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Abstract

A study of Child Neglect,
Social-Emotional Development, and
School Relationships Among Left
Behind Children in Rural China

ZHANG YUMEI
Department of Social Welfare

The Graduate School
Seoul National University

The purpose of this study is to understand the status of neglect

of children in China's rural areas, especially left-behind children, and

the relationship with social-emotional development. With the

background of the school environment in which most children live, this

study assumes that peer relationship and teacher-student relationship

in the school can serve as a protective moderating factor that child

neglect impact on the social-emotional development. Explore whether

peer relationships and teacher-student relationships play a moderating

role in the relationship between child neglect and social-emotional

development. This will provide a scientific basis for systematically

constructing a theoretical and practical system for preventing rural

neglected children from neglecting and improving social-emotional

development.

This study used a Chinese children's neglect scale developed by
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Chinese scholars (e.g. physical neglect, emotional neglect, medical

neglect, education neglect, and safety neglect), and the social-

emotional development scale (e.g. self-esteem, resistance and life

satisfaction), and in-school relations scale (e.g. peer relationship,

teacher-student relationship) in the survey on "Korea Child and Youth

Panel Survey 2010" . A total of 550 children from grade 4 to grade

8 in seven schools in rural Juye County, Shandong Province were

surveyed. A total of 479 valid questionnaires were retrieved, including

113 non-left-behind children. After excluding the missing values of the

relevant control variables, 293 left-behind children were analyzed.

Statistical analysis was performed using SPSS version 20.0 statistical

software and t-test and linear regression analysis were used when

analyzing differences in the level of child neglect. When analyzing the

overall level of child neglect, sub-scales of child neglect and social

emotional development, and verifying moderating effects of peer

relationship and teacher-student relationship, hierarchical regression

analysis was used separately.

The result shows, firstly, there was no significant difference in the

level of neglect among left-behind and non-left-behind children.

However, when the type of children was based on the non-left-behind

children, only one parent migrated to work and parents both migrated

to work as dummy variables and found that there is a significant

difference in the level of neglect between non-left-behind children and

children their parents both migrated. Secondly, after controlling relevant

variables, the level of neglect of all children and left-behind children

both have significant effect on social-emotional development. However,

from the perspective of sub-scales of child neglect, of which five

neglect types, only emotional neglect has a significant effect on

social-emotional development.Thirdly, for left-behind children, peer
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relationship has a significant moderating effect in the relationship

between child neglect and social-emotional development, however, the

moderating effect of teacher-student relationship on the relationship

between child neglect and social-emotional development was not

statistically significant. Moreover, whether peer realationship or

teacher-student relationship as a moderator factor, in the relationship

between sub-scales of child neglect and social-emotional development,

no statistically significance has been found.

The limitations of this study include the following points. Firstly,

this study only selected children in a rural area of Shandong Province,

China. It could not represent the situation of left-behind children in

China. The age range was from grade 4 to grade 8 and did not

include younger children. Secondly, the reliability of self-esteem in

social-emotional development was low, which may be related to the

characteristics of children in this age group. Thirdly, this study used

cross-sectional surveys for analysis. Further studies utilizing panel data

and longitudinal data for analysis on the time-based interaction will

be required.

Keyword : Left behind children, Child neglect, Social-emotional

development, Peer relationship, Teacher-student relationship, Rural

China

Student Number : 2016-22069
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Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Study Background

Since the mid-1980s, China has witnessed what some scholars

describe as the largest peacetime population movement in world

history (Roberts, 2002). Citizens from rural areas have rapidly migrated

to urban areas due to better salaries and employment rates. Some

migrant families bring their children to the city while others do not;

thus, two vulnerable groups of children have been created. The first

are migrant children living on the edge of the city with their migrant

parents, also known as floating population children. The second are

left-behind children (LBCs) remaining in rural areas without their

parents. This occurs because, under the household registration system,

families can only receive social welfare in their hometown. Living in

the city under great pressure, but within their wages, is difficult.

Therefore, parents are forced to leave their children in rural areas so

that they can receive free education and other social welfare. As a

result, the LBC population has risen in rural China.

LBC refers to a child who stays at home when one or both of his

or her parents relocates elsewhere to work for at least six months

(Duan & Zhou, 2005). It is estimated that about 120– 150 million

migrant workers have moved to major cities in China from the 1980s

to 2000s (Pan, 2002), and the number of migrant workers has

continued increasing. The All-China Women’s Federation (2014) issued

a report entitled "Situation of children left behind in rural China

Research Report in 2014." This report, using data from China’s 2010

census, estimated that the country’s rural LBC count was 61.02 million

children, accounting for 37.7% of rural children and 21.88% of the the
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entire country’s youth population (All-China Women's Federation, 2014).

The LBC population has also become a concern for the government,

media, and social organizations. The “Outline of China's National

Medium- and Long-Term Education Reform and Development Plan

(People’s Republic of China, 2010 – 2020)” clearly stated the need

for “the establishment of a care service system and dynamic

monitoring system for rural left-behind children.” In 2016, the State

Council of the People's Republic of China issued a report “About

Strengthening Rural Left-behind Children caring for Protection Work”

(Xue & Jia, 2015). Obviously, this topic is of great importance and

there is a need to explore the neglect of rural LBCs and their social-

emotional development (SED).

1.2. Significance of Research

The development of children and adolescents is interactively

influenced by multiple environments, including the family, community,

and society. In other words, adolescent development is a product of

both environmental and social impacts (Jeong, 2010). A previous study

showed that school is a place where children and adolescents can

spend more than 15,000 hours during their development. Therefore, it

is an especially important environment for their maturation (Ruter &

Maughan, 2002 cited, Kurien, et, al., 2002).

With the development of self-awareness, LBCs shift from

dependence on parents to independence from parents; when this

happens, peer and teacher-student relationships have an even more

important impact on their lives. Also, the field of child and adolescent

development can be divided into physical, cognitive, and social-

emotional development, and each area influences the others. Youth
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are constantly adapting to school life, changes in their roles, and

changes in the environment, which are all types of psychological

adaptation. Therefore, instead of focusing on physical or cognitive

development, this study addresses social-emotional development by

examining LBCs in the school environment.

When parents are absent, school is the place where LBCs spend

most of their time and establish their main relationships. Therefore, it

is particularly important to explore their social-emotional adaptation and

development in this environment because of its impact on their growth.

Studies of child neglect worldwide have shown that neglect not

only affects the survival, safety, and physical development of children,

but also their personalities and social growth (Gil, 1969; Sedlak, 2001).

Over the past decade, the issue of social-emotional development

has become an important topic in psychology, especially in

psychological research. The current research on social-emotional

development has become more concerned with the problems

encountered in real-life situations. The research on these problems

can help solve the practical issues that developing children face.

Therefore, researchers not only pay attention to children's social-

emotional development, but also to the development process, that is,

how children solve these problems. It is possible to effectively

intervene in such issues after identifying which specific patterns of

growth will improve children’s habits so that they can achieve

adequate social maturation (Nian, 2010).

Familial neglect is an important issue in the study of child

development. In-depth research on this issue will contribute to the

development of interventions and preventative measures. This will

ultimately reduce the range of problems that arise from the inadequate

socialization of children to help them achieve better social-emotional
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development. Social-emotional development is part of the psychosocial

domain, which includes changes in attachment, emotions, personality,

identity, and interpersonal relationships (Seifert & Hoffnung, 2000; Lee,

2007 cited). Neglect is a risk factor in early childhood development

that affects children's psychosocial domain.

Several studies have shown that 12 to 17-year-old middle school

students are neglected at an alarming degree in rural China (Nian,

2010; Gu, 2012; Liu, 2012; Wang, 2011). Child neglect is a

widespread phenomenon in China, especially in the economic, cultural,

educational, and social development of rural areas. In these areas,

there is a higher frequency and extent of neglect, especially for LBCs

and children with only a single parent.

Neglect may be more serious for LBCs, affecting their personality

and socialization skills. Most previous studies focused on the factors

that children being neglected (Gu, 2012; Liu, 2012) and the effects on

loneliness, self-esteem (Han, 2012), cognition, and peer relationships

(Sun, 2005; Sun, 2006; Chang & Wang, 2008; Nian, 2009; 2010).

However, there has not been any research on the moderating

effects of school relationships on the social-emotional development of

neglected children. Therefore, the present study suggests that peer

and teacher-student relationships can be a protective factor for

neglected children who have been separated from their parents for a

long period of time. These relationships play a compensatory role.

Consequently, this study is necessary because it focuses on child

neglect and social-emotional development using peer and teacher-

student relationships as a moderating variable. In addition, the

empirical evidence has important theoretical and practical significance

on the necessity of intervention for LBCs and the need to take action

to end child neglect in rural China.
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1.3. Purposes of Research

LBCs have become an important issue in Chinese society, but

there has so far been little attention paid to child abuse and neglect.

Child neglect due to being left behind is a result of the political

environment. The household registration system and urban-rural

population movements are both policy and social issues. These issues

originated in the 1980s and have continued into the present day, and

an adequate solution has not been found. However, child neglect must

be solved quickly; it cannot wait.

Therefore, the solution must begin with the practice of intervention

by encouraging social organizations and providing social services as

compensation for LBCs’ psychological or material deficiency . From

the perspective of social welfare, this study focuses on the school

environment and explores the relationship between child neglect,

relationships in school, and social-emotional development.

In summary, the current study compares three different groups of

children in rural communities in Shandong province of China: non-LBC,

LBC1 (only father or mother migrated) and LBC 2 (both of their

parents migrated). The purpose of this study is to examine the

similarities and differences in levels of neglect among these children.

The relationship between child neglect and social-emotional

development is explored for all children as a whole as well as the

LBC group specifically.

Three social-emotional development sub-scales were addressed in

this study: self-esteem, resilience, and life satisfaction, and SED was

measured by the total score. It was hypothesized that peer and

teacher-student relationships would improve the social-emotional
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development of neglected children (Zhao, Liu & Wang, 2015). This is

because high levels of peer and teacher-student relationships would

weaken the negative outcomes of neglect, especially for children with

two migrant parents(Jin et al., 2015).

1.4. Research Questions

The current study, conducted with children, teachers, and parents

in mainland China, focuses on the correlation between social-emotional

development and interpersonal relationships for LBCs. It raises the

following research questions:

Research Question 1: Is the level of child neglect higher for LBCs

than non-LBCs?

Research Question 1-1: Is child neglect level of LBCs higher than that

of non-LBCs?

Research Question 1-2: What’s the difference of child neglect level

among different LBC categories?

Research Question 2: What is the relationship between child neglect,

its sub-scales, and social-emotional development?

Research Question 3: Do peer and teacher-student relationships

moderate the negative effects of different types of neglect on social-

emotional development among LBCs?

Research Question 3-1: Do peer and teacher-student relationships

moderate the negative effects of child neglect on social-emotional

development?

Research Question 3-2: Do peer and teacher-student relationships

moderate the negative effects of sub-scales of child neglect on social-

emotional development?
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Chapter 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Child Neglect

2.1.1 Defining Child Neglect

Henry et al. (1962) addressed the issue of child abuse in the

American Journal of Medicine for the first time and raised the issue of

child abuse syndrome, which became a growing international concern.

In 1977, the World Health Organization (WHO) proposed the concept

of child neglect and noted that child abuse and neglect were a social

phenomenon and public health problem that had existed in all

societies throughout history. In the same year, the International

Association for the Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect (ISPCAN)

was established and an international conference was held every two

years since. Since then, many countries have established specialized

organizations and institutions dealing with and intervening in child

abuse and neglect.

In the 1980s, more developing countries began to pay attention to

this issue. Europe, the United States, Japan, South Korea, Taiwan,

and others have ignored the inclusion of child welfare issues managed

by the social welfare sector. At the same time, the Child Welfare Law

was enacted to address the problem of child neglect at the

institutional and legal levels.

There is no worldwide, uniform definition of child neglect. This is

due to the differences in economic, cultural, traditional, and lifestyle

customs of each country, which result in different understandings of

neglect. There is also a close relationship between neglect and
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poverty. At present, the definition of child neglect, proposed by the

MH Golden Honorary Professor of the University of Aberdeen in 2002,

is "negligence and failure to meet the needs of children, so that harm

or damage occur to the health or development of children." (Yang et

al., 2004).

Gibbons (1994) argued that neglect is long-term, sustained, or

serious treatment that results in a child not receiving adequate

protection from danger, the elements, or hunger. It also includes not

providing important care for the child, resulting in health or

developmental issues or severe injury. It is generally accepted that

there are four types of neglect: physical, emotional, medical, and

educational (Sun et al., 2006). Some scholars believe that the

definition of neglect should be expanded to include safety, social, and

nutritional neglect as well as a lack of proper clothing or quality

training for parenting (Duan et al., 2006).

In this research, child neglect refers to when a child's caregiver

does not provide adequate care for satisfying the basic needs of the

child due to serious or prolonged negligence, so as to endanger or

impair the health, safety, or development of the child (Pan et al.,

2011). This paper includes five types of neglect: physical, emotional,

medical, educational, and safety(Pan, 2007).

2.1.1.1 Types of Child Neglect

(1) Physical neglect refers to the improper care of the child's body;

it can also occur before the child is born.

(2) Emotional neglect refers to the lack of love for the child, not

providing adequate psychological, spiritual, and emotional care and

communication, and not meeting the emotional needs of the child.

(3) Medical neglect refers to an absence or delay in meeting the
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child’s medical and health care needs.

(4) Education neglect means not providing access to educational

opportunities, thus reducing the child's intellectual development and

acquisition of knowledge and skills.

(5) Safety neglect refers to ignoring the child's growth, living

environment, and the existence of security risks, so that the child’s

health or life may be in danger.

2.1.1.2 Evaluating Child Neglect

Two major approaches are generally followed when determining

the prevalence of child maltreatment and neglect. First, child abuse

and neglect is estimated using information from mandated reporters,

such as pediatricians, preschool teachers, and child protective services

workers. For example, the National Child Abuse and Neglect Data

System (NCANDS) releases national incidence studies (NIS) on child

abuse and neglect in the U.S. using sentinel survey methodology

(Sedlak et al., 2008). This methodology uses reports from mandated

reporters as defined by Child Protective Service (CPS). Specifically,

mandated reporters have close contact with children and their families,

and they provide information about suspected child maltreatment cases

to CPS. Agencies, both sentinel and CPS, are selected for study

using a stratified sampling strategy. Other countries, such as Canada

and the Netherlands, have also used this approach to estimate

prevalence rates of child maltreatment (Euser et al., 2010; Trocme et

al., 2001; 2010 recited).

The second approach for estimating child maltreatment rates is

using self-reports from caregivers and children. For example, the

United States, United Kingdom, and Korea have relied on self-reports
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by caregivers and children (Hong et al., 2000; Lee et al., 2009).

Due to the differences in social, cultural, economic, religious, and

societal custom, child neglect evaluation methods and standards have

not yet been developed at a unified international level. In general,

countries determine child neglect based on their own national

guidelines for the development of children. In China, the first survey of

child neglected was done by Pan Jianping (2002) and took data from

25 cities in 14 provinces. This survey used the "3–6 Year Old Urban

Children Neglect Investigation Cooperation Group" to evaluate the

degree of physical, emotional, educational, and medical neglect of

Chinese preschool children (Pan et al., 2003). In addition, there was

an evaluation for urban 7 to 18-year-old students and rural 0 to 18-

year-old children.

Pan et al. (2014) created the “Development of neglect evaluation

norms for 12–17 middle school students in rural areas of China,”

which used multi-stage stratified cluster sampling to investigate 12 to

17-year-old middle school students. The total population studied was

6196, with an equal number of males and females, and minorities

accounted for approximately 6.4% of the population. Data were

collected by questionnaires completed by students. The neglect

questionnaires contained 6 levels of neglect with a total of 72 items.

