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Abstract. Youth unemployment in Indonesia has continued to remain at a high level relative to 

other age categories for several years. The case of Indonesia’s youth unemployment is grave 

with the presence of a low workforce participation rate, informal employment, and higher 

unemployment rates in young people compared with adults. Due to the lack of research on a 

country-wise view of youth unemployment, this study focuses on providing a much better 

understanding of the youth unemployment problem in emerging countries, especially Indonesia. 

The main aim of the paper is to bridge the research gap on youth unemployment with reference 

to microeconomic determinants, such as educational background and participation in training. 

This study utilized the August 2019 data of SAKERNAS (Survei Angkatan Kerja Nasional) and 

analyzed the data using the logistic regression method. Logistic regression is a special 

econometric model where the dependent variable is considered categorical and dichotomous 

(binary); in this case, it was unemployed (1) or working (0). The study found that training 

participation has a negative correlation with youth unemployment, while educational attainment 

generates mixed results.  

1. Introduction 

Over the last two decades, there has been a growing concern about youth unemployment and the 

transition from school to work, as an increasing number of young people are likely to be unemployed 

when they first start looking for work in Indonesia. As a home to the world’s third-largest youth 

population, which accounts for approximately 25.1% of the total population [1], [2], Indonesia faces 

significant issues regarding unemployment, the most concerning of which is the high level of youth 

unemployment in recent years. Despite declining substantially over the past few years, youth 

unemployment in Indonesia has remained at a high level compared to the other age categories [1], [3].  

In 2018, Indonesia’s youth unemployment rate was 15.84% while the youth unemployment rate of 

its neighboring countries was as follows: Malaysia 11.18%, Philippines 6.76%, Singapore 8.61%, 

Cambodia 1.28%, Vietnam 6.95%, Myanmar 3.87%, and Timor Leste 10.48% [4]. Moreover, 

Indonesia’s open unemployment rate was 7.07% in August 2020, while the youth unemployment rate 

was 15.86%, 4.17 times higher than the adult unemployment rate of 3.81% (BPS 2020). The ILO 

categorized this ratio of youth-to-adult unemployment rate as an extreme figure [5]. This phenomenon 

is similar to what occurred a few years ago in Europe, where the youth unemployment rate was twice as 

high as the adult unemployment rate [6], [7].  

Currently, Indonesia is experiencing a demographic bonus, which means that the country has a 

potentially large workforce. However, as the world has been divided into two demographic structures: 

some countries have benefited from the demographic dividend, while others have been confronted with 

an aging population [8], [9]. The demographic bonus can be an opportunity if the younger generation is 
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provided proper education and facilities to improve their self-quality [10]. Therefore, Indonesia has been 

attempting to enhance its human resources to foster future leaders so that the demographic dividend 

becomes a blessing instead of a curse.  

Nonetheless, if youth unemployment is not absorbed by employment opportunities, this demographic 

gift could turn into a demographic disaster [11]. Unemployment among young people indicates 

unutilized labor potential and negatively affects potential growth. For that reason, it is important to 

address youth unemployment in preparation for the demographic windfall. Many studies have found 

that spells of unemployment experienced during one’s early career have profound effects on future labor 

market outcomes and earnings. For example, youth unemployment reduces the likelihood of future 

employment [12], [13] and lowers wages throughout people’s later careers [12], [14]–[17]. 

According to BPS-Statistics Indonesia, of the 135 million workforce, 90 percent of them have never 

attended certified training; similarly, the profile of 7 million Indonesian unemployed, 91 percent of 

whom have never attended certified training1. Moreover, the figure of youth unemployment rate always 

higher than open unemployment rate in the last decade and becomes more severe in the last few years 

(see Figure 1 in Appendix). It also can be seen from the unemployment rate by age group 15-29 years 

old comprised for 52.82% from total [1]. In addition, Young unemployed are dominated by those with 

vocational education at 35.61%, followed by those with high school education of 32.27%, and those 

with junior high school education as many as 14.01%. These problems are several reasons that youth 

unemployment causes should be investigated more deeply in Indonesia. 

This study seeks to provide a much better understanding of the youth unemployment problem in 

Indonesia, intending to address the absence of studies discussing youth unemployment in the context of 

Indonesia as a country. This is one of the latest attempts to identify, investigate, and analyze the causes 

of youth unemployment in Indonesia. Moreover, this study intends to reveal the unique factors of youth 

unemployment in Indonesia; especially, it will fill the literature gap regarding Indonesia and help 

improve people’s overall understanding of youth unemployment in emerging countries. The aim of this 

study is mainly to investigate whether young Indonesians who have undertaken training and received 

better education are less likely to be unemployed, compared with their counterparts who have not 

undertaken training and have a poor education. Two hypotheses were thus formulated for this study: 

Hypothesis 1: Young people who have not undertaken training are more likely to be unemployed. 
Hypothesis 2: Young people who have received a poorer education are more likely to be unemployed. 

2. Literature review 

To contextualize this study within the wider context of the literature, it will review fundamental studies 

on (i) the Indonesian labor market, (ii) the economic and population structure change in Indonesia, (iii) 

the concept of youth unemployment, (iv) the factors related to the youth unemployment, and (v) the 

empirical evidence on youth unemployment. 

 

2.1. The Indonesian labor market 

Indonesia’s labor force is concentrated in a narrow range of occupations, with many workers having low 

levels of education and working in low-skilled jobs. The majority of the employed population has a 

junior high school diploma or less and continues to work as agricultural laborers, production laborers, 

or low-skilled service sector workers [18]. Given the limited opportunities in career progression for low-

skilled workers, as mentioned earlier, the trend is likely to worsen labor market segmentation. 

Furthermore, the limited availability of workplace training, the limited scale of collective bargaining, 

and the limited use of productivity-based pay structures are likely to deteriorate this trend. [19]–[21]. 

Additionally, rural labor force participation is higher than urban labor force participation, and urban 

unemployment is higher than rural unemployment particularly [22]. If current trends continue, lower 

labor force participation and higher unemployment are possible future consequences. 

Indonesia faces problems on the labor supply side as well as on the demand side, as stated by the 

Indonesian Ministry of Manpower [23]. To explicate, the major labor market issues in Indonesia are 

 
1 https://www.feb.ui.ac.id/blog/2021/09/18/seri-kuliah-umum-mekk-feb-ui-peranan-program-kartu-prakerja-

dalam-mendukung-pemulihan-ekonomi-di-masa-pandemi-covid-19/ 
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changes in the industrial structure, informal sector expansion, and limited employment opportunities. 

