N
>=‘ HiToTsuBASHI UNIVERSITY

HADOFHEEEEM

F16EIRIETINA A S F—TEEER L EBHE A RE ]
IZHITHEERAEH
2016511 H17H
SRR A
(—RREHER-BEEERRM IOV S LTALYF—)

=




[ 2B = 28k . o L
Rl = /=. aH SEEDRENSNCEEhLT .
. BROHBEEEEED,

790,00 16-65B DX EEM S PIACC 2013 !I:#( H— E Z%;’.c-ad-_’glz:fk %0)
280.00 1&731@]&?1&75\20).:%550
] PIACC(EIFRRX AN NERE) Ik b Lt
zao:oo ] (:B(-J-%)Z'#')biﬁﬁﬁgh§1&(l\o
220.00 A\@ < {;é\'b %&&Q;o /b@ \SQ &'b ’b &}@ \@Q,DQ ‘
TS S T i BAROFHBHISEHBED
& REEEEMNERLDA ?

@

SATYFEENELCER
24

#BFIBI/S— b LHEELER (%)
35
30
25
20
15 M
y
10
° ° M
S 0
e:z}\ %&0 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
S ~— BAOKER, @E - mEE P — 5 =2 2015

—IEBLER (HIHEH) FEBER GETIBRE)



H RO XA A7

5 5 - 8 z

HATJIIAXB KROMEEHM LY, [REHIIPIACCGGRER S .



HE DB

1. FERER
2. EEREEEMDOEFEFIEMIEE
3. IEtt B O REFHE 7B

4. EQXILEBEISBED




1. FIERER

FERFBAEICHIT DERDHAFIRRIIDELN,

Bt Y. AHERD T ICEBSNGOATREE,
SEERFBDORFEEMEITIEERIYLEN B 2007)
CEBEAYDRERARADT . EXNEERZFHOFHLLLELLTHKET
T. BENGEFEZRFLIOICEENTLIT LELH>TLSATEENL,
BROERICEOTHEENTHREFEFRTIBRGEREZ/EREALT,
BAREDIREBERAYVATLIITERRD T TEHENKESL o1,

&RFIR/N— b 2 A L EELER (%)

35
30
25
20

iz ;M
: W

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
——RKER, 3 S E S JPT =% ~—22015
FHRER (HIHRH) FHRER CGEMBEH) 5



BEDFHESME

The labor force participation rate of aged workers is

relatively high in Japan.
Labor Force Paticipation Rate by Age (%): 2013
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Source: OECD.Stat (UK, GER, FRA), Labour Force Survey (JPN)
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In the case of female workers in Japan, the labor force
participation rate by age is M-shaped.

Labor Force Paticipation Rate by Age: Female (%): 2013
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Labor Force Paticipation Rate by Age and Status in Employement: Male
(%, 2013)
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Labor Force Paticipation Rate by Age and Status in Employment: Female
(%, 2013)
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Figure 5.1. The 2008-09 recession in historical comparison

Percentage change in real GDP from peak to trough

historical average B 2008-09
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Figure 5.2. Labour productivity in the 2008-09 recession in historical comparison

Percentage change in hourly productivity from peak to trough
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Note: Czech Republic, Ireland and Poland have no historical episodes available and Austria, Belgium, Hungary, Korea, the
Netherlands, the Slovak Republic and Spain have only one historical episode available.

Source: OECD Economic Outlook 87 database; and various national sources for data on hours worked.

Source: OECD Economic Outlook 2010, No. 1 11
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N = Y > e A= 7 —
c tMDEEFEEELLLR BRDERSHEDOERITIFITELLY,
Weighted average of
Japan US, Germany, UK and
France
1955-70 1970-90 1990-2000 2000-12|1990-2000 2000-11
Real GDP growth ct+d+e 8.4 4.4 1.1 0.7 3.0 1.5
Growth rate of labor input a 2.0 1.6 -0.1 0.0 1.3 0.4
Growth rate of capital service input b 11.0 6.2 I 34 0.7 l 3.8 2.5||
Contribution of labor input growth C 1.3 1.1 0.0 0.0
Contribution of man-hours growth 1.0 0.4 -0.6 -0.5
Contribution of labor quality
. 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.5
Improvement
Contribution of capital service input
d 4.3 1.9 1.1 0.2
growth
TFP growth e 2.8 1.4 0.0 0.5 0.8 0.3
Growth rate of labor efﬁuency ; 46 51 0.0 0.7 12 0.5
(Harrod-neutral technical progress)
Rate of natural growth a+f 6.6 3.7 -0.1 0.8 2.5 0.9