The researches performed project, factor, reliability, and validity

analyses on the data, deleting items which did not reach statistical

requirements (p > .05). They then created the formal scales, thus

completing the initial development of forms of neglect.
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2.1.2 Literature Review on Child Neglect

In recent years, domestic and foreign experts and scholars from a

variety of disciplines and perspectives have performed research on

rural child neglect. In this section, a brief overview of child neglect

research is included.

In 1994, the National Committee to Prevent Child Abuse survey

showed that 49% of injuries were caused by neglect since 1986.

According to this, it was estimated that child abuse and neglect in the

United States in the previous 10 years had increased by 63%

(Matthew et al., 2004). Julie et al. (2001) pointed out that "in

American society, children' The form of expression is the neglect of

children, but today the problem of neglect of children has not yet

attracted attention. Kathryn et al. (2002) noted that "children are

neglected as the most common form of children's 'injury' affecting

children's development."

Compared to other countries, research by Chinese experts and

scholars on LBC neglect started late. In the 1980s, China began to

pay attention to child neglect and take the appropriate

countermeasures. In 1999, China held the first "Seminar on Prevention

of Child Abuse and Ignorance" in Shaanxi Province, and established

the Shaanxi Provincial Committee for the Prevention of Child Abuse

and Neglect(Wang, 2011). This was the first relevant organization in

China dedicated to child neglect.

In 2001 to 2002, Pan Jianping used "China 3- to 6-year-old urban

child neglect norm" and found that the urban rate of neglect for

children ages 3–6 years was 28.0% (Ye, Yao, & Dong, 2004; Yang,

2003). Pan et al. (2014) founded that the total neglect rate① was

① Neglect rate based on whether the cut-off score is exceeded to determine
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47.3% and the total degree was 49.40 ± 9.48 for middle school

students ages 12–17 years in rural China. Liu Chenyu (2012) found

that the total neglect rate and degree for children ages 0–6 years

were 31.59% and 48.32, respectively.

In western China (Chongqing province & Shaanxi province), the

total rate of neglect of male and female children was found to be

32.63% and 30.38%, respectively. The total neglect rate was 48.56

and 48.05, respectively. The total rate and degree of neglect were

lower for families with three generations or core families than for

single-parent families and families in which the parent(s) had remarried.

The total rate and degree of neglect were higher for LBCs than for

non-LBCs.

The Liu(2012)’s results from an urban school survey of 6 to 17-

year-olds showed that the neglect rate and degree for urban primary

and middle school students were 30.30% and 45.27 ± 8.71,

respectively. The neglect rate was higher for boys than for girls.

Middle school students (12 to 17-year-olds) had the highest degree of

neglect. Single-parent families and families in which parents had

remarried had lower rates of neglect than families with three

generations or core families. Neglect rate and degree were higher in

families with more than one child than in families with only one child.

In Gu (2012) ’ s survey, the prevalence of child neglect among

students was 67.4%, and the prevalence of child neglect among LBCs

(70.2%) was higher than that among other children (63.5%). The

researcher also found that neglect was more likely for children who

whether the child is neglected, the number of neglected children divided by th
e total number of children surveyed is their rate of child neglect. Degree of n
eglect means the level of child neglect, The higher the score, the more serio
us the degree of neglect, the lower the score, the better (Pan et al., 2001).
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were left behind, at boarding school, from dysfunctional families, or

had a low quality of life.

Wang (2011) conducted a survey on the guardians of children

ages 8– 11 from schools in rural areas of Hebei, Hunan, Jiangsu,

Sichuan, and Anhui. The overall neglect rate was 51.18% and the

neglect degree was 52.78± 4.007. The rate and degree of neglect

were higher for girls than boys. Also, the rate and degree of neglect

declined with age for LBCs. LBCs had the highest rate and degree of

educational neglect, followed by emotional neglect. Girls were less

likely to experience physical neglect, and boys were more likely to

experience medical care neglect.

In many studies (Yang & Zhang, 2002; Pan et al., 2003; 2005;

Zou et al., 2010; Chen & Wang, 2003; Huang et al., 2006), child

abuse and neglect have been shown to lead to physical or mental

impairments; cognitive, emotional, physical, and developmental

disorders; physical and mental damage; and even death.

Foreign scholars have mainly focused on the physical, psychological,

and behavioral aspects in studies on neglect. Hildyard et al. (2002)

pointed out that both past and current studies have shown that

children were neglected, social-emotional and behavioral effects of

children, who develop short- or long-term adverse effects, especially in

the early stages of life. However, serious harm can also occur to the

child's future development. The negative effects of neglect can extend

into adulthood, leading to adverse social or emotional reactions and

resulting in physical, psychological, and behavioral disorders. Widom &

Du Mont (2007)’s study showed that child abuse and neglect could

lead to emotional or mental disorders in adulthood and are closely

related to the occurrence of personality disorders. Huebner et al.

(2000) believed that childhood neglect is a main risk factor for a
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variety of psychological problems or mental disorders because the

child’s growth took a major psychological blow.

Many studies have shown that the adverse effects of neglect on

children are no less serious than those of abuse. Children who are

only neglected or both neglected and abused are more likely to have

mental, behavioral, or emotional problems than children who are

mistreated(Chen & Wang, 2003). Therefore, studies on child neglect

are of great importance.

2.2. The Relationship Between Child Neglect and
Social-Emotional Development

2.2.1 Defining Social-Emotional Development

Social-emotional development is a definition in psychosocial

domain, which includes developmental changes in attachment,

emotional, personality and identity, interpersonal relationships (Seifert &

Hoffnung, 2000; Lee, 2007 cited). Children and adolescents are

exposed to environmental stresses that threaten healthy social

adjustment and mental health. They also experience more serious

stress than any other group due to changes in expected social roles,

pressure to study, parent expectations and needs, reestablishment of

parent-child relationships, and preparation for work (Yoo, 1996). In

addition, LBCs or children in rural communities are subjected to

psychological and emotional difficulties such as loneliness, anger, loss,

anxiety or guilt due to a parent or parents migrate, or difficulties in

expressing flight or deviant behavior in school life or interpersonal

relationships (Bernardini & Jenkins, 2002; Choi, 2007).

Considering such circumstances, children must have resilience to

cope with internal and environmental stresses without becoming
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frustrated. Children or adolescents may suffer from difficulties such as

conflict and stress; thus, the social adaptation ability of children and

adolescents is necessary (Ji & Lim, 2011).

Park (2003) suggested that adolescents with high resilience

develop meaning and purpose in life, feel happy in their relationships,

are satisfied with themselves, and have a positive belief in the future.

This means that resilience is an important factor for adaptation, growth,

and development in adolescents. In addition, the life satisfaction of

adolescents is dynamic rather than static because it changes

according to both individual internal factors and environmental factors

(Fujita & Diener, 2005; Kim, Kim, &Kim, 2011, recited). In other words,

it is useful to utilize life satisfaction to examine various environmental

factors on social-emotional development of children and adolescents.

The sense of self-esteem also has a positive effect on adaptation.

Adolescents with a stronger sense of self-esteem are more likely to

respond positively to stress (Han, 2004).

Social-emotional development has been described generally as the

skills and behaviors that children need to adapt successfully to social

settings (NCES, 2004; Gandolgor, 2013 cited). Children with behavioral

problems, which are associated with social and emotional development,

may result in the decline of their adaptation and future adjustment

(Achenbach, 1991, Gandolgor, 2013 cited). Correspondingly, Gang,

Yun, & Shin(2012) measured social-emotional development in regards

to resilience, self-esteem, and life satisfaction in their study “influences

of academic and social-emotional variables on school adjustment of

junior high school students”, data used KCYPS. Kim (2011) also used

KCYPS data studied “factors affecting the physical, social-emotional

and cognitive development of child and youth in the ecological context

- focusing on the differences between child and youth from single
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female parent and two parent”, also used resilience and life

satisfaction to measure social-emotional development.

In the present study, it examines youth social-emotional

development when adapting to the environment, dealing with new

relationships, and coping with stress. And the measurement scale also

referenced KCYPS. So, self-esteem, resilience, and life satisfaction

were studied in relation to social-emotional development of children

and adolescents.To simplify the study, we try to use the sum of the

three to measure the social-emotional development.

2.2.2 Literature Review of the Relationship Between
Child Neglect and Social-Emotional Development

Parental absence, a consequence of parents’ rural-to-urban

migration, often has considerable emotional costs on LBCs (Wen &

Lin, 2012). A number of studies have been conducted to test this

relationship. Although the empirical results are somewhat mixed, most

studies have documented the detrimental effects of parental migration

on children ’ s emotion adaptation, such as feelings of loneliness,

symptoms of depression and anxiety (Fan et al., 2010; Heet al., 2012;

Jia & Tian, 2010; Wu et al., 2015), and low levels of life satisfaction

and happiness (Fan & Zhao, 2010; Liu &Oke, 2010; Su et al., 2012).

Moreover, researchers have further explored the differences in

developmental outcomes between children with two migrating parents

and children with just one migrating parent. For example, several

studies have found that children with just a migrating father encounter

less difficulty than children with two migrating parents, including lower

levels of loneliness (Sun et al., 2010) and depression (Wang, Hu, &

Shen, 2011) and higher levels of life satisfaction (Fan et al., 2009).
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Some studies, however, have not found any differences in loneliness

and life satisfaction between children with two migrating parents and

those with one migrating parent (Su et al., 2012; Zhou et al., 2005).

Considering the mixed findings on the influences of parent migration

status on children’s emotional outcomes, further studies are needed

to explore the variations in emotional adjustment among LBCs.

Resilience research suggests that risk factors are predictive of

negative outcomes for only approximately 20– 49% of a particular

high-risk population (Lerner et al., 2009; Rutter, 1987; Werner & Smith,

2001), whereas protective factors appear to predict positive outcomes

for approximately 50 – 80% of a high-risk population (Lerneret al.,

2009). Although growing attention has been given to the well-being of

LBCs and the protective factors associated with their resilience, the

literature has mainly been based on deficit models focusing on

problems and risk factors for LBCs.

Moreover, recent resilience research has focused on the social

ecologies of resilience and underscored the importance of the cultural

context in understanding resilience (Masten, 2014; Ungar, 2011). Thus,

it is critical to identify specific protective factors that may cultivate

well-being for LBCs by buffering the negative effects of parents ’

migration in rural China.

2.3. The Moderating Effect of School Relationships
on the Correlation Between Child Neglect and
Social-Emotional Development

2.3.1 Defining School Relationships

For students, the most important school relationships are peer

relationships and teacher-student relationships. The student’s teaching
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and learning environment is important. The teaching and learning

environment consists of the physical and socio-psychological

environment of the classroom (Hwang, Eun, & Soon, 2008). The

physical environment is an objective physical and structural

environment. Psycho-social environment refers to the interaction

between students and between teachers and students in the

classroom (Lee, 2004).

In particular, peer attachment in adolescence becomes increasingly

important as more emphasis is placed on relationships with friends,

deviating from the tendency to rely solely on parent-child relationships

in infancy and childhood. Weiss (1982) also suggests that adolescents

maintain a more intimate relationship with friends who play an

emotionally important role, and the level of peer attachment increases

as teenagers share more time with their friends, along with the desire

to be psychologically independent from their parents (Jo, 2010).

The relationship between the student and the teacher is

composed of intimacy, trustworthiness, competence (Won & Park,

2010), understanding, sympathy, and esteem (Lim & Kim, 2004).

2.3.2 Attachment Theory

Attachment is an emotional or cognitive relationship between a

person and his own self or between a person and others (Bowlby,

1980). For example, if a child has a stable attachment to the parents,

then the child believes that the parents are meaningful and valuable in

establishing a positive self-image. From the perspective of lifelong

development, parental, peer, and teacher attachments are the most

important.

Jeong (2006) stated that the impact of school is stronger in the

current generation than previous ones, and knowledge comes less
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from parents and more from school in modern times, schooling has

played an important role in the socialization process of children and

adolescents. Considering that the school is a place where children and

adolescents spend a great deal of time, it functions as an important

environment that contributes to the cognitive, social, and emotional

development of children and adolescents. Therefore, peer and teacher-

student relationships are also important factors to consider.

If the attachment relationship from the main caregiver is reliably

and consistently supported from early childhood on, such relationships

are then expected with other non-parent figures, and similar

attachment styles are likely to form. In adolescence, children will

experience the intimacy they felt with their parents in their

relationships with peers who provide social and affectionate support.

Therefore, trust and support are related to attachment formation, and

this plays as important of a role for peer relationships as for parental

ones (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Hazen & Shaver, 1987). In

modern times, parents are still an important attachment, but

sometimes attachment to friends can replace attachment to parents

(Jang, 1997).

Tian (2015) believed that the democratic teacher-student

relationship is very beneficial to the development of LBCs whose

parents are not present. Parents leave their children too early,

resulting in the absence of family education for LBCs. Thus, school

teachers then become temporary parental figures to make up for the

lack of parental relationships in the child’s life. The formation of

democratic teacher-student relationships enables rural teachers and

LBCs to conduct dialogues and exchanges on an equal footing, and

communication between teachers and students is based on trust and

sincere exchange. The teacher recognizes the importance of the
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student and impresses the student's mind so that the child can grow

healthy and happy with confidence.

However, if excessive physical freedom is given to LBCs, there

are then no reasonable restrictions. After rural parents migrate, the

majority of LBCs are taken care of by grandparents. These guardians

are often plagued by heavy farm work, lack of knowledge about

science education, and poor communication with younger generations.

Therefore, the role of teachers in education and guidance is even

more prominent.

2.3.3 Effects of Peer and -Student Relationships on
Social-Emotional Development

Emotional support, interpersonal skills, recognition, and learning

assistance obtained from peer relationships have a positive effect on

the development of children (Park, 2005). The higher the quality of the

peer relationship, the less loneliness children experience (Kim, Kim, &

Min, 2012). The better quality of peer relationship, the better the

child’s adjustment to school life (Choi & Ji, 2003). Berndt (1999)

found that children's school adaptation is influenced by the quality and

stability of their peer relationships, and that when positive peer

relationships increase, negative characteristics decrease.

Han (2012) found that for LBCs, the closer the peer and

teacher-student relationships, the higher the children’s self-esteem

scores. In a comparative study of parental, peer, and teacher

relationships among children and adolescents, it was reported that

teacher relations had a positive influence on school adjustment (Park,

2010; Park & Heim, 2005; Choi & Sin, 2003).

The teacher's educational duty is to develop students' resilience

by meeting their needs in class, understanding them, and creating
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positive relationships. Teachers should form positive student-teacher

relationships not as a classroom management tool, but as a way to

help students have the resilience to overcome pressures in school and

society and to broaden the educational space (Kim, 2012).

2.3.4 The Moderating Effect of School Relationships
on the Correlation Between Child Neglect and Soci
al-Emotional Development

As mentioned above, in addition to family, experiences with

friends also constitute an important developmental context for children

(Rubin & Parker, 2006). As children become more cognitively

independent from their parents from middle childhood to adolescence,

peer relationship play an increasingly important role in children’s lives.

With peer relationships, children not only acquire opportunities for the

expression and regulation of affection (Denton & Zarbatany, 1996;

Newcomb & Bagwell,1995; Salisch, 2000), but they also experience

the security, emotional support, and confidence provided by social

interactions (Wen & Lin, 2012) and display lower levels of loneliness

and depression (Parker & Asher, 1993; Rubin et al., 2006).

Moreover, the potential therapeutic functions of friendship in the

context of adversity were underscored in Sullivan’s (1953) theory of

interpersonal relationships. Indeed, peer relationships and the support

of friends have been found to help children avoid feelings of

loneliness, inadequacy, or depression caused by social isolation

(Laursen et al., 2007), peer victimization (Hodges et al., 1999; Woods,

Done, & Kalsi, 2009), and childhood abuse (Powers, Ressler, &

Bradley, 2009). Given the increasing importance of friends in

children’s lives during early adolescence, peer relationships may be

particularly important for LBCs in adapting to the vulnerable situation
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of parental absence, especially in the case of two migrating parents.

