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Despite the fact that China and Vietnam have been the world’s two fastest growing economies
over the past two decades, with average annual growth rates of 9.88 percent and 7.53 percent,
respectively, their income distribution has diverged widely. China’s economic inequality
has grown rapidly, while Vietnam’s remains moderate. Economic accounts fail to explain
these divergent pathways, and in fact, predict higher inequality growth in Vietnam. Sociocultural explanations predict similar inequality in the two countries. Macrolevel political
science measurements of institutional difference are also insufﬁcient, with China and
Vietnam coded exactly the same,1 thus blurring differences in the powers, representativeness, and competitiveness of elite political institutions within these single-party regimes.
The overlooked elite institutional differences are critical to understanding why two
nominally communist, single-party regimes have come to differ so dramatically in their
income inequality levels. Studies of the political economy of democracies show that
institutional conﬁgurations can redistribute political power to the economically disadvantaged, thus ultimately leading to more balanced economic initiatives.2
Scholars have demonstrated the importance of broad coalitions to political victory.
Higher numbers of actors with the ability to run for ofﬁce and participate in the selection
of ofﬁce holders limit economic inequality because the interests of more actors must be
accounted for when constructing coalitions for economic policy decisions. Winning
Coalition Theory, a formalization of this argument, focuses on the number of actors
participating in decisions relative to those who selected them.3 Other scholars assign
more weight to the diversity of policy preferences represented in broad coalitions.4
The bottom line remains the same; the more open the policymaking process is to divergent interests, the more likely there will be greater public goods provision and redistributive policies.5 Underpinning this outcome is the important and related institution
of electoral rules, which inﬂuences the size and representativeness of a winning coalition through allowable degrees of political competition and openness of participation.
Together, both have been shown to reduce inequality.6
The above institutions are commonly referenced in explanations of differences
within democracies and between democratic and authoritarian regimes. Still missing,
however, is a satisfactory explanation for divergent redistributive outcomes within nondemocratic regimes. This article seeks to address this deﬁciency, thus contributing to an
existing literature on authoritarian typologies and their subtypes. Through this lens,
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scholars have explained divergent outcomes across military juntas, monarchies, dictatorships, and single-party states—including regime longevity,7 rates of economic growth,8
and corruption.9 These accounts arrive at a dead end, however, when it comes to intermediate cases or variation within subtypes, as in Vietnam and China.10
Using insights from studies of the political economy of democracies, this article
focuses on differences in elite political institutions to make sense of divergent income
inequality patterns within these two single-party regimes. The evidence indicates that
Vietnam’s political institutions force greater accountability upon its leadership, resulting
in higher equalizing transfers across provinces, and ultimately less growth of economic
inequality. First, Vietnam is characterized by broader and more diverse governing coalitions. Vietnam makes critical economic decisions in its 160-member Central Committee, while China primarily utilizes its 24-member Politburo for important economic
initiatives. Second, Vietnam has greater electoral competition, with more political competition for leadership positions both within and outside the party. It does so through
more open nominating procedures, direct elections of the general secretary, and higher
candidate-to-seat ratios. These differences, detailed below, arose in response to exogenous shocks that faced each ruling party in the late 1980s, resulting in a diffusion of
political authority in Vietnam and its greater concentration in China.
Elucidating the dependent variable, economic inequality, shows that inequality growth
is less pronounced in Vietnam across a range of different measures, and that structural, economic, and sociocultural explanations fail to account for the differences. While inequality is
a multidimensional phenomenon, the critical distinction between the two regimes is the percentage of their budgets devoted to public spending; speciﬁcally, large-scale expenditures in
poorer jurisdictions that are known as equalizing transfers in both states.
Such expenditures represent billions of dollars collected in revenue from rich provinces, which each government reallocates to poorer provinces for education, infrastructure spending, social welfare, and poverty alleviation programs. Equalizing transfers
represent 6 percent of GDP in Vietnam and 2 percent of GDP in China. In 2006 these
transfers were 200 percent larger than locally produced revenue in the median Vietnamese
province and over 700 percent in its poorest. The large scale of equalizing transfers in
Vietnam had a dramatic effect on limiting the unequal forces of economic growth, effectively overcoming inequality in provincially produced revenue.
This outcome requires a political explanation. Redistribution through ﬁscal transfers involves a choice, the composition and direction of which originates in differences
within the elite political institutions of Vietnam and China and not necessarily in the
type of authoritarian regime. Consequently, the explanatory variable, political institutions, reveals differences linked to redistributive choices across cases.

