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Abstract: 

A perennial issue in political science is the relation between public policy and public opinion. 
While the research on this relation has mainly focused on advanced liberal democracies, this 
paper will analyze it in a quite different setting. Public policies in the People’s Republic of China 
have undergone a strong reorientation in the first decade of the new millennium, focusing on 
social development and overcoming the traditional divide among urban and rural population. An 
analysis of the 2002 and 2008 waves of the Mainland China subset of the Asian Barometer shows 
a remarkable shift among respondents of the rural areas, having a clearer eye for the impact of 
government intervention on daily life. We conclude our paper with implications of our findings 
for the legitimacy of the Chinese government, and for the research on the relation between 
public policy and public opinion. 
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1. Introduction 

 

Despite improvements in the availability of data and research methods, one of the perennial 

questions that dominates political science and policy studies is the interplay between public policy 

and public legitimacy. An increasing scholarship has nevertheless aimed at responding to the 

question whether changes in policies are reactions to opinions of the median voter, or 

alternatively whether public policies steer public opinion (Brooks & Manza, 2007; Page & 

Shapiro, 1983), often arriving to inconclusive results, often arriving at the conclusion that 

considerable feedback loops are present (Soroka & Wlezien, 2011). Despite cross-national 

variation in government legitimacy, the relation between the national context and public opinion 

is often, as not always, well-explained and in many cases at odds with the expectations drawn 

from theory (Arts and Gelissen, 2001). In response to the absence of a uniform response to the 

enduring causal problem whether policies generate perceptions or whether public legitimacy 

shapes policy decisions than often result from the analysis of advanced liberal democracies, 

plausible steps is to enrich current literature with case studies from other parts of the world 

where the so-called thermostat (Soroka & Wlezien, 2011) that connects public opinion with 

public policies take a different form. 

 

The aim of this paper is to broaden the insights in the relation between public policy and public 

opinion by looking at policy changes in the People’s Republic of China (PRC). A profound 

turning point was the transition in leadership occurring in 2002/3, as the Hu/Wen-

administration,1 that took over the office after the ten year term of President Jiang Zemin, was 

the first one since 1978 that prioritized the well-being of citizens (Ngok, 2009). The incoming 

leadership team reoriented their public policy towards more social equality by implementing large 

scale provisions that responded to the needs of the rural population. Among the key initiatives is 

“Building a New Socialist Countryside,” with its encompassing policies aimed at improving the 

living conditions of the people living on the countryside. This renewed focus on the rural 

countryside needed to restore the imbalances between the rural countryside and the urban areas 

that grew since the foundation of the PRC in 1949, as the rapid industrialization of the country 

induced an institutionalized divide between urban and rural areas, and more particularly between 

rural and migrant workers (see Shue and Wong, 2007). Leading Chinese scholars repeatedly 

warned for the long-term consequences of this sharp urban-rural divide, questioned “The Social 

                                                 
1 Hu Jintao is holding the offices of the Head of state as President of the PRC and of the leader of the party as 
Chairman of the Communist Party of China (CPC). Wen Jiabao is head of government in his function as Prime 
minister of the PRC.  
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Instability behind the Economic Prosperity” (Wang et al., 2003) that would lead to mass protest 

and widespread resentment, and urged for government actions. 

 

With the transition from the Jiang Zemin to the Hu-Wen administration in 2002/3, and the 

implementation of the widespread “Building a New Socialist Countryside” policy reforms with 

the rural countryside as primary focus, the PRC offers an interesting case to study the relation 

between public opinion and public policy, as in the absence of democratic elections, feedback 

loops take a different form in the PRC. This general research question implies that we first of all 

need to diagnose significant differences between people living in urban areas and people on the 

countryside before the Hu/Wen-administration implemented its grand plan for the rural 

countryside; secondly, we need to ascertain whether after the implementation of social reforms, 

public opinion at the countryside regarding the role of government has caught up with those in 

the urban centers. Whereas the first part of this question that relates to research on decision 

making and agenda setting has already taken much scholarly attention (cf. Heilmann, 2008b, 

Saich and Yang, 2003, Heberer and Schubert, 2009, Wang, 2006), a response to the second one 

has thus far not been given. 

 

In order to give an accurate response to the question how public policies influence public 

opinion, we will analyze the two existing waves of the Asian Barometer for the subset of 

Mainland China. As the intervention in form of public policy change in word and deed falls in the 

time between the two waves, we have a quasi-experimental research design in which the year 

2002 can be taken as pre-test and 2008 as post-test. By analyzing changes in opinions over time, 

we hope to provide an answer whether public policies are able to change public opinion in a 

developing country. Based on multivariate analysis, we find that while there is a considerable gap 

in perceptions of the role of government in 2002 between rural and urban residents in the 

advantage of urban residents, this gap narrows over time. 

 

 

2. Literature Review 

 

2.1. Public Policy and Public Opinion 

 

Touching upon the question whether policy choices are influenced by public opinion, or whether 

policies steer mass opinions, we first discuss the former possibility. As Mair and Thomassen 

(2010) describe it, “In a party democracy, elections serve as an ‘instrument of democracy’ 

(Powell, 2000), i.e. as a mechanism to connect the policy preferences of the voters to public 
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policy. Political parties play a key role in this connection process (McDonald & Budge, 2005, p. 

3)”. Ideally, citizens, based on their structural position in society as well as their ideology, elect 

parties that are in line with their preferences, and are able to put these preferences into policy. 

Parties would, in such a scenario, be interested in presenting the preference of the electorate – i.e. 

the ‘median voter’ (Adams et al., 2004) – in their party manifestos and political programs (Easton, 

1965). The electoral cycle nevertheless predicts that, in the case of dissatisfaction with 

governmental policies, the electorate nevertheless has the opportunity to alternatively bring into 

power parties that select a change. input 

 

In reality, however, the relation between public opinion and public policy is less clear, since 

elections are in most cases not single issue votes but a vote on a program that connects different 

policy fields, ranging from foreign policy to social policy. The difference in the length of time 

periods that decisions taken are implemented and take effect- so to speak reach a point that they 

can impact on the public opinion - is also quite huge. A decision to intervene in a mission of 

humanitarian aid is implemented at a much shorter notice and also its effects become clear earlier 

on, than for example a pension reform that takes decennia to show an impact on individuals’ 

livelihood. Research has nevertheless shown that public opinion has a large influence on public 

policies, as for instance Brooks and Manza (2007) provide in robust evidence why certain welfare 

states are more generous than others. 

