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The middle class in Japan, 1994-2009: Trends and characteristics

Abstract

In this study, we estimate the population shares of the Japanese middle class during 19942009
and discuss its characteristics. The middle class hovered around 65% (from 67.29% in 1994 to 65.21%
in 2009) of the population, having 75-200% of each year’s median income. However, if we fix the
income ranges of the middle class to the 1994 level, the middle class declined considerably to 59.47%
in 2009, the upper class also declined, and the lower class and the poor increased. Thus, the stability
of the middle class seems due to the overall decline in Japan’s income distribution.

In addition, the population share of the middle class among the working population (18-64
years) is larger than that among the elderly population (> 65 years). Therefore, the middle class is in
danger of shrinking further as the population continues ageing.

Meanwhile, population ageing also affects redistributive policies: the share of social transfers
of gross income is increasing and the redistributive effect of social security is growing. Additionally,
despite declining income levels, there were no major changes in the share of income tax (including
social insurance premiums) on gross income. This is, in fact, assumed to be due to factors such as
increased social insurance rates.

1. Introduction

Japan has a society in which many citizens have a middle-class consciousness. According to
public opinion surveys conducted by the Cabinet Office, the share of citizens who felt like they belong
to the middle class ranged from 80% to 90% during the 1960s and 2010s, indicating no major change
in the sense of belonging.t

However, many studies show empirically that income inequality in Japan increased since the
mid-1990s due to population ageing and changes in the labour market (Kohara and Ohtake, 2014; Lise
et al., 2014). Therefore, the middle class may be shrinking as a result.

Thus, this study examines the trends in the Japanese middle class from the mid-1990s to the
2000s. In previous research on Japan, Shirahase (2011) and Shinozaki (2015) use the Comprehensive
Survey of Living Conditions (CSLC) to show that the middle class shrunk in the period from the 1980s
to the 2000s. Furthermore, Oshio and Tanaka (2017) use the National Survey on Family Income and
Expenditure (NSFIE) to estimate the size of the middle class during the period 1994-2009 and
similarly show that the middle class shrunk. Although these studies revealed trends in the Japanese

1 In the Cabinet Office (2017) surveys, the respondents were asked whether they identified with one of five social classes: upper
class, upper-middle class, mid-middle class, lower-middle class, and lower class. We regard the share of the total of the upper-middle,
mid-middle and lower-middle classes as the middle class.



middle class, there is insufficient examination of the characteristics of the middle class and the factors
leading to the decline in the middle class.

Therefore, in this study, we analyze the characteristics of the Japanese middle class by household
type and the income components of each income group, and discuss the impact of population ageing
and the depressed labour market on the changes in the middle class from the mid-1990s to the 2000s.

This paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we define the middle class and the classification
of income sources. Furthermore, we explain the characteristics of the NSFIE, which we use as a source
of data for this study. In Section 3, we discuss the changes in the Japanese middle class since the mid-
1990s. In doing so, we also review differences in the trends pertaining to the middle class in terms of
annual income ranges for each year and in 1994, which is the starting point of the analysis. In Section
4, we examine the population shares of the income groups by individual age, labour status, and
household type, and discuss the characteristics of the income groups and the effects of redistribution
policies, population structure, and labour market changes on income groups. In Section 5, we

summarize the discussion.

2. Data and Estimation Method

2.1Data

In this study, we used NSFIE microdata (1994-2009) for the estimations. The government of
Japan uses two sources of data (NSFIE and CSLC) when reporting income distribution indices such
as the Gini coefficient and poverty rate.2 The NSFIE is a survey of approximately 50,000-60,000
households on household income, consumption expenditure, assets, liabilities, and so on, conducted
every five years. On the other hand, the CSLC focuses on the nation’s overall living conditions such
as health, need for long-term care, and income, among others. The CSLC is a large-scale survey of
approximately 40,000 households conducted every three years, with a brief survey of approximately
9,000 households conducted annually within the large-scale survey years.

However, the income distribution in the NSFIE differs from that in the CSLC (Sano et al., 2015;
Shikata, 2015). There are two possible reasons for this difference between the two surveys.

First, the NSFIE requires that households who participate in the survey maintain an account
book for two to three months. Therefore, the survey has potential non-response bias since some
households find it difficult to keep records. Specifically, non-response is more prevalent among low-
income households due to the burden of maintaining a household account book. On the other hand,
because homemakers have spare time, they are less likely to refuse to keep an account book. Therefore,
middle- and high-income households with homemakers are likely to account for a high percentage of
respondents.

