SCHOOL EXPANSION AND EDUCATIONAL
STRATIFICATION IN CHINA, 1981-2006

Maocan Guo
Department of Sociology
Perkins Hall 204, 35 Oxford Street

Harvard University
Cambridge, MA 02138
Email: mguo@fas.harvard.edu

Xiaogang Wu
Division of Social Science
Hong Kong University of Science and Technology
Clear Water Bay, Kowloon
Hong Kong SAR

Email: sowu@ust.hk

(Approximate word count in text: 10,112)

Key Words: Educational Inequality, School Brpion, Social
Reproduction, Economic Transition, Ghin



ABSTRACT
This study examines the trends in educationaliiti@ion during China’s economic
reform period from 1981 to 2006. By using the patath from the “China Health and
Nutrition Survey”, it matches school-age childrerttieir parents’ background
information and investigates whether and how tifeces of family background on
children’s educational transitions change acrass tind across the urban-rural
residential status. Results show that educatiorejuality in access to senior high
school has firstly increased then decreased, whéneguality in access to college
education has recently been strengthened andféesebf most social background
variables on transition to college have shiftedRipsults also show that, in spite of a
recent quick expansion of college opportunitieseasing to higher education have
become much easier for urban children but morécditffor children from
low-income rural families, which thus leads to ktigely decrease in the mobility

chance for rural children via higher education.



SCHOOL EXPANSION AND EDUCATIONAL STRATIFICATION
IN CHINA, 1981-2006

INTRODUCTION

Throughout the twentieth century, many countiesti@darly those industrialized
ones, have experienced an increase in their popogaimean educational attainments
(Shavit and Blossfeld 1993; Muller and Karle 1988yckhoff 1995, 2001). Such a
general expansion in the school system, howeves dot have intrinsic implications
on the change in educational inequality. This isalose the allocation and the
distribution of schooling are conceptually indepemg and may change in response to
distinctive demographic and behavioral changes éM&81: p. 73; see also
Featherman and Hauser 1976; Mare 1991; Mare andldar2006). In assessing
whether the increase in educational availabilitggsociated with increased equality
of educational opportunities, many studies extegigifocus on the cross-cohort trend
in the relationship between social origin and etlooal attainment, leading to a rich
literature of comparative stratification researchedlucation (for a recent review, see
Breen and Jonsson 2005).

The basic finding of cross-country comparison®markable: school expansion
has little impact on the role played by family bgdund on children’s educational
attainment. In spite of the upgrading of educatieyatems and increase in the level
of industrialization, educational inequalities hang diminished but remained
persistent since the early 20th century (e.g., Blaand Blossfeld 1993). This has
happened in industrial societies like Germany (Be&d003; Hillmert and Jacob 2003;
Sieben et al. 2001), France (Garnier and Raffalo¥&84; Vallet 2004); Italy
(Cobalti 1990; Cobalti and Schizzerotto 1993; Shand Westerbeek 1998), England
(Halsey 1975; Halsey, Heath and Ridge 1980), thisedrtates (Featherman and
Hauser 1978; Mare 1981, 1993; Hout, Raftery and B393; Hout and Dohan 1996;
Gamoran 2001), Ireland (Raftery and Hout 1993) @pain (Valverde and Vila 2003),
among others (Shavit and Blossfeld 1993; Ishida.et995). Exceptions are only The
Netherlands (De Graaf and Ganzeboom 1993; De @tadf 2000; De Graaf 1986;



Need and de Jong 2001; Sieben et al. 2001), Sw&atdkson and Jonsson 1996a;
Jonsson, Mills and Muller 1996), and Norway (Linklk&998), in which social
origin differentials in educational attainment egported to decline over several
decades. Even among these exceptions, nonethiblesxjualization of educational
opportunities could not be attributable to educatiexpansions (Shavit and
Westerbeek 1998: p. 33).

The pattern of “persistent inequality” in the aaxttof educational reforms has
been found not only in the industrial societies\ahdout also in some socialist
counties such as Poland and Hungry (see ShavBkrsdfeld 1993; Simkus and
Andorkal982). This is not a general pattern acsosgalist societies, however; in
other cases, educational inequalities at certaigldehave increased rather than
persistent. For example, in Soviet Russia, Gerbér-out (1995) find a mixed
pattern with the origin-education association decll at secondary education but
strengthening in access to university. In a latgrgn, Gerber (2000b) finds that in
post-Soviet Russia the linkage between socialmagid educational achievement has
even increased, especially in access to acadecoodary schools. In Belarus and
Baltic countries, although it is not a cross-coloantnparison, Saar’s (1997) study of
transitions to the tertiary level education sholaat tvhile social origin effects on
secondary school tracking were strong, social nnogesents still stronger direct
effects predicting the probability of transitionuniversity (Table 6), a finding
consistent with Gerber and Hout (1995). In Chimgaim, by using an urban sample,
Zhou, Moen and Tuma (1998: Table 3) report thatfamad to the Mao period, the
effects of family class background on both secopndad tertiary level educational
transitions have been increased after the econ@fuom. This result is further
supported by several recent studies on urban Ghethicational attainment (Li 2004,
Liu 2005).

Overall, the persistent inequality widely obserwedost industrial countries and
the increased inequality found at certain levelsame socialist/post-socialist regimes
contradict the notion that educational expansiomaore generally, industrialization,

would loosen the linkage between parental statdsedacational attainment (Lipset



and Bendix 1959; Treiman 1970; Treiman and Yip }9Bather, they tend to suggest
that social origin differentials are reproducedgwengthened in terms of educational
attainment (see also Breen and Whelan 1993; WialdriLayte 2003; Breen and
Goldthrope 2001). How does such a reproductionge®of the origin-education
relationship widely happen throughout the world?

One notable hypothesis to summarize the persisteheducational inequalities
is themaximally maintained inequalifyMMI) model (Raftery and Hout 1993). Based
on the Irish and British experience, MMI positstthacial origin differentials would
only begin to decline when the participation ratEadvantageous groups at a given
level are maximally maintained, or in other worldaye reached saturation; otherwise,
increase in the transition rates would occur irhsaigvay that all the origin-specific
transitions preserve the previous origin-speciiationships While this model
mainly addresses quantitative social origin diffeias, it is further extended to an
effectively maintained inequali\EMI) hypothesis (Lucas 2001). The EMI model
maintains that advantaged socioeconomic groupsttereproduce advantages
whenever advantages are commonly possible — iftqaawve differences are common,
they will obtain quantitative advantage; likewigequalitative differences are
common, they then shift their advantages to quadély better qualifications. In this
regard, both MMI and EMI are to suggest a sociataduction trend of class
differences in education, that whatever the reasomsthose in positions of power
and privilege continue to maintain or even increagsé advantages (Goldthrope
1985; Breen and Goldthrope 2001).

While MMI and EMI are good at summarizing thestixig findings, they are

weak in explaining them. Recent progress in thd fias resulted in a resurgence of
rational choice models focusing on educationalsiesimaking process (Becker

2003; Breen and Goldthorpe 1997; Erikson & Jond€96; Esser 1999, cited in

1 MMI also hypothesizes that equalization can bersad if the supply of education at a certain
level is widespread among disadvantageous groupseah the supply of education at the next

level remains stable. For details, see Rafterytmat 1993; Gerber and Hout 1995.



Becker 2003; Goldthorpe 1996; for an earlier versgee Boudon 1974, for a recent
review, see Breen and Jonsson 2005). For inst&neen and Goldthrope’s (1997)
rational choice model formulates three mechanignexplain the class differentials
in education: 1) “relative risk aversion”, i.e. pé®try to avoid downward mobility; 2)
class differences in the average ability level #m the subjective expectation of
educational success (see also Esser 1999; Bec8r Blmert and Jacob 2003;
Pisati 1995); 3) class differences in resources &0 Pisati 1995). Based on this
model, they argue that the persistence of clagsrdiftials is due to the uniform
decline of educational costs among classes (fanpleg education at some level is
made free); that is, the cost and benefits evaluayegparents are relatively constant
across class-origins (see also Goldthorpe 1996piiktal tests of these proposed
mechanisms are positive in explaining class diffeads in the participation of
tertiary education in The Netherlands (Need andatey 2001), but to a much lesser
extent in West Germany (Becker 2003).

Whereas the mechanisms suggested by the rationiglecmodel are insightful in
predicting the persistent and declining trendsdincational inequalities (Breen and
Goldthorpe 1997: p. 295), they seldom discuss dse<x of increased educational
inequality represented by some socialist/post-istgocieties like Russia and China
in specific historical periods, which are also umented by MM{. Yet, the rational
choice mechanisms may still work for socialist/pestialist educational stratification,
because if the schooling cost is increased ralfasr decreased at certain levels in
these societies, the observed increased inequpalitgrn would not be surprising. In
addition, as many studies have already indicateg, (Bian 1994; Bian and Logon
1996; Walder 1986, 1992, 1995; Walder et al. 2@b@u and Hou 1996; Zhou et al.
1996, 1997; Zhou 2000, 2001), the allocation obueses and opportunities are
regulated by state policies and state interveritidhese societies. As a result,

people’s relative risk aversion strategy and thessession of resources may be much

2 As footnote 1 indicates, MMI also predicts a reeer equalization trend when supply at one

particular level is overwhelming, but this seembdmot the main focus of the thesis.



influenced by the state, which may lead to a déiféireducational stratification
process from most industrial capitalist societies.

