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Higher Education Massification e
in Taiwan: Equity for Whom?

I-Jung Grace Lu, Tung-liang Chiang, and Angela Yung-Chi Hou

Abstract Equity is the status in which all students, regardless of their personal
and social circumstances, are given proper resources and support to achieve their
educational potential. Higher education has always been a key element of social
mobilization since it is considered a right that should be given to all in a world
of knowledge economy. Under the influence of higher education massification, the
admission rate to higher education in Taiwan has come to a peak of over 90%. Equity
in accessing higher education for all students has still been challenged. In this chapter,
the authors discuss the challenge of higher education equity in Taiwan by investi-
gating who benefits from higher education massification. The chapter examines the
influence of the two important policies for equity—the Multiple Entrance Program
(MEP) and the Tuition and Miscellaneous Fees Exemption (TMFE)—on students’
access to higher education. The struggles and challenges that the students from lower
socioeconomic backgrounds face before and after they receive higher education are
identified. Nonetheless, positive findings regarding the two policies and potentials
for Taiwanese higher education institutions in providing quality education for all are
also presented in the chapter, which also discusses the remaining concerns and future
challenges of fulfilling the goal of equity in higher education in Taiwan.
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9.1 Introduction

Equity in higher education has been one of the most discussed topics since the massi-
fication of higher education began (Astin & Oseguera, 2004; Chou, 2015; Clancy &
Goastellec, 2007; Dias, 2014). Theoretically, higher education massification implies
that access to advanced education is provided to the mass public, whereas, in elite
higher education systems, only a limited part of the populations is granted with the
advanced knowledge needed to become professional (Dias, 2014; Tight, 2019; Trow,
2006). The massification of higher education should thus provide equal opportuni-
ties to students from diverse backgrounds and guarantee positive social mobility.
However, access to higher education is not equal for all students.

Upon a broad review of the literature on the status of higher education massifi-
cation in several OECD countries, Marginson (2016) explains that the massification
of higher education may lead to a greater division between elite and disadvantaged
groups due to the groups with socioeconomic advantage taking control of the higher
education market. Marginson (2016) concludes that no clear connection between
social mobility and higher education massification was found among these coun-
tries. Mok (2016) also suggests that in some Asian countries, such as China, Taiwan,
Hong Kong, Singapore, South Korea, and Japan, the rapidly massified higher educa-
tion system is one of the possible reason of rising youth-unemployment rates, which
may lead to inequity for the youth population from disadvantaged backgrounds.

Halsey, Heath, and Ridge (1980) argue that the public might be either too opti-
mistic or negative when viewing the issue of massification in higher education. The
former suggested that the education opportunities greatly increased after the massifi-
cation in higher education but the latter stated that massification in higher education
did not narrow down the economic gap between upper and lower classes, nor did it
impact social mobility significantly; still, some cases of social mobility did happen
during the process (Halsey et al., 1980). The massification of higher education might
thus provide a chance for social mobility, which may be explained through the theory
of maximum maintained inequality (MMI) developed by Raftery and Hout (1993).

MMI refers to the situation in which cases of educational inequality will start to
diminish after the demand of higher education resources by the groups with privilege
and advantage is satisfied (Raftery & Hout, 1993). The theory of MMI suggests that
once full access to higher education is guaranteed to the privileged groups of the
population, it can then be extended to wider groups, such as students from lower
socioeconomic backgrounds. Hence, if the capacity of education can fully satisfy
privileged groups, the groups with disadvantages are then more likely to access higher
education. That is, MMI entails that there is a satisfaction point in the demands for
access to higher education among the advantaged groups.