2 The CSLC data are available from the OECD income distribution database.
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Second, the two surveys also differ in survey design and aggregation methods. The statistical
population of the CSLC consists of the population of prefectures at the time of survey, while the NSFIE
consists of the population recorded in the Population Census 4 years prior to each survey.? Therefore,
the NSFIE reflects the population structure from 4 years prior rather than the survey year.

However, the NSFIE uses weighting* at the aggregation stage to match the distribution of
households in the same year’s Labor Force Survey. On the other hand, because the CSLC does not use
such weighting, it is possible that the distribution of households is biased due to non-response. In fact,
the share of household heads over the age 75 is higher in the CSLC compared to the Population Census
or NSFIE.5

We perform our estimations using the micro data of the NSFIE weighted using the method in
the 2009 survey. Specifically, we weight the share of single-person households by region (6 categories),
gender, and age (3 categories: >35 years; 35-59 years; > 60 years) to bring themin line with the Labor
Force Survey. Similarly, we also weight the shares of two-or-more-person households by region (9
categories) and household size (4 categories).

2.2 Framework of Household Income

The Yearly Income and Savings Questionnaire of the NSFIE contains 10 income types. In this
study, we categorized them into four types, labour income, capital income, private transfers, and social
transfers and subtract income tax and social insurance premiums to calculate disposable income.
Furthermore, we estimated the income tax and social insurance premiums using the authors’ micro-
simulation model.8 We adjusted all income components of each household by the square root of the

household size.

Capital Income: Income from houses and land rents; Company and private pension
benefits

Labour income: Income from employment; Income from agriculture, forestry, and
fishery; Income from other business; Income through piecework

Private transfers: Current transfers received from other private households net of current
transfers paid by households to other households.’

Social transfers: Annuities or pensions and other social security benefits®

3 Another difference is that the CSLC includes single-person households consisting of students, while the NSFIE does not.

4 However, weighting was not used until 1994, even in the aggregation of NSFIE. Furthermore, in 1999 and 2004, weighting was
used only in relation to single-person households. Since 2009, the survey uses weighting for both single-person households and two-
or-more-person households.

5 For example, as the relative poverty rate of the Japanese population over the age of 75 is particularly high compared to the other
age groups, it is possible that the estimates will yield a high estimate of the poverty rate for the total population.

6 For the micro-simulation model, please refer to Tanaka and Shikata (2012).

7 Received transfers are obtained from the yearly income questionnaire, whereas paid transfers are obtained from the household
monthly account book questionnaire. Then, paid transfers are multiplied by 12.

8 The Yearly Income and Savings Questionnaire of the NSFIE is believed to include social security benefits besides pensions und er
“Other income.”



Personal taxes: Income tax; Social insurance premiums
Disposable income: Labor income + Capital income + Private transfers + Social transfers
— Personal taxes

2.3 Definition of the middle class

There are two approaches to measuring the size of the middle class: income share and population
share. The income share of the middle class is the share of the all household incomes held by the
middle class. In this definition, the middle class often includes households in the income class of the
second to the fourth quantiles (20-80%; Levy, 1987; Atkinson and Brandolini, 2013; OECD, 2015).

On the other hand, the population share analysis measures the middle class as a proportion of
the total population. This measure uses either the absolute approach or the relative approach to set the
income range of the middle class (Ravallion, 2016).

Research on developing economies generally uses the absolute approach. For example, Banerjee
and Duflo (2008) consider the middle-class income to be in the daily range of 2-10 dollars adjusted
for purchasing power parity (PPP), while Ravallion (2010) consider middle-class income to be in the
daily range of 2-13 dollars adjusted for PPP.2

By contrast, research on developed economies uses the relative approach. For example,
Birdsall (2000) and Pressman (2007) define the middle class as the population in the range of 75—
125% of the median income, and Kochhar (2017) defines the middle class as the population in the
range of 75-200% of the median income. Atkinson and Brandolini (2013) set multiple income ranges
for the middle class (75-125%, 75-167%, 75-200%, and 75-200% of median income). The lower
limit (75% of median income) is higher than the standard EU relative poverty line (60% of median
income). On the other hand, the upper limits vary, and the setting influences the size of the middle
class considerably.

