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The present research attempts to assess the impact of
student’ s own cram schooling in 9th grade and the
prevalence of cram schooling among student’ s junior
high classmates student’ s own learning achievement
in 9th grade. Based on the current literature on peer
effects in educational research, the prevalence of
cram schooling might have either positive or negative
effects on students’ learning achievement. Since
both the behavior of participation in cram schooling
and the prevalence of cram schooling are endogenous
variables, 1t 1s important to use appropriate
statistical methods to analyze observational data in
order to identify the causal effects of these
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variables. The research used both multilevel linear
model and double-robust estimation to assess the
causal effects of the student’ s own 9th grade cram
schooling and the prevalence of cram schooling among
student’ s classmates. The research used data
gathered by Taiwan Education Panel Survey (TEPS) in
2001 and 2003 to answer the research question. The
analytical sample is limited to those students who
were classmates since Tth grade. The research found
that based on the ATE estimated by the multilevel
linear model or the ATT estimated by the double-
robust estimation model, the effect of student’ s own
9th grade cram schooling would increase about 1 point
in his/her learning achievement. The research also
found that the prevalence of cram schooling among
student’ s classmates had no significant effect of
student’ s 9th grade learning achievement.

Prevanlence of cram schooling, Taiwan Education Panel
Survey (TEPS), counterfactual analysis, double-robust
estmation
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The present research attempts to assess the impact of student’s own cram schooling in 9™ grade and the
prevalence of cram schooling among student’s junior high classmates student’s own learning achievement in
9™ grade. Based on the current literature on peer effects in educational research, the prevalence of cram
schooling might have either positive or negative effects on students’ learning achievement. Since both the
behavior of participation in cram schooling and the prevalence of cram schooling are endogenous variables, it
IS important to use appropriate statistical methods to analyze observational data in order to identify the causal
effects of these variables. The research used both multilevel linear model and double-robust estimation to
assess the causal effects of the student’s own 9" grade cram schooling and the prevalence of cram schooling
among student’s classmates. The research used data gathered by Taiwan Education Panel Survey (TEPS) in
2001 and 2003 to answer the research question. The analytical sample is limited to those students who were
classmates since 7" grade. The research found that based on the ATE estimated by the multilevel linear model
or the ATT estimated by the double-robust estimation model, the effect of student’s own 9" grade cram
schooling would increase about 1 point in his/her learning achievement. The research also found that the
prevalence of cram schooling among student’s classmates had no significant effect of student’s 9™ grade
learning achievement.
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%1 AR g aArorie v LI 2 &y ik st (N=3,652)

L] T iafk i B B b
RP = 258y Lk 56.864 12.093 27.105 91.698
Fral/pe s oE .
RP - & 58y ﬂ» 50.147 10.006 14.557 78.247
Rz ity 568 495 0 1
- -ty .708 455 0 1
THEER- s AT B 708 147 273 1.000
FI b B R A Y b 568 175 182 1.000
4 490 500 0 1
%7
& 655 475 0 1
Z R 134 341 0 1
PR 128 335 0 1
B % .058 234 0 1
Hu 024 153 0 1
Tk KT AR
RP AT 278 478 0 1
B0 OB .388 487 0 1
L 154 361 0 1
% .105 .307 0 1
FA 3T .043 203 0 1
H .032 177 0 1
FEBEE
L¥E LR 187 .390 0 1
H@ b ¥R LR 223 416 0 1
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Bof R A .085 279 0 1
4A W ERCAMS 1 175 .380 0 1
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FheE B T~
28 T .090 286 0 1
2§58 .395 489 0 1
55321051~ .365 481 0 1
1053 1551~ .093 290 0 1
1583 208 11~ .033 178 0 1
Hi 018 133 0 1
FI=EH
B F e .800 400 0 1
PR £} .052 222 0 1
A 20 H .079 270 0 1
Hi .069 253 0 1
I oril s
F ¢ BE K 150 357 0 1
LA RE .188 301 0 1
1 237 425 0 1
Ay erR ¥ 233 423 0 1
H 192 394 0 1
FEERTHY
BOmEE .095 293 0 1
LR .300 458 0 1
— A B R Y 241 428 0 1
Ay erR ¥ 245 430 0 1
H 120 325 0 1
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22 F4 e WAV R RS R EAY R fHRZ S Fjamnct (N=3652)

