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The variation in performance and public policy of Chinese provinces to a large extent are 
determined by backgrounds of CEOs of the provinces, i.e., provincial party secretaries. Provinces 
under the leadership of party secretaries with work experience in other provinces or the center 
perform worse, are less open, have higher share of SOE employment, and shift more revenues off 
budget compared to provinces with party secretaries who built their careers within the province. 
The magnitude of these effects is large even after we control for differences in fiscal incentives of 
provinces, career concerns of provincial leaders, cross-province variation, and macroeconomic 
trends. The results contradict the ``local capture'' hypothesis, which predicts that ``home-grown'' 
provincial leaders are more influenced by local vested interests. The results are consistent with a 
combination of two (not mutually-exclusive) explanations: differences in central entrenchment and 
differences in preferences. 
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1 Introduction

Chinese amazing economic performance over the last 30 years has attracted much atten-

tion among fiscal federalism scholars. Many works have attributed Chinese success to the

structure of incentives provided by the system of inter-governmental relations.1

It has been widely argued that the local and provincial governments were the ones who

fostered growth by providing growth-enhancing public goods.

Literature names two alternative sources of high-powered incentives of Chinese subna-

tional public officials:

First, Oi (1992) and Montinola, Qian and Weingast (1995) (among others) argued that

“fiscal incentives” (i.e., long-term revenue-sharing contracts that affectively make provincial

governments residual claimants on marginal tax collections) were the source of Chinese

growth. Jin, Qian and Weingast (2005) have shown empirically that power of fiscal incentives

was correlated with growth-promoting reforms in Chinese provinces.

Second, Blanchard and Shleifer (2001) applied theory of Riker (1964) to Chinese devel-

opment and argued that “political incentives” (i.e., career concerns for promotion to the

higher-level positions within the communist party hierarchy) are the main determinant of

the Chinese miracle. Related argument was put forward by Qian and Xu (1993) and Maskin,

Qian and Xu (2000) who argued that government incentives are created by yardstick com-

petition among provincial leaders. Li and Zhou (2005) and Chen, Li and Zhou (2005) found

empirical support to the political incentives argument by showing that the main criteria of

promotion and demotion of provincial government officials in China have been the provin-

cial growth performance relative to the average performance and to performance under the

predecessor.

Performance of Chinese provinces, however, varies a great deal even after one controls for

both political and fiscal incentives. The goal of this paper is to use this variation to study

1See, for instance, Montinola, Qian and Weingast (1995); Qian and Roland (1998); Maskin, Qian and Xu
(2000); Qian and Weingast (1996).
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the origin of different governance styles.

Which factors could potentially influence subnational policies once fiscal and (performance-

based) political incentives are taken into account? First, the degree of local capture may

differ, i.e., local leaders may have different degree of susceptibility to vested interests’ influ-

ence, which in turn, would result in differential performance.2 Second, skills and knowledge

of provincial leaders should have an effect on their policy choices. Third, innate prefer-

ences of government officials over policy space may differ (as they do for company CEOs

as Bertrand and Schoar (2003) show). Finally, career concerns may have determinants in

addition to growth performance. For example, provincial officials with special connections

to the central authorities, e.g., those who went to Tsinghua University with Hu Jintao or

worked in Shanghai with Jiang Zemin, may face very different political incentives compared

to officials with no such special ties to the center.3

We attempt to shed light on these different theories by looking at how performance and

policies in Chinese provinces depend on backgrounds of the top province officials—provincial

party secretaries.

We find that work histories of provincial party secretaries (prior to their current positions)

have a significant impact on provincial performance and public policies after controlling for

cross-sectional differences among provinces with province fixed effects and macroeconomic

trends with time dummies.

Party secretaries who made their careers within the province perform significantly better

than party secretaries who have work experience in the center or several other provinces.

Provinces under the leadership of “home-grown” party secretaries on average achieve one

percentage point faster annual growth than provinces with party secretaries who previously

worked in the center or in several other provinces.

