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Abstract: China’s policy-driven approach to higher education emphasizes the cultivation of 

strategic engineering and technical talent to serve national development goals, differing 

significantly from the United States’ market-oriented model, which prioritizes individualized 

innovation and entrepreneurship. While China excels in producing professionals for critical 

industries, it often encounters challenges in workforce adaptability and practical application. 

In contrast, American universities demonstrate strength in fostering entrepreneurial 

capabilities through robust partnerships with industry. These institutions integrate venture 

capital, intellectual property (IP) management, and startup incubation into academic 

programs, facilitating a dynamic link between research and commercialization. China has 

made significant progress in promoting innovation-driven education, supported by 

government initiatives, but it still lacks curricular flexibility and hands-on training that align 

with rapidly evolving industry demands. This paper conducts a comparative analysis using 

literature review and case studies to examine these differing models and proposes strategic 

recommendations for improving talent cultivation, enhancing cross-sector cooperation, and 

aligning education with innovation ecosystems. 
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1. Introduction 

This study investigates how Chinese and American higher education systems enhance economic 

competitiveness through divergent human capital strategies. As engines of social advancement and 

employment, national education-science-technology ecosystems critically shape modernization 

efforts. Higher education bridges talent development, innovation, and competitiveness in global 

knowledge economies, where aligning with evolving labor markets proves essential. 

China's state-led talent development aligns with national priorities, contrasting with United 

States market-oriented innovation systems grounded in institutional independence. These contrasts 

surface in graduate performance and premier university functions, yielding vital governance lessons. 

Examining leading universities and job trends demonstrates globalization's educational reform 

effects, underscoring China's struggle to reconcile strategic focus with labor market demands versus 

United States advantages in corporate-academic partnerships and startup environments. 

The research identifies education-employment coordination patterns across policy regimes, 

proposing governance frameworks integrating curriculum reforms and industry partnerships. By 

examining institutional adaptations to technological shifts and workforce needs, the study advances 

models for aligning education with socioeconomic demands in knowledge-based economies. 
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2. Sino-US higher education convergence 

China-US educational models differ markedly. America's market-driven graduate education 

emphasizes practical skills and interdisciplinary training, enhancing employability via flexible 

admissions and industry-academia collaboration, yet excessive marketization causes resource 

disparities. Chinese state-led expansion prioritizes engineering/management disciplines, boosting 

research output but facing low conversion rates and faculty shortages. 

In top university development, the US leverages capital-driven innovation while China achieves 

leaps through resource concentration, both confronting sustainability challenges. In 

innovation-entrepreneurship education, the US maintains integrated support systems versus China's 

platform-scale initiatives hindered by institutional constraints. Though deepening cooperation in 

6G/quantum computing, technological flows remain geopolitically restricted. Establishing an 

innovative ecosystem that aligns strategic objectives with market dynamics is therefore essential. 

2.1. Differentiation of graduate education system 

U.S. graduate education, driven by market demand, employs a flexible talent development system 

using adaptable credit structures, interdisciplinary projects, and industry mentorship. MIT's 

Engineering Leadership Program, for instance, mandates graduate students to complete industry 

collaboration projects mentored by corporate executives, yielding a 23% graduate startup 

rate—double the national average. Market responsiveness also drives academic restructuring: 214 

liberal arts programs were discontinued in 2023 to prioritize high-demand fields like AI and data 

science. This system emphasizes practical skills and real-world impact, contrasting with China's 

approach in scale, discipline structure, market adaptability, and research outcomes, as detailed in 

Table 1.  

Table 1: Comparison of core data of graduate education system [1] 

Metric America China 

Size of graduate students on campus 

(2023) 
About 3.2 million people 3.883 million 

Graduate Study Specializations Computer science, business 
Engineering, management 

(accounting for more than 60%) 

Projected number of PhD graduates in 

STEM by 2025 
399,590 people 7,7179 people 

The top 12 research institutions in the 

world in 2024 
2 seats 10 seats 

Chemistry and Materials Science 

Research Contribution Comparison 

Two times as much as 

Stanford University 

Sun Yat-sen University 1.3 times, 

Jilin University 1.2 times 

2023 Granted Invention Patent Share 63.8% 19.3% 

 

The U.S. drives breakthroughs through 2,500+ annual NSF-funded high-risk projects and 

