
 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Currently Attending School by Age and Sex, 1980
 
(000) 

URBAN + RURAL 

M A L E - F E M A L E- M A L E + F E MA L E-

Age Total 
Attending 
School Percent Total 

Attending 
School Percent Total 

Attending 
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 1629.4 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.! 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 41.7 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 31.4 

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 0.5 6.9 20.1 1.4 7.2 

Total 51,303.1 31,342.6 22.1 53,050.5 8,989.4 16.9 104,353.6 20,332.0 19.5 

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



TABLE 2.4
 

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

(000) 

URPAN + RURAL MALE + FF- ALE 

ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE NOT ECONOm-ICALLY ACTIVE --

LOOKING FOR 
Ever Never 

WORK 
Economically Attending House- Total 

: of Working 
to Economically 

ocf Economically 
Active to 

Are Groun Working* Worked Worked Total Active School keeping Others Total Ages 10+ Active Pooulation 

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 11.3 

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 96.3 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 - 29 7,143.9 61.4 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 5,461.4 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 2,682.0 8,549.9 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 2,219.8 7,420.0 99.2 70.1 

45  49 4,269.6 26.9 5.9 32.8 4,302.4 0.2 1,528.8 18.9 1,847.9 6,150.2 99.2 69.9 

50 - 54 3,612.5 22.8 6.0 28.8 3,641.3 0.2 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 3,390.3 99.2 63.1 

60  64 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 4,769.9 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 

* Worked at least one hour in the precedlng week or temporarily not working. 

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



TABLE 2.5 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over by Province and Type of Activity, 1980 
(000) 

URBAN + RURAL 
MALE + FEMAJA 

Province Working* 

ECONOMICALLY 
LOOKING FOR 

Ever Never 
Worked Worked 

ACTIVE 
WORK 

Total 
Economically 
Active 

- NOT 

Attending 
School 

ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE 

House-
keeping Others lotal Total 

Z of Working 
to Economically 
Active 

Z of Eccnomically 
Active to 
Population 

Daerah 
Istimeva 
Aceh 832.5 6.6 7.3 13.9 846.4 381.4 388.0 190.1 959.6 1,806.0 98.4 46.9 

Sunatera 
Utara 2,947.2 15.9 22.8 38.7 2,985.9 1,289.4 884.9 528.2 2,702.4 5,688.3 98.7 52.5 

Sumatera 
Barat 1,103.8 5.1 7.0 12.1 1,115.9 519.0 494.9 251.5 1,265.4 2,381.3 98.9 46.9 

Rlau 686.9 5.5 5.6 12.1 699.0 282.0 355.4 148.7 786.1 1,485.1 98.3 47.1 

Jambi 496.2 4.2 2.4 6,6 502.9 172.2 217.3 90.1 479.7 982.5 98.7 51.2 
Sumatera
Selatan 1,623.3 7.9 U.6 .9.5 1,642.7 608.1 627.4 287.2 1,522.7 3,165.5 98.8 51.9 

Bengkulu 278.9 2.4 1.6 4.0 282.9 97.8 85.0 48.1 230.1 513.8 98.6 55.1 

Lampung 1,535.9 7.0 6.1 13.2 1,549.0 553.0 729.2 253.7 1,535.9 3,084.9 99.2 50.2 

DXI 
Jakarta 1,927.6 16.4 60.5 76.8 2,004.5 1,115.2 1,105.0 459.5 2,679.7 4,684.2 96.2 42.8 

Jawa 
Barat 8,500.9 90.6 86.6 177.2 8,678.2 3,250.1 4,847.0 2,337.4 10,434.5 19,112.7 98.0 45.4 

Jawa 
Tev~gah 9,966.2 70.5 64.6 135.0 10,101.2 3,055.0 3,459.8 1,776.4 8,291.2 18,392.4 98.7 54.9 

D.I. Jog
yakarta 1,234.3 4.1 9.0 13.1 1,247.4 461.1 260.2 150.8 872.0 2,119.5 99.0 58.9 

Jawa 
Timur 11,396.7 80.2 82.3 162.4 11,559.1 3,421.8 4,651.7 2,187.7 10,261.2 21,820.4 98.6 53.0 



Continuation of Table 2.5
 

Province 

BaLi 

wcrkir.g 

950.4 

ECONONJICAILY 
LOOK!LNG FOR 

Ever Never 
wori:ed Worked 

8.6 8.0 

ACTIVE 
WO.CK 

Total 

16.7 

-

Economically 
Active 

967.1 

NOT 

Attending 
School 

322.7 

ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE 

House-
keeping Others 

335.0 178.3 

Total 

836.1 

Total 

1,803.2 

Z of W'orkirg 
to Economically 
Active 

98.3 

Z of Economically 
Active to 
Population 

53.6 

Nusa 
Tenggara
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 

Nu!;a 
T..±Z4gara 
Ti=ur 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 
Barat 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 

KL i.a nrzan 
Te."ah 

Er1lr.a n an 
Selatan 

365.0 

731.0 

1.5 

13.2 

1.0 

7.7 

2.5 

21.0 

367.5 

752.0 

116.3 

261.7 

98.9 

283.9 

53.4 

155.3 

268.6 

700.9 

636.1 

1,452.8 

99.3 

97.2 

57.8 

51.8 

Kalimantan 
Ti=ur 372.6 2.8 3.3 6.1 378.6 156.6 206.7 105.6 468.9 847.5 98.4 44.7 

Sulawesi 
Utara 660.3 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 416.9 6.7 7.6 14.3 431.2 173.3 180.0 87.3 440.7 871.9 96.7 49.5 

Sulawesi 
Selatan 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 

Sulawesi 
Tenggara 273.5 2.5 2.1 4.7 278.2 122.6 141.1 77.6 341.5 619.7 98.3 44.9 

a.luku 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 358.3 ".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 one hour in the preccdlrg week or temporarily not working. 

Source: Population Census, Series S-2, Table 40.9 



TABLE 2.6 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over by Educational Attainment and Ty],e of Aztivity, 1980 
(000) 

UMJAN + RUJAL 
MALE + FEMALE 

1 C 0 N 0 M I C A L L Y A C T I V E b 0 T E CO N. A C T I V E-
W 0 R K I N L O 0 K I NG F O R W O R K TotalEducational Not Looking LooiT3nE Ever Never 	 Economically J.ttevding House-Attainment For Work For Work Worked Worked Total Active 5chool keeping Others Total Total 

1. Never Attended 
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 Completed

Primary School 17,929.6 t,470.2 148.2 116.3 
 264.5 19,664.2 1.2,210.6 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.i 4,485.8 1,897.6 10,394.3 21,537.8
 

4. Junior High
'.nool (General) 1,935.9 108.4 17.7 45.6 
 63.3 2,107.7 1,787.A 859.1 409.9 3,056.8 5,164.5
 

5. Junior High

School (Vocational) 556.1 31.1 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 (Vocational) 1,582.2 71.9 11.1 56.9 
 68.0 1,722.2 115.6 239.6 196.7 551.8 2,274.0
 
8. Academy 	 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 Stated 9.3 0.9 0.1 
 0.1 0.2 10.4 9.11 4.4 3.6 17.9 28.3 

Total 47,853.4 
 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: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 43.9 



TABLE 2.7 

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

(000) 

URMN + RURAL MALE + FFMALE 

-MAIN INDUSTRY 
Wholesale 

Educational Public Retail Transport. Financial Public Not 
A t ti z:n Ariculture .iin Manufacturing Utilities Constr. Trade Comm. Services Services Other Stated Total 

1. Never 
At tended 
School 10,488.5 92.1 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 
Cozpl2eted/Not 
Yet Completed 
Primary School 12,139.0 144.5 1,735.1 10.3 69b.4 2,338.0 493.0 41.3 1,686.5 6.5 115.1 19,399.7 

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 10,943.9 

4. Junior 
High School 
(General) 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. Junior 
Hlgn School 
(Vocational) 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. Senior 
.. 'gh School 
(General) 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 
N1gh School 
(Vocational) 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. Academy 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. University 6.3 3.1 11.1 1.6 5.8 9.2 2.5 10.4 144.1 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, Table 51.3 



TABLE 2.8 

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

(Coo)
 

URWA + 2uRAL MALE + FEMALE 

TYPE 0 P HA IN OCCUPATION 
Professional managers Production, and 

Educational. and and Sales Service Transport Equipment N t 
Attainment Technical Administrators Clerical Workers Workern Agricultur I ._!ramors Others Stated Total 

