
 

 

Guansheng Wu

109 1410082 113249754371 1guansheng_wu@163.com  

 

 

  Jia Wu ） 180 1264209

115626058656 1jwu@sdu.edu.cn  

 

1  

 

 

 

 

 

[ ] 

‘ ： 72073051 ：

2021A1515012304  



 

 

  －

CEPS 10%

0.13−0.20

 

 

   

 

Spillover Effects of Left-behind Children in Rural China: From the 
Perspective of Non-cognitive Skills 

 

Abstract: With the migration of rural people to cities, there is growing concern for the left-behind 

children. Using a theoretical framework and CEPS data, we find that a 10% increase in the 

proportion of left-behind children lowers non-left-behind students’ non-cognitive skills by 0.13–

0.20 standard deviations. This negative effect is more pronounced among male left-behind children 

and to those from higher socioeconomic status families. These results suggest that previous studies 

which do not consider spillover effects may underestimate the negative impacts of parental 

migration on left-behind children. The main factors contributing to this effect are the reduced inputs 

of teachers and a deterioration of the classroom atmosphere. Our findings have significant policy 

implications for caring for left-behind children, narrowing human capital gaps between urban and 

rural people, and rural revitalization. 
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 −0.178** −0.004 0.030*** −0.042*** −0.016** 0.003 −0.010 −0.095** −0.154*** −0.027*** 
 (0.087) (0.006) (0.009) (0.011) (0.008) (0.003) (0.021) (0.045) (0.056) (0.007) 
!9(M�#0* � � � � � � � � � � 
!" 0.050 0.000 0.030 0.027 0.003 0.001 0.000 0.005 0.009 0.013 
Panel B. /�!9(M�#0*          
DM�	F"K=
 0.113 0.013 −0.006 0.028 −0.007 −0.002 0.064 0.023 0.091 0.003 
 (0.071) (0.026) (0.011) (0.018) (0.019) (0.006) (0.055) (0.117) (0.084) (0.018) 
!9(M�#0* 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
!" 0.674 0.016 0.247 0.199 0.093 0.027 0.033 0.078 0.125 0.100 
V@2 2,076 2,128 2,128 2,128 2,118 2,122 2,128 2,122 2,122 2,048 
?�.�\H2��PLJ�8�Y��DM&`�PL�*�**� ***��� 10%�5%� 1%4S>'� 
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A7  %  
  

(1) 

 

(2) 

0 15.46 16 

1 28.99 32 

2 16.94 20 

3 11.28 8 

4 7.48 8 

5 5.42 4 

6+ 10.72 12 

 50 50 
Fisher  

 
A8  1 

  

 (1) (2) 

 0.251 0.256 

 (0.336) (0.365) 

 4.951 4.996 

 (3.742) (5.118) 

 7.297 6.840 

 (5.723) (5.525) 

“ 3.793 4.300 

 (5.570) (6.874) 

 −6.513 −7.102 

 (4.578) (4.965) 

 1.164 1.093 

 (1.474) (2.101) 

 −0.693 −0.747* 

 (0.442) (0.348) 

  −0.785 

  (4.352) 

  0.903 

  (3.618) 

  0.079 

  (0.336) 

   

  F  0.67 0.61 

  P  0.69 0.78 

 50 50 

!" 0.967 0.968 
* **  *** 10% 5% 1%  
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A9  2 
 

   
 “    

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Panel A.       

 −0.047 0.011*** −0.010** −0.005** 0.003** 0.003 0.176** 
 (0.042) (0.004) (0.005) (0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.072) 

        
!" 0.019 0.136 0.038 0.048 0.030 0.012 0.058 
Panel B.       

 0.149 0.004 −0.014 0.012 0.005 −0.014 −0.046 
 (0.137) (0.012) (0.019) (0.008) (0.014) (0.017) (0.105) 

        
!" 0.671 0.633 0.524 0.600 0.435 0.523 0.969 

 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 
* **  *** 10% 5% 1%  

 
A10   

      
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

 −0.146*** −0.143* −0.156*** −0.041 −0.127** 
 (0.049) (0.076) (0.044) (0.041) (0.061) 

      
      

 1,983 1,983 1,983 1,983 1,983 
!" 0.095 0.070 0.107 0.070 0.054 

”

“

* **  *** 10% 5% 1%  

 
A11   

    

        

 (1) (2) (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

=1  870 0.360  0.413   907 0.390  0.412  

=1  870 0.156  0.363   907 0.212  0.409  

=1  870 0.305  0.461   907 0.304  0.460  

 852 −0.140  1.063   870 0.137  0.914  

=1  870 0.769  0.422   907 0.817  0.387  

=1  870 0.706  0.456   907 0.792  0.406  

=1  851 0.470  0.499   872 0.618  0.486  

=1  870 0.383  0.486   907 0.505  0.500  

=1  870 0.034 0.183  907 0.035 0.185 

=1  870 0.162 0.369  907 0.186 0.390 

=1  870 0.256 0.437  907 0.230 0.421 

=1  870 0.779 0.415  907 0.631 0.483 

=1  870 0.891 0.312  907 0.846 0.361 
* **  *** 10% 5% 1%  
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A12   

 

=1  =1  =1  
 

=1  
 

=1  
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Panel A.      
 0.009 0.002 0.031 0.052 0.012 

 (0.008) (0.013) (0.044) (0.034) (0.018) 
 1,447 1,447 1,447 1,447 1,447 

!" 0.035 0.033 0.051 0.140 0.050 
Panel B.     

