
rts..
ep 

NUMBIR 38 DI-CEMBER 19R2 

BONDAN SUPRAP.'ILAH 

Evaluation of the Indonesian 
Fertility Survey 1976 

INTERNATIONAL STATISTICAL INSTITU' 
Permanent Office. l)ireclor: E.Lunenberg 
428 Prinses Beatrixlaan, PO Box 950 
2270 AZ Voorburg 
Netherlands 

WORLD FERTILITY SURVEY 
Project Director:
 
Halvor Gille
 
35-37 Grosvenor Gardens
 

-inncn PW1W ARp'q I iv i 



The World Fertility Survey (WFS) is an international research programme whose purpose is to assess the current state ofhuman fertility throughout the world. This is being done principally through promoting and supporting nationallyrepresentativte, internationally comparable, and scientifically designed and conducted sample surveys of fertilitybehaviour in as many countries as possible.

The WFS is being undertaken, with the collaboration 
u."..he United i4ations, by the International Statistical Institutein co-operation with the International Union for the Scientific Stud', of Population. Financial support is providedprincipally by the United Nations Fund for Population Activities and the United States Agency for InternationalDevelopment. Substantial support is also provided by the UK Overseas Deelopment Administration.For information on Country Reports, WFS publications, and WFS depository libraries, write toOffice. International Statistical Institute, 428 Prinses Beatrixlaan, 

the Publications 

information 
PO Box 950. 2270 AZ Voorburg, Netherlands. Foron the WFS generally, write to the Information Office, World Fertility Sturvey, International StatisticalInstitute, 35-37 Grosvenor Gardens, London SWIW OBS, UK. 

L'Enquite Mondiale su !aF&6ondit&(EMF) est un programme international de recherche dont lebut est d'&valuer I'6tatactuel de laflcondit hu naine dans lemonde. Alin d'atteindre cet objectilf des enqutes par sondage sur laf~couditsont mises en oeuvre et fnanc~cs dans leplus grand nombre de pays possible. Ces etudes. labor~es et r~alis~es de faonscientifique. fournissent des donn&es reprtsentatives au niveau national et comparables an niveat international.L'EMF est entreprise, en collaboration avec les Nations Unies, par l'Institut International de Statistique, qui coop~reavec l'Union internationale pour 1' tude scientifique de la population. Le fin,incement de cc programmeessentiellement assure estpar leFonds des Nations Unies pour les activit s en mati~re de population et par l'Agence desEtats-Unis pour ledtveloppement international. Une contribution importante est aussi faite par leD~partement pour ledvcloppernent des pays d'outre-mer du Royaume-Uni.
Pour toute information concernant les rapports d'enqu~tes nationaux. lespublications de I'EMF on Ics bibliotlifquesdpositaires, &crireau Bureau des publications, Institut International de Statistique. 428 Prinses Beatrixlaan,2270 AZ Voorburg, Pays-Bas. BP 950,Pour tous renseignements complmentaires stir I'EMF en g~nral, 6crire au Bureaud'informiation. Enqutte Mondialc stir laF&condit&, Inst.tut International de Statistiquc, 35-37 Grosvenor Gardens.Londres SWI1W O)BS, Royaume-Uni. 

La Encuesta Mundial de Fecundidad (LMF) es un programa intcrnacional de investigac,6n cilyo prop6sitodeterminar el es.stado actual de lafecundidad humana en el mundo. Para lograr este objetivo, e estfin promoviendo ylinanciando encuestas ticfecundidad por muestreo en el mayor nfimero posible de paises. Estas enctestas 
son disefiadas
y realizadas cientificanicnte. nacionalIente representativas y comparables a nivel internacional.El proyecto esti a cargo dcl Instituto Internacion, de Estadistica, contando con lacolaboraci6n de las NacionesUnidas y en cooperacin con laUni6n Internacional para el Estudio Cientifico de laPoblaci6n. Es financiad )principalmente por el Fondo de is Naciones Unidas para Actividades de Poblaci6n y por laAgencia para el DesarrolloInternacional de los Estados Unidos. JA Olicina Britinica para -'1Desarrollo de Paises Extranjcros proporciona tambicn
Lin gran apoyi, financicro.

Pucde obtenerse infornaci6n sobre Inforncs dc Paiscs comio otr.s publicaciones de laEM F y las bibliotecasdepositarias, escribiendo a a Gticina de Publicaciones, Instittito Internacional de Estadistica, Prinses Beatrixhaan 428.Casilla Postal 950, 2270 AZ Vorburg, Paises Bajos. Si dcsca inlormacion de carActer general sobre laEMF, es'riba aOficina de Informaci6n. Enctiesta laMundial de Fccundidad, Instituto Internacional de Estadistica. 35-37 Grosveror
Gardens, Londies SWIW OBS, Reino Unido. 



Scientific Reports{eA"NA 

Evaluation of the Indonesian 
Fertility Survey 1976 

BONDAN SUPRAPTILAI 

Demographic Institute 

Faculty of Economics 
University of Indonesia 



Contents
 

PREFACE 	 5 

1 	 INTROI)UcTION 7 

2 	 IACKGROUND 8 

2.1 	 The Iopulation 8 
2.2 	 The Survey 8 

3 	 A.(;.RIO,,rI N; 10 

4 	 NUPTIA LITY 17 

4.1 	 Consistency of the Data in the Ilousehold 
and Individual Surveys 17 

4.2 	 Comparisons with Other I)ata 17 
4.3 	 Internal IlvalhatiOn of the inlividual Survey
 

Data I
 
4.4 	 Trends in Age at First Marriage 20 

5 R3IITY 	 23-1 

5.1 	 Cumulative I'ertility 2; 
5.2 	 Age-Specific Fertility Rates by Calendar Year 25 
5.3 	 l)etailed Analysis of'Cohort and Period Rates 27 
5.4 	 Further Tests for Omission of FBirths 31 

6 	 INI.ANT AND 1CII111)MOIRTAI.ITY 33 

7 	 SUMMARY 37 

REII REI N(I.S 	 39 

APPIINIIXA [VI NS ('IIART 	 4|0 

,\PPI.NIiIX lIII)I.IAIII.T StI,(;I,,t)PI "lA,,\l~ .41lS 

TAI'IS
 

I 	 The dating of vital events: percentage of cases 

with specified information providetd ) 

2 	 Myers' index of digit preflerence in reports of 
age, by sex, 1971 Census and 197(1 IFS house­
holdl survey 11 

3 	 Age and sex composition, 1)71 Census and 
1976 IFS liouscl!d :;u rvey 12 

4 	 Single-year age distribution and the sex ratio, 
ages 0 4, 1971 Census and 1970 hous.­IFl:j 

hold survey 	 12 

5 	 Myers' ind''x of digit preference in reports of 
age. fe',ales. IFS household survey: by place of 
residence, region, and language of' interview 13 

6 	 Differences in the reporting of age in th- house­
hold and the individual surveys. IF:S 1976 1­

7 	 Myers' inlex of digit preference in reports of 

age, IFS individual sur, ey: by place of residence, 
region, literacy, and level of educational attain­
ment 16 

3 



8 	 Marital status distribution of ever-married 
women in the household survey, by marital 
-tatus reported in the individual survey: IFS
1976 

9 	 Percentage of women ever married, by age, at 
the dates of the 1971 Census and the 1973
Fertility-Nlortali ty Survt, according to the1971 Census. the 1973 Fertaccording ttoith 
1971ey, nsu, the 173 Fertilit lct, 

10 	 Percentage of women currently married, 
widowed and divorced, by five-year age groups,
at the date of the 1971 Census and the I1973 
Fertility-Mortality Survey according to the 
1971 Tenses. the 1973 errility-M orality 
Survey, and the lFS 11970 

11 	 Percentage of woomen ever married. by age 
group: by years prior to the survey 

12 	 Percentage of women reporting (late of first 
birth prior to date of first marriage, and mean 
number of marriages, by age 

13 Mean age at first marriage and proportion e er 
marrying, by age group at survey, estimated 
using the Coale nuptiality model 

14 Mean number of children ever born per ever-
married woman, by age group, at the dates of 
the 1971 Census, the 19/3 Fertility-Mortality 
Survey, and the IFS 197(): reconstructed from 
the IFS maternity history and as reported in 
the census and survey 

I 	 :\ge-specific fertility rates by calendar year 

16 	 Total fertility rates and age-specific fertility 
rates for 1967 71 and 1971 5. from the IFS 
maternity history data and other sources 

17 	 Cohort-specific fertility rates 1y five-year 
period prior to sorvey 

18 	 Percentage fertility decline between periods, y 
age at the end ot the period 

19 1umulative fert lit% Ior :ohrts P) and periods(F1:)and( PA,-tratio)s h,, ave. tfor five-year p~eriodtspior 	t tiesUbey 

20 	 Cohort-specific tirt birth 	 rates hy five-y,:ar
period prior to srve 

21 1'umlative 	Iertility f'r cOi horts (IP)and periods
(F ) and P I/FrL'ti(is by age. for five-yar periods 
prior to the survey. iirst births only 

22 	 Sex ratios of birhs, by select,.d characteristics 
of respondents 

23 	 Proportion of children ever born not surviving, 
by sex and by current age of mother 

24 	 Probabilities of infant and child death, by 
calendar years 

25 	 Comparison of i1(, and qE, for birth cohort 
1963 7, from the 19,3 Fertility-Mortality 
Survey and IFS 1976 

26 	 Probability of death in the first ycar of life 
(iq0). by years before tile survey and age of 
n,other at the time of the child's birth 

27 

17 BI 

B2 

1 B3 

I 
18 B4 

20ears 

21 

1 

22 

2 

3 

23 

24 

4 


27 

5 
8 

0) 
28 

7 
3a 


30ercentage 

9 

31 

I0 
3- II 

32 12 

33 13 

14 
35 

15 
35 

Estimates of i(0, 4q, and 5 qo, an( the corres­
ponding level of West model life table, by sex 
and years prior to tile survey 35 
Percentage ever 	 mnarried iiy age at 	 survey,
according to type Of place of current residence, 
region of residence and language 4 I 
Cohort-period fertility currentrates, parity, 

mu lative fertility and P/F ratiossyears before the 	 for 0 4survey, by type of place of 

current residence 41 

Cohort-period fertility rates, curient parity, 
cumulative fertility and P/F ratios for 0 -4 
years before the survey, by region of residence 42 
Cohort-period fertil-ity rates, current parity,
 
cu iou hrati'vc tertility and P/F: ratios for 0-4
uearsbeoe terveyty ln Fate 

before tle surey, y language 43 

Percentage distribution of Iousehold pop­
lation by single years of age according to sex 10 

ta 
Percentage distribution of female population 
by single years (f age: 1971 Census and IFS 
hou,,ehold survey 11 
Percentage distribution of female population 
by five-year age groups, as reported in the IFES 
household survey, and as fitted by a stable 
population model 13 

Percentage distribution by year of birth of 
ever-married women who reported their year of 
birth 15 

)istribution by age of ever-married women who 
did not report their year of birth 15 

Distribution (of ever-married women aged 15­
49. 	 by year of first marriage and place ofresidence I1 
IistrihU tion of ever-married women agedD srb to ) v rm rid w m n ae1i5-19, by years since first marriage and place

of residence 
 20 

ever married, ag, by age groupat survey (cohort) 
21 

uu latiVe number o children ever born per 
,m t , a e n d o g r n eve yb or t 24 

woran, by age and ag group at survey (cohort 24 
Total fertility rate Ihycy endar year 195 75 25 
Ag-specilic fertility rates, women aged 15 19 

and 20 24, by calendar year 25 
Age-specific iertility rates. women aged 25 44, 

by calendar year 26 
Cohort-period fertility rates, by cohort, aligned 
according to ce ntral age of rate 29 
Proportion of children dying before age 1, 
between ages I and 5 and before age 5, by 

calendaryear 	 34 
Number of children dying before age I and 
between ages I and 5, by calendar year 34 

4 



Preface
 

One of the major objectives of the World Fertility Survey 
programme is to assist the participating countries in obtain­
ing high quality data through national fertility surveys. The 
high standards set by the WFS are expected to yield better 
quality data than typically obtained in the past, but this 
expectation in no way obviates tile need for a detailed 
assessment of the quality of the data. It is recognized that 
such an evaluation will not only alert the analysts by identi­
fying the defects, if any, in the data, but also may throw 
light on the shortcomings of the WFS approach, which can 
be taken into account in the design of future fertility 
surveys. 

It is in this context that, as part of its analysis policy, 
WFS has initiated a systematic programme for a scientific 
assessment of the quality of the data from cacti survey. A 
series of data evaluation workshops is being organized at 
the WF-S London headquarters with the dual objective of 
expediting this part of the work and of providing training 
in techniques of analysis to researchers from the partici­
pating countries. Working in close collaboratiu, with WFS 
staff and consultants, participants from four oi five 
countries evaluate the data from their respective survey: 
after receiving fornial training in the relevant demographic 
and data processing techniques. 

The first such workshop, involving researchers from four 
Latin American countries, was held between July and 
October in 1979. File second workshop, with participants 
from Jordan, (;uyana, Indonesia. Malaysia and the Philip­
pines, took place between January and April 1980. The 
present document reports on the results of' tile evaluation 
of the data of the 1970 Indonesia Fertility Survey, and was 
prepared by Bondan Supraptilah, the participant from that 
country. Abdullah Abdul-Aziz. Sundat Balkaran, Florentina 
Reyes and Masitah Mohd. Yatim, the other workshop 
participants, contributed to the present evaluation through 
their ideas and discussions. 

Dr Shea Oscar Rutstein. as tile co-ordinator of the work­
shop. assumed a major responsibility in the successful coin­
pletion of the work, while many other staff members also 
made significant contributions to it. Dr Noreen Goldman 
provided valuable assistance as a consultant and l)r John 
Casterline edited the report. 

IIALVOR GILL: 
Project Director 
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1 Introduction
 

Accurate information on levels and trends in the demo-
graphic characteristics of the Indonesian people has become 
essential for planners and policy-makers. For this reason 
the Indon,'sian government has undertaken three censuses 
sih,, wxd in in 1, 197 1 1980lendence 1.045 I9 and 
and spo:,sored demographic surveys in the I )00s and l1970s. 
Of special significance among the latter are the Fertility 
and Mortality Survey of 1973 (1973 F-M Survey), carried 
out by the Demographic Institute of the University of 
Indonesia, and the Intercensal Population Survey of 1976, 
which included as its third phase the Indonesian Fertility 
Survey (IFS). 

The data gathereu in the Indonesian Fertility Survey 
permit estimation of levels and trends in fertility, nup-
tiality, and infant mortality, as well as providing detail on 
childbearing preferences, levels of contraceptive use, and 
other factors related to fertility. Because the IFS was 
conducted roughly tnid-way between the censuses of 1971 
and 1980 and seven years afte, the commencement of the 
Indonesian govermient's fanidv platmning programme 
in 1969, it is a valuable resource for use in the estimation 
of demographic trends during the 1970s and in the assess-
ment of the progress of the familiy planning programme. 

