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Abstract


Most previous studies conducted in electoral democracies appear to substantiate the conviction that higher levels of political efficacy leads to more active political participation and few shows the opposite. Yet very little effort has been made to analyze whether political participation has the empowering effect on political efficacy in non-democracies. Based on the data collected by the Ministry of Civil Affairs of the People’s Republic of China in 2005, this study investigates the causal relationship between political efficacy political participation in the context of China’s semi-competitive village elections, mainly focus on how political participation promotes efficacy. The empirical findings indicate that voting or not voting in the village elections does not lead to an increase in internal and external efficacy. However, campaigning for a candidate increases individuals’ internal and external efficacy. While voting with a desirable outcome can only increase voters’ external efficacy, campaigning with positive outcome can increase both internal and external efficacy. 
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Political efficacy studies have been extensively done ever since 1950s as it is a central concept in the contemporary theories of democratic politics (Acock et al. 1985; Almond and Verba 1963; Macpherson 1977; Pateman 1970). Prominent in theory, political efficacy has been employed as a determining primary indicator to predict and evaluate that if an individual is politically active (Acock et al. 1985; Finkel, 1987; Wang and Wang 2007). Similarly, political participation has been used as an indicator to assess the achievement of a democratic polity. Franklin (1996, cited by članak 2004, 4) stated that “participation is the blood stream of democracy, it involves a various number of people into various activities at various time.” In democratic states, it is the citizens that shape what the governments do. Once the population is more politically efficacious, the political process of government will be more affected by the public, which leads to a popular sovereignty. 


However, the overwhelming majority of the previous research on political participation and political efficacy appears to substantiate the conviction that in democratic states higher levels of political efficacy leads to more active mass political participation (Abramson and Aldrich 1982; Almond and Verba 1963; Shaffer 1981). Little effort has been made to examine whether political participation has the empowering effects on political efficacy, particularly in the context of non-democratic political systems. Therefore, the extant theoretical literature is relatively silent on the empowering effects of political participation on political efficacy in non-democracies. Hence in this thesis, political efficacy will be treated as the dependent variable and political participation independent variable to investigate the influence of political participation on individuals’ sense of political efficacy. 


China, where no popular presidential and congressional elections are available and the seemingly democratic elections at the village level are semi-competitive at best, will be a perfect example to explore the causal relationship between political participation and political efficacy in the context of a non-democratic polity. Voting behaviors in state/party-controlled elections are different from those in democratic elections; therefore, the empowering effects of political participation may differ from those in electoral democracies. Moreover, the data, collected from China’s 2005 survey on self-governance at the village level and first released to the public in 2009, makes a quantitative study to statistically measure the impact of political participation possible and feasible.


If the hypothesis that political participation has empowering effect on political efficacy can be confirmed, an expectation of China’s democracy, at least grassroots democracy can be entailed. On the one hand, citizens become more politically active once they are more politically efficacious; on the other hand, a more active political participation in turn leads to an increasing level of political efficacy. Once citizens are politically efficacious and active, they would be more likely to defend their individual rights and demand for more responsive governments, both contributing to the democratization process. 


Chapter two will first defines the concepts of political efficacy and political participation and then reviews the three principal theoretical perspectives on the purpose of political participation. In chapter three, it will discuss the emergence of China’s village elections and exam their characteristics in detail. It will also review previous work about how political efficacy and political participation mutually change each other under China’s electoral system and the CCP’s absolute one-party rule. Then it will describe rural citizens’ limited modes of political participation under China’s electoral and party system.


The following chapter will discuss the research design that used to test the hypotheses developed from chapters two and three’s discussions. In this chapter, China’s 2005 survey on self-governance at the village level will be introduced as data collected from the survey is used in this thesis. The measurement of the dependent variables, the independent variables, and the control variables will be discussed, and the reason why certain questions from the survey are used in this study will be presented.

Chapter five will assess the potential effects of four different modes of political participation — voting, campaigning, voting for winner(s), and campaigning for winner(s) — on internal efficacy and external efficacy, using the statistical model discussed in chapter four. An analysis will be followed the regression results. The last chapter five will summarize the contribution of this study to the field and present some suggestions for future research.
CHAPTER II
POLITICAL EFFICACY AND POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

Extensive studies on political attitudes and behaviors have been done in democratic societies ever since the 1950s, indicating political efficacy and participation are at the heart of democratic theory (Acock et al. 1985; Almond and Verba 1963; Pateman 1970). Political efficacy has been employed as a determining primary indicator to decide whether or not an individual is politically active, and acts as a key indicator to comprehend the overall health of democratic systems (Acock et al. 1985; Craig et al. 1991; Finkel 1987).  As to political participation, it is itself indicatory for democratic achievement. Following the logic that “citizens should feel that they have some power to influence the actions of their government in modern democratic societies” (Wright 1981, 69), high levels of efficacy among citizens are regarded as a desirable precondition for the effectiveness of a political system, the legitimacy of a government, and the stability of democracy (Almond 1989). Hence, Western democratic governments, as well as emerging democracies in Asia and Latin America, are committed to maximizing their citizens’ political efficacy and participation. 

The Concepts of Political Efficacy and Political Participation

Political efficacy is initially defined as “the feeling that individual political action does have, or can have, an impact upon the political process, i.e., that it is worthwhile to perform one’s civic duties” (Campbell, Gurin, and Miller 1954, 187). Individuals believe that political and social change is possible and they are able to bring about this change through political participation. However, this definition is too general to differentiate between feelings caused by inside changes and feelings caused by outside changes. Lane (1959, 149) suggested that the concept of political efficacy contains “the image of the self as effective” and “the image of democratic government as responsive to the people.” Other scholars (Balch 1974; Converse 1972; Craig and Maggiotto 1982; Shingles 1981), following Lane, argued that it is necessary to distinguish between two separate components—that is, internal and external efficacy. Specifically, internal efficacy refers to beliefs that individuals can understand politics and have the competence to participate in the political process; in contrast, external efficacy refers to feelings that the public can influence the political outcomes as governments are responsive (Miller, Miller, and Schneider 1980, 253).  Simply put, internal efficacy refers to individuals’ self-perceptions of understanding capability and political competence whereas external efficacy refers to beliefs of personal political influence over governmental acts and government’s responsiveness to its people. 

In has been commonly regarded that political efficacy has a direct and positive impact on political participation, which suggests, attitude directs behavior (Abramson and Aldrich 1982; Finkel 1985; 1987; Parry 1972; Schutz 2005); consequently, political efficacy is commonly employed as an important predictor of political participation. Political participation as defined by Verba et al. (1995, 38) is an “activity that has the intent or effect of influencing government action—either directly by effecting the making of implementation of public policy or indirectly by influencing the selection of people who make those policies”. According to Verba, political participation should consist of all kinds of political acts that can affect the government policy either directly or indirectly. By stating the direct and indirect influence of individuals’ involvement in the political process, Verba and his colleagues explicitly suggested that the concept of political participation includes voting, volunteering for campaign work, running for office and other political acts. Even Verba, whose definition of political participation is popularly employed in others’ studies, excluded indirect political acts that “are not aimed at affecting government” (Verba and Nie 1972, 2). Although political scientists tend to treat voting as a synonym to political participation (Rokkan 1962; Salisbury 1975), most scholars consider political participation encompassing various activities including voting, campaigning, and other political acts.

Given that political participation has more than one mode, the question arises, are all forms of political participation affected by the changes of political efficacy? Investigation of the consequences of political efficacy confirms this hypothesis that political efficacy is positively associated with different modes of political participation (Carlson 2007; Finkel 1985; Pollack 1982; Schulz 2005). For example, Finkel (1985, 892) believed that political efficacy has the impact on voting and campaign activity by stating that external efficacy as the “attitude that has been defined, or strongly linked to, feelings of ‘system responsiveness’” is in relation with voting and campaign activity. Pollack (1982, 402) found that political efficacy would instill a desire to vote in an individual as he/she observed that “half of the decline in presidential turnout between 1960 and 1980 can be attributed to the erosion of political efficacy.” 


While there is a plethora of studies concerning the effects of political efficacy on political participation, discussions of whether political participation has significant impact on political efficacy—whether behavior (participation) affects attitude (efficacy) are rare (Clarke and Acock 1989; Ginsberg and Weissberg 1978; Salisbury 1975; Smith and Reddy  1973; Welch and Clark 1975; Wang and Wang 2007).  With an increasing focus of attention on political efficacy, scholars beg the following questions: if increasing efficacy leads to higher levels of participation, will participation in turn promote a stronger sense of efficacy? Specifically, does political participation individually affect internal or external efficacy, or does it simultaneously affect both?  Given that there are different types of political participation, do they demonstrate differential effects?   


These questions are fundamental to the normative controversies in contemporary democratic theory. In order to answering the questions above, it is first necessary to examine the purposes and consequences of political participation. However, little empirical endeavors have been done to discern that if political participation affects political efficacy at the individual level. Those studies that do exist were conducted in industry or workplace democracy (Finkel 1985). It is ironic that a wealth of behavioral research examines attitude but barely investigates actual behavior which is a central theme for post-behavioral political science. 

Three Perspectives

Regarding the effects of political participation on political efficacy, there are three prominent theoretical perspectives: the instrumental perspective (Finkel 1987; Parry 1970; Salisbury 1975; Wang and Wang 2007), the developmental perspective (Finkel 1985, 1987; Parry 1970; Wang and Wang 2007), and the outcome-contingent perspective (Clarke and Acock 1989; Wang and Wang 2007). Each of these perspectives presents a different view on how political participation affects citizens’ efficacious attitude in democratic polity.

The Instrumental Perspective 


The instrumental perspective regards political participation as a fundamental instrument by which individuals can influence, if not control, the collective decisions that materially shape their lives (Best and Krueger 2005; Dahl 1989; Gant and Lyons 1993; Hill and Leighley 1992; Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995). In light of the instrumental perspective, interest conflict over resource allocation is the core of the political process and political participation is the most effective defense for individual rights or societal benefits (Parry 1972). Individuals can obtain political power and thus achieve concrete political objectives by direct or indirect involvement in the political arena, such as, positioning of leaders, holding office in governmental organs, joining political parties, participating in a violent political demonstration, or voting in elections. Once participating in the political arena regardless of the forms of participation, one is able to achieve a certain degree of political influence, including selecting and holding leaders accountable, advancing individual interests or preferences, and most importantly being heard and bringing about desired policy outcomes (Finkel 1987; Parry 1972).

This perspective assumes that individuals are self-determining and rational decision-makers who also have the opportunity to participate in political life without any coercion (Parry 1972). First of all, individuals are the best judges of their own interests. Once benefits are unequally allocated, there is conflict over those inequalities as the whole public would be affected by the benefits allocation (Parry 1972; Salisbury 1975). By consultation and cooperation, individuals reach a democratic consent of common goods, and a strong sense of the best way to solve the inequalities—gaining political power as a principal avenue for a future redistribution. Also, the political participation draws government’s attention to its citizens’ needs and demands. The government has to be responsive to not lose its legitimacy. Citizens participate in the political process and influence or force the government to redistribute the social welfares. In this sense, political participation is a route of social conflicts, through which rational citizens would come to share a common conception of the general good and thus agree about how resources should be allocated. 


The instrumental interpretation of participation implies that the main purpose of political participation is to show the government citizens’ concern as well as to raise the government’s responsiveness. As a result, it enlarges the suffrage and generally mobilizes voting blocs and sectors in the electoral arena (Salisbury 1975; Wang and Wang 2007). Governments are aware that if they fail to respond, they will be declared illegitimate by their people.


Thus, in the view of instrumentalists, political participation leads to an increase in external efficacy among citizens. Through political participation and power pursuit, citizens are able to receive responses from the government. Given that the government will pay more attention to popular concern, citizens can ask for a redistribution of recourses and social benefits. For example, voters or campaign activists are likely to justify their behavior by strengthening their belief that the political system responds to citizen involvement. However, previous findings are not clear whether it would affect internal political efficacy (Finkel 1985, 1987; Stenner-Day and Fischele 1992; Madsen 1987; Morrel 2005). Thus, any association between political participation and internal political efficacy requires further examination.  


Meanwhile, the instrumental perspective also claims that political participation is a means of leaders’ political control because it allows elites to mobilize mass support and stabilize the regime by enhancing citizens’ observance of the rules and current governance. For example, Salisbury (1975) argued that the opportunity for citizens to participate in elections entails an opportunity for leaders to stay in touch with the people. In this sense, political participation serves as a legitimizing mechanism to increase elite control over citizens and to ensure regime legitimacy. Through participation, either by voting or other political behaviors, citizens are more likely to consider the institutions, norms and values of a given regime morally proper (Finkel 1987, 443; Ginsberg and Weissberg 1978). Also, citizens give their consent to decisions through political participation. In response to citizens’ support, governments are more likely to perform actively to satisfy their people’s needs and demands. Conversely, by receiving governmental responsiveness, citizens will have higher levels of external political efficacy.
The Developmental Perspective

The second view on the effect of political participation on political efficacy is the developmental perspective. It argues that political participation has individual-level effects, such that political participation has fundamentally beneficial and positive consequences on the individual’s moral and political development, thus furthering certain advantageous individual traits and attitudes (Finkel 1985; 1987). Some scholars (Pateman 1970; Thompson 1970) termed this perspective “participatory” or “citizenship” theory.

As early as Rousseau’s The Social Contract, it has been demonstrated that “participation psychologically influences participants, ensuring them that the working of institutions and the qualities and attitudes of individuals interacting with them are closely and continuingly interrelated” (Rousseau [1762]1968, 79). At first, individuals are independent of each other and aware of their own private interests; through political participation, they are educated to express their own needs and interests but also to prioritize public or collective goods to personal impulse and desires (Pateman 1970).


The educative function takes place through the process of participation itself. The effect is not only psychological but also practical in gaining democratic skills and procedures. The knowledge and skills learned from political participation will further encourage participants to be involved in future political process. Thus a positive cycle is generated. Finkel concluded the educative process as follows:


As one participates in politics, one acquires political skills and perceptions of self-
competence, qualities thought necessary for popular self-government and effective 
control over one’s environment. In addition, the development of this attitude makes it 
more likely that individuals will participate in the future, and thus participation sets in 
motion a circular causal process (Finkel 1985, 893).


The degree of development is largely dependent upon the frequency and activeness of the political participation. The more frequently and actively individuals participate, the more able and stable they become in participatory processes.  Given that the educative process is continuous over time, the development in the individual’s moral and political traits is durative.

All these considerations certainly show that participation would lead to individual development—a sense of internal political efficacy, referring to an individual’s sense that the self is capable and competent (Finkel 1985). Individuals who participate in elections, either as voters or campaign activists, are more likely than non-participants to become psychologically implicated as supporters of the regime and accept the core beliefs that underlie it (Clarke and Acock 1989). 

Yet, inconsistent findings exist within the developmental approach, which cast considerable doubt on whether different electoral behaviors produce the same effects on political efficacy. First of all, Bennett (1975) and Finkel (1985) observed that voting—the simplest way of political participation— has insignificant effect on internal efficacy.  Finkel’s 1985 study of the reciprocal relationship between political participation and efficacy also indicated that both external and internal political efficacy would promote political participation, but political participation only exerts a positive effect on external political efficacy. Two years later, Finkel obtained contradictory outcomes from a study in West Germany, which showed that political participation has a positive impact on internal efficacy. What is worth pointing out here is that Finkel noticed that these differences come from different modes of political participation. While direct voting promotes citizens’ external efficacy, helping candidates get elected props up people’s internal efficacy. Iyengar (1980) observed the same political phenomenon in the U.S. where voting led to an increase in external efficacy, that is, the sense that the political authorities are responsive to citizen demands.  Steen (1972, 86) provided a reasonable explanation that “only activities which are more demanding in terms of time, resource allocation, and general cognitive activation will be sufficient to produce individual self-development”. Campaign activity is expected to exert more influence on personal efficacy than voting considering that the former demands more time and resources from the individual. Campaigning also provides more opportunities to directly affect political actions, decisions, and outcomes; and therefore, campaigning would contribute more strongly to individual feelings of personal political influence (Finkel 1987). Finkel’s finding confirmed Steen’s observation that “if participation is primarily developmental, then the greater the range and dimension of choice at an election the better” (Steen 1972, 86).  
The Outcome-Contingent Perspective


The outcome-contingent perspective hypothesizes that election effects on efficacy are a product of both behavioral involvement and outcomes (Clarke and Acock 1989, 553). This perspective argues that participation alone cannot promote an increase in political efficacy; to achieve higher levels of political efficacy, participants need to be informed of elections outcomes. Simply put, it is the perfect combination of political participation and positive results that make participants feel they can make a difference in the political process. For example, voting itself does not necessarily lead to an increase in political efficacy. Yet, either by voting for winners or by actively campaigning for winners, participants would have a higher level of both internal efficacy and external efficacy. Through those participatory activities, internal efficacy will be promoted in that participants who voted for or campaigned for winning candidates will tend to perceive that they can and do influence the political process. External efficacy will increase because participants believe that elected officials are inclined to be more responsive to the needs and demands of those who assisted their candidacies. Similarly, both types of efficacy will decrease among those supporting losing candidates (Clarke and Acock 1989).  Political participants, who get what they have expected, will adjust their efficacious beliefs based on the reality of successfully achieving an outcome (Ginsberg and Weissberg 1978).

Scholars who supported the outcome-contingent perspective also pointed out that the impact of political participation should be stronger for external than internal efficacy (Clarke and Acock 1989). With a desirable outcome, the political efficacy, especially external efficacy should increase in that the positive influence exerted by electoral participation would be reinforced by a positive outcome. Additionally, it is largely possible that elected officials would pay more attention to the popular concern and hence are more responsive to them (Nadeau and Blais 1993


In contrast, internal efficacy is less variable than external efficacy by experiences with political participation. Internal efficacy is a self-perception; it is more associated with personality traits, such as ego strength and self-esteem that are relatively stable and constant and therefore less volatile than external efficacy. Thus, internal efficacy should not fluctuate dramatically in reaction to ongoing political events, such as elections and other outside changes. Alternatively, external efficacy refers to perceptions of and confidence in government responsiveness, which is more sensitive and thus less stable (Clarke and Acock 1989).  

The Weaknesses of the Three Perspectives


Although the extant theories provide the three principal theoretical perspectives on the purpose and consequences of political participation, they are plagued by the fact that they primarily derive from the empirical studies conducted in democratic countries. While the extant studies have confirmed that an active political participation will lead to an increase in individuals’ political efficacy — either in internal efficacy or external efficacy or both — in democratic polity, they are relatively silent on the empowering effects of political participation on political efficacy in the context of non-democracies. 


Moreover, studies conducted in democracies primarily focus on presidential and congressional elections. Elections at local levels were inadequately studied.  Therefore, the theoretical literature is flawed as it failed to include empirical evidence in non-democracies and inadequately addressed the causal relationship between political efficacy and participation at lower levels.


However, the three theoretical perspectives contribute shed light on any potential investigation on the effects of participation on political efficacy in non-democracies. Given that little effort has been made on the investigation of the causal relationship between political participation and efficacy, the three perspectives regarding the purpose of political participation can be referred as the theoretical framework for studies in the context of non-democracies. 

Conclusion 


This chapter first defines the concepts of political efficacy and political participation and then provides the three principal theoretical perspectives on the purpose of political participation. Political efficacy is conceptualized as an individual’s sense of feeling that he or she can influence the political process. It is divided into internal efficacy and external efficacy to differentiate the feeling from inside changes and outside changes. Political participation is defined as an activity that has a direct influence on government action. Both political efficacy and participation are at the core of democratic theories. 

While empirical studies conducted in the field of political efficacy have produced many significant findings concerning the types, scopes, and variations of public participation in the political life, research on the purpose of political participation is not sufficient at the individual level in regard to the importance of political participation in post-behavioral political science. Moreover, little effort has been made to examine if political participation has reciprocal effects on political efficacy. 

To explore how political participation can affect political efficacy, it is firstly necessary to understand the purposes of political participation. The theoretical paradigms consist of three approaches: the instrumental perspective, the developmental perspective, and the outcome-contingent perspective. All these three perspectives indicate that active political participation has some positive impact on political efficacy in spite of their differences of effects in the dimension, extent, and scale of political efficacy. Scholars who support the instrumental perspective are inclined to believe that political participation will increase individual’s external efficacy. For developmentalists, political participation is more about individual’s moral and political contribution. But there is no agreement whether or not a more active political participation individually leads to an increase in internal efficacy or external efficacy or if it affects both efficacies at the same time. Finkel has provided some interesting findings showing that direct voting promotes citizens’ external efficacy and helping candidates get elected props up people’s internal efficacy. However, these findings are inconsistent; thus, this argument is needed to be substantiated by empirical evidence. 

The outcome-contingent perspective integrates instrumental perspective and developmental perspective by stating that a successful political participation, for example, voting for winner(s), and working for winners, can increase both internal and external efficacy. The increase in political efficacy—both internal and external, comes from political participation and participation outcome.  Internal efficacy will be promoted in that participants who voted for or campaigned for winning candidates will tend to perceive that they can and do influence the political process. External efficacy will increase because participants believe that elected officials are inclined to be more responsive to popular concern. Similarly, both types of efficacy will decrease among those supporting losing candidates.

While the three perspectives demonstrate that political participation can promote political efficacy, they also suggest that different modes of participation would generate different effects on political efficacy. For instrumentalists, voting is the simplest avenue to gain political power and to force governments to be more responsive. Therefore, voting will increase external efficacy but not internal efficacy. For developmentalists, voting may reinforce individual’s internal efficacy or external efficacy or both. In addition, more factors should be taken into consideration, for example time, resources, and so on. Compared with other participatory acts, voting has a less empowering effect on internal efficacy. For outcome-contingent theorists, voting and other modes of political participation do not have any effect on citizens’ efficacious attitudes unless they are accompanied by a desirable outcome. 

