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Abstract: The consequences of granting democratic rights to citizens in otherwise authoritarian regimes

has been extensively studied. Much less is know about the implications of retracting these rights when

a government wants to recentralize power. Autonomous governance in rural China, introduced in the

1980s, has declined over the past two decades. In 2018, the Communist Party promoted a “one head”

policy, replacing the dual governance of village chief and party secretary with a single office-holder. We

examine the short-term impacts of this policy on voting behavior and political perceptions using a na-

tionally representative survey and election timing as an instrument. Our findings reveal a significant

decrease in election turnout in “one head” villages due to reduced competition. However, villagers’ per-

ceptions improve: they report less corruption and greater confidence in local government. This suggests

that recentralization was achieved at the cost of electoral involvment but without negative backlash on

institutional quality perceptions.
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1 Introduction

Around the globe, decentralized1 and democratic2 processes have declined and even re-

versed in many countries since their height in the 1980s. The underlying causes of this

trend are multifaceted, encompassing factors such as the failure to achieve reform inten-

tions, the reclamation of charismatic authority, and governments’ reactive responses to

macro crises.3 Elections adopted by authoritarian regimes, which were once considered

indicative of power devolution and a transition toward democracy, are now commonly

deemed as a strategic policy tool within governance dynamics (Gandhi and Lust-Okar,

2009), which explains why elections are subsequently undermined or even abrogated when

autocrats are able to maintain vertical controls through, for example, increased bureau-

cratic capacity (Martinez-Bravo et al., 2022).

While the impact of granting democratic rights to citizens has been extensively stud-

ied,4 far less is known about the consequences of a gradual erosion or withdrawal of

these rights during attempts to recentralize power. In this paper, we provide evidence

on the short-run consequences of a recentralization policy in rural China, specifically of

an intervention to the democratic institutions intended to strengthen the Communist

Party’s influence. In our context, predicting the consequences of a recentralization is

not straightforward. We cannot expect that the positive or negative effects attributed

to the introduction of democracy simply reverse because as time has elapsed upper-level

bureaucratic capacity and efficiency have increased (Martinez-Bravo et al., 2022).

In particular, we focus on voting behavior (election turnout) and political perceptions

(perception of rural cadres’ corruption and confidence in the local government). Individ-

uals’ political perceptions are cornerstone characteristics of well-functioning governance

and hence political legitimacy and stability of the regime (Acemoglu et al., 2020; Guriev

et al., 2021; Martinez-Bravo and Sanz, 2022). Studying subjective perceptions can thus

be especially beneficial when the real output of local governance (e.g., infrastructure) in

the short-run is less clear or less likely to manifest in just one specific way, especially in

situations involving a variety of administrative duties (Bertrand et al., 2020).

1Examples of (de facto) recentralization include the restriction of subnational fiscal power in devel-
oping countries like Brazil and South Africa (Dickovick, 2011), the proliferation of administrative units
in Uganda (Grossman and Lewis, 2014), the abolition of elected councils in Vietnam (Malesky et al.,
2014), and the substitution of elected mayors with appointed ones in Russia (Beazer and Reuter, 2019).

2Carothers and O’Donohue (2019) describe in detail a fact of the democratic crisis. Also see Magaloni
and Kricheli (2010) for a historical distribution of democratic, autocratic, and other regimes from 1950
to 2006. The support for democracy is more vulnerable than commonly assumed due to the polarization
of partisan and policy preferences (Graham and Svolik, 2020; Carey et al., 2022), coupled with public
perceptual bias (Krishnarajan, 2023). Meanwhile, utilizing responses from the World Values Survey, Foa
and Mounk (2017) show that the authoritarian orientation has been on the rise in many countries over
time.

3The second chapter of López-Murcia (2022) thoroughly reviews the various causes behind recentral-
ization cases worldwide.

4See Section 2.
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We particularly study the governance of rural villages in China. Each village has

two political organizations: the village party branch of the Chinese Communist Party

(CCP), headed by the village party secretary (PS), who is selected with great discretion

of the upper levels of government, and the village committee, headed by the village

chief (VC), who is elected by the villagers.5 The village committee is, according to the

“Organic Law of the Village Committees” (hereinafter, the Organic Law), entrusted with

administrative responsibilities, while the village party branch assumes a core leadership

role in supporting and securing villagers’ self-governance. However, ambiguity often exists

in the relationship between the two organizations and about which one is responsible for

which concrete task. Since 2018, in line with the publication of the “Rural Revitalization

Strategy (2018–2022)” (hereinafter, the Strategy), the central government has promoted

the practice of the PS running for the position of the VC, with the expectation that the

same person will hold both positions. This practice, known as “yijiantiao,” refers to the

act of carrying both the work of PS and VC on one shoulder.

We employ an instrumental variable (IV) strategy to examine the causal effects of

the one-head policy by exploiting the exogeneity of election years following a fixed tenure

specification. Dual office-holding is accomplished exclusively through elections, either by

electing the PS as the VC or by appointing the VC as the PS. We use data from two waves

(2017 and 2019) of a nationally representative survey, the China Rural Household Panel

Survey (CRHPS), covering exactly the time before and after the policy was implemented.

Villages conducting elections in and after 2018 show a 19% higher likelihood of adopt-

ing this policy, from a baseline level of 35%. The magnitude of our IV intensity observed in

this micro survey aligns closely with the province-level evidence, as we find that provinces

with a greater proportion of villages that have held elections since 2018 also exhibit

a higher ratio of dual office-holding, based on our analysis of data manually collected

from the annual “China Civil Affairs’ Statistical Yearbook.” To further validate our IV

approach, we utilize an event plot to demonstrate that the positive impact of specific

election years on dual office-holding sharply increases starting only in the election year

of 2018, while there is no discernible trend before. Meanwhile, baseline village charac-

teristics, including outcome variables of interest, do not predict holding an election in

2018 or 2019. We find no apparent manipulation of when elections are held in villages

that previously had two separate heads or those once instructed by the upper-level gov-

ernments to adopt dual office-holding. Regarding the short-term impacts of the policy,

our IV estimates indicate that dual office-holding strongly reduces election turnout while

changing the perceptions of the villagers, causing them to perceive less corruption and

have greater confidence in the local government.

5In addition to the central government, there are four levels of local government in China: province,
prefecture, county, and township. A rural village (and an urban community) is considered the basic level
autonomy rather than another level of government.
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Specifically, we first show that when a village implements dual office-holding, election

turnout is reduced by approximately 20%. We attribute this large decrease in turnout to

a decline in electoral competition. The prevailing practice of village elections and discre-

tionary power to determine the PS prompts local governments to adopt specific strategies

to meet the requirement of a certain ratio of dual office-holding set by the Strategy and

upper-level governments (DeLisle and Yang, 2022).6 These strategies may influence the

candidate slate through negotiation, vetting, or increasing voluntary dropout, resulting

in the exclusion of some competitive candidates. Consequently, existing candidates7 are

less engaged in vote solicitation, and villagers are less motivated to vote when certain

election outcomes are expected. We provide two stylized facts that support this argu-

ment. We utilize the birth year of both the PS and VC across different waves to identify

turnover patterns. Our results reveal that dual office-holding is more likely to increase

the likelihood of a former PS becoming the new VC than the other way around. This

indicates a stronger preference among local governments for individuals previously hold-

ing the position of PS to assume the sole leadership role in the village. Meanwhile, we

also find that dual office-holding significantly lowers villagers’ perception of bribery in

elections, thereby discouraging practices like vote buying. This effect is likely due to in-

creased party intervention, which creates less opportunity for bribery during the election

process. Overall, our evidence suggests that lower turnout results from changes in the

benefits of casting a vote, such as reduced bribery from selling a vote and indifferent

candidate preferences. However, we do not observe that average democratic orientation

among villagers (proxied by higher past democratic participation) in a village is one of

the potential voting motivations leading to the turnout results.

In the second part of our analysis, we document a pronounced change in political per-

ceptions under a one-head power structure: villagers’ perception of corruption in rural

cadres decreases and their confidence in the local government increases. This improve-

ment stays at a similar magnitude even when controlling for perceptions of bribery during

elections. Our preferred explanation for the political perceptions results stems from an

organizational perspective.8 Over time, the advantages of village autonomy eroded, while

the disadvantages of a dual power structure have become increasingly pronounced, in-

cluding power struggles and ambiguous responsibility between the two heads leading to

coordination costs, as well as failures surrounding elections due to frequently observed

vote buying, electoral fraud and violence, and elite capture (Shi, 1999a; Oi and Rozelle,

2000; O’Brien and Han, 2009; Tan, 2010; DeLisle and Yang, 2022). In this sense, duality

6Detailed cases can be found in Section 4.3.
7The Organic Law still stipulates that the number of candidates should exceed that of positions.
8Martinez-Bravo et al. (2022) argue that when trying to comprehend local elections in autocracies like

China we should focus on an organizational perspective rather than a political standpoint. Introducing
elections in rural villages aims to leverage local knowledge in addressing the moral dilemma of local
cadres when the state’s bureaucratic ability is limited. However, once vertical control becomes viable,
local elections may then be de facto undermined.
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helps foster unified leadership (combining both authority and responsibility), resulting

in heightened conscientiousness and effort and avoidance of confusion and conflicts. As

bureaucratic ability improves, the state begins to exert deeper vertical influence in lo-

cal governance, gradually reclaiming local autonomy.9 Ultimately, dual office-holding

facilitates organizational effectiveness.10

We find supporting evidence for this argument in several analyses. First, we analyze

the turnover of village cadres. Dual office-holding also increases the PS turnover (albeit,

local governments exhibit a higher PS preference aforementioned), partially as a result of

institutional constraints regarding election rights and specifications, and thus enhances

their accountability. Second, village cadres become less likely to have another job, po-

tentially enabling them to devote more effort to village management. Furthermore, we

find that dual office-holding promotes better public involvement in decision-making (as

shown by an increase in the frequency of the villagers’ assembly or the assembly of vil-

lagers’ representatives), improves transparency on public affairs disclosure, and reduces

the potential rents imposed on villagers (a decreased probability of villagers transferring

cash or noncash to nonrelatives and organizations). We also examine the heterogeneous

effects of dual office-holding to further substantiate our argument, based on the idea that

these effects should predictably vary depending on differences in the quality of election

implementation and governance capacity of local governments. We demonstrate that

the effects of dual office-holding are more pronounced under the following conditions:

when villagers are less satisfied with the previous election process, when the provinces

exhibit stronger economic resources (measured by the proportion of transfer income to

disposable income for rural individuals), higher anti-corruption effort, and better mutual

relationships between governments and the public.

We rule out some other potential mechanisms that may drive our results. One consid-

eration regards the result of a conscious democratic choice made by villagers. Our findings

indicate, however, the opposite: the effects of dual office-holding on political perceptions

are attenuated among villagers with stronger democratic values, which we perceive as

not aligning with the argument of democratic ideals. We also look into demographic and

socioeconomic characteristics of village cadres to test whether there is meritocratic se-

lection by both the government and the villagers. Our analysis reveals limited evidence,

such as PSes being younger in one-head villages and VCs more likely to be registered

9Numerous recentralization policies have been implemented by higher levels of government over
time during this process in China, for instance, the Tax and Fee Reform and account oversight which
eliminate village fiscal autonomy, the deployment of college students (students-in-residence) and county
officials (cadres-in-residence) to rural areas which strengthens direct supervision, the establishment of
responsibility systems and training programs, and the selection of full-time village cadres which tackles
with these cadres’ disloyalty or incapability. See reviews and details of these policies in Oi et al. (2012),
He and Wang (2017), Zhang et al. (2019), and Martinez-Bravo et al. (2022).

10The advantages of dual office-holding are also portrayed by the stewardship theory in the field of
management, while the opposite theory is the agency theory. See a review of the two classical theories
in (Krause et al., 2014).
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in the village and a business owner, but less likely to be an employee of enterprises and

institutions. No significant difference is found regarding their education levels. That

the positive effects on political perceptions persist after controlling for perceived bribery

during the election also hints of the minor influence of meritocratic selection. An income

effect may also be a mechanism. That is, the reduction in the total number of adminis-

trative personnel may lead to an increase in average income, thus decreasing a root cause

of corruption. We find no effect of dual office-holding on the salary of PS or VC, and the

perception of the reasonableness of their salary for those village cadre respondents.

We carefully address concerns related to reporting biases as there is a possibility that

local concentration of power might induce more social stigma or fear when villagers in-

dicate their political perceptions in the survey interview. First, the survey provides a

safe option for respondents to indicate “do not know,” possibly allowing them to hide

their true opinion. Although some evidence suggests that more negative individual per-

ceptions are related to a higher village average proportion of respondents selecting this

option, we do not find that dual office-holding increases the likelihood of choosing “do

not know.” Second, we find that villagers with higher risk tolerance and trust in strangers

are more likely to express clear perceptions, and higher risk tolerance is also associated

with indicating more negative views. But, these two traits do not moderate the effect

of dual office-holding. Third, reporting biases are evident when there are cadres present

during the respondents’ survey interview (this happened only 2.4% of the time in 2017,

the only year for which information is available). We find a decrease in the likelihood

of a respondent’s choosing “do not know” and an increase in expressing more positive

perceptions. But, importantly, this bias does not exacerbate under dual office-holding.

Fourth, reporting biases causing exaggerated socially acceptable attitudes may arise from

greater political connections, that is, respondents and/or their family members are party-

affiliated and hold positions as village cadres. Political connections have similar effects

on (answering) political perceptions as the presence of cadres during the survey response,

and these connections can even reverse the effect of dual office-holding, which is signifi-

cant in some cases. Last, we show that these political perceptions are formed consistently

with economic indicators: more positive perceptions for those respondents are associated

with benefiting from popular policies such as government subsidies and being registered

as poor households (and thus qualifying for more economic support); conversely, respon-

dents have more negative perceptions when they have experienced unpopular policies,

such as land expropriation.

Our results are also robust with respect to concerns for specific parts of our analyses.

First, regarding the turnout results, we document no clear pre-trend for election years,

and our results remain unchanged when including another wave of data (2015) with

available information. Second, in our analysis of political perceptions, we find that the

number of observations within a village does not influence our results, and using overall
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happiness as a placebo test we observe no effect of dual office-holding. Moreover, we

alleviate the concern that our IV identification may just reflect the so-called honeymoon

effect, that is, generally more positive views on a newly elected cadre. This concern is

particularly relevant since we primarily rely on data from two waves, and we address

it by incorporating the time length span since the last election. Although this variable

contaminates the precise estimation of our instrument because of collinearity, the effect

of dual office-holding on corruption perception still remains. We also deal with several

common concerns, such as clustering of standard errors at different administrative levels

instead of the village level and keeping conventional intervals (that is, 0, 3, and 4) between

election years as provided in the two waves. One potentially confounding factor might be

the tenure change for the VC from three years to five years, which took effect by the end

of 2018. However, it is unlikely that this change drives our results as we do not find dual

office-holding increases the willingness of village cadre respondents to stay longer in their

position. Additionally, we still find the same results when we exclude villages holding an

election in 2019 — the first to be affected by this change in tenure. Lastly, we document

a comparable sudden rise in dual office-holding for urban communities since 2018, which

we exploit for a placebo test. Because urban elections involve fewer distributive interests

and are designed to be less competitive compared to their rural counterparts, and because

residential committees are subordinate to those urban party branches, urban citizens are

less responsive to a de jure power structure change. We conduct a similar IV approach,

and in line with expectation, we find no effects for urban communities.

We contribute to the broader literature that examines the economic and political

consequences of (de)centralization. Although there have been many studies in this area,

the findings on the effects of (de)centralization are not uniform; increasingly, they seem to

vary across different institutional settings.11 Yet there is little evidence on the new wave of

recentralization policies. The concurrent changes in economic and political factors make

it difficult to anticipate the effects of this phenomenon. Malesky et al. (2014) document

that the abolition of elected councils in Vietnam has improved public services delivery

by lowering elite capture. Beazer and Reuter (2019) find replacing elected officials in

Russia with appointed ones results in shifting blame to the ruling party. We focus on the

horizontal concentration of power stemming from both upward and downward sources,

which differs from the literature that investigates government size (correlated with the

number of officials) within a sole power arrangement (Rowley and Schneider, 2004; Amore

and Bennedsen, 2013; Diaby and Sylwester, 2014; Bergh et al., 2017).