Notably, researchers of child resiliency have found that positive

friendship may have a moderating effect on poor adjustment outcomes

caused by a negative parent-child relationship (Gaertner, Fite, &

Colder, 2010; Gauze et al., 1996; Rubin et al., 2004). Rubin et al.

(2004) also found that having a strong supportive friendship buffered

the negative effects of poor parent-child relationships on a child’s

internalization of problems. These findings are consistent with social

provision theory (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985), which suggests that

high quality peer relationships may compensate for the risk effects of

child neglect on social-emotional development in LBCs.

Teacher-student relationships can play a mediating role between

parent-child attachment and subjective well-being of LBCs. Teachers

are representatives of the adult world, respected and trusted by

children, and LBCs can become emotionally dependent on them.

When dealing with children with absent parents, teachers can discover

the children’s psychological problems, act as fathers or mothers, give

comfort and guidance, and help them cope with their loneliness and

loss.

Teachers are important figures in interpersonal relationships. Good

teacher-student relationships are conducive to students actively

participating in school life and developing a healthy personality. By

establishing a harmonious and mutually beneficial relationship, students

become more willing to participate in class activities. The intimacy of

teacher-student relationship is negatively correlated with children's

anxiety, social phobia(Liu, 2011). Thus, good teacher-student

relationships play a positive role in solving the psychological problems

of LBCs and are an urgent need in the present social reality.

The moderating roles of peer and teacher-student relationships on
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the correlation between child neglect and social-emotional development

in LBCs in their original rural communities should be further examined.

2.4. Summary and Analysis of Research Status

In other countries, the study of child neglect started earlier than in

China, providing a plethora of research results on this topic. The

current study primarily uses longitudinal research to suggest

intervention measures for issues of child neglect. On the basis of the

existing research results, some integrated institutions for child neglect

have already been established for prevention and treatment. Using the

cooperation of different areas of research, these institutions use new

scientific methods such as counseling to help parents and providing

children with neglect intervention guidance.

The study of child neglect by Chinese scholars is relatively new.

The existing research focuses on the fields of medicine, public health,

and child abuse. Specialized research on child neglect has not yet

been fully carried out. Pan is the only researcher to have studied the

norm of child neglect, while the study of neglect for LBCs has been

minimal.

In general, child neglect has not yet caused widespread concern

in China. The current situation of neglected rural children and LBCs

and the effects on social-emotional development should be studied in

order to arouse public awareness and attention to child neglect, to

ensure timely intervention, and to provide a healthy social and

psychological environment for children's growth.

In addition, there is a close relationship between child neglect and

social-emotional development, such as children’s self-esteem, resilience,

life satisfaction, and social adaption, especially for LBCs. However,

studies have not yet been conducted in China from this point of view,
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and few studies have focused on the moderating effects of peer and

teacher-student relationships. Therefore, this study examines the role

of relationships in school in the hopes of providing information and a

theoretical basis for future practice and policy.
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Chapter 3. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND
RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

3.1. Conceptual Framework

The purpose of the present research is to examine 1) the

differences in levels of child neglect between LBCs and non-LBCs, 2)

the association between child neglect and social-emotional

development, and 3) the moderating effect of peer and teacher-student

relationships on social-emotional development of neglected children.

The figure 3-1A and figure 3-1B show the conceptual framework of

this study.

The “Child Neglect and LBC Status Model” suggests that there

are some differences in child neglect between LBCs and non-LBCs

(see Figure 3-1A).

The “Child Neglect and Social-Emotional Development Model”

(see Figure 3-1B) is presented based on attachment theory and other

previous studies (Zheng & Tao, 2001; Zhu, 2011; Han, 2012). This

theory and previous studies suggest that child neglect can be

associated with social-emotional development of LBCs.

The “Moderating Effect of Peer and Teacher-Student Relationship

Model” is based on previous studies which found that peer and

teacher-student relationships can be a protective factor for social-

emotional development (Butler, 1997; Hawley & DeHaan, 1996; Walsh,

1996). Such studies suggested the moderating effects of peer and

teacher-student relationships on the social-emotional development of

neglected children (see Figure 3-1B).
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3.2. Research Hypotheses

In accordance with the three main research questions, the

following hypotheses were formulated.

Research Question 1: Is the level of child neglect higher for

LBCs than non-LBCs?

Research Question 1-1: Is child neglect level of LBCs higher than

that of non-LBCs?

Hypothesis 1-1: The child neglect level will be higher for LBCs

than non-LBCs.

Research Question 1-2: What’s the difference of child neglect

level among different LBC categories?

Hypothesis 1-2: When comparing LBC categories, the child neglect

levels will be highest for children with two migrant parents rather than

one migrant parent.

Research Question 2: What is the relationship between child

neglect, sub-scales of child neglect, and social-emotional

development?

Hypothesis 2-1: Child neglect will negatively affect social-emotional

development; the higher the level of child neglect, the lower the

social-emotional development will be.

Hypothesis 2-2: For the sub-scales of child neglect, the higher

each sub-scale, the lower the social-emotional development will be.

Research Question 3: Do peer and teacher-student

relationships moderate the effects of different types of neglect on

social-emotional development among LBCs?

Research Question 3-1: Do peer and teacher-student relationships

moderate the negative effects of child neglect on social-emotional

development?
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Hypothesis 3-1: Peer and teacher-student relationships will have a

moderating effect on the social-emotional development of neglected

children.

Research Question 3-2: Do peer and teacher-student relationships

moderate the negative effects of sub-scales of child neglect on social-

emotional development?

Hypothesis 3-2: Peer and teacher-student relationships will have a

moderating effect on the negative relationship between sub-scales of

child neglect and social-emotional development.
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Chapter 4. RESEARCH METHOD

4.1. Research Procedures and Sampling

4.1.1 Research Design

In this cross-sectional study, purpose sampling procedure was

used, which involved four steps for investigation and analysis. The first

step was selecting a population for the purpose sampling survey; Juye,

a rural county of Shandong province with a large laborer migration

population, was chosen. LBCs are prevalent here and could reflect the

typical features of LBCs throughout China. The county covers a

geographic area of 1308 km2, included 427 villages, and had a

population of 860,600 in 2012. The second step was choosing schools

based on their location and the population density of Juye; participants

from seven schools were surveyed by purpose sampling. Third, scales

were arranged using purpose sampling according to the population

density and corresponding quantity of LBCs living in each area.

Finally, the questionnaires were distributed to the schools.

Participants included LBCs and non-LBCs students ages 10 to 18.

Participation was voluntary and limited to students who were not

suffering from cognitive disorders at the time of the survey, could

communicate in Chinese, and were in higher levels of primary school

or in secondary school. All participants underwent assessments for

general information using the self-made “General Information

Questionnaire.”

Child neglect was measured using “Development of neglect

evaluation norms for 12–17 middle school students in rural areas of

China” produced by Pan et al. (2014). Social-emotional development,
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peer relationships, and teacher-student relationships were measured

using Korean Children and Youth Panel Survey (KCYPS), The 7th

Panel (2016) questionnaire for adolescents, which was based on the

primary school Grade 4 and the secondary school Grade 1. Social-

emotional development was assessed from three aspects: self-esteem

(10 questions), resilience (14 questions), and life satisfaction (3

questions). Peer relationship was measured using fourteen questions.

Teacher-student relationship was measured using six questions.

4.1.2 Participants

The present study used purpose sampling. The plan was to

collect 550 respondents from Juye in Shandong province, rural China.

Based on the “State Council Opinions on Efforts to Strengthen Care

and Protection of Rural Left-Behind Children(China State Council,

2016)”, LBCs in rural areas were defined as having one or both

parents who were migrant workers and unable to care for or live

together with their children, causing the children (generally under 16

years of age) to be left behind. The target demographic was a)

children ages 10 to 18, b) LBCs and non-LBCs, and c) students

studying in higher level elementary school or junior-high school.

The criteria of participants were as follows. Inclusion criteria were

respondents ages 10 to 18 living in rural China who were willing to

participate, could read Chinese, could complete the test by themselves,

and had no cognitive disorders. Exclusion criteria were children under

10 years old or more than 18 years old, those unable to read

because of lack of knowledge (lower grade primary school children),

or those with cognitive disabilities.

The sample size was calculated following the instructions by Ni et
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al. (2010) in their paper, “Estimation of sample size for quantitative

research in nursing research.” According to the authors, in order to

explore the influencing factors of the variables, the measurement data

sample size can be calculated using N = 4Uα 2S2/δ 2 where N is

sample size, U is, S is standard deviation, and δ is allowable error.

After each factor was determined, N = 4×1.962×1.4272/0.252 = 500.

Taking into account the 10–15% loss rate and sampling error, the

sample size was expanded to 550 people.

The survey was conducted in seven schools: four elementary

schools and three junior-high schools in the rural areas where LBCs

are highly concentrated. The survey was planned to be distributed to

550 students enrolled in grades 4, 5, and 6 in elementary school and

grades 7 and 8 in junior-high school. Because students in grade 9

must prepare for the entrance exam, they were not surveyed in order

to not disrupt their intense studying.

A total of 550 children from migrant and non-migrant families were

invited, and 479 children were eventually selected for the study,

Questionnaires returned incomplete (67) were excluded. Including 366

(76.4%) LBCs and 113 (23.6%) non-LBCs. However, if only the LBCs

were analyzed, 293 were the analysis objects, and the missing 73

related control variables were removed. None of the participants had

an observable physical or developmental disability. Other basic

information is described later in this paper.

4.1.3 Data Collection

Data collection was implemented for approximately 3 weeks in

December of 2017 in cooperation with seven schools, including both

rural primary schools (grades 4, 5, and 6) and junior-high schools
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(grades 7 and 8) in Juye County, China. After the schools granted

permission to perform the study, the students completed the survey

questionnaires, which were group-administered in their classrooms.

Written and verbal instructions were provided. The students were

informed that there were no right or wrong answers and were assured

of the voluntary and confidential nature of the study. There was no

evidence that the participants had difficulties in understanding the

procedures or the items on the questionnaire. Before administration of

the study, informed consent was obtained from all children and their

parents or guardians. If a student did not wish to participate, then

they were not given a questionnaire, nor did they have to take the

questionnaire home.

The questionnaire had a total of 210 questions covering general

information, social-emotional development, peer relationship, teacher-

student relationship, and child neglect. The survey took approximately

30 minutes to complete for junior high school students, and 90

minutes for primary school students. Administration of the

questionnaire was supervised by the class teacher, and participants

received a compensation when the questionnaire was completed. Due

to the sensitive nature of certain questions, the school counselor was

present during the survey process, and security instructions were

provided to teachers who were responsible for administering and

collecting the survey. After the survey, 546 consent forms and 479

questionnaires were collected, implying that 67 participants did not

complete the survey. The 479 completed surveys were analyzed for

this research. The response rate was 87.7% (479/546).

4.1.4 Research Procedures

This research plan and related materials were approved by the
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Seoul National University Institutional Review Board, verifying that this

study did not have a negative impact on the participants. The

appropriateness, anonymity, and confidentiality were carefully reviewed

for approximately one month to protect the well-being of participants.

The collected data and study sample were coded using numbers to

protect the personal information of participants.

4.2. Measurement of the Variables

The variables in this research are illustrated as follows: dependent

variable, independent variable, moderating variables, and control

variables.

4.2.1 Dependent Variable: Social-Emotional
Development

Children’s social-emotional development was defined using the

Korean Children and Youth Panel Survey (KCYPS), which was

modified by the 7th Panel (2016) questionnaire for adolescents based

on the primary school grade 4 and the secondary school grade 1.

Social and emotional development include self-esteem(Rosenberg,

1965), self-resilience( Block & Kreman, 1996; Gwon, 2003), and life

satisfaction(Kim et al., 2006). Responses were designed using the 4-

point Likert scale for each item, ranging from strongly disagree to

strongly agree, with scores ranging from a low of 1 to a high of 4.

Then, all scores for each index were added. A higher score indicated

a higher level of self-esteem, self-resilience, and life satisfaction. For

this research, all social-emotional development variables were

considered continuous variables, and used the total score to measure

social-emotional development.
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Table 4-2-1 shows each scale’s reliability, which was assessed

using Cronbach’s alpha. The alpha coefficient of the present study

was 0.822 for social-emotional development, .458 for the self-esteem

sub-scale, .821 for the resilience sub-scale, and .723 for the life

satisfaction sub-scale.

[Table 4-2-1] Reliability of the Social-Emotional Development Scales

Index Related subscale
items

Cronbach’s α

Social
Emotional

Development

(27items)

Self-esteem Self-esteem(10 items) .458

(for LBC is .461) .822
( for LB

C
is .815)

Resilience Resilience (14 items)

.821

(for LBC is .809)

Life
satisfaction

Life satisfaction(3 items)

.723

(for LBC is .737)

4.2.2 Independent Variable: Child Neglect

Child neglect was defined in this study based on the scale from

“Development of neglect evaluation norms for 12–17 middle school

students in rural areas of China” (hereinafter referred to as the norm)

developed by Pan et al. (2014). The questionnaire consisted of a total

of 59 items and each item was designed according to the 4-point

Likert scale. Each question had 5 options: 1 = never, 2 = occasionally,

3 = often, 4 = always. If a question is a reverse score question, it is

distinguished by adding "R" at the end of the abbreviation.The 1, 2, 3,

and 4 options for the forward scoring question are given 1, 2, 3, and

4 points respectively; the scores for the reverse scoring question are



1３５

just the opposite of the scoring for the positive question, and are

given to 4, 3, 2, 1, respectively. For the neglect evaluation norms

(see Part 10), items were created from five different levels: physical

neglect (PHN), emotional neglect (EMN), medical neglect (MEN),

educational neglect (EDN), and safety neglect (SAN). These five

indices of child neglect were used as continuous variables. The child

neglect variable was not only used as the integrated scale with total

scores, but also each sub-scale was considered as an independent

variable.

Table 4-2-2 shows this scale’s reliability, which was assessed

using Cronbach’s alpha. The alpha coefficient in the present study

was .824 for child neglect. The alpha coefficients for PHN, EMN, MEN,

EDN, and SAN were 0.665, 0.785, 0.730, 0.678 and 0.581,

respectively.

[Table 4-2-2] Reliability of Chinese Version of Child Neglect in Rural
Areas Inventory

Index
Sub-scales of child neglect

Related number in scale Cronbach’s α

Physical neglect (PHN) 1, 5, 6, 9, 17, 18, 20, 24, 28, 4
2, 56

.665

(.648)

.824
(.901)

Emotional neglect (EMN) 2, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 21, 23,
26, 31, 33, 41, 46, 51, 55

.785

(.793)

Medical neglect (MEN) 3, 32, 39, 48, 53 .730

(.757)

Educational neglect (EDN) 4, 22, 29, 36, 40, 43, 45, 47, 50,
54, 57

.678

(.692)

Safety neglect (SAN) 14, 16, 19, 35, 38, 49 .581

(.577)
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In the present study, the 75th percentile of each neglect level

score and the total neglect score as a boundary value (cut-off) were

used to determine whether the child was neglected or not. Using

these circumstances, child neglect rate was 48.6%. If the median was

used as a boundary value, child neglect rate would be very high, at

79.1%.

Using the norm standard for neglect, each dimension’ s cut-off

scores were 25 for PHN, 37 for EMN, 11 for MEN, 26 for EDN, and

12 for SAN, and the total cut-off score was 108. For LBCs, according

to 75% percentile, each dimension’s cut-off scores were 25 for PHN,

37 for EMN, 11 for MEN, 26 for EDN, and 12 for SAN, and the total

cut-off score was 107.