In this regard, China will be a particularly intstiag research site for
comparative educational stratification research,omby because China has never
been systematically integrated in cross-countrymammsons of educational inequality
despite that educational expansion also happe@hima (e.g., Hannum 2007;
Hannum and Xie 1994; Lavely et al. 1990; Zhou, Maad Tuma 1998) but also
because as a post-socialist society, the statglstjls an important role in allocating
opportunities and life chances, which makes Chsétutionally different from
industrial capitalist societies (e.g., Wu 2006; Whd Treiman 2004, 2007). In the
mean time, educational cost could be increasednmeshistorical periods in China (Li
2004; Liu 2006a), which then might imply that thdueational stratification
mechanisms differ from the general persistent inétyupattern in the West.

In this paper, we study the educational stratificapatterns in China’s reform
period from 1981 to 2006. Based on the panel adata the “China Health and
Nutrition Survey”, we focus on the across-cohornparison of educational
attainments both in the Chinese urban and ruralsa@ur particular interest is to see
whether and how educational inequalities change tove, and based on what we
find from the China experience, whether there amgications for an integration of
the existing theoretical accounts of MMI and EMidamore basically, for the rational
choice theory and social reproduction theory incadgion.

In the section that follows, we will first providiee historical background on
economic reforms and school expansion in Chingedine 1980s, with a particular

note on the urban-rural gap in educational attaimtm&'e then demonstrate how

% Although there are several comparative studiesdrtational attainment in China (e.g., Zhou,

Moen and Tuma 1998; Li 2004; Hannum 2007), thdyegitoncentrate only on the case of urban
China or do not follow the widely used researchgies the field (Shavit and Blossfeld 1993), or
both. The later is represented as not employingtfmedard class measurement and cross-cohort

comparison.



family socioeconomic background has affected chiith educational outcomes in the
context of economic marketization and school exjgeng-inally, we discuss the

implications of the change in the educational iraity structure in reform-era China.

ECONOMIC REFORMSAND SCHOOL EXPANSION IN CHINA
Few nations have undergone changes as dramatigiag kas since the late1970s.
China’s GDP per capita has consistently grown 838 RMB yuan in 1978 to
14,040 RMB yuan in 2005 (see Column A of TableAt)a fixed price in 1978, the
per capita GDP increased by 5.8 times in 2000 a®dir@es in 2005, with an annual
growth of about 9 percent (National Bureau of Stais 2006). Accompanied with
China’s economic miracle was a rapid growth of urediy. As Column C of Table 1
shows, the Gini coefficient, a common measure obine inequality, increased from
0.317 in 1978 to 0.449 in 2005 for the nation agale. Income inequality between
urban and rural population, institutionalized bg tiousehold registratiohifkoy
system (Wu and Treiman 2004, 2007), was partiguf@mdminent: the urban-rural
ratio of income per capita declined slightly in #ely 1980s, but has increased
dramatically since then, from 2.5 in 1990 to 3.2@90 and 3.2 in 2005 (Table 1:
Column D). What's more, a study shows that urbaatimcome inequality has
contributed 43 percent to overall income inequahtZhina (Cai and Wan 2006: p.
3).

[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]

Economic reforms affected educational stratificaiiio several respects. First,
sustainable economic growth expands the demandliedslabor, which has led to an
overall increase in returns to education (Nee 19896; Nee and Mathews 1996; Cao
and Nee 2000; Liu 2006a), although this increaseblean differentiated among
sectors (Bian and Logan 1996; Wu 2002; Wu and Ri@32 Xie and Wu 2005; Zhou
2000; Liu 2006a, 2006b), regions (Xie and Hannu®6l¥ao and Li 2006), classes
(Liu 20064a, 2006b), and historical periods (Wu el 2003; Xie and Wu 2005; Liu
20064, 2006b). Particularly, income return to etiooan 1988 was around 3 percent,

and slowly increased to around 4 percent in 19@btarmround 5 percent in 2000. Yet,



after 2000, the return to education quickly jumpedbout 10 percent in 2003 (Liu
2006a). Across sectors, whereas in 1996 workinmullic, private, and marginal
sectors generated income returns to be about 4me& percent and 8 percent
respectively, in 2003 these figures changed todoeita9 percent, 8 percent and 3
percent (Liu 2006b). Findings as such show thatatilon has been an increasingly
important factor for socioeconomic attainmentsaform-era China, which then
creates incentives for continuing schooling.

Second, economic growth affords more resourcesdacational development
and school expansion. The government budgetaryneloee on education has been
increased dramatically (see Table 2), from 113.ilBomin 1980 to 4465.86 million
in 2004. In 1980, the Chinese government set tigetaf universalizing primary
education by the end of the 1980 and the implentientaf nine-year compulsory
education in the 1990s (Tsui 1997). With the insesia educational resources, these
goals were largely attained by 1998.

[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE]

Table 2 also summarizes the national statisticherexpansion of educational
opportunities in China since 1978. As indicatethis table, the overall enrollment
rate had reached over 98% in the 1990s. The prsigresate to junior high school,
given the completion of primary school educatioaswver 90% by the mid-1990s,
and reached almost 100% in 2003. In contrast, thgression rate to senior high
school given the completion of junior high schogberienced a contraction period
since mid-1970s to 1992, remained almost constaa®b8, and then increased
relatively quickly since 1999. Yet, even in 2003 progression rate at this level was
less than 40%. Higher education has also beenasicrgly opened up. Early since
1985, the transition rate from senior high schoatdllege was larger than that from
junior high school to senior high school. Morelstrgly, since 1999 the progression
rate to college given the completion of senior r8ghool increased considerably fast,
from 43.1% in 1998 to 83.4% in 2003. This rapidaxgon in higher education is
due to the new educational policy launched in 12@@ording to the official claim,

such a speedy growth in the college opportuniée make higher education widely



spread to the whole population (Liu 2005; Min 2007)
[Figurel ABOUT HERE]

The school expansion in the secondary and higheradidn since 1999 has made
several changes. First, whereas both the transii@s to senior high school and to
college increased, the increase was much rapidénécigher education. In 2003, for
example, the rate of entering senior high schoohupe completion of junior high
school was 38%, but in the same year the ratetefiag college upon completion of
senior high school was strikingly 83%. The “38%ftsugs “83%” structure in the
educational transitions strongly reveals that tiheegebottleneck in the education
system in China, that is, once children successfuthgress to senior high school,
their chance of being admitted to college is veghhThis bottleneck structure since
the 1999 educational reform, then, is a resultvof aspects: on the one hand, the
transition rate of going to junior high school gstggh that junior high school
provides an increasing and nearly saturated sugyaduates (as reflected in
Cloumn 4, Table 2) whereas the senior high scholyl @xperiences a moderate
increase in its quota of admission, resulting neddy small transition rates from
junior high school to senior high school (slighttyre than one third); on the other
hand, once children successfully pass the seleatitire senior high school level,
they face the wide supply of college education.hsalbottleneck structure in the
education system is seldom observed in other ciesntxcept for Soviet Ruséia

Second, as one purpose of the 1999 educationalypslto “marketize
education” (Liu 2005), college education since 192% not free of charge. Before
1999, higher education in China was mainly fundgthle government and families
need to pay little for it. After 1999, however, tlees that college students have to

afford increased dramatically. A recent figure shdhat the average fees for college

* However, the bottleneck in the Soviet Russia etioicaystem is at the college level rather at
the senior high school level. That is, the supplyezondary education was increasingly huge
whereas the supply of college education remaireulestTherefore, strictly speaking, these two

bottleneck structures are not the same.
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education have accounted for over 70% of the maana household income in
Western areas (Liu and Yang 2007: p. 125).

These changes provide important implications ferutban-rural divide in
educational attainment. Although there is no dahbat the central government
intended to promote educational opportunities foitscitizens, economic reforms in
rural areas slowed down to a certain extent anldgiea negative impact on school
enrollments. On the one hand, the household regplityssystem implemented in
rural China since 1978 drove rural children ousctiool for agriculture labor and
employment in the rural industry. On the other hahd fiscal reform in education in
the mid-1980s exacerbated the situation (Hannun720@ 1985 the Decision on the
Reform of the Education Structure (hereafter th@1Becision) was launched,
followed by the 1986 Compulsory Education Law. Téxendation of these
educational policies was a shift of financial rasgbilities of funding primary and
secondary education from the central governmelutdal levels (Cheng 1994). Local
governments were then given the responsibility&iging and spending educational
revenue. In practice, provincial governments tookhe provision of higher
education, and transferred the responsibility er financing of compulsory
education to lower levels of government. Hence@domommodate the increasing
number of enrollments and increasing educationsisggchools have been allowed to
charge tuition and other fees, even for nine-yeanmulsory education. For example,
in 1999, the surcharges and miscellaneous feethgaccounted for 62% of all
out-of-budgeted revenue for primary schools and 57#%at for lower-secondary
schools (Tsang and Ding 2005: Table 5). Recentegsreonducted by some
sociologists in selected rural counties revealed @hinese farmers with an annual
per capita net income of 3,200 yuan in 2005 hgshioabout 800 yuan a year for a
child’s education in primary and lower secondarycadion. Excessive charges by
schools have become a major reason behind theasingerural school dropouts in
recent years (Liu and Yang 2007). In 2004, thelmvarage dropout ratios for
primary and junior high schools were 2.45% and &9éspectively.