11The literature has inconsistent findings due to the trade-off for a decentralized structure between
better accommodating public preferences and incurring higher coordination costs (Oates, 1972; Shleifer
and Vishny, 1993). Empirical literature, such as Fisman and Gatti (2002), highlights the pros of decen-
tralization, while its cons can be found in works like Fan et al. (2009). A growing number of studies find
the effects are conditional on, for example, the quality of politicians (Hindriks and Lockwood, 2009),
the effectiveness of monitoring (Lessmann and Markwardt, 2010), political competition (Albornoz and
Cabrales, 2013), and information heterogeneity (Boffa et al., 2016).
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We also contribute to literature on local governance in autocratic regimes. We propose

that the coexistence of a democratic institution and a party apparatus results in frictions

that can hinder organizational effectiveness. We extend the arguments of Martinez-Bravo

et al. (2022) to investigate the governing effects in a context in which self-autonomy is

gradually undermined and upper-level government’s bureaucratic capacity increases. This

particular setting may account for different findings compared to previous studies on a

singular power structure.12 Importantly, our identification strategy uses an IV approach

to address endogeneity, which has not been adequately addressed in prior research.

Finally, our paper builds upon existing research on multiple factors that drive voter

turnout.13 While high turnout is crucial for establishing legitimacy in democracies

(Gentzkow, 2006; Marx et al., 2021), it does not guarantee good choices when unin-

formed voters are mobilized (Hodler et al., 2015; Hoffman et al., 2017) or when elections

are corrupt or captured by elites (Mueller and Stratmann, 2003; Malesky et al., 2014).

We explore how party influence in elections impacts turnout, arguably through altering

election competition and thereby the importance of a marginal vote. Note the drop in

election turnout that we find is the immediate response to the first election held after the

policy implementation. Thus, our results do not imply that the change in political per-

ceptions occurring in the subsequent legislation period will not further influence voting

behavior in subsequent elections.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides background

information on the one-head policy. Section 3 describes the primary survey data, main

variables, and empirical strategy. Section 4 and Section 5 present the results for turnout

and political perceptions, respectively, along with tests for robustness and potential mech-

anisms. In Section 6 we conduct a placebo test using urban communities. Finally, we

conclude in Section 7.

2 Background

2.1 Local elections and governance in Chinese villages

The governance of Chinese villages is shared by two bodies with two respective heads: the

village party branch of the Chinese Communist Party led by the village party secretary

12Wu and Ma (2010) find no significant influence of dual office-holding on village public goods pro-
vision. Xu and Yao (2015) do not find enough evidence that having one person be both the PS and
VC brings about more public investment. Cai and Sun (2018) find that when village committees hold
substantial power (compared with village party branches holding substantial power including dual office-
holding) the villagers’ interests are better represented during land expropriation.

13These factors include individual factors such as income and employment (Charles and Stephens Jr.,
2013), institutional factors such as compulsory voting (Jaitman, 2013), postal voting (Hodler et al., 2015),
concurrent elections (Garmann, 2016), and social factors such as media (Gentzkow, 2006; Gentzkow et
al., 2011) and violence (Condra et al., 2018).
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and the village committee with the village chief as its chairman. In 1987, China enacted

the first version of the Organic Law, which introduced local elections for the members of

the village committee.14 As local governments were often still exerting influential control

over the electoral procedure (Wong et al., 2017), the Organic Law was revised in 1998

to ensure more electoral openness and competition. For example, it stipulated that the

number of candidates should exceed the number of positions, and the election result is

only deemed valid when turnout exceeds 50% and the winning candidate secures over

50% of the vote share. The election reform was rolled out across villages guided by

mandates from their respective provincial governments, causing persistent differences in

election timing that can be argued to be exogenous within provinces (Martinez-Bravo et

al., 2022). As a result, a dual power structure has gradually been introduced throughout

rural China.

In China, the village party branch of the CCP operates under strict subordination and

accountability to higher party organizations. The PS is either appointed by the higher-

level party organizations or, more commonly, elected by the village party members, with

higher-level party organizations retaining the authority to approve or dismiss the PS

(Sun et al., 2013). The responsibilities of the basic-level party organization include prop-

agating and implementing the policies set by higher authorities, supporting and securing

the effective operation of village self-governance, and discussing and deciding important

issues related to economic construction and social development in the village (Guo and

Bernstein, 2004; Sun et al., 2013). Meanwhile, the village committee is the organization

through which villagers exercise autonomy, and takes direct responsibility for all admin-

istrative duties within the village. This includes managing public affairs and collective

resources (e.g., land), mediating disputes among villagers and helping maintain public

order, as well as conveying villagers’ opinions and demands and providing suggestions to

upper echelons of government. As its members are elected by all eligible adult villagers,

the village committee is accountable to villagers.

Allowing for more autonomy at the village level through elections facilitates the incor-

poration of local informational advantages, which is in theory especially beneficial if the

bureaucratic capacity at higher levels is weak (Martinez-Bravo et al., 2022). Empirically,

a number of studies have related the introduction of local elections in Chinese villages

to positive effects on the provision of public goods (Zhang et al., 2004; Luo et al., 2007;

Martinez-Bravo et al., 2022), the quality of infrastructure (Wong et al., 2017), and re-

ductions in income inequality (Shen and Yao, 2008). But there is also evidence that, over

time, local elections had negative effects on, for example, corruption, fraud, violence, and

elite capture (Shi, 1999a; DeLisle and Yang, 2022), as well on the quality of the elected

VC (Shi, 1999a).

14Before that, local governments (such as the county and township) would appoint village committee
members (Wong et al., 2017).
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The dual power system is sometimes seen as a cause of ineffective local governance.

Although the Organic Law stresses the leadership role of the party branch, the VC often

believes that the village committee has a status equal to that of the party branch, with

popular support from villagers. The power allocation between the PS and the VC is

often ambiguous and can vary greatly across villages. This variation may stem from the

strength of pressure from higher party levels, the influence of villagers, the representa-

tiveness of election methods (Sun et al., 2013), the openness of the local economy, the

importance of the agricultural sector (Oi and Rozelle, 2000), and the fiscal dependence

of the village on higher-level local governments (Cai and Sun, 2018). As a result, histor-

ical tensions and disagreements between the PS and VC about the control of collective

resources and financial decision-making were not uncommon (Guo and Bernstein, 2004;

O’Brien and Han, 2009; Tan, 2010). The two-head system could also result in either

or both leaders shirking their responsibilities, leaving their village in a vulnerable and

inefficient state (DeLisle and Yang, 2022).

2.2 Evolution of dual office-holding advocacy

With the stated aims of mitigating some of the shortcomings of the dual power arrange-

ment and of saving administrative costs, some local authorities started adopting a “one

head” system around the turn of the century (Guo and Bernstein, 2004). There were two

ways, originating from local practices, to implement dual office-holding. The “Weihai

way” refers to the higher-level party organizations nominating the VC as the PS when

the elected VC is already party-affiliated. The “Shunde way” refers to the higher levels

asking the PS to be a candidate in the VC election (O’Brien and Han, 2009).15

In 2002, for the first time dual office-holding was officially recommended (tichang) by

the CCP Central Committee through a circular and reiterated in the following years.16 As

these circulars were not legally binding, the introduction of dual office-holding depended

on how provincial and local governments interpreted the policy’s recommendation and

acted accordingly by issuing implementation regulations (Huhe and Tang, 2017). As a

result, a substantial variation in the provincial dual office-holding ratio developed. By

the end of 2017, the average ratio of dual office-holding across provinces was 28.3%, with

a standard deviation of 25%, ranging from 2.5% for Chongqing City (a provincial-level

municipality) to 86.9% for Hainan Province.17

In 2018, robust central promotion of dual office-holding began, aligning with a pro-

15Weihai is a city in Shandong Province while Shunde is a district in Foshan City, Guangdong Province.
16The first document can be found on the central government’s website

http://www.gov.cn/gongbao/content/2002/content 61679.htm (in Chinese). Please also
refer to the document published in 2009, as an example of the following ones, on
http://www.gov.cn/gongbao/content/2009/content 1331159.htm (in Chinese).

17The statistics are calculated based on the China Civil Affairs’ Statistical Yearbook using data from
29 out of the 31 provinces in mainland China, consistent with the sample provinces in the CRHPS.
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posed strategy to revitalize rural China.18 on October 18, 2017, during the 19th National

Congress of the CCP, the concept of rural revitalization was mentioned for the first

time, without specific policy details. On January 2, 2018, China released its annual “1st

Central Document,”19 which provided guidance on rural revitalization and suggested to

promote (tuidong) that PS concurrently holds the position of VC through elections (not

the other way round). Later on, the CCP officially released the Rural Revitalization

Strategy (2018–2022).20 In this document, the central government employed an even

stronger tone as it stated that dual office-holding should be “vigorously promoted” (dali

tichang). Specifically it set targets for the national ratio of dual office-holding to increase

from 30% in 2016 to 35% in 2020 and 50% in 2022. In 2017, the ratios of 21 out of our 29

sample provinces were lower than 35%. Thus, the importance attached to promoting dual

office-holding increased especially for those provinces with a relatively low ratio. How-

ever, achieving this threshold within four years, in which there is usually just one village

election cycle, is difficult in that the election of village party branch typically precedes

the election of village committee (Cheng and Shi, 2019), and the chosen party secretary

still needs to undergo the formal VC election process, reflecting villagers’ choices. The

aforementioned institutional constraints, including the specifications of multiple candi-

dates and minimum turnout and vote share, increases the uncertainty of promoting the

one-head system. Thus, to promote the one-head system, certain strategies must be

implemented, which will discuss later.

We illustrate the impact of the dual office-holding promotion in Figure 1, which

presents the evolution of dual office-holding ratio over time on average and separately

for provinces with above and below median ratios in 2017. Since 2010, the two groups

exhibit a slightly declining trend in this ratio. After the release of the Rural Revitaliza-

tion Strategy in 2018, the low group increased its ratio from 9.3% to 22.7% in a year,

while the ratio stayed constant in the high group. The surge for both the high and low

provinces since 2020 (not covered in our sample period), especially in 2021, was driven by

the enforcement of the dual office-holding policy through the Regulations on the Rural

18The Strategy is rooted in China’s large urban-rural gap, which has arisen partly as a result of long-
standing government development policies that have led to the countryside and agriculture nurturing
the urban areas and industry through their provision of population and resources (such as land) (Xie
and Zhou, 2014; Zhong et al., 2022). Agriculture, rural areas, and farmers have been viewed as the
most vulnerable parts in the process of modernization in China, and the Strategy aims to address the
comparatively weak state of the countryside.

19This annual document traditionally targets agriculture, rural areas, and farmers. The
2018 version was entitled “Opinions on Implementing the Rural Revitalization Strategy.” See
http://www.gov.cn/zhengce/2018-02/04/content 5263807.htm (in Chinese).

20The timeline for the drafting and releasing procedure was as follows. First, a news conference in
February 2018 revealed that the first draft of the Strategy was completed. Then on May 31, the Political
Bureau of the CCP Central Committee held a meeting to review the Strategy. On July 17, Pengcheng
Yan, the spokesman of the National Development and Reform Commission, revealed that the Strategy
had been issued. The final document was made public on September 26, on the official website of Chinese
government. See http://www.gov.cn/gongbao/content/2018/content 5331958.htm (in Chinese).
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Figure 1: Average dual office-holding ratio for village committees

Notes: This figure displays the average dual office-holding ratio for village committees from 2008 to 2022.
We also separate provinces into two groups based on the median of their average dual office-holding ratios
calculated from the China Civil Affairs’ Statistical Yearbook in 2017. Then we calculate group average
ratios of dual office-holding over time using census data from the annual yearbook or sample villages
from the CRHPS.

Work of the Chinese Communist Party21 which stipulated that the PS should (yingdang)

assume the position of VC through legal procedures. Following this surge which brought

the ratio of dual office-holding villages to 80%, the central government toned down its

policy toward dual office-holding by stating that active promotion should be conducted in

places where conditions permit it, adapting to local conditions and allowing flexibility.22

3 Data and identification strategy

3.1 Data: The China Rural Household Panel Survey

Our primary source of data is the China Rural Household Panel Survey (CRHPS), which

we access through the Chinese Family Database at Zhejiang University.23 It shares the

same sample pool with the China Household Finance Survey (CHFS)24 conducted by the

Survey and Research Center for China Household Finance at the Southwestern University

21See http://www.gov.cn/zhengce/2019-09/01/content 5426319.htm (in Chinese).
22See http://www.gov.cn/zhengce/2021-02/21/content 5588098.htm (in Chinese).
23http://ssec.zju.edu.cn/dataset/CRHPS gives more information on data application.
24The sample pool of the CHFS also includes urban households and urban communities, which we

use later as a placebo test.
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of Finance and Economics, but focuses on agriculture, rural areas, and farmers.25 The

CRHPS covers 29 provinces, municipalities, and autonomous regions of mainland China

(excluding Xinjiang and Tibet), and achieves nationwide representativeness through a

stratified, three-stage, random sampling design (Qian, 2020). Specifically, counties within

a given province, residential communities, and households are chosen respectively from

the first, second, and third stage, and each stage applies a probability proportional to

size sampling strategy according to the sample units’ population based on the national

census. The survey consists of two types of questionnaires: the household questionnaire

and the community questionnaire. The former is answered by rural households and

collects information regarding their demographics, socioeconomic status, and subjective

attitudes, especially toward rural governance. The community questionnaire is completed

by a village cadre26 and gathers detailed data concerning local economic, social, and

political situations.

The CRHPS has been conducted biennially since its launch in 2015. We primarily

utilize the two latest waves (2017 and 2019), which contain questions on subjective eval-

uations of grassroots governance, introduced in 2017. We construct a balanced panel of

453 rural villages with full observations of variables we use in the baseline regressions,

including 314 villages that had different PS and VC in 2017.

3.2 Main variables and descriptive statistics

The policy treatment we study, dual office-holding, is indicated by a binary variable taking

the value of 1 when the same person holds both the positions of PS and VC in a village.

Approximately 30.5% of the CRHPS villages had a one-head system in the 2017 wave, a

ratio that increased by over a quarter in two years (to 38.9% in 2019). In Figure A.1, we

map the change in the average dual office-holding ratio for each province based on the

CRHPS (Panel (a)) and official statistics collected from the annual China Civil Affairs’

Statistical Yearbook (Panel (b)). The correlation of the proportion of treated villages at

the province level, as reported by the the two sources in 2017 and 2019, is notably high

at 0.652, and the correlation of the two level ratios is 0.874, providing reassurance on the

representativeness of the CRHPS villages in terms of dual office-holding adoption.

For voting behavior, we focus on election turnout.27 We keep only villages with a

25The CRHPS has been frequently used to study various topics related to rural China, including
policy distortion (Wu et al., 2018), land usage (Duan et al., 2021), property rights (Bu and Liao, 2022),
and population aging (Ren et al., 2023).

26The community survey respondent is determined as follows: if the PS is in the village office he or
she is chosen. If not, the VC will be the respondent, followed by the deputy PS, and finally the deputy
VC.

27To determine voter turnout, the community questionnaire first asks who participates in the vil-
lagers’/urban residents’ assembly or the assembly of villagers’/urban residents’ representatives. The
options are: (i) all individuals aged 18 years old and above, (ii) representatives from all the households,
(iii) representatives from all the villagers’/urban residents’ groups, and (iv) others. Then, the ques-
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turnout above 50%, in which case the election is valid; otherwise, reorganization is re-

quired. Turnout at village elections is, in most cases, very high, with a mean participation

rate of 90%.

For political perceptions, we focus on villagers’ views on corruption and confidence

in local governance. The first question assesses the perception of villagers regarding the

severity of corruption among grassroots cadres in rural areas, which are defined in the

survey as the members of the two village organizations led by the PS and the VC, and

township cadres such as the township mayor and township party secretary. Respondents

are asked to rate the severity on a scale of 1 (“not severe”) to 4 (“very severe”). The

second question measures the level of confidence that respondents have in their local

government,28 on a scale of 1 (“not confident at all”) to 5 (“very confident”). For both

questions, there is an additional option to answer “do not know.” The distribution of

responses can be found in Figure A.2, which is split into two- and one-head villages. On

average, a majority of respondents find that corruption is “not” or “not very” severe in

their villages. They also have a high level of positive perceptions about the local govern-

ment and cadres, which is consistent with other international surveys.29 We construct

ordinal variables for both the corruption and confidence questions excluding “do not

know” answers. We exploit this unclear option when investigating potential reporting

biases associated with answering the corruption and confidence questions in our context

in Section 5.2.1.