On the supply side, weaknesses in the labor force’s education and skill profile have hampered 

productivity gains and a faster convergence with global productivity norms [18]. Whereas on the demand 

side, slower rates of economic growth and job creation have limited the expansion of high-quality jobs 

and slowed the pace of structural transformation [22], [24]. 

 

2.2. The economic and population structure change in Indonesia 

During the 1970s, Indonesia maintained high economic growth, largely due to the rapid expansion of 

oil production and a sharp increase in oil prices after 1973. However, when oil prices began to fall after 

1982, the Indonesian economy slowed. According to Hidalgo et al. [25], growth is likely to be volatile 

for countries that produce commodities at the periphery of “The Product Space”, where natural resources 

are plentiful and commodities are produced with rudimentary technology. Following the oil windfalls, 

to address this issue, Indonesia underwent a structural transformation and became a more balanced, 

outward-oriented industrializing economy. 

The growing economy and changing employment patterns have been closely linked to the structural 

transformation of the economy [26], [27]. The Indonesian population has shifted from agriculture to 

industry or services, from rural to urban areas, and from informal to formal employment. The rural 

population has declined significantly over the last three decades, falling from 74% in 1985 to 46% in 

2014 [26]. Furthermore, as more labor leaves the agricultural sector and moves to the industrial and 

service sectors, more labor enters formal employment. 

Indonesia’s growth sectoral composition has shifted away from agriculture and toward industry and 

services, according to De Silva and Sumarto [28]. Looking back over the last two decades (1996–2015), 

Indonesia had a unique economic transition from agriculture to services, even before the industrial sector 

matured [26], [28]. This indicates that the manufacturing sector’s productivity per worker had declined, 

as a drop in its share of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) was not accompanied by a drop in its share of 

employment. 

2.3. The concept of youth unemployment 

 

 

                  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
               Source: ILO [5] 

Figure 2. Concept of Labor Force Participation Using ICLS 19th 

 

Several definitions are available for young people. However, first, it should be noted that although 

official statistics tend to focus on the group aged 15–24 (the United Nations (UN), International Labor 

Organization (ILO), and World Health Organization (WHO)), there is debate about the various 

definitions of “young people” [29]. Most of them describe the youth as people between the ages of 15 
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and 24 years (the UN, ILO, and WHO), while the BPS-Statistics Indonesia use the term “pemuda” to 

denote young people, which they consider to be Indonesian citizens aged 16 to 30 years, based on the 

Law No. 40 of 2009. Moreover, the paper uses the International Conference of Labor Statisticians 

(ICLS) 19 for defining unemployment (see Table 1). Unemployed people are people who do not have a 

job and are actively seeking a job, creating a business, or not searching for a job because they have 

already been accepted for a job but will not started it within a month. Having taken all definitions into 

consideration, the word youth in this study will delineate people aged between 15 and 30 years and the 

youth unemployment is stated as of young people aged 15 to 30 years who are without an occupation 

and are enthusiastically searching for a job/preparing a business/already have a job but will not started 

it within one month.  

 

2.4. Factors related to youth unemployment 

The magnitude and causes of unemployment have piqued the public’s interest, and the plight of 

unemployed graduates has been highlighted as a result. This has arisen due to not only the widespread 

prevalence of the problem but also the negative effects that the state of unemployment has on the 

individual [30]. One of the most important role transitions in young adulthood is entering the labor 

market. The absence of high school diplomas, poor reading skills, low intelligence quotient (IQ) scores, 

and insufficient family resources have all increased the probability of unemployment in the human 

capital area. [17].  

The connections between individual-level variables—such as age, education and skill level, work-

related experience, and employment period—and unemployment are not indisputable but differ across 

time and social frameworks [31]. Taken at a more general level, clearly, the educational resources and 

technical skills of a population can affect both economic growth over some time and the degree of 

adaptability of an economy to changing macro forces [32]. Education, in particular, has the potential to 

increase the number of workers in formal employment. This can boost productivity while also 

broadening the tax base of the country, potentially boosting overall employment and growth [33]. 

Education boosts a country’s competitiveness at the macro level [34]. A country with a well-educated 

workforce may be able to attract more competitive production phases with higher value added. 

Education can also help reduce unemployment and underemployment on a micro level (individual level). 

It can help workers improve their skills and knowledge, allowing them to use more advanced 

technologies [35], [36]. This could lead to increased market efficiency and, consequently, more long-

term growth. The development of a more skilled labor force may also help avoid unit costs for lower 

skilled workers, thus attracting more foreign direct investment and higher wages. [33].  

Life skills and financial services training includes the knowledge of how to save, take out a loan, 

start a business, and enter the labor force. Youth graduates are expected to have a greater ability to adapt 

to the job market and improve their overall academic performance. However, evidence on the 

effectiveness of training programs for those who are unemployed is mixed [37], [38]. In the literature, 

there are several examples of successful programs, both training programs and those targeting young 

people, that deliver positive results [39]. In Denmark, some studies suggest strong positive returns for 

some forms of training [40]. Furthermore, training programs have been more successful in middle- and 

low-income countries; this could be because the investments in these programs are especially beneficial 

to the most vulnerable population groups that they target, that is, low-skilled and low-income people 

[41]. Martin and Grubb [42] found consistently negative results for training programs for young people. 

Correspondingly, Kluve [43] and Card et al. [44] also reached similar conclusions that programs targeted 

at young people are less likely to have positive impacts. Furthermore, Betcherman et al. [45] suggested 

that training programs targeting young people were relatively less successful in more tightly regulated 

labor markets. 

 

2.5. Empirical evidence on youth unemployment 

Debates on youth unemployment have many pros and cons. These relate to the operational definition of 

youth unemployment, as well as its implications in labor market studies and dynamics. [29]. Most studies 

have studied the relationship between youth unemployment and macro-level data, such as inflation, 

Gross Regional Domestic Product (GRDP), aggregate demand, young people’s wages, the size of the 
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youth labor force, and minimum wages [12], [46]–[51], as aggregate data were easier to access than 

individual-level data. Nevertheless, some studies utilizing microeconomic variables, such as sex, marital 

status, skills, location, and education level have been performed [52]–[54]. 

Moreover, the previous studies mostly used multinomial logistic regression [52], [55]–[57], while 

others used logistic regression [58], [59]. Nonetheless, these had different temporal ranges and scopes. 

Several studies also used qualitative techniques and descriptive analysis [60]–[62]. Regarding Indonesia, 

most studies have focused on unemployment in general and used the macroeconomic variables [63]–

[67]. Some studies have discussed youth unemployment and applied microeconomic variables; however, 

these only covered the provincial level and utilized outdated data [148][58], [59], [68]. 

