Supplementary Material
1. In CGSS2012 data, the total number of samples was 5228, and the trust items included court judges, local government staff, police officers, and central government staff. Then, we used the “Pearson correlation method” and found that the four types of trust were indeed highly correlated with one another, with the correlation coefficient between court trust and local government trust being 0.47 (significant at 0.001 level). The entire results were shown in S-Table 1.
S-Table 1 Correlations of Trust in Different Governmental Agents
	
	Trust in court judges
	Trust in local government staff
	Trust in police officers
	Trust in central government staff

	Trust in court judges
	1.0000 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Trust in local government staff
	0.4701
	1.0000 
	
	

	
	0.0000
	
	
	

	Trust in police officers
	0.6586
	0.4839
	1.0000 
	

	
	0.0000
	0.0000
	
	

	Trust in central government staff
	0.4778
	0.5727
	0.4946
	1.0000 

	
	0.0000
	0.0000
	0.0000
	




2. Our field work and existing studies indicated that most ineligible voters were rural migrant workers living in urban communities, who did not meet the one-year residence requirement according to the voting law, so they did not have the right to vote at the time of the survey. We ran a t-test analysis to compare the eligible samples (3920) with the ineligible ones (299) and the results were in S-Table 2. Compared with the eligible samples, the ineligible ones were younger, more unmarried, more in lower social classes, lower scored in political efficacy, and more likely to be living in city. In addition, we ran t-test again to check whether the two types of samples were consistent in independent and mediating variables, and the results were also shown in S-Table 2. We could find that they were actually the same (having no significant difference) in all of the four aspects.
S-Table 2 T-test for the Differences between Eligible and Ineligible Respondents
	Variables
	G1(0)
	Mean1
	G2(1)
	Mean2
	Mean-Diff

	Gender--male
	3920
	0.485
	299
	0.448
	0.037

	Age
	3920
	51.178
	299
	48.438
	2.739***

	Marriage status--married
	3920
	0.899
	299
	0.853
	0.047**

	Whether CCP member--yes
	3920
	0.111
	299
	0.100
	0.011

	Education level
	3918
	2.117
	298
	2.094
	0.023

	Social class
	3920
	2.390
	299
	2.288
	0.102**

	Political efficacy
	3920
	2.796
	299
	2.676
	0.121*

	Residential area--city
	3920
	0.638
	299
	0.702
	-0.065**

	Social eating frequency
	3920
	3.486
	299
	3.602
	-0.116

	The amount of all network resources
	3891
	181.017
	294
	181.816
	-0.799

	Formal networks
	3909
	1.213
	295
	1.064
	0.148

	Institutional trust
	3920
	6.410
	299
	6.281
	0.130


Among the 3920 eligible samples, 42 samples with missing values in any of the variables (i.e., variables used in the estimation of GSEM) were excluded, so the number of valid samples was 3,878 in the final analysis. The missing samples were from the variables of “total network resource” (29 samples), “formal networks” (11 samples), and “education level” (2 samples). Then, we used the “Arithmetic Mean Imputation” method of the “Single Imputation” way to fill up the missing values in the first two variables to generate a new dataset (N=3918) to run all the GSEM models again. The new results were shown in S-Table 3.
S-Table 3 Regression with Single Imputation for Missing Cases
							
	Base Model 1-1
	Full Model 1-2
	Base Model 2-1
	Full Model 2-2
	Model 3

	Total network resources
	0.10*
	0.061
	/
	/
	0.030

	Social eating frequency
	/
	/
	0.32***
	0.25**
	0.24**

	Formal networks
	/
	0.31***
	/
	0.29***
	0.28***

	Institutional trust
	/
	0.28***
	/
	0.29***
	0.29***

	Total network resources Formal networks
	/
	0.26***
	/
	/
	0.17***

	Total network resources Institutional trust
	/
	-0.032**
	/
	/
	-0.025*

	Social eating frequency Formal networks
	/
	/
	/
	0.44***
	0.32***

	Social eating frequency Institutional trust
	/
	/
	/
	-0.044**
	-0.027

	Male
	-0.042
	-0.032
	-0.071
	-0.056
	-0.058

	Age
	0.13***
	0.13***
	0.13***
	0.13***
	0.13***

	Age^2/100
	-0.099***
	-0.10***
	-0.099***
	-0.10***
	-0.10***

	Married
	-0.12
	-0.050
	-0.10
	-0.045
	-0.052

	CCP members
	0.32**
	0.19
	0.31*
	0.18
	0.19

	Primary school
	0.52***
	0.52***
	0.52***
	0.52***
	0.52***

	Middle School
	0.48***
	0.50***
	0.46***
	0.48***
	0.47***

	High/vocation high school
	0.36*
	0.35*
	0.33*
	0.33*
	0.32*

	College and above 
	0.0015
	-0.070
	-0.033
	-0.099
	-0.11

	Lower class
	-0.15
	-0.078
	-0.11
	-0.044
	-0.040

	Lower middle class
	-0.21*
	-0.17*
	-0.20*
	-0.16!
	-0.16!