1. Never Attended 
School 39.6 2.3 30.1 1,932.3 601.8 10,503.8 2,035.8 8.2 102.9 15,256.7 

2. Not Completed/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. Junior High

School (Vocational) 85.0 0.9 69.9 68.6 28.2 114.4 186.8 27.0 6.5 587.Z 

6. Senior High 
School (General) 1.59.4 13.1 434.0 177.4 64.8 111.5 215.3 49.3 14.8 1,239.4 
7. Senior 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. Academy 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 2.6 5.6 9.1 3.6 2.5 196.2 

10. Not Stated 0.6 0.1 0.2 0.7 0.3 3.8 1.5 - 2.9 10.2 

9 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
 



TABLk 2.9 

Populatio n 
10 Years of Age dnd Over Wlho Worked During the Previous Week 

by Educational Attainment and Fsploymenr Status, 198U 
(0O0) 

URBAN + RURAL MALE + FDALE 

M P LE YMEN T STATUS 

Self .mployed Assisted
by Fasily Member/ Not 

Educational Attainment Self Fmploved Tempor.iry Help Enplover Employee Familv Stated Total 

i. Never Attended School 4,370.8 4,719.0 170.2 3,022.8 2,891.7 82.3 15,256.7 

2. Not Cocpleted/Not Yet 
Complern.d Primary School 5,143.7 5,445.1 319.: 4,527.4 3,862.5 101.9 19,399.7 

3. Pr1.ir-y Scnoc.1 2,786.8 2,669.2 236.9 3,135.2 2,050.8 65.1 10,943.9 

4. Junior High School I 

(Gercral) 416.8 331.6 64.6 983.0 235.0 13.4 2,044.3 

5. Junior H.Igh School 
(Vocat ioa1) 113.5 85.1 16.2 323.8 44.3 4.3 587.2 

6. Senior High School 
(General) 155.7 105.6 42.1 869.2 58.1 8.7 1,239.4 

7. Senior High School 
(VocatiJoril) 148.0 84.6 38.6 1,322.3 49.0 11.6 1,654.1 

8. Academy 12.4 6.8 5.4 192.4 2.8 1.7 221.4 

9. University 12.0 5.7 6.0 168.8 2.0 1.7 196.2 

10. Not Stated 1.7 3.2 0.2 1.9 1.9 1.4 10.2 

Total 13,161.2 13,455.9 899.4 14,546.7 9,198.0 292.1 51,553.1 

Source: Population Census 1983, Series S-2, Table 53.9 



TABLE 2.10 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked During the 
Previous Week by Employment Status and main Industry, 1980 

(000) 

URBAN + RURAL MALE + FEMALE 
MAI N INDU S TRY 

Wholesale/ 

Employment Public Retail Transpor:. lnaancial "h"Ic Not 

Status Agriculture Mining Manufacturing Util!Lies Constr. Trade Commun. Sirvices Services Other Stated Total 

Self employed 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 

Self employed 
assisted by 
family member/ 
temporary

1 
help 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 

Employer 241.9 8.L 168.9 2.4 81.7 102.8 63.1 13.2 207.0 0.9 8.7 899.4 

Employee 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 

Family worker 7,360.0 24.7 534.4 0.7 40.9 749.3 30.? 2.2 401.1 0.9 52.9 9,198.0 

Not Stated 106.4 8.6 24.2 0.9 9.0 34.2 8.3 1.8 52.1 0.5 46.0 292.1 

Total 28,834.0 387.3 4,680.1 66.1 1,657.1 6,679.0 1,468.4 302.3 7,!44.5 21.6 312.7 51,553.1 

Source; Population Ceansus 1980, Series S-29 Table 48.9 



TABLE 2.11
 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over o orked During the Previous Week 
by Main Industry and Type 3f Main Occupation, 1980 

(000)
 

UMAIN + RURAL MALE + FEMALE 

TYPE OF MAINI OCCUPATION-

Professional Managers Production, and 

and and Sales Service Transport Equipment Not 

M.ain n.-untrv Technical Admin-istratora Clerical Workers Workers Agricultural Cperators Others Stated Total 

Agriculture. Forestry, 

Huutimg, Fishery 20.7 3.9 28.5 31.6 56.9 28,410.1 208.9 2.3 71.1 28,834.0 

.'-Ainz and Quarrying 10.7 1.4 21.5 2.1 16.2 12.7 306.3 0.7 15.7 387.3 

Mzu.f cturint Inaustry 45.5 12.0 98.3 58.7 105.3 62.6 4,262.5 11.1 24.0 4,680.1 

Elctricity, Gas and 
.a er 5.1 0.7 10.0 0.5 3.2 4.4 36.9 0.5 4.6 66.1 

Construction 10.9 4.7 20.6 8.5 16.0 2.8 1,585.4 0.6 7.6 1,657.1 

.ole2Csate and Retail 

Tc-taurant 7.9 5.9 53.0 6,335.1 93.7 27.8 122.6 1.5 31.5 6,679.0 

Tranor:atcn Storage, 

Con-uaIcation 20.9 3.0 155.6 4.7 28.4 8.9 1,235.3 2.2 9.3 1,468.4 

Finance, Insurance, 
Real Estate and 
Business Serv.ces 1.2.1 6.6 120.6 21.6 59.6 6.1 71.4 2.5 2.0 302.3 

Public Services 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 

Others 0.6 0.3 3.1 0.3 1.9 0.8 3.8 10.1 0.8 21.6 

Not Stated 6.4 1.2 6.1 17.0 11.0 36.0 39.5 4.2 191.2 312.7 

Tot&l 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 47.9
 



TABLE 2.12
 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked During the Previous Week 
by Employment Status and Type of Main Occupation, 19S0
 

(000) 

U11AH + RURAL MALE + FMALE 

TYPE OF MAIN 0 CCUP &T ION 
Professional Managers Prcduction and 

and and Sales Service Tri-nsport Equipment Not 

Employment Status Tecnical Administrators Clerical Workers Workers AgriculturalI Optrators Others Stated Total 

Self employed 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 family 
member/temporary 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 31.0 8.4 38.3 102.0 80.0 240.9 380.3 7.5 11.0 899.4 

Employee 1,273.7 32.4 1,629.5 494.9 1,319.1 4,697.1 4,655.0 34,2.2 102.6 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: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 49.9 
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T.l 91.5 7n7.4 72.17 79.9 76.1 76.0 74.2 75.11 74.5 71.6 77.9 77.7 79.1 77.6 76.S 70.6 

Rural - ?..ules 

10-14 17.5 15.9 15.7 76.0 17.5 13.3 8.6 10.5 9.4 15.0 34.q 12.1 9.3 11.9 11.7 10.915-19 32.0 31.6 31.4 51. 317.6 43.2 19. 398.A 3S.0 41.1 41.0 35.7 3A.4 37.5 3 . 1 34.4
20-24 27.9 14.0 3s.79 51.5 40.0 4. 37.2 3 .q 36.3 42. 1 44.7 r1.9 1%. 2 40.940.1 16.02S-34 27.6 37.Z 3 .93 ( 71.7 45.1 46.5 41.6 44.6 43.1 53.4 51.7 45.4 47.1 49.9 44.6 39.735-44 33. 43.3 44.66 ( 52.4 55.9 51.2 52.4 90. 3 57.6 61.3 53.1 55.9 W. 6 51.7 46.2 .4 5-54 40.7 45.5 45.93 66.2 53.3 52.9 51.4 5".9 4 6 61.0 62.9 55.5 55.4 52.9 5! .0 47.95S-64 41.0 37.9 39.06 54.8 -2.1 43.0 41.. f.937.2 .6.3 4.5 50.3 51.2 43.4 42.0 19.665+ 29.6 24.4 2S. 54 33.9 21.5 20.2 22.2 20.A 23.7 28.9 33.4 27.2 25.3 20.9 20.7 20.0 

Total 30.4 34 1 315.26 51.0 39.5 40.6 37.1 1.8 37.0 44.2 45.6 40.1 40.1 40.3 39.1 34.6 

