same for males and females, but in Japan, the rate for women is less than
half of that of men. This finding derives from the fact that the class
positions attained by women are different from those attained by men in
Japan. As shown in Table 3, 42.8 percent of American women and 44.2
percent of German women reached the professional-managerial class, while
only 19 percent of Japanese women did. The gender gap in the attainment
of professional-managerial positions clearly reduced the intergenerational
stability of the professional-managerial class among Japanese women.

Table 4 (last three columns) reports the self-recruitment rate for
different class destinations by gender and nation. These rates show what
proportion of the members of the current class came from the same class.
For example, among Japanese men who occupied the
professional-managerial class, 35.1 percent of them came from the same
class origin, that is, their fathers were also engaged in
professional-managerial positions. The distinctive Japanese pattern
appears to emerge for both men and women. In Japan, the self-recruitment
rates of the petty bourgeoisie and the farming class are higher and the rates
of the skilled and the non-skilled manual working classes are clearly lower
than the rates in the United States and Germany. The Japanese manual
working class is much more extensively recruited from the farming and the
petty bourgeoisie class than is the working class in either the United States
or Germany. These features are related to the shapes of class origin
distribution in the three nations. Japan shows a larger share of the
farming and petty bourgeoisie and a smaller share of the two manual
working classes in the class origin distribution than do the United States
and Germany.

When the low self-recruitment and the low intergenerational
stability are taken together, the Japanese manual working class can be
characterized by weakly developed demographic stability, or “demographic
identity” (Goldthorpe 1982, 2000), at least in comparison with the American
and German working classes. This distinctive feature of the Japanese
working class has been pointed out throughout the postwar period (Ishida,
Goldthorpe, and Erikson 1991; Ishida 2001). Moreover, it is possible that
because the Japanese manual working class has never developed the stable
demographic core in the Japanese postwar class structure, there has been
weak working class consciousness and the corresponding prevalence of
middle-class consciousness expressed in opinion surveys.

As we have seen, the rates of intergenerational stability and



self-recruitment are heavily influenced by the marginal distributions of class
origin and class destination. For example, the farming class, which was a
major component of the Japanese class origin distribution, was dramatically
reduced in its size, producing movements out of farming to other sectors. In
contrast, due to the rapid expansion of both the blue-collar working classes
and the white-collar sectors during Japan’s postwar economic development,
the Japanese class destination distribution contains a large share of the
professional-managerial class and the routine non-manual class, thereby
producing intergenerational movements into these classes. It is therefore
not possible to determine, from the rates of intergenerational stability and
self-recruitment, whether the patterns of mobility and immobility are
produced by the changes in the marginal distribution or the movement of
people independent of these changes.

In order to evaluate the chances of mobility and immobility, net of the
effect of changes in class structure, we compute the relative chances — the
comparison of immobility chances from people of different class origins.
Table 5 reports the relative chances of class inheritance, expressed by log of
odds ratios. For example, the figure (1.233) for Japanese men of the
professional-managerial class indicates that men of the
professional-managerial class origin are 3.43 times (e 1233 = 3.43 because
1.233 is the log of odds ratio) more likely to occupy the
professional-managerial class than men of other class origins. It shows the
relative advantage of reaching the professional-managerial class for those
who come from the same class origin as opposed to those of other class
origins. Three points stand out from Table 5. First, all the rates are
positive, implying that class inheritance is prevalent among all three
societies. Second, the pattern of the inheritance rates is similar across
nations and across genders. The chances of relative inheritance are the
highest among the farming class, suggesting that this class has a high
barrier to entry. The relative inheritance chances for the
professional-managerial class are also high in all nations. The advantage of
the professional-managerial class is passed on from one generation to the
next. The tendency for the petty bourgeoisie class to reproduce itself is also
apparent in all nations, although the German petty bourgeoisie shows a
higher inheritance rate than those of other nations.

If we assume these relative inheritance rates as the measure of how
closed or open each society is, the Japanese class structure is neither more
nor less open than the American or German class structures. The rates of



relative inheritance in Japan are generally found between the American anel
German rates. The German class structure may be considered more closed
than the American and the Japanese class structures because the German
rates are always higher than the American and Japanese rates.

