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ABSTRACT

THE PRINCIPLES AND OUTCOMES OF RESOURCE ALLOCATION
IN CHINA AND TAIWAN

By
Tsung Chi

Throughout history, societies have wrestled with the
problem of how to allocate goods and services, benefits and
burdens. This issue of distributive justice is not only
basic in political philosophy, but also an underlying
concern in public administration, sociology, and comparative
economics and government. Using China and Taiwan as cases,
I use the comparative method to examine the patterns that
can be distinguished in the principles and outcomes of
resource allocation. This examination consists of
descriptive, comparative, and theoretical components.

In the descriptive section, the allocations of two
scarce resources, higher education and public offices, in
contemporary China and Taiwan are delineated. Focusing on
each resource in each society, I first studied its level of
scarcity, then the mechanisms and principles employed to
allocate the targeted resource, and finally the outcomes of
its allocation.

Based upon the comparisons between the two allocation
systems of China and Taiwan, it is observed that in the past
forty years the allocative principles used by the two Chinas
diverged from the same starting point and went along

different paths, and then began converging back to



approximately the same point.

Finally, the theoretical section of this study
contrasts a variety of distributive theories with the
Chinese allocative practices. Theories surveyed in this
study include global theories, local theories, and causal
chains of distributive outcomes. There are three major
contemporary global theories: John Rawls’s theory of
justice, Robert Nozick’s libertarian theory, and
utilitarianism. Elements of all three theories surface in
one form or the other in Chinese allbcative practices.

There are two competing local theories: whether distributive
principles are system-specific or good-specific. On the
basis of the research findings, I conclude that neither
explanation is fully supported by the allocative practices.

As for distributive outcomes, the research findings
suggest that domains of allocation are, indeed, causally
linked. The outcomes of one allocation is affected not only
by the principles being employed, but also by many inborn
personal characteristics, and by the antecedent allocations
of other resources. Thus, I conclude that resource

allocations are "prisoner of the existing social context".
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THE PRINCIPLES AND OUTCOMES OF RESOURCE ALLOCATION

IN CHINA AND TAIWAN'

CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Throughout history, societies have wrestled with the
problem of how to allocate goods and services, benefits and
burdens. In any given society, a set of institutions and
practices has been developed to deal with the allocation
question of who gets what, when, and how.? This question is
not only basic in political philosophy which, from Aristotle
to Hume and Marx, has been preoccupied with the issue of
distributive justice, it is also an underlying concern in

public administration, public policy, sociology, and

' In this study the terms "allocation" and
"distribution", "allocative" and "distributive", and
"allocating” and "distributing" are used synonymously.
According to Richard and Peggy Musgrave (see Public Finance in
Theory and Practice. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1980,
pPp. 6-13), allocation involves the provision of social goods,
while distribution pertains to the provision of wealth and
income. The usual expressions are resource allocation but
income distribution, allocative efficiency but distributive
equity. But, in my opinion, both social goods and wealth can
be regarded as desirable resources for individuals’
consumption. Therefore, it is difficult and unnecessary to
determine, for instance, whether we are "allocating" or
"distributing" resources by "allocative" or "distributive"

principles when we study the problem of "allocation" or
"distribution".

? Harold D. Lasswell, Politics: Who Gets What, When, and
How, New York: P. Smith, 1950.
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2
comparative economics and government. It pertains to how a
society defines "justice", "rightfulness", "equality" and
other pivotal social values that are viewed as foundations
of society. Although political leaders may be unconscious
of or unconcerned with a variety of allocative strategies,
the practice of resource allocation has much to do with the
cultivation of legitimacy as well as the stability of the
regime. Therefore, the problem of allocation has become one
of the core concerns in many disciplines.

In political science, the Eastonian definition of
politics as the authoritative allocation of values is
probably the most well-known one. But, ironically, despite
this well-known definition, and the universality of the
allocation problem in all societies and many major fields of
human inquiry, there is almost no systematic empirical study
of the principles, criteria, and mechanisms of how

'governments allocate scarce resources in social sciences.?

3 The existing literature on the subject is not large.
Michael Walzer’s Spheres of Justice (New York: Basic Books,
1983) studies principles of resource allocation, but the way
he examines real cases in the light of his distributive
principles is not systematic. Douglas Rae’s Equalities
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard U. Press, 1981) primarily proposes a
taxonomic and conceptual framework without referring to any
concrete cases. Gerald Winslow’s Triage and Justice (Berkeley
CA: University of California Press, 1982) is more systematic,
but he concerns himself mainly with the problem of triage in
modern medicine. In his book After the Revolution (New
Heaven, CT: Yale University Press, 1970), Robert Dahl studies
"inequality of resources" and its relation to political
inequality, but he does not explicitly examine the pr1nc1ples
behind resource allocation. Aaron W1ldavsky s

t (Boston MA: Little
Brown, 1975) is concerned with the issues of resource
allocation, but its main focus is exclusively on "financial"
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Its absence is particularly conspicuous in political
science. This is the primary reason why the allocation
problem has been selected as the research subject.
Hopefully, this study will fill in some of the blanks in the
existing literature of political science on this subject,
and provide a conceptual framework for the study of resource

allocation in the social sciences.

1.1 Research Purposes

More specifically, using China and Taiwan as cases, I
intend to study the patterns that can be distinguished in
the principles for allocating goods, and their outcomes.
These patterns consist of explicit, as well as implicit,
principles of distributive justice that can be studied and
evaluated by the theories of justice developed by
philosophers. This study, therefore, has three main
purposes.

The first purpose is to raise and answer descriptive

resources. Alexander Groth and Larry Wade s ggmgg;g;ixg

: Al ati P C a P
E;igr;t;gs (Beverly Hill, CA' Sage Publications, 1987)
investigates the allocation problem of three types of
political systems (Marxist-Leninist, oligarchy, and
polyarchy), but these allocations are assessed in terms of
their "consequences" rather than the allocative principles
behind them. In sum, these works study different aspects of
the allocation problem, but they are far from systematic or
exhaustive.
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questions on various systems of resource allocation of the
two Chinese societies. That is, what principles are
employed to allocate which type of resources in which
political system, which ones are used more frequently than
others, and what are the allocative outcomes?

Secondly, going beyond the descriptive questions, I
would like to address more comparative and theoretical
questions. On the basis of comparisons between the
allocative practices of the two Chinese societies, I plan to
study whether allocative principles are problem-specific,
society-specific, or both, or neither.* In other words,
whether the principles employed are dependent on the nature
of the goods in question, or that each political system has
developed a general principle from its unique "ethos" and
political ideologies by which all types of goods, despite
their differences in nature, are allocated uniformly, or
whether some other factors are in play in shaping these
principles.

In addition to explaining the distributive principles,
I will also address the questions as to why some principles
and mechanisms are used in China and Taiwan in certain
allocation systems, and why they do not use other
alternative principles that are employed in other societies.

As for the outcomes of allocations, I would like to see

4 See Michael Walzer, ibid., and Jon Elster, Local

ngrggng. Neﬁ York: Russell SageAFoundétion,7199é.‘
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whether or not the allocative outcomes of one resource are
influenced by prior allocations of other resources
correlated with the resource in question.

Thirdly, I hope that this study can illustrate the
contrast between the "empirical" and the "normative" aspects
of resource allocation. The need to answer the question as
to "on what basis should social goods be distributed" has
led contemporary philosophers to develop systematic theories
of distributive justice. Such global theories of justice
provide a normative aspect of resource allocation,
expounding ideal principles that ought to be adopted in
order to have a just allocation. This is different from
what is actually occurring in practice in resource
allocation. Using China and Taiwan as cases, I hope, on the
one hand, to enhance our understanding of the allocative
ideals of these global theories by examining the allocative
practices of the two Chinese societies, and, on the other
hand, the Chinese practices can be evaluated in the light of
these theories.

However, this study is not going to be a statistical
testing of empirical evidence which conclusively
demonstrates the superiority of one theory over the other
through a deductive, hypothesis-testing process. What I
intend to do is simply to conduct a comparative study on
some actual problems of allocation in order to obtain
theoretical insight into the nature of a variety of

distributive theories.



1.2 Research Design

In this section the research design of this study will
be specified and justified. The key research question in
this study is what kinds of distributive principles and
mechanisms are employed to allocate what kinds of resources
at what times and places. Thus, the research design
includes the methodological choices of the societies, and
the goods and the time period to be dovered in the study.
In addition, the data sources of this study will be
introduced before we turn to the comparative method.

Generally speaking, the empirical study of resource
allocation can be pursued along three dimensions.® First,
we can list various principles of allocation. Second, we
can enumerate societies in which scarce goods have been
allocated formally by institutions. Along the last
dimension we can examine a variety of goods to be allocated.
The selection of societies and goods to be studied presents
a main methodological choice for the project. To permit
full scope for comparative research, a larger research
framework, ideally, will consider a wide range of societies
and a great number of allocative problems with each of the
selected societies. However, this is infeasible in

practice. In order to do in-depth studies of various

5 Jon Elster, Local Justice. Unpublished manuscript (Talk
at University of Cambridge, March 13, 1989), p. 16.
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allocative problems one has to limit the number of societies

and problem areas. In this study I intend to study two

allocative problems within two societies.

1.2.1 The Two Societies

This study will investigate resource allocation in
China and Taiwan. The pattern of resource allocation in
China, as a whole, will make a special contribution to the
subject of resource allocation for the following reason:
being the most populous agrarian society (with one-fifth of
the world’s population) and one of the oldest civilizations
on earth, China has had to deal with the problem of
allocating scarce resources more actively and formally than
most societies. It is hoped that selecting China as the
society to be studied would provide a more exhaustive
picture of this global problem.

Moreover, as a divided nation, China provides a sound
basis for a comparative study of the allocation problem.
Since 1949 China has split into two political entities:
People’s Republic of China on the Mainland and Republic of
China on Taiwan. The former is a Marxist-Leninist regime
with a command economy, while the latter is a nationalist
oligarchy with state capitalism. Hopefully, the comparisons
of allocative practices between the two Chinas would
exemplify the differences in allocating resources between
regimes of these two types. Hence, not only can China as a

whole offer a sound case for studying this subject, but
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China as a divided nation also provides the basis for a
comparative study. It would be reasonable to expect
research findings obtained from the two Chinas to shed more
light on the allocation problem than findings from research

of other societies.

1.2.2 The Goods

There are many crucial allocative problems that request
our research attentions, namely, educational opportunity,
public offices, land, housing, military service, tax,
medical goods, social welfare, and so on. These policy
areas are important because they are the sectors in which
contemporary national governments (socialist as well as non-
socialist) have carved out important functions. Throughout
history, the market has been one of the most important
mechanisms for the distribution of social goods, but it has
never been a complete distribution system. Since some goods
are often regarded as vital social goods for individuals’
social life, besides allowing them to be allocated through
the market place, governments, especially socialist ones,
have played key roles in allocation to ensure the basic
provisions of these vital social goods.

Distinguished from other types of policies (e.g.,
regulatory policies), the policy areas mentioned above can
be categorized as distributive policies involving the
distribution of services or benefits to particular segments

of the population--individuals, groups, classes, and
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communities.® Although the tax and military service
policies distribute burdens instead of goods,’ since the
exemption from such burdens can always be viewed as a good,®

I presume they also belong to the family of distributive
policies.

Ideally, all important policy areas should be studied
to permit full scope for systematic research, but due to
resource constraints, my study would concentrate on two
policy areas that I think are of greater importance. They
are allocations of higher educational resources and public
offices. Why are these two policy areas more important than
others? To quote T. H. Marshall on the importance of
education: "The man with the third-class ticket who later
feels entitled to claim a seat in the first-class carriage
will not be admitted, even if he is prepared to pay the

difference".’ As the ticket to a life-time journey, a

¢ James E. Anderson, Public Policymaking. Boston, MA:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1990, p. 11. Though Anderson labels

American policies of income tax, Medicare and Medicaid, War on
Poverty as "redistributive" policies, in my opinion they are
merely a special sort of distributive policies, so long as
they are concerned with the distributions of goods by
governments.

7 But, in countries with professional armed forces, the
military service policy is not to distribute burdens to the
citizens, but is implemented on a voluntary basis. It is
interesting to note that the military service policy in China
is to distribute goods to qualified citizens while in Taiwan
it is a compulsory policy distributing burden to the eligible.

' See Jon Elster, op. cit., p. 19.
® T. H. Marshall, e

, London, U.K.: Heinemann, 1963, p. 113, cited from
Arnold J. Heidenheimer; Hugh Heclo; and Carolyn Teich Adams,
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school diploma can decide not only where but also when one
can sit. A college diploma is undoubtedly of greater
influence when the seating arrangement is made.

In addition to symbolizing one’s social status, higher
education is also an important instrument for socio-economic
mobility, enabling a person to continuously upgrade his/her
seat during the long journey to the top. This is because
that in terms of resource allocation, higher educational
resources would have a positive effect on the consequent
allocations of many other desirable resources.

The primary higher educational resource investigated in
this study is spaces in colleges and universities and,
therefore, the admission policy of higher education in both
China and Taiwan is the first targeted policy area in this
study. However, there are other resource allocation issues
in the system of higher education that also involve
applications of various principles of allocation. Focusing
on each school as the unit of analysis, we can study the
allocation of higher education budget, resources of faculty
(e.g., faculty/student ratio) among various levels, types
and fields in higher education. Focusing on each student as
the unit of analysis, we can examine not only who gets
admitted, but also who receives fellowships and other types
of financial aid. These allocation issues are not less

interesting than the college admission policy, but, in

comparative Public Policy, New York: St. Martin’s Press, p.
23.
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addition to the admission policy, the only data available
after a systematic search are on the allocation of
fellowships.!® In other words, in the following chapter on
Chinese higher education, we will only study two allocation
issues, admission and fellowship, both of which concentrate
on individuals (students) as the unit of analysis, whereas,
for lack of data, other allocation issues with schools being
the unit of analysis will not be examined.!

The allocation of public offices is vital in that
people often gain access to scarce resources, mostly
economic ones, because of their formal political influences
and informal connections. Both of these are attached to
public offices, especially to high-ranking positions. 1In
China, for example, cadres are always preferentially treated
in the allocation of scarce consumer goods, medical goods,
housing, education, and the like. 1In short, if the causally

linked domains of allocation could be regarded as a pyramid-

1 only china, not Taiwan, has a nationwide, unified
fellowship system, administrated by the State Commission of
Education, for which all college students are eligible to
apply. There is no comparable counterpart in Taiwan where the
fellowships, except for the fellowship granted to all students
in the normal colleges and universities, are neither unified
nor administrated by the government but provided by the
private sector. Since Taiwan’s allocation of fellowships is
basically not a public policy issue, it will not be researched
in this study.

' Actually, the data on faculty/student ratio of various
types of colleges and universities are available, and I have
tried to run some statistical tests on it. Nonetheless, the
association is statistically insignificant (p=.22099, n=60).
If all the data are available, we should run school budget
rather than faculty/student ratio against school type because
the ratio is profoundly affected by the budget.
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like structure, both higher education and public offices are
resources atop the pyramid. Interestingly, these two
allocative problems are also interrelated, especially in
China, in a way that parental political status may affect
children’s access to educational resources, and one’s
educational background is decisive when he/she is competing
for public offices.

Furthermore, we can discuss the importance of the two
allocative issues of higher educational spaces and public
offices in the light of Jon Elster’s theoretical framework
of local justice. He contends that allocative issues may be
classified according to the presence or absence of scarcity,
indivisibility, and homogeneity. A good is scarce if there
is not enough of it to satisfy all individuals, indivisible
if it is impossible for more than one person to receive it,
and heterogeneous if its units are distinguishable. He
further notes that the above three dichotomous distinctions
yield a total of eight possible cases, of which only scarce
and non-scarce but heterogeneous goods pose allocative
problems,'? In other words, the presence of either scarcity
or heterogeneity is strong enough to suggest the allocation
issue of the good in question is a critical problem of
allocation.