In this study, we estimate the size of the middle class by population share. We set the middle-
class income range using the relative approach. We regard those who earn >200% of the equalized
median disposable income as the upper class, those who earn >75% and <200% as the middle class,
those who earn >50% and <75% as the lower class, and those who earn <50% as poor. Furthermore,
we divided the middle class into three income subgroups: upper middle class (>150% and >200%),
mid-middle class (>100% and >150%), and lower middle class (>75% and >100%).

However, we need to account for temporal changes when using the relative approach because

each income range should be set for each year. As we discuss later in the paper, since there has been a

9 In Appendix 3, we use the absolute poverty line to estimate the income groups. The World Bank’s reports follow this standard
(Ferreira et al, 2013). Daily income was deflated with CPI and adjusted for PPP. Four criteria, below $2 a day, below $10 a day,
below $20 a day, and below $50 a day were used. The values were deflated with each year’s consumer price indices and adjusted for
the PPP of 2011. With regard to population with daily incomes below $2 a day, which is regarded as extreme poverty, the share of the
Japanese population who fall into this category ranges from 0.05% to 0.2%, which is very small. Furthermore, with regard to daily
incomes below $10, the proportion ranges from 0.3% to 0.7%, which is also very small. Even in the case of daily incomes below $20,
it ranges from 1% to 2%. That is, if measured based on the absolute poverty line, the poverty rate in Japanis quite low.
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significant decline in medium incomes from the mid-1990s to the 2000s, the income ranges for each
group also shifted downward. Therefore, in Section 3, we also use the income ranges fixed at 1994

levels, which is the first sample year for this study.

3. Middleclass in Japan: 1994-2009

Table 1 shows the changes in the population share of the upper class, middle class, lower class,
and poor from 1994 to 2009. We used the relative approach to set each year’s income ranges; however,
using this approach, we cannot exclude the impact of the decline in median income. Equalized median
disposable income declined from 3.021 million yen in 1994 to 2.978 million yen in 1999, then to 2.853
million yen in 2004, and to 2.679 million yen in 2009. Considering the Japanese middle class in this
period, an analysis based on the income ranges fixed to the 1994 level is also valuable. Therefore,
Table 1 also provides the income group sizes based on each year’s income ranges and on that on
1994.10

First, when we set each year’s income ranges (left panel), the Japanese middle class accounts
for 65.21% of the total population in 2009. Furthermore, if we look at changes in the income groups
from 1994 to 2009, the share of the upper class increased from 6.45% to 7.51%, while that of the
middle class decreased from 67.29% to 65.21%. In addition, the share of the lower class remained
nearly unchanged (18.08-18.14%), whereas the share of the poor increased from 8.18% to 9.14%.
That is, when setting each year’s income ranges separately, we find that a slight bipolarization of
income occurred from the mid-1990s to the 2000s, but the share of the middle class remained largely
stable.

On the other hand, when we measure the income ranges fixed to the 1994 levels (right panel),
the share of the upper class decreased from 6.45% to 4.55% and that of the middle class decreased
from 67.29% to 59.47%, while the share of the lower class increased from 18.08% to 23.27% and that
of the poor grew from 8.18% to 12.7%. That is, unlike the estimations based on each year’s income
ranges, fixing the income ranges to the 1994 levels, indicates that the upper and middle classes shares
decreased and the lower class and the poor shares increased. Therefore, the middle class may have
shrunk due to declining income rather than due to bipolarization. Additionally, the stability of the
middle class seems to be caused by the overall decline in Japan’s income distribution.

Considering all of the results above, based on the downward trend in the median income from
the mid-1990s to the 2000s, a “shrinking middle class” is more appropriate than a “more or less stable
middle class” is as an assessment of the population share of the Japanese middle class.

10 Income is deflated using the 1994 consumer price index.
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4. Characteristics of the middle class in Japan

4.1 Population Shares of Income Groups

From the mid-1990s through the early 2000s, Japan experienced major changes in the structure
of the population and the labour market. The share of population aged 65 and over increased
considerably (from 14.6% in 1995 to 23.0% in 2010). Meanwhile, the unemployment rate rose (from
2.9%in 1994 to 5.1% in 2009), the average wage decreased, and non-regular employment became
widespread. These socio-economic changes may have led to the shrinking middle class.