The value of the IFS for these purposes depends, how-
ever, on the validity of the estimates provided by the survey. 
Survey data are almost always subject to error arising from 
several sources: errors in sample design and implementation 
which result in incomplete coverage of the population; 
faults in the design of the questionnaire; errors by the 
interviewers in asking questieis and recording responses: 
inaccuracies in the information supplied by respondents; 
and, finally, errors in the processing of the data collected. 

Any one of these types of errors threatens the usefulness 
of the survey data. Hence, it is critical that the data be 
examined for evidence of significant errors. 

The first objective of the analysis in this report is to 
examine the IFS data for evidence of errors and biases, 
specifically those which affect the estimation of basic 
measures of fertility, nuptiality. and infant mortality. 
Usually it is not possible to identify the source of apparent 
errors among the alternatives listed above, unless the 
survey design has incorporated controlled experimentation 
which allows the separate sources to be distinguished. 
In our evaluation of the IFS data, we assume that most 
of the apparent irregularities result from respondents 
supplying inaccurate informuation, as in most instances 
this is the most plausible explanation. Of particular concern 
is the mtisteporting of age mnmarital d raliit. immiepino tim 

of the dates of vital events, and the omission of vital events, 
all of which are known to be common in demographic 
surveys, especially when a large proportion of the respon. 
dents are uneducated, as is so in the IFS. Any of these 
types of response errors may lead to false impressions of 
the age (and duration) patterns of nuptiality, fertility, and 
infant and child mortality, as well as historical trends in the 
same. 

A second objective of the analysis is to obtain valid 
estimates of basic demographic parameters, including age 
at first marriage, age-specific fertility rates, and infant and 
child mortality rates. 

This report contains a brief background to the survey, 
followed by chapters on age at the interview, nuptiality, 
fertility and infant and child mortality. 

Previous Page fllc,
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2 Background
 

2.1 THE POPULATION 

Indonesia is the fifth most populous country in the world,
with a population of approximately 119 million as of the 
1971 Census and 147 million as of the 1980 Census. The 
annual growth rate of the population betweeni the two 
censuses was 2.5 per cent, which is slightly higher than the 
2.1 per cent annual increase in the earlier period 1961-71. 

The Indonesian people are not evenly distributed over 
the five large islands (Java, Sumatra, Kalimantan, Sulawesi 
and West Irian) and the thousands of smaller islands which
mak( up the national land area. Java, which is the most 
popu ois of the islands, contains over three-fifths of the 
total -apulation but only about seven per cent of the land 
area, i~iaking it one of the most densely populated land 
areas in the world. At the other extreme, Kalimantan and
West Iran contain only five per cent of the population but 
nearly haj of the land area. 

As a consequence ofhigh fertility and reduced mortality
in recent decades, the age structure of the Indonesian 
population is weighted towards the younger ages, with 44 
per cent of the population in 1971 under age 15. The 
population is heavily rural - roughly four-fifths reside in 
rural areas --- and agriculture provides the main livelihood 
for a majority of Indonesians. The level of literacy is low 
but appears to be rising rapidly. In 1971 57 per cent of'
the population aged 15 and o~cr were able to read and 
write, bu- among those aged 15-24 80 per cent were 
literate. 

Because Indonesia is a nation of thousands of islands,
it is not surprising that the population is comprised of 
more than 300 different ethnic groups speaki~ng roughly
250 diflerent IliIuaes. Bu t MOST o'the Cthnic and lhnguis-
tic groups are closely related, and a large najority of the 
population profess Islam. The national language, Bahasa 

Indonesia, is now taught to all school children, 


Marriage is virtually universal and occuirs at trelatively 
young age, especially for women. At the 1971 Census,
nearly 80 per cent of the women aged 20-24 and 98 per
cent of those aged 30-34 had married. Estimates of fertility
i'rom censuses and surveys prior to the IFS indicated a 
rather low level (an estimated Total Fertility Rate (TFR)
of about 5.5 for the late 1960s), especially for a developing 
country with, prior to the 1970s, little organised family
planning progranie efforts. Fertility also shows someregional variation, with the lowest fertility observed in 
East Java and the highest in West Java. Infant mortalityhas historically been high (estimated as 145 deaths per 1000births in the 1950s) and seemed to have declined only 
slightly by the early I970s. 

2.2 THE SURVEY 

The Intercensal Population Survey (abbreviated as SUPAS)
conducted in February 1976 was intended to serve as a 
link between the 1971 and the 1980 population censuses. 
The SUPAS consisted of three phases. The first phase
(SUPAS I) covered almost 250 000 households in all 
provinces of Indonesia. In this phase, only a simple house­
hold listing was collected. A subsample of the SUPAS I 
households was selected for the second phase, SUPAS I1,
in which further information on demographic and socio­
economic characteristics of households and individuals 
was gathered. In this phase a limited set of questions on 
nuptiality and fertility were also asked. 

The final phase, SUPAS III, was the Indonesian Fertility
Survey (IFS), the subject of this report. The IFS was con.
ducted by the Central Bureau of Statistics, in close co. 
operation with the National Family Planning Co.ordinating

Board. The IFS served as the Indonesian component of

the World Fertility Survey, a programme which has been
 
set up within the International Statistical Institute. 

Unlike the previous SUPAS phases, the IFS was confined
 
to the islands of Java and Bali, which contained roughly

67 per cent of the national population. The IFS consisted
 
of both a household and an individual survey, the latter
 
limited to ever-married women under 50 years of age.

The households for the household survey 
were a subsample

of the SUlAS II households and numbered about 10500.
 
The household survey interview included a 
 complete
listing of all residents of the household (dejure and de 
facto) as well onas inquiry a minimal set of characteristics
 
of each, esident ­ age, sex, marital status, and relationship
 
to the head of the household. On the basis ofthe information
 
collected in the household survey, ever-married women 
under 50 years of age were identified and selected for the 
more detailed individual survey interview. (In a departure
from a majority of WFS surveys, eligibility for the individual 
survey was defined on a dejure rather than a defacto basis. 
This departure was introduced to facilitate comparison
with SUIPAS 11.) it file household survey 96.7 per cent of
the selected households were successfully interviewed. 
In the individual survey interviews were completed with 
96.9 per cent of the selected women, yielding 9155 re­
spondents in total.' 

The IFS Principal Report (Central Bureau of Statistics 1978) isbasedReport,on19 9136completed individualSubsequentquestionnairespublication of therespondents. to were added to theIFS data-file. It is this updated file which is used in the analyses 
presented here. 
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In both surveys the interviews were conducted by female Tahle I 1lhc dating of vital events: percentage of"cases 
interviewers. In the household survey any dult member with specified information provided 
of the household was eligible to serve as the respondent 
for all members of the household. In the individual survey A Respondent's birth and niarriage(s) 
only the selected ever-married women were eligi;le to serve 
as respondents. Tihe questionnaires For both surveys were Month Ycar ('urrent age Number 

derived from the standard instruments developed by the and Oilly or age at of cases 

WFS. Ihe individual shrve% tiuestiintniirc includes secrions year evert 

on the respondent's background (childhood resilence, ­

level of educational attainment), her marriage history, Birth 22.3 I 1.2 (0. 1 .5 

her maternity history, her knowledge and use of contra- First marriage 45.7 13.( 41.3 Qf155 
50.1 11.7 2.1 7 )7"ception, her fertility preferences, her employment history, Current marriage 

and the background characteristics of her current or most All marriates 42.s 13.3 43.9 12 820 

recent husband. Itens on abortion and on the availability I)issolhition of 21. 3 2f.0 4 848 

and use of family planning services were also incorporated all marriages;' 

in the questionnaire because of special interest in these 
B Live hirths to respondenttopics in Indonesia. 

A noteworthyv feature of the indiidual survey question­
naire was the use made of an 'events chart' to facilitate Month Year MonflIs and Years Nunber 

the task of dating vital events. file chart is repro, luced and (ull years ago aP,'4 of cases 

in appendix A. l)uring the IFS interview, a chart was tilled yea r 

in for each respondent, with the dales of her events (births, . 
marriages) entered as they were obtained, on a scale coverul I 50.X 7.4 32.4 8(023First hirth Q.4 
tiletime period preceding the interview. This gr, phical Penultinale 47.8 9t. 7.,/ 34.5 0470 

representation of the respondent's history was deigned birth 
to assist the interviewer in recognising implausible G- Last birth 55.5 8.4 I.0f 15.1 0f123 

contradictor, dating of events and in probing aboul the All births 4615 10.4 8. 35.0 32 014 

dates of' specific events with reference t( eveot's already 
dated. A f'acw)r copiillicating tie dating oleveuns in Indunes;a '5. cent of dissuliition dated hy yearsper miarital were Since the 
is tihe presernce of several calendar systels: Musliml/Javanes,i tITll,7rc 

Sudanese. Balinese, and Western. IFS intervievers were S,u I'I S, 1) 76 
t
pro .ded with a cmiversion table t) enable them to convert
 

Alldates to a Uniform systen. trenids must be treated cautionsl .
 
The events chart was designed as a feature oft the IFS An additional component of the IFS was the Indonesia 

under tile assutuptinI that most IFS resplntilenls would Reliability Study (IRS), which consisted of re-intervie',.s 
not supply precise calendar dates for most ot the relevant with 498 of the IFS respondents. The questionnaire for the 
vital events in their lives, and the results bear out this IRS was anr abbre,iated version of the IFS instrunent, 
expectation, as documented in table 1.Calendar tuonth with several sections onitted but with the retained ques­
and year were supplied foIa maiority of events in only tiors worded identically as itt the IFS. Reconciliation 
three categories the current uaiiiCe, the first birth, interviews, in which in effort was made to resolve dis­

and the last birth and never were in',re than 60 per cent crepancies between IFS and IRS responses. were comducted 
of these events dated by month and , ear. L.ess than a quarter with 327 of the 498 IRS respondents. The design of tile 
(22.3 per cent) of' the respondents reported a mnonth and IRS and a description of the findirs are presented in 

year of their own birth. In those cases where a tnonth and Macdonald, Simpson and Whitfield (I'78). 
year were not supplied, the date has been inputed (if' tile For more detailed discussion if the design and fielding 
basis of' the information which is present. Because )f the of' the IIFS and! the findings fron 1irst-stage analysis, the 

large amount of imputation equiret to complete the dating reader is diected i i the IfS l'rincipal Repirt ('entrai 

of all events in tie IFS, tihe estimates iif year-by-year Bureau iif Statistics l1978). 
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3 Age Reporting
 

Most demographic measures depend on classification of 
individuals by age at the time of the survey interview,
An obvious example are age-specific fertility rates. Some 
methods for estimating trends over time also depend
critically on accurate reporting of age theat interview,
Beyond its entanglement in tilecalculation of standard 
demographic measures, the age structure of a population
is of interest in itself because of its possible impact on 
various aspects of a society. For these reasons, it is essential 
that the accuracy of the reporting of age be evaluated. 

Age reporting is evaluated in the IFS in several ways.
First we examine the age distributions from both the 
household and individual survey for unevenness which maybe evidence of inaccurate reporting. Preference for ages
ending in certain digits is a particular concern. Secondly, 
we compare the age distribution from the IFS with those 
from other sources, such as the 1971 Census. Thirdly, 
we compare the ages reported for the individual survey
respondents in the household and individual survey, as 
discrepancies reveal uncertainty about the correct age.
Finally, we examine the quality of reporting in terms of 
characteristics of the IFS respondents, 

Percent of pOpulatk 
5­

3. 

/' /1 II 

a 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 
Ago
 

The single-year age distribution of the household survey
population is shown in figure 1, separately for males
and females. The two distributions show irregularities
which suggest inaccurate reporting. For example, there 
is a marked hcaping in both distributions at ages ending
in the digits 0 or 5, a common phenomenon in demographic 
data. 

In figure 2, we compare the single-year age distribution 
for females in the IFS with the distribution for felnales 
from the 1971 Census. The census distribution shows 
generally the same pattern (except for the heaping at 
ages 51 and 52 evident in the IFS), but the heaping is more 
severe than in the IFS. 

The Myers' index provides a summary measure of the 
extent of digit preference. A higher value of the index 
indicates greater digit preference. The Myers' indices 
presented in table 2 support the cnnclusions from figure 1
and 2. Both sexes show preference for ages ending in 
digits 0 and 5. The same conclusion applies to the 1971 
Census data as well, but the overall levels of heaping are
roughly twice as great in the census as in the survey (46.6
and 27.6, respectively). Moreover, in the census the reporting 

4- Males 

- - - - Females 

45 50 65 go 65 70 75 

Figure I Percentage distribution Of household popullation blysingle years of age according to sex 
Source: I"S 1976 

2-V 
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Table 2 Mvyers' index of digit preference' in reports of 
age, by sex, 1971 Census and 1976 IFS household survey 

Digit Males 
Census 

0 	 20.6 
.2 9.9 

3 7.4 
S 4.8 

6 11.37 6.7
7 7.7 
8 4.9 

Overall 44.0 
index 


aThe overall 	 index 

IF-S 

1.1 
7.0

7,9.09.2 

7.8 

Females Total 
...................Census IFS
Census IFS 

esnnoticeableI S 

2 .4.5 22.0 18.116.8 
6. " 84.6 

8is6.5 6.6.5 10.1I 8.2 9.6 
789.3 8.0 84 

87.04 .8 18.44.87 .2 

9.1 7.4 9.2 9.3 .0
8.4 6.6 8.4 6.7 8.3 
8.4 8.6 8.4 07 8.7 
6.5 5.0 7.0 5.0 6.7 

31.1 51.7 23.2 t6.0 27.6 

can assume values between 0 and 180. Higher 
values indicate greater digit preference. 

of male ages is less heaped than feanile ages. while the 
opposite is the case in tileIFS data. This latter finding might 
be explained by a tendency for females to report for them-
selves more often in the IFS, because the household survey 
was followed by the individual survey with ever.married 
women. The patterns by digit of the blended percentages 
suggest that the heaping on 0 comes at the expense of ages 
ending in either 9 or I (especially 9), and the heaping on 5 
comes at th2 expense of ages ending in 4 or 6, tileformer 
much more than the latter, especially ir,thu census data. 
That is, tile data suggest a tendency to round ages upward 
to ages ending in digits 0 or 5. 

Percomf of poiatlor 

5.0. 

4.5. 

4.0­

3.5. 	 Ii II,,\I 


3.0. 

2.5­

10 i 	 20 25 30 35 
1.0 .I; 

0.5-\ 

0 - 1• 11 r . .. 

Examination of the grouped age distributions in table 3 
reveals other distinctive features of the IFS age distribution. 
Overall the IFS and the census distributions are compatible, 
with the exception of female age groups adjacent to age 50 
and the age groups under age 20. In the IFS, there isC a 

deficit of' females aged 45 49 which seems to 

be compensated by an excess of females aged 50-54. 
That this pattern characterizes females but not males 

reflected in the sex ratios shown in the right-hand column 

of the table. Since age 50 was the upper limit for inclusion 
in tileindividual survey, it is plausible that this encouraged 
the rounding upward above 50 of women aged 45-49. This 

on ages 51 and 52 evidentwould explain the odd heaping 
in figures I and 2. 