Trajectories of Inequality in Vietnam and China
China’s Gini coefﬁcient in 2004 (0.472), a common metric derived from household expenditure surveys, is far more unequal than Vietnam’s present (0.371). More important,
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since 1993, the ﬁrst date of available comparable household surveys, China’s inequality
grew at an annualized rate of 1.35 percent compared to Vietnam’s 0.55 percent.11 The
resulting data are based on a basket of common expenditures recorded in household
surveys. Using an income-based Gini coefﬁcient reveals an even starker difference. Income inequality has declined in Vietnam (0.45 to 0.37) and risen in China (0.28 to 0.50)
during the same period of time.12
The most well-known explanation for differences in inequality is Kuznet’s hypothesis of a quadratic relationship between per capita income and inequality.13 As others
have observed, rapid economic growth at low starting levels of GDP per capita is associated with rising levels of income inequality.14 While inequality expands with economic
growth, it eventually reaches an inﬂection point after which wages across sectors begin
to equalize. Thereafter, inequality decreases with increases in average income.
Direct tests of Kuznet’s hypothesized quadratic relationship have been controversial.15 Nonetheless, they offer a helpful starting point for thinking about differences in
income inequality between the two cases.16 Because Vietnam begins at a lower level of
income, the slope of the predicted relationship between inequality and income should be
slightly steeper as China is closer to the curve’s inﬂection point.17 In actuality, inequality
rose at a slower pace in Vietnam between 1993 and 2004.
Relative differences in economic development might explain variation in levels of
inequality, but alone they fail to account for the acceleration in Chinese inequality relative to Vietnam. Kuznet’s hypothesis would have expected just the opposite, based on
China’s greater wealth and earlier implementation of structural reforms.18 The above
results are also robust to different measures of inequality. Both expenditure ratios of
the top and bottom quintile and direct indicators of welfare, such as life expectancy
and infant mortality, all indicate that Vietnam did a better job of ameliorating the distributional consequences of rapid economic growth. Most striking, it has reduced poverty at a faster rate and has a lower percentage of its population living on less than one
dollar a day—8.4 percent as compared to 10.8 percent in China.19

