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Abstract

Loyalty is a permanent concern to dictators. It is unclear, however, whether

loyalty to a dictator assures the ruling group’s cohesiveness. This study shows that

authoritarian political elites under promotion pressure, while remaining loyal to their

superior, also compete within factions to outrival their peers. Exploiting data on

Chinese provincial leaders and local media reports on corruption investigations and

industrial accidents (2000-2014), we find that Chinese elites promote negative news

related to their co-faction peers as frequently as – or, depending on the measure, even

more often than – they promote similar news regarding members of other factions. We

also find that negative reports indeed reduce the promotion probability of reported

cadres, while increasing that of reporting ones.
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Introduction

No leader can govern a country alone; even the most powerful dictator needs a group of political

elites.1 To appoint those bureaucratic elites in the absence of effective electoral constraints,

authoritarian leaders tend to rely upon a hierarchy of power, wherein the top leaders must

be consistently concerned with the loyalty of their subordinates. Recent literature claims

that concerns over loyalty lead authoritarian leaders to hire mediocre but loyal subordinates

instead of competent but potentially threatening bureaucrats (Egorov and Sonin 2011; Reuter

and Robertson 2012; Zakharov 2016). This logic also explains the emergence of political

factions in authoritarian politics,2 where political elites (clients) connected to a prominent

national leader (the patron) tend to be promoted when the patron rises (Shih, Adolph and

Liu 2012). However, scholars have not yet examined the extent to which loyalty to the patron

might affect the cohesion of her network group. This raises an important question: do loyal

subordinates prioritize the faction’s interest (i.e., triumph as a group vis-a-vis other factions)

over their individual interests (e.g., promotion, material resources)?3

In this paper, we examine the existence and intensity of in-group competition within

political factions using data from Chinese political elites. Specifically, we focus on factions that

derive from interpersonal connections, through birthplace, education and work experiences,

among the Politburo Standing Committee (PSC) members and provincial leaders (provincial

party secretaries and governors). Scholars of Chinese politics have long debated the role of

informal political factions in shaping key appointments and policy making (Nathan 1973; Tsou

1976; Nathan and Tsai 1995; Dittmer and Wu 1995; Tsou 1995). Recent studies have revived

1We define political elites as those with the institutional status to influence high-level politics.
2We define faction as a subset of political elites consisting of a patron and clients in a reciprocal relationship,

i.e., loyalty in exchange for favors, and vice versa (Nathan 1973, p.35). While the factional structure can exist
in any polity, our empirical focus is on Chinese elite politics, where central political leaders are the patrons.
For empirical operationalization, we assume that the Politburo Standing Committee members of the Chinese
Communist Party – seven to nine most powerful politicians in the country – are potential patrons.

3The concept of faction can be thought of as comparable to a winning coalition in the selectorate theory
(Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003), where the members of a winning coalition get private benefits from the
ruler for their political support. This study extends the theory by investigating the in-group dynamics among
members of a winning coalition, as they compete with one another to maximize their individual benefits from
joining the winning coalition.



3

the debate with rigorous empirical evidence. Shih (2008a) and Shih, Adolph and Liu (2012),

for example, claim that factional ties play a critical role in central-level elite promotion and

resource distribution.

While these studies on political factions highlight a rather obscure aspect of the Chinese

political system, they do not offer clear expectations regarding the behaviors of faction mem-

bers, except to note that they tend to be loyal to their political patrons. Other political

relationships within and across factions remain broadly understudied. This study addresses a

remaining puzzle in the literature by approaching the issues of loyalty and elite competition

in authoritarian politics from a different angle. In doing so, we demonstrate that loyalty to

a patron is not identical to loyalty to the patron’s faction. While remaining entirely loyal to

their patrons, authoritarian elites often put the interests of other members at risk to maximize

their own self-interest under fierce competition. Therefore, on the one hand, faction members

compete against other factions to remain loyal to their patron, but on the other hand, they

also compete internally to outrival in-group members to obtain more benefits from the finite

pool of resources provided by their patron.

To analyze our claims, we collected data on Chinese PSC leaders and provincial leaders

(both party secretaries and governors), as well as all inter-provincial media reports in local

newspapers from 2000 to 2014 on corruption investigations and major industrial accidents. Our

study attempts to understand the competitive behavior of faction members (here, provincial

leaders) by analyzing inter-provincial news reports in those local newspapers. We focus on

news reports across provinces regarding negative incidents under the jurisdiction of provincial

leaders’ faction peers, as compared to reports that concern members of different factions and

elites without factional ties.

The analyses provide evidence supporting the notion of intense competition within factions:

Chinese political elites, particularly those of closer rank, are more likely to promote news

regarding their faction peers’ political defects. The frequency and the share of negative reports

in total inter-provincial reports reveal that the negative reporting toward other members within
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a patron’s faction widely exists and is at least as intense as the negative reporting on other

factions’ members. We also conduct a series of robustness checks to examine whether the

findings are driven by our choice of provincial leader (client) pool, statistical specification,

competition measures, or data collection strategy. Finally, the analyses show that negative

news reports reduce the promotion chances of reported cadres, while increasing the reporting

elites’ probability of promotion.

This study contributes to the literature on elite competition by clarifying the incentive

structure of political subordinates under authoritarianism. Our empirical evidence on intra-

faction competition among Chinese elites shows that clients under the same patron do not by

default cooperate with one another; rather, they compete intensely for political resources and

support from their patron. This does not mean that clients are disloyal. We claim that they

remain loyal to their patron, but that they do not prioritize the group’s interest over their

own, counter to an implicit assumption in many studies. Furthermore, by drawing empirical

evidence from media reports, our study broadens the scope of data in authoritarian politics

research. Media reports under authoritarian regimes are rarely considered to be accurate

reflections of public opinion due to constraints on media freedoms (Egorov and Sonin 2009;

King, Pan and Roberts 2013; Lorentzen 2014; Qin, Strömberg and Wu 2018; Stockmann 2013).

Instead of pointing out the limits of biased authoritarian media, however, this study exploits

those potentially biased reports in order to measure the political intentions of authoritarian

elites who supervise the media.

Elite Competition in Authoritarian Regimes

The recruitment and promotion of bureaucrats stand among the principal tasks, and con-

cerns, of authoritarian rulers. Recent studies on authoritarian governance have focused on

the loyalty-competence tradeoff in authoritarian appointments. In most cases, those studies

claim that dictators hire and/or promote loyal subordinates despite the fact that competent
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subordinates could govern more effectively, because more competent ones may betray and

oust the dictator. Egorov and Sonin (2011) argue that a leader with a longer time horizon

has stronger incentives to hire competent agents, while those with short shadows of the future

choose loyal ones. Landry (2008) claim that the Chinese Communist Party has managed to

overcome this dilemma by promoting meritocratic and politically loyal cadres using a strictly

hierarchical personnel system. In contrast, Reuter and Robertson (2012) show that authori-

tarian elections in Russia have led the leader to appoint less competent but loyal bureaucrats

in order to bolster his political survival.

Our study is germane to this literature in that we analyze the loyalty-related political

behaviors of authoritarian elites. At the same time, we raise several questions regarding the

conventional assumptions in authoritarian recruitment and promotion studies. In previous

studies, loyal-type and competent-type bureaucratic elites are exogenously distributed and

discernible from one another. Therefore, the main question has typically been whom the

leader would choose given the loyalty-competence tradeoff. Scholars also assume that as long

as subordinates decide to remain loyal, i.e. to stay in the leader’s faction or coalition, they will

prioritize the political interests of the leader at any cost. We argue that these assumptions

reflect the dictator’s perspective, but not the subordinates’. From the subordinates’ point

of view, they can strategically decide the level and type of loyalty they confer in order to

maximize their own political interests (Zakharov 2016). Whether, how, to whom and for

what purpose they will be loyal may all be decisions that political elites weigh in the course

of service to the political patron. If necessary, subordinates may hinder the faction’s group

interests as a whole, without betraying the patron’s core interests, for their own benefit.

While addressing the broader issue of loyalty in authoritarian politics, this study more

specifically contributes to the literature on political factions. Factions exist in any polity. In

democracies, scholars have presented theories and evidence to analyze the role of political

factions in the political process (Cox, Rosenbluth and Thies 1999; Persico, Pueblita and Sil-

verman 2011; Boucek 2012; Dewan and Squintani 2016). In authoritarian regimes, researchers



6

show that factions launch coups, struggle, and share political power (Geddes 1999, 2003; Bueno

de Mesquita et al. 2003; Pepinsky 2014). Moreover, in single-party authoritarian regimes like

China, where no inter-party competition exists, factions represent the entities through which

the political competition for power takes place.

In the context of Chinese politics, faction politics has long been at the center of aca-

demic debate regarding power struggles inside the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). Andrew

Nathan’s article (Nathan 1973) and the rebuttals and surrebuttals that followed (Tsou 1976;

Dittmer and Wu 1995; Pye 1995; Nathan and Tsai 1995) built a theoretical foundation for

the study of factionalism in China. Subsequent articles by Li (Li 2009, 2013, 2016) and other

popular writings provide more concrete pictures of factional politics. Recently, scholars have

shown that factional connections drive key political decisions, including personnel appoint-

ments and resource allocations (Huang 2000; Nathan 2003; Jia, Kudamatsu and Seim 2015;

Shih 2008a; Shih, Adolph and Liu 2012).

What the factionalism theory claims regarding elite behavior is straightforward. First,

within the vertical ties between a patron and a client, the relationship is reciprocal. Second,

in the context of horizontal ties between patrons, relationships are competitive or even hostile.

Intense competition among multiple patrons protects the system by preventing any particular

patron from obtaining overwhelming power (Nathan 1973). In the course of competition with

others, a patron will promote her clients along the political career ladder, while demoting

members of other factions (Nathan 1973; Shih, Adolph and Liu 2012). Economic resources

may also be distributed through factional ties, thereby enhancing the clients’ career profiles

(Shih 2008a; Jiang 2018).