Table 2 shows the population shares of the income groups by age.1! The shares of the middle
and upper classes in the 18-29 age group is larger than that in the <17 age group because many youth
who work still live with their parents, who often have high earnings.*2 Furthermore, after becoming
independent from their parents and starting to form families, the share of the upper class decreases and
the share of the middle and lower classes increases at 30-44 years of age. At the same time, the share
of the poor in the 30—44 age group is smaller than in the 18-29 age group, which is due to wage
increase relative to their earnings in their 20s. At the age of 45-64 years, as wages increase further,
the size of the upper class becomes larger than other age groups, while the shares of the middle and
lower classes decreases. Meanwhile, as the elderly, whose income declines once they reach retirement
age, also belong in this age group (60-64), the share of the poor in the 45-64 age group increases.
Furthermore, toward the age of 65 and over, both the upper and middle classes decrease, while the
lower class and the poor increases.

In examining the trends in the income groups from 1994 to 2009, the upper, lower, and poor
classes expanded a little, while the middle class under 65 years shrank.13 Meanwhile, there has been
an upward trend in the share of the middle class in the age group of 65 and over, and the share of the
poor was in a downward trend. We assume that the increase in the share of the elderly in the middle
class was due to improved pension benefit levels and that the elderly, who used to be included in the
lower class, became middle class due to the downward shift in the income range of the middle class.
We will discuss this point further in Section 4.2.

11 Tn this analysis, we set the income groups based on each year’s income ranges.

12 Many Japanese companies use the seniority-based wage system, in which wages are set based on the employees’tenure. Generally;
new employees in their 20s earn lower wages, while employees in their 50s, who are approaching retirem ent age, receive the highest
wages. Therefore, it is reasonable for unmarried people in their 20s with low incomes to live with their parents, who are in their 50s
and approachingretirement age.

13 However, from 1994 to 2009, the shares of those under age 17 and under age 30—44 in the lower class decreased (while their
shares in the poor populationincreased).



Appendix 1 shows share of the age groups by income group. The share of elderly over the age
65 in the middle class increased considerably since the mid-1990s (from 11.9% in 1994 to 22.5% in
2009). Nevertheless, people under 65 still represent the main age group of the middle class. Therefore,
it is possible that the middle class will shrink further as population ageing continues.

Table 3 shows the share of each income group by employment status of the household head.
Here, the household head is the highest-earning member in the household. We classified employment
status into employee, self-employed, unemployed, and inactive.

Employee has the highest ratio (71.56%) of the middle class in 2009. There is a slightly higher
upper class share of the self-employed compared to employee. The share of the middle class, however,
is smaller in self-employed (52.98%) than in employee. On the other hand, the share of the middle
class was 53.25% among inactive household heads, many of whom are elderly.

Regarding the changes from 1994 to 2009, the shares of the upper class in employee and self-
employed grew, while the middle class in these groups shrunk. Furthermore, the poor in unemployed
group did not decline and the poor in inactive decreased, although the shares of the poor is high in
both unemployed and inactive. This may be because the share of the middle-class in inactive elderly
expanded due to improvements in pension benefit levels.

Table 4 shows the share of each income group by household type. We classified household types
into single adults, single parents, couples without children, couples with children, and others. 14
Furthermore, we classified single parents and couples with children into subgroups depending on
whether they have children under 18 years of age.

In 2009, the share of the middle class were high in several types of households consisting of
many working people: 70.04% in couples with children under the age of 18; 68.69% in couples without
children; and 65.41% in couples with children not under 18 years of age. On the other hand, the ratio
of the middle class is relatively low, and the ratio of poor is relatively high among single adults.
Particularly, the poverty rate among single parents with children under the age of 18 was extremely
high, and their share of the middle class was below 40%.

Regarding the changes from 1994 to 2009, the share of the middle class in couple-only
households increased. This is probably due to improved pension benefit levels for elderly couples, and
due to the increase of two-earner households for working aged couples. On the other hand, the share
of the middle-class among single parents with children under the age of 18 dropped and the share of
the lower class and the poor in this group is trending upward.

14 Although couples without children refers to couples who do not live with their children, this category includes couples living with
either spouse’s child. Furthermore, single parents include those living separately due to a job transfer away from their home, for
example.



4.2 Income Components by Income Group

Next, we examine the impact of income changes and the policy effects of tax benefit systems
on the middle class.

Tables 5 to 9 show the shares of the income components of total income. We take the sum of
labour income, capital income, and private and social transfers as total income (100%). We calculate
disposable income by subtracting personal tax from total income. As personal tax is the share of the
total amount of tax and social insurance premiums paid of the total income, it is, so to speak, the
average tax rate. Furthermore, we equalize each income component by dividing by the square root of
the household size.

