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ABSTRACT
Hereditary politics has been a sweeping trend in global regime system. While
democracies ultimately rely on electoral and justice systems to justify the inherited
privilege, the source of legitimacy of inherited privilege remains a puzzle for
dictatorships with weak institutions. To trace the source of legitimacy in inherited
privilege, we argue that perceived fairness of income distribution and the source of
inherited privilege are determinants to the degree of legitimacy in exercising inherited
privilege in an under-institutionalized system like China. As the income distribution is
perceived of being fair, the more likely princeling’s privilege is assigned with greater
legitimacy because individuals are in the hope of being legitimized for their children’s
privilege, to which they pass down. Moreover, to exercising privilege at the cost of
violating institutions, the rich assumes the role of a player while the official takes a
dual role of a player and a gate keeper for institutions so that people attach more
legitimacy for the princelings of the rich and less for those of the official. To
investigate the puzzle, we employ a mixed method. First, we contextualize the
argument in the big data of the Chinese netizens’ comments on the legitimacy of
inherited privilege in In the Name of People, the first authorized TV series dealing
with corruption in China. Second, we conduct an original survey on the source of
legitimacy in inherited privilege for 1,478 students from five universities in China
from October to December 2016. The findings corroborate with our argument that
perceived fairness of income distribution explains the existence of princeling’s
privilege while the source of inherited privilege accounts for the variance in the levels
of legitimacy of it.
Keyword: fairness of income distribution, legitimacy in privilege, China, princeling,
children of the rich, children of the official, children of the ordinary
Presented for the Workshop on “Is There A Xi Jinping Doctrine? Assessing Changes
and Continuities in Chinese Politics”
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INTRODUCTION
In 2015, the director of the admission office in Renmin University (人民大学)
pleaded guilty for admitting over 44 princelings of the rich and the official via back
ally deals over the course of his post from 2005 to 2013, given that less than 1% of
4.5-milllion applicants gets admission to top universities in China.1 In 2016, the
media exposure reveals that in Liaoning Shihua University (辽宁石化大学), a high
official’s daughter got promoted to the deputy dean of the College of International
Education at the age of 24 in less than 3 years when the regulations stipulates that the
qualification for the position requires 9-year working experiences in the university.2
From waiver for access to education opportunities to career qualification, the
princeling's privileges have aroused strong sentiments and debates about the
legitimacy of the privileges. It is puzzling that people vary in the perceived legitimacy
in the princeling’s privileges when by definition, privileges lack legitimacy by
breaching what the existing institutions prescribes to maintain a fair game for limited
resources. What’s even more puzzling is why some princeling’s privileges appear to
be more legitimate than others in the public’s eyes?
As the princeling’s privileges entail consequences to exacerbating the income
inequality, which arguably induces democratization due to soaring demand for
redistribution (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2005; Leventoğlu, 2005; Whyte, 2010), we
intend to address the puzzles by tracing the psychological root for the legitimacy of
the princeling’ privileges in China. Two camps of competing argument exist in the
literature of public opinion on the legitimacy in inequality. On one camp, the
perceived income inequality dampens the legitimacy in inequality so that
self-interested individuals demand for redistribution (Almås, Cappelen, Sørensen, &
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Tungodden, 2010; Barber & English, 2012; Bartels, 2009; Durante, Putterman, & van
der Weele, 2014; Listhaug & Aalberg, 1999). The other camp argues that the
legitimacy of income inequality is adjusted to the level of it because people are
motivated to legitimize the income inequality in order to justify the system (Austen,
2002; Castillo, 2012; Gijsberts, 2002; Kelley & Evans, 1993; Kelley & Zagorski,
2004; Trump, 2017). Both the two lines of arguments are plagued with the confusion
by equating the perceived gap of income inequality to the perceived fairness of
income inequality. Moreover, the source of inequality matters in the level of perceived
legitimacy.
To answer the puzzles, we argue that the perceived fairness of income
distribution and the source of inherited privileges are determinant to the degree of
legitimacy for the princelings to exercise privileges. As the income distribution is
perceived of being fair, the more likely the princeling’s privileges are attached with
greater legitimacy because individuals are in the hope of being legitimized for their
children’s privileges in the future. In addition, the source of the princeling’s privileges
matters to the level of legitimacy attached to it accordingly. Since exercising
privileges takes the toll of violating the existing institutions abide by all. In the game
of acquiring illegitimate resources, the rich assume the role of a player. However, the
official takes dual and conflicting roles of a player in pursuing interests on one hand
and a gate keeper for safeguarding the integrity of institutions on the other hand. To
exercise privileges, the former needs the cooperation of the latter while the latter is
simply biased toward the role of a player rather than that of a gate keeper. Therefore,
people attach more legitimacy to the princelings of the rich and less for those of the
official.
We collect an original dataset by surveying 1,478 under-graduate and graduate
3