Yet, the implications of factional theory are less clear regarding the horizontal relationships

among clients, both within factions and across them. The seminal work by Nathan assumed

that the horizontal relationships between clients do not matter because the vertical, personal

relationship between the patron and the client constitutes the fundamental element of a faction

(Nathan 1973, p.42). To the extent that horizontal relationships among clients have been
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addressed in the emerging literature on factional politics, the implicit assumption is typically

that factions function as a political entity in which the members share common political

interests (Geddes 1999, 2003; Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003; Pepinsky 2014; Shih, Adolph

and Liu 2012). Our study challenges this implicit assumption and aims to examine the intra-

factional behaviors of members. We argue that clients must always have other co-faction

clients in mind. A patron’s ability to distribute benefits, either personnel favors or generous

resources, is always constrained by other factions. Those limited resources will further be

distributed among multiple clients attached to a patron, and ultimately, only one client can

succeed to the patron’s position. It is clear, then, that not all clients, no matter how loyal

they are, can achieve the same pinnacle of power. What, then, is the nature of relationships

among clients? Are they comrades, friends, or rivals?

We hypothesize two competing answers, the distinction in which depends largely on how

one conceptualizes the faction as a group. One possible conceptualization is that a faction

works as a solidary group, e.g. a gang. A gang generally refers to a group sharing a common

destiny, in which solidarity is crucial. Members are loyal to the leader and to the group as a

whole. If the group becomes vulnerable, the natural reaction from members would be to pro-

tect the group in unity. The existing literature on authoritarian politics, which generally treats

factions as political unities, implicitly supports this solidary group theory. If a faction func-

tions like a solidary group, one can assume that faction members will work in cooperation for

the benefit of the patron and the group. Thus, competition should occur across factional lines.

H1: If a faction represents a solidary group, co-faction members are less

likely to compete with one another than with the members of other factions or

those without a factional tie, if they compete internally at all.

The other conceptualization of a faction is that it functions like a tournament.4 In a

4Multiple factions in Chinese politics imply multiple parallel tournaments under this conceptualization.
The tournament model theorized here is not limited to the Chinese context, but is based on a general model
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tournament, participants in the same group compete with one another to be selected as the

winner of each round. Given the pyramidal structure of a faction, clients always outnumber

patrons. In this structure, the patron can neither promote nor favor all clients at the same

time or to the same degree. Patrons can only favor their clients to the extent that limited

resources allow, given that the patrons themselves are in competition with other patrons

(Francois, Trebbi and Xiao 2016). More importantly, a patron would not promote all clients

equally in order to strategically maintain the highest level of loyalty. If promotion were pre-

dictable and guaranteed, the incentive of clients to behave loyally for the patron would likely

diminish, as failing to demonstrate loyalty would not change their career trajectories. For

this reason, having connections to a patron may be a necessary condition but not a sufficient

one to achieve a promotion. This theory thus predicts in-group competition, rather than

cooperation or protection, within a political faction.5 Nevertheless, whether the co-faction

members compete more intensely within the group than they do with the members of other

factions is not straightforward. This will depend on the power distribution among patrons

and who the clients perceive as their competitors for the positions they covet next.

H2: If a faction follows a tournament-style promotion, co-faction members

are equally or more likely to compete with one another than they are with the

members of other factions or those without a faction.

We draw our empirical evidence from inter-provincial media reporting in Chinese local

newspapers. Under the decentralized administrative system, local media are tightly regulated

and supervised by the local governments. This structure allows us to study how the distinct

developed in personnel economics (Lazear and Rosen 1981). The general tournament model predicts behavioral
patterns in a tournament setting where individuals are promoted not on the basis of their absolute performance
but on the basis of their relative position in the organization (Lazear and Shaw 2007).

5One may question why a patron would allow any internal competition that could potentially harm her.
We claim that, as a rational player, a client will contain the competitive behaviors so as not to damage the
patron. At the same time, because a patron cannot treat all clients equally, it is also in the patron’s interest
to select the most fitting client, for which internal competition will breed more information.
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political incentives of local leaders affect the content of local news reports.

All local media in China are either operated or supervised by the local propaganda depart-

ment. The local propaganda department, in turn, is supervised by the party committee at the

corresponding level, which is under the authority of the party secretary. At the same time,

the local propaganda department is also guided by the Publicity Department of the Com-

munist Party of China (CCPPD). Sometimes, the CCPPD bans local media from reporting

on or even conducting interviews on provocative topics, allowing only copy reports from the

national Xinhua News or People’s Daily. Otherwise, local media are generally able to publish

news reports without central intervention (Zhou 2011). Not all articles go through the party’s

scrutiny, although the party holds the authority to review all articles before publication. In-

stead, public officials typically exploit their personal networks to access articles related to

them before publication and block potential negative news (Young 2012).

In this hierarchical and networked environment, editors and reporters of media companies

have few incentives to criticize their own local government on a crucial topic, as their career

paths are largely determined by evaluations from the local leader. Just as the central author-

ities use the national media to promote their political propaganda, local leaders also use the

local media to propagate their achievements or to criticize their political rivals (Bandurski

and Hala 2010; Shirk 2011; Stockmann and Gallagher 2011). In this context, editors and

journalists have more latitude to criticize other localities’ mis-governance, as criticizing other

local governments does not harm the political gains of their own leaders and may instead con-

tribute to their supervisors’ political success, as it disparages those local leaders who may be

in competitive relationships with their own leader.6 This structure suggests that the empirical

patterns reflect the following two potential processes: the provincial leadership may directly

or indirectly nudge the local newspaper to publish more stories about negative events in a

potential competitor’s province. Or, the news editors or local propaganda department may

choose to report those stories to signal loyalty to the local leaders. Although in our empirical

6We confirm this feature from our data. Local newspapers are much less likely to report negative news on
their own province, compared to the news they report on other provinces.
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setting we cannot distinguish between these two potential paths, the mechanisms are highly

likely to coexist.

This, however, does not mean that local media will report negatively on other provinces

as frequently as possible. Instead, they must strategically allocate negative news on others

as doing so comes with constraints and costs. Excessive reporting on negative cases is not

optimal for the communist party as a whole (Lorentzen 2014). Another critical cost is the

possibility of political retaliation. Thus, within the context of these constraints and potential

costs, local media and leaders have an incentive to strategically report corruption news from

other provinces in a way that maximizes their benefits.

Empirical Strategy

Data

We collected comprehensive data on the career backgrounds of all the central and provincial

leaders in China, along with news content from the major local newspapers in China (all

provincial newspapers and major prefecture newspapers).7 Using the largest digitalized news

content database of Chinese media, a Hong-Kong based data vendor known as WiseNews

(Qin, Strömberg and Wu 2018), we aggregate the content of 143 local mainstream newspapers

in Mainland China from 2000 to 2014. Among these 143 newspapers, 49 are party-line news-

papers directly controlled by the corresponding level party committees,8 while the remaining

94 are commercial newspapers operated by local news corporations. Geographically, these

newspapers cover 30 provinces in Mainland China, though not Beijing. Beijing newspapers

are excluded from our local newspaper pool, as many Beijing newspapers are considered to be

the national newspapers or to have special connections to the national ones.

The circulation of these local newspapers indicates that they are not trivial media. Ac-

7Some prefecture newspapers, such as those of the provincial capitals, are as influential and widely-read as
provincial newspapers.

8The 49 party-line newspapers include all provincial party-line newspapers as well as those of major cities
such as Guangzhou and Shenzhen. The full list of newspapers is available in Table 2 in the Online Appendix.
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cording to the China Newspaper Yearbook (2011), total circulation of all 143 local newspapers

is 73.71 million readers, or 0.52 million per newspaper. A comparison with the circulation of

major national newspapers, such as People’s Daily (approximately 2.8 million), Global Times

(1.04 million), and Guangmin Daily (0.5 million), suggests that the scope of circulation for

local papers is notable.

Through keyword searches and article counts, we construct media coverage data over two

types of local-level negative events: corruption investigations involving local governments and

large-scale industrial accidents. For corruption investigations, we use “shuanggui” as the

keyword. Shunggui is an internal disciplinary process conducted by the Central or Provincial

Commission for Discipline Inspection of the Chinese Communist Party on party members

suspected of graft. To mitigate the concern that our findings are sensitive to the specific

keyword, we examine an alternative set of keywords, “luoma (dishonorable dismissal due to

corruption)” with “fubai (corruption)”, as a robustness check.9 For industrial accidents, we use

the list of industrial accidents compiled by the State Administration of Work Safety under the

State Council,10 along with a keyword search using the term “kuangnan (coalmine disasters)”,

and “yiwai” or “shigu” (accident). In addition, to measure the share of negative reports

among all inter-provincial news reports, we establish a base of all news articles mentioning

other province names. Finally, we match the number of news reports per year to over 26,000

dyads of provinces. More specifically, we identify and pair the provincial party secretary and

governor where the newspaper article was published (news province, hereafter) and the same

leaders from the provinces in which the event reportedly occurred (event province, hereafter).

We also construct a panel data set that consists of the political careers of Chinese politicians

in provincial governments and in the PSC to identify factional connections and political

9Notably, our method does not include all news reports on corruption. We chose shuanggui as the main
keyword for accuracy and efficiency after testing many keywords that were explicitly or implicitly connected to
corruption investigations. For instance, using luoma as the keyword for corruption investigations creates large-
scale noise in the data generating process, because it also means losing in a game. We found a similar problem
with fubai (corruption), fanfubai (anti-corruption) and weiji (violate the discipline); these words resulted in the
inclusion of numerous news reports on government propaganda or those unrelated to government corruption.

10http://media.chinasafety.gov.cn:8090/iSystem/shigumain.jsp (accessed on October 25, 2016).
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turnover.11 We first identify provincial party secretaries and governors over our period of

analysis by collecting the names from the China Communist Yearbook. To obtain factional

connections and promotion data, we extract information from their personal biographies,

including a number of individual characteristics such as age, gender, place of birth, education,

and work history, using the Chinese internet search engine Baidu Encyclopedia. By matching

the personal information and work histories of provincial officials with information on the

PSC members, we construct a faction network for each provincial leader in our sample. Our

definition of factional connection follows Shih, Adolph and Liu (2012): national leaders and

local officials are connected if they share birthplaces, educational institutions or workplaces

over one year within two administrative steps.12 Two officials belong to the same faction if

they are connected to the same PSC member. All variables are summarized in Table A.2.

