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Government responsiveness is often viewed as a result of political pressure from the public, but why do politicians facing

similar pressure sometimes differ in their responsiveness? This article considers the configurations of elite networks as a key

mediating factor. We argue that access to external support networks helps improve politicians’ responsiveness to ordinary

citizens by reducing their dependence on vested interests, and we test this claim using China’s land market reform as a case.

Leveraging novel city-level measures of mass grievances and political networks, we demonstrate that the intensity of land-

related grievances is on average positively associated with reform occurrence, but this association is only salient among a

subset of city leaders who enjoy informal connections to the higher-level authority. We also show that connected leaders tend

to implement policies less congruent with local bureaucratic and business interests. These findings underscore the impor-

tance of intra-elite dynamics in shaping mass-elite interactions.
Government responsiveness, defined as the ability of
government to formulate and implement policies
that are signaled as preferred by its citizens (Dahl

1973; Powell 2004; Przeworski, Stokes, and Manin 1999), is a
core feature of inclusive regimes and an essential component
of good governance (Acemoglu and Robinson 2013; United
Nations 2015). An extensive body of research in political
science has found that public policy is responsive to societal
pressures in a variety of political contexts (e.g., Cleary 2007;
Fujiwara 2015; Lax and Phillips 2009; Lorentzen 2013; Miller
2015). However, evidence also suggests that politicians do
not respond uniformly. Even in advanced democracies, where
public pressure is institutionalized in regular, competitive elec-
tions, research has shown that there exists high variability in
politicians’ policy stances that cannot be explained by their
constituencies’ preferences (Bafumi and Herron 2010; Fiorina
1974; Rogers 2017) and that some politicians are more likely
than others to deviate from their constituencies’ ideal pol-
icy positions under the influence of special interest groups
(Broockman and Skovron 2018; Domhoff 1998; Powell 2012;
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Schattschneider 1960). If anything, politicians are likely to
have even greater discretion in choosing their levels of respon-
siveness in authoritarian regimes, where institutional sanctions
for nonresponsiveness are much weaker. What explains the
variation in responsiveness across individual politicians?

In this article, we study how the configurations of elite-
level networks mediate politicians’ policy responses to public
pressures. We argue that a politician’s willingness to listen to
and act on the interests of ordinary citizens depends not only
on the level of bottom-up pressure they face but also on their
interactions with other political and economic elites. More
specifically, we argue that in a system where a small group of
vested interests enjoy disproportionate policy influence be-
cause of their leverage over politicians, access to external sup-
port networks can make politicians less dependent on these
vested interests by providing them with alternative channels
to obtain resources and pursue career ambitions. When faced
with rising public demands that are in conflict with the in-
terests of powerful stakeholders, a well-connected political
leader is usually in a better position to overcome elite opposition
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and change policies according to public interests than is some-
one with limited outside support.

We evaluate these claims in the context of land market re-
form in China. The case of China is especially interesting be-
cause it serves as a “hard case” for testing theories of respon-
siveness. As a single-party regime with no competitive elections
beyond the grassroots level, no fully independent press, and no
genuine civil society, government officials in China are not
formally accountable to ordinary citizens despite the presence
of nonelectoral channels of participation (Shi 1997; Tang 2016).
Land management, moreover, is an area especially vulnerable
to local elite capture because of the substantial economic rents
generated from land development (Mattingly 2016; Tao et al.
2010). We focus specifically on a major policy reform that
grants rural residents the right to directly lease out their col-
lectively owned land to industrial or commercial users (thereby
eliminating the local government’s role as middleman). This
reform is popular among farmers and villagers because it gives
them greater discretion over land transfer and allows them to
keep a larger share of land value appreciation. However, it is
often resisted by entrenched local bureaucratic and business
elites who have a vested interest in maintaining the govern-
ment’s monopoly over urban land supply. This article argues
that political leaders’ informal networks are an important fac-
tor for explaining why this reform takes place in some localities
but not others.

Empirically, all studies of government responsiveness have
to grapple with the challenge of measurement. Even in ad-
vanced democracies where polls are frequently conducted,
scholars sometimes still face difficulties in developing direct
measures for public opinion that correspond to specific policy
outcomes. This challenge is even greater in contemporary
China, where many additional restrictions on surveys exist. We
circumvent this problem by leveraging a novel database of
online petitions collected from China’s largest electronic peti-
tion platform. We use topic models to classify the contents of
the petitions and develop a new measure of land-related griev-
ances for every prefecture-level city in China between 2008 and
2013. In addition, we also use a newly available biographic data-
base for Chinese political elites to construct measures that cap-
ture informal ties between leading city officials and their pro-
vincial superiors based on their past promotion relations. Using
a series of hazard models, we show that the intensity of rural
land-related grievances is positively associated with a city gov-
ernment’s decision to liberalize the land market. The positive
effect of public grievances, however, is only limited to a subset
of cities whose leaders (i.e., party secretaries or mayors) enjoy
personal connections with the higher-level authority. Substan-
tively, we find that, for a one percentage point increase in griev-
ance intensity from the mean, the odds of reform occurrence
This content downloaded from 137.18
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under a connected leader will increase by about 13%; by con-
trast, the relationship between popular grievances and reform
is negative for localities governed by unconnected leaders.

We also explore the mechanisms behind connected leaders’
greater responsiveness. To do so, we construct several measures
to capture political leaders’ attitudes toward local bureaucrats
and real estate developers, and correlate them with indicators
of connections. Consistent with our theory that external net-
works enhance leadership autonomy, our results suggest that
compared to those without connections, connected leaders
are more willing to impose disciplinary sanctions on govern-
ment bureaucrats and are less enthusiastic about promoting
the growth of the real estate sector.

Our results have important implications for the study of
political institutions and policy responsiveness. A large litera-
ture has examined how formal institutions condition policy re-
sponsiveness by affecting either the intensity of societal pres-
sure or politicians’ ability to receive, assess, and respond to such
pressure. Hellman (1998) and Slantchev (2005), for example,
argue that democratic institutions can neutralize the influence
of concentrated interest groups on economic policies by giv-
ing the people electoral power to hold politicians accountable.
Canes-Wrone and Shotts (2004) develop a theory that relates
US presidents’ policy responsiveness to their reelection incen-
tives. In authoritarian regimes, Malesky and Schuler (2010)
show that in Vietnamese legislatures, both nomination pro-
cedures and professionalization influence to whom deputies
will respond as well as the quality of their responses. Limited
attention, however, has been paid to the role of informal insti-
tutions, despite the growing recognition that policy makers’
social networks and personal backgrounds matter for their
policy choices (Adolph 2013; Carpenter 2001). This article fills
this gap by presenting one of the first studies that theorizes
and systematically tests the role of informal political networks
in shaping politicians’ responsiveness.

In addition to highlighting a general mechanism that shapes
government responsiveness, this study also speaks specifically
to a rapidly growing literature on political responsiveness in
autocracies. Recent research has shown that nondemocratic
governments develop nominally democratic institutions to elicit
citizen input in policy making (Malesky and Schuler 2010; Miller
2015; Reilly 2013; Truex 2016) and respond to individual peti-
tions at comparable rates as those in democracies (Chen, Pan,
and Xu 2016; Distelhorst and Hou 2017; Meng, Pan, and Yang
2014). These findings have led many to conclude that there ex-
ists a kind of “authoritarian responsiveness” in countries like
China. Our analysis serves as a cautionary note against such
an overly optimistic interpretation: to the extent that replying
to petitions is essentially a costless effort, it cannot be taken as
indicating that officials will also be responsive to ordinary
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citizens when it comes to policy making, which often requires
significant commitment in terms of political and economic re-
sources. Instead, our findings suggest that although policy re-
sponsiveness does exist in China to some degree, it is not uni-
versal. Certain social and political conditions must be met for
nonelected officials to be willing and able to translate mass
grievances into policy changes.

Moreover, our study contributes to a deeper understand-
ing of the role of patron-client networks in political systems.
Research in comparative politics has generally held a negative
view of these informal connections, seeing them as a threat to
political accountability, administrative efficiency, and overall
government performance (Bardhan and Mookherjee 2017;
Geddes 1994; Lewis 2007). Yet this perspective is difficult to
be reconciled with the historical evidence that many regimes
were able to achieve robust performance when operating with
a largely patrimonial state apparatus (Rudolph and Rudolph
1979; Silberman 1993). More recently, an emerging body of re-
search has started to explore the possibility that patron-client
relations might have contributed to more effective governance
in political organizations by facilitating information aggregation
and by strengthening agents’ performance incentives (Dewan
and Squintani 2016; Jiang 2018). Building on this literature,
our analysis highlights another important (but somewhat un-
intended) benefit that these informal relations can offer: In po-
litical systems where the threat of local capture is prominent,
strong vertical networks with higher-level decision makers can
reduce lower-level agents’ dependence on influential local
elites, making them more willing to adopt policies that will
address issues and concerns raised by underprivileged groups.
1. In official documents, this reform is usually referred to as “the
marketization of rural collective land for construction” (农村集体建设用

地入市).

2. While this reform has multifaceted consequences, our interviews
with government officials and urban planners from seven provinces consis-
tently suggest that the main reason for local governments to adopt the re-
form was to reduce rural instability. For more fieldwork evidence on this
point, see app. G.