3. Data and Methodology 

This research uses the latest cross-sectional data from the 2019 National Labor Force Survey (NLFS) or 

SAKERNAS conducted by BPS-Statistics Indonesia. BPS-Statistics Indonesia conducts two SAKERNAS 

surveys each year, one in February and the other in August, to collect information on individual and 

household characteristics. However, these surveys differ in terms of the level of estimation provided: 

SAKERNAS February provides only province-level estimations, while SAKERNAS August provides up 

to district/city level estimations. These surveys employ internationally accepted definitions of labor 

market status (including unemployment) and provide information on a rich variety of topics concerning 

the relationship of respondents to the world of work.  

This study will apply the sample of SAKERNAS August 2019. The sample consists of approximately 

200,000 households in 34 provinces of Indonesia. The significant advantage of analyzing raw data was 

that we were able to investigate a variety of special subgroups that cannot be studied using the published 

summaries. Moreover, the study will pay special attention to youths who are not enrolled in school, as 

the problems and experiences of unemployed young people in school and out of school are distinct and 

must be studied separately. 

Furthermore, the social and economic problems of unemployment may be more significant for those 

who are not in school than those who are. Moreover, the paper separately analyzes young men and 

women, as the problems and experiences of young men are likely to differ significantly from those of 

young women of the same age. Additionally, the study also distinguishes between the following regions: 

Java and non-Java. Even after including only out-of-school young people, the sample consists of 

134,901 individuals. This is large enough to make statistically reliable estimates of unemployment 

among young people. However, this study could not access the combination of individual and household 

characteristics because the raw data does not provide the household identity number (IDRUTA); 

therefore, the individuals cannot be classified by household. This limitation means that the study can 

examine the relationship between only individual characteristics and youth unemployment. 

3.1 Model Specification 

Logistic regression is used to describe data and to explain the relationship between one dependent 

binary variable and one or more nominal, ordinal, interval or ratio-level independent variables. Logistic 

regression is a special econometric model where the dependent variable is categorical and dichotomous 

(binary); in this case, it is unemployed (1) or working (0). Since the study used a binary qualitative or 

categorical variable, the utilization of logistic regression is considered as one of the most appropriate. 

The model used in this study is a modified model used by Miller [69], Andrews and Bradley [70], 

Bradbury, Garde and Vipond [71], Qayyum [53], and Msigwa and Kipesha [52], with the following 

specifications: 

𝑌𝑈𝑁𝑖 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1𝐸𝐷𝑈𝐶𝑖 + 𝛽2𝑇𝑅𝐴𝐼𝑁𝑖 + 𝛾𝑗𝑍𝑖𝑗 + 𝜀𝑖 (1) 

Where,  
𝑌𝑈𝑁𝑖 = 𝑦𝑜𝑢𝑡ℎ

′𝑠 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑠 (𝑢𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑒𝑑 = 1 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑒𝑑 = 0) 
𝐸𝐷𝑈𝐶𝑖 = 𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 (𝑑𝑢𝑚𝑚𝑦)  
𝑇𝑅𝐴𝐼𝑁𝑖 = 𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 (𝑦𝑒𝑠 = 1,  𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑤𝑖𝑠𝑒 = 0) 
𝑍𝑖𝑗 = 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑜𝑙 𝑣𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠 (𝑔𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟,𝑚𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑠, ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑 ℎ𝑒𝑎𝑑, 𝑓𝑎𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑦 𝑚𝑒𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟, 𝑢𝑟𝑏𝑎𝑛, 𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑜𝑛)  
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Table 1 shows the one categorical dependent variable and eight independent variables. The 

independent variables are divided into two types: interest and control variables. Interest variables are 

independent variables that are the focus of this research, while control variables are an experimental 

element that is constant and unchanged throughout the investigation. 

  

Table 1. List of Dependent and Independent Variables 

Variable Type Description 

Working status Dependent variable Employed(reference=0),and unemployed (=1) 

Education Interest Variable No Education= not yet completed primary 

school; Primary Education= reference 

(elementary, junior high school, and 

equivalent); Secondary education= senior high, 

vocational high school, and equivalent; 

Tertiary education= higher education 

Training Interest variable No(reference); Yes 

Gender Control variable Female (reference); and Male 

Marital Status Control variable Otherwise (reference); and Married; 

Head of household Control variable No (reference), Yes 

family member Control variable Number of family member 

Urban Control variable Rural (reference=0) ; urban 

Region Control variable Java; non-Java (reference=0)a 

      a non-Java includes Sumatera, Bali and Nusa Tenggara, Sulawesi, Maluku, and Papua. 

 

In this paper, the education variable is divided into four categories: no education, primary education, 

secondary education, and tertiary education. Primary education (contains people who have finished 

elementary, junior high school and equivalent) becomes benchmark because basic education in 

Indonesia is 12 years; however, mean years of schooling in Indonesia is 8.34 in Indonesia [72]. 

Hypothesis 2 argued that people with lower education will potentially become unemployment compared 

to people with higher education, primary education is chosen to become reference in this paper to 

support this. Meanwhile, hypothesis 2 proposed that people who participating in training will have more 

chance to get job opportunity than people who do not participate; therefore people with no experience 

attending training become benchmark in this study.  

The model is easier to understand when expressed in terms of probabilities, i.e., odds ratios. An odds 

ratio greater than one indicates an increase in the probability of employment, while a value less than one 

indicates a decrease in the probability of employment. We obtained estimates of the relative odds (odds 

ratios) associated with a specific category of an interest covariate, such as using the following equation: 
 

 

(2) 

 
 

Here 𝛬(.) indicates the logistic cumulative distribution function. 

The logit model will be transformed into a marginal effect value to determine the magnitude of the 

change in probability (Pi) caused by each change in the regressor. The parameters in the form of 

marginal effect in the logit model are as follows: 

𝜕𝐹(𝑥′𝛽)

𝜕𝑥
=

𝑒𝑧

(1+𝑒𝑧)2
𝛽𝑖 (3) 

where 𝜕𝐹 (𝑥′𝛽) = 𝜕𝑦 = 𝜕𝑃 is the change in y value or change in likelihood, 𝜕𝑦 is the change in x value, 

𝑧 =  𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑋𝑖, and 𝛽𝑖 is the coefficient of the explanatory variable i.  
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4. Result and Discussion 

4.1 Descriptive statistics 
Table 2 describes the independent variables of the model, including training participation, education 

attainment, gender, location, marital status, household head, and region. According to the August 2019 

data of SAKERNAS, 89.14% of the youth are employed in both formal and informal employment sectors, 

while 10.86% are unemployed. Statistics show that 60.64% of the youth are male, and 39.36% are 

female. Moreover, 44.90% of the youth live in urban areas, and 55.10% live in rural areas. Figures on 

youth training participation indicate that only 10.04% of the youth undertook training, while 89.96% 

did not. 