	Upper middle class
	-0.21
	-0.28!
	-0.23
	-0.29!
	-0.29!

	Upper class
	-0.87*
	-0.92*
	-0.86*
	-0.92*
	-0.91*

	Political efficacy
	0.14***
	0.12***
	0.14***
	0.12***
	0.12***

	Urban
	-0.89***
	-0.90***
	-0.92***
	-0.92***
	-0.92***

	Constant
	-4.00***
	-4.66***
	-4.44***
	-5.03***
	-5.06***


We further used the “Multiple Imputation” way to fill up the missing values in the first two variables. According to our life experiences and most existing studies, the construction of personal networks and formal networks was correlated with one’s gender, age, education level, and other attributes, implying that the missing values in the two variables were not randomly distributed. In view of this, we utilized all main sociodemographic characteristics (gender, age, age^2, marital status, political identity, education level, social class, and residential area) to fill up the missing values, and the time for imputation was set to be 10. After finishing this, we used the imputed data to run all the GSEM models, and the new results were listed in S-Table 4.
S-Table 4 Regression with Multiple Imputation for Missing Cases
	
	Base Model 1-1
	Full Model 1-2
	Base Model 2-1
	Full Model 2-2
	Model 3

	Total network resources
	0.10*
	0.058
	/
	/
	0.028

	Social eating frequency
	/
	/
	0.32***
	0.25**
	0.24**

	Formal networks
	/
	0.31***
	/
	0.29***
	0.28***

	Institutional trust
	/
	0.28***
	/
	0.29***
	0.29***

	Total network resources Formal networks
	/
	0.26***
	/
	/
	0.18***

	Total network resources Institutional trust
	/
	-0.032**
	/
	/
	-0.025*

	Social eating frequency Formal networks
	/
	/
	/
	0.44***
	0.32***

	Social eating frequency Institutional trust
	/
	/
	/
	-0.044**
	-0.027

	Male
	-0.042
	-0.033
	-0.071
	-0.057
	-0.058

	Age
	0.13***
	0.13***
	0.13***
	0.13***
	0.13***

	Age^2/100
	-0.099***
	-0.10***
	-0.099***
	-0.10***
	-0.10***

	Married
	-0.12
	-0.050
	-0.10
	-0.046
	-0.052

	CCP members
	0.31**
	0.19
	0.31*
	0.19
	0.18

	Primary school
	0.52***
	0.52***
	0.52***
	0.52***
	0.52***

	Middle School
	0.48***
	0.50***
	0.46***
	0.48***
	0.47***

	High/vocation high school
	0.36*
	0.35*
	0.33*
	0.33*
	0.32*

	College and above 
	0.0022
	-0.071
	-0.033
	-0.10
	-0.11

	Lower class
	-0.15
	-0.078
	-0.11
	-0.044
	-0.040

	Lower middle class
	-0.21*
	-0.17*
	-0.20*
	-0.16!
	-0.16!

	Upper middle class
	-0.21
	-0.28!
	-0.23
	-0.29!
	-0.29!

	Upper class
	-0.87*
	-0.92*
	-0.86*
	-0.92*
	-0.92*

	Political efficacy
	0.14***
	0.12***
	0.14***
	0.12***
	0.12***

	Urban
	-0.89***
	-0.90***
	-0.92***
	-0.92***
	-0.92***

	Constant
	-4.00***
	-4.66***
	-4.44***
	-5.03***
	-5.06***


Last, we used the “Dummy Variable Adjustment” method to handle the missing values in the first two variables. That is, replacing missing value with “0” in the two variables and generating a dummy variable with “1” to indicate that the case was missing. The new results with new variables were listed in S-Table 5. 
S-Table 5 Regression with Dummy Variable Adjustment of Missing Cases
	