3.3 Empirical strategy: An instrumental variable approach

Nonrandom selection into the one-head policy adoption and its timing, influenced by

factors from both the upper government and the village side, may introduce biases which

are unclear in their direction. For example, a common indication of nonrandom selection

might occur when local governments exercise caution in implementing the policy in areas

with ethnic minorities.30 Alternatively, the ease of policy adoption within a specific place

can be a result of widespread popularity of the Communist Party or the presence of strong

vertical control.

Conducting elections is a prerequisite to adopting dual office-holding, wherein the

tionnaire indirectly inquires about both the number of registered voters (eligible households) and the
number of votes cast in the last election if the cadre respondent chooses option (i) or (ii). Alternatively,
it directly inquires about the turnout results in the last election if option (iii) or (iv) is selected.

28The question does not specify the exact government level it pertains to. However, perceived confi-
dence in the local government, stemming from a singular authority system, can be attributed to either
perception adaptation, as the PS is commonly seen as an extension of governing from upper organizations,
or to the active involvement of local government in policy implementation.

29In the newest report of the Edelman Trust Barometer, China ranks among the highest countries
with respect to the respondents’ trust in the government.

30In Figure A.3 we see there is a mild policy reaction in the provinces of Ningxia, Qinghai, and
Yunnan. Moreover, in the provinces of Xinjiang and Tibet (not included in the sample), the provincial
dual office-holding ratio actually decreases.
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Table 1: The effect of electing in 2018 or 2019 on dual office-holding

Dual office-holding
All villages Villages with

two heads in
the 2017 wave

Villages with
one head in

the 2017 wave
FE FE FE
(1) (2) (3)

Electing in 2018 or 2019 0.190*** 0.263*** 0.026
(0.043) (0.048) (0.065)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes
Observations 906 630 276
Mean dep var 0.347 0.097 0.917

Notes: This table presents the results from the regressions of dual office-holding on electing in 2018 or
2019. Village-level clustered standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical
significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

village chooses between electing the PS as the VC or appointing the elected VC as the PS.

We therefore exploit differences in the timing of elections across villages as an instrumental

variable (IV) that predicts the introduction of the one-head system, enabling us to derive

causally interpretable estimates of the policy’s impact. The relevance of this instrument

relies on the assumption that a village was more likely to introduce dual office-holding if

it held an election in 2018 or 2019 (relative to in earlier year), coinciding with the launch

of the Strategy. The resulting IV first-stage equation is as follows:

Dual office-holdingv,t = β × Electing in 2018 or 2019v,t + γv + δt + εv,t, (1)

where Dual office-holdingv,t takes the value of 1 if village v in wave t has a one-head

system, and 0 otherwise; Electing in 2018 or 2019v,t represents election timing with β

capturing the (first-stage) correlation with policy adoption; γv and δt are respectively

village and wave fixed effects.

As shown in Figure A.4, about 38.4% of our sample villages held an election in 2018

or 2019. Table 1 reports the results from the first-stage regressions showing, in column

(1), that having an election in those two years increases the probability of dual office-

holding by 19.0%. The effect size is large, considering that the average ratio of one-head

villages was 30.5% in the 2017 wave. We also report results for two subsamples of villages:

those with a two-head and those with one-head system in the 2017 wave, in columns (2)

and (3) respectively. Reassuringly, this reveals that the effect of an election in 2018 or
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2019 is primarily driven by villages with two heads before the year the Strategy started.

In Figure A.5(a), we further illustrate the effect of election years on dual office-holding

using an event plot that substitutes the variable Electing in 2018 or 2019 with dummies

indicating each election year, for the baseline election year set at 2017. It shows that

there is no significant effect of election years on dual office-holding in any year up to

2018.31 This demonstrates that election timing is a relevant predictor of policy adoption

as villages reacted to the one-head policy only after the Strategy came into play, with no

sign of gradual implementation pre-2018.

Still, for election timing to be a good instrument, it must also be uncorrelated to

village characteristics (observed or unobserved) that would influence political outcomes.

This is arguably the case for elections in rural China as their timing will depend on the

year of original introduction of the election in the 1980s (which has been shown to be

exogenous by Martinez-Bravo et al. (2022)), specified tenure rules that are set according

to the Organic Law,32 and some unexpected shocks to tenure length (such as the death of

the VC, which should by nature be exogenous). We statistically investigate the validity

of election timing as an instrument by checking for correlation between baseline village

characteristics (from the 2017 wave) and holding an election in 2018 or 2019 (using the

2019 wave). We do this for village governance, socioeconomic, and political character-

istics33 and present the resulting balancing test in Figure 2. It shows that there is no

statistically significant correlation between any of the baseline village characteristics we

consider and an election taking place in 2018 or 2019, whether we look at all villages or

only those with one head in 2017. This finding alleviates concerns regarding potential en-

dogenous manipulation of election timing, which would invalidate its use as an exogenous

instrument.

As a robustness check, we use provincial-level data on village committees collected

from the China Civil Affairs’ Statistical Yearbook and replicate the survey-based micro-

evidence on the quality of election timing as an instrument. Based on the official statistics,

we mimic Equation 1 and regress the provincial dual office-holding ratio from 2014 to

31We also utilize the 2015 wave and present the results in Figure A.5(b) with the same event plot
method. The sudden increase in 2018 is also obvious especially among villages that initially had two
heads.

32The specified tenure was three years before the end of 2018 (December 29), when the central
government modified the Organic Law and allowed village committee members to serve for five years
instead of three to align with the term of party positions. We address this potentially confounding effect
of tenure change in Section 4.2 and Section 5.2.

33Governance-related characteristics include dual office-holding status, whether dual office-holding
is clearly required by the upper organizations, the way the village holds the villagers’ assembly or the
assembly of villagers’ representatives, villagers’ average satisfaction level with the recent election process,
and whether the village compensates for voting. Socioeconomic characteristics include disposable income
per capita, village size indicated by the number of residents, and whether the village has clans (i.e.,
having the same surname). Political characteristics include distance to the township government and
village income per capita transferred from the upper government. Most importantly, we also consider
the baseline outcomes of interest, that is, the baseline turnout and village average political perceptions.
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Figure 2: Balancing test of election timing in the 2019 wave with respect to the baseline
village characteristics from the 2017 wave

Notes: This figure displays the estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from OLS regressions
of holding an election in 2018 or 2019 in the 2019 wave on each one of the baseline village characteristics
from the 2017 wave, stated on the vertical axis, for all the sample villages or sample villages with two
heads in the 2017 wave. Instruction is a binary variable taking the value of 1 if dual office-holding is
clearly required by the upper organizations. Representativeness is a binary variable taking the value
of 1 if all individuals over 18 years old can attend the villagers’ assembly or the assembly of villagers’
representatives. Satisfaction with recent election process takes the average of villagers’ satisfaction level
regarding the recent election process (with a 1-5 scale ranging from “very dissatisfied” to “very satisfied”).
Compensation for voting is a binary variable taking the value of 1 if the village compensates for voting.
Disposable income per capita in 10,000 yuan is reported by the village cadre answering the community
questionnaire. Residents represents the number of village residents in 1000 people. Having clans is a
binary variable taking the value of 1 if the village has clans that share the same surname. Distance to the
township government represents the road distance to reach the township government in 10 kilometers.
Village income from government per capita represents the amount of subsidies or refunds from the
higher-level governments in 10,000 yuan. We also take the average of villagers’ perceived corruption and
confidence. Each regression controls for province fixed effects, and its observations vary according to
data availability. Standard errors are clustered at the village level.

2019 (consistent with the election years in our sample) on the product of the provincial

election ratio and an indicator variable representing the calendar years 2018 to 2019. We

also extend the sample years from 2008 to 2022, which is possible using the yearbook data.

Columns (1) and (2) of Table A.1 show that those provinces with higher proportion of

villages holding elections between 2018 and 2019 (or 2022) had significantly higher dual

office-holding ratios, with the economic magnitude in line with the survey evidence. The

provincial election ratio itself, however, does not exhibit a significant effect on dual office-

holding. In columns (3) and (4) we show that the provincial dual office-holding ratio in
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2017 does not predict the provincial election ratio in the following years, as it did not

in the sample villages from our survey, which reveals no sign of an accelerated election

process under the pressure of target ratio achievement, especially for those provinces with

a low dual office-holding ratio.

We obtain causal estimates of the impact of dual office-holding on various outcomes

from the following second-stage equation:

Outcomei/v,t = θ × ̂Dual office-holdingv,t + γv + δt + εi/v,t, (2)

where Outcomei/v,t represents either turnout at the village level (v) or villagers’ percep-

tions of rural governance at the individual level (i); ̂Dual office-holdingv,t is the instru-

mented independent variable stemming from Equation 1. γv and δt are as before, village

and wave fixed effects. The standard errors are clustered at the village level: the level of

treatment variation in our setting. We present results for both the full sample of villages

and for the subsample with a two-head system in the 2017 wave.

4 Dual office-holding and turnout

4.1 Turnout results

We start our investigation of the impact on turnout of elections when a village has intro-

duced the one-head system. We start by presenting reduced-form estimates in columns

(1) and (4) of Table 2, which provide consistent evidence of a significant negative re-

lationship between election timing and the proportion of registered voters going to the

polls. Holding an election in 2018 or 2019 decreases turnout by 4.0% on average and

by 6.4% for villages with a two-head system beforehand. The causal IV estimates from

Equation 2 are reported in columns (2) and (5). They show that dual office-holding leads

to a sharp and significant drop in turnout of more than 20%, a large effect given the

baseline average participation rate of almost 90% at village elections.34

For comparison, we also report the results from (noncausal) village fixed effects regres-

sions in columns (3) and (6). The estimated coefficients are close to zero and insignificant.

This could reflect positive selection bias issues from several sides, which our IV approach

seeks to address. For example, villages with stronger upper-level governments or vil-

lagers’ support for the policy will be more likely to implement dual office-holding while

still registering high levels of turnout, either because of enforcement or voter preferences.

34The first-stage Kleibergen-Paap F-statistics are 19.2 for all villages and 29.4 for villages with two
heads in the 2017 wave. These F-statistics are equivalent to the effective F-statistics in the just-identified
case developed by Montiel Olea and Pflueger (2013) for a test of weak instruments robust to heteroscedas-
ticity, serial correlation, and clustering. The above first-stage F-statistics exceed their proposed critical
values of 15.1 and 23.1, with the worst-case biases being 20% and 10%, respectively, demonstrating that
our instrument is not weak especially for the subsample with two heads before.
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Alternatively, local leaders with certain (unobserved) traits may push the policy as they

seek both positions, and may also be more likely to buy votes.

Table 2: The effect of dual office-holding on turnout

Turnout
All villages Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave

Reduced-form IV 2nd stage FE Reduced-form IV 2nd stage FE
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dual office-holding -0.209** 0.007 -0.244*** -0.002
(0.089) (0.015) (0.078) (0.018)

Electing in 2018 or 2019 -0.040*** -0.064***
(0.014) (0.016)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 19.243 29.442
Observations 906 906 906 630 630 630
Mean dep var 0.899 0.899 0.899 0.902 0.902 0.902

Notes: This table presents the results from reduced-form (columns (1) and (4)), second-stage IV (columns
(2) and (5)), and village fixed effects (columns (3) and (6)) specifications. It reports coefficients from
regressing village turnout on elections being held in 2018 or 2019 in columns (1) and (4) or dual office-
holding in all other columns. Village-level clustered standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and
*** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

4.2 Turnout robustness

A first legitimate concern regarding our identification strategy, based on election timing,

is the potential presence of a pre-existing declining trend in turnout over time. In other

words, our instrument might merely capture the effects of this underlying time trend

because of a later election year. We test this in Figure A.6(a), using the the 2017 and

2019 waves, and in Figure A.6(b), which adds information from the 2015 wave. In all

cases, we do not observe any indication of a declining pre-trend in turnout. In column (1)

of Table A.2 we present IV estimates that include observations from the 2015 wave, which

confirm, using this longer time horizon, the significant negative relationship between dual

office-holding and turnout.

Second, we test how the level of clustering of standard errors matters for our results.

Standard errors may be correlated within provinces, as each province has a different

pace of carrying out (initial) village elections (Martinez-Bravo et al., 2022), or within

counties, since county-level party committees are primarily responsible for the detailed

implementation of the tasks listed in the Strategy. The results reported in columns (2)

and (3) of Table A.2 show that the significance of our estimates is robust to clustering at

higher administrative levels than the village.35

35As there are only 29 provinces, we use the wild restricted efficient bootstrap test to address the
bias from a small number of clusters (Davidson and MacKinnon, 2010). Moreover, our first-stage is
weak when clustering at the province level, and therefore we also report the results of wild bootstrap for
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Third, we investigate whether elections held in “unusual” years affect our results.

The Organic Law stipulates that, upon the expiration of the VC’s term, a timely election

should be held, implying that the elections should, in normal circumstances, happen every

three years.36 According to the Regulations on the Elections of the Village Committees

published by the Ministry of Civil Affairs in 2013, elections may be held at shorter inter-

vals due to invalid elections (failure to follow a legal procedure), recalls,37 resignations,

and automatic terminations in the event of death, incapacity, criminal behavior, or be-

ing found incompetent through two consecutive evaluations. A longer interval may be

attributed to emergencies, natural disasters, major economic or social events, and other

significant circumstances. Figure A.7 displays the interval between the election years

given in the two waves. We see most observations (86.8%) are scattered around 0, 3, and

4 (mostly because of a natural rounding issue). We check robustness by dropping the

other observations as they might be more likely to suffer from selection bias. The results

in column (4) remain negative and significant.

Finally, we address the potential confounding effect of a prolonged tenure from three

years to five years for all committee members. The change was specified in the modi-

fied version of the Organic Law passed on December 29, 2018. Therefore, those villages

holding an election in 2019 might be influenced by this change. There are compelling

reasons to believe that this could impact the willingness of potential candidates to run

for election and shape their their campaign strategies, which in turn could affect voter

turnout. Villagers may also adapt their voting behavior in response to this tenure change

given the possibility of being served or ruled by someone for a longer term. Both be-

havioral changes could bias our IV estimates. We tackle this in two ways. First, we

test for differences in village cadre respondents’ willingness to work longer terms in two-

and one-head systems. The community questionnaire asks them whether they would be

willing to engage in this work longer, if reelection were a possibility. We accordingly con-

struct a dummy variable, “Staying longer,” to see whether dual office-holding impacts

positive answer to this question. Results reported in column (1) of Table A.5 show that

willingness to serve longer terms does not change when dual office-holding is adopted.

Second, we check if our turnout results are affected when dropping the small number of

villages with an election in 2019 that were affected by the mandate length change. IV

estimates for this subsample in column (2) are statistically indistinguishable from the

baseline results, alleviating concerns that tenure change is what drives falls in turnout

when dual office-holding is adopted.

Anderson-Rubin test for the coefficient on the instrumented variable being equal to zero (Wang, 2021).
36Although the tenure specification changed to five years by the end of 2018, those who were elected

prior to that change should still adhere to the previous tenure specification.
37When more than one-fifth of eligible voters in the village or one-third of village representatives

jointly sign, they can initiate a request for the recall of village committee members, thereby initiating
the recall procedure.
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4.3 Turnout mechanisms

One central reason why turnout might fall is lack of electoral competition under insti-

tutional changes (Franklin, 2004). We postulate that this decrease could be linked to

various strategies employed by local governments to promote the implementation of the

one-head system around village elections.

The 2018 Strategy stipulated the aim of reaching a dual office-holding ratio of 50%

nationally by the end of 2022. However, this target ratio was often set higher at the local

government with a lower level38 by officials potentially concerned about not reaching this

threshold if their chosen candidate for PS was not the one eventually voted in among VC

candidates at the election. Since there is no specific guideline from the central govern-

ment regarding how to promote dual office-holding, local governments explore different

approaches, for example, resorting to in-depth due diligence and incorporating ordinary

villagers’ views,39 negotiating with the incumbent cadres,40 and strengthening the vet-

ting system41 (see DeLisle and Yang (2022) for a detailed survey of approaches). These

strategies will result in less-intense electoral competition and vote solicitation with more

predictable election results, and ultimately lower turnout (Bursztyn et al., 2023) when

villagers perceive their individual vote is not that marginally beneficial. We offer two

pieces of evidence to support these arguments.