However, Lucas (2001) challenged the concept of MMI and developed the theory
of effectively maintained inequality (EMI), stating that there are no satisfaction points
of access to higher education for the advantaged groups due to the fact that having
access to higher education is not enough. Taking control of access to higher education
may be critical, but it is certainly not the only way to control educational resources.
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Once access to higher education increases and becomes common, as it occurs with the
massification of higher education, taking control of the quality of higher education
becomes crucial for the advantaged groups to control educational resources. As a
consequence, though been given more opportunities to access higher education under
the waves of massification, the disadvantaged groups may only be able to receive
higher education with less quality. Educational inequality may thus still exist through
the control of quality. Such control of quality education by privileged groups and the
ways in which inequity is still efficiently maintained (Lucas, 2001).

9.1.1 Conceptual Framework

Adapting both MMI and EMI, the conceptual framework of this study links unequal
access to higher education to unequal quality of higher education for students of
higher and lower socioeconomic status, respectively. This conceptual framework
explores the relation between higher education policies for equity and the accessi-
bility to better higher education and education resources among students with lower
socioeconomic backgrounds. This relation is then connected to students’ outcomes
in terms of academic achievements and employability (see Fig. 9.1).

Higher Education Policies
related to Equity
The Multiple Entrance Program,

The Tuition and Miscellaneous
Fees Exemption

Access

Higher Education

Student Populations

System

Resources, Quality of Education,
Reputation
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Fig. 9.1 Conceptual framework on equity and higher education massification (Source Authors)
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Under this conceptual framework, this chapter aims to introduce the issues of
inequity in Taiwanese higher education through an analytical literature review. Two
important policies—the Multiple Entrance Program (MEP) and the Tuition and
Miscellaneous Fees Exemption (TMFE), are examined in their significant relation
to higher education inclusion and equity for all students in Taiwan. The influence of
the policies on students’ academic achievements as well as employment rate is also
discussed.

Before introducing the higher education policies for equity, it is important to
mention the privatization of higher education institutions (HEIs) in 1990 during the
massification of higher education in Taiwan. The privatization influenced Taiwanese
students’ access to higher education and the quality of higher education, this
representing an important background for equity policies.

9.1.2 Taiwanese Higher Education: Massification
and Privatization

As mentioned in Chapter 2, after 1994, Taiwan entered a second phase in higher
education expansion and massification to respond to the increasing demands for
higher education and the increasing needs of the professional workforce due to
changing market and economy. From 1994 to 2018, the number of institutions
increased from 58 academic universities and colleges to over 150 universities.
Furthermore, the net enrollment rate of students aged 18-21 increased from 26.3
to 71.2%, which translates in over 70% of the students aged 18-21 receiving higher
education in 2018.

However, not all types of higher education catch on the trend of expansion in
its numbers. When examining the types of universities (not including colleges), the
number of national (public) universities has remained almost the same, with only
a slight increase of 19 universities (from 15 in 1994 to 44 in 2019) (MOE, 2019).
However, private universities, founded by private units, individuals, or organizations
instead of the government, increased dramatically from 30 to 82 (see Fig. 9.2).

Private universities of technology have played a major role in the increasing
number of private universities. The number of technology universities increased
from only 2 in 1999 to 49 in 2019, comprising 60% of the total number of private
universities. Privatization has namely occurred after 1996 massification among the
HEIs, especially for universities of technology.

The dramatic increase in the number of private universities of technology has its
roots in the movement for education autonomy and freedom following the lifting
of martial law in 1987. The number of universities was highly controlled by the
government before martial law was lifted. After the removal of the restriction on
establishing universities, most of the technical colleges, which were mainly private,
raced to transform their structures to universities, which had a higher reputation
for quality education than junior colleges or colleges (Lin, 2002). Chu and Yang
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Fig. 9.2 Types of universities and higher education expansion in Taiwan (Source Authors using
data from MOE [2019])

(2019) label this phenomenon as “Vocational Junior College Universitized” (p. 17).
Thus, even though the overall number of universities increased after 1996 massifi-
cation, the proportion of private universities, or, more precisely, private universities
of technology, is among the highest.