2The basic argument is due to Buchanan and Tullock (1962); Stigler (1971); Olson (1982). For recent
empirical applications to fiscal federalism, see Slinko, Yakovlev and Zhuravskaya (2005) and Gennaioli and
Rainer (2007).

3For example, Russia’s president Vladimir Putin has promoted his college friends to close-to-all key
positions in the Russian government.
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Policies also differ with leader’s background. Most strikingly, “outsider” party secretaries

(both those with experience in the center and with experience in other provinces) hide signif-

icantly higher shares of provincial revenue in untransparent off-budget funds and maintain

significantly higher share of industrial employment in state-owned enterprizes compared to

“home-grown” party secretaries.

Interestingly, backgrounds in the center and in other provinces have the opposite ef-

fects on the composition of government expenditure: party secretaries transferred from the

center allocate larger share of provincial budgets to social spending and smaller share to

capital investment compared to home-grown party secretaries, while the opposite is true for

comparison of party secretaries transferred from other provinces and “home-grown” party

secretaries.

In addition, policies of party chiefs who came from other provinces results in lower private

sector employment.

We perform a number of checks to ensure robustness of these results. First, we show

that the results are not driven by endogeneity of appointments by looking at subsample

of changes in provincial leadership that occurred due to exogenous reasons, such as term

and age limits. Second, we show that the difference between party chiefs that come from

other provinces and “home-grown” party chiefs in provincial performance, openness, shift of

revenue off-budget, and composition of budget spending is not driven by innate preferences of

different individuals choosing different career paths. We use the fact that a number of party

secretaries in our sample served in two different provinces at different points in time. On

the subsample of provinces which share the same individuals as leaders, we run regressions

controlling for individual fixed effects in addition to province and year fixed effects. We

find that the same individuals perform worse, shift more revenue off budget, have lower

export share, lower share of social spending and higher share of investment spending when

they become party secretaries the second time around. Yet, our results about the SOE and

private employment shares may be driven by self-selection of people into different career
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paths, as the second-time party secretaries have lower SOE and higher private employment.

It is worth noting that in all our regressions we directly control for fiscal incentives with

marginal retention rates and for political incentives related to relative performance evaluation

with predecessor’s performance.

Our results help differentiating between different public choice theories of subnational

governance. First, local capture hypothesis which implies that “home-grown” party secre-

taries (having closer relations to local vested interests) should have lower performance and

maintain higher favors to vested interests, e.g., SOE enterprizes, is inconsistent with our

findings.

Second, we attempt to test for the three theories which are consistent with our base-

line results: (i) “outsider” lack of local knowledge and networks hypothesis which implies

a learning and establishment of network period for “outsiders”; (ii) central entrenchment

hypothesis which implies lower power of career concerns for “outsiders”; and (iii) differences

in preferences which implies that “home-grown” party chiefs care about populations of their

province.

We find little support to the lack of knowledge and networks hypothesis; while both the

central entrenchment and the difference in preferences hypotheses find some support in the

data.

Our results have important parallels in corporate governance literature. Corporate poli-

cies and performance have been found to depend on the background of CEOs controlling for

their incentives (see, for instance, Bertrand and Schoar (2003) and Barberis et al. (1996)).

2 Data

2.1 Data Sources

The main goal of our empirical exercise is to estimate the relationship between backgrounds

of the top Chinese provincial officials—provincial party chiefs—and provincial performance
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and public policies.

We collected data on provincial party secretary backgrounds and economic and policy

outcomes for 30 Chinese provinces (all except Tibet) for 26 years, from 1980 to 2005, resulting

in 755 province*year observations.4

Information on backgrounds of party secretaries (place and year of birth, place and level

of studies, work histories, and current affiliations) came from various sources, primarily in

Chinese language. The main sources are “Whos Who in the Chinese Communist Party,”

the Peoples Daily, and the website of the Center for China Studies at the NCCU in Taipei,

Taiwan.5 We also used the official government portal of the Government of the People’s

Republic of China, www.gov.cn and, occasionally, other web resources.

