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Abstract

This paper examines the effect of political movement on trust formation, in
the context of China’s Cultural Revolution (1966-76), an influential political up-
heaval that involved widespread conflict and incentivized non-cooperative behavior.
Combining both county-level variation in revolutionary intensity and cohort-level
variation in trust formation ages, we construct individual exposure to the revolu-
tion using a difference-in-differences strategy. Our findings indicate that individuals
in counties with higher revolutionary intensity and of trust formation cohorts re-
port significantly lower levels of trust more than three decades later. This effect
is more pronounced for those more likely to have been targeted during the revolu-
tion (the bad class origins) as well as those with greater exposure to its early years
(1966-71). The results are robust after accounting for the dynamic effects of pre-
revolution socio-economic characteristics, an extensive set of region-specific cohort

trends, placebo tests, and potential reporting bias.
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1 Introduction

Trust plays a crucial role in promoting economic development (Arrow, 1974; Knack and
Keefer, 1997; Tabellini, 2010), government efficiency (Putnam, 2000; Aghion et al., 2010),
international trade (Greif, 1993; Guiso et al., 2009), financial development (Guiso et al.,
2004), and individual well-being (Helliwell and Putnam, 2004), by reducing transaction

1 Given the importance of trust in economic pros-

costs and enhancing social cohesion.
perity and social well-being, understanding the origins of trust and its formation process
calls for scholarly attention.

This paper studies the effect of political movements on trust formation, in the context
of an influential socio-political movement in 20** century China - the Cultural Revolution
(1966-1976), which involved widespread conflict, political campaigning, and extensive vic-
timization (MacFarquhar and Schoenhals, 2006; MacFarquhar and Fairbank, 1991; Mac-
Farquhar, 1974). Recognizing its legacies, the revolution was later officially regarded as a

1.2 The key linkage between the revolution and trust

period of “severe disaster and turmoi
is that it incentivized non-cooperative behavior at the grass-root level, through factional
struggles, collective conflicts, and targeted political campaigns. While the guideline of
the revolution emphasized class struggle and preserving ideological purity, their definition
was often vague and arbitrary, leading people to signal their political loyalty through the
identifying and targeting of “class enemies” and “counter-revolutionaries” from within their
own communities.> As such, it provides us with a powerful lens to study how political
conflict can affect social trust decades later.

To examine this linkage empirically, we combine newly-digitized county-level data on
revolutionary intensity and nationally-representative individual-level survey data on trust.
In particular, we utilize a standard measure of generalized trust from the China Family
Panel Studies (CFPS) survey in 2012.% For the main explanatory variable, we collected
data on revolutionary intensity from county gazetteers, as proxied by the number of

abnormal deaths resulting directly from the revolution during 1966-76.> This includes

1See Algan and Cahuc (2014) for a recent summary of this literature.

2The official “Resolutions on Certain Questions in the History of the Party since the Founding of the
PRC” stated: [the Cultural Revolution] was an upheaval that was wrongly launched by party leaders,
manipulated by counter-revolutionary cliques, resulting in severe disaster and turmoil to the Party and
the Chinese people.

3These were often individuals whose backgrounds as former landlords, rich peasants, and intellectuals,
meant that they were suspected to be lacking support for the socialist agenda being pursued at the time.

4The same question has been used in other large-scale surveys (e.g. the General Social Survey, the
European Social Survey, as well as the World Value Surveys).

®The sample of counties is chosen to match the CFPS’s regional coverage.



deaths and suicides as a result of targeted political campaigns on the one hand, as well
as collective conflicts between rival factions on the other. An important advantage of our
data is the availability of separate measures for each type of violence, which allows us to
delve deeper into potential mechanisms.

The main challenge in estimating the causal impact of revolutionary intensity on trust
is the presence of unobserved heterogeneity, since the distribution of conflicts is non-
random across regions. To make progress, we use a generalized difference-in-differences
strategy that takes advantage of both regional variation in intensity and cohort variation in
exposure. The latter is informed by the behavioral and development psychology literature,
which suggests the age window between 8 and 22 as the critical period of trust formation
(Sutter and Kocher, 2007; Flanagan and Stout, 2010). Given this, we construct a cohort-
specific exposure measure, corresponding to the number of years between age 8 and 22 that
overlap with the decade of the revolution (1966-1976). This strategy is able to account
for all cohort-invariant county factors that affect both revolutionary intensity and trust,
and relies on a parallel cohort trend assumption between high- and low-intensity counties.

To examine the validity and robustness of our analysis, we adopt three strategies:
(1) we control for the time-varying effects of pre-revolution characteristics, which could
be potential confounders (i.e., educational inequality, social and ethnic fragmentation,
and historical social capital); (2) we account for an extensive set of region-specific cohort
trends, using interaction terms between provincial dummies and first-, second-, and third-
order polynomials of cohort trend, so as to capture any shared trends in trust across
regions; and (3) we control for other socio-economic shocks which could drive the main
results (e.g., post-1978 reforms), and use various placebo tests as a validation of the main
specification. Our results are robust throughout, both qualitatively and quantitatively.

Our empirical results show that individuals in a county with higher revolutionary
intensity and belonging to a cohort with greater exposure have lower levels of trust, more
than four decades later. In terms of magnitude, an increase in revolutionary intensity
from the 25" to the 75" percentile value causes the marginal effect of an additional year
of exposure to increase by 0.49 percentage points. Given this, increasing the years of
exposure from 0 to 11 will result in a deterioration of trust by 5.43 percentage points,
comparing counties at the 25" and 75" percentiles. These are very sizable effects, which
account for around 10% of the mean level of trust among all individuals.® When we
examine effects separately by type of conflict, we find that collective conflicts have larger

effects than political campaigns.

6The average likelihood of answering “most people can be trusted” in our sample is 54.5%.



Utilizing data on individual characteristics, we further investigate whether the revolu-
tion had heterogeneous effects across sub-groups. In particular, we consider heterogeneity
in terms of class origins, which played an important role during this period. The most
noticeable pattern is that the effects are largest for the likely victims - those with “bad”
class origins.” Furthermore, we explore heterogeneity by comparing different phases of
the revolution. The results show that the effect of exposure to the first phase (1966-1971)
dominates that to the second (1972-1976), where the latter phase was much calmer in
terms of violence and political campaigns.

To confirm the validity of these main results, we carry out a number of placebo tests
and robustness checks. First, we construct alternative measures of cohort exposure by
using hypothetical age windows of trust formation (i.e., 2-7, and 23-30 respectively). The
main explanatory variable no longer predicts the level of trust when we implement this,
lending credence to the identification strategy. Second, instead of the real time span of
the revolution (1966-1976), we use hypothetical periods (i.e., 1955-1965 and 1977-1987).
The results under this setting show no systematic effects. Third, we investigate whether
the revolution has affected outcomes that it should not. Specifically, we use mistreatment
due to gender and registration status (rural/urban) as dependent variables.® Since neither
were salient dimensions during the conflict period, we expect no significant effects. Indeed,
our results confirm this conjecture. Finally, we employ two robustness checks aimed at
controlling for potential measurement error in revolutionary intensity. Once again the
results remain unchanged.

Our paper is related to several strands of literature. First, it complements existing
studies on preference formation. Previous work has focused on preferences in relation
to redistribution (Giuliano and Spilimbergo, 2014), time (Galor and Ozak, 2016), risk
(Callen et al., 2014; Malmendier and Nagel, 2011), and politics (Druckman and Lupia,
2000), among others. Many studies within this literature bridge developmental psychol-
ogy and behavioral economics, relaxing the assumption that preference parameters are
stable and exogenous. Our work adds to this literature by examining a historical shock
that generated cohort-specific variation, leveraging findings on preference formation as
suggested by developmental psychology and behavioral studies (Sutter and Kocher, 2007;
Flanagan and Stout, 2010).

Second, our work adds to the literature on trust formation. A growing body of work

"These are individuals deemed lacking in support for the socialist regime, due to their families being
ex-capitalists, landowners, etc. See Table A2 for a detailed list.

8The wording of these questions is as follows: “Have you ever experienced the following? Mistreatment
due to gender; Mistreatment due to registration status (rural/urban)’.



investigates the determinants of trust, including individual characteristics (Alesina and
La Ferrara, 2002; Rohner et al., 2013), cultural and religious beliefs (Gershman, 2016;
Chuah et al., 2016), climate variation (Buggle and Durante, 2017), technological provi-
sion (Olken, 2009), civil conflicts and political institutions (Nunn and Wantchekon, 2011;
Cassar et al., 2013; Adhvaryu et al., 2014; Lichter et al., 2015; Becker et al., 2015; Buggle,
2016), with both within and cross-country evidence. Our paper shows that exposure to
political conflict during the critical age window of trust formation alters the level of trust
in later adulthood. This is in line with existing findings, showing that historical traumas
can result in a long-lasting deterioration in trust (Alesina and La Ferrara, 2002; Nunn
and Wantchekon, 2011; Lichter et al., 2015; Rohner et al., 2013; Cassar et al., 2013).°
Third, our paper also contributes to the literature on the legacies of the Cultural
Revolution. Compared to the rich qualitative literature in political science, sociology and
anthropology,!? quantitative studies remain relatively scarce. Existing work have focused
on the disruption to education and its consequences (Deng and Treiman, 1997; Meng
and Gregory, 2002; Giles et al., 2018; Roland and Yang, 2017; Bai and Zhou, 2018), the
“send-down” movement (Li et al., 2010), the ideological campaign (Ou and Xiong, 2018),
and the intergenerational effects of exposure to the revolution (Booth et al., 2018). Our
paper adds to this literature by examining impacts on generalized trust several decades
later, employing both regional variation in intensity and cohort variation in exposure.
The remainder of our paper is organized as follows. Section 2 briefly reviews the
historical background, before Section 3 provides a description of the various datasets
used. Section 4 discusses the empirical strategy, Section 5 presents the results as well as

robustness checks, and Section 6 concludes.

2 Historical Background

As one of the most important events in the history of 20*"-century China, the Cultural
Revolution was meant to be a soul-touching movement, aimed at “preserving ideological
purity.” Lasting from 1966 to 1976, it shocked China socially, politically, economically and
psychologically (MacFarquhar and Schoenhals, 2006; MacFarquhar and Fairbank, 1991;

9There is also a literature focused on political attitudes and trust in government. Mishler and Rose
(2001) examine the origins of political trust testing institutional and cultural theories in post-Communist
societies. Chen and Yang (2015) demonstrate destructive effects of China’s Great Famine (1958-1961) on
citizens’ political attitudes and trust towards the government. In the context of the Korean war, Hong
and Kang (2017) explore the long-term effects of war-time violence on political attitudes and trust.