A stylized fact documented in the literature is that local governments tend to show

a higher preference for the incumbent PS assuming concurrent positions compared to

the incumbent VC, partly because that this is how they interpret the intention of the

one-head policy and usually they have more knowledge of and interactions with the

38Cheng and Shi (2019), for example, conducted a survey at the P town in the jurisdiction of L county,
Tangshan City, Hebei Province. The target ratio set at each level of local government (from town to
province) was 100%, 80%, 70%, and 60%, respectively. By promoting the policy in more villages, local
officials could minimize the risk that a one-head system was accepted in less than 50% of villages, which
would negatively impact their work evaluations.

39We conducted an interview with a town party leader in Zhejiang Province, who is directly responsible
for implementing the one-head policy. He told us that upper-level governments will implement door-to-
door household surveys typically before a village party committee election to ascertain villagers’ potential
votes and their attitudes toward potential candidates regarding their ability, willingness to serve villagers,
etc. After thorough surveys, the upper-level government already knows who is suitable for leading the
village and most likely to be elected by villagers. Thus, they will make this person be elected as village
PS and let him or her run for the position of VC. This kind of due diligence, however, is said to take a
lot of effort.

40This includes compensating quitters economically, especially former VCs, or empowering them with
similar rights in a deputy position (Cheng and Shi, 2019; DeLisle and Yang, 2022)

41That is, local governments may use a negative list of ineligible types to block the candidacy of
some people, such as those deemed “black and evil”. This practice is supported by a national policy
launched in 2018 to crack down on gang crimes, which is said to have severely punished approximately
3,700 “village overlords” and sacked 41,700 village cadres who had engaged in offenses late in 2020 (see
the report by The Economist magazine). An empirical concern for this policy is that it may incidentally
trigger early by-elections when village cadres are removed from their positions in village committees. We
address this concern by showing robustness when keeping conventional intervals between election years
from the two waves in Table A.2 and Table A.4.
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incumbent PS (DeLisle and Yang, 2022). We provide evidence on this special head

preference by examining turnover of the two positions. As there is limited information

available regarding the specific identities of individuals serving as PS or VC, we resort to

the (non)matching of the birth year of cadres in the 2015, 2017, and 2019 waves. We start

with keeping only villages with nonmissing birth year information for their head(s) and

further exclude those with two heads sharing the same birth year within a wave. Then

we compare each position holder’s birth year in 2019 (2017) with that in 2017 (2015) and

define four different types of turnover: “Former VC, now PS”, “Fresh PS”, “Former PS,

now VC”, and “Fresh VC”. For example, “Former VC, now PS” is an indicator variable

taking the value of 1 if the birth year of the VC in the 2017 (2015) wave is the same as

that of PS in the 2019 (2017) wave when there are two heads in the 2017 (2015) wave,

and 0 otherwise. “Fresh PS” takes the value of 1 if the birth year of neither the VC

or the PS in the 2017 (2015) wave is the same as that of PS in the 2019 (2017) wave.

We observe a very high ratio of a freshman becoming the new leader, which is a sign of

potential measurement error especially considering a recalling bias by the village cadre

respondent not having the position of PS or VC.42 However, this kind of measurement

error does not harm the unbiased estimates if it is independent from our instrumental

variable, which is most likely the case. Table 3 gives the second-stage IV estimates. Dual

office-holding significantly increases the likelihood of a former PS being elected as VC in

the subsequent term (column (3)), while the estimate is positive with lower magnitude,

but not significant, for a former VC being chosen as PS later (column (1)). We also

observe a more positive and significant result for “Fresh VC” compared with that of

“Fresh PS” (columns (2) and (4)), which again implies there is a lower preference for a

former VC.

The lure of potential rents often causes corruption and vote buying in the electoral

process in rural China (Zhao, 2018; Ruan and Wang, 2023). This will be alleviated with

less electoral competition and also with the enhanced screening and selection of candidates

by the local governments. In this sense, one by-product of dual office-holding is a decrease

in votes that are not intended to be cast in the first place. The household questionnaire

asks villagers whether bribery in elections is the type of corruption they believe rural

42We validate these measures by exploring the reported duration in the current position. This question
is only asked for the position of PS if there is one head, which makes it an accurate measure for the
duration of the PS. But we also use the information about the PS to indicate the duration of the VC
if there is only one head: therefore, a higher value for VC in the case of “Former PS, now VC” just
means a higher duration held as PS. According to Table 3, a former VC who is now PS has the shortest
duration in the position of PS, while a former PS who is now VC has the longest duration mainly because
he/she stays a longer term as PS. The duration for a fresh PS or a fresh VC is also relatively high, which
is another sign of measurement error. As a robustness check, we construct two measures indicating
turnover of the PS and the VC. The two variables take the value of 1 if the birth year of PS (VC) in a
previous wave is not the same as the birth year of PS (VC) in the current wave. Again, we report the
duration of the PS (VC) conditional on there being no turnout of PS (VC), we can see the duration is
high as expected.
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grassroots cadres are most likely to engage in. We create an indicator variable based on

this question, and about 14.0% of villagers hold such a view, which ranks in the middle

among all the types of corruption they believe cadres engage in, as shown in Figure A.8.

The IV estimates in column (5) of Table 3 illustrate that dual office-holding significantly

decreases villagers’ views about the prevalence of bribery in elections.

Table 3: The effects of dual office-holding on head preference and bribery in elections

Former VC,
now PS

Fresh PS Former PS,
now VC

Fresh VC Bribery in
elections

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

Panel A: All villages + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding 0.150 0.403 0.473*** 0.682* -0.181**
(0.148) (0.324) (0.158) (0.370) (0.075)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 18.035 18.035 18.035 18.035 18.934
Observations 714 714 714 714 18,573
Mean dep var 0.041 0.426 0.042 0.469 0.140
Duration of PS (VC) if dep var = 1 1.352 6.521 9.536 4.724
Duration of PS (VC) if
Turnover of PS (VC) = 0

10.837 10.837 8.182 8.182

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding 0.214 0.238 0.455*** 0.573* -0.192***
(0.147) (0.295) (0.138) (0.305) (0.063)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 25.004 25.004 25.004 25.004 28.704
Observations 476 476 476 476 12,924
Mean dep var 0.055 0.452 0.042 0.498 0.141
Duration of PS (VC) if dep var = 1 1.271 6.644 8.632 4.331
Duration of PS (VC) if
Turnover of PS (VC) = 0

10.706 10.706 6.710 6.710

Notes: This table presents the results from the second-stage IV regressions of four dummy variables
indicating head preference (columns (1) to (4)) and bribery in elections (column (5)). In the first four
columns, we keep only those observations with non-missing birth year information for each head and
exclude those observations in which the two heads’ birth years are the same. “Former VC, now PS”
(“Former PS, now VC”) indicates whether the birth year of the former VC (PS) is the same as that of
the current PS (VC) when there are two heads in the previous wave. “Fresh PS” (“Fresh VC”) indicates
whether the birth year of either former head is not the same as that of the current PS (VC). Bribery
in elections indicates whether it is the type of corruption respondents believe rural grassroots cadres are
most likely to engage in. Duration of PS (VC) refers to the length of time that the incumbent PS (VC)
remains in his or her assigned position (this variable is censored at one year on the left side based on the
survey question design). Turnover of PS (VC) refers to whether the birth year of PS (VC) in a previous
wave is not identical to the birth year of the PS (VC) in the current wave (excluding observations with the
same birth year for both the PS and VC in each wave). Village-level clustered standard errors are given
in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

As we show, villagers may find voting less attractive following the introduction of

dual office-holding due to reduced gains from selling their votes, a lower anti-corruption
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sentiment, or indifferent preferences over the candidates (on the final list). Another

motivation to consider is democratic orientation. Shi (1999b) documents that holding

democratic values is one reason why Chinese citizens would like to vote in elections

for local unit leaders (including VCs), while Chen and Zhong (2002) argue that the

relationship is subject to changes in the constraints imposed in these elections. We thus

test whether villages where villagers hold, on average, higher democratic ideals differ in

their turnout results. We first construct a related measure of democratic participation

for each villager, indicative of support for democracy, using three questions inquiring

about the respondent’s: (i) household participation at the last assembly of villagers’

representatives, (ii) active engagement in discussions on village public affairs, and (iii)

attitudes toward major decisions made in the community and the handling of public

affairs.43 This measure takes the value of 1 if the respondent answers “yes” to the

former two questions and does not answer “never paying attention” to the latter. We

then calculate the village average. We do not observe that this measure is significantly

correlated with turnout (the correlation for the 2017 wave is –0.044 with the p-value of

0.354). Meanwhile, it does not significantly moderate the effect of dual office-holding on

turnout based on the first column in Table 6, which interacts village-level democratic

participation. The results imply that democratic orientation may not be a motivation to

vote for villagers and it is not driving the effect of dual office-holding on turnout.

5 Dual office-holding and political perceptions

5.1 Political perceptions results

We now turn our attention to how the change in the power structure affects villagers’

political perceptions. We focus on individual responses to questions about perceptions of

corruption among grassroots cadres and confidence in local government. As in the pre-

vious section, in Table 4, we present both the reduced-form and the second-stage results

using the election timing IV, along with fixed effect estimates, for these two measures.

Columns (1) and (4) indicate that conducting an election in 2018 or 2019 leads to vil-

lagers’ positive evaluation of local governance. Associated IV estimates show that dual

office-holding strongly and significantly reduces villagers’ perception of corruption (col-

umn (2)) and increases their confidence in local government (column (5)). The economic

magnitude of these estimates is substantial as they amount to approximately half of one

unit for each variable. The village FE results in columns (3) and (6) go in the same

direction, albeit smaller and less precise, as the IV results for corruption, but the results

43These three questions are available only in the 2017 wave. Questions (i) and (ii) are yes or no
answers, and question (iii) gives response choices of “1 = never paying attention,” “2 = only paying
attention to those relevant to myself,” and “3 = closely paying attention.” Their average values are
36.4%, 38.6%, and 2.1, respectively.
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are negligible and nonsignificant when looking at the confidence level. The positive (neg-

ative) selection bias in the FE regressions of corruption (confidence) can, for example,

stem from a local government’s aggressively implementing the policy, which can violate

the Organic Law, and in turn negatively impact villagers’ political perceptions.44

Table 4: The effect of dual office-holding on political perceptions

Corruption Confidence
Reduced-form IV 2nd stage FE Reduced-form IV 2nd stage FE

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

Panel A: All villages

Dual office-holding -0.832*** -0.096* 0.554** -0.044
(0.283) (0.052) (0.241) (0.043)

Electing in 2018 or 2019 -0.164*** 0.107***
(0.044) (0.038)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 19.994 19.754
Observations 12,938 12,938 12,938 17,363 17,363 17,363
Mean dep var 1.987 1.987 1.987 3.938 3.938 3.938

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave

Dual office-holding -0.666*** -0.128* 0.422** -0.005
(0.230) (0.069) (0.190) (0.053)

Electing in 2018 or 2019 -0.174*** 0.111**
(0.052) (0.044)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 27.891 29.318
Observations 8,973 8,973 8,973 12,093 12,093 12,093
Mean dep var 2.010 2.010 2.010 3.925 3.925 3.925

Notes: This table presents the results from reduced-form (columns (1) and (4)), second-stage IV (columns
(2) and (5)), and village fixed effects (columns (3) and (6)) specifications. It reports coefficients from
regressing political perceptions on elections being held in 2018 or 2019 in columns (1) and (4) or dual
office-holding in all other columns. Village-level clustered standard errors are given in parentheses. *,
**, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

Previously, when investigating the turnout drop, we provided evidence that dual office-

holding reduced the perception of electoral corruption. Corruption can manifest itself in

many other ways, as highlighted by the multiple types of behaviors that villagers can

select from in the CRHPS (Figure A.8). For example, apart from acts related to abuse

of power for personal gain, corruption can also take the form of officials falsifying records

and acting irresponsibly at work. Since different types of corruption are likely to be highly

correlated, it is important to check that the positive impact of dual office-holding does not

44DeLisle and Yang (2022) document, based on a news report and their on-site visits, that some local
governments in Jiangxi Province directly appointed party secretaries as village chiefs (while assigning
former elected chiefs to other positions).

24



solely stem from the reduction in electoral bribery. We account for the influence of bribery

in elections by including it in the baseline regressions as a control. Results in Panel A

of Table A.3 show that electoral corruption is positively associated with a perception of

general corruption and negatively associated with confidence. However, its inclusion does

not significantly change the IV estimates of the impact of dual office-holding on political

perceptions.45

5.2 Political perceptions robustness

We start by checking whether the difference in sample sizes across the political perceptions

measures affects our results. Regression results are derived from a smaller sample size for

perceived corruption compared to confidence because of a higher proportion of “do not

know” answers given by respondents when asked about perceived corruption.46 We show,

in columns (1) and (5) of Table A.4, that our baseline results are robust to imposing a

constraint that each village-wave pair should have a minimum of ten observations.

Next, we carry out the same battery of robustness tests as in the turnout analysis

and begin with determining whether the level of standard error clustering changes the

significance of the political perceptions findings. Since specific terms of elections are

independently initiated by each province, and county cadres are responsible for advancing

the promotion of the one-head system in villages, we consider clusters at either the

province or the county level instead of the village level used in the main regression. After

taking into account the issue of a small number of clusters this creates at the province

level and addressing the problem of weak instruments, we find that dual office-holding

continues to have a significant positive impact on villagers’ subjective evaluations even

when we cluster at different region levels (columns (2), (3), (6), and (7)).

We then investigate whether an “unusual” gap (i.e., a gap shorter or longer than three

years) between the two most recent election years may introduce a bias in our corruption

or confidence findings, particularly if this gap is short. This situation may stem from a

recall or resignation process followed by a by-election, which may be prompted by pres-

sure from villagers unhappy with the leadership, and may downwardly (upwardly) biase

our IV estimates of corruption (confidence). We re-estimate the regressions excluding

observations with gaps between elections of one, two, or five years. We find that most of

the results remain unchanged, except for the impact of dual office-holding on confidence

45Additionally, to address the possibility that villagers’ views on electoral corruption mainly refer to
the last election, we also flexibly include bribery in elections, that is, include its interaction with each
dummy for election years. The resulting coefficients, presented in Panel B of Table A.3 still have the
expected signs and remain large and significant.

46In the third stage of sampling, the CRHPS surveyed a fixed number of households (i.e., 20) in each
sample village. Consequently, each village is supposed to have an adequate number of observations to
represent the average perceptions of the village. However, due to the presence of a “do not know” option,
some village-wave pairs have relatively few observations, particularly for perceived corruption.
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that is still relatively positive and large but no longer statistically significant for villages

previously under a two-head system (columns (4) and (8)).

We then turn to a potentially confounding effect from the 2019 tenure change to

five years. A shorter term is beneficial for ensuring accountability among office-holders,

particularly when the administrative cost of elections is low. However, due to time

constraints, it can also pose challenges when it comes to effectively implementing policies

(see Gersbach et al. (2021) for a review of optimal tenure length). Therefore, the potential

bias is ambiguous. We alleviate this concern by first showing in Table A.5 that village

cadres’ willingness to stay longer in their positions is not influenced by dual office-holding.

We then drop the few villages with elections in 2019 and show that the results do not

change in significance or magnitude compared with the baseline (columns (3) and (4)).

In another robustness exercise we consider whether our results are driven by villagers’

general subjective perceptions toward life somehow positively correlating with the change

in political structure, but not specifically because political perceptions improve (Guriev

et al., 2021). We test this by using villagers’ self-reported overall happiness levels as the

outcome in our IV estimation of the impact of dual office-holding on villagers’ outcomes.

The results reported in the final column of Table A.4 indicate that there is no statisti-

cally significant improvement in average happiness in one-head villages, despite the large

positive effects found on perceived corruption and confidence in local politicians. This in-

dicates that our findings are not just driven by a (potentially spurious) change in general

attitudes coinciding with the policy introduction.