Some conspicuous cases from our data illustrate that intra-factional competition can be

notably fierce. When Wang Yang was the party secretary of Guangdong (2007-2012), nu-

merous news reports on Guangdong’s corruption cases appeared in newspapers published in

Shandong province. The party secretary of Shandong at that time was Jiang Yikang (2008-

2017), who was tied to the same patron, Wen Jiabao, as Wang Yang. The frequency of news

reporting from Guangdong on corruption cases in Shandong also increased at a remarkable

rate, exceeding even the number of reports on corruption in Chongqing, a province governed

by Bo Xilai, a famous political rival of Wang Yang from a different faction. Another example

reveals the competition among the members of the Communist Youth League faction (also

known as “tuanpai”). When Hu Chunhua became the party secretary of Guangdong in 2012,

the news coverage of corruption cases in Guangdong spiked in Hunan’s newspaper, where

another tuanpai member, Zhou Qiang, was serving as the party secretary.

11The cutoff date for leadership is June 30 of each year, following Li and Zhou (2005).
12Recent studies apply a more restrictive definition of factional connection, such as co-work experience

(Jia, Kudamatsu and Seim 2015) or promotion (Jiang 2018). While each definition has its advantages and
disadvantages, we choose to include birthplace and educational institutions because both birthplace and schools
are quintessential for guanxi in China, which constitutes the basis of factional connection, especially at the
highest level of bureaucracy (Pye 1995; Dittmer and Wu 1995).
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Specification

Our baseline model employs a province-pair panel from 2000 to 2014.

NewsCountd(i,j)t = β1SameFactiond(i,j)t + β2AgeGapd(i,j)t + β3TenureGapd(i,j)t+

+ Xitη + Xjtµ + γd(i,j) + λt + εd(i,j). (1)

Our key dependent variable NewsCountd(i,j)t represents the number of bilateral news reports

published in news province i on events that occurred in event province j in year t. To capture

the dyadic reporting dynamics, we create three different news reports variables: the number

of negative reports by i on corruption investigations in j [A], total news reports by i on j [B],

and the share of negative news among all news reports [A/B].

Our key explanatory variable measures the faction affiliation of the provincial leader dyads.

We construct a dummy variable that identifies whether the two provincial leaders (party

secretaries or governors) belong to the same faction. To estimate the likelihood of political

competition aside from factional ties, we use three measures as control variables: the age gap,

the tenure year gap between the two leaders, and the gap of GDP per capita between the

provinces.13 We also add an indicator variable for cases where the party secretary and the

governor have the same factional tie, on the logic that belonging to the same faction may

encourage the leadership team to attack the other province more frequently or may insulate

the province from negative media reports.

In addition, we include province dyad fixed effects (γij) and year fixed effects (λt). Province

dyad fixed effects address not only province-specific effects of news provinces and event

provinces, but also dyad-specific effects, controlling for the effects of any provinces with a

special relationship, such as rivals.14 We primarily rely on the linear model with multiple

13The rationale for the first two measures is that officials with similar ages or tenure years are more likely to
be considered together as candidates for promotion in the evaluation process. Similarly, leaders from provinces
with similar income levels are more likely to be compared with each other in the same evaluation process.

14For instance, geographically neighboring provinces are often considered to be more competitive than other
dyads of provinces, regardless of the changes in leadership.
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levels of fixed effects.15 Finally, the robust standard errors are clustered at the dyad level to

address the complex structure of dyadic data where dyad units are networked (Cameron and

Miller 2014; Aronow, Samii and Assenova 2015).

We further examine whether the media coverage on negative events affects the political

careers of provincial leaders using the following specification.

Turnoverpt = α+β1NegEventspt+β2NewsReportedpt+β3NewsReportingpt+Xptη+γprov+λt+εpt

(2)

Following Li and Zhou (2005), Turnoverpt is coded as an ordinal variable, with promotion

taking the value of 4, lateral transfer to positions of the same rank and/or staying in of-

fice 3, retirement to the advisory position in the People’s Congress or Political Consultative

Conference 2 and demotion 1. To explain the impact of negative events, independent from

the media coverage, on the promotion prospects of provincial leaders, we include the number

of major corruption cases (NegEventspt). We collect the major corruption case data from

the prefecture-or-above-level corruption cases reported in Procuratorial Daily. The key ex-

planatory variable is the total number of news reports on corruption investigations having

occurred in province p (NewsReportedpt) and the total number of news reports by province

p on corruption investigations in the other provinces (NewsReportingpt) during year t. We

also control for a number of covariates that previous studies have found to be related to cadre

promotions such as local GDP per capita, local GDP growth, cadre’s factional ties, age (in

quadratic form), and education level (Li and Zhou 2005; Shih, Adolph and Liu 2012; Yao and

Zhang 2015), along with the province (γprov) and year (λt) fixed effects.

15We use the command reghdfe in STATA developed by Correia (2015).
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Results

We first show the loyalty-oriented behaviors of provincial leaders. We search and analyze local

newspaper articles containing the name of PSC members to reflect the personal connection

between the current local leaders and the PCS members. The results in Table A.3 confirm the

findings of Shih (2008b), demonstrating that provincial party secretaries with factional ties to

a PSC member publish substantially more news on their patron(s) in their local newspapers

(137% in Model (1)).

Table 1 present the main results for all party secretary dyads . Model (1) employs a simple

specification with relevant fixed effects to see whether dyads of provincial party secretaries

sharing the same faction leader report more or less on the other’s corruption investigations.

A pair of party secretaries sharing the same faction leader is 36.7% more likely to report on

corruption cases involving the other than average inter-provincial reports.16 In addition, other

variables that highlight career incentives demonstrate expected results. Party secretaries at a

similar place in the political cycle, measured by age or years in office, are more likely to report

on one another’s political defects.

Note that we contrast dyads sharing a faction to all other cases, including different faction

members and those without factional ties, in Model (1). However, grouping together dyads

of party secretaries with no factional ties with dyads who belong to different factions can be

problematic. To address this problem, we separate the reference group into four categories:

[1] only the event province leader has a factional tie (News= 0 & Event= 1); [2] only the news

reporting province leader has a factional tie (News= 1 & Event= 0); [3] neither leader has

a factional tie (News= 0 & Event= 0); and [4] the two leaders in a dyad belong to different

factions. By including groups [1] to [3] as control variables in the analysis, we leave the dyads

with different factional ties as the reference category in Model (2). This specification confirms

the intra-faction competition argument contrasted to cross-faction competition. Model (3)

further tests whether multiple factional ties, in contrast to a single factional tie, matter in

1636.7% = (0.445/1.211)× 100
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terms of reporting on other party secretaries’ negative news; here, the results indicate that

having single or multiple patrons does not change the results.

A possible alternative explanation to the results in Models (1) to (3) is that members of the

same faction may report more about their peer’s province in general. To test this possibility,

we collect data on all news articles in local newspapers where the names of other provinces

appear. Models (4) to (6) replicate Models (1) to (3) using total news reports on the event

province as the dependent variable. We find that co-faction members are not simply more

likely to report about their co-faction member’s province.17

17One may be concerned that our statistical model could lead to biased estimates because our main dependent
variable is a count variable. To mitigate this concern, we employ a Poisson model and rerun Models (1) to (6)
in Table 1 and Table 2. The results presented in Table A.4 are consistent with our main results.



17

Table 1: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Corruption Investigation (Party Secretaries)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Corruption News Reports Total News Reports Corruption News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.445* 0.475* 0.478** 21.775 7.342 -47.866+ 0.927 0.807 1.406*
(0.209) (0.207) (0.180) (25.524) (27.910) (28.065) (0.591) (0.599) (0.661)

PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.067 0.079 0.116 133.330*** 109.267*** 79.303** -1.210+ -1.478* -1.129+
(0.148) (0.144) (0.140) (30.311) (29.885) (25.435) (0.644) (0.724) (0.633)

PS-GN Same Faction (Event Prov) 0.122 0.126 0.091 -7.232 3.707 6.260 -0.120 0.005 -0.022
(0.136) (0.148) (0.151) (21.973) (23.064) (22.543) (0.395) (0.390) (0.401)

∆ Age -0.020+ -0.019+ -0.020+ 6.459** 5.888** 8.243*** 0.185* 0.180* 0.136+
(0.011) (0.011) (0.012) (2.156) (2.209) (2.272) (0.080) (0.081) (0.073)

∆ Years in Office -0.056** -0.055** -0.055** -10.184** -10.680** -12.847*** -0.171+ -0.163+ -0.137
(0.018) (0.019) (0.020) (3.629) (3.702) (3.662) (0.095) (0.093) (0.090)

∆ GDP per capita -0.694 -0.703 -0.663 -603.262*** -597.524*** -634.261*** -2.741 -2.613 -2.822
(0.438) (0.435) (0.442) (120.787) (120.220) (118.884) (1.714) (1.724) (1.728)

Total Reports 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

News=0 and Event=1 0.089 -93.665*** -1.107**
(0.136) (17.508) (0.372)

News=1 and Event=0 0.062 31.032 0.646
(0.143) (35.346) (0.550)

News=0 and Event=0 0.011 -65.055* -1.639*
(0.244) (31.372) (0.801)

Single Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.147 -56.215* 3.108***
(0.125) (23.437) (0.850)

Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) -0.234 237.591*** -0.698**
(0.154) (24.626) (0.268)

Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.202 -21.458 -0.525
(0.128) (31.436) (0.453)

Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) 0.105 -15.335 -0.468
(0.188) (32.803) (0.385)

Observations 12180 12180 12180 12180 12180 12180 8371 8371 8371
Adjusted R2 0.425 0.425 0.426 0.757 0.758 0.767 0.064 0.064 0.072

Notes. Robust standard errors clustered at the provincial dyad level are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial
dyad fixed effects, year fixed effects and constants. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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In the subsequent models, we examine whether factional ties affect the share of negative

news by dividing the number of corruption investigation news articles by the total number

of news reports on the event province.18 The results reveal that co-faction members report

negatively on their own peers. Being in the same faction increases the corruption report share

by 1.4% (Model (9)). We acknowledge that compared to the absolute count measure, the ratio

measure provides weaker evidence for intra-faction competition. Nonetheless, these findings,

along with the positive findings from earlier models using the count variable, militate against

the solidary group hypothesis.