Stanford's 47 $100M+ tech firms since 2019. China emphasizes standardized training, producing 28% 

of global research papers but with 65% of U.S. citation impact (Nature Index), revealing core 

innovation gaps.Educational roots show U.S. prioritizes individual creativity vs Chinese systemic 

talent efficiency. Both systems face structural issues: U.S. educational inequality sees top 10% 

income students 14x more likely to enter elite universities than the bottom 10%, while China 

grapples with quality control amid rapid academic expansion. 
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2.2. Sino-US elite university development model comparison 

Chinese elite universities thrive on national strategic investments, while top U.S. institutions 

prioritize market mechanisms to boost research and global competitiveness. According to U.S. 

News & World Report, the top five American universities each spent over $1 billion on research in 

2021. This financial advantage has significantly transformed into research freedom and faculty 

attractiveness.Additionally, MIT's Office of Technology Licensing granted 1,056 patents in 2022, 

generating $26 billion in revenue for spin-off companies, forming a virtuous cycle of 

"innovation—transformation—reinvestment." Yet market-driven models risk inequity: UC 

Berkeley's undergrad teaching scores lag behind research reputation amid rising tuition and reduced 

low-income aid. Sino-U.S. engineering programs share 68% curricular overlap but diverge 42% in 

evaluation criteria, reflecting systemic contrasts: the U.S. sustains a diverse university ecosystem 

and global knowledge networks, whereas China emphasizes tiered comprehensive institutions and 

exporting local standards. (See Table 2 for model comparisons.) 

Table 2: Comparison of development models of top universities in China and the United States [2] 

Respects China's top universities Top universities in the United States 

Trends in ranking 

changes 

Tsinghua and Peking Universities 

climbed to 20th and 14th in the 2025 

QS rankings, showing marked progress 

from 2015 positions 

MIT and Harvard have long held top-10 

positions with stable rankings, though 

institutions like the University of Chicago have 

experienced slight declines.  

Resource input 

Peking Univ's "New Engineering" 

secures 5.2B yuan state funding for 12 

advanced labs in five years 

Harvard's 2022 endowment hits $53.2B, 

surpassing China's "double first-class" 

universities' combined total 

Disciplinary 

homogeneity rate 

The homogeneity rate of disciplines in 

top 10 universities is 47% 
28% 

Top talent share : 

Turing Award 

laureates (e.g.) 

There are less than 1% of similar 

universities in China 

Stanford CS Dept claims 12% Turing Award 

laureates 

Degree of 

internationalization 

Tsinghua University has 15% 

international students in 2023 

Ivy League averages 22% int'l students with 

387 intercont'l joint labs. 

2.3. Sino-US university innovation and entrepreneurship education comparison 

Chinese innovation education expanded under the 2015 "mass entrepreneurship" policy,yet lags 

behind United States ecosystem maturity. Graduate startup survival rates reach four point seven 

percent, under one-fourth of US levels (MyCOS 2023), reflecting systemic training gaps. Stanford's 

entrepreneurship program trains students in business planning, prototyping, and funding pitches 

with $500,000 seed capital support. In addition, the Bayh-Dole Act drives UC system's $3.8 billion 

intellectual property income in 2022, contrasting Chinese sub-10% commercialization rate despite 

comparable R&D investments (2.64% vs 2.83%). Over sixty percent of Tsinghua professors cite 

state-imposed asset regulations and rigid evaluation systems as barriers [3]. Resource allocation 

gaps persist: US academic ventures average twenty mentors versus Chinese three, while 

biopharmaceutical university spin-offs require eight point two years versus four point five years in 

the US for lab-to-clinic transitions. 

2.4. Integration development trend and collaboration path 

Currently, China-US higher education exhibits strategic complementarity: Bilateral research 

collaborations doubled (2018-2023) with joint laboratories expanding from 15 to 47, extending 

cooperation from basic sciences to critical fields like 6G communications and quantum computing. 



Proceedings	of	the	6th	International	Conference	on	Education	Innovation	and	Psychological	Insights
DOI:	10.54254/2753-7048/2025.23820

10

 

 

Digital education integration accelerated, as MOOC course reciprocity rates rose 23 percentage 

points over three years, accompanied by 128 co-developed virtual simulation projects. However, 

geopolitical constraints significantly hinder technological flows: 2023 saw 16-27% visa denial rates 

for Chinese STEM students and 39% delay rates in key technology projects due to export controls, 

highlighting risks stemming from the Chinese knowledge production system's heavy reliance on the 

international political environment. 