 

The alternative question nevertheless is the extent to which governmental policies steer public 

opinion. Social science studies on perceptions as well as related political and social attitudes have 

demonstrated that opinions also reflect the context (Almond and Verba, 1963, Inglehart, 1977); 

van Oorschot et al., in press).2 Following the arguments of Arts and Gelissen (2001) regarding 

how preferences of welfare redistribution are influenced by context factors, similar causal 

reasoning can be used to determine how policy change might have induced an attitude shift. The 

authors argue that the national context determines individual evaluations in two distinct ways. 

First of all, the nation-state and the debates that take place within it serve as a context in which 

individuals acquire a collective knowledge about the functions and functioning of their political 

system. Individuals are thus socialized in a specific national environment, and on the basis of the 

acquired knowledge they are able to make their inferences about the extent to which the welfare 

state produces intended positive or unintended negative consequences. As a second point, and 

more relevant in the case of policy implementation, the national context also provides individuals 

with reference frames to which perceptions of government intervention are expected to relate to. 

In a straightforward manner, we can expect that if government policy is not concerned about 

improving individual living conditions, then we shouldn’t be surprised that public opinion is 

rather negative oriented towards the role of government; on the other hand, if government 

                                                 
2 Due to time constraints, this paragraph is an adjusted version of van Oorschot, Reeskens & Meuleman (in press). 
Alternative models might and probably do apply.  
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clearly invests in individual well-being, then the expectation is that public opinion has a clear eye 

for the influence of governmental policies on daily life. 

 

Bringing these two models together, Soroka and Wlezien (2011) have proposed that public 

opinion works as a thermostat. Crudely speaking, this thermostat function argues that while 

public policy response as the result of demands in public opinion, public opinion is also informed 

by policy changes, making that public policy and public opinion are in constant interaction. 

Soroka’s and Wlezien’s findings therefore suggest that representative democracies are an efficient 

way of governing. Alternatively, less evidence is present about how public policy and public 

opinion are in interaction beyond democratic nation-states. 

 

 

2.2. Introducing the Case: Chinese Public Policies and Public Opinion 

 

In order to qualify the relation between public policy and public opinion in a developing country, 

we look at the People’s Republic of China (PRC) as a case. For observers less acquainted with the 

PRC, we will first step give an overview of the shift in policy orientation credited to the 

Hu/Wen-administration and the shift in public policies between 2003 and 2008. In a second step, 

we briefly discuss the origins of this shift and put forward hypotheses on the relation between 

mass public opinion in China and this shift in policy orientation. Although research on the effect 

of public policies on public opinion is limited, we will touch upon the existing scholarship in the 

third step. 

 

 

2.2.1. Social Development – Growing Out of the Shadow of the Economic Reform? 

 

The central date in the recent history of China is the year 1978. This date first of all signifies the 

end of what in the West is most often referred to as the Maoist period3 – an era that was 

dominated by mass campaigns and the notion of class struggle. Secondly, in 1978 the so-called 

opening-up and reform period was initiated. Pragmatic politicians under the leadership of Deng 

Xiaoping had decided the battle for leadership succession to their favor and started to implement 

major reforms geared towards “developing the forces of economic production and raising the 

livelihood of the Chinese people” (Miller, 2007). In the 1980s, Deng’s socioeconomic model 

initially yielded positive effects, as the whole population did profit of increased productivity. 

Even though the growth figures in the 1990s exceeded the ones of the 1980s, the decade was 

characterized by rising inequalities and the emergence of major social problems (Zhou, 2008).  

 

                                                 
3 Mao Zedong was the key figure in Chinese politics from the mid-1940s to his death in 1976. He was the chairman 
of the CPC from 1943-1976 and also the most powerful statesman in different positions of the PRC (e.g. President 
from 1954-1959).  
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With the reforms reaching a more advanced level in the 1990s, namely the accelerated 

privatization of state and collectively owned enterprises and reforms of the labor markets, the 

existing welfare system build for the urban population had to take a hard blow. Whereas in 1949 

the work unit (danwei) had been introduced as the central institution of the socialist welfare 

system to directly provide welfare to the urban workers and their dependents, the reforms 

rendered these arrangements largely dysfunctional (Gu, 2001). Enterprises were released from 

their obligations of solely financing, fully administrating and providing welfare benefits and 

services for their employees (Stepan, 2008). Furthermore, they were now free to lay off their 

employees. These reforms led to rising unemployment figures and left millions without any social 

coverage (Solinger, 2001). 

 

An additional problem of the marketization of Chinese society was that yet another central 

institution – the household registration system (hukou) – was hollowed out. Whereas the 

distinction between urban and rural areas predates the communist rule, the system has led to a 

clear line of separation also in respect of institutional access to welfare services and benefits. 

Cheng and Selden (1994) assign the system a clear role in differentiating the entire Chinese 

population in respect of their opportunity structures. Given the rural welfare scheme was based 

on family and kin as dominant source for welfare, the outflow of the young rural labor force to 

industrial coastal areas in the 1990s caused major problems for the old left behind. For a long 

time the rising social problems have been perceived as temporal negative side effect and the 

government did not take action. 

 

With the new administration of President Hu Jintao and Premier Wen Jiabao in 2002/3, a new 

development paradigm emerged aimed at dealing with this urban/rural divide. Characterized by a 

shift in the orientation of government polices away from economic growth and efficiency 

towards one that embraces the clear notions of sustainability and equality (Ngok, 2009). Efforts 

are directed towards an institutionalization of the role of the government in the provision of 

social welfare, whereas previously a solution with encompassing marketization and limited 

government intervention was seen as preferred solution (Wang, 2000). 

 

The clearest innovation of this policy shift launched by Hu/Wen is the inscription of social rights 

into the Chinese Constitution in 2004 and the launch of a major initiative to decrease the gap 

between rural and urban areas. The latter is since 2006 commonly known as “Building a New 

Socialist Countryside” and consists according to Saich (2011) of five complementary elements: 

the elimination of restrictions on labor migration, a better protection of land rights, supporting 

sustainable income in rural areas by grain and livestock subsidies and price supports, the abolition 

of the agricultural tax, and an increased central government spending on health, education and 

rural infrastructure. 
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Official texts and other authors put the line of the issue areas that cover both economic and 

social policies differently. In respect of the construction of social infrastructure and social 

benefits receiving a central role, there are the following concrete measures to be mentioned: the 

rural pension reform is intended to raise the coverage of rural residents by subsidizing the system 

with funding from central government; social assistance was gradually extended to cover 

individuals on the countryside in 2007. In general the public funding in key social policies such as 

health insurance, minimum living assistance and old age pensions has been increased. The central 

government’s contribution to the social assistance scheme in the form of transfers to the local 

governments amounts to 50 – 100 billion RMB (5.35 – 10.7 billion EUR) per year. With all these 

initiatives the government shows its clear commitment to social equality and overcoming the still 

existing welfare dualism. Setting an end to this practice has been explicitly mentioned in the 

Social Insurance Law that was passed in 2010.  