The IFS shows a smaller proportion of the population 
aged less than M0and laIei pi)portion aged 10 24. This 
difference could reflect a decline in fertility over the period 
preceding the IFS, particularly the prior five years. Under­
enumeration of children and errors in the reporting of their 
ages would also contribute to these differences, however. 
There is evidence in both tileIFS and census data of such 
problems. In both sources, the sex ratios at ages 0--4 and 
other young ages (and, indeed, over most ages) are some­
what lower than expecte:d (a sex ratio of 103 -106 at birth 

is usual). This suggests selective omission of male childien, 
or a tendency to 'age' young males (with the excess appearing 
at ages 10 14). There are, further, some curious patterns 
within the age group 0 4, as shown in table 4. The census 
data contain a deficit of males and females aged 0, probably 
the consequence of under.enumeration, since no excess is 
evident at ages I through 4. 

The IFS age distribution ismore even within this interval, 
but tie sex ratio changes from 106 to 91 to 107 over the 
ages 0, 1, and 2, which would seem best explained by a 
misreporting of males aged I as either age 0or 2. In general, 

i. . 

Sii 

Census 

40 45 

it!l 

5 5 s 0 7 

I -

I II'/ 

I .. .. . . . . 

0 0 18 20 25 30 35 Age 40 45 50 56 4)0 e6 70 

Figure 2 Percentage distribuitilo )"' elinale pf,ip-uhlionl by singple years of ag~e: 197 1C'ensus, and IFS hiousehold survey 
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Table 3 Age and sex composition, 1971 Census and 1976 IFS household survey 

Age Male Fcmale Total Sex rat io" 
IFS Census IFS Census IFS Census IFS Census 

0 3.1 2.1 2.8 
1-4 11.5 13.9 
 1. 

5--9 14.6 
 16.2 14.0 

10-14 12.9 
 12.5 12.1 

15-19 10.0 9.4 
 10.6 

20-24 7.7 6.0 8.3 

25-29 6.1 6.7 
 6.7 
30- 34 5.7 6.4 6.1 

35- 9 6.2 7.1 6.0 

40-44 5.0 5.6 
 5.2 
45-49 4.8 4.4 4.0 
50- 54 4.0 
 3.4 4.9 

55-59 2. 2.0 2.6 

60-64 2.3 
 1.9 2.4 

65-69 1.2 0.9 
 1.3 

70-74 1.1 0.9 
 1.0 
75+ 1.0 0.6 0.8 

All 100.0 100.0 100.0 

"Males per t)0 females. 

Table 4 Single-, ear age distribution and t he se- ratio, ages
0 4. IQ71 Census ;ind 1Q76 IFS household survey 

Age 

0 1 2 3 4 04 

Ce.us 1971 
Total 13.0 21.0 -11.4 22. 0 2 2.6 100.0 
Fema!es 13.0 20.8 21.4 22.0 22.8 100.0 
Nale. 13.0 21.2 21.4 2.0 22.4Sex ratio' 1I.2 103.3 I(O.8 100. 

I 
9.0 I00.0S t. 1 0 1tendency 

Total 20.5 17.2 18.6 21.2 22. , 10).0
Females I19.( ) 1 8.0 21 .0213.1 IO.0 
Males -. 2 i .2_ 1.3 _.1 100.0
Sex ratio' 106.8 I1.4 100.8 95.1101.1 100.3 

;'Nalcs per 10 fezal,,N. 

the IFS data show deficiency at ages I and 2, which could 
be equally well explained by a tendency to round upward
the ages of these children or by a recent decline in fertility.
The latter possibility is considered in more detail in chapter
5 of this report. 

Returning to table 2, we note that the census age struc-
ture contains hollows at age groups 20-24 and 30-34 
for males and age groups 20-24 and 45-49 for females, 

Holiows at 
 age groups 20-24 and 30-34 have been inter-
preted as the consequence of population loss during the 
Second World War and the IndependencCe War. iBv this intel. 
pretation, similar hollows should be evident in the agegroups five years older in the 1976 IFS, but these do niot 
appear. Among males, indeed, a hollow at ages 30-34 
is once again present, while tilefemale age structure shows 
no distinct hollows. This result calls into question the inter-
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2.0 2.9 2.0 106.8 101.2 
13.3 11.3 
 13.6 
 98.7 100.7
 
15.1 14.2 
 15.6 100.5 102.5 
11.1 12.5 11.8 
 102.8 107.8
 
9.2 10.3 9.3 9)0.5 97.4
 
7.2 8.0 6.6 89.2 79.0 
8.3 6.4 7.5 87.9 77.6 
7.3 5.9 
 6.9 90.1 83.9 
7.1 6.1 7.1 100.5 96.4 
5.3 5.1 5.5 92.5 100.1 
3.9 4.4 4.2 114.2 108.4 
3.4 4.5 
 3.4 78.8 95.0 
2.0 2.7 2.0 107.4 99.8 
2.2 2.4 2.1 9 ".3 81.8 
1.0 1.2 1.0 9-0.3 86.9 
0.9 1.0 0.9 105.1 92.0 
0.7 0.9 0.0 102.5 Q0.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 ()6.4 95.8 

pretation of the census age structure, which perhaps is more 
reflective of erors in age reporting than the impact of 
population losses inthe past.

A comparison of the age dijstribuion ol wonen f'rol the 
huseltold survey with that of a stable population, shown 
in figure 3,reveals the combined effects offertility decline, 
mortality decline and age misreporting on the age distribu­
tion. Fertility decline has affected the beginning of' the 
curve (young ages), where there is the same percentage
aged 0 4 as aged 5--9, rather than being higher as inthe
stable model. Mortality decline is evident from the generalof' the IFS percentages to be above the stable at 
ages between 5 and 20. Age tnisreporting has led to theirregularity of the observed data at ages 50 - 54 (too high)
but is also evident at ages 35 39 and 60- -64, and is most 
likely at ages 25 ---29 (too low). 

As man malsts relv (n inl'orrrmation on !,-ewhenInmaking 
comparisons among subgroups of the population, in table5 we present Myers' indices for selected subgroups of 
women in the household survey. Digit preference is lower
for women residing in urban areas in ail likelihood this 
is due to higher average levels of Cducation.? 

Surprisingly, Jakartt, the largest and most modern 
metropolis in Jva and Bali. shows a moderately high 
Myers' index. Ifence it is women in urban areas other 
than Jakarta whose reporting appears less subject to digit
pret- rence bias. Amnog regions, Central Java is noteworthy
for its low index value (9.7) and Bali its exticmely high
value (51.6). Among language groups, the Javanese show 
the lowest value (18.G and Maduranese the highest (61.9). 

Oddly enough, the ages of urban women are more heaped on
 
could result frnm adigit 6 than 5,whilelargerrural proportionwomen show the national patterr Thisof urban than rural womenreporting in terms of calendar year, rathc than 'years ago' and a 
tendency to heap on calendar years terminating inthe digit 0. 
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Figure 3 Percentage dist ribution of tetnale popula tion bv five-ear age groups. as repokid inthe IFS lmisIlold s,rvey. and 

as fitted by a stable poptilation model 
Source: IF:S 1976 

females, IFS household survey: by place of residence, region,Table 5 Myers' index of digit preference" in reports of age, 

and language of'interview 

OverallCharacteristic Digit 
index7 8 94 5 60 1 2 3 

Place ofrresidence 
8.8 8.8 9.3 8.7 14.2 9.3 8.6 10.1 19.6Urban 	 15.1 8.0 

8.3 8.9 6.8 24.0Rural 17.2 8.5 10.4 	 7.7 8.4 14.7 9.1 

Region 
9.1 8.4 14.9 9.1 8.3 10.4 	 7.2 23.1Jakarta 	 16.2 P.0 8.4 

9.0 0.3 27.6West Java 18.5 S.7 9.6 7.2 8.6 15.3 9.3 7.6 
().9 10.3 9.4 10.0 7.1 9.7Central Java 12.4 10.2 11.3 8.7 10.6 

Yogyakarta 17.3 6.8 9.6 8.() 7.9 14.2 8.6 8.3 11.7 6.8 26.3 

East Java 18.8 7.0 10.0 7.8 6.5 17.6 8.4 8.3 8.0 7.6 31.9 

5.1 6.8 10.0 5.4 51.6Bali 24.9 5.6 8.9 	 5.8 6.6 20.8 

Language o(finten'ieiw 
Bhs Indonesia 16.3 7! 10.1 	 8.2 Q.() 13.8 9.1 8.2 10.2 7.5 20.7 

8.8 10.8 8.5 8.9 13.2 9.5 8.9 9.7 7.3 18.0Javanese 	 15.0 
8.8 6.0 28.2Sundanese 18.5 9.4 9.2 	 7.5 8.0 15.t 9.3 7.8 

24.3 6.8 6.6 7.7 7.5 61.9Maduranese 26.7 3.6 7.5 	 4.8 4.4 

5.) 0,6 21.0 4.9 6.4 9.8 5.4 51.5
Balinese 	 25.2 5.8 9.0 

aThe overall index can assume values between 0 and 180. Higher values indicate greater digit preference. 

Thus far we have considered the household survey data reported for herself. The percentages in table 6 indicate 

only. Since the individual survey data provide more infor- that the ages reported in the two surveys are not always 

mation for detailed fertility analysis, the remainder of this in agreement. Roughly 80 per cent of the ages are the same 

chapter is devoted to an assessment of the reporting of age in the -.wo surveys, with the 20 per cent discrepant cases 
evenly divided between positive and negative age diffcrencesin this survey, 

The household and individual surveys inteiviews were (upper panel). In only about 7 per cent of the cases does 

intended to be independent. Indeed. inthe household survey the discrepancy entail assignment to a different five-year 

age group, and the differences amount in almost all ofan individual's age need not have been supplied by that 
these cases to one age group (lower panel). The patternsindividual, whereas in the individual survey the woman 
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Table 6 Differences in the reporting ofage in the household and the individual surveys, IFS 1976 

,i,ierence a Total Age groupinyears<2_0 .4"­
r<20 20-24 

1-3r 2.1I.4 
 1.0 

-2 1.0 1.6 1.5 
-1 
 7.3 14.3 10.7 
0 80.8 75.7 
 75.4 

1 6.3 5.3 8.5 

- 1.0 0.5 
 1.7

3+ 2.3 0.5 1.1 


Total 100.0 100.0 
 100.0 

Differencea Total Age group 
inage groups 
 <20 20 24 


-3+ 0.1 0 0.1 
-2 0.2 0.2 
 0.2 

-1 
 3.6 10.0 4.4 


0 93.4 89.8 93.1 
1 
 2.3 
 0 2.2 


0.3 0 
 0 

3+ 0.1 0 0 


Total 100.0 100.0 
 1Gd.0 


aAge inthe hotsehold survey minusig e in the individual survey. 

of differences by age groups reveal 
no strong tendency

towards discrepancy in one direction, once the constraints 
imposed by upper age limits (in the individual survey)
and the implausibility of very young ages (for ever-married 
women) are taken into account. 

The level of agreement between the household and indi-
vidual survey age reports is far greater than between the 
individtnal stWrev and tileIndonesia Reliabi liv StlUdV.
which entailed a re-interview roughly four months after 
the IFS. In the IRS. only 43 per cent of the respondents
reported the same age as in the IFS individual survey,
and in 12 per cent of the cases the discrepancy was five 
years or Iore (.%acl)olald c,1 / 11)7,q

We have already implied that some of the discrepancy
evident in table 6 may be tileconsequence of the individual 
survey respondent not reporting for herself in the household 
survey. Discrepancy may also have arisen because the inquiry
about age was more elaborate in the individual survey:
the respondent was first asked to supply tileyear ofther birth
and. failing to do so. only then asked her ace As indicated 
intable I, roughly one-third of the respondents were able 
to supply a year of birth. The distribution of year of birth
for these women is shown in fig,..e 4, and some heaping 
on certain dates is apparent. For example, a dispropor-
tionate number ofwomen report 1951 as their year of birth: 
these women would be 25 years old at the time of the 
survey, which may explain the heaping on that date. 1942
and 1945 were years of memorable events in Indonesia ­
the Japanese occupation and Independence and thus tie
heaping on these dates is hardly surprising. As a comparison, 
the age distribution for the two-thirds of the individual 
survey respondents who could only supply an age is shown 
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25 29 30 34 35 39 40 -44 45--49 

0.5 1.8 2.2 1.4 0.5 
0.7 1.5 0.3 0.7 0.3
8.6 4.9 5.1 3.9 
 3.4


80.0 82.6 
 82.2 85.5 
 85.2
 
7.7 6.4 
 6.0 3.8 
 4.4
 
1.3 0.9 0.9 
 1.0 0.6

1.2 2.0 3.4 
 3.6 5.4
 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

25-29 
 30 34 35- 3) 40 44 45 49
 

0.1 0.3 0 0 0 
0 0.3 0.5 0 
 0
 
3.0 3.2 2.4 
 2.8 0
 

94.4 94.0 
 93.3 93.5 
 94.6
 
2.5 2.0 3.3 
 2.9 3.0 
0 0.2 0.4 
 0.6 1.6

0 0 
 0 0.2 0.7
 

100.0 100.0 
 100.0 100.0 
 100.0
 

infigure 5.The pattern of heaping isquite similar to that

evident infigures I and 2 for the Iosehold survey, with 
heaping on ages ending in digit 0 and 5 most noticeable,
along with a lesser tendency to choose ages divisible by
two. The heaping in the individual survey appears to be 
slightly less than in the household survey.

The sugroup differentials in digit preference evident 
inthe household survey data are repeated in the individual 
survey data, as indicated by the Myers' indices presented in 
table 7.The ages of urban women are less heaped than
those of rural women, and the heaping is least for women
in Central Java and greatest for women in Bali. The bottom 
two panels of the table confirm our expectation that age
reporting of literate women and women with more schooling
is less subject to digit preference. The findings of the
Indonesia Reliability Study also suggest that better educated 
women report a'e more accurately (MacDonald clal 1978).