3. Research and analysis of employment issues between China and the United States 

3.1. Comparison analysis of the current situation of the job market and policy impact 

In the context of global industrial transformation and technological innovation, China-US job 

markets show rising service sector shares with divergent drivers. America's tech-driven knowledge 

economy sees manufacturing jobs decrease while tech and service sectors increase, fueled by policy 

tools like the Bayh-Dole Act and Opportunity Zone tax incentives driving tech commercialization. 

Yet challenges persist: intermediate goods outsourcing and evident industrial hollowing-out reveal 

technology progress' employment suppression effects. 

Meanwhile, China's job market is undergoing a dual transformation characterized by 

manufacturing upgrades and service expansion.Manufacturing shifts to knowledge-intensive sectors 

as the digital economy drives job creation and substitution effects. The Chinese government has 

promoted the growth of market entities through its "mass entrepreneurship and innovation" 

policies;"new engineering" programs forge industry-college clusters building employment networks. 

Infrastructure/e-commerce subsidies boost flexible jobs and domestic demand-driven hiring. 

Additionally, policy roles expand while government platforms enhance job-matching efficiency. 

 China and the United States exhibit distinct policy outcomes in employment strategies. China's 

infrastructure-driven stimulus package generated substantial job growth in manufacturing and 

services, while U.S. reindustrialization efforts yielded minimal manufacturing employment gains of 

2.21%. Global supply chain dynamics further widened this gap, with outsourcing eliminating nearly 

five million U.S. manufacturing jobs from 2000 to 2014. Domestic consumption fuels 68% of 

China's employment expansion, contrasting with U.S. technological progress suppressing jobs 30% 

more than productivity improvements. China's coordinated supply-demand policies maintain 

employment stability while enhancing job quality during industrial transformation. While U.S. 

vocational training programs like community college apprenticeships have mitigated industrial 

decline, fragmented policy coordination and pronounced technology-driven job displacement 

underscore contrasting national priorities in economic development strategies. 

3.2. Economic empowerment path of private higher education 

China and the United States address employment challenges through education reforms but adopt 

distinct approaches. Chinese private universities leverage policy incentives to foster 

industry-education integration, whereas U.S. institutions rely on market mechanisms to cultivate 

innovation ecosystems, reflecting divergent strategies in workforce development. 

Over two decades, China's private higher education has become vital to national education. 

Analyzing 2009–2020 data, researchers Wang Kun and Liang Huiya demonstrated continuous 

improvement in university-regional economy coordination, surpassing the high-quality threshold of 

0.9 by 2020 through policy-institutional collaboration [4]. Established by the 2002 Private 

Education Promotion Law, the system expanded significantly after 2016 legal reforms permitted 

for-profit education, attracting social capital investments that reached 218.4 billion yuan in 2020—a 

217% growth since 2010. Regional incentives like Zhejiang's 30% corporate tax deductions enabled 

tech leaders such as Alibaba to engage in academia-industry partnerships. Private institutions offer 
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18% higher salaries than public counterparts to attract technical experts, increasing 

dual-competency faculty (theory-practice expertise) from 28% to 41% during 2015–2021. 

Corporate mentorship programs raised graduate starting salaries by 28%, achieving 31% digital 

economy employment rates surpassing public institutions, though talent gaps persist in fields like 

artificial intelligence amid business/law graduate oversupply. 

The U.S. market-driven system transformed substantially through funding restructuring. Private 

institutions reduced tuition reliance from 43% to 32% of revenue between 1994–2016 as tax 

incentives boosted charitable donations from 14% share, improving regional economic coordination 

from 0.35 to 0.78 [5]. Capital markets sustain growth through mechanisms like Harvard 

University's $41.9 billion endowment generating 8.2% annual returns and Stanford alumni 

enterprises creating $3.2 trillion collective value, supported by 60% tax credits for educational 

donations. 

Both nations demonstrate complementary education-economy alignment models: China 

prioritizes policy-guided industry-academia integration, while the US optimizes resource allocation 

through market forces, collectively advancing workforce development strategies. 