Schools charged even higher for schooling beyoadtmpulsory levels. A
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recent survey report shows that many families wantpoverty because of affording
their children’s tuitions and other fares in seriggh school and college. The
proportion of rural families found “difficult” orVery difficult” to provide these fees
was at least over 39% (Liu and Yang 2007: p.126dnBmic considerations thereby
significantly affect the decision to continue sclvag (Min and Wang 2006),
especially in rural areas.

As a result, affordability of educational costs im@es one main reason why rural
children are lagged behind their urban counterpanrtsiucational access, especially
that to senior high school and college, among stfsrch as educational aspiration of
rural children, the school quality in rural areei®,, see Liu and Yang 2007). There is
also a reported decline in the number of studerdliements from disadvantaged
family background at several elite universitiesu(R004: Table 2; Min and Wang
2006; Yang 2006).

Although the preceding discussion might be impressg sense the urban-rural
gap in educational attainment in reforming Chiratjanal statistics on such an
urban-rural disparity has never been available thusA most recent study by
Hannum (2007) investigates evidence about the unlyah differentials in access to
compulsive education. Unlike her focus, in thisgrape mainly examine how the
increased educational opportunities at post-lowensdary levels are distributed
among different socioeconomic groups and whetheh allocation varies across
cohorts and across the urban-rural residentialst&articularly, we examine such
educational stratification processes in the coméxapid growth in economy and

inequality in contemporary China.

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, SOCIAL MOBILITY AND SOCIAL
REPRODUCTION IN REFORMING CHINA: HYPOTHESES

The role of education in mediating the link betweeigin and destination has been
the central concern in social stratification resbde.g., Blau and Duncan 1967;
Featherman and Hauser 1978; Ishida et al. 1995g Bed Treiman 1997; Erikson
and Goldthorpe 1992; Gerber and Hout 2004; Titnoa& and Roosma 2003; Breen

12



and Goldthrope 2001; Gamier and Hout 1976). Inotigin-education-destination
associations, education plays both as an avensecail mobility and as a tool for
social reproduction (Hallinan 2001). On the onedhdormal schooling can help
children from disadvantaged backgrounds to chamgje tate; on the other hand, the
schooling that individuals have received also ddpem the
advantages/disadvantages that their parents confégrem throughout childhood
(Ishida et al. 1995). In the course of industretiian, the “liberal thesis of
industrialization” (Lipset and Bendix 1959; Treim&a@70; Treiman and Yip 1987)
and the “increase merit selection” hypothesis (Jon<993) have been proposed so
as to predict such a trend in modern societiesatedss to education would be
decreasingly linked with social origins and classipons are increasingly determined
by educational attainment. These hypotheses, haweaaeived little support from
empirical tests (Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992; Braxeth Goldthrope 2001). In
Ireland where industrialization started from ed®70s, researchers find that while
the service class increased their advantagesamiaiy educational qualifications, the
impact of education on class destinations is dishiimg (Breen and Whelan 1993;
Whelan and Layte 2003). A similar pattern is foum@ritain (Breen and Goldthrope
2001), where relative social mobility chances cleahlgtle across two cohorts and
the effects of individual merit, as measured byitgand education, on individuals’
relative mobility chances declined. This has Iduosars towards a conclusion of
social reproduction that even in several modernstrial societies, not only the
origin-destination relationship is reproduced (Eak and Goldthorpe 1992; see also
the review by Breen and Jonsson 2005), but alsodthwation mediates such a
relationship is reproduced (Ishida et al. 1995).

The systematic differences in the institutionahagement of property rights
from modern capitalist economies have made sotsiigeties especially worthy for
comparative stratification research. During thet gaseral decades, the transition of
socialist regimes to market-oriented economies wedun countries like China and
Soviet Russia has generated a large market tramsigbate over whether the role of

education is increasingly significant in opportyratlocation and resource
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distribution, and whether the power of redistrilkatbureaucracy declines its
significance (e.g., Nee 1989; see the review by20@2, 2006; Wu and Xie 2003;
Walder 2002; Szelenyi and Kastello 1996; Nee antthdars 1996). One stylized
finding from the debate is that while the marketdad creates new opportunity
structures for those with human capital, those Wnmerly possess power and
advantages do not necessarily encounter a deadlitheir status; rather, they can
retain or even increase their advantages duringrémsition period through means of
“power conversion”, social networks, or others (Band Logan 1996; Zhou 2000;
Wilader 2002, 2003; Rona-Tas 1994; Gerber 20004l,;266rber and Hout 1998,
2004). In China, one reason for such an intrag¢ioed reproduction of advantages
during the economic transition is the continuedangnce of the role of state in
launching the reform and in regulating individuéd kchances (Bian and Logon 1996;
Zhou 2000).

In this regard, educational attainment, social iitgland social reproduction can
be combined processes during the economic transiti€hina. On the one hand, the
significance of education for socioeconomic attanirhas increasingly grown partly
because of the emerged new opportunity structureghit by the mark&ton the
other hand, those who reproduced their advantagiee ireform may realize the
uplifted importance of education and compete foraatges in this area so as to pass
their advantages to their offspring.

In addition, the strategies that the advantagedpgaise for social reproduction
and when to use may differ across historical peridd Wu and Xie (2003) show, the
timing of entry into the market has implications ¥e¢ho gets ahead in the reform.

Therefore, in different periods the advantaged oseydifferent strategies to transmit

® This may be a temporal statement because as peesiodies indicate (Zhou et al. 1996;
Walder 1995; Walder et al. 2000; Wu and Xie 20@8)cation is also an important mobility
regime in pre-reform and early-reform periods. ddi&ion, this statement only holds for income
returns to education (Liu 2006a, 2006b), as we liis@issed; whether it can be applicable to

educational returns of class destination is stiknown.
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their advantages to their children.

Specifically, in early reform periods (say, bef@@92), Figure 1 (solid lines)
indicates that the transition rates actually exqered a quick increase at the junior
high school level, a slow decline at the seniohlgghool level, and a relatively small
increase at the college level. The educationalraotibn rather than expansion at the
senior high level is rarely observed in other siiese except for post-Soviet Russia
(Gerber 2000b). Gerber’s study shows that educatotraction increased the
inequality in accessing to academic secondary $shdberefore we might expect
this also happened in China when compared to eligsed differentials in
pre-reform periods In this period, higher education was fully fundsdthe
government and free of charge. The transition ratésgher education given
completion of senior high school were only moderéfe treat this period as a
starting point of comparison.

In the middle reform period (say, from 1993 to 19%&hereas the transition rate
to junior high school increased to over 90%, tbatenior high school remained
almost stable. In contrast, transition rate toeg®l level education experienced a
moderately large increase. Like educational cotiba@t this level before 1992, the
stability of educational transition to senior hgghool is also not commonly found.
Thus, whereas educational expansion in most maddustrial societies predicts
persistent or declined inequality, we expect caitba and stability in the school
system to undergo increased inequality at the sémb school level. At the same
time, education at the college level was still lesst for students from all social
origins, therefore, following Breen and Goldthrapél997) rational choice model,
when there is a uniform decline of the schoolingtceducational inequality may
change little. However, based on the experienaa fBoviet Russia (Gerber and Hout
1995), we may also expect inequality at this lewdde increased [need more words].
In sum, compared to the early reform period, edonat inequalities are expected to

be increased at the senior high school level, ansigient or increased (though less

6 Although this is a very interesting topic, inist the focus of this paper.
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unclear) at the college level.

In the late reform period (say, from 1999 to 20G8yure 1 shows that the
transition rate to junior high school almost reatkaturation. However, as we have
discussed in the previous section, increases itrdéingition rates to senior high school
and college had created a bottleneck structurearetducation system beyond junior
high school. Moreover, schooling cost was increagete college level. Therefore,
we clearly predict a boost in educational ineqigifor transition to tertiary
education. At the senior high school level, asttaesition rates increased
comparatively faster than previous periods, we sxpect inequality to be persistent
or declined at this level, based on the literabmwenodern industrial societies;
however, following Gerber’s study, we may also et increase in the quantity of
inequity at this level.

Overall, across periods we unambiguously predet ¢éaucational inequality at
the senior high school level would increase inrthédle reform period (1993-1998),
and that at college level would increase in the taform period (1999-2006). We are
less confident at this point, however, on the sigithie change in the social origin
differentials for transition to senior high schaokhe late reform period (1999-2006),
and those for transition to college education ertfiddle reform period (1993-1998),
as experiences from modern industrial societiesflaomd socialist/post-socialist
Russia have different predictions.