E#: BRILIPT—ER—X  fthDFEE [FConference BoardM Total Economy Database
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EEBEERERFAERELEANEERTFAEZFELT, FEAEEME (FHE)
FFEIA—X) DFRBEBIBEZLANILEETDAEIZEKY 7 LT= (Fukao
et al. 2014) ,

In[ \H/ss ] _ In( \I_/Cj =1In(q,)-In(q, )+ %(vS + vs,)[ln(qj_sls j - In(q:(;"s' D

+In(RTFP,)

V.: Nominal value added of firm-size group s.
H.: Total hours worked in firm-size group s.

q.: Labor quality of firm-size group s.

V.: Income share of capital in firm-size group s.
K.: Capital service input of firm-size group s.

RTFP, .. Relative TFP level of firm-size group s compared to that of firm-
size group s
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« ERERDREBEREL. KEKXYBAERDAMNIKERIZKEL (Oi and Idson 1999).

« FREEEORREREDRADRRFTERER/RLN., CH(FHE/IMERIZH
Do TFPRBREDFELRE IKF,

« BIERSNOFEOEBREDFEIL/ISLY,

Wage and Productivity Differences (Log): Wage and Productivity Differences (Log):
1000+/<100, Total Market Economy 100-999/<100, Total Market Economy
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Wage and Productivity Differences (Log): 1000+/<100
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Wage and Productivity Differences (Log): 1000+/<100 v
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Off-the-Job Training Cost (Including Opportunity
Cost) by Firm Size: Total Market Sector
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SMEs share of government-funded BERD

Business R&D and government support for business R&D, by size, 2013
Share corresponding to SMEs, as a percentage of the relevant category

B SMEs share of BERD <> SMEs share of government-funded BERD, 2003
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Source: OECD, Research and Development Statistics Database, www.oecd org/sti/rds, June 2015, See chapter notes,

StatLink Gwgew http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/888933274115

Source: OECD STI Scoreboard 2015.
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c LL.BESNLIFTERIEDEVTHRATEEVWEEROAERB[MBEL, £X
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INIX(EENGFHFEBEZIREI NIE AMERBICH->TREEZEDL UL
TEEBENELTVDEFTZZH L) TFPORRBBEIL., BESNLGNT
BREEDEWNTIZEAEETERATED,
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EERERE O LIS IREIEN B TEETHL AR B,

29



3. IEft B DEFFEHE

s BADEEFATLOFHDE DM (FrE

AOEEINES3:E1:0VAN: ]

R, EEETEERFARSE) (XERER. $F(21930FERIZH S
f11= (Okazaki and Okuno 1999) ., ¥ 2 B ERHILFND—D,

« HEBBDEBRLEBHERETHRFIERG (FIMEE. KIREL

BEE . R—FAHIE. HTZERFAE

R DMERXRTEICIRE o1,

5181, ¢
\I\l\

HREGTEIFAR) (X, B

30



3. IE£t B O RE5EFE

H—EXREZROVTH. EEBDIAH-YFEFRIEHEY
DLTULVELY,
Monthly hours worked by age:
Regular employees
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Source: Basic Survey on Wage Structure.



REFXDKRZETIE, BHELFHERFHEARO TV

185

180

175

170

165

3. IEft & D EFFE 58

Monthly hours worked: age 35-39, graduates of
universities or graduate schools, enterprises with
1000 employees or more

e \|3|@ e Female
Source: Basic Survey on Wage Structure

32



BEHLEESE- AOBREOERR: LEEHED
RESM % W E A EE b

IR E D L R (Sakamoto and Kitamura 2008,
Brinton 2015)
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1. BRICES>THEREBADIRNESIS LTS, FERERAFBEZFAESEE
EERZ5IE LTS

FERERICEIIEXROUASRERGEFZ5IS LTS, XK, BHAHLD

HfMFERAICKZITHELAN, ERILIMORLEZSH S,

S>HEDENRGTFRADZE. Y- NHWEREREDRE. TILOLDRRA],

2. EftRICH TS RFFREFTEDZIE

F B RERE . BEFBF T EIC{REE I HFERECL-REEHE D
K (#52016) o 75V /RTAEEDRT (B FRE. FHRDOEH) .