students from five top universities in China from October to December 2016. We
present the empirical evidence to test our hypotheses with regard to the effect of
perceived fairness of income distribution on the legitimacy of princeling’s privilege
and on the variation in legitimacy conferred to the children of the rich, the official and
the average in China.
In the following paragraphs, we will briefly review the literature of public
opinion on the legitimacy of inequality where two camps of argument set the debate.
Next, we elaborate the argument that the perceived fairness of income distribution and
the nature of inherited privilege influence the level of legitimacy in privilege in a
society where rule of law is weak like China. Thirdly, we lay out the research design
for the survey on university students in China. We conclude that the empirical results
corroborate our argument that the perceived fairness of income distribution is
positively related to the level of perceived legitimacy in the princeling’s privilege by
the type of family background. In terms of perceived legitimacy, the children of the
rich is higher than those of the official. Lastly, we conclude by pointing out how this
paper can improve our understandings about the public opinion on the legitimacy of
inequality by calling for the academic attention on (1) the inherited privilege as a one
of the most important sources for inequality, (2) psychological mechanism in
justifying the unjust in an under-institutionalized context and (3) the interconnection
between legitimacy and the source of inherited privilege.
LEGITIMACY IN INCOME INEQUALITY
Current literature exists two competing camps in the literature of public opinion
on the legitimacy in inequality with regard to the relationship between the perceived
level of inequality and the legitimacy of inequality. On one camp, self-interest theory
posits that the perceived income inequality dampens the legitimacy of it so that
4

self-interested individuals intend to narrow the gap in income inequality by
demanding for redistribution (Almås et al., 2010; Barber & English, 2012; Bartels,
2009; Durante et al., 2014; Listhaug & Aalberg, 1999).
The other camp argues that the greater legitimacy is adjusted to the rising income
inequality (Austen, 2002; Castillo, 2012; Gijsberts, 2002; Kelley & Evans, 1993;
Kelley & Zagorski, 2004; Trump, 2017). In a society where income inequality is high,
individuals are more inclined to legitimize a higher level of income inequality. Based
on the survey data, the system justification theory holds across developed and
developing countries (Castillo, 2012), and free market and state socialist economies
(Austen, 2002; Gijsberts, 2002; Kelley & Zagorski, 2004). Kris-Stella Trump argues
that “system justification motivation” drives people to legitimize the existing level of
income differences by keeping them update the legitimate level of income differences
by presenting evidence of several behavioral experiments and experiment survey
(Trump, 2017).
Both the two lines of arguments are plagued with the confusion by equating the
perceived gap of income inequality to the perceived fairness of income inequality.
Moreover, various levels of legitimacy are attached to different types of inequality.
FAIRNESS

