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Abstract

Crises frequently escalate from provocations: materially insignificant actions or
incidents that stimulate a public desire to defend the nation and retaliate against
perceived transgressions. Leaders often invoke the language of provocation to explain
why domestic audiences demand restitution and tough action. Are they bluffing? We
theorize that being the target of provocative actions—such as insults, non-militarized
escalation, fatalities, and symbolic shows of force—can increase public disapproval
of the government for not taking strong countermeasures. We use two scenario-based
survey experiments to evaluate how provocative events affect Chinese citizens’ approval
of their government’s foreign policy performance. We also exploit a natural experiment
by deploying these surveys during the days surrounding US military patrols in the
South China Sea. We find evidence that citizens disapprove of government inaction in
the face of provocative actions, potentially tying the government’s hands by creating
incentives to escalate international crises. The phenomenon of provocation reduces the
efficacy of coercive tactics and alters bargaining dynamics.
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1 Introduction

Crises are often triggered by materially insignificant incidents that provoke a harsh response
from one state, in turn sparking a tough response by another state. Such incidents rarely
affect the military balance but often take on symbolic and emotional importance. Recent
disputes in Asia fit this pattern, where one state denounces another state’s actions as ag-
gressive and provocative, galvanizing retaliatory threats and countermeasures to protect
the concerned nation’s honor and interests. For example, after the US and South Korea
conducted joint military exercises in November 2010, North Korea responded by shelling
Yeonpyeong island, charging that South Korea was “simulating an invasion of the North”
as “a means to provoke war.”1 The North Korean attacks, which killed two South Korean
marines, prompted a harsh response from the United States and South Korea. Stating that
“the provocation this time can be regarded as an invasion of South Korean territory,” South
Korean President Lee Myung-bak ordered retaliatory artillery strikes, the mobilization of
fighter jets, and plans to attack a North Korean missile base upon “any indication of further
provocation.”2 UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-Moon called the cross-border hostilities “one
of the gravest incidents since the end of the Korean War.”3

The impulse to react to provocative events appears central to many crises, yet there
has been little systematic study of how the phenomenon of provocation shapes leaders’
domestic incentives in international disputes. Crises often revolve around the rhetorical and
diplomatic portrayal of foreign actions as “provocative” and one’s own actions as legitimate,
defensive responses.4 For example, Chinese officials have called US freedom of navigation
patrols “provocative attempts to infringe on China’s South China Sea sovereignty.”5 In
turn, US officials have warned China not to establish an Air Defense Identification Zone
(ADIZ) in the South China Sea, stating that “We would consider an ADIZ...a provocative
and destabilizing act which would automatically raise tensions.”6 After China sent a deep-
water oil rig to waters off the coast of Vietnam, tens of thousands of Vietnamese protesters
marched to condemn Chinese actions as provocative, carrying signs that read “sovereignty
is sacred and inviolable.”7 The United States imposed new sanctions on North Korea after

The authors contributed equally. Author order is alphabetical and reflects a regular rotation. The
authors can be reached at allan.dafoe@yale.edu and jessica.weiss@cornell.edu. Our preregistration and pre-
analysis plan, and most recent version of this paper, can be found at allandafoe.com/china. We thank
Qiuqing Tai and Ran Chen for excellent research assistance.

1Mark McDonald, “‘Crisis Status’ in South Korea After North Shells Island,” New York Times, November
23, 2010.

2“After North Korean strike, South Korean leader threatens ’retaliation,”’ CNN, November
24, 2010, http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/asiapcf/11/23/nkorea.skorea.military.fire/; Lee Chi-dong,
“S. Korea vows ‘stern retaliation’ against N. Korea’s attacks’, Yonhap, November 23, 2010,
http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2010/11/23/81/0301000000AEN20101123013700315F.HTML.

3Spokesperson for the UN Secretary-General, November 23, 2010,
http://www.un.org/sg/statements/?nid=4948.

4For example, a Google search of “(provocative or provocation) and ‘North Korea”’ turns up over 160,000
hits.

5“China Voice: U.S. provocations threaten to militarize South China Sea,” Xinhua, October 17, 2015,
bit.ly/1oCYILN.

6“Kerry warns Beijing over air defense zone for South China Sea,” Reuters, 4 June 2016.
7“Protests staged in Vietnam against China planting oil rig in Vietnamese waters,” Tuoi Tre, May 11,
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condemning its February 2016 satellite launch as a “destabilizing and provocative action
and flagrant violation of multiple U.N. security council resolutions,” while North Korea
publicized it “as a peaceful space launch.”8 Philippine officials have taken legal actions
to halt Chinese “provocative acts” in the South China Sea. The Chinese government has
responding by asserting that “China has been forced to take necessary measures in response
to such provocative conduct.”9

As these quotes make clear, the language of provocation is frequently employed in diplo-
matic rhetoric. What constitutes a provocative act or event is harder to define, partly
because the concept varies by culture and context, and partly because actors have strategic
incentives to exaggerate or downplay how provocative an action or event is. Actions or inci-
dents that are often deemed provocative include verbal insults, legal or physical challenges
to sovereignty, the killing of soldiers or civilians, and the public defiance of stated claims or
demands.

Perceived provocations can alter crisis dynamics by putting pressure on a government
to take action, fearing the domestic costs of appearing dishonorable, weak, or incompetent.
Foreign transgressions may be interpreted as a government’s failure to deter foreign challenges
and project a reputation for strength on the international stage. In the absence of swift
retaliatory measures, domestic audiences may also disapprove of a government that fails to
punish the foreign state and restore the nation’s honor and international standing. Such
reactions may be shared by members of the public as well as elites in the military, party, or
bureaucracy. Fear of domestic disapproval can in turn put pressure on government leaders
to take a tough stance and retaliate against perceived provocations.

From historical and observational data alone there are limits to our ability to evaluate
the effects of perceived provocations on domestic approval. To the extent that government
inaction in the face of foreign challenges increases domestic disapproval, government elites
have incentives to downplay the salience or degree to which foreign actions are perceived as
provocative and framed as requiring a response. When governments do respond forcefully to
foreign actions deemed provocative, moreover, they often benefit from a rally-round-the-flag
surge in popular approval.10 Selection effects thus make it difficult to observe directly the
domestic costs of inaction in response to foreign provocations.11

To evaluate the extent to which certain kinds of events provoke domestic disapproval of
inaction, we employ two kinds of survey experiments and exploit a natural experiment in

2014, http://tuoitrenews.vn/politics/19579/vietnamese-people-in-big-cities-demonstrate-to-protest-against-
china

8“Terri Cronk, “Congress Receives DoD Report on North Korea,” U.S. Department of Defense,
Feb. 12, 2016, http://www.defense.gov/News-Article-View/Article/655832/congress-receives-dod-report-on-
north-korea.

9Chun Han Wong, “Philippines Renews Arbitration Push in South China Seas Dispute,” Wall Street
Journal, August 9, 2014, on.wsj.com/1mVHpnQ; “Position Paper of the Government of the People’s Republic
of China on the Matter of Jurisdiction in the South China Sea Arbitration Initiated by the Republic of the
Philippines,” PRC Ministry of Foreign Affairs, December 7, 2014, bit.ly/1wMJXbl.

10This literature is too large to summarize here, but see, for example, J E Mueller. War, Presidents, and
Public Opinion. University Press of America, 1973.

11For an analogous argument about the difficulty of observing the audience costs of empty threats, see
Kenneth A. Schultz. “Do Democratic Institutions Constrain or Inform? Contrasting Two Institutional
Perspectives on Democracy and War”. In: International Organization 53.2 (1999), pp. 233–266.
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the context of disputes between the United States and China and between China and its
neighbors. The first involves a familiar design in the study of international relations, in which
crucial features of an abstract hypothetical scenario are experimentally manipulated. The
second is a “selective-history” design in which we remind the respondents about particular
events in an ongoing dispute. The third design examines a plausible natural experiment, as
we fielded our survey in the days before, during, and after events in a serious international
confrontation became known to the Chinese public. To preview our results, we find that
foreign provocations increase public disapproval of inaction in both of the scenario-based
survey experiments as well as in the natural experiment.

We focus on the attitudes and reactions of citizens in China for two reasons. First, Chinese
foreign policy has great substantive importance to world affairs. If a new great power war
occurs, there is a good chance that it would be between China and the United States or Japan
over sovereignty and maritime issues in the Asia-Pacific.12 Second, despite many differences
in domestic regime, size, power, and national history, Chinese reactions to international crises
can help us understand the incentives and pressures that other authoritarian states face,
just as scholars studying American foreign policy can shed light on democratic behavior in
international relations. A recent wave of experimental research has examined the conditions
under which democratic publics disapprove of leaders who issue public threats and then
back down. Given comparative claims about the democratic advantage in utilizing audience
costs, it is important to examine these dynamics in the authoritarian context, which we do
elsewhere. But many crises and militarized disputes erupt in the absence of explicit threats
and demands,13 requiring us to take a broader view of the mechanisms by which crises may
escalate. Investigating the phenomenon of provocation14 can illuminate why unexpected
incidents can trigger a chain reaction of escalation and counter-escalation, as citizens and
leaders find inaction unconscionable in the face of a perceived insult or attack on the nation.

After outlining the phenomenon of provocation, we review several crises and maritime
disputes between China, the United States, and other claimants in the East and South China
Seas to set up the context for our survey designs. We investigate how events are perceived,
framed, and rebroadcast by the state and citizens, as well as the limits of authoritarian
propaganda and censorship in managing public opinion.

2 Provocation

2.1 Definition and Effect on Crisis Dynamics

The Oxford English Dictionary (OED) lists several meanings for the term “provocation”
and the related terms “provocative” and “provoke”.15 The primary meaning is one of
incitement—a reaction to a stimulus (sense 1)—where the reaction is often one of anger,
resentment, or another strong emotion (sense 2). Especially relevant for our purposes is the

12Graham Allison, “The Thucydides Trap: Are the U.S. and China Headed for War?” The Atlantic,
September 24, 2015, http://theatln.tc/1PxGVNV.

13Alexander B Downes and Todd S Sechser. “The Illusion of Democratic Credibility”. In: International
Organization 66.03 (2012), pp. 457–489.

14In conjunction with work done in Allan Dafoe and Sophia Hatz. “Coercion and Provocation”. 2015.
15See https://www.dropbox.com/s/91i6v75jkobwvd7/OED-provocation-definition.pdf?dl=0.
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older meaning of “challenging someone to fight; a challenge, a defiance” (sense 6), which
the term retains in diplomatic usage. This definition leaves room for disagreement over the
extent to which a particular action or event is provocative, which is appropriate given how
much disagreement of this kind there is in diplomatic intercourse. We refrain from using the
term provocation to reference an action or event that was intended to provoke. Because it is
often difficult to know whether an action was intended to elicit a reaction, from an analytical
standpoint this usage is overly restrictive.16

Foreign provocations take on additional significance for government leaders when made
public to domestic audiences, as they may then raise the reputational stakes for leaders seek-
ing to prove their competence or steadfastness in defending the national interest.17 Failure to
take tough action may be interpreted as revealing a leader’s weakness in the face of foreign
coercion, accepting harm to the nation’s integrity or sovereignty, or sullying the nation’s
reputation for resolve. The desire to defend the nation from foreign threats and insults is a
powerful catalyst for popular support for war. In survey experiments, for example, Gottfried
and Trager find that aggressive foreign rhetoric increases popular support for leaders who
wage war.18

HP (Provocation): Provocative events increase disapproval of backing down or
inaction.

The phenomenon of provocation can fuel escalation by increasing the domestic costs of
inaction. Whereas audience costs are said to arise when leaders publicly escalate a crisis
and then back down, provocations involve foreign actions that escalate a crisis and engage
public concern for defending the nation. In his seminal article, for example, Fearon gives
an example of audience costs arising from the actions of the other state—a provocation—in
which French Foreign Minister Rouillé complained about offensive British pamphlets that
made it harder for Rouillé to reach a compromise with Britain.19 Like explicit threats
and statements of commitment, public provocations can potentially lock a government into
taking a tough stance. Unlike most processes that “tie hands” that scholars have examined,
however, provocation is largely a response to the behavior of foreign actors, with important

16In some cases, the reaction may be intended. In studying terrorism, for example, a “strategy of provo-
cation” can refer to an “attempt to induce the enemy to respond to terrorism with indiscriminate violence,
which radicalizes the population and moves them to support the terrorist.”Andrew H Kydd and Barbara F
Walter. “The Strategies of Terrorism”. In: International Security 31.1 (2006), pp. 49–80, p. 51. Also see
David B Carter. “Provocation and the Strategy of Terrorist and Guerrilla Attacks”. In: International Orga-
nization 70.01 (2016), pp. 133–173; Edward L Glaeser and Cass R Sunstein. A Theory of Civil Disobedience.
Tech. rep. National Bureau of Economic Research, 2015. Here the term refers to the reaction, as we do, but
it defines the incitement as intended whereas in our usage this need not be the case.

17Alexandre Debs and Jessica Chen Weiss. “Circumstances, Domestic Audiences, and Reputational In-
centives in International Crisis Bargaining”. In: Journal of Conflict Resolution (2014).

18Matthew S. Gottfried and Robert F. Trager. “A Preference for War: How Fairness and Rhetoric
Influence Leadership Incentives in Crises”. In: International Studies Quarterly (2016). issn: 0020-8833.
doi: 10.1093/isq/sqv025. eprint: http://isq.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2016/02/24/isq.

sqv025.full.pdf. url: http://isq.oxfordjournals.org/content/early/2016/02/24/isq.sqv025.
19James D. Fearon. “Domestic Political Audiences and the Escalation of International Disputes”. In: The

American Political Science Review 88.3 (1994), pp. 577–592, p. 581.
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implications for the dynamics of crisis escalation.20 Whereas the decision to issue a public
threat also has the side benefit of signaling resolve, foreign provocations do not necessarily
provide this signaling function. Only if provocations can be fully hidden from public view
does a government’s decision to make them public have a signaling function, discussed below.

2.2 Managing public perceptions of provocation

If provocations alter popular support for the government and the desire for international
retaliation, leaders have incentives to manage public perceptions of foreign actions and in-
cidents. With information advantages over citizens about foreign and military affairs, elites
often have leeway to showcase or downplay developments that might trigger public concern.
Leaders of strong authoritarian states are particularly equipped to restrict the domestic flow
of information, but even democratic elites can frame how events are perceived and invoke
new information to shape public opinion.21

To maintain flexibility and avoid being locked in to a tough stance, leaders may wish
to downplay international incidents and avoid characterizing foreign actions as provocative.
At other times, leaders can magnify or emphasize foreign provocations to mobilize public
support for war and deter foreign action. For example, US troops in Berlin and South Korea
were used to commit the United States to respond vigorously to potential provocations.
In addition, reminding the public of foreign provocations can generate a rally-round-the-
flag effect and mobilize popular support for a tough stance.22 As Kimberly Marten notes,
“Putin is trying to provoke the United States and NATO into military action and create the
appearance that they are posing a threat to Russia, in order to bolster his own popularity.”23

20Audience cost theorists have noted that public threats and troop mobilization may also engender foreign
audience costs and thus weaken their coercive effect, but the effect of foreign provocations and threats
has not been empirically examined in a systematic fashion. B.L. Slantchev. “Audience Cost Theory and
Its Audiences”. In: Security Studies 21.3 (2012), pp. 376–382, p. 4; James Fearon. “Domestic Political
Audiences and the Escalation of International Disputes”. In: American Political Science Review 88.3 (1994),
pp. 577–92, p. 581; Shuhei Kurizaki. “Efficient secrecy: Public versus private threats in crisis diplomacy”.
In: American Political Science Review 101.03 (2007), pp. 543–558.