Urhn - Kales
 

30-14 7.6 8.6 7.15 
 7.9 4.9 4.7 3.8 5.5 3.6 7.9 4.8 4.1 3.8
3.9 5.4 3.3
15-19 45.9 32.9 32.9 7 40.3 34.6 3,.4 34. 3 33.9 32. 5 33.46 33.7 35.8 3 .4 36.3 30.4 2. 220-24 79.6 67.0 67.07 77.1 75.2 75.7 74.1 73.1 71 .0 78.0 93.7 73.9 71.4 79.0 70.4 67. 529-14 93.31 .3 91.79 ( 96.4 95.1 94.2 95.2 94.6 94.6 99.6 95.8 99S.3 96.4 96.0 94.3 91.9311-44 96.1 QA ! 94.71 99.2 q9.5 98.1 97.9 99.0 99.0 97.0 97.9 99.6 99.7 98.0 95.645-54 93.3 93A.5 a7.50 92.4 99.7 89.0 89.7 90.5 97.3 92.5 91.6 92.2 96.2 91.5 91.2 8.755-64 74.9 65.5 66.73 72.9 67.9 65.5 65.7 67.9 68.3 71.9 67.7 72.1 71.3 71.4 65.4 67.4
65- 53.3 41.0 43.50 47.2 41.? 45.7 
 39.1 49.4 41.3 48.5 9R.3 19.3 42.7 33.8 36.1 19.6 

ot.al 70.6 61.2 61.15 69.5 61.2 62.7 62.7 65.5
62.6 61.4 64.8 62.9 64.4 60.0
62.9 61.9 


Uran - Tulee
 

11-I4 6.4 7.7 6.93 7.9 4.q 
 3.q 1.4 4.3 4.2 6.1 5.3 6.6 3.6 3. 35.1 4.7
15-19 24.2 17.4 39.21 
 24.6 72.6 23.0 21.1 20.1 21.2 
 24.6 27.0 22.0 26.4 22.7 I .7 22.3
20-24 25.4 21.6 ,24.25 30.2 28.7 29.9 25.7 28.9 30.2 32.1 29.4 30.031.0 79.5 25.6 27.0
 
-- A 25. 3 26. 9 27.72 ( 33.4 29.7 2q.9 
 29.3 26.9 79.6 32.5 31.5 13.4 12.0 34.5 24.2 's.435-44 30.1 32.3 ]3.06 ( 29.7 33.3 35.3 35.8 32.9 43.5 49.5 47.7 43.5 39.5 34.1 33.4 1)..45-54 33.3 32.0 3}.72 3.4 36.9 36.4 36.q 3.9 34.2 44.2 40.9 37.0 44.5 37.4 37.1 36.2 :55-64 27.0 27.1 20.22 30.5 29.3 31.2 26.6 27.5 30.3 27.3 27.6 33.1 26.5 26.0 30.4 25.9
65+ 16.8 14.5 16.52 15.2 12.3 11.5 1 
 11.0 15.1 21.3 19.4 17.1 11.4 12.9 15.5 13.4 

Total 23.9 22.4 22.M8 26.5 25.1 24.8 24.0 24.2 24.4 28.6 28.6 27.5 2. 1 26.8 23.8 24.0 

2 8 7 9Source: Populotton Censea 1961. pp. S5-26; Popula tIen Census 1971 Series D. p.16 -1 2; SUPAS 1976, pp.1 -20; SAKIRNAS IV 1976, pp.i-5;
 
SAXEZPA.S 1977-78. T.1. SAXERMAS 1979; Censuw 1980 Results of the Subaemple. Table 31.
 

Source: IBRD (1983a)
 



Table 2.14 

Table B.1: ESTIMATES OF POPULATION, POPULATION OF WORKING A(;E,
 
LABOR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT, BY SEX, LOCATION AND REGION
 

1961, 1971, 
(-ooo) 

1980 

Urban 

1961 

Rural 

Urban+ 

Rural Urban 

1971-C 

Rural 

Urban+ 

Rural Urban 

',971-

1:ural 

D 
Urban+ 

Rural Urban 

1980 

Rural 

Urban+ 

Rural 

All Indonesia 
Male 

Female 

Both sexes 

Population 

Population 10+ 
Labor force 
Employment 

Population 
Population 10+-
Labor force 

Employment 

Population 
Population 10-
Labor force 

EmploymenL 

7,182 

4,971 
3,509 

3,248 

7,178 
5,010 
1,191 

1,050 

14,359 
9,981 
4,699 

4,293 

40,311 

26,377 

21,500 

20,557 

41,649 
27,596 
8,379 

7,853 

81,960 
53,972 
29,879 

28,411 

47,493 

31,348 

25,009 

23,806 

48,827 
32,606 
9,569 

8,903 

97,019 
63,953 
34,578 

32,709 

10,383 
7,246 

4,435 

4,217 

10,382 
7,372 
1,655 

1,580 

20,765 
14,618 

6,091 

5,796 

47,896 

31,802 
22,396 

21,967 

49,798 
34,006 
11,613 

11,446 

97,695 
65,809 
34,009 

33,414 

58,279 
39,049 
26,832 
26,184 

60,181 
41,378 
13,268 

13,026 

118,460 
80,427 

40,100 

39,210 

10,201 

7,112 

4,363 

.3,894 

10,264 
7,272 
1,688 

1,400 

20,465 
14,384 

6,051 

5,293 

4-, 137 
32,09 5 
2:1,212 

21,622 

4C ,765 
34,027 
11,998 

10,712 

91,902 
66,122 

35,210 

32,334 

58,339 
39,203 
27,575 
25,516 

60,029 
41,299 
13,686 

12,112 

118,368 
80,507 

41,261 

37,628 

16.442 

11,964 
7,177 
6,967 

16,404 
12,131 
2,915 

2,812 

32,846 
24,095 
10,092 

9,780 

56,510 

39,389 
27,823 

27,519 

57,420 
40,976 
14,196 

13,893 

113,931 
80,366 

42,018 

41,411 

72,951 
51,353 

34,999 

34,486 

73,825 
53,108 
17,110 

16,705 

146,777 
104,460 

52,110 

51,191 

Java 
Male 

Female 

Roth sexes 

Populatio,, 

Population 10+ 
Labor force 
Employment 

Population 

Population 10+ 

Labor force 

Employment 

Population 

Population 10+ 
Labor force 

Employment 

4,863 
3,399 

2,425 

2,251 

4,944 
3,503 

955 

847 

9,807 

6,902 
3,3BO 

3,098 

25,938 
17,U93 

13,976 

13,324 

27,248 

18,270 

5,371 

5,033 

53,186 

35,363 
19,347 

18,358 

30,801 
20,492 

16,401 

15,575 

32,192 

21,773 

6,325 

5,881 

62,993 

42,265 
22,727 

21,456 

6,764 
4,749 
2,934 

2,781 

6,964 
5,031 

1,253 

1,202 

13,728 

9,781 
4,187 

3,983 

30,407 

20,417 

14,507 

14,229 

31,967 
22,116 

7,668 

7,546 

62,375 

42,534 
22,175 

21,775 

37,172 

25,168 
17,441 

17,010 

38,931 
27,147 

8,921 

8,747 

76,102 

52,314 
26,362 

25,757 

6,751 

4,737 

6,924 
4,969 

13,675 

9,706 
4,218 

3,705 

30,436 

2C.476 

31,918 

22,086 

62,354 

42,562 
22,715 

20,984 

37,187 

25,213 

38.842 

27,055 

76,029 

52,268 
26,933 

24,689 

11,382 

8,311 

5,062 

4,912 

11,545 

8,626 

2,354 

2,278 

22,927 

16.938 
7,416 

1,190 

33,629 

23,949 

17,202 

16,998 

34,662 

25.245 

8,846 

8,652 

68,291 

49,194 
26,047 

25,650 

45,010 

32,260 

22,263 

21,910 

46,207 

33,871 

11,200 

10,931 

91,217 
66,131 
33,463 

32,840 

Notes and Sources: 

1971: 

1980: 

Population Census 1971. 

Population Census 1980. 

Series C gives the preliminary results from the advanced tabulations. 