In our view, our two explicit expectations may seggthat the advantaged are in
different steps to secure their advantages in edunzd attainment. In the middle
reform period when higher education was still ass| their main focus is on senior
high school education; in the late reform periocewhigher education quickly
expanded, they shifted their advantages from thmsaigh school level education to
college education. In this light, although we sidled empirical results on the two
unclearly formulated inequality trends, we impligifollow the EMI predictions:
whenever and whatever quantitative differencesuatitgtive differences are
important and commonly possible, the advantageddwshift their advantages to

these qualifications, either in quantity or in dqual
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Another focus of this paper is the urban-rural diges in educational attainment
beyond compulsory levels. In Ishida et al. (1998 important distinction to make
for social reproduction mechanisms is to separatlision with inclusion. These two
processes may help capture the educational ineégtrainds across the urban-rural
residential status. According to Wu and TreimarD@®007), whereas the Chinese
household registratiorngkoy system had institutionally regulated the urbad amal
population, it provided a mobility channel for arién from rural families: by gaining
admission to a specialized secondary school ané myortantly by gaining
admission to senior high school and then to tgrealucation, rural children could
escape from their rur&lukoustatus. In this way, when migration was strictly
controlled, the urban society tends to selectietjude the “best and brightest of the
rural population” (Wu and Treiman 2007: p. XX), lxclude those who were
selected out. How is this selection mechanism &dteby the expansion in
educational opportunities at tertiary level, espkegin the late reform period
(1999-2006)?

In our assessment, following our comprehensiblesetgtion that increased
inequality of access to tertiary education woulggen in the late reform period, we
expect that the selection mechanism may be mdessihurt by the bottleneck
structure only recently apparent in the schoolesystOne reason for this is the
increased schooling cost at college level [is tismain reason?]. As we mentioned
in the previous section, while before 1999 higltraation was costless, after the
recent educational reform families have to paythertuition and other fares. This
would make large economic difficulty for rural fdras to afford their children’s
higher education, especially for those low-inconmm@lrfamilies. Following Esser’s
(1999) conceptualization of investment risk as atinoal cost divided by the

subjective probability of successful completiortioé educational choiéewe expect

" Esser's theory suggests that class-specific @iffees in educational motivation, as captured by
benefits and probability of status decline, anastmnent risk, as captured by educational cost

divided by the subjective probability of successfnpletion of the educational choice, are the
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the investment risk to be increased especiallydaal poor families. And because of
this, we clearly expect that the rural-to-urbaresgbn mechanism would be more or
less hampered especially for those low-income fasil

In the following analysis, we test the thesis lwdiege in the class differentials and

the thesis of change in the rural-to-urban selaati@chanism by using a panel data.

DATA, VARIABLESAND METHODS

Data

The data to be used in this study is drawn fromil®f9 through 2006 waves (7
waves in total) of the China Health and Nutritiam&y (CHNS), which followed a
panel data design and was conducted by the Chixeskemy of Preventive

Medicine and the Institute of Nutrition and Fooddine, in collaboration with the
Carolina Population Center at the University of tddCarolina. The CHNS used a
multistage random sampling procedure to get a septative sample from eight
geographically diverse provinces that differ bydleof economic development, public
resources and health indicators. The provincesredwsere Liaoning, Jiangsu,
Shandong, Henan, Hubei, Hunan, Guangxi and Guigh&@89. Liaoning was
replaced by Heilongjiang in 1997; thereafter batbvmces were included in the
sample. Replacement households and communitiesageet to the sample in some
survey years. Counties in each of these eight poeg were stratified by income level
and randomly selected based on a weighted samgadimgme. In addition, the
provincial capital and a lower income city wereesgdd. Villages and townships
within the counties and urban and suburban neididmats within the cities were

selected randomf.

main mechanisms of class differentials in educatichoice. For a detailed description of Esser’s

model, see Berker 2003: p. 3-4.

8 For detailed description of the additions andaepments and the sampling procedures, see

http://www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/china/desiditie data and related descriptive documents can be

downloaded from that website also.
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One advantage of this data is its detailed inf¢ianaon education. In each
sampled household, respondents were asked whattyukication they had and in
what grade they stayed at the time of each suRegpondents were also asked to
give such information of the other persons belogdmtheir households. Besides, the
surveys have gathered extensive information onljesoicial background, especially
on household income.

Since our main concern is the beyond compulsasl leducation, we focus only
on the young cohorts who were born from 1969 to4199the Chinese school system,
the typical age for entering junior high schoohise high school and college is 12 to
13, 15to 16, and 18 to 20, respectively. As altethose who were born in 1969
could still be at the risk of transition to collegben the CHNS first wave was
conducted in 1989 (age 20), and entered the riséfgenior school transition in 1981
(when aged 12); likewise, those who were born @41®ight be just in time to enter
junior high school in the year 2006 (age 12) whenrhost recent wave (2006) is
available.

We use individual level data in this study by cativg the longitudinal data
format into individual wide format. We extract indtiuals born from 1969 to 1994,
and then match them with their parents, based @ndhable indicating the
relationship of the respondent to the household h&a a result, children-parent
records, as well as household records on annuainiecparental education and
occupation, residential status, household registrghukoy status, father’s education
and occupation, gender, etc., were all obtainet A& yielded a sample of 6,322

cases.

Variables

The dependent variable is the transition statubefoung cohorts at certain levels,
which is coded as a dummy variable. Following tiaadard research design in the
literature (e.g., Mare 1981; Gerber and Hout 19@&)examine the determinants of
the transition rate at five specific levels, fronmpary to junior high school,

completion of junior high school, from junior higlthool to senior high school,
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completion of senior high school, and from senightschool to college. However,
given the facts that primary school educationnscat saturated in both rural and
urban China, and that junior high school is alnsagtirated since mid-1990s, we
mainly concentrate on the determinations of thesiteon status at the higher
secondary school level and the college level ankienseoss-cohort comparisons.
Moreover, as the existing literature shows thatsitteool tracks which students take
affect their probabilities of making subsequenteadional transitions (Breen and
Jonsson 2000; Saar 1997; Lucas and Good 2001; R0€Hy, we also study the track
differences (academic vs. vocational) at the higleeondary levél

The main independent variables in the followinglgsia are family background,
represented by parental education, father’s ckasgssad annual household income.
Parental education is a continuous variable meddwyehe highest years of
schooling of the parents. Father’s class statasstsandard measure of social origin;
hence, to make the China case internationally coampe (Shavit and Blossfeld 1993),
we employ the EGP class schema commonly used ilit¢he&ture to measure father’s
class status. Specifically, we code father’s octiapa into a 6-category version of the
EGP scheme (Erikson, Goldthorpe, and Potocarer®;8anzeboom et al. 1992;
Ganzeboom and Treiman 1996). The relationship ketwlee 10-category version

° In China, like in many other countries, there igaational track (vocational school,
zhongzhuahnparallel to an academic track (senior high schgabzhonyat the higher secondary
level education. The major pathway to college etioas the transition from senior high school
to college. Although vocational school can alsalleacollege education, the proportion is quite
small. According to several independent data seufe., the 1996 Life History and Social
Change Survey and the 2003 Chinese General Sasia\g, the transition rate to college upon
completion of vocational school is less than 7 getcThese statistics are available from the

authors upon request.
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proposed by Erikson et al. (1979) and the 6-categersion used here is as folloWs

Original classification New classification
l. Large proprietors, higher professionals and rgamna 6

Il. Lower professionals and managers 6
lll. Routine nonmanual workers 5
IVa. Small proprietors with employees 4
IVb. Small proprietors without employees 4
V. Lower grade technicians and manual supervisors 3

VI. Skilled manual workers 3
Vlla. Unskilled and semiskilled manual workers 2
IVc: Self-employed farmers 1
Vllb. (Unskilled) agricultural workers 1

Source: Wu and Treiman 2007: p. XX.
Annual household income is measured by the yeagéhold income from all
sources. This variable is constructed by the inga&irs based on the extensive
income information gathered by the CHNS, and islalke only for the first 6
waves'. Following the same process we set up this vagitdylthe 2006 wave.

Another important independent variable is whetharai the respondent lived in
rural areas (rural=1). This residential statusalag captures not only the effect of
family background, but also the regional inequatitgt reflects the fundamental
divide in the country (Wu and Treiman 2007). ltoapsrtly reflects the effect of
hukoustatus, although not the same. As a control vijaex (male=1) is included in
our estimated models as well. Another importantrcbivariable in the literature is
the number of siblings, as a family’s availableoreses need to be distributed among
all the children. While scholars have demonstrétedl the number of siblings has a

negative impact on educational attainment in wastecieties (e.g. Cameron and

19 1t should be noted that the CHNS does not havénfoemation of detailed job coding of the
respondents; therefore, the EGP categories usedshenly a proxy of the standard procedure for

creating the EGP schema.

1 For description of how this variable is constrd¢teee the document on the CHNS official

website:http://www.cpc.unc.edu/projects/china/

21



Heckman 1998; Mare and Chen 1986), the CHNS ddyaatiows us to identify a
child’s relationship with the household head. Ardduse of the Chinese one-child
policy which has been strictly implemented since ¢larly 1980s, the effect of sibling
size was not considered in our analysis.

Because of the panel data design, all the indegpendvriables are time-varying
(except for sex). Specifically, we use the inforimatfrom the nearest survey year
before each transition to represent the family gemknd that is available for children
to make different educational transitions. One taiiis/e critique on the educational
transition literature argues that without time-vagycovariates in the transition
models we are implicitly making an assumption ofytiqpia” (Caremon and Heckman
1998); the CHNS panel data, however, does notrsiuéi this critique because we
indeed have time-varying measures for family bagckgd.