To slini up, our analysis indicates that the information 
on age is subject to substantial effects of misreporting.
Most evident is a tendency to supply ages ending in certain 
digits, although this tendency is less evident than in the
1971 Census data. It appears that a large proportion
of women aged 45--49 were reported as aged 50 or above
in the household survey. Several features of the age struc­
ture of children are suspicious, a matter to which we 
return when assessing the fertility data (chapter 5). The 
ages reported in the household and individual surveys 
are the same for the majority of respondents. There is 
a greater consistency between them than is found in the 
ages reported in the individual survey and in the Indonesia 
Reliability Study. 
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Table 7 Myers' index of digit preferencea in reports of age, IFS individual survey: by place of residence, region, literacy,and level of educational attainment 

Characteristic Digit 
Overall 

0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 98 index 

Place ofresidence 
Urban I 1.4 7.1 9.0 9.6 9.5 14.2 10.0 10.0 10.4 8.9 12.0Rural 14.0 7.4 9.0 8.2 8.7 15.5 10.5 9.0 8.9 8.9 20.0 
Region
Jakarta 13.2 9.7 8.6 12.5 9.9 14.3 9.9 10.0 10.5 7.2 15.1West Java 12.5 8.5 7.6 8.6 9.7 15.9 11.6 8.6 8.6 8.0 20.0Central Java 10.8 9.1 10.3 10.3 11.3 9.3 11.0 10.4 10.1 8.4 8.5Yogyakarta 14.3 6.9 8.3 10.2 8.2 13.2 9.0 9.6 12.4 7.9 20.1East Java 17.4 6.3 9.7 7.0 6.4 14.9 10.0 9.1 8.6 10.6 25.7Bali 19.8 5.0 7.4 5.6 9.1 24.2 6.0 5.3 10.4 7.3 48.9 
Literacr
Can read 12.2 7.5 8.8 96 9.6 14.2 10.8 9.0 9. 9.2 16.Cannot read 14.4 7.2 9.1 7.7 8.4 16.0 10.2 9.3 9.1 8.7 21.2 
hAdhcationalattainment
None 14.4 7.1 8.8 8.0 8.4 15. 10.3 9.3 9.0 8.9 21.0Not completed primar, 12.8 7.4 9.3 8.3 9.8 16.2 10.4 8.4 8.7 8.6Completed primary 11.5 18.98.5 9.7 11.4 10.2 11.4 Q.6 9.4 90 9.3 14.4High school or greater 8.7 7.5 8.8 10.8 8.) I11.1 13.4 1().1 I 1I.5 9.0 14.0 
aThe overall index can as'ume values between 0 and 180. Higher values include greater digit preferences. 
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4 	 Nuptiality
 

The nuptiality data in the IFS consist of information on 
marital status obtained in both the household and the 
individual surveys, as well as the detailed marriage history 
gathered in the individual survey. in the marriage history, the 
respondent was asked the date of the beginning of each 
marriage (or, if the date was not known, age at the time 
of the marriage) and, for marriages which had dissolved, 
the duration of the marriage and the date of' dissolution, 

The quality of the IFS nuptiality data is evaluated by 
several means: 
I The consistency of the reporting of marital status 

in the household and individual survey is examined, 
2 Marital status distributions in the past. reconstructed 

from the IFS marriage history data, are compared 
with the marital status distributions from the 1971 
Census and the 1973 Fertility and Mortality Survey. 

3 The IFS individual survey marriage data are examined 
for 	 evidence of internal irregularities, in particular 
heaping on certain ages or dates and implausible trends 
over cohorts. 

4.1 	 CONSISTENCY OF THE DATA IN THE HOUSEHOLD 
AND INDIVIDUAL SURVEYS 

In chapter 3 we noted discrepancies between the household 
and individual surveys in the reporting of the respondent's 
age. Similar discrepancies emerge in the reporting of marital 
status, although the discrepancies are of less magnitude, 
as indicated in table 8. Since only ever-married women are 
selected from the household survey for the individual 
survey, and since the inquiry in the indiidual survey 
presumes ever-married status, the possibility of a woman 
changing her report from ever- to never-married is effect-
ively ruled out. Roughly 85 per cent of the ever-married 
women in the household survey were reported as currently 
married, and essentially 100 per cent of these women report 

Table 8 Marital status distribution of ever-married women 
vidual survey: IFS 1976 

Household survey Individual survey 

themselves as currently married in the individual survey. 
Only among those women identified in the household 
survey as widowed are reportit g discrepancies evident: 
in the individual survey, 17 per cent of these women 
are recorded as divorced and 3 per cent as separated, rather 
than widowed. As the individual survey contained more 
detailed probing about the outcome of previous marriages, 
this discrepancy is comprehensible: widowhood is a more 
socially acceptable basis for dissolution and hence is supplied 
in the household survey, while more probing in the indi­
vidual survey draws out a different (and probably valid) 
response. The level of consistency in reporting divorced 
and separated statuses suggests little preference for reporting 
one over the other. 

Overall, the reporting of marital status is very consistent 
between the surveys. A similar level of consistency emerged 
in the IRS, where the percentage of women reporting 
discrepant marital statuses in the IFS and the re-interview 
was only 2.4 (Macl)onald e't i 1978). 

4.2 	 COMPARISONS WITH OTHER DATA 

Using the IFS marriage history data it is possible to re­
construct marital status distributions for dates in the past. 
In table 9 the reconstructed percentages of women ever­
married, by age, at the time of the 1971 Census and the 
1973 Fertility and Mortality Survey are compared with 
the distributions obtained from those two sources. The 
percentages shown by the IFS are consistent with the 
other sources at older ages, especially ages 30 and above. 
At the younger ages, the IFS data show higher percentages 
ever-married. The IFS excess is greater in the comparison 
with the 1973 F-M Survey data and in this case extends 
through women aged 25 29. while the inconsistency with 
the 1971 Census pertains only to women aged 15-19. 
The difference at ages 15-19 between the IFS and the 

in the household survey. hy marital status reported in the indi-

Number of women 

Married Widowed l)ivorced Separated Total () 

Married 99.8 0.1 0.0 0.1 100.0 7900 
Widowed 0.5 79.0 17.2 3.3 100.0 563 
Divorced 0.0 2.7 95.6 1.7 100.0 522 
Separated 0.0 0.0 2.9 97.1 100.0 170 

Number of women 7884 466 603 202 9155 

Source: IFS 1976 
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Table 9 Percentage of women ever rnarried, by age, at the 
dates of the 197 1 Census and tile I973 Fertility-Mortality 
Survey, according to the 971 Census, the 1973 Fertility-
Mor tality Survey. and the IFS 1976 

Age 
group 

At 1971 
Census 

Census 
IFS 

At 1973 I--M Survey 
F-M IFS 

IFS 
1976 

Survey a 

15 IQ 
20-24 

43.0 
85.2 

47.9 
85.9 

30.3 
82.1 

45.6 
85.3 

37. ) 
79.9 

25 -29 Q6.3 96.2 93.5 96.0 94.9 
30- 34 
35 3() 

98.3 
98.8 

(7.)
O. 1 

98.6 
92 

97.9 
98.8 

98.0 
983 

40 44 
45 41 

98.() 
€.) 

)9.345 ().0 
99.3 

.375.2
99. 9

()€).3 

l-xcludes )KI Jakarta. Yogvakarta, and urban Bali. 
.Source . 197/ I'pulatimo Census, Series 1. 
Prcliinarvi o,' the Indonesian Fortility.Jortalit' Surr',ritrt 
1 -3 
f1S 1976 

1973 F-l Survey seems largely due to errors in the 1973 
data, as the figure of 30.3 per cent is substantially lower 
than estimates from other recent sources. But the IFS 
estimate for this youngest age group is also highei thanthe census estimate.353 

There are several possible explantations for the differences 
at the younger ages. One isthat young ever-married women 
were selectively omitted from the 1971 Census and the 
1973 F.M Survey but later included in the IFS. As selective
omission of never-married women seems more likely,
this explanation is not persuasive. A second explanation
is that younger women in the IFS pushed their dates of 
marriage away from the survey date (or reported ages at 
marriage younger than their actual ages). A third explanation
is that the percentages ever-married shown in the 1971 
Census and 1973 F-M Survey are too low, for one of two 
reasons. Over-statement of the age of young ever-married 
wonen is thought to be common (Ewbank 1981). For 
example, ever-married women aged 18 or 19 may be re-
ported as age 20, especially if they have borne one or 
more children. If this error occurred relatively more fre-
quently in the earlier sources than in the IFS, it could 
account for the observed discrepancies. Alternatively, 
the percentage ever-married may be uideres, ,'rated in 
the earlier tw() sonrces because ()' a tendency to report 
young ever-tnarried women who are divorced or separated 
as never-married. The level of marital dissolution among 
women under age 20 is unusually high in Indonesia (see
the IFS Principal Report, volume I, table 4.4). 

Because the estimated percentages ever-married at 
younger ages differ between the IFS and the other sources, 
the nuptiality trends implicit in the IFS data differ from 
those that can be derived from comparing these other 
sources over time (1971 Census, 1973 F.M Survey, 1976 
IFS). This is an important matter to which we return !.,er 
in this chapter. 

While the percentages in table 9 suggest consistency
between the three data sources with respect to marital 
status at the older ages, the more detailed breakdown 
presented in table 10 provides a different picture. At ages 
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Table 10 Percentage of women currently married. wid­
owed and divorced, by five-year age groups, at the date of 
tile 1971 ('ensus and the 1973 Fertility-Mortality Survey,
accordine to the 1971 Census, the 1973 Fcrtility-Mortality 
Survcy, and file IFS 1976 

Age At the I 7 At F-M Survey IFS 
group Census 1973 1976 

1971 IFS F-I IFS 
Census Survey 

.
 

A Percentage currently married
 

15 19 36.3 43.4 27.6 41.1 31.020 14 7-_ 7 " 7 78.6 7.
792 76.5 72.3

2 )25 86.9 88.3 87.7 88.3 84.4 
30 34 87.1 91.1 91.4 88.5 87.2 
35 39 83.4 86.5 89.9 85.8 85.8 
40 44 74.o 79.3 85.8 80.1 80.4 

4 )45 67.2 79.5 81.3 78.0 74.4 

B Percentaue .idowed 

I5 I19 1.7 01.5 0.5 0.3 1.22 2 3.3 0.7 0.2 0.8 1.620 214 3.3 0.7 1.2 0.8 1.6
25 29 4.1 2.0 2.! 1.8 3.2 
30 34 6.4 2.3 3.6 39 4.4 
35 39 10.6 5.9 57 6.4 6.61.59 5764 6640 44 19.2 12.4 9.4 10.8 11.945 49 27.2 16.5 14.6 15.8 17.9 

C ercetage divorced' 

15 19 5.0 4.1 2.2 3.9 3.4
 
20 24 6.7 6.1 4.4 5.2 4.7
 
25 2') 5.3 6.0 3.7 4.3 5.7
 
30 34 4.8 4.4 4.0 5.1 4.8
 
35 31) 4.() 6.7 3.6 5.9 4.4
 
40 44 5.1 7.6 3.8 6.2 5.0
 
45 4) 4.9 4.0 3.4 5.7 5.9
 

all:S percentages pertain to separated as well as divorced women.
 
Sources: see table 9
 

45-49, the census shows a far lower percentage of women 
currently married and a higher percentage widowed than 
the IFS. In fact, the percentages widowed in the census 
data are higher at all ages, with the difference at ages 45-49 
only the most dramatic. Were these differences the con­
sequence of selective omission of widowed women from the 
IFS, we would expect differences in the overall percentages 
ever-married. As these latter percentages are roughly
the same (table 9), the differences must arise from differ­
ences in the marital status distribution of the ever-married. 

We noted, when discussing table 8, a tendency of women 
to report themselves as widowed when apparently they 
were actually divorced or separated. Such a tendency 
among the census respondents would explain the higher 
percentages widowed in the census data, but the same 
tendency should yield a correspondingly lower percentage
divorced or separated. The figures in table 10 only weakly 
support this expectation. Rather, the lower percentage
widowed in the IFS is compensated for primarily by a 
higher percentage currently married. This suggests that 



the discrepancy may :rise from a misreporting in the IFS 
of the timing of marital dissolution in the past. 

Arguing against this view is the general consistency 
between die 1973 distributions from the F-M Survey 
and the IFS, and the differences between the 1971 Census 
and 1973 F-M Survey marital status distributions. These 
considerations lead to doubt about the validity of the 1971 
Census data. Oil the other hand. McDonald. Yasin and 
Jones (1976) conclude that the F-M Survey systematically 
under-enumerated widowed and divorced women and thus 
the 1971 Census marital status distibution is probably 
more valid. A final relevant bit of evidence is tha' the 
IFS marital status distribution for 1976 shows 17.9 pe' 
cent of the ever-married women aged 45-49 widowed and 
35.8 per cent aged 50-54 widowed, a suspiciously large 
increase which suggests selective over-statement of the 
age of widowed women in the IFS. 

In sum, th marital status distributions for women 
aged 30 an' over are not consistent among the three data 
sources considered here. We are not able to reconcile the 
differences, but the higher level of agreement between the 
IFS and the 1973 F-M Survey than between the 1971 
Census and either Survey suggests that the IFS data are 
more trustworthy than the census data. Even so, it seems 
unwise to use the IFS data to i2construct past distributions 
of marital status withir the ever -married state. The dis-
crepancies with other sources are disturbing, and, further-
more, the reconstruction depends on accurate reporting 
of the timing of dissolution, which itself is prulernatic 
because the moment of dissolution is not always well. 
defined whetl dissolution results from causes other than 
death of the spouse. 
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4.3 	 INTERNAL EVALUATION OF THE INDIVIDUAL 
SURVEY DATA 

Slightly more than half (58.7 per cent) of the IFS individual 
survey respondents supplied a calendar date a year,- or 
a month and year - for first marriage (see table 1). The 
remainder supplibd an age at first marriage. The percentage 
of current inarrdiges with a calendar date supplied is higher, 
67.8 per cent, whereas for all marriages the percentage with 
a calendar date supplic., is 56.1 per cent. Thus a substantial 
proportion of marriages of any type are subject to biases 
in the reporting of either dates or ages. 

In figure 6 the distribution of first marriages by calendar 
year is displayed, separately for urban and rural women. 
Both distributions show some heaping on years ending in 
0 or 5, although tile tendency is slighter than observed in 
the year of birth distribution (figure 4). The heaping is 
more pronounced for urban than rural women (but the 
sample sizes are smaller - and the sampling errors larger -­
for urbin areas.) In appendix B. table BI shows the pelcen ­

tages ever-married by age group according to urban-rural 
residence, region and language. The results will not be 
discussed. 

