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I use a household survey on income and expenditure collected by the
Taiwanese government (Survey of Family Income and Expenditure) from
1991-2006 and run the following regression:

Students in Taiwan often spent considerable amount of time in after-school
private tutoring.
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* X, : household characteristics and county unemployment rate

* D, D, : county and year fixed effects
* 1 denotes individual household, j denotes county, t denotes year

Starting from 1994, the Taiwanese government implemented a series of
education reforms. One of the policies implemented was to increase the
number of high schools.
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I estimate the model using Tobit and Probit to separately look at effect on
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However, many researchers have concluded the education reform a
failure when they observe an increase in number of registered private
tutoring centers during the same period of the education expansion.
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* The size of the dots represents the population size in each county

Even if the students study just enough to get into high school, recent

theoretical work by Chang (2011) and Chu (2015) showed that the . . L. . _
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would increase spending on private tutoring while some would decrease

their spending on private tutoring.
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Family type include family type fixed effects, number of male students, and number of students
at each education level. Macro controls include urbanicity fixed effects and county unemployment
rate. Standard errors clustered at county-vear level. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.