3. The reform was mentioned in the decision of the third plenum of
the seventeenth Central Committee. See https://goo.gl/8rffbz.
REFORM AND CAPTURE IN CHINA’S PARTIALLY
LIBERALIZED LAND MARKET
This article examines government responsiveness in the con-
text of China’s land market. After more than three decades of
economic reform, a vibrant market for land-use rights has
emerged in China. However, the reform still remains partial in
the sense that the state—especially the local state at the pre-
fecture and county levels—continues to enjoy substantial con-
trol over the allocation of land within its jurisdictions (Lin
and Ho 2005; Rithmire 2015). For any land to be used for
urban construction, local governments must first expropriate
it from the existing occupants before the land can be legally
sold to industrial or commercial users on an open market (Ho
and Lin 2003). The process of land expropriation and reloca-
tion is often fraught with contention because the compen-
sation offered to individual occupants is usually much lower
than the market value of the land (Hsing 2010). This conflict is
especially intense in rural and suburban areas, where land
This content downloaded from 137.18
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is nominally owned not by the state but by rural collectives
(Guo 2001). Studies have shown that land-related grievances
are one of the most prevalent causes of social instability in
China. According to one estimate given by the Chinese Acad-
emy of Social Sciences (2013), land taking and forced house
demolition cause about 50% of the “mass incidents” in China
today.

To deal with the threats of instability, local governments
have two broad sets of options. While the most commonly
used approach is to suppress resistance on a case-by-case ba-
sis through a combination of informal coercion and selective
buy-offs (Cai 2008; O’Brien and Deng 2017), another possible
option is to address the grievances directly by implementing
systemic policy reforms that give farmers a greater say in the
urbanization process. A prominent example of such reform
is the removal of restrictions on commercial transfer of col-
lectively owned land.1 As illustrated in figure 1, this reform
will further liberalize the land market by allowing rural col-
lectives to directly sell their land (use rights) to industrial or
commercial users without first having to surrender it to local
governments. Compared to the conventional, state-mediated
approach, direct transactions enable villagers to reap a greater
share of the land value appreciation from urbanization.2

This type of land market reform has been advocated by
many academics and policy practitioners for more than two
decades and was eventually endorsed by the central leader-
ship in 2008.3 From then until the end of 2014, local
Figure 1. Land development procedures: before and after the reform. A, Pre-

reform; B, postreform
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governments were largely given a free hand to experiment
with the reform.4

Despite widespread land disputes and a generally support-
ive attitude from the central government, however, most lo-
calities have been slow in liberalizing their local land markets.
As shown in figure 2, by the end of 2014, only about 21% of
cities (n p 61) have adopted the reform. This reluctance,
according to our fieldwork, is best explained by resistance from
two locally influential elite groups: (1) government bureaucrats
and (2) large real estate firms. Both groups have a vested
interest in maintaining steadily rising land price and a state-
dominated system of land supply. For local bureaucrats, pro-
ceeds from land lease sales are a crucial source of fiscal revenue
upon which their wages and bonuses depend, and the power
to approve land transactions is associated with numerous rent-
seeking opportunities (Cao, Feng, and Tao 2008; Zhu 2012).
To the extent that free circulation of collective land will drive
down land prices and undermine the govern ment’s status as
the monopoly supplier in the land market, local bureaucrats
naturally oppose such policy change.5

In addition to local bureaucrats, land market liberaliza-
tion also faces resistance from large local real estate firms with
substantial land reserves.6 Declining land prices will negatively
4. It is worth noting, however, that the reform was not mandatory during
this period. According to our fieldwork, despite a generally supportive attitude,
the center did not give any specific instruction on reform implementation be-
yond stating a few general principles. The absence of strong top-down pressure
for reform before 2015 was due to several reasons, including a lack of consensus
among policy makers as to which direction the reform should take, as well as the
fact that the central party leadership was preoccupied with other more signifi-
cant political tasks, such as managing a once-in-a-decade leadership transition
and later on a major anticorruption campaign. This changed in 2015, when the
central government decided to accelerate the reform through top-down legis-
lation. In Feburary 2015, 33 counties were designated to be part of a centrally

directed experiment, and local experiments outside the 33 counties were sub-
sequently suspended to avoid contradictions with the central initiative (for more
details on the 33 counties, see https://goo.gl/xSibuu). Comparing this list of
designated counties with our own coding of reform occurrence, we find that
they overlap in only five cities. We are able to confirm that in all five cases, our
coding was based on policy documents issued prior to the beginning of the
central experiment. Later, we also show that ourfindings are robust to excluding
observations associated with these designated localities (table A.6) or using only
observations before 2012 (table A.7).

5. For instance, one land management official made the following remarks
when asked about the reform: “If we cannot expropriate land and sell it to raise
money, we won’t even be able to pay for civil servants’ salaries, let alone fund
urbanization . . . this policy [collective land transfer] will just drain up our fiscal
resources . . . (and) we have absolutely no interest in supporting it” (personal
interview, GZ20161210).

6. Existing research has found collusion between major business interests
and Chinese local governments in a number of policy areas. Lorentzen, Landry,
and Yasuda (2013), e.g., show that local governments are less willing to adopt
open information reform for environmental governance in localities dominated
by large local industrial firms. Jia and Nie (2017), moreover, show that collusion
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affect these firms in at least two ways. First, they reduce the
entry barrier for smaller developers and increase the level of
competition in the local market. Second, lower prices also re-
duce the value of these firms’ existing land holdings, which are
often used as collateral to acquire bank loans. The depreciation
in collateral value means a higher cost of financing, and this can
be especially painful to real estate firms because they are often
highly leveraged. As a result, firms with large amount of local
land reserves also do not welcome land market liberalization.7

While the elite groups that opposed the liberalization
reform are typically small in size compared to the potential
beneficiaries, they nonetheless enjoy much stronger de facto
policy influence than ordinary farmers because of their
proximity to and leverage over key local decision makers
(i.e., the heads of the party and the government). Govern-
ment bureaucrats, to begin with, are ones who run the local
administrative machines on a daily basis. They play an in-
dispensable role in helping politicians implement policies
and govern the local population, but this role also gives them
the power to obstruct or even sabotage their political leaders’
Figure 2. Land market liberalization in China (as of December 2014)
between government regulators and private coal mines were a major cause of
excessive coal-mine deaths during a period of decentralization.

7. For developers without substantial local land reserves, their attitude to-
ward the reform is mixed. Although the nominal cost of land purchase will be
lower as supply increases, the reform may create additional costs by requiring
developers to negotiate directly with village collectives, which typically consist of
hundreds of households. According to several real estate firm managers that we
interviewed, local governments are seen as more reliable partners than village
collectives, in part because the latter sometimes do not honor contracts after a
new leadership is elected (personal interview, GD20160310). The liberalization
policy thus should not be seen as a result of active lobbying by smaller or outside
real estate firms. In app. H.10, we provide more systematic evidence against the
lobbying hypothesis.
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agenda if they feel that their interests are threatened by
leaders’ policies (Shirk 1993). Large real estate firms, more-
over, often act as important collaborators of local govern-
ments, providing various forms of financial and service sup-
port when needed; they are also sometimes a source of private
benefits to local leaders and their inner circles (Sun, Zhu, and
Wu 2014; Zhu 2012). To the extent that these elite groups’ as-
sistance and contributions can have close bearings on local
leaders’ career success and personal well-being, it is unsurpris-
ing that their preference for preserving the status quo ended
up as the preferred policy position of most local governments.

ELITE NETWORKS AND GOVERNMENT
RESPONSIVENESS
In an environment with widespread elite capture, why did
some leaders still choose to respond to rural residents’ griev-
ances and adopt systemic reforms that may hurt powerful
vested interests? Existing scholarship has offered several pos-
sible explanations. One argument suggests that local leaders’
responsiveness is shaped by institutional characteristics (e.g.,
Besley and Burgess 2002; Maestas 2000; Schattschneider 1960;
Tsebelis 2002). However, this argument has limited applica-
bility to China as its formal political institutions exhibit little
variation across subnational units. Another prominent argu-
ment suggests that responsiveness is related to the amount of
public pressure coming from societal actors. In the case of
China, it has been shown that certain petition tactics, such as
making broad public appeals or drawing attention from higher-
level leaders, can sometimes make the government more re-
sponsive (Cai 2010; Chen 2009; Chen et al. 2016; Heurlin 2016).
While bottom-up pressure is certainly important, this expla-
nation also falls short in our particular case for two reasons.
First, rural land disputes are indeed quite common in China.
They are present in almost every city that is going through
rapid urbanization, but only a fraction of cities have chosen
to liberalize local land markets. Second, as discussed above,
aside from making policy concessions, local leaders can also
resort to other options to deal with contentious villagers, such
as informal coercion or selective buy-offs. Although these al-
ternative strategies do not resolve the fundamental cause of
popular grievances, they are still useful for temporarily curb-
ing social unrest and can be especially attractive to politicians
who are unwilling to undertake systemic reforms that could
hurt the interests of their core elite constituencies.