OF

INCOME

DISTRIBUTION

AND

LEGITIMACY

IN

PRINCELING’S PRIVILEGES IN CHINA
To join the debate, we argue that perceived fairness of income distribution and
the nature of inherited privilege are determinants to the level of legitimacy in
princeling’s privilege in an under-institutionalized system like China.
Princeling’s privileges have taken place in China for quite a long time and have
prevailed in education access, job opportunity, and etc. In China, privileges are
conferred to elites by rewarding in the spirit of meritocracy (Bell, 2015; Bo, 2002;
Cheng & White, 1998; Lee, 1991; Li & White, 1988; Li & Zhou, 2005). Meanwhile,
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personal network (guanxi) are informal institutions to get access to power and wealth
(Gold, Guthrie, & Wank, 2002; Yang, 2002) via alumni (Li, 1994), colleague (Li &
Pye, 1992), and family (Wang, forthcoming).
However, the parent-child relation is the most controversial relation. While other
types of relations in the personal networks generate the premium for personal interests,
the premium does not sustain and accumulate over generations like the way how the
parent-child relations do. By inheriting the privileges rewarded for the parent’s merits,
the princelings simply hit the genetic jackpot and entail consequences of exacerbating
the income inequality in an irreversible direction.
Nevertheless, the personal prospect for the economic and political development
makes people more tolerable for the princelings’ privilege. The double-digit economic
boom has lifted millions out of poverty and raised the income level in China, which is
in a drastic contrast to the stagnated economy in the socialist countries in east Europe
and central Asia. In the rising tide of economy, everyone feels like having a shot in
gaining more wealth. On the other hand, the Chinese Communist Party regulates the
career ladders with the spoils proportionately attached to the tiers of government posts
so that elites are heavily invested in the regime for political power (Landry, 2008;
Svolik, 2012). Therefore, people are willing to attach more legitimate to the
princelings’ privileges as long as they feel the income distribution being fair enough
for them to have a shot for reaping the wealth and power. With a good prospect for
wealth and power, legitimizing the princeling’ privileges generate the public tolerance
for their children to inherit the privileges in the future. As the income distribution is
perceived of being fair, people tend to assign more legitimacy in exercising privilege
in the hope of being recognized as legitimate as they exercise privilege. The
hypothesis goes as follows.
H1: Perceived fairness of income distribution is positively influential to the level of
6

legitimacy in princeling’s privilege.
In addition, the nature of privilege matters to the level of legitimacy attached to it
accordingly. By definition, exercising privilege takes the toll of violating the existing
institutions abide by all. In the game of acquiring excessive or illegitimate resources,
the rich assume the role of a player. However, the official takes dual and conflicting
roles of a player in pursuing interests on one hand and a gate keeper for safeguarding
the integrity of institutions on the other hand. To exercise privilege, the former needs
the cooperation of the latter while the latter is simply biased toward the role of a
player rather than that of a gate keeper. Therefore, people attach more legitimacy to
the princelings of the rich and less for those of the official.
H2: Children of the rich has greater legitimacy in exercising privilege than those of
the official.
RESEARCH DESIGN
Data
To collect the empirical evidence to test the hypotheses, we conduct an original
survey on 1,478 undergraduate and graduate students from five elite universities in
China including Beijing University, Tsing-hua University, Renmin University,
Nanjing University, and Sun Yat-Sen University from October to December 2016.
Dependent variable
The variable of research interests is Legitimacy in Privilege accounting for the
level of legitimacy in exercising privilege by various family background in China. In
the survey, we ask the respondents to rate the legitimacy for the princelings to
exercise privilege on a 10-point scale from 1 (completely illegitimate) to 10
(completely legitimate). In this paper, we target at two major types of princelings in
China: children of the rich and those of the government official. Based on their
parent's influence via political power or economic might, the princelings have been
7

reported to exercise privilege to overrun the existing regulations, by which children of
the ordinary (普通家庭子女) have to abide.
However, people may vary in their benchmark in the perceived legitimacy in
privilege so that the direct ratings are plagued with making comparisons between the
princeling's family background in China. For instance, some respondents may assign
high ratings to both the children of the rich and those of the official not because the
princelings' privilege is highly legitimate in their eyes, but because they consider
privilege per se highly legitimate for anyone excercising privilege. In order to clear
the concerns for comparability in princeling's family background, we ask the
respondents to rate the legitimacy in privilege for children of the ordinary as the
benchmark vis-a-vis the princelings.
In Figure 1, the ratings for the legitimacy in privilege are over 5, the middle of
the 10-point scale for children of various background. The ratings show that
exercising privilege is fairly legitimized in China regardless of family background.
Despite of minor differences, the children of ordinary is of the highest legitimacy,
those of the rich the second and those of the official the lowest. If we compute the
ratings for the princelings deducted from the benchmark for children of the ordinary,
the rating of Legitimacy in Privilege (Official – Ordinary) (-0.26) is lower than that of
Legitimacy in Privilege (Rich – Ordinary) (-0.23).
[Figure 1 about here]
Independent variables
The independent variable is Fairness of Income Distribution measuring
respondents' evaluation of income distribution in China on the four scales from very
fair, somewhat fair, somewhat unfair and very fair. According to Figure 2, the
respondents report the income distribution as very fair (14.55%), somewhat unfair
(62.04%), somewhat fair (21.24%) and very fair (1.15%). An overwhelming
8