	Base Model 1-1
	Full Model 1-2
	Base Model 2-1
	Full Model 2-2
	Model 3

	Total network resources
	0.10*
	0.060
	/
	/
	0.030

	Missing in network resources
	0.19
	0.10
	/
	/
	0.072

	Social eating frequency
	/
	/
	0.32***
	0.25**
	0.24**

	Formal networks
	/
	0.31***
	/
	0.29***
	0.28***

	Missing in formal networks
	/
	0.17
	/
	0.18
	0.18

	Institutional trust
	/
	0.28***
	/
	0.29***
	0.29***

	Total network resources Formal networks
	/
	0.26***
	/
	/
	0.17***

	Missing in network resources Formal networks
	/
	0.57***
	/
	/
	0.43***

	Total network resources Missing in formal networks
	/
	-0.0013
	/
	/
	-0.00057

	Missing in network resources Missing in formal networks
	/
	-0.0047
	/
	/
	-0.0036

	Total network resources Institutional trust
	/
	-0.032**
	/
	/
	-0.025*

	Missing in network resources Institutional trust
	/
	-0.046
	/
	/
	-0.034

	Social eating frequency Formal networks
	/
	/
	/
	0.44***
	0.32***

	Social eating frequency Missing in formal networks
	/
	/
	/
	-0.0029!
	-0.0025

	Social eating frequency Institutional trust
	/
	/
	/
	-0.044**
	-0.027

	Male
	-0.042
	-0.032
	-0.071
	-0.056
	-0.058

	Age
	0.13***
	0.13***
	0.13***
	0.13***
	0.13***

	Age^2/100
	-0.099***
	-0.10***
	-0.099***
	-0.10***
	-0.10***

	Married
	-0.12
	-0.050
	-0.10
	-0.045
	-0.052

	CCP members
	0.32**
	0.19
	0.31*
	0.19
	0.18

	Primary school
	0.52***
	0.52***
	0.52***
	0.52***
	0.52***

	Middle School
	0.48***
	0.50***
	0.46***
	0.48***
	0.47***

	High/vocation high school
	0.36*
	0.35*
	0.33*
	0.33*
	0.32*

	College and above 
	0.0013
	-0.070
	-0.033
	-0.10
	-0.11

	Lower class
	-0.15
	-0.078
	-0.11
	-0.044
	-0.040

	Lower middle class
	-0.21*
	-0.17*
	-0.20*
	-0.16!
	-0.16!

	Upper middle class
	-0.21
	-0.28!
	-0.23
	-0.29!
	-0.29!

	Upper class
	-0.87*
	-0.92*
	-0.86*
	-0.92*
	-0.92*

	Political efficacy
	0.14***
	0.12***
	0.14***
	0.12***
	0.12***

	Urban
	-0.89***
	-0.90***
	-0.92***
	-0.92***
	-0.92***

	Constant
	-4.00***
	-4.66***
	-4.44***
	-5.03***
	-5.06***



3. In order to test and confirm the robustness of the results, we have run all GSEM models again using original value of core variables, and found that the new results were consistent with the existing ones. The concrete values of the new results were shown in S-Table 6.
S-Table 6 Results of Base and Full GSEM Models with Original Values
	
	Base Model 1-1
	Full Model 1-2
	Base Model 2-1
	Full Model 2-2
	Model 3

	Total network resources
	0.078*
	0.033
	/
	/
	0.010

	Social eating frequency
	/
	/
	0.14***
	0.10**
	0.10*

	Formal networks
	/
	0.30***
	/
	0.28***
	0.28***

	Institutional trust
	/
	0.26***
	/
	0.27***
	0.27***

	Total network resources Formal networks
	/
	0.26***
	/
	/
	0.19***

	Total network resources Institutional trust
	/
	-0.028**
	/
	/
	-0.022**

	Social eating frequency Formal networks
	/
	/
	/
	0.23***
	0.15***

	Social eating frequency Institutional trust
	/
	/
	/
	-0.022**
	-0.012

	Male
	-0.039
	-0.026
	-0.063
	-0.047
	-0.048

	Age
	0.13***
	0.13***
	0.14***
	0.14***
	0.14***

	Age^2/100
	-0.10***
	-0.10***
	-0.10***
	-0.10***
	-0.10***

	Married
	-0.086
	-0.014
	-0.062
	-0.0050
	-0.0087

	CCP members
	0.30*
	0.17
	0.29*
	0.17
	0.17

	Primary school
	0.52***
	0.52***
	0.52***
	0.52***
	0.52***

	Middle School
	0.46***
	0.48***
	0.46***
	0.47***
	0.47***

	High/vocation high school
	0.36*
	0.36*
	0.35*
	0.34*
	0.34*

	College and above 
	-0.045
	-0.11
	-0.057
	-0.14
	-0.14

	Lower class
	-0.15
	-0.082
	-0.12
	-0.055
	-0.053

	Lower middle class
	-0.21*
	-0.17*
	-0.20*
	-0.16!
	-0.16!