 However, the above discussions are based on the experiences in democratic countries. Few studies have been done to investigate whether or not political participation in a non-democratic country has the same effect as in democratic countries. China, where no popular presidential elections and congressional elections are available and the seemingly democratic elections at the village level are semi-competitive at best, will be a perfect example to explore the causal relationship between political participation and political efficacy in the context of a non-democratic state. Voting behaviors in state/party-controlled elections are different from those in democratic elections; therefore, the empowering effects of political participation may also differ from those in electoral democracies. Next Chapter will discuss China’s semi-competitive elections at the village level and exams its characteristics in detail. It will also review how political participation changes political efficacy under China’s electoral system and the CCP’s absolute one-party rule.
CHAPTER III
CHINA’S SEMI-COMPETITIVE ELECTIONS 

China’s direct elections at the village level have been claimed by the CCP as one of the most important democratic experiments of the last three decades. Seemingly open, liberal, and competitive, village elections in China are commonly characterized as semi-competitive as they are controlled by the CCP (Chen and Zhong 2002; Li 2003; O’Brien 1994; O’Brien and Li 2005, 2000; Schubert 2002; Shi 1999b). In the context of semi-competitive elections, does political participation affect political efficacy as it takes place in electoral democracies? In order to explain how political participation affects Chinese rural citizens’ efficacious attitudes, this chapter will first discuss the emergence of village elections in China and then examine the characteristics of China’s village elections. Rural citizens’ limited modes of political participation under China’s electoral and party system will then be presented. Finally, extant studies regarding how political participation affects political efficacy in rural China will be reviewed. 
The Emergence of the Village Elections

Village elections in China are about electing members of villagers’ committees (cunweihui) whose inception can be traced back to the late l970s and early 1980s. Before villagers’ committees came into being, the people’s communes (renmin gongshe) used to take charge of the governmental, political, and economic affairs in rural China from 1958 to 1985. People’s communes, then the largest collective units, were divided into production brigades (shengchan dadui) and production teams (shengchan xiaozu). The original purpose of this system was to improve agricultural productivity, but the people’s commune system turned out to be a failure because of the system’s inability to stimulate peasants to work hard. It was impossible to distinguish between those who endeavored and those who did not (Zweig 1983). Gradually, the people’s communes were replaced by townships between 1982 and1985. The collapse of the people’s commune system was followed by the introduction of “the household contract responsibility system” (jiating lianchan chengbao zheren zhi, hereafter “the system of responsibility”). Instead of being told by the local government what to grow and the quota (which farmers barely met) they had to meet, villagers enjoyed considerable autonomy over the production on their land and could sell the goods beyond the quota in markets.  
The system of responsibility dramatically increased the agricultural productivity and the living standard of rural Chinese, and provided a fitting economic condition for potential political changes. However, the introduction of the system of responsibility also brought social instability (Lang 2005). While support for the new system was extensive, opposition was prevalent (Zweig 1983, 884). According to Zweig’s evaluation, rural citizens overreacted to this structural reform and feared the possibility of polarization between the rich and the poor. Therefore, a decline in social order and the emergence of political crisis was under way. The disorder worsened because of a political vacuum resulted from the gradual replacement of the people’s commune system with township (O’Brien and Li 2000).

Although elections were instituted by the Constitution of 1954 as a means to select candidates to the People’s Congress from the county level upwards,
 rural residents were never given the rights of electing their own leaders at the village level. Instead, village officials were generally appointed by township-level authorities. Consequently, appointed officials were accountable primarily to leaders higher up in the power chain. Under this circumstance, the directly appointed local officials were usually people who closely connected with the high-up and they could serve for many terms without challenge. Moreover, with their salaries paid by local governments, the appointed officials were under pressure to carry out orders from above rather than display loyalty to villagers (Howell 1998). Due to a lack of accountability, corruption, malingering and other problems among local officials were endemic and discontents were widespread among rural citizens. The deteriorating relations between the cadre and peasants warranted change. 
With a strongly popular expectation of a more democratic politics, a great number of villages were starting to experiment with the villagers’ committees and village elections. The earliest villagers’ committees emerged in two counties (Yishan and Luocheng) of the Guangxi Autonomous Region in late 1980 and early 1981. At that time, villagers’ committees were called “leadership groups for village public security” (cun zhian lingdao xiaozu) or “village management committees” (cunguanhui). Officials who were elected to the committees were usually senior villagers, former cadres, or community-minded villagers (O’Brien and Li 2000, 465). Formed without the knowledge of local authorities and without governmental sanctions, the early villagers’ committees were non-governmental organs and enjoyed considerable autonomy: they did not carry out township governments’ directives or rely on township assistance or guidance for their administration. O’Brien and Li (2000, 466) commented that villagers’ committees at that point were the “genuine organs of self-governance”. 

Although the social disorder helped bring about villagers’ committees and village elections, the social problems alone did not necessarily lead to the promotion across the country. It was the central government’s strong will that brought village elections to the historical stage (Lang 2005). In the 1980s, the central government felt that it was losing control of the countryside and determined that some effort should be taken to regain the state control over rural areas. The national political elites then were well aware of the infeasibility of maintaining authoritarian control in the countryside in that it would contradict the household contract responsibility system (Lang 2005). Hence, the central government was looking for alternatives to maintain its control in the countryside. Almost at the same time, the villagers’ committees and village elections in the Guangxi Autonomous Region were reported to the central government and were recommended for popularization. Peng Zhen, then vice-chairman of the National People’s Congress Standing Committee (NPCSC),
 applauded and backed villagers’ committees in earnest and considered them as “the perfect vehicle” for practicing self-governance and grassroots democracy (Bai 1995; Kelliher 1997; O’Brien and Li 2000; Shi 1999b).
 Politically conservative, Peng was enthusiastic about the adoption of villagers’ committees and village elections with the belief that elections would not weaken the CCP’s rule but would tighten the Party’s grip (O’Brien and Li 2000). To promote self-governance would simultaneously create an image of the government’s “representativeness” among the citizens and to heighten “the efficacy of the government” (McCormick 1996; O’Brien 1990, 126).  Under Peng’s leadership and encouragement, the National People’s Congress (NPC)
 decided to carry out experiments with this new form of organization. With the success of the experiments in several provinces, the villagers’ committees spread widely (Howell 1998; Lang 2005). If it had not been for Peng Zhen’s strong support, the villagers’ committee elections would not have been institutionalized in China (Gao 1997; Lang 2005). 

In 1982, villagers’ committees were written into the Constitution of People’s Republic of China. According to Article 111 of the Constitution, “villagers’ committees are mass organizations of self-management at the grass-roots level.”
 The Provisional Organic Law the Villagers Committees in 1987 and the revised version in 1998 (hereinafter refer to as the Organic Law of 1987 and the Organic Law of 1998 respectively) explain three dimensions of autonomous mass organizations: self-management, self-education, and self-service by the mass.
  Villagers are organized to elect their own representatives of a villagers’ committee to manage village affairs; villagers get educated by voting in a village election or by being elected as a member in the villagers’ committee; and villagers’ committees are established to serve villagers’ needs and demands (O’Brien 1994). On the principle of facilitating mass self-governance, village committees are not part of the governmental structure or state bureaucracy. In principle, they are autonomous in self-administration affairs (Alpermann 2001, 49). No interferences are allowed with the affairs that lawfully fall within the scope of the villagers’ self-governance. 

Yet, the Constitution of 1982 does not mandate that village elections should be direct. It is the Organic Law of 1987 that authorizes direct elections at the local level. Adopted on a trial basis, the Organic Law of 1987 is highly regarded as the milestone of village elections. It stipulates that all the members of a villagers’ committee shall be directly elected by the residents to shoulder responsibilities to mediate civil disputes, help maintain public order, and convey residents’ opinions and demands to up-level governments. Meanwhile, villagers’ committees carry out self-governance with the guidance, support, and help from townships (Article 3). 

However, this electoral reform was strongly opposed by many top leaders and local officials. On the one hand, many top leaders believed that direct elections at the village level were not feasible at all but would worsen the Party control. On the other hand, local officials used to be appointed by township governments would not like to see their own interests being harmed by the adoption of direct elections. As the first law dealing with self-governance, the Organic Law of 1987 only defines the tasks and responsibilities of villagers’ committees and fails to set out specific principles for direct elections. Instead, provincial and lower-level authorities are entitled to make their own stipulations to carry out direct elections in accordance with the Constitution and the Organic Law, and according to their local conditions. Given that the law was experimental, direct elections at the local level were encouraged but not required for implementation. Hence, the scale of implementing direct elections varied considerably from province to province, village to village.


In 1998, the NPCSC revised the Organic Law of the Villagers’ Committees and adopted it on a permanent basis. The Organic Law of 1998 emphasizes the leadership role of the village Party branches and the non-interventional role of township governments, and strengthens the rules on transparency and popular control of villages’ committees. 

Article 3 stipulates that Party branches should play the role as a “leading nucleus” in village affairs and Article 4 stipulates that the people’s government of a township “may not interfere with the affairs that lawfully fall within the scope of the villagers self-government”. The Organic Law of 1998 stipulates that “The chairman, vice-chairman (vice-chairmen), and members of a villagers committee shall be elected directly by the villagers.” It further highlights that “no organization or individual may designate, appoint, or replace any member of a villagers’ committee” (Article 11). All the committee members shall be elected directly by the villagers for three years; and they can succeed themselves with no term limits.  

The Organic Law of 1998 also stipulates that “the number of candidates of a villagers’ committee shall be greater than the number of persons to be elected” (Article 14), which suggests that village elections are contested elections (cha’e xuanju).  For any candidate, to hold office in a villagers’ committee, he or she should win at least half of the eligible votes through a contested election. Although it had been required by the Ministry of Civil Affairs (MoCA) that there shall be at least one more candidate than the positions to be filled in all the village elections since early 1995 (O’Brien and Li 2009, 485), it is the first time that the contested elections are institutionalized. 

Moreover, the Organic Law of 1998 formulizes the “two majority rule” (shuguoban), with the purpose to ensure a majority democracy in the village elections. Specifically, elections are invalid unless more than half of the eligible villagers cast their votes; and, a candidate shall not be elected unless he/she wins more than half of the eligible votes. 

Under the Organic Law of 1998, villagers’ committees shall be responsible to and have to report to the village assembly (cunmin huiyi or cunmin dahui) or the village representative assembly (cunmin daibiao huiyi or cunmin daibiao dahui) on its work. The village assembly is usually held once or twice every year with variation from province to province. One of the main purposes of the villagers assembly is to elect the members of the village electoral committee which preside over villagers’ committee elections. 

While the Organic Law of 1998 improves many aspects of village elections, it does not clarify the procedures of elections. In 2010, the 11th NPCSC amended the Organic Law (hereinafter refers to as the Organic Law of 2010) at its17th Meeting.  The significance of the Organic Law of 2010 lies in the clarification of village elections by specifying the nomination of candidates, standardizing the proxy votes, and detailing the registration of voters. Article 15 of the Organic Law of 2010 formulates that candidates of a villagers’ committee “shall be nominated directly by villagers who have been registered for election”. This clause institutionalizes the “sea nomination” method (haixuan). Sea nomination is a means to spot competent and talented citizens in the human sea for future leadership positions in a village, referring to the Chinese proverb “to fish a needle out of the sea” (haidilaozhen) (Chan 1998, 517). It was first created at villages of Lishu county, Jilin province. Although this method of candidate nomination was written into the Organic Law of 1987
 and was emphasized in the Organic Law of 1998, it is the Organic Law of 2010 that confirmed that voters can and have to nominate candidates in the form of sea nomination. In fact, the Organic Law of 2010 upholds the “sea nomination” as the only legitimate manner of candidate selection.

Under the sea nomination system, an eligible voter can nominate one candidate for each position by secret ballots and nominated candidates are required to meet with villagers to introduce their political plans if they were elected to hold office (Article 15). By being given the opportunity to recommend his/her most preferred candidate(s), every eligible voter is authorized, at least in appearance,  to express politically and react against village elections being manipulated by township governments and village Party branches (Sun, Pesqué-Cela, and Tao 2010, 17). Therefore, sea nomination makes the nomination process more free and direct. Any candidate nominated through sea nomination will be considered for the final slate of candidates. However, it has been reported that if the top nominee receives a majority of nomination votes and more than half of eligible voters have participated in the process he/she may be directly elected (He, 2007; Tan, 2009) Given that it allows ordinary villagers to participate actively, sea nomination largely increases the number of primary candidates and fundamentally increases popular involvement, suggesting local elections have become more competitive and transparent than those in the Mao era. 

The Organic Law of 2010 also clarifies the proxy vote and details registration process. A registered voter can authorize one of his/her close relatives to cast a proxy vote. It is required by the Organic Law of 2010 that any potential voter should register on the roster of villagers before the elections. It used to be a problem that a large number of voters are unable to show up on the election day due to the increasing mobility. Thanks to the high labor demand in big cities, many rural citizens move to cities (most of them work in cities but reside in suburbs or nearby villages), usually to the coastal cities, for work. It is financially difficult for most such voters to head back home to vote in the elections. In order to solve this problem, the Organic Law of 2010 stipulates that “a villager who has already registered for election in the village where his/her registered permanent residence is located or where he/she resides may not participate in the elections of the villagers’ committee in another place” (Article 13). If a villager has resides in another village for one year or more, he/she can register and vote in the new village by the approval. 

According to a rough estimation, the average participation rate in village elections is above 80 percent in rural China, with some places even over 90 percent. By the end of 2004, some 644,000
 villagers’ committees had been established throughout the country.
 Village elections have now been held in all 31 provinces, autonomous regions, and municipalities, with more than 95% of the villagers’ committee members elected by direct elections.  The majority of the villages have held elections for seven times.

Semi-Competitive and Non-Democratic in Nature


The above discussion may give the impression that village elections in China are open and competitive. Indeed, as an autonomous mass organization stipulated in China’s Constitution, villagers’ committees should enjoy the freedom of self-governance without governmental intervention. Members of a villagers’ committee are nominated by villagers and elected through contested and direct village elections. No doubt, contested elections, the “two majority rule”, and sea nominations mandated by the Organic Laws have increased the democratic degree of village elections in rural China; however, these electoral reforms are only partial as the CCP continues to play a dominant role in village affairs (McCormick 1996, 31; O’Brien 1990, 126; Shi 1999c, 1116) to prevent any opposition from challenging its position of absolute one-party rule (Chen and Zhong 2002).  In essence, these elections are characterized as semi-competitive in that they are still dominated, controlled, and monopolized by the CCP (Chen and Zhong 2002; O’Brien and Li 2000).  


Unwilling to relinquish the power control at the village level, the CCP has designed and implemented a series of measures to maintain its control of rural politics. Party branches at villages can enjoy more power than villagers’ committees do and they are able to include villagers’ committees as part of the governmental bodies; this institutional design ensures that the CCP are able to control the entire process of village elections from the nomination of candidates, to the electorate deliberation, and to the determination of final candidates on the ballot (Burns 1999, 591; Halpern 1991, 38; Shi 1999c, 1118). 

The Institutional Control and the Governmental Intervention

Stipulated as autonomous mass organizations, in practice, villagers’ committees are viewed as “an integral part of village political life”, with village-level Party branches as the leader and village committees the “subordinate body” (Alpermann 2001, 46; Elklit 1997, 8-9; Kelliher 1997, 82; O’Brien 1994). Meanwhile, villagers’ committees have been treated as the “line-organs” of local governments and have to receive and carry out directives from above” (Alpermann 2001, 46).   

Even before the Organic Law was amended in 1998, a host of official documents stipulated that the Party branch is the village’s “leadership core” (lingdao hexin) (Zhong 2004).  Then the Organic Law of 1998 acknowledged the leadership role of the village Party branches by stipulating that “the primary organization of the Communist Party of China […] playing its role as a leading nucleus; and in accordance with the Constitution and laws, support the villagers and ensure that they carry out self-government activities and exercise their democratic rights directly” (Article 3). And the Organic Law of 2010 further confirmed the leadership role. This emphasis of the duty of Party branches to ensure that villagers’ committees carry out self-government activities as self-administrative organs is ironic to the stipulated role of villagers’ committees as mass autonomous organizations.  While villagers’ committees are stipulated by law for self-government, village Party branches are asked to take the main responsibility of self-governance (Zhong 2004). Considering that the Organic Law of 2010 confirmed the Party branches’ leadership role, state penetration with self-governance and popular participation is legalized and villagers’ committees are by law subject to the authority of village Communist Party branches. The Party Constitution also emphasized Party branches leadership role in villages by stating that

[…] and the Party organizations in villages and communities provide leadership 
for the work in their localities and assist administrative departments, economic 
institutions and self-governing mass organizations in fully exercising their 
functions and powers (Article 32, Chapter V).

It was regarded as a strong reminder that self-administration should take place under the instruction and leadership of the Party branch in villages (Zhong 2004). All these stipulations suggest that self-governance at the village level does not mean a renouncement of the Party’s claim of leadership. 


A Party branch, the smallest Party unit, is the primary Party organization in China. Existing in almost every village, village Party branches serve an especially fundamental function as “the institutional control mechanism since there is no formal governmental authority at the village level” (Zhong 2005, 84). As autonomous organizations, villagers’ committees can function as informal and quasi-governmental administrations. In reality, it is the village Party branches rather than the villagers’ committees that make the decision concerning village affairs (Zhong 2004; 2005). Any decision made by a villagers’ committee needs the approval of the Party branch of the village before formal adoption. Under this mechanism, higher Party and governmental authorities, and the central government in the end of the power chain can be confident that the self-governance at the village level is under the one-party rule. 


A Party secretary heading in a Party branch has been regarded as “the personification and chief representative of the Party at the village level” (Zhong 2005, 85) and is no doubt the most important and powerful official in a village. The villagers’ committee chair, usually also sits in the Party branch as the deputy party secretary, or the first deputy secretary if there are more than one deputy secretaries. Theoretically, the secretary of the Party branch in a village is only responsible for party affairs while the chair of the villagers’ committee, the nominal village leader, takes charge of village affairs. However, given that the committee chair has to consult with the Party branch secretary before making the final decisions, the party secretary has greater power control over village affairs than the chair of the villagers’ committee. 

Moreover, as the leader of a Party branch, the Party secretary never faces popular and direct elections (Li 2002; Oi 2000). An overwhelming majority of village Party secretaries and deputy secretaries are decided and appointed by township/town Party authorities, with the approval of higher party organizations (Zhong 2005). Though there are no formal governments at the village level, by the establishment of Party branches and by the strong control of the village cadre personnel, the CCP maintains the power over the countryside. 


Besides the Party branch’s strict power control, the villagers’ committee encounters supervision from township governments. It stated clearly in Article 14 of the Organic Law of 1998 that “the people’s government of a township shall guide, support, and help the villagers’ committees in their work, but may not interfere with the affairs that lawfully fall within the scope of the villager’s self-government”. In theory, the villagers’ committees are institutionally independent from township governments in that they are not placed under the direct control of the township government by law (Shih 2003). Instead, villages should be only “guided” but not “led” by the townships. A “guidance relationship” (zhidao guanxi) is totally different from a “leadership relationship” (lingdao guanxi) as the former one does not entitle a direct control of the township authority but assistance or persuasion to the villagers’ committees (Alpermann, 2001). However, either in a “leadership relationship” or a “guidance relationship,” villagers’ committees are subjected to the township governments and have to help accomplish tasks at the grassroots level (Alpermann 2001, 48). 


Since the three Organic Laws initiated and confirmed Party leadership and township government guidance, villagers’ committees are not only subject to village Party branches but also obliged to receive supervision from township governments. To better illustrate the relationship between the villagers’ committee, the village Party branch, and the township government, a figure is provided as follows:

Township Government

                     Supervision                                             Close Relationship

   Power Control

            The Villagers’ Committee                                     The Village Party branch

Figure 3.1 The relationship between villagers’ committee, village Party branch, and the township

The Operational Interference and Limited Choice


Because of the institutional design by the CCP and the central government, Party branch secretaries, who are directly appointed from above, can seize the power at villages and are able to intervene in the village elections throughout the whole process, particularly in the nomination and in the selection of the final slate of the candidates. The intervention of the Party is detrimental to the effectiveness of the villagers’ committee elections in China as voters can only choose from limited choices of candidates in the Party-dominated village elections. 


Since provinces and lower-level authorities have the freedom to make their own stipulations and regulations to carry out direct elections at the local level as long as they do not violate the Constitution and the three Organic Laws, they can simplify the regulation and leave the local government a considerable “intervention space”.
 Although the stipulations of village elections differ from one another, by and large, the procedure of village elections is mainly five steps: the formulation of the village electoral committee, the voter registration, the candidate nomination, the final slate of candidates, and the general election. 


Prior to each election, a village electoral committee is elected to conduct and preside over the registration and election. The size of the electoral committee and its composition differ from one village to another. Though the Organic Law mandated that the electoral committee members shall be elected by the villagers’ assembly, in reality, the electoral committee members can be elected also by Party branch, villager group heads, or township government (Chan 1998; Pastor and Tan 2000). Moreover, despite the effort that has been made by the MoCA to instruct provinces that the chair of the village electoral committee “should not necessarily be the Party secretary”;
 the village electoral committee is usually chaired by the Party secretary of the village, which largely increases the opportunity for Party branches to control the nomination and prevent unapproved candidates from reaching the final ballot. 

The second step is the voter registration which was designed to help ensure individual voting rights and the validity of elections (O’Brien 2009). The Organic Law stipulates that “the name list of the villagers who have the right to elect and stand for election shall be made public 20 days prior to the date of election.”
 The purpose of making the name list is to offer the public an opportunity to raise objections.  


However, in villages where everyone knows each other or, and in some cases, residents are all closely related, people do not take registration seriously (Pastor and Tan 2000). Few eligible voters would take the initiative for voter registration.  Therefore, in reality, the process of the voter registration is replaced by “the registration for voters”
 by the village electoral committee’s staff. Under “the registration for voters”, usually all the eligible voters on the household registration record 
(hukou dengji) are registered.  

The next step is the candidate nomination. The whole process of nomination is voluntary rather than compulsory. Villagers who have the rights to cast votes can nominate candidates in the fashion of sea nomination, as discussed above, and the number of nominated candidates shall be larger than the number of positions to be filled so that there are contested elections, at least in appearance.