We argue that a critical condition for genuine policy re-
sponsiveness to arise is that politicians have access to external
support networks that reduce their dependence on pro–status
quo vested interests. External support networks can come in
a variety of forms. In candidate-centered political systems, in-
dividual politicians may be able to seek assistance from their
This content downloaded from 137.18
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms 
professional, alumni, or even family networks (Dal Bó, Dal
Bó, and Snyder 2009). In systems with strong political par-
ties, they can also take the form of personal connections with
influential figures within a party (Ike 1972). These networks
provide alternative means by which politicians can obtain re-
sources and pursue career ambitions. When this alternative
basis of support is available, politicians may see less need to
commit themselves fully to the policy position of their inter-
est group supporters, especially when that position is causing
rising discontent in other, wider constituencies. In some cases,
external networks will also give politicians identities distinct
from those of the special interests, and the absence of a com-
mon identity can further increase the difficulty of sustaining
a durable and mutually trustful relationship between the two
parties.

In the context of this particular study, the external networks
that we focus on are patron-client relations between higher-
and lower-level government officials. These informal relations
are part and parcel of Chinese politics, permeating all layers
of the political system (Dittmer 1995; Nathan 1973). They are
characterized by a long-term, reciprocal exchange of instru-
mental benefits between two actors of unequal status (Scott
1972). While most of the existing studies on patron-client ties
tend to associate them with negative consequences such as in-
efficiency or corruption, we argue that informal connections
to higher-level patrons can sometimes help politicians better
resist elite capture at the local level. To begin with, these con-
nections can directly strengthen politicians’ bargaining power
vis-á-vis local elites by helping them obtain important pro-
ductive resources and political support elsewhere. Studies have
shown that connected leaders are usually favored in the dis-
tribution of government-controlled resources such as fiscal
transfers, bank loans, and policy quotas (Jiang and Zhang 2015;
Shih 2004). Access to resources from above provides politi-
cians with important substitutes for local contributions, en-
abling them to pursue policy agendas that are not in line with
the preferences of local vested interests. Patrons’ political sup-
port, moreover, helps politicians assert their authority more
effectively over local subordinates. When local elites are show-
ing signs of disobedience, for example, instead of trying to co-
opt them through policy concessions, a connected leader can
choose to “play tough” with the unruly elites without having
to worry much about the potential backlash.

In addition to direct support, connections also indirectly
enhance local leaders’ autonomy by giving them a more cred-
ible ambition to move upward.8 When a local leader expects
9.177.191 on January 03, 2020 16:59:58 PM
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to be soon promoted to somewhere else, he or she usually has
little incentive to invest heavily in a reciprocal relationship
with local elites. In some cases, having connections can also
increase the salience of social stability issues to local officials.
Recent studies have shown that, instead of providing uncon-
ditional favors, connections only help an official’s promotion
when he or she is able to meet certain essential performance
targets (Jia, Kudamatsu, and Seim 2015; Li and Gore 2018).
Social stability, in particular, is a critical performance target
for local leaders (Wang and Minzner 2015). Eruption of large-
scale protests is considered to be a major policy failure and
can sometimes singlehandedly ruin a promotion case. As likely
candidates for promotion, connected leaders can be especially
sensitive to the potential damages that social instability could
do to their future careers. From their perspective, therefore,
systemic land market reform may be a more attractive option
to deal with aggrieved farmers than ad hoc suppression, be-
cause it offers a more permanent and reliable solution to rural
instability. Figure 3 provides a visual summary of our argument.

A PAIRED CASE STUDY
Before proceeding to a more systematic analysis of the pat-
tern of land market liberalization in China, we first illustrate
the preceding arguments using a paired case study of two cit-
ies: Kunming and Guiyang. Both are major cities located in
southwest China. As shown in table 1, they have comparable
levels of economic development, urbanization, and fiscal struc-
ture, and both witnessed major spikes in land-related petitions in
their recent histories (Kunming in 2009 and Guiyang in 2011).
The key difference between the two cases, however, lies in
the political leadership. The party secretary who governed
Kunming in 2009 was Qiu He, a politician who enjoyed strong
connections with not only his provincial party boss but also
This content downloaded from 137.18
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key figures in the national leadership.9 Qiu’s higher-level
connections allowed him to pursue a governing strategy that
kept him distant from his local subordinates. This posture is
best exemplified by the following statement that Qiu made on
the first meeting that he had with Kunming officials, “As a
stranger to Kunming, I am not a friend or relative to any of
you. Never having worked here before, I have no hatred or
resentment against any of you. Being here all by myself, I will
not be held back by anyone or anything, and will do my work
without fear or favor.”10 During his time in Kunming, Qiu
took a number of draconian measures to cut administrative
slack and to put performance pressure on government staff. For
instance, he ordered all the leading officials in the city govern-
ment to publish their off-duty contact information in the local
newspaper so that citizens could call them directly to report
issues. He also required government staff to be on active duty
during weekends to meet a packed work schedule (Qianjiang
Evening News 2011). Anecdotes also suggest that Qiu had little
regard for local real estate developers but was instead keen to
bring in larger developers from the outside (Beijing News
2015).

Qiu’s detachment from the local interests was well re-
flected in his policy decisions. When the city’s urban redevel-
opment started to meet growing social unrest in 2009, he
responded promptly by experimenting with a series of new
measures that would give villagers more bargaining power
Figure 3. An illustration of the theory. A, Local elite capture; B, responsiveness to ordinary citizens
9.177.191 on January 03, 2020 16:59:58 PM
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over government bureaus and developers in the land devel-
opment process. These measures culminated in a formal pol-
icy change that legalized commercial transactions of collec-
tive land in 2011.

By contrast, Li Jun, the party secretary of Guiyang in 2011,
had much weaker connections than Qiu despite having the
same formal rank. Li served as a personal aide to a Politburo
Standing Committee member in the late 1990s, but his patron
retired before he assumed the position in Guiyang. Without
strong backing from above, Li had to pursue a less confron-
tational governing strategy by working closely with local
elites. Unlike Qiu, he not only refrained from applying tough
discipline on bureaucratic subordinates but also gave civil
servants’ multiple raises during his tenure (Guiyang Yearbook
Editorial Board 2009, 2012b). He also maintained a cozy re-
lationship with several large local real estate firms. Under his
leadership, Guiyang went through a similar phase of rapid
urban redevelopment, building a dozen mega real estate proj-
ects. Most of these projects, however, were built by local firms
that were receiving generous subsidies from the city govern-
ment.11 As a result, although the city also witnessed several
widely reported land conflicts in 2011, they were not followed
by more liberal policy changes as in the case of Kunming. The
restrictions on commercial exchange of collective land remain
in place today.

To summarize, the paired case study illustrates how in-
formal connections with higher-level patrons help to insulate
political leaders from the influence of local vested interests—
a crucial precondition for responsiveness. A single compari-
son, of course, does not offer the most conclusive evidence for
11. Personal interviews, 2016. Also see Guiyang Yearbook Editorial
Board (2012a) for examples.
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this argument, as there may exist many alternative theories to
explain the divergent outcomes between the two cases. In the
following pages, we present a more rigorous test of our theory
using systematic data from all prefecture-level cities in China.

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSES
Dependent variable: Policy on land
market liberalization
The key outcome variable of interest is whether a city has is-
sued a formal policy document that allowed the sale of col-
lectively owned land for construction (CLC) on the primary
land market.12 We collected information about CLC reforms
by first applying for open information from the mayor’s of-
fice or land bureau of all city governments on their websites.
For those localities that did not respond to our requests, we
also conducted keyword searches about this policy on gov-
ernment websites and PKU law (www.pkulaw.cn), a major
online database on laws and regulations in China. We code
our dependent variable as a dummy that takes the value of 1
if the CLC reform was introduced to a city in a given year and
0 otherwise. By design, reform can only occur once in each
city; once the reform occurs, we drop that city’s observations
for subsequent years.

One potential caveat to our measure is that it focuses on
formal policy changes but not the actual outcome of policy
implementation. Ideally, we would like to have more direct in-
formation on policy outcomes, such as the number of, or total
areas involved in, CLC transactions. However, since such data
are not publicly accessible, formal policy change is the best
available measure we can find for land market liberalization.
To the extent that it often takes systematic government efforts
to produce these guiding policy documents, it can be seen as
a costly (therefore largely sincere) signal about the local gov-
ernment’s intention to respond to citizen demands. Even when
the implementation is not fully satisfactory, the very pres-
ence of formal provisions can give activists and protesters an
important lever to justify their demands and put pressure on
the government (Distelhorst 2017).

Independent variables
Measuring intensity of land-related grievances. A crucial
task in our empirical analysis is to develop a measure of the
intensity of land-related grievances. To do so, we leverage a
unique data source—online petitions. In the absence of elec-
tions and strong representative institutions, the Chinese state
has long relied on a system of petitions to collect information
Table 1. Paired Comparison: Kunming versus Guiyang
Variables\City

Kunming

(2009)

Guiyang
(2011)
Annual GDP per capita in USD
 4,270
 4,686

Ratio of built-up area to

total urban area
 .069
 .067

Ratio of own-source revenue

to GDP
 .111
 .135

Total no. of land petitions in

the past year
 3
 4

Total no. of land petitions in

the current year
 10
 9

Connected city leader
 Yes
 No

Land market liberalization
 Yes
 No
12. The official documents can take several forms, such as “administra-
tive measures” (管理办法), “detailed rules for implementation” (实施细则),
or “opinion for implementation” (实施意见).
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16. Our conversations with staff in the LLMB also suggest that its
censorship focuses typically on politically charged complaints but not on
complaints about personal matters or local policy issues.

