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This study is about

• Status and trend of equality of opportunity in Indonesia
• From 2000-2015

• Inequality of opportunities facing those “furthest behind”
• Multi-dimensional deprivation (poverty) 1994-2014

• Social policies to reduce poverty and inequality

• Recommended area of actions



Status and trend of equality of 
opportunities

• It covers inequality in access to opportunities in the areas of 
education, health, water and sanitation, energy and 
employment, political participation.
• comparing the indicators across different groups within Indonesian 

society (men and women, urban and rural areas, and Java and non-
Java regions, between the top 10per cent and the bottom 40per cent)

• Various indicators collected from BPS, WDI, or estimated using 
SUSENAS data.

• Time-span 2000-2015 (when data allows)



Highlight: Education



Highlight: Health



Highlight: employment



Status and trend of equality of 
opportunities: Final remarks

• Although on average, development achievements have been 
positive in all areas of interest, the analysis reveals mixed 
progress in terms of convergence between groups.
• the gap in the number of schooling years between the top 10per cent 

and the bottom 40per cent has been quite large and seems to be 
worsening during the last 15 years.

• In the health sector, inter-regional disparity (both between Java and 
non-Java, as well as between urban and rural areas) is still large and 
persists over time.

• Access to water and sanitation between income groups (the top 10per 
cent to the bottom 40per cent) is also very unequal. 

• Inequality of opportunity in terms of access to better employment has 
been one of the hardest dimensions to tackle for contemporary 
Indonesian development.



Multi-dimensional deprivation across 
groups

• To find the degree to which “the furthest behind” are deprived 
in various categories of opportunities.

• The analytical framework borrows the UNDP concept of 
multidimensional poverty

• It disaggregates multidimensional poverty it into urban-rural 
areas, Java region - non Java region and eastern Indonesia, 
female-headed households, and old-age headed households 

• Time-span 1994-2014



Multi-dimensional deprivation



Multi-dimensional deprivation by 
regions 1994-2014
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1a. Multidimensional poverty, 1994-

2014

All

Urban

Rural

0.00

20.00

40.00

60.00

80.00

1994 1999 2004 2009 2014

P
er

 c
en

t 
o

f 
p

o
p

u
la

it
o

n

1b. Multidimensional Poverty, Rural vs. 

Urban, 1994-2014
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1c. Multidimensional Poverty in Java 

vs. non-Java islands, 1994-2014
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Multi-dimensional deprivation by 
gender and age 1994-2014
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2a. Multidimensional Poverty in Male vs. 

Female-headed Households, 1994-2014
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MDPI deprivation dimensions
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Figure 3. MDPI - Education 

deprivation index in 2014 by groups 

(per cent deprived)
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Figure 4. MDPI - Health deprivation 

index in 2014 by groups (per cent 

deprived)
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Figure 5. MDPI- Living assets 

deprivation index in 2014 by groups 

(per cent deprived)
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Figure 6. MDPI - Employment 

deprivation index in 2014 by groups 

(per cent deprived)



Multi-dimensional deprivation: Final 
remarks

• A high degree of inequality of opportunity translates into 
higher degree of deprivation in various dimensions for certain 
groups.

• Inequality of opportunity will be higher the larger the 
proportion of the population denied those opportunities, or put 
simply, deprived.

• Indonesia has been successful in reducing multidimensional 
poverty during the past two decades.

• Success, however, has not been balanced between regions as 
rural residents and those who live outside Java and in the 
eastern regions are being left behind.

• Women are notably more deprived than men in education and 
employment dimension.



Progress in Social policies

• Social policies before the Asian Financial Crisis (AFC)
• Rural infrastructure, loan schemes for micro enterprises, In-kind 

benefits
• Low budget allocation (Daly & Fane, 2002)

• Social policies as a response to the AFC
• Social safety net programme (JPS)

• Social policies following the AFC,2000-2014
• Large cash transfers (2005), Introduction of CCT (2007)
• Establishment of TNP2K for improved coordination, unification of the 

national targeting system
• Introduction of the National Social Security System (Sistem Jaminan

Sosial Nasional, SJSN)

• More recent reforms
• Fuel subsidy reform reduce regressivity of budget



Recommended area of actions

• Committing to global development targets as a guiding 
development framework
• Global long-term development goals are free from the impact of 

national political cycles that force a more short-term view on 
policymakers and electorates

• Increasing the share of social spending in national budget

• Scaling up conditional cash transfers for human capital 
development
• More studies suggest its effectiveness

• Identification and scaling-up of local government best practices
• Risma of Surabaya for budgetary reform, Jokowi-Ahok of Jakarta for 

Education subsidy for the poor (KJP), Ridwan Kamil of Bandung for 
SME credit schme (Kredit Melati) are among the few.
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