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Background
e Why children are left behind in rural China?

—High living cost and high education cost due to Hukou restrictions

e RUMIC Survey: 08 & 09 data released by the Institute of Labor Eco-
nomics (IZA)

—Sample size: 1971 children in 1593 households

e BEffect of Parental Migration on Child Schooling Outcomes:

(1) Language  (2) Math
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e The negative impact of migration is not really driven by reduced study
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