Figure 1 compares the CHNS sample statistics tivémational statistics on
transition rates at each level. It indicates that€HNS data more or less
approximates the national statistics, especialthatollege level. In results not
reported here, a survey of to what extent diffedata sources represents the national

statistics shows that the CHNS is among the clisest

Methods

As a comparative study, the main method we areggiminuse is the standard Mare
model (1980, 1981), which models the effects ofikalmackground along sequential
educational transitions. In specific, this modet@eptualizes schooling as a sequence
of transitions between grades, defining a contiongtrobability at each transition
point, i.e. the chances that an individual will tone to a given level of schooling
given completion of the immediately lower level.

This method, however, has been recently criticinevo ways. First, by

12 These data sets include: the 1996 Life History®odal Change Survey, the 2003 and 2005
Chinese General Social Survey, and the 2000 0.04863 data. This result is available upon

request.
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assuming unilinear sequential transitions, this ehgdnnot detect the multiple
branches at certain transition levels that mighehzath dependence and tracking
effects. Concern in this respect has led an exaarddithis model to a multinomial
transition model (Breen and Jonsson 2000). Sea@wubrding to Caremon and
Heckman (1998), without including time-varying cawges in the estimation, which
is a usual case in the existing educational tremsliterature, this model implicitly
assumes myopia that parents and students makeotsosly base on resources
available at one time point. In addition, in theafice of time-varying covariates, this
model cannot be even parametrically identified isdoefficients can be determined
by the distribution of unobserved heterogeneitycdsl (2001) defense of the Mare
model thus maintains even if myopia is an unfavieralsumption, inclusion of
time-varying variables in the model can solve thadel identification problem (but
not the unobserved heterogeneity).

Since we have time-varying measures for each éduehtransition, we do not
suffer the main critiques by Cameron and Heckma88§}>. As a consequence, we
still use the Mare model when we study the segakatiucational transitions so as to
add China into the list of international comparisBg using a logit model to estimate
the effects of social origin, among others, ondbeditional transition probabilities,

the Mare model takes the following form:

loge ( : E"-"p ) = Bjo + > Bik Xiik
k

ij
where R is the probability that the i-th individual will @ke the j-th transition,jx is
the value for the i-th individual deciding whethemake the j-th transition on the
k-th independent variabl@, is the constant arf§j denotes the effect of a unit
change in xon the log-odds of grade progression.
As we also study the track differences betweemtiocal and academic at the

higher secondary level, we additionally employ Breed Jonsson’s multinomial

13 However, since we do not have “ability” or “motiian” measures in the CHNS data, we may

still have the omitted variable bias.
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transition model (i.e. a multinomial logit modelhan we do this (for a detailed

description of this model, see Breen and Jonss60:21) 761-63).

RESULTS
Descriptive Satistics
In a 9-nation comparison of the social selectiorcpsses in European school systems,
Muller and Karle (1993) find that at each trangitfmint some children drop out in a
socially selective way. That is, as the cohort nsowe, transition by transition, the
social composition of the survivor group changédssTs also evident in China, as
Table 3 indicates.

[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE]

In Table 3, we present summary statistics for $etecariables used in the
analyses, by different historical periods whendrgih make transitions (see the note
for the conversion from birth cohorts to historipakiods). Figures in panel A show
that the compositions of parent education and famdome for those who are at risk
of making transitions (i.e. those who have alrefiighed the immediate lower
education and are ready for specific transitionf$grdnot only across cohorts, but
also across transitions. For example, within egafisition, the means of parental
education and annual household income increaseshrstorical periods as cohorts
move on; across transitions, they are also incteasenely, the compositions of
advantageous parental background become enlargel.aScross-transition change
also happens to Father’s EGP class composition.

Yet, rather than how social compositions are digted across transitions, what
we are more interested in is the distribution ahsition rates by different social
groups. Panel B presents the transition ratescét @ducational level by urban-rural
residential status and by father’s class statspdcting panel B, we find that despite
the overall increase of the transition rates at¢dilcational levels (as indicated by the
first row), such an expansion is not homogeneodistyibuted by various social
groups. Figure 2 plots the odds of urban vs. ranal managers/professionals (I, II) vs.

agricultural workers (IVa, VIIb) in the transitiogates across different historical
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periods.
[Figure 2 ABOUT HERE]

According to Figure 2, educational differentialgte transition rates to junior
high school decline across periods. The urbanwal odds are 1.063 in 1981-1992,
but then decline to 1.025 in 1993-1998 and to 1i62kD99-2006. The class
differentials follow a similar pattern: the oddssaflected classes decrease from 1.10
to 1.06. This seems to support one specific priesidity MMI: social origin
differentials would begin to decline when the titios rates of advantageous groups
at a given level are maximally maintained (refleldbg the transition rates to junior
high school in panel B, Table 3).

Educational differentials in the transition ratesénior high school do not follow
an easy pattern: both the urban vs. rural oddstendlass odds indicate a first
increasing and then declining trend. The urbamuwsl odds jump from 1.57 to 1.80,
and then go down to 1.60. Class differentials argdr than the urban-rural
differentials in transition rates at this levelethdds change from 2.35 to 2.79, and
then decline to 1.75. Observing Table 3, we firat the first increase in the class
differentials is because the transition rates @prcalltural workers increase only a
little bit whereas the other classes experiencaiekgexpansion. After 1999, however,
the increase in the transition rates mainly hagpesmaller owners and agricultural
workers (from 23.38% to 36.57%), and this is thresam why the selected class odds
decline.

The urban vs. rural odds in terms of transitioesdb college firstly experience a
slightly decline from 1.66 to 1.46, and then quyclb up to 1.95. The class odds are
not consistent with the trend occurring from thetfperiod to the second period,
increasing from 1.33 to 1.53. But in the third pdrithey also shift rapidly to 3.01. In
this sense, in the third period, educational déiferals by urban-rural residence
increase by 33.6% (1.95/1.46-1), whereas classialidyg measured by the selected
odds increase by 96.7% (3.01/1.53-1). Looking tghotiable 3, we see the transition
rates at this level for rural children and childfesm agricultural background in fact

have been decreased. Class differentials in theitran rates strongly indicate that
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whereas the other classes more or less inflatettiagisition rates (with
mangers/professionals clearly the winners), agucal workers experience even
deceased in that aspect.

In sum, the descriptive statistics provide evideioceur two explicitly
formulated expectations: that educational inequadis here measured both by class
differentials and urban-rural differentials, at gemnior high school level would
increase in the middle reform period (1993-1998}) that at the college level would
increase in the late reform period (1999-2006 pddition, both measures indicate a
consistent decline of inequality at the senior heghool level in the late reform
period. All these seem not to be supportive to'plegsistent inequality” pattern

observed in most modern industrial societies.

Modeling Changesin the Educational Inequality Structure
In this section, we model the transition rates basea set of predictors: sex, parental
education, annual household income, father’s dtdsis and rural/urban residential
status’. Table 4 summarizes the findings on the deternténaheach transition, which
mainly serves as comparative purpose.
[TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE]

In terms of cross-transition comparison, the axgskiterature generally specifies
a waning coefficient pattern that the logit coeéfits of family background variables
in nearly every cohort decline across transitidngeés 2000; Breen and Jonsson 2005:
236). Table 4 shows that this is generally tru€lvina for cohorts from 1969 to 1994
if we neglect the two models on the completionexfadary schools: in general,
coefficients of parental education and father'sslstatus indeed decline across
transitions; the effect of annual household inconwsyever, is exceptionally
strengthened in later transitions.

[TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE]

14 We have conducted a set of model selection asalykie reported models are those with the

lowest BICs. The model selection results are abkalapon request.
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Table 5 focuses only on the determinants of makimgsitions to senior high
school and to college, by cohorts. At the senightschool level, the logit coefficients
of father’s class status firstly increase then dase, a result consistent with our
descriptive statistics. The same pattern holdafmual household income and rural
residence. In this respect, educational inequelddged experienced a firstly
increasing and then decreasing pattern at thi$ téweansition. The only exception is
the effect of parental education, whose coefficteag increased across cohorts. One
very interesting result is that the advantages alemin early reform period
(1981-1992) disappear in the middle reform perib@bB3-1998) and even become
reversed in the late reform period (1999-2006)sTéiexactly consistent with the
results from some other research on China (Bauar #992; Hannum 2002, 2007;
Hannum and Xie 2004; Lavely et al. 1990) and elsseh‘males’ advantage over
females in education has gradually disappeareshmme cases, it has reversed”
(Gerber and Hout 1995: p. 612).

With respect to the transition to college, Tablrongly suggests that again, the
coefficients of father’s class status, annual hbakkincome, and rural residential
status are increased in the late reform periodq48¥6), especially that of
mangers/professionals. Their odds of transitiocaltege upon completion of senior
high school inflate to 8.347 &3 times of those for agricultural workers, contiru|
for others. Likewise, the disadvantage of ruraldren to make successful transition
is severally strengthened. In addition, househatdme now becomes a significant
predictor for successful transition at this levdie advantages of males, again,
gradually disappear across cohorts.

[TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE]

Table 6 predicts the average partial derivatfeeshe explanatory variables,
based on the parameter estimates presented in3ables is to make the
interpretation of the logit coefficients easiereTiesults are exactly consistent with
what we have discussed. One striking finding frbm table is that the derivatives of
father’'s managers/professionals status increase {8 to .52 in the still later reform

period (1999-2006). The effects of household incaise shift up quickly (from .01
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to .14). Moreover, the disadvantage of rural cleitdis largely deepened since the
recent educational reform.
[TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE]

Table 7 presents our investigation of the trackliffgrence at the higher
secondary level. Again, class-based educationf@rdiitials in access to academic
senior high school are increased in the middlernefperiod and decreased in the late
reform period, as reflected in the logit coeffidien

To sum up, in this section our model estimates silgport our two clearly
suggested expectations. One most striking restltisthe advantaged groups greatly
inflate their advantages in access to college dducaince the start of new reform in
higher education in 1999. Combined with a decreasigih-based educational
inequality in access to senior high school, suoksalt suggests that the advantaged
have shifted their previous advantages at the sémb school level to college

education.

Modeling Changesin the Rural-to-Urban Selection M echanism

Mobility studies on China show that while theraikigh rate of intergenerational
immobility in the Chinese working population (Cheamd Dai 1995), there is also a
rural-to-urban selection mechanism that the urlmhtpnds to incorporate those who
have successfully escaped from their disadvantagatihukou status (Wu and
Trieman 2007). The main means of such mobilitydigoation, especially higher
education. In the context of quick expansion oheigeducation opportunities since
1999, we examine how such an educational polidyanices the rural-to-urban
mobility channel.

Therefore, we pay specially attention to the urhaal difference in educational
attainment. Since father’s EGP class as agricultvwoakers (farmers, IVa+VIib) may
distort the effects of rural origin when poolingth together, we only estimate
educational transition models without includinghfats class status, by rural and
urban areas. Table 8 summarizes the results.

[TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE]
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The main variable we focus on in this sectiomeome. We see that annual
household income has increased its importanceigtieh education in 1999-2006, but
only in rural areas. Before 1999, the effects afdehold income are insignificant for
predicting rural children’s transition to colleggueation, given their completion of
senior high school. Similar patterns with regardather’s class status can be found in
Table 5, as most agricultural workers are fromlraraas.

Based on the model estimates in Table 8, we diideontinuous income
variable into quartile dummies, and predict thebatulities of successful transition of
each quartile group, by cohort, level and ruralamrbesidence [shall we use income
as continuous instead?]. Table 9 presents the pildapalistribution.

[TABLE 9 ABOUT HERE]

Figure 3 plots the predicted probabilities in Ba#8l It shows that in rural areas,
families in the lower quartiles sometimes have phulities as high as, or even higher
than, those in the upper quartiles, which is mastpresented by the predicted
probability distribution for transition to colledmefore 1999. In addition, in the middle
reform period (1993-1998), for low-income rural iéies the probability of going to
college is high, but such a high probability igykely decreased in the late reform
period (1999-2006), making higher education moffecdit for those low-income
rural families who previously have the mobility dm&l. Moreover, while in the
middle reform period (1993-1998) the probabilitygoiing to college upon finishing
senior high school is much higher than that of gamsenior high school upon
finishing junior high school, such a process isreed in the late reform period
(1999-2006): now going to college is more diffictilan going to senior high school.
Or put it in another way, graduation from senigthschool means much less for
rural children from low-income families.

The patterns found in rural areas are nearly fiposite in urban areas. In the
urban society, the probability of accessing toemml increases steadily across income
guartiles; furthermore, in the late reform peri@899-2006), the probability of going
to college outweighs that of going to senior highal. Thus, unlike their rural

counterparts, senior high school credential in ndy@as means much more than
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previously.

In this regard, whereas the recent educationaypsince 1999 makes accessing
to higher education much easier for urban childitemakes that for rural children
much more difficult, especially for those from lomecome rural families. As a
consequence, the recent educational reform tenetsptecially hamper the mobility
channel of rural children from low-income rural fiéies. This is consistent with what

we expect in the hypothesis section.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

To summarize, this study examined the trends irc&titanal stratification during
China’s economic reforms from 1981 to 2006 (coreciiy cohorts). By using the
panel data from the “China Health and Nutrition\&yt', we match school-age
children to their parents’ background informatiom anvestigate whether and how
the effects of family background on children’s eatimnal transitions change across
time and across the urban-rural residential stdleshave clearly formulated two
theses on the change in the educational inequstfitgture and change in the
rural-urban mobility mechanism. All of our expeatats seem to be supported.

Our empirical results show that educational ineityial access to senior high
school, measured by class differentials and urbaal-differentials, has increased
during the middle reform period (1993-1998) andrdased in the late reform period
(1999-2006). Additionally, inequality at the coletgvel has been largely
strengthened since 1999: except for parental eduwcdhe effects of the other social
background measures like household income, fatbkrss status, and rural
residential status have shifted up in the period.

Furthermore, our results show that, in spite obeerall quick increase in
transition rates to college since 1999, accessifggher education have become
much easier than previously for urban children,uth more difficult for rural
children, especially for those from low-income tudeamilies. As going to college is
one main avenue for rural children to move outheirtruralhukoustatus, our results

show that rural children’s mobility chances vialteg education are actually
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decreased in the new century.

Hence, educational expansion in China, accompadyete rapid marketization
in the reform-era, does not necessarily bring neopgal access to educational
opportunities among different social strata. Indteseven distribution of educational
opportunities seems to have increased in certaiofntal periods in terms of certain
levels of educational transition.

Consequently, our study suggests that unlike tleesiptent inequality” pattern
generally observed in modern industrial societi#sna underwent aimcreased
inequality pattern both for access to senior higiosl in 1993-1998 and for access to
college education since 1999. However, in 1999-208@&lso find that there is a
decreasednequality pattern for access to senior high sthoo

In this sense, the China experience follows moeedhill predictions than the
MMI: that the advantageous groups secure educatamivantages in steps. That is,
when both quantitative and qualitative differenicesenior high school were
commonly available in 1993-1998, they mainly re¢gintheir advantages to senior
high school; however, when quantitative and qu@gadifferences in college
education were commonly available since 1999, #ingfyed their previous
advantages at the senior high school level to tfiege level. As a result, the recent
educational policy that expands higher educatigrodpinities not only largely
benefit urban children and children from betterfafhilies, but also more or less hurt
the most important upward mobility channel for hafaildren via higher education.

These findings, together with the increased ingtyu@ee Table 1) in the reform
era, suggest that contemporary China is now expang a trend towards social
reproduction rather than de-stratification (Peesd Whyte 1984; Nee 1989; Wu and
Treiman 2007). To what extent will such a reprogrctrend, also observed in
Western societies like Ireland and Britain (e.gedh and Goldthrope 2001), continue
in the future? What are the implications of oudfimgs for the change in social
stratification order and the evolution of socialsture in China in the future? In our
view, as the rising educational inequality amongisnhts of different socioeconomic

backgrounds since the 1990s could lead to incrgaamings inequality after they
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complete education and enter the labor marketseithong run, intergenerational
transmission may be enhanced in the course of maekesition (as observed in
post-Soviet Russia by Gerber and Hout 2004), aeddle of education as an
important channel for socioeconomic mobility is weaed (as observed in Ireland
and Britain by Breen and Whelan 1993; Whelan andd 2003; Breen and
Golthrope 2001). Future research should be devotaedsessing the far-reaching
social consequences of the rising educational im@gun China in recent years.
Finally, what are the implications of our resulésbd on the Chinese experience
for the comparative educational stratification egsh? For example, why cannot
MMI accurately predict the increased educationagjirality patterns at the senior
high school level and the college level in differkistorical periods in China? In our
view, MMI might be more applicable to describe eatiegnal stratification patterns
under the context of slow and gradual changesdrettucation system, but may not
apply to quickly-shifted educational contractioneapansion. The substantive
proposition of MMI is the constant origin-specifdds in transition rates, which then
implies constant odds for origin-specific educagilopreferences. Such unchanged
odds in educational preferences for different @dasgould essentially require a
relatively stable educational opportunity structangl a uniform decline/increase in
education costs for all classes. Whereas thesé@eegents were more or less met in
advanced industrial societies along their pathedoicational expansion, they are
usually uneasy to exist in rapidly changed postatist societies like China and
Russia, where state policies could easily revieeathailability as well as affordability
of educational opportunities. In this regard, MNistcertain scope conditions and
cannot accurately describe cases where state mplickly shifts the educational
opportunity structures and educational costs, thidker shapes the educational

stratification process in the society.
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Table 1: Selected Indicators of Economic Growth kxmdme
Inequality in China, 1980-2005

Year A.GDP per capita B: GDP per capita C: Gini Index D: Urban-Rural

(RMB yuan) Compared to 1978 Ratio of Income

price as 100 Ratio per capita
1978 379 100.0 0.317 2.35
1980 460 113.0 0.295 2.75
1985 853 175.5 0.331 2.14
1990 1643 237.3 0.357 2.51
1995 4854 398.6 0.290 2.79
2000 6392 575.5 0.390 3.10
2005 14040 878.9 0.449 3.22

Data sources

A, B, D: Comprehensive Statistical Data and Materials orY&@rs of New China&hina
Statistics Publishing House, also availablitat://www.stats.gov.cn/tjsj/nds;j/

Column C: World Income Inequality Database httpMwwider.unu.edu/wiid/wiid.htm
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Table 2: Government Educational Spending and Edhrcat
Expansion in China, 1978-2005