21Adam J Berinsky. “Assuming the costs of war: Events, elites, and American public support for military
conflict”. In: Journal of Politics 69.4 (2007), pp. 975–997; Matthew S Levendusky and Michael C Horowitz.
“When Backing Down is the Right Decision: Partisanship, New Information, and Audience Costs”. In:
The Journal of Politics 74.02 (2012), pp. 323–338; R.F. Trager and L. Vavreck. “The Political Costs of
Crisis Bargaining: Presidential Rhetoric and the Role of Party”. In: American Journal of Political Science
55.3 (2011), pp. 526–545; Elizabeth N. Saunders. “The Political Origins of Elite Support for War: How
Democratic Leaders Manage Public Opinion”. 2015.

22The literature on rally effects is too extensive to summarize here. Among others, see Mueller, War,
Presidents, and Public Opinion; William D Baker and John R Oneal. “Patriotism or opinion leadership?
The nature and origins of the “rally’round the flag” effect”. In: Journal of Conflict Resolution 45.5 (2001),
pp. 661–687; Brian Lai and Dan Reiter. “Rally ‘round the union jack? Public opinion and the use of force
in the United Kingdom, 1948–2001”. In: International Studies Quarterly 49.2 (2005), pp. 255–272.

23In “Russia rearms for a new era,” New York Times, December 24, 2015.

7



2.3 Provocation and Nationalist Sentiment in China

In China, foreign “provocations” are central to the national narrative of a “Century of Na-
tional Humiliation” by foreign powers,24 a trope that continues to shape how international
crises are understood in China today. The U.S. bombing of the Chinese embassy in Yu-
goslavia in 1999 was portrayed and interpreted by Chinese officials as an intentional probe of
China’s resolve and a public demonstration of China’s weakness on the international stage.
As President Jiang Zemin declared in an internal meeting of the Politburo Standing Commit-
tee, the bombing “was definitely not an accident, definitely not innocent....We must speak
with the force of justice and make known to U.S.-led NATO: the Chinese people will not
be humiliated! The Chinese nation will not be bullied!”25 Even reform-minded Premier Zhu
Rongji stated: “If we submit to this humiliation without a protest, the United States will
become even more unbridled in the future.”26 A Beijing student concurred that the bombing
was intended to “test our nation’s strength” and claimed that if the government’s “response is
not strong enough, the American devils (guizi) will further meddle in our internal affairs.”27

Chinese leaders have historically invoked foreign provocations to bolster domestic support
for meeting international challenges. During the 1950s, Chinese Communist Party propa-
ganda emphasized “American imperialism” to foster a siege mentality and mobilize public
support for Mao’s broader strategic vision. As one Renmin Ribao headline read: “All the
Nation’s People Mobilize, Struggle to Resolutely Oppose the American Military Provoca-
tion!”28 Chinese leaders have often tried to manage tensions short of war to avoid spending
unnecessary resources, as Christensen notes, but “conflict manipulation is dangerous and can
lead to escalation and warfare despite the more limited intentions of leaders in the mobilizing
state.”29

More recently, Chinese officials have warned the United States and its neighbors to tread
carefully, lest foreign actions provoke nationalist outrage. In the words of Chinese Ambas-
sador to the United States Cui Tiankai, “the Chinese public is following very closely whether
the United States will adopt a just and objective position” on South China Sea disputes.30

And Chinese leaders frequently criticize foreign actions for hurting the “feelings of more than
1.3 billion Chinese people” in justifying an unyielding stance.31

Are these claims bluffs? Do foreign actions actually “hurt the feelings” of the Chinese
public, increasing popular resolve to fight and criticizing the government if it fails to take
tough action? Chinese diplomats claim to receive unsolicited mail from citizens containing

24Zheng Wang. Never forget national humiliation: Historical memory in Chinese politics and foreign
relations. Columbia University Press, 2014.

25Jessica Chen Weiss. Powerful patriots: nationalist protest in China’s foreign relations. Oxford University
Press, 2014, p. 52.

26Ibid., p. 53.
27Ibid., p. 50.
28Thomas J Christensen. Useful adversaries: Grand strategy, domestic mobilization, and Sino-American

conflict, 1947-1958. Princeton University Press, 1996, p. 218.
29Ibid., p. 14.
30“Beijing warns U.S. about South China Sea disputes,” New York Times, June 22, 2011.
31“China’s Xi, Japan’s Abe hold landmark meeting,” Reuters, November 10, 2014, accessed at http:

//www.reuters.com/article/us-china-japan-idUSKCN0IU08420141110; “China urges Japan to properly
handle sensitive issues in bilateral ties,” Xinhua, November 2, 2015, accessed at http://en.people.cn/n/

2015/1102/c90000-8970135.html.
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calcium pills, a sly demand to “show more backbone in standing up against the United
States.”32 At the same time, the Chinese government has invested heavily in tools of “public
opinion management,” deploying state-sponsored commentary and censorship to win the
“guerrilla battle” in the “mass microphone era,” according to the head of the People’s Daily
Public Opinion Monitoring Unit.33 Since the bloody crackdown on June 4, 1989 dealt a
body blow to the CCP’s legitimacy, China has invested heavily in nationalist propaganda
and patriotic education to substantiate its claim to legitimacy.34 Chinese textbooks exhort
students to “Never Forget National Humiliation!”35 and events such as the 2001 EP-3 collision
are remembered and replayed on state television, emotionally retelling the story and lauding
the courage and decency of Chinese pilot and martyr Wang Wei.36

Although the Chinese state relies heavily on propaganda and censorship,37 however, its
effectiveness in molding public opinion remains contested.38 Indeed, Roberts finds that
knowledge of censorship “does not deter the spread of information and instead often under-
mines government legitimacy and induces information seeking.”39 Moreover, Chinese leaders
cannot veil all potentially provocative events from public view. Some incidents may be too
large or directly experienced by a segment of the public to be concealed, such as the attacks
of 9/11 and Pearl Harbor. In other cases, the international news media may report an event
and make it difficult for the target to conceal it.

In recent years, China has been engaged in a number of crises and ongoing disputes
with neighbors and the United States in which provocation appears to play an important
role. Visits by Japanese prime ministers to Yasukuni shrine, which houses the spirits of 14
A-class war criminals along with ordinary Japanese war dead, have provoked angry condem-
nations from Beijing and sparked anti-Japanese protest marches in many Chinese cities.40

Japan’s “nationalization” of three of the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands in the East China Sea in

32Susan L Shirk. China: fragile superpower. Oxford University Press, 2008, p. 101.
33Michelle Fong and Jennifer Cheung, “If you like killing time on social networks, China has a job for

you,” Public Radio International, July 31, 2014, http://bit.ly/1KOBYwW.
34Suisheng Zhao. A nation-state by construction: Dynamics of modern Chinese nationalism. Stanford

University Press, 2004.
35Wang, Never forget national humiliation: Historical memory in Chinese politics and foreign relations.
36“Yang Shi ji nian Zhong Mei Nanhai zhuangji shijian zhong yunan feixingyuan,” CCTV13, April 1, 2013,

available at http://news.sohu.com/20130402/n371413641.shtml.
37On Chinese censorship, see Gary King, Jennifer Pan, and Margaret E. Roberts. “How censorship in

China allows government criticism but silences collective expression”. In: American Political Science Review
107.2 (2013), pp. 326–343, Peter Lorentzen. “China’s Strategic Censorship”. In: American Journal of
Political Science 58.2 (2014), pp. 402–414. On propaganda, see Haifeng Huang. “Propaganda as Signaling”.
In: Forthcoming in Comparative Politics (2014), Anne-Marie Brady. Marketing dictatorship: Propaganda
and thought work in contemporary China. Rowman & Littlefield, 2009, Daniel C Lynch. After the Propaganda
State: Media, politics, and “thought work” in reformed China. Stanford University Press, 1999.

38Haifeng Huang. “A war of (mis) information: The political effects of rumors and rumor rebuttals in
an authoritarian country”. In: British Journal of Political Science (2015), pp. 1–29; Daniela Stockmann.
“Who believes propaganda? Media effects during the anti-Japanese protests in Beijing”. In: The China
Quarterly 202 (2010), pp. 269–289; Daniela Stockmann and Mary E Gallagher. “Remote control: How the
media sustain authoritarian rule in China”. In: Comparative Political Studies (2011), p. 0010414010394773.

39Margaret E. Roberts. “Fear or Friction? How Censorship Slows the Spread of Information in the Digital
Age”. 2014.

40Weiss, Powerful patriots: nationalist protest in China’s foreign relations; James Reilly. Strong society,
smart state: The rise of public opinion in China’s Japan policy. Columbia University Press, 2013.

9

http://bit.ly/1KOBYwW
http://news.sohu.com/20130402/n371413641.shtml


September 2012 prompted China to retaliate with unprecedented patrols in the territorial
waters surrounding the islands. In November 2013, the United States defied China by flying
a pair of B-52 bombers through China’s newly declared an air defense identification zone
(ADIZ) in the East China Sea, without complying with Chinese instructions to notify Beijing.
Although the Chinese military did not initially retaliate with the “defensive emergency mea-
sures” it had threatened against noncompliant aircraft, in mid-2014 Beijing defended several
close flybys between Chinese fighter jets and Japanese reconnaissance planes as legitimately
enforcing the ADIZ.41

Recent US military patrols in the South China Sea highlight the Chinese government’s
dilemma in managing the dissemination and framing of information about potentially provoca-
tive actions. In 2014, China began to rapidly enlarge several land features in the South China
Sea. Before China’s reclamation activities, many of the reefs were submerged at high tide
and therefore not entitled to a 12-nautical mile territorial sea under the UN Convention on
the Law of the Sea. In October 2015, US officials leaked word to the international press
that the US military would soon resume patrols within 12 nautical miles of China’s artifical
islands, as part of a freedom of navigation program intended to challenge excessive maritime
claims around the world.42

Chinese media intially reported the news in a relatively low-key manner, avoiding large or
prominent headlines. As further anonymous leaks confirmed that the Obama administration
had authorized an impending patrol and had begun briefing US allies in Asia, Chinese
officials and media began to react more stridently. The official Xinhua News Agency rejected
the White House spokesman’s comment that such patrols would not “provoke” a Chinese
reaction, asking rhetorically: how could any military patrol “at one’s doorstep” be deemed
“not provocative?”43 President Xi Jinping stated that “the Chinese people will not accept
violations of Chinese sovereignty” and that the South China Sea was “left to us by our
ancestors.”44

When the USS Lassen entered waters within 12 nautical miles of Subi Reef on October 27,
2015, the Chinese government had little choice but to respond publicly. Asked by reporters
about the event, Foreign Minister Wang Yi said that “we are still verifying the matter but
if true, the US should think twice and not act recklessly or provoke trouble (bu yao wu
shi sheng fei).”45 On the prominent state-controlled Xinwen Lianbo evening news, Chinese
foreign ministry spokesman Lu Kang “urged the American side to immediately rectify its
mistakes” and stated that “China will firmly respond to any countrys deliberate provocation.
We will continue to closely monitor the situation in the air and on the water, and adopt all

41“China’s Air Defense Identification Zone (ADIZ),” Congressional Research Service, January 30, 2015, p.
13, https://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R43894.pdf.

42Demetri Sevastopulo, “US warships to challenge Chinese claims in South China Sea,” Financial Times,
October 8, 2015, on.ft.com/1QnYAHf.

43Daily Press Briefing by Press Secretary Josh Earnest, October 8, 2015, 1.usa.gov/1LQ2zum; “Meiguo
junjian wu tiaoxin xun hang tui bo Nanhai junshihua,” Xinhua, October 16, 2015, bit.ly/1Qo0CXW.

44“Xi Jinping: Yao qinfan Zhongguo zhu quan, Zhongguo renmin dou bu hui da ying,” Huanqiu Shibao,
October 18, 2015, http://world.huanqiu.com/article/2015-10/7785864.html; “Chinese President Xi:
China’s Actions in the South China Sea Are Not Expansionism,” People’s Daily Online, October 20, 2015,
http://en.people.cn/n/2015/1020/c90000-8963997.html.

45“Meiguo junjian jinru Zhongguo Nansha daojiao linjin haiyu, Zhongfang jianshi genzong bing fachu
jinggao,” Xinhua, October 27, 2015, bit.ly/1QnPX2P.
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necessary measures as needed.”46

Why did the Chinese government report the event if its response was so restrained, only
warning the Lassen to leave the area and shadowing the patrol at a safe distance? As a
senior scholar and commentator on US-China relations at Fudan University noted, “It was
impossible for China not to report on this because of the internet. The US media reported
this for weeks in advance, almost a countdown. It was US publicity that forced China to
cover it.”47

The Chinese government’s predicament was again displayed in December when a US B-52
bomber flew within 2 nautical miles of another Chinese-held feature in the South China Sea.
This time, Chinese officials and media did not acknowledge the intrusion until after it was
reported by the Wall Street Journal more than a week later. Responding to US statements
that there had been “no intention” of flying so close to Cuarteron Reef, the Chinese Defense
Ministry released a statement saying that the “actions by the U.S. side were a serious military
provocation, creating complex conditions in the South China Sea and even militarization in
the region.”48

As these examples illustrate, the Chinese government often appears to face pressure to
react to international events and military patrols that become public. During the EP-3
crisis, according to Zhang Tuosheng, “The US military unilaterally made the event public,
and President George W. Bush soon spoke publicly about it...thereby exerting tremendous
domestic pressure on the decision-making process of both governments.”49 The Chinese gov-
ernment’s initially tough stance and demand for an apology made it more difficult for the
two sides to resolve the crisis, ultimately requiring the repression of anti-American demon-
strations to defuse the standoff.50

Despite the abundance of historical and contemporary examples, however, we lack sys-
tematic, direct evidence of the public pressure that the Chinese government faces when
confronted with international actions and events that are deemed “provocative.”

3 Hypothetical and Selective-History Research Design

To evaluate the effects of provocative actions and events, we employ three survey-based
research designs, all fielded to Chinese respondents online and via mobile devices between
October 2015 and March 2016. We recruited respondents through Qualtrics’ Chinese part-
ners, two national market research firms that regularly invite respondents to take surveys
on a voluntary basis in exchange for small cash payments. Participants were then directed
to our anonymous, US-based Qualtrics survey. As the Appendix shows, respondents came
from provinces all across China and from different income, educational, and urban/rural

46“Zhong fang jianjue fan dui Mei jun jian jin ru Zhongguo haiyu,” CCTV, October 27, 2015,
http://news.cntv.cn/2015/10/27/VIDE1445945038538140.shtml, translated by Andrew Chubb at
bit.ly/1oK02MW.

47Author interview, Shanghai, January 13, 2016.
48“U.S. flight near islands ‘serious military provocation’: Chinese defense ministry,” Xinhua, December

19, 2015, bit.ly/1RBc3hn.
49Quoted in Weiss, Powerful patriots: nationalist protest in China’s foreign relations, p. 73.
50Jessica Chen Weiss. “Authoritarian Signaling, Mass Audiences, and Nationalist Protest in China”. In:

International Organization 67.1 (2013), pp. 1–35.
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backgrounds. The gender and age distribution were particularly comparable to the general
population of internet users in China. The educational attainment was somewhat higher in
our sample than the general netizen population, similar to samples analyzed in other recent
online surveys.51

The first and second involved scenario-based survey experiments. The first involves a
more conventional hypothetical scenario. The second involves what we call a selective-history
scenario, in which we remind respondents about particular developments in an ongoing
dispute. The third involves exploiting three largely unexpected and sudden events in the
South China Sea as natural experiments; these involved the October 27th 2015 US Freedom
of Navigation Patrol (FONOP), the December 19 2015 revelation of a US B-52 flight within
2 nautical miles of an artificial Chinese-claimed island, and a second FONOP on January
30th, 2016. We discuss this third design in section 5.