 

 

2.2.2. How did social equality enter the policy agenda? 

 

As there has been a policy shift to increase the social well-being of the Chinese population in 

general and the rural dwellers specifically under the headline of social equality, spectators might 

be interested in what can explain this shift of orientation. Given the focus of our paper, one 

might even wonder whether public opinion has played a role in the implementation of the 

favorable public policies for the countryside. In this respect, we may not lose track of the fact 

that the political regime of the PRC has been referenced to as ‘semi-authoritarian rule’ (Ho and 

Edmonds, 2008), ‘consultative authoritarianism’ (He and Thogersen, 2010) or ‘consultative 

Leninism’ (Baum, 2007). As the heuristic of policy cycles used to study policy making in liberal 

democracies are difficult to apply on China, Heilmann (2008a) has adjusted the seminal Kingdon 

(1984) policy cycle to the Chinese case and labeled it the ‘Policy Cycle Reverse’. As, according to 

Heilmann, it is typical for Chinese policy making that experimental implementation and 

evaluation are necessary preceding prior decision making and large scale implementation.  

 

As elections, in contrast to liberal democracies, cannot serve as a function to identify which 

policy proposals receive the most support and in extension legitimacy among the Chinese 

population, China’s leaders entrust policy evaluation to leading think tanks or professional 

agencies that run surveys to accompany (experimental) implementation. According to He 

Baogang and Stik Thogersen (2010) the legislation law of 2000 requires that in the policy cycle of 

experimentation and evaluation, legislators need to rely on public opinion feedback. At present, 

more than two thirds of Chinese provinces have already established so called ‘Public Opinion 

Service Centers’ (sheqing minyi diaocha zhongxin) aimed at conducting surveys on policy proposals 

and provide input to the legislators. As the authors acknowledge, the results of these surveys are 

claimed to have direct impact on policy making (ibid., p. 689), such an understanding supports a 

very technocratic understanding of policy making on behalf of the Chinese government. In light 
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of scholarship on the social policy making of socialist states in the 1980s (e.g.Skocpol and 

Amenta, 1986), the observations in contemporary China can be seen as a natural evolution of a 

technocratic style making use of latest instruments. 

 

Coming back to recent existing scholarship on China, the systematical consultancy of survey data 

is still the exception rather than the rule (Alpermann, 2009). However, the example of Wong and 

Lee (2001) and Frazier (2010) underline that research that tries to establish a connection between 

social policy and public opinion in China is not a complete novelty. Wong and Lee (2001) find 

that the Chinese in Shanghai positively rate economic reform in light of the benefits it brought 

about, but are also critically aware of the large income disparities it caused in return. In general, 

the respondents are in favor of a large role for the state in providing welfare and they themselves 

are not willing to shoulder heavier welfare responsibility. Frazier (2010) highlights the large 

percentage of 62% of respondents of the Beijing Pension opinion survey who said that the state 

should be the main provider of pensions. Whereas these surveys are in most cases very specific 

and locally restricted, only a few, including the China household income project (CHIP)4, allow 

for generalization (see, for instance, Gao 2010, 2008).  

 

So how does the ‘Policy Cycle Reverse’ come in for the implementation of the “Building a New 

Socialist Countryside”, and can public opinion been held (partially) responsible for this drastic 

change? The origins and impact of the shift in orientation of government policies and the 

relevant reforms have been well closely followed by China scholars. Howell (2004) sees the 

change in policy orientation at the start of the new millennium as starting signal for institutional 

change that has so far been hindered by “Leninist institutions”. According to the interpretation 

of Heberer and Schubert (2009), the Hu/Wen-administration does have an interest in searching 

support for the required reforms from the masses in order to break intra-party opposition. A 

more fundamental issue that they connect with the new policy orientation and reforms is the 

question of legitimacy. In the absence of democratic elections, the party draws its legitimacy from 

providing public goods to the masses. Launching the discourse of building a harmonious socialist 

society, that includes the establishment of a well-off society by 2020 is therefore not only central 

for the left in the party but the unquestioned survival of the party as such. It connects the 

legitimacy of its rule to the output of its policies. Therefore, as the expectation is that the Chinese 

shift in policy orientation towards social equality and improving the well-being at the countryside 

is caused by the aim to sustain/increase the legitimacy of the national government, we can 

propose the following hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 1: Disparities in public opinion were present in China before Hu/Wen administration 

took office, with a clearer eye for government intervention among Chinese living in urban areas 

compared to Chinese living in rural areas. 

 

                                                 
4 Waves: 1988,1995, 2002, 2008 
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2.2.3. Fertile Grounds for Policy Effects? 

 

After reviewing the causes of the Chinese policy shift aiming at improving the living conditions 

of the people with special efforts directed at the ones living on the countryside, the question that 

is of most interest is whether this policy reform has caused a change in the mindset of the rural 

respondents. Thus, the pertaining question is whether the policy reforms have led to more than 

simply a bunch of debate and paperwork. In this, there are two contrasting views. On the one 

hand, many China scholars describe these discourse of “Building a New Socialist Countryside” as 

simple window dressing and refer to the shortcoming in implementation and monitoring of the 

developments on the ground (see Li, 2007). On the other hand, qualitative case study research in 

two counties in China has found evidence that the initiatives that “building of the new socialist 

countryside” comprises have already lead to tangible improvements for the life or the rural 

population, such as the increase of income through a mixture of infrastructural investment and 

agricultural specialization or the expansion of social welfare, and accelerated urbanization (Ahlers 

and Schubert, 2009). Another piece of qualitative research that provides evidence for the support 

of the influence of policies on individual perceptions is the introduction of pensions in rural 

districts in Shanghai. Interviewees in Shi’s (2008) study state that due to the introduction of rural 

pension schemes they feel the government actually cares the first time for them and makes an 

effort to positively impact on their livelihood. The results of these qualitative studies will be the 

foundation of our expectations about the influence of the shift in Chinese policy orientation on 

public opinion, as we propose the following hypothesis.5 

Hypothesis 2: After the introduction of the policies related to the “Building a New Socialist 

Countryside initiative” Chinese at the countryside will become more aware of the influence of 

governmental policies on daily life. 