Effect
A At 3R R Estimated Estimate S.E.2
Y TR =T
RS T R ATE 918" .360
W= FI b St Y 5 -2.446 3.803
IR = G - - | 1.405 3.953
FEEELS TR

e MMy &3 ATE .399 372
W= FI b e F5F Y 5 -2.688 3.608
(FZ 24T F)
B- 23T BB Y 5 -.860 4.728
(FEFERYH)
RZ FI b e 84 % 5 -3.535 3.170
(A %84y %)
W- ~ZFL BT 3.604 3.860
(R84 y %)
e Ry &z ATT 1.1007 460
RZ 5T b e 84 % 5 -2.367 2.431
(FEFERYH)
W- s FL R ERY LB .094 3.006
(FE5a4y %)
RZFI b e 845 % 5 -3.999 4.698
(A %8y F)
IR S G - - | 5.811 5.888

(K327 %)

1. &2 AR 4o 2 219752 34| BIE 3 A 45 ¢ o
2. A A0 2 S E. (&#3%) iz 3+ 4 robust standard error o

“p<.01 "p<.05
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1. Title: An Inter-Cohort Comparison of Intra-Cohort Social Stratification: How Do Cumulative
Dis/Advantages Evolve Across Cohorts?
Authors:
Ping-Yin KUAN, Sociology, National Chengchi University, Taipei City, Taiwan
Francesco GIUDICI, Teachers College, Columbia University, Switzerland
Aaron PALLAS, Columbia University

Abstract:

The aim of our paper is to analyze trajectories in hourly wages between the ages of 30 and 50 for
five different birth cohorts, using the PSID data. More precisely, we focus on processes of intra-cohort
stratification by tracing patterns of income as individuals age. Our analysis is informed by the cumulative
dis/advantage hypothesis as a mechanism of intra-cohort stratification. Using growth curve models, we seek
to describe and explain the patterns of income stratification within and between cohorts. We hypothesize
two key patterns: Simple interindividual divergence and path-dependent interindividual divergences.
Simple interindividual divergence is indicated when the relation between initial hourly wage and its slope
over time is positive (in contrast to convergence, where this relation is negative, and stability, where there is
no relation between initial hourly wage and its slope over time). Path-dependent interindividual divergence
is indicated when hourly wage differences between men and women, or between whites and non-whites,
increase as individuals age. Our analyses reveal that the patterns of wage divergence over the life course are
shifting over time.

2. Title: The Joint Impact of Paternal and Maternal Parenting Styles on Children’s High-School Academic
Achievement in Taiwan
Authors:

Ping-Yin KUAN, Sociology, National Chengchi University, Taipei City, Taiwan
Chihtsan Wang, Department of Life-and-Death Studies, Chiayi, Taiwan

Abstract:

The present research used data gathered by Taiwan Education Panel Survey (TEPS) in 2001 and 2003
to explore how fathers’ and mothers’ parenting styles jointly influenced their children’s academic
achievement in junior high. Using latent class analysis (LCA), the research uncovered the same four
parenting styles for both Taiwanese fathers and mothers. These four parenting styles are consistent with

parenting typology often discussed in the literature and can be labeled as authoritarian, authoritative,
19
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permissive, and neglectful. Since the majority of Taiwanese children lived with both biological parents
and not much research has been done to understand how both father’s and mother’s parenting styles
jointly influenced their children’s development, the research further used LCA to construct 16 joint
parenting styles to investigate how these family parenting styles were related to children’s academic
achievement. The research found that children with both parents adopting the permissive style would
have the best academic performance in junior high. Past studies have indicated that authoritative
parenting would be conducive to good academic achievement. Contrary to the expectation, the present
research showed that when one of the parents was permissive, the children performed the best. The
research further found that if paternal parenting was authoritative and maternal parenting was neglectful,
this type of joint parenting style would have the most negative impact on their children’s academic
achievement. In short, the findings of present research clearly demonstrate the importance of
understanding the joint impact of paternal and maternal parenting on their adolescent children’s

development in Taiwan.
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