Table 2. Summary statistics of youth (15–30 years old) 

Variables Frequency Percentage 

Working status Employed 120,242 89.13 

 Unemployed 14,659 10.87 

Gender Female 53,105 39.37 

 Male 81,796 60.63 

Training participation No 121,354 89.96 

 Yes 13,547 10.04 

Educational Attainment No Education 9,222 6.84 

 Primary Education 45,034 33.38 

 Secondary Education 60,357 44.74 

 Tertiary Education 20,288 15.04 

Residence Rural 74,335 55.10 

 Urban 60,566 44.90 

Marital Status Single 82,808 61.41 

 Married 49,832 36.96 

 Divorced 1,905 1.41 

 Widowed 293 0.22 

Household head No  115,269 85.45 

 Yes  19,632 14.55 

Region* Non-Java 95,645 70.90 

 Java 39,256 29.10 
*Note: The individual sample is smaller in Java Island than outside Java Island; nevertheless, the 

SAKERNAS August 2019 provides weights (WEIGHTR_SP) proportionate with the sample; this will 

provide comparative estimations. 

 

Furthermore, the education level indicates that 6.84% of youth did not complete primary education, 

33.38% completed primary education, 44.75% completed secondary education, and only 15.3% 

completed higher education. Moreover, single (61.41%) is the highest percentage in terms of marital 

status, followed by married (36.96%), divorced (1.41%), and widowed (0.22%). Meanwhile, young 

people who serve as the head of household accounted for 14.56%.  
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Table 3. The distribution of youth and youth unemployment by island, 2019. 

Island Youth Percent 

of youth 

Youth 

unemployment 

Percent of youth 

unemployment 

Sumatera 9,062,259 22.22 1,017,336 20.82 

Java 22,605,189 55.42 3,047,782 62.36 

Bali and Nusa Tenggara 2,343,583 5.75 141,010 2.89 

Kalimantan 2,554,782 6.26 257,484 5.27 

Sulawesi 3,004,654 7.37 297,203 6.08 

Maluku and Papua 1,220,785 2.99 126,354 2.59 

Total 40,791,252 100.00 4,887,169 100.00 

 
Table 3 depicts the youth and youth unemployment distribution by island.  In non-Java Island, North 

Sumatra and South Sulawesi become the province where the most of young people live comprising of 

5.92% and 3.30%. The weighted sample indicates that 55.42% of young people live in Java Island, while 

the rest live outside Java Island according to Table 3. Moreover, based on Table 3, the percentage of 

youth unemployment in Java, Bali, and Nusa Tenggara Island (61.17%) is higher than outside these 

islands (38.83%). 

 

   

Figure 3.1. Youth employment status  Figure 3.2. Youth employment by sector 

 

Figure 3 demonstrates that typically, young Indonesian workers occupy a place in the informal 

economy. Youth aged 15–24 years old accounted for 76.16%, and 66.86% of young people in the 25–

29 year age group were informal employees. Moreover, Figure 4 indicates that several young employees 

are engaged in the service sector, followed by the manufacturing sector, while the least attractive sector 

for young workers is the agriculture sector. The dominance of the service sector in both age groups 

shows that informal workers among the young are uncommon. In most cases, the service sector’s 

association with the informal economy shows that most young workers are employed in the service 

sector. A recent study reveals 61.2% of the global workforce aged 15 and above are in the informal 

economy, and 47.2% of all employment in the service industries strengthen this point [73]. 

 

 

Adult Youth Adult+youth
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Figure 4. Training Participation and Education Level of Youth Unemployment 

 

Figure 4 illustrates that among young people who unemployed, 22.18% have lower education 

(secondary education and below) and never attend training, 67.64% have higher education (college 

degree and higher) and not undertaken training, 0.38% have lower education and did not participate in 

training, and 9.79% have higher education and participated in training. Overall, young people who have 

not participate in training given their education will more possible to be unemployed than young people 

who attend training. 

4.2 Logistic regression 

To deal with the dummy variables, this study used logistic regression to estimate the various categories 

of variables. The marginal effect for each variable was calculated to see how adding a unit to each 

variable affects unemployment for three different profiles: personal, demographic, and educational. The 

marginal effects of the independent variables that will help formulate the unemployment correlation are 

represented by the results estimated in Table 4. 

Table 4 includes all explanatory variables. It analyzes the role of each variable in differentiating 

unemployed youth from employed youth. Two interest variables, training participation and educational 

attainment, and all control variables (gender, marital status, location, family member, household head, 

and region) are statistically significant at p-value = 0.01, which indicates that all variables in the model 

correlate with the probability of young people becoming unemployed. Moreover, it shows that the 

control variables that increase the probability of youth becoming unemployed are residence, region, and 

the number of family members. Meanwhile, the education level yields unique results: a young person 

who did not finish primary education is less likely to be unemployed over being employed compared to 

the reference (primary education), while youth with higher education yields the opposite result. It is in 

line with the outcomes of Pratama et al. [74], that a positive correlation exists between the level of 

education and young unemployment case. However, other variables such as gender, marital status, 

household head, and training decreased the probability of being unemployed compared to the each 

reference base. 

The variables will be analyzed more deeply based on results of the marginal effects. Table 4 explains 

that, initially, if young people participate in training, the chance of being unemployed decreases by 

1.01% than young men who do not participate in training. This finding is in line with Díaz et al. [75] 

and Weller [76] who discovered that training programs decrease the possibility of being unemployed. 

This implies that training or preparation either in the formal or informal sector is needed for the young 

to enter the working world. Moreover, this can make the school-to-work transition smoother and easier 

for graduates.  