Unquestionably, the two resources targeted in this

study are scarce, indivisible, and heterogeneous. The fact

2 For a complete account of the three distinctions and
eight possible combinations, see Jon Elster (1992), pp. 21-24.
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that both higher education spaces and public offices are
scarce in quantity requires no further discussion. They are
also indivisible because it is impossible for more than one
person to receive either resource. We cannot imagine a case
in which one person participates in courses in the first
half of the semester while another person participates in
the second half, nor a case in which two or more persons can
occupy one single position in the government.

The heterogeneous nature of the two resources requires
some discussions. The spaces in colleges and universities
are heterogeneous because they may be equal in quantity but
their units are distinguishable in quality. The quality of
the education students receive from a elitist university
(e.g., Peking University or National Taiwan University) is
definitely superior to that from a third-class regional
college, and even the education offered by two elitist
universities (or two third-class colleges) may not be
indistinguishable. This heterogeneous nature can be also
found in the resource of public offices, whose units are
also distinguishable because applicants are recruited to
serve in different levels and types of governmental
agencies.

From the above discussions, we recognize that these two
resources are not only scarce but also heterogeneous.

Therefore, the issues of their allocation pose the core
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cases of locai justice, or local justice stricto sensu.?
Undoubtedly, it is more useful to consider core cases than
peripheral cases in which resources in question are either
non-scarce (e.g., suffrage) or homogeneous (e.g., energy).

Aside from being socially and theoretically important,
the two resources are chosen also because they are the ones
with relatively easily accessible data. 1In both China and
Taiwan, also true in other societies, data sources of higher
education and public offices are more systematically
recorded than that of most other resources such as medical

goods and housing.

1.2.3 Time Period

This study will examine resource allocation in China
and Taiwan from 1949 to the present. The choice of this
time period is apparent for China because the People’s
Republic of China was not established until October 1949.
However, the choice of the period for Taiwan requires some
justification because the Nationalist rule in Taiwan is
regarded as a continuation of the Republican China regime
between 1911 and 1949.

Defeated in the Chinese civil war by the Communists on
the mainland, the Nationalist forces fled to Taiwan in 1949.
Since then, the Nationalist regime has been known de jure as

the Republic of China, which is the same national title as

3 Taken from Jon Elster’s words, see ibid., p. 27.
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used during the Republican period. But the Republic of
China on Taiwan is de facto different from the Republic of
China on the mainland (between 1911 and 1949) in many
respects, including the people and territory under its
ruling, the sovereignty it previously enjoyed in the
international system, and even the composition of the
nationalist ruling class itself. Thus, although the regime
in Taiwan is not necessary a brand new one, the year 1949
definitely served as a watershed separating two distinctive
periods of the Nationalist rule in modern Chinese history.
In addition, for comparative purposes, the choice of the

same period of time is methodologically sound.

1.2.4 Data Sources

The primary data sources we will be drawing upon are 1)
original legal and administrative documents published by the
governments for detailed descriptions of the allocative
issues (most of which were published only in Chinese); 2)
secondary reports and commentaries in Chinese newspapers
based in China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong; 3) relevant studies
and commentaries published in Chinese or English for
institutional history; and 4) various statistical yearbooks
published by both governments for distributive outcomes.
The data chapters of China’s higher education and Taiwan’s
higher education and public offices are primarily based upon
first-hand, original documents. Whereas, for lack of

accessible first-hand documents, the China’s cadre chapter
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is written with primary reference to newspaper clippings and
secondary sources. This unfortunate data source problem
will not affect the overall credibility of this chapter but
will affect its originality.

In sum, there will be four data chapters in this study,
dealing with the two allocation issues in both China and
Taiwan. These data chapters are valuable in terms of their
contributions not only to the theories of distributive
justice but also to the fields of Chinese and Taiwanese
studies. This is because there has been no systematic study
of the distributive principles, mechanisms and, to a certain
degree, outcomes involved in China’s cadre system, Taiwan’s
civil service system, and the higher educational systems in
both China and Taiwan. Studies on the two Taiwanese
allocation systems and the Chinese fellowship system are
conspicuously absent. Thus, even without linking these data
chapters to the distributive theories, they may be still

valuable to themselves.

1.3 Comparative Method

Using China and Taiwan as case studies, we intend to
use the comparative method to explore the allocative
problems in this study. Like other research approaches, the
comparative method is not without problems. As Arend

Lijphart observes, the principal problems facing this
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research method are: "many variables, small number of
cases".* He also argues that "if at all possible one
should generally use the statistical method instead of the
weaker comparative method."'® But, he further contends,
"given the inevitable scarcity of time, energy, and
financial resources, the intensive comparative analysis Qf a
few cases may be more promising than a more superficial
statistical analysis of many cases."'

From the above arises one of the principal
methodological questions concerning this study: that is
whether or not it is possible to conduct a statistical
analysis, superficial or otherwise, on the allocative
problems. This question can be answered by examining
whether we could have "the cases" required for a statistical
analysis.

If we choose a variety of societies as cases for a
cross-cultural, inter-system analysis, given the scarcity of
any close research precedents (especially, the descriptive
ones) on other societies, we can hardly do any statistical
analysis, at least at the present stage, on the research
development of this subject.

If we turn to intra-system units as the cases for a

4  Arend Lijphart, "Comparative Politics and the
Comparative Method." American Political Science Review. 65
(Sept. 1971): p. 685.

5 Idenm.

16 Tdem.
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statistical analysis, we could focus on the recipients to
which the resources in question are allocated within a
particular society. Scarce resources could be allocated to
either individuals or non-individuals (e.g., institutions,
schools, administrative districts, and so on). In the
system of higher education, the recipients could be either
individuals who get admitted into colleges, or colleges and
academic fields that receive educational funding. Whereas
in the system of public offices, perhaps the recipients have
to be individuals who are recruited into the cadre system in
China or the civil service system in Taiwan. In both
systems of allocation in both societies, it is conceivable
that data sources on individual recipients are only
available at the macro level (e.g., 45% of admitted students
are females). As a result, it is very unlikely to conduct
an individual-based, intra-system statistical analysis at
this moment. In the system of higher education, focusing on
each school or academic field as the unit of analysis, we
can study the allocation of higher education budget, per
student spending, faculty/student ratio among various
levels, types and fields in higher education. However,
after a systematic search, the only data sources available
are faculty/student ratios of various types of colleges and

universities.!

7 As indicated in note #11 of this chapter, I have tried
to run some statistical tests on it. Nonetheless, the
association is statistically insignificant (p=.22099, n=60).
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Given the data constraints discussed above, it is,
therefore, very difficult, if not impossible, to do a
statistical analysis of the subject at this moment.
Moreover, even if there is no data problem, it is likely
that our statistical data analysis would not be well theory-
informed for lack of a strong theoretical construction on
the subject of resource allocation.

Regardless of how my choice of using the comparative
method instead of the statistical method can be justified,
this study will not be as promising as the one Lijphart
refers to, because only two cases--China and Taiwan-are
selected. However, the selection of China and Taiwan is
very much consistent with the "most similar systems"
design.!* In this regard, the two Chinese societies may
constitute an optimal sample for comparative inquiry.

According to Przeworski and Teune, if any difference is
found among the most similar systems, there are two
theoretical implications: "1) the factors that are common to
the countries are irrelevant in determining the behavior
being explained....." and "2) any set of variables that
differentiates these systems in a manner corresponding to
the observed differences of behavior can be considered as

explaining these patterns of behavior.""” Applying these

'* Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune,

. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,
1970, pp. 32-34.

¥ 1pid., p. 34.
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implications ﬁo this study, once any difference in
allocative principles is found between China and Taiwan, one
may assert that 1) the common historical, cultural, and
ethnic backgrounds shared by China and Taiwan are irrelevant
in determining the different principles being used, and 2)
the difference in political ideologies and economic
institutions between the two can be considered as explaining
the observed differences in allocative principles. This is
the advantage of selecting China and Taiwan, though the two
cases are a small sample for comparative inquiry.

In sum, the comparative analysis in this research will
serve as the first stage of research of this subject, in
which possible hypotheses with more or less vague notions
could be formulated. In this sense, the two case studies in
this comparative analysis can be viewed as "hypothesis-
generating case studies".?” Any future statistical analysis
of this subject will serve as the second stage, in which the
formulated hypotheses can be empirically tested in a much

larger sample of cases.

2 For various types of case studies, see Arend Lijphart,
op. cit., p. 692.
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1.4 Research Organization

In the following chapters, I will study the patterns
that can be distinguished in the mechanisms and principles
employed by the governments of China and Taiwan to allocate
resources of higher education and public offices. These
patterns consist of explicit, as well as implicit,
principles of distributive justice that can be used to
enhance our understanding of a variety of theories of
distributive justice developed by social philosophers.

Chapter two begins with a discussion of two kinds of
distributive theories: global and local theories. Global
theories contain three major contemporary theories of
distributive justice, all attempting to provide theoretical
justifications to any distribution system from a global
perspective; they are John Rawls’s theory of justice as
fairness, Nozick’s libertarian theory, and utilitarianism.
Local theories consist of two competing models of allocative
principles (i.e., they are system- or resource-specific) and
a variety of local principles of justice that aim to solve
specific distributive problems. This will be followed by a
presentation of a series of research qdestions, including
descriptive, comparative, analytical and theoretical
questions.

Chapters three through six are four data chapters of
this paper, examining the allocative practices of resources

of higher education and public offices in contemporary China
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and Taiwan. 1In each of these data chapters the level of
scarcity of the targeted resource will first be discussed,
followed by discussions on the mechanisms and principles
used to allocate this particular resource over time.

Specifically, chapter three discusses the Chinese
allocation system of higher educational resources. The
mechanisms and principles employed in the admission system
will be first investigated during three period of time,
namely, the pre-Cultural Revolution period between 1949-
1966, the decade of the Cultural Revolution from 1966 to
1976, and during the post-Cultural Revolution period from
1976 to the present. The key mechanism employed in
allocating Chinese higher educational spaces has been the
college entrance examination, except for the period of the
Cultural Revolution when the examination system was
abolished and replaced by a mechanism of recommendation
system favoring the proletarian class. In this chapter both
mechanisms will be explored. 1In addition, preferential
policies in favor of five groups of people who possess
special performance and/or background will also be studied
in this chapter. It will investigate the extent to which
the principles involved in these preferential policies
deviate from the mainstream principles that prevailed during
the post-Cultural Revolution period.

Next, the allocation issue in the Chinese system of
fellowships will also be explored in this chapter to see how

the distributive principles used in the system evolved
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through time.

Chapter four analyzes how the government in Taiwan
allocates higher educational resources. Since the chief
mechanism used over the past 40 years has always been the
college entrance examination, the main focus of this chapter
is on a variety of preferential policies behind the
examination system. 1In total, eight groups of applicants
are eligible to receive preferential treatment. The
detailed background and socio-political consequences of
these eight policies will be closely examined in this
chapter.

Chapter five deals with the Chinese allocation system
of cadre positions. It begins with a thorough introduction
to the Chinese cadre system, focusing on the scarcity of the
resource of cadreship. This will be followed by an
examination of six distinctive mechanisms used to allocate
this resource, including an appointment system,
investigation, invitation, advertising, examination, and
election. The principles involved will also be studied for
the periods before, during, and after the Cultural
Revolution.

Chapter six focuses on Taiwan’s civil service systemn.
It first introduces and assesses Taiwan’s complicated civil
service examination system and, then, examines numerous
preferential policies that favor applicants such as
mainlanders, overseas Chinese, and veterans.

In the above four chapters (three through six), the
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distributive outcomes of each allocation system (two in
China and two in Taiwan) will be examined in terms of its
distribution among various socio-economic, ethnic, and
sexual groups.

Chapter seven is a comparative one, in which China’s
higher educational and cadre systems will be compared to its
counterparts in Taiwan in terms of mechanisms, principles,
and outcomes of allocation. Also, historical, cultural, and
political roots of the similarities and differences between
China and Taiwan will be examined in this comparative
chapter.

Chapter eight contrasts a variety of global and local
theories of distributive justice with the allocative
practices of the two Chinese societies. While focusing on
the global theories, this chapter will demonstrate the
contrast between the "empirical" and the "normative" aspects
of resource allocation. While concentrating on the local
theories, it will investigate whether the principles
employed are a function of the specific nature of the
resource in question, or the unique ethos of the society in
which the allocation takes place, or some other decisive
factors.

Chapter nine will be a brief concluding chapter,
including a summary of the results of this study, and a

discussion of prospects and directions for future research.



CHAPTER TWO

THEORIES OF DISTRIBUTION

Theories of distribution that are commonly accepted or
implemented can be global or local,! procedural or
substantive.? The first distinction is particularly
relevant to this study, for it represents different levels
of generality of the allocation problem. On the one hand,
global theories of distribution deal with the overall design
of society, with special emphasis on developing a single set
of criteria for all distributions across all moral and
material worlds. On the other hand, local theories of
distribution are concerned with the allocative solution of
specific problems, contending that the distributive justice

is a function of political systems, the goods in question,

1 See Wojciech sSadurski, Giving Desert Its Due.
Dordrecht, Holland: D. Reidel Publishing Company, 1985; Jon
Elster, LQQ2l_QB§Ll22LJEaLIn§Ll1QIlQDE_ALMEEHELEEEQIELQQQQS
and Necessary Burdens. New York: Russell Sage Foundation,

1992; and Bruce Landesman, "Justice: Cosmic or Communal?" in
Kenneth Kipnis and Diana Meyers, Eco : iva

Rights and Public Responsibiljties. Totowa, NJ: Rowman &
Allanheld, 1985.

2 see Wojciech sadurski, ibid. There are some other
typologies similar to the procedural-versus-substantive one,
namely, Alan Gewirth’s antecedentalist versus consequentialist
criteria (“Economic Justice: Concepts and Criteria", in
Kenneth Kipnis & Diana Meyers, 1985); John Arthur and William
Shaw’s deontological versus consequentialist types (Justice
and Economic Distribution. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1978); Allen Buchanan and Deborah Mathieu’s
deontological versus teleological theories ("Philosophy and
Justice", chapter II in Ronald Cohen, ed., Justice. New York:
Plenum Press, 1986); and Morris Silver’s process orlented
versus end-state oriented rules (

Justice. Oxford, U.K.: Basil Blackwell, Inc., 1989).

25
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or other facfors.

Secondly, distributive theories can be either
substantive or procedural. Simply put, substantive justice
is the justice of outcome while procedural justice is the
justice of the process which brings about this outcome. The
former answers the question of distributive justice by
referring to the consequences of the distribution, including
the fulfillment of needs, the maximization of benefits, or
the achievement of equality.) The latter, rather than
justifying a distributive pattern by appealing to its
consequence, takes the adherence to certain moral rules as
essential.* This distinction of substantive versus
procedural may not be so important as the first one of
global versus local. However, while surveying several
global and local theories of distribution in the following
pages, I would like to return to this distinction in an
attempt to distinguish substantive theories from procedural
ones.

In addition to discussions of several theories of
distribution, some research questions derived from these
theories and some methodological considerations of this

study will be addressed at the end of this chapter.

3 Kenneth Kipnis and Diana Meyers, op. cit., p. 13.

4 John Arthur and William Shaw, op. cit., p. 9.
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2.1 Theories of Distribution

2.1.1 Global Theories

A recognition of the need to discover principles of
distributive justice and to relate these principles in a
consistent structure of values has led contemporary
philosophers to develop systematic theories of distributive
justice. There are three major contemporary theories of
distributive justice, all attempting to provide theoretical
justifications to any distribution from a global
perspective: John Rawls’s theory of justice as fairness,
Nozick’s libertarian theory, and utilitarianism.’