Series No. 1. Results of the sub-sample of the 1980 Population Census. II 
Source: IBRD (1983a) > 



TABLE 2.15
 

Indonesia: Labor Force Estimates by Sex and Location, 1971, 1976-83
 
(000) 

Urban 
Male 
Female 

Census 
1971 (D) 

4,363.5 
1,687.9 

Sakernas 
1976 

5,217.9 
2,147.1 

Sakernas 
1977 

5,341.7 
2,172.8 

Sakernas 
1978 

5,588.3 
2,582.9 

Sakernas 
1979 

Census 
1980 

7,066.6 
2,934.6 

Susenas 
1981 

Suseaas 
1982 

Total 6,051.4 7,365.0 7,514.5 8,171.2 10,001.2 11,362.1 

Rural 
IMale 
Female 

23,211.6 
11,998.2 

26,651.1 
14,414.9 

27,504.9 
14,423.9 

28,295.7 
16,630.2 

28,032.2 
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 
Female 

-27,575.1 
13,686.1 

31,869.0 
15,562.0 

32,846.6 
16,5)6.7 

33,884.0 
19,213.1 

34,756.6 
17,973.3 

35,098.8 
17,322.4 

38,303.7 
22,458.0 

38,087.4 
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 Statisrik, 1983 
Proyeksi: Angkatan Kerja di Indonesia 1983-2001, Biro Pusat Statistik, 1983 



TABLE 2.16 

Indonesia: Percentage of Employed Population Working Len Than 35 Hours Per Week 

Suenas 1964 -65 
Male Female Total 

Sakernas 1976 
Male Female Total 

Sakernas 1977 
Male Female Total 

Sakernas 197 
Male Fe ile 

-
"Zotal Male 

Census 1980 
Female Total 

Java 
Urban 
Rural 

12.9 
23.4 

28.0 
43.4 

17.6 
30.2 

11.1 
26.8 

21.2 
45.5 

14.2 
33.5 

9.5 
28.0 

19.0 
46.0 

12.4 
34.3 

13.2 
31.0 

22.2 
49.5 

16.3 
38.2 

12.2 
28.5 

21.5 
47.5 

15.1 
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 

Outer Java 
Urban 
Rural 

16.7 
J3.2 

26.0 
32.6 

18.9 
26.4 

13.9 
30.9 

31.1 
48.5 

18.3 
36.9 

11.9 
26.7 

32.5 
45.4 

17.2 
32.7 

13.3 
37.0 

36.4 
56.3 

19.0 
44.1 

14.8 
34.5 

31.0 
52.1 

18.5 
40.4 

Total 22.5 32.1 25.6 27.9 46.3 33.9 24.0 43.6 30.2 33.5 53.9 40.6 31.3 50.0 37.3 

All Indonesia 
Urban 
Rural 

14.3 
22.3 

27.4 
40.0 

18.1 
28.9 

12.1 
28.2 

24.2 
46.5 

15.7 
34.6 

'n.3 
2, .5 

23.3 
45.8 

14.1 
33.8 

13.8 
33.2 

26.1 
51.6 

17.7 
40.0 

13.0 
30.8 

23.4 
49.9 

16.0 
37.3 

Total 22.4 39.0 '27.9 25.6 43.6 31.7 24.7 42.9 30.8 30.0 48.2 36.6 27.2 45.4 33.2 

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



TABLE 2.17
 

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

(00)
 

No Schooling * 


Less than Primary 


Primary 


Junior High (Gen.) 


Junior High (Voc.) 


Senior High (Gen.) 


Senior 'igh (Voc.) 


Academy 


University 


Source: Tables 7 and 16
 

* 	 Includes unstated. 

Population Aged 10 + 

Male Female 

9,684 19,076 

22,513 20,260 

12,001 9,536 

3,067 2,097 

692 381 

1,504 759 


1.460 	 815 


206 74 


175 53 


51,302 53,051 


Percentage Employed
 
Male Female 

80.4 39.2 

61.2 27.7 

87.3 27.5 

54.8 17.2 

70.4 26.2 

67.8 28.9
 

81.7 56.7
 

86.9 56.8
 

92.6 64.2
 

67.5 31.9
 



TABLE 2.18 

Inter-Island Provincial Variation:
 

Percent Economically Active Age 10 Years and Over, 1980
 

-- RANGE OF VARIATION-

Urban Rural 	 To tal 

Suia	tra 
Male 51.4 - 60.8 67.2 - 74.5 64.9 - 70.2 

Female 13.6 - 17.7 27.5 - 48.4 24.4 - 42.1 

Total 	 33.5 - 38.8 47.9 - 58.3 46.9 - 55.1 

Java 
Male 50.7 - 62.5 66.1 - 74.2 62.7 - 71.7 

=a-.e 19.,';. - 35.4 13.7 - 55.7 22.6 - 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 - 72.0 
Female 13.6 - 21.4 25.4 - 50.6 21.1 - 44.2 

Total 	 37.4 - 42.1 49.3 - 62.2 44.7 - 57.8 

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 

Total 	 34.3 - 39.8 40.6 - 50.9 39.4 - 49.5 

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 42.5 - 55.3 42.2 - 53.6 

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

* Includea Bali, NTB, NT, Maluku, and Irian Jaya. 



TABLE 3.1
 

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

0 
1 

1-9 
0 T A L 

10-24 
H 0 U R 

25-34 
S W 0 

35-44 
KED 

45-59 60 
Not 
Stated Total 

Urban 
Ie 

Femle 
11-5.224 
64,521 

102,430 
750 

406,699 
346,742 

406,431 
265,233 

1.901,03C 
700,165 

2,399,005 
6o3,100 

1.451,797 
665.38 

95,309 
6 

6.877,933 
2,847.940 

Total 179,745 177,535 753,441 671,664 2,601,203 3,062,105 2,117,635 162,545 9,725.873 

Rural 
mle 
Female 

69,528 
628,776 

712,422 
792,402 

4,177,607 
4,032,743 

3,742.993 
2,348.518 

8,341,384 
3,370.791 

6,953,894 
1,310.574 

3,023,589 
9!3.952 

176,882 
188.894 

27,740,599 
14,086.650 

Total 1,238,304 1,504,824 8,.10.350 6,091,511 11,712,175 8,/64,466 3,937,841 367.776 41.827,249 

All :ndo7csfa 
Male 
Female 

724,752 
693,297 

814,852 
867,507 

4,534,306 
4,379,485 

4,149,424 
2,513,751 

10,.42,422 
4,070,956 

9,352,899 
2,473,674 

4,475,686 
1,579,790 

274,191 
256,130 

34,61f:,532 
16,934.590 

Total 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 

Sourcei Population Census 1980, Series S-2 



TABLE 3.la
 

Indonesia: 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 

Urban 

Male 8.1 6.1 4.5 6.0 13.3 20.3 24.0 18.0 13.3 
Female 4.6 4.5 3.9 3.9 4.9 5.6 11.0 12.7 5.6 

Total 12.7 10.6 8.4 9.9 18.2 25.9 35.0 30.7 18.9 

Rural 
Male 43.0 42.3 46.6 55.4 58.3 58.8 49.9 33.7 53.8 
Female 44.3 47.1 45.0 34.7 23.5 15.3 15.1 35.6 27.3 

Total 87.3 89.4 91.6 90.1 81.8 74.1 65.0 69.3 81.1 

Indonesia 

Male 51.1 48.4 51.1 61.4 71.6 79.1 73.9 51.7 67.1 
Female 48.9 51.6 48.9 38.6 28.4 20.9 26.1 48.3 32.9 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Table 3.1 



TABLE 3.Ib
 

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
 

R U R A L ALL INDONESIAHours U R B A N 
Male Female Total Male Female Total
Worked Male Female Total 


0 1.7 2.2 1.8 2.2 4.5 3.0 2.1 4.1 2.8 

1.8 2.6 5.6 3.6 2.4 5.1 3.3
1-9 1.5 2.6 

10-24 5.9 12.2 7.7 15.1 28.6 19.6 13.2 25.9 17.4 

15.4 13.125-34 5.9 9.3 6.9 13.5 16.7 14.6 12.0 

35-44 27.6 24.6 26.8 30.1 23.9 28.0 29.6 24.1 27.8
 

45-59 34.9 23.3 31.5 25.0 12.9 20.9 27.0 14.6 22.9 

60 + 21.1 23.4 21.8 10.9 6.5 9.4 12.9 9.3 11.7 

Not Stated 1.4 2.4 1.7 0.6 1.3 0.9 0.8 1.5 1.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
 

Source: Table 3.1 



TA5LE 3.2
 

Indonesia: Populatcn 10 Years of .ge and Over ,iWor-ed During the Fr. viua Week
 

by Age Group and Total Number of Hours Wor~ed, 19o0 

T 9 T A r. H 0 U R S W 0 R K E D Not 

Age Groun 0 1-9 1c-?4. 25-34 35-44 45-55 601 Stated Total 

10 - 14 53,453 180,456 734,142 253,585 331,156 220,3u3 134,007 18,745 1.925,907 

L5 - 19 156,717 226,722 1.215,843 771.146 1,425,036 1,235,b70 706,341 52,427 5,789,902 

20 - 24 12,959 195,339 I.C64,281 866.380 1,910,025 1,73%,95o 860. 72,538 6,914,297 

25 - 29 134,1d2 131,354 1,002,731 680,429 2,07C, 421 1,53J,994 915,957 74,8,4 7,143,922 

30 - 34 138,781 136,860 77t,,3 678,798 1,579, rI 1,35,Zo9 684 137 61,104 5,408,113 

35 - 39 150,858 157,3J4 860,199 751,473 1,722,005 1,40u,075 713,2338 3.802 5,815,954 

40 - 44 135,426 133, 60 71.6t7 t73,558 1, 50,.u 1.211.718 613,332 55,591 5.159,586 