However, transforming from a private junior college or even a college to a private
university was complicated and time-consuming, as it involved the changing of the
policies, the administrative structure of the institution, the curricula for the programs,
and the staff and teaching resources. Thus, the vast transformation and “universitiza-
tion” among private technical colleges and junior colleges has led to both poor quality
of education and inequity for students who entered them (Chen, 2014). Furthermore,
even though their quality is questionable, their tuition fee is twice higher than that
of national universities (MOE, 2019). In other words, students who enter these HEIs
not only receive a lower quality of education than that of public universities: they
also pay higher tuition fees than those who enter public universities.

On the contrary, students who enter public universities are ensured with better
resources, higher academic reputation, and more affordable higher education
(Legislative Yuan, 2011, p. 373). Consequently, even after the massification of higher
education has reached the enrollment rate of 71.2%, most Taiwanese students strive
to enter public universities (Liu, 2019). Therefore, the key equity issue in higher
education in Taiwan is: who managing to enter public university?

9.2 Higher Education Policies Related to Equity

Multiple Entrance Program (MEP) and Tuition and Miscellaneous Fees Exemption
(TMFE) are two important policies on the equal reception of higher education in
Taiwan. Both policies influence students’ direct and indirect access to higher educa-
tion as well as the outcomes of higher education. The following section introduces
both MEP and TMFE policies.
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9.2.1 The Multiple Entrance Program (MEP)

To provide aptitude assessment and suitable pathways to students based on their char-
acter, skills, and interests, the MOE canceled the Joint Entrance Examination, whose
sole access criterion was only the examination grades. The MOE then announced
the MEP in 2002. Under the spirit of educational equity and diversification, MEP
hopes to provide multiple pathways for all students to select from in order to enter
the higher education institutions (HEISs) they aspire to.

The MEP is divided into two to three stages. The first stage is the General
Scholastic Ability Test (GSAT). According to the University Act, Article 23, student
graduated from either public or accredited private senior secondary schools or equiv-
alent shall be entitled to study for a bachelor’s degree. All students who hope to enter
universities and colleges need to take the GSAT, to verify whether students own the
fundamental knowledge and skills of their senior high school programs. After taking
the GSAT, students enter the second stage of MEP in which they are given three
pathways to apply for their preferred HEIs after receiving the GSAT score: the Stars
Program, the personal application, and the admission by the Advanced Subjects Test
(AST) score (see Fig. 9.3).

To join the Stars Program, the students need to be recommended by their high
schools to the bachelor’s program they wish to apply. After receiving the recommen-
dation, the universities or colleges decide whether to provide the admission offers
to the students based on their GSAT score or a face-to-face interview. The Stars
Program only appeared in 2007 to balance the regional development and include
more students from low-income township to better performing universities.

General Scholastic Ability Test (GSAT)
I
| |

Stars Programme Personal Application

Announcement of
Admission Offer

Advanced Subjects Test (AST)

Accepted by the universities or colleges Students submit preference

list of programmes they hope
to join

Accepted by universities and colleges
according to AST score

Fig. 9.3 Admission process and pathways to higher education (Source Authors using data from
MOE [2019])
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The process of personal application is similar to that of the Stars Program:;
however, all applications and recommendations are organized by the students indi-
vidually. Students who are accepted either through the Stars Program or the personal
application do not need to participate in the third stage of the MEP. Whereas those
who do not select either the Stars Program or the personal application and those who
fail either or both applications enter the third stage of the MEP—the AST.

The AST focuses on a student’s advanced knowledge of specific subjects and
readiness to study in specific academic programs. After students finish the AST exam,
they need to submit a preference list of the programs they wish to join according to
their AST score. All universities and colleges then announce their admission result
through the Joint Board of College Recruitment Commission or the official website
of each institution (see Fig. 9.3 for the admission process).