We relate party chiefs backgrounds to the following performance indicators and pol-

icy outcomes: provincial performance, measured by log growth of gross provincial product

(GPP); openness, measured by export share in GPP; private and state industrial sector

development, measured by the share of employment in private and state-owned industrial

enterprizes6; off-budget revenue as a share of total revenue; and shares of provincial public

spending allocated to social and investment expenditure. Information on policy outcomes

comes from Chinese Official Statistical Abstracts. Summary statistics for our outcome vari-

ables are given in Table A.1 in Appendix. All monetary variables are in real terms.

2.2 Backgrounds of Party Chiefs

161 different individuals served as party secretaries of Chinese provinces during our sample

period.

Our main focus is on the work histories of these party secretaries. We collected informa-

tion on whether party secretaries worked in the central government or central party organs

4Data on Chongqing start from 1997, when it was separated from Sichuan and became a self-governed
municipality.

5The CCS’s website is http://ics.nccu.edu.tw/neweb/eng/index.php.
6Private employment is recorded by official Chinese statistics as employment of “other” enterprizes, i.e.,

not SOEs, TVEs, or collectives.
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or other provinces, whether they had prior experience of working in the province where they

currently serve as party secretaries. In the data for work histories, we distinguish between

any-level positions and high positions. High position in the center is defined as deputy

minister or higher; high position in a province is defined as deputy governor, deputy party

secretary or higher.

In addition, for each point in time, we collected information on the length of tenure of

party secretaries, politburo membership, the place of birth and study, the level of education,

age, whether party secretaries belonged to a “favored faction,” i.e., had a Shanghai connec-

tion in the Jiang Zemin times or Tsinghua connection since Hu Jintao became the leader of

China.

Figure 1 summarizes selected indicators of background for 161 individuals who serves as

party secretaries in our sample period. Their maximum tenure as a party chief in a particular

province varied from 1 to 12 years. 22 of the 161 individuals served as party chiefs in two

different provinces during our sample period. Table 1 presents summary statistics of all

variables describing party secretary backgrounds for the 755 province*year observations.

3 Baseline results

First, we estimate the following OLS panel regressions with province and year fixed effects:

Ipt = φp + ρt + α1Cpt + α2Opt + α3Fpt + α4Ppt + α′
5Bpt + α6Yp,t−1 + εpt, (1)

where p indexes provinces; t indexes years; φp and ρt are the province and time fixed effects,

respectively.

I stands for policy outcome and performance variables (as listed in section 2.2). Our

main focus is on coefficients on variables C and O variables. C denotes the dummy for

whether the party secretary in province p worked in the center and O stands for one of the

following variables describing party secretary’s work experience in other provinces: dummy
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for whether the party secretary worked in another province, whether he worked in more than

one other province, and the number of provinces party secretary worked in. We run two sets

of regressions: one in which C and O variables account for positions at all level, and the

other, in which these two variables take into account only high-level positions. We also try

specifications where we do not make a distinction between work in the center and in other

provinces, lumping them together and estimating the effect of work experience outside the

province p.

We control for a number of characteristics of party secretaries with the vector B; it

includes tenure, dummy for higher education, dummy for politburo membership, dummies

for being born and studied in the province p, and age.

It is important to control for fiscal incentives and political incentives, as they have been

shown to affect outcomes we are interested in. We control for fiscal incentives with the

marginal retention rate (F ) which was the main variable used by Jin et al. (2005). F

varies from .08 to 1 and represents the fraction of marginal local tax revenues that the

province can keep in local budget (instead of directing it to the center). In addition, we

control for the average performance (GPP growth) of the party secretary’s predecessor. This

variable accounts for the exogenous (from the point of view of the current party secretary)

variation in political incentives, since as Chen, Li and Zhou (2005) show, party secretaries are

evaluated on the basis of provincial growth under their own leadership relative to provincial

growth under their predecessor’s leadership. Finally, we control for the level of provincial

development with the lagged value of the log gross provincial product per capita (Yp,t−1).