2.1.1.1 John Rawls’s Theory of Justice

Among them, the Rawlsian theory of justice has received
the greatest attention. In his well-known work, A Theory of
Justice,® John Rawls is concerned with what principles free
and rational persons would choose to manage their
distributions of social goods, if they found themselves in

an imaginary "original position" for this purpose.’ One

5 uUtilitarianism received its classic formulation by

Jeremy Bentham in the early nineteenth century and was
developed further by John Stuart Mill. Today utilitarianism
remains an underlying assumption of many political programs.

¢ John Rawls, A Theory of Justice. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1971. It is an amplification of a renowned
paper of his: "Distributive Justice" in Peter Laslett and W.
G. Runciman, eds., Philosophy, Politics, and Socjety. 3rd
series, Oxford, U.K.: Basil Blackwell, 1967.

" For details of the "original position", see ibid., pp.
17-22, and Chapter III.



28
crucial feature of the original position is that its
participants (or social contractors) are ignorant (behind a
"veil of ignorance"!) of their personal characteristics and
endowments, and their social positions. Therefore, in
Rawls’s view, they do not have class biases or particular
philosophical perspectives. Nor do they know how any of the
proposed alternatives of distribution will affect their own
interests. His concept of the original position intends to
insure the impartiality of distributive decisions. Rawls
further contends that the conditions of the original
position are fair, and, therefore, the allocative principles
chosen under these conditions have a certain justification.
According to Rawls, the principles that would be chosen are
as follows:

1. The principle of equal liberty: "Each person is to
have an equal right to the most extensive basic liberty
compatible with a similar liberty for others."’

2. The principle of equality of opportunity: "Social
and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they
are both (a) reasonably expected to be to everyone’s
advantage, and (b) attached to positions and offices open to
all."® part (b) means that offices and positions are to be

open to all under conditions of equality of opportunity;

* For details, see ibid., pp. 136-142.
® Ibid., p. 60.

° Tdem.
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that is, individuals should have equal access to these
offices and positions. It would be unjust if these offices
and positions are handed out without publicly known and
approved reasons.

3. The difference principle: Social and economic
inequalities are to be arranged so that they achieve the
greatest benefit for the least advantaged.!'! This princiﬁle
can be regarded as an extension of the second principle.

To be distinguished from the third one, the first two
principles are often referred as Rawls’s "two principles of
justice" or simply the "equality principle".

Three points with respect to Rawls’s principles of
justice need to be addressed. First of all, in his theory
of justice, there is a presumption in favor of equality.
When these principles are in conflict, according to Rawls,
the first principle (of equal liberty) should have priority
over the second, which, in turn, have priority over the
third. Foremost, liberty should be equally distributed
among members of a society, he argues, because liberty is
necessary for the full enjoyment of other goods.?

Secondly, equal opportunity is not a concept without
ambiguity. According to Douglas Rae, it obscures at least

two conceptions: prospect-regarding and means-regarding

" 1bid., pp. 75-80.
2 1bid., pp. 243-251.
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equalities of opportunity.® The former refers to the
notion that each individual has the same probability of
attaining the resource in question. It can be exemplified
in the settings of lottery, bingo, flipping coins, and so
on. The latter refers to the idea that each individual has
the same instruments for attaining the desirable resource,
exemplified in the settings of I.Q. tests, poker games,
boxing matches, etc. When lottery, bingo and flipping coins
are used, people’s talents and other attributes have nothing
to do with the allocative results. Whereas the means-
regarding practices of I.Q. tests, poker games and boxing
matches all provide the same rules and equipment to each
contender. Due to the unequal talents of the contenders, it
is expected that the allocative results would be unequal.!

Between the two conceptions of equal opportunity, it is

noted that Rawls’s principle of equality in opportunity

3 see Douglas Rae, op. cit., pp. 65-68. The following
discussions in this paragraph is also based upon Rae’s
arguments.

¥ In addition to the two versions of equality of
opportunity, there is another interpretation of this ambiguous
concept. That is, under the assumption that equality entitles
people to equal opportunities to compete with others, a
variety of governmental programs are required to ensure that
all individuals start on equal footing before the race for the
goals that they seek in 1life. These programs include
educational assistance, vocational training, and affirmative
action programs. (see Kenneth M. Dolbeare and Linda J.
Medcalf, i o : i i
of the 1990s. second edition, New York: McGraw-Hill, Inc.,
1993, p. 21.) This version of equality of opportunity is not
very different from equality in outcome, which |is
consequential rather than procedural, while Rae’s prospect-
and means-regarding equalities of opportunity focus on
equality in process.
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approximates the means-regarding equality of opportunity
because people should have the same instruments for
attaining offices and positions. 1In practice, we cannot
imagine the allocation of offices and positions being
determined by, for instance, lottery rather than by people’s
talents and other attributes. As Rae says, prospect-
regarding equal opportunity is rare in practice.!®
Lastly, when discussing the reasoning for the
principles, Rawls thinks of the principles as the maximin
solution to the problem of social justice.!®* According to
him, the term "maximin" refers to the "maximum minimorum";
it directs our attention to the worst possible outcomes
under any proposed course of action, and we should make
decisions in this 1ight."
2.1.1.2 Robert Nozick’s Libertarian Theory
John Rawls has indeed provided a theoretical foundation
for contemporary liberalism, which is committed to personal
liberty and to reducing social inequalities. It is not
surprising that he confronts many strong critics from
philosophers outside this political tradition, but, among
his most vigorous opponents has been Robert Nozick, a

libertarian.

5 pouglas Rae, op. cit., p. 66.
16 Ibid., pp. 150-161.
7 Ibid., p. 154.
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In his Aﬁggcng, State, and Utopia,! Nozick presents
perhaps the most important recent account of libertarianism.
As a libertarian, Nozick puts individual liberty at the
center of his theory of justice, but he challenges the
assumption, common to liberal thought, that justice demands
extensive redistribution of social and economic goods.
Nozick contends, in his "entitlement theory"," that an
individual is entitled to his personal talents and
characteristics and to whatever goods he can obtain by using
them, so long as the rights of others are not violated in
the process. 1In other words, he argues, a distribution is
just if it came about by a process in which goods or
properties were acquired through actions that conform to 1)
"the principle of justice in acquisition" and 2) "the
principle of justice in transfer."®

The first principle specifies the ways in which an
individual obtains unowned things without violating anyone
else’s rights, while the second principle states that one
may justly transfer one’s holdings to another through sale,
exchange, or gift and that one is entitled to whatever one
receives, so long as the person from whom one receives it
was entitled to that good. According to his principles of

justice, Nozick is absolutely anti-redistributive so that

'* Robert Nozick, Anarchy, State, and Utopja. New York:
Basic Books, Inc., 1974.

¥ Ibid., pp. 150-153.
% Ibid., p. 151.
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one can expect, for instance, he would deny that the state
may legitimately tax its citizens to accomplish
redistribution of wealth.

Because of their appeal to follow a set of rules, both
Rawls’s and Nozick’s theories are procedural global theories
of justice, as opposed to substantive theories.? The best
known substantive global theory is utilitarianism, which
will be introduced next.

2.1.1.3 Utilitarianism

In the standard version of utilitarianism associated
with Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill, alternative
distributions of objects among individuals are evaluated
entirely in terms of the utility or happiness of the members
of the society.? For utilitarians a just distribution will
be the one which results in the most happiness for society
as a whole--the one maximizing total social utility or
happiness, or, more simply, the one that would do the most
good for the most people. Accordingly, the rightness of a
distributive action or social policy is determined by its
total consequences for all concerned. This makes

utilitarianism a substantive theory of distributive justice.

2l Although Nozick calls Rawls’s theory "end-result"
(Nozick, ibid., pPp. 198-204), Rawls’s concept of justice is a
process view. Deborah Stone provides two good reasons for

this point in her Policy Paradox and Political Reason. Boston,
MA: Scott, Foresman and Company, 1988, p. 43.

2 see Amartya Sen, Commodities and capabilities.
Amsterdam, Holland: North-Holland, 1985, pp. 157-158, cited
from Morris Silver, Foundatijons of Economic Justice. Oxford,
U.K.: Basil Blackwell, 1989, p. 135.
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Aside from this difference (of substantive versus
procedural), utilitarianism differs from Rawlsian theory in
that it is ready to allow some sacrifice to certain
individuals for the sake of the greater good of all, and may
also allow certain limitations of personal freedom which
would be ruled out by Rawlsian principles.? An
utilitarianist view differs from Nozick’s in that, among
other reasons, an utilitarian would hold that a
redistribution of the means to produce happiness is right if
it maximizes total social happiness, which is against

Nozick’s libertarian theory.*

2.1.2 Local Theories

Global theories of distribution are concerned with the
overall design of human society, with special emphasis on
developing a single set of criteria for all distribution.
But, any one with a practical sense may argue that it is
difficult and also impractical for us to accurately perceive
a complex whole and, therefore, there is no need for us to
derive our distributive principles from attempts to view
society as a whole. Rather, the distribution of social
goods should be examined in the light of principles solidly
founded at the micro level. This is the reasoning behind

B gee J. J. C. Smart, "Distributive Justice and
Utilitarianism." in John Arthur and William Shaw, op. cit.,
PP. 103-115.

# Ibid, p. 113.
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local theories of distribution.

In his Local Justice,” Jon Elster provides a
theoretical foundation for the idea of "local" justice. He
contends that the term "local" has three meanings. First of
all, "the word refers to the fact that different
institutional sectors use different substantive principles
of allocation."?” Later, he suggests a different meaning:
"allocative principles and practices can differ across
countries, as well as across arenas."” At this point, he
further argues that "Thus we can ask questions such as the
following: is the allocation of medical resources in France
(or China) more similar to the allocation of medical
resources in the United States (or Taiwan) or to the
allocation of university places in France (or China)? More
generally, to what extent is allocation goods-specific and
to what extent is it country-specific?"?® Next, he proposes
the third sense of "local": the allocative practices within.
a given arena in a given country are not uniform because
local centers may "apply their own variants of the general

scheme."?®

3 Jon Elster, ustice:
. 1992, Also see his

Scarce Goods and Necessary Burdens
Solomonic Judgements. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge Univer51ty
Press, 1989, pp. 67-92.

¥ Jon Elster, Local Justice. p. 3.
7 Idenm.
% Tdem.

¥ Idem.
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Michael Walzer'’s Spheres of Justjice introduces a
conception of local justice similar to that of Elster. He
contends that "there has never been a single criterion, or a
single set of interconnected criteria, for all
distribution;'.30 He further argues, "it is the meaning of
goods that determines their movement. Distributive criteria
and arrangements are intrinsic not to the good-in-itself but
to the social good. ... All distribution is just or unjust
relative to the social meanings of the goods at stake."¥

Based on Elster and Walzer’s ideas of local justice, we
can develop two competing models of local principles of
allocation:

(1) Principle is system-specific: each political system
has developed one general principle from its "ethos" by
which all types of goods, despite their differences in
nature, are allocated uniformly. That is, ethos is the
determinant of the principle of allocation. One of the
logical derivations of this model is that the distributive
justice would be more global than local if most political
systems share the same ethos.

This model would be weakened if it is observed that
various goods of a given society are allocated by different
principles.

(2) Principle is goods-specific: it is the nature of

¥ Michael Walzer, Spheres of Justice. New York: Basic
Books, Inc., 1983, p. 4.

3% Ibid., pp. 8-9.
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the good in question that determines the principle of
allocation. Therefore, any given political system would
operate several, rather than one, principles to allocate
goods with various natures, and for a given good the
distributive principle would be universal across time and
places (systems). The principle would be as well system-
specific if, though impossible in reality, all goods in one
system share the same nature.

This model would be discreditéd if it is found that a
given good is allocated by different principles in different
settings.

Lastly, according to local theories, a variety of local
principles of justice have evolved to solve specific
distributive problems. They are principles of:%

(1) need: resources are often given to those who need them
most;

(2) productivity: goods are allocated to those who can
produce the greatest benefit;

(3) absolute equality: goods that can be divided without

losing their values are often divided equally among all

32 The following 1list of distributive principles is
primarily based upon Jon Elster, Local Justice. the book,
1992, chapter III; and Local Justjce. Unpublished manuscript,
1987, pp. 3-4. Two other books also contribute to this list:
Nicholas Rescher, Distributive Justice: A Constructive

itique i i r istri ion. New York:
Bobbs-Merrill, 1966 (esp. chapter 1IV), and Douglas Rae,
Egualities. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1981.
There are many other complicated principles introduced in
Elster’s book; for details of these principles and their
meanings, see chapter III.
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applicants;

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)
(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

lotteries: goods that can not be divided without losing
values are often allocated by a lottery which gives all
applicants an equal chance;

rotation: goods are sometimes allocated by having

everyone take turns, according to a predetermined order;

queuing: scarce goods are often allocated on a first-
come, first-served basis;
seniority: allocation gives importance to the passing
time;
merit: good is allocated to those who deserve it;
contribution: allocated according to earlier
contributions;
status: allocated according to one’s age, gender,
sexual orientation, race, mental features, nobility,
caste, occupation, religion, literacy, civil status,
family status, residence status, and so on;
market: resources are left to be allocated by private
sectors through the market place;
influence: sometimes, scarce goods are distributed to
those who have political power or informal connection;
correct thinking: soﬁe times, people are awarded for
their ideological or religious attitudes; and
mixed principles: in many actual cases several

principles can be combined and mixed in numerous ways.
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2.1.3 Causal Chains of Distributive Outcomes

Any theory of distribution will be incomplete without
considering the outcomes of allocation. For this sake,
Douglas Rae proposes a model of causally linked domains of
allocation, which states that the outcome of one allocation
is affected not only by the principle being applied but also
the antecedent allocations of other resources (e.g., wealth,
political influence, connection, and genetic advantages)
and/or some fixed individuals’ characteristics (e.qg.,
loyalty to the regime, race, and gender.)® Thus, the
application of the principle of equality does not
necessarily lead to equal outcomes, because previous
allocations of other goods could make the outcomes less
equal.

One can derive several hypotheses from Rae’s causal
strings of allocation:

(a) . Resource allocation is discriminating against
those people who are economically poor and/or politically
uninfluential.

(b) . Resource allocation is discriminating against
those people who are minority and/or female.

These outcome-related hypotheses &nd both theories of
distribution will be examined in the light of allocative

practices of the two Chinas.

3 pouglas Rae, ibid., pp. 61-62. Michael Walzer has
similar discussions on the causal strings of allocation in his

Spheres of Justice, pp. 10-13.
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2.2 Research Query

More specifically, this study attempts to answer one
set of questions on how the two Chinese governments allocate
resources, and another set of questions on how the Chinese
allocative practices correspond to the theories of

distributive justice.

2.2.1 Descriptive Questions

The first set contains descriptive questions on the two
systems of resource allocation. That is, what principles
are employed to allocate what types of resources in the two
Chinese regimes in the past four decades, and which ones are
used more frequently than others over time? Would we find,
for instance, that the Nationalist government employs the
principles of equality and need in some cases, but merit,
efficiency, and productivity in other cases? Moreover, does
the principle change not only from case to case, but also
over time? 1In allocating these resources, how often are the
"consequentialist" principles of need, public utility, and
productivity being used, compared to the principle of
equality, and mixed principles? 1In addition to allocation
by the principles of distributive justice, we also want to
know whether any resource is left to be allocated through
the market place, or the more political process of

bargaining.
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2.2.2 Comparative and Theoretical Questions

Going beyond the descriptive questions, this study will
also address more theoretical questions. It will contrast
the theories of distribution with Chinese practices of
allocation.

Since the normative arguments of the global theories
attempt to prescribe, rather than describe, the distributive
problems, they are untestable in form. What I would like to
do is to study how the Chinese allocative experiences
theoretically correspond to them. 1In so doing, I will ask
the following questions: can we identify a single or a fixed
set of allocative principles (which is the common ground
shared by the three global theories) from the Chinese
practices, if any, what are they, and which of the three
normative theories is theoretically more congruent with the
practices and why?