percentage of respondents hold negative attitudes towards the income distribution in
China whereas only a marginal percentage of them feel positive about it.
[Figure 2 about here]
Controls
To take into account of other attributes to the legitimacy in privilege in the
statistical models, we include a battery of control variables covering social-economic
status, attribute of income inequality, political information and system justification
motivation. For each perspective, we will introduce corresponding survey questions
for each perspective to generate controls variables.
First, social-economic status is believed to influence the way how an individual
perceives of the legitimacy in privilege. For the respondents who are currently in high
social-economic status or who expect to have high social-economic status, they are
more likely to give a higher rating for the legitimacy in privilege to justify their
present and/or future interests.
Social-economic status can be further divided into two dimensions: present or
future. For present social-economic status, we include Gender, Political Background,
Whether Father is CCP Member and Monthly Household Income. Gender is a binary
variable where 0 denotes female and 1 male. As a gender-biased society, male on
average has an upper-hand in achieving higher social-economic status than female
through higher wage for the same job, higher probability of becoming leaders or
higher likelihood of inheriting parent’s fortune over the course of their lifetime so that
they are more likely to either justify the privilege, to which males are more likely to
get access than females. Gender is expected to positively related to the level of
legitimacy in privilege regardless of princeling’s family background.
Political Background is an ordinal variable where 1 refers to mass, 2 Chinese
Youth League (hereafter CYL) member and 3 CCP member (including quasi-CCP
9

