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Education and Perception of Distributive Justice: Based on

Structural Explanation and Relative Deprived Theory

LI Yinghui

Abstract: Education returns have increased significantly in the transitional
china. However, it differs among people in different districts, industries,
institutions, and sectors. Educational investment becomes even less rewarded
due to recruitment expansion in higher education, which has unexpectedly
resulted in diploma devaluation and unemployment problem for university
graduates. Such complex realities arouse series of thought-provoking issues, such

as “What is the attitude each education investor held towards his or her own
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education returns ” Moreover, “what is the relationship between education and
one’s perception of distributive justice ” At present, there are mainly two
theories on perception of distributive justice, that is, the structural explanation
and the relative deprived theory. The former proposes that people’s perception
of distributive justice is determined by their objective socio-economic status.
The higher socio-economic status he/she has, the more sense of distributive
justice he/she perceives. However, the latter argues that one’ s subjective
comparison with others with the similar life experiences or social status affects
his/her perceptions more significantly than his/her objective status. Hence, this
study specifically aims to explain how education affects people”’s perception of
distributive justice within these two analytic logics. Our empirical results show
that both logics make sense, indicating that the effect of education on perception
of distributive justice is much more complex than any single theory has claimed.
As an indicator of people’s superior status, educational background correlates
positively with their perception of distributive justice. In other words, the one
with higher education degree tends to justify his/her income distribution with
favorable attitude. However, this trend changes when the social context or
condition varies. As human capital investment, education may evoke one’s
expectation on his/her income level; that is, the more he/she has invested in
education, the more he/she expects to obtain. So, the odds ratio of perception
of distributive justice declines significantly with the gap between expected
income and actual income increasing gradually, which indicates that the higher
education one with, the faster the odds ratio of perception of distributive justice
falls. This finding contributes to explain some theoretical paradox and reflects
the fact that people may encounter psychological anomie if his or her education
investment didn’ t pay off. Since climbing upward through education is widely
accepted in Chinese society, the finding of this study could also shed light on the
situation of people’s judgment on the legitimacy of interest distribution in market-
transition,
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1: (N=7 138)
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(9 600 [9 600 [12 000 [20 000 (30 000
) —12000) —20000) —30 000 )
19 317.71 28.02 22.83 11. 14 18.55 19. 45 100
( ) 31 272.68 5.92 12.82 13.23 24.83 43.21 100
45 556. 25 0. 68 2.85 6.11 20.92 69. 43 100
24 910. 59 19. 87 18. 35 11.12 20. 31 30. 34 100
:Pearson chi* (8)=1. 30E+03 ,p<C0. 001
1.
3
o b ’
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) ( )
. 54.62%, E—
3. (%)
56.18 43.82 100
N 57.89 42.11 100
( ) 45. 38 54.62 100
55.48 44,52 100

:Pearson chi’ (2) =35.40, p<C 0. 001
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logistic (N=7 138)
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( 0.184* (0.078)  0.029 (0.082) 0.282* (0.142)
( 0.768%%(0, 114)  0.388* (0.124)  0.801%% (0, 205)
0.377%(0.041)  0.318*% (0. 049)
0.896*% (0. 064) 0. 477%% (0.072)
1,308 (0. 121)  0.820** (0. 125)
0.399%%(0.117)  0.381% (0.123)
0.421%%(0,095)  0.369%% (0,098)
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* —0.261* (0.122)
( —0.587* (0.199)
) 0. 8027 (0.076)
) 0. 810 (0.094)
—0.063* (0.029) —0.059* (0.029) —0.046 (0.030)
2 0.001* (0.000) 0.001* (0.000) 0.001 (0. 000)
0.047 (0.059) —0.046 (0.063) 0.017 (0.064)
0. 6370, 066) —0.600*%*(0,091) —0.521** (0,093)
0.092 (0.103) —0.017 (0.109) —0.079 (0.11D)
78—92 —0.076 (0.122) —0.136 (0.127) —0. 146 (0.13D)
93 —0.084 (0.227) —0.243 (0.231) —0.237 (0.237)
—0.410%=(0.069) —0.222* (0.074) —0.200* (0.077)
—0.154* (0.070) 0.062  (0.075) 0.108 (0.077)
1.442* (0.716) —2.686*%(0.816) —3.568%* (0.867)

pseudo R? 0.023 0.088 0.124

BIC 9 599. 714 9 020. 459 8 711.163
: ¥ p<<0.05,™ p<<0. 01, p<<0.001,
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