LNT HNT LAT HAT

22.18

67.64

0.38 9.79

Youth unemployment
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Table 4. The Results of odds ratio and marginal effect 

Variable Coefficient Marginal Effect (dy/dx)b 

noeduc -0.355***
a
 -0.023 

hischool 0.0782*** 0.068 

vocedu 0.768*** 0.070 

terud 0.564*** 0.049 

train -0.136*** -0.010 

gender -0.103*** -0.009 

mar -1.269*** -0.089 

urban 0.189*** 0.014 

fam 0.03*** 0.002 

hh -0.937*** -0.055 

java 0.251*** 0.019 

Constant -.2.426***  

Number of observations  134,901 

Pseudo r-squared   0.087 

Prob > chi2   0.000 

Marginal effects after logistic: y = Pr(unemploy) (predict)  0.0798 

           a *** p < .01, ** p < .05, * p < .1;  
 b dy/dx is for the discrete change of the dummy variable from 0 to 1 

 

Moreover, young people who have not completed primary education do not possess any skills 

required in the job market, and their chance of being unemployed decreases by 2.3% compared to people 

who have completed primary education; hence, they engage in informal employment. The reason for 

their involvement in the informal sector is that, while many young people in developing countries will 

continue to work in the informal economy, informalization is likely to increase as more jobs shift to gig 

and casual labor [77], [78]. This is based on the assumption that with limited skills, low prospects in the 

formal economy, and high rewards that are disproportionate to the skills required, informal jobs remain 

as an easy entry option for many people at the bottom of the economic ladder, many of whom are young 

adults with low education [79]. 

For the skilled youth, market competition for a job, their working experiences, and their preferences 

for formal employment make them more likely to be unemployed over being employed compared to 

young people who finished primary education. The likelihood of being unemployed would increase by 

6.8%, 7%, and 4.9% for high school, vocational education, and higher education alumni, respectively 

over primary education. It is interesting how the higher a person’s education level, the higher is their 

possibility of staying jobless. It is consistent with studies highlighting the high unemployment rates for 

better educated youth in comparison with youth with lower levels of educational in developing 

economies; this also mirrors the propensity of well-educated youth to wait until an appropriate job 

opportunity arises [80], [81]. Nevertheless, this finding also contradicts some other studies, which found 

that a person’s educational level positively influences the likelihood of them finding a job [82]–[84]. 

Another cause is employers do not positively approach youth employment, owing to their 

inexperience at work and the imperfect knowledge of young applicants [85]. They prefer experienced 

workers, which reduce employment opportunities for new graduates and also increases unemployment 

duration [86]. Moreover, the incompatibility between the competencies of workers and the labor market 

is also a reason for Indonesia’s high youth unemployment. To illustrate, the current technical vocational 

education and training (TVET) system which called Sekolah Menengah Kejuruan (SMK) in Indonesia 

faces a fundamental mismatch between the supply and demand of skills, and the relevance and 

applicability of practical skills taught in TVET institutions [87]. TVET graduates in Indonesia, who 

should be ready for work, experience difficulties entering the labor market than general high school 

graduates due to the lack of flexibility to work in any sector besides their specialization. 

Moreover, the results of marginal effect also shows that young men are 0.9 % less likely to be 
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unemployed compared to young women. Several studies found a similar result, that young women have 

a higher probability of unemployment than young men [52], [84], [88], which happens particularly in 

emerging countries [89]. Education is the most common activity outside of the labor force for men, 

whereas housework is the most common activity for women, with female participation in education 

being much lower than male participation. This adds to the picture of young women being disadvantaged 

in terms of both the quantity and quality of job opportunities available to them. The findings also suggest 

that married people have less probability of being unemployed compared to unmarried people. They 

also show that marriage reduces the possibility of young people being unemployed by 8.9%. Msigwa 

[52] and Oancea [83] also produced similar outcomes. This is because married youth have more 

responsibilities and have to care for their families, which requires them to work, whereas most single 

youth rely on their parents and are thus less motivated to work.  

Additionally, the number of family members (fam) also increases the probability of a young person 

being unemployed. A bigger family size would increase the chances of young people being unemployed 

by around 0.2% compared to smaller size family. The cost of being unemployed may be lower for those 

with a big family, as some of them may support the unemployed individual. Furthermore, usually, 

having a big family can increase an unemployed person’s dependency on other working family members 

than in smaller-sized family. Youth who still live with their parents and possess a big family have a 

higher chance of becoming unemployed than those who live separately from their parents, as the former 

are more reliant on their family. This figure would become worse if they had completed higher 

education, because they would not want to lower their expectations about getting their dream job. They 

would be very meticulous when applying for a job or accepting a job offer, because of their family safety 

net. Nonetheless, this study could not access the household characteristics of unemployed youth to 

determine the relation between the number of employed household members and the possibility of 

unemployment of the young people residing in this household. 

An interesting finding is that youth who live in urban areas more likely to become unemployed rather 

than young people living in rural areas. Youth who live in urban areas are more prone to unemployment 

by 1.4% compared to youth who live in rural areas. Similarly, Msigwa et al. [52] and Mpanju et al. [90] 

discovered that a youth who lives in an urban area is more likely to be unemployed and especially young 

graduates [91]. Furthermore, young people who live in Java Island is more tend to be unemployed by 

1.9% compared to youth who live outside Java Island. Java as the most populous island in Indonesia 

makes the competition for occupation here is tougher than in other areas. Although Java has the highest 

rate of job vacancies at around 86.4% [1], the number of unemployed people in Java is also the highest. 

This is probably because the vacant jobs in Java need more experience and skills; thus, young people 

cannot enter the job market. Non-Java Island has more opportunities for young people to start their 

career, perhaps because the qualification of workers is lower than in Java. 

5. Conclusion and Policy Implications 

By applying logistic regression model to observe the determinants of the probability of youth 

unemployment, the current study aimed to enhance the understanding of the trends in youth 

unemployment in Indonesia. To this end, it employed quite detailed micro-level data from the 

SAKERNAS of August 2019. The objective of the study was to investigate the relationship of training 

participation and educational attainment with the likelihood of people experiencing youth 

unemployment and suggest a path forward for resolving the issue. From the findings, the study 

concludes that the two main variables training and education are significant factors in explaining the 

difference in youth unemployment status in Indonesia.  

A negative relationship was discovered between training and youth unemployment in Indonesia. 

Training is usually considered a primary factor for reducing youth unemployment in Indonesia. 

Furthermore, the education factor yields quite unexpected results. The hypothesis suggests that people 

who have better education would be more likely to be employed rather than who finished primary 

education; however, the opposite was discovered to be true: Young people who are more educated tend 

to be unemployed. It is interesting that these educated graduates choose to be unemployed instead of 

getting a job or starting a business. Perhaps, this is because there is a problem in the supply side, such 

as mismatch in the skills required for a job and the skills available, or in the demand side, such as severe 
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competition in the labor market. For people with a college degree or higher, one reason could be that 

they wish for a job with an appropriate salary and in the formal sector. Meanwhile, people with TVET 

degrees face more difficulties entering the labor market than high school graduates, as they lack the 

flexibility to work in any sector besides their specialization. Moreover, as control variables, individual 

characteristics also contribute to explaining the probability of young people experiencing 

unemployment. One prominent result is marital status. Married youth tend to be employed than single 

people, probably because marriage brings additional responsibilities that single youth do not have to 

bear. 