 Undoubtedly, sea nomination has largely increased popular involvement. But considering that the village electoral committees usually chaired by the Party branch secretary can initiate meetings and determine the final list of candidates, candidates nominated through sea nomination may not be able to reach the general election if they are not favored by the Party. Moreover, not all the villages where direct elections are conducted adopt sea nomination. Adoption or not largely depends upon the will of townships, upper-level governments, and local Civil Affairs departments. On the one hand, the upper-level government is usually unwilling to publicize regulations on elections; on the other hand, sea nomination always causes a problem of too many candidates, which local officials would not like to see. 

Prior to 2010, there are other methods of nomination used across the nation in addition to the sea nomination method. For example, a candidate can be nominated by a minimum of five to ten eligible voters (Chan 1998; Pastor and Tan 2000), by village representative assemblies, by electoral committees, or by self-nomination. Inherently democratic, these nomination ways as well as sea nomination are regarded as open nomination. In addition, candidates can also be nominated by Party branches and township governments which were categorized by O’Brien (1994) as “closed nomination”. In spite of Article 11 of the Organic Law of 1998 that stipulates that  “no organization or individual is allowed to appoint” members of the village committees, Party branches are able to intervene, if not totally control, the nomination process, particularly in the early rounds of village elections (Pastor and Tan 2000). Candidates nominated by Party branches are usually Party members or those who are closely obedient to Party line.
 
 


After the candidate nomination, a slate of candidates will be finalized. Basically, there are four commonly-used methods carried out respectively by the Party branch, the village representative assembly, the village assembly or direct primary by the entire village, and the highest numbers of votes received in the nomination process (Pastor and Tan 2000, 495). 


The most democratic way would be to decide the final candidates by the entire village but it is time-consuming and thus less efficient to conduct. In most villages, the Party branch is able to decide the final candidate list.  Village electoral committees can initiate meetings to discuss potential candidates in the upcoming village elections and reach tacit agreement on its preferred candidates, usually in consultation with and with the approval of the township government. Under the party-dominated village electoral committees, it can be ensured that candidates on the final slate are either Communist Party members or thoses that follow the party line (McCormick 1996). If it happens that the party-preferred candidates are not favored by voters, then the Party branch is expected to persuade the villagers to accept the party-favored candidates (Zhong 2005, 88; Zhong and Chen 2002). Ironically, it has become a criterion to judge the success of a nomination process by seeing whether or not the authority-preferred candidates also happen to be the candidates preferred by the village voters (Zhong 2005, 88). By eliminating  the candidates who are not welcome and by selecting the candidates who are favored, the CCP ensures its power control over the countryside by strictly carrying out one-party rule. 

When candidates are nominated by ways other than nomination by Party branches and township governments, the Party branch can still influence the final decision, usually through a process called “democratic consultation” (minzhu xieshang) and “mulling over” or “fermentation” (yunniang), to eliminate any candidate who they are not satisfied with (O’Brien 2008, 3; Shi 1999b). “Fermentation” is a sequence of discussions and consensus-building from small group discussion up to the Villagers Representative Assembly’s meeting (Choate 1997). This winnowing process was designed to determine the final list of candidates by soliciting opinions of villagers and township governments (Hu 2005, 435). However, in practice, democratic consultation has become a means for the CCP to selecting favored official candidates. 

After the slate of candidates is finalized, the election of the members of villagers committee must be made through popular and direct elections. The final slate of formal candidates is usually posted five days before the election. Three voting styles are used in final elections: 1). mass voting, where all voters go to the designated voting place to vote, and remain there until all the ballots are counted; 2). individual voting that voters go to the polling station to cast votes throughout the course of the day of the election (roving ballot boxes are carried around for those who cannot go to the polling station to cast votes); and 3). proxy voting (Pastor and Tan, 2000). Most villages adopt mass voting. Voters are given the ballot papers containing the names of the candidates which are listed under the post position for which they are standing. Voters mark the names of their supporting candidates in private. Once a candidate receives half of the votes casted by the eligible villagers, he or she wins the election and can hold office in a villagers’ committee. When no candidate receives a majority, a run-off election is held. According to Article 15 in the Organic Law of 2010, candidates with more votes in the second election shall be elected provided that their votes shall account for at least one third of the total votes that have been cast.

In practice, the final stage is problematic. First of all, secret ballots and open vote-counting are mandated by the Organic Law of 1998 but they are not properly implemented. Secret ballot has certain advantages, but special precautions are yet to take to ensure that the ballot is secret and secure. Usually, there is not enough space between each voting booth and when voting begins, the candidates still sit behind the booth, which reduces the secrecy of the ballot.  Voters may be afraid that their leaders would interpret their decisions to vote in secret as a vote against them. As to the vote count, because the chair of the village electoral committee (usually the Party secretary) are offered the right to judge when there was a question about the validity of a ballot and there is no clear definition of abstention and spoiled ballots, the Party secretary can indirectly decide the final winners by adding or dropping a vote. 

During the final elections, roving ballot boxes are carried around for those who cannot go to the polling station to cast votes. Usually, three officials will accompany a locked box. Seemingly secured, the secrecy can be easily violated. Moreover, though run-off elections are required if none of the candidates receives enough votes, in practice, sometimes the candidate having the most votes will automatically be the winner without a second round election (Yang 2005), particularly in cases where Party-favored candidates receive more than half the votes. 
The Discouraged Campaign

Unlike the elections in democratic states where campaigning is a necessary process, village elections in rural China do not have real campaigns. On the one hand, since the final list of formal candidates is officially announced or posted five days before the election day, candidates have very little time for campaigning (Pastor and Tan 2000; Zhong 2005). In some provinces (e.g. in Jiangsu Province), to hinder open campaigning, the final slate is provided three days prior to the election (Chan 1998; Zhong 2005). On the other hand, it is culturally inappropriate and discouraged to promote oneself in villages where everyone knows each other. Thus, candidates are themselves reluctant to campaign. In addition, there are no rules for election campaigns in the three Organic Laws, and few provinces stipulate any rules either (Pastor and Tan 2000). For example, Chan (1998) revealed that some village heads were even under the impression that it was illegal to do any campaigning other than the “campaign speech” in front of voters just several hours before the voting starts. Therefore, the only legitimate campaign activity that a candidate is allowed to do in most village elections is to make a short campaign speech to solicit votes in front of the village voters minutes before voting on the election day. 

While candidates can give a campaign speech in front of the voters in the final election, some observers have pointed out that it is so time-consuming that it decreases popular involvement.
 Since there are usually seven members in the villagers’ committee and at least one more candidate is required to make elections competitive, it takes about an hour and a half for the candidates to finish their speeches if each is given ten minutes. After the campaign speech, there is usually a question and answer session where candidates have the last opportunity to sell themselves. Therefore, it would take a total of three hours on average. Because of the limited time, candidates do not have the opportunity to elaborate his/her political ambitions and voters cannot fully know their future officials. Under this situation, it is usually villagers, particularly candidates’ close friends or relatives that visit every household and persuade villagers to vote for their supporting candidates within the limited time.

Political Participation in the Semi-Competitive Village Elections and Its Effects

The electoral manipulation in village elections limited the political participation in rural China. Given that the village elections are not democratic and semi-competitive in nature, it is understandable that there is little scope for villagers to participate in the political: they are only entitled limited political participation—voting with limited choices of candidates and campaigning for candidates by lobbying one’s friends and relatives. Villagers have limited choices of candidates during elections because the process is party-controlled. By limited choices, there is also another layer of meaning. Because of the constraints on elections, rural voters are usually left with only two choices:  to have the freedom to cross out names of candidates on their ballots or to abstain from village elections without penalty or punishment (Zhong and Chen 2002). Simply put, rural citizens can only vote for or vote out those who have been deliberately chosen by the CCP (Chen and Zhong 2002; Li 2000; Shi 1999c). Yet, rural citizens can campaign on behalf of candidates under the circumstance that open campaigning by candidates is discouraged.


Though voting behaviors are limited, previous study reveals that political participation among rural citizens in semi-competitive elections is high (Jennings 1997). Research conducted on why a person votes or not shows two entirely different explanations. For example, Shi (1999c) found that those who tended to vote in elections were people who had stronger internal efficacy, supported democratic values, and wanted to punish corrupt leaders, which conformed to the Western voting behavior literature. Shi (1999c, 1127) explained that “although local elections in China are still not a reliable way for people to influence government policymaking, voters may influence the selection of certain local officials by ousting leaders they dislike.” Thus, voters view voting as an opportunity to exert individual political rights and thus actively participate in elections to vote out those incompetent candidates. Although voters do not view voting as a means for future resource redistribution, they do use voting as an instrument to influence the politics.

Contrary to Shi’s arguments and findings, Zhong and Chen (2002) reported the opposite after their research in the countryside of Jiangsu Province: people who have stronger democratic orientation and a higher level of internal efficacy are less likely to vote in semi-competitive elections.  Zhong and Chen argued that voting behaviors in state/party-controlled elections are different from those in democratic elections. Since voters are aware that no matter if they vote or not, elected officials are those who have already been decided by the party, thus they choose to abstain rather than vote.  Unlike what scholars have found in democratic states, voters in China’s village elections do not vote for their supporting candidates but vote out whoever they do not like.    


 Zhong and Chen’s study raises an important question that does the electoral systems matter the effects of political participation. To be more specific, do the limited political participations in semi-competitive village elections have empowering effects on rural citizens’ internal and external efficacy?  Does working for the candidate by actively campaigning on behalf of the candidate help increase one’s internal efficacy or external efficacy or both?  If so, are there differential effects for different types of political participation?  

Some scholars argue that the implementation of the direct village elections has made Chinese rural citizens more aware of their political rights (Chan 1998; Gao 1997). Through villagers’ committee elections, villagers can at least vote out the corrupt and unpopular leaders, if they cannot vote for their supporting candidates, and made village cadres more accountable and responsive (Li and O’Brien 1999, 140; Manion 1996, 745; Shi, 1999c; Zhong and Chen 2002, 688).


 Admittedly, research that has been done to investigate the empowering effect of political participation on political efficacy is hardly sufficient in China, with consistent results confirming the empowering hypothesis of political participation. Kevin O’Brien, the first and the most prominent scholar in this field, strongly supported the argument that direct elections have helped to increase political efficacy among rural citizens (Li 2003; O’Brien 1994; O’Brien and Li 1995; 1999b; 2000). O’Brien found that villagers were able to vote out those who they disliked even though they could not vote for those who they supported to be village cadres. This argument was supported by many later case studies and surveys. For example, Melanie Manion (1996) observed that village elections made the relationship between voters and elected candidates even closer in the context that they shared similar ideological outlooks, and those elected cadres were more likely to object to township government policies which did not accord with central policies (Li 2001; 2003). Tianjian Shi (2000) observed that village elections would significantly and positively increase citizens’ external efficacy. The finding in Li Lianjiang’s study also showed that Chinese villagers would have a stronger sense of political efficacy after their first free and fair village election in the belief that they can now remove unresponsive cadres (Li 2003). All these findings are consistent with the findings in the Western countries. However, none of these studies was conducted in a nationwide scale due to the data unavailability. Therefore, these studies are methodologically flawed as they are not representative. A nation-level study will overcome this methodological problem.
Conclusion


In summary, this chapter discusses the emergence and the characteristics of village elections in China. It also describes rural citizens’ limited modes of political participation under China’s electoral and party system. Finally, it reviews former studies regarding how political participation affects political efficacy in rural China.

The emergence of self-governance, villagers’ committees and direct village elections can be traced back to the dissolution of the people’s commune system and the introduction of the household contract responsibility system. The instability in the rural areas resulted from the structural reform and the strong will of the central government to bring the villages back into its absolute one-party rule, brings the villagers’ committees and the village elections into the historical stage. 

Villagers’ committees are stipulated as autonomous organizations by China’s Constitution. As an autonomous mass organization, a villagers’ committee is not a part of governmental hierarchy. Instead, villagers’ committees enjoy the freedom of self-governance without governmental intervention in the light of the three Organic Laws. Candidates are nominated primarily by sea nomination, and elected through contested elections in accordance with the two majority rule. According to the definition of villagers’ committee and the formulations of the Organic Laws, village elections in China seem to be open, competitive, and liberal. 

However, without a general election law, the implementation of direct village election is problematic and varies from village to village. Throughout the whole process, particularly in the steps of candidate nomination and the final slate of candidates, the CCP is able to maintain its control of village administration personnel through institutional design and operational intervention, and discouraged campaign. 

Under the institutional design, villagers’ committees are subject to Party branches and are always under the supervision of township government, which ensures the CCP’s one-party rule and its control in the countryside. The Party branch secretaries, directly appointed from township or upper authorities, is the most important and powerful person in a village; meanwhile, he/she also serves as the head of the village electoral committee which is responsible for the whole election process. The chairman of the villagers’ committee, though nominally the leader of the village, has to consult with and get approval from the Party branch secretary before he/she can make the decisions concerning village administrative affairs. 

Because of this institutional control, Party branches can select party-favored candidates with the approval of township governments. By eliminating the candidates they do not like, Party branches ensure  the candidates on the final slate are either party members or at least obedient to the party line, which further reinforces the CCP’s one-party rule. Moreover, Campaign activities are discouraged. Before the promulgation of the emended Organic Law of 2010, candidates were only allowed to give a campaign speech in front of the village voters minutes before the final election. Under these situations, villagers are only entitled to limited political participation—voting for filtrated candidates and campaigning for candidates by lobbying one’s friends and relatives. 

Given that village elections are semi-competitive, political participation in rural China is in a limited fashion compared to that in electoral democracies. Findings from previous research on Chinese village elections showed that political participation among rural citizens is relatively high and participation does promote individual’s political efficacy. However, studies on the empowering effect of political participation on political efficacy are not sufficient and usually limited to regional studies. A national scale study that examines the effects of participation in China’s village elections on citizens’ political efficacy, if any, is necessary and remarkable. The next chapter will discuss the research design that used to test the hypotheses developed from this chapter’s as well as last chapter’s discussion.

CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH DESIGN

The task of this chapter is to create a research design that tests the hypotheses developed from the last two chapters’ discussions. The key hypothesis expressed for this study is that political participation increases political efficacy. To be more specific, the effects of four modes of political participation—voting, voting for winner(s), campaigning, and campaigning for winner(s)— on two fundamental dimensions of political efficacy—internal efficacy and external efficacy, are tested.  

This chapter is divided into five sections. The first section will present the hypotheses. The second section will introduce China’s 2005 survey on self-governance at the village level (hereafter China’s 2005 survey). Data collected from the survey is used in this thesis. The next three sections will discuss the measurement of the dependent variables, the independent variables, and the control variables. The questions used in this study differ from those in previous studies of political efficacy and political participation. While previous studies focus primarily on presidential elections this thesis examines village elections in rural China. Therefore, survey items about China’s local politics will be included. The coding of each variable will be presented. 

Hypotheses


The theoretical paradigms discussed in Chapter two include the instrumental perspective, the developmental perspective, and the outcome-contingent perspective. Despite their differences of effects in the dimension, extent, and scale of political efficacy, all the three perspectives indicate that active political participation has some positive impact on political efficacy. The instrumental perspective upholds the belief that political participation will increase individual’s external efficacy. For developmentalists, political participation is more about individual’s moral and political contribution. Active political participation may lead to an increase in internal efficacy and external efficacy. The outcome-contingent perspective integrates instrumental perspective and developmental perspective by stating that a successful political participation, for example, voting for winner(s), can increase both internal and external efficacy.

While the three perspectives demonstrate that political participation can promote political efficacy, they also suggest that different modes of participation would generate different effects on political efficacy. Given that China’s village elections are semi-competitive, political participation in rural China is restricted compared to that in electoral democracies: villagers are only entitled to vote with limited choices of candidates and campaign for candidates by lobbying one’s friends, relatives and other villagers.
Based on the three theoretical perspectives, eight hypotheses are proposed to test the main argument that political participation promotes political efficacy in the context of China’s semi-competitive village elections:

The Instrumental Perspective:


1). Voting in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ external 
political efficacy.

2). Campaigning in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ 
external political efficacy.
The Developmental Perspective:


1). Voting in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ internal 
political efficacy.
2). Voting in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ external political efficacy.


3). Campaigning in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ 
internal political efficacy.


4). Campaigning in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ 
external political efficacy.


The Outcome-Contingent Perspective:


1). Voting for winner(s) in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural 
villagers’ internal political efficacy.

2). Voting for winner(s) in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural 
villagers’ external political efficacy.


3). Campaigning for winner(s) in elections for villagers’ committees increases 
rural villagers’ internal political efficacy.


4). Campaigning for winner(s) in elections for villagers’ committees increases 
rural villagers’ external political efficacy.

China’s 2005 Survey on Self-Governance at the Village Level

The data used in this study comes from China’s 2005 survey on self-governance at the village level. Self-governance and direct village elections have been carried out for more than two decades since the promulgation of the Organic Law of the Villagers Committees in 1987. However, due to the lack of comprehensive and systematic data, the evaluation of self-governance and direct elections at the village level were based primarily on observations of one or a few villages and reports of grassroots governments (e.g. O’Brien 2008; Shih 2003; Zhong 2004).  While they are able to interpret situations in certain areas in depth and in detail, these studies are unable to reflect the overall situation across the nation.  Particularly, interviews were usually conducted in single villages
, which had been criticized that they were methodologically flawed as they were not representative and their results were usually  ambiguous and sometimes even contradictory (Li 2003). As to the grassroots government reports
, the authenticity and reliability were always challenged. In order to have a comprehensive evaluation of self-governance and direct elections at the village level, the Ministry of Civil Affairs (MoCA) decided to carry out a nationwide survey from May 2005 to April 2006, that is, China’s 2005 survey on self-governance at the village level. It was approved by the National Bureau of Statistics, funded by China Program of the Carter Center, and conducted by the Institute of Sociology, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS).  


To ensure the survey quality, 276 people were selected for training after they had phone interviews and 264 surveyors ultimately passed the exams and were chosen after systematical training for several months.
 A “multistage probability sample”
 is used to reduce the cost of sampling and narrow down the sample size, based on the fifth national census in 2000. The survey covers all the provinces, autonomous regions, and municipalities except the Tibet Autonomous Region.  The total sample size is 3501. These 3501 respondents from 520 villages are randomly selected by PPS
 (probability proportional to size). In the same vein, those 520 villages randomly selected are from 260 towns of 130 cities and counties. The survey was done through questionnaires. Unlike in-depth interviews, all the survey questions showed in the questionnaires are simple yes-no questions or multiple-choices. Staff of CASS coded all those responses into SPSS format.


Though the survey was conducted between as early as in 2005 and 2006, the data was not available to the public until 2009. Very few studies have been done using the data collected from this survey and these studies mainly focus on the self-governance and the democratic development at rural areas (e.g. Liu 2007; Xiao and Tang 2007). None of these studies examined the relationship between political participation and political efficacy. Thus an analysis of the causal relationship between political participation and political efficacy is significant.  

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables of the above hypotheses are internal and external efficacy.  The measurement of these two variables has evolved during the past four decades.  Since the 1950s, political efficacy has been extensively studied; however, scholars have never fully been satisfied with the measurement (Niemi, Craig, and Mattei 1991). Several measurements that have been developed by political scientists to assess political efficacy do not allow for a comparison of effects among many valuable studies (Morrell 2003). Notwithstanding its importance, considerable dissatisfaction and disagreement of the measurement continue to plague studies of political efficacy (Morrell 2003). 


The measurement of an individual’s political efficacy was first introduced in the National Election Study surveys (NES) by the University of Michigan Survey Research Center (SRC) in the 1950s. Since then, political efficacy has been one of the most continuously examined constructs in political science. According to Abramson (1983, 135) and Morrell (2003), four agree-disagree items have been used in all presidential election surveys in the United States since 1952 and in all off-year congressional surveys since 1966. Those four items are:


1). Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me 
cannot really understand what’s going on (“politics and government seem 
complicated”);

2). Voting is the only way that people like me can have any say about how the government runs things (“voting is the only way”);


3). I don’t think public officials care much what people like me think (“public 
officials do not care what people think”);


4). People like me don’t have any say about what the government does (“don’t 
have any say about what the government does”). 

After Lane (1959) and other scholars (e.g. Balch 1974; Converse 1972; Craig and Maggiotto 1982; Shingles 1981) recognized that two separate components— internal efficacy and external efficacy—should be taken into consideration, political scientists (e.g. Acock, Clarke, and Stewart 1985; Clarke and Acock 1989) began arguing that it is inappropriate to measure political efficacy in a unidimensional construct, and thus they tried to reload the original items into the new understanding of political efficacy (Morrell 2003). However, since the NES continues its survey project and provides data for a lengthy time series, many scholars are reluctant to abandon these indicators and thus keep using these four original items without systematic improvement (Niemi, Craig, and Mattei 1991, 1407). Meanwhile, other scholars exerted their efforts to improve the measurement and abandoned at least some of the SRC statements in favor of new measures (e.g. Craig and Maggiotto 1982; Finkel 1985; Niemi, Craig, and Mattei 1991).
Internal Efficacy


According to Miller, Miller, and Schneider (1980, 253), internal efficacy indicates “individuals’ self-perceptions that they are capable of understanding politics and are competent enough to participate in political acts such as voting.” Most scholars (e.g. Abramson 1983; Morrell 2003) believed that the original NES item of “politics and government seem complicated” and should be part of the new internal efficacy scale. Besides this item, scholars endeavored to add more items to make the measurement of internal efficacy complete. For example, Niemi, Craig, and Mattei (1991) included four new items; and the results of several substantial testing turned out to be very satisfactory. These new items are in the agree-disagree format: 

1). I consider myself to be well qualified to participate in politics (“well qualified 
to 
participate in politics”); 


2). I feel that I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues facing 
our country (“good understanding of the important political issues”); 


3). I feel that I could do as good a job in public office as most other people (“do a 
good 
job in public office”); 


4). I think that I am better informed about politics and government than most people” 
(“informed about politics and government”) (Niemi, Craig, and Mattei 1991, 1408). 