We also examine the outcomes using other pools of provincial leaders. In theory, a party

secretary leads the communist party committee, while a governor administers the local gov-

ernment. By structure, the political authority of party secretaries thus takes precedence over

the governors’. Estimations reported in Table 2 replicate the analyses of Table 1 using the

pool of all party secretaries and governors, where the effects are smaller but consistent with

those in Table 1. Table A.6 presents statistical analyses using governors only. Given the more

administrative and less political nature of the position, we find the effects to be somewhat

weaker among dyads of governors.

Table 2: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Corruption Investigation (Party
Secretaries and Governors)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Corruption News Reports Total News Reports Corruption News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.271* 0.278** 0.286** 45.666* 33.086 5.440 0.185 0.451 0.768*
(0.109) (0.107) (0.105) (19.866) (20.271) (21.027) (0.274) (0.339) (0.363)

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad type No Yes No No Yes No No Yes No
Factional tie type No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes
Province dyad FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 24360 24360 24360 24360 24360 24360 16744 16744 16744
Adjusted R2 0.448 0.447 0.448 0.767 0.768 0.770 0.113 0.113 0.115

Notes. Robust standard errors clustered at the provincial dyad level are shown in parentheses. The full
table is available in Table A.5. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

One may be concerned that the pervasiveness of corruption shapes the media reports.

Measuring the actual level of corruption is an empirical challenge beyond the scope of this

18The gap in the number of observations between previous models and the last three columns is due to zero
inter-provincial news reports in some province dyad-years, which makes the denominator zero.
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paper. We attempt to address this issue by adding the event province-year fixed effects, which

captures the province-year specific corruption trends, such as a big scandal in a province. The

results in Table A.9 and A.10 are largely consistent with the previous findings, suggesting that

our results are not driven by any bias from the omitted corruption magnitude.

If intra-faction competition explains elite behavior in authoritarian regimes in a systematic

manner, we should expect to find similar patterns regarding other politically salient issues. We

choose massive industrial accidents as another critical issue in China (Jia and Nie 2017). The

majority of industrial accidents in our dataset are coalmine related, followed by accidents in

the chemical industry. Coal mining has been a notorious cause of death in China due to unsafe

work conditions (Hong 2018). Table 3 shows similar patterns in inter-provincial news reporting

of industrial safety accidents compared to those regarding corruption investigations. Provinces

in which the respective provincial party secretaries are members of the same political faction

more frequently report on each other’s industrial safety accidents in their local newspapers.

However, we find no significant pattern regarding the share of accident news reports among

total news reports. Table A.8 replicates the models from Table 3 using the pool of party

secretaries and governors. The results remain qualitatively the same.

Table 3: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Industrial Accidents (Party
Secretaries)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Accident News Reports Accident News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.532*** 0.586*** 0.505** -0.023 -0.025 -0.045
(0.161) (0.175) (0.162) (0.069) (0.076) (0.076)

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dyad type No Yes No No Yes No
Factional tie type No No Yes No No Yes
Province dyad FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 12180 12180 12180 8371 8371 8371
Adjusted R2 0.192 0.192 0.192 0.081 0.080 0.080

Notes. Robust standard errors clustered at the provincial dyad level are shown in paren-
theses. Total news analyses are not reported as they are identical to Models (4) to (6)
in Table 1. The full table is available in Table A.7. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01,
*** p < 0.001.

A crucial assumption underlying our baseline analyses is that local newspapers publish
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news articles based on the explicit interest of the provincial leaders. If our assumption is

correct, one should expect that party-line newspapers, which are more closely aligned with

the politicians, show a clearer pattern of politicized news reporting. Commercial newspapers,

by contrast, have sales as their primary concern and should thus be less likely to utilize news

reports as a tool for political competition between party leaders (Stockmann 2013; Lu and Ma

2019). The analyses in Table A.11 confirm that the mechanism behind our main findings is

intra-faction competition. Negative media reports on co-faction peers are more pervasive in

party-line newspapers than in commercial papers.

One may be concerned that our keyword choice (shuanggui) drives the results. To address

this issue, we adopt another set of keywords, luoma (dishonorable dismissal due to corruption)

and fubai (corruption), collect a new set of data, and run new analyses using the same models.

We use these two words together to minimize potential noise in the data generating process, as

both words, if used separately, may also indicate affairs other than corruption investigations.

The results in Table A.12 are not only consistent with the previous findings, but in fact provide

even stronger support for our argument.

Additionally, we analyze the effects of a breakdown in the power-sharing system in China.

In the theory section, we noted that within-faction competition is facilitated by a power-

sharing among factions. Under balanced power, the spoils should be distributed across fac-

tions, and each patron should be able to control only a limited number of posts for clients.

However, when such a power-sharing arrangement at the patron level breaks down, it likely

incites inter-faction competition, to either take or defend spoils from the other factions, and

reduces intra-faction competition. To investigate this hypothesis, we exploit the years after the

18th Party Congress, the period that many China observers describe as a period of political

power concentration, unprecedented over the last few decades (Li 2016). The results in Table

A.13 support this observation. After the 18th Congress, within-faction competition declined.

The local news reports on co-faction province’s corruption investigations is not significant

under the 18th leadership regardless of measures or sample pools.
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Finally, we examine whether the negative reports by other provinces, frequently those

published in the newspapers from a co-faction peer’s province, reduce the promotion prospects

of the reported-on provincial leaders. This examination is critical to understand the nature

of inter-provincial reports on corruption and other potentially sensitive issues. Some may

argue that the inter-provincial reports among co-faction members may be aimed at achieving

a positive impact. For instance, the reporting province newspapers may intend to promote

the co-faction province’s anti-corruption efforts. If this is the case, an analysis of turnover and

promotion will reveal positive effects of inter-provincial reporting on the promotion probability

of reported leaders. In contrast, if the incentive is to outrival other peer cadres, the results

will incline toward negative findings.

Table 4 addresses the political turnover of provincial party secretaries. Model (1) first

tests whether the event itself, i.e. the presence of big corruption cases, negatively affects

the probability of promotion. In Model (2), even after controlling for the impact of the

events we find that other provinces’ news reports significantly reduce reported-on leaders’

promotion prospects.19 Interestingly, the more frequently provincial newspapers report on

corruption investigations in other provinces, the more likely their own party secretaries are

to be promoted. Furthermore, Model (3) indicates that repeated negative reports from the

same faction peers carry even more severe political costs for the reported-on leader, while

bringing larger benefits to the reporting provincial leaders. Models (4) and (5) use the ratio

of corruption news to total news reports in the event province; these analyses further confirm

that negative reporting by other provinces significantly harms the promotion prospects of the

event province leader, while other variables have no statistically significant impact. To confirm

the robustness of our findings, we reanalyze the provincial leaders’ promotion probability using

the extended pool of party secretaries and governors (Table A.14). We also employ a binary

variable to measure promotion (Table A.15).

19Our analyses here do not address the possibility that the number of reports by other provinces is determined
by the number of major corruption scandals. We provide evidence of “additional” negative effects of news
reporting on top of the events, while relying on the previous analyses regarding the factors that promote the
amount of news coverage.
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Table 4: Patron Power, Corruption News Reports and Provincial Party Secretaries’ Promotion

Political Turnover
(4=Promotion; 3=Lateral Transfer/Stay in Office;

2=Retirement; 1=Termination)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Major Corruption Cases -0.028*** -0.026*** -0.026*** -0.038*** -0.037***
(0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)

Reported by Other Province -0.188*** -0.229***
(frequency) (0.036) (0.038)
Reporting on Other Province 0.121*** 0.207***
(frequency) (0.030) (0.052)
Reported by Same Faction Province -0.330**
(frequency) (0.104)
Reporting on Same Faction Province 0.166**
(frequency) (0.065)
Reported by Other Province -1.756* -2.083**
(share) (0.792) (0.783)
Reporting on Other Province -0.000 -0.000
(share) (0.002) (0.002)
Reported by Same Faction Province 1.290
(share) (0.802)
Reporting on Same Faction Province -0.003
(share) (0.004)
Individual-level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Provincial-level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 420 420 420 308 308
Adjusted R2 0.205 0.279 0.299 0.250 0.253

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include
provincial GDP growth, local GDP per capita, cadre’s factional ties (single tie or multi-
ple ties), age, age2, years of education, province and year fixed effects and constants. +
p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Why do negative news reports in other provinces’ local newspapers, apart from the negative

events themselves, harm the promotion probabilities of reported-on provincial leaders? It is

unlikely that national leaders follow all local newspapers on a daily basis. Nor is it very likely

that the central government collects local news reports and systematically employs the data to

evaluate provincial leaders. One possibility is a resonance effect. Once a corruption case or a

large-sized safety accident in a province goes viral in other regions’ newspapers or among the

public, it becomes considerably more likely that newspapers in Beijing will pick up the news,

and that national leaders in Beijing notice the case or the public response to it. To examine

this possibility, we test whether provincial level reports are associated with the national news

reports (Table A.16). We find suggestive evidence that the number of local news articles on

corruption investigations and industrial accidents increases coverage of the same events in

Beijing’s media.20

Conclusion

Existing studies often assume that loyalty keeps authoritarian elites within a leader’s subgroup

cohesively committed to the leader. In this paper, we argue instead that authoritarian elites

seek to maximize their own self-interest, not the group’s interest, while remaining loyal to

their leader. The empirical evidence that we presented strongly supports a logic of in-group

competition, generated by loyal but self-interested elite behavior. Members of the same faction

at a similar rank with similar turnover timing are more likely to tattle on one another’s bad

news or misgovernment than are members of other factions or provincial leaders with no

factional ties to the current PSC members. These reports are politically effective for provincial

leaders: those who report more frequently on other provincial leaders’ poor performance are

more likely to be promoted, whereas those more frequently reported on are less likely to be

promoted.