This study has some limitations. First, to determine a causality between the variables and youth 

unemployment, especially for the training and education attainment variables, longitudinal data should 

be investigated more than cross-sectional data to assess the effects of training participation and education 

in the medium and long terms. The utilization of a panel data model with a longer period of data probably 

can capture this causality rather than cross-sectional data.  

Furthermore, to enrich the analysis, macroeconomic data and household characteristics should be 

included by combining other data, such as those of the IFLS or National Socio-Economic Survey 

(SUSENAS), with the SAKERNAS data. More comprehensive analyses should be performed on to 

understand how a bigger family size can increase the probability of someone being unemployed, such 

as by applying the luxury unemployment hypothesis. The luxury unemployment hypothesis would hold 

if the majority of unemployed youth came from wealthy families and spent much longer looking for 

suitable work, whereas poorer job seekers would settle for the first job available [92]. 

This study has some policy implications for the government, which can be implemented to reduce 

the youth unemployment. Programs, policies, and products geared toward investing in youth may help 

countries currently experiencing a youth bulge to optimize their demographic dividend. The government 

should increase the quality of education, especially for young people in the 15–19 years old age group. 

As per the findings, the problem of youth unemployment is significant for people with high school and 

vocational school degrees and much higher than for people who have undergone tertiary education. To 

overcome this situation, the Ministry of Education, Ministry of Labor, and businesses should coordinate 

to match labor market needs with the curriculum of these education levels. Even though the magnitude 

of the marginal effect of training variable is moderately small, the government should understand that 

young people need a school-to-work transition training program to adequately develop their skills before 

entering the labor market for the first time. Therefore, the link between education, training, and the job 

market should be improved through social discussion on the skills mismatch and standardization of 

requirements in response to labor market needs, enhanced quality of the TVET, apprenticeships, other 

work experience schemes, and work-based learning.  
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5. Appendix 

 

 

 
Source: processed by author 

Figure 1. Open and Youth Unemployment Rate in Indonesia (2011-2020) 

References 

[1] BPS-Statistics Indonesia, “Keadaan angkatan kerja Agustus 2020 [Labor force situation August 

2020],” 2020. 

[2] United Nations, World population prospects 2019. 2019. 

[3] ILO, Indonesia jobs outlook 2017. 2017. 

[4] ILO, Global employment trends for youth 2020: Technology and the future of jobs. 2020. 

[5] ILO, Youth labour market analysis: A training package on youth labour market information. 

International Labour Organization, 2013. 

[6] G. Quintini, J. P. Martin, and S. Martin, “The changing nature of the school-to-work transition 

process in OECD countries,” SSRN Electron. J., 2012, doi: 10.2139/ssrn.1884070. 

[7] C. Perugini and M. Signorelli, “Youth labour market performance in European regions,” Econ. 

Chang. Restruct., 2010, doi: 10.1007/s10644-009-9082-8. 

[8] W. C. Sanderson and S. Scherbov, “The characteristics approach to the measurement of 

population aging,” Popul. Dev. Rev., 2013, doi: 10.1111/j.1728-4457.2013.00633.x. 

[9] J. D. Lebreton, K. P. Burnham, J. Clobert, and D. R. Anderson, “Modeling survival and testing 

biological hypotheses using marked animals: a unified approach with case studies,” Ecol. 

Monogr., 1992, doi: 10.2307/2937171. 

[10] A. Hayes and D. Setyonaluri, “Taking advantage of the demographic dividend in Indonesia: A 

brief introduction to theory and practice,” 2015. 

[11] Z. Afroz, “Harnessing India’s demographic dividend through skilling: Challenges and way 

forward,” Econ. Aff., vol. 63, no. 1, pp. 71–82, 2018, doi: 10.30954/0424-2513.2018.00150.9. 

[12] D. T. Ellwood, Teenage unemployment: Permanent scars or temporary blemishes? 1982. 

[13] L. M. Lynch, “Individual differences in the youth labour market: A cross-section analysis of 

London youths,” in From School to Unemployment?, 1987. 

[14] R. Haveman, B. Wolfe, R. Haveman, and B. Wolfe, “The determinants of children’s 

attainments: A review of methods and findings,” J. Econ. Lit., 1995. 

[15] M. Baker and P. Elias, “Youth unemployment and work histories,” Sociol. Rev., vol. 37, no. 1 

S, pp. 214–244, 1989, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-954X.1989.tb03344.x. 

678



A Yanindah 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[16] M. Gregory and R. Jukes, “Unemployment and subsequent earnings: Estimating scarring 

among British men 1984-94,” SSRN Electron. J., 2005, doi: 10.2139/ssrn.271449. 

[17] A. Caspi, T. E. Moffitt, B. R. Entner Wright, and P. A. Suva, “Early failure in the labor market: 

childhood and adolescent predictors of unemployment in the transition to adulthood,” Am. 

Sociol. Rev., 1998, doi: 10.2307/2657557. 

[18] E. R. Allen, “Analysis of trends and challenges in the Indonesian labor market,” 2016. 

[19] S. Cazes, A. Garnero, S. Martin, and C. Touzet, A hard day’s night: Collective bargaining, 

workers’ voice and job quality. OECD Publishing, 2019. 

[20] M. Champeau, M. Arsac, P. Pineau, and F. Denyset, Non-Standard Employment Around the 

World. 2016. 

[21] C. Schnabel, “Union Membership and Collective Bargaining: Trends and Determinants,” in 

Handbook of Labor, Human Resources and Population Economics, 2020. 

[22] H. S. Hasibuan, “The development and labor situation in Indonesia,” vol. 1, no. 3, pp. 33–40, 

2017. 

[23] Ministry Of Manpower, “Public employment services in Indonesia,” 2014. 

[24] K. Sen, “What impedes structural transformation in Asia?,” Asia-Pacific Sustain. Dev. J., 2018, 

doi: 10.18356/403871b8-en. 

[25] C. A. Hidalgo, B. Winger, A. L. Barabási, and R. Hausmann, “The product space conditions 

the development of nations,” Science (80-. )., 2007, doi: 10.1126/science.1144581. 

[26] T. Dartanto, “Two Decades of Structural Transformation And Dynamics of Income Equality in 

Indonesia,” Asian Dev. Bank Inst., 2017. 

[27] R. Rogerson, “Structural transformation and the deterioration of European labor market 

outcomes,” J. Polit. Econ., 2008, doi: 10.1086/588029. 

