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Sample Weighting Procedures: 

As the following tables reflect, the survey samples have an urban bias, resulting in respondents with higher age ranges and, in some cases, higher income levels than the corresponding regional averages.  In the analysis stage, the results were weighted to compensate relative population size, urban bias, age, and income.  
Table S1: Example of Population Weighting
Proportion of City population/Proportion of Sampled City Population

	
	City Population

（million）
	Percentage of Total Sample
	Proportion of Sampled Population in each City（%）
	Weight

	Beijing
	7.441
	21.36
	14.10
	1.51

	Shanghai
	9.838
	28.24
	14.80
	1.91

	Guangzhou
	4.155
	11.93
	13.62
	0.88

	Wuhan
	4.489
	12.89
	13.40
	0.96

	Chengdu
	2.341
	6.72
	14.75
	0.46

	Shenyang
	3.981
	11.43
	14.58
	0.78

	Xi’
	2.589
	7.43
	14.75
	0.50

	Total
	34.834
	100
	100
	


Table S2: Example of Urban Weighting
Proportion of City/Town/Village populations (national)/Proportion of Sample City/Town/Village populations

	
	National Population（%）
	Sample (%)
	Final Weight

	Cities
	23.55
	47.03
	0.5008

	Towns
	13.37
	29.16
	0.4585

	Villages
	63.08
	23.82
	2.6487

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	


Table S3: Example of Age Weighting
	Stratified Comparison of Sample Ages and                                  National Average 

	

	 
	
	
	
	 

	 
	Age Group
	Sample
	China
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	 
	16-19
	5.14%
	10.54%
	 

	 
	20-24
	11.32%
	12.02%
	 

	 
	25-29
	12.10%
	11.53%
	 

	 
	30-34
	12.86%
	14.54%
	 

	 
	35-39
	12.55%
	14.51%
	 

	 
	40-44
	11.97%
	10.91%
	 

	 
	45-49
	13.36%
	10.19%
	 

	 
	50-54
	10.79%
	9.30%
	 

	 
	55-60
	9.91%
	6.47%
	 

	NOTE: Age group 16-19 for real values "China" was calculated by taking 0.75 of the population percent value reported for 15-19 year olds. 

	

	

	China - Source: US Census Bureau March 2004 (data is year 2000)
	 

	
	 


Table S4: Example of Income Weighting
	Stratified Comparison of Sample Median Income Levels and National Average

	

	Place
	Sample
	2002 Average
	Fit

	Beijing
	12-24,000
	13251.84
	

	Shanghai
	12-24,000
	14395.8
	

	Guangzhou
	12-24,000
	11960.88
	

	Wuhan
	6-12000
	7142.16
	

	Chengdu
	6-12000
	6988.56
	

	Shenyang
	6-12000
	6941.4
	

	Xian
	6-12000
	6747
	

	Zhejiang Shaoxing Zhuji County
	12-24000
	12682.44
	

	Fujian Fuzhou Changle County
	12-24000
	9861.48
	over

	Liaoning Jinzhou Beining County
	6000 and under
	6941.4
	under

	Hebei Shijiazhuang Xinji County
	6-12000
	7015.2
	

	Hunan Yueyang Linxiang County
	6-12000
	7371.84
	

	Sichuan Chengdu Pengzhou County
	6-12000
	6988.56
	

	Shaanxi Xianyang Xingping County
	6-12000
	6747
	

	Zhejiang - Feng Qiao Village
	5001-8000
	4940.36
	

	Fujian - Chang Xian Village
	4001-5000
	3538.83
	over

	Liaoning - Zhong An Village
	1001-2000
	2751.34
	under

	Hebei - Xinji Village
	3001-4000
	2685.16
	over

	Hunan - Zhan Qiao Village
	3001-4000
	2397.92
	over

	Sichuan - Li An Village
	1001-2000
	2107.64
	under

	Shaanxi - Pan Village
	1001-2000
	1596.25
	

	Hubei - Feng Shuling Village
	3001-4000
	2444.06
	over

	China Village Averages - Source: China Statistical Yearbooks 2003-2016, Per Capita Annual Net Income of Rural Households

	China City and Township Averages - Source: China Statistical Yearbooks 2003-2016, Per Capita Annual Income of Urban Residents


Macro-Scale Economic Variables:

The addition of the macro-scale economic variables was done using data from annual Chinese statistical yearbooks (the specific variables include population, GDP per capita, area of paved roads per capita, the ratio of urban to rural disposable incomes, and the combined percentage of local government budget spent on healthcare, welfare and education).  Annual yearbooks were used to obtain city-level data for each of the corresponding survey waves between 2003 and 2016, with yearbook data lagging the survey data by one year (survey data from 2003 was matched with yearbook data from 2002, and so on). This was done because each round of surveys was taken at a different point in the calendar year, so yearbook data from the most recent full calendar year (the previous one) would provide the most consistent results. 