member). Although CYL membership is not granted with privilege or welfare, it is a
necessary stage before college students to acquire CCP membership so that CYL and
CCP members are more likely to identify with the privilege because they have a good
prospect to afford it in the near future. We conjecture a positive relationship between
political background and legitimacy in privilege.
Whether Father is CCP Member is a binary variable which 0 means no and 1 yes.
Since China is a one-party authoritarian regime where Chinese Communist Party
(hereafter CCP) membership is selective and prized to co-opt elites in society (Geddes;
Gandhi; Svolik 2011; Maganoli), whether father is a CCP member is consequential
for his children’s present and future social-economic status in China. Whether Father
is CCP Member is a predictor for the respondent’s social-economic status, which is
expected to be positively related to the level of legitimacy in privilege.
Monthly Household Income is a 5-scale ladder ranging from (1) below 5,000
RMB, (2) 5,001-10,000 RMB, (3) 10,001-20,000 RMB, (4) 20,001-30,000 RMB and
(5) over 30,001 RMB. This is a direct measure for respondent’s economic status,
which is in the positive direction in its correlation with legitimacy in privilege.
For prospective social-economic status, we ask the respondents to rate their
Social-Economic Status (Present) and Social-Economic Status (Future) on the 1 to 10
staircase where 1 refers to the poorest people on the 1st stair and the richest on the 10th.
Based on the two continuous variables, we generate the variable, Social-Economic
Status (Future – Present), to measure the expectation for upward social mobility by
taking the difference between the two ratings where negative values indicate a
glooming view about social mobility and positive ones otherwise. A bright prospect
for upward mobility is assumed to result in recognizing the legitimacy in privilege
(Benabou and Tirole 2006). The three variables are expected to have a positive
relationship with the degree of legitimacy in privilege.
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Second, the attribution of responsibility for income inequality influences how
individuals assign the legitimacy in privilege. When government is held accountable
for income inequality, lesser legitimacy is assigned to the privilege because the
existence of privilege exemplifies government’s failure to maintain institutional
fairness to the access to resources. If individuals should be responsible for income
inequality, privilege is more likely to be attached with greater legitimacy so that
privilege is reduced as capacity-based goods.
Here we measure Responsible for Income Inequality in an ordinal fashion by 5
scales: (1) Government should take full responsibility, (2) Government should take
more responsibility than individuals, (3) Government should take equal responsibility
than individuals, (4) Individuals should take more responsibility than government, and
(5) Individuals should take full responsibility. For the ordinal variable of Responsible
for Income Inequality, the sign of coefficient is predicted to be positive in the
correlation
Third, political information can be an issue in China where political information
is strictly under the thumb of government. The information about the princeling’s
exercise of privilege is sometimes prohibited from media report or online discussion.
When the quantity and quality of political information are easily available for
individuals, they are expected to defy against the legitimacy in privilege by updating
the reasoning and references from advanced countries. To capture the perspective of
political information on the account of respondents’ living experiences are mostly
centered at campus, we generate three variables, Exposure to Western Ideas,
Frequency in Chatting about Politics and # of Months Traveling to Democracies.
Given that mainstream western ideas highly value the importance of leveling
the playground and merit-based credits for individuals, intensive exposure to western
ideas via reading or travel is assumed to foster a resistance against legitimizing
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privilege. Exposure to Western Ideas is an ordinal variable with the rating from (1)
Most of the time, (2) Sometimes, (3) Rarely, and (4) Never, which is expected to
positively related to the legitimacy in privilege.
In addition, we generate the variable, # of Months Traveling to Democracies by
calculating the total number of months respondents traveling to democracies to
estimate the likelihood of registering lesser legitimacy in privilege. This variable is
forecasted to exert negative effect on the rating for legitimacy in privilege.
Inter-personal exchanges of idea about politics is probably an easily accessible
source for updating political information with regard to princeling’s privilege. We
compute the variable of Frequency in Chatting about Politics ranging from (1) Never,
(2) Occasionally, and (3) Frequently, which is presumed to have negative effect on
granting greater legitimacy in privilege.
Lastly, system justification motivation posits that individuals adjust their
perceived fair level of income inequality as the income inequality rises to identify
with the system (Trump 2017). Capacity in exercising privilege and nationalism are
taken into consideration for system justification motivation. For the former, Capacity
in Privilege for Children of the Rich and Capacity in Privilege for Children of the
Official are rated on the 10-point scale from completely incapable (1) to completely
capable (10). As long as the princelings are more capable of exercising privilege,
system justification motivation is more likely to drive individuals to recognize the
legitimacy in it.
Nevertheless, some respondents may recognize the capacity in privilege
regardless of the family background. By deducting the benchmark of Capacity in
Privilege for Children of the Ordinary, we produce two variables, Capacity in
Privilege (Rich - Ordinary) and Capacity in Privilege (Official - Ordinary). The two
continuous variables are assumed to positively influence the legitimacy in privilege.
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Nationalism is an indicator for the personal attachment to the country. We ask the
respondents how proud they are to be Chinese. The response items range from (1) Not
proud at all, (2) Not very proud, (3) Somewhat proud and (4) Very proud. There
should be a positive correlation between nationalism and legitimacy in privilege.
Model specification
The dependent variable of our research interest is a continuous variable rating the
legitimacy in exercising privilege from 1 (completely illegitimate) to 10 (completely
legitimate). We use the ordinary least square (OLS) regression models to estimate the
relation between perceived fairness of income distribution and legitimacy in privilege
with a battery of controls.
Empirical Results
To present empirical results, we start by the descriptive analysis for the
one-to-one relationship between the dependent variable (Legitimacy in Privilege) and
the independent variable (Perceived Fairness of Income Distribution). Then, we move
on to the statistical results in the OLS regression models.
By examining the distribution of legitimacy in privilege across various types of
family background, we find a positive relationship between fairness of income
distribution and legitimacy in privilege for children of three types of family
background except that for the legitimacy in privilege by children of the ordinary,
those perceiving of the income distribution as very unfair assign a little higher rating
than those perceiving of the income distribution as somewhat unfair.
After deducting the baseline rating for legitimacy in privilege for children of the
ordinary, the chart on the bottom right-hand corner reveals that compared with
children of the rich, those of the official is regarded as less legitimate for those who
perceive of income distribution as very fair, somewhat fair and somewhat unfair. Only
in the eyes of those who perceive of income distribution as very unfair, children of the
13