10For a detailed review and bibliography of relevant studies from across the social sciences, please refer
to Wu (2016) and Yan (2016).



MacFarquhar, 1974). The revolution includes many sub-events at different stages, in the
arena of both elite and grass-root politics,!! educational revolution,'? cultural reforms,?
ideological and other political campaigns,'* as well as armed fighting and conflict. Given
the rich set of existing literature documenting the revolution, we do not attempt to provide
a detailed account of events here; rather, this section will describe key aspects that are

most relevant for our analysis.

2.1 Political Conflicts and The Features

Given the Revolution’s multi-faceted nature, our study period witnessed a variety of polit-
ical conflicts. Following the definition of Walder (2014), we categorize them into two main
types. The first type is collective conflicts, referring to conflicts of any kind between mass
organizations, mass organization confronts military forces, security bureaus, government
offices, or public facilities. This type of conflict was closely associated with the “Power
Seizing” process and the struggle for local control. It resulted in widespread factionaliza-
tion among different groups of Red Guard, factory workers, and bureaucrats, and the mass
of collective conflict was centered around 1967-1968. In addition to the collective conflicts,
the second type of conflict was due to political campaigns, which were mostly run by local
authorities, targeted at specific “counter-revolutionary” groups or “class enemies”. Some
representative events include the campaigns against “May 16 elements” (1967), “Cleansing
of the class ranks” (1968), and “One strike, three-anti campaigns” (1970). Many of the
political campaigns concentrated after the establishment of the revolutionary committees.
For both types of conflict, two features of the period help us characterize the breadth and
depth of the conflict.

The first distinguishing feature of the revolution is its in-depth social mobilization,
where almost all individuals were involved. Such mass mobilization was made possible by

the pre-existing socio-political administrative structures. For instance, in urban areas peo-

1A representative event is the 1967 “January Storm” in Shanghai, where the local government was
accused of lacking support for the revolution and challenged by revolutionary groups in factories and
other institutions.

12During this period, the schooling system was severely affected. Most universities were shut down for
the entire decade, high schools were closed for an extended period (1966-68) and subsequently experienced
low-quality expansion (Zhou, 2004). The schooling system became shorter, shrinking from 6-3-3 primary-
junior-senior high school years to 5-2-2. There were also changes in curriculum, to focus more on works
related to the Revolution. Finally, students were also encouraged to actively participated in the revolution.

13For instance, the “Destroying the Four Olds” movement, which refer to old customs, old culture, old
habits and old ideas.

14For instance, the “Cleansing of the Class Ranks” campaign in 1968, which focused on identifying and
struggling against so-called class enemies.



ple were organized into work units (danwei), through which the population was housed,
trained, protected, regulated and surveyed (Walder, 1988; Bray, 2005). In rural areas,
farmers were organized into People’s Communes (Zhang, 1998), which had either a two-
(commune and production teams) or three- (commune, brigade and production teams)
tiered structure. These grass-root organizations formed the foundations of a Party ad-
ministrative hierarchy linking each individual to the central government. As such, they
played crucial roles for policy implementation, including those guiding the revolution.
The second feature is that class struggle served as the guiding principle for daily life.*®
People were incentivized to “struggle against” class enemies, which were broadly defined as
those perceived to be disloyal to the Party or lacking in revolutionary spirit. The spectrum
of class enemies was wide yet in many cases ambiguous, comprised of people with “bad
class origins” (e.g., landlords, rich peasants, counter-revolutionaries, rightists, capitalists,
gangs, traitors and spies, among others), as well as those deemed to be associated with the
Nationalist Party. Foreign individuals or organizations considered disloyal or disrespectful
towards the Chairman were also legitimate targets. Given that one’s political loyalty and
revolutionary spirit was unobservable, the process of identifying class enemies was often

arbitrary, which had resulted in widespread victimization.

2.2 Post-revolution Evaluation

Following the collapse of the “Gang of Four” and death of Chairman Mao, the revolutionary
decade came to its end in 1976. Soon after, the Communist Party carried out an official re-
evaluation of the period, leading to the publication of “Resolutions on Certain Questions
in the History of the Party since the Founding of the PRC” at the Sixth Plenary Session of
the 11" Central Committee of the CCP in 1981. In stark contrast to the policy directives
of just a few years ago, the Cultural Revolution was considered to be “an upheaval that
was mistakenly mobilized by party leaders, manipulated by counter-revolutionary cliques,
which resulted in severe disaster and turmoil for the Party and the Chinese people.”
With the assessment in place, the central government and local courts duly began a
process of reconciliation by reviewing cases of persecution. Those identified as victims were
rehabilitated, while those who committed crimes were arrested and sentenced. According
to official records, more than three million wrongful cases of government officials were

corrected and more than 470,000 people regained their Party memberships, while tens of

15 As a classification marking one’s socio-political credentials, class origin became an individual’s princi-
pal identifier beginning in the early-1950s. It is typically based on parental (mainly paternal) occupation
and family background.



millions of people were rehabilitated.'6

2.3 The Revolution and Social Trust

The literature has discussed the incentive structure of the revolution, and how the mass
participation was motivated. In particular, scholars covered both benefit-cost considera-
tions of individuals when participating in the revolution at potential cost of others (e.g.,
mutual snitching), where two features of participation incentives can be highlighted. First,
the key incentive of people’s participation is not because of public goods can be produced,
but because the cost of non-participation is high (Walder, 1994). Second, as the political
power and social status experienced a massive redistribution during the revolution, indi-
vidual political participation and good performance had high returns in terms of political
and social advancement (Li, 2015). It could be seen that in schools (Rosen, 1982), fac-
tories (Li, 2015) and villages (Unger, 1998), the incentive structures were powerful and
pervasive. Regarding real-life circumstances, numerous anecdotal evidence has illustrated
individual traumatic experiences under this incentive scheme, and how the revolution and
its incentives had torn people apart.”

Given the features of participation incentives, the key linkage between the revolu-
tion and trust is the moral dilemmas generated by this episode, where individuals could
benefit from signaling one’s political loyalty at the potential cost of others. Therefore,
a combination of high return to political loyalty and high cost of disloyalty encouraged
mass participation, and this grassroots nature made it difficult to sustain inter-personal
trust.!® Regarding institutional trust, the conceptual framework is more complex, given
heterogeneity in the level of political institutions. In particular, institutional trust in our
context is a package involving multiple layers, including trust towards the central gov-
ernment /leadership, the provincial government, the city/county or even lower levels of
government (e.g., township/villages).!® Historically, these different levels of governance

played various role during the revolution - first, the central leadership established the

6Source: Ma (1991), Forty Years of the Chinese Communist Party (1949-1989), Beijing: The History
of the CPC Press.

17One example could be drawn from Feng (1991), chapter 11 ("the story of a smile"), and Zhang
et al. (2018). In 1968, as a part of "cleansing the class ranks", there was the "Recalling, Listing, and
Examining" campaign, where the first required people to recall any hidden counter-revolutionary enemies
in daily life, the second asked people to list those candidates, while the third emphasized the examination
of the listed candidates in detail.

18Tn this sense, the moral dilemma was similar to the case of slave trade (Nunn and Wantchekon, 2011),
which could deteriorate generalized trust and certain group-specific trust.

YFor instance, Li (2004) demonstrated such hierarchy and heterogeneity of political trust in rural
China.



guidance and incentives of the revolution, but successive central leaderships intensively
revised these institutional designs; second, the lower-level government experienced power
redistribution during the first few years (especially during the “Power Seizing” episode
of 1967-1968), where a transition from incumbent leadership to revolutionary commit-
tees took place. In Section 5.5, we examine both generalized trust and various types of

group-specific trust outcomes in detail.

3 Data Sources

Our analysis makes use of two main datasets: (i) revolutionary intensity at the county
level, proxied by the number of revolution-related deaths as a fraction of local population,
collected by the authors from local gazetteers; (ii) generalized trust at the individual
level, as measured in the 2012 China Family Panel Studies (CFPS) survey. The rest of

this section describes each of these in more detail.

3.1 Regional Variation: Revolutionary Intensity

As documented by previous work, there was considerable regional variation in the revo-
lution’s severity (Bu, 2008; Walder, 2014). Our measure of intensity is based on recorded
history from county gazetteers. Often considered as local encyclopedias, these are book-
length volumes covering the geography, history, economy, governance, demography, edu-
cation, culture, as well as social customs of a given region. County gazetteers have been
used as important sources for Cultural Revolution studies,?’ partly because they contain
records for all of the administrative divisions under each county, including county seat,
towns, and villages, covering both agricultural and non-agricultural populations.?!

We collected data of revolution intensity from the gazetteers,?? which recorded their
local histories during the Cultural Revolution, typically located in three chapters: (1)

chronicle of major events; (2) history of the local Party organization; and (3) a special

20For a detailed discussion and summary, see Walder (2014).

21Tt should be noted that, the unit of county does not mechanically equal to rural area. While (Walder
and Su, 2003) refer to counties as “rural”’, they employ this rural/urban definition for the reassessment of
Richard Baum'’s perspective, that “the Cultural Revolution was not particularly a salient fact of everyday
life” among peasants and basic-level cadres in China (Baum, 1971). Thus, the definition is not pertinent to
the agricultural and non-agricultural populations that a county covered, but serves as a contrast against
the frequent perception that the revolution was mainly intensive in the big cities, e.g. Beijing, Shanghai,
Guangzhou, and Wuhan, among others.

22The collection of gazetteers are located in the University Service Center Library at the Chinese
University of Hong Kong.



section on the revolution. Specifically, we use information on the number of revolution-
related deaths between 1966 and 1976, including: suicides of individuals under persecu-
tion, deaths in clashes between rival factions or with military forces, deaths in struggle
sessions or as a result of imprisonment or torture, and executions during political cam-
paigns. These different types of deaths reflect divergent facets of the revolution, including
the enduring image that it had victimized intellectuals, school officials, entrepreneurs, as
well as other less well known images, such as the destructive terror of various political
campaigns in both urban and rural areas (Walder, 2014).

As discussed in Section 2, and following Walder (2014), we distinguish between two
types of deaths due to: (1) collective conflicts; and (2) political campaigns. The for-
mer includes conflicts of any kind between rival mass organizations, confrontations with
military forces, security bureaus, government offices, or public facilities.?® By contrast,
political campaigns were mostly run by local authorities, targeted at specific “counter-
revolutionary” groups. By distinguishing between the different causes of deaths, we hope

to better account for the revolution’s complexity and investigate its implications.