As we can see from each group’s income structure, labour income accounts for the largest share
in any income group (share of labour income by income group in 2009: 78.45% in the upper class,
78.69% in the middle class, 64.91% in the lower class, and 64.03% in the poor). The upper class is
clearly ahead in terms of capital income compared to the other income groups (share of capital income
of total income by income group in 2009: 13.16% in the upper class, 5.40% in the middle class, 5.31%
in the lower class, and 6.21% in the case of the poor). Furthermore, notably, the share of capital income
in the total income of the poor is greater than that of the middle or lower classes, but this is likely
because the poor contains many elderly persons. Personal transfers include money sentas an allowance.
The upper class receives large private transfers, while the poor shows net negative private transfers
due to remittances.® In line with the redistribution, the lower income groups have the highest share
of social transfers (share of social transfers by income group in 2009: 6.54% in the upper class, 16.18%
in the middle class, 30.47% in the lower class, and 36.37% in the poor). On the other hand, the upper
income groups are subject to higher average tax rates (share of income tax paid by the upper and
middle classes in 2009: 24.12% for the upper class and 17.67% for the middle class). However, the
average tax rate of the poor is about the same as that of the lower class (share of income tax paid by
the lower class and the poor in 2009: 13.88% for the lower class and 13.82% for the poor). This is
because the social insurance premiums included in the income tax are not only progressive, but are
also somewhat regressive since they impose a flat rate burden in Japan.

Regarding the changes in the average equalized disposable income from 1994 to 2009, it
decreased from 7.940 million yen to 7.080 million yen in the upper class, and shifted downward from
3.580 million yento 3.190 million yen in the middle class as well. It decreased from 1.930 million yen

15 This is because the disposable income of some households reporting extremely large remittances decreased to the extent that they

become classified as poor, and vice versa.



to 1.710 million yen in the lower class, and among the poor it declined from 1.100 million yen to 0.960
million yen. Thus, disposable income declined by more than 10% across all the income groups.

Regarding the changes in the share of labour and capital income from 1994 to 2009, labour
income declined, while capital income increased across all income groups. This is likely due to
population ageing and the decline in wages. Furthermore, the share of labour income declined
particularly in the lower class (from 81.88% in 1994 to 64.91% in 2009). This is probably because the
share of the poor elderly decreased and the share of the lower-class elderly expanded due to higher
national pensions and the downward shift in income ranges, or because the working population’s wage
levels declined.

Furthermore, we examine the impacts of the income tax and social transfers. The share of social
transfers rose due to population ageing in each income group besides the upper class. Moreover,
despite growing social transfers, disposable income decreased since labour and capital income
decreased considerably. Nevertheless, the share of income tax (average tax rate) remains flat or in a
slightly upward trend in each income group. This is mainly due to increased social insurance premiums
and the introduction of long-term care premiums in 2000.16

We can also see this trend in Table 9, which shows the structure of the income components of
the population as a whole. Even with regard to the total population, we can see the decline in labour
income, increase in capital income, decline in personal transfers, and increase in social transfers and
income tax burden. Furthermore, the net private transfers are negative because single students, who

are the main recipients of allowance, are not surveyed in the NSFIE.

Table 5
Table 6
Table 7
Table 8
Table 9

5. Conclusion

This study examines the trends and characteristics of the Japanese middle class from the mid-
1990s to the 2000s. T he following is a summary of our main findings.
First, the share of the middle class in 2009 was 65.21%, as we set the middle-class income range

16 The relationship between the main content of the recent income taxreform and income taxburden is as follows. The income tax
rate structure (the sum of income tax and inhabitant tax) in 1994, which is the year of the survey, consisted of 8 taxrates (5, 15, 20,
30, 35, 45, 55, and 65%). From 1999 to 2004, it leveled off to 7 tax rates (5, 15, 20, 30, 33, 43, and 50%). In 2009, there were 7 tax
rates as well (10, 15,20, 30, 33,43, and 50%). Such levelling off is thought to have lowered the average taxrate. However, the fixed-
rate temporary tax cuts introduced in 1994, 1999, and 2004 as a countercyclical measure was abolished in 2007, which may have
lowered the average taxratein 2009.



based on the relative approach (75-200% of the median income). Furthermore, in terms of the time
series changes from 1994 to 2009, the share of the middle class remained more or less stable (2.1%
decrease). However, if we fix the income ranges of the middle class to the 1994 level, the middle class
declined considerably (to 59.47% in 2009), the upper class shrunk, and the lower class and the poor
increased. Thus, the stability of the middle class seems to be due to the overall decline in Japan’s
income distribution.