official have a little more legitimacy in exercising privilege than those of the rich.
[Figure 3 about here]
Next, we test if the positive relationship holds between perceived fairness of
income distribution and legitimacy in privilege after a battery of controls are included
in a series of OLS models where R denotes the OLS models for children of the rich
and O for children of the official.
As for the number in each model, 1 refers to the base model testing the
one-to-one relations between dependent and independent variables without controls.
Except for the dependent and independent variables, 2 adds upon controls of
social-economic status (Gender, Political Background, Whether Father is CCP
Member, Monthly Household Income, and Social-Economic Status (Future) ). 3
covers Responsibility for Income Inequality. 4 introduce the controls of political
information (Exposure to Western Ideas, Frequency in Chatting about Politics, and #
of Months Traveling to Democracy). 5 contains controls for system justification
motivation (Capacity in Privilege for Princeling and Proud of Being Chinese). 6 is the
full model with all controls previously discussed.
Judging from Table 1 and Table 2, the coefficients of fairness of income
distribution are significantly and positively related to the legitimacy in privilege for
children of the rich and those of the official across all models. The statistical models
show that the explanatory power of fairness of income distribution remain robust after
various controls are included.
[Table 1 about here]
[Table 2 about here]
By visualizing the empirical results in full models in Table 1 and Table 2, we
present coefficient plots to intuitively interpreting the empirical results in Figure 4 and
Figure 5 respectively. Figure 4 presents the results of the relationship between fairness
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of income distribution and legitimacy in privilege for children of the rich on the left
plot and for children of the official on the right plot. We will proceed by first
discussing Figure 4 and then Figure 5. separately.
In Figure 4, the dependent variables are the ratings for the legitimacy in privilege
for children of the rich and those of the official without adjusting the baseline of the
rating for children of the ordinary. The confidence intervals for the coefficients of the
fairness of income distribution does not cross the value of 0 so that they are
significant. Moreover, the size of coefficients is substantial for both plots. The results
confirm that fairness of income distribution is positively and significantly associated
with legitimacy in privilege for either children of the rich or those of the official.
Four controls achieve significant results, including Social-Economic Status
(Future), Responsible for Income Inequality, Frequency in Chatting about Politics
and Capacity in Privilege. With reasonable size of coefficients, all of the four control
variables are positively and significantly related to legitimacy in privilege. The results
suggest that expectation for upward social mobility in the future, personal
responsibility for income inequality, never chatting about politics and greater capacity
in exercising privilege lead the respondents to attach greater legitimacy in exercising
privilege.
[Figure 4 about here]
In Figure 5, the dependent variables are the ratings for the legitimacy in privilege
for children of the rich and those of the official after deducting the benchmark rating
for children of the ordinary. Two control variables are also adjusted by their respective
baselines. After deducting the ratings for Social-Economic Status (Future - Present)
replaces Social-Economic Status (Future) in the OLS regression model. After taking
the differences in the ratings, we replace Capacity in Privilege for Children of the
Rich for Capacity in Privilege (Rich -Ordinary) and Capacity in Privilege for
15

Children of the Official for Capacity in Privilege (Official -Ordinary).
Without crossing the value of 0, the confidence intervals imply that the
coefficients of the fairness of income distribution are significant. Besides, the
coefficients are of substantial size for either plot. The results validate that fairness of
income distribution is positively and significantly related to legitimacy in privilege for
either children of the rich or those of the official after adjusting to the rating for
legitimacy in privilege for children of the ordinary.
As for the control variables, none of them obtains significant results because the
confidence intervals for all controls systematically cross the value of 0. The
explanatory power of controls are not robust after adjusting the ratings by the baseline.
The results show that the controls are not reliable predictor for explaining the variance
in legitimacy in exercising privilege.
[Figure 5 about here]
CONCLUDING REMARKS
Legitimizing princeling’s privilege is an oxymoron proposition as privilege by
definition is not legitimate. Nevertheless, students of inequality seek to address the
puzzle why princeling’s privilege continuously exists in China despite that public
resentment is reported from time to time. In this paper, we answer the puzzle by two
major findings. One is that the perceived fairness of income distribution determines
the level of legitimacy for princelings to exercise privilege. The other is that for
princelings to exercise privilege, the children of the rich is more legitimate than those
of the official.
The findings are expected to improve our understandings about inequality in
three ways. First, we call for the academic attention on the inherited privilege as a one
of the most important sources for inequality. Second, we identify a psychological
mechanism in justifying the unjust in an under-institutionalized context. Lastly, we
16