17. The LLMB even has an in-house reporting team that constantly
tries to pick newsworthy materials from petitions and conducts its own
investigations.
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about public grievances (Shi 1997). With the rapid expansion
of internet access in the last decade, governments at various
levels have made concerted efforts to develop new, web-based
interfaces to engage with citizens, and, as a result, a substan-
tial share of the petition activities now happen in the cyber-
sphere. According to a recent estimate by the National Bureau
of Petition, online petitioning is now the most commonly used
mode of petition for Chinese citizens, surpassing more tra-
ditional means such as letters and personal visits.13 Local au-
thorities have also created specialized agencies to closely mon-
itor online grievances and regularly report important issues
to higher-level decision makers (Jiang, Meng, and Zhang 2019).

In this article, we focus specifically on petitions filed on the
Local Leader Message Board (LLMB, liuyan.people.com.cn),
a nationwide petition platform launched by China’s central
media. The LLMB allows citizens to send complaints to local
government officials (i.e., the heads of the party and govern-
ment) in all subnational units at or above the county level via
a virtual “message box.” Since its launch in 2008, the platform
has received hundreds of thousands of petitions each year from
all over the country, making it the most heavily used online
petition facility in China.14 In an earlier project, Jiang et al.
(2019) have scraped the entire body of petitions from the web-
site and then used topic models to classify the petitions into
30 distinct topics (see app. D; apps. A–H are available online
for the detailed procedures). The topics cover a wide range of
personal and community issues, such as unemployment, edu-
cation, public safety, transportation, wage disputes, property
management, and land acquisition. For our analysis below,
we focus on the topic of land disputes. Words that have the
highest correlation with this topic include 村委会 (village
committee), 村干部 (village cadre), 宅基地 (rural residential
land),补偿款 (compensation),集体土地 (collective land), and
失地农民 (farmers who lost land), all of which are highly per-
tinent to the issue of land disputes. Between 2008 and 2013,
each city government received an average of 200 petitions per
year,15 of which 10 were about land-taking issues. The standard
deviation of land petitions is greater than the mean (16.1), sug-
13. See “Online Petitions Are Becoming the Main Method of Petition,”
https://goo.gl/7ftqA1.

14. Aside from LLMB, many local governments have also created their
own websites to receive petitions, but the local websites do not have a stan-
dardized format and the petition information there is often not as accessible
as the central platform. In a different study, we compare the volume of peti-
tions at LLMB with that from a random sample of local petition facilities and
find a very strong positive correlation. Results are available upon request.

15. This includes (1) petitions filed to the supervising provincial gov-
ernment regarding a city-level issue, (2) petitions filed directly to the city gov-
ernment, and (3) petitions filed to a county-level government within the city.
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gesting that there are quite substantial subnational variations
on this issue.

A natural concern with using online content from China’s
internet, of course, is the issue of government censorship. It
is well known that the Chinese government often engages in
systematic manipulation of content on social media sites in
order to prevent collective actions or to sway public opinion
(King, Pan, and Roberts 2013, 2017). While this concern is
certainly legitimate, it is less worrisome in our case because the
issue in which we are interested (i.e., disputes about land taking)
is largely local and nonpolitical in nature.16 More importantly,
even if local governments do have the incentive to influence
what is being posted in their “message boxes,” manipulation
can be rather difficult because the platform is run by a central
agency, which typically has little interest in helping local au-
thorities cover up their wrongdoings.17

Do online petitions provide an accurate measure of vari-
ation in grievances against land-taking across localities? We
provide evidence from several validation tests in appendix E.
One potential objection, for example, is that since rural res-
idents may be less likely than others to access and use online
platforms, our measure could simply be reflecting epiphenom-
enal variations in the levels of economic development or
grievances against house-demolishing activities in urban areas.
To address this concern, we examine the correlation between
our measure and several key socioeconomic variables, includ-
ing GDP per capita and the size of the rural sector (as mea-
sured by both population and area). Reassuringly, we find that
our measure is indeed strongly and positively correlated with
the size of the rural sector but has no relationship with either
the size of the urban sector or GDP per capita (table A.2; ta-
bles A.1–A.16 are available online).18
18. More generally speaking, there is a good deal of evidence to sug-
gest that, instead of creating a phenomenon of “digital divide” common in
many developing countries (Norris 2001), the expansion of the internet in
China did not leave behind the countryside. Since the early 2000s, the gov-
ernment and state-owned companies have made substantial investments in
perfecting internet infrastructure in rural areas. In 2009, internet access was
already available to over 90% of administrative villages (see https://goo.gl
/CBTGrs). The recent advancement in 3G and 4G technologies has further
expanded internet usage in rural areas by offering a much cheaper and more
convenient mode of access. Rural residents have been found to be highly ac-
tive users in the realm of online commerce and entertainment (China Tech
Insights 2017; Pan 2016). In terms of online petitions specifically, Jiang et al.
(2019) show that rural users produced about 30%–40% of petitions on the
LLMB.
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Additionally, we also benchmark our measure against data
on land-related protests, which are more extreme expressions
of similar grievances. We construct two protest measures,
one from the Collective Incidents Dataset (CID) collected by
the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences and the other from
Peking University’s 2009 Chinese Citizenship Awareness Sur-
vey (CCAS). Correlating them with the petition variable, we
find that the volume of land petitions is positively associated
with both protest measures (fig. A.6; figs. A.1–A.6 are avail-
able online). These results give us greater confidence in the
validity of our measure.
19. We scraped all the land lease announcements published on the
website in December 2015. The best data are available for the period after
2007 when electronic markers for transactions were adopted nationwide.
Between 2007 and 2014, the website recorded a total of 1,392,024 primary-
market transactions (i.e., from governments to developers), of which
Measuring city leaders’ informal connections. We follow
procedures developed by Jiang (2018) to measure informal
connections at the subnational level. This measure identifies
patron-client relations by linking lower-level officials with the
provincial leaders who were in power when those officials
were first promoted to key city leadership positions. More for-
mally, this measure defines a city leader C as a client of the
provincial secretary P, the de facto leader of a province, if and
only if the following condition is met:

Definition 1. C was first promoted to a city leader-
ship position (as city party secretary or mayor) from
within the province when P was serving as the provin-
cial secretary or the governor of that province.

The rationale behind using such a measure is that, because
city leadership posts are highly valuable in the Chinese con-
text, they often first go to those who have close personal ties
to senior provincial leaders. Interviews with government in-
siders also suggest that political promotions are widely used
by officials themselves to infer the identity of others’ patrons
when they do not have immediate access to more proprietary
information. Empirically, this measure has been shown to be
closely associated with important political outcomes, such as
promotion and anticorruption investigations (Jiang 2016; Keller
2016). As a robustness check, we also conduct estimations using
several alternative measures of connections, and the main re-
sults are substantively unchanged (see table A.5).
43,423 involve real estate companies.
20. Specifically, the index is calculated by H po s2

i , where si denotes
the share of land area bought by real estate firm i as a fraction of all real
estate companies’ purchases in a given city-year spell. Because different prov-
inces may have distinct socioeconomic characteristics and policy environ-
ments that could affect the development of the real estate sector, we subtract
the provincial averages from the city-level concentration index to account for
heterogeneity across provinces.

21. This is done by summing up the number of employees for organi-
zations whose industry code starts with 93 (party organization) or 94 (gov-
ernment agencies).
Other variables
Power concentration in the real estate sector. To mea-
sure the influence of real estate firms, we construct a variable
of market power concentration among local real estate firms
using primary market land transaction records from Land
China (www.landchina.com), an online land transaction mon-
itoring system maintained by the Ministry of Land and Re-
This content downloaded from 137.18
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sources.19 Local governments are required by law to report in-
formation on each land transaction taking place within their
jurisdictions, including the identity and sector of the buyer,
the size of land, the amount of payment, the transaction dates,
and so on. Because a real estate company’s power is closely
related to the amount of land it can acquire from the primary
market, we calculate a Herfindahl-Hirschman index for local
land purchase as a measure of power distribution within the
real estate sector.20 Our expectation is that the real estate sec-
tor as a whole will enjoy greater policy influence in localities
where a few large companies dominate the primary land mar-
ket. This implies a negative relationship between the Herfindahl
index and the likelihood of reform.

Revenue imperatives of local bureaucracy. We include in
the regression two variables that measure the intensity of
influence from revenue-dependent local bureaucrats. The
first is Dependence on Own-Sourced Revenue, measured by
the log ratio of government expenditure to its own-sourced
revenue. Because revenue from land sales is a major source of
fiscal revenue for local governments, we expect that bureaucrats
in localities that rely more heavily on their own-sourced reve-
nue (as opposed to transfer from above) would make greater
efforts to lobby against land market liberalization, which will
above all undermine the local government’s privileged status
as sole supplier of land in a locality. Second, we also construct
a variable of Log Number of Government Employees based on
China’s 2008 economic census.21 Local bureau chiefs are likely
to have greater bargaining power vis-á-vis their political princi-
pals when their departments employ a larger share of the local
population. A measure of nongovernment employment is also
included to control for the total size of the local employment.