20This analysis only supports a correlation and does not preclude the possibility of reverse causality. Nev-
ertheless, the analysis suggests that local news reports do not simply stay within the region but potentially
spread nationwide and correlate with national news.
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Our analyses offer a fresh take on how authoritarian politicians behave under a factional

structure with competitive pressures for promotion. An important question that remains con-

cerns the substantive implications of this intra-factional competition for authoritarian regimes

and for ordinary citizens. One potential effect of intra-faction competition, particularly in the

form of media reports, is expanded access to information for the public. In democratic poli-

tics, Dewan and Squintani (2016) show that informal intra-party factions benefit the party by

facilitating information sharing. Due to limited media freedom in authoritarian regimes, par-

ticularly in places like China, revelations of information disadvantageous to incumbent public

officials are less frequent than in democracies. In particular, reporting on corruption cases is

especially tricky, as it can directly affect the public’s trust in the government (Wang and Dick-

son 2017). Hence, reporting on the misgovernment of competing local leaders enables other

public officials and citizens to have more information on their government. How broadly the

information available through intra-factional competition benefits citizens, however, requires

deeper research. Although the revelation of information is generally meaningful in otherwise

opaque authoritarian regimes, the degree to which the revealed information is unbiased and

truthful is another question.

Another possible effect of intra-faction competition is the potential for efficiency gains

through competition. In-group competition may benefit the regime and citizens by leading

otherwise simple loyalty-seekers to compete among factional peers to stand out. Although

the authoritarian recruitment literature has long recognized the trade-off between loyalty and

competence, this does not necessarily imply the absence of performance competition among

loyal subordinates. If all subordinates are loyal, the patron has no reason not to consider

competence in promotion. Nevertheless, it is also noteworthy that factional competition

is informal, and hence not necessarily based on defined criteria. Therefore, the basis of

competition and its effects on promotion largely depend on the patron’s needs and willingness

to acknowledge the clients’ performance. Future research might investigate how patrons’

political power affects the competition within and between factions.
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A final caveat is worth noting. We do not intend to argue that loyalty does not work for

elite cohesiveness. Neither do we claim that members of different factions do not compete.

Rather, the aim of this paper is to serve as a counterpoint to the existing view on elite

competition which suggests that authoritarian political factions act as a united group with

an identical political goal. Internal politics within an elite group can be as dynamic as inter-

factional conflicts in an authoritarian setting. Furthermore, faction politics do not necessarily

imply reduced competition among lower level politicians compared to a model of meritocratic

competition. While vertically loyal and thus competing in some manner with members of

other factions, faction clients are also consistently competing with co-faction members not

just on loyalty but also on other aspects of political performance.
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Table A.1: Summary Statistics

Panel A Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
All Newspaper (Exclude Beijing) on Corruption Cases 13,050 1.211 4.743 0 161
All Newspaper (Exclude Beijing) on Safety Accidence 13,050 0.625 3.858 0 197
Party-line Newspaper on Corruption Cases 13,050 0.927 3.777 0 129
Commercial line Newspaper on Corruption Cases 13,050 0.285 1.565 0 62
Total Reports on Other Provinces 13,050 490.132 1122.241 0 14217

Province Party Secretary
Age Gap 12,992 4.414 3.590 0 18
Years in Office Gap 13,050 2.236 2.168 0 13
Same Faction 13,050 0.201 0.401 0 1
PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 13050 0.229 0.42 0 1
PS-GN Same Faction (Event Prov) 13050 0.229 0.42 0 1
Single Faction Ties (News Prov) 13050 0.244 0.43 0 1
Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 13050 0.536 0.499 0 1
Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) 13050 0.244 0.43 0 1
Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) 13050 0.536 0.499 0 1

Province Party Secretary and Governor
Age Gap 25928 4.414 3.656 0 21
Years in Office Gap 26100 2.105 1.998 0 13
Same Faction 26100 0.177 0.381 0 1
PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 26100 0.229 0.42 0 1
PS-GN Same Faction (Event Prov) 26100 0.229 0.42 0 1
Single Faction Ties (News Prov) 26100 0.267 0.442 0 1
Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 26100 0.501 0.5 0 1
Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) 26100 0.267 0.442 0 1
Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) 26100 0.501 0.5 0 1

Panel B Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Province Party Secretary
Political Turnover 450 100%

Promotion 42 9.33
Lateral Transfer/Stay in Office 372 82.67
Retirement 34 7.56
Termination 2 0.44

Big Corruption Cases 450 0.922 4.044 0 58
Single Ties (40/127) 450 0.256 0.437 0 1
Multiple Ties (45/127) 450 0.282 0.451 0 1
Age 450 59.096 4.016 47 67
Age2 450 3508.405 463.991 2209 4489
Years of Education 450 17.362 1.881 15 21
GDP Growth Rate 420 0.143 0.051 -0.019 0.436
GDP Per Captia (log) 420 9.742 0.751 7.923 11.509
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Table A.2: List of the 143 Local Mainstream Newspapers

Newspaper Party-line Newspaper Party-line
Chongqing Morning News 1 Digest Weekly 0
Securities Times 1 Wen Wei Po 0
Zhejiang Daily 1 Communication World Weekly 0
Changsha Evening News 1 Daily new newspaper 0
Yangtze River Daily 1 Sichuan Economic Daily 0
Yunnan Daily 1 Sichuan Workers Daily 0
Yinchuan Evening News 1 Market guide 0
Yangcheng Evening News 1 Daily life report 0
Xi’an Evening News 1 Shenyang Evening News 0
Xi’an Daily 1 Shenzhen Evening News 0
Wuxi Daily 1 Shenzhen Business Daily 0
Tianjin Daily 1 Shenzhen Metropolis Daily 0
Sichuan Daily 1 Shenjiang Service Guide 0
Shijiazhuang Daily 1 Shanghai Securities News 0
Shenyang Daily 1 Shanghai Youth Daily 0
Shenzhen Special Zone Daily 1 Shantou Daily 0
Shanghai Financial News 1 Shanxi Daily 0
Shantou Special Zone Evening News 1 Qianjiang Evening News 0
Shantou Metropolis Daily 1 Entrepreneur daily 0
Three Gorges Evening News 1 Qilu Evening News 0
Youth news 1 Rural new newspaper 0
Qinghai Daily 1 Southern Morning Post 0
Qingdao Daily 1 South China Today 0
Rural public 1 Southern Weekend 0
Ningxia Daily 1 Southern Metropolis Daily 0
Nanjing Daily 1 Private economic newspaper 0
Southern Daily 1 Weekly digest 0
Liaoning Daily 1 Daily news 0
Lanzhou Daily 1 Daily economic news 0
Kunming Daily 1 Luzhong Morning News 0
Tonight 1 Liaoshen Evening News 0
Liberation Daily 1 1 Financial management for 1 week 0
Jiangxi Daily 1 Lanzhou Evening News 0
Jinan Daily 1 Lanzhou Morning News 0
Hubei Daily 1 Crystal newspaper 0
Henan Daily 1 Economic Observer 0
Henan Legal News 1 Jinling Evening News 0
Hefei Evening News 1 Morning newspaper today 0
Hainan Daily 1 Jiangnan Evening News 0
Haikou Evening News 1 Jiangnan Times 0
Harbin Daily 1 Jiangnan Metropolis Daily 0
Guangzhou Daily 1 Jianghuai Morning News 0
Gansu Daily 1 Huaxi Dushi Bao 0
Fujian Daily 1 Henan Business Daily 0
Metropolitan time 1 Henan Daily Rural Edition 0
Public daily 1 Straits Metropolis Daily 0
Dalian Daily 1 Hainan Special Zone Daily 0
Chengdu Daily 1 International financial newspaper 0
Anhui Daily 1 Guangxi Daily 0
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Newspaper Party-line Newspaper Party-line
Chongqing Evening News 0 Gansu farmers report 0
Chongqing Business Daily 0 Panyu Daily 0
Middle-aged age 0 Oriental Morning Post 0
Quality service report 0 Dianchi Morning News 0
Securities market weekly 0 First Financial Daily 0
Securities Market Red Weekly 0 First Financial Daily 0
Yangzi Evening News 0 Contemporary life newspaper 0
Yan Zhao Evening News 0 Dalian Evening News 0
Information time 0 Dahe 0
Information daily 0 Spring City Evening News 0
Evening news 0 Chutian Gold News 0
News world 0 Chutian Metropolis Daily 0
Morning news 0 City morning newspaper 0
New evening news 0 City evening news 0
Xinmin Weekly 0 Chengdu Evening News 0
Xinmin Evening News 0 Chengdu Business Daily 0
New express 0 Newspaper abstracts 0
New newspaper 0 Baoan Daily 0
Xihai Metropolis Daily 0 Peninsula Metropolis 0
Western Business Daily 0 Peninsula Morning News 0
Wuhan Evening News 0 Anhui Business Daily 0
Wuhan Morning News 0 21st Century Business Herald 0
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Table A.3: Factional Ties and News Reports on Patrons (2000-2014)

Newspaper Reports on Patron
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Party Secretary Governor

Faction Ties 39.229*** 22.650*** 3.545 6.174
(5.821) (3.937) (3.657) (3.936)

Faction Ties X NCP Year 82.851** -16.256
(26.620) (13.584)

Patron’s Hometown Province 7.752+ 7.793+ 5.765 5.623
(4.281) (4.364) (4.296) (4.315)

Patron’s Workplace Province 9.025 10.404 14.409 14.239
(8.200) (8.228) (9.266) (9.312)

Observations 3844 3844 3844 3844
Adjusted R2 0.614 0.626 0.598 0.598

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <
0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.4: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Corruption Investigation (Poisson Regression)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Party Secretary Party Secretary and Governor

Corruption News Reports Total News Reports Corruption News Reports Total News Reports
Same Faction 0.255*** 0.246*** 0.246*** 0.038*** 0.011*** -0.020*** 0.150*** 0.166*** 0.156*** 0.021*** -0.001+ -0.025***

(0.022) (0.024) (0.024) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.095*** 0.023 0.017 0.142*** 0.088*** -0.029*** 0.130*** 0.107*** 0.086*** 0.152*** 0.115*** 0.066***

(0.021) (0.022) (0.023) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
PS-GN Same Faction (Event Prov) -0.032 0.019 0.016 -0.029*** -0.007*** 0.006*** 0.001 0.030+ 0.032* -0.020*** -0.007*** -0.001