Year Government Enrollment  Transition rate Transition rate Transition rate
Budgetary Education rate of to to senior high  to tertiary
Expenditure school-age junior high school % school %
(200 million Yuan) children % school %
1978 76.23 87.7 87.7 40.9 5.89
1979 93.16 82.8 82.8 37.0 3.84
1980 113.19 75.9 75.9 39.7 4.56
1981 122.22 68.3 68.3 28.4 5.74
1982 137.20 66.2 66.2 27.1 10.1
1983 154.72 67.3 67.3 27.1 16.6
1984 180.14 66.2 66.2 27.6 25.0
1985 224.89 68.4 68.4 25.8 315
1986 267.30 69.5 69.5 24.3 255
1987 276.57 69.1 69.1 22.8 25.0
1988 330.91 70.4 70.4 211 26.7
1989 397.72 715 715 21.3 24.5
1990 563.99 74.6 74.6 22.5 26.1
1991 617.83 75.7 75.7 22.5 27.8
1992 728.76 79.7 79.7 21.3 33.3
1993 867.76 81.8 81.8 20.1 39.9
1994 1174.74 86.6 86.6 211 43.0
1995 1411.52 90.8 90.8 22.3 46.0
1996 1671.70 92.6 92.6 22.1 47.1
1997 1862.55 93.7 93.7 224 45.1
1998 2032.45 94.3 94.3 22.8 43.1
1999 2287.18 94.4 94.4 24.9 60.7
2000 2562.61 94.9 94.9 294 73.2
2001 3057.01 95.5 95.5 32.7 78.8
2002 3491.40 97 97.0 36.0 83.5
2003 3850.62 97.9 97.9 37.7 83.4
2004 4465.86 98.9 98.1 - 82.5
2005 a 99.2 98.4 - 76.3

SourcesComprehensive Statistical Data and Materials orY&@rs of New Chin&eijing: China
Statistics Publishing House. The data after 1968 finttp://www.stats.gov.cn/tjsj/ndsj/

Transition rates are computed from State Bureditatfstics (SBS) 2006; SBS 1984, p.483; SBS
1988, p.876 -78, 889; SBS 1993, p.710- 12, 726; 3®W, p.779- 80, 78£&ducational
Achivements in Ching.22-25, 38.

a
data unavailable for this year.
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics, CHNS Cohorts frb869-1994
Primary to Junior High Junior High to Senior High en®r High to College
Overall 1981-1992 1993-1998 1999-2006 Overall 1981-1992 1993-1998 994206 Overall 1981-1992 1993-1998 1999-2006

A. Social Compositions
Parental Education: Mean 7.463 6.371 8.614 9.226 6057. 6.522 8.033 9.547 8.799 8.195 8.60739 10.148
Std 3.764 3.860 3.274 2.815 3.775 .963 3.411 2.804 3.960 4.425 3.793 3.018
Annual Household Income: Mean 8.439 8.144 8.598 61.0 8.607 8.271 8.693 9.225 9.028 8.599 9.017 9.639
Std .920 .812 .894 .848 .891 .770 856. .829 .786 541 .784 671
Father’'s EGP Composition %
Profs., managers (1,11) 13.21 14.84 9.93 12.06 16.08 18.27 14.13 13.86 44.25 68.31 30.94 27.42
Routine nonmanual (I1l) 3.75 491 1.74 3.14 054. 5.69 2.12 3.10 5.21 5.28 5.04 5.38
Small owners (IVa,IVb) 4.98 1.99 8.80 9.30 5.7 2.11 7.37 11.65 7.49 3.52 8.63 11.83
Foremen, skilled (V,VI) 9.24 8.96 8.62 10.30 0.08 10.03 9.49 11.06 9.76 4.23 11.15 16.13
Semi- & Unskilled (Vlla) 11.33 10.95 11.76 86. 12.80 12.84 11.40 14.75 10.56 5.99 12.23 15.05
Agriculture (IVa,VIIb) 57.48 58.36 59.15 53.64 51.27 51.05 55.50 45.58 22.73 12.68 32.01 24.19
Rural Residence 70.56 69.98 71.69 70.57 67.06 66.32 70.52 63.38 52.75 53.41 57.6 57.2
B. Transition Rates %

Overall 92.71 91.31 93.17 96.36 36.74 32.86 37.07 5.8%4 41.75 29.41 45.58 56.38
Rural 91.48 89.61 92.51 95.68 30.2 27.54 29.95 37.57 31.79 22.47 38.19 36.54
Urban 95.65 95.27 94.83 97.99 50.03 43.34 54.09 60.06 8652. 37.37 55.61 71.22
Father's EGP Composition %

Profs., managers (1,11) 98.17 97.11 100.00 .000 57.31 50.70 66.43 63.83 40.48 25.77 50.00 80.39
Routine nonmanual (l11) 96.49 95.24 100.00 .000 50.38 46.07 57.14 61.90 43.59 20.00 57.14 60.00
Small owners (IVa,IVb) 97.36 98.04 96.04 98.65 42.16 30.30 39.73 49.37 48.21 20.00 50.00 59.09
Foremen, skilled (V,VI) 97.15 95.22 100.00 8. 49.08 40.13 57.45 57.33 52.05 25.00 58.06 56.67
Semi- & Unskilled (Vlla) 95.35 93.59 97.04 83. 33.82 30.35 35.40 39.00 41.77 35.29 38.24 50.00
Agriculture (IVa,VIIb) 90.68 88.18 93.81 94.15 25.09 21.53 23.82 36.57 2428. 19.44 32.58 26.67

N 6,322 3,591 1,639 1,016 4,478 2,185 1,411 882 1,109 425 441 243

Note:® These are proximate of the historical periods whenchildren make each specific transition rathan birth cohorts. They are derived in the follogvivays:
for transitions from primary school to junior higbhool, from junior high school to senior high sshand from senior high school to college, we #atinormal
transition ages of 12, 15 and 18 to respectivé loiohorts to represent the historical periods. &loee, birth cohorts are different in each traositiFor the
transition to junior high school, the distinguist@th cohorts are: 1969-1980, 1980-1986, and 188¥t. For the transition to senior high school,kimth cohorts
are: 1969-1977, 1978-1983, and 1984-1994. For#msition to college, they are: 1969-1974, 197511 88d 1982-1988.
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Table 4: Logistic Regression Coefficient EstimateEducational
Transitions, by Level

COEFFICIENT Primaryto Completion of Juniorto  Completion of  Senior to
Junior Junior Senior Senior College

Male 0.284** 0.125 0.135* 0.152 0.113
(0.12) (0.11) (0.079) (0.19) (0.16)

Parental Education
Primary [baseline]

Junior high 0.874**= 0.390*** 0.468*** 0.266 @85
(0.15) (0.13) (0.095) (0.24) (0.21)
Senior high 1.061%** 0.549*** 0.947**=* -0.0998 0.656***
(0.23) (0.18) (0.112) (0.26) (0.22)
College 1.327 1.221 1.522%* 1.732* 1.687***
(2.03) (0.75) (0.29) (1.05) (0.38)
Annual Household Income (logged) 0.0881 0.0771 D2l -0.0793 0.425%**
(0.063) (0.065) (0.053) (0.12) (0.12)
Father's EGP
Profs., managers (1,11) 1.145%* 0.830*** 0.92+* 1.063*** 0.115
(0.35) (0.23) (0.12) (0.30) (0.23)
Routine nonmanual (111) 0.569 1.100*** 0.716* 0.915* 0.610
(0.44) (0.43) (0.19) (0.45) (0.40)
Small owners (IVa,IVb) 0.790* 0.582* 0.339** .8Y9** 0.602*
(0.43) (0.30) (0.17) (0.42) (0.34)
Foremen, skilled (V,VI) 0.863*** 1.012%* 0.68** 0.991*** 0.706**
(0.31) (0.26) (0.13) (0.33) (0.31)
Semi- & Unskilled (Vlla) 0.663*** 0.923*** 0.53 0.767** 0.385
(0.24) (0.23) (0.13) (0.30) (0.30)
Rural Residence -0.470*** -0.203 -0.565*** -0.466** 0.444%**
(0.18) (0.15) (0.089) (0.22) (0.17)
Constant 1.498*** 1.119* -2.776%* 2.007* -4.757**
(0.55) (0.56) (0.46) (1.09) (2.17)
N 4512 3803 3208 949 732
Log-likelihood -1016.07 -1170.00 -1881.85 -378.14 447.44

Note:® The baseline is Agriculture workers (IVa,VIIb).
Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0:9f<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 5: Logistic Regression Coefficient Estimate&ducational
Transitions, by Cohort and Level