45 - 49 117,632 15t,7d5 67b,159 574,299 1,23o,301 1,005,883 49t,728 43.816 4.269,603 

50 - 54 103,216 111,392 628,698 498,512 1,034,392 800,794 318,514 36,000 3,612.518 

55 - 59 70,073 70,778 399,055 301,926 586,684 448,311 223,C52 21,044 2,42n,923 

60 - 64 59,579 73,233 363,716 260,132 459,514 323,322 159,50 15,83 1,734,174 

65 65,052 99,697 439,682 250,280 404,086 249,482 126,210 14,311 1,648,800 

Not Stated 121 181 1.165 657 1,551 1,376 881 211 6,143 

Tot"l 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 

Soxce: uop.ioat-on & u 1960, Series S-2, Table 56.9 

* Note: Temporarly not work.ing 



TABLE 3.2a
 

Indonesia: Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked
 
During Previous Week, Percentage Distribution of Total Number Hours
 

Worked by Age Group, 1980 

T 0 T A L H 0 U R S W 0 R K E D Not 
Aye 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 1l.1 13.5 13.5 11.4 10.0 10.5 11.7 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 10.6 9.0 9.6 11.1 12.0 11.9 11.8 12.0 11.3 

40 - 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 i00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Table 3.2 



TA.BLE 3.2b
 

In.doneuiti Popu.lation 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked Du:±ng )revious Week,
 
Percentage Distribution of Age Group by Total Number HoLrZ Wotrr:d, 1980
 

A G E G R 0 U P S 

Hours Worked 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 !0-34 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 

1-9 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. -24 38.1 21.0 15.4 14.0 14.3 14.8 15.1 15.8 17.4 18.8 22.1 26.7 17.4 

25-34 13.2 13.3 12.6 12.3 12.6 12.9 13.1 13.5 13.8 14.2 15.0 15.2 1-.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 11.4 2.1.4 25.2 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 11.0 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.C 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 

Indonesia: Population 10 lears5 of Age and Over Who Worked During Previous Week 

by Coudensed Age Groupings and Total Hours Worked, 1980 

_ __  - TOTAL i{OUR S WORKED 

0 - 34 35 - 59 60 Y1/ Grand 

Age Group Male Female Total Male Femile TotaI Male Female T2tal Total 

A4es 10-19 2,030,539 1,561,525 3,592,064 2,067,446 1,144,779 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 5,069,226 21,488,395 4,016,315 1,341,671 5,357,986 40,448,196 

Ages 60+ L/ 1,027,396 606,099 1,633,495 1,108,706 330,625 i,439,331 222,347 93,944 316,291 3,389,117 

10,273,334 8,554,G40 18,827,374 19,595,32-1 6,544,630 26,139,951 4,749,877 1,835,920 6,585,797 51,553,122 

Source: Population Census 1981, Series S-2 

1/ Includes -not stated.- This increases total population working over 60 hours or more per week by 8.1% in absolute terms, divided 

roughly in half between male and female. Population age 60 years and over i. increased by 0.2%. Neither adjustment is considered to 

significantly affect interpretation of the table. 



TABLE 3.3a 

Indonesias Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked During Prnvious Week.
 
Percentage Distribution of Total Hours Worked by Condensed Age Groupings. 1980
 

-TOTAL H OUR S WORKED

0 - 34 35 - 59 60 + 1/ Grand 
Age Group Male Female Total Male Femalf Total Male Female Total Total 

Ages IC-19 19.8 18.2 19.1 10.6 17.5 12.3 1,0.8 21.8 13.8 15.0 

Ages 10-59 70.2 74.7 72.2 83.8 ,7.5 82.2 84.5 73.1 81.4 78.4 

Ages 60+ 1 110.0 7.1 8.7 5.6 5.0 5.5 A.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
 



TABLE 3.3b
 

Indonesia: Population 10 Years of Age and Over
 

Who Worked During Previous Week, Percentage
 
Distribution of Condensed Age Groups by 

Worked by Sex, 1980 

Ages 10-19 

0 - 34 Hours 
Male 26.3 
Female 20.3 

Total 46.6 

35 - 59 hours 
Male 26.8 
Female 14.8 

Total 41.6 

60 + Hours 
Male 6.6 
Female 5.2 

Total 11.8 

All Categories 

Male 59.7 
Female 40.3 

Total 100.0 

Ages 20-59 


17.8 

15.8 


33.6 


40.6 
12.5 


53.1 


10.0 

3.3 


13.3 


68.4 
31.6 


100.0 


Total Hours 

Ages 60+ Total
 

30.3 19.9
 
17.9 16.6
 

48.2 36.5
 

32.7 38.0 
9.8 12.7
 

42.5 50.7
 

6.6 9.2
 
2.7 3.6
 

9.3 12.8
 

69.6 67.2 
30.4 32.8
 

100.0 100.0
 

Source: Table 3.3
 



TABLE 3.4 

Indoneiat Underemployment by Age, Sex. and Urban-Rural. Location, 1980 

0-9 HOURS 10-24 HOURS 25-34 HOURS 0-34 HOURS 
Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total. Urban Rural -.al Urban Rural Total 

Age. 10 - 14 
male 
Female 

5,959 
4,760 

127,625 
95,565 

133,584 
100,325 

14,110 
13,008 

427,491 
279,533 

441,601 
292,541 

5,938 
5,254 

147,962 
94,431 

153,900 
99,685 

26,007 
23,022 

703,078 
469,529 

729,085 
492,551 

Total 10,719 223,190 233,909 27,118 707,024 734,142 11,192 242,293 253,585 49,029 1,172,607 1,221,636 

Ages 15 - 19 
Male 
Female 

18,217 
14,764 

176,864 
173,594 

195,081 
188,358 

41,705 
35,555 

613,825 
524,758 

655,530 
560,313 

29,226 
22,245 

421, 617 
298,C58 

450,843 
320,303 

89,148 
72,564 

1,212,306 
996,410 

1,301,454 
1,068,974 

Total 32,981 350,458 383,439 77,260 1,138,583 1,215,843 51,471 719,(75 771,146 161,712 2,208,716 2,370,428 

Ages 20 - 24 

Hale 
Female 

28,751 
19,203 

148,130 
182,264 

176,881 
201,467 

55,957 
44,282 

458,858 
505,284 

514,815 
549,566 

55,905 
37,837 

463,!155 
310,(83 

519,860 
348,520 

140,613 
101,322 

1,070,943 
998,231 

1,ZII,556 
1,099,553 

Total 47,954 330,394 378,348 100,239 964,142 1,064,381 93,742 774,t38 868,380 241,935 2,069,174 2,311,109 

Ages 25 - 59 
Male 
Female 

143,323 
89,478 

716,949 
857,089 

860,282 
946,567 

250,899 
228,757 

2,219,377 
2,425,829 

2,470,276 
2,654,586 

286,966 
185,406 

2,386,.119 
1,500,.04 

2,673,285 
1,685,710 

681,19& 
503,641 

5,322,645 
4,783,222 

6,003,843 
5,286,863 

Total 232,811 1,574,038 1,806,849 479,656 4,645,206 5,124,862 472,372 3,886,t.23 ,358,995 1,184,839 10,105,867 11,290,706 

A.&e 60 + 
Male 
Female 

21,394 
11,42. 

152,382 
112,666 

173,776 
124,087 

44,028 
25,140 

458,056 
297,339 

502,084 
322,479 

28,396 
14,491 

323,:,40 
145,042 

351,536 
159,533 

93,818 
51,052 

933,578 
555,047 

1,027,396 
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 
Female 

217,654 
139,626 

1,321,950 
1,421,178 

1,539,604 
1,560,804 

406,699 
346,742 

4,177,607 
4,032,743 

4,584,306 
4,379,485 

406,431 
265,233 

3,742,)93 
2,348,Ji18 

4,149,424 
2,613,751 

1,030,784 
751,601 

9,242,550 
7,802,439 

10,273,334 
8,554,040 

Total 357,280 2,743,128 3,100,408 753,441 8,210,350 8,963,791 671,664 6,091,.il1 6,763,175 1,782,385 17,044,989 18,817,374 

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



TABLE 3.4L 

Indonesia: Percentage Distribution Underemployment
 
by Sex and Urban-Rural Location vithin Age Categories, 1980
 

0-9 H O U R S 10 - 24 H O U R S 25 - 34 H O U R S 0 - 34 H O U R S 
Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rural Total
 

Ages 10 - 14 
Male 1.7 4.6 4.3 1.9 5.2 4.9 0.9 2.4 2.:' 1.5 4.1 3.9 
Female 1.3 3.5 3.2 1.7 3.4 3.3 0.8 1.6 1.L 1.2 2.8 2.6 