All admission processes need to follow the principles of equity, justice, and trans-
parency. Regulations on methods, the quota of recruitment, review of grades, treat-
ment of students’ appeals, and other proceedings shall be formulated by the univer-
sity, college, or by the Joint Board of College Recruitment Commission, and be
reported to the MOE for approval before implementation. All rules, including the
penalties of violation, GSAT, AST, and other entrance examinations carried out by
universities or colleges are publicly specified in the College Admission Guidelines
and the websites of each higher education institution.

Even though the main purpose of MEP is to provide aptitude assessment and
diverse pathways to students, MEP highly influences equity in accessing higher
education for students from different backgrounds (Chang & Lin, 2015; Chin, 2004;
Yap, 2018). Thus, in many studies, MEP has been identified as an important policy
influencing the level of equity for students who have entered public higher education
after the massification process.

9.2.2 Tuition and Miscellaneous Fees Exemption (TMFE)

Financial support policies for students with low socioeconomic backgrounds are also
carried out by the MOE to help them access HEIs. These policies are divided into two
groups: the TMFE and scholarships. The TMFE is the main instrument to promote
equity in higher education for students with low socioeconomic backgrounds. For
example, in the Regulations for Upper Secondary and Tertiary Education Tuition
and Miscellaneous Fees Exemption for Student with Low and Middle-Low-Income
Family, all students who are from middle-low and low-income families are given
the right to reduce their tuition fees partially or fully when entering all levels of
education, including higher education.

There are additional TMFE policies for other groups of students with disadvan-
taged backgrounds. These TMFE policies include:

e Regulations for Tertiary Education Tuition and Miscellaneous Fees Exemption
for Indigenous Students
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e Regulations for Tuition Fee Exemption for Students with Physical and Mental
Disabilities and Children of Parents with Physical and Mental Disabilities

e Regulations for Ensuring the Academic Progression and Government Sponsorship
for Overseas Study for Indigenous Students.

Besides, the universities and other higher education institutions are also given
the autonomy to set up additional scholarships for these target equity groups. This
provides more opportunities for the students from a disadvantaged background to be
enrolled in quality HEIs.

However, one may wonder whether these policies and support suffice or not.
The chapter thus sets out to focus on issues: (1) who goes to public universities;
(2) whether students with low socioeconomic backgrounds are given equal or more
opportunities to study in public universities.

9.3 Who Goes to Public Universities?

As mentioned in the previous section about higher education privatization, in Taiwan,
entering a public university has been one of the top priority for students, as public
universities are more likely to provide quality education and are much more afford-
able than private universities. This section examines the issue of who enters the public
universities under the influence of the two policies—the MEP and TMFE— which
the MOE carried out to enhance equity in the access to quality higher education for
students with disadvantages.

9.3.1 Socioeconomic Differentials in University Enrollment
Rates

Under the influence of massification since the 1990s, the university net enrollment
rate increased from 29.07% in 1996 to 71.03% in 2018 (MOE, 2019). Chan (2014)
argues that the relative gap between the net enrollment rate of students from the lowest
income backgrounds and the highest income backgrounds still slightly increased from
17.4% in 1996 to 25.2% in 2011. However, between 2011 and 2017, the relative gap
did not increase but fluctuated (see Fig. 9.4). In 2014, the gap came to the lowest
point of 13.9% but climbed back to 22% in 2017. This indicates that even though the
overall situation of higher education accessibility has improved for all students after
higher education massification, the relative gap between the enrollment rate of the
richest and poorest has not narrowed. The fluctuation of the relative gap may also
indicate that there may be other factors that influence the stratification of access to
education between the two groups.

It is also important to note that the net enrollment rate between the richest, the
second, and the third-highest of the income background has been more and more
similar over the years (see Fig. 9.5). This finding supports Kuan, Peng, and Choi’s
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(2019) research that reveals that society’s “compliers”—namely, students from
middle-income families—have benefited from the massification of higher educa-
tion. Kuan et al. (2019) also indicate that compliers are narrowing up their distance
with the richest in terms of accessing higher education and occupations.
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As for the types of universities, students with lower-income backgrounds have a
higher percentage of entering private universities, according to Shen and Lin (2018).
As shown in Fig. 9.6, if divided the student socioeconomic background into five
groups from the lowest 20% the total population to student group of the highest
20% of the total student population in Taiwan, students from the lowest group of
socioeconomic background are 10% higher in enrollment rate at private universities
than student group with the highest socioeconomic background.