Figure 7 shows tile distribution of first marriages by 
years since the marriage, again separately for urban and 
rural women. Once more a tendency to heap on years 
end'ng in 0 or 5 - in nis instance years since the event 
rather than calendar years - is evident. Because tile inter­
viewing for the IFS occurred in early 1976, the tendency 
to misrcport either calendar years or years since the marriage 
as a year ending in the digits 0 or 5 will result, in most 
cases, in a similar pattern of heaping on specific dates or 

\ / \, / 
/ \/ \/ 

\ 
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1935 
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marital durations. The distributions in figure 7 also show Table I I Percentage of women ever married, by age group:
an unusual dip at one 
 year prior to the survey, which by years prior to the survey

appears to be the consequence of reporting some marriages

which occurred one completed year prior to the survey 
 Age at Years before the survey
as having occurred two years prior to the survey. specificA further insight into the validity of the age at marriage date 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 
data is provided by the Indonesia Reliability Studv.When age at marriage is calculated from either reported 10 14 1.5 3.6 8.7 12.9 16.9 17.5 17.5 1.;.6year of marriage or age at marriage, 62.5 per cent of the 15 19 32.2 46.7 57.9 03.1 65.4 66.2 65.8re-interviewed respondents reported a different age at 20 24 79.3 86.7 89.7 91.8 92.5marriage in tile two interviews(a higher level of discrepancy 25 2( 94.5 96.3 96.7 97.5 97.0 

90.9 

than in the reporting of age). The responses of those 30 34 97.9 98.0 Q8.7 98.5 women who supplied a year of' marriage were discrepant 35 39 98.6 99.0 98.8in only 24.4 per cent of the cases, but the responses of 40 44 99.2 99.3
75 per cent of those women who supplied an age at marriage 45 49 99.3 
were discrepa!nt. The consistency of response in the two
interviews is positively associated with level of educational Source: 11S 1976 
attainment (MacDonald cIai 107978). 

at ages below 30 these percentages fall as we approach
the survey date. The decline is particularly large at ages4.4 TRENDS IN AGE AT FIRST MARRIAGE 15-19 in the ten years prior to the survey, indicating a 
significant rise in the age at first marriageThe trends in age at in this period.first marriage estimated from the IFS The change in the nuptiality behaviour of' the more recentdata provide a further basis for assessing the quality of the birth cohorts is more clearly evident in tilecohort single-IFS data, as well as being of substantive interest in their year cumulative first marriage distributions shown inown right. The IFS Principal Report summarizes trends figure 8. The first cohort to diverge markedly from thein age at first marriage (chapter 4). Here we consider pattern of the older cohorts is the cohort aged 20-24 more critically the validity of the estimated trends, at tile time of the IFS.The percentages of women ever married, by age, as The patterns across cohorts and (implicit) ages evidentof the survey date and for years prior to the surve) , are in table 11 are plausible, with the exception of the slightlypresented in table 11 . In this table, the sequence of percen- lower percentages of the cohort aged 45-49 married attages on the diagonals, read from upper right to lower the younger ages relative to the cohort aged 40-44. (Atleft, represent the cohort experience of women aged 10- 14 ages 20-24, for example, the percentages are 92.5 and 90.9,to 45-49 at the time of the survey. Reading across the respectively.) The implied older average age at first marriagerows from right to left we observe the historical trend for the oldest women may be valid: these women attainedin percentages ever-married at specific ages. In general, age 15 between 1941 and 1945, a period of disruption in 
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Figure 8 Percentage ever married. by age. by age group at survey (cohort) 

Source: IFS 1976 

Indonesian society as a consequence of the Japanese 
occupation and the Independence movement. If the differ-
ential is not valid, it may appear for several ieasons: a 
tendency for the oldest women to bring forward towards 
the survey their date of first marriage; a tendency for the 
oldest women to report the date of higher-order rather 
than the first marriage; or, finally, a tendency for the 
oldest women to exaggerate their current age but report 
their date of first marriage accurately, so that their implied 
age at marriage is too high. The figures in table 12 indicate 
that a substantial minority of the older women report a 
first birth prior to first marriage. This suggests unreliability 
of the dating of either first birth or first marriage, and is 
consistent with the hypothesis that older women displaced 
forward the date of first marriage or reported the date of 
' higher-order marriage. A smaller percentage of the women 
aged 45-49 than those aged 40-44 report the first birth 
prior to first marriage, however, which suggests that the 
differential between these cohorts evident in table 11 
cannot be explained in this way. A further explanation is 
that women reported as aged 45-49 in the household 
survey are selective of those who married later, perhaps 
because this was associated with lower achieved parity, 

Interestingly. a tendency tr the women aged 40-44 to 
show a lower age at first marriage than women aged 45-49 
is apparent in many WFS surveys (Chidambaram, Cleland 
and Verma 1980). 

It is of interest to consider the implications for the 
cohort nuptiality experiences of the ,hanges across cohorts 
at the younger ages evident in table 11 and figure 8. The 
first marriage experience of the younger cohorts is in-
complete at the survey, truncated at the current age of the 
cohort. In order to obtain estimates which correspond 
to the complete cohort experience, we have fitted the 
Coale nuptiality model to the reported proportions ever 

Table 12 Percentage of women reporting date of first 
birth prior to date of' first marriage, and nean number of 
marriages, by age 

Age group Percentage with first Mean number 
birth prior to marriage of marriages 

15- 19 3.1 1.14 
20-24 7.3 1.27 
25 29 10.9 1.42 
30 34 17.9 1.54 
35 39 18.9 1.63 
40-44 21.0 1.66 
45 49 19.0 1.75 

Source: IFS 1976 

married by age for each cohort. (See Coale and McNeil 
1972.) The fitted model provides estimates of the mean 
age at first marriage and of the proportion eventually 
marrying by exact age 50. The results are presented in 
table 13. We have fitted the model with an estimate of the 
proportion eventually marrying (C) obtained from the 
fitting (left-hand estimates) and with the proportion even­
tually marrying fixed at 0.99 for all cohorts (right-hand 
estimates). When C is not fixed, the estimates of both 
the mean and C for tL:-youngest cohort are not plausible. 
When it is assumed that 99 per cent of the women in all 
cohorts will eventually marry, the estimates of the mean 
show a gradual rise over the older cohorts and a steeper rise 
(essentially one full year for each cohort) over the three 
youngest cohorts. These estimates emphasize once again 
the striking recent nuptiality changes implicit in the IFS 
marriage history data. 
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Table 13 Mean age at first marriage and proportion ever 
marrying, by age group at survey, estimated using tileCoale 
nuptiality model 

Age group 	 (E 'stimated Ca Fixed 
Mean (,a Mean .h 

.
15
'0--219) 	 18.0-23.1 192 19.4 0.,9
0.93 18.5 0.99 

25 29 17.5 0.98 17.6 0.99 
35 39 16.9 0.98 16.9 0.99 

40 44 	 16.7 0.99 16.7 0.99)
45-49 16.9 0.99 16.7 0.99 

- -. 

'C is the expected proportion ever marrying by age 50.h"'lc p- alues on the chi-,(uared 'oodness.-f-fit statistic are as 
follows for the separate cohorts, when C is estimated rather thanfixed, Co/hor t luPi j' 

15 19 .202 
20~ 24 .uu325- 29 .001 
30 34 .009 
35- 39 .011 
40 44 .033 
45-49 	 .26 

(A small p-value indicates a poor fit. Values under .05 might be taken 
as indicative of an unacceptable fit.)Source: If'S i976, restricted to women marrying at ages 12 and
above 

The validity of the trends estimated from the IFS data 
is the major matter to assess here. Our analysis of the internal 
consistency of the IFS data suggests that tiledata are 
generally of high quality, with the exception of a prefer­
ence for reporting dates of marriage ending in certain 
digits and allapparent tendency for the oldest women to 
displace forwards their date of first marriage. If the IFS 
data show too large a decline in the percentages evermarried at the youngest ages in the decade preceding the 

survey, the most 	obvious source of such an error would bea displacement backwards in time of the date of 	firstmarriage of young women in the IFS. It does not seem 
likely that this occurred sufficiently often to explain the 
steep decline observed. Moreover, such displacement.backwards runs counter to 	tiledating errors of the oldest 

respondents.
We are left, uncomfortably, unable to resolve the dis­

crepancy between the trends implicit in the IFS data andthe trends estimated when drawing on other sources in 
conjunction with the IFS. The discrepancy is of sonicsignificance. Consider table 9 once again. At the youngest 

age group (ages 15-1') -- which encompasses most of the
first mnarrtages and hence is most reflective of changes
in the timing of first marriage - the IFS shows a declineof ten percentages points from 1971 --1976, whereasthe difference between the 1971 Census and the 1976 
IFS figures is five percentage points. Trends at other ages, 

however, are for 	 the most part the same whether the IFS
data alone are used or in combination with the 1971 
Census data. (Tile 1973 F-M Survey data pose further
problems.) We conclude that entrance into first marriage
is increasingly postponed by women in Indonesia, but the 
magnitude of recent changes remains a matter of doubt. 
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5 Fertility
 

A principal objective of the Indonesian Fertility Survey 
was to provide estimates of levels and trends in fertility. 
Particular care was taken to devise a set of questions and 
interviewing procedures which would yield accurate data 
on the number of children ever born and dates of the births. 
The total number of births was obtained by a sequcnce 
of questions eliciting separately the number alive and 
deceased, the former classified by sex and residence in 
the household. Following this, the interviewer continued 
into the detailed maternity history, ascertaining for each 
birth - beginning with the first birth and referring to each 
child by name - the date of birth, sex, and survivorship 
status (and date of death, if applicable). The date was 
asked as the calendar year and month of birth, but if this 
could not be obtained the interviewer requested the duration 
in completed years and months since the birth occurred 
(effectively the age of the child, if still living, although the 
question was not phrased as such). As indicated in table I, 
respondents were able to supply a year of birth for 57.9 
per cent of all live births (and for most of these i month 
was supplied as well). The remaining births were dated 
by the duration since the birth. More recent births (last 
births) and first births were more often dated in terms of 
calendar dates than all births (table 1). 

The fertility information collected is subject to several 
types of errors which damage the estimation of both levels 
and trends. Omission of live births threatens the estimates 
of levels and, if associated with date of the births (relative 
to the survey date, for example), the estimates of trends 
as well. Incorrect dating of births biases estimates of trends. 
In this chapter, we examine the IFS data for evidence of 
omission or incorrect dating of live births. As in previous 

Table 14 Mean number oft children ever born per ever-
married woman, by alge group, at the dates ot the 1971 
Census, the 1973 Fertility-Mortality Survey, and tIre IFS 
1976: reconstructed from the IFS maternity history aind as 
reported in the census and survey 

Age At 1971 Census At 1973 F.M Survey IFS 
group Census IFS F-M Survey" IFS 1976 

-

15 -19 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.6 
20-24 1.6 1.7 1.5 1.7 1.6 
25 29 2.8 3.1 2.8 3.1 2.8 
30 34 3.8 4.1 3.9 4.2 4.0 
35 39 4.3 4.9 4.6 4.9 4.8 
40-44 4.3 5.1 4.9 5.2 5.3 
45- 49 4.2 - 4.6 5.3 5.2 

aExcludes DKI Jakarta, Yogyakarta, and urban Bali. 
Sourcts see table 9 

chapters, the validity of the data is assessed through internal 
consistency checks and comparisions with external sources 
of data. 

5.1 CUMULATIVE FERTILITY 

The mean number of children ever born to five-year age 
groups are presented in table 14. The means are calculated 
for ne survey date and as of the dates of the 1971 Census 
and the 1973 F-M Survey, with the means from those 
two sources also shown for comparision. Considering first 
the IFS figures for 1976 (as at the survey), we note that 
the means increase with age group, as expected if marital 
fertility has been stable or declining and age at marriage 
has been unchanging or rising. The exception to this rule 
is the slightly lower cumulative fertility reported by women 
aged 45-49 (5.2 live births, compared to 5.3 for women 
aged 40-44). This pattern is apparent in the 1973 F-M 
Survey (Mcl)onald ct al 1976) and has been observed in 
WFS surveys in other countries as well (Chidambaram et a! 
1980). This pattern can be viewed as an indication of the 
omission of live births by the oldest women. The pattern 
could also result from misreporting of current age associated 
with parity: for example, if women of relatively higher 
parity were more likely to be misreported as over age 50 
rather than aged 45-49 in the household survey. 

A more detailed view is provided in figure 9, which 
shows the cumulaton of births by age for each cohort. 
Here it appears that the profile for women aged 40-44 
as well as the profile for the oldest cohort diverges from 
the almost identical profiles of the other cohorts. Unless 
fertility at the early ages has been rising over cohorts, the 
divergence would seem to be the consequence of under­
estimation of the average parity of older women, resulting 
either from omission of births or from age misreporting 
associated with parity. 

The Indonesia Reliability Study provides grounds for 
doubting the validity of the fertility information provided 
by the older respondents: inconsistent reporting of the 
number of children ever born rises from 15.8 per cent 
of respondents aged 35-39 to 29.7 per cent and 33.9 

per cent of respondents aged 40---44 and 45-49 respectively 
(MacDonald tiat I)78). 

In the comparisons with the 1971 Census and the 1973 
F-M Survey, the IFS data consistently show higher mean 
numbers of children ever born. Ihe IFS figures exceed the 
1973 F-M Survey figures by less than one-half a child at all 
ages except 45-49; the IFS figures exceed the 1971 Census 
figures by more than one-half a child at ages above 35. 

There are two potential explanations for the discrepan­
cies. Tire first is that r2porting is more complete in the IFS 
than in the other sources. The second is that some births 
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Table 15 Age-specific fertility rates by calendar year 

Year Age-specific fertility rate' Totalh fertility 
--- - ra t

15 19 20 24 25- 29 30 34 35 -39 40 44 45 49 

1950 162 252
 
1951 149 234
 
1952 151 231 
1953 168 238 223
 
1954 161 -15 "22
 
1955 200 264 237 
1956 158 242 258
 
1957 164 268 254
 
1958 185 241 238 229 
 5.76
 
1959 100 249255 242 5.92 
1960 189 259 246 220 5.86
1961 170 298 246 199 5.86 
1962 164 234 232 191 5.40
19o3 188 268 255 210 5.90 
1964 148 274 231 197 168 
 5.53
 
1965 182 257 268 212 174 
 5.90
 
1966 126 237
267 229 136 
 5.42
 
1967 154 265 260 232 155 
 5.77
 
1968 156 252 256 185 145 
 5.42
 
1969 155 249 214
244 138 5.44
 
1970 151 254
275 204 
 142 76 5.61
 
1971 140 283 263 206 138 62 
 5.56
 
1972 132 
 258 241 202 142 52 
 5.23
 
1973 127 244 160
219 125 62 4.78
 
1974 105 192
205 137 
 93 41 16 3.95
 
1975 136 254 
 210 144 92 46 24 4.53
 

aLive births per 1000 woman years exposure.

bFor the years with an incomplete set of age-specific rates, the I[I"R has been estimated using age-specific rates for the two last calendar years
 
for which information iavailable.
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Figur I I Age-specific fertility rates, women aged 15-- l and 20- 24, by calendar year 

Source: table 15 

reported in the IFS have been incourectly dated as occurring 5.2 AGE-SPECIFIC FERTILITY RATES BY CALENDAR 
before 1973 or 1971 - that is, displaced backwards in time. YEAR 
Our analysis below of the IFS estimates of trends in fertility 
gives no indication of displacement of such severity as to Age-specific fertility rates and the total fertility rate (TFR) 
explain the large difference:7 evident in table 14. Hence we calculated for each calendar year from 1950 through 1975 
conclude that the reporting of live births in the IFS is more from the IFS maternity history data are presented in table 
complete than in the 1971 Census and the 1973 F-M 15. The TFRs are plotted in figure 10, and the age-specific 
Survey, despite the internal evidence of the underestimation rates in figures 11 and 12. The numerator for the age­
of the parity of older women, specific rates, ie the number of births, is obtained from the 
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cross-tabulation of births by year of occurrence and the age 
of mother at the birth. The denominator is the total number 
of women-years of exposure at each age in each calendar 
year 'or the ever-married women in the indiidual survey, 
inflated by the proportion ever married in the household 
survey. 3 (Never-married women are assumed to be nulli-
parous.) 

Since fertility estimates for the older ages become more 
truncated for successive calendar years in the past, the 
TFRs have been estimated replacing the missing age-specific 
rates with the average of the rates for the last two years for 
which data are available. (Note that if fertility has declined 
among the older women, this procedure leads to all under-
estimate of the decline in the total fertility rate.) 

The main outline of the trends in the IFS data are evident 
in figure 10. Fertility fluctuates in the peri d before 1971. 
but is on the whole unchanging in level, and then declines 
in the five-year period preceding the survey (showing a 
peculiar dip i;r 1974). This pattern is replicated at all ages, 
with the decline between 1971 and 1976 somewhat sharper 
at ages 25 through 39 and thc dip in 1974 more pronounced 
below age 30 (especially at ages 20-24) (figures II and 12). 