Theoretical Explanations for Increasing Inequality
Alternative theories of the relationship between growth and inequality either predict
higher inequality in Vietnam or, if they predict higher inequality in China, fail to account for the faster pace of inequality growth in China.
Some argue that global economic integration is a source of distributional differences and therefore inequality.20 Vietnam is, however, more exposed to the international
economy both in terms of exports (68 percent to 34 percent) and foreign direct investment inﬂows as a percentage of GDP (4 percent to 3 percent). Perhaps other structural
differences are more relevant. There is no question, for example, that China has a considerably larger population than Vietnam—1.4 billion to 84 million. However, crossnational empirical investigations of the relation between population size and inequality
document a signiﬁcant negative relationship.21 Vietnam is also the twelfth most populous
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country in the world (84 million in 2009), so whatever theoretical impact population size
is hypothesized to have should affect Vietnam as well. Another factor is ethnic heterogeneity, a feature often associated with higher inequality.22 Along this measure, Vietnam
again ought to exhibit greater inequality as its ethnic fractionalization of 0.22 is greater
than China’s 0.15. Ethnic Vietnamese (kinh) account for 86 percent of the Vietnamese
population, as compared to Chinese (han) dominance in their country of 92 percent.23
Finally, Vietnam’s relatively higher rural population (74 percent to China’s 61 percent)
and larger agricultural sector (20 percent of GDP to China’s 12 percent) also predict
faster inequality growth.24
The two leading explanations for inequality growth among China specialists
(household registration and special economic zones, or SEZs) are also unhelpful, as
Vietnam had the exact same policies throughout its reform period. Each country has
largely kept its household registration system (known as hukou in China and họ khẩu
in Vietnam) intact, restricting permanent rural-to-urban migration and furthering ruralbased industrial development that might be expected to ameliorate inequality growth.25
Both countries also pursued policy experimentation through SEZs in relatively wealthy
coastal (or southern) areas that were gradually expanded to poor inland (or northern)
areas.26 China’s greater reliance on wage employment as the source of income also indicates that income distribution should be less unequal.27
A ﬁnal explanation for growth in Chinese inequality is more helpful. Fiscal reforms adopted in China since 1994 created a situation where county governments have
nationally determined mandates to provide basic public services, but lack the requisite
tax base to fund them properly.28 To make up for this deﬁciency, county governments
have marketized service provision, including health and education, through private fees
that only exacerbate inequality by pricing-out many poor Chinese.29 These trends primarily worsened inequality levels between counties within individual Chinese provinces. Recognizing the impact of the ﬁscal reforms on inequality within provinces
does not obviate discussion of inequality between Chinese provinces. Signiﬁcant interprovincial inequality not only exists but also has grown since the 1994 ﬁscal reforms.30
The broader question is why Chinese authorities chose a set of ﬁscal arrangements that
exacerbated inequality, while in sharp contrast Vietnamese authorities chose a set of
ﬁscal arrangements that are premised on avoiding increases in inequality, even at the
expense of faster growth within existing economic hubs.31 An examination of redistributive transfers helps to reveal the political roots of income inequality in China
and Vietnam.32

Economic Transfers: Divergent Central-Provincial Fiscal Arrangements
and their Effect on Income Inequality
The ﬁrst three columns of Table 1 show that Vietnam devotes a larger percentage of its
national income to government spending, a common proxy for transfers in comparative political economy.33 Vietnam has higher public expenditures even when including
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Chinese extrabudgetary expenditures, which are incurred mainly by local governments
and do not appear in national accounts.34
Simply comparing the size of expenditures, however, may be misleading. It says
little about how these funds are allocated or whether they are reaching individual households in any signiﬁcant way. To buttress this basic difference, it is helpful to look at
subcategories of ﬁscal transfers across cases and their effect. Central transfers to provinces in China consist broadly of four components: (1) revenue-sharing, (2) tax rebates,
(3) equalization grants, and (4) earmarked or ad hoc transfers.35 Only equalization grants
and earmarked transfers are explicit development transfers targeted at local governments
with greater expenditure needs than their revenues allow. Revenue-sharing transfers
and tax rebates, in contrast, are general purpose transfers based on local government
revenue-generating capacity. While some portion of these transfers potentially might
be used for development, their role in reducing disparities is not explicit. In fact, these
transfers are usually counterequalizing as local governments with larger tax bases receive more of these transfers and rebate types.36 In 2006 central transfers accounted
for over 6 percent of GDP in China, but the majority of ofﬁcial transfers were revenuesharing and tax rebates. Only a third of the central transfers, in the form of equalization
grants and earmarked transfers, were distributed in favor of poor local governments.
Vietnam has two forms of central transfers that are directly comparable to China’s
equalization grants and earmarks. The ﬁrst form, the budget transfer, is provided to poor
provinces unable to meet general expenditure targets for education, health, and infrastructure development through local revenue collection. The transfer is based on a preset
formula. The second form, the block grant, is allocated to provincial governments according to special national programs that address regional disparities in education, poverty, health, and environmental degradation.37 These grants are received as lump sums
and allocated at a province’s discretion.
Programmatic transfers in Vietnam are also less ad hoc than earmarked grants in
China, although the two are analogous in their stated development objectives. Therefore, by separating revenue sharing and tax rebates from equalizing and programmatic
transfers/earmarks, China’s redistribution efforts can be compared directly to those
of Vietnam.
Consistent budget data for Vietnam is available only after 2000. Table 1 nonetheless
demonstrates that, for this period, Vietnam spent over three times as much (as a proportion
of GDP) on equalization transfers than China (5.73 percent to 1.71 percent). Even more
striking results can be seen in a second comparison of development investment, that is,
capital outlays for infrastructure and public buildings. Vietnam spent nearly four times as
much as China in terms of its income (9.01 percent to 2.24 percent) on these projects.
Similar differences can be found across a range of redistributive expenditures aggregated
at the national level. Vietnam spent over three times as much on direct poverty alleviation programs (0.48 percent to 0.18 percent), nearly twice as much on basic education
(4.33 percent to 2.52 percent), and slightly more on public expenditures for health
(1.30 percent to 0.80 percent). These categories are especially notable given that China
analysts have identiﬁed them as key drivers of inequality.38
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Table 1