In summary, the rates of total mobility, intergenerational stability,
and self-recruitment are influenced by the changing shapes of class structure.
Our analyses point to the impact that postwar Japan’s rapid
industrialization and economic development had on its rates of
intergenerational stability and self-recruitment, especially regarding the
manual working class. Our analyses also show that the ways class origin
affects people’s life chances (at least intergenerational mobility chances) are
similar across three nations. Class background is a powerful determinant
of shaping people’s prospects of mobility not only in Japan but also in the
United States and Germany.

5. Class and Subjective Social Status

This section focuses on the subjective aspect of social inequality. It
examines how people perceive their social standing in the society and how
their perception is influenced by social class and other socio-economic
resources they possess. To begin with, it is not easy to compare people’s
subjective perception of their status across nations because each nation has
its own way of asking the question of subjective status. In Japan, a typical
question used in many opinion surveys about subjective social status is the
following:

“If we divide the society into the following five strata, which do you think you
belong to: the upper, the upper-middle, the middle-middle, the lower-middle
or the lower stratum? "10 :

The American GSS asked the respondents the following question:

“If you were asked to use one of four names for your social class, which would
you say you belong in: the lower class, the working class, the middle class, or
the upper class?”

The question asked to German respondents in the ALLBUS was the
following:



“There is a lot of talk about social class these days. What class would you
describe yourself as belonging to: the upper class, the upper middle-class, the
middle class, the working class, the lower class or none of these classes?”

The distributions of the responses are shown in Table 6. As we already
know from the question wordings, it is not possible to compare the responses
across nations. In Japan the proportion of respondents who choose one of
the three “middle” categories adds up to over 90 percent, whereas the
proportion of the middle-class in the United States is 45 percent and the
proportion of the upper middle-class and the middle-class combined in
Germany is 65 percent. However, we do not know how many of those who
chose the category of “the working class” in the United States and Germany
would respond, had they not been given the choice of “the working class”
category. Moreover, the term “stratum” rather than “class” was used in the
Japanese survey, creating further complication in the cross-national
comparisons.

In order to have a better measure of the subjective social status that
can be used in a more cross-nationally comparable fashion, the surveys from
the three nations used the following question:

“In our society there are groups which tend to be towards the top and groups
which tend to be towards the bottom. Below is a scale that runs from top to
bottom. Where do you put yourself on this scale?”

Top
Bl
4
5
6
g
3

Bottom

There are several advantages of using this question. First, the respondents
did not find this question a difficult one. The proportion of those who did



not answer this question (don’t know and no answer) is less than four
percent in three societies. Second, the question does not use terms like “the
working class” or “the middie class” which might have different connotations
in the three societies (Evans et al., 1992; Evans and Kelly 2004). Third, the
question does not force the respondents to accept labels, such as “middle
class,” that are given to the categories. Pre-labeling the categories may
affect the respondents’ perception of how they place themselves in the status
hierarchy (Nakao 2002).

Table 7 presents the distributions of responses to the 10-point scale
version of the subjective status question in the three nations for the two time
periods. In Table 7 and the following tables, the scoring of the categories is
reversed from the question wording. The top category is assigned a score of
10 and the bottom category is assigned a score of 1, for ease of presentation.
Several important findings can be drawn from this table. First, the
distributions of responses are very similar across the three nations and
across two time periods. In Japan, the proportions of the two lowest
categories (1 and 2) are slightly larger, and, in the United, the proportions of
the two highest categories (10 and 9) are slightly larger than those in the
other nations. However, the differences are minor. Second, since the
respondents are asked to pick one number among the ranking of 1 to 10,
there are two middle numbers — 5 and 6. The proportion of respondents
who selected either 5 or 6 is shown at the bottom of the table. In Japan and
Germany, the figures are almost the same: just over 50 percent. In the
United States, the figures are slightly lower at 48 and 44 percent. If we
assume that the values 5 and 6 represent “the middle categories” or the
“middle status,” there is no clear difference in the proportion of respondents
who identify themselves as “the middle” in the three societies. In other
words, there is no empirical evidence that “the middle-class consciousness” is
prevalent only in Japan. About the majority of the people perceive
themselves as belonging to the middle in all three societies.