A final concern for our findings is that they could merely capture a “honeymoon ef-

fect,” that is, a (short) period of goodwill and popularity for the newly elected leader

and/or the one-head system just introduced. As time passes, villagers’ doubts and com-

plaints about these elected officials and dual office-holding may mount as they become

increasingly aware of issues associated with how well these grassroots cadres or the sys-

tem perform. We investigate this possibility by constructing a variable indicating the

number of years since the last election, calculated as the difference between the wave and

the year of election. We include this variable into the baseline regressions and present

results in Table A.6. The first-stage F-statistics drop substiantially, especially for villages

with two heads before, due to that the time length measure highly correlates with our IV

(with the correlation being around –0.336) and thus, it decreases the precision of electing

in 2018 or 2019 in predicting dual office-holding (see Panel B). However, there is still a

significant effect of dual office-holding on perceived corruption, regardless of whether we

consider robust weak IV inferences.47 Therefore, we conclude that a honeymoon effect is

not driving our results, and the changes of estimates in this table are primarily due to

collinearity between our IV and the constructed measure in limited waves.

47In an untabulated practice, we also drop sample villages with a maximum time length of three years
in either wave (41.5%) and find qualitatively the same results.
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5.2.1 Potential (changes) in reporting biases

The survey elicitation of political perceptions we use may suffer from reporting biases,

especially when doubts exist regarding villagers’ openly expressing liberal views. In our

context, this is especially worrying as the change in power structure could impact vil-

lagers’ truthful reporting by increasing the fear of social stigma or retaliation. This is a

concern despite the fact the two measures of political perceptions we employ, corruption

and confidence, do not touch upon sensitive topics, such as views on the CCP and the

central government (Cantoni et al., 2017). Additionally, these survey questions priori-

tize governance effectiveness instead of specifically addressing attitudes toward the power

structure, and thus they do not overly require adherence to political correctness. Still we

empirically investigate whether we can reject the possibility that bias in reporting drives

our findings.

First, the design of the survey questions is advantageous. It uses a Likert-scale re-

sponse format that facilitates nuanced responses, with observations distributed across

all available options. As reported in Figure A.2, around 30% of respondents rate the

corruption level as “moderately severe” or “very severe.” A similar portion also rate the

confidence in the local government as “moderately confident” or lower. Most importantly,

these survey questions also include a “do not know” option. Of all respondents, 29.7%

and 7.4% choose this option for the corruption and confidence questions, respectively.

This may indicate either a lack of familiarity with or political interest in local gover-

nance or a deliberate attempt to conceal their true perceptions. The relative size of these

percentages suggests that refraining from giving a definitive response is not uncommon

among villagers when expressing their views on village cadres, especially about corrup-

tion practices. To show how the village average probability of answering “do not know”

correlates to villagers’ political perceptions, we present the results from a simple FE re-

gression in Table A.7. The first column reveals a positive association between perceived

corruption and “do not know” probability, suggesting that this answer choice can provide

informative insights into the actual perceived corruption level. The question design allows

those who might feel stigmatized or afraid to select a harmless option. We then use our

IV approach to produce estimates of the impact of dual office-holding on the frequency

of “do not know” answers. The results in the last two columns of Table A.7 are precisely

estimated zero effects, especially for “do not know” about corruption, suggesting that the

change in power structure does not lead to more or fewer individuals expressing political

opinions when surveyed.

Second, we explore individual heterogeneity in reporting patterns depending on vil-

lagers’ risk and trust preferences. We expect that those with higher risk tolerance and

a higher level of general trust might be more inclined to express their true opinions

(Cantoni et al., 2017). We construct two variables indicating villagers’ preferences to-
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ward risky investment and their trust in strangers based on the median responses to

the corresponding questions.48 In Table B.1 we introduce an interaction term between

risk tolerance (trust in strangers) and dual office-holding to show that those with higher

levels of both preference traits are less likely to select “do not know” answers but that

there are no moderating effects for these traits under a changed power structure. In

Table A.8 we check whether risk and trust level affects our political perceptions findings.

Although we observe that villagers’ personality traits can affect their views on corruption

and confidence, this effect does not vary with the introduction of the one-head system.

Third, we examine the degree of social stigmatization or fearfulness by exploiting the

presence or lack of presence of other individuals during the main respondent’s interview.

In the 2017 wave, the survey provides information regarding the identity of the other

present individuals, specifically, whether they are village cadres, parents, spouses, chil-

dren, or relatives.49 We construct two dummies based on the presence of village cadres

and others, with average ratios of 2.4% and 18.9% respectively. Table A.9 (columns (1)

and (2)) shows that dual office-holding is not correlated to the probability of cadres being

present on site and slightly negatively related with others being present. Regression re-

sults with village fixed effects of political perceptions and giving “do not know” answers on

the two presence measures and their interaction terms with dual office-holding are given

in columns (3) to (6) of Table A.9 and columns (1) to (4) of Table B.2. Accordingly, the

presence of cadres makes respondents more likely to express clear attitudes (about their

confidence level in local government), and conditional on that, they are more likely to

express positive attitudes, implying the potential existence of pressure. However, we find

that dual office-holding only increases (rather than decreases) perceived corruption with

cadres present. We observe no significant divergence in reporting patterns by villagers

living under different power structures. The final analysis we conduct tests whether this

particular type of information moderates our IV estimates, assuming that those with a

higher probability of others’ presence in the 2017 wave experience a similar scenario in

the 2019 wave. The results reported in the final two columns of Table A.9 and Table B.2

show that the presence of other individuals, who could increase reporting bias via social

pressure, does not significantly moderate any of our results.

Fourth, an alternative source of reporting bias may emerge from politically connected

respondents who may intentionally manipulate their expressed perceptions to align with

the new power structure, thereby contaminating the effectiveness of the political percep-

tions questions. To mitigate this issue, we consider the party affiliation of respondents

48The question on risk tolerance was administered to all respondents in the 2019 wave (and in the 2015
wave), while it was only directed at new respondents in the 2017 wave. Hence, we substitute the missing
data in the 2017 wave with information from the 2015 wave. The question regarding trust in strangers
is exclusively available in the 2017 wave, and consequently, we utilize it solely for panel households.

49Village cadres may be on site to facilitate the household interview when the respondents have doubts
about the interviewers, but it is also possible that cadres decide on their own to be present.

28



and their family members, as well as whether they or family members are village cadres.

On average, 9.2% of sample villagers are affiliated with the Communist Party,50 17.8% of

sample households have at least one party member, and 7.1% have cadres in the house-

hold. We report analyses of their moderating role in Table B.3 and Table A.10, where

we find that politically connected respondents tend to provide clear and also more pos-

itive responses concerning local governance. Although we do find some evidence that

politically connected respondents reply differently in a one-head system regarding grass-

roots corruption (but not confidence in an upper-level government), this difference does

not translate into upwardly biased evaluations. Most importantly, political connection

appears to weaken the impact of dual office-holding, although the majority of the mod-

erating estimates are not statistically significant. This may imply that these politically

connected respondents hold more liberal views than the general public (Ji and Jiang,

2020), consistent with the moderating role of higher democratic values that we find.

Finally, we validate the two measures of political perceptions by demonstrating their

correlation with economic outcomes. Table A.11 reveals that favorable evaluations (per-

ceptions of lower corruption and higher confidence) are positively correlated with per-

sonal experiences with popular economic policies, including receiving agricultural and

other government subsidies and being registered as a poor household, which gives access

to a range of support from the central government.51 Conversely, favorable evaluations

are negatively correlated with personal experiences linked to unpopular economic policies

such as having experienced land expropriation within the last two decades, which is typi-

cally accompanied by inadequate compensation for permanent land loss (Martinez-Bravo

et al., 2022).

Taken together, this evidence indicates that villagers express a reasonable reflection

of their true opinions pre- and post-policy, and that changes in reporting bias are not

what drive the improvement in political perceptions following the introduction of dual

office-holding in their village.

50As of the end of 2019, the number of party members in China reached 91.9 million, accounting for
6.5% of the total population. The higher ratio of party members in our sample can be attributed to the
fact that household heads are more likely to have party membership and more likely to be the primary
respondents.

51With the implementation of anti-poverty programs since 2013, nationally, those registered as poor
households were typically assigned dedicated officials tasked with poverty alleviation (80% of them), and
provided with direct cash subsidies (19%), daily necessities like household appliances and food (18%),
reimbursement for medical costs (35%), waived education fees (17%), subsidies for dangerous housing
renovation (24%), and so on.
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5.3 Political perceptions mechanisms

5.3.1 Organizational effectiveness

One of the main reasons villagers positively evaluate dual office-holding may be because

they perceive that a one-head structure more clearly delineates responsibilities, reduces

confusion, conflicts, and thus coordination costs, which in turn facilitates more efficient

implementation of central policies aimed at revitalizing rural areas (Oi and Rozelle, 2000;

O’Brien and Han, 2009; Tan, 2010; DeLisle and Yang, 2022). We therefore carefully

investigate organizational effectiveness as a potentially important channel to explain the

improvement in political perceptions following the recentralization of power in Chinese

villages.

A political system with ambiguous power and divided governance can make it dif-

ficult to assign blame or rewards or to hold all accountable (Lim and Snyder Jr, 2021;

Martinez-Bravo and Sanz, 2022). Dual office-holding clarifies the responsible entity and

also enables villagers, to some extent, to remove an incompetent PS through elections.

We thus consider both the extensive and intensive margins of turnover of elected officials

to indicate improved accountability (Ferraz and Finan, 2011). As in previous analyses,

we utilize the information on birth years to identify the turnover of both positions. When

estimating how dual office-holding adoption changes the probability of having a new PS

and VC in place, most of the first four IV estimates in Figure 3 point to an increase of

turnover. Moreover, Figure 3 shows that dual office-holding appears to reduce the mean

duration of the PS and VC in their position at the time of the survey,52 further suggesting

that the policy increased the accountability of elected officials.

Enhanced responsibility may also lead village cadres to be more conscientious in their

political duties (Krause et al., 2014). We test this prediction by examining whether

village cadres engage in secondary employment, in addition to their function as PS or VC.

Estimates on “Other jobs” in Figure 3 indicate that dual office-holding does decrease the

likelihood of officials taking on a second job, potentially leading to increased dedication

to the management of village affairs.

Finally, we consider several policy decisions recorded in the CRHPS survey where

village cadres can exert an influence that could indicate improved accountability and

management. First, we consider whether dual office-holding changes the frequency of the

villagers’ assembly or the assembly of villagers’ representatives,53 which are open for all

villagers or villagers’ representatives to discuss and decide important village matters54

52This duration measure is more accurate for the position of PS since the associated question only asks
about the PS when the village undertakes a one-head system. Consequently, the estimated coefficients
for the VC are likely to be upper bounds, reflecting the more common scenario observed above: the
former PS being elected as the current VC.

53We exclude observations at the 1.5% tail on the right side (30 or above) to limit the influence of
outliers.

54For example, the utilization of earnings from the village collective economy, the disposal of village
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Figure 3: The effect of dual office-holding on organizational effectiveness

Notes: This figure displays the estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from the second-stage
IV regressions of each variable displayed on the horizontal axis on dual office-holding. Turnover of PS
(VC) refers to whether the birth year of PS (VC) in a previous wave is not identical to the birth year of
PS (VC) in the current wave (excluding observations with the same birth year for both the PS and VC
in each wave). Duration of PS (VC) refers to the length of time (in ten years) that the incumbent PS
(VC) remains in his or her assigned position (this variable is censored at one year on the left side based
on the survey question design). Other job of PS (VC) refers to whether the PS (VC) has another job.
Assembly refers to the frequency (in ten times) of the villagers’ assembly or the assembly of villagers’
representatives held last year. Public disclosure refers to villagers’ satisfaction with public disclosure
measured by the mean value of responses to four questions regarding village public affairs, financial
income and expenditure, economic development, and economic burden on farmers with an scale of 1–5
ranging from “not satisfied at all” to “very satisfied.” Social expenditure is a binary variable taking
the value of one if the household provided cash or noncash of more than 100 yuan to nonrelatives and
organizations in the last year (with the estimated coefficients rescaled by multiplying 10).

(Meng and Zhang, 2011), and do find evidence that more assemblies are held in the one-

head system. Furthermore, the policy seems to enhance perceived public transparency,

measured as the average satisfaction level of villagers regarding the disclosure of village

public affairs, financial income and expenditure, economic development, and economic

burden on farmers. Last, we use household social expenditure, referring to transfers

made to nonrelatives and organizations, to indicate potential changes in rent extraction

by village cadres. We find that dual office-holding reduces the occurrence of household

social expenditure for villages that had two heads before, which is consistent with the

hypothesis of extraction problems being worse in cases of uncoordinated rent-seeking with

collective property, plans for land contract management, homesteads usage, as well as the allocation of
compensation for land expropriation.
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multiple officials (Shleifer and Vishny, 1993; Fan et al., 2009).

Heterogeneity in perception responses—The effectiveness of institutional arrangements

may vary depending on the context. We therefore investigate potential differences in

villagers’ political perceptions responses to dual office-holding depending on the baseline

self-governance and vertical control level across villages (Wright, 2008; Jia et al., 2021;

Martinez-Bravo et al., 2022). One could expect that the introduction of a one-head

system is perceived as more organizationally efficient in areas where elections have been

poorly implemented and where government capacity is higher.

During recent years, there have been mounting concerns about violence, corruption,

and elite capture in village elections within rural China (DeLisle and Yang, 2022). We

gauge the quality of election implementation by utilizing villagers’ assessments of the

recent election process in their village, rated on a 1–5 scale during the 2017 wave, where

higher ratings indicate greater satisfaction. We include the interaction term of this mea-

sure and dual office-holding into the regressions and report the results in Table 5 (columns

(1) and (5)). These clearly point to stronger positive effect of dual office-holding on the

political perceptions for individuals who were previously less satisfied with the functioning

of the election process in their villages.

To measure government capacity, we use three different indicators. The first is the

dependency ratio, defined as the proportion of transfer income to disposable income for

rural individuals within a specific province; we obtain this from the annual “China Sta-

tistical Yearbook.”55 It reflects the relative strength in economic resources between the

villagers and the upper-level government. The second measure relates to the average

effort of governments in combating corruption, calculated by dividing the number of cor-

rupt officials in the cases investigated by the procuratorate in each province with the

number of government employees in the same province over the 2013 to 2017 period.56

We collected this information manually from the provincial procuratorates’ annual re-

ports and the annual China Statistical Yearbook, respectively. The third measure is a

general measure of good local governance available in the 2016 wave of the China Family

Panel Studies (CFPS). It is constructed using five questions asked to rural respondents

about their experiences when interacting with their local governments.57 We present

55See https://www.stats.gov.cn/english/Statisticaldata/yearbook.
56We start in 2013 because that was the year that President Xi launched a national anti-corruption

initiative, and the end year is the final year for which investigated corruption cases are available in the
provincial procuratorates’ annual reports. After 2017, the responsibility for investigating corrupt cases
was transferred to the State Committee of Supervisory.