 

 

3. Data and Methodology 

 

Data 

In order to test whether perceptions of the role of government has changed in between the shift 

in orientation of public policies and the implementation of policies new to China, we will analyze 

the Asian Barometer.6 The Asian Barometer is a cross-national survey project carried out for the 

                                                 
5 The formulation of hypothesis 2 implies that we do not expect any shift in perceptions among Chinese living in 
urban areas. As the policies of the Hu Jintao and Wen Jiabao administration were mainly focused at improving the 
living conditions of people at the countryside without deteriorating the living conditions of the people in urban areas. 
6 Data analyzed in this manuscript were collected by the East Asia Barometer Project (2000-2004) and the Asian 
Barometer Project (2005-2008), which were co-directed by Profs. Fu Hu and Yun-han Chu and received major 
funding support from Taiwan’s Ministry of Education, Academia Sinica and National Taiwan University. The Asian 
Barometer Project Office (www.asianbarometer.org) is solely responsible for the data distribution. The author(s) 
appreciate the assistance in providing data by the institutes and individuals aforementioned. The views expressed 
herein are the author's(s') own. 
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first time in 2002 in a number of countries of South-East Asia, including South Korea, Japan and 

the Philippines. Only recently the data of the second wave of the survey, carried out in 2008, 

have been made available; due to the proposed research question, we will restrict the analysis to 

the Mainland China subsample. In order to deliver the highest level of representation,7 

extraordinary care has been taken about the sampling procedure, interviewer selection and 

training, the translation of the questionnaire (the Chinese survey has been carried out in 

Mandarin, with hired interpreters in the case the respondent was unable to understand 

Mandarin), and quality controls at each stage of the fieldwork. While the actual sample was 3,183 

respondents (response rate of 84.1 percent) for the first wave of 2002, we could only include 

2,680 in the final analysis due to nonresponse on the variables of interest. In the second wave of 

2008, the actual response rates have been increased to a sample of 5,098 respondents, of which 

we could include 4,078 respondents in the final analysis. For the most developed analysis, we 

have thus 6,758 respondents available. Because the sampling procedure is of utmost importance 

in this Chinese survey project, information for the first wave has been taken up in the Appendix 

Part 1. In addition, all analyses have been weighed using the w_CN design weight. 

 

In the past, other surveys have touched upon social attitudes in China, too, including the World 

Values Study, to give but one example. A number of considerations have inspired the choice of 

the Mainland China sample of the Asian Barometer over other available surveys. First of all, in 

contrast with for instance the World Values Survey, the Asian Barometer has in a better way 

taken care of the specific particularities of Asian society, resulting in a data set that is more 

representative for whole Mainland China, including the rural areas, and a questionnaire that 

surveyed respondents attitudes specific to the country context, e.g. to rate the situation before 

and after the Mao period, how many generations living in the respondents’ household, and 

references to trust in local and national political entities, which are of special interest in the 

Chinese situation. Second, because of the specific interest in comparing attitudes before and after 

shift in orientation of public policies that coincides with the transition from the Jiang/Zhu to the 

Hu/Wen- administration in 2002/2003. Given that the time that elapses between the 2002 and 

2008 wave of the Asian Barometer does not only cover the transition from one to another 

administration but also enough time for more complex policies being implemented over this large 

country. The survey data provides us with an excellent tool to analyze potential changes in 

individual perceptions.  

 

There are nevertheless two drawbacks of the Asian Barometer. The first one is that the questions 

for our dependent variable, i.e. evaluations of the role of government – are scarce, especially 

spanning both waves. The second one regards cross-temporal comparability of the control 

variables: although there have been harmonization efforts over the two different survey waves, 

certain comparisons across waves are difficult due to different response categories. Nevertheless, 

                                                 
7 Methodologically, the Asian Barometer teams aims at reaching a minimum confidence interval of plus or minus 3 
percent at 95 percent probability. 
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providing in a list of controls (see further), we nevertheless think that the Asian Barometer is 

most suitable for our research question. 

 

Dependent variable 

The dependent variable in our research is the question: “How much impact do you feel 

government policies have on your daily life?” This question has been offered with four response 

categories, namely (1) no impact at all, (2) a little impact, (3) quite some impact, (4) a great deal of 

impact.  

 

There are several reasons why this variable is important to analyze in the Chinese context. As 

mentioned earlier, it is a legacy of the early days of the Communist rule of China that there is a 

very strong and institutionally enforced separation between the public policies directed at urban 

and rural citizens. Whereas the urban workers have been considered as the vanguards of the 

socialist society up until 1978, the picture of a preferred treatment for the urban population and 

neglecting the problems on the countryside did not change in the first two and a half decades 

after that key date. Only with the new administration under the Hu/Wen-leadership there has 

been a major shift in the orientation of public policies, directed towards overcoming this 

separation and increasing social equality in general; this treatment occurred only after the first 

wave of the Asian Barometer. 

 

A shift in the individual perceptions of the impact of government policies on the daily life of the 

individual between 2002 and 2008 can therefore give support or reject the notion that there is a 

causal relationship between public policies and public opinion in developing, non-democratic 

systems. Furthermore, the survey data being available for urban and rural citizens alike allows for 

a comparison of their perceptions towards the government and the respective change over time. 

Qualitative case studies have found supporting evidence for rural Chinese taking the 

implementation of public policies, as a sign that the government has an impact on their daily lives 

(Ahlers and Schubert, 2009; Shi, 2008). However, the results are based on case studies, they lack 

the foundation for generalization. In order to provide evidence about the effect on the public 

opinion of the whole population and the sub-groups of rural and urban, the survey data provides 

a more suitable alternative.  

 

Independent variables 

As we would like to discover whether the perception of government influence has changed 

among urban and rural respondents between 2002 and 2008, two independent variables are 

placed central in this manuscript. The first one regards the geographical area the respondent is 

living. We have collected this measurement from the administrative information that is present in 

the dataset, namely the ‘level3’-variable that refers to whether the respondent has been sampled 

from the urban or rural primary sampling units. In the first wave, 62.8 percent of the respondents 

were from rural areas, while in the second wave this was 66.3 percent. In the analysis, the urban 
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areas will serve as reference category (code ‘0’) to which the effect of living in an urban area will 

be contrasted to (code ‘1’). The second independent variable regards the survey wave, which 

serves to assess the impact of the ‘treatment’, i.e. the shift in public policy. The first wave, fielded 

in 2002, will serve as reference category (code ‘0’) to which the effect of the second wave, fielded 

in 2008, will be contrasted to (code ‘1’). 

