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1

6,808 0. 4852 0.4998 0 1
6,808 0.2337 0.4232 0 1
6,808 0.1222 0. 3276 0 1
6,808 0. 2609 0.4391 0 1
6,808 3.1661 1. 0270 1 5
6,808 0.6705 0. 2060 0 1
6,808 0.6596 0. 2576 0 1
6,808 0.6538 0.2238 0 1
6,808 0. 6980 0. 2550 0 1
6,808 2.4634 0.9063 1 4
6,808 2.7288 0.7877 1 4
6,808 2.6062 0.9592 1 1
6,808 2.1576 0.9533 1 5
6,808 2.2081 1. 0056 1 5
6,808 1. 6561 1. 0134 1 5
6,808 1. 9802 0.9976 1 5
6,808 3.1535 1. 0470 1 5
6,808 0.6410 0.2229 0 1
6,808 0.6416 0.2776 0 1
6,808 0.6651 0.2248 0 1
6,808 0.6162 0.2799 0 1
6,808 2.5198 0.8714 1 1
6,808 2.8638 0.7504 1 4
6,808 2.3995 0. 9831 1 4
6,808 2.3001 1.0477 1 5
6,808 2.2828 1.0577 1 5
6,808 1. 8988 1. 0934 1 5
6,808 2.0958 1. 0527 1 5
6,808 0.5116 0. 4999 0 1
6,808 0.2991 0. 4579 0 1
6,808 0.0736 0.2611 0 1
6,808 0.5073 0. 5000 0 1
6,808 0. 8575 0. 4869 0 2
6,808 10. 7854 3. 1431 0 19
6,808 0.2522 0.4343 0 1
6,808 0.9385 0.2403 0 1
6,808 0.3327 0.4712 0 1
6,808 2.0091 1. 2457 1 4
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2
% p>|t] % p>lt % p>|t] % p>Itl
9.6  0.000 —6.1 0.034 3.4 0.361 —4.1 0.142
—0.4 0.870 —0.5 0.895 1.4  0.782 0 1. 000
46.2  0.000 —40.8 0.000 —15 0.000 —48.9 0.000
0.2 0.946 —1.9 0.546 —3.1 0.513 —2.8 0.323
5.4 0.026 —7.8 0.008 —7.3 0.061 —5 0.078
2.7 0.275 0.2 0.960 —0.9 0.845 —0.4 0.890
55.3  0.000 —42.7 0.000 —28.9 0.000 —59 0.000
—0.9 0.704 —1.7 0.617 —5.7 0.240 —0.5 0.872
—37.7 0.000 28.7 0.000 26.6 0.000 34.4 0.000
—2  0.449 1.3 0.704 5.4  0.256 1.8  0.570
—65.8 0.000 46.5 0.000 41.7 0.000 63  0.000
—0.5 0.822 2.7 0.471 85 0.096 0.6  0.869
—52.4 0.000 34.5 0.000 33.1 0.000 47  0.000
—1 0.612 2.4 0.526 6.5 0.210 —1.4 0.706
—8.5 0.000 4.5 0.124 2.4  0.517 15.4 0.000
3.2 0. 236 0.3 0.941 0.8 0.871 0.9 0.753
56.2  0.000 —43.9 0.000 —29.8 0.000 —54.3 0.000
1.7 0.524 —1.5 0.635 —5.1 0.271 —2.5 0.385
—35.3 0.000 34,5 0.000 18.8 0.000 27.8 0.000
—2.4 0.283 1.8 0.636 4 0.431 —1.8 0.614
Pscudo 0.122 0.067 0. 036 0. 104
R 0. 001 0. 000 0. 002 0.001
1153. 55 495, 14 180. 83 812.58
LR chi®
5.21 0.94 3.96 2.72
0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000
P>>chi’
0.877 1. 000 0. 949 0. 987
2.
) )
)
27]
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3.110 3.143  0.033  3.110 3.138  0.028 —0.005
0.030 0.029 0.023
t 1.08 0.97 0.22
p>1t 0.283 0.22 0.828
R? 0.00
0.652 0.666  0.014  0.624 0.628  0.004 —0.009
0. 006 0. 007 0. 005
t 2.13 0. 66 1.87
p> el 0.034* 0.508 0.062*
R? 0.01
0.652 0.648 —0.004  0.641 0.647  0.006 0.010
0.011 0.011 0.011
t —0.40 0.52 0.96
p>1t 0. 687 0. 600 0. 340
R? 0. 00
0.653 0.647 —0.006  0.665 0.667  0.002 0.008
0.011 0.012 0.010
t —0.55 0. 14 0.76
p>11] 0.585 0. 888 0.446
R? 0. 00
0.710 0.746  0.037  0.640 0.676  0.035 —0.001
0.011 0.012 0. 009
t 3.25 3. 00 0.14
p>1 1] 0.001*** 0.003*** 0. 888
R? 0.02
: * p<<0.1, ™ p<C0.05, ** p<0.01,
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t —0.58 1.45 2.11
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R? 0.01
2.649  2.869 0.220  2.519 2.722 0.203 —0.017
0.037 0.035 0.033
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R 0. 00
2.254 2.293  0.038  2.331 2.312 —0.019 —0.057
0.023 0.027 0.031
t 1.68 0. 69 1.81
>t 0.095* 0. 488 0.072*
R 0. 00
1.656 1.750  0.094  1.925 1.954 0.029 —0.065
0.025 0. 025 0.029
t 3.83 1.15 2.29
>t 0. 000*** 0.251 0.023**
R? 0.01
2.033 2.051  0.018 2.175 2.108 —0.067 —0.085
0.025 0. 025 0.029
t 0.74 2. 69 2.98
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R 0. 00
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1 ABSTRACT 191

The Effectiveness of Private Tutoring: An Estimation Based on China

Education Panel Survey

SUN Lunxuan, TANG Jingjing Page 123

The question of whether private tutoring can effectively improve academic
performance has come into focus in recent years. Based on China Education
Panel Survey (CEPS) data, this study finds that private tutoring does not
have a positive impact on academic achievement of middle school students in
China. On the contrary, it has a negative impact to some extent. At the same
time, we find that private tutoring significantly reduces the frequency of
students’ negative emotions such as feeling blue, feeling unhappy, not
enjoying life and feeling sad. The above findings suggest that private tutoring
has only emotional value rather than educational value for most participants,
and we believe that this is mainly due to the collective anxiety caused by
educational competition. Further analysis finds that emotional value mainly
exists for disadvantaged groups of students, namely, those who are male and
those who come from rural areas or non-elite families. At the same time,
private tutoring has no academic effect and even has a negative effect on these
students. Thus, private tutoring appears to benefit advantaged group and
harm disadvantaged groups. From this perspective, private tutoring further
enlarges the inequality in academic achievement among different groups and
should therefore receive more attention from the Chinese government and

families.

Re-analysis of Regional Differences between Enrollment Expansion and

Higher Education Enrollment Opportunities

ZHANG Donghai, LI Li Page 142

This paper first classifies 31 provincial administrative regions into three
categories—regions of absolute superiority, relative superiority, and relative
inferiority respectively—according to gross enrollment rate and high-quality
enrollment rate of higher education. The Wilson score and Theil index for
admission opportunity are calculated to reveal the change in regional disparity

since the enrollment expansion. Based on statistics and questionnaire, this