(0.022) (0.023) (0.023) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.015) (0.016) (0.016) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
∆ Age -0.018*** -0.019*** -0.018*** 0.007*** 0.006*** 0.004*** -0.008*** -0.007*** -0.007*** 0.004*** 0.003*** 0.003***

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
∆ Years in Office -0.045*** -0.044*** -0.046*** -0.011*** -0.009*** -0.011*** -0.020*** -0.019*** -0.021*** -0.004*** -0.003*** -0.005***

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
News=0 and Event=1 -0.206*** -0.204*** -0.091*** -0.179***

(0.031) (0.001) (0.021) (0.001)
News=1 and Event=0 0.139*** 0.027*** 0.136*** 0.029***

(0.029) (0.001) (0.019) (0.001)
News=0 and Event=0 -0.002 -0.072*** 0.101** -0.114***

(0.046) (0.002) (0.032) (0.002)
Single Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.174*** -0.098*** 0.001 -0.039***

(0.032) (0.002) (0.022) (0.001)
Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.199*** 0.357*** 0.125*** 0.278***

(0.030) (0.001) (0.020) (0.001)
Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.205*** 0.001 -0.135*** -0.009***

(0.032) (0.001) (0.020) (0.001)
Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.130*** -0.058*** -0.150*** -0.041***

(0.028) (0.001) (0.019) (0.001)
Observations 12992 12992 12992 12992 12992 12992 25928 25928 25928 25928 25928 25928

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial dyad fixed effects, year fixed effects and constants. + p < 0.10, *
p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.5: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Corruption Investigation (Governor)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Corruption News Reports Total News Reports Corruption News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.472* 0.504* 0.497* 16.289 23.081 23.305 0.919 0.686 0.718
(0.221) (0.228) (0.226) (25.563) (26.360) (26.118) (0.576) (0.537) (0.541)

PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.396* 0.317+ 0.273 141.894*** 116.138*** 101.552*** -1.136+ -0.389 -0.320
(0.182) (0.171) (0.173) (31.449) (26.693) (26.233) (0.623) (0.445) (0.457)

PS-GN Same Faction (Event Prov) 0.117 0.105 0.111 1.332 2.405 6.389 0.012 -0.051 0.077
(0.144) (0.142) (0.147) (21.357) (20.876) (21.169) (0.363) (0.388) (0.398)

∆Age 0.013 0.011 0.014 1.032 0.379 1.236 0.033 0.048 0.029
(0.013) (0.012) (0.013) (2.748) (2.659) (2.801) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045)

∆Y earsinOffice 0.027 0.026 0.025 11.377* 11.537* 11.000* -0.093 -0.093 -0.088
(0.025) (0.025) (0.024) (4.423) (4.505) (4.471) (0.087) (0.085) (0.085)

∆GDPpercapita -2.173*** -2.171*** -2.214*** -600.723*** -602.184*** -611.270*** -3.331+ -2.855 -2.693
(0.562) (0.561) (0.567) (121.041) (121.028) (121.590) (1.854) (1.764) (1.727)

News=0 and Event=1 -0.519** -141.992*** 5.314***
(0.169) (36.061) (1.532)

News=1 and Event=0 -0.131 13.770 -0.266
(0.156) (34.986) (0.343)

News=0 and Event=0 -0.311 -147.130** 3.230***
(0.235) (53.855) (0.867)

Single Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.302* 102.551*** -4.515***
(0.147) (30.852) (1.280)

Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.564*** 187.144*** -5.115***
(0.166) (35.602) (1.295)

Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) 0.069 3.996 1.011+
(0.140) (32.440) (0.569)

Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) 0.028 -22.808 0.268
(0.155) (33.519) (0.397)

Observations 12180 12180 12180 12180 12180 12180 8371 8371 8371
Adjusted R2 0.355 0.356 0.356 0.757 0.759 0.760 0.062 0.070 0.070

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial dyad fixed effects, year fixed effects and constants. +
p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.6: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Industrial Accidents (Party Secretary and Governor)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Accident News Reports Accident News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.307** 0.325** 0.266* 0.027 0.031 0.030
(0.106) (0.115) (0.107) (0.028) (0.033) (0.031)

PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.403** 0.395** 0.374** 0.067+ 0.066 0.066
(0.139) (0.141) (0.140) (0.041) (0.042) (0.042)

PS-GN Same Faction (Event Prov) 0.488** 0.506** 0.496** 0.122** 0.125** 0.126**
(0.165) (0.172) (0.171) (0.040) (0.041) (0.043)

∆Age -0.011+ -0.011+ -0.008 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003+
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

∆Y earsinOffice -0.023 -0.022 -0.025 -0.005 -0.005 -0.005
(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

∆GDPpercapita -0.965+ -0.968+ -1.008* 0.033 0.032 0.033
(0.502) (0.502) (0.509) (0.137) (0.136) (0.137)

News=0 and Event=1 -0.018 0.003
(0.059) (0.021)

News=1 and Event=0 0.100+ 0.017
(0.056) (0.017)

News=0 and Event=0 0.047 -0.005
(0.100) (0.024)

Single Faction Ties (News Prov) -0.067 -0.001
(0.050) (0.024)

Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.115+ 0.005
(0.065) (0.017)

Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.140+ -0.008
(0.074) (0.016)

Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.037 -0.015
(0.073) (0.022)

Observations 24360 24360 24360 16744 16744 16744
Adjusted R2 0.215 0.215 0.215 0.130 0.130 0.130

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial dyad
fixed effects, year fixed effects and constants. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.7: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Corruption Investigation (Party Secretary, Provincial Newspapers
Only)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Corruption News Reports Total News Reports Corruption News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.484*** 0.503*** 0.472*** 10.732 13.049 -0.632 0.033 0.030 0.039+
(0.095) (0.094) (0.092) (10.440) (11.360) (11.905) (0.020) (0.020) (0.023)

PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.077 0.064 0.039 59.297*** 56.036*** 47.801*** -0.012 -0.017 -0.006
(0.077) (0.077) (0.072) (13.339) (13.490) (11.771) (0.010) (0.013) (0.009)

PS-GN Same Faction (Event Prov) 0.144* 0.174* 0.183** 2.715 8.246 9.542 0.002 0.004 0.003
(0.066) (0.071) (0.068) (8.821) (9.470) (9.350) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007)

∆Age 0.009 0.010+ 0.011+ 2.793** 2.887** 3.486*** 0.002* 0.002* 0.002*
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.882) (0.904) (0.948) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

∆Y earsinOffice -0.024** -0.024** -0.025** -2.539+ -2.459 -2.998* 0.002 0.002 0.003
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (1.504) (1.533) (1.503) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

∆GDPpercapita -0.961*** -0.968*** -0.990*** -219.649*** -220.585*** -229.899*** -0.034 -0.030 -0.040
(0.275) (0.274) (0.276) (45.452) (45.527) (45.733) (0.027) (0.027) (0.028)

News=0 and Event=1 -0.038 -10.817 -0.015
(0.075) (7.227) (0.010)

News=1 and Event=0 0.115 20.504 0.009
(0.081) (14.934) (0.009)

News=0 and Event=0 0.094 12.337 -0.015
(0.132) (14.532) (0.015)

Single Faction Ties (News Prov) -0.091 -30.955** 0.038*
(0.076) (11.191) (0.019)

Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.147+ 48.961*** -0.007
(0.080) (9.800) (0.008)

Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.077 -15.537 -0.012+
(0.100) (13.535) (0.007)

Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.140+ -19.947 -0.007
(0.081) (14.139) (0.009)

Observations 12180 12180 12180 12180 12180 12180 2079 2079 2079
Adjusted R2 0.405 0.405 0.406 0.641 0.641 0.645 0.123 0.124 0.133

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial dyad fixed effects, year fixed effects and constants. +
p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.8: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Corruption Investigation (Party Secretary and Governors,
Provincial Newspapers Only)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Corruption News Reports Total News Reports Corruption News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.271*** 0.250*** 0.224*** 17.623* 12.854 5.817 0.009+ 0.014* 0.017*
(0.057) (0.056) (0.057) (8.099) (8.057) (8.608) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007)

PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.125 0.098 0.078 60.179*** 54.176*** 49.009*** -0.008 -0.006 -0.002
(0.081) (0.079) (0.076) (13.550) (12.720) (11.899) (0.009) (0.009) (0.008)

PS-GN Same Faction (Event Prov) 0.192** 0.205** 0.210** 3.597 6.132 7.432 0.005 0.005 0.005
(0.068) (0.069) (0.069) (8.693) (8.686) (8.664) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

∆Age 0.001 0.001 0.002 1.658* 1.550* 1.868** 0.001+ 0.001* 0.001+
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.660) (0.644) (0.647) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000)

∆Y earsinOffice -0.007 -0.008 -0.009 0.372 0.267 -0.037 0.001 0.001 0.001
(0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (1.139) (1.161) (1.129) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

∆GDPpercapita -0.953*** -0.949*** -0.969*** -222.499*** -221.763*** -226.611*** -0.039 -0.038 -0.045
(0.275) (0.274) (0.276) (45.584) (45.424) (45.714) (0.029) (0.029) (0.030)

News=0 and Event=1 -0.133*** -28.437*** 0.016*
(0.036) (6.170) (0.006)

News=1 and Event=0 0.042 9.263 0.006
(0.051) (8.893) (0.004)

News=0 and Event=0 -0.075 -22.787+ 0.004
(0.087) (11.641) (0.006)

Single Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.041 6.906* -0.001
(0.030) (3.301) (0.003)

Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.204*** 48.420*** -0.019**
(0.045) (8.334) (0.007)

Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.026 -3.165 0.000
(0.052) (8.418) (0.002)

Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.053 -10.237 -0.003
(0.056) (8.447) (0.003)

Observations 24360 24360 24360 24360 24360 24360 4416 4416 4416
Adjusted R2 0.426 0.426 0.427 0.655 0.655 0.657 0.265 0.266 0.267