Baseline results are presented in Tables 2 - 8; each table presents the results for a par-

ticular policy outcome. The signs of estimated coefficients are summarized in the first five

columns of Table A.2.

We find that work histories of party secretaries have a large and statistically significant

effect on performance and public policies.

Regressions presented in Table 2 show that work experience in the center has a significant
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negative effect on provincial growth rate. Work experience in other provinces is insignificant,

but the number of provinces and the dummy for work experience in more than one province

(not reported) are negative and significant. Table 3 shows similar result for our openness

measure; here, however, work experience in the center has a negative effect only for higher

positions. Table 4 presents results for the share of employment in state-owned enterprizes,

it increases when a party secretary is transferred from another province and from a high

position in the center. In contrast, private employment share decreases with a transfer of

party chief from another province, but increases with a transfer from the center (see Table

5). Share of revenue hidden from the center in off-budget funds is also strongly related to

party secretary background: those party secretaries with work experience in the center and

in other provinces shift significantly large share of revenue off-budget compared to party

secretaries who made their career within the province. Tables 7 and 8 present the effect of

party secretaries’ backgrounds on the composition of public spending. Work experience in

the center increases social expenditure share and decreases investment expenditure share;

whereas work experience in other provinces decreases social expenditure share and increases

investment expenditure share.

It is worth noting that our control variables behave as expected. In particular, marginal

retention rate is a significant predictor of policy outcomes. Higher education and polit-

buro membership also have a significant effect on some of the outcomes. The signs of the

coefficients on control variables are as one would expect.

What is the interpretation of these results? First thing to note is that “local capture”

theory does not seem to be consistent with these findings. According to “local capture”

hypothesis, “home-grown” party secretaries should have stronger ties to local vested interests

than party secretaries transferred from other provinces or the center. Therefore, this theory

predicts that “home-grown” party secretaries should perform worse (according to Olson,

1982); should shift more revenues to untransparent off-budget funds; which, presumably,

make it easier to channel funds to the special interests; and possibly, maintain higher levels
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of SOE employment as SOEs are likely to be an important interest group. We observe the

opposite relationship. Below we consider a number of explanations for our baseline results.

4 Theories explaining baseline results

4.1 Lack of local knowledge and networks

One can suppose that it takes time for the “outsiders” to learn how to govern the province

and develop relationship with other important players in the province (i.e., SOE directors).

This hypothesis implies lower performance and exports, patronage in the form of SOE em-

ployment, shifting revenue off budget (to buy-off SOE enterprizes) just as the data show.

One clear-cut prediction of this story is that the difference between “outsider” party sec-

retaries and “home-grown” party secretaries should decrease with tenure as “outsiders” learn

and establish relationship with other key players in the province. We test this prediction

by including an interaction of tenure with the variables describing party secretary’s work

experience (C and O) into specification (1). Table 9 presents the results. Contrary to the

prediction of this theory, the effect of work experience in other provinces significantly in-

creases (rather than decreases) with tenure for SOE and private employment shares and the

share of off-budget revenues. Tenure does not affect the difference between “coming-from-

other-province” party secretaries and “home-grown” party secretaries for other outcomes.

We also find that tenure strengthens the effect of work experience in the center for shift of

revenue off-budget and the composition of public spending. Tenure, however, has the oppo-

site effect on the difference between SOE and private employment shares for “home-grown”

party secretaries and those with work experience in the center. The effect of “outsiders” on

performance is unaffected by tenure. Overall, this prediction does not find a solid support

in the data.