Moreover, Shen and Lin (2018) pointed out that only around 10% of the students
from the highest socioeconomic group entered universities of technology, against
40% of the students from the lowest group of the socioeconomic background (see
Fig. 9.7).

When it comes to the top 10 universities in Taiwan, the difference between the
proportions of the richest and poorest student population becomes even greater (Shen
& Lin, 2018; Yap, 2018). According to Shen and Lin (2018), universities that are
ranked highly in the world rankings and those with more abundant resources are more
likely to have students from the highest socioeconomic backgrounds than universities
with lower ranking and funding. Furthermore, research examining the income of
townships where National Taiwan University’s (NTU) students reside shows that a
very high percentage of NTU’s students come from high-income municipalities and
elite high schools (Luoh, 2018). Though township income and elite high schools
do not directly connect to the socioeconomic background of a student, research by
Luoh (2018) indicates the significant connection of a student’s background and their
enrollment in elite universities.
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9.3.2 MEP and Enrollment Rates in Different HEIs

MEP, as aforementioned, is one of the main strategies to promote the equity of
access to higher education. It provides three main pathways: Stars program, personal
application, and SAT. However, after MEP was implemented, several studies crit-
icized it for causing disadvantages to students with lower-income backgrounds or
students of parents with lower education achievements (Chang & Lin, 2015; Chin,
2004; Chiu, 2009). Specifically, applicants need more resources and time to prepare
the documents for the application and the interview. Students from lower-income
families or disadvantaged backgrounds may find it more challenging to prepare for
the application process than for entrance exams (Chang & Lin, 2015; Chin, 2004).
As a result, there were waves of protest by the parent groups to ask MOE to restore
the old entrance exam system (Fen, 2015). In response, the MOE released a report
in 2015 arguing that through the MEP and the TMFE policies, students from lower-
income families were more likely to receive higher education. The 2015 document
also reported a growth in students’ enrollments at the national top 10 universities
(MOE, 2015). Lee and Lien’s (2016) study on the impacts of MEP on students from
National Chengchi University also indicates that MEP increases the opportunities for
students from disadvantaged backgrounds and states that MEP does not specifically
benefit students from higher-income families.

Though the MEP does help students from a lower-income background in accessing
a better public university, this positive influence mainly appears in the Stars Program,
as Yap (2018) suggests, due to the assessment mechanism. Applicants for the Stars
program are students who are recommended by high schools. This recommendation,
which is merely based on school performance, grades, and personal features (such
as school behavior and community volunteering credits), provides seemingly equal
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opportunities for all students in school. Echoing Yap’s (2018) research, Luoh (2018)
also found out that the Stars Program valorizes the diversity of students’ locality and
reduces both township income differences and the concentration of students from
particular high schools, such as elite high schools.

The other two pathways—personal application and AST—may lead to a greater
disadvantage for students with lower-income backgrounds in accessing higher educa-
tion and even make their situation worse (Yap, 2018). Students who go for personal
applications tend to be students of higher socioeconomic status, and their parents,
most likely, come from higher education backgrounds. These students are also more
likely to be accepted in public universities due to cultural influence from their parents,
which may enable them to perform suitable behaviors, prepare decent presentations
and projects, and speak the language which is considered as proper by the university
professors who interview them or examine their work (Yap, 2018). These advan-
tages increase the students’ chances of being accepted into the program. Conversely,
students with parents of lower socioeconomic and educational backgrounds are less
likely to be accepted through the personal application process due to their perfor-
mance during the interview because their interaction and communication skills may
be influenced by their family’s cultural and living environments, which are less
similar to the professors’ (Yap, 2018).