Additional controls. We include controls for the size of the
local economy (Log GDP) and population (Log Population).
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Economic development can affect not only how citizens en-
gage with their governments but also governments’ prefer-
ences for land policies. In more economically developed areas,
for example, local governments may be more willing to allow
the entry of CLC to the market because of a higher demand
for land to be used in construction. We also control for the
level of urbanization (% of Urban Area) because the amount
of available space for construction may be an important factor
in local leaders’ calculation of whether they should allow mar-
ket entry of CLC. Finally, individual characteristics of local
leaders may also matter for their reform propensity. For ex-
ample, officials who are going to retire soon may not be will-
ing to pursue risky reforms like land market liberalization. In
a more extensive specification, we control for a full set of key
demographic and career attributes for political leaders, includ-
ing their age, gender, education, tenure length, and time spent
working in the locality.22

Estimation framework
Given the nature of the event we are interested in, the haz-
ard model is the most appropriate technique for analyzing the
data. Our main estimation framework is a Cox proportional
hazard model with the following specification:

hreform
i (t) p h0(t)expðaLand Petition Sharei; t21

1 gConnected Leaderi; t21

1 dLand Petition Sharei; t21

#Connected Leaderi; t21 1 XbiÞ;

where hi(t) is the hazard function of reform occurrence for
city i at the time t. Land Petition Share is the variable indi-
cating the share of land-related petitions as a percentage of
total petitions,23 and Connected Leader is a dummy variable
indicating whether the city secretary or the mayor has infor-
mal connection with the provincial party secretary. The key co-
efficient interest here is d, which measures the relative respon-
siveness of connected leaders compared to unconnected ones.
Based on our prior discussion, we expect this coefficient to be
positive and statistically significant. The term X is a vector of
covariates. Because different provinces may experience idio-
syncratic political and economic shocks that could affect the
reform propensity of subordinate cities, later we also esti-
mate a stratified Cox model that includes province-specific
22. These controls are for both the city secretary and the mayor.
23. To facilitate the interpretation of the main variables when interaction

is present, we de-meaned the petition share variable by subtracting the av-
erage share of land petition in that year from the original variable. All our
results remain unchanged when we use the original variable.
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hazard rates. The sample period spans between 2008 and
2013, which best matches with the availability of the key
covariates discussed above.

RESULTS
Table 2 displays the main results. As a test of some basic as-
sumptions that we have about the CLC reform, we first run a
regression with only the socioeconomic variables and report
the results in column 1. Consistent with our prior discussion
about the reform’s main opponents, we see that the likelihood
of the reform is negatively associated with both the number of
government employees in a city and the level of concentra-
tion in the local real estate sector. Relatedly, local govern-
ments’ dependence on own-source revenue is also negatively
associated with reform occurrence, although the standard er-
ror is too large for us to assert statistical significance. These
patterns provide empirical support for our claim that local bu-
reaucratic and real estate elites were the main sources of re-
sistance to the reform.

In model 2, we add two petition variables—the total num-
ber of petitions and the number of land-related petitions—and
the connection variable. The result shows that holding constant
the overall volume of petitions, the number of land-related
petitions is positively associated with the reform. This asso-
ciation, however, is somewhat weak. It is also worth noting that
the coefficient estimate for the connection indicator is weakly
negative, suggesting that political connections themselves do
not make a local leader more likely to adopt liberalizing re-
forms if public pressure is absent.

In model 3, we replace the variable for the total number
of land-related petitions with a measure for the share of land-
related petitions (as percentage of total petitions), and add
the interaction between connection and land petition share.
Model 4 introduces a more flexible specification with province-
specific stratification, essentially allowing the baseline hazard of
reform to vary arbitrarily across provinces. Model 5 further
includes a number of additional controls on city leaders’ per-
sonal characteristics. Throughout models 3 and 5, we see that
the coefficient estimate for the interaction term is consistently
positive and statistically significant, indicating that land pe-
titions are more likely to lead to land policy changes in local-
ities governed by connected city leaders. More interestingly, we
note that the effect of land petitions on policy change is
positive only for connected leaders, but negative for uncon-
nected ones. For a one percentage point increase in the share
of land petitions, the odds of land market reform in cities with
connected leaders increase by about 13% (exp(0:3120:18) 2 1,
p ! :01), whereas those in unconnected cities decrease by
about 16% (exp(20:18) 2 1, p p :03). Since high levels of land
grievances typically happen in cities with entrenched land-based
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interests, it is not surprising that unconnected politicians in these
localities are among the least likely to adopt liberalizing reforms.
Our results suggest that support from external networks makes
the greatest difference precisely in these highly captured localities.

ROBUSTNESS CHECKS AND ALTERNATIVE
EXPLANATIONS
We conduct a series of additional analyses to ensure the ro-
bustness of our findings. The details of the analyses are re-
ported in appendix H. To briefly summarize, we find that our
This content downloaded from 137.18
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results are robust to different ways of coding the dependent
or the independent variables (tables A.3–A.5), and hold across
various subsample analyses that exclude observations from
certain special periods or localities (tables A.6, A.7).

We also consider several important alternative explanations.
First, since connected leaders are often younger and have less
local work experience than their unconnected colleagues, one
may be concerned that the observed effect of connection is in
fact driven by these systematic differences. To address this con-
cern, we include in our regressions interaction terms between
Table 2. Main Results
Dependent Variable: Permitting Transfer of Collective Land
(1)
 (2)
9.177.191 on Januar
and Conditions (http
(3)
y 03, 2020 16:59:58 
://www.journals.uch
(4)
PM
icago.edu/t-and-c).
(5)
Log GDP
 .4546
 .4030
 .3689
 1.4379
 1.5207

(.5809)
 (.5769)
 (.5702)
 (.9036)
 (.9613)
Log population
 .8448
 .8458
 .9190
 .4159
 .4845

(.6242)
 (.6268)
 (.6112)
 (.9000)
 (.9085)
Dependence on own-sourced revenue
 2.2305
 2.2057
 2.1107
 2.7604
 2.7545

(.5788)
 (.5959)
 (.6243)
 (.8661)
 (.8182)
% of urban area
 6.0539**
 6.6985**
 5.5734**
 1.5826
 .7427

(2.7774)
 (2.7677)
 (2.8047)
 (4.1114)
 (4.0622)
Log no. of government employees (2008)
 21.3952***
 21.4208***
 21.3395**
 21.9774**
 22.3157**

(.5326)
 (.5403)
 (.5316)
 (.9640)
 (1.0643)
Log no. of nongovernment employees (2008)
 .4641
 .4349
 .4684
 .4809
 .5125

(.5956)
 (.5996)
 (.6226)
 (.9089)
 (1.0132)
Real estate market concentration
 25.0888***
 25.1521***
 24.6880***
 28.2125*
 28.6633*

(1.8593)
 (1.8576)
 (1.7855)
 (4.9873)
 (4.7263)
Log real estate investment
 .0526
 .0424
 2.0549
 2.0758
 2.0620

(.4375)
 (.4362)
 (.4603)
 (.3659)
 (.3987)
Total petitions
 2.0009
 .0001
 2.0003
 2.0001

(.0009)
 (.0005)
 (.0008)
 (.0008)
Land petition
 .0484

(.0308)
% of land petition (de-meaned)
 2.1489*
 2.1938**
 2.1837*

(.0791)
 (.0908)
 (.0943)
% of land petition # connected city leader
 .2208**
 .3147***
 .3061***

(.0907)
 (.0904)
 (.0946)
Connected city leader
 2.4040
 2.3247
 2.2736
 2.3140

(.3361)
 (.3741)
 (.4899)
 (.4966)
Strata: province
 ✓
 ✓

Leadership covariates
 ✓

Pseudo R2
 .06
 .07
 .08
 .18
 .22

No. of cities
 257
 257
 256
 256
 256

Observations
 1,432
 1,432
 1,430
 1,430
 1,430
Note. The model reports the coefficients from Cox proportional hazard regressions with province-specific hazard. Leadership covariates include the fol-
lowing variables for both the party secretary and the mayor: Age, Gender, Education, Tenure.
* p ! .1 (two-tailed test).
** p ! .05 (two-tailed test).
*** p ! .01 (two-tailed test).



24. As a robustness check, we also conduct an analysis using the pro-
portion of a topic on bureaucratic disciplinary in Local Government Work
Report as an alternative measure of local leaders’ emphasis on discipline mat-
ters and find largely consistent result (table A.15).

25. One potential concern is that the result might be affected by the
recent anticorruption campaign under the Xi Jinping administration. We
show in table A.16 that our results are robust to excluding observations under
the Xi administration.
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land petition share and some key leader attributes that may
be correlated with the connection status. Our main finding,
however, does not change much with the inclusion of these
additional interactions (table A.8).

Relatedly, one may be concerned that our finding is driven
by the interaction between political connection and certain
preexisting socioeconomic trends that are correlated with land
petitions. The level and speed of urbanization, for example, may
simultaneously affect public grievances about land expropria-
tion and propel the government to adopt reforms that expand
land supply. To address this issue, we run additional regres-
sions that control for interactions between political connection
and socioeconomic variables such as rural population share,
investment in the real estate sector, and ratio of land lease sales
to local fiscal revenue. Again, we find that including these po-
tential confounders caused little change to our estimate of the
key interaction term (table A.9).