 

Control variables 

In order to assess the unique moderating effect of time on the relation between respondents’ 

living area and the perception that public policy impacts daily life, we need to control for 

potential confounding variables. According to previous insights on attitudes towards government 

intervention, we hypothesize that these perceptions are influenced by both structural respondent 

information and related opinions individuals endorse. Regarding structural information, we can 

expect that age has a strong impact on the perception of government intervention, as the 

generation that has been born before 1978 – the era of mass campaigns and collective work units 

– is very sensitive in respect of its perceptions of government interventions. Age has been 

operationalized in five categories, namely younger than 25 years old, from 25 to 29, from 30 to 

39, from 40 to 49, and 50 or older. Additionally, the hypothesis is that women have a better eye 

for government intervention than men (reference category). We also included a variable specific 

to the Chinese context, namely the question how many generations there live in the home, with 

the expectation that people with more generations at home have a weaker eye for policy 

interventions in their daily life. To capture one’s socioeconomic status,8 we have opted to include 

educational level, with the expectation that the higher educated, i.e. those with a tertiary degree, 

have stronger perceptions that governmental policies influence daily life than those with no 

education (reference). 

 

Next to the structural variables, we also included related opinions as control variables. We both 

include perceptions of the economic condition of the country as well as the economic condition 

of the family in the model. With the expectation that people who have strong opinions that 

economy is doing well for the country but also if one thinks that in personal life, the financial 

situation is good, people will see that governmental influence on daily life will be high. With 

regard to institutional trust, we add two different conceptions of political trust into the model, 

namely trust in the local institutions, and trust in the national institutions,9 with the expectation 

                                                 
8 We have tried to incorporate additional measures of socieoconomic status in the regression equation. However, a 
question of subjective social class lacks precision due to high nonresponse and the absence of a strong class culture. 
Additionally, an objective income measurement was only present in the first wave, not in the second, making it 
impossible to include it as a control variable 
9 Theoretically and empirical, making this distinction is allowed. From a theoretical perspective, authors have already 
documented that the Chinese are more critical towards their local government compared with their national 
government. From an empirical perspective, factor analysis on the survey items covering institutional trust revealed 
two distinct underlying factors, i.e. one on trust in local institutions (courts, civil service, police, and local 
government) and one on trust in the national institutions (national government, political parties, and national 
parliament). 
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that people who are more confident in government, whether it regards at the local or national 

level, will also have a clearer eye that policies affect their personal situation strongly.10 Last but 

not least, also political trust is included as control variable, as we expect that people who are 

more interested in politics are also of the opinion that government influence is strong. For 

descriptives of all variables in the model, check Appendix Part 2. 

 

Methodology 

The used methodology to detect whether there are differences in perceptions across time and 

between the two different geographical groups are, first of all t-tests to explore bivariately 

differences between groups, across time, and across time for each group separately; in a second 

step we analyze whether expected differences between urban and rural respondents between 

2002 and 2008 do hold when we, in a multiple regression model, control for the composition of 

the groups. 

 

 

4. Results 

 

4.1. Bivariate Exploration 

 

In the first step of the analysis, we look at some bivariate associations that might already give us 

an idea whether perceptions of government intervention have shifted between 2002 and 2008 

among Chinese urban and rural respondents. First of all, across the pooled data, there is a 

significant difference (t = 7.68; df = 8,016; p < 0.001) between respondents living in 

metropolitan areas, and respondents living on the countryside: on a scale from 1 to 4, urban 

respondents maneuver with a score of 2.52 in between the scale categories ‘government policies 

have a limited impact’ and ‘government policies have quite some impact’. On the other hand, 

people living in rural areas, with a score of 2.36 rather are of the opinion that government 

policies have only a limited impact on daily life. Second, next to the significant difference 

between urban and rural respondents, the pooled sample also indicates a significant difference 

over time (t = -16.04; df = 8,021; p < 0.001) in perceptions of the daily impact of government 

policies. While in 2002, the Chinese were closer to the opinion that government policies only 

have a little impact (score of 2.20), in 2008 they have moved more in the direction that policies 

have quite some impact on daily life (score of 2.54). Thus, on the basis of the first bivariate 

results, there are already indications that support our expectation, namely that individuals on the 

countryside have weaker perceptions of government intervention compared to respondents living 

in urban areas, and that over time, perceptions of government intervention has increased. 

 

                                                 
10 We have considered additional ideational covariates as control, e.g. perceptions of corruption or opinions about 
democracy. However, these variables were to a considerable extent affected by item-nonresponse, which is 
something that requires more attention in further research. 
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Figure 1. Bivariate Exploration of the Difference over time between Perceptions of 

Government Intervention among Urban and Rural Respondents. 
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Note: Entries represent mean scores per survey wave across the whole sample or disaggregated to the specific 
geographic groups on the question “How much impact do you feel government policies have on your daily life?”, 
with as response options a scale fro 1 (no impact at all) to 4 (a great deal of impact). 

 

In a subsequent step, we have disaggregated the two geographical groups to assess whether the 

perceptions have changed over time depending upon the geographical area. On the one hand, 

results from a means difference test suggest that perceptions among the respondents of the urban 

areas have not changed over time (t= 0.80; df = 2,842; p = 0.42): whereas these respondents had 

a score of 2.54 in 2002, it decreased nonsignificantly to 2.51 in 2008. Thus, respondents living in 

metropolitan areas have remained persistent in the perception of the extent that government 

policies impact daily life. On the other hand, in contrast with the urban respondents, perceptions 

of government intervention have shifted significantly among residents living on the countryside (t 

= -21.32; df = 5,172; p < 0.001). While rural respondents were in 2002 spot on the response 

category that government policies have only ‘a limited impact’ (score of 1.99), in 2008, they have 

moved right in between the categories ‘a little impact’ and ‘quite some impact’ (score of 2.56). 

What is more is that with this score of 2.56 on the 1-4 scale, respondents of the rural areas have 

completely caught up with respondents of urban areas (2.51), a difference which is statistically 

nonsignificant (t = -1.79; df = 5,055; p = 0.073). Thus, the disaggregated analysis build on the 

first insight that the difference over time and between urban and rural respondents can mainly be 

attributed to changed perceptions of individuals of the rural countryside between 2002 and 2008. 

Whereas these individuals had only weak perceptions of government intervention in 2002, they 

have caught up with the urban respondents in 2008, which supports our hypothesis that the 
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introduction of the program of “Building a New Socialist Countryside”, directed at people at the 

Chinese countryside, has changed perceptions among those that were the target of this catalogue 

of measures. 