There are three questions concerning the local
principles of allocation. First, why is a particular
principle employed by a particular institution in a
particular society at a particular time and place to
allocate a particular good?* Can we identify the
historical, cultural, and socio-political roots of these
principles? Are they part of the legacies of China’s
imperial past, or are they products of conscious borfowing

from the West, or are they an unintended mixture? Second,

¥ This question is derived from Jon Elster (1992) , op.
cit., p. 135.
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focusing on one political system at a time, I will ask a
related question of whether there is a specific "ethos" of
allocation in this society; and if so, whether it is based
upon a confucian hierarchical order and benevolent
paternalism in the two Chinese societies, or Communist
egalitarianism in China, or Dr. Sun Yat-sen’s "Three
Principles of the People" in Taiwan, or the more
growth-oriented state capitalism of Newly Industrializing
Countries (NICs), and why this is the case? That is,
whether or not the principles are system-specific. Third, I
will also ask whether there is a specific principle (e.g.,
merit) used to allocate a particular type of resource (e.g.,
educational resources and civil service recruitment) in both
China and Taiwan in the past forty years; that is, whether
the principles are problem-specific. Finally, if the
principles are neither society-specific nor
problem-specific, then I will see whether or not there are
other allocative patterns that can be identified, and how
they correspond to the theory of distributive justice.

Focusing on the comparisons between China and Taiwan,
this project will, more specifically, investigate the
following sets of questions.

(1) If the principles are system-specific, given that

China has become a divided country for four decades, do
China and Taiwan share the same principles that have
dominated their allocative practices? If the answer is yes,

then I will further inquire whether this is due to the fact
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that the divergence in political ideologies is overwhelmed
by cultural similarities or because of other reasons (e.g.,
foreign influences, and socialist ingredients in the "Three
Principles of People"). If the answer is no (i.e., each of
the two regimes has its own distinctive, society-specific
principles), then I want to investigate whether that is
because the common historical and cultural backgrounds
shared by the two Chinese societies have been overwhelmed by
their divergent political ideologies, or because they have
very specific practical political cohsiderations upon which
their allocative decisions have been based. If their common
backgrounds are indeed outweighed by their divergent
political ideologies, I would like to examine the extent to
which their political ideologies have guided the allocative
practices.

(2) If the principles are not society-specific, are
they problem-specific? If so, are there any significant
differences between China and Taiwan? That is, are the same
allocative problems in China and Taiwan solved in different
ways? Can these differences, if there are any, be
attributed to the ideological confrontation which existed
between the two Chinese governments in the past forty years?

(3) If the principles are neither society-specific nor
problem-specific, are there any identifiable patterns of
resource allocations of the two Chinas?

As for the outcome of allocation, I would like to

inquire whether the outcomes of one allocation is affected
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by the previous allocations of other resources and in what
way (for example, whether or not one’s chance to be
recruited as a civil servant is affected by one’s family and
educational background). Furthermore, I will identify the
beneficiaries and victims of the uneven distribution of
resources (caused by Rae’s causal chains of allocation), and
also explore the political consequences of this inequality
and the governments’ responses to it.

To mitigate unequal distribution of resources,
governments often adopt some remedial policies (e.g.,
affirmative action in the United States) which are against
the principle of meritocratic equality. But these
preferential policies may generate more equal distribution
of outcomes. The effects and political implications of
these preferential policies will also be investigated in
this study.

Finally, on the basis of the above comparative and
theoretical questions, we can specify the hypotheses and
variables involved in the study. Actually, the following
discussion is a methodological note that should be included
in the research design section in chapter one. We choose to
discuss these hypotheses and variables here simply because
they would be better specified after the introduction of the
above research questions.

Briefly put, this study is expected to throw light on
the following three theoretical queries derived from

theories of distributive justice: 1) whether the principles
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of distributive justice are "global" or "local" in the cases
examined; 2) whether the principles are system-specific or
goods-specific; and 3) whether or not Douglas Rae’s causally
linked domains of allocation has any empirical credibility.
Clearly, the key variables are the two explained variables
of allocative principle and outcome, and several explanatory
variables such as political system, good, social class,
race, and gender.

Before we proceed to discuss the variables, it should
be noted that, as mentioned in chapter one, this study is
not going to be a statistical testing which conclusively
proves the supremacy of one theory over the other through a
deductive, hypothesis-testing process. Rather, it merely
seeks to shed some light on the theories through a
comparative examination on the practices of allocation.

Among the variables mentioned above, the variable of
principle deserves closer attention. As indicated earlier,
there are various local principles of allocation; each
principle emphasizes one aspect of the distributive justice.
One question that arises is how we will know which principle
is used in a certain allocative problem? The main sources
we rely on for examination are 1) legai and administrative
documents published by the governments in which the
principle to be used is sometimes self-proclaimed; and 2)
policy-related studies and commentaries of the institutional
history of the researched policy area for not only its

historical background, evolution, but also its outcome and
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impact. The second type of sources can help us identify the
involved principles from a large context.

Another related question is how we know the self-
proclaimed principles in legal documents (policy outputs)
match the allocative practices (policy outcomes)? To find
out whether this indeed is the case, we plan to look through
relevant case studies for actual administrative practice
(policy implementation) and outcomes to make sure the
proclaimed principles have been applied, or to determine the
real principles involved.

Outcomes of allocation (or who gets what), the second
explained variable, can be analyzed through statistical
reports and relevant studies on the researched policy areas.

The explanatory variables of the types of system and
good have been specified earlier in chapter one. These two
variables plus the variable of principle constitute a three-
dimensional research matrix for this study.

As for other explanatory variables, social class is
both politically and economically defined in China, while it
has mainly economical meaning in Taiwan. In both societies,
social class and two other variables--race and gender--are
quite concrete and they are often specified in
administrative documents, relevant studies, and statistical
reports. When referring to these sources, though examples
from subnational levels of governments will also be drawn

upon, the primary focus will be on the central governments.



CHAPTER THREE

HIGHER EDUCATION IN CHINA

As one of the vital social goods for social life,
education has always been the policy area in which
contemporary governments have carved out important
functions. Governments of all kinds, democratic and non-
democratic alike, play a key role in allocating educational
resources to insure their basic provisions to the people.
China is no exception. |

Throughout the history of the People’s Republic of
China, education has always been of the most important
policy areas that receive priority attention from the top
leaders. Before the late 1970s, especially during the
period of the Cultural Revolution, education was viewed as a
redistributive mechanism that favored the proletarian
classes (of workers, peasants, and soldiers).

With the death of Mao Tse-tung and the fall of the Gang
of Four (four radical leaders led by Chiang Ch’ing, Mao’s
wife) in 1976, and the dramatic return to power of Teng
Hsiao-p’ing in 1978, Chinese politics embarked upon a new
era. These political changes have brought about drastic and
significant changes in a variety of Chinese policies in the
drive toward the "four modernizations" (in agriculture,
industry, science and technology, and defense). Perhaps the
most dramatic changes have taken place in China’s

educational policy, especially in higher education. Not

47
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many other issues drew comparable attention in the 1977-78
campaign to rebuke the "Gang of Four", and few other sphere
of public policies since Mao’s death was so quick to be
overhauled. In the post-Mao era higher education has been
seen as vital to economic success; it is viewed more as a
developmental tool than as a redistributive mechanism that
favored the proletarian classes during the Cultural
Revolution.

To explore the Chinese allocation system of the higher
educational resources, this chapter will study the scarcity
of the resources in China, the mechanisms and principles
employed by the state to allocate them, and the allocation
outcomes.

As indicated in chapter one, the resources analyzed in
this chapter primarily refer to spaces in colleges and
universities, but our analysis of higher educational
resources should not be limited to only general college
admission policy. After investigating the allocation of
college spaces in the first four sections, we will turn to
another resource that is allocated to students who have won

the spaces: college fellowships.

3.1 Scarcity of Higher Educational Resources

For the entire Maoist period in China, college students

enjoyed free tuition, and even free room and board during
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their study. Moreover, they were guaranteed jobs after
graduation. Usually, college graduates were recruited as
low-ranking cadres through an appointment system (the
details of which will be discussed in chapter five).
Therefore, higher education has become so attractive and
desirable that almost every high school graduate wishes to
get into colleges and universities after graduation.
However, like in most other societies, higher educational
resources in China are always scarce.

Before discussing the degree of scarcity of the higher
educational resources, we must first give a brief
introduction to the Chinese higher education system. Before
1949, when the People’s Republic of China was established,
the higher education system was composed of both private and
public institutions. After 1949, all institutions of higher
learning were nationalized and reorganized in order to
adjust higher education to China’s socialist goals of
development and modernization.!

Since the early 1950s, there have been three levels of
higher educational institutions in China.? At the top level
are the key (or "keypoint") colleges and universities, such

as Peking (Beijing) University and Ch’inghua University,

! See John N. Hawkins, "The People’s Republic of China"
in R. Murray Thomas and T. Neville Postlethwaite, eds.,

Schooling in East Asia: Forces of Change. New York: Pergamon
Press, 1983, pp. 153-154.

2 The following discussions of the three levels of
Chinese institutions of higher learning are based on ibid., p.
154.
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which are under direct control of the Ministry of Education.
These universities are extremely selective in student
recruitment, and are much better off in terms of facilities
and faculty quality. Currently, there are 97 keypoint
universities.?

The middle level is made up of many regular composite
and polytechnical colleges and universities managed at the
provincial level. Compared with the keypoint schools, they
are less selective but still very prestigious. They offer
the same curriculum and degrees as the keypoint schools.
Each year candidates with the highest entrance examination’s
scores are admitted to the keypoint institutions; those with
the next highest scores are admitted to these regular
institutions.

The bottom level consists of numerous district colleges
in the cities and various post-secondary institutions in the
rural areas. The district colleges are similar in many
respects to community colleges in the United States.

Higher educational resources discussed in this chapter
refer to the resources provided by institutions at the first
two levels. 1In 1991 there were 1,075 colleges and

universities at these two levels, enrolling more than two

3 For a complete list of these keypoint universities, see
Colin Mackerras and Amanda Yorke, The Cambridge Handbook of
Contemporary. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press,
1991, pp. 222-223. Twenty-six of these universities have been
specially designated as "keypoints among the keypoints", which
are identical with twenty-six universities singled out as the
recipients of the first World Bank loan to China.
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million students. (see Table 3.1 below)

Since 1949 higher education in China has grown more
rapidly than any other levels of education. As shown in
Table 3.1, there were only 205 colleges and universities
enrolling 117,000 students in 1949. Four decades later, the
number of institutions had grown to more than 1,000, with
about 2 million students. However, the increases in both
categories did not proceed smoothly but was accomplished
with many twists and turns over the years. The number of
institutions of 1983 was even lower than that of 1959, while
the number of enrollment of 1977 was also lower than that of
1959. Moreover, the decrease in enrollment was quite
conspicuous during the Cultural Revolution period (1966-
1976). Between 1966 and 1969 Higher education was
completely suspended. When colleges and universities
resumed operations in 1970, enrollment fell to the lowest
level. There were only 83,000 students in 1971, 34,000
students fewer than in 1949. Since 1977, the year after the
end of the Cultural Revolution, higher education has grown
rapidly in terms of both enrollment and number of
institutions.

There are four ratios we can use to demonstrate the
level of scarcity of higher education, namely, enrollment
per 10,000 population, acceptance rate of total applicants,
ratio of accepted students to high school graduates, and
enrollment percentage of college-age population. First of

all, even after a constant expansion in enrollment during
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TABLE 3.1

Growth of Higher Education in China, 1949-1991:
Institutions and Student Enrollment
(in thousands)

Number of Total Enrollment per
Year Institutions Enrollment 10,000 Population
1949 205 117 2.2
1953 181 212 3.6
1956 227 403 6.4
1959 841 812 12.1
1962 610 830 12.3
1965 434 674 9.3
1968 434 259 3.3
1971 328 83 1.0
1974 378 430 4.7
1977 404 625 6.6
1980 675 1,144 11.6
1983 805 1,207 11.7
1986 1,054 1,880 17.5
1987 1,063 1,959 17.9
1988 1,075 2,066 18.6
1989 1,075 2,082 18.5
1990 1,075 2,063 18.0
1991 1,075 2,044 17.7
Sources:

1) The 1949-1983 figures are cited from Department of

Planning, Ministry of Educatlon, People’s Republic of China,
- . Beijing,
China: People’s Education press, 1984, pp. 20-23.

2) The 1986-1991 numbers are extracted from Chung-hua Jen-
min Kung-ho-kuo Kuo-chia T’ung-chi Chii [State Statistical
Bureau, People’s Republic of China), Chung-kuo T’ung-chi
Nien-chien, 1992 [Statistical Yearbook of China, 1992).
Beijing, China: China Statistics Press, 1992, pp. 699 & 702.

3) The calculation of the enrollment per 10,000 population
is based on the total population figures in Qngng_kgg_l_gng_
chi Nien-chijen, 1992. p. 77.
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the post-Mao era, there were only 17.7 colleges students per
10,000 population in 1991 (see Table 3.1). As for the
acceptance rate, Table 3.2 indicates that when the first
post-Cultural Revolution entrance examination took place in
December 1977, only 4.79% of the candidates passed the
examination, and in 1993 28.57%, or about one out of every
four participants was accepted. The ratio of accepted
students to high school graduates parallels the acceptance
rate: in 1991 the ratio was .28 to 1.* The last ratio is
the enrollment percentage of college-age population. 1In
1977 this ratio was 1%, which is much lower than the average
ratio of middle-income developing countries (11%) and also
slightly lower than that of low-income developing countries
(3%).° Although the ratio went up to 1.6% in 1987,% it is
still behind the 1977 average ratio of the poorest countries

in the worlada.

4 There were 2.23 million high school graduates in 1991.
See Chung-hua Jen-min Kung-ho-kuo Kuo-chia T’ung-chi Chu
[State Statistical Bureau, People’s Republic of China), Chung-

kuo T’ung-chji Nien-chien, 1992 [Statistical Yearbook of China,
1992]). Beijing, China: China Statistics Press, 1992, p. 731.

5 see Susan Shirk, "The Evolution of Chinese Education:
Stratification and Meritocracy in the 1980s." in Norton

Ginsbury and Bernard A. Lalor, China: The 80s Era. Boulder,
CO: Westview Press, 1984, p. 254.

¢ It is estimated that there were 121.5 million people
between 20 to 24 years old in 1987. This estimation is based
on information from Chung-kuo Ta-lu Wen-t’i Yen-chiu Chung-
hsin [Institute for the Study of Chinese Communist Problems],
0 [Yearbook on Chinese Communism,
1990). Taipei, Taiwan: Chinese Communism Study Magazine House,
1990, p. 1-77. In the same year, there were 1.96 million
college students (see Table 3.1).
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TABLE 3.2

Scarcity of Higher Educational Resources in China,
1977-1993: Number of Applicants, Number of Applicants

Year

1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993

Accepted, and Acceptance Rate

Number of
Applicants

5,700,000
6,000,000
4,684,000
3,320,000
2,589,000
1,860,000
1,670,000
1,643,000
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
2,800,000

Number of
Applicants Accepted

272,971
401,521
275,099
281,230
278,777
315,135
390,800
475,171
619,235
572,055
616,822
669,731
597,113
608,850
619,874

625,000°

800,000

Acceptance Rate

4.79%
6.69%
5.87%
8.47%
10.77%
16.94%
23.40%
28.92%
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
28.57%

* estimated number.

Sources: The 1977-1984 numbers of applicants are based from
Stanley Rosen, "Recentralization, Decentralization, and
Rationalization: Deng Xiaoping’s Bifurcated Educational

Modern China. vol. 11, no. 3 (July 1985): p. 312.
The 1977 1991 numbers of accepted applicants are cited from

Policy."

=C

The 1992

flgure is from China Dajly. Beijing, China, November 7,

1991.