verify how the degree of legitimacy is related to the source of inherited privilege.
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APPENDIX
Table 1: Summary Statistics
Variable

Obs

Mean

Std. Dev.

Min

Max

Legitimacy in Privilege for Children of the Rich's Family

1,462

5.625

2.530

1

10

Legitimacy in Privilege (Rich - Ordinary)

1,462

-0.226

2.884

-9

9

Legitimacy in Privilege for Children of the Official's Family

1,463

5.587

2.621

1

10

Legitimacy in Privilege (Official - Ordinary)

1,463

-0.264

3.060

-9

9

Legitimacy in Privilege for Children of the Ordinary Family

1,467

4.651

2.034

1

10

IV

Fairness of Income Distribution

1,463

2.091

0.633

1

4

Controls

Gender

1,478

0.313

0.464

0

1

Political Background

1,454

2.245

0.546

1

3

Whether Father is CCP Member

1,452

0.394

0.489

0

1

Monthly Household Income

1,415

2.196

1.063

1

5

Social-Economic Status (Future)

1,454

6.914

1.533

1

10

Social-Economic Status (Future - Present)

1,452

2.615

1.897

-9

9

Social-Economic Status (Present)

1,459

4.295

1.928

1

10

Responsibility for Income Inequality

1,464

2.387

0.706

1

5

Exposure to Western Ideas

1,470

1.983

0.779

1

4

Frequency in Chatting about Politics

1,470

1.871

0.482

1

3

# of Months Traveling to Democracies

1,446

0.893

2.359

0

37

Capacity in Privilege for Children of the Rich's Family

1,467

7.536

1.568

1

10

Capacity in Privilege (Rich - Ordinary)

1,466

-2.882

2.390

-9

9

Capacity in Privilege for Children of the Official's Family

1,465

7.984

1.561

1

10

Capacity in Privilege (Official - Ordinary)

1,465

-3.333

2.595

-9

9

Capacity in Privilege for Children of the Ordinary Family

1,467

4.651

2.034

1

10

Proud of Being Chinese

1,451

3.252

0.613

1

4

DV
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Table 2: Legitimacy in Privilege and Fairness of Income Inequality
Type of Princeling

Children of the Rich

DV: Legitimacy in Privilege

IV: Fairness of Income Distribution

Controls:

Children of the Official

R1

R2

R3

R4

R5

R6

O1

O2

O3

O4

O5

O6

0.535***

0.388***

0.495***

0.511***

0.565***

0.377***

0.479***

0.319**

0.442***

0.453***

0.483***

0.279*

[0.107]

[0.109]

[0.108]

[0.109]

[0.107]

[0.110]

[0.113]

[0.113]

[0.114]

[0.115]

[0.116]

[0.117]

Gender

-0.236

-0.176

-0.226

-0.183

(0: Female, 1: Male)

[0.146]

[0.147]

[0.152]

[0.154]

Political Background

-0.016

-0.076

-0.005

-0.054

(1: Mass, 2: CYL member, 3: CCP member)

[0.124]

[0.126]

[0.128]

[0.130]

0.124

0.119

0.096

0.104

(0: No, 1: Yes)

[0.139]

[0.139]

[0.144]

[0.145]

Monthly Household Income

-0.020

-0.005

-0.017

-0.003

(1: Lowest-5: Highest)

[0.066]

[0.068]

[0.070]

[0.072]

0.313***

0.271***

0.330***

0.313***

[0.046]

[0.046]

[0.047]

[0.048]

Whether Father is CCP Member

Social-Economic Status (Future)

(1: Lowest-10: Highest)

