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A finequality can no longer be treated as an afterthought. We need to focus the debate on how
the benefits of growth are distributedo(A. Gurria, OECD)

AfAThis is the first ti me t htargetforireomdoneduality®dimm k
Yong Kim, World Bank)

A fReducing excessive inequality is not just morally and politically correct, but it is good
economicso (Ld&harde, IMF)
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AND POVERTY IN OECD COUNTRIES WHY INEQUALITY KEEPS RISING

@) OECD

nup://oe.cd/cope



PART 1
TRENDSPRIVERSAND REMEDIES O

INCREASINGINCOME INEQUALITY IN
JAPAN AND IN THEOECD AREA
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BETTER POLICIES FOR BETTER LIVES
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Note: theGini coefficient ranges from 0 (perfect equality) to 1 (perfect inequalitgbomerefers tocash disposablmcome adjusted for household size.
Data refer to20150r latest year available http://oe.cd/cope
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Inequality in Japan driven by the lamcomes
lagging behind

Trends in real household incomes at the bottom, the middle anddbe1985= 1
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>> Preventing Ageing Uncgualy

*1.‘; Oldagepovertyis aconcernin Japan
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Low pension levels for low earners in Japan Japanese women have the highest level of life expectancy
Net pension repla{:ement rates for low earners (50% of average Gender gap in life expectancy at 65, years
wage), % of previous net eamings
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Source: United Nations (2015). See [Figure 3.2].
Source: OECD pension models in OECD Pensions at a Glance. See [Figure 5.19].
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4'5‘; Poverty risks in okdge remains high
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Shift of poverty risks across generations at different ages in Japan and OECD
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&) The challenge ofouth poverty
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A Japan does well at ensuring that all young people leave the education
system with a qualification. Investing in Youth
A Young people in poverty are either : >> o
I Non regular workers, men

A Low income and low future prospects
I NEETSNotin Education , Employment and Training

A Many live with their parents and are poor

Two thirds of NEETs in Japan do Many NEETs in Japan have tertiary

not look for a job

education, and most of them

are inactive
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@» The case foaddressingyenderimablances

OECD/COPE

Main reasons for NEET inactivity among young
women and men as percentages, 2014
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# %) Sharp gender inequality in Japan

The Pursult of Gendor Equality
COIPETT
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A Sharpdivision oflabour, with women doing more than three quarters ofthe u

work and caregiving and men working very long office hours.

Japarranks among théowest in the OECD for women in management positicas]
for the share of women on boards of directors, and Japan also fares badly in the
number of women in leadership in public life

2 2 Y S yafeérinterruptions cancontribute to gender gaps in pension entitlements
andconsequently affece f RSNJ ¢62YSy Qa f A1 St.AK22R 27F

Gender pay gap, 2015 or latest available year
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Notes: Gender gap in median eamnings for full-time employees. The gender gap is defined as the difference between male and female median monthly eamnings divided by male median
monthly earnings for full-ime employees. See [Figure 1.3] http'//0e cd/cope