[World Journal].

The figures of 1993 are based on Shih-chieh Jih-pao
New York, July 30, 1993, D1ise.
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In sum, though higher education in China has expanded
rapidly since 1949, especially since the late 1970s, it is
still a very scarce resource. Compared with other
countries, it may not be very scarce in terms of the
acceptance ratio, but in terms of either the enrollment
ratio per 10,000 population or the enrollment percentage of
college-age population, China’s higher education is probably

at the highest level of scarcity in the world.

3.2 Distributive Mechanisms

There have been several changes in the evolution of
Chinese higher education since 1949. The mechanisms used to
distribute the higher education resources varied from one
period of time to another, depending upon the political
situation in that particular period. 1In general, the
fluctuations in the employment of mechanisms can be examined
in the following three periods: the beginning of the
development of higher education under communist rule from
1949 to 1966; the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution
period from 1966 to 1976; and lastly, the post-Cultural

Revolution era from 1976 to the present.

3.2.1 Pre-Cultural Revolution Period (1949-1966)
In the years before the Cultural Revolution, the system

of higher education in China was greatly influenced by the
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Soviet experiénce, and was seen in terms of its importance
to the national economic development. During this early
period, selection of college students was based upon highly
competitive entrance examinations. They were conventional
closed-book, written examinations which emphasized general
knowledge in the areas of Chinese, foreign languages,
politics, mathematics, history, geography, physics,
chemistry, and biology.’

The examination system was supposed to be open to all,
but in fact in 1953 and again in 1958 the Ministry of Higher
Education required applicants to be politically acceptable.
"Anti-revolutionaries", "anti-Party and anti-socialism
elements", "elements with inferior quality", and "other bad
elements" were barred from sitting for the examinations.®

As a whole, the system of higher education during this
period had been amended from time to time. Each college was

first permitted to recruit new students independently, but,

7 Initially, only the first seven disciplines were
de51gnated as tested areas; see excerpts of Requlations on

ting New Stude ti igher Educati
in Summer 1950 in Chung-hua Jen-min Kung-ho-kuo Chiao-yu Pu
[Ministry of Education, People’s Republic of China], Chung-kuo
Chiao-yu Ta-shih-chi, 1949-1982 [Major Events in Chinese
Education, 1949-1982)]. Beijing, China: Educational Science
Press, 1983, p. 18. The Regulations have been promulgated by
the Ministry of Education (State Commission of Education after
1982) every year since 1950. Biology was added to the list of
tested areas in 1953; see excerpts of the 1953 Regulations in
Chung-kuo Chiao-yu Ta-shih-chi, 1949-1982. p. 80.

' Ssee Chung-kuo Chiao-yu Nien-chien Pien-chi Pu [Editing
Department of China Educational Yearbook], -
Nien-chien, 1949-1981 [China Educational Yearbook, 1949-1981],
Beijing, China: China Great Encyclopedia Publishing House,
1982, p. 337.
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a few years later, all colleges were required to admit
students collectively and simultaneously.’ Despite these
changes, one element that persisted in the system during
this seventeen-year period was the use of college entrance

examinations.

3.2.2 During the Cultural Revolution (1966-1976)

At the early stage of the Cultural Revolution, formal
education at all levels were suspended (between 1966-1969).
The entrance examinations, which put a premium on academic
knowledge, were abolished in 1966, since it was thought to
run against the class line of the proletariat and
constituted a profound discrimination against students from
worker-peasant-soldier (kung-nung-ping) families.!® When
colleges and universities resumed operations in 1970, they
were ordered to apply Mao’s policy of "education serving

proletarian politics and education being combined with

® For original documents concerning the pre-Cultural
Revolution policy fluctuations, see excerpts of the 1950-1966
regulations on admissions of institutions of higher education
in chung-kuo Chjao-yu Ta-shih-chi, 1949-1982. pp. 18-400. For
useful secondary analysis, see Hsilieh-wen Wang, Higher
Education on China Mainland Since Cultural Revolutijon, Taipei,
Taiwan: Asian People’s Anti-Communist League, 1980, pp. 51-53.

1 For official criticisms to and abolition of the
entrance.examination system, see excerpts of the 1966's uggigg
et X a

(July24) in . pp-
401 & 404, respectlvely.
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productive labor."!! There were four steps in the process
of application for admission: 1) application by the worker,
peasant, or soldier with two or more years of practical work
experience; 2) recommendation by the masses (referring to
the workers-peasants-soldiers of the production unit in
which the candidate had labor experience); 3) approval of
the local "leading body" (which means the party organization
and the revolutionary committee of the locality); and 4)
final acceptance by the school authority.!? Therefore,
admission decision was made on a selective, rather than
competitive, basis.

When admitting students on this selective basis,
authorities focused, almost exclusively, on class origin,

ideological-political qualification and labor experience.

For instance, the 1970’s Peking and Ch’inghua Unjversjties’
Report on Admissjion, which was ratified by the central

1 Quoted from Shi Ming Hu and Eli Seifman, eds.,
i i jon, New York: AMS Press,
1987, p. 30.

2 For more of this process, see Theodore Hsi-en Chen, The
Maoist Educatijonal Revolutijon. New York: Praeger Publishers,
1974, p. 140; and ibid., p. 31. Theodore Chen’s book is one
of the most authoritative studies on the education of Maoist
China; chapter 7 of his book details the radical changes in
higher education in Maoist China.

Steps 2, 3, and 4 of the application process were
first mentioned in the 1970’s e ’
c o, . = — T
- » P. 433). The report stated that three years
after all universities and colleges were suspended, these two
prestigious universities had been equipped with new conditions
for admission and, therefore, ready to admit new students in
the second half of 1970. This report was later ratified by
the authority of the Party and sent to all areas for
implementation.
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authority and sent to all local areas for their reference,
specified the kinds of students to be admitted: workers,
poor-lower-middle peasants, soldiers and young cadres who
possess good political thoughts, healthy body, three or more
years of practical experience, an age of 20 years or so, and
having at least junior high education.” From the above, it
is clear that very little consideration was given to one’s
academic, intellectual achievements and, therefore, the
children of nonproletarian families (e.g., intellectual and
bourgeois families) had little chance of being admitted.

Due to the chaotic state of the Cultural Revolution
period, many cadres had abused their authority to send their
children into colleges through the "backdoor". In sum,
the result of this new system was a drastic decline in both

the quality and the quantity of Chinese higher education.’

4 For details of the backdoor problem, see excerpts of
the Notice on Eljiminating the Phenomenon of Walking . through

Education in ibid., pp. 442-443.

5 As shown is Table 3.1, the enrollment dropped from
674,000 in 1965 to 83,000 in 1971. This decrease is largely
due to the fact that many professors were purged and
facilities were damaged during the first several years of the
Cultural Revolution.
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3.2.3 Post-Cultural Revolution Period (1976 to the

present)

The first significant change in higher education policy
came in August 1977, after the downfall of the "Gang of
Four", when Teng Hsiao-p’ing, then Vice Chair of the Party,
proposed a reform on the admission policy.! 1In October, it
was formally announced by the State Council that entrance
examinations will be the primary mechanism used to select
college students in the future.!” As a vital step toward
restoring educational quality, the implementation of
examinations ensures that only the most academically capable
students will be admitted into the colleges.

The first post-Cultural Revolution examination took
place in December 1977, when the examinations were set and
administered by individual provinces. Since 1978, as before
the Cultural Revolution, the examinations have been unified
on a national base, administered and given out by the

Ministry of education (State Commission of Education after

1 See Chung-kuo Chiao-yu Nien-chien, 1949-1981 (China
Educational Yearbook, 1949-1981), Beijing, China: China Great
Encyclopedia Publishing House, 1982, p. 338.

7 on October 12, 1977, the State Counc11 approved the
Ministry of Educatlon s on t

itution e ducation, which clearly

proposed the resumption of the entrance examinations. For

details, see Chung-kuo Chiao-yu Ta-shih-chi, 1949-1982, p.
499.
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1982) every July throughout the country.!* Competition has
been very keen. According to the information in Table 3.2,
the 1977 examinations attracted 5.7 million applicants, and
only one in every twenty was accepted. As mentioned
earlier, candidates with the highest entrance examination’s
scores are admitted to the keypoint universities; those with
the next highest scores are admitted to the regular, mostly
provincial colleges and universities.

Eligibility requirements to take the examinations have
limited the number of prospective applicants. According to
the 1977 policy, applicants should have a high school
diploma to participate in the examinations.” It seems like
a reasonable requirement, but in reality not everyone with a
high school diploma is free to take the examination. For
instance, employees of state and collective enterprises
(even though they may have graduated from high school for
only one year) must first have permission from their work
unit leaders, and graduates of middle professional and
technical schools are not allowed to take the examination
unless they have two or more years of working experience
after graduation and also permission from unit leaders.

Without being granted permission, these potential students

¥ see

opinjons on the 1977’s Admission Work of the
Institutions of Higher FEducation and Opinions on the 1978‘s
Admission Work gf the Institutions of Higher Education and
Middle Professional Schools in ibid., pp. 499 & 519,

respectively.

¥ 1dem.
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who may be academically eligible to compete are deprived of
their educational rights and eliminated from the competition
before it begins.?

The 1977 regulations also required that applicants be
single, healthy and not older than 25. But the age
requirement was flexible. The maximum age limit was
extended to 30 for those applicants who had demonstrated
"good work performance and superior learning".? These
relatively older applicants were among the so-called "lost
generation" of the Cultural Revolution, who had been
deprived of opportunities to go on to higher education as a
result of the school closing at the beginning of the
Cultural Revolution.?

In the next few years, the age requirement underwent
several changes. In 1979 the age limit was extended only up
to 28 for those who had good political performances. In
1982 the limit returned to 25 with no extension.® However,

in 1983 it was once again extended up to 28 for politically

2 According to the regulations, school teachers can only
apply for normal universities and colleges when taking the
examination. This also limits the number of prospective
applicants. For detailed description of the ehglbllity

requirements, see Chung-kuo Chjao-yu Nien-chien, 1949-1981,
339.

2 1dem.

2 For commentaries on the entire 1977-79 eligibility
requirements, see Shi Ming Hu and Eli Seifman, op. cit., p.

32; Theodore Hsi-en Chen, Chinese Education Since 1949. New
York: Praeger Publishers, 1981, p. 181; and Susan Pepper, op.

cit., p. 16.
B chung-kuo Chiao-yu Njen-chien, 1949-1981, p. 339.
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qualified applicants, and the rule on the marital status was
also flexible for these applicants.?

The two-year work experience prior to college has been
dropped since 1977, but other qualifications are still being
considered. The post-Mao emphasis on merit does not mean
that political criteria in selecting college students have
vanished. 1In fact, applicants for admission still need to
pass political evaluations conducted by the Party
organizations within their schools, factories, enterprises,
or neighborhoods. But the political evaluations are
supposed to be based upon the applicants’ own political
performances rather than their family backgrounds.?®

The Ministry of Education has regularly issued a report
(or opinion) on college admission each year after 1977.
These official documents only provide us with the general
rules and practices of admission work in one particular
year, rather than a set of legal provisions that
systematically and continuously regulate the operations of

college admission. This much needed legal document was not

made until 1987. On April 27, the Provisional Requlations

was promulgated by the State Commission of Education.?

% chuna-kuo chiao-yu Nien-chien, 1982-1984, p. 145.

3 For more about the political evaluations, see Chung-kuo
Chiao-vu Njen-chien, 1949-1981, p. 340.

% For the complete contents (including 12 chapters and 62
articles) of the regulation, see Chung-kuo Chiao-yu Nien-chien
Pien-chi Pu [Editing Department of China Educational
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This official document reconfirms the previous requirements
of high school diploma, health, marital status, and age.?”
More importantly, the overall political evaluations of the
applicants are still essential in this legal document. The
political evaluations will be provided by the applicant’s
school or work unit which keeps files on all students or
employees.”® Little concrete information is available
regarding the political criteria, except that to be eligible
to take the examination, a candidate must support the "four
cardinal principles"”, love the country, observe
discipline, and study hard for the socialist

modernization.®® The 1987 regulation specifically rules

Yearbook], ng-kuo Chiao- Nien-chie (China
Educational Yearbook, 1988]. Beijing, China: People’s
Education Press, 1988, pp. 464-470.

7 Article 9 of the 1987 requlation, see ibid., p. 465.
® Article 16 of the 1987 regulation, see ibid., p. 466.

® The "four cardinal principles", as the most important
political guidelines in the post-Mao China, call for adherence
to the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party, to Marxism-
Leninism-Mao Tse-tung thought, to the people’s democratic
dictatorship, and to the socialist road. These principles
were first proposed by Teng Hsiao-ping in the spring of 1979
and since then they have been frequently reemphasized by all
Party leaders. In addition, there is a similar definition of
the "four cardinal principle"; that is "upholding the
leadership of the Communist Party, preserving the general
structure of the Chinese state, following a socialist course
in economic development, and maintaining Marxism as the
official ideology of the nation." (see Harry Harding, China’s
Second Revolution: Reform After Mao. Washington D.C.: The
Brookings Institution, 1987, pp. 182-83.) Compared with the
first definition, this one has been infrequently referred to.

% Article 9 of the 1987 regulation, see Chung-kuo Chiao-
yu Nien-chien, 1988, p. 465.
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that those candidates who have opposed the "four cardinal
principles" should not be admitted.¥

Both the 1977 and 1987 regulations, two of the most
important documents regarding post-Mao higher education,
state that the political evaluations for college admissions
are supposed to pertain only to the applicant’s own
political attitude and general character.’? oOfficially, an
applicant’s class background, and family criminal and
political history are no longer relevant in determining
college admissions.® However, one article of the 1987
regulation still stresses the importance of investigating
the political problems of the candidate’s parents or major
"social connections", which refer to those who have direct

political and economic relations to the candidate.*

3% Article 17, see ibid., p. 466.

2 Article 15 of the 1987 regulation, see ibid., p. 466.
¥ In 1979 the Central committee of Chinese Communist
Party determined to eliminate almost entirely the categories
and class designations that had been discriminated against,
not just in college admissions but in all kinds of social
activities. The practice of discriminating against the
children of political "bad elements" in such as admission to
school, job assignment, joining the army, Party and Young
League, was denounced as abnormal and imperfect. For details,
see Suzanne Pepper, op. cit., p. 19.

¥ Article 16 of the 1987 requlation, see ibid., p. 466.
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3.2.4 Preferential Policies during the Post-Cultural
Revolution Period

A number of preferential policies are currently
implemented in favor of candidates with certain special
performance and background. 1In fact, these policies were
first adopted as early as 1950. According to the 1950
regulation on college admission, special preference would be
given to those candidates with special performance and
background, including workers, revolutionary cadres and
soldiers with three or more years of work experience,
minority students, and overseas students.¥® One year later,
the 1951 regulation added that cadres with peasant-worker
background were also eligible to receive favorable treatment
if they had participated in the revolution for more than
five years.¥ After 1951, this kind of special background
was continuously emphasized in the college admission
regulations promulgated in 1955, 1958, 1961, 1962, 1963,
and 1965.%

Also in 1955, the Ministry of Education issued The
Guidelines on Enrollment in the Institutions of Higher
Education, according to which the following five categories

of candidates were to be preferentially accepted when they

¥ see Cchung-kuo Chjao-yu Ta-shih-chi, 1949-1982. 1983, p.
18.

% Ibid., pp. 39-40.