57The CFPS is another nationally representative survey conducted by the Institute of Social Science
Survey of Peking University (Xie and Hu, 2014). The five questions we consider involve respondents rating
the work performance of the county/district government in the last year on a 1–5 scale, and whether
they have experienced “unjust treatment by government officials,” “conflicts with government officials,”
“unreasonable delays and stalling when going to government offices for business,” and “unreasonable
charging when going to government offices for business.” We reverse-code and average the responses to
the latter four negative questions and combine it with the response to the former positive question to
conduct the principal component analysis; we subsequently use the first component extracted.
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Table 5: The effect of dual office-holding on political perceptions: Heterogeneity

Corruption Confidence
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Panel A: All villages + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -3.829*** 3.117 1.746 -1.191** 2.998*** -2.395* -1.803** 0.554*
(1.200) (1.968) (1.289) (0.566) (1.352) (1.352) (0.861) (0.298)

Dual office-holding × 0.938*** -0.737***
Satisfaction with
recent election process

(0.305) (0.254)

Satisfaction with -0.620*** 0.525***
recent election process (0.095) (0.079)
Dual office-holding × -23.901 17.538*
Dependency ratio (14.581) (10.052)
Dependency ratio 3.785 -0.423

(5.433) (3.230)
Dual office-holding × -0.754* 0.694**
Anti-corruption effort (0.409) (0.281)
Dual office-holding × -4.448** -0.427
Positive experience with
the local gov (CFPS)

(2.029) (2.135)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 10,259 12,938 12,938 12,705 13,493 17,363 17,363 17,034
Mean dep var 2.026 1.987 1.987 1.979 3.914 3.938 3.938 3.943

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -2.562*** 1.179 0.194 -0.754*** 1.919*** -1.116* -0.350 0.457**
(0.719) (0.881) (0.507) (0.262) (0.552) (0.663) (0.324) (0.211)

Dual office-holding × 0.577*** -0.429***
Satisfaction with
recent election process

(0.160) (0.124)

Satisfaction with -0.372*** 0.318***
recent election process (0.015) (0.015)
Dual office-holding × -11.759 9.634*
Dependency ratio (7.176) (5.344)
Dependency ratio 1.977 0.610

(4.656) (2.668)
Dual office-holding × -0.253 0.231**
Anti-corruption effort (0.165) (0.114)
Dual office-holding × -1.415*** 0.974*
Positive experience with
the local gov (CFPS)

(0.536) (0.517)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 7,307 8,973 8,973 8,763 9,686 12,093 12,093 11,803
Mean dep var 2.046 2.010 2.010 2.002 3.911 3.925 3.925 3.932

Notes: This table presents heterogeneous effects of dual office-holding on political perceptions. Satisfaction level with the
recent election process for villagers is measured with a 1–5 scale ranging from “not satisfied at all” to “very satisfied.”
Dependency ratio refers to the proportion of transfer income to disposable income for rural individuals in a given province,
obtained from the annual China Statistical Yearbook. Anti-corruption effort refers to the five-year (2013–2017) average
of corrupt officials divided by the number of government employees, obtained from provincial procuratorates’ annual
reports and the annual China Statistical Yearbook. Positive experience with local government in a given province (not
available for Inner Mongolia) is measured by averaging the responses of rural respondents from the China Family Panel
Studies (CFPS) to five questions pertaining to their positive or negative (the answers are inversely coded) encounters with
the local government. Village-level clustered standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical
significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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estimates from interacting dual office-holding introduction and these three measures of

government capacity in the remaining columns of Table 5. Whichever measure is used, a

clear pattern emerges: respondents report more positive political perceptions in villages

with, on average, higher government capacity. All this evidence strongly suggests that

the centralization of power in rural China was (more) positively perceived by villagers

who were unhappy with the election process and where local government capacity was

stronger.

5.3.2 Democratic ideals

Some villagers may be more or less attached to “democratic ideals” (Chen and Zhong,

2002) and the positive response to the introduction of the one-head system could be

driven by those who are less concerned with the democratic process. We use the binary

measure of democratic participation created in Section 4.3, which classified 19.4% of

respondents as “politically active,” to test this hypothesis. The results for corruption

and confidence are reported in the last two columns of Table 6. These point to the

moderating role of democratic participation in villagers’ responses to dual office-holding

introduction. Villagers who are more involved in the democratic process are much less

likely to express improved political perceptions under a one-head system. This suggests

that these villagers may harbor reservations toward the new power structure and that the

acceptance of recentralization may be highly dependent on how attached to democracy

are those experiencing it.

5.3.3 Meritocratic selection

The implementation of dual office-holding essentially entails two rounds of selection pro-

cesses, one round by the upper-level government and one round by villagers. While these

two sides may have some different considerations when selecting a candidate — the gov-

ernment may prioritize candidates with a positive track record and good interactions with

it58 — and villagers may prioritize someone who can strengthen their bargaining power —

their interests still overlap in many areas. Further, each side brings its own advantages to

the selection process. Villagers are more knowledgeable about competent local candidates

and upper-level government can help in excluding individuals with a history of violence

and corruption. Consequently, these two rounds of selection have the potential to identify

candidates who are both competent and of good character, potentially explaining why

political perceptions improve after the introduction of dual office-holding.

58In various official documents over the years, the central government has already identified several
specific categories of individuals that they encourage to be selected for grassroots rural governance. These
include women, rural experts in wealth creation, veterans, farmers returning from working and doing
business outside their hometowns, college and university graduates, cadres and employees from county
and township government offices, as well as state-owned enterprises and institutions, who are granted
early leave or retirement.

34



Table 6: The moderating role of democratic participation

Turnout Corruption Confidence
(1) (2) (3)

Panel A: All villages + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.177 -0.698*** 0.440**
(0.116) (0.256) (0.220)

Dual office-holding × Democratic participation (village avg.) -0.232
(0.908)

Dual office-holding × Democratic participation 0.450 -0.652
(0.494) (0.493)

Democratic participation -0.436*** 0.481***
(0.164) (0.157)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes
Observations 906 10,653 14,072
Mean dep var 0.899 2.045 3.895

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the
2017 wave + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.230** -0.671*** 0.400**
(0.094) (0.249) (0.196)

Dual office-holding × Democratic participation (village avg.) -0.108
(0.620)

Dual office-holding × Democratic participation 0.457* -0.495*
(0.250) (0.261)

Democratic participation -0.321*** 0.280***
(0.040) (0.035)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes
Observations 630 7,535 10,010
Mean dep var 0.902 2.061 3.897

Notes: This table presents the results from the second-stage IV regressions of turnout (column (1)) and
political perceptions (columns (2) and (3)) on dual office-holding and its interaction with democratic
participation level. Democratic participation, constructed using information from the 2017 wave, refers to
whether the respondent is a political activist, and takes the value of 1 if they (or members of their families)
attended the last villagers’ assembly or the assembly of villagers’ representatives, actively participate in
discussions on village public affairs, and are concerned about significant decisions made in the village and
the handling of public affairs. Democratic participation (village avg.) is the village average of individual
democratic participation level. Village-level clustered standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **,
and *** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.

To explore this possibility, we examine the attributes of both the PS and VC. Specif-

ically, we look at their gender, age, education level, whether their household is registered

in the village (hukou), whether they live in the village, and their previous occupation

(including other community staff, self-employed, business owner, civil servant, soldier,

employee of enterprises and institutions, or farmer). We plot the IV estimates in Fig-

ure A.9, which suggest that the policy had little to no significant effect on meritocratic

selection. While PSes are somewhat younger and VCs slightly are more likely to be reg-

istered in the village and to be business owners, we importantly do not find evidence
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that more-educated individuals are selected for concurrent positions. We therefore reject

meritocratic selection on candidates’ valence as a driver of villagers’ improved political

perceptions following the introduction of dual office-holding.

5.3.4 Better village cadre pay

Lack of income is a major cause of corruption (Zheng and Xiao, 2020). Income of village

cadres, which can vary across different places, primarily stems from local governments

and also from village collective funding. One of the main stated reasons for local gov-

ernments to adopt dual office-holding was to reduce costs by minimizing the number of

administrative personnel (O’Brien and Han, 2009). Consequently, the saved funds could

potentially be utilized to raise the average wage of village cadres, which could in turn

lead to increased work dedication as well as reduction in corruption.

We check whether the implementation of dual office-holding resulted in an increase in

the monthly salaries of village cadres. Results reported in Figure A.9 show that there was

no significant increase in the average wage of either the PS or VC after a village adopted

a one-head system. Additionally, we examine the subjective appraisal of the village cadre

respondents (not necessarily the PS) regarding their pay satisfaction considering their

abilities and work situation. The mean value of this measure is below “moderately rea-

sonable” which indicates that village cadres would expect higher salaries. The estimated

coefficients of dual office-holding are positive but not statistically significant. Overall,

we thus conclude that the income increase of village cadres is not a mechanism that can

explain the changes in political perceptions.

6 Placebo test using urban communities

The 19th National Congress of the CCP highlighted the importance of enhancing grass-

roots organizational development not only in rural areas but also in urban communities,

enterprises, schools, research institutions, and social organizations (Guo, 2020). The

Central Committee of the Party issued the Regulations on the Work of the Branches

of the Chinese Communist Party (for Trial Implementation), effective on October 28,

2018. According to it, village and community party secretaries who meet the necessary

criteria can assume the positions of village committee chiefs and residential committee

chiefs through legal procedures. We collect data on the average dual office-holding ratio

for residential committees from the annual China Civil Affairs’ Statistical Yearbook and

the CRHPS. Figure B.1 demonstrates an increase in the dual office-holding ratio of urban

communities for provinces with a relatively low baseline level since 2018.

Next, we utilize urban communities as a placebo test for which the primary infor-

mation is also available in the CRHPS. We anticipate a null effect of dual office-holding
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on urban communities given the observed rural-urban divergence in political engagement

(Tzeng, 2020), in which villagers demonstrate political enthusiasm while urban residents

often display apathy toward grassroots elections.59 A main difference arises from the

stakes involved in election decisions. Village committees have significant relevance in

determining the use of collective assets like land, managing collective economies, and

overall village development, for which villagers largely rely upon. Residential commit-

tees primarily handle routine tasks without large distributive interests (Benewick et al.,

2004). Meanwhile, some scholars perceive residential committees as de facto extensions

of the administrative apparatus of higher-level governments, which are responsible for

providing economic resources (funding, office, and salary) and offering business guidance

(Read, 2000). The local party branch of each urban community retains the ultimate

decision-making authority in any event. While upper-level governments may also provide

guidelines to village committees and they pay village cadres’ salaries, the Organic Law

emphasizes that they cannot interfere in matters that pertain to villagers’ self-governance.

Mechanically, elections are also made more competitive according to the stipulations in

the Organic Law, as compared to those set forth in the Organic Law of the Urban Resi-

dents’ Committees. For example, there are no strict requirements for direct elections or

multiple candidates within a position in the latter law. Therefore, urban communities

face fewer governance dilemmas and election issues with the presence of two grassroots

organizations, and their adoption of a one-head system is considerably easier.

We follow the IV approach used for villages. To provide an initial insight into the

intensity of our IV on dual office-holding, we present the first-stage results using the

primary two waves in the first column of Table A.12. We observe that holding an election

in 2018 or 2019 significantly increases the probability of dual office-holding by 17.3% for

all the urban communities and by 34.2% for those communities with two heads before.

Subsequently, we report the results from the second-stage regressions in the remaining

columns, focusing on turnout and residents’ confidence level in local government using

different waves. Note we cannot analyze the corruption measure here as it is only included

in the rural module. Since the first-stage F-statistic for the whole urban sample using

two waves is borderline weak (below the threshold of 15.1 with the worst-case bias being

20%), we also present Anderson-Rubin test statistics. Overall, the results indicate, as

expected, that dual office-holding has no effect on the outcome variables.

The lack of effects found in urban communities alleviates several concerns for our

village-level results related to special survey question designs, reporting biases, sampling

59There appears to be a paradox of political apathy and high turnout, as seen from the descriptive
statistics in the second and third columns of Table A.12, in urban communities. It can be explained by
the specific form that urban elections take. Village committee elections employ a direct approach where
all eligible adults have the right to vote. By contrast, residential committee elections, in essence, adopt
a (quasi) indirect approach, with households or representatives from urban residents’ groups instead of
individuals forming voting units (Xiong, 2008).
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problems, and unobserved policies that may influence general turnout or subjective ap-

praisal in local governance regardless of community types.

7 Conclusion

Leveraging a national representative village dataset and an IV approach, we provide

causal evidence on the short-run impact of a recentralization policy in China, specifically,

a policy that promotes a single individual simultaneously holding the positions of village

party secretary and village chief, on voting behavior and political perceptions among

villagers. Our findings indicate that the implementation of dual office-holding leads to a

decrease in voter turnout due to reduced electoral competition. But, this consolidation

of roles improves villagers’ perceptions of corruption and confidence in the government,

which we attribute to the relief of frictions under the dual power structure.

That the reversal of the democratic process through party influence under institu-

tional constraints does not incur costs in perceptions leads us to further consider the

dynamics surrounding the strategic adoption of democratic institutions in autocracies,

which actually benefits the resilience of the regimes rather than accelerates their vulner-

ability. During this process, it is crucial to pay closer attention to the specific contexts

in which these institutions are situated as it deepens our understanding of the dynamics

at play and their implications for future democratic processes.

More research is needed regarding how the recentralization process plays out in the

long run, especially with respect to economic development. Recentralization might facili-

tate better execution of central policies and allocation of government resources to combat

social inequality, as a cure for the increasingly weak state of rural areas. Additionally,

while we find no effects for urban communities, it remains an open question as to how

this party intervention along with other policies, such as general party building (Chen

et al., 2023), impacts the management of freer market entities including non-state owned

enterprises.
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Bergh, A., Fink, G., and Öhrvall, R. (2017). More politicians, more corruption: Evidence

from Swedish municipalities. Public Choice, 172, 483–500.

Bertrand, M., Burgess, R., Chawla, A., and Xu, G. (2020). The glittering prizes: Career

incentives and bureaucrat performance. The Review of Economic Studies, 87 (2),

626–655.

Boffa, F., Piolatto, A., and Ponzetto, G. A. (2016). Political centralization and govern-

ment accountability. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 131 (1), 381–422.

Bu, D., and Liao, Y. (2022). Land property rights and rural enterprise growth: Evidence

from land titling reform in China. Journal of Development Economics, 157, 102853.

Bursztyn, L., Cantoni, D., Funk, P., Schönenberger, F., and Yuchtman, N. (2023). Iden-

tifying the effect of election closeness on voter turnout: Evidence from Swiss ref-

erenda [Forthcoming]. Journal of the European Economic Association.

Cai, M., and Sun, X. (2018). Institutional bindingness, power structure, and land expro-

priation in China. World Development, 109, 172–186.

Cantoni, D., Chen, Y., Yang, D. Y., Yuchtman, N., and Zhang, Y. J. (2017). Curriculum

and ideology. Journal of Political Economy, 125 (2), 338–392.

Carey, J., Clayton, K., Helmke, G., Nyhan, B., Sanders, M., and Stokes, S. (2022). Who

will defend democracy? Evaluating tradeoffs in candidate support among partisan

donors and voters. Journal of Elections, Public Opinion & Parties, 32 (1), 230–

245.

Carothers, T., and O’Donohue, A. (2019). Democracies Divided: The Global Challenge of

Political Polarization. Brookings Institution Press.

Charles, K. K., and Stephens Jr., M. (2013). Employment, wages, and voter turnout.

American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 5 (4), 111–143.

39



Chen, C. C. H., Guo, R. J., and Lin, L. Y. H. (2023). The effect of political influence on

corporate valuation: Evidence from party-building reform in China. International

Review of Law & Economics, 73, 106120.

Chen, J., and Zhong, Y. (2002). Why do people vote in semicompetitive elections in

China? The Journal of Politics, 64 (1), 178–197.

Cheng, T., and Shi, M. (2019). The conditions and challenges to carry forward “yijiantiao”

of the leaders at villages — based on a survey at the P town [In Chinese]. Nankai

Journal (Philosophy, Literature & Social Science Edition), (4), 76–86.

Condra, L. N., Long, J. D., Shaver, A. C., and Wright, A. L. (2018). The logic of insurgent

electoral violence. American Economic Review, 108 (11), 3199–3231.

Davidson, R., and MacKinnon, J. G. (2010). Wild bootstrap tests for IV regression.

Journal of Business & Economic Statistics, 28 (1), 128–144.

DeLisle, J., and Yang, G. (2022). The Party Leads All: The Evolving Role of the Chinese

Communist Party. Brookings Institution Press.

Diaby, A., and Sylwester, K. (2014). Bureaucratic competition and public corruption:

Evidence from transition countries. European Journal of Political Economy, 35,

75–87.

Dickovick, J. T. (2011). Decentralization and Recentralization in the Developing World:

Comparative Studies from Africa and Latin America. Pennsylvania State Univer-

sity Press.

Duan, J., Ren, C., Wang, S., Zhang, X., Reis, S., Xu, J., and Gu, B. (2021). Consolidation

of agricultural land can contribute to agricultural sustainability in China. Nature

Food, 2 (12), 1014–1022.

Fan, C. S., Lin, C., and Treisman, D. (2009). Political decentralization and corruption:

Evidence from around the world. Journal of Public Economics, 93 (1-2), 14–34.

Ferraz, C., and Finan, F. (2011). Electoral accountability and corruption: Evidence from

the audits of local governments. American Economic Review, 101 (4), 1274–1311.

Fisman, R., and Gatti, R. (2002). Decentralization and corruption: Evidence across coun-

tries. Journal of Public Economics, 83 (3), 325–345.

Foa, R. S., and Mounk, Y. (2017). The signs of deconsolidation. Journal of Democracy,

28 (1), 5–15.

Franklin, M. N. (2004). Voter Turnout and the Dynamics of Electoral Competition in

Established Democracies since 1945. Cambridge University Press.

Gandhi, J., and Lust-Okar, E. (2009). Elections under authoritarianism. Annual Review

of Political Science, 12, 403–422.

Garmann, S. (2016). Concurrent elections and turnout: Causal estimates from a German

quasi-experiment. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 126, 167–178.