4. Social policy coordination for educational and workforce development 

Amid global competition and demographic shifts, social policies must systematically combine 

educational empowerment and workforce adaptation to advance equitable and sustainable growth. 

Policy improvements should align with China's realities while incorporating international insights. 

4.1. Institutional innovation enabled by education 

Educational equity mechanisms boost social mobility through multi-level support systems. China's 

2022 higher education aid reached 100 billion yuan, assisting 10 million students via scholarships 

and work-study initiatives. Dynamic aid adjustments tied to inflation indices are needed. Private 

institutions should adopt Ivy League-style equity measures, reserving admissions for low-income 

students with fiscal incentives, supplemented by tax policies encouraging societal engagement. 

Aligning vocational training with employment services demands dual approaches to bridge 

workforce skills and industry needs. Mandatory industry-education evaluations incorporating 

mentor participation, practical credits, and tech transfer metrics in university reviews. Germanic 

vocational model offers insights, establishing skills databases updated through regular industry 

reviews ensures curriculum relevance. In the process of advancing digital transformation, a 

dual-wheel drive strategy is recommended. Promote Shanghai’s credit bank model to bridge 

vocational-academic credentials while expanding virtual teaching labs in central-western regions, 

leveraging eastern Chinese quality courses to reduce regional disparities and ensure equitable 

access. 

4.2. Regulation of the job market by public policy 

Effective public policies require coordinated legal-economic-human capital strategies. Enhance 

anti-discrimination measures using AI recruitment monitoring and penalties for noncompliant firms. 

Expand Zhejiang’s disability employment tax incentives to include gender equality and senior 

worker placement, creating a dual incentive framework. At the same time, enhancing labor rights 

for emerging jobs through social security inclusion protects workers and boosts market vitality. 

Address economic cycles through policy toolkits linking monitoring with response mechanisms, 

including employment risk reserves. Activate triple interventions—business subsidies, retraining 

funds, and reemployment incentives—when urban unemployment exceeds critical levels.Promote 

the deep alignment of industrial upgrading with human capital supply, and reconstruct the 
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mechanism for allocating educational resources [6]. Reconfigure education resource allocation by 

tying 30% of higher education funding to graduate salary growth, patent commercialization rates, 

and corporate satisfaction metrics. Emulate Suzhou Industrial Park's success in scaling 

biopharmaceutical programs, achieving 300 billion yuan industry output through enrollment 

adjustments. Implement blockchain-based policy tracing to enable precision resource allocation. 

The current structural contradictions in the job market require policy design to transcend single 

dimensions, balancing short-term stability with long-term transformation within the framework of 

the rule of law. Address labor market imbalances through integrated policies balancing immediate 

stability and long-term transformation. Pilot AI-driven supervision, economic stabilization funds, 

and blockchain resource management in the Yangtze River Delta and Greater Bay Area. Incorporate 

employment quality metrics into local governance evaluations to establish sustainable, digitally 

enhanced employment governance frameworks. 

5. Conclusions 

This study compares how China and the United States align higher education with workforce needs 

through divergent approaches. China utilizes centralized policy frameworks to expand applied talent 

production for technological advancement, while the U.S. relies on market-driven systems fostering 

innovation and industry-academia collaboration. Both face challenges: China grapples with talent 

mismatch and low research commercialization during rapid growth, whereas the U.S. contends with 

educational inequality and tuition-driven stratification from uneven resource access.   

Labor market pressures from global economic shifts and policy impacts demand strategic 

responses. China must balance educational expansion with quality enhancement, while the U.S. 

addresses structural unemployment from industrial transitions. Recommendations for China involve 

setting national academic-industry standards, boosting school-business innovation ties, and aligning 

education with industry needs using global benchmarks.Integrating digital governance with regional 

pilots could advance equitable yet efficient education systems, emphasizing localized reforms that 

merge international insights with supply-side adjustments to sustain economic transformation.   

However, this study limitations include limited recent reform data and excessive focus on elite 

universities neglecting vocational education's role. Better policy evaluation tools and geopolitical 

impact assessments are needed. Future research should combine statistical analysis with interviews 

to evaluate cross-border education models, employing artificial intelligence simulations to forecast 

policy effects and improve global governance frameworks. 
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