We next examine what kinds of factors explain the difference in
people’s perception of status. Table 8 presents the average and the spread
(measured by the coefficient of variation) of the subjective status scores (1 as
the lowest and 10 as the highest).11 The first sub-table (the section labeled
“social class™) shows the difference by social class categories. As can be seen
from the difference in the average scores, people occupying different class
positions perceive differently their location in the status hierarchy. In all
three societies, the professional-managerial class has the highest subjective



status score, and the non-skilled manual working class has the lowest score.
There are, nonetheless, subtle differences across three nations. In Germany,
the petty bourgeoisie show an average score as high as the
professional-managerial class. This is probably related to the fact that the
German petty bourgeoisie tend to have high average income and academic
and vocational credentials, as already shown in Table 1. In Japan, the
average score for the professional-managerial class appears to be lower than
those in the United States and Germany. However, this should not be too
surprising because the overall average is lower for the Japanese respondents.
Indeed, it may be pointed out that the Japanese respondents are more
“modest” in reporting their status scores than those in the United States and
Germany, since the overall average score in Japan (5.469) is lower than those
in the United States (5.981) and Germany (5.969). Nonetheless, it should
be emphasized that the pattern of the difference in average scores across
class categories is very similar in three nations.

Table 8 also reports the relationship between the subjective status
and education, occupational prestige, and income. Regarding the difference
by educational level, we find that the higher the educational attainment, the
higher the subjective scores. In Japan, the difference between high school
graduates and those who completed junior college and technical college is not
as large as in other two nations. In the United States and Germany, there
is a clear difference in the average subjective status scores by all four levels
of education. Similarly, when the difference by four groups of occupational
prestige is examined, there seems to be a linear pattern in all three societies:
the higher the occupational prestige, the higher the subjective status. The
pattern of income difference in subjective status scores is similar in Japan
and Germany; the average scores for the richest (the top 25 percent of income
group) stand out. In the United States, a large difference in the subjective
score is found between the bottom half and the top half, in addition to
between the top 25 percent and the top 50 percent. In summary, the
subjective status scores differ not only by social class but also by education,
occupational prestige, and income.

Which of these four factors is the most important determinant of
subjective social status? Furthermore, does the relative importance of these
factors vary across nations? In order to answer these questions, we conduct
a multiple regression analysis of the determinants of subjective status. The
results are shown in Table 9.12 Column (1) presents the effect of each factor
after we control for the effect of age and sex of the respondent, and column



(2) presents the effect after we control for age, sex, and social background
(the father’s and the mother’s education and the father’s class) of the
respondent. The figures represent the changes in the coefficient of
determination (R-squared) when each factor is added to the regression
equation. In other words, these figures measure the effect of each factor,
net of all the influence of the variables already in the equation. For
example, the figure for class in Japan (column (1) 0.0727) shows that when
we control for the effect of the respondent’s age and sex, the class of the
respondent explains 7.27 percent of variance in the subjective status scores.

Rather than rehearsing the details in these figures, we turn to the
major findings of the regression analysis. In Japan and Germany, social
class explains greater variation in people’s perception of status than does
either education or occupational prestige or income. This picture does not
change when we control for sex and age only, or if we control for social
background as well. In other words, class appears to be the most important
determinant of subjective social status in Japan and Germany. On the
other hand, in the United States, education exerts the strongest influence,
and social class is the second most important factor. This pattern holds for
different controls (column [1] and [2]). Because the Untied States has
achieved mass higher education, with the highest proportion among the
three nations of people advancing to institutions of higher education, the
social stigma attached to high school dropouts might be particularly strong
and have accordingly reduced their subjective status scores. At the same
time, the socio-economic returns to a college and graduate school degree tend
to be higher in the United States than in Japan and Germany (Ishida 1999;
Ishida and Yoshikawa 2002), so university graduates'might have given
relatively high subjective scores.