Total 3.0 8.1 7.5 3.6 8.6 8.2 1.7 "4.0 3.8 2.7 6.9 6.5 

Ages 15 - 19 
Hale 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 

Tocal 9.2 12.7 12.4 10.2 13.9 13.6 7.7 11.8 3-1.4 9.1 13.0 12.6 

1
Ages 20 - 24 
Hale 8.0 5.4 5.7 7.4 5.6 5.7 8.3 7.6 7.7 7.9 6.3 6.4
 
Female 5.4 6.6 6.5 5.9 6.1 6.1 5.6 5.1 5. 5.7 5.9 5.9
 

Total 13.4 12.0 12.2 13.3 11.7 11.8 13.9 12.7 12.0 13.6 12.2 12.3 

Ages 25 - 59 
Male 40.1 26.1 27.8 33.3 27.0 27.6 42.7 39.2 39.Ji 38.2 31.2 31.9 
Female 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 64.41 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 
Female 3.2 4.1 4.0 3.3 3.6 3.6 2.2 2.4 2.,1 2.9 3.2 3.1 

Total 9.2 9.7 9.6 9.2 9.2 9.2 6.4 7.7 7..i (1.1 8.7 8.6
 

All Ages 
Hale 60.9 48.2 49.7 54.0 50.9 51.1 60.5 61.4 61.i 57.8 54.2 54.6 
Female 39.1 51.8 50.3 46.0 49.1 48.9 39.5 38.6 38.i 42.2 45.8 45.4 

Total 100.0 100.0 00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.,) i0(.0 100.0 I00.0 

Source: Table 3.4
 



TABLE 3.4b
 

Indonesia: Percentage Distribution of 2nderemployment 
bf Age, Sex, and Urban-Rural Location, 1980
 

0 - 9 H O U R S 10 - 24 V 0 U R S 25 - 34 H O U R S 0 - 34 H 0 U R S 
Urban Rural Total Urban Rural 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 
Female 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 96.0 100.0 

Ages 15 - 19 
Male 
Female 

1.4 
1.4 

13.6 
16.2 

15.0 
17.6 

3.2 
3.3 

47.2 
49.1 

50.4 
52.4 

2.2 
2.1 

32.4 
27.9 

34.6 
30.0 

6.8 
6.8 

93.2 
93.2 

100.0 
100.0 

Total 1.4 14.8 16.2 3.3 48.0 51.3 2.1 30.4 32.5 6.8 93.2 100.0 

Ages 20  24 

tale 
Female 

2.4 
1.8 

12.2 
16.5 

14.6 
18.3 

4.6 
4.0 

37.9 
46.0 

42.5 
50.0 

4.6 
3.4 

38.3 
28.3 

42.9 
31.7 

11.6 
9.2 

88.4 
90.8 

100.0 
100.0 

Total 2.1 14.3 16.4 4.3 41.7 46.0 4.1 33.5 37.6 10.5 89.5 100.0 

Ages 25 - 59 

Male 
Female 

2.4 
1.7 

11.9 
16.2 

14.3 
17.9 

4.2 
4.3 

37.0 
45.9 

41.2 
50.2 

4.8 
3.5 

39.7 
28.4 

44.5 
31.9 

1i.4 
.5 

88.6 
90.5 

100.0 
100.0 

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 
Female 

2.1 
1.9 

14.8 
18.6 

16.9 
20.5 

4.3 
4.1 

44.6 
49.1 

48.9 
53.2 

2.7 
2.4 

31.5 
23.9 

34.2 
26.3 

9.1 
8.4 

90.9 
91.6 

100.0 
100.0 

Total 2.0 16.2 18.2 4.3 46.2 50.5 2.6 28.7 31.3 8.9 91.1 100.0 

All Ages 
Male 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 91.2 100.0 

Total 1.9 14.6 16.5 4.0 4:1.6 47.6 3.6 32.3 35.9 9.5 90.5 100.0 

Source: Table 3.4 



TABLE 3.5 

Indonesia: Population 10 Tearm of Age and Over Classified as EcoooacicLJy Active, 1980 
(0O00' 

UREAN RURAL -- ALL-IKDONESIA-

Age Group Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 

10 - 14 64.9 82.1 147.0 1,116.0 723.5 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 3,9L2.2 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 - 39 878.3 295.7 1,174.0 3,128.1 1,565.8 4,693.9 4,006.3 1,861.5 5,867.8 

40  44 752.7 283.6 1,036.2 2,711.9 1,452.0 4,163.9 3,464.6 1,735.5 5,200.1 

45  49 543.8 229.1 772.9 2,289.8 1,239.7 3,529.5 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 1,786.4 1,455.7 681.9 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.!. 1,1b9.5 490.4 1,659.9 

Not Stated 0.9 0.4 1.2 4.1 1.0 5.1 5.0 1.4 6.3 

Total 7,066.6 2,934.7 10,001.3 .28,032.2 14,387.8 42,420.0 35,098.8 17,322.4 52,421.2 

S~urce: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables :19.1-9 



TABLE 3.5a
 

Indonesia: Percentage of Population 10 Years of Age and
 
Over Classified as Economically Active, 1980
 

U R B A N -- -- 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 

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 54,1 

65 + 37.2 13.2 23.6 56.8 20.4 37.3 .3.4 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
 



TAL 3. 6 

Indoneias Population 10 YeaUrs of Age and Over Explicitly Clastifiad as Unemployed, 1980 
(000)
 

U K B A I K U R A L - ALL I N D O N S I A-

Age Group Male Female Total Kale Female Tote- Hale Female Total 

10 - 14 3.8 3.9 7.6 26.1. 26.8 52.9 29.9 30.7 60.6 

2.5 - 19 42.1 26.0 58.1 80.9 72.6 153.5 123.0 98.6 Z21.6 

20 - 24 77.6 32.6 110.1 67.9 55.9 123.8 145.4 88.5 233.9 

25 - 29 28.6 10.1 38.7 35.3 33.8 69.0 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 6.6 3.1 9.7 15.8 23.3 39.1 22.5 26.4 48.9 

40 - 44 5.3 2.1 7.4 12.6 20.3 i2.9 17.9 22.4 40.3 

43 - 49 4.6 1.6 6.2 10.6 16.0 26.6 15.2 17.5 32.8 

50 - 54 4.8 1.5 6.3 9.7 12.7 22.5 14.5 14.2 28.8 

55 - 59 2.9 C,6 3.5 6.2 6.9 L3.1 9.1 7.6 16.7 

60 - 64 1.8 0.5 2.3 5.0 5.0 13.1 6.8 5.5 12.4 

65 + 1.1 0.5 1.6 4.8 4.8 .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: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tabla 39.1-9
 



T&BLE 3.6a
 

Indonesia: Percentage of Labor Force 10 Years of Age and
 
Over Explicitly Classified as Unemployed, 1980
 

-- U R - -R -B A N U R A L --- -ALL INDONESIA ---

Age Grou 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 2.12.2 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 2.20.5 0.8 

50 - 54 1.1 0.8 1.0 i.3 0.60.5 0.7 2.2 0.8 

55 - 59 1.2 0.6 1.0 0.5 1.2 0.7 2.10.6 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
 

(
 



TAfiIt 3.7 

Indonesita Population 10 Years of Age and 0-ir Clausified as Workiig
but Temporarily Uneaployed During the Week 1:.-.ceding the Census, 1130 

(000) 

U&BAN 
 RURA L-ALL INDONES IA-Age Groupi Male Female Total Hale Peme'te Total Malt Female Total 

10 - 14 1.6 1.2 2.8 27.8 22.8 50.6 29.4 24.1 55.5 

Is - 19 6.7 6.9 13.6 68.9 4.2 143.2 75.6 81.1 156.7 

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 93.6 88.5 184.2 

30 - 3' 13.1 6.2 19.3 55.1 64.4 119.5 60.2 70.6 138.8 
35 - 39 11.9 7.5 19.4 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 
 52.9 101.4 53.8 58.9 117.6 

50 - 54 9.7 5.4 15.1 44.9 A3.2 58.1 54.6 48.6 103.2
 

55 - 59 7.7 3.5 11.2 32.1 26.7 58.8 3,).8 30.3 70.1 

60 - 64 5.6 2.3 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, Series S-2, Tables 56.1-9 



- -

TABLE 3. 'a 

Indonesia: Percentage of Labor Force 10 Years of Age and
 

Over Classified as Working but Temporarily Unemployed
 
During the Week Preceding the Census, 1980
 

(000)
 