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial dyad fixed effects, year fixed effects and constants. +
p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.9: Alternative Keywords Analysis Using luoma (dishonorable dismissal) and fubai (corruption)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Corruption Reports Corruption News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.458*** 0.454*** 0.415*** 0.001* 0.001* 0.001*
(0.071) (0.072) (0.068) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.158** 0.156** 0.138** 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.053) (0.053) (0.049) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

PS-GN Same Faction (Event Prov) -0.068+ -0.068 -0.070+ 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.038) (0.042) (0.041) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

∆Age 0.012* 0.012* 0.014* 0.000 -0.000 -0.000
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

∆Y earsinOffice -0.029*** -0.029*** -0.031*** -0.000 -0.000 -0.000
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

∆GDPpercapita -1.438*** -1.437*** -1.464*** -0.001 -0.001 -0.001
(0.265) (0.265) (0.267) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

News=0 and Event=1 -0.010 -0.001
(0.036) (0.000)

News=1 and Event=0 -0.006 -0.000
(0.060) (0.000)

News=0 and Event=0 -0.008 -0.000
(0.104) (0.000)

Single Faction Ties (News Prov) -0.084* 0.000
(0.042) (0.000)

Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.099* 0.000
(0.049) (0.000)

Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.005 -0.000
(0.067) (0.000)

Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) 0.028 0.000
(0.070) (0.000)

Observations 12180 12180 12180 8371 8371 8371
Adjusted R2 0.313 0.313 0.314 -0.008 -0.008 -0.008

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial dyad fixed
effects, year fixed effects and constants. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.10: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Corruption Investigation under the Post-18th NPC Leadership

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Party Secretary Party Secretary and Governor

Corruption News Reports Corruption News/Total News (%) Corruption News Reports Corruption News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.554* 0.673* 0.549* 1.034 0.808 1.300+ 0.640*** 0.632*** 0.535*** 0.093 0.356 0.654+
(0.268) (0.278) (0.250) (0.700) (0.703) (0.748) (0.169) (0.163) (0.156) (0.296) (0.349) (0.367)

Post-18th NPC Leadership -0.409*** -0.391*** -0.403*** 0.000 -0.691* -0.557+ -0.272*** -0.272*** -0.276*** -0.500** -0.398* -0.389*
(0.077) (0.079) (0.081) (.) (0.283) (0.285) (0.075) (0.074) (0.075) (0.188) (0.180) (0.179)

Same Faction * Post-18th NPC -0.104 -0.110 -0.104 -0.565 -0.322 -0.438 -0.380+ -0.380+ -0.365+ 0.067 -0.010 -0.168
(0.274) (0.274) (0.273) (0.636) (0.646) (0.656) (0.202) (0.202) (0.201) (0.256) (0.260) (0.270)

-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.409* 0.416* 0.387* -1.206+ -1.415+ -1.077+ 0.430* 0.398* 0.363* -1.073+ -0.931 -0.784
(0.185) (0.184) (0.173) (0.644) (0.729) (0.645) (0.195) (0.188) (0.182) (0.631) (0.600) (0.568)

PS-GN Same Faction (Event Prov) 0.130 0.212 0.184 -0.114 -0.034 -0.066 0.151 0.176 0.158 0.045 -0.018 0.003
(0.147) (0.160) (0.163) (0.391) (0.391) (0.403) (0.141) (0.144) (0.147) (0.350) (0.359) (0.366)

∆Age 0.011 0.016 0.020+ 0.184* 0.210* 0.171* 0.007 0.007 0.011 0.078+ 0.085+ 0.064
(0.011) (0.010) (0.011) (0.080) (0.084) (0.077) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.042) (0.043) (0.041)

∆Y earsinOffice -0.053** -0.050** -0.055** -0.170+ -0.055 -0.028 -0.017 -0.017 -0.021 -0.068 -0.072 -0.058
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.095) (0.086) (0.085) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.047) (0.046) (0.045)

∆GDPpercapita -2.611*** -2.645*** -2.729*** -2.733 -1.391 -1.500 -2.649*** -2.649*** -2.708*** -2.028 -2.137 -2.131
(0.610) (0.611) (0.626) (1.715) (1.543) (1.546) (0.611) (0.610) (0.617) (1.634) (1.653) (1.636)

News=0 and Event=1 0.136 -0.896* -0.139* 1.277**
(0.144) (0.354) (0.062) (0.449)

News=1 and Event=0 0.406* 0.619 0.114 0.087
(0.170) (0.520) (0.105) (0.191)

News=0 and Event=0 0.367 -1.605+ -0.052 0.220
(0.244) (0.828) (0.146) (0.346)

Single Faction Ties (News Prov) -0.245 2.701*** -0.005 -0.064
(0.152) (0.801) (0.049) (0.101)

Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.069 -0.626* 0.290** -1.765***
(0.160) (0.260) (0.090) (0.457)

Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.509** -0.528 -0.184+ 0.209
(0.160) (0.431) (0.097) (0.194)

Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.205 -0.301 -0.019 0.041
(0.199) (0.345) (0.117) (0.162)

Observations 12180 12180 12180 8371 8371 8371 24360 24360 24360 16744 16744 16744
Adjusted R2 0.336 0.336 0.337 0.064 0.044 0.050 0.362 0.362 0.363 0.093 0.093 0.095

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial dyad fixed effects, year fixed effects and constants. + p < 0.10,
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.11: Patron Power, Corruption News Reports and Provincial Leaders’ Promotion (Party Secretary and Governors)

Political Turnover
(4=Promotion; 3=Lateral Transfer/Stay in Office;

2=Retirement; 1=Termination)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Major Corruption Cases -0.028*** -0.026*** -0.026*** -0.038*** -0.037***
(0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)

Reported by Other Province (frequency) -0.188*** -0.229***
(0.036) (0.038)

Reporting on Other Province (frequency) 0.121*** 0.207***
(0.030) (0.052)

Reported by Same Faction Province (frequency) -0.330**
(0.104)

Reporting on Same Faction Province (frequency) 0.166*
(0.065)

Reported by Other Province (share) -1.756* -2.083**
(0.792) (0.783)

Reporting on Other Province (share) -0.000 -0.000
(0.002) (0.002)

Reported by Same Faction Province (share) 1.290
(0.802)

Reporting on Same Faction Province (share) -0.003
(0.004)

Individual-level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Provincial-level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 840 840 840 616 616
Adjusted R2 0.102 0.162 0.177 0.102 0.108

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial GDP growth, local GDP per
capita, cadre’s factional ties (single tie or multiple ties), age, age2, and years of education. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01,
*** p < 0.001.
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Table A.12: Patron Power, Corruption News Reports and Provincial Party Secretaries’ Promotion (Binary Analysis)

Political Turnover
(1=Promotion; 0=Otherwise)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Major Corruption Cases 0.003 0.004 0.004 -0.002 -0.002

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003)
Reported by Other Province (frequency) -0.044* -0.035*

(0.020) (0.017)
Reporting on Other Province (frequency) 0.078** 0.131***

(0.025) (0.036)
Reported by Same Faction Province (frequency) -0.182**

(0.069)
Reporting on Same Faction Province (frequency) -0.025

(0.043)
Reported by Other Province (share) -0.259 -0.319

(0.193) (0.203)
Reporting on Other Province (share) 0.000 0.001

(0.002) (0.002)
Reported by Same Faction Province (share) 0.266

(0.480)
Reporting on Same Faction Province (share) -0.002

(0.002)
Individual-level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Provincial-level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Province Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 420 420 420 308 308
Adjusted R2 0.248 0.273 0.289 0.311 0.307

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial GDP growth, local
GDP per capita, cadre’s factional ties (single tie or multiple ties), age, age2, and years of education. + p < 0.10, *
p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.13: Reports on Provincial Newspapers and National Newspapers

All Beijing Newspaper
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

major Corruption Cases 0.005 0.008 0.001
(0.099) (0.103) (0.100)

Death Tolls in Safety Cases 0.105*** 0.122*** 0.142***
(0.022) (0.023) (0.028)

Reports by Other Provinces (Corruption Cases) 0.005*
(0.002)

Reports by Other Provinces (Safety Accidents) 0.018***
(0.003)

Reports by Same Faction Provinces (Corruption Cases) 0.006*
(0.003)

Reports by Same Faction Provinces (Safety Accidents) 0.030***
(0.006)

Reports on Other Provinces (Corruption Cases) 0.002
(0.003)

Reports on Other Provinces (Safety Accidents) -0.004
(0.003)

Province FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 450 450 450 450 450 450
Adjusted R2 0.327 0.630 0.270 0.640 0.238 0.409

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.14: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Corruption Investigation (Party Secretary), Controlling for
Event Province-Year Fixed Effects

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Corruption News Reports Total News Reports Corruption News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.432** 0.450** 0.546*** 33.754 7.551 -60.411* 1.199+ 0.963 1.678*
(0.165) (0.174) (0.161) (28.777) (30.708) (29.427) (0.617) (0.602) (0.700)

PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.057 0.072 0.109 132.366*** 110.659*** 79.934** -1.239+ -1.479* -1.131+
(0.137) (0.131) (0.127) (29.547) (29.515) (25.019) (0.636) (0.707) (0.619)

∆Age -0.022 -0.021 -0.027+ 9.480** 8.362** 11.627*** 0.247* 0.238* 0.179*
(0.016) (0.015) (0.016) (2.922) (2.908) (2.987) (0.097) (0.095) (0.084)

∆Y earsinOffice -0.038+ -0.037+ -0.031 -17.875*** -18.971*** -22.327*** -0.164* -0.159* -0.111
(0.020) (0.021) (0.021) (3.758) (3.761) (3.743) (0.077) (0.077) (0.071)

∆GDPpercapita -0.328 -0.332 -0.199 -897.788*** -888.457*** -945.890*** -3.023 -2.829 -3.017
(0.475) (0.476) (0.478) (147.232) (146.462) (142.828) (2.272) (2.259) (2.223)

Total Reports 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.003***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

News=0 and Event=1 0.065 -91.204*** -1.032**
(0.134) (17.546) (0.354)

News=1 and Event=0 0.000 98.773** 0.000
(.) (30.164) (.)