[28] S. Sumarto and I. de Silva, “Poverty-Growth-Inequality Triangle: The Case of Indonesia,” 

MPRA Pap. TNP2K Work. Pap. 04, 2014. 

[29] N. O’higgins, “The challenge of youth unemployment,” Int. Soc. Secur. Rev., 1997, doi: 

10.1111/j.1468-246X.1997.tb01084.x. 

[30] P. Warr, M. Banks, and P. Ullah, “The experience of unemployment among black and white 

urban teenagers,” Br. J. Psychol., 1985, doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8295.1985.tb01932.x. 

[31] L. M. Tigges, A. C. Petersen, and J. T. Mortimer, “Youth Unemployment and Society.,” 

Contemp. Sociol., 1995, doi: 10.2307/2077683. 

[32] J. Mortimer, “Work Experience in Adolescence.,” J. Vocat. Educ. Res., 1994. 

[33] F. M. Ssewamala, “Optimizing the ‘demographic dividend’ in young developing countries: The 

role of contractual savings and insurance for financing education,” Int. J. Soc. Welf., 2015, 

doi: 10.1111/ijsw.12131. 

[34] I. Ozturk, “The Role of Education in Economic Development: A Theoretical Perspective,” 

SSRN Electron. J., 2011, doi: 10.2139/ssrn.1137541. 

[35] International Labour Organization, “Global Employment Trends for Youth 2020,” Glob. 

Employ. Trends Youth 2020, 2020. 

[36] L. Brewer, “InFocus Programme on Skills, Knowledge and Employability,” Geneva Int. 

Labour Off., 2004. 

[37] M. Lechner and C. Wunsch, “Are training programs more effective when unemployment is 

high?,” J. Labor Econ., 2009, doi: 10.1086/644976. 

[38] J. Koning de, “Active labour market policies: Relevance, expenditure and effectiveness,” Seor 

Work. Pap., no. 2, 2005. 

[39] J-PAL, “J-PAL skills for youth program review paper,” Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action 

Lab, no. August, 2017. 

[40] S. T. Jespersen, J. R. Munch, and L. Skipper, “Costs and benefits of Danish active labour 

market programmes,” Labour Econ., 2008, doi: 10.1016/j.labeco.2007.07.005. 

[41] J. Kluve et al., “Do youth employment programs improve labor market outcomes? A 

systematic review,” World Dev., vol. 114, no. 10263, pp. 237–253, 2016, doi: 

10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.10.004. 

[42] J. P. Martin and D. Grubb, “What Works and for Whom: A Review of OECD Countries’ 

679



A Yanindah 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Experiences with Active Labour Market Policies,” SSRN Electron. J., 2005, doi: 

10.2139/ssrn.348621. 

[43] J. Kluve, “The Effectiveness of European Active Labor Market Policy,” IZA Discuss. Pap., 

2006. 

[44] D. Card, J. Kluve, and A. Weber, “Active labour market policy evaluations: A meta-analysis,” 

Econ. J., 2010, doi: 10.1111/j.1468-0297.2010.02387.x. 

[45] G. Betcherman, M. Godfrey, S. Puerto, F. Rother, A. Stravreska, and A. Stavreska, “A Review 

of Interventions to Support Young Workers : Findings of the Youth Employment Inventory A 

Review of Interventions to Support Young Workers : Findings of the,” October, 2007. 

[46] D. Neumark and W. Wascher, “Minimum wage effects on employment and school 

enrollment,” J. Bus. Econ. Stat., 1995, doi: 10.1080/07350015.1995.10524594. 

[47] N. O’Higgins, “Rising to the youth employment challenge: New evidence on key policy 

issues,” 2017. 

[48] G. S. F. Bruno, M. T. Choudhry, E. Marelli, and M. Signorelli, “Youth Unemployment: Key 

Determinants and the Impact of Crises,” AIEL Ser. Labour Econ., 2014, doi: 10.1007/978-3-

319-04376-0_7. 

[49] M. T. Choudhry, E. Marelli, and M. Signorelli, “Youth Unemployment and the Impact of 

Financial Crises,” XXV Convegno Naz. di Econ. del Lav., 2010. 

[50] S. Scarpetta, A. Sonnet, and T. Manfredi, “Rising youth unemployment during the crisis,” 

OECD Soc. Employment, Migr. Work. Pap., 2010, doi: 10.1787/5kmh79zb2mmv-en. 

[51] R. Bayrak and H. Tatli, “The determinants of youth unemployment: A panel data analysis of 

OECD countries,” Eur. J. Comp. Econ., 2018, doi: 10.25428/1824-2979/201802-231-248. 

[52] R. Msigwa and E. F. Kipesha, “Determinants of youth unemployment in developing countries : 

Evidences from Tanzania,” J. Econ. Sustain. Dev. Vol.4, No.14, 2013, 2013. 

[53] W. Qayyum, “Causes of youth unemployment in Pakistan,” 2007, doi: 

10.30541/v46i4iipp.611-621. 

[54] A. L. Gustman and T. L. Steinmeier, “The Impact of the Market and the Family on Youth 

Employment and Labor Supply,” 1979. 

[55] A. Alawad and I. M. Alhawarin, “Youth Employment in Jordan in an Era of Regional 

Instability : A Multinomial Logistic Model,” Jordan J. Econ. Sci. Vol. 8, vol. 8, no. January, 

2021. 

[56] J. Ndagijimana, T. Nzasingizimana, and A. Heshmati, “An Analysis of the Determinants of 

Youth Employment in Rwanda,” UKH J. Soc. Sci., 2018, doi: 

10.25079/ukhjss.v2n2y2018.pp1-10. 

[57] T. K. Viitanen, “Estimating the Probability of Youth Unemployment An Extended Essay for a 

BSocSc,” no. March 2001, pp. 1–21, 2014. 

[58] A. Wardhana, B. Kharisma, and Y. F. Ibrahim, “Pengangguran usia muda Di Jawa Barat 

(Menggunakan data Sakernas) [Youth unemployment in West Java (Using Sakernas data)],” 

E-Jurnal Ekon. dan Bisnis Univ. Udayana, vol. 9, no. 8, pp. 1049–1062, 2019, doi: 

10.24843/eeb.2019.v08.i09.p04. 

[59] R. Ahmad and P. Azim, “Youth Population and the Labour Market of Pakistan: a Micro Level 

Study,” Pak. Econ. Soc. Rev., 2010. 

[60] I. Condratov, “Determinants of youth unemployment: A survey of the literature,” Ecoforum, 

vol. Volume 3, no. Issue 2 (5), pp. 125–128, 2014. 