 

 

4.2. Multivariate Analysis 

 

Before we can emphasize the bivariate finding that perceptions of the influence of government 

policies of daily life has shifted between 2002 and 2008 among rural respondents, we need to be 

sure that this shift is not mainly caused by composition effects, i.e. whether a change in the 

composition of the urban and rural groups explain differences perceptions of government impact 

(e.g. that the average levels of education has increased substantially, or that trust in local and 

national government have not shifted over the two periods among the urban and rural 

respondents). In order to do so, a multivariate analysis of individual perceptions of government 

influence has been done on the pooled data, with as main independent variables the geographical 

distinction between urban and rural respondents, the year-effect, and the interaction between 

both, holding constant for potential confounding structural and ideational covariates. 

 

Before we look at the pooled model, it is however interesting to discuss the two separate models 

of 2002 and 2008 where the effect of living in rural or urban areas is given, parceled out for 

potential spurious effects. Due to space limitations, these models can be found in Appendix Part 

3. An interesting first observation is that the perceptions of government intervention are strongly 

social structured in 2002, while the opposite is true for 2008: whereas the R2 in 2002 is close to 

15 percent, it drops to 8 percent in 2008.11 Thus, in 2002, when the national government was not 

as proactive compared to 2002, differences in perceptions of governmental influence on daily life 

were more pronounced and could be better explained by relevant covariates. Turning then to the 

substantial puzzle whether the divide between the urban and rural areas is more outspoken in 

2002 than it is in 2008, as the bivariate exploration tends to suggest, the analysis is affirmative. 

Holding constant for related explanations, in 2002, people on the countryside had an average 

score 0.32 scale points lower than urban respondents, an coefficient that is statistically significant 

from 0 (t = -7.01; t < 0.001); in 2008, however, controlling for confounding variables, we can see 

                                                 
11 As we can see in Table A3.1. in Appendix, age has hardly any effect; additionally, it is difficult to give meaning to 
this effect, as there is an oversample of older respondents in the second wave. Gender has no effect when 
controlling for related attitudes. With regard to how many generations there live at home: there are is only a 
pronounced and positive effect in the 2002 sample. For educational diploma, we see that the higher educated are 
more of the opinion that governmental policies affect their daily life. Perceptions of the economic situation of the 
country and of the family impact perceptions of government influence only to a limited extent, namely there is a 
positive effect of perceptions of attitudes towards the national economy in 2008 on perceptions of whether policies 
impact daily life. With regard to trust in local and national institutions, we see interesting trends that require further 
exploration in future research. While trust in the local government has a negative effect on the impact of policies on 
daily life in 2002, this effect is absent in 2008 while we can clearly see a positive effect of trust in national institutions 
in 2008 while this effect was absent in 2002. Political interest, then, is strongly and positively related to the 
perceptions of government intervention. 
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that rural respondents have a border-significant higher score of 0.05 (t = 1.96; p = 0.05). The two 

separate models thus seem to lend confirmation for the bivariate test as well as to the general 

expectations. 

 

The final test to find confirmation for the previous findings is to look at the multivariate test on 

the pooled data, as can be found in Table 1. All Models, i.e. Model 1 to Model 3, corroborate the 

bivariate findings. First of all, Model 1 shows that across the pooled data, respondents of the 

rural countryside have significantly lower perceptions of government interventions in daily life 

than metropolitan citizens. Second, Model 2 additionally demonstrates that differences across 

time are present, i.e. that people had a clearer eye for government intervention in 2008. Third, 

and most importantly, Model 3 shows that in a multivariate design, the perception that 

government policies influences daily life has increased substantially among rural respondents – as 

the main year effect lost a lot of statistical significance, this shows that the increase in perceptions 

over time can largely be attributed to changed perceptions among the rural respondents. 
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Table 1. Multiple Regression Model Explain the Effect of Time on the Relation between 

the Urban-Rural Distinction and Perceptions of the Influence of Government Policies on 

Daily Life 

 Model 1: 
Pooled Data 

Model 2: 

+ Year Effect 

Model 3: 

+ Interaction 

Param T-Value Param T-Value Param T-Value 

Intercept 1.56*** 13.56 1.26*** 10.97 1.45*** 12.49 

Urban-Rural -0.09*** -4.03 -0.12*** -5.06 -0.39*** -10.52 

Year   0.35*** 14.11 0.08* 2.06 

Interaction     0.44*** 9.38 

Age: 

- 25-29 

- 30-39 

- 40-49 

> 50 

(Ref: < 25) 

 

-0.09 

-0.00 

0.07 

0.19*** 

 

-1.90 

-0.04 

1.72 

4.52 

 

-0.08 

-0.04 

0.00 

0.06 

 

-1.60 

-1.08 

0.06 

1.42 

 

-0.08 

-0.05 

-0.02 

0.03 

 

-1.70 

-1.30 

-0.37 

0.59 

Women 0.01 0.59 0.01 0.29 -0.00 -0.08 

Generations 0.07*** 4.86 0.04** 2.93 0.05** 3.29 

Education: 

- Primary 

- Secondary 

- Tertiarey 

(Ref: None) 

 

0.11** 

0.34*** 

0.45*** 

 

3.07 

10.77 

8.38 

 

0.07* 

0.28*** 

0.43*** 

 

2.19 

8.98 

8.16 

 

0.06 

0.22*** 

0.32*** 

 

1.75 

7.16 

5.79 

Economy country 0.06*** 3.99 0.04** 2.72 0.05** 3.44 

Economy family 0.03* 2.20 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.04 

Pol trust local -0.13*** -7.15 -0.09*** -5.26 -0.09*** -5.25 

Pol trust national 0.04 1.39 0.12*** 4.50 0.11*** 4.29 

Political interest 0.18*** 13.17 0.19*** 14.26 0.20*** 14.42 

R2 0.08 0.11 0.12 

N 6,758 6,758 6,758 

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Entries represent the result of three separate multiple regression models 
explaining perceptions whether government policies has influenced daily life. 

 

 

5. Discussion 

 

At the end of the analysis, the question is how we can interpret the shift between 2002 and 2008 

towards clearer views among rural respondents on the impact of governmental policies on daily 

life. Can we actually be sure that the change in the perceptions among the rural respondents can 

solely be interpreted by the implementation of the policies that can be subsumed under the 

initiative of “Building a New Socialist Countryside” that has been officially announced in 2006. 
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Social policies such as the extension of health insurance subsidies and more involvement in old 

age security programs by the government constitute an important part of this program; however 

they have been launched already at the very early years of the Hu/Wen-administration being in 

office. Other social programs, such as the extension of the minimum living guarantee for rural 

people, have only been implemented a year ahead of the second wave, namely in 2007. By 

critically commenting on four issues, we will argue that there is a great deal to expect that the 

implementation of the project was responsible for the shift in perceptions. 