Year
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
Average
Year
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
Average

Differences in Transfer Regimes
Government
Expenditures/GDP
China
17.24%
18.33%
18.15%
17.82%
18.52%
19.07%
18.19%

Vietnam
24.67%
26.96%
27.66%
29.54%
29.94%
27.30%
27.68%

National Poverty
Programs/GDP
China
0.27%
0.25%
0.23%
0.21%
0.12%
0.10%
0.18%

Vietnam
.
0.48%
0.51%
0.48%
0.52%
0.41%
0.48%

Including
Extrabudgetary
Expenditures
China
20.75%
21.51%
21.21%
20.54%
21.38%
21.84%
21.21%

Equalizing Transfers
to Provinces/GDP
China
Vietnam
2.72%
5.73%
1.37%
5.00%
1.16%
7.03%
1.40%
5.53%
1.40%
5.84%
2.21%
5.25%
1.71%
5.73%
Education and
Training
Expenditures/GDP
China
Vietnam
2.22%
3.70%
2.43%
4.05%
2.61%
4.22%
2.48%
3.73%
2.52%
3.54%
2.55%
3.41%
2.52%
4.33%

Development
Investment/GDP
China
2.32%
2.63%
1.98%
2.04%
2.26%
2.22%
2.24%

Vietnam
8.36%
8.44%
9.72%
9.24%
9.44%
8.84%
9.01%

Health
Expenditures/GDP
China
0.73%
0.73%
0.76%
0.84%
0.82%
0.85%
0.80%

Vietnam
1.48%
1.76%
1.61%
0.88%
0.84%
0.91%
1.30%

Authors’ calculations based on Data from: 1) China National Bureau of Statistics (http://www.stats.gov.cn/
english/statisticaldata/yearlydata/); 2) China Finance Yearbooks; 3) Vietnamese General Statistical Ofﬁce
(www.gso.gov.vn); and 4) Vietnamese Ministry of Finance National Budgets (www.mof.gov.vn). Equalizing
Transfers include grants to balance provincial budgets according to formula-based targeted expenditures and
conditional (or ad hoc) grants used to supplement local spending on national social welfare or environmental
programs. They do not include tax rebates or money transferred as a result of revenue sharing arrangements
with the central government. Development Investment includes capital outlays for infrastructure, investment in
support of enterprises and socioeconomic organizations, supplements to state reserves, targeted national programs
for social welfare and poverty alleviation, and other investments as provided for by law. Data on extrabudgetary
expenditures from Wong 2007. (Similar data not available for Vietnam).