When we compare the magnitude of R-squares across nations, the
values of R-squares are generally larger in Germany than in Japan and the
United States. This finding suggests that subjective perception of status is
more likely to be determined by socio-economic factors, including class, in
Germany than in Japan and the United States. In summary, in all three
societies, social class plays an important role in explaining how people
perceive their social standing.  Although people also take into account
education, occupation and income in evaluating their standing in the society,
social class is one of the most significant factors when people place
themselves subjectively in a status hierarchy.
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6. Conclusions

The primary objective of this study has been to examine whether social class
1s an intellectually useful concept in understanding contemporary Japanese
society. In order to achieve this objective, the paper presented three sets of
empirical analyses. First, we examined whether socio-economic resources
are differentially distributed by social class. With respect to all three
dimensions of socio-economic resources — that is, education, occupational
prestige, and income — there are clear differences among class categories.
The professional-managerial class is the most advantaged, and the
non-skilled manual working class is located towards the bottom of the
socio-economic hierarchy. Most crucial in our analyses is that this pattern
of the distribution of socio-economic resources by class is largely similar
across three nations for both men and women. There is no empirical
evidence to suggest that the distribution of socio-economic resources is less
related to social class in Japan than in other nations.

We also examined the extent to which social class is correlated with
other socio-economic resources. The pattern of the correlations among class,
education, occupational prestige, and income shows similarity across three
nations. Social class showed strong correlations with other socio-economic
resources in all three societies. In previous work on status consistency and
inconsistency in Japan (Imada and Hara 1979; Tominaga 1988), the majority
of the respondents belonged to the status-inconsistent clusters, leading these
scholars to conclude that status inconsistency characterizes Japanese society.
Our analyses are not consistent with this conclusion. If we assume that the
correlations among class, education, occupational prestige, and income are
indicators of the degree of status consistency, the Japanese coefficients were
by no means lower than American and German ones. In other words,
Japanese society does not exhibit any higher tendency of status
inconsistency than do the United States and Germany.

The second set of empirical analyses focused on the movement of
people within the class structure between two generations. Two conclusions
may be derived from these analyses of intergenerational mobility. First,
with regard to the pattern of intergenerational stability and self-recruitment,
Japan shows some distinctive patterns. In comparison to American and
German manual working classes, the Japanese skilled and non-skilled
manual working class is characterized by a low level of intergenerational
stability and a low level of self-recruitment. In Japan, the children of the
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manual working class are more likely to be found in other classes, and the
manual working class is more extensively recruited, especially from the
petty bourgeoisie and the farming class, than are their German and
American counterparts. This finding primarily derives from the rapidly
changing shape of class structure in postwar Japan. In particular, due to
the late and rapid economic growth beginning in the late 1950s, Japanese
class structure underwent substantial transformation: the rapid contraction
of the farming class occurred almost at the same time as the expansion of the
blue-collar working class and the white-collar sector. Consequently, the
class structure of the father’s generation and that of the children’s
generation differed to a much greater extent than in many other industrial
nations, producing distinctive outflow and inflow patterns. In addition,
among Japanese women, the professional-managerial class exhibited a
distinctively low intergenerational stability, reflecting gender segregation in
the Japanese labor market. Because women are much less likely to be
found in the professional-managerial class in Japan than in the United
States and Germany, a much smaller proportion of the daughters of the
professional-managerial class ended up in the professional-managerial class
in Japan than in the other nations.

Secondly, however, when we examine the intergenerational
movement of people net of these changes of class structure, a different
picture emerges. The pattern of class inheritance — that is, the relative
chances of inheriting the same class position — is very similar across the
three nations for both men and women. If we equate the pattern of relative
immobility chances with the indicator of closeness of the class structure, the
Japanese class structure is neither more nor less closed than the American
or Germany class structures. In other words, class origins affect people’s
life chances (at least intergenerational mobility chances) in a very similar
manner in the three societies.