Scenario-based survey experiments involve describing a scenario to a respondent and then
asking the respondent for their opinion or beliefs about the scenario. These are experiments
because we randomly manipulate important features of the scenario. Our analysis focuses
on the effects of these manipulations, which are difficult to tease apart in an observational
context.

The first experiment employed a common design, referred to here as the hypothetical de-
sign. Hypothetical scenarios provide freedom to tailor vignettes to the theoretical framework
being evaluated. Moreover, abstract hypothetical scenarios may yield more generalizable in-
ferences by avoiding the specific details of any particular scenario.52 At the same time,
as hypothetical scenarios become more abstract and devoid of contextual information, the
connection between survey responses and real-world reactions to particular crises becomes
weaker. In addition, respondents may draw upon their knowledge of real world examples in
answering questions about abstract scenarios, akin to confounding biases in observational
studies.53 To address this possibility, we asked respondents whether they had any country
in mind while taking the survey. When respondents were told that an unnamed “neighbor-
ing country” in the hypothetical scenario was a US ally, was a democracy, or had a strong
military, they were more likely to report that they were thinking of Japan.

We also employed a second type of survey experiment, which we call a selective-history
survey experiment. In this survey, we provided selective details of actual events, in our case
a recent crisis in the East China Sea between China and the United States.54 We then ask
the respondents about their perceptions and opinions about this crisis.

We offer two ways of thinking about what the selective-history design is meant to esti-
mate. First, one can think of a selective-history design as measuring the effects of government
propaganda and information control. Does the selective presentation of information about
previous crises influence public resolve and approval of the government? The effects of the
selective portrayal of recent international events is an especially policy-relevant causal esti-

51See, for example, Haifeng Huang. “International Knowledge and Domestic Evaluations in a Changing
Society: The Case of China”. In: American Political Science Review 109.03 (2015), pp. 613–634.

52However, we are not aware of an empirical evaluation of this claim to date.
53Allan Dafoe, Baobao Zhang, and Devin Caughey. “Confounding in Survey Experiments”. Presented at

the Annual Meeting of the Society for Political Methodology. 2015.
54Another example of a selective-history design is in (Dustin Tingley. Rising Power on the Mind. 2015),

which reminds some American respondents about China’s declaration of the ADIZ.
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mand in authoritarian states, where the government has substantial influence over the media
and dissemination of information about crisis events. In China, for example, state-run media
often reminds the public about selective aspects of previous crises, such as the death of pilot
Wang Wei during the 2001 EP-3 collision.55 Since the selective-history design closely mimics
this real world phenomenon, it provides a relatively externally valid means of studying the
phenomenon. To the extent that our survey design fails to estimate real world effects, it is
likely to underestimate any effects since our survey is a less realistic, potent, and saturated
source of information about past events, compared to what the government can broadcast
through sustained television and radio coverage; if our manipulation does affect opinion,
then so should a similar or stronger manipulation in the real world.

A second causal estimand is the impact of events in a crisis. This is the estimand more
typically investigated in survey experiments. The selective-history design is plausibly more
externally valid than a hypothetical design because it involves an actual (and hence more
realistic) crisis, implicitly involving all the contextual information that was relevant to the
respondent during the actual crisis and confining ourselves to situations that have actually
occurred.However, the magnitude of the effects we are able to measure with our design
may be attenuated. A respondent’s knowledge or memory of events could crowd out our
representation of them. As such, any effects that we do find are likely to be underestimates
of real world effects. On the other hand, it is possible that the magnitude of effects that we
will estimate are greater than what would arise in a real crisis, for two reasons: first, in a real
crisis the government may prevent certain information from being presented, such as news
that the US defiantly flew B-52s through China’s newly declared Air Defense Identification
Zone; and second, respondents may feel more strongly about events when reminded of them
than when they first occurred, if effects increase with exposure.56

Ultimately, both hypothetical and selective-history scenarios have strengths and limita-
tions. By combining the two and looking for the observable implications of theories from
multiple angles, we hope to make progress on these important questions. Below, we describe
the designs of our hypothetical and selective-history survey experiments.

3.1 Hypothetical Design

Respondents read the following scenario about a hypothetical territorial dispute between
China and one of its neighbors. We manipulated five contextual variables: three about the
foreign government (regime type, alliance with the US, and military power), and two about
the value of the territory (its symbolic importance to the nation as well as its economic and
strategic value).

There exists a territorial dispute between China and a neighboring country. The
neighboring country is led by [a non-democratic government OR a democratic
government ] and [is OR is not ] an ally of the United States. The neighboring
country has [a strong military, so in the event of war it would OR a weak military,
so in the event of war it would not ] take a major effort for China to secure control

55See, for example, China Central Television, April 3, 2013, http://bit.ly/1h3k5Sa
56A key assumption is that reminding or informing a subject about past events generates effects in the

same direction (positive or negative) as the actual crisis events.
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of the territory. Experts believe that allowing the neighboring country to control
the territory [would hurt OR would not affect ] the safety and economy of China.
[The disputed territory was part of the land China lost during the Century of
National Humiliation OR no mention.]

Respondents were then assigned in a factorial (and thus independent) way several sub-
stantive treatments, one of which was our provocation condition.57 In this treatment, which
was designed to arouse concern for the defense of the nation’s honor and interests, respon-
dents read that the foreign country took non-military action in blatant disregard for Chinese
concerns:

� (Provocation): The neighboring country sends engineers to build infrastruc-
ture on the territory. When asked by a reporter if they were worried about
China, the neighboring country’s spokesman dismissed the possibility, say-
ing that China is a paper tiger.

For both the control and treatment groups, the scenario ended with the Chinese gov-
ernment failing to take action to defend its claims, allowing us to measure the effect of
provocation while holding constant the outcome of the scenario.

In the end, China does not take military action, and the neighboring country
consolidates control over the territory.

3.2 Selective-History Design

The second survey presented respondents with a selective portrayal of recent events in China’s
surrounding waters, focusing on two events in particular: the April 2001 EP-3 spy plane
collision near Hainan Island, which resulted from Chinese opposition to and harassment of
close-in US military reconnaissance flights; and the US decision in November 2015 to fly
B-52s through China’s Air Defense Identification Zone (ADIZ) in the East China Sea, in
defiance of China’s threat to use “defensive emergency measures” if foreign aircraft fail to
comply.

We chose these two treatments to fit the two estimands described above. First, reminding
respondents about the EP-3 collision allows us to evaluate the effects of propaganda and in-
formation control, as the Chinese government regularly reminds citizens of the anniversaries
of past “provocations” such as the spy plane incident. Second, reminding respondents about
the US defiance of the ADIZ allows us to evaluate the effects of crisis events, particularly
those that the Chinese government does not publicize because they reflect poorly on the gov-
ernment’s performance. In this case, the ADIZ announcement was broadcast domestically,
while the US military’s defiance was not widely reported.

In the selective-history design, all respondents read the same opening context:

57The other treatments, which are examined in another paper, involve a Chinese statement of commitment,
troop mobilization, protests, and elite cues. For the full text see Appendix C
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China and the U.S. do not agree about the appropriate rules for air transit
in China’s surrounding waters. China’s position is that foreign aircraft should
identify themselves and follow instructions. The U.S. has not agreed with this
position.

Respondents were then assigned our substantive treatments in a factorial and thus inde-
pendent way.58 The key provocation treatments reminded or informed the respondent of the
EP-3 collision and the U.S. defiance of China’s ADIZ. The first read:

� (EP-3 ): The United States frequently sends military reconnaissance patrols
dangerously close to China’s territorial airspace and waters. In 2001, a
US military reconnaissance plane made a sudden turn and collided with a
Chinese fighter jet, killing Chinese pilot Wang Wei.59

For respondents who were assigned to read about the US defiance of China’s ADIZ, they
first read as additional background:

� (ADIZ ): On November 23, 2013 China announced an Air Defense Identi-
fication Zone (ADIZ) over the East China Sea. China announced that if
any foreign aircraft fails to identify itself to Chinese authorities or refuses
to follow instructions, Chinese armed forces will take defensive emergency
measures.

They then read our second provocation condition, ADIZ Provocative Defiance (ADIZp).

� (ADIZp): The US has refused to comply with China’s ADIZ. Two Amer-
ican B-52 long-range bombers entered China’s newly established ADIZ on
November 25, flying in the area of the disputed East China Sea islands with-
out informing Beijing beforehand. A Pentagon spokesman said: “We have
continued to follow our normal procedures, which include not filing flight
plans, not radioing ahead and not registering our frequencies.”

Because we analyze the independent effect of ADIZ elsewhere, only a subset of those who
read about the ADIZ declaration also learned of the ADIZ defiance by the United States. In
assessing the effect of ADIZp, we thus control for the effect of ADIZ.

For all respondents, the scenario ended with the Chinese government failing to take
further action to enforce its claims. By holding the ending constant, we can evaluate the
impact of perceived provocations independent of their material consequences.

To this day, the U.S. continues to fly military planes through the area without
identifying themselves or following instructions. China has not used force to stop
this.

58Other treatments, examined in another paper, involved a statement of commitment (the declaration of
the ADIZ), and three elite cues. For the full text see Appendix D.

59This is how the Chinese government and media have depicted the collision, even though US officials
explained that it was technically impossible for the slow-moving EP-3 to have maneuvered in this manner.
See John Keefe. “Anatomy of the EP-3 Incident”. In: Alexandria, VA.: Center for Naval Analysis (2002).
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3.3 Outcome Questions

To evaluate whether government leaders face domestic costs of inaction in the face of per-
ceived provocations, our key outcome of interest was whether respondents approved of the
government’s foreign policy performance.Immediately after the scenario, we asked respon-
dents to answer the following question, worded more generally in the hypothetical design.

(Hypothetical) How do you feel about the government’s performance in handling
China’s international affairs?

(Selective history) Regarding the security situation in China’s surrounding wa-
ters, what is your overall evaluation of the government’s performance?

We then asked all respondents an open-ended question to elicit their reasoning:

Please explain in detail your answer to the question above.

4 Hypothetical and Selective-History Results

We analyze the data in two ways to assess whether these treatments affected respondents’
approval of the government’s performance, compared with respondents that did not receive
the particular treatment. Per our preanalysis plan, the primary specification is a regression
that controls only for conditions that we experimentally manipulated.60 Second, we control
for a select set of covariates, as doing so may increase power. The covariate specifications
provided similar but often more significant results.61

In both the hypothetical and selective-history designs, the provocation conditions led
respondents to disapprove more of their government’s foreign policy performance.

60These include the treatment conditions described here and the order of the answer options, which we
randomized to diagnose inattention.

61In addition to the above mentioned covariates, these covariates consist of: reported gender, education,
and age; which of two Qualtrics’ partners provided the respondent; responses to the pre-scenario questions
(about the government’s performance, importance of defending the national honor, support for using military
strength, and political views); an indicator for whether the answer to the two preceding questions was “don’t
know” or “refuse to answer”; an indicator for whether the preceding were missing; and covariates to control
for changes in response associated with the date and time when the survey was taken, specifically a cubic
polynomial of survey date-time and an indicator for whether the survey was part of the “second wave” after
December 5th 2015.
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5 Natural Experiment: Freedom of Navigation Patrols

in the South China Sea

5.1 Design

Our third design exploited the occurrence of three US actions in the South China Sea that
were reported in China as provocative. We fielded the first wave of our survey from October
15 to November 4th. We did so to coincide with events surrounding the US Freedom of
Navigation Patrol near Chinese-held features in the South China Sea. The patrol was antic-
ipated several weeks in advance because of leaks to the US media, which provided a rough
countdown of when they might occur even though the precise date was not publicly known
in advance. The first patrol occurred on October 27th. The day before the patrol, the US
Defense Department stated that patrols would begin within 24 hours, and China’s ambas-
sador Cui Tiankai warned the US to refrain from “escalatory” (shandongxing) statements
and actions.62 This patrol was prominently reported in China, including the seven o’clock
evening CCTV news broadcast, one of the most widely watched and authoritative state-run
news programs in the country. CCTV reported that the government had denounced the US
patrol as “provocative behavior” (tiaoxin xingwei), a threat to Chinese sovereignty, and a
danger to Chinese security interests.63

The second wave of our survey was fielded from December 3rd, 2015 until March 14th,
2016.64 On the evening of December 18th (EST) 2015 the Wall Street Journal reported that
the previous week a US B-52 plane on a routine mission had unintentionally flown within
two nautical miles of an artificial Chinese island. This news was reported prominently
in China and called “a severe military provocation” (yanzhong de junshi tiaoxin xingwei)
by the Chinese Ministry of Defense.65 Chinese media did report US claims that the B-52
flight was accidental, but often dubiously or not as prominently as the Ministry of Defense’s
characterization of the event as a severe military provocation.66 Lastly, on January 30th 2016
a second freedom of navigation patrol took place. A US destroyer sailed within 12 nautical
miles of Triton Island in the Paracels, an island administered by the PRC but also claimed
by Taiwan and Vietnam. This event was also prominently reported in Chinese media as a
provocative act.67

62CCTV, October 27, 2015, http://news.cntv.cn/2015/10/27/VIDE1445945445733307.shtml
63CCTV, October 27, 2015, http://news.cntv.cn/2015/10/27/VIDE1445945038538140.shtml
64The number of respondents per day was not constant, but depended on how many invitations we asked

our survey partners to provide and how many were answered. We requested more completes on days when
we thought a provocation was about to happen or had recently happened. See Appendix A.

65“Zhongfang nu chi Mei jun ji chuang Nanhai, Mei jun biaotai ling ren yi wai,” Sohu.com, December 20,
2015, http://m.sohu.com/n/556491041/.

66See, e.g., “Mei jun B52 dai zhe ye xin quan qiu ben xi, chuang Nan hai xi yan zhong jun shi tiao
xin,” Renminwang, Dec. 21, 2015, http://military.people.com.cn/n1/2015/1221/c1011-27954552.

html; “Jiefangjun Nanhai shou jiao bu dui jing gao qu li Mei B52 hong zha ji,” Global Times, Dec. 19, 2015,
http://world.huanqiu.com/exclusive/2015-12/8214170.html?_t=t.

67During this time there were other events that were reported by the Chinese media as provocative, but
they occurred either when our survey was not running (Secretary of Defense Carter boarded an aircraft
carrier in the South China Sea on November 5 2015; an overflight occurred on November 13 2015) or one
day before a more provocative event (the January 28th statement by the United States Pacific Command
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Did these three real-world “provocations” have any effect on public approval? We mea-
sured respondents’ baseline approval by asking the following pre-scenario question at the
outset of the survey, before respondents read the selective-history context and scenario: “Re-
garding the security situation in China’s surrounding waters, what is your overall evaluation
of the government’s performance?”68

We then compared the baseline approval of responses received in the days following
each incident, compared with responses received on other days.69 To do so, we produced
an indicator variable for the t days after the first announcement of the event in China,
where t = 10 for both FONOPs and t = 5 for the overflight. These numbers represent
our best guess for how long the events were salient in the minds of respondents, as the
FONOPs were much more prominent than the overflight. We drop observations for the first
24 hours after event was first reported, because we expect the treatment effect of a reported
“provocation” to be ambiguous for the day it takes citizens to become aware of the event
and the government’s mild response (rather than more resolutely intercepting or harassing
the US patrol). Modification of this rule does not substantially change the results.