Although Vietnam invested more in redistribution than China, transfers may not
necessarily go to those most in need. Patronage, corruption, or alternative political goals
play a large role in the determination of recipients as well. For this reason, whether
transfers actually help to equalize incomes is an even more signiﬁcant indicator. Subnational data for Vietnam’s sixty-four and China’s thirty-two provinces allow an examination of this question. In Figure 1 the important role of ﬁscal arrangements in the two
countries is depicted by using a Lorenz Curve. The x-axis measures the share of the
population accounted for by each additional province with provinces ordered from poorest to richest, according to GDP per capita. The y-axis displays the relative share of the
outcome variable (revenue/public expenditure) for which each province is responsible. Pretransfer tax revenue per capita for each province is depicted with squares;
post-transfer public expenditure is denoted by diamonds. The dashed vertical line provides
the main message of the graphic, as it delineates the relative share of revenues/public
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expenditures of the poorest 60 percent of Vietnam’s population. It is dramatically evident
that the poorest 60 percent of provinces in Vietnam earn only 13 percent of the country’s
locally collected tax revenue, but are responsible for roughly 45 percent of public expenditures. In China, by contrast, the poorest 60 percent of provinces produce 35 percent of
local revenue and account for 48 percent of expenditures. Thus, both countries show signs
of ﬁscal equalization, but Vietnam far more dramatically aids its poorer regions.39
Figure 1

Lorenz Curves Provincial Revenue and Public Expenditures
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Note: Squares represent provincially generated revenue in a particular province, while diamonds
depict provincial public expenditures. The dashed line illustrates the level of revenue/public
expenditures accounted for by the poorest 60 percent of provinces. Raw data is from Chinese
National Bureau of Statistics and Vietnamese Ministry of Finance and General Statistical Ofﬁce.

More generally, these results demonstrate that public expenditures in Vietnam are
used to compensate for provincial differences in income and own-source revenue and
have had an important role in reducing household-level inequality, calculated in constant 1993 US Dollars. Both countries demonstrate well-documented growth in household expenditures for individuals in the median provinces, but the range between top
and bottom is far more constrained in Vietnam. That is, variance in household expenditures has grown over time, but the average household in Vietnam’s richest province
still spends only $250 more than the average household in the poorest province. In
China the gap was about $2500 in 2008.40 Given that household expenditures are used
in the calculation of Gini-coefﬁcients, clearly there is a connection between a government’s equalizing transfers and lower household inequality. These results conﬁrm other
analyses of inequality in Vietnam and China that use Theil decompositions to demonstrate geographic inequality between provinces in Vietnam and China.41
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In sum, economic inequality is lower in Vietnam. It results not only from a higher
commitment to transfers but also from those transfers having a stronger equalizing effect
across regions and ultimately households. Why has this happened, and what are its implications for understanding political decision making within authoritarian regimes?

Political Accountability in Authoritarian Regimes: Moving Beyond Typologies
The Origins of Divergent Political Institutions While the countries entered the late
1980s with very similar institutional arrangements, respective political shocks propelled
them in opposite directions. Prior to 1989 both political systems made important economic
decisions in their Politburos, with their general secretaries serving as the paramount
leaders. Party elders were active in both countries, occasionally intervening by extraconstitutional means in key decisions.42 Separate presidents and premiers also existed in both
states, exercising powers over policy that procedurally limited the strength of the general
secretaries. Interestingly, movement for increasing accountability of political institutions
was stronger in China during this period than Vietnam. Throughout the 1980s, in China
there was a sustained push by Politburo members Hu Yaobang and Zhao Ziyang to liberalize the polity in China by abolishing party committees within government agencies and
explicitly delineating the separate functions of the party and government.43
All that was put on hold, however, when more conservative leaders, led by Li Peng,
persuaded Deng Xiaoping that continued single-party rule was under threat. The Tiananmen protests in 1989 ultimately led to defeat of the political reformers. A concentration
of decision making among a small coterie of leaders in the Politburo and strengthened
party control over government institutions emerged instead. The unconstitutional selection of Jiang Zemin, the ﬁrst post-Tiananmen General Secretary, at a special session of
the Politburo Standing Committee (PBSC) that included notable elders further weakened the CCOM as the relevant institution for leadership selection.44 Deng’s support
for consolidating China’s three most important political positions—that of president,
head of the Military Commission, and general secretary—under the singular leadership
of Jiang Zemin also continued the institution of paramount leader. Deng’s decision,
while perhaps made with the expressed intention of warding off inner-CCP strife, simultaneously eliminated important checks on executive decision making.45 The legacy of
these institutional changes is enshrined in China’s institutional architecture today.
In Vietnam, by contrast, four of the most important ﬁgures in the Politburo, each
linked to the country’s anticolonial independence movement and communist transition, passed away between 1986 and 1989. Their deaths occurred at a time when
the Vietnamese Communist Party itself was subject to popular criticism, both for years
of economic crisis and continued war in Cambodia.46 Yet discontent did not translate
into a narrower concentration of power at the highest political levels or regime collapse.
Instead, greater pressure for checks and balances within party institutions emerged, in
large measure because the new generation of Vietnam’s political leaders had yet to reach
consensus on the country’s future direction.
408