>0 —=D247N\FV R FEIEFHERNDFETE DR D

3. AMEARSRDIEE

FNERZDPDICLEBRIIROXZE. D30 h—FHOBEE. SFHFOHRE
(KRR GRERZFEMIESEZEER M EHIBE. FE - EERRHOEN. TFHAE
REORFHEBRNOREEL)

S>EFRLTVDSAMNERBRZF L. PINEEOEEMESIES LT,

FHEDOREIMEZEDHLHEL. ERETOMEILL, PINEEOAEERLO LT
Eg 34



2% 3K

Atkinson, Tony (2005) “Measurement of Government Output and Productivity for the National Accounts,
Atkinson Review: Final report, ttl. 252 pages.

Fukao, Kyoji (2013) “Explaining Japan’s Unproductive Two Decades,” Asian Economic Policy Review, 8(2):
193-213.

Fukao, Kyoji, Kenta lkeuchi, YoungGak Kim and Hyeog Ug Kwon (2016) “Why Was Japan Left Behind in the
ICT Revolution?,” Telecommunications Policy, 40 (5):432-449.

Fukao, Kyoji, Taisuke Kameda, Kota Nakamura, Ryoichi Namba, Masahiro Sato, Shigeru Sugihara (2016)
“Measurement of Deflators and Real Value Added in the Service Sector,” a paper presented at ESRI
International Conference, International Collaboration Research Project 2015/2016, "Measurement and
Analysis of Service Sector Growth,” ESRI, February 22, 2016.

Inklaar, Robert and Marcel P. Timmer (2008) “GGDC Productivity Level Database: International Comparisons
of Output, Inputs and Productivity at the Industry Level,” GGDC Research Memorandum GD-104,
Groningen Growth and Development Centre, University of Groningen.

Kato, Takao and Hideo Owan (2011) “Market Characteristics, Intra-Firm Coordination, and the Choice of
Human Resource Management Systems: Theory and Evidence,” Journal of Economic Behavior and
Organization, 80 (3): 375-396.

Morikawa, Masayuki (2011) “Economies of Density and Productivity in Service Industries: An Analysis of
Personal-Service Industries Based on Establishment-Level Data,” Review of Economics and Statistics, 93
(1): 179-192.

Nakajima, Kentaro, Yukiko Umeno Saito, and lichiro Uesugi (2012) “Measuring economic localization:
Evidence from Japanese firm-level data,” Journal of the Japanese and International Economies, 26 (2):
201-220.

Okazaki, Tatsuji and Masahiro Okuno-Fujiwara (eds.) (1999) The Japanese Economic System and its

Historical Origins, Oxford University Press.

7



2% 3K (i)

OECD/Eurostat (2014) Eurostat-OECD Methodological Guide for Developing Producer Price Indices for
Services: Second Edition, OECD Publishing.

ONS (Office for National Statistics) (2015b) “Public Service Productivity Estimates: Total Public Services
2012, Office for National Statistics, United Kingdom.

Bz RE. € KB E B, ZE EA Q015 TEEMSFLAARADERFRE— —[EAEEHETER
FEIMERT—RIZKDELESTHT——1 EFHIE. Vol. 66, No. 4, pp. 289-300.

JIAXE) - EE - R Z-EME - BKEA-FERA-WEESLS- BURTEFONERITEES T
LTWeh— ITEM AR - EEREERNABERET —FITLDOELS T — 1. —RBRERZFH
AR R AR E 8515 pp.61-90, 200751 8.

#5JEKER (2016) [ AMREERRF ] B A #2F#E L tt.

REMRA], q&ETE/n\ AR IEFE, KT 2014) TEENHLEEDERAERIKE I FEBER
R -THERE VILPT) [B A FB#R MR 156495 . 8A S pp.14-29.



REREEEICET 585 X

Fukao, Kyoji (2013) “Explaining Japan's Unproductive Two Decades " Asian Economic Policy Review,
Vol. 8 8, No. 2, pp. 193-213.

