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* Income share of the
top 1% since 1980s

1. remarkably
increases in US
and UK.

2. remains or
slightly increases
in continental
Europe and Japan.

* In US and UK, income
concentration at the
top 1% is now so high
as in the early 20t
century.
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Japan belongs to
the group of
countries with
higher income
inequality.
However, Brazil,
China, Russia, US,
UK are more
unequal countries.
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Japan’s relative
poverty ratio is higher
than that of most of
OECD countries,
except for US, Chile,
Turkey, Mexico, and
Israel.

Japan’s poverty ratio
of children is also
higher than the
average poverty ratio
of OECD countries.
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Wages are distributed
more unequally for
non-regular than
regular workers.
Among the households
in the working
generation, there is no
evidence to show
inequality rising.
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The households’ total
financial wealth has
continued to grow.
The population of
millionaires is

e 4.35 millions in US

* 2.45 millions in.

Japan.

* 8.9 millions in China.
If population is
normalized, the ratio of
millionaires is higher in
Japan than in US!

(, while there are more
billionaires in US.)
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Relative poverty ratio is
steadily rising.

More than 15% of single-
mother households
receive income support
from the government.
Population receiving
income support is steadily
rising.
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The distribution of
household income has
shifted to the left in the
last decades.

The median income
(nominal and real)
peaked in 1997, and
has continued to
decrease since then.
Now the median real
income of households
is equivalent to its level
in 1980s.
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More than 300 thousands non-regular employees turn
to be regular ones every year. The turning ratio rises in
economic booms.
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Since 2006, the minimum wage has steadily risen.
Now the minimum wage earners receive 20 % higher
annual income than in 2000.
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Globalization and Inequality

A Daiwa Research Report

https://www.dir.co.jp/report/research/policy-analysis/human-
society/20181002_020345.pdf
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(HAF) Bourguignon, Francois. (2015) p.42 Table 1 & Y XN HIER

It is widely agreed by the experts that globalization has reduced
inequality across countries, while it has increased inequality within
each country.
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(HPk) Lakner, Christoph, and Branko Milanovic. (2015) “Global Income Distribution: From the Fall of
the Berlin Wall to the Great Recession,” World Bank Economic Review. & U XFI§8F{ERE

1. Rich people in the advanced countries and people in the middleclass of emerging countries gain
a lot from globalization.
2. People in the middle and lower class of the advanced countries gain a little from globalization
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1. Inequality has risen (Gini coefficient increases) in the world.

2. Rising inequality is mainly explained by technological innovation, and a little by

globalization.
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1.

The effect of
globalization on rising
inequality is small,
because it involves
forces which work into
opposite directions.
On one hand,
investment by foreign
investors tends to
increase inequality.
On the other hand, tariff
autonomy and exports
tend to reduce
inequality.
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1. Domestic inequality rises both in advanced and emerging countries.

Both globalization and innovation have remarkably increased inequality in advanced countries.

3. In emerging countries, innovation is the main reason for rising inequality, while globalization does not
matter.
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1. Flexible labor market increases inequality in advanced countries as well as in
emerging countries.

2. In advanced countries, skill premium is a more driving force toward rising
inequality.

3. In emerging countries, flexible labor market is the most strong factor to
increase inequality.
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