[61] A. Furnham, “Youth unemployment: a review of the literature,” Journal of Adolescence. 1985, 

doi: 10.1016/S0140-1971(85)80041-5. 

[62] L. Nagib and Ngadi, “Challenges of Unemployment in Indonesia: Trends, Issues and Policies,” 

J. Kependud. Indones., 2008. 

[63] M. E. Putra and D. D. Iskandar, “Determinan status pengangguran usia muda perkotaan dan 

pedesaan di Indonesia [Determinants of unemployment status for urban and rural youth in 

Indonesia],” J. Ilmu Ekon. Terap., vol. 03, no. 2, pp. 44–70, 2018. 

[64] D. Suryadarma, A. Suryahadi, and S. Sumarto, “Measuring unemployment in developing 

countries: The case of Indonesia,” Labour, 2007, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9914.2007.00374.x. 

680



A Yanindah 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[65] D. Darman, “Pengaruh pertumbuhan ekonomi terhadap tingkat pengangguran: Analisis Hukum 

Okun [The effect of economic growth on the unemployment rate: Okun’s Law analysis],” 

The Winners, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 1–12, 2013, doi: 10.21512/tw.v14i1.639. 

[66] F. Amalia, “Pengaruh pendidikan, pengangguran dan inflasi terhadap tingkat kemiskinan di 

kawasan timur Indonesia (KTI) periode 2001-2010 [The effect of education, unemployment 

and inflation on the poverty rate in eastern Indonesia in the 2001-2010 period],” J. Ilm. 

Econosains, vol. 10, no. 2, 2012, doi: 10.21009/econosains.0102.02. 

[67] A. Farid, “Analisis tingkat pengangguran di Indonesia tahun 1980-2007,” 2007. 

[68] M. Abrar, N. Amalia, and R. D. Handoyo, “Karakteristik dan peluang pengangguran usia muda 

di Provinsi Aceh dalam menghadapi era Revolusi Industri 4.0 [Characteristics and 

opportunities for young unemployed in Aceh Province in the face of the Industrial 

Revolution 4.0 era],” J. Kebijak. Pembang., vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 157–169, 2019. 

[69] P. W. Miller, “Youth unemployment: Does the family matter?,” J. Ind. Relations, 1998, doi: 

10.1177/002218569804000204. 

[70] M. Andrews and S. Bradley, “Modelling the transition from school and the demand for training 

in the United Kingdom,” Economica, 1997, doi: 10.1111/1468-0335.00087. 

[71] B. Bradbury, P. Garde, and J. Vipond, “Youth unemployment and intergenerational 

immobility,” J. Ind. Relations, 1986, doi: 10.1177/002218568602800202. 

[72] Badan Pusat Statistik Indonesia, “Indeks Pembangunan manusia (Metode Baru),” Badan Pus. 

Stat. Indones., vol. 2015, no. September, p. 90, 2015, [Online]. Available: 

https://www.bps.go.id/linkTableDinamis/view/id/1211. 

[73] ILO, “Women and men in the informal economy: A statistical picture (third edition),” 2018. 

[74] R. A. Pratama and A. Purmiyati, “Increasing number of young unemployment due to inflation, 

education, and economic growth,” Opcion, 2020. 

[75] J. J. Diaz and M. Jaramillo, “An evaluation of the Peruvian youth labor training program 

Projoven,” 2006. 

[76] J. Weller, “Aspects of recent developments in the Latin American and Caribbean labour 

markets,” Cepal Rev., 2014, doi: 10.18356/10273097-en. 

[77] A. Webb, R. McQuaid, and S. Rand, “Employment in the informal economy: implications of 

the COVID-19 pandemic,” Int. J. Sociol. Soc. Policy, 2020, doi: 10.1108/IJSSP-08-2020-

0371. 

[78] S. Nataraj, “Informality and formality - two ends of the employment continuum,” 2016. . 

[79] N. Adamu, “Young people and the informal economy: Understanding their pathways and 

decisionmaking within the economy,” 2016. 

[80] T. Sparreboom and A. Staneva, “Is education the solution to decent work for youth in 

developing economies?,” Work. Publ., 2014. 

[81] ILO, “Global employment trends for youth: 2011 update,” 2011. 

[82] D. Daniela-Emanuela and D. Cîrnu, “Unemployment duration in rural Romania,” Procedia 

Econ. Financ., 2014, doi: 10.1016/s2212-5671(14)00574-7. 

[83] B. Oancea, R. Pospisil, and R. M. Dragoescu, “A logit model for the estimation of the 

educational level influence on unemployment in Romania,” Knowl. Mark. Use 2016 Our 

Interconnected Divid. World, no. 81719, pp. 334–344, 2016. 

[84] I. Núñez and I. Livanos, “Higher education and unemployment in Europe: An analysis of the 

academic subject and national effects,” High. Educ., 2010, doi: 10.1007/s10734-009-9260-7. 

[85] A. Görmüş, “The micro determinants of informal youth employment in Turkey,” in 

Unregistered Employment, 2017. 

[86] I. Jeong, “The status of youth unemployment in Korea and policy tasks,” in Transition Support 

Policy for Young People with Low Educational Background, 2007, no. 5, pp. 61–76. 

[87] Muladi, A. P. Wibawa, and K. M. Moses, “A study of the impact of cooperation between 

vocational high school and industries in Malang City,” 2018, doi: 10.1088/1742-

6596/1028/1/012077. 

[88] C. Mlatsheni and S. Rospabe, Why is Youth Unemployment so High and Unequally spread in 

South Africa ? 2002. 

681



A Yanindah 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

[89] S. Verick, “Female labor force participation in developing countries,” IZA World Labor, 2014, 

doi: 10.15185/izawol.87. 

[90] A. K. Mpanju, “The impact of foreign direct investment on employment creation in Tanzania,” 

Zenith Int. J. Bus. Econ. Manag. Res., 2012. 

[91] I. Sy and A. Kouakou Evrard Kouame, “A gender analysis of the determinants of youth 

unemployment in Côte D’ivoire,” in Regional Development in Africa, 2020. 

[92] D. Turnham, D. and Eröcal, “Unemployment in developing countries: New light on an old 

problem,” Dev. Cent. Tech. Pap. 22, vol. 22, no. 22, p. 67 p., 1990, [Online]. Available: 

https://www.oecd-

ilibrary.org/docserver/665867303478.pdf?expires=1568183145&id=id&accname=guest&che

cksum=499B7CBCF946CF51B21860EA0F73F3B9. 

 

 

682


	Applied Statistics
	An Insight into Youth Unemployment in Indonesia