Second, we summarize the characteristics of the Japanese middle class by age, employment
status, and household type. The share of the middle class among the working population (18-64 years)
is larger than that among the elderly (65 years and over) population. Therefore, the middle class may
shrink further as the population ages in future. Accordingto the analysis by employment type, 71.56%
of the employed, 52.98% of the self-employed, 34.81% of the unemployed, and 53.25% of the inactive
persons belonged to the middle class in 2009. Furthermore, in terms of the changes in income group
over time, the share of inactive elderly among the middle class grew due to higher national pension
benefits and the downward shift in the income range, but major changes did not occur among those
with other employment statuses. According to the analysis by household type, the shares of the middle
class are relatively high among couples with children and couples without children. On the other hand,
among single parents with children under the age of 17, not only is the share of the middle class small
but the share of poor households is also very high. Amid the recession since the mid-1990s, poverty
among single-parent households became widespread.

Third, accordingto the analysis of income structure, labour income accounts for the largest share
of income in any income group, and capital income is relatively high among the upper class.
Furthermore, the share of labour income decreased, while the share of capital income increased due to
population ageing and the economic recession.

Fourth, according to the analysis of the redistribution policies, the share of social transfers of
total income increased in the income groups below the middle class, while disposable income is in a
downward trend across all income groups. The redistributive effect of social security is growing due
to population ageing. As for the share of personal tax, including social insurance premiums, on
aggregate income, there was little change, despite the lower total income, probably because the
increased social insurance rates and the introduction of long-term care premiums cancelled out the

reduction in the income tax rate.
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Table.1  Share of Income Group (%)
Each years Fixed at 1994

1994 1999 2004 2009 1994 1999 2004 2009

Upper 6.45 7.04 7.05 7.51 Upper 6.45 6.67 558 455
Middle 6729 6590 6558 6521 Middle 6729 6529 63.18 5947
Up middle 1238 1272 1232 1209 Up middle 1238 1236 10.68 9.28
mid middle 3117 3024 3063 3040 mid middle 3117 2983 2876 26.24
low middle 2374 2295 2262 2272 low middle 2374 2310 2374 2395
Lower 18.08 1854 1851 18.14 Lower 18.08 19.12 2094 2327
Poor 8.18 851 8.86 9.14 Poor 8.18 892 1030 1270
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
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Table.2 Share of Income Group by Individual Age (%)

=17 18 - 29 30-44 45-64 65- total
Upper class 2.32 7.96 3.84 11.36 593 6.45
Middle class 67.89 69.17 71.48 67.31 57.717 67.29
Lower class 22.33 1593 18.57 13.57 2153 18.08
1994 Poor 746 6.95 6.10 7.76 14.76 8.18
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
(Share) (22.60) (12.25) (16.16) (26.02) (24.98)  (100.00)
Upper class 2.66 7.86 410 1243 6.20 7.04
Middle class 65.39 65.78 69.49 66.70 60.90 65.90
Lower class 23.11 17.89 19.58 13.28 21.14 18.54
1999 Poor 8.84 847 6.83 7.59 11.77 8.51
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
(Share) (20.81) (13.42) (16.36) (25.56) (23.03)  (100.00)
Upper class 272 7.73 496 11.53 6.23 7.04
Middle class 66.08 66.13 69.29 65.36 61.43 65.58
Lower class 2237 17.57 18.62 14.71 2091 18.51
2004 Poor 8.83 8.57 713 8.41 11.43 8.86
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
(Share) (18.47) (11.32) (16.38) (27.66) (26.23)  (100.00)
Upper class 3.1 8.96 5.91 1191 585 7.51
Middle class 66.76 65.05 68.81 64.49 61.81 65.21
Lower class 20.90 17.17 18.07 14.12 21.37 18.14
2009 Poor 8.62 8.82 7.20 9.48 10.97 9.14
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
(Share) (18.07) (9.57) (16.01) (29.47) (27.91)  (100.00)
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Table.3 Share of Income Group by Labour Status of Household Head (%)