U R B A N -- -R U R A L -- ALL-LNDONESIA --

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 1.9 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, page 39.1-9 and 56.1-9
 



TABLE 3.8 

Indonesias Population 10 Years of Age and Over Classified an Neithar Workin;, Looking for Works 
Attending School or Housekeeping During the Week Preceding the Census, 1980 

(000) 

URBAN RURAL -- ALL-IND 0 KES IA-

Age Group Male Female Total Kale Female Total Male Female Total 

10 - 14 114.9 131.2 246.1 738.7 792.3 1,531.0 853.6 923.5 1,777.1 

15 - 19 257.4 2G2.2 519.6 803.9 849.7 1,653.6 1,061.3 1,11.9 2,173.2 

20  24 247.8 159.5 407.3 422.9 350.9 773.8 670.7 510.4 1,181.1 

25 - 29 101.5 64.2 165.7 220.1 153.0 373.1 321.6 217.2 538.8 

30  34 43.1 27.8 70.9 124.0 85.3 209.3 167.1 113.1 280.2 

35  39 35.1 22.9 58.0 124.6 89.1 213.7 159.8 112.1 271.9 

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 76.3 115.8 126.8 242.6 157.4 161.5 318.9 

50 - 54 81.3 57.2 138.5 159.6 221.2 330.8 24.0.8 278.4 519.2 

55 - 59 95.0 57.8 152.8 141.0 193.4 334.4 236.0 251.2 487.2 

60  64 104.2 94.6 198.8 226.5 391.0 617.5 330.7 485.6 816.3 

65 + 220.7 272.8 493.5 733.4 1,091.7 1,325.- 954.1 1,364.5 2,318.6 

Not Stated 0.8 1.0 1.8 4.0 4.1 8.1 4.8 5.1 9.9 

Total 1,379.7 1,214.5 2,594.2 3,934.5 4,456.1 6,390.6 !,314.2 5,670.7 10,984.9 

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



TABLE 3.8a
 
Indonesia: Percentage of Population 10 Years of Age and
 
Over Classified as Neither Working, Looking for Work,
 

Attending School or Housekeeping, 1980
 

.... U R B A N ... R U R A L - -- ALL-INDONESIA ---

Age Group Kale 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 

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
 



TABLE 3.9
 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked During the Previous Week
 
by Total Number of Hours Worked in the Previous Week, Looking/
 

oc Locking for Work, and Reason for Not Looking for Other/
 
Additional Work, 1980
 

(000)
 

N O T L O 0 K I N G F 0 R W O R K (REASON FOR) 
Total Number Looking for Thought No &ttending House- Not 
of Hours Worked Work hee d Lost Hope School heepi24 Not Capable Others Stated Total Grand Total 

0 a 118.6 375.-1 3.8 28.8 420.7 77.7 375.1 17.5 1,299.5 1,418.0
 

I - 9 109.7 593.:! 5.5 166.0 429.2 112.2 259.1 7.5 1,572.6 1,682.4 

10 - 24 710.5 3,195.1 26.7 5.5.7 1,978.3 459.3 1,455.8 22.5 8,253.3 8,963.8 

25 - 34 539.0 3,711.1. 18.4 76.4 1,013.9 284.3 1,114.5 4.8 6,224.2 6,763.2 

35 - 44 1.L-4..7 9,072.:! 36.0 434 1,355.3 504.4 2,252.0 5.5 13,268.7 14,313.4 

45 - 59 7.6.7 0,146.0 26.5 13.6 698.3 352.1 1,790.6 2.9 11,029.9 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.( 1.6 8.3 127.1 18.2 87.9 2.6 495.7 A30.3 

Total 3,699.7 30,145.; 133.6 853.3 6,344.6- 1,988.8 8,323.8 63.6 47,853.4 51,553.1
 

* Note: Teaporarily not working 

Sourca Population Ceeu, Series S-2, Table 42.9 



TABLE 3.10
 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Who Worked During the Previous 
Week by Main Industry and Number of Hours Worked, 

(000) 
1980 

URBAN + RURAL MALE + FEMALE 

Main Industry 0 * - 9 

NUMBER 

10 - 24 25 

OF 

- 34 

HOURS 

35 - 44 45 

WORKED 

- 59 60 + 
No t 
Stated Total 

1. Agriculture, Forestry, 
Hunting, and Fishery 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 1,518.3 613.1 42.4 4,680.1 

. Electricity, Gas, 
and Water 0.9 1.3 4.1 2.6 22.3 26.5 7.4 1.0 66.1 

5. Construction 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, atd 
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.( 7.4 2.8 0.5 21.6 

Not Stated 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 

t Temporarily not working 

Soirce: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 50.9 



TABLE 3.11 

Population 10 Years of Age and Over Vho Worked During the Previous Week 
by Type of Main Occupation and Number of Days Worked, 1980 

(000) 

URBAN + RURAL HALE + FEMALE 

NUMBER OF DAY S WORKED 
Type of Main Not 
Occupation 0 * 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Stated Total 

Professional and Technical 21.1 6.8 14.9 22.4 23.0 41.5 1,172.5 212.2 2.8 1,517.2 

Managers and Adminl trarcrii 0.7 0.3 0.7 0.9 1.0 3.2 35.9 10.0 0.2 52.9 

Clerical and Related Workern 16.8 4.0 6.5 14.6 14.4 43.3 1,381.2 307.1 3.4 1,791.4 

Sales Workers 173.5 40.1 140.5 222.9 248.2 277.7 1,160.5 4,355.0 9. 6,627.9 

Service Workers 48.5 11.9 31.5 56.6 54.9 67.2 621.8 1,317.4 3.7 2,213.6 

Farmers and Agricultural 
Workers 917.8 180.7 657.3 1,392.7 2,031.0 2,704.7 6,81.0 14,040.9 20.9 28,767.0 

Production, Transport 
Equipment Operarore 
and Related Workers 225.9 42.7 153.6 316.4 403.6 555.1 3,544.1 4,543.4 14.0 9,798.9-

Othnrs 5.4 0.6 1.2 3.3 4.0 5.8 284.9 72.7 0.8 378.7 

Not Stated 8.4 6.8 i 21.5 27.2 25.5 111.9 179.1 10.5 405.4 

Total 1,418.0 293.9 1,021.0 2,051.4 2,807.3 3,724.0 15,134.0 25,037.8 65.7 51,553.1 

Temporarily not working 

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Table 55.9 



TABLE 3.12 

UERAN + RURAL 

Economically Active Population by Industry During the Previous Week 
and Industry During the Previous Year, 1980 

(000) 
MALE + FEMALE 

Employment 
Status Agriculture Mining Manufact. 

Public 
Utilities 

MAiN INDUSTRY 
Wholesale 
Retail Transport.

Constr. Tride Ccmm. 
Financial 
Services 

Public 
Services Other 

Not 
Stated 

Did Not 
Work Total 

Agriculture, 
Forestry, 
Hunting,
Fishery 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 

Mining and 
Quarrying 78.1 256.3 2.9 0.1 2.0 4.2 2.1 0.4 4.4 - - 36.8 387.3 

Manufacturing 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 

Electricity,
Gas, and Water 3.4 0.1 0.4 52.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.1 1.7 - - 6.5 66.1 

Construction 226.3 1.5 10.5 0.4 1,192.4 12.7 5.9 0.7 28.5 0.4 - 177.8 1,657.1 

%h.olesaleTrade, 
Retail Trade,
Restaurants 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 

Transportation, 
Storage,
Comrunication 58.9 1.7 6.8 0.3 3.9 9.6 1,218.4 1.0 25.2 0.2 - 142.4 1,468.4 

Financing, 
Insurance, 
Real Estate 
and Business 
Services 6.2 0.3 1.7 0.1 0.9 1.9 1.0 244.6 4.4 - - 41.2 302.3 

Public Services 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 

Others 1.0 0.1 0.2 - 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.02 0.5 13.4 - 6.0 21.6 

Not Stated 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 

Total 26,871.8 280.4 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 

Looking for 
Work 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 

Total 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 

Source: 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 % Change
 

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 11.86 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
 
1980 - 2000 

(000) 

