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o Neidell&Waldfogel ( 2010)

31

OLS v OLS v OLS Iv

0.073(0.051) -0.005(0.132) 0.227 (0. 042)0. 842 *** (0. 286)0. 245 (0. 041) 0. 384 ™ 0. 147)
©0.511(1.399) 9.600(1.377) 1.810°(0.915) 2.079(1.424) 2.487*0.894) 2.445*(0.888)
60. 195( 65.997)63. 724( 66. 02249. 643( 40. 317) 65. 434( 62. 657)76. 177°( 39. 864)75. 137" ( 39. 646)
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Wald F

1% Cragg —Donald
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0.426(0.077)
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Hansen J 0.620 4.679 0.121 3.508 0.343 0.345
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1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2

0.110  0.057 0.946™ 0.717** 0.353** 0.192
(0.192) (0.168) (0.450) (0.331) (0.142) (0.199)

2.249 35627 3.574™ 1.737 2.334™* 0.199
(2.706) (1.517) (1.718) (2.195) (0.933) (3.325)
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An Estimation of Peer Effects in Education Based on
Social Network: Evidence from a Middle School

Han Feng

( Hangzhou Normal University School of Economics Hangzhou 310012 )

Abstract: The peer effects between friends instead of classmates are estimated in this paper. Based on a unique date

set from a middle school ( grades 7 9) located at Zhejiang province this paper uses the information of friendship network

to construct instrumental variable to control endogenous problem during the estimation of peer effects. We find the peer

effects in both Math and English performance are not only significant statistically but also significantly larger than the

previous estimations of classmates’ peer effects. Our results indicate that network plays a key role in students’ peer

effects and should be considered in future research to understand better of peer effects

policy and practice.

Key words: student achievement; peer effects; network

and be used to guide relevant
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