3.2 Cohort Variation: Trust Formation Ages

The second source of variation is cohort exposure to the revolution, constructed based on
the ages of trust formation suggested by the literature (Flanagan and Stout, 2010; Sutter
and Kocher, 2007). In particular, Sutter and Kocher (2007) study an experimental trust
game among six different age groups, and find trust to be most malleable between ages 8
and 22, staying stable afterwards. Similarly, Flanagan and Stout (2010) illustrated that
childhood and adolescence were critical periods for trust formation, with the process slow-
ing down towards late adolescence. In the analysis, therefore, we define trust formation
ages as [8,22]. As placebos, we also adopt [2,7] and [23,30] as alternative windows to test
whether earlier childhood or later adolescence matters for trust formation.?*

To construct the cohort-specific exposure measure, we calculate the total number of
years between the ages of 8 and 22 for a given cohort that was exposed to the revolution
(1966-1976). Figure 1 (upper panel) illustrates the distribution of this measure. Cohorts

born either earlier (prior to 1943) or later (post 1969) did not experience the revolution

23The mass of such conflicts centered around 1966-1968, between the “Seizing Power” movement and
the establishment of local revolutionary committees.

24Tt should be noted that, the ages during which trust is formed are thought to be earlier than those
during which preferences for redistribution are shaped, often thought to be 18-25. Regardless of the
specific age windows, our study is in line with the impressionable years hypothesis for belief and preference
formation, as in Giuliano and Spilimbergo (2014).

10



during their trust formation years. In contrast, cohorts born between 1954 and 1958 were
most exposed, since the entire revolutionary decade fell within theirs. In addition to the
baseline measure, we also construct exposure to different episodes of the revolution. In
Section 5, we investigate two such episodes, 1966-1971 and 1972-1976 respectively. This is
because the first episode contained more collective conflicts and political campaigns than

the second. Figure 1 (lower panel) illustrates the distribution of these measures.

3.3 Generalized Trust

Our main outcome measure of generalized trust comes from the 2012 CFPS survey, a
nationally-representative dataset covering 25 provinces. It is conducted by the Institute
of Social Science Surveys (ISSS) at Peking University and is considered one of the most
comprehensive surveys of its kind in China. It is designed to examine social and economic
changes at the individual-, family-, and community-levels. The sampling method used
is PPS (probability proportional to size) and it yields a sample that is representative of
95% of China’s population. One useful feature is the availability of detailed information
regarding family members of respondents (e.g. gender, birth year and place, occupation,
education , etc.). It is thus a powerful dataset for studying how family backgrounds can
influence various socio-economic outcomes.?® The first nationwide baseline took place in
2010, with a follow-up wave in 2012. Since the questions on trust were only included in
the 2012 wave but certain information is only available from the 2010 wave (e.g. education
history, class origin), we merge the two waves together for our sample of 27,946 individuals.

Specifically, the wording of the generalized trust question is as follows:

Question: In general, do you think that most people can be trusted, or you can’t be too
careful in dealing with people?

Answer: 0. You can’t be too careful. 1. Most people can be trusted.

The same question has been used by other widely-studied surveys (e.g., the General
Social Survey, the European Social Survey, as well as the World Value Surveys). An
extensive empirical literature has discussed the validity of this measure, and scholars have
examined it using trust games under experimental settings (Glaeser et al., 2000; Fehr et
al., 2003; Bellemare and Kréger, 2007; Sapienza et al., 2013).%6

ZThere are four components: (1) the adult survey, including individuals aged above 16; (2) the children
survey, including individuals aged from 0-15, answered by either the children or their parents; (3) the
household survey; and (4) the community survey.

26For instance, the GSS trust question was analyzed for the deterioration of social capital in the U.S.

11



3.4 Sample and Descriptive Statistics

Our main sample is made up of 27,946 individuals born between 1931 and 1990, and
summary statistics of key variables are presented in Table 1. From Panel A, we observe
that 48.6% of the respondents are male, while 92.2% are of Han ethnicity, with on average
6.4 years of schooling. In terms of the main outcome variable, 54.5% of respondents gave
the answer “most people can be trusted” to the survey question. Unfortunately data on
the respondent’s class origin is only available for cohorts born before 1977, so the sample
size for certain parts of the heterogeneity analysis is smaller than the full sample.

In Panel B, we present descriptive statistics of county characteristics. In particular,

AbnormalDeaths
Population1966 + 1) )

where we use the number of total revolution-related deaths, collective-conflict deaths, and

the revolutionary intensity variables are constructed in the form of Log(

political-campaign deaths respectively. In addition, we also make use of data on a num-
ber of pre-revolution county characteristics, which serve as controls in our regressions.
These include measures for social capital (proxied by the number of Ming- and Qing-
period charitable organizations), ethnic fragmentation and educational inequality (both
computed using individual-level data from the 1982 census), as well as an indicator for
whether a region was historically a revolutionary base for the Communist Party. We show
the correlation between revolutionary intensity and these pre-revolution county charac-
teristics in Table A1, and report regression results (both with and without province fixed
effects) in Table A3.%7

Here we see that regions with higher levels of historical social capital saw fewer
revolution-related deaths. In other words, there seems to be a degree of persistence
in a community’s ability to sustain charitable organizations prior to 1949 and its ability
to mitigate violence during the 1960s and 70s.?® Having been a base for the Commu-
nist Party prior to 1949 is positively correlated (albeit not statistically significantly so)
to revolutionary intensity, and neither ethnic nor social fragmentation appears to play a
significant role. Given the concern that these characteristics may affect our outcome vari-

able directly, we include county fixed effects, as well as interaction terms between county

(Putnam, 1995). In a modified trust game where beliefs and preferences can be separated, Sapienza et
al. (2013) showed that this measure mostly captures the belief-based component of a trust game. While
our analysis focuses on generalized trust, we also present group-specific trust in Table 9.

2"The results show that province fixed effects explain a large proportion of the variation in revolutionary
intensity at the county level. In particular, for the total-deaths measure (Columns 1 and 2), including
the province dummies can account for more than half of the total variation.

28Moreover, the level of historical social capital is also a significant predictor of contemporary levels
of trust, as shown in Table A4. Experiencing the revolution more intensely appears to attenuate this
relationship, although the effect is not statistically significant.
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covariates and our cohort exposure variable, in our preferred regression specifications.

4 Identification Strategy

Identifying the revolution’s causal effect on trust has two challenges. First, local revolu-
tionary intensity is likely endogenous. Thus, a negative correlation between revolutionary
intensity and social trust may be driven by unobserved heterogeneity. For instance, pre-
revolution inequality and social capital may be driving both revolutionary intensity and
trust in the long term. Second, our intensity measure may contain measurement error.
Here counties with more deaths may not be worse affected, but rather are more accurate in
their record keeping.?? Considering these challenges, we employ a difference-in-differences
empirical strategy with a combination of regional and cohort variation. The key advantage
of such an approach is the ability to control for time-invariant county characteristics and
region-invariant cohort trends that could potentially confound our analysis. The baseline

specification is as follows:
Trustjc = o + yIntensity, x CohortExposure; + Xl(jcu +0; + 1. + €ijc

where Xjj. is a set of individual control variables, including gender, ethnicity and
residential status (rural/urban). 6; is a set of birth-year dummies and 7. county fixed
effects. 6; and 7, therefore absorb the level effects of cohort exposure and revolutionary
intensity. €;;. is an idiosyncratic error term.

Our key independent variable is the interaction term between revolutionary intensity
in county ¢ and cohort exposure of individuals born in year j. As discussed above, our
cohort exposure measure equals the number of years during the age window of trust
formation (8-22) that overlap with the revolutionary decade. A negative v would indicate
that individuals in a region with higher revolutionary intensity and belonging to a cohort
with greater exposure have lower levels of trust. The design here is slightly different from
its classical setting, which involves a treatment and a control group. Here revolutionary
intensity and cohort exposure capture the “dosage” of treatment.

Within this empirical framework, we can address some important concerns about

identification: all cohort-invariant county factors that affect both revolutionary intensity

29This concern in reporting bias can be partially alleviated by the fact that most of the gazetteers
covering this study period were published in the 1980s and 1990s. During this post-revolution period
with the official assessment established (as discussed in Section 2.2), the government initiated a nation-
wide process of rehabilitation for the victims who were wrongly persecuted. Meanwhile, the balance of
political power within the Party had shifted towards those leaders who themselves had been targeted
during the revolution. Therefore, the incentive for under-reporting is not clear ez ante.
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and social trust are controlled for by the county fixed effects. Furthermore, potential
reporting error is partially alleviated by this strategy, as it controls for county specific
cohort-invariant components in the error. However, the key limitation of such a strategy
is the inability to rule out potentially cohort-varying regional factors that simultaneously
affect revolutionary intensity and trust. Therefore, a parallel cohort trend assumption
between high- and low-intensity counties is needed for such an approach to be valid.

To ensure this is met, four complementary strategies are used: (1) we control for the
time-varying effects of potential confounders at the county level (i.e., local pre-revolution
levels of social capital, ethnic/social fragmentation, inequality, and history of revolution);
(2) we control for potentially correlated shocks during the reform and opening up period,
which may have affected the cohorts in our sample, using an index measuring the liberal-
ization of factor/product/financial markets, as well as a measure of lay-offs by state-owned
enterprises during the 1990s, both at the province level; (3) we account for a demanding
set of region-specific cohort trends, using interaction terms between provincial dummies
and first-, second-, and third-order polynomials of cohort trend, in order to capture shared
trends in trust across regions; (4) we carry out a variety of placebo tests — by varying the
definition of trust formation ages (i.e., ages 2-7 and 23-30), as well as using hypothetical
revolution periods (ten years before and after the true period, i.e., 1955-65, 1977-87) — as
a validation of the main specification. All results are consistently robust, and we discuss

them in detail below.

5 Results

In this section, we begin by discussing our baseline results of the revolution’s impacts
on generalized trust. We then proceed to examine how these impacts vary across in-
dividuals, depending on their class origin, family political connection, as well as finer
measures of revolutionary exposure. To alleviate concerns that our results may be driven
by unobserved heterogeneity, we carry out numerous placebo tests and robustness checks,

including using alternative trust measures.

5.1 Difference-in-Differences

As described in Section 4, our empirical analysis relies on two key sources of variation:
differential exposure to the revolution across individual cohorts (specifically, as it pertains

to trust formation), and differential intensity of the revolution across counties. We rely
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on findings from the literature which suggest the age window between 8 and 22 as being
the most malleable ages for trust formation (Sutter and Kocher, 2007; Flanagan and
Stout, 2010). With these measures in place, we estimate our baseline specification, by
interacting cohort-level exposure with county-level intensity. The baseline specification
employs standard errors clustered at the county level, following Giuliano and Spilimbergo
(2014), while we also present alternative standard errors using both two-way clustering
(i.e., by county and year of birth) and the method of Conley (1999) to account for potential
spatial correlation. The results are shown in Table 2.