Because patron-client ties sometimes function as an impor-
tant mobilization mechanism within the Chinese government
(Dittmer 1995), another important alternative story is that con-
nected leaders adopted this reform because they were follow-
ing orders from their higher-level patrons. While this story
is certainly plausible, our interviews with government officials
suggest that land market liberalization was actually not an issue
of high priority for the higher-level administrators during the
period we analyze. It is thus unlikely that provincial secretaries
would actively mobilize their followers to carry out the reform.
To test this possibility more rigorously, we create two variables
to capture provincial leaders’ attitudes toward this policy. The
first is a binary indicator for whether a provincial government
has issued any guiding policy documents in the past to support
land market liberalization, and the second measures the per-
centage of neighboring cities in a province that have adopted
similar reforms by a given year (presumably also under the
instruction of the provincial government). Table A.10 presents
results from regressions that include interactions between these
variables and the connection indicator. The coefficient esti-
mates for the two interactions are both small and statistically
insignificant, suggesting that higher-level preferences are not
the most important consideration in city leaders’ decisions to
initiate reform.

Finally, we consider the possibility that our finding is driven
by unequal distribution of land-related grievances between con-
nected and unconnected leaders. It is plausible that although
connected and unconnected officials have the same level of
responsiveness, connected officials may appear to be more re-
sponsive because they are systematically assigned to places with
more widespread land-related grievances. To test this, we re-
gress our measure of land petition intensity on the connection
indicators, along with a set of other control variables. We find
This content downloaded from 137.18
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no evidence that connected city leaders are facing systemat-
ically higher levels of land disputes than unconnected ones
(table A.11).

EVIDENCE ON MECHANISM
The preceding analysis has shown that city leaders who enjoy
informal connections with higher-level patrons are consider-
ably more responsive to public grievances than those who do
not. In this section, we provide some evidence on the posited
mechanism—that is, connection with higher-level patrons makes
city leaders more independent from the interests of local elites.

We draw on several additional data sources to construct
measures of city leaders’ attitudes toward local bureaucratic
and real estate interests. To capture city leaders’ relationship
with local bureaucrats, we use the number of corruption and
malfeasance prosecutions of government employees, a figure
reported annually in city yearbooks.24 Our expectation is that
more independent leaders will carry out more prosecutions
because they are less concerned about offending the interests
of their subordinates. For leaders’ relationship with real estate
interests, we use the annual changes in the share of real estate
in total fixed asset investment. The idea here is that leaders
who have a close relationship with the real estate sector will be
more willing to promote its growth, leading to a larger share
of the real estate sector in the economy. We also interact the
connection indicator with the market concentration measure
to see how the effect of connection varies in localities with dif-
ferent market structures.

Table 3 displays results from the mechanism analysis: col-
umn 1 provides evidence on connected leaders’ relative de-
tachment from local bureaucrats: the coefficient estimate sug-
gests that compared to their unconnected peers, connected
leaders tend to prosecute more government employees when
they are in charge.25 Columns 2 and 3 illustrate connected lead-
ers’ independence from real estate interests. Column 2 shows
that, compared to localities governed by unconnected lead-
ers, annual growth in the real estate sector is about 0.65 per-
centage points lower under connected leaders. Column 3 fur-
ther shows that while market concentration in general tends
to increase real estate investment, the positive effect disap-
pears in localities governed by connected leaders (as evidence
by the negative sign on the interaction). Taken together, these
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patterns are consistent with our claim that patron-client con-
nections with senior officials make city leaders less attentive to
the interests of local elites.

CONCLUSION
A key lesson from this study is that government responsive-
ness is shaped not only by the relationship between the masses
and the elites but also by interactions among the elites. Con-
figurations of elite networks can shape political leaders’ rela-
tive dependence on certain privileged sectors or interest groups,
which in turn affects their willingness and ability to implement
policy changes according to broader public interests. Using the
liberalization of the land market in China as a case, we demon-
strate that the emergence of local initiatives to reform a state-
dominated land market depends not only on a loud voice of
discontent from below but also on the presence of well-
connected political leaders who are not afraid of acting against
the vested interests of local bureaucratic and business elites.
Responsive reforms, in other words, only take place in local-
ities where elite interactions provide conducive conditions for
responsiveness to arise.

While our analysis focuses on a single episode in contem-
porary China, the mechanism of responsiveness we document
here is generalizable to many different contexts. To begin with,
This content downloaded from 137.18
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this specific reform dynamic can find parallels in other cases
from China’s recent history. During the late 1970s, for exam-
ple, agricultural decollectivization was pioneered in provinces
where the local population suffered the greatest from the Great
Leap Famine and the incumbent leaders had strong personal
ties to the paramount leader Deng Xiaoping (e.g., Zhao Ziyang
in Sichuan and Wan Li in Anhui) (Fewsmith 2000; Shirk 1993;
Yang 1996). Tsai and Dean (2014) also find a similar pattern
emerging from the democratic governance reform under the
Hu Jintao administration: politicians who encouraged exper-
imentation of new modes of democratic participation at the
grassroots level were mostly ones who were well connected and
serving in provinces with rising popular unrest.

Beyond China, one prominent example of external net-
works enhancing policy makers’ responsiveness can be found
in the early life of Franklin D. Roosevelt. As a member of a
wealthy, aristocratic family that could independently provide
him with ample political and financial resources, the young
Roosevelt was among the first few politicians of his generation
to heed demands from civic reform groups and take measures
against powerful local political machines such as Tammany
Hall (Mitgang 2003). Similarly, according to the developmen-
tal state literature, in countries like Japan and South Korea,
alumni networks formed in elite universities were instrumental
Table 3. Evidence on Mechanism
Prosecutions of
Government Employees

(Corruption 1 Malfeasance)
9.177.191 on Janua
and Conditions (htt
D Share of Real
Estate Investment
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(1)
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(2)
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OLS
(3)
Connected city leader
 .0492**
 2.6525**
 2.6242**

(.0192)
 (.2787)
 (.2708)
Real estate market concentration
 1.2991
 4.2700*

(1.3313)
 (2.5748)
Connected city leader #

real estate market concentration
 24.6017*

(2.7836)
Year and city fixed effects
 ✓
 ✓
 ✓

No. of cities
 247
 282
 282

Observations
 1,545
 1,688
 1,688
Note. Model 1 reports the coefficient from a negative binomial count model, and models 2 and 3 report co-
efficients from fixed-effect models. The following variables are included in the regressions but not shown in the
interest of space: Log Fiscal Expenditure, Log Fiscal Revenue, Log GDP, Log Population, Secretary’s Age, Mayor’s
Age, Secretary’s Gender, Mayor’s Gender, Secretary’s Education, Mayor’s Education, and province-specific trends.
Standard errors clustered at the city level are reported in parentheses.
* p ! .1 (two-tailed test).
** p ! .05 (two-tailed test).
*** p ! .01 (two-tailed test).
M
icago.edu/t-and-c).
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in maintaining a strong, internally cohesive economic bu-
reaucracy that could work closely with multiple business sec-
tors without being completely captured by their interests
(Evans1995;Johnson 1982). These examples suggest that the
responsiveness-enhancing effect of informal networks that we
document in this study may be present in both democracies
and nondemocracies.

We do recognize, however, that certain conditions must be
met for our theory to hold. Most crucially, the posited mech-
anism requires some degree of neutrality on the part of the
high-level patron. Informal networks are unlikely to induce re-
sponsiveness if the patron has an incentive to collude with local
interests. This implies that our theory may work better in set-
tings where elite capture is a localized phenomenon. Moreover,
for this theory to hold in other nondemocratic systems, there
must also be some constraints on political leaders’ ability to
use repression. Otherwise, even a well-connected politician
may find it more expedient to suppress discontent through
coercive means, rather than to respond with policy concessions.

These caveats aside, the basic message from this study is
simple: politicians in real life have to balance multiple interests
from different, sometimes competing, constituencies; their re-
sponsiveness, therefore, must be understood in the context of
the broad social relations in which they are embedded.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The online petition data used in this project are based on ear-
lier collaborative work with Tianguang Meng and Qing Zhang.
For valuable comments, we thank Meina Cai, Wilfred Chow,
Devesh Kapur, Lei Guang, Yue Hou, Dongya Huang, Haifeng
Huang, Sarah Hummel, Rudral Sil, Rogers Smith, Thomas
Talhelm, Mark Templeton, Yuhua Wang, Jackson Woods, Dali
Yang, Wei You, Jiangnan Zhu, and seminar participants at
Sun Yat-Sen University, University of Hong Kong, University
of Pennsylvania. Earlier versions of this article was presented
at the Fudan-UC Young Scholar Conference at UC San Diego
and the International Symposium on Governance at Shandong
University (Qingdao).
REFERENCES
Acemoglu, Daron, and James A. Robinson. 2013. Why Nations Fail: The

Origins of Power, Prosperity, and Poverty. London: Crown Business.
Adolph, Christopher. 2013. Bankers, Bureaucrats, and Central Bank Pol-

itics: The Myth of Neutrality. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Bafumi, Joseph, and Michael C. Herron. 2010. “Leapfrog Representation and

Extremism: A Study of American Voters and Their Members in Congress.”
American Political Science Review 104 (3): 519–42.