These four new items form “a reliable scale for internal efficacy”; and, “some testing results indicate that the first four items are the strongest indicators” (Morrell 2003, 591).  Same or similar questions can be found in China’s 2005 survey, and fortunately, almost all the questions used in this survey are formulated, if not exactly the same, close to Likert’s format
:

 [Table 4.1 about here]


Table 4.1 present the five items from China’s 2005 survey. Items of “well qualified to participate in politics”, “politics and government seem complicated”, and “good understanding of the important political issues” are worded exactly the same as shown in the previous studies while items of “do a good job as a member of the villagers’ committee” and “well informed about village affairs” are worded very similar to precious items.  Unlike the NES which focuses on presidential and congressional elections, China’s 2005 Survey is to evaluate local elections. It is significant to include the two items of “do a good job as a member of the villagers’ committee” and “well informed about village affairs” in this study in that these two items can show if rural citizens are efficacious about local politics. Acock, Clarke, and Stewart’s stated (1985, 1965) that “while the utility of any model of efficacy, which might fit SRC American election study data, may be reasonably good for measuring efficacy in other political milieu”, it is necessary to determine “the extent of variation in the goodness-of-fit of a model across politically important groups in particular political systems”. Thus, all the questions showed in Table 4.1 are utilized to test people’s internal political efficacy. 

For all of those questions in the questionnaires, response options are “Strongly agree”, “Agree”, “Disagree”, “Strongly disagree”, “Do not know”, and “Do not answer”. Such design should generally be less prone to response error than are the questions that use the agree-disagree format.  Items of “well qualified to participate in politics”, “do a good job as a member of the villagers’ committee”, “well informed about village affairs”, and “good understanding of the important political issues” are formulated in a positive fashion. Agreement with the statement, no matter what the degree is, indicates a high sense of internal political efficacy. Thus, positive responses are coded as 1, indicating high political efficacy while negative replies are coded as 0, indicating low political efficacy. Given that “politics and government seem complicated” is formulated in a negative term, responses of “Strongly agree” and “Agree” are coded as 0, with 1 representing the opposite conditions to entail that high scores represent high internal political efficacy and low scores indicate low internal political efficacy. In all these questions, responses of “Do not know” and “Do not answer” are coded as missing and are excluded from the analysis.

External efficacy


External efficacy is defined as “expressed beliefs about political institutions”, indicating the belief that the public can influence political outcomes because government leaders and institutions are responsive” (Miller, Miller, and Schneider 1980, 253). Simply put, external efficacy refers to beliefs of personal political influence over governmental acts and government’s responsiveness to its people. 


The two original NES items are always used to measure external efficacy: 1). People like me don’t have any say about what the government does (“don’t have any say about what the government does”); 2). I don’t think public officials care much what people like me think (“public officials do not care much what people think”). There used to be disagreements on whether “don’t have any say about what the government does” and “public officials do not care much what people think” should be used to measure internal efficacy or external efficacy. For example, Acock, Clarke, and Stewart (1985) included “don’t have any say about what the government does” as one of the factors on internal efficacy. In 1990, Acock and Clarke claimed both “don’t have any say about what the government does” and “public officials do not care much what people think” measure internal efficacy. In contrast, Craig and Maggiotto (1982) found that “don’t have any say about what the government does” and “public officials do not care much what people think” measure external efficacy. Craig and Maggiotto’s finding is consistent with later research (e.g. Craig, Niemi, and Silver 1990; Niemi, Craig, and Mattei 1991), which suggests that these two items capture the aspect of external efficacy. These two items are still commonly employed in current election studies.  


Similar items are available from the data of China’s 2005 survey. It is difficult to decide which question in the questionnaire can better measure the level of external efficacy; therefore, all the relevant questions are included: 

[Table 4.2 about here]

Table 4.2 shows five items used to measure external efficacy. The item of “have no say about government’s decision” and “public officials do not care what people think” in the questionnaire are identical with the original NES items. An item phrased oppositely to the item of “have no say about government’s decision” is available. In addition, two more items—“have say in the village” and “have no say in the village” are shown in the questionnaire and can be utilized to indicate individual’s feeling of his/her political influence on local politics. While previous studies of presidential elections only used the items of “have no say about government’s decision”, this study focusing on the political efficacy at the village level includes all the five items to measure external efficacy.


Similar to the questions used to measure internal political efficacy, for all of those questions/statements in the questionnaires, response options are “Strongly agree”, “Agree”, “Disagree”, “Strongly disagree”, “Do not know”, and do not answer. In items “have say in the village” and “have say about government’s decision”, the statements are formulated in a positive way, agreement with the statement no matter what the degree is indicates a high sense of external political efficacy. Thus, positive responses are coded as 1, indicating high political efficacy while negative replies are coded as 0, indicating low political efficacy. However, “have no say about government’s decision”, of “have no say in the village”, and “public officials do not care what people think” are formulated in negative terms, responses of “Strongly agree” and “Agree” are coded as 0, with 1 representing the opposite conditions to entail that high scores represent high external political efficacy and low scores indicate low external political efficacy. In all of these questions, responses of “Do not know” and “Do not answer” are coded as missing and are excluded from the analysis.

Independent Variables


The key independent variable of the above hypotheses is political participation which is defined as taking part in the political life. However, there are differences in the way we participate (Dodd 1972).  For example, Verba et al. (1995, 38) defined political participation as an “activity that has the intent or effect of influencing government action—either directly by effecting the making of implementation of public policy or indirectly by influencing the selection of people who make those policies”. 

“Definitions of the political vary widely”, said Dodd (1972, 249), “Consequently modes of participation differ in accordance with the definition of politics that is employed.” While political participation has a variety of modes, this thesis focuses on four modes which are the four key independent variables: voting, voting for winner(s), campaigning, and campaigning for winner(s). Clearly, voting, voting for winner(s), campaigning, and campaigning for winner(s) by no means exhaust political participation. Unfortunately, the data used in this thesis does not contain information on other political modes. 

Voting (VOTE)


Although it is no longer regarded as the only way that people can have any say about how the government runs things, voting is still a vital political mode in the Western countries where citizens can select their national leaders through presidential and congressional elections. However, in China where the president of the National People’s Congress is not popularly elected, to vote at the local level elections is the only way for rural citizens to have direct participation in the political process. In this thesis, voting refers to voting in the elections of a villagers’ committee.  Evidently, voting in a presidential election and voting in a village election differs a lot. It is still significant to examine how voting in a village election affect a rural citizen’s political efficacy. Question “Did you vote in the election of the current Villagers’ Committee?” in the survey is used to indicate participation. Responses of voting in the election are coded as 1 and not voting as 0, with “Cannot remember”, “Not applicable”, and no response as missing.

Voting for Winner(s) (VFW)


Voting for winner(s) refers to the political mode that a voter votes for candidates and his/her supporting candidate(s) wins in an election. Here, an election means a village election. The question “In the election of the current Villagers’ Committee, did your supporting candidate(s) win?” is used for measurement.  Respondents were required to choose from “All the supporting candidates won”, “Only some of the supporting candidates won”, and “None of the supporting candidates won”. Responses that all the supporting candidates won the election  and some of the supporting candidates won the election are coded as 1 whereas responses that none of  the supporting candidates won are coded as 0, with responses of “Not applicable”, “Cannot remember”,  and  no response being coded as missing.

 Campaigning (CAMPAIGN)


Campaign activity is much more complicated than voting as campaigning demands more time and resources from the individual (Finkel 1987, 444). It is a situation that one helps candidates in the campaigning process or campaigning on behalf of the candidates. The question used in this study is “Did you ever nominate or recommend someone to be a candidate?” Responses of each question with “Very often”, “Sometimes”, and “A couple of times” are coded as 1, “Never” as 0, and “Not Applicable”, and no response as missing.  

Campaigning for Winner(s)(CFV)

Campaigning for winner(s) refers to an activity that a voter campaigns for his/her supporting candidate/candidates and the candidate(s) wins in the election. Similar to voting for winner(s), it is a way to show one’s support for certain candidate(s). However, there are no questions in China’s 2005 survey that directly show whom villagers campaign for. But those who campaign for certain candidates are also likely to vote for their supporting candidates in the final election (He and Wang 2010). Therefore, campaigning for winner(s) is weighed by campaigning and voting for winner(s) as proxies to indicate one’s support for winning candidates. Based on cognitive theories that the consistency of an individual’s behaviors is built on one’s cognitive justification, that is, the attitude-action consistency (Kelman 1974, cited from Clarke and Acock 1989, 552-53), this measurement scheme is justifiable. 

[Table 4.3 about here]


Table 4.3 presents the three items from China’s 2005 survey to measure the four independent variables: voting, voting for winner(s), campaigning, and campaigning for winner(s). 

Control Variables

Besides including measures of two fundamental dimensions of political efficacy and four modes of political participation, the statistical model also includes several control variables that are linked with the main variables, including  age, gender, and education. They are commonly regarded as correlated with political efficacy and participation; to exclude them in the model will result in erroneous errors (Finkel 1987, 449). Therefore, the five sociopolitical and demographic variables that have been identified in previous literature that have some impact on the political efficacy are included in this thesis: gender, age, education level, family income, and party affiliation. 

Gender 


First of all, compared to men, women are commonly regarded as less knowledgeable, less interested, less informed, and less efficacious in politics (Verba, Burns, and Schlozman 1997).  It is hypothesized that males have a higher level of political efficacy than females. Thus, an independent variable with the variable name “MALE” is created where male respondents are coded as 1 and female as 0.

Age 


Age is another factor of political efficacy. It was found by Campbell, Gurin, and Miller (1954) that older adults have lower feelings of political efficacy. This finding is identical with Finkel’s study in 1987 which suggested that age is the strongest background variable, but exerts negative effects on efficacy.  Many other analyses (e.g. Angello 1973; Jennings and Niemi 1974; Wright 1976) also showed this tendency.  When they grow older, people are less likely to believe that they can affect the political process. Abramson (1983) gave a possible reason why old people have lower levels of political efficacy: elderly people are more economically dependent on the government.  But this is not the case in rural China where senior citizens have to depend on themselves or their adult children. The variable “Age” was coded in an ordinal level in the original data. In this study, “Age” is recoded into two dummy variables with the variable names as “OLD” and “MIDDLE”. Responses from 36 to 55 are coded as “MIDDLE” and responses from 56 to 89 as “OLD”,
 with responses between 18 and 35 as the baseline group. 

Education


Previous findings showed that education yields impacts on political efficacy although there is no agreement to what degree education affects efficacy and whether education affects internal efficacy or external efficacy, or both. Campbell, Gurin, and Miller (1954) showed that people with higher levels of education have higher levels of political efficacy. Easton and Dennis (1967) also claimed that feelings of political efficacy increase with grade level. Finkel (1987) observed that people of a higher class and people with a higher education are more likely to vote and feel efficacious though the effect is insignificant. It is postulated in this study that if people receive higher education, they have more political efficacy.  Based on the “J-1” principle
, six options in the questionnaire are re-categorized into five categories
 and four dummy variables are created using “illiterate” as the baseline group: college and above (COLLEGE), high school (HIGH), junior school (JUNIOR), and elementary school (ELEM).
Family Income 

Income is another predictor that may affect political efficacy (Lee 2006). A dummy variable— high income— is created with 1for respondents whose income is above the median income and 0 otherwise.  

Party Identification 


Hansen (1997), in a study to examine the difference of efficacy across gender, found that party identification is a vital filter for political efficacy. In the questionnaire, there are four categories: “Communist”, “Youth League member”, “Not party-affiliated”, and “Democratic parties’ member”. However, only four respondents claimed they are one of China’s eight democratic parties’ members. Therefore, it is insignificant to take this category into account. Again, based on the “J-1”principle and using “Not party-affiliated” as the base group, two dummy variables are created with names as “COMIST” (Communist) and “YLM” (Youth League member).


Because the two dependent variables in this thesis are dichotomous, a logit model with binary outcomes is employed.
 This model produces estimates for the parameters of the model’s independent variables in terms of the contribution each makes to the probability of the occurring event.  The equation of the binary logit model is:
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Where lnΩ(x) is the natural logarithm of the conditional odds of a respondent participating in the village elections relative to a respondent not participating in the village elections, x is a vector of the independent variables, and β is a vector of regression estimates. 

A one-tailed test will be applied to test the statistical significance of the regression results because the results are expected to go in a positive direction (Walsh and Ollenburger 2001, 106). The next chapter will first analyze the frequencies of the dependent and independent variables and the results of the cross-tabulation and then will be followed by an analysis of the multivariate regression model.

CHAPTER V
EFFECTS OF POLITICAL PARTICIPATION ON POLITICAL EFFICACY IN CHINA’S SEMI-COMPETITIVE VILLAGE ELECTIONS

The task of this chapter is to assess the potential effects of four different modes of political participation — voting, campaigning, voting for winner(s), and campaigning for winner(s) — on internal efficacy and external efficacy, using the multivariate regression models discussed in the last chapter. In order to give readers a contextual understanding of the analysis in the later sections, a profile of rural citizens’ political efficacy and political participation in the semi-competitive village elections will be presented and the association between the four modes of political participation and the two dimensions of political efficacy will be tested by the cross tabulation results. Then the multivariate regression results will be reported with an analysis of the effects of political participation on political efficacy in rural China.

Low levels of Political Efficacy and Active Political Participation in Rural China

While previous studies (e.g. Chan 1998; Gao 1997) reported that China’s rural citizens are more aware of their political rights and have higher levels of political efficacy after they have participated several rounds of village elections, they did not show to how high or low villagers’ political efficacy was. Data collected from China’s 2005 survey provides a clear picture of rural Chinese citizens’ internal and external efficacy. 

[Tables 5.1 and 5.2 about here]


Table 5.1 includes five items from China’s 2005 survey that are used to tap individuals’ internal efficacy while table 5.2 shows the five items used to assess individuals’ external efficacy. The figures in tables 5.1 and 5.2 reveal that the majority of the rural citizens in China have low internal and external political efficacy. The percentage of villagers having high internal and external efficacy is between 18 percent and 34 percent. 


 Following the findings of the studies conducted in the Western countries that political efficacy is the predictor of individuals’ political participation in that attitudes direct behaviors, one would expect  that China’s rural citizens would not be politically active. However, figures in table 5.3 demonstrate a contrary phenomenon. About 62 percent of the respondents indicate that they have voted in village elections. Assuming that such responses reflect the voting turnout, China’s turnout rate for those eligible to vote in China’s village elections is satisfactory, compared with the U.S. presidential turnout rate of 61.6 percent in 2008 (McDonald 2008) and a general election turnout of 61 percent in the U.K. in 2005 (The Telegraph 2010).  About 59 percent of the respondents report that their supporting candidates won in the village elections, which means over 90 percent (about 94 percent) of the voters have voted for winning candidates. However, only 25.7 percent of the respondents indicate they have campaigned for candidates and a lower percentage of people (about 19 percent) indicate that they have campaigned for winning candidates. Unlike voting and voting for winner(s), campaigning and, in particular, campaigning for winning candidates turn out to be very limited in rural China. A very possible reason for this phenomenon is that little effort has been made to encourage villagers to campaign on behalf of candidates. Village officials have to encourage villagers to vote to make a village election valid in accordance to the two majority rule. Because active campaigning does not necessarily relate to either the validity of a village election or village officials’ performance of duty, campaigning is politically ignored by local officials. 
[Table 5.3 about here]

The findings outlined above show a consistent trend that rural citizens in China have low internal and external efficacy but actively engage themselves in village elections in voting turnout but not in campaigning. To assess whether there is any connection between a high level of political participation and a low level of political efficacy, a bivariate cross tabulation is applied. 
Are Political Participation and Efficacy Correlated? 

The figures in tables 5.4 and 5.5 seem to show a mixed result on the relationship between political participation and efficacy. About 24 to 35 percent of voters and about 19 to 32 percent of nonvoters are likely to have a high level of internal efficacy. About 23 percent to 40 percent of the non-voters, and voters, ranging from 24 percent to 42 percent, have a high external efficacy. Although there is almost no noticeable difference in the percentage of high political efficacy between those who have voted and have not, the slight difference confirms the hypothesized link between voting in village elections and a higher level of internal and external efficacy as half of the Chi-squares associated with voting in tables 5.4 and 5.5 are statistically significant.
[Table 5.4 about here]


Similar to voting, the difference in the percentage of political efficacy between those whose supporting candidate(s) won and those whose supporting candidates lost in the village elections is not obvious. The percentage of the former group having a high internal efficacy is about 1 percent higher than that of the latter group. The percentages concerning external efficacy are similar. Moreover, only one Chi-square associated with voting for winner(s) appears to be statistically significant. 
[Table 5.5 about here]


Compared to voting and voting for winner(s), campaigning and campaigning for winner(s) are more closely correlated to political efficacy as there is a more obvious difference in the percentage of having high political efficacy between those who have campaigned and those who have not, and between those who have campaigned for winning candidate(s) and those who have not. The percentage of those who have campaigned having a high internal efficacy is about 6 to 10 percent more than those who have not and about 4 to 8 percent more in external efficacy. Correspondingly, the percentage of those who campaigned for winning candidates having a high internal efficacy is about 4 to 7 percent higher than those who campaigned for losing candidates.  Moreover, nice out of the ten Chi-squares associated with campaigning and half of the Chi-squares related to campaigning for winner(s) are statistically significant. These results suggest that the developmental perspective’s hypothesis about the effects of campaigning and the outcome-contingent perspective’s hypothesis about the impacts of campaigning outcome are likely to be true. 


 While the bivariate analysis demonstrates the link between villagers’ political participation and their political efficacy, it is unable to ascertain if these connections are spurious. Therefore, a multivariate analysis where many other control variables are included is necessary to clarify the causal relationship between the four modes of political participation and the two dimensions of political efficacy.

Multivariate Analysis of Political Participation in the Semi-Competitive Elections

Because campaigning for winner(s) is weighed by campaigning and voting for winner(s), campaigning for winner(s) is highly correlated to campaigning and the model suffers a milticolinearity problem. Therefore, two sets of regression equations have to be applied with campaigning and campaigning for winners included separately in the analysis.
 Hence, the key independent variables in the first equation is voting, voting for winners, and campaigning whereas the key independent variables in the second equation are voting, voting for winner(s), and campaigning for winner(s).

Tables 5.6 and 5.7 present the primary results of the multivariate regression models, with the first two columns showing the effects of voting, voting for winner(s), and campaigning and the other two columns demonstrating the effects of voting, voting for winner(s), and campaigning for winner(s) under each item. Both regression coefficient and percentage change in odds are reported in the tables. The results will be analyzed sequentially for the effect of each mode of political participation, from voting to campaigning for winner(s) on internal and external efficacy.  
Voting and Voting for Winner(s) 


As can be seen from tables 5.6 and 5.7, none of the coefficients associated with voting is statistically significant indicating that voting in village elections has no impact on personal efficacy change. Therefore, the hypotheses that voting in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ internal political efficacy (proposed by the developmental perspective) and that voting in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ external political efficacy (proposed by the instrumental perspective and the developmental perspective) are not confirmed in this study. 
[Tables 5.6 and 5.7 about here]


Contrary to the hypothesis of the outcome-contingent perspective, whether the supporting candidate(s) win or not in village elections shows no effects on voters’ internal efficacy as all of the coefficients associated with voting for winner(s) shown in table 6 present no statistically significant effect.  Therefore, voters’ internal efficacy is not the product of voting and voting outcomes.


Only two coefficients related to voting for winner(s) shown in table 5.7 are statistically significant and bear positive sign, indicating that if the supporting candidate(s) win in the village elections, then voters’ external efficacy will increase. The odds of those whose supporting candidates won in village elections are 2.3 times more likely to feel they have a say about village affairs and 144.8 percent more likely to believe that public officials care what people think than those voters whose supporting candidates lost in village elections.


These findings imply that election outcomes increase voters’ external efficacy but do not change voters’ internal efficacy, which partially support the hypotheses of the outcome-contingent perspective that voting for winner(s) in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ internal and external political efficacy. 
Campaigning and Campaigning for Winner(s)


Campaigning on behalf of the candidate is the byproduct of China’s discouraged campaign activity. As hypothesized, the figures in table 5.6 show a positive relationship between campaigning and individuals’ internal efficacy. Four out of the five regression coefficients are statistically significant and bear positive sign, showing campaign activity in village elections leads to an increase in villagers’ internal efficacy. For instance, those who have campaigned are 2.4 times higher in odds to believe that they are well informed about village affairs than those did not campaign. Similarly, people who have campaigned are more likely to feel that politics and the government is less complicated for them, that they have a very good understanding of the important political issues facing the country, and that they are well qualified to participate in politics.  Nevertheless, they are not more confident that they can be competent if they were elected as a member of the villagers’ committee of their villages.


As to the external efficacy, the empowering impact of campaigning is also evident because four coefficients related to campaigning in table 5.7 are statistically significant and positive. For people who have campaigned in village elections, they are 2.2 times higher in odds to believe that they can influence village decisions and less likely, 123.5 percent higher in odds, to think that they can influence the government’s decisions than those who have not campaigned.  Meanwhile, people who have campaigned would have weaker sense that public officials do not care what people think. These results indicate that campaign activity will positively influence voters’ external efficacy. 


Campaigning has the empowering power to increase individuals’ internal and external efficacy. Will campaigning with desirable outcome have the same effects? Although not all of the regression coefficients associated with campaigning for winner(s) are statistically significant, they show a trend that if a villager campaigned for a candidate(s) and the candidate was finally elected in the villagers’ committee, then he/she will have stronger sense that they can influence the political process. The odds of them having higher internal and external efficacy are about 128 percent to 137 percent higher than those who did not campaign for winners in village elections. 

In summary, rural citizens’ internal efficacy and external efficacy are not affected by the simple mode of voting in village elections. In contrast, campaign activities and the campaign outcomes have positive effects on individuals’ political efficacy, both internal and external. While voting outcomes do not have any impact on voters’ internal efficacy, they do help increase voters’ external efficacy. Findings of campaigning for winner(s) have relatively mixed results. 