The slight decline in age-specific rates below age 25 
follows from the rising age at marriage during this period 
evident in the IFS data (see chapter 4). We note, without 
further elaboration, that the dip in 1974 does not seem 
acceptable and is probably the consequence of moving 
births from this year to adjacent years, 1975 in particular. 

-_----


3 The rates in table 10 are not identical to those shown in table 
6.10 of the Principal Report. The rates in table 10 have been calcu-
lated by a more exact procedure than those ia the Principal Report 
and thus are the preferred set of rates. 

It could also result from a general tendency to disp!ace 
backwards in time the births of all young children e:cept 
the very youngest (thosu: under one year), a possibility 
which is consistent with the deficit at age I evident in the 
household survey age structure (see table 4). We consider 
this explanation in a more general context below. A similar 
dip in fertility in the period one to two years prior to the 
survey is shown by the 1973 F-M Survey maternity history 
data (McDonald et al 1976). 

Our first priority is to assess the validity of tile estimated 
fertility decline in the five years preceding the survey. Such 
a decline, if genuine and the commencement of persistent 
fertility change, would be of great significance to planners 
the policy-makers in Indonesia. Since the government 
family-planning programme, inaugurated in 1969, gained 
momentum in the early 1970s, the onset of fertility change 
coincident with the programme efforts reflects on their 
success. 

External sources of data for the period 1971-6 are 
limited, and hence our evaluation relies principally on 
internal checks. We begin, however, with a comparison of 
the IFS fertility rates with those from other sources in the 
decade preceding the survey. 

Total fertility rates for several periods between 1967 and 
1975, as estimated from the IFS and other sources, are 
shown in table 16, along with the corresponding age-specific 
rates from all but one source. Since fertility rates from vital 
registration data are not available, we utilize indirect 
estimates from the 1971 Census and the SUPAS I and direct 
estimates from the maternity history data of the 1973 F-M 

Survey. The own children method used in obtaining several 
of the estimates is essentially a reverse survival method 
which depends on full coverage of young children, choice 
of the appropriate set of child mortality rates, and correct 
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Table 16 Total fertility rates and age-speciic fertility rates for 1967 -71 and 1971 5, from the IFS maternity history data 
and other sources 

Period and source 

1967--71 
IFS 1976 

1971 Census (own children) 

F-M Survey 1973" 

SUPAS 11976 (own children) 


1971 --5 
IFS 1976 

SUPAS [ 1976 (own children) 


rFR 	 Age-specific rates 

15 19 20- 24 25 -29 30 34 35 39 40-44 45 49 

5.6 	 151 265 256 208 143 69 

5.3 	 162 275 256 192 110 48 14 
5.3 
5.2 	 145 256 255 191 127 54 21 

4.8 	 128 249 225 170 18 53 20 
4.9 	 130 254 240 183 106 51 16 

for 1968 from 1971 Census data with adjustments for trends ina'alculated from maternity history data, using proportions married estimated 
marital status composition. Excludes I)KI Jakarta, urban Yogyakarta, and urban Bali. 
Sources: IFS 1976 
Terence It. Flull. Valerie [lul! and Masri Singarimbun 1977). Indonesia's Family Planning Story: Success and Challenge. Population Bulletin 32 

(6). 42--3. 
Sam Suharto and Lee Jay Cho (1978). P'elininarV :stimates of Indonesian Ii'rtilitv Based on the 1976 Intercensal tPopulation Sur'ey. Fast-

West Population Institute, Fast-West (enter, Paper no 52, table 2, p 10 

accounting for the effects of mortality of childbearing 
women and of children residing apart from their mothers. 

As indicated in table 16, the TFR calculated from the 
IFS maternity history data for the period 1967-.71 is0.3-
0.5 points higher than the TFRs from the other sources. 
The TFR differences arise chiefly from differences in age-
specific rates at ages 30 and above. The differences would 
not appear to be due to the level of child mortality assumed 
in the own children calculations, as c i971 Census data 
yield mortality rates higher than those estimated from the 
IFS, which should have the effect of elevating the census 
own children estimates of fertility relative to the IFS 
estimates. The differences could result from a pushing back-
wards in time of births reported in the IFS. The trend 
shown in figure 10 shows no heaping in the late 1960s indi-
cating such a bias in the reporting. This possibility bears so 
importantly on the validity of the IFS trend, however, that 
we return to it in more detailed analysis later in this chapter. 
A final source of the difference could be insufficient 
accounting in the own children estimates for the mortality 
of childbearing mothers and the separation of young 
children from their mothers, which in combination can 
have noticeable impact on the estimates (see. eg Hobcraft 
1980). 

Since maternity history data were gathered in the 1973 
F-M Survey, trends can be estimated from these data and 
compared with the IFS trends, recognizing that the IFS 
data generally show higher absolute levels. The F-M Survey 
data show a sharp decline in fertility in the three years prior 
to the survey, that is,commencing after 1969 (McDonald et 
al 1976). This decline anticipates the decline shown in the 
IFS data by two calendar years. McDonald et al conclude, 
after considering a wide range of explanations, that most of 
th, estimated decline was probably not genuine, instead the 
result of over-statement of the age of young children and 
the omission of young children. The IFS findings encourage 
reconsideration of this sceptical viewpoint. For the purposes 
of evaluating the IFS data, it is difficult to know what to 
make of the trends shown by the F-M Survey. An onset of 
fertility decline around 1970 characterizes both sets of data. 

However, the two-year discrepancy in the timing of the 
onset suggests dating errors in one or both sources. Satisfac­
tory reconciliation of the two sets of maternity history data 
is beyond the province of this report. 

The IFS estimates for the pciiod 1971 5 agree quite 
well with the only other estimates available, those from 
application of the own children method to the SUPAS I data. 

5.3 	 DETAILED ANALYSIS OF COHORT AND PERIOD 
RATES 

Our analysis thus far suggests that the coverage of births in 
the IFS is more complete than in other recent , :a sources 
and that the estimated decline in fertility through the early 
1970s is not contradicted by evidence from other sources 
nor checks for internal consistency. The decline estimated 
by comparing the IFS mid-1970s rates with rates for earlier 
periods from other sources is slighter than the decline esti­
mated from the IFS data alone, however, because the IFS 
fertility estimates for earlier periods are higher than those 
from other sources. This raises the question of whether the 
IFS estimates exaggerate the decline, as a consequence of 
n.,sreporting some births as having occurred in the late 
1960s- that is, in the period 5 9 years prior to the survey. 
A tendency to heap births in this period when information 
is gathered through retrospective maternity histories has 
been hypothesized by Potter (1977); see also Brass (1978). 
To examine this issue and to obtain a fuller view of the 
fertility change, we analyse tables of cohort-period rates. 

Cohort-specific fertility rates for five-year periods prior 
to the survey are presented in table 17. In this table, values 
in a given column represent period rates, values in a given 
row represent rates at the same ages, and values in adiagonal 
(read from upper right to lower left) are those for a single 
cohort (age group at the time of the survey). There are 
several ways to present cohort-period rates. We choose a 
lay-out which facilitates comparison over time of rates at 
the same ages. 

Note that 	the fertility rates shown in this table are not 
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Table 17 Cohort.specific fertility ratesa by five-year period prior to survey 

Age at end of period Years before the survey 
0 4 5 9) 10 

15--19 44 c1 71 

20--24 196 210 230 

25-29 245 261 260 

30 34 202 231 236 
35-39 145 182 177
 
40--44 
 84 109
 
45 49 34 

aflirths per 1000 woman-years exposure.
 
Source: I:S 1976
 

defined conventionally: for example, women aged 20-24 
at the end of the period 0-4 years ago (that is, at the 
survey date) were aged approximately 17.5-22.5 midway
through the period, and spanned an age range from 15.0-
25.0 over the five years. Nevertheless. it is va!id to compare
the rates across the cohorts, 

As noted earlier, rates at all ages have declined from the 
period 5-9 years prior to the survey to the period 0-4 years
prior to the survey. The decline in this period issummarized 
in table 18, which serves to emphasize the recency of the 
decline. 

The rates in table 17 indicate that fertility at ages below 
30 rose in the period up to 15 19 years prior to the survey.
(This is alsi evident in figure II.) This probably reflects the 
underestimate of births to the older age groups suggested
by our previous analysis. but it could also reflect displace-
ment of births towards the survey date. as in Potter's model 
(1977). Consider the patterns of age-specific fertility rates 
plotted in figure 13. The profile for women aged 45- 49 is 
displaced markedly towards the older ages. But above age
30 the rates are roughly the same for the three oldest 

cohorts (excepting the lower rate centred on 
age 35 for the 

women aged 35-39. reflecting decline 0--4 years prior to 

the survey). It seems more plausible to assume that the 

divergence in the profile for the oldest age group is the 


Table 18 Percentage fertility decline between periods, by 

age at the end of the period 


Age at the Periods compared 

end of'each 

period (5 9) (0 4) (10 14) (5 9) 


15 19 27.9 14.1 
20- 24 6.7 8.7 
25- 29 6.1 0.0 
30-34 12.6 2.1 
35- 39 20.3 +2.8 (increase) 
40 44 22.9 


Decline in period 11.91,% 3.3,% 
fertility cumulated 
to ages 35 39 

Source.: table 17 
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14 15 19 2024 2529 3034 

87 83 72 64 
225 223 
 187
 
253 229
 
230 

consequence of omission of births before age 30. that is, 
births more than 20 years prior to ti'e survey. A different 
interpretation might placed the rates shownbe on for 
women aged 40-44. Referring back to figure 9, we note 
that their cumulative fertility is initial:, lower than younger
cohorts but by age 30 is essentially at the same level. This is 
suggestive of displacement of births by this cohort towards 
the survey date, although it is also explained by a rise in 
fertility at the youngest ages among the younger cohorts. 

Cumulative age-specific fertility rates by cohort and 
period are shown in table 19. The values in the first panel
 
are the cumulative fertility rates for a given age-group, or
 
cohort, as of specific dates. For example, values in the first
 
column are cumulative fertility for women aged 15--19 ...
 ,
45--49. zero years before the survey (e at the survey date).
Values in the second column are for women aged 15-19.... 
40- 44. five years before the survey date. Cumulative 
fertility values for a given cohort lie along the diagonal: for
 
example. the age group 40- 44 averaged 0.38 live births as
 
of 25 years before the survey and 1.50 live births 20 years

befort, the survey. (Figure 9 shws these same rates.)


The values in the second panel are cumulative fertility
 
rates within the specified five-year periods. For example. by

approximate age )7.5 the cumulative fertility in the period

0 4 years prior to the survey is 4.16. whereas the corres­
ponding value for 5- 9 years before the survey is 4.73.
 

The third panel of table 19 shows the ratios of the
 
cumulative rates of the first 
 two panels, commontly known
 
as P/F ratios (ratios of cohort (1) and p :riod (F) cumulative
 
rates). Since in the absence of fertility change or reporting
errors these ratios equal unity, the P/F ratios are frequently 
employed as indicators of omission and dating errors or as
 
measures of fertility clha;ge. (See. for example. Brass 1978.)

Ratios over one indicate either omission of births, displace­
_men t of births out of the period in question. or fertility
decline. Ratios less than one indicate either displacement of 
births into the period in question, or a rise in fertility. 

The P/F ratios les., one the older age groups it)than for 
the period ten years and more before the survey indicate. 
once again. omission of births (or selective representation 
of lower parity women in these cohorts). The ratios in 
excess of one at all ages above 20 in the most recent periodare consistent with a decline in fertility. They are also con­
sistent with displacement of births out of this period into 
prior periods, but consequent P/F: ratios less than forone 
the periods 5-14 years before the survey are not evident, 
except for the oldest cohort. 
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Figure 13 Cohort-period fertility rates. by cohort, aligned according to central age of rate 

Source: table 17 

A more severe test of the internal consistency of the 
maternity history data is provided by analysis of fertility 
rates for first births alone. It is reasonable to assume that 
the proportion of women eventually having at least a first 
birth is relativ',y more stable across cohorts than the pro-
portion having higher-order births, and hence changes over 
periods or cohorts in first-birth rates is indicative of mis-
reporting of dates of first births or changes in their timing. 
There is evidence that the youngest cohorts have postponed 
the first birth (Casterline and Trussell 1980), which follows 
from the delay of irst marriage observed for the same 
women (see chapter 4). 

Cohort-period first birth fertility rates are presented in 
table 20. and the two sets of cumulative rates and the P/F 
ratios in table 21. The low cumulative period rates for the 
most recent period (second panel of table 21) and the 
resulting P/F ratios in excess of one (third panel) seem best 
explained by delay of first birth among younger cohorts. 

The totals for the cumulations within period (second 
panel) show disturbing irregularity across periods: the 
figure of 0.85 frr the most recent period may reflect a 
genuine dearth of first births resulting furm postponements, 
but the peak value of 0.98 for 15-19 years prior to the 

survey (and the low P/F ratios for this and adjacent periods) 
se'ems extreme. One explanation for this pattern is a dis­
placement of the first births of the oldest cohort, and 
women aged 40-44 as well, forward from previous periods. 
Equally, omission of first births - so that higher-order (and 
thus more recent) births appear in the histories as first births 
- would produce the same effect. It is also possible, as we 
noted in the discussion of differentials among the older 
women in age at first marriage, that first births were post­
poned in the period more than 25 years prior to the survey, 
as a consequence of the Japanese occupation and the 
Independence war. 

In the lioht of the evidence suggesting omission by older 
women presented above, we consider omission of first 
births a more persuasive explanation than incorrect dating. 
The IFS data show a decline in the median age at first birth 
over the four cohorts from women aged 45-49 to women 
aged 30-34 of 1.4 years (20.2-18.8) and then a rise of 1.0 
year through women aged 20-24 (Casterline and Trussell 
1980; see also IFS Principal Report, Central Bureau of 
Statistics, p. 68, table 6.20). Consistent with the decline in 
median age, the length of the interval from marriage to first 
birth drops sharply from the oldest cohorts to women 
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Table 19 Cumulative fertility for cohorts (P) and periods (F) and P/F ratios by age, for five-year periods prior to the survey 

Age at end Years before the survey 

of period 0 4 5 9 10 14 15 11) 20-24 25 29 30 34 

A Cumulative fertility of cohorts at ends of' periods (P) 
15 1.) 0.22 0.32 0.38 0.46 0.44 0.38 0.34 
20 24 
25- 29 

1.30 
2.66 

1.43 
2.92 

1.62 
2.87 

1.57 
2.76 

1.50 
2.42 

1.28 

30 34 .3.93 4.02 3.94 3.58 
35 39 4.75 4.85 4.46 
40-44 5.27 5.00 
45 49 5.18 

B Cumulative fertility within peiiods (F) 
15 -1) 0.22 0.31 0.38 0.46 0.44 0.39 0.3,4
20 24 1.20 1.36 1.52 1.58 1.56 1.32 
25- 2'() 2.43 2.66 2.82 2.85 2.70 
30 34 3.44 3.82 4.00 4.00 
35 39 4.16 4.73 4.89 
40 -44 4.58 5.28 
45 49 4.76 

C P/FIratios 

15 19 i.00 1.05 1.01 1.01 1.00 0.97 1.02
20 24 1.08 1.06 1.06 0.99 1.31 0.97 

2 ,25 1.01) 1.01 1.02 0.97 0.90 
30 34 1.14 1.05 0.98 0.89 
35 39 1.14 1.02 0.91 
40 44 .15 0.9)5 
45 49 1.09 

Soutrce: table 17 

Table 20 Cohort-specific first hirth rates' by five-year period prior to survey 

Age at end Years helOre the survey
of period 0 4 5 9 10 14 

15 19 35 43 51 
20 24 87 83 82 
25 29 36 28 31 
30 34 8 6 10 
35 39 5)5 
40-44 1 
45 -49 

altirths per 1000 woman-years exposure. 
Source: IF:S 1976 

under age 35 at the survey. 4 This occurs despite a tendency 
on the part of older women to displace tI.: date of first 

... . . . . . . .. . . 
4 Tcomes 
b The median interval is 3.3 years forwomen married 25 -29 yearsbefore ttie survey and 1.9 years for women married 5-9 years before 
the survey. See IFS Principal Report, Central Bureau of Statistics,
1978, p. 54. The comparison across cohorts is complicated by the 
higher incidence of premarital first births among the oldest women, 
as shown in table 12 in this report. 