COEFFICIENT Junior to Senior Senior to College
1983-1992 1993-1998 1999-2006  1987-1992 1993-1998 1999-2006
Male 0.306*** 0.180 -0.284* 0.477 0.191 -0.456
(0.12) (0.15) (0.17) (0.32) (0.25) (0.36)
Parental Education
Primary [baseline]
Junior high 0.617*** 0.305* 0.205 0.415 02m 0.253
(0.13) (0.18) (0.25) (0.39) (0.32) (0.57)
Senior high 1.039***  0.675** (0.810*** 0.983 0.0767 0.377
(0.19) (0.20) (0.26) (0.44) (0.36) (0.57)
College 1.680*** 1.630* 1.280** 2.667** 0= 0.230
(0.38) (0.84) (0.61) (0.60) (0.68) (1.19)
Annual Household Income (logged)  0.152* 0.250** b1 0.156 0.0383 0.610*
(0.090) (0.10) (0.12) (0.32) (0.17) (0.32)
Father's EGP
Profs., managers (1,11) 0.637**  1,182*** ®b* 0.0137 0.454 2.210%**
(0.18) (0.23) (0.28) (0.55) (0.36) (0.59)
Routine nonmanual (111) 0.713**  1.046** 0.421 0.480 0.928 1.118
(0.25) (0.47) (0.48) (0.83) (0.57) (0.81)
Small owners (IVa,IVb) 0.148 0.416 0.301 5 0.648 1.203*
(0.42) (0.28) (0.28) (0.98) (0.48) (0.60)
Foremen, skilled (V,VI) 0.575**  1.032*** 052 0.318 0.949** 1.110*
(0.20) (0.24) (0.29) (0.80) (0.45) (0.57)
Semi- & Unskilled (Vlla) 0.308 0.245 -0.0669 1.147 0.0497 0.578
(0.19) (0.23) (0.26) (0.70) (0.43) (0.56)
Rural Residence -0.339%*  -0.934*** -0.672*** -0.161 -0.411  -1.417%*
(0.14) (0.17) (0.18) (0.34) (0.28) (0.37)
Constant -2.626*** -2.828**  -1.645 -3.487 -0.849 6.065**
(0.76) (0.94) (2.03) (2.80) (1.57) (3.03)
N 1545 990 673 271 277 184
Log-likelihood -877.79 -560.73 -425.73 -133.38 218 -98.33

Note:® The baseline is Agriculture workers (IVa,VIIb).
For the overall model of each transition, see Caoltand 5 in Table 4.
Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0:®h<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 6: Average Partial Derivatives of the TraositProbabilities with Respect to
Explanatory Variables, based on Model Estimatégabie 5

Independent Variables Junior to Senior

1983-1992 1993-1998 1999-2006

Male 0.0641 0.0409 -0.0701
Parental Education
Primary 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Junior high 0.1293 0.0691 0.0506
Senior high 0.2177 0.1532 0.2002
College 0.3519 0.3697 0.3165
Annual Household Income (logged)  0.0318 0.0566 &03
Father's EGP
Profs., managers (1,11) 0.1334 0.2681 0.13
Routine nonmanual (111) 0.1494 0.2371 0.1041
Small owners (IVa,IVVb) 0.031 0.0943 0.0744
Foremen, skilled (V,VI) 0.1206 0.234 0.1365
Semi- & Unskilled (Vlla) 0.0646 0.0556 -0.0166
Agricultural (IVa,VIib) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Rural Residence -0.071 -0.2118 -0.1661

Seniordbege
1987-1992 1993-1998 1999-2006
0.0821 0.0471 -0.112
0.0000 0.0000 .00
0.0714 ®010 0.062
0.1694 (®018 0.0927
0.4594 0.1785 056b
0.0269 0.0094 0.1497
00R4 0.1119 0.5426
0.0826 0.2289 0.2744
0984 0.1599 0.2954
0517 0.2341 0.2725
0.1976 0.0123 0.142
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
-0.0277 1@.10 -0.3479
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Table 7: Multinomial Logistic Regression Coefficidtstimates of Educational Transitions at Seniarel,eby Cohort

COEFFICIENT Overall 1983-1992 1993-1998 1999-2006
Academic Vocational Academic Vocational Academic Vocational Academic Vocational
Male 0.0978 -0.178 0.265** -0.288 0.101 -0.263 -0.288 0.0232
(0.083) (0.12) (0.12) (0.20) (0.16) (0.19) (0.18) (0.28)
Parental Education
Primary [baseline]
Junior high 0.590*** 0.683*** 0.690*** 0.601** 0.410** 0.350 0.317 0.618
(0.098) (0.14) (0.14) (0.23) (0.19) (0.22) (0.26) (0.42)
Senior high 1.065*** 0.645*** 1.181%** 0.871*** 0.730%*** 0.190 0.812*** 0.128
(0.12) (0.18) (0.20) (0.32) (0.22) (0.27) (0.27) (0.47)
College 2.428*** 1.917** 2.680*** 2.222%** 1.548 -0.160 2.514* 2.202*
(0.48) (0.56) (0.61) (0.72) (1.13) (1.46) (1.12) (1.30)
Annual Household Income (logged) 0.237*** 0.145* 0.121 -0.231 0.288* 0.134 0.202* 0.233
(0.056) (0.077) (0.093) (0.15) (0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.17)
Father's EGP
Profs., managers (1,I1) 0.952%** 0.973*** 0.872%* 1.462*** 1.559%** 1.102*** 0.742* 1.066**
(0.13) (0.19) (0.19) (0.29) (0.28) (0.35) (0.31) (0.48)
Routine nonmanual (111) 0.951*** 1.036*** 0.983*** 1.606*** 1.338** 0.888 0.700 1.311
(0.21) (0.29) (0.27) (0.39) (0.53) (0.67) (0.56) (0.88)
Small owners (IVa,IVb) 0.424* 0.494* 0.134 -0.307 0.511* 0.381 0.452 0.854*
(0.18) (0.25) (0.42) (2.01) (0.30) (0.36) (0.29) (0.44)
Foremen, skilled (V,VI) 0.788*** 0.641*** 0.645*** 0.727* 1.338*** 0.957*** 0.777* 1.051*
(0.14) (0.21) (0.22) (0.35) (0.28) (0.35) (0.31) (0.48)
Semi- & Unskilled (Vlla) 0.238* 0.533*** 0.341* 0.451 0.524* 0.900*** 0.0640 0.729*
(0.13) (0.18) (0.19) (0.35) (0.25) (0.28) (0.28) (0.40)
Rural Residence -0.723*** -0.625%** -0.449%** -0.654*** -1.333*** -1.013*** -0.944*** -1.042%**
(0.095) (0.14) (0.14) (0.23) (0.20) (0.24) (0.19) (0.30)
Constant -2.782*** -2.991%** -2.229%** -0.408 -2.596** -1.743* -1.785 -3.769**
(0.49) (0.68) (0.79) (1.25) (2.01) (1.03) (1.12) (1.62)
N 3208 3208 1545 1545 990 990 673 673
Log-likelihood -2748.21 -1206.34 -891.39 -585.38

Note:® The baseline is Agriculture workers (IVa,VIIb).

Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0:9f<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 8: Logistic Regression Coefficient EstimateEducational Transitions, by
Cohort and Rural-urban Residence

Transitions 1981-1992 1993-1998 1999-2006
Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban
Junior to Senior
Male 0.327** 0.0915 0.0937 0.418 -0.203 -0.365
(0.14) (0.21) (0.16) (0.28) (0.19) (0.29)
Parental Education (Years) 0.118**  0.167**  0.154* 0.139**  (0.132**  (0.206***
(0.023) (0.025) (0.031) (0.043) (0.040) (0.056)
Annual Household Income (logged) 0.294*** 0.0590 3gp*** 0.388** 0.126 0.516**
(0.092) (0.20) (0.11) (0.18) (0.12) (0.20)
Constant -4.345%** -2.061 -5.535%*  -4,482%** -d74* -6.272%**
(0.76) (1.72) (1.05) (1.71) (1.09) (1.95)
N 1127 435 773 228 484 239
Senior to College
Male 0.337 0.648 0.266 -0.245 -0.568 -0.256
(0.47) (0.43) (0.31) (0.41) (0.47) (0.45)
parental Education (Years) 0.111 0.159*** 0.0150 0725 0.173* 0.122
(0.069) (0.054) (0.053) (0.055) (0.094) (0.089)
Annual Household Income (logged) 0.160 -0.0485 206 0.482 0.630** 0.572
(0.43) (0.59) (0.19) (0.32) (0.29) (0.42)
Constant -3.840 -2.281 -1.367 -4.807 -8.129** 5,718
(3.78) (5.05) (1.67) (3.03) (2.86) (4.04)
N 159 118 187 99 92 111
Robust standard errors in parentheses; *** p<0:®p<0.05, * p<0.1
Table 9: Predicted Probabilities based on Modahizes in
Table 8, Using Income Quartile Dummies
Income Junior to Senior Senior to College
Quartiles  1981-1992  1992-1998  1999-2006  1981-1992  1992-199899-P006
Rural 25% 0.1972 0.1736 0.4071 0.2223 0.3936 0.1837
50% 0.3084 0.2712 0.2292 0.1129 0.3304 0.0982
75% 0.2698 0.2627 0.4264 0.3111 0.3847 0.2535
100% 0.3744 0.3938 0.3795 0.1371 0.4191 0.4335
Urban 25% 0.3841 0.4514 0.3834 0.2963 0.3888 7.567
50% 0.4805 0.5767 0.3985 0.2761 0.5790 0.7498
75% 0.4196 0.6670 0.6455 0.2284 0.6476 0.7492
100% 0.2694 0.6684 0.6764 0.5120 0.5766 0.7306
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Figure 1: National Statistics and CHNS Statistieglee Transition Rates, by Level
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Figure 3: Predicted Probabilities for Making SustekTransition across
Income Quartiles, by Cohort, Level and Rural-UrBasidence
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