If the total score of the tested child was higher than the adjusted

score on the neglect scale, then he or she was categorized as a

neglected child. The higher the score, the more serious the degree of

neglect; the lower the score, the less serious. The evaluation methods

for each level were also the same (Pan et al., 2014). If a child

scored high for neglect at a certain level or scored consistently on

many levels, then the child was categorized as neglected. If the total

score exceeded the cut-off score, it was determined that the child was

neglected (Pan et al., 2014; Liu, 2012). The neglect situation was

reflected by the level of neglect.

4.2.3 Moderating Variables

Peer and teacher-student relationships were the moderating

variables in this research. These were also measured using the

Korean Children and Youth Panel Survey (KCYPS).

For this study, peer relationship had 14 items and teacher-student
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relationship had 6 items. All items were measured using a 4-point

Likert scale. Every statement had 4 options: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2

= Generally Disagree, 3 = Generally Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree.

Statements included “I get along well with my classmates” and “I am

comfortable when talking with my teacher.” Higher scores indicated

higher levels of quality peer relationships and teacher-student

relationships.

Table 4-2-3 shows this scale’s reliability, which was assessed

using Cronbach’s alpha. The alpha coefficients of the present study

were .794 for the peer relationship sub-scale and .841 for the teacher-

student relationship sub-scale among the children in the present study.

[Table 4-2-3] Reliability of Moderating Variables
Moderating
variables

Sub-scale variables Cronbach’s
α

Peer
relationship
(14items)

Attachment: communication(3), trust(3), alienation(3)

.794

(for LBC
is .810 )

·I am well with my classmates.
·I apologize first when I quarrel with my friend.
·When my desk-mates do not bring their textbook
or stationery, i will share with them.

·I interfere with what my friends do.
·My friends follow my words well when I play
or do group activities.

Teacher-studen
t relationship
(6 items)

·When I meet my teacher, I will be happy to say
hello.

·I am comfortable when talking with my teacher.
·I would be very happy to meet with my teacher
outside the school.
·Our teacher is kind to me.
·I would like my present teacher as my head
teacher next year.
·I would like to visit my head teacher after I
graduate.

.841

(for LBC
is .847)

4.2.4 Control Variables

A self-compiled questionnaire (Appendix 1) was used to gather

demographic data like gender, age, number of siblings, ranking in
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siblings, family type, family income level, father’s education level,

mother’s education level, and LBCs or non-LBCs. For LBCs, LBC

categories(father or mother migrated; parents both migrated) were

added, including timing of father’s migration to work, frequency of

parents’ returns home, frequency of contact with father, and caregiver.

Here, because on these variables of mother’s and father’s have a

high correlation coefficient (timing, .681; contact, .580), in addition,

there are many missing values for mother's variables compared to

father, so choose only father's variables.

For control variables, age, number of siblings, ranking in siblings,

timing of father's migration (measured by years old), and frequency of

parents’ returns home(measured by months) were measured. The

family annual income was measured with Chinese Rinmenbi (RMB),

with Yuan as its unit. Some variables were dichotomized as 0 and 1.

For gender, 0 = female and 1 = male; for LBC status, 0 = no and 1

= yes; for family type, 0 = family of origin (referring to the significant

caretakers and siblings that a person grows up with, or the first social

group a person belongs to, which is often a person's biological family)

and 1 = other (referring to single-parent families, grandparent-headed

families, adoptive families, etc.) (Bowen,1976,1978; Martin, 2008 recite).

Parents’ educational levels were dichotomized as 0 = basic education

(nine-year compulsory education) and 1 = higher education (senior

high school and above). For measuring caregiver of LBC, 0 = mother

or father and 1 = grandparent or others.

[Table 4-2] Major Variables in the Present Study
Variables
Type

Variable
Name

Variable Definition Measurement

Social emotional dev
elopment

Self-esteem + Resilienc
e+
life satisfaction

Total score

Self-esteem Self-esteem(10 items) ①Totally Disagree
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Dependent
Variables

②Generally Disagree
③ Generally Agree
④ Strongly Agree

Resilience Resilience (14 items), ①Totally Disagree
②Generally Disagree
③ Generally Agree
④ Strongly Agree

life satisfaction Life satisfaction(3 item
s)

①Totally Disagree
②Generally Disagree
③ Generally Agree
④ Strongly Agree

Independen
t
Variables

Child neglect(CNG) PHN+EMN+MEN+ED
N+SAN

Total score

Physical neglect (PH
N)

1, 5, 6, 9, 17, 18, 20,
24, 28, 42, 56 questi
onnaire part10

1 = never,
2 = occasional,
3 = often,
4 = always,
9 = cannot answer.

Emotional neglect (E
MN)

2, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 1
5, 21, 23, 26, 31, 33,
41, 46, 51, 55

Medical neglect (ME
N)

3, 32, 39, 48, 53
In questionnaire part10

Educational neglect
(EDN)

4, 22, 29, 36, 40, 43,
45, 47, 50, 54, 57

Safety neglect (SAN) 14, 16, 19, 35, 38, 49
In questionnaire part10

Moderating
Variables

Peer relationship(PE
R)

Attachment (9 items)
Peer relationship (5 ite
ms)

①Totally Disagree
②Generally Disagree
③ Generally Agree
④ Strongly AgreeTeacher-student relati

onship(TSR)
Teacher-student relation
ship (6 items)

Control
Variables

Gender 0=Female; 1=Male
LBC status 0=NO; 1=YES
Age Age 9-16 Age___
Number of siblings
Ranking in siblings
Family type 0= Family of origin;

1= Others
Family income ①less than 10,000R

MB
②10,000~30,000RM
B
③30,000~50,000RM
B
④50,000~100,000R
MB
⑤100,000RMB or
more

Education level of
Father

0=Basic education;
1=Higher education

Education level of
Mother

0=Basic education;
1=Higher education
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LBC categories LBC(1)=Father or mot
her;
LBC(2)=Parents both mig
rant;
LBC(0)=No migrant

Timing of father’s m
igrant

Age___

Frequency of parent’s
backing home

___Months

Contact from father ①Never;②Few;
③Sometimes;④Often

Caregiver 0= Mother or father

1= Grandparent or
others

4.3. Analytic Technique and Diagnostics

Data were analyzed with SPSS version 20.0 statistical software.

The major variables were socio-demographic characteristics, child

neglect, social-emotional development, peer relationship, and teacher-

student relationship. For the variables used in this study, a Cronbach’s

test was performed to determine the reliability, and then the

descriptive statistics were analyzed, including frequencies, valid

percentage (%), sample size (n), mean (M), standard deviation (SD),

and t - test score (t).

T test and multiple regression analyses were performed in order

to describe the characteristics of child neglect and to discover whether

there was a statistical difference between the LBC and non-LBC

groups for child neglect. In addition, multiple regression analysis was

conducted to examine the effect of child neglect level on social-

emotional development.

Next, hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to examine

the moderating effects of peer and teacher-student relationships on the

association between child neglect level and social-emotional

development (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Specifically, the interaction terms
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were created by centering the variables and then multiplying the

variables by the centered variables, such as child neglect × peer

relationship and child neglect × teacher-student relationship.

The first step was to enter the dependent variable — social-

emotional development—and control variables to determine the basic

model for the study. The second step was to enter the independent

variable, and then determine if there was a correlation between the

independent variable and the dependent variable. The third step was

to enter the moderating variables — peer relationship and teacher-

student relationship—and the interactive term of the independent and

moderating variables, and then analyze whether the moderating

variables and interaction terms were statistically significant.

Before the analysis of hierarchical multiple regression, the basic

conditions for multiple regression were carefully investigated. First,

through the scattered plot and histogram, homoscedasticity and

normality of the residuals were established. To test the autocorrelation,

statistics of Durbin-Watson were investigated and the statistics showed

approximate to 2, which confirmed the independence of the residuals.

Moreover, multicollinearity tests were conducted for the independent

variables and VIF was less than 10, which meant that there was no

multicollinearity problem found in the present study.



1４２

Chapter 5. RESEARCH FINDINGS

This chapter describes the findings of the data analysis. The

findings include socio-demographic characteristics of survey

respondents, descriptive statistics, and correlations between major

variables. Furthermore, the results of multiple regression analyses to

test the proposed hypotheses are reported.

5.1. Socio-Demographic Characteristics

This chapter describes the socio-demographic characteristics of

survey respondents, divided into LBC and non-LBC status. These data

are presented as frequencies, percentages, M, and SD, and include

information regarding each child’s gender, age, number of siblings,

ranking in siblings, family type, family income, father’s education level,

and mother’s education level (Table 5-1).

The total number of participants was 479: 113(23.6%) non-LBC

and 366(76.4%) LBC. Among LBCs, there are 266, only one of their

parents is a migrant worker, and there are 100, both of their parents

are migrant worker. The mean age of all children was 12.20 years

(SD = 1.36). In China, children ages 10 to 16 are enrolled in 4th

grade elementary school through 2nd grade middle school.

In terms of gender, 258 (53.9%) of the children were girls and

221 (46.1%) were boys. In relation to siblings, children who had two

siblings composed the largest group (n = 335, 69.9%), followed by

three or more siblings (n = 98, 20.4%), and no siblings (n = 46,

9.6%). About ranking in siblings, children who were the first-born in

the family (n = 262, 54.7%) occupied the majority, followed by

second-born children (n = 184, 38.4%), and third-born and beyond (n
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= 33, 6.9%).

In relation to family type, children from original families (families

consisting of natural parents) occupied the majority (n = 455, 95.0%),

only 24 children (5.0%) had other family types.

Among the participants, 44.1% of children had a daily allowance

(pocket money) of 1~2 RMB, 22.3% had 3~5 RMB, and 18.6% had

less than 1 RMB. For the remaining 15% of children, the daily amount

of pocket money was more than 6 RMB.

In relation to family income, 34.9% (n = 167) of children came

from families with an income range of 10,000~30,000 RMB, followed

by 25.3% (n = 121) with a range of 30,000~50,000 RMB, 22.8% (n =

109) with a range of 50,000~100,000 RMB, 11.3% (n = 54) with less

than 10,000 RMB, and 5.8% (n = 28) with more than 100,000 RMB.

In terms of father’s educational level, among all participants,

73.9% of the fathers(n=354) had an educational level of junior high

school or below. The other 26.1% (n=125) had educational levels of

high school or above. In terms of mother’s education level, among

all participants, 81.8% (n = 392) had an educational level of junior

high school or below. Among all participants, 18.2% (n = 87) of

mothers had higher education.

[Table 5-1] Respondents’ Socio-Demographic Characteristics(all children)
Variables Total

Frequency
(n=479)

Percentage
(100%)

LBC status LBC(1=Father or mother migrant) 266 55.5
LBC(2=Parents both migrant) 100 20.9

LBC(0=Non-migrant) 113 23.6
Gender Girls 258 53.9

Boys 221 46.1
Age 9 10 2.1

10 48 10.0
11 91 19.0
12 111 23.2
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For LBCs, four additional variables were added: the timing of

father’s migration, frequency of parents’ return home, contact from

father, and relationship to caregiver (Table 5-1).

Among 366 LBCs, after deleted missing values of LBC-related

control variables, 293 was analyzed. Of the 293 LBCs, there are

217(74.1%), only one of their parents is a migrant worker, and there

are 76(25.9), both of their parents are migrant workers. The mean age

of LBCs were 12.21 years (SD = 1.32).

In terms of gender, 167 (57.0%) of the LBCs were girls and 126

13 144 30.1
14 61 12.7
15 11 2.3
16 3 0.6

Mean=12.20(S.E.= 1.36)
Numbers of siblings 1 46 9.6

2 335 70.0
3 82 17.1
4 14 2.9
others 2 0.4

Ranking in sibling 1 262 54.7
2 184 38.4
3 29 6.1
4 4 0.8

Family
Type

Original families 455 95.0
Others 24 5.0

Pocket money <1 89 18.6
1~2 211 44.1
3~5 107 22.3
6~10 39 8.1
10~15 23 4.8
>15 10 2.1

Family
income

Less than 10,000 54 11.3
10,000-30,000 167 34.9
30,000-50,000 121 25.2
50,000-100,000 109 22.8
100,000 or more 28 5.8

Father’s
Education level

Basic education 354 73.9
Higher education 125 26.1

Mother’s
Education level

Basic education 392 81.8
Higher education 87 18.2
Total 479 100.0
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(43.0%) were boys. In relation to siblings, LBCs who had two siblings

composed the largest group (n = 204, 69.6%), followed by three

siblings (n = 52, 17.7%), and no siblings (n = 27, 9.2%). LBCs who

were the first-born in the family (n = 159, 54.3%) occupied the

majority, followed by second-born children (n = 114, 38.9%), and third-

born and beyond (n = 20, 6.8%). In relation to family type, LBCs from

original families (families consisting of natural parents) occupied the

majority (n = 281, 95.9%), only 12(4.1%) LBCs had other family

types.

Among the LBCs, 45.4% of children had a daily allowance (pocket

money) of 1~2 RMB, 23.9% had 3~5 RMB, and 20.5% had less than

1 RMB. For the remaining 10.2% of children, the daily amount of

pocket money was more than 6 RMB.

In relation to family income, 38.2% (n = 112) of children came

from families with an income range of 10,000~30,000 RMB, followed

by 23.2% (n = 68) with a range of 30,000~50,000 RMB, 21.8% (n =

64) with a range of 50,000~100,000 RMB, 12.3% (n = 36) with less

than 10,000 RMB, and 4.4% (n = 13) with more than 100,000 RMB.

In terms of father’s educational level, among LBCs, 82.3% of the

fathers had an educational level of junior high school or below. The

other 17.7% had educational levels of high school or above. In terms

of mother’s education level, among LBCs, 89.4% (n = 262) had an

educational level of junior high school or below, and 10.6% (n = 31)

of mothers had higher education.

In relation to the timing of father’s migration, those with the

earliest migrant fathers were 1 years old at the time of migration.

Those with the latest were 13 years old at the time of migration. The

average timing for fathers’ migration was when the children were 5

years old(S.E.=3.07).
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In terms of frequency of parents’ return home, measured in

months, the most frequent was every 3 months, and the least frequent

was every 12 months, with the average frequency being every 6.60

months(S.E.=1.06). In terms of contact from father, 63.8% (n = 187)

of children said they received contact often, 29.4% (n = 86) received

contact sometimes, and only 0.3% (n = 1) never received contact.

Regarding the caregiver of the LBC, 57.0% (n = 167) were cared for

by their father or mother, and 43.0% (n = 126) were cared for by

their grandparents or others.

[Table 5-1-1] Respondents’ Socio-Demographic Characteristics (for LBCs)
Variables Total

Frequency

(n=293)

Percentage

(100%)

LBC categories LBC(1=Father or mother migr
ant)

217 74.1

LBC(2=Parents both migrant) 76 25.9

Gender Girls 167 57.0

Boys 126 43.0

Age 9 3 1.0

10 29 9.9

11 63 21.5

12 60 20.5

13 93 31.7

14 38 13.0

15 6 2.1

16 1 .3

Mean=12.21(S.E.= 1.32)

Numbers of 1 27 9.2

2 204 69.6
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siblings 3 52 17.7

4 8 2.7

others 2 0.6

Ranking in

sibling

1 159 54.3

2 114 38.9

3 18 6.1

4 2 .7

Family

Type

Original families 281 95.9

Others 12 4.1

Pocket

money

<1 60 20.5

1~2 133 45.4

3~5 70 23.9

6~10 17 5.8

10~15 10 3.4

>15 3 1.0

Family

income

Less than 10,000 36 12.3

10,000-30,000 112 38.2

30,000-50,000 68 23.2

50,000-100,000 64 21.9

100,000 or more 13 4.4

Father’s

Education level

Basic education 241 82.3

Higher education 52 17.7

Mother’s

Education level

Basic education 262 89.4

Higher education 31 10.6

Timing of father
migrant

Age___ Minimum=1.0

Maximum=13.0

Mean=5.45

(S.E.= 3.07)

Frequency of

parents Backing
home

___Months Minimum=3.0

Maximum=12.0

Mean=6.60

(S.E.= 1.06)
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Contact from

father

①never 1 .3
②very little 19 6.5
③sometimes 86 29.4
④often 187 63.8

Mean=3.57(S.E.= 0.63)

Caregiver Mother or Father 167 57.0
Grandparents or others 126 43.0
Total 293 100.0

5.2. Descriptive Statistics of the Major Variables

The major variables of the present study included 1) social-

emotional development, 2)child neglect, and 3) relationships in school.