¥ For reqgulations made in these six particular years, see
ibid., pp. 132, 226, 292, 310, 333. and 380, respectively.
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completed the examinations: 1) production workers; 2)
children of workers and peasants, and cadres of worker and
peasant origin; 3) retired soldiers; 4) students from
minority peoples; and 5) overseas Chinese students.®

Compared with the admission policies of the two
previous periods, the entire post-Cultural Revolution system
of higher education seems to profess a stronger adherence to
a specific principle of equality, according to which, the
examinations should be open to all and everyone is
essentially equal before marks. However, special preference
has been given to those candidates with special performance
and background, including politically excellent students,
distinguished athletes, minority students, Chinese from
Taiwan, Hong Kong, Macao and other overseas areas,
demobilized soldiers, children of martyrs, and children of
diplomats. Similar to these groups of candidates, severely
disadvantaged rural children face lower standards when
taking the examinations.

The details of each of these preferential policies will
be discussed in the following pages. Most preferential
treatments are depicted in the 1987 Regulations and several

other documents promulgated earlier.

# Robert Taylor, 's Int i :
i - . Vancouver, Canada:
University of British Columbia Press, 1981, p. 33.
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3.2.4;1 Politically Excellent Students

According to the 1987 regulation, the following types
of students will be given preferential treatment when they
take the examinations: the "three good" students,¥
distinguished student cadres, and those students with
outstanding performances in areas of political thoughts and
virtues.® The preferential treatment could be either that
the acceptance threshold of the entrance examination will be
lowered for these politically excellent students or that
they will be given priority only when they have basically
the same academic and physical qualifications as others. It
is up to the province-level admission committees to decide
which treatment should be adopted.*

It appears that in provinces where the second type of
treatment is adopted, one’s political qualifications carry

not much weight, but in reality it could be a crucial,

¥ wThree good students" refer to students good in labor,
academic work, and attitude. The status of "three good
student" has been a honorary reward not just for studies, but
also for the student’s politics. These kinds of students are
to serve as models for their classmates to emulate. For

details, see Jonathan Unger, cati d agQ:
mmmmmmm._;m;m New York: Columbia

University Press, 1982, pp. 72-73.

9 see Article 35 of the 1987 regulation in Chung-kuo
Chiao-yu Nien-chien, 1988. p. 468. This preferential policy
was frequently addressed in many prev1ous regulatlons, such as
the 1981, 1982 (see

pp. 606 & 650) and 1983 regulations (see ,Le_n_m_i_n_u,h_gag
(People’s Daily). Beijing, China, March 17, 1983).

4 Idem. The 1987 Regulation on Admissions does not
specify how to lower the threshold; it is also within the
discretion of the province-level admission committees.
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determining factor because many applicants might share the
same test score when taking this highly competitive
examination. 1In situations like this, the politically
excellent students are more likely, if not always, to win
the places.

In addition, a lower acceptance threshold is also
applicable to outstanding youths with much working
experience and to those citizens who have made special
contributions.*

3.2.4.2 Distinguished Athletes

Student athletes who performed well in regional
competitions could be admitted 20 points lower than the
general applicaht pool. The mark will be lowered by as many
as 50 points if the competition was at the national and
international levels.*

3.2.4.3 Minority Students

Depending upon local situations, minority students from
frontier areas, mountainous areas, pastoral areas, and
minority autonomous regions can be accepted with lower
thresholds when taking the examinations. As for minority
students from regular areas, the official policy is that
they will be given priority if they have basically the same

academic and physical qualifications as regular students.“

2 Article 40 of the 1987 regqulation, ibid., p. 468.
4 Article 36 of the 1987 regulation, idem.

“4 Article 37 of the 1987 regulation, idem.
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In addition, some higher education institutions hold
one-year preparatory program for minority students who have
narrowly failed the entrance examinations. 1In these
institutions, fixed quota places are reserved for the then,
no matter how poorly they perform in the examinations. This
one-year program aims to prepare them for the formal four-
year study. To be formally admitted, they have to pass the
examinations (or other qualifying examinations) after one
year’s study.®
3.2.4.4 Overseas Chinese
According to the 1987 regulation, overseas Chinese and
Mainland students of Taiwan origin are eligible for lower
admission thresholds.* Although this legal document fails
to specify any preferential treatment to students from
Taiwan (who are different from students of Taiwan origin),
Hong Kong, and Macao, it is evident that students from these
three areas have also benefited from certain preferential

policies.?

4 see

Requlations on the 1981 Admission Work of the
Institutions of Higher Educatjon in Chung-kuo Chiao-yu Ta-
shih-chi, 1949-1982, p. 606. For detailed examples of this
preparatory program, see Peter Mauger, "Changing Policy and

Practice in Chinese Rural Education." The China Quarterly no.
93 (March 1981): p. 143.

4 Article 38 of the 1987 regulation in Chung-kuo Chiao-yu
Nien-chien, 1988, p. 468.

47 see Suzanne Pepper op. cit., p. 22, and Shi Ming Hu and
Eli Seifman op. cit., pp. 31-32.
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3.2.4.5 Demobilized Soldiers and Children of Martyrs

Oordinary demobilized soldiers will be given priority
when they have basically the same academic and physical
qualifications as regular students. Meritorious demobilized
soldiers and children of martyrs (those who died for the
communist revolution) are qualified to be judged by lower
thresholds.®

3.2.4.6 Other Special Candidates

According to one study, preference is also given to the
children of diplomats working abroad and in Hong Kong.*
However, this preferential policy can not be identified in
the above-quoted official documents.

In addition, there are three other categories of
candidates who are subject to some preferential treatment.
They are different from the above five types of special
candidates in that they do not have any special background,
nor any prior contribution and performance. They are
special because of the reasons to be discussed next.

1) There has been an admission program called "fixed
admission, fixed distribution" in China’s higher educational
policy, according to which a fixed number of spaces in
colleges and universities can be given to those candidates
who willingly agree, after graduation, to be distributed by

the government to work in one of the designated backward

4 Article 39 of the 1987 regulation in Chung-kuo Chiao-yu
Nien-chien, 1988, p. 468.

¥ see Suzanne Pepper, ibid., p. 22.
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areas. Participants of this program can enjoy a 20-point-
lower threshold.®® It is clear that the purpose of this
program is to encourage college graduates to work in those
underdeveloped areas in order to reduce the degree of
polarization in national development.

2) In accordance with one study, students from areas
with a weak educational development can be given priority."
Similar to this, one article of the 1987 regulation
stipulates that students from areas with difficult living
conditions have a 20-point-lower acceptance threshold.*

3) Most college students in China are publicly
supported. They enjoy free tuition, and even free room and
board during their studies. However, they are subject to
the national system of job assignment after graduation.
Since 1985, students have been allowed to pursue their own
career after graduation on the condition that they are
supported by themselves or by their families through the
four years of studies.® According to the 1987 regulation,

students who indicate that they, once being admitted, will

% Article 42 of the 1987 regulation in Chung-kuo Chiao-yu
Nien-chjen, 1988, pp. 468-469.

5! suzanne Pepper, ibid., p. 22.

2 Article 43 in Chung-kuo Chiao-yu Nien-chien, 1988, p.
469.

3 For examples of self-supported students, see Kuang-ming
Jih-pao [Kuang-ming Daily). Beijing, China, February 3, 1989,
included in Chung-kuo Jen-min Ta-hsiieh Shu-pao Tzu-liao Chung-
hsin [Books and Newspapers Data Center, People’s University of
China), Fu-yin Pao-k’an Tzu-liao [Reprinted Data of Newspapers
and Periodicals]). March, 1989, pp. 49-51.
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be self-supported will enjoy a lower acceptance threshold.*
Students are encouraged to do so in order to lessen the
government’s financial burden. In recent years, as more
Chinese families benefit from the economic reforms and
become rich, more and more students choose to be self-
supported in order to have the freedom to pursue non-
governmental careers later on.*® As a result, the State

Commission of Education and four other Ministries in 1990

jointly promulgated Provisional Requlations on Admitting
elf-supported Students int titutions igh

Education to govern the admission of this particular group
of students.*®

In sum, the general picture of the post-cultural
revolution admission system of higher education suggests a
stronger adherence to the "principle of equality", according
to which everyone is essentially equal based upon their
performances in the entrance examination. But, as indicated
above, there have been many preferential policies

implemented against this specific principle of equality in

 Article 44 in chung-kuo Chjao-yu Nien-chien, 1988, p.
469.

% It was estimated that in 1988 one of every seven
college students was self-supported (see -
February 3, 1989). 1In 1991, 10,672 self-supported college
students were admitted (see thng;kgg_gh;gg_xg;ggg {(Chinese
Education News). March 2 & 5, 1991, cited in Hsin-hua Yueh-pao
She [New China Monthly News Agency]), ed., Hsin-hua Yueh-pao
(New China Monthly Bulletin]. Beijing, China: People’s Press,
March, 1991, p. 178.)

% see Kuang-ming Jih-pao. July 20, 1990, included in
Hsin-hua Yueh-pao. July, 1990, p. 96.
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order to promote socialist "egalitarianism", according to
which the higher educational resources should be "equally"
distributed to take care of those underprivileged children.
Here, obviously, we are talking about two different aspects
of equality, both of which will be discussed in the section

that follows.

3.3 Distributive Principles

The changes in the Chinese higher education policy
clearly demonstrate the extent to which the government can
manipulate the educational system so as to redistribute
social resources among individuals, strata and classes in
favor of formerly disadvantaged groups. The key questions
that we are concerned here are: what principles are employed
to allocate higher educational resources in Maoist as well
as post-Mao China? Why these principles, rather than other
alternative ones, are used in China to allocate this
particular resource? What are the differences between the
distributive principles employed during these two periods?
And what are the theoretical implications of these

differences to the post-Mao reforms undertaken since 19792
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3.3.1 Pre-Cultural Revolution Period (1949-1966)

Before the Cultural Revolution, the principles used in
the system of entrance examinations seemed to be a
combination of the principles of equal opportunity and of
merjt, plus some political considerations. The former
principle requires that the examinations be open to all and
everyone be equal, while the latter demands that higher
educational resources should be allocated to those who most
deserve it. But these two principles, especially the first
one, were not thoroughly realized during this period of
time. The examination was supposedly open to all, but, in
fact, only open to all applicants who were politically
acceptable. People considered as "anti-revolutionaries" and
"anti-Party and anti-socialism elements", regardless of
however academically qualified they might be, were deprived

of the right to take the examinations. (see section 3.2.1)

3.3.2 During the Cultural Revolution (1966-1976)

Along with the abolition of the entrance examinations
in 1966, Chinese higher education was completely suspended
between 1966 and 1969. When colleges and universities
reopened in 1970, the distributive prihciples used to select
new students were a mixture of status and correct thinking.
Before the entrance examinations were reinstated in 1977,
these principles had been persistently employed for as long
as six years. As a result, higher educational resources

were allocated according to one’s class origin and
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ideological=-political qualification, while very little
consideration was given to one’s academic-intellectual
records. Therefore, political activists who possessed high
ideological correctness and a "good-background" status were
favored.

The above principle of class status can be further
understood in more theoretical terms. Jon Elster enumerates
in his study on local justice 15 status-related principles
that are frequently found in actual cases, namely, age,
gender, ethnicity, nobility, caste, family status,
occupational status, religion, and so on.” It seems that
the principle of class status used in China to allocate the
higher educational spaces between 1970 and 1976 was not
exactly one of the status-related principles in Elster’s
inventory of local principles. It might be the case of a
combination of caste and family status, because 1) just like
the Indian caste system that governs one’s entry into
certain professions, the Chinese system of class regulates
one’s entry into higher educational institutions and 2) sons
and daughters of peasants, workers, soldiers and cadres were
exclusively given priority in the decisions of admission.

No matter whether it is closer to caste or family
status, the class status used in this context is quite
unique in that drawing upon various actual examples from

Elster’s study, we find that all of the status-related

57 For a complete list, see Jon Elster (1992), op. cit.,
pp. 76-84.
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principles are conventionally employed to allocate a variety
of scarce resources, but not college admission. Why was
this particular principle adopted in China in the early
1970s to allocate this particular type of resource? This
guestion can be answered only by reference to the historical
context (as the one depicted in section 3.2.2). This case
also demonstrates the complexity of local justice, which is

nothing but "messy business".®

3.3.3 Post-Cultural Revolution Period (1976 to the

present)

The principles used to allocate college admissions are
more perplexing during this period. There have been two
status-related requirements for participating in the
entrance examinations: being single and not older than 25.%
The distributive principles involved here are age (an upper
bound on age) and marijtal status. One may argue that both
principles serve as proxies for other properties correlated
to age and marriage, such as energy devoted to study and
immunity from burdens brought about by marriage and
children.® However, given the degree of scarcity of

Chinese higher education resource, it is more likely that

% Jon Elster’s words, ibid., p. 15.

% These two requirements might have been there before the
cultural revolution, but there is no supporting evidence in
the surveyed official documents and secondary commentaries.

% For instance, Jon Elster makes an argument like this,
see ibid., p. 76.
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the authority imposed the two requirements to reduce the
number of applicants.

As for the restored entrance examination itself,
similar to the ones adopted before the Cultural Revolution,
the principles of equal opportunity and merit are once again
employed.

However, the overall physical and political evaluations
of the applicants are still essential. Both kinds of
evaluations are against the principle of equality, because
they are discriminatory against those who are physically or
politically handicapped, both of who supposedly also have
the constitutional right to take the examinations.

Under the current policy, those who have better
political evaluations would be given priority if they have
basically the same academic qualifications as the others.
The political evaluations pertain to one’s own political
attitude and general character as well as to oneself’s and
one’s family criminal and political history. Thus, the
distributive principles involved here are one’s correct
thinking and class status, which are not so much different
from the principles used during the radical period of the
Cultural Revolution.

In addition to the above political principles,
principles such as contribution, racial status, need, and
specjal status are also employed when special preference is
given to excellent athletes, veterans, children of martyrs,

children of diplomats, minority, rural children and Chinese
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from Taiwan, Hong Kong, Macao, and other overseas areas.
Since each of these secondary principles refers to some
specific properties of the recipients, it is difficult to
compare their relative importance. It would be interesting
to consider a case in which an applicant possesses two or
more sets of favored properties, say an excellent athlete
whose father is a diplomat, to see which principle will
outshine the other. Or whether this lucky applicant will
receive double preferential treatment? Unfortunately, the
official documents surveyed in this étudy are not specific
enough to account for these relatively rare but possible

cases.

3.3.4 General Discussions

Since this is the first, perhaps also the most
complicated, data chapter of this study, we shall discuss
the distributive principles in this separate section to lay
a foundation for similar (therefore, shorter) discussions in
the next three data chapters. After separately discussing
the principles identified in each data chapter, we will
revisit all of them more systematically in chapter 8: Theory
and Practice.

In this section, the distributive principles depicted
above will be further analyzed in two ways: in terms of
theories of distributive justice and in terms of an intra-
Party controversy in Chinese politics.

First of all, we can examine equality, the dominant
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principle behind the entrance examinations, in general terms
of distributive theories. Many social philosophers view
equality as the baseline for distribution, which means that
goods ought to be divided equally to all individuals. This
principle of equality, similar to Rawls’s first principle of
equal liberty, actually approximates the principle of
absolute equality.® This kind of egalitarian principle can
also be supported by utilitarianism on one condition: "if
the recipients have equal utility functions with respect to
the good, total utility is maximized by dividing it
equally."$? However, this popular aspect of equality is not
the principle of equality employed behind the entrance
examinations: the form refers to equality in result (or
substantive equality), while the latter points to equality
in process (or procedural equality), which is largely
sustained by both Rawls’s second principle of equality of
opportunity and Nozick’s libertarian theory.®

After addressing the divergence between the two
versions of equality, we shall ask the question, an easy but
fundamental one, as to why the principle of absolute
equality, so-called the baseline for distribution, is not

used to allocate college spaces in China and most other

¢ For details of this principle, see Jon Elster (1992),
pp. 70-71.

2 Quoted from ibid., p. 70.

® This argument will be further explored later in chapter
8.
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societies? The answer can be found in the nature of the
resource. As noted in chapter 1 (section 1.2.2), college
spaces are scarce, indivisible, and heterogeneous, so that
it cannot be divided equally among all individuals.
However, according to the principle of absolute equality, if
a good cannot be equally divided without losing its value,
it should not be given to anyone.® This solution to this
particular allocative issue is absurd and certainly against
utilitarianism.