 

The first point regards to what can be referred to as an evaluation of the ‘pre-test’ of our quasi-

experimental design regarding the policy evaluation effect, namely how can the situation in 2002 

be explained. Maybe 2002 was exceptional as well, explaining the lower perceptions of the rurals 

or the higher perceptions of the urbans? The previous administration of Jiang-Zhu was well 

known for its reforms of neoliberal style. Their achievements can be found in the establishment 

of a formal labor market in 1995 and the privatizations of large parts of the state owned 

enterprises. Social policies were targeted at the urban population that for the first time had to live 

with the loss of employment. The countryside on the other side was neglected and there have 

been little to no public policies that interfered in their daily lives. Consequently, we can give 

confirmation to Hypothesis 1, according to which we would be able to detect discrepancies in 

public opinion between the urban and rural areas, with people on the countryside having weaker 

eye for policy intervention in daily life. 

 

A second issue we need to critically reflect is the absence of a shift among the urban respondents 

between 2002 and 2008, i.e. the two time points of longitudinal survey. As mentioned earlier, the 

urban population has already in the previous era been a target of major social policies. The efforts 

for sustaining economic growth in the urban areas and the building of a sustainable social security 

system have gone forward. The extension of social services and social benefits has been 

constantly in the media. This can also be connected to the discussions on the China Social 

Insurance Law that was finally enacted in October 2010 and entered into force on July 1, 2011. 

While it further strengthens the role and responsibility of the government in respect of directly 

providing welfare to all its citizens, it does this not by taking from the urban citizens, but by 

providing more social policies targeted at the rural population and the final goal of overcoming 

the urban-rural division in the long run (which is also clearly stipulated in the law). 

 

A third issue, then, regards how we, in the absence of other time points are precisely able to 

parcel out precisely the effect of social policy change, and not related phenomena like other 

political developments, economic transition or cultural progress. With only two data points 

available, we are restricted to one degree of freedom, which makes it impossible to bring multiple 

explanations into consideration. Nevertheless, we can expect that these issues are interrelated: the 

program to “Building a New Socialist Countryside” does not only include social policy features 

but also policies aimed at economic progress, and is at the same time an expression of the newly, 
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in 2002/3 assigned Hu /Wen-administration. In sum, it is impossible to isolate the sole effect of 

the implementation of the new policy programs; nevertheless, as the content of “Building a New 

Socialist Countryside” is targeted exclusively on the countryside, we can nevertheless expect that 

the shift in perceptions might be a response towards the new policies. 

 

A fourth and final issue that gives us more leverage is that it is consistent with the outcome of 

previous research that has been dealing with the role and impact of initiative. Qualitative case 

studies conducted in two Chinese counties researching the impact of the project concluded that 

it’s not just a slogan, but that policies materialized in benefits and services that reach the rural 

population and lead to a change in perception (Ahlers and Schubert, 2009). Similar research in a 

rural district of Shanghai dealing with the introduction of rural pensions, have also shown, that 

the introduction of pension regimes has raised the perception of the government’s role in rural 

citizens life (Shi, 2008). In the absence of multiple time-points, triangulating our findings with 

qualitative evidence makes us confident that the narrowed gap between the rural countryside and 

urban areas in perceptions of the role of government is mainly due to a shift in policy focus, 

caused by the Hu/Wen-administration. 

 

 

6. Conclusion 

 

The aim of this paper was to fill some lacunas present in the existing research on the relation 

between public policy and public opinion. As studies that approached this question across 

advanced industrialized societies often have led to mixed results, the focus of our paper was at 

analyzing the impact of a reorientation of public policies in the PRC on individual opinions 

between 2002 and 2008. The main implication of our results is that a significant shift in the 

perceptions of the rural population in respect of how much impact government policies have on 

their daily life can be diagnosed, while there has been no significant change for the urban 

population. We explain these results by the initiative “Building a New Socialist Countryside”, 

which consists of a number of measures to improve the social and economic conditions of the 

rural population, without losing eye for the urban areas. Under previous administrations, little to 

no attention had been paid to the increasing social problems of the countryside, whereas the 

social needs of the urban residents have been covered generously. Therefore, at the example of 

the PRC, we could show that policies do affect individual perceptions.  

 

However, as an additional finding of our study was that in the period predating the reorientation, 

the perception of people of the countryside towards government intervention was quite low. An 

additional major implication of our paper relates to how public policy, i.e. the Hu/Wen-

administration, has restored public legitimacy. Essentially, it is difficult to trace what the influence 

of public opinion was in the making of “Building a New Socialist Countryside”. As we have 

learned from China experts, public opinion surveys are becoming more common as an 
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instrument to create and evaluate public policies in the PRC which includes public opinion 

surveys. It is therefore highly unlikely that the Hu/Wen-administration was not aware of major 

discrepancies in between urban and rural areas for its policies. In any way, at present perceptions 

that government influences daily life have been restored at the countryside. While these 

perceptions do not necessarily translate in political legitimacy (i.e. political trust), which provides 

room for further scrutiny, this finding is important in itself, since the analogies to previous 

dynasties that have fallen over discontent in the rural areas has kept the cadres of the CCP 

worried and China analysts speculating on the rising instability of the Chinese political system. 

 

Nevertheless, despite our interesting findings, the important implications, and our reservations 

with regard to political legitimacy, our research provides additional opportunities for future 

research in order to triangulate the outcomes of this study. First of all, next to subjective 

measurements regarding perceptions of the impact of government intervention in daily life, more 

objective indicators need to be analyzed as well, precisely to make sure that the deep social 

cleavages between the urban and rural areas that have appeared since the 1990s are reduced. 

Secondly, as we already hinted in the discussion, the implementation of the “Building a New 

Socialist Country” program was gradually implemented, and the Social Insurance Law itself was 

only introduced in 2010. Future waves of the Asian Barometer should reveal whether the shift in 

public opinion between 2002 and 2008 is persistent across that time, or whether additional 

changes in perceptions of government intervention could be diagnosed by then. 
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Appendix 

 

Part 1. Mainland Survey Sampling Information (Source: Asian Barometer, 2002) 

 

The sample represents the adult population over eighteen years of age residing in family 

households at the time of the survey, excluding those living in the Tibetan Autonomous Region. 