Another clear-cut prediction of the lack of local knowledge and networks story is that

the difference between “outsiders” and “insiders” should come from not having experience
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in this province, rather than having experience in other provinces. To test this, we run the

same type of regression, but including two interactions: one of having experience working

in the center and not having experience of working in this province and the other of having

experience working in other provinces and not having experience of working in this province.

Table 10 presents the results. The first and the third rows of coefficients represent effect

of having work experience in the center and other provinces (respectively) given that the

party secretary also has experience in this province; while the second and the fourth rows

of coefficients represent the difference in the effects of having “outside” experience for those

who had no prior experience of working in this province and for those who did work in

this province. It is clear that most of the variation between “insiders” and “outsiders”

comes from having experience elsewhere rather than having no experience in this province

in contrast to the prediction of lack of local knowledge story. Overall, the data clearly reject

this hypothesis.

4.2 Central entrenchment

Another possible explanation for the results has to do with differences in political connec-

tions of the “home-grown” and “outsider” party secretaries. Work in the center and other

provinces (and the mere fact of being transferred to this province from elsewhere) may be

an indication of a relational capital with the central authorities. Since “home-grown” party

secretaries still need to earn this relational capital, they have higher incentives to perform

than those who already have made themselves known in the center.

Since party secretaries who worked in the center, presumably, have better connections

to the central authorities than those who served in other provinces but did not work in the

center, the central entrenchment story predicts that work experience in the center should

have a negative effect on party secretary performance not only compared to “home-grown”

party secretaries, but also compared to party secretaries transferred from other provinces.

Indeed, this is what we find: work in the center has bigger in magnitude and more significant
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(negative) effect on growth compared to party secretaries with work experience in other

provinces (the difference between the magnitude of the two effects is statistically significant).

The difference disappears if we consider work experience in more than one other province

(its effect is negative, statistically significant, and equal in magnitude to the effect of work

in the center.) This is consistent with the central entrenchment story because those party

secretaries who were transferred from one province to another several times probably had

more opportunities to establish long-term relationship with the central authorities. Overall,

we can not reject this story; it is consistent with the evidence on provincial performance.

Yet, it cannot be the whole story because it does not explain the differences between the

effects of work experience in the center and in other provinces regarding private employment

and composition of public spending.7

4.3 Difference in preferences

One could also argue that “home-grown” party secretaries simply care about their province

more and, that is why, they have better performance, more transparent government finances,

and larger social expenditure than party secretaries transferred from other provinces. This

story is perfectly consistent with the findings; but it also does not explain the difference

between the effects of the work in the center and of the work in other provinces. Generally,

anything can be explained by the differences in preferences, and therefore, one can explain

the difference between party secretaries with experience in the center and with experience in

the other provinces with differences in their preferences. If, however, politburo membership

(30 party secretaries, 100 province*year observations) may serve as a proxy for preferences

7We considered a couple of additional tests to verify central entrenchment story. First, one could argue
that experience in high positions should mean more for relational capital with the center than experience
in low positions. We find no robust difference between the effect of high and low positions on the difference
between “insiders” and “outsiders.” It, however, may be the case that our definition of high positions (i.e.,
deputy minister level or higher for the center and deputy governor or higher for provinces) is too restrictive.
Second, we checked whether the members of a “favored faction,” i.e., members of “Tsinghua Clique” and
“Shanghai Gang” while their respective patrons were in office, have the same effect as “outsider” party
secretaries, but found no statistically significant effect of favored faction on the outcomes (not reported for
conciseness). This, however, is not surprising considering that only 14 party secretaries (70 province*year
observations) were the members of favored factions.
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of the center, we can check whether politburo members from other provinces and party

secretaries transferred from the center have similar preferences. Indeed, this is what we find:

there are no statistically significant differences in effects of politburo members from other

provinces and party secretaries transferred from the center (not reported for conciseness).

Overall, data seem to be consistent with some combination of central entrenchment and

difference in preferences.