The main finding is that exposure to the revolution has worsened individual general-
ized trust persistently more than three decades later. This holds for all three measures
of revolutionary intensity: total number of deaths, conflict-related deaths, and political
campaign-related deaths. At the same time, we find precisely-estimated null effects when
alternative age windows of trust formation are used. In other words, an additional year
of exposure to the revolution does not reduce one’s level of trust if the additional year
took place either when a person’s too young to be influenced yet (ages 2-7) or when their
attitudes had already been shaped (ages 23-30). These results lend credibility to our in-
terpretation of the main findings as causal, since omitted factors (such as prior conflicts)
would presumably have affected other cohorts as well.

In all regressions, we include individual characteristics as well as county and birth-

30 Tn addition, we also control for cohort-varying effects of several

year fixed effects.
pre-revolution socio-economic characteristics in Columns 2, 5, and 8. Specifically, we
account for pre-revolution inequality, ethnic fragmentation and social capital, which may
all have long-term impacts on trust, while being correlated with revolutionary intensity.>!
In particular, pre-revolution inequality is measured using the educational Gini coefficient
for people born before 1966 using the individual sample of the 1982 population census.
Likewise, pre-existing ethnic fragmentation is measured using the standard index (Alesina
et al., 2003), on the same sample. Pre-revolution social capital is measured using the
number of charitable organizations during the Ming and Qing dynasties (Wang, 2013).
Moreover, to account for region-specific cohort trends in our outcome measure, we
include interaction terms between provincial dummies and the first-, second-, and third-
order polynomial of cohort trend. Columns 3, 6, and 9 present results with the full set

of controls, using different measures of revolutionary intensity. Regarding magnitude, it

30TIndividual characteristics include gender, Hukou status, Han ethnicity dummy, marital status, em-
ployment status, and years of schooling.

31This interpretation would be similar to the local continuity of cultural traits, as in Voigtlinder and
Voth (2012), where medieval anti-Semitism reliably predicts violence against Jews in the modern era.
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should be noted that the coefficient estimates represent how revolutionary intensity alters
the marginal effect of cohort exposure on trust, since their main level effects have been
absorbed by county and birth-year indicators respectively. For instance, Column 3 of
Panel A indicates that an increase in revolutionary intensity from the 25 to the 75"
percentile value causes the effect of an additional year of exposure to increase by 0.49
percentage points. Given this, increasing years of exposure from 0 to 11 will result in a
deterioration of trust by 5.43 percentage points, comparing counties at the 25" and 75"
percentiles. These are very sizable effects, which account for around 10% of the mean
level of trust among individuals from counties below the 25! percentile of revolutionary
intensity, which is 51.4%. Meanwhile, it is worth noting that these effects are measured
more than three decades after the revolution, which highlights the long-lasting impacts
of exposure to these events.

Finally, we show the effects on different cohorts by estimating a series of interaction
terms between revolutionary intensity and cohort group dummies. Compared to our base-
line approach, this specification does not impose any assumptions on the most relevant
age window for trust formation. Instead, it estimates the impacts of revolutionary in-
tensity separately for different cohort groups, and is therefore more flexible. The results
are shown in Figure 2, where we plot effects for different 5-year cohort bins with those
born during 1931-35 being the comparison group. From this figure, we observe a V-shape
pattern in the effects across different cohorts, where the magnitudes are close to zero for
both older and younger cohorts, while the effects are largest for individuals born in the
late 1950s. While these estimates are relatively noisy, the overall pattern is consistent
with the critical ages of trust formation, since the most affected group would have spent

more of their teenage years experiencing the revolution first hand.

5.2 Other Socio-Economic Shocks

Given our baseline analysis, one remaining concern is that revolutionary intensity could
be correlated with other socio-economic shocks that took place after 1976. If so, individ-
uals whose experiences of these subsequent shocks could differ by cohort. This in turn
could be driving our earlier results. In this section, we investigate two prominent post-
revolution shocks, one positive and one negative. The positive shock is the package of
market-liberalizing reforms after 1978, while the negative shock is the large-scale layoff of
employees working in state-owned enterprises during the late 1990s. Both of these could
potentially be correlated with revolutionary intensity at the local level, and they might

also affect individual life-cycle outcomes and their preference formation.
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To test this hypothesis, we employ province-level proxies for the intensity of these
shocks. For the first, we use an index of marketization intensity in the 2000s (Fan et al.,
2003). This index captures a package of market-oriented institutional reforms since the
1980s, measuring the degree of liberalization of factor, product, and financial markets,
property right protection, ownership structure, among others. For the second, we con-

32 In both cases, we control for an interaction

struct a measure of SOE layoff intensity.
term between the shock and our cohort exposure measure, and the results are shown
in Table 3. Here we introduce sequentially controls for our two shocks in the first two
columns of each panel, before controlling for both in the last column. The overall pat-
tern is that, across different measures of revolutionary intensity, our baseline findings are

robust to controlling for these prominent post-revolution labor market shocks.

5.3 Heterogeneous Effects

Having estimated the average effects of revolutionary intensity on trust, we then utilize
individual characteristics (e.g., family background) to investigate whether different sub-
groups were affected by the revolution differentially.

In terms of background, one of the most important markers during our study period
was individual class origin. As a political label identifying individual socio-political cre-
dentials, class origin established its role as an important determinant in economic, social
and political life following the Socialist Transformation in 1956.33 There are three broad
categories: good, middle and bad. Individuals with “good” class origins typically belonged
to families of revolutionary cadres, martyrs, pre-1949 industrial workers as well as poor
peasants. In contrast, those with “bad” origins included families of former capitalists, pre-
1949 rich peasants and landlords (Deng and Treiman, 1997). Being a political minority
during our study period, those with bad class origins were particularly vulnerable, due to
their perceived lack of political loyalty. In the 2010 wave of the CFPS, we have information
on family class origin during the revolution for respondents born before 1977.34

Table 4 reports our empirical estimates for each of the three class categories, using

the same regression specification and the full set of controls. The most noticeable pattern

32The data source is Comprehensive Statistical Data and Materials on 50 Years of the P.R.China
(1999), and the measure is constructed as (Number of SOE employees in 1995 - Number of SOE employees
in 2000) /Number of SOE employees in 1995, given that 1995-2000 was the crucial period for the layoffs.

33The classification of class origin is often based on parental (mainly paternal) occupation and revolu-
tionary credentials.

34A mapping between the classification in CFPS and that in Deng and Treiman (1997) is shown in
Appendix Table A2.
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is that the impacts are largest for the political minority - those with bad class origins.
In addition, the effects are present for those with good class origins, while absent for the
middle group, revealing a non-linear relationship between class background and victim-
ization. This contrast is unsurprising, given that those with good class origins were the
political majority and mobilized to “struggle against bourgeois elements”. Therefore they
were more likely to have participated directly. Those with bad class origins often served
as targets, while those with middle class origins were less likely to be directly affected
by the conflict. Specifically, for both types of revolutionary intensity (collective conflict
and political campaign), the magnitude of the coefficient for the bad class is more than
triple that for the good class. In particular, going from the 25" to 75" percentile in
total revolution-related deaths, an additional year of exposure reduces the probability of
trust by 0.33 percentage points for the good class, while the same change leads to a 1.32
percentage points decline in trust for the bad class.

In a similar exercise, we also examine whether an individual’s family background in
relation to the Party altered the revolution’s impacts. Based on the results in Table
A5, we find that individuals whose fathers were Party members were partially shielded
from the revolution’s detrimental effects. The negative impacts were concentrated among
individuals whose fathers were non-Party members. This may have occurred because
individuals with Party members in their family could signal their loyalty more credibly,
and therefore were less likely to be accused of being “counter-revolutionary”.?

Another dimension of heterogeneity we explore is that of exposure to different phases of
the revolution. In particular, not all years between 1966 and 1976 had the same intensity
in terms of violence, and most of the conflicts took place during 1966-71. The period
between 1972 and 1976, while certainly not free from violence, was much calmer. It could
be the case, therefore, that an additional year of exposure during the first episode is
more important than that during the second. We test this hypothesis by constructing our
cohort exposure measure separately for each of the two phases (Figure 1, lower panel).
The results are shown in Table 5. Indeed, we see that the coefficient estimates in Columns
1-3 are nearly twice as large as those in Columns 4-6. This is further confirmed when we

include both measures together and conduct a horse-race (Columns 7-9), where exposure

35Tt is worth noting that, while the two dimensions of family background - class origin and father’s party
membership - both capture one’s political capital endowment, they are far from being perfectly correlated
with each other. This is because relatively few individuals had fathers who were Party members (15% of
the sample), while most of them were of good class origin (77% of the sample). Therefore the majority
of individuals with good class origins had fathers without Party membership, and the sub-sample of
individuals whose fathers were Party members accounts for a very selective group with noticeable political
capital endowment.
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to the second phase ceases to matter for our outcome of interest. Finally, we extend
the analysis in Figure 3 to separately examine the effect of exposure to each year of
the revolution during 1966-1976 during one’s trust formation ages. Here we see that
exposure to eight out of the eleven years has significantly negative effects on trust, and
the largest coefficient estimates are associated with 1968 and 1969. This is consistent with
the temporal distribution of conflict activities (Walder, 2014).

5.4 Placebo and Robustness Checks

While our placebo tests thus far have focused on alternative right-hand-side variables
(i.e., cohort-specific revolutionary exposure), we also carry out tests using alternative
left-hand-side variables. Specifically, we use the following outcomes in the CFPS, where
the question is as follows: “ Have you ever experienced the following? Mistreatment due to
gender; Mistreatment due to registration status (rural/urban).” Since the revolution did
not target either gender or registration status, there should not be any effect on these
outcomes. The results in Table 6 confirm our conjecture that exposure to the revolution
should not affect outcomes towards which the movement was not tailored.

As another test of whether our estimated coefficients are picking up the effects of
some other experience, we construct a set of alternative cohort exposure measures, this
time using hypothetical revolution years. Specifically, we assume the revolution to have
occurred either 10 years before (1955-1965), or 10 years after (1977-1987), the actual
period. In this setting, any cohort exposure measure constructed based on the fake year
windows should not have any impact empirically, unless our interaction term is capturing
another shock unrelated to the revolution. The results are shown in Table 7. From these,
it is clear that an additional year of exposure to a hypothetical revolutionary period of
1955-1965, or 1977-1987, does not matter for one’s level of generalized trust.