Responsibility for Income Inequality

0.254**

0.251*

0.233*

0.239*

(1: Gov't-5: Individual)

[0.096]

[0.099]

[0.099]

[0.101]

Exposure to Western Ideas

-0.093

-0.083

-0.050

-0.052

(1: Frequently-3: Never)

[0.092]

[0.092]

[0.095]

[0.096]

Frequency in Chatting about Politics

0.315*

0.312*

0.295

0.338*

(1: Frequently-3: Never)

[0.151]

[0.151]

[0.153]

[0.155]

# of Months Traveling to Democracies

-0.021

-0.035

-0.040

-0.054

[0.029]

[0.030]

[0.029]

[0.031]

Capacity in Privilege for princeling

(1: Completely Incapable-10: Completely Capable)

Proud of Being Chinese

(1: Not proud at all-5: Very proud)

Constant

0.266***

0.239***

0.134**

0.128**

[0.045]

[0.046]

[0.046]

[0.047]

0.102

0.031

0.173

0.052

[0.110]

[0.114]

[0.117]

[0.121]

4.508***

2.733***

3.982***

4.153***

2.107***

0.233

4.591***

2.707***

4.107***

4.208***

2.954***

0.712

[0.240]

[0.480]

[0.304]

[0.347]

[0.493]

[0.708]

[0.254]

[0.496]

[0.323]

[0.363]

[0.546]

[0.750]

Obs

1457

1400

1454

1433

1443

1370

1458

1400

1455

1434

1443

1369

R-squared

0.018

0.052

0.023

0.021

0.045

0.080

0.013

0.048

0.017

0.017

0.021

0.061

Note: standard errors: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001;

1.Base Model, 2: Social-Economic Status Model, 3: Responsibility of Income Distribution Model, 4: Political Information Model, 5: System Justification Model, 6: Full Model

21

Table 3: Legitimacy in Privilege and Fairness of Income Inequality
(Base: Children of Ordinary Family)
DV: Legitimacy in Privilege

Rich-Ordinary

Official-Ordinary

0.363**

0.297*

[0.133]

[0.143]

Gender

-0.029

0.000

(0: Female, 1: Male)

[0.174]

[0.190]

Political Background

-0.091

-0.073

(1: Mass, 2: CYL member, 3: CCP member)

[0.142]

[0.149]

Whether Father is CCP Member

-0.004

-0.025

(0: No, 1: Yes)

[0.166]

[0.177]

Monthly Household Income

-0.084

-0.070

(1: Lowest-5: Highest)

[0.079]

[0.085]

Social-Economic Status (Future - Present)

-0.024

0.019

[0.041]

[0.044]

0.147

0.123

(1: Gov't-5: Individual)

[0.107]

[0.115]

Exposure to Western Ideas

-0.037

0.003

(1: Frequently-3: Never)

[0.107]

[0.116]

0.258

0.248

(1: Frequently-3: Never)

[0.181]

[0.196]

# of Months Traveling to Democracies

-0.005

-0.023

[0.032]

[0.035]

IV: Fairness of Income Distribution in China

Controls:

(1: Lowest-10: Highest)

Responsibility for Income Inequality

Frequency in Chatting about Politics

Capacity in Privilege (Rich - Ordinary)

-0.027

[0.042]

Capacity in Privilege (Official - Ordinary)

-0.014

[0.039]

Proud of Being Chinese

0.050

0.049

(1: Not proud at all-5: Very proud)

[0.133]

[0.138]

Constant

-1.565*

-1.603*

[0.772]

[0.817]

Obs

1370

1369

R-squared

0.012

0.009

standard errors: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Figure 1: Legitimacy in Privilege
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Figure 3: Legitimacy in Privilege and Fairness of Income Distribution

Very Unfair

Somewhat Unfair Somewhat Fair
Fairness of Income Distribution

Very Fair

-0.01
-0.21 -0.25

-0.79 -0.73

Very Unfair

25

Somewhat Unfair Somewhat Fair
Fairness of Income Distribution

Very Fair

Figure 4: Legitimacy in Privilege for Princelings
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Figure 5: Legitimacy in Privilege by Family Background
(Base: Children of the Ordinary Family)
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