Edmund Malesky, Regina Abrami, and Yu Zheng
With these important pillars of the old guard gone, political competition among the
new elite strengthened.47 As no individual or subgroup was able to trump the others, a
series of mutually self-serving compromises resulted. Among them, expanded power of
the CCOM vis-à-vis the executive Politburo was the most important. Top leaders ﬁrst
expanded representation within the CCOM to ﬁll it with their respective supporters.48
Two high-ranking Politburo members, Nguyen Van Linh and Vo Van Kiet in particular,
were instrumental in pushing through a series of reforms that expanded the representativeness of the institution to include provincial leaders and mass organizations.49
Subsequent debates among these new groups within the CCOM led to a paring back
of VCP authority over state administration. Before 1991 the Vietnamese general secretary, as in China, was the dominant center of authority; a chairman of the Council of
Ministers (prime minster) administered the bureaucracy; and a chairman of the State
Council (president) held primarily ceremonial responsibilities. This architecture was revised as part of a compromise at the 1991 Seventh Party Congress.50 In the run up to the
event, three clear centers of power emerged among members of the CCOM. First, party
ofﬁcials, ideologues, and supporters of continued state sector economic domination collectively found their voice in General Secretary Do Muoi. These supporters of the
state sector faced resistance from a second group of modernizers led by Kiet, who advocated further opening to the international economy and bolstering of the domestic
private sector.51 A third group, headed by Le Duc Anh, commander of forces in Cambodia,
strongly advocated for reassertion of the role of the military in politics.52 The three groups
debated up through the ﬁrst plenum of the Seventh CCOM, where a compromise was ﬁnally reached. All three sides acquired institutionalized cross-cutting powers, and made
sure this deal was codiﬁed in the revised 1992 Vietnamese Constitution, leading to the
current cross-checking power between general secretary, prime minister, and president
in Vietnam’s “diffused troika” of top leaders, which contrasts with China’s “fused troika”
of party and state positions.53
The necessity of building broad coalitions within the Vietnamese CCOM facilitated
the compromise. Each of the three blocs was too large to appease through private side
payments. They had to be rewarded formal institutional powers of some kind, ones that
they subsequently defended and passed on to protégés, allowing the diffused troika to
persist. The speciﬁc outcomes of these changes in Vietnam, documented below, show
how they constrain any one group from gaining too much power, and thus far have
necessitated compromise between these political leaders and more broadly their allies
in the CCOM in order move forward with economic policies. This outcome is contrasted
with what has occurred in China since the 1990s.
The Size and Representativeness of the Governing Coalition As a result of the
political changes described above, the key governing coalition in Vietnam is drawn
from the 160-member party legislature Central Committee (CCOM), while China primarily relies upon the 25-member Politburo (and often the even smaller PBSC), which
are elected from within the Central Committee. A governing coalition in the CCOM is
larger and contains a much broader range of preferences, particularly a larger number of
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provincial leaders, which explains why Vietnam spends more on equalizing transfers
than China. Many provincial leaders must be appeased with equalizing transfers before
acceding to other economic policies. In addition to the institutional differences between
the regimes, public spending decisions are strongly correlated with the party congresses
that select CCOM representatives in Vietnam. The same dynamic does not appear to
operate in China.54
The Chinese CCOM, with 198 members, has been left to function only symbolically throughout the CCP history. The CCOM has the authority to choose party leaders,
but delegates are comprised of party, government, and military ofﬁcials who were appointed by the party leadership, and therefore owe some allegiance to them. Thus, while