To avoid the waste of scarce resources, the allocative
authority can use many mechanisms to allocate an indivisible
resource, but why does China’s authority choose the entrance
examination over other alternative distributive mechanisms?
Why does China not use mechanisms such as lotteries and
rotation that are used in allocating other indivisible
resources (e.g., allocating immigration and jury service by
lotteries, and political positions and joint custody by
rotation®) and, at the same time, also respect the
principle of procedural equality? It is obvious to see why
college spaces cannot be allocated by having millions of
applicants take turns. As for the absence of the use of
lotteries, in addition to being explained with reference to
historical heritage from the traditional China, it can be

also explained by a typical utilitarian argument that scarce

# Jon Elster (1992), op. cit., p. 71.

¢ For more examples of the use of the two mechanisms, see
ibid. ' p. 72-73.
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resources shduld be allocated to individuals with certain
qualifications to maximize the total utility for society as
a whole. In the allocative issue of college spaces, the
required qualifications are surely academic merits.®

Furthermore, speaking of the distributive mechanisms,
we may wonder that since rationing was extensively used in
socialist China to distribute many forms of scarce public
goods (such as food, energy, cloth and consumer goods), why
not higher education as well? The primary reason behind
this practice may be that most goods allocated through
rationing are basic needs that are indispensable to one’s
physical survival; thereby, rationing had to be used to
ensure the basic provisions of these goods to everyone.
Whereas, higher education has nothing to do with one’s
survivai but is related to one’s chance to advance in life.
Also, given the indivisible nature of higher educational
resources, it is technically impossible to use rationing to
supply "a certain portion" of the resources to everyone in
China.

Secondly, the distributive principles can be analyzed
within the specific context of Chinese politics. The
principles used to allocate college admissions shifted from

a combination of class status and correct thinking during

% According to Elster, the distributive principles fall
into two categories: those that do not make any reference to
properties of the potential recipients and those that do (see
ibid., p. 68). Egalitarian principles such as absolute
equality and 1lotteries belong to the former, while the
principle of merit is among the latter.
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the last six years of the Cultural Revolution (1970-1976) to
a more complex post-Mao system of principles with heavy
emphasis on merit. Though one’s status and political
qualification are still important in the post-Mao era, they
are considerably different from the Maoist principles in two
respects. First, the principle of class status has become
less important since 1977, largely being replaced by
considerations of other statuses (i.e., age, marital status
and race). Second, the current preferential treatment for
politically excellent students could be either lowering the
acceptance threshold of the entrance examination or giving
them priority when they have basically the same academic
qualifications as others. There is no doubt that political
qualification (or correct thinking) is still important for
admission, but it is definitely no longer the most important
one. Especially in provinces where the second type of
treatment is adopted, the political qualifications would be
used only after the principle of merit is applied to ensure
that those with preferred political qualifications should at
least have the same academic qualifications as others.

Moreover, faced with a variety of trivial principles,
we may need to step back to get a largér picture of this
allocative system. A larger picture can be drawn in the
light of a forty-year-old ideological controversy among
different factions within the Chinese Communist Party.

The Chinese revolution rose to power in 1949 on the

strength of two appeals that had won support from the
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masses: a nationalist promise to restore Chinese pride and
prosperity, and a socialist revolutionary pledge to increase
the opportunities available to the majority of disadvantaged
classes in China. 1In terms of national goals, the former
refers to development, while the latter lays emphasis on
redistribution. Basically, all Party leaders supported both
goals. But, whenever public policies were to be determined,
there was controversy over how to strike a balance between
the two goals. The moderates have defined the revolution
more in terms of its development goal; Mao and the radicals,
on the other hand, seemed to prefer by the mid 1960s to
sacrifice development if it ruined the goal of
redistribution favoring the proletarian classes.® Like in
other policy areas, there has clearly been an underlying
tension in higher educational policy between the goals of
redistributijve equality and deve ici % In
periods when the class line affected educational policy,
academic qualifications were neglected and the quality of
education declined. Conversely, in periods when academic
standards were dominant, the percentage of worker-peasant-
soldier students dropped considerably, sacrificing

distributive equality.

% For details of the controversy, see Jonathan Unger,
"The Chinese Controversy Over ngher Education." Pacific
Affairs. vol. 53, no.l1 (Spring 1980): p. 29.

® For details of the tradeoff of equality versus
efficiency, see Arther, M. Okun, Equality and Efficiency.
Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1975.
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In fact, the academic and political criteria represent
different aspects of the concept of "egalitarianism". As
suggested by Gordon White, selection on the intellectual
basis is in theory egalitarian since the norm is
universalistic; in practice, however, it may produce
inegalitarian outcomes since certain sectors of the
population are in better positions to succeed in academic
competition.® He calls this meritocratic egalitarianism,
which approximates the principle of equality in process.

The political criteria represent an alternative principle
which he names redistributive egaljtarianism (which is
different from absolute equality but still emphasizes the
equality in result), reflecting the Party’s fundamental
commitment to improve the well-being of disadvantaged
classes and their offspring.

Several conclusions can be drawn at this point. First,
the post-Mao higher education reform indicates a shift of
distributive principle from redistributive egalitarianism
emphasizing equality in outcome to meritocratic
egalitarianism stressing equality in process. This shift is
also noticeable in other policy areas in post-Mao China,
such as in cadre recruitment policy (which will be discussed
in chapter 5), and in economic policy. Second, these

competing principles and their effects on resource

¥ Gordon White, "Higher Education and Social

Redistribution in a Socialist Society: The Chinese Case."
World Development. 9 (February 1981): pp. 149-166.
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allocation have been a source of social tension and
political conflict among different social strata, which has
been reflected in leadership struggle within the Party. 1In
this regard, the process of Chinese reforms in public
policies can be interpreted in terms of intra-party elite
conflicts (between the moderates and the radicals) over the
principles that should be employed to allocate scarce
resources. Third, the issue of reforms in China can be
approached by studying the continuous oscillation between
the principles of development and redistribution, which is

also very common in many other socialist regimes.

3.4 Distributive Outcomes

After examining various mechanisms and principles
involved in the Chinese allocation system of higher
educational resources, we shall answer a relevant question
as to whether or not these mechanisms and principles are
discriminatory against people with a particular socio-
economic, ethnic, or sexual status. The answer to this
question is dependent upon a careful, detailed examination

of the distributive outcomes of the resources.

3.4.1 Social Origin
Calling their revolution the proletarian revolution and

their party the vanguard of the proletariat, the Chinese
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Communists laid great emphasis on the ideology of the
proletarian leadership. However, workers and peasants, the
backbone of the proletarian class, were mainly unschooled
and illiterate. Even though some of them received high
school education, they had fewer chances of passing the
entrance examinations. Traditionally, children from worker-
peasant background needed to take time away from school to
help in productive work, whereas children of bourgeois
background had better living conditions to study for the
examinations. |

To enhance the status of the proletariat in national
politics, it had been the Party’s intention since 1949 that
colleges and universities should be equally accessible to
the children of the proletarian class. In the 1950s special
schools were set up to help these "good-background" people
surmount the disadvantage of insufficient early education.™
As a result, there was a steady rise in the percentage of
this group in colleges and universities in the 1950s. Table
3.3 indicates that the percentage of students of proletarian
background increased from 19% in 1951 to 50% in 1959.
However, all these preferential measures failed to bring
about enough students from workers-peasants background that

were proportional to the group in the Chinese population in

™ R. F. Price, Education in Modern China. London, U.K.:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1979, p. 168.
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the 1960s.” As a result, the issue of "inequality" in the
allocation of educational resources was hotly debated on the
eve of the Cultural Revolution when the problem of
inequality was intensifying.™

The national data about the changes in the early 1960s
are not available. However, the inequality problem can be
partially demonstrated in the admission data of the
department of geophysics at Peking University. As shown in
Table 3.4, the percentage of good-background students
dropped from 41% to 18% between 1960 and 1963.

After a 4-year closure during the early years of the
Cultural Revolution, colleges and universities reopened in
1970. In the same year the academic criteria in admission
policy were replaced by political criteria that favored
workers-peasants-soldiers. Consequently, the new student
population of higher education consisted of more and more
workers and peasants, displacing many students from

intellectual background.

" It is difficult to measure the exact number of Chinese
peasants. However, we know that in 1991 246.93 million (or
21.3%) out of 1,158.23 million Chinese were "non-agriculture
population, which means 78.7% were "agriculture population".

See Chuna-kuo T’ung-chi Nijen-chien, 1992, p. 669.

™ see Hong Yung Lee, The Politics of the Chinese Cultural
ion: t . Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press, 1978, p. 79.
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Table 3.3

Students of Proletarian Background
As a Percentage of Total College Students, 1951-1959

£ of students of

Year worker /peasant origin

1951 19

1952 20

1953 22

1954 n.a.

1955 29

1956 34

1957 36

1958 48

1959 50
Source: Hong Yung Lee, e iti the
Revolution: A Case Study. Berkeley, CA: University of

California Press, 1978, p. 79.

Table 3.4

Students of Good and Bad Backgrounds
As a Percentage of Total Admitted Students in
Peking University’s Geophysics Department, 1960-1963

Inherjted "Class" 1960 1961 1962 1963
Good-background 41% 30% 27% 18%

working class

Bad-background#* 8% 12% 23% n.a.

* Including landlords, rich peasants, counter-
revolutionaries, bad elements, and rightists.

Source: Jonathan Unger, Education Under Mao: Class and
competition in canton Schools, 1960-1980. New York: Columbia
University Press, 1982, p. 235.
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According to one study, 63% of the new students in 1971
were workers-peasants prior to the recruitment to higher
education, and this percentage was increased to 90% in
1975.” The change in class composition of students was
also conspicuous in the two best Chinese universities. 1In
September 1970, 45% of the new students in Ch’inghua
University were workers, 40% were peasants, and 15% were
soldiers, while in Peking University 90% were from peasant
families and 10% were children of cadres in 1970, 90%-100%
from worker-peasant-soldier-cadre classes in 1973, and 90%
from worker-peasant-soldiers background in 1974.7 These
data are consistent with the egalitarian preference for
increasing the access of workers and peasants to higher
education. In addition, another dramatic outcome of the new
policy is displayed in the percentage of Party members in
the entire population of college students. In 1964 only
2.2% of the college students were Party members, while the

percentage went up to 26.5% in 1975.” In sum, the class

B See C. Montgomery Broaded, "Higher Education Policy
Changes and Stratification in China." The China Quarterly 93
(March 1981): p. 131.

™ The figures of 1970 are based upon Shih-wen Wong, Lun
Chung-kung Te Chjao-yu Kaj-ke (On Education Reforms in the
Communist China). Taipei, Taiwan: Li-min Publications, 1978.
The 1973-74 percentages are cited from Gordon White, op. cit.,
p. 161.

 Chung-hua Jen-min Kung-ho-kuo Kuo-chia T’ung-chi Chu,
[State Statistxcal Bureau, People s Republic of China],
- (China Social Stat1stica1
Data, 1987]. Beij1ng, Chlna. China Statistics House, 1987, p.
157.
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composition of college students prior to the Cultural
Revolution was dramatically reversed in the early 1970s.

With the death of Mao and the downfall of the "Gang of
Four" in 1976, reforms in many areas were initiated. The
college entrance examinations, which were abrogated in 1966,
were reinstated in 1977, and the admission policy of
workers-peasants-soldiers students on the strength of their
class status, production experience, and political record
was terminated.

No clear-cut statistical profiles of the 1977 freshman
classes have been issued to display the effect of the new
admission policy.” However, as shown in one study, only 6%
of the new students were from workers-peasant background (in
comparison to the 1975 percentage of 90%).” The data of
another study indicates that workers, cadres and demobilized
soldiers together made up only 3.4% and 2.4% of the total
students admitted in 1980 and 1981, respectively.” The
share of Party members in higher educational resources was
also affected; 26.5% of the college students were Party
members in 1975, 10.8% in 1978, and only 4.4% in 1980.7

In conclusion, the restoration of the college entrance

" There are some statistical data with pretty misleading
categories. See Suzanne Pepper, op. cit., p. 23.

T c. Montgomery Broaded, op. cit., p. 131.

™ Ruth Hayhoe, Contemporary Chinese Education. London,
U.K.: Croom Helm 1984, p. 146.

” see chung-kuo She-hui T’ung-chi Tzu-liao, 1987. p. 157.
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examinations has had tremendous impact on the class
composition of the newly admitted students. In general, the
use of universalistic measures of academic achievement
before and after the Cultural Revolution has admitted a high
proportion of children from intellectual families, whereas
laying greater emphasis on class background or political
position during the Cultural Revolution had favored children

from proletarian backgrounds.

3.4.2 Ethnicity

The Chinese government has recognized 56 nationalities
within its territory, including the majority Han nationality
and 55 minority nationalities, of which the largest are
Chuang, Manchus, Hui, Tibetans, and Mongolians.® Compared
with many other ethnically heterogeneous countries, such as
Russia (or the former USSR), China’s minority problem is
much less significant in that all 55 minority nationalities
together represent a very small fraction of the total
population. As shown in Table 3.5, only 6.06% (or 35.3
million) of the total Chinese population belonged to the
minority groups in 1953, and the percentage increased to
8.08% (or 91.3 million) in 1990. However, this 8% of the
total population occupies about 60% of China’s territory,"

including all sensitive border areas; therefore, China’s

% Colin Mackerras and Amanda Yorke, op. cit., p. 205.

81 Tdem.
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minorities have received much attention from Peking despite

of their small size.

TABLE 3.5

Population Representation of the Majority Han
and the Minority Nationalities, 1953-1990

ear Majority Han Minority
1953 93.94% 6.06%
1964 94.22% 5.78%
1982 93.30% 6.70%
1990 91.92% 8.08%

Source: Chung-hua Jen-min Kung-ho-kuo Kuo-chia T’ung-chi Chu
[State Statistical Bureau, People’s Republic of China]),

Chung-kuo T’ung-chj Nien-chijen, 1992 [Statistical Yearbook
of China, 1992). Beijing, China: China Statistics Press,

1992, p. 83.

No matter how great the attention (paid by Peking
authority) to the minority has been, both the State and the
Party constitutions do not include articles that specify any
preferential policy to the minority nationalities. The only
reference about minorities is Article 4 of the current PRC
Constitution (promulgated in 1982): "All nationalities in
the PRC are equal. The state protects the lawful rights and
interests of the minority nationalities and upholds and
develops a relationship of equality, unity and mutual
assistance among all of China’s nationalities.

Discrimination against and oppression of any nationality are
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prohibited. ..."®? Clearly, in this legal document the sole
principle handling minority affairs is simply "equality".

In reality, both the state and the Party has recognized
the underrepresentation of minorities in many spheres of
Chinese society, especially in the higher educational
system. Throughout the years, China has adopted several
preferential policies to promote higher education among its
minorities. The key policy, as discussed earlier in this
chapter, has been the one that lowers the entrance
examination acceptance threshold for minority students.
Table 3.6 below display the positive, but not very
impressive, impact of this policy on the minority enrolment.