Gentzkow, M. (2006). Television and voter turnout. The Quarterly Journal of Economics,

121 (3), 931–972.

40



Gentzkow, M., Shapiro, J. M., and Sinkinson, M. (2011). The effect of newspaper entry

and exit on electoral politics. American Economic Review, 101 (7), 2980–3018.

Gersbach, H., Jackson, M. O., and Tejada, O. (2021). Optimal term-length and the struc-

ture of democracy [Working Paper].

Graham, M. H., and Svolik, M. W. (2020). Democracy in America? Partisanship, polariza-

tion, and the robustness of support for democracy in the United States. American

Political Science Review, 114 (2), 392–409.

Grossman, G., and Lewis, J. I. (2014). Administrative unit proliferation. American Po-

litical Science Review, 108 (1), 196–217.

Guo, B. (2020). A partocracy with Chinese characteristics: Governance system reform

under Xi Jinping. Journal of Contemporary China, 29 (126), 809–823.

Guo, Z., and Bernstein, T. P. (2004). The impact of elections on the village structure

of power: The relations between the village committees and the party branches.

Journal of Contemporary China, 13 (39), 257–275.

Guriev, S., Melnikov, N., and Zhuravskaya, E. (2021). 3G internet and confidence in

government. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 136 (4), 2533–2613.

He, G., and Wang, S. (2017). Do college graduates serving as village officials help rural

China? American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 9 (4), 186–215.

Hindriks, J., and Lockwood, B. (2009). Decentralization and electoral accountability:

Incentives, separation and voter welfare. European Journal of Political Economy,

25 (3), 385–397.

Hodler, R., Luechinger, S., and Stutzer, A. (2015). The effects of voting costs on the

democratic process and public finances. American Economic Journal: Economic

Policy, 7 (1), 141–171.

Hoffman, M., León, G., and Lombardi, M. (2017). Compulsory voting, turnout, and gov-

ernment spending: Evidence from Austria. Journal of Public Economics, 145, 103–

115.

Huhe, N., and Tang, M. (2017). Institutionalizing from the middle: The impacts of provin-

cial legislation on rural grassroots democracy in China. Studies in Comparative

International Development, 52 (3), 372–393.

Jaitman, L. (2013). The causal effect of compulsory voting laws on turnout: Does skill

matter? Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 92, 79–93.

Ji, C., and Jiang, J. (2020). Enlightened one-party rule? Ideological differences between

Chinese Communist Party members and the mass public. Political Research Quar-

terly, 73 (3), 651–666.

Jia, J., Liang, X., and Ma, G. (2021). Political hierarchy and regional economic devel-

opment: Evidence from a spatial discontinuity in China. Journal of Public Eco-

nomics, 194, 104352.

41



Krause, R., Semadeni, M., and Cannella Jr, A. A. (2014). CEO duality: A review and

research agenda. Journal of Management, 40 (1), 256–286.

Krishnarajan, S. (2023). Rationalizing democracy: The perceptual bias and (un)democratic

behavior. American Political Science Review, 117 (2), 474–496.

Lessmann, C., and Markwardt, G. (2010). One size fits all? Decentralization, corruption,

and the monitoring of bureaucrats. World Development, 38 (4), 631–646.

Lim, C. S., and Snyder Jr, J. M. (2021). What shapes the quality and behavior of govern-

ment officials? Institutional variation in selection and retention methods. Annual

Review of Economics, 13, 87–109.
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Online Appendix A

Figure A.1: Change of the provincial dual office-holding ratio between 2017 and 2019

Notes: This figure displays the change of the average dual office-holding ratio between 2017 and 2019
for each sample province. The graph in Panel (a) is drawn using sample villages from the CRHPS.
The graph in Panel (b) is drawn using data at the province level from the annual China Civil Affairs’
Statistical Yearbook.
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Figure A.2: Distribution of individual responses of the political perceptions questions

Notes: This figure displays the distribution of individual responses to the corruption (Panel (a)) and
confidence (Panel (b)) questions. The original question for corruption is: “Do you think corruption
among grassroots cadres in rural areas is severe currently?” The original question for confidence is:
“Overall, do you have confidence in the local government?”
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Figure A.3: Dual office-holding ratio over time by province

Notes: This figure displays the provincial dual office-holding ratio from 2008 to 2022. Provincial dual
office-holding ratio is the percentage of villages within a province in which the same person is simulta-
neously the PS and the VC, collected from the annual China Civil Affairs’ Statistical Yearbook.
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Figure A.4: Distribution of last election year in each wave

Notes: This figure displays the distribution of the last election year in each wave for the 453 rural villages
in the sample.

48



Figure A.5: Coefficients and confidence intervals from the first-stage IV regressions

(a) Using the 2017 and 2019 waves

(b) Using the 2015, 2017, and 2019 waves

Notes: This figure displays the estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from the first-stage IV
regressions using the 2017 and 2019 waves (Panel (a)) and using the 2015, 2017, and 2019 waves (Panel
(b)). The left graphs include all the sample villages, while the right graphs include sample villages
with two heads in the 2017 wave. The dependent variable is dual office-holding status; the independent
variables are indicator variables for each year of election displayed in the horizontal axis with the baseline
year being 2017. All regressions control for village and wave fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered
at the village level.
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Figure A.6: Coefficients and confidence intervals from testing potential pre-trends of
turnout

(a) Using the 2017 and 2019 waves

(b) Using the 2015, 2017, and 2019 waves

Notes: This figure plots the estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from regressions of
turnout on each year of election displayed in the horizontal axis with the baseline year being 2017 using
the 2017 and 2019 waves (Panel (a)) and using the 2015, 2017, and 2019 waves (Panel (b)). The left
graphs include all the sample villages, while the right graphs include sample villages with two heads in
the 2017 wave. All regressions control for village and wave fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered
at the village level.
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Figure A.7: Interval between election years provided in the 2017 and 2019 waves

Notes: This figure displays the distribution of the interval between election years provided in the 2017
and 2019 waves for the sample villages.
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Figure A.8: Types of corruption villagers believe rural grassroots cadres are most likely
to engage in

Notes: This figure displays the average probability of villagers’ choosing a specific type of corruption
as their response to the question asking which type of corruption they think rural grassroots cadres are
most likely to engage in currently. The question is designed as multiple choice.
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Figure A.9: Potential mechanisms from meritocratic selection and income of village
cadres

Notes: This figure plots the estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals from the second-stage IV
regressions of various characteristics (displayed in the horizontal axis) on dual office-holding for both PS
(Panel (a)) and VC (Panel (b)). Female, Age, Education years, Registered in the village, Living in the
village, and Salary represent a village cadre’s gender, age (in 10 years), education level, whether his or her
household is registered in the village, whether he or she lives in the village, and monthly salary (in 1,000
yuan) respectively. We also include each dummy for previous occupation of the village cadre including
other community staff, self-employed, business owner, civil servant, soldier, employee, and farmer. In
Panel (a), we also include Cadre pay satisfaction on a scale of 1 (“not reasonable”) to 3 (“reasonable”),
which represents the subjective assessment of the village cadre respondent (not necessarily the PS)
regarding the reasonableness of salary based on his or her abilities and work situation.
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Table A.1: Validation of the instrumental variable at the province level

Provincial dual office-holding ratio Provincial election ratio
2014–2019 2008–2022 2018–2019 2018–2022

FE FE OLS OLS
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Year 2018–2019 (or 2018–2022) × 0.198** 0.214***
Provincial election ratio (0.091) (0.063)
Provincial election ratio -0.014 0.001

(0.021) (0.012)
Provincial dual office-holding 0.162 0.063
ratio in 2017 (0.231) (0.103)

Province FEs Yes Yes No No
Year FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 174 435 58 145
Mean dep var 0.323 0.391 0.264 0.293

Notes: This table presents the results from FE regressions of provincial dual office-holding ratio on
provincial election ratio (columns (1) and (2)) and OLS regressions of provincial election ratio on provin-
cial dual office-holding ratio in 2017 (columns (3) and (4)). Provincial dual office-holding ratio (in 2017)
is the percentage of village committees within a province in which the same person is simultaneously the
PS and the VC (in 2017). Provincial election ratio is the percentage of village committees in a province
holding an election that year. Year 2018–2019 (or 2018–2022) is an indicator variable taking the value
of 1 if the year falls within the range of 2018–2019 (or 2018–2022), and 0 otherwise. Column (1) ((2),
(3), and (4)) includes sample years 2014–2019 (2008–2022, 2018–2019, and 2018–2022). Province-level
clustered standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the
10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table A.2: Robustness checks for turnout results

Turnout
Including

the 2015 wave
Clustering
at the

province level

Clustering
at the

county level

Keeping
conventional

interval
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: All villages + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.143** -0.209** -0.192** -0.181**
(0.069) (0.079) (0.088) (0.089)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 21.788 7.446 17.106 17.400
Wild-bootstrapped p-value
for Wald test

0.005

Wild-bootstrapped p-value
for Anderson-Rubin Wald test

0.005

Observations 1,304 906 860 786
Mean dep var 0.898 0.899 0.896 0.902

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.157*** -0.244*** -0.263*** -0.172**
(0.060) (0.082) (0.096) (0.070)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 29.273 14.405 18.314 29.213
Wild-bootstrapped p-value
for Wald test

0.000

Wild-bootstrapped p-value
for Anderson-Rubin Wald test

0.004

Observations 907 630 602 544
Mean dep var 0.899 0.902 0.899 0.905

Notes: This table presents the results from the second-stage IV regressions of turnout on dual office-
holding. We include observations from the 2015 wave in column (1), cluster at the province and county
levels in columns (2) and (3), and keep only those with the time between election years in the 2017
and 2019 waves being zero, three, and four years in column (4). Observations are less in column (3)
than in column (2) because of missing values on county information, which is only provided in the 2015
wave. Village-level clustered standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical
significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table A.3: Incorporating bribery in elections in different forms

Corruption Confidence Corruption Confidence
All villages Villages with two heads

in the 2017 wave
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: A simple form + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.620** 0.476** -0.466** 0.340*
(0.253) (0.228) (0.210) (0.179)

Bribery in elections 0.766*** -0.360*** 0.741*** -0.348***
(0.029) (0.029) (0.034) (0.034)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 19.884 19.366 27.834 29.436
Observations 12,938 17,163 8,973 11,954
Mean dep var 1.987 3.939 2.010 3.927

Panel B: A flexible form + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.546** 0.560** -0.362* 0.418**
(0.251) (0.241) (0.208) (0.185)

Bribery in elections × 0.933*** -0.362*** 0.810*** -0.320***
Election in 2014 (0.070) (0.068) (0.091) (0.076)
Bribery in elections × 0.831*** -0.316*** 0.844*** -0.273***
Election in 2015 (0.068) (0.069) (0.072) (0.074)
Bribery in elections × 0.632*** -0.341*** 0.632*** -0.380***
Election in 2016 (0.058) (0.064) (0.069) (0.078)
Bribery in elections × 0.766*** -0.344*** 0.767*** -0.335***
Election in 2017 (0.046) (0.050) (0.055) (0.060)
Bribery in elections × 0.743*** -0.435*** 0.639*** -0.405***
Election in 2018 (0.069) (0.071) (0.081) (0.092)
Bribery in elections × 0.860*** -0.609*** 0.814*** -0.596***
Election in 2019 (0.162) (0.171) (0.182) (0.183)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 20.186 19.490 28.282 29.690
Observations 12,938 17,163 8,973 11,954
Mean dep var 1.987 3.939 2.010 3.927

Notes: This table presents the results from the second-stage IV regressions of political perceptions on
dual office-holding including bribery in elections (Panel A) or its interaction with each indicator variable
of each election year (Panel B). Bribery in elections indicates whether it is the type of corruption
respondents believe rural grassroots cadres are most likely to engage in. Village-level clustered standard
errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%
levels, respectively.
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Table A.4: Robustness checks for political perceptions results

Corruption Confidence Happiness
Keeping
obs. ≥ 10

Clustering
at the

province level

Clustering
at the

county level

Keeping
conventional

interval

Keeping
obs. ≥ 10

Clustering
at the

province level

Clustering
at the

county level

Keeping
conventional

interval
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Panel A: All villages + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.779*** -0.832* -0.805*** -0.803*** 0.571** 0.556 0.552** 0.534** 0.134
(0.254) (0.478) (0.286) (0.278) (0.243) (0.409) (0.266) (0.248) (0.147)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 23.295 7.895 16.789 19.203 19.340 7.092 17.354 18.417 19.247
Wild-bootstrapped p-value
for Wald test

0.054 0.126

Wild-bootstrapped p-value
for Anderson-Rubin Wald test

0.014 0.051

Observations 12,491 12,938 12,356 11,220 17,350 17,363 16,519 15,010 18,762
Mean dep var 1.983 1.987 1.984 1.983 3.938 3.938 3.943 3.946 3.887

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.658*** -0.666** -0.675*** -0.575*** 0.436** 0.422 0.485** 0.297 -0.065
(0.229) (0.321) (0.250) (0.208) (0.193) (0.266) (0.234) (0.181) (0.121)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 27.125 13.669 17.639 29.123 28.672 14.297 18.601 30.086 28.596
Wild-bootstrapped p-value
for Wald test

0.017 0.089

Wild-bootstrapped p-value
for Anderson-Rubin Wald test

0.010 0.049

Observations 8,670 8,973 8,609 7,727 12,080 12,093 11,566 10,398 13,054
Mean dep var 2.008 2.010 2.007 2.013 3.925 3.925 3.925 3.935 3.880

Notes: This table presents the results from the second-stage IV regressions of political perceptions
(columns (1) to (8)) and happiness (column (9)) on dual office-holding. We keep villages with no less
than ten observations in columns (1) and (5), cluster at the province level in columns (2) and (6), cluster
at the county level in columns (3) and (7), and keep only those with duration between election years in
the 2017 and 2019 waves being zero, three, and four years in columns (4) and (8). Observations are less
in columns (3) and (7) than in columns (2) and (6) because of missing values on county information.
Happiness is an ordinal variable derived from villagers’ responses to the question assessing their overall
happiness, rated on a 1–5 scale from “not happy at all” to “very happy”. Village-level clustered standard
errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%
levels, respectively.
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Table A.5: Considering a confounding effect from the tenure change

Staying longer Turnout Corruption Confidence
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: All villages + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.293 -0.214** -0.970*** 0.550**
(0.306) (0.097) (0.328) (0.251)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 18.289 15.323 16.569 15.837
Observations 894 856 12,211 16,359
Mean dep var 0.721 0.901 1.982 3.939

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding 0.054 -0.209*** -0.695*** 0.404**
(0.245) (0.075) (0.239) (0.186)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 27.937 26.808 26.414 26.855
Observations 620 592 8,415 11,336
Mean dep var 0.734 0.904 2.008 3.928

Notes: This table presents the results from the second-stage IV regressions of Staying longer (column
(1)), turnout (column (2)), and political perceptions (columns (3) and (4)) on dual office-holding. Stay-
ing longer is an indicator variable representing whether the village cadre respondent would like to engage
in this work in the long term. We exclude villages holding elections in 2019 in the last three columns.
Village-level clustered standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical signifi-
cance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table A.6: Considering a honeymoon effect

Corruption Confidence Corruption Confidence
All villages Villages with two heads

in the 2017 wave
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.537* 0.011 -0.921* 0.338
(0.321) (0.240) (0.525) (0.327)

Time length since last election 0.023 -0.042*** -0.028 -0.009
(0.019) (0.015) (0.043) (0.028)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 10.801 10.914 7.658 8.735
P-value for Anderson-Rubin
Wald test

0.061 0.962 0.020 0.262

Observations 12,938 17,363 8,973 12,093
Mean dep var 1.987 3.938 2.010 3.925

Panel B: IV 1st stage

Electing in 2018 or 2019 0.254*** 0.242*** 0.212*** 0.220***
(0.077) (0.073) (0.076) (0.074)

Time length since last election 0.022 0.020 -0.021 -0.018
(0.022) (0.021) (0.022) (0.021)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 12,938 17,363 8,973 12,093
Mean dep var 0.349 0.346 0.098 0.097

Notes: This table presents the results from the first-stage (Panel A) and the second-stage (Panel B) IV
regressions of political perceptions on dual office-holding. Time length since last election refers to the
duration, in years, since the most recent election. Village-level clustered standard errors are given in
parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table A.7: The effect of dual office-holding on giving a “do not know” answer