The specific yearbook data itself was obtained from a variety of sources, including China Data Online, local government statistical bureau websites, and personal contacts in Beijing. 
Mean Government Satisfaction Rates (2003-2016):

The tables below show mean satisfaction rates over time for all four levels of government in both urban and rural areas. Although mean satisfaction increases virtually across the board between 2003 and 206, Table S5 depicts the difference in satisfaction increases between high and low-income populations, while Table S6 depicts the difference in satisfaction increases between the core and periphery regions.
Table S5: Mean Government Satisfaction Rates over Time (High vs. Low Income)
	Urban Areas

	Central
	Provincial
	County
	Town

	Year
	High 
	Low
	Year
	High 
	Low
	Year
	High 
	Low
	Year
	High 
	Low

	2003
	3.066
	3.014
	2003
	2.851
	2.788
	2003
	2.633
	2.511
	2003
	2.514
	2.446

	2004
	3.036
	2.97
	2004
	2.908
	2.851
	2004
	2.809
	2.659
	2004
	2.74
	2.591

	2005
	3.044
	3.047
	2005
	2.961
	2.939
	2005
	2.821
	2.772
	2005
	2.768
	2.696

	2007
	3.122
	3.223
	2007
	3.03
	3.058
	2007
	2.909
	2.824
	2007
	2.767
	2.709

	2009
	3.291
	3.331
	2009
	3.129
	3.151
	2009
	2.92
	2.858
	2009
	2.796
	2.761

	2011
	3.167
	3.209
	2011
	3.041
	3.06
	2011
	2.826
	2.763
	2011
	2.724
	2.654

	2015
	3.357
	3.334
	2015
	3.157
	3.106
	2015
	2.802
	2.796
	2015
	2.635
	2.659

	2016
	3.3
	3.261
	2016
	3.136
	3.073
	2016
	2.874
	2.89
	2016
	2.874
	2.89

	Rural Areas

	Central
	Provincial
	County
	Town

	Year
	High 
	Low
	Year
	High 
	Low
	Year
	High 
	Low
	Year
	High 
	Low

	2003
	3.171
	3.269
	2003
	2.915
	2.931
	2003
	2.575
	2.505
	2003
	2.369
	2.208

	2004
	3.185
	3.188
	2004
	3.029
	3.038
	2004
	2.747
	2.685
	2004
	2.537
	2.482

	2005
	3.094
	3.2
	2005
	3.021
	3.06
	2005
	2.726
	2.79
	2005
	2.451
	2.628

	2007
	3.38
	3.424
	2007
	3.244
	3.274
	2007
	2.958
	2.914
	2007
	2.64
	2.649

	2009
	3.458
	3.503
	2009
	3.227
	3.294
	2009
	2.808
	2.889
	2009
	2.526
	2.527

	2011
	3.317
	3.442
	2011
	3.079
	3.317
	2011
	2.812
	2.949
	2011
	2.598
	2.794

	2015
	3.305
	3.337
	2015
	2.887
	2.843
	2015
	2.377
	2.452
	2015
	2.328
	2.346

	2016
	3.265
	3.304
	2016
	3.203
	3.211
	2016
	2.963
	3.035
	2016
	2.789
	2.972


Source: Authors’ survey data
Table S6: Mean Government Satisfaction Rates over Time (Core vs. Periphery)
	Urban Areas

	Central
	Provincial
	County
	Town

	Year
	Core
	Periph
	Year
	Core
	Periph
	Year
	Core
	Periph
	Year
	Core
	Periph

	2003
	3.034
	3.047
	2003
	2.928
	2.759
	2003
	2.754
	2.468
	2003
	2.637
	2.38

	2004
	3
	3.019
	2004
	2.92
	2.871
	2004
	2.832
	2.716
	2004
	2.799
	2.622

	2005
	3.058
	3.035
	2005
	2.985
	2.919
	2005
	2.876
	2.729
	2005
	2.826
	2.651

	2007
	3.076
	3.241
	2007
	3.006
	3.068
	2007
	2.902
	2.834
	2007
	2,745
	2.725

	2009
	3.241
	3.345
	2009
	3.04
	3.21
	2009
	2.871
	2.901
	2009
	2.757
	2.79

	2011
	3.088
	3.252
	2011
	2.95
	3.114
	2011
	2.827
	2.774
	2011
	2.769
	2.64

	2015
	3.47
	3.272
	2015
	3.157
	3.12
	2015
	2.836
	2.779
	2015
	2.597
	2.679

	2016
	3.269
	3.288
	2016
	3.114
	3.1
	2016
	2.918
	2.86
	2016
	2.752
	2.811

	Rural Areas

	Central
	Provincial
	County
	Town

	Year
	Core
	Periph
	Year
	Core
	Periph
	Year
	Core
	Periph
	Year
	Core
	Periph

	2003
	3.189
	3.256
	2003
	3.004
	2.9
	2003
	2.721
	2.456
	2003
	2.527
	2.158

	2004
	3.199
	3.19
	2004
	3.122
	3.017
	2004
	2.97
	2.637
	2004
	2.746
	2.435

	2005
	3.144
	3.17
	2005
	3.085
	3.027
	2005
	2.846
	2.729
	2005
	2.581
	2.548

	2007
	3.268
	3.463
	2007
	3.11
	3.32
	2007
	2.884
	2.95
	2007
	2.734
	2.593

	2009
	3.468
	3.487
	2009
	3.126
	3.314
	2009
	2.958
	2.813
	2009
	2.707
	2.458

	2011
	3.289
	3.414
	2011
	3.064
	3.243
	2011
	2.904
	2.875
	2011
	2.771
	2.682

	2015
	3.366
	3.301
	2015
	2.977
	2.821
	2015
	2.412
	2.417
	2015
	2.088
	2.439

	2016
	3.188
	3.325
	2016
	3.11
	3.248
	2016
	2.954
	3.016
	2016
	2.72
	2.942


Source: Authors’ survey data

� Statistics taken from non-rural data in the 2002-2015 Annual Statistics of Cities in China.


� Calculated based on the Fifth National Population Census, 2000.