Even though most of the studies suggest that the Stars Program helps create
more opportunity for students from lower socioeconomic background to entre higher
education, some of the studies still point out the potential issues of Stars Program.
For example, Chiu (2018) argues that the positive influence of the Stars Program on
increasing opportunities for students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds may
not be as simple and positive as it seems. Chiu (2018) examines students from nine
community public high schools and 16 struggling private high schools who later
entered medical departments in elite universities. Results reveal that the socioeco-
nomic status remains a key factor for students to enter elite programs and univer-
sities. Chiu (2018) suggests that the Stars Program seems to include more students
of lower socioeconomic status into better universities. However, when examining
the actual socioeconomic status of these students, most of them come from high-
income backgrounds regardless of their high school being a struggling private high
school. Therefore, even though the Stars Program may include more students from
high schools of lower socioeconomic communities, the program may still only truly
benefit the rich of such communities rather than the poor.

Interestingly, in terms of the number of applications for each pathway, the number
of personal applications increased dramatically from around 10% in 2002 to over 43%
of the total students in 2019 (see Fig. 9.8). The number of students going for personal
applications has even surpassed the number of students taking AST since 2016. On the
other hand, the percentage of students taking the Stars Program has been fluctuating
since 2002. It has increased from around 6% of the total student number of taking
entering higher education in 2002 to more than 13% in 2018 after a small decrease
in 2017 (MOE, 2019). More and more students may thus be gaining advantages
in applying through personal applications, especially the students from high- or
middle-income families. The number of students who enter university through the
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Stars Program has remained steady over the years, and it may be highly influenced
by other factors, such as policies, instead of the socioeconomic background of the
students.

9.3.3 The Tuition and Miscellaneous Fees Exemption
(TMFE) and Enrollment Rates by Type of Higher
Education Institutions

Students from disadvantaged backgrounds are found to be more likely to enter private
universities or colleges of technology. According to Lin’s (2017) research on students
who apply for the TFME within different types of HEIs, the percentage of students
from disadvantaged backgrounds in the private universities or colleges of technology
is twice higher than that of public universities (see Table 9.1). Moreover, when
specifically comparing private technical colleges and the top 12 universities, the
proportion of students applying for TFME in private technical colleges (24.02%) is
triple, with only 7% applying for the 12 top universities.

Li, Ma, and Li (2018) also indicate the students’ application for TFEM and schol-
arships is significantly influenced by the types of HEISs, including public universities,
private universities, and universities and colleges of technology (p < 0.001). Through
multiple comparisons, the result shows that students who study in private universities
and colleges of technology are more likely to apply for TFEM or scholarships than
students who study in general private universities (see Table 9.2). The research of Li
etal. (2018) further indicates that even within private universities, students who study
in a private university or college of technology are more likely to be students from
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Table 9.2 Relation between types of institutions and student applicants of TMFE

TEFS Types of HEIs Total
Public Public university of | Private Private university of number
university | technology/college | university |technology/college of

students

No Applicants | 5,125 2,116 8,929 6,204 22,374

Standardized | 1.9 0.1 3.4%% —5.5%*

residual

Applicants 306 138 521 505 1,479

Standardized | —1.9 —0.1 —3.4%* 5.5%%

residual

Total number | 5,431 2,254 9,450 6,709 23,844

of students

Note X2 (3, 23,844) = 31.110%**, #*p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001, Based on data from Taiwan Higher
Education Database, with a sample of 24,977 students from 2005-2006 school years and 156 HEIs
Source Li et al. (2018)

low-income and middle-low-income families when compared to all other universities
in general.