In addition to the placebo tests, we also employ two robustness checks regarding poten-
tial measurement error in revolutionary intensity. In particular, while part of the reporting
bias can be absorbed by county fixed effects, we may still be concerned that different coun-
ties may face diverging political incentive structures to under-report revolution-related
deaths. For instance, the gazetteer compilers who were subject to greater local party
strength may have stronger incentives to under-report. In addition, it is also possible
that the narrative style of gazetteers vary significantly, which could drive the reporting
bias. To account for these issues, we conduct two robustness checks, using two proxies
capturing local party strength and gazetteer narrative style respectively. The first proxy

is the number of party members in 1949 at the county level, while the second proxy is
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an indicator variable for county gazetteers’ narrative style.3® Specifically, we use the full
set of controls drawn from Table 2, and additionally control for the interaction terms of
the cohort-specific exposure and the two proxies, as well as the triple interaction terms
between revolutionary intensity, cohort exposure, and the proxy. As shown in Table 8,
the results reveal that across all three measures of revolutionary intensity, our baseline
estimates are robust after accounting for local party strength and narrative style at the
county level. Moreover, null effects of the triple interaction terms suggest that our main

coefficient of interest does not vary with the magnitude of gazetteer reporting proxies.

5.5 Alternative Measures of Trust

Our analysis so far has used generalized trust, measured in the 2012 wave of the CFPS
survey, as the dependent variable. The same survey also contains a series of other questions
regarding group-specific trust, including trust towards parents, neighbors, doctors, local
leaders, strangers, and the United States.” The answers to these group-specific trust
questions have a Likert scale structure and varies from 0 to 10, corresponding to the lowest
and highest levels of trust. To facilitate interpretation and comparison, we standardized
all of the variables.

In Table 9 we report results for each of these groups, and separately for each of the
three measures of revolutionary intensity. Several patterns emerge here. First, experience
of the revolution does not appear to have affected trust among individuals with close per-
sonal relationships, such as parents and neighbors. Second, the previously documented
negative effects emerge for local leaders, and trust towards strangers and the U.S. for
conflict deaths. Third, consistent with the results from Table 2, the coefficient estimates
for conflict deaths are significantly larger than those for total and campaign deaths. Fur-
ther, to provide a link between group-specific and generalized trust, we practice a simple
exercise of Principal Component Analysis across the six group-specific trust dimensions,
the results of which are shown in Table A6. The PCA compresses the six group-specific

trust dimensions into two major components with eigenvalue above one, where the first

36This is based on the description of natural disasters. While all gazetteers contain record of these,
some compilers list them by year and category as detailed events, while others simply describe the overall
pattern and frequency of a limited set of disasters. Therefore, this dummy variable is coded as one if a
county’s gazetteer has detailed records regarding the events, and zero when merely descriptive statistics
are provided.

37It should be noted that, for trust towards “local government leaders”, the perception
among respondents could vary as “local government” could refer to different levels (i.e., provin-
cial/prefecture/county /village level), and may also capture different segments of administrative units
in rural and urban areas.
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has positive loading scores on all six groups and thus intrinsically captures a “general com-
ponent” of trust regardless of group. Column 7 of Table 9 employs this PCA component
as the dependent variable, and consistent with our earlier results, reveals negative effects
of the revolution.

As a final piece of robustness analysis, we re-estimate the effects of exposure to the
revolution on generalized trust using the baseline regression specification, with data from
the World Value Survey.?® As the WVS only includes province indicators, we are restricted
to examining the interaction terms between province-level revolutionary intensity and the
cohort exposure measure during ages 8-22. For robustness, we also adopted alternative
definitions of exposure ages of 2-7 and 23-30. As shown in Table A7, the main results are
consistent with our baseline findings. Taken together, our results in Section 5 show that
the revolution had long-lasting impacts on trust. Furthermore, individuals who would
have been likely victims were more affected, and effects of the first phase of the revolution
(1966-1971) mattered more than the second (1972-1976), consistent with the temporal

heterogeneity in revolutionary intensity:.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we investigate the long-term effects of the Cultural Revolution on social
trust. We collect data from regional gazetteers on revolutionary intensity, as measured
by the number of resulting deaths. We combine this with individual-level data on trust
from the China Family Panel Studies survey in 2012. Our empirical strategy makes use
of both regional variation in intensity and cohort variation in exposure.

The results show that individuals living in a county with higher revolutionary intensity
and belonging to a cohort with greater exposure have lower levels of trust, measured more
than three decades later. The magnitude of the effects are sizable, and they are larger
for individuals who were more likely to have been victimized. Furthermore, exposure
to the first phase (1966-1971) matters much more than that to the second (1972-1976),
where the latter phase was much calmer in terms of violence and political campaigns. The
main results are robust across multiple specifications and placebo tests. Taken together,
these findings suggest the Cultural Revolution has affected generalized trust profoundly,

indicating a loss in social capital driven by political conflicts for certain cohorts.

38The same generalized trust question was included in the 2001, 2007, and 2013 waves.

21



References

Adhvaryu, Achyuta, James Fenske et al., “Conflict and the formation of political
beliefs in Africa,” Household in Conflict Network, 2014, 164.

Aghion, Philippe, Yann Algan, Pierre Cahuc, and Andrei Shleifer, “Regulation
and distrust,” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 2010, 125 (3), 1015-1049.

Alesina, Alberto and Eliana La Ferrara, “Who trusts others?.” Journal of Public
Economics, 2002, 85 (2), 207-234.

_, Arnaud Devleeschauwer, William Easterly, Sergio Kurlat, and Romain
Wacziarg, “Fractionalization,” Journal of Economic Growth, 2003, 8 (2), 155-194.

Algan, Yann and Pierre Cahuc, “Trust, growth, and well-being: New evidence and
policy implications,” in “Handbook of Economic Growth,” Vol. 2, Elsevier, 2014, pp. 49—
120.

Arrow, Kenneth J, The Limits of Organization, WW Norton & Company, 1974.

Bai, Ying and Titi Zhou, “Mao’s Last Revolution: A Loyalty-competence Tradeoff,” in
“The First Chinese Conference on Comparative Political Economy, Tsinghua University,
Beijing” 2018.

Baum, Richard, The Cultural Revolution in the Country-side: Anatomy of a Limited
Rebellion, University of California Press, 1971.

Becker, Sascha O, Katrin Boeckh, Christa Hainz, and Ludger Woessmann,
“The empire is dead, long live the empire! Long-run persistence of trust and corruption
in the bureaucracy,” The Economic Journal, 2015, 126 (590), 40-74.

Bellemare, Charles and Sabine Kroéger, “On Representative Social Capital,” Furo-
pean Economic Review, 2007, 51 (1), 183-202.

Booth, Alison L, Elliott Fan, Xin Meng, and Dandan Zhang, “The Intergenera-
tional Behavioural Consequences of a Socio-Political Upheaval,” 2018.

Bray, David, Social space and governance in urban China: The danwei system from
origins to reform, Stanford University Press, 2005.

Bu, Weihua, Zalan Jiushijie: Wenhua Dageming de Dongluan yu Haojie, 1966-1968
[Smashing the Old World: Havoc of the Chinese Cultural Revolution, 1966-1968], Hong
Kong: Chinese University Press, 2008.

Buggle, Johannes C, “Law and social capital: Evidence from the Code Napoleon in
Germany,” Furopean Economic Review, 2016, 87, 148-175.

Buggle, Johannes Christoph and Ruben Durante, “Climate risk, cooperation, and
the co-evolution of culture and institutions,” 2017.

22



Callen, Michael, Mohammad Isaqzadeh, James D Long, and Charles Sprenger,
“Violence and risk preference: Experimental evidence from Afghanistan,” American
Economic Review, 2014, 104 (1), 123-48.

Cassar, Alessandra, Pauline Grosjean, and Sam Whitt, “Legacies of violence: trust
and market development,” Journal of Economic Growth, 2013, 18 (3), 285-318.

Chen, Yuyu and David Yang, “Historical Traumas and the Roots of Political Distrust:
Political Inference from the Great Chinese Famine,” 2015.

Chuah, Swee Hoon, Simon Géachter, Robert Hoffmann, and Jonathan HW
Tan, “Religion, discrimination and trust across three cultures,” Furopean Economic
Review, 2016, 90, 280-301.

Conley, Timothy G, “GMM estimation with cross sectional dependence,” Journal of
Econometrics, 1999, 92 (1), 1-45.

Deng, Zhong and Donald J Treiman, “The impact of the cultural revolution on
trends in educational attainment in the People’s Republic of China,” American journal
of sociology, 1997, 103 (2), 391-428.

Druckman, James N and Arthur Lupia, “Preference formation,” Annual Review of
Political Science, 2000, 3 (1), 1-24.

Fan, Gang, Wang Xiaolu, Zhang Liwen, and Zhu Hengpeng, “Marketization Index
for China’s Provinces [J|,” Economic Research Journal, 2003, 3, 9-18.

Fehr, Ernst, Urs Fischbacher, Bernhard Von Rosenbladt, Jiirgen Schupp, and
Gert Wagner, “A nation-wide laboratory: Examining trust and trustworthiness by
integrating behavioral experiments into representative survey,” 2003.

Feng, Jicai, Ten Years in the Lives of 100 People (YIbai Ge Ren de Shinian), Nanjing:
Jiangsu wenyi chubanshe, 1991.

Flanagan, Constance A and Michael Stout, “Developmental patterns of social trust
between early and late adolescence: Age and school climate effects,” Journal of Research
on Adolescence, 2010, 20 (3), 748-773.

Galor, Oded and Omer Ozak, “The agricultural origins of time preference,” American
Economic Review, 2016, 106 (10), 3064-3103.

Gershman, Boris, “Witchcraft beliefs and the erosion of social capital: Evidence from
Sub-Saharan Africa and beyond,” Journal of Development Economics, 2016, 120, 182—
208.

Giles, John, Albert Francis Park, and Meiyan Wang, “The Great Proletarian
Cultural Revolution, Disruptions to Education, and the Returns to Schooling in Urban
China,” Economic Development and Cultural Change, 2018.

23



Giuliano, Paola and Antonio Spilimbergo, “Growing up in a Recession,” The Review
of Economic Studies, 2014, 81 (2), 787-817.

Glaeser, Edward L, “The political economy of hatred,” The Quarterly Journal of Eco-
nomics, 2005, 120 (1), 45-86.

_ , David I Laibson, Jose A Scheinkman, and Christine L Soutter, “Measuring
trust,” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 2000, 115 (3), 811-846.

Greif, Avner, “Contract enforceability and economic institutions in early trade: The
Maghribi traders’ coalition,” The American Economic Review, 1993, pp. 525—548.

Guiso, Luigi, Paola Sapienza, and Luigi Zingales, “The role of social capital in
financial development,” American Economic Review, 2004, 94 (3), 526-556.

_, _,and _ , “Cultural biases in economic exchange?,” The Quarterly Journal of Eco-
nomics, 2009, 124 (3), 1095-1131.

Helliwell, John F and Robert D Putnam, “The social context of well-being.,” Philo-
sophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 2004, 359 (1449),
1435.