30 

15- 19 20 24 25 29 30 34 

59 56 51 44
 
85 90 76
 
31 34
 
15
 

marriage towards the survey date, as argued in chapter 4. A 
final piece of evidence of the low quality of the information 
on the fertility experiences of older women early in marriage 

from the Indonesia Reliability Study: the perceniage
of women reporting discrepant ages at first birth was 63.3 

overall, increasing from less than 60 per cent among women 
aged 20-24 to roughly 70 per cent among women over agc 
40 (Macl)onald 't'aI 1978). 

Cohort-period rates, and their cumulations within period 



Table 21 Cumulative fertility for cohorts (P) and periods (F) and P/F ratios by age, for five-year periods prior to the survey: 
first births only 

Age at end Yevrs before the survey 
of period 0 4 59 10 14 

A Cumulativ, -,:rtility of' cohorts at ends of periods (P) 

15 19 0.18 0.23 0.28 
20-24 0.66 0.70 0.74 
25 - 29 0.88 0.88 0.89 
30 34 0.92 0.92 0.92 
35 -39 0.93 0.94 0.90 
40 44 0.94 0.90 
45 49 0.90 

B Cunulative fertility within periods (F) 

15 11) 0.18 0.22 0.27 
20 24 0.62 0.64 0.68 
25 .9 0.80 0.78 0.84 
30 34 0.84 0.80 0.88 
35 39 0.84 0.82 0.91 
40 44 0.85 0.82 
45 49 0.85 

C P/F ratios 

15 19 1.00 1.04 1.04 
20 24 1.08 1.09 1.08 
25 29 1.11 1.13 1.07 
30 34 1.10 1.14 1.04 
35 39 1.10 1.15 0.98 
40--44 1.11 1.10 
45 49) 1.06 

Source: 11S 1976 

and cohort, as well as the corresponding P/F ratios, are 
presented for subgroups of the IFS sample in the tables in 
appendix B. We do not discuss these tables in this report, 
but provide them for further analysis by others. 

To sum up, the analysis of cohort-period fertility rates 
lends credibility to the overall picture of fertility trends 
shown in figure 10. We do not rule tut the possibility 
that the decline shown in the early I1970s is tile consequence 
of misreporting dates of births. Some evidence emerges to 
support this hypothesis. Moreover. omission of births 
occurring during this period (resulting from underenuiner-
ation of' young children, for example) is difTicult to detect. 
Several features of the detailed rates reaffirm our previous 
conclusion that older respondenis omitted births occurring 
20 or more years prior to the survey. The omitted births are 
probably disproportionately lower-order births. The dating 
of birtlis in the 15 years prior to the survey by five-year 
period appears sound. 

5.4 FURTHER TESTS FOR OMISSION OF BIRTHS 

Certain types of live births are more likely to be omitted 
from maternity history reports. In particular, because of 
poor memory or misunderstanding of the questions, women 

15-19 20 24 25 29 30---34
 

0.32 0.31 0.27 0.24 
0.74 0.72 0.62 
0.88 0.80 
0.87 

0.32 0.31 0.28 0.24 
0.74 0.76 0.66 
0.90 0.93 
0.98 

1.02 1.00 0.95 1.04 
0.99 0.95 0.94 
0.97 0.86 
0.89 

may fail to report children who died, particularly those 
who died many years prior to the survey. 

In addition, in societies where a preference for male 
children is common, female births may be more frequently 
omitted from the maternity history than male births. An 
examination of sex ratios of births and infant and child 
mortality rates can reveal some of these selective omissions. 

Sex ratios of births reported in the IFS are presented in 
table 22. The sex ratio for all births and sex ratios of births 
to women classified by selected variables are shown. The 
overall ratio of 103.9 is not incompatible with the expected 
sex iatio at birth of roughly 105. The most marked diver­
gence from expectations is the ratio of 97 for the period 
15-19 years prior to the survey. The ratio for women aged 
35-44 is also a bit low (100.2). The low ratio for births in 
the one period indicates either omission of sons born in 
that period or, more plausibly, displacement of male births 
out of that period into the adjacent periods and/or displace­
ment of female births into the period. Displacement out of 
this period was not especially evident in the above analysis
of P/F ratios. 

We examine the data on infant and child mortality in 
detail in chapter 6. In table 23, we show simply the propor­
tion of children ever born who have not survived to the 

31 



Table 22 Sex ratiosa of births, by selected characteristics 
of respondents 

Total: 103.9 

Age at the sur,e*, Type ofplace of resi;ence 
<25 yrs 108.9 Urban 103.4 
25-34 106.4 Rural 104.1 
35--44 100.2 

45-49 106.0 Parity at surrev 


1 106.4Years before the survey 3+ 103.4 
0--4 103.55-9 104.7 

10--I4 107.0 Le:'el ofeducetionalattainment 
10-14 107.0 Less than primary 103.2 

20-24 107.4 Completed primary 105.6 
25+ 102.9 Secondary or higher 106.1 
2i _ _ __02__9 

aMales per 100 females. 

Source. IFS 1976 


Table 23 Proportion of' children ever born not surviving,
by sex and by current age of mother 

Current age Proportion of dead children
 
of mother Total 
 Male Female 

15- 1) 0.14 0.18 0.10
 
20-24 0.15 0.17 
 0.13
 
25--29 0.15 0.18 0.12
 
30-34 0.20 0.21 0.18 
35-39 0.20 0.21 0.18 
40.44 0.22 0.24 0.20 
45-49 0.27 0.28 0.26 

Source: IFS 1976 

survey date, by current age of the respondent. As we have 
previously concluded that older women have omitted some 
births, we might expect this toomission be selective of
children who have not survived. The proportions in table 
23, however, increase with age (for both male and female 
births), providing no obvious indication of such selective 
omission by older women in particular. 

In summary, our assessment of' tie fertility data sup­
ports the validity of the overall trend of relatively stable 
fertility in the period 1955-70 and declining fertility 
subseCquenit to 1970. There is considerable evidence that thefertility of the oldest cohorts is under-estimated, as a conse­
quence either of omission of births or of age misreporting 
in the household sUrvey selective of higher parity women. 
To the extent births were omitted, they appear to be 
confined largely to lower-order birthIts and births which 
occurred two decades or more priir to the survey. The 
analysis suggests that the level and iim'ng of recent fertility
is relatively accurately reported. e.cepting the three­year period immediately prior to the survey, where births 
occurring in 1974 seem to have been shifted to the adjacent 
years. The coverage of births in the IFS appears to be more 
complete than in other recent censuses and surveys in
Indonesia. 
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6 Infant and Child Mortality
 

Information on the date of death or age at death of each 
child who died was obtained in tile maternity historysection of the individual survey. This information, in con-junction with the infonation on the dates of births, can beused to calculate standard measures of infant and child 
mortality: the probability of dying between birth and exactage one (iqo); the probability of (lying between exact ageone and exact age five (4 q ): and the probabilit oit' dying
between birth and exact age five (sq 0 ). Calculation of thesemeasures by period prior to the survey provides estimates 
of levels and trends in infant and child mortality, which canthen be examined for evidence of omission of children whodied or displacement of the date of death (nisreporting ageat death). 

Probabilities ot dying at specified ages are shown in table24 for single years in the period 1945 through 1975. Thesame probabilities are smoothed, using three-year moving 
averages, an d plo tted in figu re 14 . A s tih e pro babilities fo rthe period before 1950 are based smallon numbers ofbirths which must have occurred to young women (aoid arealso selectively first-order or lower-order births), the sharp

thed e c linfaree in th is p erio d sh o uld b e reg a rded cautio u s ly . ButIt)4()s asa period 01hardship in ldlnesianlsociety. 

as a consequencetie at 1)4 s%,tiieiolo'liicllilijIdo esan ocel,of the post-War turmoil and the Indepen.dence struggle, and hence tortality may have -cen unusuallyhigh. In the period since 1950. the IFS data show a moder-ate decline in infant and child mortality from roughly 1953-60. little change from 1960 through 1965, another moderatedecline in the late 19 60s. and apparently littl#; change since1970. We note that the overall decline in the 19 60s is of thesame order as the 25-30 per cent decline between the 1961and 1971 Censuses estimated by McNicoll and Mamas(1973). 

There is some suggestion in 24 and
table figure 14 ofcompensating movements in Iqoand 4q 1: note. for example.
the period 
 1950-2. This can be explained by a tendency tooverstate the deaths of infants or understate the deaths of
children. Such misstatement of the age at death is suggested
even 
more clearly in figure 15, where numbers of deaths by 

age at death are plotted. Peaks in the numbers dying before
age one are accompanied by troughs in the numbers dying
between age one and five (eg 1950. 1956, 1962, 1967).

Another perspective on 
tile accuracy of tie IFS estimates

of infart and child mortality is obtained by comparison
with estimates from other sources. As vital registration
figures are not available,data. we must rely on census or surveyIn table 25, we compare the IFS estimates for the
birth cohort 1963-7 with those provided by the 1973F-M Survey. The estimates are shown by region. The IFSestimates are consistently higher. This suggests morecomplete reporting of infant and child deaths in the IFS.Indeed, previous investigators suspected substantial under-statement of infant mortality in the F-M Survey, due to 

Table 24 Probabilities of infant and child death, by calen 
dar years 
-
Year Births Deaths, by age of child Probabilities of 

at death deatha 

Less than I 4 0 4 qO 4 q, 5qo
1year years years 

1945 141 31 17 4 .282 .15 .438 
1946 141 40 191947 20 50 59 .284 .188 .41820 70 .249 .132 .3481949 208 57 28 95 .198 .121 .3301950 410 76 28 104 .185 .084 .2541051 462 67 50 117 .145 .127 .2531952 505 88 66 154 .174 .158 .3051952 597 102 57 159 .171 .115 .2o619 5-4 9 10 4 7 1 80 1 63 .1 42.2 82
1955 639 104 76 180 163 .142 .2241956 830 127 70 197 .153 .100 .2371957 912 108 91 199 .118 .113 .21819 5 8 9I1958 9522 1114 4 18 19 6 .1 20 . 0 9 8.2 06182 196 .120 .098 .206 
1959 1050 118190 1125 85 203132 233 .112 .091101 .117 .086 .19)3.207196 1207 130 98 228 .108 .091 .1881902 1140 171 90 261 .150 .093 .2291963 1290 153 04 257 .119 .092 .1991964 1272 
 143 
 125 
 268 .112 .111 .2111965 1429 164 112 276 .115 .088 .1931566 1371 154 110 264 .112 .090 .1921967 1519 157 

1968 
80 237 .103 .,059 .156"472 142 87 229 .0)6 .065 .1551969 1541 k,4 94 258 .106 .068 .1621970 1608 130 99 229 .081 .0671971 1674 140 96 

.148 
236 .084 .063 .1411972 1617 148 

1973 
100 248 .092 .068 .1531526 160 57 217 .105 .042 .142I1974 1308 126 29 155 .096 .024 .1181975 1572 135 4 139 .086 

a qo probability ofdeath between birth and exact age 14q proba­
bility of death between exact age 
 Iand exact age 5. jqO probability
otdeath between birth and exact age 5. 
Source: llS 1976 

omission of inants who died and overstatement of age at
death (McDonald etal 1976).

For successive periods in the past, the average age ofmother at the time of birth of children becomes progres.sively younger in the IFS data, since no women older than49 are included in tile survey. For example, in the period20-24 years prior to the survey, no mother could have 
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Figure 15 Number ofchildren dying before age I and between ages I and 5. by calendar year 

been older than 30. Hence, strictly speaking, tiends in 
assessed within categories ofinfant mortality should be 

age of mother at the birth, 
The probability of dying in tile first year of life is 

shown in table 26 by age of tile respondent at the birth for 

five-year periods in the past. We note the expected U-shaped 

pattern by age, with the highest probabilities of death 

ages below 20 and above 40. The overall trends evidentat 
14 are, for the most part, presentin table 24 and figure 

here within age groups. As previously, the largest changes 

observed are between 20-24 and 15-19 years prior to the 

survey and between 10-15 and 5-9 years prior to the survey. 

As a final means of evaluating the mortality data, we 

identify the mortality levels in model life tables which 
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Table 25 Comparison of IqO and sqO for birth cohort The levels shown in table 27 raise some doubts about 

1963--7, from the 1973 Fertility-Mortality Survey and IFS the IFS mortality data. The levels for females are generally 
higher, which indicates better survivorship. This differential1976 
is larger in earlier periods. As the model tables take account 

Region F-M Survey l1973' IFS I9 7 6 " of an expected sex differential, the differential evident 
here could well be due to the omission of females who 

1qo s0O Co 5(u died, particularly those dying prior to five years before
the survey. But the sex difference in levels is rather small, 

.07 )Jakarta NA NA .156 and the sex ratios of births in table 22 gives no indication 

Il'est Jara .116 .233 of substantial omission of female births. (Possibly the sex 

Urban .085 .136 differential implicit in the model tables is not appropriate 

Rural .094 .188 for Indonesia.) We also note that tilelife-table level of jqo is 
consistently higher than the level of 4(11 . . to0both sexes. 

'entral.lara .113 .lU2 (Tile same holds true for the 1973 F-M Survey mortality 
Urban .068 .087 -esimates (Mc) onald ct al 1976).) This swggests cither 
Rural .117 .157 .. relatively Lreater omission of infant deaths or overstatement 

NA NA .085 .138 of age at death of infants. (Once again, the explanationYograkurta 
of the model tables.) The trendsmay inapplicability.116 .17 2 be

EastJara 
Urban .065 .081 .... 

_ Table 27 Estimates of Iqo, 41q . and 5(o. and 111e corTres-Rural .108 .117 
ponding level of West model life table. ,.ysex and years 

Dali .141 .17) prior to the sunvev 
Urban NA NA 
Rural .081 .177 Years before Estimate of I o. Level of West 

the survey 4(1, 5q1 life table.lqodel 

"Sotrce. Peter McIlonatld. M. Jasin and Gavin .[ones (1976). Ievel 

and Trends in FIrtilit'v and Childhood Mortalitt' in Indonesia. qO 4(1: 5(lo lo 4(l 5qo 
)emographic Institute, University of Indonesia (1-M Survey 1973, 

Monograph no I, tab!L, 5.1, p 57i. A Males 
hIDue to small sample sizes, estimates for lqo and 5qo for urban and 
rural areas separately are not provided. 5 .106 .074 .172 15.5 12.7 14.3 

10 14 .121) .105 .221 13.7 10.1 12.2 
15 19 .147 .104 .236 12.6 10.2 1.