Corruption Confidence “Do not know”
corruption

“Do not know”
confidence

FE FE IV 2nd stage IV 2nd stage
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: All villages

Dual office-holding 0.001 -0.053
(0.090) (0.052)

“Do not know” corruption 0.297**
(village avg.) (0.126)
“Do not know” confidence -0.137
(village avg.) (0.110)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 18.939 19.238
Observations 12,938 17,363 18,410 18,750
Mean dep var 1.987 3.938 0.297 0.074

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave

Dual office-holding 0.013 -0.071
(0.077) (0.045)

“Do not know” corruption 0.239
(village avg.) (0.147)
“Do not know” confidence -0.132
(village avg.) (0.127)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 28.743 28.598
Observations 8,973 12,093 12,804 13,041
Mean dep var 2.010 3.925 0.299 0.073

Notes: This table presents the results from the FE regressions of political perceptions on the average
proportion of respondents in the village giving a “do not know” answer to the political perceptions
questions (columns (1) and (2)) and the second-stage IV regressions of giving a “do not know” answer to
the political perceptions questions on dual office-holding (columns (3) and (4)). Village-level clustered
standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%,
and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table A.8: The moderating role of risk tolerance and trust in strangers

Corruption Confidence Corruption Confidence
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: All villages + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.849*** 0.400 -0.739*** 0.336
(0.325) (0.279) (0.278) (0.224)

Dual office-holding × Risk tolerance 0.060 0.314
(0.307) (0.303)

Risk tolerance 0.079 -0.162
(0.109) (0.106)

Dual office-holding × Trust in strangers 0.299 -0.045
(0.346) (0.323)

Trust in strangers -0.116 0.038
(0.116) (0.109)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 10,526 13,739 10,889 14,460
Mean dep var 2.012 3.915 2.043 3.895

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the
2017 wave + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.727*** 0.463* -0.684*** 0.389*
(0.268) (0.238) (0.252) (0.205)

Dual office-holding × Risk tolerance -0.021 0.071
(0.199) (0.199)

Risk tolerance 0.090*** -0.061**
(0.034) (0.031)

Dual office-holding × Trust in strangers 0.193 -0.200
(0.178) (0.182)

Trust in strangers -0.039 0.044
(0.032) (0.033)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 7,284 9,551 7,699 10,286
Mean dep var 2.034 3.902 2.059 3.899

Notes: This table presents the results from the second-stage IV regressions of political perceptions
on dual office-holding and its interaction with risk tolerance (columns (1) and (2)) and trust level in
strangers (columns (3) and (4)). Risk tolerance and trust in strangers are indicator variables based on
the median responses to their corresponding questions. Village-level clustered standard errors are given
in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table A.9: Considering people being present on site when respondents answered political
perceptions questions

Cadres
on site

Others
on site

Corruption Confidence Corruption Confidence Corruption Confidence

OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS OLS IV 2nd stage IV 2nd stage
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Panel A: All villages

Dual office-holding -0.007 -0.038* -0.645** 0.319
(0.005) (0.023) (0.270) (0.202)

Dual office-holding × 0.335* -0.056
Cadres on site (0.187) (0.159)
Dual office-holding × 0.001 -0.043
Others on site (0.088) (0.087)
Cadres on site -0.329*** 0.191** -0.429*** 0.206**

(0.089) (0.075) (0.102) (0.091)
Others on site 0.024 -0.017 0.023 -0.005

(0.041) (0.039) (0.050) (0.045)
Dual office-holding × 1.629 -0.444
Cadres on site (2017) (1.725) (1.521)
Dual office-holding × -0.176 0.100
Others on site (2017) (0.646) (0.494)
Cadres on site (2017) -0.733 0.342

(0.560) (0.473)
Others on site (2017) 0.047 -0.050

(0.213) (0.157)

Prov FEs Yes Yes No No No No No No
Village FEs No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 9,473 9,473 6,489 8,625 6,489 8,625 10,954 14,552
Mean dep var 0.024 0.189 2.163 3.832 2.163 3.832 2.043 3.895

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave

Dual office-holding -0.572** 0.302
(0.250) (0.195)

Cadres on site -0.429*** 0.206**
(0.103) (0.091)

Others on site 0.023 -0.005
(0.050) (0.045)

Dual office-holding × 0.575 -0.107
Cadres on site (2017) (0.403) (0.481)
Dual office-holding × -0.264 0.102
Others on site (2017) (0.298) (0.240)
Cadres on site (2017) -0.340*** 0.210***

(0.093) (0.079)
Others on site (2017) 0.003 -0.031

(0.046) (0.042)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 4,497 6,039 7,746 10,355
Mean dep var 2.188 3.832 2.058 3.898

Notes: This tables presents the results when we consider whether there were people on site when re-
spondents answered political perceptions questions. We use data from only the 2017 wave and run OLS
regressions in columns (1) to (6), while we use data from the two waves and run IV regressions in columns
(7) and (8). Cadres on site (Others on site) is an indicator variable taking the value of 1 if there are
cadres (others) on site when answering the questionnaire, and 0 otherwise. The information is available
in the 2017 wave. Cadres on site (2017) and Others on site (2017) is an indicator variable taking the
value of 1 if there are cadres (others) on site in the 2017 wave, and 0 otherwise. Village-level clustered
standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%,
and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table A.10: The moderating role of party affiliation and whether having cadres in the
household

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

Panel A: All villages + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.902*** 0.524** -0.872*** 0.556** -0.877*** 0.542**
(0.297) (0.236) (0.300) (0.245) (0.291) (0.238)

Dual office-holding × 0.289 -0.402
Party affiliation (ind) (0.265) (0.274)
Party affiliation (ind) -0.363*** 0.375***

(0.094) (0.096)
Dual office-holding × 0.147 -0.078
Party affiliation (hh) (0.297) (0.265)
Party affiliation (hh) -0.277** 0.182*

(0.112) (0.099)
Dual office-holding × 0.265 0.357
Cadres in household (0.344) (0.333)
Cadres in household -0.500*** 0.238*

(0.136) (0.127)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 12,099 16,217 12,801 17,158 12,937 17,161
Mean dep var 1.986 3.945 1.987 3.939 1.987 3.940

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.776*** 0.448** -0.688*** 0.454** -0.730*** 0.427**
(0.245) (0.196) (0.239) (0.197) (0.239) (0.186)

Dual office-holding × 0.283 -0.476*
Party affiliation (ind) (0.244) (0.267)
Party affiliation (ind) -0.319*** 0.284***

(0.053) (0.053)
Dual office-holding × 0.023 -0.209
Party affiliation (hh) (0.199) (0.188)
Party affiliation (hh) -0.239*** 0.183***

(0.044) (0.038)
Dual office-holding × 0.508** 0.022
Cadres in household (0.253) (0.228)
Cadres in household -0.459*** 0.357***

(0.055) (0.047)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 8,361 11,251 8,874 11,946 8,973 11,953
Mean dep var 2.011 3.928 2.011 3.925 2.010 3.927

Notes: This table presents the results from the second-stage IV regressions of political perceptions on
dual office-holding and its interaction with individual party affiliation (columns (1) and (2)), household
party affiliation (columns (3) and (4)), and whether having cadres in the household (columns (5) and
(6)). Village-level clustered standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical
significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table A.11: Economic grounds for political perceptions

Agricultural
subsidies

Other
government subsidies

Registered
poor household

Land
expropriation

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

Panel A: All villages

Corruption -0.032 -0.040 -0.037 0.053
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Confidence 0.036 0.073 0.061 -0.014
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.073)

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave

Corruption -0.043 -0.042 -0.030 0.042
(0.000) (0.000) (0.004) (0.000)

Confidence 0.037 0.076 0.053 -0.006
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.497)

Notes: This table presents Pearson’s correlation coefficients and their significance levels (in brackets) of
political perceptions and whether the respondent receives agricultural subsidies (column (1)), receives
other government subsidies (column (2)), is registered as a poor household (column (3)), and has expe-
rienced land expropriation (column (4)).
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Table A.12: A placebo test with urban communities

Dual
office-holding

Turnout Turnout
(including

the 2015 wave)

Confidence “Do not know”
Confidence

FE IV 2nd stage IV 2nd stage IV 2nd stage IV 2nd stage
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Panel A: All urban communities

Dual office-holding 0.012 -0.025 -0.239 -0.067
(0.084) (0.076) (0.254) (0.052)

Electing in 2018 or 2019 0.173***
(0.048)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 13.293 15.555 15.093 15.476
P-value for Anderson-Rubin
Wald test

0.883 0.339 0.178

Observations 754 754 1,077 15,949 16,974
Mean dep var 0.459 0.913 0.911 3.747 0.060

Panel B: Urban communities with two heads in the 2017 wave

Dual office-holding 0.064 0.044 -0.064 -0.067
(0.059) (0.048) (0.218) (0.044)

Electing in 2018 or 2019 0.342***
(0.061)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Kleibergen-Paap F-stat 31.389 35.880 21.342 21.410
Observations 430 430 616 9,184 9,793
Mean dep var 0.107 0.907 0.907 3.745 0.062

Notes: This table presents the results from the FE regressions of dual office-holding on holding an
election in 2018 or 2019 (column (1)), the second-stage IV regressions of turnout (columns (2) and (3)),
confidence level in local government (column (4)), and giving a “do not know” answer to the confidence
question (column (5)) on dual office-holding. We include observations from the 2015 wave in column (3).
Community-level clustered standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical
significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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Online Appendix B

Figure B.1: Average dual office-holding ratio for residential committees over time

Notes: This figure displays the pattern of average dual office-holding ratio for residential committees from
2008 to 2022. We also separate provinces into two groups based on the median of their average dual office-
holding ratios for residential committees calculated from the China Civil Affairs’ Statistical Yearbook
in 2017. Then we calculate group average ratios of dual office-holding for residential communities over
time using census data from the annual Yearbook or sample urban communities from the CRHPS.
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Table B.1: The moderating role of risk tolerance and trust in strangers for regressions
of giving a “do not know” answer to the political perceptions questions

“Do not know”
corruption

“Do not know”
confidence

“Do not know”
corruption

“Do not know”
confidence

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

Panel A: All villages + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding 0.022 -0.065 0.032 -0.048
(0.105) (0.057) (0.093) (0.058)

Dual office-holding × Risk tolerance 0.026 0.015
(0.118) (0.053)

Risk tolerance -0.070* -0.030
(0.042) (0.019)

Dual office-holding × Trust in strangers -0.033 -0.010
(0.128) (0.068)

Trust in strangers -0.023 -0.018
(0.043) (0.023)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 14,452 14,685 15,427 15,672
Mean dep var 0.272 0.064 0.294 0.077

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding 0.028 -0.100* 0.048 -0.067
(0.091) (0.053) (0.089) (0.053)

Dual office-holding × Risk tolerance 0.030 -0.003
(0.081) (0.033)

Risk tolerance -0.069*** -0.026***
(0.012) (0.006)

Dual office-holding × Trust in strangers -0.048 0.000
(0.073) (0.040)

Trust in strangers -0.035*** -0.020***
(0.012) (0.007)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 10,026 10,189 10,954 11,132
Mean dep var 0.273 0.063 0.297 0.076

Notes: This table presents the results from the second-stage IV regressions of giving a “do not know”
answer to the political perceptions questions on dual office-holding and its interaction with risk tolerance
(columns (1) and (2)) and trust level in strangers (columns (3) and (4)). Risk tolerance and trust in
strangers are indicator variables based on the median responses to their corresponding questions. Village-
level clustered standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at
the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table B.2: Considering people being present on site when respondents give a “do not
know” answer to the political perceptions questions

“Do not know”
corruption

“Do not know”
confidence

“Do not know”
corruption

“Do not know”
confidence

“Do not know”
corruption

“Do not know”
confidence

OLS OLS OLS OLS IV 2nd stage IV 2nd stage
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Panel A: All villages

Dual office-holding 0.123 -0.037
(0.099) (0.052)

Dual office-holding × -0.024 0.011
Cadres on site (0.068) (0.032)
Dual office-holding × -0.035 0.006
Others on site (0.030) (0.019)
Cadres on site 0.027 -0.044*** 0.034 -0.048***

(0.033) (0.014) (0.041) (0.016)
Others on site 0.010 0.000 0.020 -0.001

(0.014) (0.009) (0.018) (0.010)
Dual office-holding × -0.814 0.375
Cadres on site (2017) (1.228) (0.590)
Dual office-holding × -0.495 -0.095
Others on site (2017) (0.353) (0.130)
Cadres on site (2017) 0.263 -0.143

(0.392) (0.187)
Others on site (2017) 0.160 0.028

(0.109) (0.042)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 9,268 9,453 9,268 9,453 15,535 15,785
Mean dep var 0.300 0.088 0.300 0.088 0.295 0.078

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave

Dual office-holding 0.081 -0.063
(0.089) (0.051)

Cadres on site 0.034 -0.048***
(0.041) (0.016)

Others on site 0.020 -0.001
(0.018) (0.010)

Dual office-holding × -0.146 0.116
Cadres on site (2017) (0.198) (0.100)
Dual office-holding × -0.230** -0.034
Others on site (2017) (0.114) (0.049)
Cadres on site (2017) 0.001 -0.040***

(0.034) (0.014)
Others on site (2017) 0.032** -0.000

(0.016) (0.009)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 6,478 6,603 11,032 11,212
Mean dep var 0.306 0.085 0.298 0.076

Notes: This tables presents the results when we consider people being on site when respondents give a
“do not know” answer to the political perceptions questions. We use data from only the 2017 wave and
run OLS regressions in columns (1) to (4), while we use data from the two waves and run IV regressions
in columns (5) and (6). Cadres on site (Others on site) is an indicator variable taking the value of 1 if
there are cadres (others) on site when answering the questionnaire, and 0 otherwise. The information
is available in the 2017 wave. Cadres on site (2017) (Others on site (2017)) is an indicator variable
taking the value of 1 if there are cadres (others) on site in the 2017 wave, and 0 otherwise . Village-level
clustered standard errors are given in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the
10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table B.3: The moderating role of party affiliation and whether having cadres in the
household for regressions of giving a “do not know” answer to the political perceptions
questions

“Do not know”
corruption

“Do not know”
confidence

“Do not know”
corruption

“Do not know”
confidence

“Do not know”
corruption

“Do not know”
confidence

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

Panel A: All villages + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding 0.002 -0.046 0.046 -0.047 0.027 -0.048
(0.092) (0.055) (0.095) (0.054) (0.092) (0.054)

Dual office-holding × -0.134 -0.060
Party affiliation (ind) (0.099) (0.050)
Party affiliation (ind) -0.101*** -0.014

(0.034) (0.018)
Dual office-holding × -0.255** -0.016
Party affiliation (hh) (0.127) (0.050)
Party affiliation (hh) -0.008 -0.021

(0.046) (0.019)
Dual office-holding × -0.485*** 0.015
Cadres in household (0.170) (0.051)
Cadres in household 0.017 -0.052***

(0.068) (0.020)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 17,226 17,546 18,200 18,535 18,408 18,539
Mean dep var 0.298 0.076 0.297 0.074 0.297 0.074

Panel B: Villages with two heads in the 2017 wave + IV 2nd stage

Dual office-holding -0.009 -0.068 0.025 -0.070 0.020 -0.067
(0.078) (0.046) (0.079) (0.045) (0.079) (0.045)

Dual office-holding × -0.023 -0.034
Party affiliation (ind) (0.090) (0.045)
Party affiliation (ind) -0.132*** -0.032***

(0.017) (0.010)
Dual office-holding × -0.096 0.016
Party affiliation (hh) (0.079) (0.036)
Party affiliation (hh) -0.087*** -0.031***

(0.013) (0.007)
Dual office-holding × -0.198** 0.028
Cadres in household (0.099) (0.034)
Cadres in household -0.130*** -0.047***

(0.019) (0.008)

Village FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wave FEs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 11,939 12,159 12,656 12,889 12,803 12,896
Mean dep var 0.300 0.075 0.299 0.073 0.299 0.073

Notes: This table presents the results from the second-stage IV regressions of giving a “do not know”
answer to the political perceptions questions on dual office-holding and its interaction with individual
party affiliation (columns (1) and (2)), household party affiliation (columns (3) and (4)), and whether
having cadres in the household (columns (5) and (6)). Village-level clustered standard errors are given
in parentheses. *, **, and *** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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