Table 5-2A presents the M, SD of all major variables and their

sub-scales measured in the present study for all children. Skewness is

a measure of symmetry, kurtosis is a measure of whether the data

are heavy-tailed or light-tailed relative to a normal distribution. The

values for asymmetry and kurtosis between -2 and +2 are considered

acceptable in order to prove normal univariate distribution (George &

Mallery, 2010).

In the present study, for all children(see Table 5-2A), the mean

score for social-emotional development was 75.60(SD = 10.72), when

we see from the sub-scale of social-emotional development perspective,

the mean scores of self-esteem, resilience and life satisfaction were

27.08 (SD=3.89), 39.19 (SD=7.37), 9.32 (SD=2.09) respectively.

The mean score for child neglect was 96.40 (SD = 18.70).In

terms of the sub-scales of child neglect, the mean score of PHN,

EMN, MEN, EDN and SAN were 22.48 (SD=4.46), 32.18 (SD=7.35),

8.64 (SD=3.09), 22.37 (SD=5.06) and 10.73 (SD=3.17) respectively.

The mean scores of all children’s peer relationship and teacher-

student relationship were 42.35 (SD=6.84), and 18.56 (SD=4.27).
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[Table 5-2A] Descriptive Statistics of Major Variables (for all children)

*p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed) DV: dependent variables, IV: independent
variables, MV: moderating variables

For LBCs(see Table 5-2B), the average score of social-emotional

development was 75.43(SD = 10.49). From the sub-scales of social-

emotional development, the average score of self-esteem, resilience

and life satisfaction were 26.91 (SD=3.90), 39.15 (SD=7.10), and 9.38

(SD=2.11). The average score of child neglect was 96.18(SD = 18.44).

To see the sub-scales of child neglect, the average score of PHN,

EMN, MEN, EDN, and SAN were 22.35 (SD=4.31), 32.13 (SD=7.34),

8.66 (SD=3.13), 22.48 (SD=5.15), 10.55 (SD=3.06).

The average score for peer relationship was 42.85 (SD = 6.91)

and the average score of teacher-student relationship was 18.86 (SD

= 4.16) for LBCs.

Variables M SD Skewness Kurtosis

DV Social Emotional Development 75.60 10.72 -.16(.11) .07(.22)
Self-esteem 27.08 3.89 -.11(.11) -.17(.22)
Resilience 39.19 7.37 -.28(.11) .39(.22)
Life satisfaction 9.32 2.09 -.79(.11) .28(.22)

IV Child Neglect 96.40 18.70 .53(.11) -.04(.22)
PHN 22.48 4.46 .38(.11) -.09(.22)
EMN 32.18 7.35 .62(.11) .92(.22)
MEN 8.64 3.09 .74(.11) -.28(.22)
EDN 22.37 5.06 .42(.11) -.05(.22)
SAN 10.73 3.17 .77(.11) .68(.22)

MV Relationships in school
Peer-relationship 42.35 6.84 -.28(.11) -.33(.22)
Teacher-student relationship 18.56 4.27 -.79(.11) .26(.22)
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[Table 5-2B] Descriptive Statistics of Major Variables (for LBCs)

*p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed) DV: dependent variables, IV: independent
variables, MV: moderating variables

5.3. Correlation Matrix of Major Variables

Pearson coefficients were used to analyze the correlation between

major variables for all children (Table 5-3A) and just LBCs (Table 5-

3B). The correlation matrix computes the correlation coefficients of the

columns of a matrix, displaying the existence of relations, size of

correlations, and direction of correlations (positive or negative) among

all the variables (Guilford, 1957; Choi, 2008 cited in Lee, 2011).

If the coefficients were in excess of 0.8, then there could be

multicollinearity between variables (Gujarati, 2010). However, the

degree of the coefficients in this study were not that high between

major variables. Moreover, the result of the tolerance test, which is

generally used to detect multicollinearity, indicated that the possibility

of multicollinearity was very small. This is because variance inflation

factors (VIF) of major variables, which should not exceed 10, ranged

from 1.015 to 1.766 when analyzed for all children, and from 1.074 to

1.826 when analyzed for just LBCs.

Variables M SD Skewness Kurtosis
DV Social Emotional Development 75.43 10.49 -.04(.14) .07(.28)

Self-esteem 26.91 3.90 -.12(.14) -.13(.28)
Resilience 39.15 7.10 -.04(.14) .11(28)
Life satisfactions 9.38 2.11 -.73(.14) .10(.28)

IV Child Neglect 96.18 18.44 .61(.14) .21(.28)
PHN 22.35 4.31 .37(.14) .05(.28)
EMN 32.13 7.34 .76(.14) 1.38(.28)
MEN 8.66 3.13 .76(.14) -.24(.28)
EDN 22.48 5.15 .50(.14) .24(.28)
SAN 10.55 3.06 .84(.14) 1.05(.28)

MV Relationships in school
Peer-relationship 42.85 6.91 -.25(.14) -.32(.28)
Teacher-student relationship 18.86 4.16 -.74(.14) .11(.28)
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[Table 5-3A] Correlation Coefficients for All Children
SED LBC GDR AGE NSL RSL PMY FTY FIM FED MED CNG PER TSR

SED 1

LBC -.097* 1

GDR -0.004 -0.028 1

AGE .151** -.173** 0.039 1

NSL 0.037 0.013 -.168** -.128** 1

RSL -0.033 0.015 .167** -.198** .417** 1

PMY 0.070 -.230** -0.035 .325** -0.055 -0.052 1

FTY 0.003 -0.008 -0.059 0.002 -0.008 -0.011 -0.027 1

FIM .179** -.125** .140** .126** 0.001 -0.014 .152** -0.074 1

FED 0.083 -.252** 0.089 0.071 -.093* -0.068 .118** 0.016 .150** 1

MED 0.051 -.299** 0.075 .091* -.117* -.101* .126** 0.041 .167** .448** 1

CNG -.488** .090* 0.056 -.191** -0.007 0.037 -0.043 0.012 -.179** -0.063 -.107* 1

PER .453** -0.028 -0.070 0.031 0.048 -0.007 -0.040 -0.023 0.067 0.061 0.057 -.507** 1

TSR .376** 0.006 -.160** -0.022 .119** 0.037 -0.008 0.048 0.034 0.035 0.052 -.407** .585** 1

*p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed)
Note: SED: social-emotional development, LBC: left-behind children (0=No,
1=Yes), GDR: gender, AGE: age, NSL: number of siblings, RSL: ranking in
siblings, PMY: daily pocket money, FTY: family type, FIM: family income,
FED: father’s education level, MED:mother’s education level, CNG: child
neglect, PER: peer relationships, TSR: teacher-student relationships
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[Table 5-3B] Correlation Coefficients for LBCs
SED LBC GDR AGE NSL RSL PMY FTY FIM FED MED FTM BHM FCT CGR CNG PER TSR

SED 1
LBC -.149* 1
GDR 0.009 -0.042 1
AGE .169** 0.090 0.103 1
NSL 0.049 -0.088 -.194** -.161** 1
RSL -0.005 -.236** .171** -.204** .381** 1
PMY 0.066 0.058 -0.020 .383** -0.015 -0.050 1
FTY -0.045 -0.004 -0.075 0.046 0.001 -0.010 -0.025 1
FIM .166** 0.060 .137* .164** 0.016 -0.010 .118* -0.098 1
FED .120* -0.010 0.030 0.076 -.142* -0.051 0.032 -0.096 .155** 1
MED 0.036 0.075 0.037 0.114 -.152** -0.026 0.096 -0.015 0.112 .305** 1
FTM -0.050 -.139* 0.095 .178** -0.052 0.034 0.040 .133* 0.002 0.000 0.067 1
BHM -0.028 .161** 0.098 -0.029 -.143* -.154** -0.084 -0.022 0.008 0.006 -0.022 -0.101 1
FCT .210** -.174** -0.004 0.006 -0.018 -0.088 .117* -.131* .132* 0.064 0.025 0.101 -0.061 1
CGR -0.043 .634** -0.030 0.077 -0.069 -.194** 0.014 0.064 0.028 0.030 0.082 -.142* 0.085 -.125* 1
CNG -.460** .124* 0.061 -.117* -0.023 -0.009 0.023 0.025 -.133* -.128* -0.072 -0.026 0.086 -.260** 0.040 1
PER .517** -0.114 -.135* 0.100 -0.008 0.014 0.051 -0.035 0.101 .132* 0.091 0.013 -0.008 .266** -0.017 -.612** 1
TSR .318** -0.102 -.144* -0.053 .139* 0.069 -0.035 0.007 0.018 0.099 .121* -0.037 -0.072 .215** 0.047 -.415** .543** 1
*p<.05, **p<.01 (two-tailed)
Note：SED: social-emotional development, LBC: left-behind child category (0 = father or mother migrant, 1 = parents both migrant), GDR: gender,
AGE: Age, NSL: number of siblings, RSL: ranking in siblings, PMY: daily pocket money, FTY: family type, FIM: family income level, FED: father’s
education level, MED: mother’s education level, FTM: father migrant timing, BHM: interval time back at home, FCT: father contact, CGR: caregiver,
CNG: child neglect, PER: peer relationships, TSR: teacher-student relationships
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5.4. Test of Hypotheses

5.4.1 Correlation Between LBC Status and Child Ne
glect

In order to compare the difference in rate and level of child

neglect between LBCs and non-LBCs, a t test(see Table 5-4-1A) were

conducted separately. To test Hypothesis 1, a hierarchical linear

regression analysis was conducted in which neglect level was

predicted by the main effects of LBC status at Model 1, sub-scales of

migrant at Model 2-1 (see Table 5-4-1B).

Additionally, a t test was done to compare child neglect level and

its 5 sub-scales for the LBC and non-LBC groups (Table-5-4-1A). In

this research, there was a significant difference in child neglect level

between the LBC and non-LBC groups (t=-1.981, p<.05). Analyzing for

the 5 sub-scales, the level of neglect was significantly higher for the

LBC group for PHN (t = -2.050, p < .05), MEN (t = -2.017, p < .05),

and EDN (t = -2.231, p < .05) than for the non-LBC group. However,

there was no significant difference between the two groups for the

other three sub-scales of child neglect.

[Table 5-4-1A] Difference in Child Neglect Level Between LBC and non-
LBC Groups

*p < .05, **p < .01 (two-tailed)

Variables LBC Categories Mean SD t p
Child neglect No 93.36 18.22 -1.981* .048

Yes 97.34 18.77
PHN No 21.73 4.16 -2.050* .041

Yes 22.71 4.53
EMN No 31.80 7.68 -.625 .533

Yes 32.30 7.26
MEN No 8.13 2.85 -2.017* .044

Yes 8.80 3.15
EDN No 21.45 4.87 -2.231* .026

Yes 22.66 5.09
SAN No 10.25 2.77 -1.821 .069

Yes 10.87 3.28
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LBC: left behind children, non-LBC: non-left behind children, PHN: physical
neglect, EMN: emotional neglect, MEN: medical neglect, EDN: educational
neglect, SAN: safety neglect

A hierarchical linear regression analysis was also conducted to

explore the relationship between LBC status and level of child neglect

and its sub-scales, as well as other relevant factors that predict

neglect level, after other socio-demographic variables were controlled

for in Model 1. Following Aiken and West (1991), child neglect level

was mean centered using non-LBC as a reference set and LBC status

and sub-scales of neglect as dummy variables, which avoids

multicollinearity.

Table 5-4-1B shows the hierarchical linear regression analysis. R-

squared is a goodness-of-fit measure for linear regression models.

This statistic indicates the percentage of the variance in the dependent

variable that the independent variables explain collectively. Beta (β )

often is the standardized regression coefficient(Steel & Torrie, 1960;

Glantz, Stanton & Slinker, 1990; Draper & Smith, 1998). In the

hierarchical linear regression analysis of child neglect level, the R2 of

Model 2-1 was higher than that of Model 2. As Model 2 shows, there

were three socio-demographic variables that had statistical significance

in the prediction of child neglect level. They are gender, age, and

family income level (β = -.161, p < .01). The mean of neglect level

was higher for boys than for girls (( β = .096, p < .05)). With

increase in age, the mean of child neglect level was reduced by

2.560 (β = -.187, p < .001). Family income level negatively affected

child neglect level; for each increase in income level, the mean value

of child neglect level was decreased by 2.745, while other control

variables did not have statistical significance.

However, LBC status as an independent variable did not have
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statistical significance. This means that there was no statistically

significant difference in child neglect level, regardless of if the child

was an LBC or not (Model 2).

Next, child neglect level was predicted by type of LBC (Model 2-

A), using non-LBC as a reference and dummy variable. The results

showed that the degree of neglect was higher for LBC2(both parents

migrant) at 5.607 ( β = .122, p < .05) than both non-LBC and

LBC1(only father or mother migrant). There was no statistically

significant difference between LBC1 and non-LBC. The results of the

other control variables were consistent with Model 2.

[Table 5-4-1B] Hierarchical Regression for Child Neglect Level for All
Children

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 2-A
B

(S.E)
β B

(S.E)
β B

(S.E)
β

Gender (0:girl, 1: boy) 3.597
(1.785)

.096* 3.594
(1.786)

.096* 3.741
(1.775)

.100*

Age -2.605
(.660)

-.190*** -2.560
(.664)

-.187*** -2.553
(.659)

-
.186*
**

Numbers of siblings -.420
(1.477)

-.014 -.389
(1.478)

-.013 -.474
(1.469)

-.016

Ranking in siblings -.511
(1.486)

-.018 -.480
(1.487)

-.017 .232
(1.501)

.008

Pocket money .909
(.776)

.056 .991
(.786)

.061 .931
(.781)

.057

Family type
(0: Original family, 1: other
s)

.894
(3.823)

.010 .905
(3.825)

.011 .398
(3.804)

.005

Family income -2.764
(.787)

-.163*** -2.745
(.788)

-.161** -2.808
(.783)

-
.165*
**

Fathers’ education level
(0: Basic education, 1: High
er education)

-.343
(2.127)

-.008 -.158
(2.145)

-.004 .071
(2.133)

.002

Mothers’ education level
(0: Basic education, 1: High
er education)

-3.753
(2.441)

-.077 -3.411
(2.493)

-.070 -3.849
(2.481)

-.079

LBC status
(0: NO, 1: YES)

1.457
(2.122) .033
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*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (two-tailed)
Model 1: Social-demographic, Model 2: LBC status and child neglect, Model
2-A: LBC categories and child neglect

5.4.2 Relationship Between Child Neglect and
Social-Emotional Development

In order to test Hypotheses 2, hierarchical regression analysis was

performed on social-emotional development, using the three blocks of

predictors to examine the amount of variance accounted for by each

block in Model l. Analysis was conducted for all children and for LBCs

only.