Age 1983 1985 1990 1995 2000 

0 - 4 22,381.6 23,558.4 24,778.9 25,829.6 26,645.1 

5 
6 

4,144.9 
4,044.9 

4,483.4 
4,404.0 

4,710.0 
4,644.0 

4,978.7 
4,916.8 

5,190.6 
5,142.5 

7 3,948.6 4,323.4 4,582.1 4,855.1 5,093.3 
8 
9 

3,855.6 
3,765.5 

4,241.6 
4,158.7 

4,522.8 
4,464.7 

4,793.6 
4,732.2 

5,043.0 
4,991.4 

5  9 19,759.6 21,611.1 22,923.6 24,276.5 25,460.9 

10 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

- 14 

3,678.9 
3,596.3 
3,512.6 
3,425.8 
3,338.2 

17,551.8 

4,075.0 
3,990.9 
3,905.1 
3,817.3 
3,728.3 

19,516.6 

4,406.4 
4,354.6 
4,291.5 
4,213.7 
4,125.9 

21,394.1 

4,669.9 
4,605.8 
4,544.5 
4,488.0 
4,433.3 
?2,741.6 

4,938.8 
4,e85.5 
4,829.4 
4,769.7 
4,707.5 

24,131.0 

15 3,251.8 3,639.9 4,038.8 4,376.6 4,643.7 
16 
17 
18 
19 

3,163.4 
3,087.2 
3,029.7 
2,982.6 

3,552.7 
3,464.9 
3,376.1 
3,287.7 

3,950.8 
3,861.4 
3,771.6 
3,681.3 

4,31.9.4 
4,253.1 
4,173.1 
4,083.6 

4,577.1 
4,513.2 
4,454.4 
4,397.6 

15 - 19 15,514.8 17,321.3 19,303.9 21,205.8 22,585.9 

20 
21 
22 

2,932.8 
2,885.2 
2,819.2 

3,199.2 
3,107.7 
3,028.9 

3,590.6 
3,500.2 
3,409.9 

3,994.1 
3,903.1 
3,811.3 

4,338.2. 
4,278.0 
4,209.2 

23 
24 

20 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 34 

2,724.0 
2,609.7 

13,971.0 
11,403.1 
8,916,2 

2,969.6 
2,921.3 

15,226.8 
3.3,654.9 
11,112.5 

3,319.9 
3,231.2 

17,051.8 
14,937.8 
13,362.9 

3,720.1 
3,629.4 

1.9,057.9 
16,786.5 
14,676.0 

4,127.8 
4,037.9 

20,991.1 
18,822.2 
16,552.8 

35 - 39 
40 - 44 
45 - 49 
50 - 54 
55 - 59 

8,274.9 
7,555.9 
6,308.2 
4,982.3 
3,659.7 

8,662.6 
7,981.9 
7,223.6 
5,941.9 
4,586.0 

10,83.0 
8,399.0 
7,672.8 
6.,846.2 
5,509.2 

13,087.0 
10,557.2 
8,116.8 
7,316.1 
6,393.4 

14,432.7 
12,810.9 
10,254.7 
7,784.9 
6,880.1 

60  64 
65 - 69 

2,834.2 
2,099.2 

3,247.0 
2,373.8 

4,106.1 
2,751.5 

4,977.6 
3,520.1 

5,827.4 
4,315.8 

70 - 74 
75 - 79 

1,439.6 
860.0 

1,606.8 
955.0 

1,843.6 
i,085.9 

2,168.4 
1,269.4 

2,814.0 
1,520.6 

80+ 518.1 574.0 654.8 767.1 923.5 

Total 148,040.0 165,153.6 183,456.3 202,746.3 222,753.0 

Source: Proyeksi Penduduk Indonesia 1980-2000, BPS, December 1983,
 
pg. 44.
 



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 - 24 7,684 8,375 9,378 10,482 11,545 

- .' 13,255 16,148 18,452 20,514 

35 - 44 10,971 11,535 13,329 16,385 1,880 

7,757 9,045 9,975 10,602 12,39345 - 54 

55- 64 3.812 4,598 5,644 6,675 7,459 

65+ 1,711 1,917 2,205 2,688 3,338 

Total 53,270 60,630 68,987 78,250 88,283 

* @ December 31st 

Source: 	 Proyeksi Penduduk Indonesia 1980-2000, Biro Pusat, 
July 13, 1983, pg. 44. 

Proyeksi tngkatan Kerja Indonesia 1983-2001, Biro Pusat
 
Statistic, December 1983, pg. 9.
 

f \ 



TABLE 4.3
 

Labor Force Projection
 
with Constant Age-Specific LFPR
 

from GOI .1983 Base Year Estimate *
 

Age 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 

10  14 1,896 2,108 2,311 2,456 2,606 

15 - 19 6,842 7,639 8,513 9,352 9,960 

20 - 24 8,816 9,608 10,760 12,026 13,245 

25  34 14,942 18,204 20,801 23,125 26,001 

35 - 44 11,968 12,583 14,496 17,875 20,596 

45  54 8,287 9,663 10,657 11,328 13,241 

55 - 64 4,078 4,919 6,038 7,141 7,980 

65+ 1927 2,160 2,484 3,028 3,753 

Total 58,756 66,884 76,060 86,331 97,38.2 

* @ December 31st 

Source: 	 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
 

ANNEX I
 

Table 1.10
 

INDONESIA
 
URBAN SERVICES SECTOR REPORT
 

Historic and Projected Population by Province 1961-2000
 

Average Annual Growth Rates Pop,1ation /a
 
Province 1961-71 1971-90 1980-90 1990-2000 1960 1990 2000
 

(projected) (projected)
 
................ 4 per year .............. (thousands)
 

n.I. Aceh 2.1! 2,93 2.49 2.0: 2.592 3,32- 4,098 
North bumdtra 
West Sumatra 

2.96 
1.82 

2.60 
2.21 

2.40 
1.57 

2.10 
1.58 

6,301 
3,390 

10,552 
3,967 

13,023 
4,645 

Ri:u 2. 3 3.i1 2.eu 2.43 2,147 2,841 3,622 
Jambi 
South Sumatra 

3.25 
2.21 

4.07 
3.32 

3.13 
2.81 

2.70 
2.40 

1,429 
4,589 

1,955 
6,079 

2,560 
7,731 

Bengkulu 2.55 4.39 3.59 3.05 759 1,087 1,475 
Lampung 5.82 5.7" 4.13 3.26 4,55C 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 
East Java 1.55 1.49 1.17 0.96 29,099 32,704 36,010 

West r3limantan 2.07 2.31 2.52 2.16 2,472 3,179 3,945 
Central Kalimantan 3.60 3.43 3.25 2,67 946 1,309 1,709 
South Kalimantan 1.44 2.16 2.03 1.84 2,054 2,516 3,023 
East 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 3.86 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 2.66 935 1,290 1,687 

Bali 1.74 1.69 1.45 1.33 2,462 2,846 3,251 
West Nusa Tenggara 
East Nusa Tenggara 

2.00 
1.55 

2.36 
1.95 

1.82 
2.25 

1.74 
1.98 

2,709 
2,726 

3,251 
3,415 

3,870 
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 1.78 146,003 178,683 212,554 

Note: 	 The assumption in this projection is that feetility 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. Migration patterns are
 
assumed to continue,
 

/a 	 Mid year populations. For 1980 therefore they are slightly less than
 
the (October 31) census data, figures exclude Ease Timor.
 

Sources: 	 1961, 1971, 1980 Censuses.
 
Projection from *Demographic Patterns and Population Projections,
 
1980 - 2000;1 World Bank, ibid.
 

Source: IBRD 1984b, Annex I, Table 1.10. 	 ! K 



TABLE 4.5
 

Inter-Island Distribution of Labor Force, 1980
 

Sumatra
 
Urban 

Rural 


Total 


Java
 
Urban 

Rural 


Total 


Kalimantan
 
Urban 

Rural 


Total 


Sulawesi
 
Uzban 

Rural 


Total 


Other.
 
Urban 

Rural 


Total 


Indonesia
 
Urban 

Rural 


Total 


Employment 


1,407 

8,098 


9,505 


7,142 

25,884 


33,026 


390 

2,062 


2,452 


421 

2,531 


2,952 


366 

3,252 

3,618 


9,726 

41,827 


51,553 


(000)
 

Economically 

Unemployment Active 


40 i,447 

80 8,17_ 


120 9,625 


204 7,346 

360 26,244 


564 33,590 


11 401 
30 2,092 

41 2,43 


12 433 

77 2,608 


89 3,041 


8 374 

46 3,298 


54 3,672 


275 10,001 

593 42,420 


868 52,421 


% Econ.
 
Active % Unemployed
 

- 2.8 
- 1.0 

50.4 1.2
 

- 2.8
 
- 1.4 

50.8 1.7 

- 2.7
 
- 1.4 

53.6 1.6
 

- 2.8
 
- 3.0 

42.3 2.9
 

- 2.1
 
- 1.4 

50.5 1.5
 

- 2.7
 
- 1.4
 

50.2 1.7
 

Source: Population Census 1980, Series S-2, Tables 40.1-40.9.
 


