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@® SYMPOSIUM: The Incentive Mechanism and Career Development of Local
Leading Cadres in China
Introduction: Motivating Local leaders in China: Promotion Managerial Instrument

................................................................................................ Ciqi Mei

Is Performance — Based Promotion Sustainable? A New Perspective on Political Tournament
Model

........................................................................... Ciqi Mei & Xiaozhen Zhai
Abstract  The Political Tournament Model posits that China has forged a cadre
promotion mechanism based on local leaders” performance in promoting economic
performance. Inspired by Schumpeter’s Innovation Theory we revisit how the Political
Tournament Model has changed over time. SinceChina entered the reform and opening —
up era in 1978 the Political Tournament mechanism has undergone three stages:
disruption  learning and equilibrium. We collected the promotion and economic
performance data of mayors of 16 major Chinese cities ( deputy — province level) for the
period 1982 —2011. The following conclusions were drawn. During the entire period

the relationship between economic performance and promotion was significantly positive.
However after dividing the period into three 10 — year stages the relationship in the
first stage was insignificant but positive then it became significant and positive in the
second stage before eventually becoming insignificant and negative in the final stage.
This confirms our theoretical challenge to the Political Tournament Model.

Key Words Political Tournament Model; Innovation Theory; Economic Performance;

Cadre Promotion

A Study of the Growth Law of Excellent Local Leading Cadresfrom the Perspective of
Career Experience: Take County Party Secretary as an Example
........................................................................... Yong Guo & Wenchao Lu

n

Abstract Most of the studies on local officials are focused on " promotion" and "
economic growth". This paper explores the growth law of " excellent" local leading
cadres from the perspective of career experience taking the county party secretary as
the research object. We constructed the theoretical model of career experience using four

factors: career path career department career level and career diversity. We
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