Hong, Ji Yeon and Woo Chang Kang, “Trauma and stigma: The long-term effects
of wartime violence on political attitudes,” Conflict Management and Peace Science,

2017, 34 (3), 264-286.

Knack, Stephen and Philip Keefer, “Does social capital have an economic payoft?
A cross-country investigation,” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 1997, 112 (4),
1251-1288.

Li, Hongbin, Mark Rosenzweig, and Junsen Zhang, “Altruism, Favoritism, and
Guilt in the Allocation of Family Resources: Sophie’s Choice in Mao’s Mass Send-Down
Movement,” Journal of Political Economy, 2010, 118 (1), 1-38.

Li, Lianjiang, “Political trust in rural China,” Modern China, 2004, 30 (2), 228-258.

Li, Xun, The Age of Revolutionary Rebellion: A Draft History of Shanghai’s Cultural
Revolution Movement (Geming zaofan niandai: Shanghai wenge yundong shigao), Hong
Kong: Oxford University Press, 2015.

Lichter, Andreas, Max LoefHler, and Sebastian Siegloch, “The economic costs of
mass surveillance: Insights from Stasi spying in East Germany,” Technical Report, IZA
Discussion Papers 2015.

MacFarquhar, Roderick, The origins of the cultural revolution, Vol. 3, Oxford Univer-
sity Press London, 1974.

_ and John King Fairbank, The Cambridge History of China, Vol. 15, Cambridge
University Press, 1991.

24



_ and Michael Schoenhals, Mao’s Last Revolution, Harvard University Press, 2006.

Malmendier, Ulrike and Stefan Nagel, “Depression babies: do macroeconomic ex-
periences affect risk taking?,” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 2011, 126 (1),
373-416.

Meng, Xin and Robert G Gregory, “The Impact of Interrupted Education on Subse-
quent Educational Attainment: A Cost of the Chinese Cultural Revolution,” Fconomic
Development and Cultural Change, 2002, 50 (4), 935-959.

Mishler, William and Richard Rose, “What are the origins of political trust? Testing
institutional and cultural theories in post-communist societies,” Comparative Political
Studies, 2001, 34 (1), 30—-62.

Nunn, Nathan and Leonard Wantchekon, “The Slave Trade and the Origins of
Mistrust in Africa,” The American Economic Review, 2011, 101 (7), 3221-3252.

Olken, Benjamin A, “Do television and radio destroy social capital? Evidence from

Indonesian villages,” American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 2009, 1 (4),
1-33.

Ou, Susan and Heyu Xiong, “Mass Persuasion and the Ideological Origins of the
Chinese Cultural Revolution,” 2018.

Putnam, Robert, “The Case of Missing Social Capital,” mimeographed, 1995.

Putnam, Robert D, Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of American community,
Simon and Schuster, 2000.

Rohner, Dominic, Mathias Thoenig, and Fabrizio Zilibotti, “Seeds of Distrust:
Conflict in Uganda,” Journal of Economic Growth, 2013, 18 (3), 217-252.

Roland, Gerard and David Y Yang, “China’s Lost Generation: Changes in Beliefs and
their Intergenerational Transmission,” Technical Report, National Bureau of Economic
Research 2017.

Rosen, Stanley, Red Guard Factionalism and the Cultural Revolution in Guangzhou
(Canton), Westview Press, 1982.

Sapienza, Paola, Anna Toldra-Simats, and Luigi Zingales, “Understanding trust,”
The Economic Journal, 2013, 123 (573), 1313-1332.

Sutter, Matthias and Martin G Kocher, “Trust and trustworthiness across different
age groups,” Games and Economic Behavior, 2007, 59 (2), 364-382.

Tabellini, Guido, “Culture and institutions: economic development in the regions of
Europe,” Journal of the FEuropean Economic association, 2010, 8 (4), 677-716.

25



Unger, Jonathan, “Cultural Revolution conflict in the villages,” The China Quarterly,
1998, 153, 82-106.

Voigtlander, Nico and Hans-Joachim Voth, “Persecution Perpetuated: The Me-
dieval Origins of Anti-Semitic Violence in Nazi Germany,” The Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 2012, 127 (3), 1339-1392.

Walder, Andrew G, Communist neo-traditionalism: Work and authority in Chinese
industry, Univ of California Press, 1988.

_, “Collective behavior revisited: Ideology and politics in the Chinese cultural revolu-
tion,” Rationality and Society, 1994, 6 (3), 400-421.

_, “Rebellion and Repression in China, 1966-1971,” Social Science History, 2014, 38
(3-4), 513-539.

Walder, Andrew G. and Yang Su, “The Cultural Revolution in the Countryside:
Scope, Timing and Human Impact,” The China Quarterly, 2003, (173), 74-99.

Wang, Daxue, “Charity Organizations of the Qing Dynasty (Version 1, 2013),” Harvard
China Map, 2013.

Wu, Yiqing, “The Oxford Bibliography of the Cultural Revolution,” The Oxford Bibli-
ography, 2016.

Yan, Fei, “The Oxford Bibliography of the Chinese Cultural Revolution,” The Oxford
Bibliography, 2016.

Zhang, L., A Farewell to Idealism: A Study on the System of People’s Communes (in
Chinese), Shanghai: Dongfang Publishing Center, 1998.

Zhang, Letian, Fuqun Xi, and Yunxiang Yan, Work Journals of Zhou Shengkang,
1961-1982 (2 vols), Brill, 2018.

Zhou, Q., Educational revolution during the Cultural Revolution, in “The People’s Re-
public of China History Monograph” edited by Guo, D., Wang, H., and Han Gang.,
Chengdu: Sichuan People’s Publishing House., 2004.

26



Figure 1: Trust Formation Years during the Revolution
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Note: This figure illustrates, for each birth cohort, the number of years between the ages of
8 and 22 that would have been covered by the Cultural Revolution decade (upper panel),
as well as that covered by each half (1966-71, and 1972-76 respectively; lower panel). This
is our main measure of cohort exposure. The focus on such an age window comes from
the literature on trust formation (Sutter and Kocher, 2007).
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Figure 2: Effect of Revolutionary Intensity on Generalized Trust, by Birth Cohort
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Note: This figure illustrates the impact of revolutionary intensity (as proxied by the total
number of deaths as a fraction of local population) on generalized trust, separately by
five-year cohort bins. The omitted/comparison cohorts are those born during 1931-35.
Data on trust come from the 2012 wave of the China Family Panel Studies survey, while
data on revolutionary intensity were collected from county gazetteers by the authors.
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Figure 3: Effect of Revolutionary Intensity on Generalized Trust, by Year
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Note: This figure illustrates the differential impact of exposure to specific years of the
Cultural Revolution decade (1966-76). It is an extension of the analysis reported in Table
5. Data on trust come from the 2012 wave of the China Family Panel Studies survey, while
data on revolutionary intensity were collected from county gazetteers by the authors.
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Table 1: Summary Statistics

Panel A: Individual Characteristics ~ Obs Mean S.D. Min  Max
Trust 27,946 0.545 0499 0 1
Male 27,946 0.48  0.500 O 1
Ethnicity Han 27946 0.922 0.268 O 1
Age 27,946 47.388 14.774 22 81
Urban Hukou 27,946 0.287 0452 0 1
Years of Schooling 27,946 6.418 5.028 O 22
Mistreatment (Hukou) 27,425 0.072 0.258 0 1
Mistreatment (Gender) 27,540 0.036 0.187 0 1
Good Class Origin 18,390 0.776 0417 O 1
Middle Class Origin 18,390 0.171 0376 O 1
Bad Class Origin 18,390 0.053 0.225 0 1
Panel B: County Characteristics Obs Mean  S.D. Min  Max
Log Fraction Total Deaths 156 0.913 1.071 0 5.971
Log Fraction Campaign Deaths 156 0.763 1.068 0 5.900
Log Fraction Conflict Deaths 156 0.239 0.538 0 3.335
Pre-CR Social Capital 156 22.333 48.521 O 159
Revolutionary Base 156 0.385  0.488 0 1
Pre-CR Ethnic Fragmentation Index 156 0.095 0.169 0 0.740
Pre-CR Social Fragmentation Index 156 0.957 0.010 0.928 0.975
Pre-CR Educational Gini Coefficient 156 0.447  0.143 0.261 0.780

Notes: This table reports summary statistics for the key variables in our analytical sample, both at the
individual level (Panel A) and at the county level (Panel B). All variables in Panel A come from the
CFPS. The Cultural Revolution variables were digitized by the authors from county gazetteers. Pre-
revolution educational Gini coeflicient is calculated using the 1982 census among individuals born before
1966. Pre-revolution ethnic fragmentation index is calculated following Alesina et al. (2003) using the
same sample. Pre-revolution social capital is proxied with the number of historical charity organizations

(Wang, 2013).
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Table 2: Revolutionary Intensity and Trust: Difference-in-Differences Results

Dep Var: Generalized Trust

Total Deaths

Conflict Deaths

Campaign Deaths

(1) (2) (3) (4) () (6) (7) (8) (9)
A. Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during -0.002***  -0.002*** -0.003** -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.005** -0.002** -0.002*** -0.002**
Trust Formation Years (Ages 8-22) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)  (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
[0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001] [0.002] [0.001] [0.001] [0.001]
{0.001} {0.001} {0.001} {0.001} {0.001} {0.001}  {0.001} {0.001} {0.001}
B. Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during -0.000 -0.000 0.001 -0.003 -0.003 -0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002
Trust Formation Years (Ages 2-7) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001)
[0.001] [0.002] [0.002] [0.003] [0.003] [0.004] [0.001] [0.002] [0.002]
{0.001} {0.002} {0.001} {0.003} {0.003} {0.003}  {0.001} {0.001} {0.001}
C. Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during 0.001 0.000 -0.002 0.000 0.001 -0.002 0.001 0.000 -0.001
Trust Formation Years (Ages 23-30) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002)
[0.001] [0.001] [0.002] [0.002] [0.002] [0.003] [0.001] [0.001] [0.002]
{0.002} {0.002} {0.002} {0.003} {0.003} {0.003}  {0.001} {0.002} {0.002}
R-squared 0.067 0.067 0.071 0.067 0.067 0.071 0.067 0.067 0.071
Observations 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946
Individual Controls Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
County Fixed Effects Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Birth Year Fixed Effects Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
County Characteristics x Cohort Trends N Y Y N Y Y N Y Y
Provincial Cohort Trends N N Y N N Y N N Y