Effects of Control Variables on Political Efficacy


Besides the key independent variables, tables 5.6 and 5.7 also present the results of other sociopolitical and demographic control variables: gender, age, education, party identification, and family income. 

Gender

According to table 5.6, gender is an important factor that affects villagers’ internal efficacy. All five of the regression coefficients associated with gender are statistically significant with positive signs. Because female is used as the baseline group, these positive coefficients indicate that males are more likely to have a higher level of internal efficacy than females. This finding supports the previous hypothesis that males are more knowledgeable, more interested, and more informed than females in politics. However, only one of the five regression coefficients associated with gender is statistically significant in table 5.7, suggesting that gender is not a factor that contributes to the change of one’s external efficacy. 
Age
 


Previous studies show that older adults have lower levels of internal and external efficacy. In this study, the results only partially confirm that causal relationship. Only eight regression coefficients related to age are statistically significant.  For internal efficacy, age only affects people’s perception of the complexity of politics and the government in a negative way. Although six regression coefficients are statistically significant in table 5.7, five of them bear negative signs.  Because responses between 18 and 35 are the baseline group, these negative coefficients suggest that older people have weaker self-perceptions that they are able to participate in political life, that they can understand the political situation, that they can influence the political process, and that they will make the government more responsive to society’s needs. This finding is consistent with previous findings that the effects of age are negative.

Education


Unlike age, education is expected to have positive effects on personal internal and external efficacy.  Although not all of the regression coefficients are statistically significant, education level does demonstrate a positive effect on internal efficacy. Because illiterate respondents are the baseline group, it is justifiable to say that the more education one receives, the higher the level of internal efficacy one has. Villagers who received education from high schools, or colleges and above are more likely to believe that they are well informed about village affairs; similarly, villagers who were educated at junior school, or high school, or college and above have stronger perception can understand important political issues than illiterate villagers. However, surprisingly, while villagers received education from elementary schools, junior schools, or high schools are more likely to believe that are well qualified to participate in politics and will do a good job if they were elected as a member of the villagers’ committee, villagers with collage degree and above do not think in the same fashion. Figures in table 7 show a positive but negligible effect of education on external efficacy. 

Party Identification

All five of the regression coefficients in table 5.6 associated with Communist party membership are statistically significant and bear positive signs.  The odds of having a stronger sense of internal efficacy are 2.8 to 3.9 times higher than those who are not CCP members, suggesting a CCP membership is a crucial indicator of rural citizens’ high internal efficacy. However, whether a villager is a Youth League member does not necessarily have a higher level of internal efficacy, compared with those who are not party affiliated. 

As to external efficacy, there is no big difference between Communists and Youth League members and common villagers. A Communist or a Youth League member may or may not have a higher sense of external efficacy than other villagers as only a few of the coefficients show significant signs. Without a consistent result, a conclusion is not appropriate to draw. 
Therefore, findings in this study partially confirm the argument that identification with the CCP is a strong factor affecting political efficacy. Communist villagers are more likely to have a high sense of internal efficacy but they do not also have a stronger external efficacy. However, compared with other demographic variables, party identification with Chinese Communist party, are apparent. One possible reason is that Communists in China have a much greater chance of being politically educated. Communist members have special access to information and resources (Shi 1999c), and they are required to attend some political learning groups to keep up with current political issues.

Family Income


Surprisingly, family income does not affect individuals’ internal or external efficacy as none of the regression coefficients associated with family income in tables 5.6 and 5.7 are statistically significant. Therefore, family income is not a factor of individuals’ political efficacy. 

This finding is interesting as money is always used as one of the most important criteria of personal success in rural China. Once a person gets rich, he or she has a stronger self-perception of individual success and thus has more confidence that he/she can influence the political process and that the government will be more concerned about his/her needs and demands. However, most of the rural citizens are not politically educated and less exposed to political issues. Thus, no matter what family they come from, they come to feel that they can not influence political decisions, institutions, or policies. 

Discussion and Conclusion

In light of the three theoretical perspectives discussed in chapter two, this chapter evaluates the potential effects of four different modes of political participation—voting, voting for winner(s), campaigning, and campaigning for winner(s) — on internal and external efficacy in multivariate regression models. The statistical results suggest that voting does not exert any impact on either internal or external efficacy. Thus, voting in a village election presents no effects on villagers’ political efficacy. In contrast, campaign activity is likely to result in an increase in both internal and external efficacy. While voting with a desirable outcome will enhance villagers’ external efficacy but not internal efficacy, campaigning with a positive outcome will increase one’s internal and external efficacy.


Hence, the eight hypotheses proposed in chapter four are only partially supported in the context of China’s semi-competitive village elections. To give readers a clear picture, table 5.8 about the results of the hypotheses in this study is presented: 

[Table 5.8 about here]


There are several reasonable explanations for the findings in this study. To begin with, villagers in China’s rural area may not take voting seriously. With a satisfactory turnout rate of over 60 percent, the motivation of villagers’ voting requires further examination. Due to the two majority rule discussed in Chapter three, local officials concern the validity of village elections and their performance of duty. Thus, they are very likely to actively mobilize villagers to vote in village elections. In some China’s villages, villagers generally receive payment in the name of “compensation for labor delay” (wugongfei) if they vote in a village election.  It is possible that many rural citizens whose salary is usually below the national income level do not vote for political but for economic purposes. Since voting is a mobilized political action with an economic incentive, it is not surprising that voting in a village election does not affect villagers’ political efficacy at all. 

Secondly, the private-sector entrepreneurial class has been given access to local politics as many entrepreneurs are recruited into the Communist Party as a matter of policy to encourage China’s economic development (Dickson 2003; Perry and Goldman 2007; Shambaugh 2008).  The emerging wealthy class, without much political experience, is willing to use money or other benefits as a means to influence villagers’ preferences or desires and to challenge incumbents.  


Although there are a wide variety of laws, rules and regulations that pertain to vote buying, the enforcement is undermined by many factors (Perry and Goldman 2007). Therefore, vote buying is popular in rural China. According to Kennedy (2010, 618), reports of vote buying are steadily on the rise, especially since 2000. Vote buying can be realized through small gifts, banquets, or cash, with cash being the most frequently used in China’s village elections (Wang and Fu, 2007). The amount varies for a single vote cast. For example, during a village election in Huhehaota Municipality, Inner Mongolia in 2006, one village candidate paid 662 villagers 1,000 yuan ($150) each (Liu 2006, cited by Kennedy 2010). With a group of rich candidates willing to pay voters, the empowerment effect of voting turnout is undermined. 


On the contrary, campaign activity presents effects on internal and external efficacy. A possible explanation from the developmental perspective is sound, that is, campaigning is expected to demand more time and resources from individuals than simple voting and thus it could increase participants’ internal and external efficacy. As Finkel (1987) suggested, campaigning also provides more opportunities to directly affect political actions, decisions, and outcomes; therefore, campaigning would contribute more strongly to individual feelings of personal political influence. Although the campaign activity in the context of China’s semi-competitive elections is limited compared to voting, campaigning is active rather than passive.  Villagers may cast votes for economic purposes, but they will not campaign on behalf of candidates unless they have a strong impetus to support the preferred candidate(s). 

Once the supporting candidate(s) is elected as a member of the villagers’ committee, voters may feel confident that he/she is able to affect local politics. They are more likely to believe that their favored candidate will listen to their opinion in the future. Considering that external efficacy can be increased by campaign activity and voting outcomes while internal efficacy can only be changed by campaigning, it is logical to claim that internal efficacy is more stable than external efficacy as the outcome-contingent perspective suggests. Since internal efficacy is more associated with personality traits, such as ego strength and self-esteem that are relatively stable and constant, internal efficacy should not fluctuate dramatically in reaction to ongoing political events, such as elections and other outside changes. 

Although findings in this study share some similarities with those of former research conducted in democratic states, there are also some differences between China and other democracies. All of the above findings imply that individuals’ political efficacy and the effects of political participation on political efficacy differ between different electoral systems. Next chapter will discuss the policy and theoretical implications of these findings, and suggestions for future research. 
CHAPTER VI
THE FUTURE OF POLITICAL EFFICACY AND POLITICAL PARTICIPATION STUDIES
This study addresses the question whether political participation affects political efficacy in the context of China’s semi-competitive village elections. To be more specific, the purpose of this study is to assess the potential effects of four different modes of political participation — voting, campaigning, voting for winner(s), and campaigning for winner(s) — on internal efficacy and external efficacy by using the multivariate statistical models.


 In the second chapter, the concepts of political efficacy and political participation are defined. The three principal theoretical perspectives on the purpose of political participation in democracies are presented: the instrumental perspective, the developmental perspective, and the outcome-contingent perspective. Following the discussion of the theoretical framework, the third chapter discusses China’s semi-competitive village election. China does not authorize direct presidential elections and congressional elections. The seemingly democratic village elections are semi-competitive under the CCP’s absolute one-party rule. Hence, China is a perfect example to explore the causal relationship between political participation and political efficacy in the context of a non-democratic state. 

 The forth chapter discusses the research design that is used to test the hypotheses developed from the second and third chapters’ discussions. Eight hypotheses are proposed based on the three theoretical perspectives. Following the research design, findings and analysis are presented in the fifth chapter. Several tentative conclusions can be drawn from the findings in this study. Results indicate that rural citizens’ internal and external efficacy are not affected by the simple mode of voting in village elections. In contrast, campaign activities have positive effects on individuals’ political efficacy, both internal and external. While voting outcomes do not have any impact on voters’ internal efficacy, they do help increase voters’ external efficacy. Findings of campaigning for winner(s) have relatively mixed results, but they show a trend of positive and significant effects on internal and external efficacy.

Although findings in this study share some similarities with those of former research conducted in democratic states, there are also some differences between China and other democracies. All of the above findings imply that individuals’ political efficacy and the effects of political participation on political efficacy differ between different electoral systems. The following sections of this chapter will summarize the theoretical and policy implications of this study and propose some suggestions for future research.

Theoretical Implications


Researchers have investigated the influence of efficacy on political participation with the primary impetus deriving from the consideration that political efficacy can measure individual’s participation in the political life — voting, campaigning, protesting, and other political behaviors. Little research has been conducted to analyze whether political participation has the empowering effect on political efficacy, even fewer in non-democracies. It is taken for granted that attitudes direct behaviors. The absence of studies investigating the influence of political participation on individuals’ perceptions of political efficacy constitutes a significant gap in our knowledge of political behavior. Without sufficient empirical evidence, the extant theoretical literature is deficient. This thesis, by examining the effects of political participation in China’s semi-competitive village elections, complements the extant theoretical literature.  


Although these results do not demonstrate a consistent support that all the four modes of political participation increases internal and external efficacy at the individual level, by and large, it demonstrates that behaviors contribute to attitude as well. Thus, while political efficacy can be used to decide whether an individual is politically active, political participation is also able to interpret individuals’ internal and external efficacy. 


Moreover, while findings in this study only partially support the hypotheses derived from the three theoretical perspectives, they suggest that some explanations from the three perspectives are reasonable and warrant further examination. For example, the developmental perspective explained the reason why campaigning contributes more to individuals’ political efficacy than voting, is because campaign activity demands more time and resources from the individual, and provides more opportunities to directly affect political actions, decisions, and outcomes. Comparing the effects of voting and campaigning on China’s rural citizens’ internal and external efficacy, this explanation may be logical sound as the results show that voting has no effects while campaigning exerts effects on both internal and external efficacy.



Another implication is that external efficacy is more possible to be enhanced than internal efficacy which was held up by the outcome-contingent perspective. External efficacy can be reinforced by campaign activities, campaign outcomes, and voting outcomes while internal efficacy can only be increased by campaign and campaign with desirable results. The outcome-contingent perspective claimed that the impact of political participation should be stronger for external than internal efficacy. The reason is internal efficacy is less variable than external efficacy by experiences with political participation. Internal efficacy is more associated with personality traits, such as ego strength and self-esteem that are relatively stable and constant and therefore less volatile than external efficacy. Therefore, internal efficacy should not fluctuate dramatically in reaction to ongoing political events, such as elections and other outside changes. Alternatively, external efficacy is more sensitive and thus less stable.  Based on this study’s findings, the outcome-contingent perspective’s explanation is a reasonable one. 
Policy Implications

The findings of this study also have a vital policy implication for the future of China’s democratization. The Chinese government has been regarded as a government that exerts coercive political power in the society. Some people may say that the Tiananmen Square massacre of June 4, 1989 has marked the failure of democracy development in China; however, others are still expecting a democratic China in the future as the survival and development of China’s Communist regime would post threats to the international security in the post-Cold War period. A democratized China will help maintain sustaining stable international conditions (Sutter 2005).

In spite of the expectation of the international society, Chinese leaders have asserted occasionally that China would not embrace the Western-style democracy but socialist democracy. The question is what is socialist democracy? The concept of socialist democracy is quite vague and the Chinese government does not provide a clear definition. What the central government did is specifying two means of realizing Chinese socialist democracy: democratic election, and the system of multi-party cooperation and political consultation (Zhuang 2006). There is no sign that the CCP will give up its strict one-party rule and embrace a multi-party system; and, the multi-party cooperation and political consultation system is and will continue to be dominated by the CCP. Hence, the democratization depends on a more democratic electoral system.

Considering the Taiwan model of democratization that local self-governance and semi-free local elections led to endogenous and incremental institutional changes that finally contributed to the transition of Taiwan’s democracy, an expansion of local autonomy and the holding of semi-competitive local elections in China possibly lead to a democratic transition in the future. However, taking into consideration that rural citizens’ political participation in village elections is relatively satisfactory, the expansion of local self-governance depends on an increase in political efficacy.

Li (2003, 648) claimed that village elections in rural China is “the emergence of democratic elections” and “a starting point for bottom-up democratization”, particularly, taking into consideration that rural citizens account for three fourth of the whole Chinese population. A bottom-up democracy demands higher levels of political participation and political efficacy. Finding in this study demonstrate that village elections have the effects to enhance villagers’ political efficacy. As indicated by the findings, political participation will lead to an increase in political efficacy, particularly, campaign activities will largely and significantly increase individuals’ internal and external efficacy, a more active involvement in the village elections will enhance rural citizens’ efficacy which in turn drives people to participate more in the political process. 


However some scholars (e.g. Pei 1995, 66) believe that a bottom-up democracy will be a “creeping democracy” because any endogenous changes in existing political institutions take a long time to accomplish. Peasants’ political efficacy can be enhanced by a more active political participation; however, a more active political involvement of rural citizens in village elections requires alternations in institutional arrangement. Simply put, the semi-competitive village elections warrant institutional changes. 


In authoritarian China, both political efficacy and political participation warrant promotion. On one hand, unless people have more political efficacy, they can truly participate in political life. On the other hand, once people are more evolved in political participation, and then there will be possibility for Chinese democracy development. 

It is true that rural individuals are more active in political participation; elections are fairer and more competitive when compared with those in the Maoist era.  But the creation of village committee and the adoption of village elections will only increase people political efficacy to a limited extent as long as the village elections are strongly dominated by the CCP. 


As political participation in village elections tends to increase individuals’ political efficacy and high levels of political efficacy will motivate people to engage more actively in the political process, it is expected that if village elections continue, more and more villagers will become politically efficacious and active.

Future Research

For Future research, reciprocal relationship between interval efficacy and external efficacy should be more examined in non-democracies. While the consensus has been reached that higher political efficacy contributes to a more active political participation, the opposite is not necessarily the same. 

In the case of China’s grassroots self-governance at the village level, many assumed positive determinants turn out to be negative or insignificant. For example, family income is presumed to have a negative impact on rural citizens in China, but in this study, it shows no effects on political efficacy. This finding indicates that the gap exists between democratic states and authoritarian states. Thus, more similar research on developing countries and authoritarian states is remarkable. 

One of the finding in this study shows that voting or not voting in village elections does not affect individuals’ internal and external efficacy. One possible reason discussed in this study is that China’s rural citizens vote because of economic rather than political purposes. However, voting activity may also be influenced by other factors, for example, the cultural pattern of the Chinese society. Therefore, villagers’ motivation of any political participation requests further investigations. Considering that village officials are very likely to mobilize villagers to vote but do not care whether villagers campaign or not in village elections, and  that voting exerts no effects on internal or external efficacy while campaigning increases both internal and external efficacy, an examination of the causal relationship between political mobilization and participants’ motivation will be significant.                                                                                                                                 

Due to the unavailability of the data, this study does not test the instrumental perspective’s hypothesis that political participation can be a means of leaders’ political control.  Whether mass political participation in China’s semi-competitive village elections allows elites to mobilize mass support and stabilize the regime by enhancing citizens’ observance of the rules and current governance will be an interesting topic for future research. In authoritarian states or states experiencing democratic transition, people’s support is crucial for governmental legitimacy. By actively engaging in local politics, either by voting or other political behaviors, citizens are more likely to consider the institutions, norms and values of a given regime morally proper. 

The conclusions drawn from this study are tentative as the results are mixed rather than consistent, particularly campaigning for winner(s). Given that political participation and efficacy are at the core of democratic theories, more similar studies should be conducted to further examine the causal relationship. 

Closing Remarks


The impetus of this study is to examine the effects of political participation on political efficacy in the context of China’s semi-competitive village elections. To do so, eight hypotheses based on the three theoretical perspectives are proposed and tested by applying the multivariate regression models. The results partly confirm the hypotheses. After undertaking this study, some theoretical and policy implications are made.


A democratic China has been expected for several decades. However, there is no clear sign insofar that China will be an emerging democracy in Asia. As predictors of the overall health of democratic systems and democratic achievements, the promotion of political participation and efficacy both are crucial for any potential democratic states.  Both political efficacy and participation are at the heart of democratic theory. Citizens should feel that they have some power to influence the actions of their government in modern democratic societies” (Wright 1981, 69), high levels of efficacy among citizens are regarded as a desirable precondition for the effectiveness of a political system, the legitimacy of a government, and the stability of democracy. Based on the findings in this study that political participation will increase individuals’ political efficacy even in the context of China’s semi-competitive village elections, and former empirical evidence that political efficacy will direct political participation, a reciprocal casual relationship between political efficacy and participation is confirmed. 

The extant theoretical literature is expanded by including this finding of the effects of political participation on political efficacy. Particularly, given that this study focuses on authoritarian China’s elections at the village level, it also contributes to the field of political behaviors in non-democracies.


Besides the theoretical implications, this study also sheds light on policy-making in China as well as other non-democracies. In the case of China, if the policy makers reach a consensus of democratic transition, the findings in this study can be applied. Prior to a peaceful democratization transition, particularly, a bottom-up democracy, individuals’ political efficacy should be enhanced. According to the findings in this study, 


Although the conclusions drawn from this study are tentative, they will shed light on future investigations on the causal relationship between political participation and efficacy in non-democratic polity, particularly states where semi-competitive or semi-free elections are held.  
Appendix
Table 4.1 Internal Efficacy, Its Indicators, and the Questions
	Internal Efficacy
	Indicator (variable)
	Question/statement

	
	well qualified to participate in politics
	I consider myself to be well qualified to participate in politics.

	
	do a good job as a member of the villagers’ committee
	I feel that I could do a good job if I was elected as a member of Villagers’ Committee. 

	
	well informed about village affairs
	I think I am well informed about village affairs. 

	
	politics and government seem complicated
	Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me can’t really understand what’s going on. 

	
	good understanding of the important political issues
	I feel that I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues facing our country.


Table 4.2 External Efficacy, Its Indicators, and the Questions
	External Efficacy
	Indicator/ Variable
	Question/statement

	
	have say in the village
	In my village, people are able to influence leaders’ decisions effectively through many ways 

	
	have no say in the village
	In my village, people me do not have any say about village decision 

	
	have say about  government’s decision
	In my country, people can influence the government’s decision effectively through many ways 

	
	have no say about  government’s decision
	People like me don’t have any say about what the government does 

	
	public officials do not care what people think
	I don’t think public officials care much what people like me think 

	
	

	


Table 4.3 Items for Independent Variables
	IV
	Questions from China’s 2005 Survey of Self-Governance at the Village Level

	Voting(VOTE)
	Did you vote in the election of the current Villagers’ Committee?

	Voting for Winner(s) (VFW)
	In the election of the current Villagers’ Committee, did your supporting candidate(s) win?

	Campaigning
(CAMPAIGN)
	Did you ever nominate or recommend someone to be a candidate?

	Campaigning for Winner(s) (CFW)
	In the election of the current Villagers’ Committee, did your supporting candidate(s) win?
Did you ever nominate or recommend someone to be a candidate?