For all children, the regression equations of Model 1, Model 2

and Model 2-1 were as follows:

LBC
categories

LBC=Dummy
V1

(Father or mother
migrated)

-.275
(2.203)

-.007

LBC=Dummy
V2

(Parents both migrated)

5.607
(2.606)

.122*

Constant
37.977***

(8.752)
35.835***

(9.296)
35.239***

(9.236)
F 4.336*** 3.945*** 4.302***
R2 .077 .078 .092

Adjust R2 .059 .058 .071
△R2 .077 .001 .015
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Model 1: Y = α + b1D1 + b2D2 + b3X3 + b4X4 + b5X5 + b6X6 + b7D7 + b
8X8 + b9D9 +b10D10

Model 2: Y = α + b1D1 + b2D2 + b3X3 + b4X4 + b5X5 + b6X6 + b7D7 +

b8X8 + b9D9 +b10D10 +b11X11 + ε1

Model 2-A: Y = α + b1D1 + b2D2-i + b3X3 + b4X4 + b5X5 + b6X6 + b7D7

+ b8X8 + b9D9 +b10D10 + b11-iX11-i + ε2
Y: social-emotional development (cSED)
D1: gender (0: girl, 1: boy)
D2: LBC status (Dummy V1: Father or mother migrant, Dummy V2: Parents
both migrant )
X3 : age
X4: number of siblings
X5: ranking in siblings
X6: pocket money
D7: family type (0: original family, 1: others)
X8: family income
D9: father’s education level (0: basic education, 1: higher education)
D10: mother’s education level (0: basic education, 1: higher education)
X11: child neglect level (cCNG)
X11-i: sub-scales of child neglect (i = 1~6)
X11-1: physical neglect (cPHN), X11-2: emotional neglect (cEMN),
X11-3: medical neglect (cMEN), X11-4: educational neglect (cEDN),
X11-5: safety neglect (cSAN)
[Figure 5-1] Equations for Models 1, 2, and 2-A.

The results for all children are displayed in Table 5-4-2A. In the

socio-demographic model (Model 1 for all children), socio-demographic

variables were regressed on social-emotional development. The 10

socio-demographic variables explained 5.8% of the variance on social-

emotional development.

As presented from Model 1 in Table 5-4-2A, gender, number of

siblings, ranking in siblings, pocket money, family type, and father’s

and mother’ s education level did not have a statistically significant

effect on social-emotional development. The variables LBC2(β = -.159,

p < .01) was found to have statistically significant negative correlations

with social-emotional development. And variables age (β = .126, p
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< .05) and family income (β = .162, p < .01) were found to have

statistically significant positive correlations with social-emotional

development.

Specifically, compared to Non-LBCs, the social-emotional

development of children whose parents are both migrant workers is

lower than 4.202 (S.E. =1.504).With each yearly increase in age,

social-emotional development increased by .998(S.E. =.380). Also, the

higher family income level were correlated with increases in the mean

value of social-emotional development by 1.575(S.E. =.452), while the

other variables held constant (B = -16.447, p < .01). The independent

variables model included a set of socio-demographic variables and two

kinds of independent variables in the regression equation. These were

child neglect level and its five sub-scales, presented in Model 2 and

Model 2-A, respectively.

In Model 2 for all children, child neglect level was found to have

a significant negative relationship with social-emotional development (β

= -.452, p < .001). Child neglect level increased the explanatory

power of the regression equation by 18.5% in Model 1. The variables

of LBC categories (2: both parents migrant) and family income level

still showed statistically significant association with social-emotional

development (β = -.104, p < .05; β = .087, p < .05) in Model 2.

There was a slight reduction in the strength of association in Model 2

compared to Model 1. Furthermore, the statistically significant

association of age in Model 1 disappeared in Model 2.

Model 2-A for all children was compared with Model 1. After child

neglect level was replaced with its five sub-scales, an increase of

18.8% in the explanatory power of the regression equation from Model

1 was observed. The variables of LBC categories (2: both parents

migrant) and family income level still showed statistically significant



1５９

association with social-emotional development (β = -.103, p < .05; β

= .093, p < .05) in Model 2-A. There was a slight reduction in the

strength of association in Model 2-A compared to Model 1. Similarly,

the significant association of age on social-emotional development

disappeared. When analyzing the relationship of child neglect on

social-emotional development, the five sub-scales of child neglect

(Model 2-A, R2 = .268) showed higher explanatory power of the

regression equation than child neglect level (Model 2, R2 = .246).

The five sub-scales of child neglect level were analyzed for their

relationship with social-emotional development, as seen in Model 2-A.

Table 5-4-2A shows that only EMN (β = -.177, p < .01) and SAN (β

= -.125, p < .05) were shown to be risk factors for social-emotional

development. The other three sub-scales of child neglect level (e.g.

EMN, MEN, EDN) showed no statistically significant correlation with

social-emotional development.

Because the other control variables had similar effects, the five

sub-scales of child neglect level were also used to focused analyze

the third hypothesis for LBCs.

[Table 5-4-2A] Hierarchical Regression on Social Emotional Development
for All Children

Variables
All children’s social emotional development
Model 1 Model 2 Model 2-A
B

(S.E)
β B

(S.E)
β B

(S.E)
β

Gender (0:girl, 1: boy) -.535
(1.024)

-.025 .434
(.921)

.020 .397
(.929)

.018

LBC (1: Father or mother
migrated)

-.049
(1.271)

-.002 -.120
(1.137)

-.006 -.122
(1.141)

-.006

LBC(2: Parents both migr
ated)

-4.202
(1.504)

-.159** -2.750
(1.352)

-.104* -2.714
(1.362)

-.103*

Age .988
(.380)

.126* .327
(.346)

.042 .299
(.362)

.038

Numbers of siblings 1.124
(.848)

.068 1.002
(.758)

.060 .980
(.763)

.059

Ranking in siblings -.951 -.058 -.891 -.054 -.865 -.052
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*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (two-tailed)
Model 1: social-demographic, Model 2: child neglect level, Model 2-A: sub-
scales of child neglect

Next, the relationship between child neglect and social-emotional

development was tested for the LBC group (Table 5-4-2B). In Model 1,

socio-demographic variables were regressed on social-emotional

development. The 14 socio-demographic variables explained 9.0% of

the variance on social-emotional development in the LBC group.

As presented from Model 1, gender, number of siblings, ranking in

siblings, pocket money, family type, family income, father’s and

mother’s education level, timing of father’s migrant, frequency of

parents’ returns home, and caregiver did not have any statistically

significant effect on social-emotional development (Table 5-4-2b). The

(.866) (.775) (.779)
Pocket money -.036

(.451)
-.004 .205

(.404)
.022 .246

(.409)
.026

Family type .995
(2.195)

.020 1.098
(1.964)

.022 .993
(1.972)

.020

Family income 1.575
(.452)

.162** .848
(.410)

.087* .903
(.413)

.093*

Fathers’ education 1.139
(1.231)

.047 1.158
(1.101)

.047 1.169
(1.107)

.048

Mothers’ education -.224
(1.432)

-.008 -1.220
(1.284)

-.044 -1.259
(1.291)

-.045

Child neglect
(cChild neglect)

-.259
(.024)

-.452***

Physical neglect
(cPHN)

-.112
(.136)

-.047

Emotional neglect
(cEMN)

-.258
(.085)

-.177**

Medical neglect
(cMEN)

-.308
(.215)

-.089

Educational neglect
(cEDN)

-.259
(.132)

-.122

Safety neglect
(cSAN)

-.422
(.181)

-.125*

Constant -16.447
(5.330)

-7.322
( 4.842)

-7.199
(4.987)

F 3.691*** 14.019*** 10.552***
R2 .080 .265 .268

Adjust R2 .058 .246 .242
△R2 .080 .185 .188
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variables LBC category, age, and contact from father were found to

have statistically significant associations with social-emotional

development.

Specific, LBC category was found to have a significant negative

association with social-emotional development (β = -.197, p < .01).

Both parents are migrant the LBC with only one parent migrated for

work, their social-emotional development is lower 4.704. With each

yearly increase in age, social-emotional development increased by

1.606 (β = .202, p < .01). More frequent contact (such as they said

‘often’ than those they said ‘sometimes’ from the father increased the

social-emotional development by 3.002 (β = .180, p < .01), while the

other variables held constant (B = -24.235, p < .001).

The independent variables model included a set of socio-

demographic variables and two kinds of independent variables in the

regression equation. These were child neglect level and its five sub-

scales, presented in Model 2 and Model 2-A, respectively. The

independent variable model included a set of socio-demographic

variables, child neglect level, and its five sub-scales separately in the

regression equation.

In Model 2 for LBCs, child neglect level was found to have a

significant negative association with social-emotional development (β =

-.027, p < .001). Child neglect level increased the explanatory power

of the regression equation by 13.6% from Model 1 for LBCs. Analyze

from socio-demographic variables, LBC category and age still showed

a statistically significant association with social-emotional development

in Model 2 for LBCs (β = - .150, p < .05; β = .133, p < .05),

however, there was slight reduction in Model 2 in the strength of

association for LBCs from Model 1. While the other variables held
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constant (B = -15.478). Furthermore, the statistically significant

association between social-emotional development and contact from

father in Model 1 disappeared in Model 2.

Model 2-A for LBCs was also compared with Model 1. After

replacing child neglect level with its five sub-scales, an increase in the

explanatory power of the regression equation by 14.1% from Model 1

was observed. The variables LBC category (β = -.146, p < .05) and

age ( β = .150, p < .05), still showed a statistically significant

association with social-emotional development in Model 2-A. There was

a slight reduction in the strengths of association in Model 2-1

compared to Model 1.

Similarly, the significant association between contact from father

and social-emotional development disappeared. When analyzing the

relationship of child neglect on social-emotional development, Model 2-

A (R2 = .275) showed higher explanatory power of the regression

equation than Model 2 (R2 = .270).

Specifically, analyzing the relationship between the five sub-scales

of child neglect level and social-emotional development (Model 2-A),

only EMN (β = -.235, p < .01) was shown to be risk factors for poor

social-emotional development (Table 5-4-2B). The other sub-scales of

child neglect level (e.g. PHN, MEN, EDN & SAN) showed no

statistically significant correlation with social-emotional development.

[Table 5-4-2B] Hierarchical Regression on Social Emotional Development
for LBCs

Variables
LBCs’ social emotional development

Model 1 Model 2 Model 2-A

B
(S.E)

β B
(S.E)

β B
(S.E)

β

Gender (0:girl, 1: boy) -.247
(1.290)

-.012 .572
(1.192)

.027 .513
(1.206)

.024
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*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (two-tailed)
Model 1: social-demographic, Model 2: child neglect level, Model 2-A: sub-
scales of child neglect

LBC(0: father or mothe
r;

1: both parents migrant)

-4.704
(1.794)

-.197** -3.592
(1.657)

-.150* -3.485
(1.673)

-.146*

Age 1.606
(.513)

.202** 1.053
(.478)

.133* 1.194
(.507)

.150*

Numbers of siblings 1.180
(1.022)

.075 1.082
(.940)

.068 1.035
(.944)

.065

Ranking in siblings .035
(1.085)

.002 -.307
(.998)

-.019 -.316
(1.005)

-.019

Pocket money -.320
(.627)

-.031 .211
(.581)

.021 .289
(.589)

.028

Family type -.171
(3.057)

-.003 -.310
(2.811)

-.006 -.450
(2.835)

-.009

Family income 1.060
(.571)

.109 .711
(.527)

.073 .709
(.531)

.073

Fathers’ education 2.287
(1.640)

.083 1.378
(1.514)

.050 1.403
(1.529)

.051

Mothers’ education .063
(2.038)

.002 -.421
(1.875)

-.012 -.550
(1.890)

-.016

Father migrant timing -.388
(.202)

-.114 -.343
(.186)

-.100 -.337
(.187)

-.099

Backing home .113
(.574)

.011 .292
(.529)

.030 .354
(.535)

.036

Father contact 3.002
(.985)

.180** 1.360
(.934)

.082 1.394
(.946)

.084

Caregiver 1.520
(1.547)

.072 1.078
(1.424)

.051 1.019
(1.431)

.048

Child neglect
(cChild neglect)

-.226
(.031)

.027***

Physical neglect
(cPHN)

-.096
(.176)

-.039

Emotional neglect
(cEMN)

-.336
(.109)

-.235**

Medical neglect
(cMEN)

-.166
(.268)

-.050

Educational neglect
(cEDN)

-.128
(.164)

-.063

Safety neglect
(cSAN)

-.363
(.231)

-.106

Constant -24.235
(5.861)

-15.478
(5.581)

-22.730
(7.686)

F 3.059*** 6.823*** 5.439***
R2 .133 .270 .275

Adjust R2 .090 .230 .224
△R2 .133 .136 .141
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5.4.3 The Hierarchical Analysis of the Moderating
Effect of Peer and Teacher-Student Relationships
on Social-Emotional Development of LBCs (Model 3)

In order to test the moderating effect of peer and teacher-student

relationships on the association between child neglect and social-

emotional development, hierarchical regression analysis was conducted,

entering the three blocks of predictors to examine the amount of

variance accounted for by each block. Control variables were entered

in Block 1, the independent variable child neglect were entered in

Block 2, and the interaction terms (child neglect × peer relationship;

child neglect × teacher-student relationship etc. ) were entered in

Block 3. Child neglect and peer and teacher-student relationships were

mean centered to avoid multicollinearity, and the interaction terms

were calculated on the basis of these mean-centered scores (Aiken &

West, 1991). The results are displayed as follows in Model 3-1 (see

Table 5-4-3A).

Model 3-2 refers to the moderating effect of peer and teacher-

student relationships on the association between the five sub-scales of

child neglect and social-emotional development (see Table 5-4-3B).

Similarly, the interaction terms were calculated on the basis of these

mean-centered scores (Aiken & West, 1991).



1６５

5.4.3.1 Analysis of the Moderating Effects of Peer
and Teacher-Student Relationships on the
Correlation Between Child Neglect and Social-
Emotional Development (Model 3-1)

Model 3-1A shows the results of peer relationship on the

correlation between child neglect and social-emotional development

(Table 5-4-3A). A significant model emerged from the results of this

step. The addition of child neglect and peer relationship significantly

increased the fit of the model. In this model, independent variables,

control variables, and adjustment variables explained 35.8% of the

dependent variable social-emotional development (F = 9.018, p < .001,

adjusted R2 = .318).

From the significance of the regression coefficient, child neglect

(β = -.212, p < .01) was significantly negatively associated with

social-emotional development. This means that the higher the level of

child neglect, the lower the social-emotional development. Peer

relationship (β = .368, p < .001) was shown to be significantly

positively associated with social-emotional development. This means

that the higher the peer relationship, the higher the social-emotional

development. Thus, peer relationship can be considered protective

factors (Table 5-4-3A).

The result is consistent with this, statistical significance was

shown for the interactive terms ( β = - .099, p < .05), partly

supported Hypothesis 3-1. Therefore, the moderating effects of peer

was statistically significant.

Model 3-1B shows the results of teacher-student relationship on

the correlation between child neglect and social-emotional development

(Table 5-4-3A). A significant model emerged from the results of this

step. The addition of child neglect and peer relationship significantly
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increased the fit of the model. In this model, independent variables,

control variables, and adjustment variables explained 29.7% of the

dependent variable social-emotional development (F = 6.823, p < .001,

adjusted R2 = .253).

From the significance of the regression coefficient, child neglect

(β = -.344, p < .001) was significantly negatively associated with

social-emotional development. This means that the higher the level of

child neglect, the lower the social-emotional development. Teacher-

student relationship ( β = .169, p < .01) was shown to be

significantly positively associated with social-emotional development.

This means that the higher the teacher-student relationship, the higher

the social-emotional development. Thus, peer relationship can be

considered protective factors (Table 5-4-3A).

However, no statistical significance was shown for the reaction

terms, rejecting Hypothesis 3-1 partly. Therefore, the moderating

effects of teacher-student relationship was not statistically significant.