Notes: Robust standard errors - clustered at the county level - are in parentheses. Two-way clustered standard errors - at the county and birth
year levels - are in brackets. Standard errors adjusted for spatial correlation (Conley, 1999) are in curly brackets. */**/*** denotes significance
at the 10% / 5% / 1% levels respectively. The dependent variable is an indicator for trust (1 = most people can be trusted; 0 = you can’t be too

careful). Revolutionary intensity is measured by log(

deaths
populationl1966

+1). The set of individual controls used include gender, ethnicity, age, household

registration status, marital status, employment status, as well as years of schooling. County characteristics include pre-revolution educational
Gini coefficient, ethnic fragmentation index, and social capital. County-cohort trends are constructed as the interaction terms between county
characteristics and the cohort-specific distribution of trust formation. Provincial cohort trends include the interaction terms between provincial
dummies and first-, second-, and third-order polynomials of cohort trends.
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Table 3: Revolutionary Intensity and Trust: Controlling for Post-1976 Labor Market Shocks

Dep Var: Generalized Trust A. Total Deaths B. Conflict Deaths C. Campaign Deaths

(1) 2) 3) (4) () (6) (7) (8)

9)

Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during -0.003***  -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.005*** -0.005*** -0.005*** -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002%**

Trust Formation Years (Ages 8-22) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Marketization Index x Exposure Y N Y Y N Y Y N Y
SOE Layoffs x Exposure N Y Y N Y Y N Y Y
Observations 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946
R-squared 0.071 0.072 0.072 0.071 0.072 0.072 0.071 0.072 0.072
Individual Controls Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
County Fixed Effects Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Birth Year Fixed Effects Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
County Characteristics x Cohort Trends Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Provincial Cohort Trends Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Notes: Robust standard errors - clustered at the county level - are in parentheses. Compared to Table 2, the regressions reported here include
two additional controls: i) an index measuring the liberalization of factor/product/financial markets since the 1980s (Fan et al., 2003), and ii) the
extent of layoffs by state-owned enterprises during the late-1990s, both at the province level. * /** /*** denotes significance at the 10% / 5% / 1%
levels respectively. The dependent variable is an indicator for trust (1 = most people can be trusted; 0 = you can’t be too careful). Revolutionary
intensity is measured by log(popu‘f?;% + 1). The set of individual controls used include gender, ethnicity, age, household registration status,
marital status, employment status, as well as years of schooling. County characteristics include pre-revolution educational Gini coefficient, ethnic
fragmentation index, and social capital. County-cohort trends are constructed as the interaction terms between county characteristics and the
cohort-specific distribution of trust formation. Provincial cohort trends include the interaction terms between provincial dummies and first-,

second-, and third-order polynomials of cohort trends.
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Table 4: Revolutionary Intensity and Trust: Heterogeneous Effects

Dep Var: Generalized Trust

(1)

A. Total Deaths
(2)

(3)

B. Conflict Deaths

(4)

()

(6)

C. Campaign Deaths

(7)

(8)

9)

Class Origin: Good Middle Bad Good Middle Bad Good Middle Bad
Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during -0.002**  0.002  -0.008* -0.004** -0.004 -0.014* -0.002**  0.002 -0.008*
Trust Formation Years (Ages 8-22) (0.001)  (0.002) (0.004) (0.002)  (0.005) (0.008) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004)
Observations 14,268 3,143 979 14,268 3,143 979 14,268 3,143 979
R-squared 0.084 0.150 0.314 0.084 0.150 0.313 0.084 0.150 0.314
Individual Controls Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
County Fixed Effects Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Birth Year Fixed Effects Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
County Characteristics x Cohort Trends Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Provincial Cohort Trends Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Notes: Robust standard errors - clustered at the county level - are in parentheses. */**/*** denotes significance at the 10% / 5% / 1% levels
respectively. The dependent variable is an indicator for trust (I = most people can be trusted; 0 = you can’t be too careful). Revolutionary
+ 1). The set of individual controls used include gender, ethnicity, age, household registration status,
marital status, employment status, as well as years of schooling. County characteristics include pre-revolution educational Gini coefficient, ethnic
fragmentation index, and social capital. County-cohort trends are constructed as the interaction terms between county characteristics and the
cohort-specific distribution of trust formation. Provincial cohort trends include the interaction terms between provincial dummies and first-,

intensity is measured by log(mpﬁ;%

second-, and third-order polynomials of cohort trends.
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Table 5: Revolutionary Intensity and Trust: Comparing Two Episodes

Dep Var: Generalized Trust Episode I (1966-1971) Episode II (1972-1976) Episode I v.s. 1II
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Total Deaths x Years of Exposure -0.005%* -0.004*
(0.002) (0.002)
Conflict Deaths x Years of Exposure -0.009*** -0.008*
(0.003) (0.004)
Campaign Deaths x Years of Exposure -0.005** -0.004
(0.002) (0.002)
Total Deaths x Years of Exposure -0.003%** -0.002
(0.001) (0.002)
Conflict Deaths x Years of Exposure -0.006*** -0.003
(0.002) (0.003)
Campaign Deaths x Years of Exposure -0.003** -0.001
(0.001) (0.002)
Observations 97946 27946 27,946 27,946 97.946 27,946 27,946 27.946 27,946
R-squared 0.072 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.072 0.072 0.072

Individual Controls

County Fixed Effects

Birth Year Fixed Effects

County Characteristics x Cohort Trends
Provincial Cohort Trends

<
<
<
<
<
<
<
<
<

Notes: Robust standard errors - clustered at the county level - are in parentheses. */**/*** denotes significance at the 10% / 5% / 1% levels
respectively. In this table, we construct cohort-exposure to the revolution by dividing it into two episodes: 1966-1971 and 1972-1976. Revolutionary
intensity is measured by log(% + 1). The set of individual controls used include gender, ethnicity, age, household registration status,
. populationl1966 X T R . . o X .

marital status, employment status, as well as years of schooling. County characteristics include pre-revolution educational Gini coefficient, ethnic
fragmentation index, and social capital. County-cohort trends are constructed as the interaction terms between county characteristics and the
cohort-specific distribution of trust formation. Provincial cohort trends include the interaction terms between provincial dummies and first-,

second-, and third-order polynomials of cohort trends.



Table 6: Placebo Test: Alternative Outcomes

Dependent Variable: Mistreatment  Mistreatment
(Hukou) (Gender)

(1) 2)

Panel A: Total Deaths

Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during -0.000 -0.000
Trust Formation Years (Ages 8-22) (0.001) (0.000)
Observations 27,425 27,540
R-squared 0.051 0.045

Panel B: Conflict Deaths

Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during 0.001 0.001
Trust Formation Years (Ages 8-22) (0.001) (0.001)
Observations 27,425 27,540
R-squared 0.051 0.045

Panel C: Campaign Deaths

Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during -0.000 -0.000
Trust Formation Years (Ages 8-22) (0.001) (0.000)
Observations 27,425 27,540
R-squared 0.051 0.045

Individual Controls

County Fixed Effects

Birth Year Fixed Effects

County Characteristics x Cohort Trends
Provincial Cohort Trends

T S
MoK

Notes: Robust standard errors - clustered at the county level - are in parentheses. */**/*** de-
notes significance at the 10% / 5% / 1% levels respectively. Revolutionary intensity is measured by
09(;@1:??;% + 1). The set of individual controls used include gender, ethnicity, age, household
registration status, marital status, employment status, as well as years of schooling. County character-
istics include pre-revolution educational Gini coefficient, ethnic fragmentation index, and social capital.
County-cohort trends are constructed as the interaction terms between county characteristics and the
cohort-specific distribution of trust formation. Provincial cohort trends include the interaction terms

between provincial dummies and first-, second-, and third-order polynomials of cohort trends.
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Table 7: Placebo Test: Hypothetical Definition of Revolution Period

Dep Var: Generalized Trust Hypothetical Revolution Hypothetical Revolution
1955-1965 1977-1987
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Total Deaths x Years of Exposure -0.001 0.000
(0.001) (0.001)
Conflict Deaths x Years of Exposure -0.003 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002)
Campaign Deaths x Years of Exposure -0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001)
Observations 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946 27,946
R-squared 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071 0.071

Individual Controls

County Fixed Effects

Birth Year Fixed Effects

County Characteristics x Cohort Trends
Provincial Cohort Trends

<
<
T
<
<
<

Notes: Robust standard errors - clustered at the county level - are in parentheses. */**/*** denotes significance at the 10% / 5% / 1% levels
respectively. In this table, we construct cohort-exposure to the revolution by assuming it happened during 1955-1965 or 1977-1987, and trust
formation years are in the age window of [8,22]. Revolutionary intensity is measured by lOg(;mij?+1966 +1). The set of individual controls used
include gender, ethnicity, age, household registration status, marital status, employment status, as well as years of schooling. County characteristics
include pre-revolution educational Gini coefficient, ethnic fragmentation index, and social capital. County-cohort trends are constructed as the
interaction terms between county characteristics and the cohort-specific distribution of trust formation. Provincial cohort trends include the

interaction terms between provincial dummies and first-, second-, and third-order polynomials of cohort trends.
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Table 8: Robustness Checks: Reporting Bias

Dep Var: Generalized Trust

(1)

A: Total Deaths
(2)

3)

B: Conflict Deaths

(4) (©) (6)

C: Campaign Deaths

(7) (®) (9)

Revolutionary Intensity x Years of Exposure -0.003*** -0.003** -0.003* -0.006*** -0.006*** -0.006*** -0.002** -0.003** -0.002*
(0.001) (0.001)  (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)  (0.001)
Revolutionary Intensity x Years of Exposure 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000
x Local Party Strength (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Revolutionary Intensity x Years of Exposure 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.000
x Narrative Style (0.002)  (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)  (0.002)
Observations 27,352 27,352 27,352 27,352 27,352 27,352 27,352 27,352 27,352
R-squared 0.072 0.072 0.073 0.072 0.072 0.073 0.072 0.072 0.072
Local Party Strength x Years of Exposure Y N Y Y N Y Y N Y
Narrative Style x Years of Exposure N Y Y N Y Y N Y Y
Individual Controls Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
County Fixed Effects Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Birth Year Fixed Effects Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
County Characteristics x Cohort Trends Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Provincial Cohort Trends Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Notes: Robust standard errors - clustered at the county level - are in parentheses. */**/*** denotes significance at the 10% / 5% / 1% levels
respectively. Local party strength is measured by number of party members in 1949 at county level, and narrative style is an indicator variable
that equals one if a county’s gazetteer contained detailed records of natural disasters, and zero otherwise. Revolutionary intensity is measured by

deaths
lOg( populationl1966

+1). The set of individual controls used include gender, ethnicity, age, household registration status, marital status, employment

status, as well as years of schooling. County characteristics include pre-revolution educational Gini coeflicient, ethnic fragmentation index, and
social capital. County-cohort trends are constructed as the interaction terms between county characteristics and the cohort-specific distribution of
trust formation. Provincial cohort trends include the interaction terms between provincial dummies and first-, second-, and third-order polynomials

of cohort trends.
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Table 9: Group-Specific Trust