5.2 Results

Figure 1 shows the time trend in the approval variable, with a rug plot on the bottom
indicating the frequency of observations. The vertical red lines mark the first reporting of
the provocative events in the Chinese media and the transparent red areas represent our
estimated duration of the salience of these events.
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Figure 1

We analyzed the effect of these three events using regression, controlling for temporal
trends in two ways. For one specification we include a cubic polynomial of calendar time.
For the second specification we produce a separate indicator variable for the m days preceding

that the US would ignore a Chinese ADIZ in the South China Sea if one was declared).
68We initially asked this pre-scenario question of only half the respondents. After the first few days, given

our interest in measuring reactions to real-world events, we modified the design so that all respondents
received these questions.

69See Appendix A for details on the allocation of subjects per day.
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each provocation (and t days following it) and then drop all other observations; this effectively
analyzes the impact of each provocation within a window of m + d days around the event.
For m we used 10, 20, and 30 days; we show the results below using m = 30 and present the
others in the appendix.

Figures 2 and 3 report the confidence intervals from these regressions, showing that all
three events decreased approval of the government’s performance, especially in the days after
the more salient Freedom of Navigation patrols.
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6 Discussion of Results and Extensions

We have found robust evidence that provocative events increase disapproval for government
inaction in the hypothetical design, the selective-history design, and the natural experimental
design. Given the robust effect on disapproval, it is surprising that the Chinese government
sometimes chooses to invoke events like the EP-3 incident or draw attention to US actions
that appear provocative. One explanation is that the government invokes previous provo-
cations such as the death of pilot Wang Wei in the EP-3 collision as a means of hardening
public resolve and distrust of the United States, at some approval cost to the government if it
does not emerge from the dispute appearing resolute. More often, the Chinese government
avoids publicizing foreign provocations unless they are forced to respond. The December
B-52 flight came to light in this manner: the Chinese government and media did not discuss
the incident publicly until it was reported by the Wall Street Journal and Chinese officials
were asked about it by reporters, more than a week after it originally took place.70 The
Chinese government’s interest in keeping potentially provocative incidents out of the public
eye, and only responding when forced to, is consistent with a desire to avoid inflaming public
opinion when the government does not plan or wish to take tough action.

Why do certain events or actions spark increased disapproval of inaction? A perceived
challenge to national honor may stimulate an emotional, psychological response of anger and
desire for retribution as well as provide a rational incentive to act with resolve in order to
defend the nation’s reputation, sovereignty, and international status.71 Another possibility
is that an incident or foreign action may reveal information about the intentions or non-
material characteristics of the adversary. This new information may then lead the observer
to change their resolve or desire to retaliate. For example, the attacks of 9/11 may have
provoked the US public into supporting military interventions overseasbecause it raised their
perception of the threat from states that harbor terrorists.

In either case, we expect that provocations should increase public resolve to fight, lead-
ing to increased disapproval of the government for failing to take action. To evaluate this
possibility, we included a measure of resolve in each design, worded more generally in the
hypothetical:

(Resolve, Hypothetical Design) Faced with such a situation, what is the maximum
probability of war that China should have risked to defend the territory? (in
percentage)? [Options range from 0% to 100%.]

(Resolve, Selective-History Design) Regarding the security situation in China’s
surrounding waters, what is the maximum probability of war with the US that
you think China should risk in order to defend its maritime interests (in percent-
age)? (Options range from 0% to 100%.)

In both the hypothetical and selective-history designs, the provocation conditions had
a suggestive effect on increased resolve, consistent with other work on provocation among

70”U.S. bomber flies over waters claimed by China,” Wall Street Journal, December 18, 2015,
http://www.wsj.com/articles/u-s-jet-flies-over-waters-claimed-by-china-1450466358.

71Also see Dafoe and Hatz, “Coercion and Provocation”.
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American respondents.72 However, most answers to these resolve questions were around 50%,
with the density falling off for higher and lower values. This question may be a noisy measure
of resolve if these responses reflect more the scale of the answer options than a respondent’s
true willingness to risk war. A maximum willingness to risk war of 50% is extremely high
in substantive terms. Further, the fact that 50% is the modal, median, and mean response
suggests that the respondents were cueing off the 0-100 sliding scale (with 50 appearing
like a reasonable intermediate answer). Thus, 50% may be more appropriately read as an
intermediate level of resolve rather than a high willingness to risk war.
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In the natural experiment, the first FONOP appeared to increase resolve, the overflight
had no apparent effect, and the second FONOP may have actually reduced resolve. Figure
4 shows the time trend for resolve, and figures 5 and 6 the confidence intervals from the
regressions using the cubic polynomial and the separate intercepts.

72Dafoe and Hatz, “Coercion and Provocation”.
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One anomaly worth reflecting on is the decrease in resolve following the second FONOP.
While this could be due to chance, another possibility is that the first in a series of provo-
cations will have the strongest impact on public resolve, with subsequent events eroding the
public’s willingness to fight. As summarized in an old Chinese saying: “the fighting spirit
is aroused by the first roll of drums, is depleted by the second, and is exhausted by the
third (yi gu zuo qi, zai er shuai, san er jie).” Actors who are repeatedly challenged by a
superior force may eventually accept or become resigned to the status quo, at least until the
material balance of power changes. Future research should investigate the logic and impact
of repeated provocations.

If these provocation results are being driven by concern for national honor we would
expect the results to be stronger for those who say they value national honor. To analyze
this subset, we use respondents’ answers to one of our pre-scenario questions, “How important
is it to defend the national honor even if it jeopardizes the stability of China’s international
environment?” After subsetting on those who respond to the national honor question with
an 8 or higher (on a scale from 0 to 10), the effect of the provocation in the selective-history
design becomes much stronger and more significant.

6.1 Sincerity of Responses, Anonymity, and Ethical Considera-
tions

A concern with all surveys is whether respondents’ answers correspond with their sincere
beliefs. In an authoritarian context, the government can impose sanctions for the expression
of certain political views. Accordingly, we need to be aware of the possibility that respon-
dents could take into account these political considerations when answering our survey. Our
consent form seeks to make clear that their responses are anonymous: “We will not ask
for your name, email address, or other identifying information, and we will not share any
information about you with others.” Nevertheless, given the Chinese government’s advanced
cyber capabilities, some respondents may be inclined to shield or falsify73 their true beliefs.

We note that criticism of the government by Chinese citizens in social media is prevalent.
As King, Pan, and Roberts have demonstrated, Chinese authorities censor online commen-
tary and communications that could facilitate collective action, rather than criticism of the
government per se.74 Respondent incentives to self-censor are thus likely to be highest for
topics like participation in protests and other forms of collective action, so we reserve ques-
tions about willingness to share news online and past participation in protests to the third
and final blocks of questions, respectively.

Could self-censorship be ubiquitous in our survey? To assess the risk of self-censorship,
we can look at several variables. First, we can look at whether our respondents are in fact
guarding their true beliefs and offering answers that they think would please their govern-
ment. If this is the case, we expect to see nearly universal high approval of the government.
Our data does not support ubiquitous self-censorship. The majority of respondents do not

73Timur Kuran. Private truths, public lies: The social consequences of preference falsification. Harvard
University Press, 1997.

74King, Pan, and Roberts, “How censorship in China allows government criticism but silences collective
expression”.
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choose Strongly Approve, the median response is Approve, and about 33% of respondents
did not Approve or Strongly Approve (see Appendix B.1).

Second, we might think that respondents who are guarding their beliefs would not disap-
prove more of their government after specific scenarios, such as our Provocation conditions,
as they would not be used to or would suppress passing judgment on the government as
a function of adverse events. Given that we found some results, self-censorship does not
appear to be ubiquitous. Though it may account in part for the small effect sizes that we
observed.

Third, we would expect to see high levels of agreement with the question cc: To what
extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: “Criticism of government
policy is unhelpful.” We did not see high levels of agreement with this statement. As figure
8 shows, as many respondents disagree with it as agree with it. This symmetric distribution
of answers is also consistent with inattentiveness.

Thus, self-censorship does not appear to dominate our data. However, it could still be
heavily influencing it. Self-censorship may attenuate our effects if respondents’ are more
likely to simply agree with the government or if it leads respondents to avoid judging the
government’s performance. While this will pose a problem for us detecting effects, it may
actually lead to more externally valid estimates, depending on how we think about our
causal estimand. One class of estimands relate to the respondents’ private beliefs : what
the respondent would say if they were completely honest. Estimates of this are most likely
to be biased by concerns of government punishment. Another class of estimands might be
called the respondents’ public beliefs : what respondents would be willing to say in public,
in conversations with friends, and online. Private beliefs could be of primary interest, for
example, if one wanted to evaluate how (expressed) public opinion could shift if there was a
focal event that made people more willing to express their private beliefs. However, public
beliefs are in many ways of greater importance, since public beliefs—what people are willing
to express in the current political environment—are what determine the benefits and costs
to the Chinese government of foreign policy actions. Put differently, in order for domestic
public opinion to “matter” it needs to be expressed in a public manner. Thus, for evaluating
these effects it is more appropriate to focus on public beliefs: what respondents are willing
to say in a venue such as a survey. In any case, it is worth keeping in mind that our design,
and any survey, is more able to estimate public beliefs than private beliefs.

We also want to flag ethical considerations around asking politically sensitive questions in
an authoritarian country. If respondents can be identified by the government, the government
could punish them for their answers. In designing this survey, we sought to minimize the risks
to our respondents while preserving the core scientific value of the research. The primary
way we protect respondents is by not asking questions that could uniquely identify them,
such as their name, email address, or about other personal identification. Our survey was
hosted by Qualtrics, a reputable non-Chinese firm with thorough security policies.75 When
we share our data for replication purposes we will strip all information about individual
respondents (such as their reported gender, income, age, education, etc.). Nevertheless, it is

75Their Security White Paper Lite can be found here; their full Security White Paper is available from
Qualtrics after signing a confidentiality agreement. For our purposes, it is worth noting that Qualtrics
appears to employ best practices in protecting data and that their Asia/Pacific Servers are located in Sydney,
Australia.
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worth remembering that the Chinese government has advanced cyber-capabilities, meaning
that we cannot guarantee with certainty that Chinese authorities will not intercept or acquire
the responses. For this reason, our surveys tried to solicit the types of opinions that Chinese
citizens regularly voice on social media and do not fall very far outside the bounds of questions
asked in other Chinese surveys.76

7 Conclusion

Few studies have systematically investigated the mass pressures that authoritarian leaders
face during international crises. Combined with our natural experiment, our two survey
experiments in China provide strong evidence that perceived provocations lead to disapproval
if the government fails to take tough action. Our results about provocation are important
and novel, raising many questions for future research.

Scholars have examined whether threats and uses of force increase domestic disapproval
for backing down and can be used to tie a leader’s hands. Such actions can be strategically
deployed by the leader, but provocations often arise inadvertently or from an adversary’s
actions. Accordingly, provocations can dramatically alter the strategic dynamics of coercion
and crisis escalation. If the only hand-tying actions are those that a leader chooses to enact,
then a leader’s stakes in a crisis only escalate as high as the leader allows. However, if
other events and foreign actions can increase a leader’s costs for inaction, then crises can not
necessarily be controlled. A leader may initiate a crisis with limited aims, but unexpected
provocative events may then lock the leader into the dispute. Crisis bargaining is then much
riskier than most models of international bargaining portray. Many moves by one party in a
dispute to achieve its aims, such as the hand-tying actions of a public commitments, threats,
or symbolic deployments of military force, are at risk of being perceived as provocative by the
target, which will then harden the target’s resolve. Rather than being devices for committing
oneself to a dispute, these actions can put pressure on both governments to escalate. Our
findings thus suggest that public threats, commitments, symbolic deployments of force, as
well as actual use of force, may be mutually escalatory, dramatically reducing their efficacy
as tools of coercion.

Although the phenomenon of provocation is found throughout history, it is not well
understood. What kinds of actions or events are provocative? Is there a close mapping
between the actions that increase domestic audience costs and the actions that are most
provocative? If so, then hand-tying tactics are likely to be much less effective than previously
thought, if not often counter-productive. But to the extent that the correlation is not perfect
there will be some actions that tie one’s hands more than they provoke a foreign reaction,
and others that provoke a foreign reaction more than they tie one’s own hands. The skilled

76For example, the Chinese General Social Survey asks whether respondents have “ever attended self-
motivated patriotic protest (including activities such as boycotting Japanese goods)”, and the TAMU China
Survey asks whether respondents have ever “signed a petition”, “taken part in a demonstration”, or “joined
an organization or group in support of a political cause”. The TAMU survey also asks whether respondents
agree with the statement “the state is too strong” and “there is not enough freedom”, how satisfied respon-
dents are with the central government, how respondents communicate with others about political issues,
as well as whether respondents have “personally experienced or witnessed a situation of cadre corruption”.
http://thechinasurvey.tamu.edu/html/home.html.
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statesman seeking bargaining advantages through commitment will then be a master of
employing the former and avoiding the latter. Do provocations follow a rational logic of
defending reputation, or are they more psychological and emotional? How much cultural
variation is there in the understanding of provocations, and is this variation substantive, or
is there a universal grammar of provocations that simply has different cultural vocabularies?
Once the phenomenon of provocation is better understood it can be integrated into our
theories of crisis dynamics.

Further research is needed to evaluate how typical or singular are our findings. On
provocations, other publics may be more or less sensitive to foreign provocations, and the
specifics of what is understood as a provocation will vary by context. Asymmetries in
power and specific histories of suffering under imperial or colonial exploitation likely affect
how provocative particular actions are perceived to be. In both the abstract hypothetical
and selective-history designs, Chinese citizens appeared to feel strongly about responding
to foreign provocations. Additional theoretical and empirical research is needed to study
the relative importance of responding to provocations and fulfilling public statements of
commitment.

Finally, we suspect that the sensitivity of authoritarian leaders and their ability to manage
popular sentiment is likely to vary across autocracies, just as democratic audience costs tend
to vary by electoral system, media environment, and citizen access to information.77 Further
research is needed to address how effective elite justifications for inaction are at mitigating
domestic disapproval of inaction in the presence of provocation.78 The persuasiveness of
elite cues may also differ across domestic constituencies, given that many officials and media
outlets form “hawkish” or “dovish” reputations even in the absence of party competition.
Our findings represent an initial step toward illuminating these important questions.

77Philip BK Potter and Matthew A Baum. “Looking for Audience Costs in all the Wrong Places: Electoral
Institutions, Media Access, and Democratic Constraint”. In: The Journal of Politics 76.01 (2014), pp. 167–
181.

78Consistent with defending the national honor, we find evidence that invoking future success as justifi-
cation for present restraint is effective in Jessica Chen Weiss and Allan Dafoe. “Authoritarian Audiences in
International Crises: Evidence from China”. 2016.
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A Allocation of Subjects Over Time

This section provides details about how our subjects were allocated over time, and why.
Figure 7 shows the cumulative number of responses for the Real History design over time.
When the first leaks about the upcoming the Freedom of Navigation Patrol we worked to
finalize our survey setup. We launched the survey on October 15th. Initially we aimed for
250 respondents per day for each survey. We did this to establish a pre-treatment baseline
before the patrol took place. On October 22nd we paused the survey since there had been
no news about the patrol and we took that time to assess how the survey was going. On
the 24th a leak stated that the patrol would take place in 24 hours. Accordingly, we asked
for lots of survey respondents in the coming days. On November 5th we paused the survey,
since it seemed we had enough of a measure of the post-provocation.

On December 4th after hearing news that another patrol could take place in the coming
weeks we decided to field the selective-history survey, at a slow rate (10 or 5 per day), in
order to possibly catch another unexpected event. On December 19th we did so, accordingly
we asked for an additional 200 over the subsequent three days. Our plan is to continue to
field the survey at 5 respondents per day, again ramping it up upon news of an impending
or occurring patrol. For future studies seeking to exploit real world events, we recommend
that scholars adopt the strategy of surveying a few respondents per day so that there are no
breaks in the data.
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B Demographics and Descriptive Results

This section contains more complete results from the above reported analyses.