Our class analysis points out some distinguishing features of the
Japanese class structure, in particular, with regard to the Japanese manual
working class and professional-managerial class. Because we used
comparable class schema for three nations, we were able to identify some
crucial cross-national differences. And these differences may be explained
in large part by the Japanese path of late but rapid industrialization and the
extent of gender segregation in the Japanese class structure, At the same
time, our class analysis discloses a pattern of class inheritance and
reproduction that is common to all three societies. There is a tendency for



class positions to be passed on from one generation to the next, and class
background continues to shape people’s prospects of mobility not only in
Japan but also in the United States.

The third set of empirical analyses took up the issue of people’s
subjective perception of status. By using a cross-nationally comparable
survey question about subjective perception of status, we found that the
distribution of subjective status scores is similar across three nations, with
approximately the majority of respondents selecting the middle scores.
When we examined the determinants of subjective status, social class, along
with education, occupational prestige, and income, are found to affect
subjective social status in three societies. Among these four factors, class is
the most important factor in Japan and Germany and the second most
important factor following education in the United States. These findings
suggest that social class continues to influence how people perceive their
position in the rank ordering of the society. Social class is related not only
to objective allocation of resources but also to subjective evaluation of their
standing in the society.

In summary, these conclusions highlight the usefulness of a class
analytic perspective. If class categories of any kind, including those used in
this study, are meaningless and do not function in Japanese society, it is hard
to explain why there is cross-national similarity in the distribution of
socio-economic resources along class lines, why there is similarity in the
effects of class origin on mobility chances, and why social class plays an
important role in explaining people’s perception of status in all three
societies. Class functions in a very similar manner in Japan and other
nations. Social class continues to shape and re-shape people’s life chances
and perception in contemporary Japanese society.
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* 1have restricted my analysis to (the former) West Germany, since earlier ALLBUS
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* For justification of collapsing the full ten-cateogry version to the six-category version,
see Ganzeboom, Luijkx, and Treiman (1989). On the use of more disaggregated tables,
see Hout and Hauser (1992).



5 The surveys asked the information about the father’s employment when the
respondent was growing up (about the age of 15), except for the 1995 SSM survey
which asked for the information about the father’s main employment.

® The German educational system differs from the Japanese and American systems, so
it is difficult to construct a comparable measure of education. The four categories in
the German survey represent: (1) primary education level, (2) those with Abitur or
qualifications to enter polytechnics, (3) polytechnics level, and (4) university and
graduate school level. In the analyses of the determinants of subjective social status, I
have included vocational qualifications in addition to the above four categories, in order
to maximize the effect of education.

7 Since social class is a categorical variable having six categories, I compute a multiple
correlation coefficient rather than simple correlation coefficient. Correlation
coefficients among education, occupational prestige, and income are expressed by
simple correlation coefficients.

% The analyses of intergenerational mobility tables are based on the data sets conducted
in the 1990s and 2000/2001. In Japan, 1995 SSM and 2000/2001 JGSS data sets are
combined. In the United States, 1990, 1991, 1993, 1994, 1996, 1998, and 2000 GSS
data sets are used. In Germany, 1990. 1991, 1992, 1994, 1996, and 1998 ALLBUS
data sets are used.

® 1t should be noted that the distribution of class origin does not reflect the distribution
of class structure of any particular period. Instead, it represents the class distribution
of respondents’ fathers.

'* This question is used by the opinion surveys conducted regularly by the Prime
Minister’s Office. The 2000/2001 JGSS used the same question, and a number of
other surveys have a very similar question. The SSM surveys asked a similar question,
but the possible response categories were: the upper, the upper-middle, the
lower-middle, the upper-lower, and the lower-lower.

! The analyses of the determinants of subjective status (Tables 8 and 9) are based on
the following data sets: the 2000 and 2001 JGSS for Japan; 1983, 1987, and 2000 GSS
for the United States; and 1990, 1991, and 1992 ALLBUS for Germany.

