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The Neighborhood Effects and Children$ Academic Achievement in Chinese Urban Communities
............................................................................................. Liu Xin & Xia Yu (1)

Abstract: Different from the existing studies which emphasize the family$ socioeconomic status and school
influence this study focuses on the influence of the communities” neighborhood effects on the childrens
academic achievement. Based on the database information concerning the urban communities families
adults and children in CFPS2014  this paper tries to construct the index of advantaged neighborhood and
use the hierarchical linear modeling to test the effect of the neighborhood ‘s structural advantageous
aggregation on the children “s academic achievement. According to the findings in China ‘s urban
communities the neighborhood “s advantageous aggregation could improve the children “s academic
achievement even after controlling the family background and school effect. For the communities with
higher neighborhood “s advantageous aggregation the children living there could get higher scores in
reading and math tests. These findings could support the theory of communities”neighborhood usefulness
and reveal the mechanism for neighborhood effects.

Keywords: Neighborhood Effects Advantaged Neighborhood Index Academic Achievement Cognitive
Competence

Where Do the Accompanying Children Flow after Graduating from Junior High School?
................................................................................................ Chen Xuanlin (12)

Abstract: To promote educational fairness the state and local governments have launched the policy for
high school entrance examination elsewhere. Based on the baseline data from “The China Education Panel
Survey” this article tries to conduct the multinomial logistic regression. According to the findings the
policy for high school entrance examination elsewhere could significantly influence the willingness
location and type of the accompanying children ‘s choice of high school education. Under the higher
admission requirements the accompanying children would choose not to attend high school not to attend
high school in migration region or attend vocational high school in migration region. By lowering the
admission requirements and opening the high school education completely we could guarantee the
opportunity fairness of high school education for accompanying children. It is of great significance to build
the strong human resources country and promote the new-type urbanization.

Keywords: Accompanying Children Policy for High School Entrance Examination Elsewhere Choice of
High School Education

The Last “Soul Imprint”: How the Left-behind Duration Influence the Youths Early Subjective
Well_being ..................................................................... Yao Yuan & Zhang Shun (23)

Abstract: Based on the retrospective data regarding the college students” left-behind experience this
paper tries to construct the different type and pattern of left-behind experience and innovatively compare
the “long and short-term” effect and “early and late” effect of left-behind duration and study the lasting
influence of early lefi-behind experience on individuals. According to the empirical analysis the left
behind experience has significantly reduced the young groups subjective well-being and the influence of
left-behind duration has some kind of variation. Regarding the “long and short term” effect of left-behind
duration the longer the left-behind duration lasts the worse the young college students subjective well—
being and level of mental health level are. Regarding the “early-late” effect of left-behind duration the
left-behind experience in childhood has the biggest negative impact. According to the further analysis the
“early and late” effect is stronger than the “long and short-term” effect. According to the results from the
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