Employee Self-employed Unemployed Inactive total
Upper class 6.83 7.37 3.23 2.07 6.45
Middle class 73.04 5491 39.99 4456 67.29
Lower class 1593 2144 19.07 29.17 18.08
1994 Poor 419 16.28 37.71 2420 8.18
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
(Share) (74.13) (15.88) (0.54) (9.45) (100.00)
Upper class 7.68 8.90 3.66 1.59 7.04
Middle class 71.15 55.26 41.90 49.57 65.90
Lower class 16.06 20.77 23.85 29.88 18.54
1999 Poor 511 15.07 30.59 18.95 8.51
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
(Share) (72.40) (13.96) (1.06) (12.59) (100.00)
Upper class 7.74 10.62 1.53 1.74 7.04
Middle class 71.16 54.82 37.00 53.12 65.58
Lower class 15.63 20.77 2593 2792 18.51
2004
Poor 547 13.78 35.54 17.21 8.86
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
(Share) (68.56) (13.44) (0.85) (17.15) (100.00)
Upper class 8.69 10.98 1.99 1.66 7.51
Middle class 71.56 52.98 34.81 53.25 65.21
Lower class 14.65 20.41 25.32 28.33 18.14
2009 Poor 5.10 15.63 37.88 16.77 9.14
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
(Share) (67.17) (12.01) (1.66) (19.17) (100.00)
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Table.4 Share of Income Group by Household Types (%)

Single parent Couple with children
Couple
Single  with without with without
without Other Total
adult  children children children children
children
aged 18— aged 18— aged 18— aged 18—
Upper 6.32 4.16 6.59 9.40 2.01 15.31 6.09 6.45
Middle 54.62 45.98 58.78 64.73 69.54 7046  71.42 67.29
Lower 19.51 21.91 17.24 18.08 22.59 892 1553 18.08
1994 Poor 19.55 27.95 17.39 7.80 5.86 5.31 6.96 8.18
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
(Share) (8.76) (1.62) (2.42) (17.00) (35.56) (13.49) (21.14) (100.00)
Upper 7.16 3.71 6.78 9.85 2.39 13.98 747 7.04
Middle 52.46 4459 57.80 66.86 66.14 69.84 71.67 65.90
Lower 21.28 18.66 17.37 16.77 2411 1136 1454 18.54
1999 Poor 19.10 33.03 18.05 6.52 7.36 4.81 6.31 8.51
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
(Share) (9.55) (1.72) (2.87) (19.32) (33.83) (1455) (18.15) (100.00)
Upper 7.04 5.21 7.99 9.84 2.30 12.14 7.78 7.04
Middle 56.13 40.73 53.43 66.38 68.36 67.05 69.32 65.58
Lower 19.83 18.39 19.11 17.00 22.60 1434 15.46 18.51
2004 Poor 17.01 35.67 19.46 6.77 6.75 6.47 7.44 8.86
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
(Share) (10.61) (1.84) (3.29) (21.77) (31.54) (15.26) (15.69) (100.00)
Upper 7.95 7.55 7.96 9.11 3.73 12.27 7.84 7.51
Middle 51.27 37.57 53.33 68.69 70.04 65.41 67.85 65.21
Lower 21.67 20.50 19.91 15.72 20.41 1565 1551 18.14
2009 Poor 19.11 34.39 18.80 6.47 5.82 6.67 8.80 9.14
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
(Share)  (11.90) (2.11) (8.75) (22.71) (31.75) (15.13)  (12.65) (100.00)
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Table.5 Income Components among Upper Class Income Group (%)

Labour Capital Private Social Personal Disposable Average of

income income transfers transfers taxes income DPI (yen)
1994  83.60 8.92 0.04 7144 2405 75.95 (7941491)
1999  83.29 9.42 0.32 6.97 2212 77.88 (7755489)
2004  79.96 12.59 0.92 6.53 22.85 77.15 (7618066)
2009 7845 13.16 1.85 6.54 2412 75.88 (7079281)

Average of Disposable income is deflated by 2009 Consumer Price Index

Table.6 Income Components among Middle Class Income Group (%)

Labour Capital Private Social Personal Disposable Average of

income income transfers transfers taxes income DPI (yen)
1994  89.15 239 -1.09 9.55 15.49 84.51 (3582009)
1999 8574 3.22 -1.09 1213 15.45 8455  (3553504)
2004 81.63 439 -0.55 14.53 16.03 8397  (3401167)
2009 78.69 5.40 -0.27 16.18 17.67 8233  (3191181)

Average of Disposable income is deflated by 2009 Consumer Price Index

Table.7 Income Components among Lower Class Income Group (%)

Labour Capital Private Social Personal Disposable Average of

income income transfers transfers taxes income DPI (yen)
1994 81388 142 -1.63 18.34 12.09 8791 (1930348)
1999  77.02 242 -1.69 2224 12.06 8794  (1892001)
2004 71.07 3.73 -1.34 26.54 13.01 86.99 (1825928)
2009  64.91 5.31 -0.69 3047 13.88 86.12 (1706706)