.280 11.2 7.8 9.8 
orrespond to the probabilities of dying, estimated sep- 20 24 .16 .134 

ex. We select the West familv o1"mode life 2 
3ra tel'My 254 .230 J.127 .325 7.5 ,8.4 8.2 
:ables frotn the Coale.Demeny set (Coale and Demeny 
i 66). If tile reporting of deathsnot- by complee),and age ofexpecdeathsex 13 FentalesFv 
aie complete (or not differentially incomplete), we expect 
the mortality levels by sex and age interval up to age five 5 9 .089 .061 .145 15.4 14.0 14.7 

to be essentially identical. Unless mortality has been 10 14 .110 .085 .186 14.3 12.2 12.0 

stable over time, however, the levels for periods should 15 1() .098 .0)5 .183 14.7 12.9 12.9 
differ, corresponding to the trend in mortality. (Of course, 20 24 .126 .120 .230 12.5 8.8 9.7 

some divergence from our expectations may arise because 25 .185 .151 .310 8.6 6.6 7.7 
of the inapplicability of the West family of life tables 
to Indonesia.) Source: I:S 1976 

year o'Table 26 Probability of death in the first life ((q ),by years before the survey and age of mother at the time of 

the child's birth 

Ace of women Total Years bef6 re the survey -

at birth 0 4 9 10 14 15 19 10 24 25 29 30 34 

10 14 .207 (.161)' .210 .141 .205 .'24 .259 .216 

15 19 .145 .111 .121 .146 .128 .172 209 .255 

20 24 .106 .084 .087 .118 .113 ."121 .171 

25 -29 .100 .077 .095 .101 .120 .134 
30 34 .095 .088 .081 .116 .107 

35 39 .100 .085 .099 .134 
40--44 .107 .103 .116 
45--49 (.222) (.222) 

aParentheses denote small sample size. 
Source: IFS 1976 
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in mortality levels over periods are rogihly in confforinity
with the other evidence reviewed in this section. 

In summary, the data on iril'ant and child mortality 
appear to suffer from omission of some deaths occurring
15 years or more prior to the survey (in particular deaths 
of female children) and a tendency to overstate the age at 

death of infants. As a consequence of the omissions,
the estimated decline in infant and child mortality may
be somewhat understa,,,l. The reporting of infant and child
deaths seems, on the -.hole, more complete in the IFS 
than in the Fertility and Mortality Survey of 1973, the 
most proximate comparable source of data. 
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7 Summary
 

Our evaluation of the Indonesia Fertility Survey of 1976 
indicates that the data are generally of good quality, with 
some defects apparent. 

The reporting of age shows bias arising from a tendency 
to choose ages ending in preferred digits. This characterizes 
the IFS household survey data more than the individual 
survey dat-, There is also evidence that some women under 
age 50 are reported over age 50 in the household survey, 
an error which potentially impairs the validity of the 
individual survey estimates for older women. 

Marital status appears to be very accurately reported, 
but the retrospective reports of date at first marriage for 
older women suggest displacement of the date towards 
the survey. Evidence from the IFS and other sources 
indicates that the age at first marriage rose in the early 
1 70s, a continuation of a trend from the previous decade, 
but the IFS retrospective data (from the marriage history) 
show a more rapid rise than other sources suggest. 

Our evaluation of the fertility data suggests tlhit fertility 
began to decline about 1971. The estimates tor the three 
calendar years 1973-5 show an unexplained trough in 
1974 which is probably not genuine. There is evidence of 
omission of births which occurred more than 20 years 
prior to the survey: these are of course almost entirely 
births to women ower age 40 at the survey interview. The 
reporting of births which occurred in the !5 years prior 
to the survey appears to be largely complete and accurate. 

The reporting of infant child deaths in the IFS seems 
more complete than in other recent censuses and surveys 
in l'donesia. There is evidence of the omission of a small 
proportion. of infant deaths, or possibly a tendency to over­
state the age at death of infants, as well as evidence of 
greater omission of deaths of female infants and children. 
The IFS data conform with other sources in showing a 
decline in infant and child mortality since Independence 
which has continued into the mid-1970s. 
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Appendix A - Events Chart
 

A - Age 
B - Years ago 

C - Year 

A 

p/ 7 4 75 

"673 

1 486 4 

19 70 193 5 

3114 

a 684 

-67 439 

14 33 

10 34 3 

15 41 

-1965 1935 

13 3 

1 5 9 3 59 

17 _ 41 
.58 

' 5743 

19 56 

20 1955 1945 44 3 

•54 31 

299
 



Appendix B -Detailed Subgroup Tables
 

Table BI Percentage ever married by age at survey, according to type of place oflcurrent residence, region of residence and 
language 

Age group Type of place Region of residence Language Total 
at survey Urban Rural Jakarta W.Java C. Java Yog. E.Java Bali Bahasa Javanese Sundanese Other 

Indo. 

15-19 20.1 42.1 21.1 50.2 32.0 13.3 38.9 15.7 29.5 33.0 52.2 43.8 37.4 

20-24 58.5 85.4 63.6 72.4 78.2 62.7 79.5 64.3 66.8 80.1 93.0 74.1 7,).8 

25-29 87.7 96.4 87.4 98.4 95.1 88.0 94.5 8().l 89.7 95.0 98.5 93.6 94.9 

30-34 94.9 98.6 93.5 98.4 98.9 97.8 98.0 94.9 95.0 98.8 98.5 96.8 98.0 

35-39 97.8 98.7 97.9 99.3 98.7 100.0 98.0 94.7 98.2 98.8 99.0 95.7 98.5 
40-44 98.7 99.3 100.0 100.0 98.7 97.9 99.3 9- 99.7 99.2 100.0 97.8 99.2 
45-49 99.1 99.3 100.0 99.1 100.0 94.7 99.5 92.9 98.2 99.7 100.0 97.5 99.3 

Table B2 Cohort-period fertility rates, current parity, cumulative fertility and P/F ratios for 0- 4 years before the survey, 
by type of place of current residence 

Age of cohort Number of Years before the survey 0 -4 years before the 
at survey women in 0-4 5-9 10 14 15-19 20-24 25 29 30-34 survey 

cohort P F P/F 

A Urban 

15- 19 595 29 0 0.15 0.15 1.00 
20-24 426 158 38 2 0.99 0.94 1.06 
2.5 -29 272 256 195 50 4 2.53 2.22 1.14 
30- 34 248 215 259 201 70 3 3.74 3.29 1.14 
35--39 248 144 235 280 213 73 4 4.74 4.01 1.18 
40 44 200 71 178 276 279 228 65 3 5.51 4.36 1.26 
45 -49 156 31 83 170 245 240 179 58 5.05 4.52 1.12 

B Rural
 

15 19 	 2077 46 2 0.24 0.24 1.00 
160 ,20- 24 209 69 5 	 1.41 1.28 1.10
 

25--29 	 1309 242 216 79 5 2.71 2.49 1.09
 
30-34 	 1196 199 261 237 93 7 3.99 3.49 1.14 

35-39 1181 143 230 2i6 229 87 8 4.77 4.20 1.13 
40-44 1060 84 181 230 249 222 75 5 5.23 4.62 1.13 
45-49 815 33 114 177 227 225 192 67 5.21 4.79 1.09 

Previous s ge Blank
 

41 



Table B3 Cohort-period fertility rates, current parity, cumulative fertility and P/1 ratios for 0-4 years before the survey,
by region of residence 

Age of cohort Number of Years before the survey 0 4 years hefOre tile 
at survey wonen ill 44- slrvev 

cohort' 0-4 5 9 10- 14 1 -19 20 24 25 29) 30 34 Si 

A Jakarta 
15 19 
20-24 
25 29 
30 34 
3)5-39 
40-44 
45--49 

569 
444 
309 
254 
237 
177 
116 

33 
185 
235 
225 
153 
)1 
46 

1 
45 
170 
268 
264 
211 
125 

5 
40 

205 
286 
310 
232 

4 
71 

239 
288 
279 

3 
73 

202 
263 

3 
70 
195 

3 
70 

0.17 
1.17 
2 
3.86 
5.09 
5.88 
6.09 

0.17 1.00 
1.10 I1.07 
2.27 0.99 
3.40 1.14 
4.17 1.22 
4.62 1.27 
4.85 1.25 

B West Java 
15 19 
20 24 
2- 29 
30-34 
35 39 
40-44 
45 49 

543 
524 
327 
296 
281 
IOC) 
1. 

60 
179 
274 
223 
180 
123 
37 

3 
69 

226 
265 
269 
210 
140 

3 
82 
239 
271 
256 
167 

5 
108 
269 
271 
223 

10 
85 

275 
202 

10 
105 
212 

10 
73 

0.31 
1.26 
2.94 
4.22 
5.42 
6.24 
5.28 

0.31 
1.21 
2.58 
3.69 
4.60 
5.21 
5.3 

1.00 
1.04 
1.14 
1.14 
1.18 
1.20 
0.98 

C Central Java 
15 1 
20- 24 
25- 29 
30-34 
35 39 
40 44 
45 49 

585 
423 
325 
315 
266 
337 
221 

37 
205 
258 
212 
146 
82 
32 

0 
49 

215 
286 
238 
194 
107 

4 
71 

262 
285 
241 
218 

4 
106 
229 
258 
281 

7 
104 
211 
246 

5 
68 

174 
4 

59 

0.19 
1.21) 
2.74 
4.36 
5.03 
5.33 
5.60 

0.19 
1.21 
2.50 
3.56 
4.30 
4.70 
4.87 

1.00 
1.06 
1.09 
1.22 
1.17 
1.13 
1.15 

1) Yogyakarta 
15 19 
20 24_5 
25 29 
30 34 
35 39 
40-44 
45 49 

289 

159 
148 
148 
155 
131 

16 
120 
216 
189 
155 
64 
27 

0 
2-5 

163 
225 
236 
165 
11.3 

0 
22 

176 
250 
231 
207 

0 
45 

195 
238 
257 

1 
50 

177 
243 

0 
17 

147 
0 

37 

0.08 
0.73 
2.01 
3.18 
4.43 
4.46 
5.15 

0.08 
0.68 
1.76 
2.70 
3.48 
3.80 
3.93 

1.00 
1.07 
1.14 
1.18 
1.27 
1.18 
1.31 

- F.astJava 
15 19 
20-24 
25- 29 
30 34 
35- 9 
40- 44 
45 -49 

556 
432 
361 
316 
371 
22 
261 

37 
183 
205 
167 
110 
55 
28 

2 
635 

210 
232 
188 
144 
90 

82 
208 
230 
202 
138 

7 
69 

196 
233 
184 

6 
80 

213 
223 

9 
68 

194 
3 

70 

0.19 
1.26 
".52 
3.41 
4.06 
4.58 
4.70 

1)9 
1.11 
2.14 
2.97 
3.5' 
3.80) 
3.94 

1.00 
1.13 
1.18 
1.15 
1.15 
1.21 
1.1) 

F Bali 
15--19 
20-24 
25--29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45-49 

323 
265 
212 
183 
174 
92 
63 

26 
176 
259 
226 
166 
78 
59 

0 
46 

180 
299 
283 
183 
106 

4 
36 

222 
284 
268 
211 

0 
54 

186 
263 
277 

2 
34 

144 
215 

0 
28 

148 
0 

36 

0.13 
1.13 
2.37 
4.01 
4.77 
4.82 
5.26 

0.13 
1.01 
2.31 
3.44 
4.27 
4.66 
4.95 

1.00 
1.12 
1.03 
1.17 
1.12 
1.04 
1.06 

aSince tile survey oversampled DKI Jakarta, Yogyakarta and Bali, the numbers of women presented in this table are the weighted numbers
divided by the overall weighting factor for the region, in order to give more reasonable bases for judging the variability in the rates. 
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Table B4 Cohort-period fertility rates, current parity, cumulative fertility and II/F ratios for 0 -4 years before the survey, 
by language 

Age of cohort 
at survey 

Number of 
women i 
cohort 

Years before 
0 4 5 9 

ihesurvey 
10-14 15 19 20 24 25 29 30- 34 

0 4 years before the 
survey 

I: IE 

A Bahasa Indonesia 

15 19 
20 24 
25 29 
30 34 
35 39 
40 44 
45 49 

232 
149 
83 
()1 
74 
60 
4o 

55 
195 
253 
223 
174 
113 
35 

4 
61 
181) 

287 
273 
210 
152 

3 
51 

230 
311 
256 
231 

9 
98 

240 
224 
310 

I 
94 

234 
216 

7 
87 
186 

9 
46 

0.30 
1.29 
2.51 
4.19 
5.50 
5.67 
5.90 

0.30 
1.27 
2.54 
3.65 
4.52 
5.09 
5.27 

1.00 
1.02 
0.99 
1.14 
1.14 
1.00 
0.97 

B Javanese 

15 q 
20 24 
25 29 
30 34 
35 39 
40 44 
45 49 

1583 
1207 
Q34 
888 
878 
830 
61tQ 

36 
195 
236 
193 
140 
71 
35 

I 
56 

217 
260 
231 
180 
109 

4 
68 
235 
266 
239 
I)3 

5 
83 

217 
252 
243 

6 
82 

209 
238 

7 
63 
172 

3 
58 

0.18 
1.28 
2.63 
3.88 
4.71 
5.08 
5.26 

0.1F 
1.16 
.34 

3.30 
4.00 
4.36 
4.53 

1.00 
1.10 
1.13 
1.18 
1.18 
1.17 
1.16 

(" Sundanese 

15 19 
20 24 
25 2) 
30 34 
35 3) 
40 44 
45 49 

566 
425 
367 
317 
306 
240 
I1 

60 
232 
269 
27 
164 
122 
29 

2 
89 

233 
273 
245 
2105 
123 

5 
95 

244 
259 
25-2_ 
170 

6 
116 
269 
273 
227 

12 
93 

266 
221 

7 
109 
225 

10 
93 

0.31 
1.63 
3.01 
4.36 
5.19 
6.1) 
5.45 

0.31 
1.47 
2.82 
3.9-
4.77 
5.39 
5.53 

.00 
1.11 
1.07 
1.10 
1.1) 
1.15 
0,9 

D Other Ialutiags 

1 1) 

20 24 
5 

30 34 
34 39 
40 44 
45 49 

246 
218 
18) 
144 
173 
129 
144 

38 
180 
247 
192 
112 
59 
26 

2 
59 
166 
232 
181 
129 
7() 

6 
72 

186 
205 
193 
94 

2 
69 
190 
239 
I50 

5 
80 

221 
196 

II 
72 

229 
5 

74 

0.20 
1.23 
2.43 
3.42 
3.90 
4.59 
4.32 

0.20 
1.1 
2.34 
3.30 
3.86 
4.15 
4.29 

1.00 
1.1I 
1.04 
1.04 
I.01 
1.10 
1.01 
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