Fukao, Kyoji, Kenta lkeuchi, YoungGak Kim and Hyeog Ug Kwon (2016) “Why Was Japan Left Behind
in the ICT Revolution?” Telecommunications Policy, Vol. 40, Issue 5, pp. 432-449.

Fukao, Kyoji, Tatsuji Makino, Kenta lkeuchi, HyeogUg Kwon, and YoungGak Kim (2014) “Productivity
and Wage Differences by Firm Size” (in Japanese), The Japanese Journal of Labour Studies, No.
649, pp. 14-29.

Genda, Yuji (1996) “Abiliy’ or “Training’: The Ability Difference Hypothesis on Firm-Size Wage
Differences” (in Japanese), The Japanese Journal of Labour Studies, No. 430, pp. 17-29.

Higuchi, Yoshio (1994) “University Education and Income Distribution” (in Japanese), in Tsuneo
Ishikawa, ed., Income and Wealth Distribution in Japan, University of Tokyo Press.

Ito, Koji, Ivan Deseatnicov and Kyoji Fukao (2016) “Do Exporters” and Non-exporters’ Factor Inputs
Differ? A Study Based on Employer—Employee Matched Data for Japan,” PowerPoint
presentation prepared for the joint meeting of the Working Party on Industry Analysis (WPIA)
and the Working Party on Globalisation of Industry (WPGI), OECD Paris, October 10-11, 2016.

Nakamura, Takafusa (1983) Economic Growth in Prewar Japan, New Haven, Conn.: Yale University
Press, originally published in Japanese as Senzenki Nihon Keizai Seicho no Bunseki [An Analysis
of Economic Growth in Prewar Japan], Tokyo: Iwanami Shoten, 1971.

Oi, Walter and Todd Idson (1999) “Firm Size and Wages,” in O. Ashenfelter and D. Card, eds.,
Handbook of Labor Economics, Vol. 3, No. 3, Elsevier.

Rebick, Marcus E. (1993) “The Persistence of Firm-Size Earnings Differences and Labor Market
Segmentation in Japan,” Journal of the Japanese and International Economics, Vol. 7, Number 2,
132-156.



	スライド番号 1
	問題意識
	日米英の読解力利用スコア
	報告の構成
	1．非正規雇用
	男性の労働参加率
	女性の労働参加率
	若年や高齢の男性において非正規雇用の割合が高い
	女性労働の過半は非正規雇用�潤沢な非正規雇用供給が、賃金上昇や企業の物的・人的投資をおそらく阻んでいる。
	非正規雇用はバッファーとして機能したか：世界金融危機の経験��日本はOECD加盟国の中でも最も大きなGDP減少を経験した国の一つ
	一方、雇用の減少は他の多くの国より極めて少なく、労働補蔵による労働生産性の大幅下落が起きた。
	JIPデータベースから分かること：OECDの指摘通り、日本の製造業では需要減少に主に労働保蔵で対応した
	川口他（2007）の推測通り、非正規雇用はバッファーとして機能したか�←否。実際には、非正規雇用は増え続けた。
	パートタイムの増加は、団塊の世代が非正規雇用化した要因だけでは説明できない　←どのように解釈するか？
	正規雇用の減少のうちかなりの部分は、団塊世代の退職で起きた可能性がある　←雇用が守られたのは、解雇規制のため？　または、人的資本蓄積のため？
	世界金融危機時の非正規雇用増をどう理解するか
	スライド番号 17
	企業固有の人的資本形成
	無形資産投資の低迷��日本は、サービス業における経済的競争力獲得のための無形資産投資（組織変革、Off-JT、広告宣伝等）が特に少ない。��中小企業を中心にICT投入やR&D、Off-JT等を支援することがおそらく重要。
	スライド番号 20
	物的資本蓄積の低迷
	2．賃金率と生産性の企業規模間格差
	2．賃金率と生産性の企業規模間格差
	スライド番号 24
	スライド番号 25
	スライド番号 26
	スライド番号 27
	スライド番号 28
	2．賃金率と生産性の企業規模間格差
	3．正社員の長時間労働
	3．正社員の長時間労働
	3．正社員の長時間労働
	働き方と生産性・人口成長の悪循環：なぜ正社員の長時間労働解消が重要か
	4．どのような政策が必要か
	参考文献
	参考文献（続）
	規模間格差に関する参考文献