4.4 Selection bias due to innate individual preferences

One should worry about the possibility that the difference between “insiders” and “outsiders”

are driven by the innate differences in preferences of different individuals that chose different

career paths. (For example, Bertrand and Schoar (2003) show that much of the differences

in CEO’s governance styles are individual rather than company specific and are explained

by individual fixed effects.) One could imagine a similar pattern for governance styles of

party secretaries.

To check whether our results are driven by differences in innate preferences of individuals,

we run regressions controlling for individual fixed effects in addition to province and year

fixed effects on the subsample of provinces which share the same individuals as leaders.

We estimate the following regression equation with OLS:

Ipti = φp + ρt + θi + α1Spti + α2Fpt + α′
3Bpti + α4Yp,t−1 + εpti, (2)

where i indexes individuals; and S denotes a dummy for the second term as party secretary

(in a different province). The rest of the notation is as above, with the only exception B does

not include time-invariant individual characteristics (as they are controlled for my individual

fixed effects).

Table 11 presents the results. We find that the same individuals perform worse, shift

more revenue off budget, have lower export share, lower share of social spending and higher
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share of investment spending when they become party secretaries the second time around.

This is consistent with the results of baseline regressions about the differences between party

secretaries with experience in other provinces and “home-grown” party secretaries.

In contrast, our baseline results about the SOE and private employment shares may

be driven by self-selection of people into different career paths, as the second-time party

secretaries have lower SOE and higher private employment (these results are the opposite to

to the effect of experience in other provinces from regressions without person fixed effects).

Therefore, one should treat the results about employment shares with caution. (Table A.2

compares the results of baseline specification and of specification with individual fixed effects,

which are presented in the last column of the table.)

4.5 Selection bias related to endogeneity of appointments

Throughout the analysis, we have treated party secretary appointments as exogenous. Could

our results be driven by selection biases related to endogeneity of appointments?

There are two potential sources of selection:

First, party secretaries may get promoted to the central government or moved to another

province if they perform really well or can get sacked if perform really poorly. (The link

between province leaders’ performance and their turnover was documented in Li and Zhou

(2005) and Chen, Li and Zhou (2005).) Then, the governors of the same province often auto-

matically get promoted to the party secretary position to replace the (promoted or sacked)

predecessor. One should expect a mean reversion pattern after such change in province

leadership since it was driven by the exceptional performance of the previous leader. We

should, particularly, worry about the situations when party secretaries were sacked because

the mean reversion in this case biases the results in our favor.

Ways out:

First, we address this issue by restricting the sample to changes in leadership occurred

due to exogenous reasons: 10-year term limits, 65 years-old age ceiling, and death. Table
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12 presents the results of the estimation of baseline specification on such a subsample. The

results for the effect of work experience in other provinces are robust. As far as the results

for the work experience in the center, the most robust results turned out to be about shifting

revenue off budget and maintaining high SOE employment. Other results lost statistical sig-

nificance. This loss of statistical significance may, however, be driven by a drastic reduction

in the number of observations.

Second, we control for previous party secretariess performance and previous party sec-

retariess performance compared to his own predecessor. We include the performance of the

immediate predecessor in all regressions of the baseline specification. We also tried to control

for predecessor’s performance relative to his own predecessor (not reported for conciseness).

Inclusion or exclusion of these controls do not affect our results.

The second source of selection is as follows. Officials from the center and other provinces

may be transferred to worse-performing regions in order to fix the crisis. Since we control for

the average and the prior regional performance, such selection should not create a problem

for our results as long as the central authorities do not make their decisions on the basis

of expected future performance. If, in contrast, central officials can predict future crises,

our results would be biased. We, however, are very skeptical about the ability of the center

to forecast provincial performance and react before the change in performance actually oc-

curred. Governments all over the world have very bad records in forecasting crises; and it is

particularly hard for the central government to make a good forecast of subnational crises

because it is against the interests of local authorities to provide necessary information to the

center.