Bardhan, Pranab, and Dilip Mookherjee. 2017. “Clientelistic Politics and
Economic Development: An Overview.” Working paper, University of
California, Berkeley.
This content downloaded from 137.18
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms 
Beijing News. 2015. “Qiu He Baifo Juan Gongde, Kaifashang Tigong Meiyuan”
[Qiu he made contributions to Buddha with money from developers].
http://www.bjnews.com.cn/inside/2015/03/27/358024.html.

Besley, Timothy, and Robin Burgess. 2002. “The Political Economy of Gov-
ernment Responsiveness: Theory and Evidence from India.” Quarterly
Journal of Economics 117 (4): 1415–51.

Broockman, David E., and Christopher Skovron. 2018. “Bias in Perceptions
of Public Opinion among Political Elites.” FirstView, American Political
Science Review 112 (3): 542–63.

Cai, Yongshun. 2008. “Local Governments and the Suppression of Popular
Resistance in China.” China Quarterly 193:24–42.

Cai, Yongshun. 2010. Collective Resistance in China: Why Popular Protests
Succeed or Fail. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Canes-Wrone, Brandice, and Kenneth W. Shotts. 2004. “The Conditional
Nature of Presidential Responsiveness to Public Opinion.” American
Journal of Political Science 48 (4): 690–706.

Cao, Guangzhong, Changchun Feng, and Ran Tao. 2008. “Local ‘Land Fi-
nance’ in China’s Urban Expansion: Challenges and Solutions.” China
and World Economy 16 (2): 19–30.

Carpenter, Daniel P. 2001. The Forging of Bureaucratic Autonomy: Repu-
tations, Networks, and Policy Innovation in Executive Agencies, 1862–1928.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Chen, Jidong, Jennifer Pan, and Yiqing Xu. 2016. “Sources of Authoritarian
Responsiveness: A Field Experiment in China.” American Journal of Po-
litical Science 60 (2): 383–400.

Chen, Xi. 2009. “Power of Troublemaking: Chinese Petitioners’ Tactics and
Their Efficacy.” Comparative Politics 41 (4): 451–71.

China Tech Insights. 2017. “Behind the Success of Kuaishou, the Biggest

Social Video Sharing App in China.” https://goo.gl/rs2FzY.
Chinese Academy of Social Sciences. 2013. Blue Book of China’s Society 2013.

[In Chinese.] Beijing: Shehui Kexue Wenxian Chubanshe.
Cleary, Matthew R. 2007. “Electoral Competition, Participation, and Gov-

ernment Responsiveness in Mexico.” American Journal of Political Sci-
ence 51 (2): 283–99.

Dahl, Robert Alan. 1973. Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition. New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press.

Dal Bó, Ernesto, Pedro Dal Bó, and Jason Snyder. 2009. “Political Dynasties.”
Review of Economic Studies 76 (1): 115–42.

Dewan, Torun, and Francesco Squintani. 2016. “In Defense of Factions.”
American Journal of Political Science 60 (4): 860–81.

Distelhorst, Greg. 2017. “The Power of Empty Promises.” Comparative Po-
litical Studies 50 (4): 464–98.

Distelhorst, Greg, and Yue Hou. 2017. “Constituency Service under Non-
democratic Rule: Evidence from China.” Journal of Politics 79 (3): 1024–40.

Dittmer, Lowell. 1995. “Chinese Informal Politics.” The China Journal,
no. 34, 1–34.

Domhoff, G. William. 1998. Who Rules America? Power and Politics in the
Year 2000. Mountain View, CA: Mayfield.

Evans, Peter B. 1995. Embedded Autonomy: States and Industrial Trans-
formation. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Fewsmith, Joseph. 2000. “Formal Structures, Informal Politics, and Political
Change in China.” Chap. 6 in L. Dittmer, H. Fukui, and P. N. S. Lee, eds.,
Informal Politics in East Asia. New York: Cambridge University Press,
141–64.

Fiorina, Morris P. 1974. Representatives, Roll Calls, and Constituencies.
Lexington, MA: Lexington.

Fujiwara, Thomas. 2015. “Voting Technology, Political Responsiveness, and
Infant Health: Evidence from Brazil.” Econometrica 83 (2): 423–64.

Geddes, Barbara. 1994. Politician’s Dilemma: Building State Capacity in Latin
America. Berkeley: University of California Press.
9.177.191 on January 03, 2020 16:59:58 PM
and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055418000011&citationId=p_29
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&system=10.2307%2F2950131&citationId=p_45
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055418000011&citationId=p_29
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0305741008000027&citationId=p_30
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1515%2F9781400821723&citationId=p_47
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-5907.2007.00251.x&citationId=p_39
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1515%2F9781400821723&citationId=p_47
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-5907.2007.00251.x&citationId=p_39
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.0092-5853.2004.00096.x&citationId=p_32
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.0092-5853.2004.00096.x&citationId=p_32
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FCBO9780511629495.008&citationId=p_48
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-937X.2008.00519.x&citationId=p_41
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1749-124X.2008.00104.x&citationId=p_33
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055410000316&citationId=p_25
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1749-124X.2008.00104.x&citationId=p_33
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.3982%2FECTA11520&citationId=p_50
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fajps.12226&citationId=p_42
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1177%2F0010414015617960&citationId=p_43
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fajps.12207&citationId=p_35
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1177%2F0010414015617960&citationId=p_43
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fajps.12207&citationId=p_35
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&system=10.1086%2F690948&citationId=p_44
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.5129%2F001041509X12911362972557&citationId=p_36
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1162%2F003355302320935061&citationId=p_28
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1162%2F003355302320935061&citationId=p_28


Volume 82 Number 1 January 2020 / 27
Guiyang Yearbook Editorial Board. 2009. “Renshi Guanli” [Personnel man-
agement]. In Guiyang Yearbook (2009), 113–15.

Guiyang Yearbook Editorial Board. 2012a. “Da Shi Ji” [Big events]. In Gui-
yang Yearbook (2012), 589–604.

Guiyang Yearbook Editorial Board. 2012b. “Renshi Guanli” [Personnel
management]. In Guiyang Yearbook 2012, 135–137.

Guo, Xiaolin. 2001. “Land Expropriation and Rural Conflicts in China.”
China Quarterly 166:422–39.

Hellman, Joel S. 1998. “Winners Take All: The Politics of Partial Reform in
Postcommunist Transitions.” World Politics 50 (2): 203–34.

Heurlin, Christopher. 2016. Responsive Authoritarianism in China. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Ho, Samuel P. S., and George C. S. Lin. 2003. “Emerging Land Markets in
Rural and Urban China: Policies and Practices.” China Quarterly 175:681–
707.

Hsing, You-tien. 2010. The Great Urban Transformation: Politics of Land
and Property in China. New York: Oxford University Press.

Ike, Nobutaka. 1972. Japanese Politics: Patron-Client Democracy. New York:
Knopf.

Jia, Ruixue, Masayuki Kudamatsu, and David Seim. 2015. “Political Selec-
tion in China: The Complementary Roles of Connections and Perfor-
mance.” Journal of the European Economic Association 13 (4): 631–68.

Jia, Ruixue, and Huihua Nie. 2017. “Decentralization, Collusion, and Coal
Mine Deaths.” Review of Economics and Statistics 99 (1): 105–18.

Jiang, Junyan. 2016. “Fragmented Unity: Patronage Politics and Authori-
tarian Resilience in China.” PhD thesis, University of Chicago.

Jiang, Junyan. 2018. “Making Bureaucracy Work: Patronage Networks, Per-
formance Incentives, and Economic Development in China.” American

Journal of Political Science 62 (4): 982–99.
Jiang, Junyan, Tianguang Meng, and Qing Zhang. 2019. “From Internet to

Social Safety Net: The Policy Consequences of Online Participation in
China.” Governance 32 (3): 531–46.

Jiang, Junyan, and Muyang Zhang. 2015. “Friends with Benefits: Patronage
Politics and Distributive Strategies in China.” Paper presented at the an-
nual meeting of the American Political Science Association 2015, San
Francisco. https://ssrn.com/abstractp2625883.

Johnson, Chalmers. 1982. Miti and the Japanese Miracle: The Growth
of Industrial Policy: 1925–1975. Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press.

Keller, Franziska Barbara. 2016. “Moving beyond Factions: Using Social
Network Analysis to Uncover Patronage Networks among Chinese Elites.”
Special issue, Journal of East Asian Studies 16 (1): 17–41.

King, Gary, Jennifer Pan, and Margaret E. Roberts. 2013. “How Censorship
in China Allows Government Criticism but Silences Collective Expres-
sion.” American Political Science Review 107 (2): 326–43.

King, Gary, Jennifer Pan, and Margaret E. Roberts. 2017. “How the Chi-
nese Government Fabricates Social Media Posts for Strategic Distrac-
tion, Not Engaged Argument.” American Political Science Review 111 (3):
484–501.

Lax, Jeffrey R., and Justin H. Phillips. 2009. “Gay Rights in the States: Public
Opinion and Policy Responsiveness.” American Political Science Review
103 (3): 367–86.

Lewis, David E. 2007. “Testing Pendleton’s Premise: Do Political Appointees
Make Worse Bureaucrats?” Journal of Politics 69 (4): 1073–88.

Li, Hui, and Lance L. P. Gore. 2018. “Merit-Based Patronage: Career In-
centives of Local Leading Cadres in China.” Journal of Contemporary
China 27 (109): 85–102.