Table 5.1. Rural Citizens’ Internal Efficacy (N=3501)

	Question/Statement
	High internal efficacy (%)
	Low internal efficacy (%)
	Missing 

(%)

	I consider myself to be well qualified to participate in politics (“well qualified to participate in politics”)
	911
(26.0)
	2055
(58.7)
	535

(15.3)

	I feel that I could do a good job if I was elected as a member of the villagers’ committee (“do a good job as a member of the villagers’ committee”)
	1085
(31.0)
	1934
(55.2)
	482

(13.8)

	I think I am well informed about village affairs (“well informed about village affairs”)


	731
(20.9)
	2087
(59.6)
	683

(19.5)

	Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me can’t really understand what’s going on (“politics and government seem complicated”)
	638
(18.2)
	2239
(64.0)
	624

(17.8)

	I feel that I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues facing our country (“good understanding of the important political issues”)
	855
(24.4)
	1883
(53.8)
	763

(21.8)


Table 5.2. Rural Citizens’ External Efficacy (N=3501)

	Question (Variable)
	High external efficacy (%)
	Low external efficacy (%)
	Missing 

	In my village, people are able to influence leaders’ decisions effectively through many ways (“have say in the village”)
	902
(25.8)
	1685
(48.1)
	914

(26.1)


	In my village, people me do not have any say about village decision (“have no say in the village”)
	1179
(33.6)
	1826
(52.2)
	496

(14.2)

	In my country, people can influence the government’s decision effectively through many ways (“have say about  government’s decision”)
	844
(24.2)
	1546
(44.1)
	1111

(31.7)


	People like me don’t have any say about what the government does (“have no say about government’s decision”)
	652
(18.6)
	2216
(63.3)
	633

(18.1)


	I don’t think public officials care much what people like me think (“public officials do not care what people think”)
	910
(26.0)
	1913
(54.6)
	678

(19.4)



Table 5.3. Rural Citizens’ Political Participation (N=3501)
	IV
	Question
	Yes (%)
	No (%)
	Missing (%)

	Voting(VOTE)
	Did you vote in the election of the current Villagers’ Committee? 
	2185
(62.4)
	614
(17.5)
	702
(20.1)

	Voting for Winner(s)(VFW)
	In the election of the current Villagers’ Committee, did your supporting candidate(s) win? 
	2051
(58.6)
	266
(7.6)
	1184
(33.8)

	Campaigning(CAMPAIGN)
	Did you ever nominate or recommend someone to be a candidate? 
	784
(25.7)
	1849
(52.8)
	868
(24.8)

	Campaigning for Winner(s)(CFW)

	Did you vote in the election of the current Villagers’ Committee;
In the election of the current Villagers’ Committee, did your supporting candidate(s) win?
	670
(19.1)
	1501
(42.9)
	1330
(38.0)


Table 5.4 Cross tabulations: Political Participation and Internal Efficacy (N=3501)
	
	well informed about village affairs
	politics and government seem complicated
	good understanding of the important political issues
	well qualified to participate in politics
	do a good job as a member of the villagers’ committee

	Mode
	
	L
	H
	N
	L
	H
	N
	L
	H
	N
	L
	H
	N
	L
	H
	N

	Voting
	Yes
	70.2
	29.8
	1798
	76.4
	23.6
	1824
	68.6
	31.4
	1725
	68.6
	31.4
	1890
	65.3
	34.7
	1904

	
	No
	81.0
	19.0
	479
	78.4
	21.6
	477
	71.9
	28.1
	466
	72.7
	27.3
	498
	67.8
	32.2
	522

	
	
	  X2=22.20, p<.001
	   X2=0.83, p>.05
	   X2=1.89, p<.05
	   X2=3.15, p<.05
	 X2=1.12, p>.05

	Voting for 

Winner(s)
	Yes
	70.9
	29.1
	1707
	75.4
	24.6
	1720
	67.6
	32.4
	1636
	68.2
	31.8
	1789
	64.6
	35.4
	1799

	
	No
	69.2
	30.8
	211
	75.9
	24.1
	228
	70.1
	29.9
	221
	66.8
	33.2
	229
	66.0
	34.0
	238

	
	
	  X2=0.28, P>.05
	   X2=0.02, P>.05
	   X2=0.57, P>.05
	   X2=0.18, p>.05
	 X2=0.16, p>.05


	Campaign

-ing
	Yes
	64.8
	35.2
	677
	72.6
	37.4
	689
	64.2
	35.8
	668
	62.4
	37.6
	712
	61.6
	38.4
	713

	
	No
	76.4
	23.6
	1500
	78.6
	21.4
	1524
	71.8
	28.2
	1432
	72.5
	27.5
	1560
	68.0
	32.0
	1596

	
	
	  X2=31.46, p<.001
	  X2=9.70, p<.001
	   X2=12.28, p<.001
	X2=23.64 , p<.001
	 X2=9.21,p<.001


	Campaign

-ing for 

Winner(s)
	Yes
	65.8
	34.2
	590
	72.7
	27.3
	594
	62.3
	35.7
	571
	62.9
	37.1
	615
	61.7
	35.2
	614

	
	No
	73.5
	26.5
	1236
	76.6
	23.4
	1271
	69.5
	30.5
	1200
	70.1
	29.9
	1299
	66.3
	33.7
	1319

	
	
	  X2=11.75, p<.01
	   X2=3.33, p>0.5
	    X2=4.84, p<.05
	   X2=9.92, p<.01
	  X2=3.78, p>.05



Note: Entries are row percentage; L=Low efficacy, H=High efficacy, N=Valid Cases.

Table 5.5 Cross tabulations: Political Participation and External Efficacy (N=3501)
	
	have say in the village
	have no say in the village
	have say about  government’s decision
	have no say about government’s decision
	public officials do not care what people think

	Mode
	
	L
	H
	N
	L
	H
	N
	L
	H
	N
	L
	H
	N
	L
	H
	N

	Voting
	Yes
	65.3
	34.7
	1633
	58.5
	41.5
	1896
	62.2
	37.8
	1555
	76.1
	23.9
	1804
	65.6
	34.4
	1786

	
	No
	65.7
	34.3
	443
	62.3
	37.7
	509
	60.5
	39.5
	425
	77.3
	22.7
	485
	71.2
	28.8
	472

	
	
	X2=0.03, p>.05

	X2=2.32, p<.05
	X2=0.42, p>.05
	X2=0.34, p>.05
	X2=5.31, p<.01

	Voting for 

Winner(s)
	Yes
	65.5
	34.5
	1568
	57.0
	43.0
	1791
	62.5
	37.5
	1487
	75.8
	24.2
	1712
	64.8
	35.2
	1692

	
	No


	61.9
	38.1
	202
	64.5
	35.5
	234
	59.6
	40.6
	198
	75.6
	24.4
	225
	71.1
	28.9
	225

	
	
	X2=1.03, p>.05
	X2=4.80, p>.05
	X2=0.62, p>.05
	X2=0.00, p>.05
	X2=3.47, p<.05

	Campaign

-ing
	Yes
	61.1
	38.9
	642
	53.9
	46.1
	709
	63.5
	36.5
	611
	74.4
	25.6
	681
	62.9
	37.1
	666

	
	No
	67.2
	32.8
	1346
	62.1
	37.9
	1592
	61.1
	38.9
	1284
	77.9
	22.1
	1509
	68.8
	31.2
	1489

	
	
	X2=7.31, p<.01

	X2=13.85, p<.001
	X2=0.98, p>.05
	X2=3.08, p<.05
	X2=7.14, p<.01

	Campaign

-ing for 

Winner(s)
	Yes
	62.1
	37.9
	551
	53.2
	46.8
	607
	64.6
	35.4
	522
	74.5
	25.6
	587
	62.8
	37.2
	575

	
	No
	66.2
	33.8
	1131
	60.3
	39.7
	1321
	61.0
	39.0
	1083
	77.0
	23.0
	1257
	67.3
	32.7
	1249

	
	
	X2=2.81, p>.05

	X2=8.66, p<.01
	X2=1.86, p>.05
	X2=1.45, p>.05
	X2=3.50, p>.05


Note: Entries are row percentage; L=Low efficacy, H=High efficacy, N=Valid Cases.
Table 5.6 Logit Analysis: Political Participation and Internal Efficacy (N=3501)

	                                                       Internal Political Efficacy

	            Variables 


	           well informed  about                              politics and government             
              village  affairs                                         seem complicated     

	
	Coef.     %ch          Coef.       %ch              Coef.   %ch        Coef.     %ch

(s.e.)     (O.R.)        (s.e.)       (O.R.)            (s.e.)   (O.R.)      (s.e.)   (O.R.)

	
Voting  

Voting for 

Winner(s)


Campaigning

Campaigning

For Winner(s)  
	 0.28        132.4          0.30         135.6              -0.21        81.1         -0.20     82.1           

(0.19)      (0.25)         (0.19)        (0.26)            (0.18)      (0.14)       (0.18)   (0.15)            

-0.08        92.4          -0.17           84.1               0.08        108.0         0.01    100.8                              

(0.18)      (0.16)         (0.18)        (0.15)            (0.18)      (0.20)        (0.19)  (0.19)                         

0.35**    142.5**         ---             ---                 0.24*     126.8*         ---          ---                       

(0.12)      (0.16)                                                 (0.12)     (0.15)              

 ---             ---             0.29**    134.1**             ---             ---          0.21     122.8

                                   (0.12)     (0.16)                                                (0.13)  (0.16)

	Gender
 Male
	0.64*** 190.0***    0.64***   192.2***         0.29**   134.2**   0.29** 134.2**                 

(0.12)      (0.28)         (0.12)        (0.23)            (0.12)     (0.16)        (0.12)   (0.16)                     

	Age        Middle Aged

 
Old


	0.15        115.9           0.15          116.5            -0.38**   68.5**    -0.38**  68.7**                           
(0.15)      (0.17)         (0.15)        (0.17)            (0.14)     (0.10)        (0.14)   (0.10)                              
0.07         107.6          0.08          108.5            -0.69***50.3*** -0.68***50.6***                          

(0.19)      (0.20)         (0.19)        (0.20)            (0.20)     (0.10)        (0.20)   (0.10)                           

	Education    


Elementary


School


Junior 


School


High 


School


College


and above
	0.13         113.3          0.13          113.7             0.03        103.4         0.04    103.7              

(0.17)      (0.19)         (0.17)        (0.19)            (0.18)     (0.19)        (0.18)   (0.19)           

0.26         130.1          0.27          131.1             0.05        105.2         0.06     105.9                               

(0.18)      (0.24)         (0.18)        (0.24)            (0.19)      (0.20)       (0.19)   (0.20)                               
0.46*       158.7*        0.47*       160.0*            0.22         124.1        0.23     125.5                                

(0.25)      (0.40)         (0.25)        (0.39)            (0.26)      (0.33)       (0.26)   (0.33)                               
2.31**   1000.0**     2.31**     1000.4**          0.67        196.1        0.67     194.9                                  
(0.85)      (8.49)         (0.85)       (8.49)             (0.69)      (1.31)       (0.67)   (1.30) 

	Party Identification


 Communist


 Youth League 


 Member
	0.62**   185.9**      0.63**     188.0**        0.77*** 216.8*** 0.78*** 218.3***                        

(0.22)      (0.40)         (0.22)       (0.40)              (0.23)     (0.49)       (0.23)   (0.49)               

0.25        127.9         0.24          127.9               -0.19        82.5         -0.19     82.3                                   

(0.28)      (0.36)        (0.28)        (0.40)             (0.30)      (025)        (0.30)   (0.25) 

	Income
    


Family

Income

N
	0.12        112.8          0.13          113.4              -0.14        86.8         -0.14     87.1                                     

(0.13)     (0.15)         (0.13)        (0.15)             (0.14)      (0.12)       (0.14)   (0.13)                                  
       1671                         1671
                           1701
                      1701            


Note: Coef.= regression coefficient; % ch = percentage change in odds; s.e.= standard error; O.R.= odds ratio; *p<.05; ** p<.01; ***p<.001, one-tail test. 

Table 5.6 Logit Analysis: Political Participation and Internal Efficacy (N=3501) (Cont.)
	                                                       Internal Political Efficacy

	            Variables 


	good understanding of the important political issues

	
	    Coef.                      %ch                                Coef.                      %ch             
     (s.e.)                     (O.R.)                              (s.e.)                     (O.R.)            

	
Voting  

Voting for 

Winner(s)


Campaigning

Campaigning

For Winner(s)
	     -0.10                          90.8                                   -0.07                          92.9

     (0.17)                       (0.16)                                  (0.17)                        (0.16)

      0.16                         116.9                                   0.04                          104.1

     (0.17)                       (0.20)                                  (0.18)                        (0.19)

     0.37***                   144.2***                               ---                               ---
     (0.11)                       (0.16)        

       ---                              ---                                     0.31**                      136.3**

                                                                                 (0.12)                         (0.16)

	Gender
 Male
	     0.32**                     137.7**                                0.32**                     137.7**

     (0.12)                       (0.16)                                  (0.12)                         (0.16)

	Age        Middle Aged

 
Old


	      0.18                        119.7                                    0.18                          120.0

     (0.14)                       (0.17)                                  (0.14)                         (0.17)

      0.02                        102.0                                    0.02                          102.5

     (0.19)                       (0.19)                                  (0.19)                         (0.19)                 

	Education    


Elementary


School


Junior 


School


High 


School


College


and above


	      0.19                        120.9                                    0.19                          121.5

     (0.18)                       (0.21)                                  (0.18)                         (0.21)
     0.67***                  195.8***                              0.68***                   197.1***

     (0.18)                       (0.36)                                  (0.18)                         (0.36)

     0.61**                    185.0**                                 0.62**                     186.7**

     (0.25)                       (0.46)                                  (0.25)                         (0.47)

     1.23*                       342.3*                                  1.22*                       339.2*

     (0.68)                       (2.33)                                  (0.68)                         (2.30)

	Party Identification


 Communist


 Youth League 


 Member
	    0.61**                     183.7**                                0.62**                     185.4**

     (0.22)                       (0.40)                                  (0.22)                         (0.41)

    0.68**                      198.0**                               0.68**                     196.4**

     (0.27)                       (0.54)                                  (0.27)                         (0.53)



	Income
    


Family

Income

N
	     -0.00                         99.8                                    0.00                            100.4

     (0.13)                       (0.13)                                  (0.13)                          (0.13)

                    1616                                                                         1616


Note: Coef.= regression coefficient; % ch = percentage change in odds; s.e.= standard error; O.R.= odds ratio; *p<.05; ** p<.01; ***p<.001, one-tail test. 

Table 5.6 Logit Analysis: Political Participation and Internal Efficacy (N=3501) (Cont.)
	                                                       Internal Political Efficacy

	  Variables
   
	 well qualified to participate                         do a good job as a member           

              in politics
                              of the villagers’ committee

	
	Coef.     %ch.          Coef.    %ch            Coef.  % ch         Coef.    % ch                      

(s.e.)     (O.R.)         (s.e.)    (O.R.)         (s.e.)   (O.R.)       (s.e.)   (O.R.)        
 

	
Voting  


 Voting for 

Winner(s)


Campaigning


Campaigning

For winner(s)
	 -0.06        94.2           -0.05       95.5             -0.20      81.9          -0.20       82.2

(0.17)      (0.16)          (0.17)     (0.16)           (0.16)    (0.13)       (0.16)      (0.14)                            

-0.07         93.6           -0.17       83.9              0.17      118.2         0.12       112.8

(0.17)      (0.16)          (0.17)     (0.14)            (0.17)   (0.20)        (0.17)     (0.19)              

0.32**   138.3**           ---         ---                 0.14      114.9            ---          ---
(0.11)      (0.15)                                              (0.11)   (0.13)
 ---           ---               0.31**    136.6**          ---         ---            0.14        114.7
                                   (0.12)     (0.16)                                          (0.12)      (0.13)                                

	 Gender
 Male
	0.53*** 169.3***     0.52*** 169.0***       0.61*** 184.0***0.61*** 183.9***
(0.11)     (0.19)           (0.11)     (0.19)            (0.11)     (0.20)      (0.11)     (0.20)

	Age        Middle Aged


Old


	0.08        108.1            0.08       108.4             0.03        103.1      0.03        103.3

(0.14)     (0.15)           (0.14)      (0.15)           (0.13)     (0.14)      (0.13)     (0.14)            

0.10       110.0             0.10       110.5             -0.14       87.0        -0.14       87.2

(0.18)     (0.20)           (0.18)     (0.20)            (0.18)      (0.15)     (0.18)     (0.15)

	Education    


Elementary


School


Junior School


 High School


College  

and   above
	0.38*     146.2*           0.38*      146.7*          0.54**  170.8**    0.54** 171.1**             

(0.17)     (0.25)           (0.17)     (0.25)            (0.17)    (0.29)       (0.17)     (0.29)                           

0.78***218.3***      0.79***  220.3***      0.97*** 265.0*** 0.98*** 265.9***               

(0.18)     (0.39)           (0.18)      (0.39)           (0.18)    (0.47)       (0.18)     (0.47)              

 0.88***240.0***     0.89***243.3***        1.39*** 401.1***1.39***403.2***  

(0.24)     (0.58)           (0.24)     (0.59)            (0.24)     (0.96)      (0.24)     (0.97)               

0.35       141.9             0.34      140.3              -0.69      50.2         -0.69       50.0                                

(0.71)     (1.00)           (0.71)     (0.99)            (0.83)     (0.42)      (0.83)     (0.41)

	Party Identification


Communist


Youth League 


Member
	1.06*** 288.6***     1.06***  290.0***       0.55** 174.0**     0.56**  174.3**           

   (0.21)  (0.62)           (0.21)     (0.62)            (0.21)  (0.37)         (0.21)     (0.37)                                 

0.27       130.9            0.27       130.6              0.43       153.3       0.43      153.5                   

(0.26)     (0.35)          (0.26)    (0.34)              (0.28)   (0.42)        (0.28)     (0.42)        

             

	Income
  Family

  Income

N
	 0.10      110.5            0.10        110.4             0.12      112.8        0.12       113.0                                    

(0.13)     (0.14)          (0.13)      (0.14)            (0.13)    (0.14)       (0.13)     (0.14)         

       1753                           1753
                      1773                      1773
 


Note: Coef.= regression coefficient; % ch = percentage change in odds; s.e.= standard error; O.R.= odds ratio; *p<.05; ** p<.01; ***p<.001, one-tail test. 

Table 5.7 Logit Analysis: Political Participation and External Efficacy (N=3501)

	                                                       External Political Efficacy

                                     

	
Variables 


   
	have say in the village                               have no say in the village       
                                                      

	
	Coef.      % ch          Coef.      % ch           Coef.      % ch          Coef.        % ch            

(s.e.)      (O.R.)        (s.e.)       (O.R.)         (s.e.)       (O.R)          (s.e.)       (O.R.)    

	
Voting  


Voting for 

Winner(s)


Campaigning


Campaigning 

for winner(s)
	-0.10      0.91           -0.09       0.92             0.04       104.0           0.05        105.1     

(0.17)     (0.15)        (0.17)     (0.15)          (0.16)     (0.17)          (0.16)      (0.17)                  

 -0.15      0.86           -0.21       0.81            0.27*     131.3*        0.19        120.5               

(0.17)     (0.14)        (0.17)     (0.14)          (0.16)      (0.21)         (0.16)      (0.19)    

0.22*      1.24*           ---          ---              0.26**    129.7**        ---            ---
(0.11)     (0.14)                                          (0.10)       (0.13)          
    ---         ---            0.17       1.19               ---           ---             0.25*     128.0**
                                (0.12)     (0.14)                                             (0.11)     (0.14)     

	Gender
Male
	0.09        1.10           0.09       1.10            0.39***  147.4***   0.39*** 147.2***     
(0.11)     (0.12)        (0.11)     (0.12)          (0.10)     (0.15)          (0.10)     (0.15)           

	Age        Middle Aged


Old


	0.15        1.16           0.15       1.16             -0.23*    79.2*           -0.23*      79.3*           
(0.14)     (0.17)        (0.14)     (0.17)          (0.13)     (0.10)          (0.13)      (0.10)              

0.31*      1.37*        0.32*    1.37*             -0.10        90.3          -0.10
   90.5   
(0.18)     (0.25)        (0.18)     (0.25)          (0.17)     (0.15)          (0.17)
  (0.15)             

	Education   


 Elementary


 School


Junior School


High School


College and above


	0.19        1.20          0.19        1.21             0.07       107.7            0.08        108.0                 

(0.16)     (0.20)       (0.16)     (0.20)           (0.15)      (0.16)         (0.15)       (0.16)                

0.10        1.11           0.11      1.11              0.25       128.6            0.26        129.3                      
(0.18)     (0.20)       (0.18)     (0.20            (0.16)     (0.21)          (0.16)       (0.21)                 

 0.43*      1.54*       0.44*      1.56*           0.32       137.3            0.33         138.9                  
(0.24)     (0.38)       (0.24)     (0.38)           (0.32)      (0.32)         (0.23)       (0.32)                  

1.19*      3.30*        1.19*    3.28*             0.65       192.1            0.64         189.9                   
(0.68)     (2.23)        (0.68)   (2.22)            (0.69)     (1.32)          (0.68)       (1.30)               

	Party Identification


Communist


Youth League 


Member
	0.25        1.28           0.25      1.29             0.82*** 226.4***     0.82*** 227.5***            

(0.23)     (0.29)        (0.22)     (0.29)          (0.22)    (0.50)          (0.22)       (0.50)                                                        

0.23        1.26           0.23        1.26           -0.01       98.5            -0.02          98.1                         
(0.28)     (0.36)        (0.28)     (0.35)          (0.26)    (0.26)           (0.26)       (0.26)                     

           

	Income
Family  


Income

N
	0.07       1.07            0.07       1.07            0.27*    130.7*           0.27*       131.2*                     
(0.13)     (0.14)        (0.13)     (0.14)          (0.12)    (0.16)           (0.12)       (0.16)                     
       1532                       1532                             1760
                    1760  


Note: Coef.= regression coefficient; % ch = percentage change in odds; s.e.= standard error; O.R.= odds ratio; *p<.05; ** p<.01; ***p<.001, one-tail test. 

Table 5.7 Logit Analysis: Political Participation and External Efficacy (N=3501) (Cont.)
	                                                       External Political Efficacy                                                      



	
Variables 


   
	                    have say about the                       have no say about the
                 government’s decision                   the government’s decision                                                          

	
	Coef.      % ch          Coef.      % ch               Coef.      % ch          Coef.        % ch            

(s.e.)      (O.R.)         (s.e.)       (O.R.)            (s.e.)       (O.R)         (s.e.)       (O.R.)         