"2 Social class variable is entered into the multiple regression equation as a nine-
category rather than six-category variable with the following categories: the upper
professional-managerial class (I), the lower professional-managerial class (II), the
routine non-manual class (III), the petty bourgeoisie with employees (IVa), the petty
bourgeoisie without employees (IVb), the farming class (IVc/VIIb), the supervisor of
manual working class (V), the skilled manual working class (VI), and the non-skilled
manual working class (VIIa). These categories are entered as dummy variables, with



the exception of the reference category. Education is measured as a five-level variable
in Japan and the United States: junior high school, senior high school, junior
college/technical college, university, and graduate schoel. In Germany, we entered the
five levels of academic qualifications and three levels of vocational qualifications:
primary academic, secondary academic, Abitur (including qualifications for entry into
polytechnic), polytechnic degree, university degree, manual vocational qualifications,
commercial vocational qualifications, and meister qualification. Occupational prestige
is measured by tntemational occupational prestige scores, and income is represented by
the log of annual income. Educational levels of father and mother in Japan and the
United States are represented by three levels: junior high school, senior high school, and
higher education (including both junior college and university). For Germany, the same
categories used for the respondent’s education are used for father’s and mother’s
education. Father’s class is measured by a six-category version of the EGP class
schema. The reason for using these variables with more detailed categories is to
maximize the explanatory power of the variables.



USWIOM Se MOjaq puE Usw ole |oudelp ulew ay) sAcqe $3.nd)4 910N

- W0 820 [0SO - 9820 8180  Z8Y0 - 1580 9280  OE€0 sse|Q
1£50 - PPr0  BECO 0zr0 - LOE0  S810 88¥'0 - §260 1510 awosy|
LELD  £2¥0 - 0pS0 9980  I¥k0 - HIv0 £200 1980 - 95g0 uonednooQ
0290 9560  ¥£90 - (€60 820  S8b0 - 8b¥0 0120  21¥D - uoleonp3

SSE|) SWOooU] Uoednaa() uoljesnp] SSE|) 9WodU|uonednoo() uoKeanpy sse|) swoouj uoijednoa uonesnpl
Ausullien VST uedep
Uol}eN Aq pue Japuaty Ag swWodu] pue '9513531d jeuonednoo(y "Uoijeonp] 'SSe|) SUOLUR SUCRE|a.I0]) 7 9|qe]
‘uoljeLIBA JO JUBIOLE00 AL} SOIBOIPU] “A'D (810N
8600  0£S§6  PLEZKOO 1010l 1620  Lv6T6 G820  LIZHP 2172 010 G861 80Z0 eso ]
[bOO  SOZ6  1L9Z00 8686 9260  €60°'82 2620  ZEOIE 25601 8000  06E'8  FIO0  [enuew pajpis-uoN
9600 696 8SEZE00 [266 0920  £L¥LE  9L10  pBESE 2859 €200  BELLL 8000 |enuew pajys
2L00 6608  66V00  ZHLG PLZ0  I66LE  LIZO  9LV'6E LIEE  £800 0000 0000 Bupue 4
2900 (66  ££98K00 0SEOl G0Z0  06V'Er  ¥iZ0  O0S6lb pL9Z G210 €897  LZI'0  eIsioedunog Aned
€500 BBE6  GG/E00 9666 1610  6v88C 8920  6LVOV 199G 0£00  OL9E€  0L0°0 uew_uou suRnoy
2800  6¥L6 1266800 SlEO ZIZ0  BYOIS 9220  9LLES v6EL  OE0  8E0L 28O euefeuru_jo.g
AUBW.ISE

LOVO  S0S6  IbbG600  ISL0l (280 2002 960 LTI GI0Z 8610  LELL  6bZ0 |e101
GLL0  [916  TBOLLO 2996 €620 29172 9620  20%L 6LIL 6100  286% 900 [enuew pa|pis-UoN
0800 9586 88/9900 1810l 8610 I60LE  0SL0  998'8E 69,8 €100  ¥Z6G 8200 fenuew pajIis
2610 666 9186600 6286 6820  $51'62  £820  281°EE 99¥'t €800  9¥LS  OE0O Suwle
OPl'0 2016 £S91600 9686 LVE0 L1682 1520  000'SE ILLE 1900 G661  G0ZQ  @isloadnoq Ajag
2010 206 ZIVIOLO  [EB6 6920  199'8€ 8220  GLGEE 86¥'c  9.00  GL6l 9020 uewI-UOU auRNoY
9600  O¥8'6  2289/00 6950} 8210 I£1'95 510 GIELS g2l Y0 8Y60 L3250 [eusTeuewo.d

v's$n
€600  GG96  BSGL900 LELO! L6270  LEESE 1620  PLEIF S18z 20 8091 6LZO jero)
€800 6226 2608900 ¥2£0! ¥(Z0  GE6EZ  ¥¥TO0  S58'LT 9829 6200  [EEE  £B00  [EnuEwW pajps_uoN