Luoh (2018), Shen and Lin (2018), and Chen and Chen (2009) argue that the
public subsidy to the universities may lead to reversed income redistribution, and
greater inequity may follow as the poor are paying more than the rich to receive
higher education. This negative cycle of unequal access to public university echoes
the hypothesis of EMI suggested by Lucas (2001), whereby inequality is in fact
maintained regardless of the massification of higher education. Despite massification,
the rich are still more likely to access better but cheaper resources than the students
from lower-income families.

9.4 Higher Education Outcomes

Following the higher education massification in Taiwan, a bachelor’s degree has
gradually become the basic requirement to enter the labor market. According to the
National Employment Rate Report by the Ministry of Labour (2018), over 50% from
2016 to 2018 of the employment rate involved graduates with bachelor’s degrees or
higher. Several studies also argue that Taiwan has now entered the era of “overeduca-
tion” (Lu, 2019). Higher education has thus become important to social mobility for
students of lower socioeconomic status (Liu, 2019). The outcomes of higher educa-
tion become essential when exploring equity and social mobility in higher education.
This section sets out to explore academic achievement, employment rate, and salary
relative to students of both lower and higher socioeconomic status upon graduation.
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9.4.1 Academic Achievements

When examining the academic performance of students who enter HEIs through the
different pathways of MEP, students who enter through the Stars Program tend to
have higher academic performance than others (Liao, Chang, Wang, & Horng, 2013;
Wang & Li, 2012; Yang, 2012; Yap, 2018). Interestingly, according to Yap (2018), the
academic performance of students from the Stars Program is not influenced by their
socioeconomic background, which may be explained by the fact that one of the access
criteria is their performance in senior high schools. Thus, when these students enter
HEISs, they may already have the potential to perform better than others due to their
senior high school study experience, regardless of their socioeconomic background.

Concerning TMFE, its impact on academic achievements of students who receive
it is positive (Hung & Chen, 2003; Liu, Tsai, & Li, 2016). Liu et al. (2016) suggest
that students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds who receive higher education
tend to be more hardworking and are most likely to be actively engaged in their
academic work than their peers. Liu et al. (2016) argue that these students are highly
motivated to complete their academic work and view higher education as an opportu-
nity to support their family and improve their socioeconomic status once they finish
their studies. Hung and Chen’s (2003) research on a group of medical students also
indicates that medical students from lower-income families who receive TMFE or
scholarships are more hardworking than average medical students, and they tend to
achieve higher academic performance.

However, several studies also found that due to the lack of financial support from
their families, students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds are more likely to
be distracted from their learning in order to make ends meet (Chou & Wang, 2012;
Lietal., 2018; Lin, 2010). Li et al. (2018) suggest that students who study in private
universities, especially private universities of technology, are more likely to struggle
to pay tuition fees, apply for student loans or subsidies, and take on one or more part-
time jobs. This situation of taking on several part-time jobs then limits the students’
time for academic work. Moreover, most of the students who pay for their tuition
fees need to spend their savings or make loans to finish their degrees from private
universities. This situation leads to an even more challenging financial status for them
when they graduate and creates an even more critical issue of inequity for students
of lower socioeconomic status (Li et al., 2018).

9.4.2 Employment Rates and Salaries

The unemployment rate of students who graduate from universities has become
higher than the average unemployment rate since 2005 (MOL, 2018). Mok (2016)
argues that such a high unemployment rate among the young bachelor’s degree
holders might be due to the rapid expansion of higher education. The rising number
of bachelor’s degree holders overpasses the occupational vacancies within the labor
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Fig. 9.9 Employment rate of the higher education graduates aged 25-29 according to gender and
family income (Source Chiang and Hou [2018])

market. However, interestingly, according to Chiang and Hou (2018), by sepa-
rating socioeconomic groups according to gender and comparing employment rates
between men and women who received bachelor’s degrees or higher, found out that
women aged 25-29 perform better than men (see Fig. 9.9). Women were found to
have slightly improved their opportunities in finding jobs over the past few years
and even have similar opportunities in findings jobs as men (Chiang & Hou, 2018).
This increase in employment rates has been a significant positive result of higher
education massification for students from lower-income backgrounds.