B.1 Approval

The first question asked of respondents was the following:

Hypothetical: How do you feel about the governments performance in handling Chinas
international affairs?

Real: Regarding the security situation in China’s surrounding waters, what is your over-
all evaluation of the government’s performance?
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Criticism of the Government is Unhelpful

D
en

si
ty

0.
0

0.
1

0.
2

0.
3

0.
4

0.
5

0.064

0.229

0.372

0.259

0.076

Strongly 
 disagree

Neither disagree 
 nor agree

Strongly 
 agree

Figure 8

30



B.2 Demographics

65% of the sample is male.
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C Hypothetical Design
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Consent 

 
This survey is about your views of foreign affairs and domestic issues. We will ask you some 

questions about these topics. This survey is part of an academic research project.  
 

此次问卷调查旨在了解您对国际和国内事务的看法。我们会问您一些关于这方面的问题。

本调查是一项学术研究课题的一部分。调查结果将只用于学术目的。 

 

The survey should take approximately 15 minutes. As specified in your invitation to this survey, 
you will receive an incentive if you qualify for and fully complete this survey. Participation in 

this study is completely voluntary. You are free to decline to participate or to end participation at 

any time for any reason. 
 

完成本次调查大约需要 15 分钟。如果您具有参加本次调查的资格并且完成了本此调查的

全部问题，您会收到给您的邀请中所指定的数额的奖励。参加此次调查完全基于自愿。您

可以拒绝参加本调查，或者在任何时候以任何方式停止回答问卷。 

 

Your responses will be kept confidential. We will not ask for your name, email address, or other 
personal identification, and we will not share any of your personal information with others. If 

you have any questions about this study, please contact the investigators at: adk423@gmail.com 

 

您个人的回答将会被保密。我们不会询问您的姓名、邮箱，或其他个人身份信息，我们也

不会将您的个人信息分享给他人。如果您对本研究有任何问题，请联系：

adk423@gmail.com。 

 
 I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study. 

 I do not agree to participate. 
 

我已经阅读了以上信息并同意参与此项调查 

我不同意参加此项调查 



[Pre-scenario questions] 
We would first like your opinion on China’s international affairs. 
 
我们希望首先了解您对于中国国际事务的看法。 
 
[as0] How do you feel about the government’s performance in handling China’s 
international affairs? 
[randomize order] 
01 Strongly disapprove 
02 Disapprove 
03 Neither approve nor disapprove 
04 Approve 
05 Strongly approve 
 
[as0] 您对政府处理国际事务的表现做何整体评价？ 
01 强烈反对 
02 反对 
03 既不支持也不反对 
04 支持 
05 强烈支持 
 
[na1] How important is it to defend the national honor even if it jeopardizes the stability of 
China's international environment?  
[scale from 0 to 10, with 0 being not important at all, and 10 being very important]  
 
[na1] 您认为捍卫国家荣誉的重要性有多大，即使这可能不利于中国获得稳定的国际环境？

（0表示完全不重要，10表示极为重要） 
 
[na2] In general, does China rely on military strength too much, too little or about the right 
amount to achieve its foreign policy goals?1  
01 Too much 
02 Too little 
03 About right 
08 Don’t know 
09 Refuse to answer  
 
[na2] 一般来看，您认为中国在实现外交目标方面过多地依赖军事力量、较少地依赖军事

力量，还是不多不少地依赖军事力量？ 

                                                           
1 From Public Opinion Survey of the Sino-U.S. Security Perceptions (2012), Research Center 
for Contemporary China at Peking University, question B3. 



01 过多依赖  
02 较少依赖  
03 不多不少  
08 不知道  
09 拒绝回答 
 

[na3] How would you describe your political views?2 
01 very conservative 
02 somewhat conservative 
03 moderate 
04 somewhat liberal 
05 liberal 
08 don’t know 
09 refuse to answer 
 
[na3] 总的来说，您认为您的政治观点是非常保守的、比较保守的、温和的、比较开放的，

还是非常开放的？ 
01 非常保守的 
02 比较保守的 
03 温和的 
04 比较开放的 
05 非常开放的 
08 不知道 
09 拒绝回答  
 
[Scenario] 
You will read about a situation that our country could face. We will describe one approach 
Chinese leaders might take and ask whether you approve or disapprove. 
 
您将阅读一个中国可能面对的情形。我们将描述中国领导人可能采取的某项政策，并询问

您是否支持该政策。 
 
Imagine the following situation: 
 
请想象以下情形： 
 
There exists a territorial dispute between China and a neighboring country. The neighboring 
country is led by [a non-democratic government OR a democratic government], [is OR is not] an 

                                                           
2 This is from the Public Opinion Survey of the Sino-U.S. Security Perceptions (2012), Research 
Center for Contemporary China at Peking University, question C6. 



ally of the United States. The neighboring country has [a strong military, so in the event of war it 
would OR a weak military, so in the event of war it would not] take a major effort for China to 
secure control of the territory. Experts believe that allowing the neighboring country to control the 
territory [would hurt OR would not affect] the safety and economy of China. [The disputed 
territory was part of the land China lost during the Century of National Humiliation. OR no 
mention] 
 
中国和某邻国之间对某一地区存在着主权争端。该邻国是一个【非民主国家/民主国家】，

【是/不是】美国的盟国。该邻国拥有【较强的军事实力，因此如果发生战争，中国确保控

制该地区需要付出较大的努力/较弱的军事实力，因此如果发生战争，中国控制该地区不需

要付出较大的努力】。专家认为该国控制该地区【会/不会】影响中国的安全和经济。【争

议地区是中国百年国耻期间沦丧的国土中的一部分。/不提及】 
 
[Control]  
 
[Provocation] 
The neighboring country sends engineers to build infrastructure on the territory. When asked by a 
reporter if they were worried about China, the neighboring country’s spokesman dismissed the 
possibility, saying that China is a paper tiger.  
 
该邻国向该地区派出工程师以建造基础设施。当被记者问及是否担心中国介入时，该国政

府发言人否认了这种可能，并表示中国是纸老虎。 
 
[Protests] 
 
A dozen Chinese protesters gather outside the neighboring country’s embassy, calling for the 
defense of Chinese sovereignty over the territory. 
 
十几名中国抗议者聚集在该邻国大使馆外，呼吁中国政府捍卫该地区的主权。 
 
[Statement of Commitment] 
The Chinese government states that the neighboring country must recognize Chinese sovereignty 
or China will use force to take the territory. 
 
中国政府声明对该地区拥有主权，并表示该国必须承认中国的主权，否则中国将使用武力

夺取该地区。 
 
[Troop Mobilization] 
China mobilizes military forces to prepare to take the territory by force.  
 
中国进行军事动员，准备使用武力夺取该地区。 



 
[Elite Cue - Framing] 
 
Chinese officials explain that fighting a war over the territory would be a grave mistake. 
According to a senior Chinese military official, “China’s neighbors will use all means to check 
China’s development, but we absolutely must not take their bait.” 
 
中国官员解释称开战将铸成大错。一位中国的高级军官表示：“中国的邻国千方百计要遏

制中国发展，而我们千万不能上当。” 
 
[Elite Cue – Cost of War] 
 
Chinese officials explain that fighting a war over the territory would be too costly. According to 
a senior Chinese military official, “Since we have enjoyed peace for quite a long time, many 
young people do not know what a war is like, it is actually very cruel and costly. If there is any 
alternative way to solve the problem, there is no need to resort to the means of extreme violence 
for a solution.” 
 
中国官员解释称开战的代价太大。一位中国的高级军官表示：“因为和平时间很长了，这

么小的小孩不知道打仗是什么样，其实是很残酷的，代价很大的。可以用别的方式解决的

情况下，没有必要用极端的暴力手段来解决。” 
 
[Ending] 
In the end, China does not take military action, and the neighboring country consolidates control 
over the territory. 
 
最终，中国没有采取军事行动。该邻国加强了对争议地区的控制。 
 
[Post-scenario questions] 

Reflecting on this situation, we would like to ask you some questions. 
 
在这样的情形下，我们希望向您询问一些问题。 
 

[as1] How do you feel about the government’s performance in handling the situation? 
[randomize order] 
01 Strongly disapprove 
02 Disapprove 
03 Neither approve nor disapprove 
04 Approve 
05 Strongly approve 



 
[as1] 您对政府处理此事件的表现做何整体评价？ 
01 强烈反对 
02 反对 
03 既不支持也不反对 
04 支持 
05 强烈支持 
 
[aso] Please explain in detail your answer to the question above. 
 
[aso] 请解释您做出上述回答的原因。 
 
[ra1] Faced with such a situation, what is the maximum probability of war that China 
should have risked to defend the territory? (in percentage)?  
[Options range from 0% to 100%.] 
 
[ra1] 面对这一形势，为了保卫该地区，您认为中国应该承担的最大的战争风险是多少（百

分数）？ 
 
[ra2] Please explain in detail your answer to the question above. 
 
[ra2] 请解释您做出上述回答的原因。 
 
[ra3] If China were to face this situation today, how far do you think China should go to 
prevent the neighboring country from consolidating control over the territory? 
01 China should not prevent the neighboring country from consolidating control over the 
territory 
02 China should prevent the neighboring country from consolidating control over the territory, 
but not use force to do so 
03 China should prevent the neighboring country from consolidating control over the territory, 
using limited force if necessary but should not risk war 
04 China should prevent the neighboring country from consolidating control over the territory, 
using force and risking war if necessary 
 
[ra3] 如果现在中国面对这样的形势，您认为中国应该在多大程度上阻止该邻国加强对该

地区的控制？ 
01 中国不应该阻止该邻国加强对该地区的控制 
02 中国应该阻止该邻国加强对该地区的控制，但不应使用武力 
03 中国应该阻止该邻国加强对该地区的控制，如有必要可以使用有限的武力，但不应冒

战争的风险 
04 中国应该阻止该邻国加强对该地区的控制，如有必要可以使用武力并冒战争风险 



[ctri] To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: The current 
population of China is more than five billion? (This is an attention filter. Please select 
disagree. The true population of China is in fact 1.4 billion) 
01 Disagree 
02 Somewhat disagree 
03 Neither agree nor disagree 
04 Somewhat agree 
05 Agree 
 
[ctri] 您在多大程度上同意或反对以下观点：当今中国的人口总数超过五十亿？(本题用于

检查注意力，请在下方点击反对, 中国的真实人口大约为十四亿） 
01 反对 
02 有点反对 
03 既不同意也不反对 
04 有点同意 
05 同意 
 
[tr] To what extent will other countries be more or less likely to challenge China in the 
future, if China doesn't defend its interests more forcefully?  
[0 indicates that other countries will be definitely less likely to challenge China, 10 indicates that 
other countries will be definitely more likely to challenge China, and 5 indicates neutral] 
 
[tr] 如果中国不更有力地保护其利益，您认为今后其他国家将在多大程度上更有可能或更

不可能挑战中国？（0表示其他国家将一定更不可能挑战中国，10表示其他国家将一定更

有可能挑战中国，5表示中立。） 
 
[lf] To what extent do you think China would lose face in such a scenario? 
[randomize order] 
01 No loss of face 
02 A little loss of face 
03 Moderate loss of face 
04 Great loss of face 
 
[lf] 您认为这样的情形多大程度上让中国蒙羞？ 
01 没有蒙羞 
02 有一点蒙羞 
03 较为蒙羞 
04 非常蒙羞 
 
[nh] To what extent would you say that China’s national honor is at stake in this 
disagreement?  



[0 national honor not at stake, 10 national honor very much at stake.]  
 
[nh] 您认为这场分歧在多大程度上将让中国处在丧失国家荣誉的边缘？（0表示中国没有

处在丧失国家荣誉的边缘，10表示中国已经处在丧失国家荣誉的边缘） 
 
[thr] To what extent do you think the neighboring country in this narrative poses a threat 
to China’s core national interests?  
[randomize order] 
01 Not a threat 
02 Small threat 
03 Moderate threat 
04 Major threat 
 
[thr] 您认为，该邻国在多大程度上威胁中国的核心国家利益？  
01 没有威胁 
02 较小威胁 
03 有一定威胁 
04 主要威胁 
 
[po] In five years, do you think China will control this territory?  
01 China will control the territory.  
02 China will be likely to control the territory. 
03 China will not be likely to control the territory. 
04 China will not control the territory.  
 
[po] 您认为五年之内中国是否会控制该地区？ 
01 中国会控制该地区 
02 中国有可能控制该地区 
03 中国不太可能控制该地区 
04 中国不会控制该地区 
 
[pcon] Were you thinking of a particular country while imagining this scenario? 
01 Yes 
02 No 
 
[pcon] 在想象这个情形时，您是否想到了某个特定的邻国？ 
01 有 
02 没有 
 
[pcono] [If yes] Please enter the name of the primary country you thought of.  
  



[pcono] 【如有】请写出最主要的邻国的名称。 
 
[pter] Were you thinking of a particular territorial conflict while imagining this scenario?  
01 Yes 
02 No 
 
[pter] 在想象这个情形时，您是否想到了某个特定的领土争端？  
01 有 
02 没有 
 
[ptero] [If yes] Please enter the name of the primary dispute you thought of.  
 
[ptero] 【如有】请写出最主要的争端的名称。 
 

[pcosts] If China were to use force to take control of the territory, what is your best guess for 
how many Chinese casualties would be incurred? 
00 Few (0 to 5 Chinese casualties). 
01 Some (6 to 20 Chinese casualties). 
02 Many (21 to 100 Chinese casualties). 
03 Very many (over 100 Chinese casualties)  
 
[pcosts] 如果中国使用了武力控制该地区，您估计会有多少中国人死伤？ 
00 很少（0-5 个中国人死伤） 
01 一些（6-20 个中国人死伤） 
02 很多（21-100 个中国人死伤） 
03 非常多（100 个以上中国人死伤） 
  
[cc] To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement. Criticism of 
government policy is unhelpful: 
[randomize order] 
01 strongly disagree 
02 disagree 
03 neither disagree nor agree 
04 agree 
05 strongly agree 
 
[cc] 在多大程度上您同意或反对以下说法：对于政府政策的批评是无益的。 
01 强烈反对 
02 反对 
03 既不同意也不反对 
04 同意 



05 强烈同意 
 
[pc] In your assessment, for a conflict arising over this territory, how militarily powerful is 
China compared with the neighboring country?  
[randomize order] 
01 Much weaker than the neighboring country. 
02 Somewhat weaker than the neighboring country. 
03 About equally powerful as the neighboring country. 
04 Somewhat more powerful than the neighboring country. 
05 Much more powerful than the neighboring country. 
 