P800 Z¥b6 8269800 OLGO! €EI0  BLLYE  SYL'0  00L'9F 0289 1200 IYE  LL0D jenuews pajipg
€010 0266  900YOLO G9EOl 8210  €2LLE 8910  8029E 0000 0000  6¥9S €00 Bunuwsey
€010 OVOOL  660S900 EE80! 0b20  0868€ 0220  Z6vOb 986  £L00  (OEZ 6510  asiosdinog Aned
7800 6L96 259900 2L¥OL 0510 B0E6E 6910  LO9'6E £L82 8010  0SE1 €680 uew-uou supnoy
8600  £01'01  £0EIS00 G6O'LI 810  290%G 6220  091'1S 06¥L  LIE0 0660  90G0 [eueFeueuJoid

> O ueay AD CNUE > k8] ueay > ] ueap > 0 ueay ‘AND uealy Cmﬂm—..

UaWops uspy Ualiops usy UQUIOAA uapy
QEOU_.: U.M_Hm@._& _MCO_HNQUOO uolleanp3

AuBlIen) pue sa1elg payiun) ayj ‘uedep Ul UBWOAL pUe LS Joj salloFeley) SSB|) AG aWoou] pue ‘aaisald |Euoriedndao( ‘Uoreonpy jo uornquasiq | s|qe |



Table 3 Distribution of Class Origin and Class Destination by Nation

Class origin Class destination

Male Japan US.A. Germany Japan US.A. Germany
Professional-mangenrial 21.0 30.9 214 34.7 40.1 35.9
Routine non-manual 78 6.3 36 14.0 93 5.0
Self-employed 239 9.0 10.8 14.4 43 8.2
Farm 258 126 12.9 4.7 3.2 4.0
Skilled manual 115 193 38.7 171 18.6 373
Unskilled manual 10.1 22.0 12.6 15.2 24.4 9.6
Female

Professional-mangerial 211 28.5 253 19.0 428 442
Routine non—-manual 10.2 6.6 38 385 30.8 25.9
Self-employed 23.2 9.7 10.6 6.2 44 6.2
Farm 26.0 12.2 13 5.0 0.7 25
Skilled manual 11.1 18.6 36.1 12.5 5.5 93
Unskilled manual 8.3 244 111 18.8 15.8 120

Table 4 Qutflow Rates and Inflow Rates by Nation

Outflow Inflow
(intergenerational stability) {self-recruitment)

Male Japan US.A. Germany Japan US.A. Germany
Professional-mangerial 57.9 57.8 63.4 35.1 445 37.7
Routine non—manual 24.0 17.6 11.7 i1.9 11.9 8.5
Self-employed 284 8.2 243 426 171 318
Farm 174 15.9 250 89.2 61.7 816
Skilled manual 29.1 246 505 18.7 255 52.4
Unskilled manual 19.2 344 20.2 126 31.0 26.5
Female

Professional-mangerial 28.0 YA 65.2 35.1 38.0 373
Routine non—manual 42.0 324 446 4.7 6.9 6.6
Self-employed 1.3 6.3 17.4 39.2 139 300
Farm 18.6 28 13.7 79.7 488 72.2
Skilled manual 15.8 6.4 10.8 12.4 21.8 422
Unskilled manual 21.8 21.9 28.0 10.8 33.8 25.7

Table 5 Relative Chances of Class Inheritance by Nation

Japan US.A. Germany

Male

Professional-mangerial 1.233 1.058 1.472
Routine non—-manual 0.916 0.805 0.985
Self-employed 0.954 0.775 1.562
Farm 3.279 2574 3672
Skilled manual 0.766 0.452 0.917
Unskilled manual 0.494 0.646 1.059
Female