	              Voting  


Voting for 



Winner(s)


Campaigning


Campaigning 

for winner(s)

	-0.07        92.8          -0.08        92.4              -0.11         89.6         -0.10        90.1

(0.17)      (0.16)        (0.17)      (0.15)            (0.18)      (0.16)        (0.18)     (0.16)  

-0.09        91.1          -0.06        94.1              -0.12         88.7          -0.20       81.2

(0.17)      (0.15)        (0.17)      (0.16)             (0.18)      (0.16)       (0.18)     (0.15)
-0.09        91.5
                                      0.21*      123.5*          ---           ---
(0.11)      (0.10)          ---           ---                 (0.12)      (0.15)
  ---           ---            -0.09        91.5                 ---           ---             0.24*   127.8*
                                 (0.12)      (0.11)                                              (0.13)     (0.16)

	Gender
 Male
	-0.06       93.9           -0.06        94.0               0.17        118.2          0.16       118.3

(0.11)     (0.12)         (0.11)      (0.11)            (0.12)      (0.15)         (0.12)    (0.15)

	Age         Middle Aged


Old


	0.08       108.2           0.08        108.1           -0.44**    64.7**        -0.43** 64.8**
(0.14)     (0.15)         (0.14)      (0.15)            (0.15)      (0.09)         (0.15)    (0.09)   

0.26       129.8           0.26         129.6          -0.60**    54.7**       -0.60** 54.7**
(0.18)     (0.24)         (0.18)      (0.24)            (0.20)      (0.11)         (0.20)    (0.11)                                                                          

	Education    


Elementary


School


Junior School


High School


College and above


	-0.23       79.7           -0.23        79.6              0.25        128.5           0.25    128.8  

(0.17)     (0.13)         (0.17)      (0.13)            (0.19)      (0.24)         (0.19)    (0.24)   

0.03       103.3          0.03        103.0              0.15        116.5           0.16     117.1

(0.18)    (0.19)          (0.18)      (0.18)            (0.20)     (0.24)          (0.20)    (0.24)    

-0.10       90.4           -0.11         89.9              0.44      154.9            0.45*   156.6*

(0.25)    (0.23)          (0.25)      (0.23)            (0.27)      (0.41)         (0.27)   (0.42)          

0.51       166.0          0.51         166.6              -0.43     64.9             -0.44     64.3      

(0.69)    (1.14)         (0.69)       (1.15)             (0.73)    (0.47)          (0.73)    (0.47)

	Party Identification


Communist


Youth League 


Member
	0.32       137.1         0.31        137.0             0.84***  232.0*** 0.84*** 232.0***

 (0.22)   (0.30)        (0.22)       (0.30)             (0.22)    (0.51)           (0.22)    (0.51)                                                                     

0.57*    177.6*        0.58*      177.8*            0.49*     163.4*          0.50*    164.1*                                        

(0.28)    (0.49)         (0.28)      (0.49)              (0.27)     (0.44)         (0.27)   (0.44)  

           

	Income
Family Income

N
	0.02      101.7          0.02         101.5                 0.15        115.7       0.15      116.3

(0.13)    (0.13)         (0.13)      (0.13)              (0.14)     (0.16)         (0.14)   (0.16)                                                       
      1462                      1462                                   1683
                     1683


Note: Coef.= regression coefficient; % ch = percentage change in odds; s.e.= standard error; O.R.= odds ratio; *p<.05; ** p<.01; ***p<.001, one-tail test. 

Table 5.7 Logit Analysis: Political Participation and External Efficacy (N=3501) (Cont.)
	                                                       External Political Efficacy:

                                                      

	
Variables    
	public officials do not care what people think

	
	   Coef.                      % ch                              Coef.                      % ch                                                  

   (s.e.)                      (O.R.)                             (s.e.)                      (O.R.)                                 

	
Voting  


Voting for 

              Winner(s)


Campaigning


Campaigning 

for winner(s)

	  0.18                            120.2                                  0.19                         121.5

  (0.17)                          (0.20)                                (0.17)                       (0.21)

  0.37*                          144.8*                                0.31*                       136.8*
  (0.17)                          (0.25)                                (0.18)                       (0.24)

  0.20*     
    122.7*                                  ---  
 ---
  (0.11)                          (0.13)                                     
   ---                                 ---                                    0.18      
            118.8

                                                                                (0.12)                       (0.14)

	Gender
      Male
	  0.15                            115.8                                  0.15                          115.9

 (0.11)                          (0.13)                                 (0.11)                        (0.13)

	Age              Middle Aged


      Old


	 -0.32**                        72.4**                               -0.32**                     72.6**
 (0.13)                          (0.10)                                  (0.13)                       (0.10)
 -0.30*                         73.8*                                  -0.30*                       74.0*
 (0.18)                          (0.13)                                  (0.18)                       (0.13)

	Education    Elementary


      School


     Junior School


     High School


     College and above


	  0.20                           122.4                                   0.20                          122.6

 (0.16)                         (0.20)                                   (0.16)                       (0.20)

 0.19                            120.4                                   0.19                          120.8

 (0.17)                         (0.21)                                   (0.17)                       (0.21)

 0.39                            148.0                                   0.40*                       149.0*

 (0.24)                         (0.36)                                   (0.24)                       (0.36)

 0.10                            111.0                                    0.10                         110.6

 (0.70)                         (0.77)                                   (0.69)                       (0.77)

	Party Identification


    Communist


    Youth League 


     Member
	 0.45*                          157.2*                                  0.46*                       158.2*
 (0.22)                         (0.34)                                   (0.22)                       (0.34)

  0.10                           110.9                                    0.10                         110.5

 (0.27)                         (0.30)                                   (0.27)                       (0.30)



	Income
    family Income

N
	 0.07                            107.1                                    0.07                         107.4

(0.13)                          (0.14)                                   (0.13)                       (0.14)

               1659                                                                           1659


Note: Coef.= regression coefficient; % ch = percentage change in odds; s.e.= standard error; O.R.= odds ratio; *p<.05; ** p<.01; ***p<.001, one-tail test. 

Table 5.8 Results of the Hypotheses

	The theoretical 

perspective
	Hypothesis
	Result

	The instrumental

 perspective
	Voting in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ external political efficacy.
	rejected

	
	Campaigning in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ external political efficacy.
	Supported

	The Developmental Perspective
	Voting in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ internal political efficacy.
	Rejected

	
	Voting in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ external political efficacy.
	Rejected

	
	Campaigning in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ internal political efficacy.
	Supported

	
	Campaigning in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ external political efficacy.
	Supported

	The Outcome-

Contingent 

Perspective
	Voting for winner(s) in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ internal political efficacy.
	rejected

	
	Voting for winner(s) in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ external political efficacy.
	Supported

	
	Campaigning for winner(s) in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ internal political efficacy.
	Supported

	
	Campaigning for winner(s) in elections for villagers’ committees increases rural villagers’ external political efficacy.
	Supported


REFERENCES
Abramson, Paul R. 1983. Political Attitudes in America. San Francisco, CA: Freeman and 
Company. 

Abramson, Paul R., and John H. Aldrich. 1982. “The Decline of Electoral Participation in 
America.” American Political Science Review, v. 76, n. 3: 502-21. 
Acock, Alan C., and Harold D. Clarke. 1990. “Alternative Measures of Political Efficacy: 
Models and Means.” Quality and Quantity, v. 24: 87-105.
Acock, Alan, Harold D. Clarke, and Marianne C. Stewart. 1985. “A New Model for Old 
Measures: A Covariance Structure Analysis of Political Efficacy.” The Journal of 
Politics, v. 47, n. 4: 1062-84. 
Almond, Gabriel A., and Sidney Verba. 1963. The Civic Culture: Political Attitudes and 
Democracy in Five Nations. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
Alpermann, Bjorn. 2001. “The Post-Election Administration of Chinese Villages.” China 
Journal, n. 46: 45-67.
Angello, Thomas J. 1973. “Aging and the sense of political powerlessness.” Public Opinion 
Quarterly, v. 37: 251-59. 
Asher, H. B. 1974. “The Reliability of the Political Efficacy Items.” Political Methodology, v. 1, 
n. 2: 45-72.

Bai, Yihua. 1995.  Zhongguojiceng zhengquan de gaige yu tansuo (Reform and Exploration of 
China’s Basic-Level Governance).  Beijing: Zhongguo shehui chubanshe. 

Balch, G. I. 1974. “Multiple Indicators in Survey Research: The Concept ‘Sense of Political 
Efficacy’.” Political Methodology, v. 1, n. 2: 1-47.

Bennett, W. Lance. 1975. The Political Mind and the Political Environment. Lexington: 
Lexington Books and D.C. Heath.

Bennett , Linda L.M. and Stephen Earl Bennett. 1989. “Enduring Gender Differences in Political 
Interest: The Impact of Socialization and Political Dispositions.”American Politics 
Research, v. 17, n. 1: 105-22. 
Best, Samuel J., and Brian S. Krueger. 2005. “Analyzing the Representativeness of Internet 
Political Participation.”Political Behavior, v. 27, n. 2: 183-216.

Bobo, Lawrence, and Franklin D. Gilliam, Jr. 1990. “Race, Sociopolitical Participation, and 
Black Empowerment.”  The American Political Science Review, v. 84, n. 2: 377-93.
Campbell, Angus, Gerald Gurin, and Warren E. Miller. 1954. The Voter Decides. Evanston, IL: 
Row, Peterson and Company. 
Chan, Sylvia. 1998. “Research Notes on Villagers’ Committee Election: Chinese Style 
Democracy.” Journal of Contemporary China, v. 7, n. 19: 507-21.
Chen, Jie. 2000. “Subjective motivations for mass political participation in urban China”. Social


Science Quarterly, v. 81, n. 2:  645-62.
Chen, Jie, Chunlong Lu and Yiyin Yang. 2007. “Popular Support for Grassroots Self-
Government in Urban China: Findings from a Beijing Survey.” Modern China, v. 33, n. 4: 
505-28.
Chen, Jie, and Zhong Yang. 2002. “Why Do People Vote in Semi-competitive Elections in 
China?” The Journal of Politics, v. 64, n. 1: 178-97.
Chen, Weixing. 2001. “Politics by Other Means: Village Election in China.” Journal of East 
Asian Studies, v. 1, n. 2: 221-41.
Chen, Weixing, and Yang Zhong, eds. 2005. Leadership in a Changing China. New York and 
Hampshire: Palgrave MacMillan. 
Choate, Allen C. 1997. “Local Governance in China: An Assessment of Villagers’ Committees.” 
Working Paper no.1. San Francisco: Asia Foundation.
Civil Affairs Bureau, Jiangsu Provincial Government. 1995. Cunweihui xuanju gongzuo


zhinan (A guide to villagers’ committee elections). Jiangsu, China.
Civil Affairs Bureau, Jiangsu Provincial Government. 1998. Report on the Implementation of


the Organic Law of the Villagers’ Committee in Jiangsu (internal document in Chinese).
članak , Izvorni znanstveni. 2004. “Elections, Parties and Democracy in Croatia.” Šiber, v. XLI, 
n. 5:  3–27.
Clarke, Harold D., and Alan Acock. 1989. “National Elections and Political Attitudes: The Case 
of Political Efficacy.”  British Journal of Political Science, v. 19, n. 4: 551-62.
Colby, David. 1982. “A Test of the Relative Efficacy of Political Tactics.” American Journal of 
Political Science, v. 26, n. 4: 741-53. 
Converse, P. E. 1972. “Change in the American Electorate.” In The Human Meaning of Social 
Change, eds. Campbell, A. and P. E. Converse. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 
Craig, S. C. 1979. “Efficacy, Trust, and Political Behavior: An Attempt to Resolve a Lingering 
Conceptual Dilemma.” American Politics Quarterly, v. 7, n. 2: 225-39.

Craig, S. C., Richard G. Niemi and Glenn E. Silver. 1991. “Political Efficacy and Trust: A 
Report 
on the NES Pilot Study Items.”  Political Behavior, v. 12, n. 3: 289-314.

Craig, S. C., and M. A. Maggiotto. 1982. “Measuring Political Efficacy.” Political Methodology, 
v. 8, n. 3: 85-109.
Dahl, Robert. 1989. Democracy and its Critics. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Danigelis, Nicholas L. 1978. “Black Political Participation in the United States: Some Recent 
Evidence.” American Sociological Review, v. 43, n. 5: 756-71.
Department of Social Administration at the Grassroots level, the Ministry of Civil Affairs. 2008. 
“Cuanxin cunweihui xuanjufa de wutiao jianyi” (Five Suggestions for the Organic Law), 
available at 
http://zqs.mca.gov.cn/article/cmzz/gzyj/llyjgzyt/200803/20080300012433.shtml 
(accessed on September 25, 2010).
Diamond, Larry Jay. 2002. “Elections without Democracy: Thinking About Hybrid Regimes.” 
Journal of Democracy, v. 13, n. 2: 21-35.
Dickson, Bruce J. 2003. Red Capitalists in China: the Party, Private Entrepreneurs, and 
Prospects for Political Change. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Dodd, C. H. 1972. “Political Participation and Education: The Turkish Experience.” In 
Participation in Politics. Parry, Geraint, edt. Rowman and Littlefield: Manchester 
University Press. 

Easton, David, and Jack Dennis. 1967. “The Child’s Acquisition of Regime Norms: Political 
Efficacy.” American Political Science Review, v. 61: 25-38.
Elden, J. Maxwell. 1981. “Political Efficacy at Work: The Connection between More 
Autonomous Forms of Workplace Organization and a More Participatory Politics.”  The 
American Political Science Review, v. 75, n. 1: 43-58.

Elklit, Jorgen. 1997. “The Chinese Villagers’ committee Electoral System.” China Information, 
v. 11, n. 4:7-9. 
Epstein, Amyb. 1996. “Village elections in China: experimenting with democracy” pp. 403-


21 in U.S. Congress, Joint Economic Committee (comp.), China’s Economic Future: 
Challenges to U.S. Policy. Washington, DC: Government Printing Office.
Finkel, Steven E. 1987. “The Effects of Participation on Political Efficacy and Political Support: 
Evidence from a West German Panel.” Journal of Politics, v. 49, n. 2: 441-64. 

Finkel, Steven E. 1985. “Reciprocal Effects of Participation and Political Efficacy: A Panel 
Analysis.” American Journal of Political Science, v. 29, n. 4: 891-913. 

Fiorina, Morris. 1982. Retrospective Voting in American National Elections. New Haven: Yale 
University Press.
Firestone, William A. 1987. “Meaning in Method: The Rhetoric of Quantitative and Qualitative 
Research.” Educational Researcher, v. 16, n. 7: 16-21.

Fischle, Mark. 1992. “The Effects of Political Participation on Political Efficacy: A 
Simultaneous Equations Model.” Australian Journal of Political Science, v. 27, n. 2: 282-
305. 

Form, William H., and Joan Huber. 1971. “Income, Race, and the Ideology of Political 
Efficacy.” The Journal of Politics, v. 33, n. 3: 659-88.
Franklin, M.N. 1996. “ Electoral Participation.” In LeDuc, L., R.G. Niemi, and P. Norris, eds. 
ComparingDemocracies. Elections and Voting in Global Perspective. London: Sage
Gant, Michael, and William Lyons. 1993. “Democratic theory, nonvoting, and public


policy.” American Politics Quarterly, v. 21: 185–204.
Gao, Chun. 1997. “The Autonomy of Peasants: An Institutional Innovation in Rural China (in


Chinese). Modern China Studies, v. 5: 119-44.
Ginsberg, Benjamin, and Robert Weissberg. 1978. “Election and the Mobilization of Popular 
Support.” American Journal of Political Science. v. 22, n. 1:31-55.

Green, December, and Laura Luehrmann. 2007. Compararive Politics of the Third World: 
Linking Concepts and Cases. Boulder, London: Lynne Rienner Publishers. 

Guo, Songmin. 2004. “Yi chunweihui xuanjufa wanjiu cunji minzhu” (Save the democracy at the 
Village Level by the Organic Law of Villagers’ Committee), available at 
http://www.chinaelections.org/NewsInfo.asp?NewsID=48522 (accessed at September 
24th, 2010).
Hansen, Susan B. 1997. “Talking about Politics: Gender and Contextual Effects on Political 
Proselytizing.” The Journal of Politics, v. 59, n. 1: 73-103.

He, Baogang. 2007. Rural Democracy in China: The Role of Village Elections. New York:


Palgrave. 
He, Junzhi, and T.Y.Wang. 2010. “Economic Development and Electoral Competition in 
Shanghai: Implications for China’s Democratization.” Paper Prepared for the 
International Conference on Taiwan Election and Democratization Studies National 
Chengchi University, Taipei, Taiwan, October 30, 2010
Hill, Quaile Kim, and Jan E. Leighley. 1992. “The Policy Consequences of Class Bias in


State Electorates.” American Journal of Political Science, v. 36: 351–65.
Howell, Jude. 1998. “Prospects for Village Self-governance in China.” Journal of Peasant 
Studies, v. 25, n. 3: 86-111.
Hu, Rong. 2005. “Economic Development and the Implementation of Village Elections in Rural 
China.” Journal of Contemporary China, v. 14, n. 44: 427-44.

Huang, Qingchang.  2010. “Haixuan, zongguo jiceng minzhu zhi lu” (Sea Nomination is the Path 
to Grassroots Democracy), first published on China Daily. The text is available at 
http://www.chinaelections.org/NewsInfo.asp?NewsID=167009 (accessed o September 21, 
2010).

Huntington, Samuel P. 1991. The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth Century. 
Norman: University of Oklahoma Press.
Institute of Sociology, Chinese Academy of Social Science. 2006. “Zhongguo noncun cunmin 
zizhi zhuangkuang chouyang diaocha huibao” (Report on China’s 2005 Survey on Self-
Governance at the Village Level).

Jennings, M. Kent. 1998. “Gender and Political Participation in the Chinese Countryside.” 
The Journal of Politics, v. 60, n. 4: 954-73.

Jennings, M. Kent. 1997. “Political Participation in the Chinese Countryside.” American 
Political Science Review, v. 91: 361-72.

Jennings, M. Kent, and Richard G. Niemi. 1974. The Political Character of Adolescence: The 
Influence of Families and Schools. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

Johnson, Janet Buttolph, H.T. Reynolds, and Jason D. Mycoff. 2008. Political Science Research 
Methods. Washington, D. C.: CQ Press. 
Karklins, Rasma. 1986. “Soviet elections revisited: Voter abstention in noncompetitive voting.”


American Political Science Review, v. 80, n. 2: 449-70.
Karp, Jeffrey A., and Susan A. Banducci. 2008.  “Political Efficacy and Participation in Twenty-
Seven Democracies: How Electoral Systems Shape Political Behaviour.” British Journal 
of Political Science, v. 38, n. 2: 311-34.
Kelliher, Daniel. 1997. “The Chinese Debate Over Village Self-Government.” The China 
Journal, n. 37: 63-86
Kelman, Herbert C. 1974.  “Attitudes Are Alive and Well and Gainfully Employed in the Sphere 
of Action.” American Psychologist, v. 29: 310-24.

Kennedy, John James. 2010. “The Price of Democracy: Voting Buying and Village Election in 
China.” Asian Politics and Policy, v. 2, n. 4: 617-31. 

Kennedy, John James. 2002. “The Face of Grassroots Democracy: The Substantive Difference 
between Real and Cosmetic Elections in Rural China.” Asian Survey, v. 42, n. 3: 456-82.

Kennedy, John James, Scott Rozelle, and Yaojiang Shi. 2004. “Elected Leaders and Collective 
Land: Farmers’ Evaluation of Village Leasers’ Performance in Rural China.” Journal of 
Chinese Political Science, v. 9, n. 1: 1-22.

Lane, R. E. 1959. Political Life: Why People Get Involved in Politics. New York: Free Press.
Lang, Youxing. 2005. “Crafting Village Democracy in China: Roles and Strategies of National 
Political Elites.” In Leadership in a Changing China. Chen, Weixing, and Yang Zhong, 
eds. New York, Hampshire: Palgrave MacMillan. 

Lawrence, Susan V. 1994. “Democracy, Chinese Style.” The Australian Journal of Chinese 
Affairs, v. 32: 61-68.
LeDuc, Lawrence Jr. 1976. “Measuring the Sense of Political Efficacy in Canada: Problems of 
Measurement Equivalence.” Comparative Political Studies, v. 8: 490-500.
Lee, Kwan Min. 2006. “Effects of Internet Use on College Students’ Political Efficacy.” Cyber 
Psychology & Behavior, v. 9, n. 4: 415-22. 
Lewis-Back, M. 1980. Applied Regression Diagnostics. New York: Sage Publications, Inc. 
Li, Huizi, Yue Ruifang, and Lai Zhen.  2008. “Minzhengbu guangyuan tan cunweihui he 
juweihui xuanju” (A Discussion of the Village Committee Election and the Urban 
Residents Committee Election by an Official from the Ministry of Civil), available at 
http://www.chinaelections.org/NewsInfo.asp?NewsID=132260 (access on September 20, 
2010).

Li, Lianjiang. 2003. “The Empowering Effects of Village Election in China.” Asian Survey, v. 
43, n. 4: 648-62.

Li, Lianjiang. 2002. “The Politics of Introducing Direct Township in China.” The China 
Quarterly, n. 171: 704-23. 

Li, Lianjiang. 2001. “Elections and Popular Resistance in Rural China.” China Information, v. 15, 
n. 2: 1-19.
Li, Lianjiang, and Kevin J. O'Brien. 1999.  “The Struggle over Village Elections.” in The 
Paradox of China’s Post-Mao Reform, eds. Goldman, Merle and Roderick MacFarquhar. 
Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press. 
Li , Lianjiang, and Kevin J. O’Brien. 1996. “Villagers and Popular Resistance in Rural China.” 
Modern China, v. 21, n. 1: 28-61.
Likert, Rensis. 1932. “A Technique for the Measurement of Attitudes.” Archives of Psychology, 
v. 22, n. 140: 1-55.
Liu, Hong. 2010. Baling niandai: zhongguo jingji xueren de guangrong yu mengxiang (1980s 
and Chinese Economists). Guilin, Guangxi: Guangxi Normal University Press.
Liu, L. 2006, October 4. “Huhehaote bufen cunwei houxuanren mai xuanpiao meizhang biaojia 
1000 yuan” (Village Candidates from Part of Huhehaote Municipality Buy Votes for 
1000 Yuan Apiece). Liaowang xinwenzhoukan (Liaowang Newsweek), available at 
http://china.rednet.cn/c/2006/10/04/996296.htm. 
Liu, Qin. 2008. “The Logic of China Country ‘Tax-for-Free Reform’ in Politics and Governance 
Perspectives.” Journal of US-China Public Administration, v. 5, n. 3: 57-61.