There were only 1,285 minority college students in
1950, occupying less than 1% of the total enrollment. Given
the fact that minorities made up about 6% of the total
population in the early 1950s, they were severely
underrepresented during this early period of the PRC
history. In 1991 the minority enrollment increased to
141,800, which represented 6.94% of the total enrollment.
The increase has been impressive in terms of the absolute
numbers as well as the percentages, but the minority

nationalities were still underrepresented because in 1990

%2 Foreign Language Press, Co t t ’
. Beijing, China: Foreign Language Press,
1987, p. 12.
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Table 3.6

Students of Minority Background
As a Percentage of Total College Students, 1950-1991

Number of
Year Minority Students Percentage
1950 1,285 0.93%
1951 2,117 1.36%
1952 2,948 1.52%
1953 5,536 2.56%
1954 7,999 3.10%
1955 8,883 3.04%
1956 14,159 3.47%
1957 16,101 3.62%
1958 22,421 3.39%
1959 28,163 3.47%
1960 n.a. n.a.
1961 ) 29,921 3.16%
1962 28,729 3.45%
1963 24,825 3.31%
1964 20,076 2.93%
1965 21,870 3.24%
% e % % kkkkkk L2322 X
1975 30,607 6.11%
1976 36,578 6.48%
1977 34,460 5.51%
1978 36,030 4.21%
1979 37,423 3.67%
1980 42,944 3.75%
1981 51,220 4.00%
1982 53,739 4.66%
1983 59,600 4.94%
1984 69,300 ‘ 4.94%
1985 94,098 5.52%
1986 99,462 5.29%
1990 136,700 6.63%
1991 141,800 6.94%

**** Data about the decade of the Cultural Revolution are
not available.
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Table 3.6 (cont’d)

Sources:
1) The 1950-1983 figures are based on Department of
Planning, Ministry of Education, People’s Republic of China,

Achievement of Educatjon in China, 1949-1983. Beijing,
China: People’s Education press, 1984, p. 107.

2) The 1984 number of minority students is cited from
State Statistical Bureau, People’s Republic of China,

Statistical Yearbook of China, 1985. New York: Oxford
University Press, 1985, p. 45.

3) The 1985-1986 numbers are calculated from Hsin-hua
Shu-tien [New China Bookstore), Chung-kuo Njen-chien, 1987
[People’s Republic of China Yearbook, 1987). Beijing, China:
New China Bookstore, 1987, p. 519.

4) The 1990-1991 numbers are extracted from Chung-kuo
T’ung-chi Nien-chjen, 1992. p. 69.

5) The calculation of the 1984-1991 percentages is based
upon the total enrollment figures provided in Chung-kuo

T’ung-chi Nien-chien, 1992. p. 702.

they constituted 8.08% of the Chinese total population. (see
Table 3.5) Moreover, data shown in Table 3.6 fail to
display a continuous trend of improvement in minority’s

share of the higher educational resources.

3.4.3 Gender

In traditional China women were completely subject to
male domination. In Communist China today there is no doubt
that women’s status has been greatly improved, but, despite
Mao’s famous quotation of "women holding up half the sky",
women are still underrepresented in many areas of Chinese

society.®

% For details of the status of Chinese women, see Marc
Blecher, China: Politics, Economics and Socijety. London, U.K.:
Frances Pinter Publishers, 1986, pp. 151-57. For the status
of Chinese women in comparison to women in other societies,
see Martin King Whyte, "Sexual Inequality Under Socialism: The
Chinese Case in Perspective." in James Watson, ed., Class and
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Both the State and the Party constitutions specify no
preferential policy toward minority nationalities, nor to
female citizens. The only woman-related article in the
State constitution is as follows: "Women in the PRC enjoy
equal rights with men in all spheres of life, in political,
economic, cultural, social and family life. ..."% 1In the
following, we will investigate the extent to which this
official claim that women are equals of men has been
realized in the system of higher education.

As presented in Table 3.7, as the number of female
college students steadily increased over the years, from
23,157 in 1949 to 682,000 in 1991, the female percentage
fluctuated between 20% and 33%. Through visual inspection,
we can make different interpretations by focusing on
different periods of time. If we compare the figure of 1953
with that of 1986 there was virtually no improvement at all
in women representation during this 33-year period (25.28%
in 1953 and 25.50% in 1986). On the contrary, we can also
conclude that the gender gap has been closed rather quickly
if we compare the 1949 and 1988 figures: the 1949 ratio of 4

to 1 (in favor of men) was reduced to 2 to 1 in 1991.

° 13

Socjal Stratificatjon in Post-Revolution China. Cambridge,
U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1984, pp. 198-238.

¥ Article 48 of the PRC Constitution. See Foreign
Language Press, op. cit., pp. 32-33.
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Table 3.7

Female Participation in Higher Education
As a Percentage of Total College Students, 1949-1991

Number of

Year Female Students Percentage
1949 23,157 19.77%
1950 29,411 21.20%
1951 35,050 22.53%
1952 45,356 23.39%
1953 54,714 25.28%
1954 67,716 26.27%
1955 75,755 25.90%
1956 100,374 24.60%
1957 103,324 23.35%
1958 153,712 23.30%
1959 183,348 22.58%
1960 235,598 24.50%
1961 233,488 24.65%
1962 210,283 25.34%
1963 193,837 25.84%
1964 176,343 25.73%
1965 181,281 26.88%
* * *
1973 96,500 30.77%
1974 145,159 33.76%
1975 163,290 32.59%
1976 186,470 33.02%
1977 181,623 29.04%
1978 206,472 24.11%
1979 245,704 24.09%
1980 268,137 23.44%
1981 312,390 24.42%
1982 305,374 26.46%
1983 324,926 26.92%
1984 399,256%* 28.60%
1985 511,000 30.00%
1986 479,000 25.50%
1987 647,000 33.00%
1988 681,780%%* 33.00%
1989 702,000 33.70%
1990 695,000 33.70%
1991 682,000 33.40%

* No data available during the first seven years of the
Cultural Revolution.

** Estimated numbers on the basis of the total enrollment
figures from Chung-kuo T’ung-chi Nien-chijen, 1992. p.
702.
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Table 3.7 (cont’q)

Sources:

1) The 1949-1983 figures are based on Department of
Planning, Ministry of Education, People’s Republic of China,
Achievement of Education in China, 1949-1983. Beijing,
China: People’s Education press, 1984.

2) The 1984 percentage is cited from Chung-hua Jen-min
Kung-ho-kuo Kuo-chia T’ung-chi Chii, [State statlstlcal
Bureau, People’s Republic of China], ung-kuo She-huj

T’ung-chi Tzu-ljao, 1987 [China Social Statistical Data,
1987). Beijing, China: China Statistics House, 1987, p. 158.

3) The 1985-1987 figures are from Colin Mackerras and
Amanda Yorke, e Cambridge Handbook [o) ora
p. 226.

4) The 1988 percentage is from Chung-hua Min-kuo Chiao-yu
Pu [Ministry of Education, Republic of Chlna], Chung-hua

Min-kuo Chiao-yu T’ung-chi Chih-piao, 1990 [Indicators of
Educational Statistics of the Republic of China, 1990]).

Taipei, Taiwan, 1991, p. 68.
5) The 1989-1991 flgures are extracted from Chung-kuo
T’ung-chi Nien-chien, 1992, p. 719.

Regardless of how we interpret the data by comparison,
the bottom line is that Chinese women are still
underrepresented in higher educational system with respect
to their representation in the national population, which
has remained between 48% to 49% throughout the past 42
years.® However, given the general trend of increasing
female representation in the 1980s (except for 1986), we may

expect that this gender gap will be further closed in the

years to come.

% For a complete survey of the male/female population

ratio between 1949 and 1991, see Chung-kuo T’ung-chi Nien-
chien, 1992. p. 77.
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3.5 The Distfibution of College Fellowships

The fellowship system has existed in Chinese colleges
and universities since the establishment of the PRC in
1949.% For lack of an unified guideline, individual
colleges and universities adopted divergent measures to
manage the fellowships. After experiencing this divergence
for three years, the central authority finally issued an
official document in 1952 to unify the provision of the
fellowships among hundreds of colleges and universities.®

3.5.1 The 1952 Document

This document regulated the allocation of two kinds of
fellowships: fellowships for food expense and for other
living expenses. The former should be "equally and
universally" allocated to each college student, while the
allocation of the latter depended upon the economic
conditions of each individual student.® When making
judgements on students’ economic needs, the school authority
should "take care of the practical difficulties of children

of martyrs, revolutionary soldiers, worker-peasant cadres,

% see it ’

's ows r e Students r Edu
Institutions and u;ddle Schools in Jih-pen Hslieh-shu Chén-
hsing Hui [Japanese Association of Academic Promotion], Chin-
tai chung-kuo Chjao-yu-shih Tzu-ljao ([The Data of Modern

China’s History of education]. Japanese Association of
Academic Promotion, 1976, p. 225.

¥ See idem.

% Article 2, iden.
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industrial workers, minority people, and sons and daughters
of overseas Chinese."¥

From the above, we can conclude that during these early
years the primary distributive principles employed to
allocate fellowships were equality (or even absolute
equality) and need, while the secondary principles (those
behind the preferential treatment) were contribution,
political qualification, and racial and specjal statuses.

The above 1952 document specified the de jure
distribution. The de facto distribution since then had been
somewhat different. In fact, the distribution before the
mid-1980s was nothing but egalitarian: all students,
regardless of their differences in economic conditions and
other qualifications, received the fellowships.® It is
mainly this egalitarianism that triggered a reform on the

entire fellowship system in the mid-1980s.

¥ Article 3, idem.

% For egalitarianism in the allocation of fellowships,
see Report on Reforming Current People’s Fellowship System in
;ng ;g; ary Higher Educational Institutions in Chung-kuo

- [The Chinese Education News]. July 12, 1986,
included in Hsin-hua Yueh-pao She [New China Monthly News
Agency), ed., Hsin-hua Yueh-pao [New China Monthly Bulletin].
Beijing, China: People’s Press, July, 1986, pp. 120-121.

Even though the report did not discuss whether or not
students received the same amount of fellowship, based upon
criticisms such as the lack of incentives in the report as
well as upon conversations with Chinese students in the United
States, we can speculate that students in the same school
received pretty much the same amount.
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3.5.2 The 1986 Reform
In 1986 the State Commission of Education and the
Ministry of Finance together decided to overhaul the college
fellowship system. According to the report (Report on
urrent People’s Fellowshi stem in the
Higher Educational Institutjons) jointly issued by the two
agencies, there were three reasons why the reform was
necessary: 1) to lessen the financial burden of the state;
2) to eliminate egalitarianism in order to provide
incentives for students to study hard; and 3) to relate the
provision of the fellowships to students’ political
performance and moral character.®
The essences of the 1986 report were completely
embodied in a legal document promulgated one year later:
e i ellowshi o tudents
of ordinary Higher Educational Institutions.” The 1987
Rules stipulates three types of fellowships for college
students having various qualifications, namely,
distinguished students fellowship (yu-hsiu hsilieh-sheng
chiang-hsiieh chin), special fields fellowship (chuan-yeh
chiang-hsiieh chin), and fixed direction fellowship (ting-
hsiang chian-hsiieh chin).

1 1bid, p. 121.

2 fThe Rules consist of thirteen articles in five

chapters, see Jen-min Ch' u-pan-she [People’s Press], Chung-hua

- - [Selections from Compendium

of Laws of the People s Republic of China). Beijing, China:
People’s Press, 1987, pp. 866-869.
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3.5.2.1 Distinguished Students Fellowship

The distinguished students fellowship is designed to
encourage students’ overall development in morality,
academic learning, physical education, arts and labor. The
fellowship recipients must fulfill the following
requirements: 1) love the socialist motherland, uphold the
leadership of the Chinese Communist Party, have high-quality
morality, and carry out students rules and other university
regulations; 2) love one’s own academic fields, study hard,
and have excellent learning achievements; and 3) actively
participate in social work, physical exercise, and
literature and arts-related activities.” The fellowship is
classified into three levels: 350, 250, and 150 yuans per
year, in order to stimulate competition among distinguished
students. Moreover, the number of fellowship recipients in
each school every year should not exceed 35% of the total
enrolled students.*

3.5.2.2 Special Fields Fellowship

The special fields fellowship is awarded to students in
the fields of normal education, agriculture and forestry,
minority affairs, physical education, and navigation in
order to encourage students to major in these less popular
but important fields. Different from the distinguished

students fellowship is that all of the students in the above

% Article 2, idem.

% Article 3, idem.
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five fields, even the ones with the worst academic
performance, receive this fellowship every year.” However,
this fellowship is also composed of three levels, awarding
level-I fellowship (400 yuans) to the most distinguished
students. Of these special-field students, 5%, 10% and 85%
receive level-I, level-II and level-III fellowships
respectively each year.%
3.5.2.3 Fixed Direction Fellowship

The third type is the fixed direction fellowship, which
is granted to students who agree, after graduation, to work
in the frontier areas and economically backward areas or to
take jobs in so-called "hardship" professions such as
mining, petroleum, geology and water conservancy.?” Just
like the special-field students, all of the fixed-direction
students are eligible to receive the fellowship, which also
consists of three different levels: 500, 450, and 400 yuans
every year.”® But the 1987 Rules set no limit to the number

of recipients at each level of the fellowship.

3.5.3 Distributive Principles since 1986
Obviously, the distributive principles used to allocate

the above three types of fellowships are quite different.

% Article 5, idem.
% Article 6, idem.
9 Article 8, idem.

% Article 9, idem.
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The principle of equality (in result), used to allocate
fellowships in the past, has no longer been used to allocate
the distinguished students fellowship, which is now awarded
to truly distinguished students who excel in both political
performance and academic learning. Hence, the principles
used here are political principle and merit.

The distributive principles utilized to allocate the
special fields and fixed direction fellowships are not as
straightforward as the ones above. Out of hundreds of
thousands of college students in Chiha, only those who major
in normal education and other special fields and those who
are willing to work in backward areas and hardship
professions are qualified to receive these fellowships,
owing to their specific contributions in the future. Thus,
the primary principle involved here is contribution. 1In the
meantime, the principle of equality in result still prevails
for all of these special-field and fixed-direction students,
regardless of how they perform academically, are able to
receive the fellowships. Nevertheless, the principle of
merit is also applied because only the most distinguished
special-field and fixed-direction students can receive the
level-I fellowships. In sum, focusing on Chinese college
students as a whole, we see that the distributive principle
involved in these two fellowships is undoubtedly
contribution; but if only focusing on these special students
themselves, the primary principle becomes equality, while
the secondary principle is merijt.
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Even though the school officials may still consider the
political performance of the special-field, fixed-direction
students when they decide who gets what level of
fellowships, it is noteworthy that the importance of
political principle is significantly downplayed in these two
subsystems of fellowships. This is probably due to the
urgent need of advanced manpower in those special fields and
areas. (This need of manpower is evidenced by the fact that
the amounts of these two fellowships are greater than that
of the distinguished students fellowship.) Moreover, it is
also noteworthy that the principle of merit is utilized one
way or the other throughout the three subsystems of

fellowships.

3.5.4 Comparisons Before and After 1986

The post-1986 fellowship system is in sharp contrast
with the previous one. First of all, the previously de jure
principle of need and de facto principle of equality are no
longer important. 1In the current fellowship systenmn,
especially the system for distinguished students, the
principle of merit outshines all other principles. Second,
the new system fails to take care of students with racial
and other special statuses. Third, the political principle
never dies throughout the years. People with high loyalty
to the Party (such as workers, peasants, soldiers, and
cadres) were receiving preferential treatment in the past,

while in the current system being politically qualified is



107
one of the required quality of being "distinguished".
Lastly, the principle of contribution is still valued in the
current system, but this principle now refers to future
contributions of the recipients, while in the past it
referred to previous or parental contributions.

After investigating various detailed principles
involved in the Chinese college fellowship system, we need,
once again, to step back to get a larger picture of this
allocation system. As a scarce resource, fellowships are
not as vital as college spaces, but the distributive
principles used in the fellowship system are not less

complicated than the ones employed in the admission system.

These principles are peed, egquality, future and past
contrjbution, merit, race, special statuses, and politjcal
principle. By and large, the dominant principles have been
shifted from need and equality during the 1949-1986 period
to merit after 1986. To a large degree, this shift is
congruent with the general trend of changes in the
distributive principles of the college admission systemn.
Also, the non-egalitarian, meritocratic nature of the
current fellowship system is found compatible with the
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