Average of Disposable income is deflated by 2009 Consumer Price Index

Table.8 Income Components among Poor Income Group (%)

Labour Capital Private Social Personal Disposable Average of

income income transfers transfers taxes income DPI (yen)
1994 7509 282 -7.03 29.12 12.21 87.79  (1102111)
1999  69.19 2.96 -1.43 29.28 11.07 88.93 (1097297)
2004 7308 5.05 -9.34 31.22 14.29 85.71  (1024503)
2009 6403 6.21 -6.62 36.37 13.82 86.18 (955076)

Average of Disposable income is deflated by 2009 Consumer Price Index
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Table.9 Income Components among Population (%)

Labour Capital Private Social Personal Disposable Average of

income income transfers transfers taxes income DPI (yen)
1994 87.14 3.40 -1.11 10.56 16.50 8350 (3361538)
1999 84.00 423 -0.91 12.68 16.17 8383  (3332413)
2004 80.03 582 -0.60 14.75 16.91 8309 (3196079)
2009 76.90 6.89 -0.08 16.30 18.42 8158  (3009330)

Average of Disposable income is deflated by 2009 Consumer Price Index
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Appendix.1 Share of Individual Age by income class

-17 18 - 29 30-44 45-64 65— total

1994 8.14 17.83 12.90 48.39 12.75 100.00
1999 7.85 15.05 11.87 50.58 14.65 100.00

Upper class
2004 713 12.83 14.34 4773 17.98 100.00
2009 8.93 11.85 16.01 45.07 18.14 100.00
1994 22.80 14.84 23.01 27.46 11.89 100.00
1999 20.65 13.46 21.50 29.01 15.39 100.00

Middle class
2004 18.61 11.79 21.50 29.05 19.05 100.00
2009 18.50 9.91 21.45 28.10 22.05 100.00
1994 27.91 12.72 22.26 20.61 16.49 100.00
1999 25.94 13.01 21.53 20.53 18.99 100.00

Lower class
2004 22.32 11.10 20.47 23.16 22.96 100.00
2009 20.83 9.40 20.25 22.12 27.40 100.00
1994 20.59 12.25 16.16 26.02 24.98 100.00
b 1999 21.63 13.42 16.36 25.56 23.03 100.00

oor
2004 18.41 11.32 16.38 27.66 26.23 100.00
2009 17.04 9.57 16.01 29.47 27.91 100.00
1994 22.60 14.44 21.66 27.45 13.85 100.00
1999 20.81 13.49 20.39 28.66 16.65 100.00
Total

2004 18.47 11.69 20.35 29.15 20.33 100.00
2009 18.07 9.93 20.32 28.42 23.26 100.00
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Appendix.2 Share of Labour Status of Household Head by Income Class

Employee Self-employed Unemployed Inactive Total

1994 78.54 18.15 0.27 3.04 100.00
1999 78.98 17.63 0.55 2.84 100.00

Upper class
2004 75.31 20.26 0.18 424 100.00
2009 717.76 17.57 0.44 423 100.00
1994 80.47 12.96 0.32 6.26 100.00
1999 78.15 11.70 0.67 9.47 100.00

Middle class
2004 74.40 11.23 0.48 13.89 100.00
2009 73.71 9.76 0.88 15.65 100.00
1994 65.35 18.83 0.56 15.26 100.00
1999 62.72 15.63 1.36 20.29 100.00

Lower class
2004 57.87 15.08 1.19 25.87 100.00
2009 54.24 13.51 2.31 29.94 100.00
1994 37.99 31.58 2.47 27.96 100.00
1999 43.44 24.72 3.79 28.04 100.00

Poor
2004 42.37 20.91 3.40 33.32 100.00
2009 37.47 20.52 6.86 35.15 100.00
1994 74.13 15.88 0.54 9.45 100.00
1999 72.40 13.96 1.06 12.59 100.00
Total

o 2004 68.56 13.44 0.85 17.15 100.00
2009 67.17 12.01 1.66 19.17 100.00
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Appendix.3 Poverty rate: Percentage Below Each Poverty Line (%)

Per day income in

2011 US$ PPP 1994 1999 2004 2009
2 0.086 0.063 0.129 0.191

10 0.378 0.300 0.611 0.640

20 1.230 1.162 1.863 2.260

50 15.507 15.688 20.939 25.099
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