It is important to note that the story of central appointments to cope with upcoming

crisis is inconsistent with the fact that “outsiders” shift more revenues away from the central

control to to off-budget funds.

Thus, we conclude that our results are not driven by endogeneity of party secretaries’

appointments.
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5 Conclusions

Backgrounds of the party secretaries have an important effect on provincial performance

and economic policies. Variables describing work histories of party secretaries add 2 to 5

percentage points to the adjusted overall R-squared in the province fixed effects regressions.

Provincial party secretaries transferred from other provinces perform worse, are less open,

have higher share of SOE employment, and shift more revenues off budget.

The magnitude of these effects is large even after we control for differences in fiscal incen-

tives and career concerns. Provinces under the leadership of “home-grown” party secretaries

on average achieve one percentage point faster annual growth than provinces with party

secretaries who previously worked in the center or in several other provinces.

The results contradict the “local capture” hypothesis, which predicts that “home-grown”

governors are more subject to influence of local vested interests.

We provide evidence against the view that the differences in performance and policies of

“insider” and “outsider” party secretaries can be explained by the outsider’s lack of local

knowledge and local networks.

A lot more research is needed to understand the sources of difference between “insider”

and “outsider” party secretaries. But our preliminary analysis suggests a combination of

two theories: differences in preferences and central entrenchment.

This work is preliminary; we plan to include data on governors.
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Figure 1: Backgrounds of Provincial Party Chiefs

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Worked in center

Worked in center in high position

Worked in other province

Worked in more than one other province

Worked in other in high position

Worked elsewhere

Did not work in this province

Worked elsewhere in high position

Did not work in this province in high position

Born in province

Studied in province

Politburo member

Has higher education

Member of favored faction

The figure presents percentage for 161 individuals
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Table 1: Summary Statistics for Party Secretary Backgrounds
Variable Obs Mean Std.Dev. Min Max

Worked in center 755 0.32 0.47 0 1
Worked in center in high position 755 0.20 0.40 0 1

Worked in other province 755 0.70 0.46 0 1
Number of provinces worked in 755 1.99 1.00 1 5

Worked in more than one other province 755 0.28 0.45 0 1
Worked in other in high position 755 0.48 0.50 0 1

Worked elsewhere 755 0.75 0.43 0 1
Did not work in this province 755 0.38 0.49 0 1

Worked elsewhere in high position 755 0.61 0.49 0 1
Did not work in this province in high position 755 0.48 0.50 0 1

Born in province 755 0.27 0.45 0 1
Studied in province 753 0.14 0.35 0 1

Tenure in current position 755 3.28 2.19 1 12
Politburo member 750 0.13 0.34 0 1

Age 755 60.61 5.67 27 79
Has higher education 752 0.56 0.50 0 1

Member of favored faction 755 0.09 0.28 0 1
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A Appendix

Table A.1: Summary statistics for provincial policy outcomes
Variable Obs Mean Std.Dev. Min Max

Log GPP growth 748 0.092 0.047 -0.064 0.427
Log export share in GPP 746 4.946 0.909 2.327 7.316

Share of SOE employment 722 0.744 0.093 0.392 0.905
Share of private employment 595 0.080 0.104 0.000 0.491
Share of revenue off-budget 647 0.419 0.099 0.142 0.726

Social expenditure share 714 0.254 0.043 0.128 0.434
Investment expenditure share 721 0.121 0.067 0.031 0.517

Table A.2: Summary of results (full sample)
Center Other province

All High All All High 2nd-time PS
Dummy Dummy Number Dummy Dummy Dummy

Person FE
GPP growth - - - 0 0 -
Export share 0 - - - 0 -

SOE employment 0 + + + + -
Private employment + 0 - - - +
Off-budget revenues + + + + + +
Social expenditure + 0 - - - -

Investment expenditure - - (+) + + +
Note: The table presents signs of statistically significant coefficients. Parentheses indicate insignificant

coefficients with absolute value of t-statistics above 1.5.
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