Professional—-mangerial 0.852 0.813 1.15%
Routine non—-manual 0.189 0.075 0.876
Self-employed 0.768 0.432 1.422
Farm 2577 1.947 2.991
Skilled manual 0.116 0.212 0.283
Unskilled manual 0.314 0.562 1.246




Tabie 6 Dsitribution of Subjective Social Status with Differing Questions in Three Nations

Japan USA Germany
Upper stratum 0.6 Upper class 38 Upper class 1.2
Upper—middle stratum 10.3 Middle class 452  Upper middle class 103
Middle-middle stratum 47.8 Working class 454 Middle class 54.8
Lower-middle stratum 33.3 Lower class 5.0  Working class 30.3
Lower stratum 6.4 Lower class 2.1
Don't know, No answer 1.7 Don't know, No answer 0.1 None of these 13

Table 7 Distribution of Subjective Social Status by Nation

Japan U.S.A. Germany

10 (top) 04 3.1 46 1.3 0.6

9 1.7 1.0 2.8 38 1.4 1.7

8 6.8 54 1.0 12.7 6.2 10.1

7 10.2 12.0 15.3 15.2 10.6 18.3

6 41.6 298 31.6 30.1 21.8 333

5 : 14.8 226 16.3 136 34.7 17.8

4 11.5 17.1 10.8 9.6 15.6 9.9

3 8.2 5.6 59 6.5 48

2 24 2.0 1.7 18 1.7 1.7

1 (bottom) 28 1.6 1.7 26 0.1 08

Proportion of 5 and 6 56.4 52.4 479 437 56.5 51.1

Year 2000,01 1995 2000 1983.87 2000 1990,91,92




Table 8 Subjective Social Status Scores by Class, Education, Occupation and Income

Japan U.S.A. Germany
Average Coefficient Average Coefficient Average Coefficient
of Variation of Variation of Variation

Class
Professional-mangerial 5957 0.254 6518 0.255 6.426 0.198
Routine non—manual 5364 0292 5890 0309 5.969 0.224
Self-emploved 5670 0315 5.657 0.343 6.364 0.224
Farm 5479 0.305 5870 0.351 5.500 0.362
Skilled manual 5.218 0318 5758 0312 5577 0.254
Unskilled manual 4931 0.336 5284 0378 4985 0.297
Total 5469 0.302 - 5.981 0312 5.969 0.244
Education
Middle/Primary Secondary  5.054  0.340 5.195 0.423 5.648 0.266
High school/Abitur 5423 0301 5.862 0.298 6.063 0.251
Junior college/Politec 5573 0284 6.133 0.278 6.401 0.188
University 5960 0258 6.802 0.244 6.847 0.178
Occupational prestige
First quartile (bottom) 5118 0.336 5.439 0.347 5.462 0.267
Second quartile 5314 0305 5782 0.332 5932 0.235
Third quartile 5605 0280 6.216 0.284 6.087 0.231
Fourth gquartile (top)} 5.894 0.270 6.540 0.259 6.515 0.194
Income ‘
First quartile (bottom)} 5263 0315 5.672 0.346 5.495 0.315
Second quartile 5126 0.330 57714 0.304 5482 0.273
Third quartile 5.368 0296 6.139 0.254 5.756 0.243

Fourth quartile (top) 6.223 0.236 6.786 0.213 6.492  0.200

Table 9 Explanatory Power of Class, Education, Occupational Prestige, and Income

Japan U.SA. Germany

(1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2)
Class 0.0727 0.0613 0.0608 0.0398 0.1549 0.0989
Education 0.0466 0.0336 0.0940 0.0577 0.1227 0.0670
Qccupational prestige 0.0491 0.0397 0.0255 0.0104 0.1141 0.0676
Income 0.0503 0.0433 0.0570 0.0362 0.0910 0.0592

(1) After controlling for gender and age
(2) After controlling for gender, age, and social background (father's education,
mother's education, and father's class)
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