Therefore, only part of Hypothesis 3-1 was supported.
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[Table 5-4-3A] Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyzing Moderating
Effects of Peer and Teacher-Student Relationships on the Negative
Correlation Between Child Neglect and Social-Emotional Development for
LBCs

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 (two-tailed)
Model 1: socio-demographic model, Model 3-A: child neglect level and peer
relationship, Model 3-B: child neglect level and teacher-student relationship
CNG: Child neglect PHN: Physical neglect EMN: Emotional neglect MEN:
Medical neglect EDN: Educational neglect SAN: Safety neglect PER：

Peer relationship TSR: Teacher-student relationship

Variables
Relationship between C
NG and SED, with PER
as a Moderator

Relationship between CN
G and SED, with TSR a
s a Moderator

Model 3-1A Model 3-1B
B S.E. β B S.E. β

Gender (0:girl, 1: boy) 1.727 1.138 .082 1.082 1.185 .051
LBC (0: father or mother
1: parents both migrant)

-2.771 1.566 -.116 -2.916 1.646 -.122

Age .931 .451 .117* 1.198 .474 .151*
Numbers of siblings 1.431 .886 .090 .973 .934 .061
Ranking in siblings -.716 .944 -.044 -.448 .985 -.027

Pocket money .112 .548 .011 .226 .573 .022
Family type .280 2.651 .005 .105 2.789 .002

Family income .661 .496 .068 .707 .520 .073
Fathers’ education 1.109 1.426 .040 1.256 1.492 .046
Mothers’ education -.816 1.766 -.024 -.873 1.862 -.026

Timing of father’s migrant -.300 .176 -.088 -.304 .183 -.089

Backing home .047 .500 .005 .358 .522 .036
Contact from father .576 .888 .035 1.162 .933 .070

Caregiver .334 1.349 .016 .280 1.424 .013
CNG -.121 .036 -.212** -.195 .033 -.344***

PER .558 .096 .368***
CNG*PER -.007 .003 -.099*

TSR .425 .149 .169**
CNG*TSR -.013 .007 -.100
Constant 16.741 6.997 -22.103 7.374

F 9.018*** 6.823***
R2 .358 .297

Adjust R2 .318 .253
△R2 .088 .027
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5.4.3.2 Analysis of the Moderating Effects of Peer
and Teacher-Student Relationships on the
Correlation Between the Five Sub-Scales of Child
Neglect and Social-Emotional Development (Model
3-2)

In Model 3-2A, the independent variables, control variables, and

moderating variables explained 36.2% of the dependent variable social-

emotional development (F = 6.056, p < .001, adjusted R2 = .302), as

shown in Table 5-4-3B.

The significance of the regression coefficient was used to examine

the independent variables. Among the five sub-scales of child neglect,

no statistical significance were found among the correlations with

social-emotional development in this moderating effect model.

Peer relationship (β= .376, p < .001) was found to be positively

significantly associated with social-emotional development. This means

that the higher the peer relationship, the higher the social-emotional

development. Therefore, peer relationship can be considered protective

factors (Table 5-4-3B).

However, the interaction between five sub-scales and peer

relationship were not statistically significant, indicating that peer

relationship has no moderating effect on the association between five

sub-scales of child neglect and social-emotional development for LBCs.

Therefore, it cannot be concluded that peer relationships have a

moderating effect on the correlation between sub-scales of child

neglect and social-emotional development. Therefore, part of

Hypothesis 3-2 was rejected.

In Model 3-2B, the independent variables, control variables, and

moderating variables explained 31.3% of the dependent variable social-

emotional development (F = 4.861, p < .001, adjusted R2 = .248), as
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shown in Table 5-4-3B.

The significance of the regression coefficient was used to examine

the independent variables. Among the five sub-scales of child neglect,

only EMN (β = -.216, p < .01) was significantly negatively associated

with social-emotional development. This means that the higher the

emotional neglect level, the lower the social-emotional development.

The other five sub-scales of child neglect showed no statistically

significant correlation with social-emotional development in this

moderating effect model.

And teacher-student relationship (β = .180, p < .01) was found to

be positively significantly associated with social-emotional development.

This means that the higher teacher-student relationship, the higher the

social-emotional development. Therefore, teacher-student relationships

can be considered protective factor (Table 5-4-3).

However, the interaction between EMN and teacher-student

relationship ( β = -.051, p > .05) was not statistically significant,

indicating that teacher-student relationships have no moderating effect

on the negative impact of EMN on social-emotional development for

LBCs. In addition, the interaction terms of teacher-student relationship

and PHN, MEN, EDN, SAN were also not statistically significant, and

the independent variables PHN, MEN, EDN, SAN also did not have a

significant effect on the dependent variable. Therefore, it cannot be

concluded that teacher-student relationship has a moderating effect on

the correlations between five sub-scales of child neglect and social-

emotional development. Therefore, Hypothesis 3-2 was rejected.
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[Table 5-4-3B] Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyzing Moderating
Effects of Peer and Teacher-student Relationships on the Correlation
Between sub-scales of Child Neglect and Social-Emotional Development
for LBCs

Variables
Relationship between sub-
scales of CNG and SED,
with PER as a Moderator

Relationship between su
b-scales of CNG and S
ED, with TSR as a Mo

derator
Model 3-2A Model 3-2B

B S.E β B S.E β
Gender (0:girl, 1: boy) 1.486 1.191 .070 1.160 1.209 .055

LBC (0: father or mother;
1: parents both migrant)

-2.728 1.595 -.114 -2.905 1.671 -.122

Age 1.101 .486 .139* 1.340 .512 .169**
Numbers of siblings 1.363 .905 .086 .792 .943 .050
Ranking in siblings -.662 .971 -.041 -.398 .994 -.024

Pocket money .136 .561 .013 .247 .580 .024
Family type .160 2.736 .003 -.281 2.813 -.005

Family income .655 .512 .068 .785 .530 .081
Fathers’ education level 1.178 1.467 .043 1.046 1.517 .038
Mothers’ education level -.887 1.804 -.026 -1.125 1.887 -.033

Timing of Father’s migrant -.321 .179 -.094 -.328 .188 -.096

Backing home .123 .513 .012 .419 .527 .042
Contact from father .580 .913 .035 1.167 .945 .070

Caregiver .349 1.388 .016 .261 1.442 .012

IV

Physical neglect
(cPHN)

-.122 .170 -.050 -.140 .175 -.058

Emotional neglect
(cEMN)

-.210 .108 -.147 -.308 .109 -
.216**

Medical neglect
(cMEN)

-.021 .268 -.006 -.079 .275 -.023

Educational neglect
(cEDN)

-.053 .160 -.026 -.125 .166 -.062

Safety neglect
(cSAN)

-.076 .236 -.022 -.216 .233 -.063

MV1 PER .570 .100 .376***

IT

PER*PHN -5.038 .025 .000
PER*EMN -.014 .014 -.077
PER*MEN 1.892 .039 .000
PER*EDN .006 .023 .021
PER*SAN -.028 .032 -.064

MV2 TSR .454 .155 .180**

IT

TSR*PHN .071 .041 .130
TSR*EMN -.016 .022 -.051
TSR*MEN -.048 .061 -.064
TSR*EDN -.013 .035 -.029
TSR*SAN -.092 .054 -.117
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Model 1: socio-demographic model, Model 3-2A: peer relationship and sub-
scales of child neglect, Model 3-2B: teacher-student relationship and sub-
scales of child neglect
IV: Independent variables DV: Dependent variables MV: Moderate variables
IT: Interactive term CNG: Child neglect PHN: Physical neglect EMN:
Emotional neglect MEN: Medical neglect EDN: Educational neglect SAN:
Safety neglect SON: Social neglect PER: Peer relationship TSR:
Teacher-student relationship

Constant -18.796 7.429 -23.893 7.761

F 6.056*** 4.861***
R2 .362 .313

Adjust R2 .302 .248
△R2 .011 .038



1７２

Chapter 6. CONCLUSION

6.1. Summary of Findings

It is a common phenomenon in China for adults in rural areas to

migrate to cities in search of employment opportunities. When these

migrants are parents, their children are “left behind,” typically in the

care of the other parent, or, if both parents migrate, then with

grandparents or other extended relatives. The Chinese government has

recently expressed concern about left-behind children (LBC)(All-China

Women's Federation, 2013; China Government Network, 2016), who

according to existing research often face issues such as abuse and

neglect, leading to behavioral problems and bad

relationships(Bernardini & Jenkins, 2002; Choi, 2007). Although there

are many studies about child neglect, including the factors that

influence neglect and the impacts of neglect on mental health and

interpersonal relationships, few have so far studied the effects

specifically in the context of China’s LBC, who are typically assumed

to be neglected.

This study therefore sought to close that research gap. It

examined LBCs’ relationships in school, and found that when their

parents migrated to cities, peer and student-teacher relationships could

serve as a complement to family relationships, providing LBCs’ with

positive support(Jingxin Zhao, Xia Liu & Meifang Wang, 2015). We

therefore argue that it is necessary to examine the moderating effects

of peer and student-teacher relationships on the association between

child neglect and social-emotional development, at least in the context

of LBCs.

The present study examined three research questions (RQs):
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RQ1: Are LBCs more, less, or equally likely to experience neglect

as non-LBCs?

RQ2: What is the relationship between child neglect, it’s sub-

scales of child neglect and social-emotional development in LBCs?

RQ3: What are the moderating effects of peer and student-teacher

relationships on the association between child neglect and social-

emotional development among LBCs?

The participants in our study were 479 fourth- to eighth-grade

children, including both LBCs (n=366, 76.4%%) and non-LBCs (n=113,

23.6%), in rural China. Among 366 LBCs, after deleted missing values

of LBC-related control variables, 293 was analyzed. Of the 293 LBCs,

there are 217(74.1%), only one of their parents migrate, and there are

76(25.9), both of their parents migrate to work. We analyzed our

results using multiple regression analysis to test the hypotheses.

We formulated the following hypotheses:

H1-1: The child neglect level of LBCs will be higher than that of

non-LBCs.

H1-2: When comparing from LBC categories perspective, the child

neglect level of children whose two parents migrate are higher than

those of only one parent migrate.

H2: Child neglect will negatively affect social emotional

development, the higher the child neglect level, the lower the social

emotional development will be .

H3-1:Child neglect will negatively affect social emotional

development, the higher the child neglect level, the lower the social

emotional development will be .

H3-2: Peer relationship, teacher-student relationship will have a

moderating effect between the sub-scales of child neglect and social

emotional development.
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For RQ1, t-tests were used to compare the rates and types of

child neglect (e.g., physical neglect, medical neglect, and educational

neglect) between LBCs and non-LBCs and significant differences was

found in child neglect level between the LBCs and non-LBCs. And

from the five sub-scales, the level of child neglect was significantly

higher for the LBC group in PHN, MEN and EDN than those for the

non-LBC group. However, hierarchical regression analysis founded that

LBC status(0: No, 1: Yes) was not associated with child neglect when

most other variables were controlled for. However, when we included

dummy variables that accounted for whether both or only one parent

had migrated, we found that children whose parents had both

migrated experienced higher level of neglect than non-LBCs. Hence,

our first hypothesis (H1) was partially supported.

Concerning RQ2, we found that child neglect had a statistically

significant negative effect on social-emotional development among all-

children and LBCs. In contrast, sociodemographic factors, whether one

or both parents had migrated, age, the frequency of contact from

migrant fathers were all found to have a statistically significant

association with LBCs’ social-emotional development. Among all-

children group and LBC group had similar results. Therefore, our

second hypothesis (H2) was supported.

Finally, for RQ3, when we looked at the overall relationship

between neglect and social-emotional development among LBCs, we

found that student-teacher relationship had no significant moderating

effect. Only that peer relationship played the role of significant

moderating effect. However, when we examined the sub-scales of

child neglect, peer relationships were not found to be significant

predictors of emotional neglect and reduced social-emotional

development. Therefore, H3-1 was partially supported but H3-2 was
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rejected.

A summary of our results based on the given hypotheses is

displayed in Table 6-1.

[Table 6-1] Summary of hypotheses and results
RQ1. Is child neglect level of LBC higher than that of non-LBC?

RQ1-1. Is child neglect level of LBCs higher than that of non-LBCs?

H1-1 The child neglect level of LBC will be higher than that of non-LBC. Rejected

RQ1-2. What’s the difference of child neglect level among different LBC categories?

H1-2

When comparing from LBC categories perspective, the child neglect le

vel of children whose two parents migrated are higher than those of o

nly one parent migrated.

Supported

RQ2. What is the relationship between child neglect, its sub-scales of child neglect and s

ocial emotional development?

H2-1

Child neglect will negatively affect social emotional development, the

higher the child neglect level, the lower the social emotional develop

ment will be .

Supported

H2-2

The sub-factors of child neglect, the higher PHN, EMN, MEN, EDN,

SAN, SON, the lower the social emotional development will be.

Partially

Supported

RQ3. Do peer and teacher-student relationships moderate the effect of different degrees

of child neglect level on social emotional development?

RQ3-1. Do peer and teacher-student relationships moderate the effect of child neglect on

social emotional development?

H3-1

Peer relationship, teacher-student relationship will have a moderating ef

fect between child neglect and social emotional development.

Partially

Supported

RQ3-2. Do peer and teacher-student relationships moderate the effect of sub-scales of chi

ld neglect on social emotional development?

H3-2

Peer relationship, teacher-student relationship will have a moderating ef

fect between the sub-scales of child neglect and social emotional deve

lopment.

Rejected
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6.2. Discussion

6.2.1 What influences the difference in neglect level
between LBC and non-LBC?

This section discusses the association between independent

variables (e.g., LBC vs. non-LBC status, timing of LBC’s fathers’

migration, etc.) and child neglect level. Although this study found no

statistically significant overall differences in child neglect level between

LBCs and non-LBCs. using a t-tests (Table 5-4-1A), there were

statistically significant differences on child neglect level and the sub-

scales measuring types of neglect (physical, medical, or educational

neglect). This indicates that care-taking was not enough to meet

LBC’s physical, medical, and educational needs.

More importantly, hierarchical regression analysis a specific subset

of LBC experienced statistically significant differences in child neglect

levels: as compared with non-LBC, children whose parents both

migrated experienced higher levels of neglect (Figure 2-1). This is

consistent with previous research results (e.g., Liu et al., 2010; Zhao,

Liu, & Wang, 2015). Moreover, a study by Pan et al. (2010), nearly

1/3 of LBC lived with grandparents, while 10.7% lived with other

relatives. It is reasonable to assume that LBC who lived with

(material)grandparents or other relatives did so because both parents

had migrated, which the present study found was a risk factor for

neglect. Since Pan et al. (2010) found that the majority of LBCs who

did not live with a parent lived with their grandparents.

Grandparents have relatively low levels of education, poor diets,

and old-fashioned methods of parenting. Regarding diet, specifically,

grandparents often only pay attention to satisfying children’s immediate
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dietary needs and demands, ignoring modern nutrition guidelines, often

resulting in children with anemia, low body weight, and short stature,

among other consequences. Educational neglect among LBCs who

lived with grandparents is also mainly due to grandparents’ low

education levels and the lack of timely guidance and education from

parents. These children’s learning opportunities are correspondingly

low and these children indicate weaker interest in learning. As a result,

these children are generally less educated, and most eventually

become migrant workers. Additionally, LBCs are constrained by the

basic medical conditions in rural areas and the generally poor

economic condition of LBCs’ families. Furthermore, grandparents ’

lack of basic modern medical knowledge and weak sense of modern

disease prevention and healthcare standards contribute to high medical

neglect rates; these children are sent to hospitals only when they

have a serious illness(Li, 2017).

The present study also used hierarchical regression analysis to

control for other independent variables to assess whether they affected

differences in child neglect levels between LBCs and non-LBCs.

Consistent with the study’s t-test result, most of these variables had

no statistically significant effects on child neglect level between LBCs

and non-LBCs (Figure 2). This contrasts with results from previous

studies, (e.g., Yang et al., 2014). However, this study’s hierarchical

regression analysis did find that the sociodemographic variables of

gender, age, and family income were significantly correlated with child

neglect level. Boys had higher levels of neglect than girls. This may

be due to traditional Chinese beliefs that boys should be stronger and

can endure hardship; caregivers may therefore be less concerned

about boys and more likely to neglect them. Overall, neglect level

decreased with age, potentially because older children require less
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care, if necessary, they will take the initiative to demand; therefore,

caregivers may be able to meet the needs of older children with less

effort, thus reducing the level of neglect. This negative correlation

between age and neglect has also been found in previous studies (Gu

et al., 2011; Zhong et al., 2012; Yang et al., 2014). Higher family

income levels were also correlated with lower level of neglect,

potentially suggesting that if migrant parents can increase their

families’ income, this can help mitigate the risk of neglect.