Dependent Variable: Trust in Parents Neighbours Doctors Local Leaders Strangers United States ~ PCA’s Primary
Component (1-6)

(1) 2) 3) 4) () (6) (7)

Panel A: Total Deaths

Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during  -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 -0.004** -0.002 -0.002 -0.005%*
Trust Formation Years (Ages 8-22) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003)

Panel B: Conflict Deaths

Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during  0.001 -0.001 -0.000 -0.007* -0.006** -0.005* -0.008
Trust Formation Years (Ages 8-22) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005)

Panel C: Campaign Deaths

Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during  -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 -0.003* -0.002 -0.002 -0.005*
Trust Formation Years (Ages 8-22) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003)
Observations 26,572 26,572 26,572 26,572 26,572 26,572 26,572
R-squared 0.107 0.064 0.062 0.081 0.087 0.118 0.061

Individual Controls

County Fixed Effects

Birth Year Fixed Effects

County Characteristics x Cohort Trends
Provincial Cohort Trends

T
T
RGO
T
T
RO
T

Notes: Robust standard errors - clustered at the county level - are in parentheses. */**/*** denotes significance at the 10% / 5% / 1% levels
respectively. Revolutionary intensity is measured by log(popﬁtl% + 1). The set of individual controls used include gender, ethnicity, age,
household registration status, marital status, employment status, as well as years of schooling. County characteristics include pre-revolution
educational Gini coefficient, ethnic fragmentation index, and social capital. County-cohort trends are constructed as the interaction terms between
county characteristics and the cohort-specific distribution of trust formation. Provincial cohort trends include the interaction terms between
provincial dummies and first-, second-, and third-order polynomials of cohort trends. Column 1-6 presents results using group-specific trust as
dependent variables, and Column 7 used the primary component derived from the Principal Component Analysis (PCA) of the six dimensions of

group-specific trust. The score coefficients of the PCA on this component are shown in appendix Table A6.
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Table A1l.
Table A2.
Table A3.
Table A4.
Table A5.
Table A6.
Table AT7.

Correlation Table: County Characteristics

Mapping of CFPS Family Class Origin List to Deng and Treiman (1997)
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Table Al: Correlation Table: County Characteristics (N=156)

A B C D E F G H
A Total Deaths 1
B Campaign Deaths 0.9396 1
C Conflict Deaths 0.5168 0.2518 1
D Pre-CR Social Capital 0.1478 0.1819 -0.1213 1
E Revolutionary Base 0.0312 0.0100 0.0357 0.0125 1
F  Pre-CR Ethnic Fragmentation Index 0.0516 0.0710 0.0616 -0.2209 -0.2741 1
G Pre-CR Social Fragmentation Index  0.0931  0.0562 0.0088 0.3932 0.0293 -0.1014 1
H Pre-CR Educational Gini Coefficient -0.2278 -0.2465 0.0694 -0.4062 -0.0500 0.2818 -0.2215 1

Notes: Revolutionary intensity is measured by log(% +1). Pre-revolution educational Gini coefficient is calculated using the 1982 census
among individuals born before 1966. Pre-revolution ethnic fragmentation index is calculated following Alesina et al. (2003) using the same sample.
Pre-revolution social capital is proxied with the number of historical charity organizations (Wang, 2013). Revolutionary base is an indicator for

whether a region was historically a revolutionary base for the Communist Party.
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Table A2: Mapping of CFPS Family Class Origin List to Deng and Treiman (1997)

Deng and Treiman (1997)

CFPS Classification

Good-class origins

Revolutionary cadres

Revolutionary army men

Revolutionary martyrs

Pre-Liberation industrial workers and their families
Former poor and lower-middle peasant families

Gl o=

Middle-class origins

1. Families of pre-liberation peddlers and store clerks, etc.

2. Former middle-peasant families

3. Intelligentsia middle class (families of pre-liberation clerks, teachers, professionals, etc.)
4. Others

Bad-class origins

A. Families of former capitalists

B. Families of rightists

C. Pre-Liberation rich peasant families

D. Families of bad elements (a label denoting criminal offenders)
E. Pre-Liberation landlord families

F. Families of counter-revolutionaries

28
14, 15
11, 12, 13

16, 17, 18, 24, 25, 26
3, 6, 10

4 (bankrupted landlords)

20,21,22 (capitalists)
5,7,8,9 (rich peasants)

1,2 (landlord)
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Table A3: Determinants of Revolutionary Intensity

Dep Var: Revolutionary Intensity Total Deaths Conflict Deaths Campaign Deaths
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
Pre-CR Social Capital 0.002 -0.006***  -0.001** -0.002 0.003 -0.005%*
(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
Revolutionary Base 0.131 0.071 0.055 -0.030 0.101 0.061
(0.200) (0.171) (0.107) (0.078) (0.197) (0.195)
Pre-CR Ethnic Fragmentation 0.967 -0.114 0.151 -0.9317%** 1.136* 0.469
(0.703) (0.791) (0.338) (0.334) (0.677) (0.921)
Pre-CR Social Fragmentation 2.802 -6.715 3.745 -6.783 -3.785 -5.886

(8.002)  (11.245)  (4.098)  (5.576)  (8.398)  (14.774)
Pre-CR Educational Gini Coefficient  -1.725%%  -0.442 0.078 0.832%  -1.848%%%  _1.092
(0.707)  (0.695)  (0.393)  (0.421)  (0.685)  (0.678)

Observations 156 156 156 156 156 156
R-squared 0.076 0.504 0.022 0.566 0.097 0.457
Province Fixed Effects N Y N Y N Y

Notes: Robust standard errors - clustered at the county level - are in parentheses. */**/*** denotes significance at the 10% / 5% / 1% levels
respectively. Revolutionary intensity is measured by log(% + 1). Pre-revolution educational Gini coefficient is calculated using the
1982 census among individuals born before 1966. Pre-revolution ethnic fragmentation index is calculated following Alesina et al. (2003) using the
same sample. Pre-revolution social capital is proxied with the number of historical charity organizations (Wang, 2013). Revolutionary base is an

indicator for whether a region was historically a revolutionary base for the Communist Party.



Table A4: Historical Social Capital and Trust

Dep Var: Generalized Trust (1) (2) (3)

Historical Social Capital 0.041%%¥*  0.037***  0.042%**
(0.011)  (0.010)  (0.014)

Revolutionary Intensity -0.018* -0.017*
(0.010)  (0.009)

Historical Social Capital x Revolutionary Intensity -0.005

(0.007)
Observations 27,946 27,946 27,946
R-squared 0.049 0.050 0.050

Individual Controls
Province Fixed Effects
Birth Year Fixed Effects
County Characteristics
Provincial Cohort Trends

T
RO
e

Notes: Robust standard errors - clustered at the county level - are in parentheses. */**/*** denotes
significance at the 10% / 5% / 1% levels. The dependent variable is an indicator for trust (1 = yes; 0 =
no). Revolutionary intensity is measured by log(% + 1). The set of individual controls used
include gender, ethnicity, age, household registration status, as well as years of schooling and test scores.
County characteristics include pre-revolution educational Gini coefficient, ethnic fragmentation index,
and social capital. Provincial cohort trends include the interaction terms between provincial dummies

and first-, second-, and third-order polynomials of cohort trends.
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Table A5: Revolutionary Intensity and Trust: Additional Heterogeneous Results

Dep Var: Generalized Trust A. Total Deaths B. Conflict Deaths C. Campaign Deaths
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Father’s Party Membership Yes No Yes No Yes No
Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during  0.001  -0.003***  -0.001  -0.005**  0.001 -0.002%**
Trust Formation Years (Ages 8-22) (0.002)  (0.001)  (0.006)  (0.002)  (0.002) (0.001)
Observations 3636 18877 3,636 18,877 3,636 18,877
R-squared 0.158 0.080 0.158 0.079 0.158 0.079

Individual Controls

County Fixed Effects

Birth Year Fixed Effects

County Characteristics x Cohort Trends
Provincial Cohort Trends

T
S
T S
T IS
Mo
S

Notes: Robust standard errors - clustered at the county level - in parentheses. */**/*** denotes significance at the 10% / 5% / 1% levels. The
dependent variable is an indicator for trust (1 = most people can be trusted; 0 = you can’t be too careful). Revolutionary intensity is measured by
log(popu‘ff;‘t‘% +1). The set of individual controls used include gender, ethnicity, age, household registration status, marital status, employment
status, as well as years of schooling. County characteristics include pre-revolution educational Gini coefficient, ethnic fragmentation index, and
social capital. County-cohort trends are constructed as the interaction terms between county characteristics and the cohort-specific distribution of
trust formation. Provincial cohort trends include the interaction terms between provincial dummies and first-, second-, and third-order polynomials

of cohort trends.



Table A6: Principal Component Analysis of Group-specific Trust

Variable Component 1 Component 2
Parents 0.2732 -0.4647
Neighbors 0.4706 -0.1988
Doctors 0.4541 -0.3158
Local leaders 0.4867 -0.0876
Strangers 0.3776 0.5493
The United States 0.3439 0.5791

Notes: This table presents scoring coefficients for the primary and secondary component derived from
the Principal Component Analysis (PCA). Both components’ eigenvalues are above one.

Table A7: Robustness Check: World Value Survey

Dep Var: Generalized Trust (1) (2) (3)
Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during -0.009**

Trust Formation Years (Ages 8-22) (0.003)

Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during 0.006

Trust Formation Years (Ages 2-7) (0.004)
Revolutionary Intensity x Exposure during 0.010
Trust Formation Years (Ages 23-30) (0.008)
Observations 4,590 4,590 4,590
R-squared 0.065 0.065 0.065

Individual Controls
Province Fixed Effects
Birth Year Fixed Effects
Provincial Cohort Trends

o
o<
o

Notes: Robust standard errors - clustered at the province level - are in parentheses. */**/*** denotes
significance at the 10% / 5% / 1% levels respectively. Sample from the World Value Survey including
the 2001, 2007, and 2013 waves. Revolutionary intensity is calculated as the province-level average of
the revolution intensity. The set of individual controls used include gender, ethnicity, age, marital status,
employment status, as well as years of schooling. Provincial cohort trends include the interaction terms
between provincial dummies and first-, second-, and third-order polynomials of cohort trends.

45



	Introduction
	Historical Background
	Political Conflicts and The Features
	Post-revolution Evaluation
	The Revolution and Social Trust

	Data Sources
	Regional Variation: Revolutionary Intensity
	Cohort Variation: Trust Formation Ages
	Generalized Trust
	Sample and Descriptive Statistics

	Identification Strategy
	Results
	Difference-in-Differences
	Other Socio-Economic Shocks
	Heterogeneous Effects
	Placebo and Robustness Checks
	Alternative Measures of Trust

	Conclusion
	Supplemental Tables