News=0 and Event=0 0.065 0.000 -2.266+
(0.208) (.) (1.203)

Single Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.151 -61.579** 3.036***
(0.117) (23.824) (0.834)

Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) -0.286+ 244.274*** -0.776*
(0.150) (24.444) (0.304)

Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) 0.000 0.000 0.000
(.) (.) (.)

Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) 0.000 0.000 0.000
(.) (.) (.)

Observations 12180 12180 12180 12180 12180 12180 8371 8371 8371
Adjusted R2 0.486 0.486 0.487 0.762 0.763 0.772 0.052 0.053 0.061

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial dyad fixed effects, year fixed effects, event province year
fixed effects and constants. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.15: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Corruption Investigation (Party Secretary and Governor),
Controlling for Event Province-Year Fixed Effects

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Corruption News Reports Total News Reports Corruption News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.375** 0.340** 0.304** 63.337*** 46.708* 12.551 0.232 0.557 0.847*
(0.114) (0.116) (0.115) (19.043) (19.820) (20.148) (0.256) (0.347) (0.378)

PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.429* 0.393* 0.366* 137.072*** 121.524*** 103.122*** -1.025+ -0.878 -0.719
(0.182) (0.174) (0.169) (30.343) (28.454) (26.380) (0.595) (0.565) (0.530)

∆Age -0.003 -0.004 -0.002 4.046** 3.608** 5.198*** 0.080* 0.088* 0.065+
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (1.384) (1.360) (1.403) (0.038) (0.039) (0.036)

∆Y earsinOffice -0.028* -0.029* -0.030* -0.607 -1.013 -2.581 -0.077** -0.079** -0.064*
(0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (2.571) (2.595) (2.534) (0.027) (0.027) (0.025)

∆GDPpercapita -2.587*** -2.578*** -2.622*** -911.201*** -908.385*** -938.014*** -3.449 -3.489 -3.478
(0.662) (0.661) (0.667) (147.122) (146.591) (145.903) (2.320) (2.328) (2.296)

News=0 and Event=1 -0.186** -72.564*** 1.300**
(0.063) (14.584) (0.449)

News=1 and Event=0 0.062 16.110+ 0.375
(0.044) (9.040) (0.243)

News=0 and Event=0 -0.089 -82.475*** 0.530+
(0.108) (22.496) (0.295)

Single Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.062 -1.564 0.003
(0.047) (8.866) (0.107)

Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.277** 149.949*** -1.859***
(0.086) (19.256) (0.461)

Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.037* -6.595 -0.117+
(0.016) (4.098) (0.071)

Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.087* -2.280 -0.196+
(0.036) (6.754) (0.113)

Observations 24360 24360 24360 24360 24360 24360 16744 16744 16744
Adjusted R2 0.446 0.446 0.446 0.775 0.776 0.779 0.125 0.125 0.127

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial dyad fixed effects, year fixed effects, event province year
fixed effects and constants. Total news analyses are not reported as they are identical to Models (4) to (6) in Table A.14. Control variables are identical to
Table A.14. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.16: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Safety Accidents (Party Secretary), Controlling for Event
Province-Year Fixed Effects

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Accident News Reports Accident News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.483** 0.492** 0.395** -0.044 -0.046 -0.058
(0.153) (0.155) (0.145) (0.064) (0.069) (0.070)

PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.362** 0.366** 0.324* 0.069+ 0.066 0.062
(0.122) (0.130) (0.127) (0.037) (0.040) (0.041)

∆Age -0.005 -0.005 -0.000 0.002 0.002 0.003
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

∆Y earsinOffice -0.048** -0.048** -0.053** -0.007 -0.007 -0.008
(0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

∆GDPpercapita -1.146+ -1.149+ -1.229+ 0.063 0.065 0.069
(0.635) (0.638) (0.643) (0.122) (0.124) (0.124)

News=0 and Event=1 0.031 -0.008
(0.094) (0.039)

News=1 and Event=0 0.014 0.000
(0.104) (.)

News=0 and Event=0 0.000 -0.057
(.) (0.035)

Single Faction Ties (News Prov) -0.236* -0.002
(0.094) (0.031)

Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.191+ 0.046
(0.101) (0.039)

Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) 0.000 0.000
(.) (.)

Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) 0.000 0.000
(.) (.)

Observations 12180 12180 12180 8371 8371 8371
Adjusted R2 0.280 0.280 0.281 0.144 0.144 0.144

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial dyad fixed effects, year
fixed effects, event province year fixed effects and constants. Total news analyses are not reported as they are identical to
Models (4) to (6) in Table A.14. Control variables are identical to Table A.14. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ***
p < 0.001.
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Table A.17: Patron Power, Industrial Safety Accidents Reports and Provincial Party Secre-
taries’ Promotion

Political Turnover
(4=Promotion; 3=Lateral Transfer/Stay in Office;

2=Retirement; 1=Termination)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Safety Accidents 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001+ 0.001
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Reported by Other Province -0.066* -0.184***
(frequency) (0.032) (0.039)
Reporting on Other Province -0.136 0.118
(frequency) (0.085) (0.230)
Reported by Same Faction Province 0.002***
(frequency) (0.000)
Reporting on Same Faction Province -0.002
(frequency) (0.002)
Reported by Other Province -0.749 -1.169*
(share) (0.501) (0.587)
Reports on Other Province -0.167 3.176+
(share) (1.240) (1.829)
Reported by Same Faction Province 8.169+
(share) (4.479)
Reporting on Same Faction Province -18.123
(share) (11.221)
Observations 420 420 392 308 273
Adjusted R2 0.191 0.201 0.205 0.174 0.178

Notes. Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provin-
cial GDP growth, local GDP per capita, cadre’s factional ties (single tie or multiple ties), age,
age2, years of education, province and year fixed effects and constants. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05,
** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.18: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Corruption Investigation (Party Secretary and Governor)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Corruption News Reports Total News Reports Corruption News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.379** 0.357** 0.299* 45.666* 33.086 5.440 0.185 0.451 0.768*
(0.134) (0.129) (0.127) (19.866) (20.271) (21.027) (0.274) (0.339) (0.363)

PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.418* 0.382* 0.356* 135.121*** 118.002*** 99.705*** -1.062+ -0.908 -0.753
(0.192) (0.185) (0.180) (30.891) (28.768) (26.652) (0.617) (0.585) (0.551)

PS-GN Same Faction (Event Prov) 0.138 0.160 0.151 -5.441 1.979 5.326 0.073 0.031 0.056
(0.138) (0.141) (0.144) (21.587) (21.403) (21.226) (0.347) (0.354) (0.361)

∆Age 0.004 0.003 0.006 3.526* 3.231* 4.463** 0.088* 0.095* 0.072+
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (1.576) (1.540) (1.545) (0.043) (0.045) (0.041)

∆Y earsinOffice -0.027* -0.027* -0.030* -0.758 -1.031 -2.220 -0.103* -0.107* -0.092*
(0.012) (0.013) (0.012) (2.536) (2.585) (2.527) (0.049) (0.049) (0.047)

∆GDPpercapita -2.176*** -2.172*** -2.216*** -614.736*** -612.899*** -631.575*** -3.130+ -3.172+ -3.125+
(0.565) (0.564) (0.569) (121.730) (121.369) (121.260) (1.803) (1.817) (1.789)

News=0 and Event=1 -0.176** -78.634*** 1.285**
(0.063) (15.311) (0.443)

News=1 and Event=0 0.077 29.723 0.165
(0.102) (22.094) (0.205)

News=0 and Event=0 -0.078 -67.931** 0.371
(0.144) (25.593) (0.336)

Single Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.059 3.689 -0.008
(0.049) (9.080) (0.108)

Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.274** 151.748*** -1.856***
(0.087) (19.811) (0.463)

Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.120 -12.196 0.170
(0.095) (19.815) (0.192)

Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.035 -26.749 -0.097
(0.115) (20.922) (0.167)

Observations 24360 24360 24360 24360 24360 24360 16744 16744 16744
Adjusted R2 0.381 0.381 0.381 0.767 0.768 0.770 0.113 0.113 0.115

Notes. Robust standard errors clustered at the provincial dyad level are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include provincial dyad fixed effects,
year fixed effects and constants. Total news analyses are not reported as they are identical to Models (4) to (6) in Table A.14. Control variables are identical
to Table A.14. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table A.19: Factional Ties and Interprovincial News Reports on Safety Accidents (Party Secretary)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Accident News Reports Accident News/Total News (%)

Same Faction 0.545*** 0.591*** 0.476** -0.023 -0.025 -0.045
(0.164) (0.177) (0.160) (0.069) (0.076) (0.076)

PS-GN Same Faction (News Prov) 0.364** 0.367** 0.329* 0.074+ 0.071+ 0.068
(0.132) (0.140) (0.138) (0.040) (0.042) (0.043)

PS-GN Same Faction (Event Prov) 0.449** 0.476** 0.463** 0.129** 0.128** 0.123**
(0.157) (0.172) (0.166) (0.045) (0.045) (0.046)

∆Age -0.021 -0.019 -0.015 -0.003 -0.003 -0.002
(0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

∆Y earsinOffice -0.032* -0.031* -0.035* -0.001 -0.001 -0.002
(0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007)

∆GDPpercapita -0.975+ -0.992+ -1.060* 0.033 0.036 0.033
(0.503) (0.509) (0.519) (0.138) (0.139) (0.138)

News=0 and Event=1 0.068 -0.008
(0.105) (0.041)

News=1 and Event=0 0.154 0.004
(0.098) (0.028)

News=0 and Event=0 0.081 -0.050
(0.160) (0.042)

Single Faction Ties (News Prov) -0.231* 0.002
(0.097) (0.035)

Multiple Faction Ties (News Prov) 0.164 0.043
(0.112) (0.042)

Single Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.198 -0.017
(0.142) (0.032)

Multiple Faction Ties (Event Prov) -0.018 0.033
(0.090) (0.032)

Observations 12180 12180 12180 8371 8371 8371
Adjusted R2 0.184 0.184 0.185 0.081 0.080 0.080

Notes. Robust standard errors clustered at the provincial dyad level are shown in parentheses. Variables not shown include
provincial dyad fixed effects, year fixed effects and constants. Total news analyses are not reported as they are identical
to Models (4) to (6) in Table A.14. Control variables are identical to Table A.14. + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ***
p < 0.001.
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