[pc] 对于发生在这一地区的冲突，相对于该邻国，您对中国的军事实力做何评估？ 
01 比该邻国弱很多 
02 比该邻国弱一些 
03 和该邻国基本相当 
04 比该邻国强一些 
05 比该邻国强很多 
 

[la] To resolve this dispute, would you support the Chinese government raising the issue for 
UN legal arbitration? 
[randomize order] 
01 strongly support 
02 support 
03 neither support nor oppose 
04 oppose 
05 strongly oppose 
 
[la] 为解决这一争端，您是否支持中国政府提请联合国仲裁？ 
01 强烈支持 
02 支持 
03 既不支持也不反对 
04 反对 
05 强烈反对 
 
[lv] If this dispute were arbitrated by a UN legal body, do you think that the outcome 
would be a victory, compromise, or loss for China? 
[randomize order] 
01 total victory 
02 partial victory 
03 even compromise 
04 partial loss 



05 total loss 
 
[lv] 如果这一争端由联合国法律机构仲裁，您认为最终的结果对于中国将是胜利、妥协，

还是失败？ 
01 完全胜利 
02 部分胜利 
03 均等的妥协 
04 部分失败 
05 完全失败 
 
[by] How likely would you be to discuss or share online information regarding this dispute? 
01 Very Likely 
02 Likely 
03 Unlikely 
04 Very Unlikely 
 
[by] 您有多大可能会评论或转发有关这一争端的网络信息？ 
01 非常可能 
02 可能 
03 不可能 
04 非常不可能 
 
[by2] [If by: “very likely” or “likely”] How would you comment on or share the information 
online? Choose all that apply:  
[randomize order] 
01 Post on Weibo  
02 Retweet someone else's post on Weibo  
03 Post on Weixin  
04 Share someone else's post on Weixin  
05 Post on your blog  
06 Post on a BBS forum 
 
[by2] [If by: “very likely” or “likely”] 您会如何评论或转发网上的这些信息？请选择所有您

认为合适的答案。 
01 在微博上发布 
02 转发他人的微博 
03 在微信上发布 
04 在微信上分享 
05 在博客上发布 
06 在 BBS 论坛上发布 
 



 
 



[ctri1] Now we would like to ask about your views on China’s geography and population. 
First, we will ask you a question to see if you are paying attention. Please choose the 
number twenty-two below. 
 
[ctri1] 现在，我们希望了解您对于中国的地理和人口等方面的观点.首先，我们需要确认

您是否集中注意力。请在下方点击二十二。 
 
[dhm] Please use your mouse to click on the location of the Diaoyu islands. 
 
[dhm] 请您用鼠标在地图上点击钓鱼岛的位置。 

 
 
[phm] Please use your mouse to click on the location of the Paracel (Xisha) islands. 
 
[phm] 请您用鼠标在地图上点击西沙群岛的位置。 
 



 
 
[shm] Please use your mouse to click on the location of the Spratly (Nansha) islands. 
 
[shm] 请您用鼠标在地图上点击南沙群岛的位置。 

 
 
[nl] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being the most negative and 10 being the most positive, 
how do you feel toward non-locals [waidi ren]? 
 
[nl] 在0到10分之间（0表示最负面，10表示最正面），您对外地人的看法是几分？ 
 
[mw] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being the most negative and 10 being the most positive, 
how do you feel toward migrant workers [nongmin gong]? 



 
[mw] 在0到10分之间（0表示最负面，10表示最正面），您对农民工的看法是几分？ 
 
[hk] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being the most negative and 10 being the most positive, 
how do you feel about reforming the hukou system to allow more individuals to live in your 
city? 
 
[hk] 在 0 到 10 分之间（0 表示最不支持，10 表示最支持），您对“进行户籍制度改革，

让更多人在您的城市居住”的看法是几分？ 
 
[um] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being the most negative and 10 being the most positive, 
how do you feel about ethnic minority populations receiving special considerations in 
university admissions? 
 
[um] 在 0 到 10 分之间（0 表示最不支持，10 表示最支持），您对“少数民族在大学招生

录取时享受优待”的看法是几分？ 
 
[ul] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being the most negative and 10 being the most positive, 
how do you feel about local hukou holders receiving special considerations in university 
admissions? 
 
[ul] 在 0 到 10 分之间（0 表示最不支持，10 表示最支持），您对“本地户口持有者在大

学招生录取时享受优待”的看法是几分？ 
 
[sp] We would like you to consider a few problems that many countries face. On a scale 
from 0 to 10, with 0 indicating this is not a problem at all in China and 10 indicating this is 
an extremely serious problem, how serious do you think these problems are in China 
today?1 
a. Ethnic minority issues [shaoshu minzu wenti]2 
b. Economic development 
c. Environmental protection 
d. Unemployment and job security 
e. Social inequality 
f. National security and defense 
g. Public order [shehui zhian] 
h. Housing 
i. Taiwan issue 
j. Civil liberties and political democracy 
k. Rising prices 
l. Government corruption [fu bai or tan wu]3 
m. Island disputes with neighboring countries4 
                                                           
1 This question taken from the China Survey at TAMU : 
http://thechinasurvey.tamu.edu/documents/questionnaire.pdf  
2 This item not included in the China Survey; added by authors. 
3 This item not included in the China Survey; added by authors. 



 
[sp] 我们想让您考虑当今中国面临的一些问题。在 0 到 10 分之间（0 表示这根本不是一

个问题，10 表示这是一个非常严重的问题），您认为下列问题在当今中国的严重程度是？ 
a. 少数民族问题 
b. 经济发展 
c. 环境保护 
d. 失业与工作安全 
e. 社会不平等 
f. 国家安全和国防 
g. 社会治安 
h. 住房 
i. 台湾问题 
j. 公民自由与政治民主 
k. 物价上涨 
l. 政府腐败 
m. 与领国的领土争端 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
4 This item not included in the China Survey; added by authors. 



[Background Questions]  

We will now ask you some questions about yourself. 

 

接下来我们将向您询问一些有关您自身情况的问题。 

 

[d1] What is your gender? 

[randomize order] 

01 Male 

02 Female 

 

[d1] 您的性别是？ 

01 男 

02 女 

 

[d2] In what province (municipality, autonomous region, or special administrative region) 

do you live?  

01 Anhui 

02 Beijing 

03 Chonqing 

04 Fujian 

05 Gansu 

06 Guangdong 

07 Guangxi 

08 Guizhou 

09 Hainan 

10 Hebei 

11 Heilongjiang 

12 Henan 

13 Hong Kong 

14 Hubei 

15 Hunan 

16 Inner Mongolia 

17 Jiangsu 

18 Jiangxi 

19 Jilin 

20 Liaoning 

21 Neimenggu 

22 Ningxia 

23 Qinghai  

24 Shaanxi  



25 Shandong 

26 Shanghai 

27 Shanxi 

28 Sichuan 

29 Taiwan 

30 Tianjin 

31 Tibet 

32 Xinjiang 

33 Yunnan 

34 Zhejiang 

99 No answer 

 

[d2] 您居住在哪个省（市、自治区、特区）？ 

01 安徽 

02 北京 

03 重庆 

04 福建 

05 甘肃 

06 广东 

07 广西 

08 贵州 

09 海南 

10 河北 

11 黑龙江 

12 河南 

13 香港 

14 湖北 

15 湖南 

16 内蒙古 

17 江苏 

18 江西 

19 吉林 

20 辽宁 

21 澳门 

22 宁夏 

23 青海 

24 陕西 

25 山东 

26 上海 

27 山西 

28 四川 



29 台湾 

30 天津 

31 西藏 

32 新疆 

33 云南 

34 浙江 

99 不回答 

 

[d3] Which year were you born? 

______ [continuous variable] 

9999 No answer 

 

[d3] 您的出生年份是？ 

______ [continuous variable] 

9999 No answer 

 

[d4] What is your ethnicity? 

[randomize order] 

01 Han 

02 Minority 

99 No answer 

 

[d4] 您的民族是？ 

01 汉族 

02 少数民族 

99 不回答 

 

[d5] What type of household registration do you hold?  

[randomize order] 

01 Agricultural 

02 Non-agricultural 

99 Other 

 

[d5] 您的户口类型是？ 

01 农村户口 

02 非农村户口 

99 其他 

 

[d5b] Do you currently reside in the city of your hukou locality? 

01 Yes 

02 No 



 

[d5b] 您当前是否在您的户籍所在地居住？ 

01 是 

02 否 

 

[d6] What is the highest level of education you have received?  

[randomize order] 

01 No formal education 

02 Elementary school 

03 Middle school 

04 High school 

05 College 

06 Masters 

07 Doctoral 

 

[d6] 您的学历是？ 

01 没有接受过正规教育 

02 小学毕业 

03 初中毕业 

04 高中毕业 

05 大学本科 

06 硕士 

07 博士 

 

[d7] Have you ever studied or lived overseas? 

01 No 

02 Yes, country: _________ 

 

[d7] 您是否有海外留学或生活经历？ 

01 没有 

02 有（请注明）：_________ 

 

[d8] Do you have any relatives studying or living overseas? 

01 No 

02 Yes, country: __________ 

 

[d8] 您是否有亲属在海外留学或生活？ 

01 没有 

02 有（请注明）：_________ 

 

[d9] What is your marital status now? 



[randomize order] 

01 Married 

02 Divorced 

03 Separated 

04 Widowed 

05 Never married 

 

[d9] 您目前的婚姻状况是？ 

01 已婚 

02 离异 

03 分居 

04 丧偶 

05 未婚 

 

[d10]  How many children do you have?  

Girls ___ 

Boys ___ 

 

[d10] 您有几个孩子？ 

女孩___ 

男孩___ 

 

[d11] What is your main occupation?  

01 Farmer, animal husbandry, or fishery  

02 Commerce, service trade worker  

03 Self-owned business  

04 Owner of a private-owned business  

05 Laborer/Worker  

06 Employee of government agency, party agency, or social organization  

07 Manager  

08 Serviceman or police officer  

09 Professional/technical   

10 Clerk  

11 Student 

77 Other  

99 No answer  

 

[d11] 您的职业是？ 

01 农民、畜牧员、渔民 

02 商业、服务类企业员工 

03 个体业主 



04 私营企业主 

05 制造业工人 

06 政府机关、政党机关或社会组织的员工 

07 企业经理、主管 

08 军人或警官 

09 专家、技术人员（教授、医生、科学家等） 

10 职员 

11 学生 

77 其他 

99 不回答 

 

[d12]  What was the range of your household income last year?   

01 Less than 10,000 RMB 

02 10,000-50,000 RMB 

03 50,000-100,000 RMB 

04 100,000-150,000 RMB 

05 150,000-200,000 RMB 

06 200,000-300,000 RMB 

07 300,000-500,000 RMB 

08 500,000-1,000,000 RMB 

09 Greater than 1,000,000 RMB 

99 No answer 

 

[d12] 您去年的家庭收入范围是多少？ 

01 1万元人民币以下 

02 1万到5万元人民币之间 

03 5万到10万元人民币之间 

04 10万到15万元人民币之间 

05 15万到20万元人民币之间 

06 20万到30万元人民币之间 

07 30万到50万元人民币之间 

08 50万到100万元人民币之间 

09 100万元人民币以上 

99不回答 

 

[d13] Do you now belong or have you belonged to the Communist Party? 

[randomize order] 

01 Belong now 

02 Not now, but have belonged in the past 

03 Have never belonged  

99 No answer 



 

[d13] 您现在或曾经是否是共产党员？ 

01 现在是 

02 现在不是，但曾经是 

03 从来不是 

99 不回答 

 

[d14] In a typical week, how many hours do you personally watch television? 

98 Refused 

99 Do not know 

 

[d14] 您每周平均看多少小时电视？ 

98 Refused 

99 Do not know 

 

[d15] In a typical week, how many hours do you use the internet?  

98 Refused  

99 Do not know 

 

[d15] 您每周平均上网多少小时？ 

98 Refused  

99 Do not know 

 

[d16] On a scale from 0 (not interested at all) to 10 (very interested), how interested are you 

in the following kinds of news? 

a. local _____ 

b. provincial _____ 

c. national/China _____ 

d. international _____ 

 

[d16] 在0到10分之间（0代表根本不感兴趣，10代表非常感兴趣），您对下列种类的新闻

有多感兴趣？ 

a. 地方新闻_____ 

b. 省市新闻_____ 

c. 国内新闻_____ 

d. 国际新闻_____ 

 

[d17] From which of the following news sources do you get your information about China’s 

foreign and military affairs?  

a. Domestic internet  

b. International internet  



c. Local TV news  

d. National TV news  

e. Local radio news broadcasts  

f. National radio news broadcasts  

g. City newspapers  

h. Provincial newspapers  

i. National newspapers  

j. Little papers [xiaobao]  

k. Printed magazines  

 

[d17] 您从以下哪些新闻来源获取中国国内和国际事务的信息？ 

a. 国内网站 

b. 国际网站 

c. 地方电视新闻 

d. 央视新闻 

e. 地方广播电台 

f. 国家广播电台 

g. 都市报纸 

h. 省市级报纸 

i. 国家级报纸 

j. 小报 

k. 印刷杂志 

 

[d18] Over the past seven days, how many days did you participate in an online discussion 

by any of the following methods?  

a Blogs ______ 

b Bulletin board services [BBS] ______ 

c QQ [instant messaging] ______ 

d Weibo______ 

e Weixin______ 

f Renren______ 

g Other: ______  

 

[d18] 在过去的一周内，您有几天通过下列方式参与了网上讨论？ 

a. 博客 

b. BBS 

c. QQ 

d. 微博 

e. 微信 

f. 人人 

g. 其他 



 

[d19] Do you use Weibo? If so, how many followers do you have? 

[randomize] 

00 I do not use Weibo. 

01 0-100 followers 

02 100-1000 followers 

03 1000-5000 followers 

04 5000-10000 followers 

04 10000+ followers 

 

[d19] 您是否使用微博？如使用，您的粉丝数量是？ 

00 不使用 

01 100以下 

02 100-1000 

03 1000-5000 

04 5000-10000 

05 10000以上 

 

[d20] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 10 being the most positive, 1 being the most negative, and 5 

being neutral, how do you feel about the following:  

[respondent can also tick a box saying “no opinion”] 

[randomize order] 

a. Global Times 

b. Southern Metropolis Daily 

c. Caixin Magazine 

d. Ai Weiwei  

e. Zhou Xiaoping 

f. Han Deqiang 

 

[d20] 在 0 到 10分之间（0代表没有观点，1代表最负面，10代表最正面），您对下列媒

体和人物如何评价？  

a. 环球时报 

b. 南方周末 

c. 财新《新世纪》杂志 

d. 艾未未 

e. 周小平 

f. 韩德强 

 

[d21] Do you know anyone who has participated in a protest against the United States or 

Japan? 

[randomize order] 



01 No 

02 Yes 

03 Do not wish to say 

 

[d21] 您是否认识任何参加了反日或反美游行的人？ 

01 否 

02 是 

03 不回答 

 

[d22] Have you ever: 

_ witnessed a protest march against Japan or the United States 

_ participated in a protest march against Japan or the United States 

_ signed an online petition against Japan or the United States 

_ none of the above 

 

[d22] 您是否曾经: 

__目睹反日或反美游行 

__参与反日或反美游行 

__在网络反日或反美请愿上签字 

__以上均没有 

 

[Conclusion] 

Thank you for participating in our study. All of your responses will be kept strictly confidential. 

Please contact adk423@gmail.com with any questions or comments.   

 

感谢您参加我们的问卷调查。您的回答会被严格保密。如有任何问题和意见，请联系 

adk423@gmail.com。 
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Consent 

 
This survey is about your views of foreign affairs and domestic issues. We will ask you some 

questions about these topics. This survey is part of an academic research project.  
 

此次问卷调查旨在了解您对国际和国内事务的看法。我们会问您一些关于这方面的问题。

本调查是一项学术研究课题的一部分。调查结果将只用于学术目的。 

 

The survey should take approximately 15 minutes. As specified in your invitation to this survey, 
you will receive an incentive if you qualify for and fully complete this survey. Participation in 

this study is completely voluntary. You are free to decline to participate or to end participation at 

any time for any reason. 
 