However, the overall situation of the employment rate for students of lower socioe-
conomic status still needs to be improved. Chiang and Hou (2018) state that Taiwan
is still facing critical challenges in the increasing gap between families of high and
low socioeconomic status in terms of employment rate.

Kuan et al. (2019) indicate that the population who attended universities due to
the higher education massification—the so-called compliers—is benefiting the most
from the massification in terms of career development, salary, and income. However,
other groups, such as the always-takers, who will enter universities no matter the
influence of massification, and the never-takers, who will never enter higher education
regardless of higher education massification, are not benefiting much.

Furthermore, through the different-in-difference (DID) analysis, Kuan et al.
(2019) found that the higher education massification negatively but passively
impacted the always-takers through the increasing competition with the compliers
for better occupational prestige and salary. As for the never-takers, who are those with
the lowest socioeconomic background, they do not benefit from the massification,
nor are they significantly disadvantaged by the massification.

Concerning the salary after graduating from different types of universities, Lai
(2012) suggests that students who graduated from highly reputative universities
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(mainly, public universities), tend to have a higher salary than students who gradu-
ated from less reputative universities, such as private technical colleges. Nevertheless,
after five years of employment, the gap between the employees may disappear, and
the institution the person graduated from may become irrelevant (Lai, 2012). This
is due to personal skills and character being able to replace the importance of one’s
educational background.

Students who graduate from public universities are more likely to enter postgrad-
uate programs than students from private technical universities and colleges (Lin,
2010). Most of the students who keep on studying for a master or doctoral degree are
most likely to obtain occupations with a higher salary than those who enter the job
market with a bachelor’s degree due to the saturation of bachelors in the job market
(Lai, 2012; Lin, 2010). Moreover, those who enter postgraduate programs are more
likely to belong to a higher socioeconomic status.

9.5 Conclusion

Going back to the question of “who enters public university?”, this chapter concludes
with the realization of how equity in higher education may somehow still be far from
where it should be in Taiwan. The stratification between students from low and high
socioeconomic backgrounds becomes even more severe when comparing the private
universities of technology and elite universities. However, this chapter also shows
some encouraging inputs, including how comparing to the time before MEP, students
who enter university through the Stars Program are more likely to perform better than
other students.

Inequity in higher education massification is not a new issue around the world,
nor is it new in Taiwan. For equity to work, the policy not only needs to tackle
the issue of access to higher education but also the quality of higher education.
The Taiwanese government may need to rethink the structure of higher education
and provide quality assurance to support the private universities of technology in
becoming better education providers—even by taking legal action to ensure the
quality of higher education by controlling the numbers of HEIs if needed. Students
may also need to rethink the pathways of receiving post-secondary education: is
entering university, which is mainly academic-based, necessary? Other possibilities
beyond education, such as vocational training, may need to be reconsidered within
educational policies to increase the competitiveness and employment rates among all
students. It is possible to suggest that Taiwan is still far from fulfilling its mission of
achieving equity in higher education in terms of socioeconomic imbalance. However,
there are high hopes for the future.

This research is limited by factors that have not been taken into account when
examining inequity in higher education, such as parents’ educational background
and the influence of ethnicity. Furthermore, groups of students with other disadvan-
tages, such as students with disabilities, should be considered, and their challenges in
receiving higher education should be discussed in future studies. These students may
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have an entirely different experience of receiving and accessing higher education than
the group of students from low socioeconomic backgrounds. This chapter, however,
has laid the groundwork for future research into higher education massification and
its link with privatization. Moreover, it has explored the issues of inequity under the
influence of MEP and TMFE policies. This study may thus provide significant find-
ings for future research to further understand the situation of inequality concerning
both students from low socioeconomic backgrounds and the impact of privatization
and massification on Taiwanese higher education.
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