	Upper middle class
	-0.22
	-0.28!
	-0.23
	-0.29!
	-0.29!

	Upper class
	-0.88*
	-0.92*
	-0.88*
	-0.93*
	-0.92*

	Political efficacy
	0.14***
	0.12***
	0.14***
	0.12***
	0.12***

	Urban
	-0.99***
	-1.00***
	-1.01***
	-1.02***
	-1.02***

	Middle
	-0.43***
	-0.42***
	-0.42***
	-0.42***
	-0.42***

	West
	0.032
	0.021
	0.031
	0.018
	0.018

	Constant
	-3.76***
	-4.43***
	-3.86***
	-4.51***
	-4.51***




4. The two key equations of the IV method have been listed below.
Yi=а0+а1*Xi+аm*Cmi+εi                          (1)
Xi=β0+β1*Zi+βn*Cni+ζi                          (2)
In Equations (1) and (2), Y refers to the dependent variable, X the independent variable (such as a measure of personal networks), C the control variables (gender, age, education level, etc.), and Z the instrumental variable (IV) for the independent variable. In addition, а and β are the coefficients of the variables included in each equation, and ε and ζ the random error term of the equation, respectively. For an ideal IV, the Z variable must be strongly correlated with the X variable whereas not be correlated with the ε term, indicating that Z is exogenous to the dependent variable.


5. We have used the CGSS2012 to run all of the IV models again. In addition to the variables included in CGSS2017, the CGSS2012 data also had the ideal IV--“the number of respondent’s siblings”, which was exogenous to the dependent variable. The new results of CGSS2012 were shown in S-Table 7. 
(1) As to the causal effect of total network resources or social eating frequency on voting participation, neither of IV-Probit models have passed the “Wald endogeneity test” (P=0.24, P=0.39), which demonstrated that the independent variable  (total network resources or social eating frequency) must be regarded as exogenous variable, that is, it was not directly affected by voting participation, so we should choose and accept the results from simple regression (Logit-model) rather than the IV-Probit model. 
(2) As for the causal effect of personal networks on formal networks, the results of 2SLS-IV model shew that they all passed the “Durbin (score) Chi2” and “Wu-Hausman F endogeneity test” (both significant at 0.0001 level), indicating that the independent variable should be regarded as endogenous variable, in other words, there was indeed existing an endogenous problem resulted from mutual causality, so we must choose and accept the estimation results of 2SLS-IV rather than OLS; Meanwhile, the “first stage F value” was 67.66 and 55.83 respectively, exceeding the empirical threshold value of 16, so it has passed the weak IV test, indicating that the number of siblings was indeed strongly related to an individual’s current personal network status.
(3) Finally, in terms of the causal effect of personal networks on institutional trust, results of 2SLS-IV model shew that none of them have passed “Durbin (score) Chi2 test” or “Wu-Hausman F test” (P=0.56, P=0.57), implying that the independent variable must be treated as an exogenous variable. In this case, we should choose and accept the results of OLS rather than 2SLS-IV. 
S-Table 7 IV Regressions with CGSS2012
	
	Voting participation
	Formal networks
	Institutional trust

	
	Logit
	IV-Probit
	OLS
	2SLS-IV
	OLS
	2SLS-IV

	Total network resources
	-0.092!
	0.30
	0.090***
	0.44***
	-0.019*
	0.030

	(Control variables)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Wald endogeneity test
	
	P=0.24
	
	/
	
	/

	Durbin (score) Chi2
	
	/
	
	P=0.0001
	
	P=0.56

	Wu-Hausman F
	
	/
	
	P=0.0001
	
	P=0.56

	The first stage F value
	
	/
	
	67.66
	
	/

	Social eating frequency
	0.052
	0.26
	0.075***
	0.39***
	-0.015*
	0.027

	(Control variables)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Wald endogeneity test
	
	P=0.39
	
	/
	
	/

	Durbin (score) Chi2
	
	/
	
	P=0.00
	
	P=0.57

	Wu-Hausman F
	
	/
	
	P=0.00
	
	P=0.57

	The first stage F value
	
	/
	
	55.83
	
	/