完成本次调查大约需要 15 分钟。如果您具有参加本次调查的资格并且完成了本此调查的

全部问题，您会收到给您的邀请中所指定的数额的奖励。参加此次调查完全基于自愿。您

可以拒绝参加本调查，或者在任何时候以任何方式停止回答问卷。 

 

Your responses will be kept confidential. We will not ask for your name, email address, or other 
personal identification, and we will not share any of your personal information with others. If 

you have any questions about this study, please contact the investigators at: adk423@gmail.com 

 

您个人的回答将会被保密。我们不会询问您的姓名、邮箱，或其他个人身份信息，我们也

不会将您的个人信息分享给他人。如果您对本研究有任何问题，请联系：

adk423@gmail.com。 

 
 I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study. 

 I do not agree to participate. 
 

我已经阅读了以上信息并同意参与此项调查 

我不同意参加此项调查 



[Pre-scenario questions] 
We would first like your opinion on China’s international affairs. 
 
我们希望首先了解您对于中国国际事务的看法。 
 
[as0] Regarding the security situation in China's surrounding waters, what is your overall 
evaluation of the government's performance? 
[randomize order so that it either goes from 1 to 5, or from 5 to 1. The display of all ordinal 
answers should be randomized.] 
01 Strongly disapprove 
02 Disapprove 
03 Neither approve nor disapprove 
04 Approve 
05 Strongly approve 
 
[as0] 关于中国周边海域安全形势，您对政府的表现做何整体评价？ 
01 强烈反对 
02 反对 
03 既不支持也不反对 
04 支持 
05 强烈支持 
 
[ra0] Regarding the security situation in China's surrounding waters, what is the 
maximum probability of war with the US that you think China should risk in order to 
defend its maritime interests (in percentage)? 
[Options range from 0% to 100%.] 
 
[ra0] 关于中国周边海域安全形势，为了保护中国的海上利益，您认为中国应该承担的与

美国发生战争的风险是多大（百分数）？ 
 
[na1] How important is it to defend the national honor even if it jeopardizes the stability of 
China's international environment?  
[scale from 0 to 10, with 0 being not important at all, and 10 being very important]  
 
[na1] 您认为捍卫国家荣誉的重要性有多大，即使这可能不利于中国获得稳定的国际环境？

（0表示完全不重要，10表示极为重要） 
 
[na2] In general, does China rely on military strength too much, too little or about the right 
amount to achieve its foreign policy goals?1  
01 Too much 
02 Too little 
03 About right 
08 Don’t know 
                                                           
1 From Public Opinion Survey of the Sino-U.S. Security Perceptions (2012), Research Center 
for Contemporary China at Peking University, question B3. 



09 Refuse to answer  
 
[na2] 一般来看，您认为中国在实现外交目标方面过多地依赖军事力量、较少地依赖军事

力量，还是不多不少地依赖军事力量？ 
01 过多依赖  
02 较少依赖  
03 不多不少  
08 不知道  
09 拒绝回答 
 
[na3] How would you describe your political views?2 
01 very conservative 
02 somewhat conservative 
03 moderate 
04 somewhat liberal 
05 liberal 
08 don’t know 
09 refuse to answer 
 
[na3] 总的来说，您认为您的政治观点是非常保守的、比较保守的、温和的、比较开放的，

还是非常开放的？ 
01 非常保守的 
02 比较保守的 
03 温和的 
04 比较开放的 
05 非常开放的 
08 不知道 
09 拒绝回答  
 

[Scenario] 

We will now remind you about some recent events. We will then ask you about your views of 
foreign affairs and domestic issues. We are grateful for you sharing your opinion. Please read 
the following carefully. 
 

现在我们将回顾一些近期发生的事件，之后我们将询问您对于国际和国内事务的一些看法。

我们感谢您分享您的观点。请您仔细阅读以下材料： 
 
China and the U.S. do not agree about the appropriate rules for air transit in China’s surrounding 
waters. China’s position is that foreign military aircraft should identify themselves and follow 
                                                           
2 This is from the Public Opinion Survey of the Sino-U.S. Security Perceptions (2012), Research 
Center for Contemporary China at Peking University, question C6. 



instructions. The U.S. has not agreed with this position.  
 

中美两国对于中国周边海域空中交通的合适规定持不同观点。中国的立场是外国军用飞机

应该向中方通报并遵照中方指示。美国不同意这种立场。 
 

[History] 
The present dispute between the United States and China reflects a long history of China’s 
confrontations with foreign powers. As General Secretary Jiang Zemin wrote, “In more than 
100 years after the Opium War, Chinese people were subjected to bullying and humiliation under 
foreign powers.”3 In 1949, Chairman Mao Zedong proclaimed the establishment of the new 
China, saying: “The Chinese people have stood up!” 
 
中美两国现有的争端反映了中国与外国势力之间的长期对抗。 正如江泽民总书记写道：“鸦

片战争以后的一百多年中，中国人民曾备受列强欺凌。” 1949 年，毛泽东主席宣布新中

国成立并宣告“中国人民从此站起来了！” 
 

[Provocation] 
The United States frequently sends military reconnaissance patrols dangerously close to 
China’s territorial airspace and waters. In 2001, a US military reconnaissance plane made a 
sudden turn and collided with a Chinese fighter jet, killing Chinese pilot Wang Wei. 
 
美国频繁派出侦察机在中国领空和领海附近进行危险的巡逻。2001 年，一架美军侦察机突

然转向，与中国战斗机相撞，造成中方飞行员王伟死亡。 
 

[ADIZ] 
On November 23, 2013 China announced an Air Defense Identification Zone (ADIZ) over 
the East China Sea. China announced that if any foreign aircraft fails to identify itself to 
Chinese authorities or refuses to follow instructions, Chinese armed forces will take defensive 
emergency measures. 
 
中国于 2013 年 11 月 23 日宣布在东海设立防空识别区。中方宣布任何在区域内航行的不配

合识别或拒不服从指令的外国航空器，中国武装力量将采取防御性紧急处置措施。 
 

[ADIZ and Provocative Defiance] 
On November 23, 2013 China announced an Air Defense Identification Zone (ADIZ) over 
the East China Sea. China announced that if any foreign aircraft fails to identify itself to 
Chinese authorities or refuses to follow instructions, Chinese armed forces will take defensive 
emergency measures. 

                                                           
3 Wang 2012, p. 98. 



 
The US has refused to comply with China’s ADIZ. Two American B-52 long-range bombers 
entered China’s newly established ADIZ on November 25, flying in the area of the disputed East 
China Sea islands without informing Beijing beforehand. A Pentagon spokesman said: “We have 
continued to follow our normal procedures, which include not filing flight plans, not radioing 
ahead and not registering our frequencies.” 
 
中国于 2013 年 11 月 23 日宣布在东海设立防空识别区。中方宣布任何在区域内航行的不配

合识别或拒不服从指令的外国航空器，中国武装力量将采取防御性紧急处置措施。 
 
美国拒绝遵从中国东海防空识别区的规定。2013 年 11 月 25 日，两架美军 B-52 轰炸机进

入中国刚刚划设的东海防空识别区，在未事先通告中方的情况下在中国东海争议岛屿领空

飞行。美国国防部发言人表示：“我们继续遵循我方正常程序，包括不提交飞行计划，不

事先借助无线电通信，不登记我方的频率。” 
 
[Elite Cue – Framing] 
Chinese officials have explained that fighting a war in China’s surrounding waters would 
be a grave mistake. According to General Liu Yuan, Political Commissar of the PLA’s General 
Logistics Department, the United States is “afraid of us catching up and will use all means to 
check China’s development, but we absolutely must not take their bait.”4 
 
中国官员解释称在中国周边海域开战将铸成大错。中国人民解放军总后勤部政委刘源上将

表示：美国“就怕我们赶上来，千方百计要遏制中国发展，而我们千万不能上当。” 
 
[Elite Cue – Cost of War] 
Chinese officials have explained that fighting a war in China’s surrounding waters would 
be too costly. According to General Liu Yuan, Political Commissar of the PLA’s General 
Logistics Department: “Since we have enjoyed peace for quite a long time, many young people 
do not know what a war is like, it is actually very cruel and costly. If there is any alternative way 
to solve the problem, there is no need to resort to the means of extreme violence for a solution.”5 
 
中国官员解释称在中国周边海域开战的代价太大。中国人民解放军总后勤部政委刘源上将

表示：“因为和平时间很长了，这么小的小孩不知道打仗是什么样，其实是很残酷的，代

价很大的。可以用别的方式解决的情况下，没有必要用极端的暴力手段来解决。” 
 

                                                           
4 Global Times, February 4, 2013 (Chinese), 
http://opinion.huanqiu.com/opinion_world/2013-02/3614115.html 
5 “Under Xi, China seeks to cool row with Japan over islands,” March 16, 2013, 
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/03/16/us-china-japan-military-idUSBRE92F0EH20130316; 
Global Times, January 16, 2013, http://opinion.huanqiu.com/editorial/2013-01/3494346.html; 
English version: http://www.globaltimes.cn/content/756065.shtml; 
https://southseaconversations.wordpress.com/2013/02/18/radar-incident-obscures-beijings-concil
iatory-turn-toward-japan/ 



[Ending] 
To this day, the U.S. continues to fly military planes through China’s surrounding waters without 
identifying themselves or following instructions. China has not used force to stop this. 
 
至今，美国继续在未进行身份识别的情况下派出飞机飞越中国周边海域。中国并未使用武

力进行阻止。    
 
[Post-scenario questions] 
 
Reflecting on these recent developments, we would like to ask your opinion about China’s 
international affairs. 
 
在以上的背景下，我们希望了解您对于中国国际事务的看法。 
 
[as1] Regarding the security situation in China’s surrounding waters, what is your overall 
evaluation of the government's performance? 
[randomize order so that it either goes from 1 to 5, or from 5 to 1. The display of all ordinal 
answers should be randomized.] 
01 Strongly disapprove 
02 Disapprove 
03 Neither approve nor disapprove 
04 Approve 
05 Strongly approve 
 
[as1] 关于中国周边海域安全形势，您对政府的表现做何整体评价？ 
01强烈反对 
02反对 
03既不支持也不反对 
04支持 
05强烈支持 
 
[aso] Please explain in detail your answer to the question above. 
 
[aso] 请解释您做出上述回答的原因。 
 
[ra1] What is the maximum probability of war with the US that you think China should 
risk in order to defend its maritime interests (in percentage)? 
[Options range from 0% to 100%.] 
 
[ra1] 关于中国周边海域安全形势，为了保护中国的海上利益，您认为中国应该承担的与

美国发生战争的风险是多大（百分数）？ 
 
[ra2] Please explain in detail your answer to the question above. 
 
[ra2] 请解释您做出上述回答的原因。 



 
[ra3] How far do you think China should go to insist that the United States military stop 
patrolling China’s surrounding waters? 
01 China should not insist that the United States military stop patrolling China’s surrounding 
waters 
02 China should insist that the United States military stop patrolling China’s surrounding waters, 
but not use force to do so 
03 China should insist that the United States military stop patrolling China’s surrounding waters, 
using limited force if necessary but it should not risk war  
04 China should insist that the United States military stop patrolling China’s surrounding waters, 
using force and risking war if necessary 
 
[ra3] 您认为中国应该在多大程度上坚持美国军舰不得在中国周边海域巡逻？ 
01 中国不应该坚持美国军舰不得在中国周边海域巡逻 
02 中国应该坚持美国军舰不得在中国周边海域巡逻，但不应使用武力 
03 中国应该坚持美国军舰不得在中国周边海域巡逻，如有必要可以使用有限的武力，但

不应冒战争的风险 
04 中国应该坚持美国军舰不得在中国周边海域巡逻，如有必要可以使用武力并冒战争风

险 
 
[ctri] To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement: The current 
population of China is more than five billion? (This is an attention filter. Please select 
disagree. The true population of China is in fact 1.4 billion) 
01 Disagree 
02 Somewhat disagree 
03 Neither agree nor disagree 
04 Somewhat agree 
05 Agree 
 
[ctri] 您在多大程度上同意或反对以下观点：当今中国的人口总数超过五十亿？(本题用于

检查注意力，请在下方点击反对, 中国的真实人口大约为十四亿） 
01 反对 
02 有点反对 
03 既不同意也不反对 
04 有点同意 
05 同意 
 
[tr] To what extent will other countries be more or less likely to challenge China in the 
future, if China doesn't defend its maritime interests more forcefully?  
[0 indicates that other countries will be definitely less likely to challenge China, 10 indicates that 
other countries will be definitely more likely to challenge China, and 5 indicates neutral] 
 
[tr] 如果中国不更有力地保护其海上利益，您认为今后其他国家将在多大程度上更有可能



或更不可能挑战中国？（0表示其他国家将一定更不可能挑战中国，10表示其他国家将一

定更有可能挑战中国，5表示中立。） 
 
[lf] To what extent have recent events in China’s surrounding waters made China lose 
face? 
[randomize order] 
01 No loss of face 
02 A little loss of face 
03 Moderate loss of face 
04 Great loss of face 
 
[lf] 近期在中国周边海域发生的事件在多大程度上让中国蒙羞？ 
01 没有蒙羞 
02 有一点蒙羞 
03 较为蒙羞 
04 非常蒙羞 
 
[nh] To what extent would you say that China’s national honor is at stake in this 
disagreement?  
[0 national honor not at stake, 10 national honor very much at stake] 
 
[nh] 您认为这场分歧在多大程度上将让中国处在丧失国家荣誉的边缘？（0表示中国没有

处在丧失国家荣誉的边缘，10表示中国已经处在丧失国家荣誉的边缘） 
 
[thr] In your view, does the United States pose a threat to China’s core national interests?  
[randomize order] 
01 Not a threat 
02 Small threat 
03 Moderate threat 
04 Major threat 
 
[thr] 您认为，美国是否威胁中国的核心国家利益？  
01 没有威胁 
02 较小威胁 
03 有一定威胁 
04 主要威胁 
  
[po] In five years’ time, do you believe that US military aircraft will identify themselves 
and follow instructions in China’s surrounding waters? 
[randomize order] 
01 US military aircraft will fully comply.  
02 US military aircraft will sometimes comply.  
03 US military aircraft will rarely comply.  
04 US military aircraft will never comply.  
 



[po] 在五年以内，您是否认为美军飞机会在中国周边海域进行自我识别并服从中方指令？ 
01 美军飞机将完全遵从 
02 美军飞机将有时遵从 
03 美军飞机将几乎不遵从 
04 美军飞机将从不遵从 
 
[cc] To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement. Criticism of 
government policy is unhelpful: 
[randomize order] 
01 strongly disagree 
02 disagree 
03 neither disagree nor agree 
04 agree 
05 strongly agree 
 
[cc] 在多大程度上您同意或反对以下说法：对于政府政策的批评是无益的。 
01 强烈反对 
02 反对 
03 既不同意也不反对 
04 同意 
05 强烈同意 
 
[pc] In your assessment, for a conflict arising in China’s surrounding waters, how 
militarily powerful is China compared with the U.S.?  
[randomize order] 
01 Much weaker than the U.S. 
02 Somewhat weaker than the U.S. 
03 About equally powerful as the U.S. 
04 Somewhat more powerful than the U.S. 
05 Much more powerful than the U.S. 
 
[pc] 对于发生在中国周边海域的冲突，相对于美国，您对中国的军事实力做何评估？ 
01 比美国弱很多 
02 比美国弱一些 
03 基本相当 
04 比美国强一些 
05 比美国强很多 
 
[pcosts] If China were to use force to stop the U.S. from flying unannounced through 
China’s surrounding waters, what is your best guess for how many Chinese casualties 
would be incurred? 
  