Liu, Yawei. 2000. “Consequences of Villagers’ committee Elections in China.” China 
Perspectives,  
n. 31: 19-35.

Liu, Yiqiang. 2007. “Minzhu gonggu shijue xia de cunmin zizhi—jiyu ‘zhongguo noncun cunmin 
zizhi chouyang diaocha’ de fenxi” (The Self-Governance under the Perspective of 
Democratic Consolidation: An Analysis of China’s Survey on Self-Governance at the 
Village Level). Southeast Academic Research, n. 4: 58-65. 
Long, Scott, and Jeremy Freese. 2006. Regression Models for Categorical Dependent Variables 
Using Stata. Stata Press.

Louie, Kin-sheun. 2001. “Village Self-Governance and Democracy in China: An Evaluation.” 
Democratization, v. 8, n. 4: 134-54.

Madsen, D. 1987. “Political Self-efficacy Tested”. American Political Science Review, v. 
81:571-82.
Manion, Melanie. 2009. “How to assess village elections in China.” Journal of Contemporary


China, v. 18, n. 60: 379-83.
Manion, Melanie. 1996. “The Electoral Connection in the Chinese Countryside.” American 
Political Science Review, v. 90, n. 4: 736-48. 
McCormick, Barrett L. 1996. “China’s Leninist Parliament and Public Sphere: A Comparative 
Analysis.” In China after Socialism: In the Footsteps of Eastern Europe or East Asia? 
eds. Barrett L. McCormick and Jonathan Urger. Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe. 
McDonald, Michael P. 2008. “The Return of the Voter: Voter Turnout in the 2008 Presidential 
Election.” The Forum, v. 6, n. 4: Article 4. 
McPerson, J.M., Susan Welch, and Cal Clark. 1977. “The Stability and Reliability of Political 
Efficacy: Using Path Analysis to Test Alternative Models.” The American Political 
Science Review, v. 71, n. 2: 509-21.
Miller, Warren E., Arthur H. Miller, and Edward J. Schneider. 1980. American National Election 
Studies Data Sourcebook, 1952-1978. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press. 
Mokken, Robert. 1971. A Theory and Procedure of Scale Analysis. The Hague: Mouton.

Morrell, Michael E. 2005. “Deliberation, Democratic Decision-Making and Internal Political 
Efficacy.” Political Behavior, v. 27:49-69.

Morrell, Michael E. 2003. “Survey and Experimental Evidence foe a Reliable and Valid Measure 
of Internal Political efficacy.” Public Opinion Quarterly, v. 67:589–602. 

Nadeau, Richard and Andre Blais. 1993. “Accepting the Election Outcome: The Effect of 
Participation on Losers' Consent.” British Journal of Political Science, v. 23, n. 4: 553-63.

Nelson, Thomas E., and Jennifer Garst. 2005. “Values-Based Political Messages and Persuasion: 
Relationships among Speaker, Recipient, and Evoked Values.” Political Psychology, v. 
26, n. 4: 489-515.

Niemi, Richard G., Stephen C. Craig and Franco Mattei. 1991. “Measuring Internal Political 
Efficacy in the 1988 National Election Study.” The American Political Science Review, 
v. 85, n. 4: 1407-13.
O’Brien, Kevin J. 2008. “Improving Election Procedures and Practices in China: Some Modest 
Proposals.” Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1157092 (accessed on 
September 21, 2010)
O’Brien, Kevin J. 2001. “Villagers, Elecitions, and Citizenship in Contemporary China.” 
Modern China, v. 27, n. 4: 407-35. 

O’Brien, Kevin J. 1994. “Implementing Political Reform in China’s Villages.” Australian 
Journal of Chinese Affairs, n. 32: 33-60.

O’Brien, Kevin J. 1990. Reform without Liberalization: China’s National People’s Congress and 
the Politics of Institutional Change. New York: Cambridge University Press.

O’Brien, Kevin J., and Rongbin Han. 2009. “Path to Democracy? Assessing village elections in 
China.” Journal of Contemporary China, v. 18, n. 60: 359-78.
O’Brien, Kevin J., & Lianjiang Li. 2005. “ Popular Contention and its Impact in Rural China.” 
Comparative Political Studies, v. 38, n. 3: 235-59.

O’Brien, Kevin J., & Lianjiang Li. 2000. “Accommodating “Democracy” in a One-Party State: 
Introducing Village Elections in China.” The China Quarterly, n. 162 (Special Issue: 
Elections and Democracy in Greater China): 465-89.

O’Brien, Kevin J., & Lianjiang Li. 1999a. “Campaign Nostalgia in the Chinese Countryside.” 
Asian Survey, v. 39, n. 3: 375-93. 

O’Brien, Kevin J., & Lianjiang Li. 1999b. “Selective Implementation in Rural China.” 
Comparative Politics, v. 31, n. 2: 167-86. 

O’Brien, Kevin J., & Lianjiang Li. 1995. “The Politics of Lodging Complaints in Rural China.” 
The China Quarterly, n. 143: 756-83.

Oi, Jean C., and Scott Rozelle. 2000. “Elections and Power: The Locus of Decision Making in 
Chinese Villages.” China Quarterly, n. 162: 513-39.
Panda, Jagannath P. 2010. “China’s Regime Politics: Character and Condition.” Strategic 
Analysis, v. 34, n. 1: 46-61.
Parry, Geraint, ed. 1972. “The Idea of Political Participation.” In Participation in Politics, ed. G. 
Parry. Manchester: Manchester University Press. 

Pastor, Robert A. and Qingshan Tan. 2000. “The Meaning of China’s Village Elections.” China 
Quarterly, n. 162: 495-96. 

Pateman, Carole, 1970. Participation and Democratic Theory. New York: Cambridge University 
Press.

Pattie, Charles, and Ron Johnston.1998. “Voter turnout at the British General Election of 1992: 
Rational choice, social standing or political efficacy?” European Journal of Political 
Research, n. 33: 263–83. 
Pei, Minxin. 1995. “Creeping Democratization in China.” Journal of Democracy, v. 6, n. 4: 
65-79.
Peng, Zhen. 1990. Peng Zhen tongzhi guanyu cunmin weiyuanhui jumin weiyuanhui de zhongyao 
jianghua (Important Speeches of Comrade Peng Zhen on Villagers’ Committees and 
Residents’Committees), unpublished compilation. Beijing: Minzhengbu jiceng 
zhengquan he shequjianshesi (Department of Social Administration at the Grassroots level, the 
Ministry of Civil Affairs). 
Perry, Elizabeth J., and Merle Goldman, eds. 2007. Grassroots Political Reform in 
Contemporary China. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press. 
Peters, John, and Susan Welch. 1980. “The Effects of Charges of Corruption on Voting Behavior 
in Congressional Elections.” American Political Science Review, v.74, n.3: 697-708.
Pollack, Philip H. III. 1982. “Organizations as Agents of Mobilization: How Does Group


Activity Affect Political Participation?” American Journal of Political Science, v. 26, n. 3:


485-503.
Rodgers, Harrell R. Jr. 1974. “Toward Explanation of the Political Efficacy and Political 
Cynicism of Black Adolescents: An Exploratory Study.” American Journal of Political 
Science, v. 18, n. 2: 257-82.

Rousseau, J.J. 1968. The Social Contract. Cranston, C. E., trans. Penguin Books.

Rousseau, J.J. 1953. Rousseau: Political Writings. Watkins, F. trans. Nelson, London.

Salisbury, Robert H. 1975. “Research on Political Participation.” American Journal of Political 
Science, v. 19, n. 2: 323-41. 

Schubert, Gunter. 2002. “Village Elections in the PRC: A Trojan Horse of Democracy?” Project 
Discussion Paper no.19. Institute of East Asian Studies. Duisburg, Germany: Gerhard-
Mercator-University.
Schulz, Wolfram. 2005. “Political Efficacy and Expected Political Participation among Lower 
and Upper Secondary Students: A Comparative Analysis with Data from the IEA Civic 
 
Education Study.” Paper for the ECPR General Conference in Budapest, September 2005, 
available at 
http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/search/detailmini.jsp?_nfpb=true&_&ERICExtS
earch_SearchValue_0=ED499264&ERICExtSearch_SearchType_0=no&accno=ED4992
64.

Schumpeter, Joseph. 1947. Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy, 2nd ed. New York: Harper.
Shaffer, Stephen D. 1981. “A Multivariate Explanation of Decreasing Turnout in Presidential 
Elections, 1960-1976.” American Journal of Political Science, v. 19, n. 2: 323-41. 
Shambaugh, David. 2008. China’s Communist Party: Apathy and Adaption. Ewing, N.J.: 
University of California Press. 
Shi, Tianjian. 2000. “Cultural Values and Democracy in Mainland China.” China Quarterly, 
n. 162: 540-59.

Shi, Tianjian. 1999a. “Economic Development and Village Elections in Rural China.” Journal of 
Contemporary China, v. 8, n. 22: 425-42.

Shi, Tianjian. 1999b. “Villagers’ committee Elections in China: Institutionalist Tactics for 
Democracy.” World Politics, v. 51, n. 3: 385-412. 

Shi, Tianjian. 1999c. “Voting and Nonvoting in China: Voting Behavior in Plebiscitary and 
Limited Choice Elections.” Journal of Politics, v. 16, n. 4: 1115-39.
Shih, Victor. 2003. “Political Efficacy in Rural China: An Exploration of Villager Attitude 
Toward Village Assemblies and Villagers’ committees in Four Counties.” American Asian 
Review, v. 21, n. 4: 45-68. 
Shingles, Richard D. 1981. “Black Consciousness and Political Participation: The Missing 
Link.” The American Political Science Review, v. 75, n. 1: 76-91. 
Smith, David Horton, and Richard D. Reddy. 1973. “The Impact of Voluntary Action upon the 
Volunteer/Participant,” in Smith, ed., Voluntary Action Research. Lexington, Mass: 
Lexington Books, pp. 169-237.

Stenner-Day, K., and Fischle, M. 1992. “The Effects of Political Participation on Political 
Efficacy: A Simultaneous Equations Model. Australian Journal of Political Science, v. 
27: 282-305.

State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China. 2005. “White paper: 
Building of Political Democracy in China.” 
Sun, Laixiang, Vanesa Pesqué-Cela, and Ran Tao. 2010. “Electoral Accountability and the 
Provision of Public Goods in Rural China.” Discussion paper 101, available at 
http://www.cefims.ac.uk/documents/research-94.pdf.
Tan, Qingshan, 2009. “Building Democratic Infrastructure: Village Electoral Institutions”. 
Journal of Contemporary China, v. 18, n. 60: 411-20.

Tan, Qingshan. 2006. Village Elections in China: Democratizing the Countryside. Lewiston, NY: 
Edward.

Tan, Qingshan. 2004. “Building institutional rules and procedures: village election in China.” 
Policy Sciences, v. 37, n. 1: 1-22.
“The Carter Center Report on China Elections: Observation of Village Elections in Fujian and 
the Conference to Revise the National Procedures on Village Elections in Beijing.” 2000. 
Available at http://aceproject.org/regions-en/countries 
andterritories/CN/reports/Final%20Report%20on%20China%20Village%20Elections%2
0August%202000.pdf, accessed on January 13, 2011. 
The Telegraph. 2010. “General Elections 2010: Turnout Could Be the Highest forThirteen 
Years.” May 6th, 2011. Available at http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/election-
2010/7686144/General-Election-2010-turnout-could-be-highest-for-13-years.html 
(accessed on March 13th, 2011)
Thompson, Dennis F. 1970. The Democratic Citizen: Social Science and Democratic Theory in 
the Twentieth Century. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Thurston, Anne F. 1999. Muddling Toward Democracy: Political Change in Grassroots China. 
Washington, D.C: United States Institute of Peace.

Tong, J. 2003. “The Gender Gap in Political Culture and Participation in China.” Communist and 
Post-Communist Studies, v. 36, n. 2: 131-50. 
Townsend, James R. 1967. Political participation in communist China. Berkeley: University


of California Press.

Ulbig, Stacy G. 2008. “Voice Is Not Enough: The Importance of Influence in Political Trust and 
Policy Assessments.” Public Opinion Quarterly, v. 72, n. 3: 523-39.
Verba, Sidney, Nancy Burns and Kay Lehman Schlozman. 1997. “Knowing and Caring about 
Politics: Gender and Political Engagement.” The Journal of Politics, v. 59, n. 4: 1051-
72. 
Verba, Sidney, Schlozman, Kay Lehman, and Brady, Henry E. 1995. Voice and Equality. 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
Verba, Sidney, and Norman Nie. 1972. Participation in America. New York: Harper and Row.
Wang, Ching-Hsing, and Te-Yu Wang. 2007. “The Effects of Political Participation on Political 
Efficacy: An Analysis of Taiwan’s 2004 Presidential Election.([Taiwan Minzhong de 
Zhengzhicanyu dui qi Zhengzhigongxiao zhi Yingxiang: yi 2004 nian zongtong xuanju 
weil]. Taiwanese Political Science Review, v. 11, n. 1: 69-107. 
Wang, D., and W. Fu. 2007. “Qiantan cunmin weiyuanhui xuanju zhong huixuan wentide yufang 
yuzhili” (Discussion Regarding the Prevention and Management of Vote Buying Problem 
withinVillage Committee Elections). In Quanguo cunmin weiyuanhui xuanju gongzuo 
jinzhan baogao 2005–2007 (Report on the Progress of National Villager Committee 
Election Work 2005–2007) (pp. 589-91). Beijing: Zhongguo Shehui Chubanshe (China 
Social Publishing).

Wang, Shizhi. 2010. “Cunmin weiyuanhui huanjie xuanju de wenti yu sikao” (The Problems and 
Thinking of the Reelection of the Villagers’ Committee), available at 
http://www.chinaelections.org/NewsInfo.asp?NewsID=168168 (accessed on September 25, 
2010).

Walsh, A., and Ollenburger, J. C. 2001. Essential statistics for the social and behavioural 
sciences: A conceptual approach. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
Welch, Susan, and Cal Clark. 1975. “Determination of Change in Political Efficacy: A Test of 
Two Hypotheses.” Journal of Political and Military Sociology, 207-17.

Wen, Jiabao. 2005. “2004 nian zhengfu gongzuo baogao” (Report on the Work of the 
Government). Available at 
http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/200803/19/content_7818043.htm (Accessed on March 
3rd, 2011).

Wolfsfeld, Gadi. 1986. “Political Action Repertoires: The Role of Efficacy.” Comparative 
Political Studies, v. 19: 104-29. 

Wollman, Neil, and Robin Stouder. 1991. “Behind Efficacy and Political Activity: A Test of the 
Specificity Hypothesis.” The Journal of Social Psychology, v. 131: 557-66.
Wright, James D. 1976. The Dissent of the Governed: Alienation and Democracy in America. 
New York: Academic Press. 
Xiao, Tangbiao, and Haiyan Shi. 2007. “Zhongguo noncun cunmin zizhi yunxing de 
quyutezheng  he jingjibeijing” (The Regional Characteristics and the Economic 
Background of China’s Self-governance at the Village level).Journal of Central China 
Normal University (Humanities and Social Sciences), v. 46, n. 6: 2-8. 

Yang, Haikun and Xiaomei Zhou. 2002. “You bamian cunweihui yinqi de falii sikao” (Legal 
reflections on impeaching villagers’ committees). Faxue (Jurisprudence), n. 2: 13-17.
Yang, Xiaoyang. 2005. “Cunmin weiyuanhui xuanju wuda wenti ji duice” (Five Problems and 
their Solutions in the Elections of Villagers’ Committee). Available at 
http://theory.people.com.cn/GB/40557/46473/46574/3333355.html (accessed October 4, 
2010)
Zhang, Ying-jian. 2010. “Dui woguo liangshi zhijie butie zhengce de fenxi yu sikao” (“The 
Analysis and Thought on China’s Grain Policy of Direct Subsidies”). Zhongguo xibu keji 
(Science and Technology of West China), v. 9, n. 12. 
Zhong, Yang. 2005. “New Institution Building or Muddling in the Chinese Countryside.” In 
Leadership in a Changing China. Chen, Weixing, and Yang Zhong, eds. New York, 
Hampshire: Palgrave MacMillan. 
Zhong, Yang. 2004. “Political Culture and Participation in the Chinese Countryside: Some 
Empirical Evidence.” PS: Political Science and Politics, v. 37, n. 3: 445-53.

Zhong, Yang, and Jie Chen. 2002. “To Vote or Not to Vote: An Analysis of Peasants’ 
Participation in Chinese Village Elections.” Comparative Political Studies, v. 35, n. 6: 
686-712.
Zweig, David. 1983. “Opposition to Change in Rural China: The System of Responsibility and 
People’s Communes.” Asian Survey, v. 23, n. 7: 879-900.
Huang, Baowei. 1981. “Lao ganbu xuanba zhong qingnian ganbu zhong de lishi zeren”


(“Veteran cadress historic duty in selecting young and middle-aged cadres”).  Lilun


yu shijian (Theory and Practice), n. 8: 32-33.
Zhonggong Hunan sheng wei zuzhi bu. 1978. “Zhengque shixing lao zhong qing san


jiehe de yuanze” (“Correctly Implement the Principle of the Three-in-one Combination


of Old, Middle-aged and Young”). Hongqi(Red Flag), n. 6: 46-50.
� Article 56, Section � = 4 \* ROMAN �IV� of the Constitution in 1954 stipulated that “Deputies to the people’s congresses of provinces, cities directly under the central authority, counties, and cities divided into districts are elected by people’s congresses at the next lower level; deputies to the people’s congresses of cities not divided into districts, and of city districts, xiang, nationality xiang, and towns are directly elected by the voters. The number of deputies to local people’s congresses at various levels and the manner of their election are prescribed by the electoral law”.





� The National People’s Congress Standing Committee (NPCSC) is the permanent body of the National People’s Congress (NPC) in China. The NPC and its Standing Committee jointly exercise the power to enact laws. The Standing Committee enacts and amends all laws except laws that should be enacted and amended by the NPC. When the NPC is not in session, its Standing Committee may partially supplement and amend laws it enacted, provided that the changes do not contravene the laws’ basic principles. The Standing Committee also has the power to interpret the Constitution and other laws. 


� For Peng’s more comments, see the Ministry of Civil Affairs (1990), p.10.


� The National People’s Congress (NPC) is the supreme organ of state power in China. It has the power to amend the Constitution, to enact and amend basic laws governing criminal offences, civil affairs, state organs and other matters, to elect and appoint members to central state organs, and to determine major state issues.


� Article 111 of the Constitution of the People’ Republic of China: The residents’ committees and villagers’ committees established among urban and rural residents on the basis of their place of residence are mass organizations of self-management at the grass-roots level. The chairman, vice-chairmen and members of each residents’ or villagers’ committee are elected by the residents. The relationship between the residents' and villagers’ committees and the grass-roots organs of state power is prescribed by law. The residents’ and villagers’ committees establish committees for people’s mediation, public security, public health and other matters in order to manage public affairs and social services in their areas, mediate civil disputes, help maintain public order and convey residents’ opinions and demands and make suggestions to the people’s government.


� See Article 2 of the Organic Law of 1987 and the Organic Law of 1998 in the Appendix. 


� See Huang (2010).  


�The reported number of villagers’ committees varies. For example, Zhongguo xinshiqi nongcun de biange (Changes in the Chinese Countryside in the New Era) reported the number of 750,000 by the end of 1995. Li, Yue, and Lai (2008) stated that there were 611,234 villagers’ committees by the end of 2007. 


� These numbers were reported by State Council Information Office of the People’s Republic of China in November (2005). 


� This number was estimated by Huang (2010).


� See the relevant clause of the Constitution of Communist Party of China in appendices





� For relevant comments, see Guo (2004).  


� This is from an interview by Robert A. Pastor and Qingshan Tan with Zhan Chengfu from Rural Areas Section, the Ministry of Civil Affairs, Beijing, on 14 January 1999, for their study of “The Meaning of China’s Village Election.”


� Article 12, the Organic Law of Villagers’ Committee of 1998, see the appendix.  


� For relevant descriptions, see Department of Social Administration at the Grassroots level, the Ministry of Civil Affairs (2008) and Wang (2010).


� A household registration record officially identifies a person as a resident of an area and includes identifying information such as name, parents, spouse, and date of birth. It is issued per family. 





� For relevant criticism, see Department of Social Administration at the Grassroots level, the Ministry of Civil Affairs (2008).





� See Institute of Sociology, Chinese Academy of Social Science. (2006).


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� For a more detailed description of the multi-stage probability sample, see Weisberg and Bowen (1977), pp. 21-35.


� Probability proportional to size (PPS) is a sampling technique used with surveys or mini-surveys in which the probability of selecting a sampling unit (e.g., village, zone, district, and health center) is proportional to the size of its population.


�Social scientists have recognized that the agree-disagree format is prone to error as respondents may pay less attention to the questions which require a simple answer either “agree” or “disagree.” Thus, using Likert’s format that the respondents are asked whether they strongly agree, agree, are not sure, disagree, or strongly disagree, is much more appropriate. Although many analyses disregard the distinction between “strongly agree” and “agree”, and between “strongly disagree” and “disagree” (Abramson 1983). In China’s 2005 survey on self-governance at the village level, additional responses, such as “not applicable” and “do not know”, are included.


� It is a commonly used method to divide people into three categories—the young, the middle-aged, and the old. See Liu (2010).


� According to Lewis-Back, a categorical variable with J categories, a set of J-1 dummy variables should be created. See Lewis-Back (1980).  


� In the questionnaires, there are six choices: illiterate, elementary school, junior school, middle school, secondary school, and college/university/graduate school. Since middle school and secondary school are at the same level, they are combined into one category. 


�Long and Freese (2006). 


� The Square root of the variance inflation factor (VIF) is used in this study to test multicollinearity, where VIF=1/ (1-R-Square) (Fox, 1991). After separating campaigning and campaigning for winners(s) into two equations, all of the VIFs in the two regression models are less than 5 in this study. Thus, it is concluded that multicollinearity is not a problem.
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