However, our findings are consistent with the results of research

by Tao et al. (2006), which found that compared with non-LBCs,

children whose parents both migrated for employment were at higher

risk of being emotionally neglected by a caregiver.

6.2.2 The relationship between child neglect and
social-emotional development among LBCs

As shown by Figure 2, child neglect negatively affected social-

emotional development among all children in our sample (Table 5-4-2A)

but was especially true for the LBCs (Table 5-4-2B). This finding is

consistent with previous studies (Zheng & Tao, 2001; Zhu, 2011; Han,

2012), which have found that neglected children have lower self-

esteem, less resilience, and lower life satisfaction, and will be risk of

stunted social-emotional development. In the present study, we used

the sub-scales of child neglect of children to analyze the effects of

different types of neglect on social-emotional development and found

that both emotional and safety neglect had statistically significant

negative effects on social-emotional development among all children

(both LBC and non-LBC). This means that the "SED" is not entirely

influenced by individual aspects such as PHN, EMN, MEN, EDN and

SAN, but an overall negative effect. Because the neglect experienced
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by children is not a single, but complex, multiple neglect(Euser et al.,

2010; Ye et al., 2010; Gu, 2012; Liu, 2012; Yang et al., 2014).

Moreover, among LBCs, social-emotional development was

significantly correlated with several other factors, including whether one

or both parents had migrated, age. A potential explanation for the

correlation between increased age and compare to two parents

migrate, only one parent migrate had better social-emotional

development.

6.2.3 Peer and student-teacher relationships as
moderating variables on social-emotional
development among neglected LBC

Firstly, the present study tested whether the relationship between

child neglect and social-emotional development was moderated by

peer and student-teacher relationships (Table 5-4-3A). Some factors

appear to protect neglected children from the social-emotional

development risks of neglect(Parker & Asher, 1993). For LBC, parent

and family protective factors may be absent, so social and

environmental protective factors consequently play an important role

(Family Support Network, 2002). In the present study, peer

relationships were found to reduce the effect of child neglect on

social-emotional development. To the best of our knowledge, this is

the first study to examine the moderating effect of peer relationships

on social-emotional development among neglected children.

On the other hand, our results found that student-teacher

relationship did not have a significant impact on social-emotional

development among neglected children. This may be due to several

reasons. First, teachers mainly pay attention to students’ academic

performance, and it is difficult to pay attention to other aspects of the
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students. Second, the student-teacher relationship is not equal, and it

is difficult to form close relationships. Third, there are many students

in rural schools, but teachers are few. Teachers cannot take care of

all children, most of whom, in rural schools, are LBCs. The student-

teacher relationship thus cannot reduce the effect of neglect on social-

emotional development.

However, when testing whether the relationship between five sub-

scales of child neglect and social-emotional development were

moderated by peer and student-teacher relationships (Table 5-4-3B).

For LBCs, peer and teacher-student relationships were both not found

to reduce the effect of PHN, EMN, MEN, EDN and SAN on social-

emotional development.

6.3. Research Implications

6.3.1 Theoretical Implications

Prior research has mainly used t-tests and χ 2 tests to compare

child neglect rates or child neglect levels between LBCs and non-

LBCs; these methods cannot control for other factors that affect the

outcome. In other words, any difference in child neglect levels

identified through these methods may potentially be due to other

factors. Therefore, in this research, the variable of LBC status (0: no;

1: yes) and LBC categories (only one parent migrated, both migrated,

non-migrated) were included as dummy variables in the regression

analysis that was conducted to examine the differences in child

neglect levels between LBCs and non-LBCs.

Also, the present study suggests the importance of attachment

theory (Bowlby, J., 1982) for children separated from their parents in

rural China. Based on this, this study assumed that when a child is
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separated from his or her parents, peer and student-teacher

relationships can compensate the attachment. Over the past few years,

even though several studies have been conducted on the emotional

development of LBCs, most of them have analyzed the characteristics

and risk factors for LBCs. Few studies have examined LBCs from a

child neglect perspective using established attachment theory principles.

Even though the findings of the present study do not fully support the

main knowledge of this theory, it is significant in being the first to

apply attachment theory to the study of child neglect and social-

emotional development among LBCs in rural China.

Our hierarchical regression model findings support the conclusion

that LBCs, particularly those who have been left behind by both

parents, are at greater risk of neglect, and related negative social-

emotional development, than LBCs whose only one parent migrated.

Only peer relationships were found to mitigate the negative impact of

neglect on social-emotional development. This indicates that peer

relationships are a protective factor social-emotional development

among neglected LBCs.

This study emphasizes that in the absence of parents, peer

relationship can play a mediating role in the social-emotional

development of neglected children in the school environment. However,

the neglect of children in rural China is still a very serious concern

which has not attracted enough attention. Addressing this requires the

collaborative efforts of parents and schools. Neglect of LBCs is also

due to systemic problems associated with the household registration

system. Various services and support policies should be developed to

help these children engage in healthy social-emotional development

even in the absence of one or both parents.
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6.3.2 Practice and Policy implications

This study has some specific implications for practice and policy.

First, the results obtained from the present study provide valuable

insights for direct service providers who seek to develop programs to

help neglected children. Since our results indicated that close peer

relationship are very important to reduce the effect of neglect level on

social-emotional development, some social skill trainings are needed to

teach children to react appropriately with their peers and form

friendships. In addition, there is a need for differentiation of the

intervention programs for neglected LBCs depending on their gender

and whether they are experiencing physical, emotional, medical,

educational, or safety neglect.

It is also worth mentioning not all neglected children in rural areas

are LBCs, but non-LBCs. Moreover, although some social

organizations and volunteers organize activities to help rural children,

there is no special social welfare center or family support center to

provide long-term services.

In addition, from the school level, teachers’ attention to LBC, such

as tutoring them, talking to them, paying home visits, improving the

school environment, improving teaching methods, providing all kinds of

the consultation service. for boarding schools, to improve

accommodation conditions, are conducive to raising social support for

left-behind children.

According to the background of this study, although teachers

cannot compensate for the role of parents, we can also highlight the

need to develop teacher-parent partnerships through regular school

meetings and parent-teacher conferences. For LBC, because parents

are far away, schools should consider the use of modern
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communication technologies for video communication. This will help

parents to learn more about their children’s needs. In most cases, the

parents do not know what the children’s needs are, and the children

are reluctant to express their needs(Wang, 2017). This can cause the

parents to think that the child has no needs, resulting in neglect.

When parents cannot go back home with their children, basic

communication is especially important, since neither friends nor

teachers can fully replace the role of parents.

The Chinese government has recently expressed concern about

LBC issues with the 2016 promulgation “State Council Opinions on

Efforts to Strengthen Care and Protection of Rural Left-Behind

Children.” However, more government attention to the issue is needed.

First, the government should encourage the implementation of social

welfare services and provide support. Community-based and school-

based child support centers are needed to train service delivery

personnel, help LBCs in poor families, and ensure a good living and

learning environment for all rural children, including LBCs.

Second, China does not have a special government agency or

non-governmental organization for the protection of neglected and

abused children. Therefore, there is a need for a system of

specialized laws and compulsory reporting. A dedicated child protection

agency should be set up to protect neglected and abused children, to

evaluate the living environments of at-risk children and to provide

information such as legal advice and aid, education, psychological and

medical treatment, foster family care, and other related services.

Third, there needs to be increased awareness from citizens,

especially parents, about child protection. The importance of child

protection and child development should be made into a social

consensus so as to create harmonious family environments and
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enhance the societal protection of children. For left-behind children,

while emphasizing government responsibilities, parents' responsibilities

cannot be ignored.

Lastly, children’s education in schools needs to be improved so

that children can understand their own rights, increase their awareness

of self-protection, learn basic protection techniques and channels for

seeking help, and form a consensus on protecting children in families,

schools and societies.

6.4. Limitations of the Study, and Suggestions for
Future Study

It is important to address the limitations of this study. First,

limitations in our sample include that the present study was conducted

in rural communities in seven schools of Juye, Shandong Province, in

eastern-central China, and it is possible that findings cannot be

generalized to the national population. Additionally, the sample size of

479 may be too small to merit generalization of the study findings.

Second, regarding research methods, just through the cross-sectional

investigation, it’s difficult for us to predict LBCs’ stable characteristics

and changing characteristics, such as the situations of child neglect,

social-emotional development and relationships in school. Additionally,

the measures of the key variables were limited to self-report, and

there may be legitimate concerns about bias due to missing values or

the unbalanced selection of participants, such as the small number of

non-LBCs or mother-only migrant (0.6%) participants included in our

sample. Missing values were analyzed and replaced with series means,

but the overall rates of child neglect level and poor social-emotional

development were low, which may also have restricted the power of

the study to identify subtle relationships.
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Limitation on major variables. First, the definition of SED has few

existing references. Kim (2011) and Gang (2012) used the definition

and measurement of variables in KCYPS. Because the SED in this

study is also measured by KCYPS, so Reference is made to the

definitions of Kim (2011) and Gang (2012) and the measurement

variables Self-esteem, Resilience, and Life-satisfaction. In addition, to

simplify the study, the SED was measured using the sum of the three

measured variables. The limitation that may be caused is that the

reference to the SED is not sufficient. Second, the low reliability of

Self-esteem in the measurement of SED is also a limitation of this

study. In addition, there is a low degree of internal consistency in

social neglect of the scale of this study, which is excluded. This may

be related to the characteristics of children in this age group. These

children have not yet come into contact with society, they do not have

the ability to actively adapt to society, and they can only passively

accept the influence brought about by society. Since society ignores

its concealment, it is difficult to be accurately discovered. Therefore,

this will reduce the reliability of social neglect to some extent(Pan,

2012).

Finally, according to the findings of a recent national survey (All-

China Women’s Federation, 2013), 70% of children were left in the

care of their grandparent(s) in two-migrating-parent families, and 44%

of children lived with their grandparent(s) and mother in migrating-

father families. Thus, grandparental care giving could be a major

contributing factor for left-behind children’ s development, especially

for the children with two migrating parents. Future research in this

area would benefit from considering the role of grandparental

caregiving in the lives of LBCs in rural China.

In sum, the following are suggested for the future research in this
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area: (1) using national data based on a probability sampling method,

of course,the premise is that the Chinese government needs to

establish the big database for children and adolescents;(2) using a

larger and more diverse sample to permit more generalization; (3)

controlling for the effects of mother-related variables; (4) collecting

data from multiple sources (e.g., parents or teachers) to provide

triangulation, which may also improve the quality of the response data,

and thereby, the validity of the research findings.

Despite these limitations, the present study advanced our

understanding of the associations between child neglect, social-

emotional development, and relationships in schools among LBC in

rural China and provides guidelines for the development of

interventions and prevention programs for promoting the welfare of

these vulnerable children. First, the findings of the present study

expand on previous research by demonstrating that peer relationship

can serve as protective factors for neglected LBCs. Second, the

present study suggests that LBC in rural China are not a

homogeneous population (Wu et al., 2015); instead, it is necessary to

explore the differentiated protective mechanisms. Finally, this is the

first study to explore relationships in school as a moderating variable

on the effect of child neglect on social-emotional development among

LBC, which can provide valuable reference for follow-up studies.
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국문초록

중국농촌 유수아동의 아동방임

과 사회정서적 발달 및 학교내에서

의 관계 연구

서울대학교 대학원

사회복지학과

장옥미

본 논문의 목적은 유수아동과 비유슈아동의 방임에 차이가 있는지

여부를 살펴보고, 아동방임과 사회정서적 발달간의 관계는 어떠 한가를

분석하고, 아동방임에 의해서 설명된 부정적 사회정서적 발달의 유의한

부분이 학교내에서의 관계에 의해서 조절되는지, 즉, 학교내에서의 친구

관계와 교사관계가 위 두 관계를 조절하는가를 규명하는 것이다. 따라서

시골 남겨진 유수아동의 아동방임을 예방하기 위하여 사회적 정서 발달

을 개선하는 이론과 실천 체계를 체계적으로 구축하기위한 과학적 기초

를 제공한다.

Browlby(1980)의 Attachment theory에 근거하여 본연구가 상정한

연구문제는 다음과 같다. 첫째, 유수아동상태와 아동방임의 관계는 어떠

한가? 둘째, 아동방임과 사회정서적 발달간의 관계는 어떠 한가?셋째,

아동방임에 의해서 설명된 부정적 사회정서적 발달의 유의한 부분이 학

교내에서의 관계에 의해서 조절되는지, 즉, 학교내에서의 친구관계와 교
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사관계가 위 두 관계를 조절하는가?

연구문제에 따른 가설을 검증하기 위해 중국 쌍둥성 주예현 지역 초

`중 학교 4-8학년에 재학중인 유수아동과 비유수아동 총 550명을 대상

으로, 2017년 10월부터 2017년 12월까지 약 3개월간 7개 학교에서

유의표집하여 자기기입식 설문조사를 실시하였다. 회수된 546개의 설문

지 가운데 총 479부가 최종분석에 사용되었다. 이 연구에서는 아동방임

변인을 측정하기위해, 중국 학자들(Pan Jianping 등) 개발한 측정도구를

이용하고 사회정서적 발달 변인, 교사관계`교우관계 변인들을 측정하기

위해, 한국청소년정책연구원이 한국아동청소년패널조사 2010년 1차년도

조사에서 중학교 1학년 학생들에게 실시한 측정도구를 이용하였다.

주요 연구결과를 요약하면 다음과 같다.

첫째, 유수아동인지 아닌지 방임이 p<0.05수준에서 통계적으로 유

의미하지 않았고 아동유형을 더미변수로 분석할 때 부모님 두 분이

migrate하는 경우 비유수아동(non-LBC)보다 아동방임 수준이 높을 것

이다. 둘째, 아동방임 수준이 높을수록 사회정서적 발달수준이 낮다.셋째,

아동방임과 사회정서적 발달의 관계에서 교우관계는 조절하는 것을 보여

주었다.

이러한 연구결과들을 토대로, 본 연구는 다음과 같이 제언하였다.

정부는 농촌의 아동에게 사회정서적 발달과 관련된 전문지식과 기술을

제공할 수 있는 공공 교육 지원서비스을 확대시켜야 한다. 또한 부모님

부재의 상황에서 교사는 유수아동에게 관심을 가지고 가정방문을 통해

아동방임을 예방해야 한다. 예컨대 (본 연구의 결과에 근거하여) 농촌

아동에게는 교우관계간 의사소통 기술을 향상시킬 수 있는 프로그램이

제공되어야 하고, 유수아동에게 문제적인 의사소통방식을 관리할 수 있

는 기술교육이 우선적으로 제공되어야 한다. 마지막으로, 부모와 교사가

연계하여 아동의 성장 과정에서 참여할 수 있는 다양한 관계향상 프로그
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램 역시 개발되어야 한다.

본 연구의 가장 큰 의의는 Browlby(1980)의 이론에 근거하여 부모

님부터 떨어진 농촌의 유수아동의 방임과 사회정서적 발달의 관계에서

친구관계는 보호요인으로 조절효과를 탐색한 것이고 이를 밝힌 것이다.

하지만 표집방식에 있어서 확귤적 방식을 사용하지 못했기 때문에 연구

결과를 일반화하기 어렵다는 점, 종속변수인 사회정서적 발달의 하위변

수 중 자아존중감의 신뢰도가 낮아서 연구에서 한계가 있어 이를 극복하

기 위한 후속연구가 필요하다.

주제어: 유수(留守）아동, 아동방임, 사회정서적 발달, 교우관계, 교사관

계, 중국농촌

학번 : 2016-22069
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