00 Few (0 to 5 Chinese casualties) 
01 Some (6 to 20 Chinese casualties) 



02 Many (21 to 100 Chinese casualties) 
03 Very many (over 100 Chinese casualties)  
 
[pcosts] 如果中国使用了武力阻止美国在未事先声明的情况下飞越中国周边海域，您估计

会有多少中国人死伤？ 
00 很少（0-5 个中国人死伤） 
01 一些（6-20 个中国人死伤） 
02 很多（21-100 个中国人死伤） 
03 非常多（100 个以上中国人死伤） 
 
[la] To settle the East China Sea dispute, would you support the Chinese government 
raising the issue for UN legal arbitration? 
[randomize order] 
01 strongly support 
02 support 
03 neither support nor oppose 
04 oppose 
05 strongly oppose 
 
[la] 为解决中国东海争端，您是否支持中国政府提请联合国仲裁？ 
01 强烈支持 
02 支持 
03 既不支持也不反对 
04 反对 
05 强烈反对 
 
[lv] If the East China Sea dispute were arbitrated by a UN legal body, do you think that the 
outcome would be a victory, compromise, or loss for China? 
[randomize order] 
01 total victory 
02 partial victory 
03 even compromise 
04 partial loss 
05 total loss 
 
[lv] 如果中国东海争端由联合国法律机构仲裁，您认为最终的结果对于中国将是胜利、妥

协，还是失败？ 
01 完全胜利 
02 部分胜利 
03 均等的妥协 
04 部分失败 
05 完全失败 
 
[by] How likely are you to discuss or share online information regarding recent events in 



China’s surrounding waters? 
01 Very Likely 
02 Likely 
03 Unlikely 
04 Very Unlikely 
 
[by] 您有多大可能会评论或转发有关中国周边海域最新动态的网络信息？ 
01 非常可能 
02 可能 
03 不可能 
04 非常不可能 
 
[by2] [If by: “very likely” or “likely”] How would you comment on or share the information 
online? Choose all that apply:  
[randomize order] 
01 Post on Weibo  
02 Retweet someone else's post on Weibo  
03 Post on Weixin  
04 Share someone else's post on Weixin  
05 Post on your blog  
06 Post on a BBS forum 
 
[by2] [If by: “very likely” or “likely”] 您会如何评论或转发网上的这些信息？请选择所有您

认为合适的答案。 
01 在微博上发布 
02 转发他人的微博 
03 在微信上发布 
04 在微信上分享 
05 在博客上发布 
06 在 BBS 论坛上发布 
 



[ctri1] Now we would like to ask about your views on China’s geography and population. 
First, we will ask you a question to see if you are paying attention. Please choose the 
number twenty-two below. 
 
[ctri1] 现在，我们希望了解您对于中国的地理和人口等方面的观点.首先，我们需要确认

您是否集中注意力。请在下方点击二十二。 
 
[dhm] Please use your mouse to click on the location of the Diaoyu islands. 
 
[dhm] 请您用鼠标在地图上点击钓鱼岛的位置。 

 
 
[phm] Please use your mouse to click on the location of the Paracel (Xisha) islands. 
 
[phm] 请您用鼠标在地图上点击西沙群岛的位置。 
 



 
 
[shm] Please use your mouse to click on the location of the Spratly (Nansha) islands. 
 
[shm] 请您用鼠标在地图上点击南沙群岛的位置。 

 
 
[nl] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being the most negative and 10 being the most positive, 
how do you feel toward non-locals [waidi ren]? 
 
[nl] 在0到10分之间（0表示最负面，10表示最正面），您对外地人的看法是几分？ 
 
[mw] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being the most negative and 10 being the most positive, 
how do you feel toward migrant workers [nongmin gong]? 



 
[mw] 在0到10分之间（0表示最负面，10表示最正面），您对农民工的看法是几分？ 
 
[hk] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being the most negative and 10 being the most positive, 
how do you feel about reforming the hukou system to allow more individuals to live in your 
city? 
 
[hk] 在 0 到 10 分之间（0 表示最不支持，10 表示最支持），您对“进行户籍制度改革，

让更多人在您的城市居住”的看法是几分？ 
 
[um] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being the most negative and 10 being the most positive, 
how do you feel about ethnic minority populations receiving special considerations in 
university admissions? 
 
[um] 在 0 到 10 分之间（0 表示最不支持，10 表示最支持），您对“少数民族在大学招生

录取时享受优待”的看法是几分？ 
 
[ul] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being the most negative and 10 being the most positive, 
how do you feel about local hukou holders receiving special considerations in university 
admissions? 
 
[ul] 在 0 到 10 分之间（0 表示最不支持，10 表示最支持），您对“本地户口持有者在大

学招生录取时享受优待”的看法是几分？ 
 
[sp] We would like you to consider a few problems that many countries face. On a scale 
from 0 to 10, with 0 indicating this is not a problem at all in China and 10 indicating this is 
an extremely serious problem, how serious do you think these problems are in China 
today?1 
a. Ethnic minority issues [shaoshu minzu wenti]2 
b. Economic development 
c. Environmental protection 
d. Unemployment and job security 
e. Social inequality 
f. National security and defense 
g. Public order [shehui zhian] 
h. Housing 
i. Taiwan issue 
j. Civil liberties and political democracy 
k. Rising prices 
l. Government corruption [fu bai or tan wu]3 
m. Island disputes with neighboring countries4 
                                                           
1 This question taken from the China Survey at TAMU : 
http://thechinasurvey.tamu.edu/documents/questionnaire.pdf  
2 This item not included in the China Survey; added by authors. 
3 This item not included in the China Survey; added by authors. 



 
[sp] 我们想让您考虑当今中国面临的一些问题。在 0 到 10 分之间（0 表示这根本不是一

个问题，10 表示这是一个非常严重的问题），您认为下列问题在当今中国的严重程度是？ 
a. 少数民族问题 
b. 经济发展 
c. 环境保护 
d. 失业与工作安全 
e. 社会不平等 
f. 国家安全和国防 
g. 社会治安 
h. 住房 
i. 台湾问题 
j. 公民自由与政治民主 
k. 物价上涨 
l. 政府腐败 
m. 与领国的领土争端 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
4 This item not included in the China Survey; added by authors. 



[Background Questions]  

We will now ask you some questions about yourself. 

 

接下来我们将向您询问一些有关您自身情况的问题。 

 

[d1] What is your gender? 

[randomize order] 

01 Male 

02 Female 

 

[d1] 您的性别是？ 

01 男 

02 女 

 

[d2] In what province (municipality, autonomous region, or special administrative region) 

do you live?  

01 Anhui 

02 Beijing 

03 Chonqing 

04 Fujian 

05 Gansu 

06 Guangdong 

07 Guangxi 

08 Guizhou 

09 Hainan 

10 Hebei 

11 Heilongjiang 

12 Henan 

13 Hong Kong 

14 Hubei 

15 Hunan 

16 Inner Mongolia 

17 Jiangsu 

18 Jiangxi 

19 Jilin 

20 Liaoning 

21 Neimenggu 

22 Ningxia 

23 Qinghai  

24 Shaanxi  



25 Shandong 

26 Shanghai 

27 Shanxi 

28 Sichuan 

29 Taiwan 

30 Tianjin 

31 Tibet 

32 Xinjiang 

33 Yunnan 

34 Zhejiang 

99 No answer 

 

[d2] 您居住在哪个省（市、自治区、特区）？ 

01 安徽 

02 北京 

03 重庆 

04 福建 

05 甘肃 

06 广东 

07 广西 

08 贵州 

09 海南 

10 河北 

11 黑龙江 

12 河南 

13 香港 

14 湖北 

15 湖南 

16 内蒙古 

17 江苏 

18 江西 

19 吉林 

20 辽宁 

21 澳门 

22 宁夏 

23 青海 

24 陕西 

25 山东 

26 上海 

27 山西 

28 四川 



29 台湾 

30 天津 

31 西藏 

32 新疆 

33 云南 

34 浙江 

99 不回答 

 

[d3] Which year were you born? 

______ [continuous variable] 

9999 No answer 

 

[d3] 您的出生年份是？ 

______ [continuous variable] 

9999 No answer 

 

[d4] What is your ethnicity? 

[randomize order] 

01 Han 

02 Minority 

99 No answer 

 

[d4] 您的民族是？ 

01 汉族 

02 少数民族 

99 不回答 

 

[d5] What type of household registration do you hold?  

[randomize order] 

01 Agricultural 

02 Non-agricultural 

99 Other 

 

[d5] 您的户口类型是？ 

01 农村户口 

02 非农村户口 

99 其他 

 

[d5b] Do you currently reside in the city of your hukou locality? 

01 Yes 

02 No 



 

[d5b] 您当前是否在您的户籍所在地居住？ 

01 是 

02 否 

 

[d6] What is the highest level of education you have received?  

[randomize order] 

01 No formal education 

02 Elementary school 

03 Middle school 

04 High school 

05 College 

06 Masters 

07 Doctoral 

 

[d6] 您的学历是？ 

01 没有接受过正规教育 

02 小学毕业 

03 初中毕业 

04 高中毕业 

05 大学本科 

06 硕士 

07 博士 

 

[d7] Have you ever studied or lived overseas? 

01 No 

02 Yes, country: _________ 

 

[d7] 您是否有海外留学或生活经历？ 

01 没有 

02 有（请注明）：_________ 

 

[d8] Do you have any relatives studying or living overseas? 

01 No 

02 Yes, country: __________ 

 

[d8] 您是否有亲属在海外留学或生活？ 

01 没有 

02 有（请注明）：_________ 

 

[d9] What is your marital status now? 



[randomize order] 

01 Married 

02 Divorced 

03 Separated 

04 Widowed 

05 Never married 

 

[d9] 您目前的婚姻状况是？ 

01 已婚 

02 离异 

03 分居 

04 丧偶 

05 未婚 

 

[d10]  How many children do you have?  

Girls ___ 

Boys ___ 

 

[d10] 您有几个孩子？ 

女孩___ 

男孩___ 

 

[d11] What is your main occupation?  

01 Farmer, animal husbandry, or fishery  

02 Commerce, service trade worker  

03 Self-owned business  

04 Owner of a private-owned business  

05 Laborer/Worker  

06 Employee of government agency, party agency, or social organization  

07 Manager  

08 Serviceman or police officer  

09 Professional/technical   

10 Clerk  

11 Student 

77 Other  

99 No answer  

 

[d11] 您的职业是？ 

01 农民、畜牧员、渔民 

02 商业、服务类企业员工 

03 个体业主 



04 私营企业主 

05 制造业工人 

06 政府机关、政党机关或社会组织的员工 

07 企业经理、主管 

08 军人或警官 

09 专家、技术人员（教授、医生、科学家等） 

10 职员 

11 学生 

77 其他 

99 不回答 

 

[d12]  What was the range of your household income last year?   

01 Less than 10,000 RMB 

02 10,000-50,000 RMB 

03 50,000-100,000 RMB 

04 100,000-150,000 RMB 

05 150,000-200,000 RMB 

06 200,000-300,000 RMB 

07 300,000-500,000 RMB 

08 500,000-1,000,000 RMB 

09 Greater than 1,000,000 RMB 

99 No answer 

 

[d12] 您去年的家庭收入范围是多少？ 

01 1万元人民币以下 

02 1万到5万元人民币之间 

03 5万到10万元人民币之间 

04 10万到15万元人民币之间 

05 15万到20万元人民币之间 

06 20万到30万元人民币之间 

07 30万到50万元人民币之间 

08 50万到100万元人民币之间 

09 100万元人民币以上 

99不回答 

 

[d13] Do you now belong or have you belonged to the Communist Party? 

[randomize order] 

01 Belong now 

02 Not now, but have belonged in the past 

03 Have never belonged  

99 No answer 



 

[d13] 您现在或曾经是否是共产党员？ 

01 现在是 

02 现在不是，但曾经是 

03 从来不是 

99 不回答 

 

[d14] In a typical week, how many hours do you personally watch television? 

98 Refused 

99 Do not know 

 

[d14] 您每周平均看多少小时电视？ 

98 Refused 

99 Do not know 

 

[d15] In a typical week, how many hours do you use the internet?  

98 Refused  

99 Do not know 

 

[d15] 您每周平均上网多少小时？ 

98 Refused  

99 Do not know 

 

[d16] On a scale from 0 (not interested at all) to 10 (very interested), how interested are you 

in the following kinds of news? 

a. local _____ 

b. provincial _____ 

c. national/China _____ 

d. international _____ 

 

[d16] 在0到10分之间（0代表根本不感兴趣，10代表非常感兴趣），您对下列种类的新闻

有多感兴趣？ 

a. 地方新闻_____ 

b. 省市新闻_____ 

c. 国内新闻_____ 

d. 国际新闻_____ 

 

[d17] From which of the following news sources do you get your information about China’s 

foreign and military affairs?  

a. Domestic internet  

b. International internet  



c. Local TV news  

d. National TV news  

e. Local radio news broadcasts  

f. National radio news broadcasts  

g. City newspapers  

h. Provincial newspapers  

i. National newspapers  

j. Little papers [xiaobao]  

k. Printed magazines  

 

[d17] 您从以下哪些新闻来源获取中国国内和国际事务的信息？ 

a. 国内网站 

b. 国际网站 

c. 地方电视新闻 

d. 央视新闻 

e. 地方广播电台 

f. 国家广播电台 

g. 都市报纸 

h. 省市级报纸 

i. 国家级报纸 

j. 小报 

k. 印刷杂志 

 

[d18] Over the past seven days, how many days did you participate in an online discussion 

by any of the following methods?  

a Blogs ______ 

b Bulletin board services [BBS] ______ 

c QQ [instant messaging] ______ 

d Weibo______ 

e Weixin______ 

f Renren______ 

g Other: ______  

 

[d18] 在过去的一周内，您有几天通过下列方式参与了网上讨论？ 

a. 博客 

b. BBS 

c. QQ 

d. 微博 

e. 微信 

f. 人人 

g. 其他 



 

[d19] Do you use Weibo? If so, how many followers do you have? 

[randomize] 

00 I do not use Weibo. 

01 0-100 followers 

02 100-1000 followers 

03 1000-5000 followers 

04 5000-10000 followers 

04 10000+ followers 

 

[d19] 您是否使用微博？如使用，您的粉丝数量是？ 

00 不使用 

01 100以下 

02 100-1000 

03 1000-5000 

04 5000-10000 

05 10000以上 

 

[d20] On a scale of 0 to 10, with 10 being the most positive, 1 being the most negative, and 5 

being neutral, how do you feel about the following:  

[respondent can also tick a box saying “no opinion”] 

[randomize order] 

a. Global Times 

b. Southern Metropolis Daily 

c. Caixin Magazine 

d. Ai Weiwei  

e. Zhou Xiaoping 

f. Han Deqiang 

 

[d20] 在 0 到 10分之间（0代表没有观点，1代表最负面，10代表最正面），您对下列媒

体和人物如何评价？  

a. 环球时报 

b. 南方周末 

c. 财新《新世纪》杂志 

d. 艾未未 

e. 周小平 

f. 韩德强 

 

[d21] Do you know anyone who has participated in a protest against the United States or 

Japan? 

[randomize order] 



01 No 

02 Yes 

03 Do not wish to say 

 

[d21] 您是否认识任何参加了反日或反美游行的人？ 

01 否 

02 是 

03 不回答 

 

[d22] Have you ever: 

_ witnessed a protest march against Japan or the United States 

_ participated in a protest march against Japan or the United States 

_ signed an online petition against Japan or the United States 

_ none of the above 

 

[d22] 您是否曾经: 

__目睹反日或反美游行 

__参与反日或反美游行 

__在网络反日或反美请愿上签字 

__以上均没有 

 

[Conclusion] 

Thank you for participating in our study. All of your responses will be kept strictly confidential. 

Please contact adk423@gmail.com with any questions or comments.   

 

感谢您参加我们的问卷调查。您的回答会被严格保密。如有任何问题和意见，请联系 

adk423@gmail.com。 
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