 0.006 0.047* −0.020 0.025 −0.006 

 (0.017) (0.025) (0.038) (0.026) (0.018) 
 1,447 1,447 1,447 1,447 1,447 

!" 0.035 0.033 0.051 0.139 0.050 
Panel C.     

 0.010 0.003 0.031 0.055 0.013 
 (0.007) (0.011) (0.045) (0.034) (0.018) 

 0.012 0.047* −0.019 0.039* −0.013 

 (0.016) (0.025) (0.039) (0.020) (0.016) 
 1,447 1,447 1,447 1,447 1,447 

!" 0.035 0.033 0.051 0.140 0.050 
      

      
”

“

* **  *** 10% 5% 1%  

 
 
 

A13   
      
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Panel A.     
 −0.214*** −0.094 −0.059 −0.116 −0.138 

 (0.067) (0.117) (0.099) (0.073) (0.084) 
 781 781 781 781 781 

!" 0.119 0.075 0.120 0.100 0.088 
Panel B.     

 −0.167*** −0.177* −0.183** −0.151** −0.152** 
 (0.055) (0.096) (0.078) (0.067) (0.063) 

 874 874 874 874 874 
!" 0.091 0.100 0.156 0.069 0.094 

= t p       
 0.54 0.49 0.30 0.66 0.89 
      

      
”

“

* **  *** 10% 5% 1%  
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A14   
      
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

 −0.182*** −0.118 −0.124** −0.136*** −0.117** 
 (0.045) (0.087) (0.053) (0.047) (0.049) 

      
      

 1,447 1,447 1,447 1,447 1,447 
!" 0.081 0.058 0.098 0.057 0.059 

”

“

* **  *** 10% 5% 1%  

 
 
 
 

A15   
      
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

 −0.203*** −0.152* −0.156** −0.131*** −0.155*** 
 (0.043) (0.091) (0.064) (0.048) (0.050) 

 −0.668*** −0.193* −0.496*** −0.087 −0.409** 
 (0.128) (0.107) (0.102) (0.122) (0.155) 

      
      

 1,655 1,655 1,655 1,655 1,655 
!" 0.125 0.068 0.121 0.064 0.071 

”

“

* **  *** 10% 5% 1%  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



33 
 

 
 
 
 
 

A16  —  
      
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Panel A. 5−95%   
 −0.190*** −0.167* −0.139** −0.142*** −0.133** 

 (0.047) (0.098) (0.067) (0.052) (0.055) 
 1,623 1,623 1,623 1,623 1,623 

!" 0.098 0.068 0.104 0.062 0.059 
�      

�      
Panel B.    

� −0.243*** −0.309*** −0.227** −0.158* −0.849*** 
� (0.075) (0.067) (0.094) (0.092) (0.124) 

� 707 707 707 707 707 
!"� 0.123 0.105 0.110 0.085 0.079 

�      
�      

Panel C.      
 −0.176*** −0.160* −0.180*** −0.133** −0.173*** 

 (0.039) (0.093) (0.064) (0.051) (0.054) 
 1,594 1,594 1,594 1,594 1,594 

!" 0.099 0.065 0.110 0.063 0.063 
      

      
Panel D.     

� −0.178*** −0.235*** −0.270*** −0.139** −0.157*** 
� (0.038) (0.054) (0.028) (0.061) (0.054) 

� 444 444 444 444 444 
!"� 0.168 0.195 0.133 0.184 0.053 

      
      

Panel E.      
 −0.270*** −0.114 −0.179* −0.207*** −0.127** 

 (0.068) (0.127) (0.092) (0.065) (0.050) 
 1,061 1,061 1,061 1,061 1,061 

!" 0.077 0.059 0.099 0.056 0.068 
      

      
”

“

* ** *** 10% 5% 1%  
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A17  —  
      
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Panel A.     
 −0.223*** −0.105 −0.099** −0.139** −0.089** 

 (0.031) (0.075) (0.040) (0.054) (0.038) 
 1,615 1,620 1,623 1,534 1,595 

!" 0.070 0.069 0.085 0.148 0.068 
      

      
Panel B. 1    

 −0.336*** −0.445*** −0.308*** −0.215*** −0.633*** 
 (0.052) (0.064) (0.105) (0.079) (0.089) 

 1,615 1,620 1,623 1,534 1,595 
!" 0.067 0.072 0.086 0.146 0.076 

      
      

Panel C. 2     
 −0.194*** −0.159*** −0.150*** −0.203*** −0.153*** 

 (0.030) (0.049) (0.022) (0.059) (0.041) 
 486 486 486 486 486 

!" 0.167 0.157 0.125 0.165 0.047 
      

      
Panel D.     

 −0.102** −0.065 −0.117*** −0.123*** −0.088* 
 (0.050) (0.047) (0.034) (0.041) (0.047) 

 1,352 1,352 1,352 1,352 1,352 
!" 0.105 0.082 0.110 0.076 0.066 

      
      

Panel E.       
 −0.001 −0.002 −0.003 −0.017 0.024 

 (0.001) (0.005) (0.004) (0.019) (0.016) 
 1,655 1,655 1,655 1,655 1,655 

!" 0.072 0.051 0.049 0.044 0.106 
      

      
”

“

* **  *** 10% 5% 1%  
 

 
A18  p  

  p  Romano-Wolf p  
 (1) (2) (3) 

 −0.202 0.000 0.027 
 −0.152 0.097 0.091 
 −0.155 0.017 0.090 
 −0.131 0.009 0.091 

 −0.154 0.003 0.091 
    

    
”

“ 1−2 * **  ***
10% 5% 1%  
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