Lin, George C. S., and Samuel P. S. Ho. 2005. “The State, Land System, and
Land Development Processes in Contemporary China.” Annals of the
Association of American Geographers 95 (2): 411–36.
This content downloaded from 137.18
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms 
Lorentzen, Peter L. 2013. “Regularizing Rioting: Permitting Public Protest
in an Authoritarian Regime.” Quarterly Journal of Political Science 8 (2):
127–58.

Lorentzen, Peter L., Pierre Landry, and John Yasuda. 2013. “Undermining
Authoritarian Innovation: The Power of China’s Industrial Giants.” Jour-
nal of Politics 76 (1): 182–94.

Maestas, Cherie. 2000. “Professional Legislatures and Ambitious Politicians:
Policy Responsiveness of State Institutions.” Legislative Studies Quarterly
25 (4): 663–90.

Malesky, Edmund, and Paul Schuler. 2010. “Nodding or Needling: Analyz-
ing Delegate Responsiveness in an Authoritarian Parliament.” American
Political Science Review 104 (3): 482–502.

Mattingly, Daniel C. 2016. “Elite Capture.” World Politics 68 (3): 383–
412.

Meng, Tianguang, Jennifer Pan, and Ping Yang. 2014. “Conditional Recep-
tivity to Citizen Participation: Evidence from a Survey Experiment in
China.” Comparative Political Studies 50 (4): 399–433.

Miller, Michael K. 2015. “Elections, Information, and Policy Responsive-
ness in Autocratic Regimes.” Comparative Political Studies 48 (6): 691–
727.

Mitgang, Herbert. 2003. Once Upon a Time in New York: Jimmy Walker,
Franklin Roosevelt, and the Last Great Battle of the Jazz Age. New York:
Cooper Square Press.

Nathan, Andrew J. 1973. “A Factionalism Model for CCP Politics.” China
Quarterly 53:34–66.

Norris, Pippa. 2001. Digital Divide: Civic Engagement, Information Pov-
erty, and the Internet Worldwide. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

O’Brien, Kevin J., and Yanhua Deng. 2017. “Preventing Protest One Person
at a Time: Psychological Coercion and Relational Repression in China.”
China Review 17 (2): 179–201.

Pan, Shan-Ling. 2016. “Welcome to My Taobao Village: How Rural E-
Commerce Growth Is Helping to Empower Isolated Communities.” South
China Morning Post. https://goo.gl/ cDgQ3u.

Powell, G. Bingham. 2004. “The Chain of Responsiveness.” Journal of De-
mocracy 15 (4): 91–105.

Powell, Lynda W. 2012. The Influence of Campaign Contributions in State
Legislatures: The Effects of Institutions and Politics. Ann Arbor: Univer-
sity of Michigan Press.

Przeworski, Adam, Susan C. Stokes, and Bernard Manin. 1999. Democracy,
Accountability, and Representation. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Qianjiang Evening News. 2011. “Tiewan Qiu He, Weizheng Youdao” [Iron-
wristed Qiu He is good at governing]. https://goo.gl/qjRwAC.

Reilly, James. 2013. Strong Society, Smart State: The Rise of Public Opinion
in China’s Japan Policy. New York: Columbia University Press.

Rithmire, Meg E. 2015. Land Bargains and Chinese Capitalism: The Pol-
itics of Property Rights under Reform. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Rogers, Steven. 2017. “Electoral Accountability for State Legislative Roll
Calls and Ideological Representation.” American Political Science Review
111 (3): 555–71.

Rudolph, Lloyd I., and Susanne Hoeber Rudolph. 1979. “Authority and
Power in Bureaucratic and Patrimonial Administration: A Revisionist
Interpretation of Weber on Bureaucracy.” World Politics 31 (2): 195–
227.

Schattschneider, Elmer E. 1960. The Semi-Sovereign People: A Realist’s View
of Democracy in America. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston.

Scott, James C. 1972. “Patron-Client Politics and Political Change in South-
east Asia.” American Political Science Review 66 (1): 91–113.
9.177.191 on January 03, 2020 16:59:58 PM
and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FCBO9781139164887&citationId=p_84
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&system=10.1017%2FS0022381613001114&citationId=p_76
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2Fjea.2015.3&citationId=p_68
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FCBO9781139164887&citationId=p_84
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&system=10.1017%2FS0022381613001114&citationId=p_76
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fjeea.12124&citationId=p_61
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055417000156&citationId=p_93
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.2307%2F440439&citationId=p_77
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055413000014&citationId=p_69
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055417000144&citationId=p_70
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1162%2FREST_a_00563&citationId=p_62
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.2307%2F2009942&citationId=p_94
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055410000250&citationId=p_78
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055410000250&citationId=p_78
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0009443901000201&citationId=p_55
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0003055409990050&citationId=p_71
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1353%2Fjod.2004.0070&citationId=p_87
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0043887116000083&citationId=p_79
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1353%2Fjod.2004.0070&citationId=p_87
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1177%2F0010414014556212&citationId=p_80
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&system=10.1111%2Fj.1468-2508.2007.00608.x&citationId=p_72
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fajps.12394&citationId=p_64
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0043887100008091&citationId=p_56
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fajps.12394&citationId=p_64
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.2307%2F1959280&citationId=p_96
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1177%2F0010414014555443&citationId=p_81
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1080%2F10670564.2017.1363021&citationId=p_73
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fgove.12391&citationId=p_65
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1080%2F10670564.2017.1363021&citationId=p_73
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-8306.2005.00467.x&citationId=p_74
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0305741003000407&citationId=p_58
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-8306.2005.00467.x&citationId=p_74
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0305741000500022&citationId=p_83
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1561%2F100.00012051&citationId=p_75
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0305741000500022&citationId=p_83


28 / Countering Capture Junyan Jiang and Yu Zeng
Shi, Tianjian. 1997. Political Participation in Beijing. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Shih, Victor. 2004. “Factions Matter: Personal Networks and the Distribu-
tion of Bank Loans in China.” Journal of Contemporary China 13 (38):
3–19.

Shirk, Susan L. 1993. The Political Logic of Economic Reform in China.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Silberman, Bernard S. 1993. Cages of Reason: The Rise of the Rational State in
France, Japan, the United States, and Great Britain. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

Slantchev, Branislav L. 2005. “The Political Economy of Simultaneous
Transitions: An Empirical Test of Two Models.” Political Research
Quarterly 58 (2): 279–94.

Sun, Xin, Jiangnan Zhu, and Yiping Wu. 2014. “Organizational Clientelism:
An Analysis of Private Entrepreneurs in Chinese Local Legislatures.”
Journal of East Asia Studies 14 (1): 1–29.

Tang, Wenfang. 2016. Populist Authoritarianism: Chinese Political Culture
and Regime Sustainability. New York: Oxford University Press.

Tao, Ran, Fubing Su, Mingxing Liu, and Guangzhong Cao. 2010. “Land
Leasing and Local Public Finance in China’s Regional Development:
Evidence from Prefecture-Level Cities.” Urban Studies 47 (10): 2217–36.
This content downloaded from 137.18
All use subject to University of Chicago Press Terms 
Truex, Rory. 2016. Making Autocracy Work. New York: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Tsai, Wen-Hsuan, and Nicola Dean. 2014. “Experimentation under Hier-
archy in Local Conditions: Cases of Political Reform in Guangdong and
Sichuan, China.” China Quarterly 218:339–58.

Tsebelis, George. 2002. Veto Players: How Political Institutions Work. Prince-
ton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

United Nations. 2015. “Responsive and Accountable Public Governance:
2015 World Public Sector Report.” Department of Economic and Social
Affairs, United Nations, New York. https://goo.gl/2hqdaZ.

Wang, Yuhua, and Carl Minzner. 2015. “The Rise of the Chinese Security
State.” China Quarterly 222:339–59.

Yang, Dali L. 1996. Calamity and Reform in China: State, Rural Society,
and Institutional Change since the Great Leap Famine. Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press.

Zhang, Liuchang. 2015. “Qiu He Shifa Su Yun Dachai Dajian, Bai Enpei
Ceng Zhichi Qiren Shengwei Shuji” [Qiu He got into trouble due to ag-
gressive urban development, Bai Enpei supported his bid for provincial sec-
retary].China Business Network. http://m.yicai.com/news/4586245.html.

Zhu, Jiangnan. 2012. “The Shadow of the Skyscrapers: Real Estate Corrup-
tion in China.” Journal of Contemporary China 21 (74): 243–60.
9.177.191 on January 03, 2020 16:59:58 PM
and Conditions (http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/t-and-c).

https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1093%2Facprof%3Aoso%2F9780190205782.001.0001&citationId=p_103
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1093%2Facprof%3Aoso%2F9780190205782.001.0001&citationId=p_103
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1177%2F0042098009357961&citationId=p_104
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1080%2F10670564.2012.635929&citationId=p_113
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0305741014000630&citationId=p_106
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1515%2F9781400831456&citationId=p_107
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1177%2F106591290505800208&citationId=p_101
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1177%2F106591290505800208&citationId=p_101
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1080%2F1067056032000151319&citationId=p_98
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS0305741015000430&citationId=p_110
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/action/showLinks?doi=10.1086%2F705595&crossref=10.1017%2FS1598240800009565&citationId=p_102