A stratified multistage area sampling procedure with probabilities proportional to size measures 

(PPS) was employed to select the sample. The Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) employed in the 

sample design are counties (xian) in rural area and cities (shi) for urban areas. In direct 

municipality, districts (qu) are used as PSU. Before selection, counties were stratified by region 

and geographical characteristic and cities or districts by region and size. A total of sixty-seven 

cities or districts and sixty-two counties were selected as the primary sampling units. The 

secondary sampling units (SSUs) were townships (xiang) and districts (qu) or streets (jiedao). The 

third stage of selection was geared to administrative villages in rural areas and neighborhood 

committees (juweihui) or community committee (shequweiyuanhui) in urban areas. We selected 249 

administrative villages and 247 neighborhood or community committees in the third stage of the 

sampling process. A total of 496 sampling units were selected. Household were used at the fourth 

stage of sampling. 

 

In the selection of PSUs, the National Statistic Yearbook (National Statistic Bureau 1999) was 

used as the basic source for constructing the sampling frame. The number of family households 

for each county or city was taken as the measure size (MOs) in the PPS selection process. For the 

successive stages of sampling, population data were obtained either from the All China Women 

Association (ACWA). In 2000, the organization organized a survey on women’s status in China. 

For the survey, ACWA asked local chapter of collect sample data in each province for their 

survey. We bandwagoned on the ACWA survey and contacted the ACWA to collect sampling 

data for us in their survey. For areas ACWA survey was not covered, we ask local ACWA chapter 

to collect sampling data for us. All village and neighborhood committee levels, lists of household 

registration (hukou) were obtained. The lists are used as the sampling frame for the fourth stage of 

the sampling process. 
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Part 2. Descriptives of the Used Variables 

 

Table A2.1. Descriptive Statistics for the Continuous Variables 

 Pooled Data 2002 Wave 2008 Wave 

Mean StdDev Mean StdDev Mean StdDev 

Policies influence daily life (1-4) 2.42 0.93 2.20 1.05 2.54 0.83 

Generations at home (1-4) 2.31 0.74 2.18 0.69 2.39 0.76 

Economy of country (1-5) 4.00 0.78 3.94 0.87 4.04 0.71 

Economy of family (1-5) 3.19 0.96 3.01 0.96 3.31 0.94 

Trust local institutions (1-4) 3.03 0.73 3.25 0.76 2.90 0.68 

Trust national institutions (1-4) 3.72 0.51 3.90 0.32 3.60 0.57 

Political interest (1-4) 2.28 0.86 2.33 0.90 2.25 0.83 

 

 

Table A2.2. Descriptive Statistics for the Categorical Variables 

 Pooled Data 2002 Wave 2008 Wave 

N Perc N Perc N Perc 

Geographical location: 

- Urban 

- Rural 

 

2,900 

5,378 

 

35.0 

65.0 

 

1,180 

1,999 

 

37.1 

62.9 

 

1,720 

3,379 

 

33.7 

66.3 

Gender: 

- Man 

- Woman 

 

4,195 

4,065 

 

50.8 

49.2 

 

1,616 

1,568 

 

50.8 

49.2 

 

2,579 

2,497 

 

50.8 

49.2 

Age: 

- 24 or younger 

- 25-29 

- 30-39 

- 40-49 

- 50 or older 

 

853 

706 

1,893 

2,011 

2,766 

 

10.4 

8.6 

23.0 

24.4 

33.6 

 

470 

418 

846 

821 

628 

 

14.8 

13.1 

26.6 

25.8 

19.7 

 

382 

288 

1,047 

2,138 

5,044 

 

7.5 

5.6 

20.5 

23.3 

41.9 

Education level: 

- No education 

- Primary 

- Secondary 

- Tertiary 

 

2,122 

1,580 

3,837 

466 

 

26.5 

19.7 

47.9 

5.6 

 

940 

585 

1,415 

239 

 

29.6 

18.4 

44.5 

7.5 

 

1,182 

995 

2,422 

227 

 

24.5 

20.6 

50.2 

4.7 
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Part 3. Single Waves Multiple Regression Models 

 

Table A3.1. Multiple Regression Analyses Explaining Perceptions of the Influence of 

Government Policies on Daily Life in 2002 and 2008 

 2002 Wave 2008 Wave 

Model 1: 
Structural 

Model 2:  
+ Ideational 

Model 1: 
Structural 

Model 2:  
+ Ideational 

Param T Param T Param T Param T 

Intercept 2.03*** 19.10 2.17*** 8.13 2.30*** 30.86 1.22*** 9.65 

Urban-Rural -0.32*** -6.97 -0.32*** -7.01 0.05 1.92 0.05 1.96 

Age: 

- 25-29 

- 30-39 

- 40-49 

> 50 

 

-0.14* 

-0.04 

0.04 

0.21 

 

-1.98 

-0.67 

0.56 

0.28 

 

-0.12 

-0.03 

0.02 

0.02 

 

-1.69 

-0.54 

0.29 

0.23 

 

0.02 

0.01 

0.05 

0.12* 

 

0.23 

0.12 

0.99 

2.24 

 

0.00 

-0.03 

0.01 

0.05 

 

0.06 

-0.60 

0.13 

1.07 

Women -0.11** -2.75 -0.04 -0.99 -0.03 -1.10 0.02 0.70 

Generatoins 0.08** 2.81 0.08** 2.95 0.04* 2.13 0.03 1.66 

Education: 

Primary 

Secondary 

Tertiarey 

(Ref: None) 

 

0.15* 

0.47*** 

0.54*** 

 

2.48 

8.44 

5.96 

 

0.09 

0.40*** 

0.41*** 

 

1.52 

7.02 

4.52 

 

0.06 

0.19*** 

0.41*** 

 

1.44 

5.34 

6.16 

 

0.03 

0.14*** 

0.33*** 

 

0.63 

3.75 

4.86 

Ec country   0.01 0.39   0.11*** 5.74 

Ec family   -0.02 -1.01   0.01 0.88 

Trust local   -0.13*** -4.50   -0.04 -1.83 

Trust national   -0.05 -0.77   0.11*** 3.94 

Plt interest   0.22*** 9.41   0.18*** 11.01 

R2 0.10 0.13 0.02 0.07 

Adj R2 0.09 0.13 0.01 0.06 

N 2,680 4,078 

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Entries represent the result of four separate multiple regression models 
explaining perceptions whether government policies has influenced daily life. The left Models 1 and 2 represent the 
analysis on the 2002 wave, whereas the right Models 1 and 2 represent the analysis on the 2008 wave. 
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