the CCOM might offer a horizontal check on CCP leadership powers, top party leaders
effectively have had control over the composition and membership size of the CCOM.
As a result, the role of the CCOM is important primarily when the winning coalition in
China is not uniﬁed on a particular policy path or during a leadership transition.55 In
these cases, the CCOM becomes the bargaining arena between various blocs or factions.56 This stands in contrast to its position as an arena for constant coalition building
in Vietnam. In China, when there is general agreement among the top leadership or any
opposition has been silenced, the CCOM’s role seems to grow far less pronounced. For
this reason, China experts generally regard the CCOM as subordinate to the Politburo as
an institution, and even more so to the PBSC.57
In Vietnam the CCOM has had a more institutionalized presence and plays a far more
decisive role in national policy debates since 1991.58 According to VCP statutes, only an
elected body has executive power. Consequently, all decisions made by the Politburo cannot stand without ratiﬁcation by members of the CCOM at their next regularly scheduled
plenum. On these occasions, the Vietnamese CCOM has repeatedly demonstrated its ability to overrule Politburo decisions made in the interim between plenums. The most striking
example took place in 2001, when the CCOM rejected the Politburo’s recommendation
that Le Kha Phieu continue as General Secretary of the Party. Its members selected instead
the President of the National Assembly, Nong Duc Manh.59 Another famous veto occurred
in 1996 when the Vietnamese CCOM rejected a Politburo plan to create a PBSC as the
“highest leading nucleus” of the VCP, similar to the PBSC in China. The Vietnam CCOM
allowed the PBSC to exist, but neutered its proposed powers to the extent that it functioned
only as a gloriﬁed secretariat.60 In 2001 they voted to disband it entirely. By contrast, the
Chinese CCOM has rarely demonstrated its disapproval of Politburo proposals, let alone
openly reject a candidate for the position of general secretary.
More systematically, the higher signiﬁcance of the CCOM as an institution in Vietnam,
as compared to China, can be observed by two indicators—the number of plenums or regularized meetings held and the number of legal documents that directly cite CCOM legislation. China scholars have focused on more regularized CCOM meetings as a sign of
growing institutionalization since the Mao era.61 The Chinese CCOM is required to convene plenums only once per year, according to the party constitution.62 In contrast, the
Vietnamese CCOM is obligated by Article 16 of its party statutes to meet at least twice
a year, and in practice has met far more often than that. In fact, since 1982, the year Deng
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institutionalized new rules for party organization in the post-Mao era, Vietnam has averaged over twice as many plenums per party congress than China.
The second indicator of institutional strength is the authority assigned to decisions
made by the CCOMs. Government legislation in both countries includes a preamble,
which cites the original party documents that either authorized or set the groundwork
for current legislation. By this indicator as well, the Vietnamese CCOM appears to be
the more legitimate representative of the VCP, with nearly four times the citation rate.
By contrast, very few documents in China acknowledge the inﬂuence of the CCOM.
Raw counts of citations and meetings are not the only indicator of differences in the
importance of the CCOM in the two countries. The requirement that Vietnamese leaders
reconvene the CCOM for important decisions brings the differences into even sharper
relief. When General Secretary Do Muoi retired before the end of his term in 1997, for
example, his replacement, Le Kha Phieu, was elected at a reconvened plenum of the
entire CCOM. This stands in sharp contrast to the replacements of General Secretaries
Hu Yaobang in 1987 and Zhao Ziyang in 1989. Both took place at emergency sessions
of the Chinese Politburo alone, which included all Politburo members along with notable elders who did not have any constitutional right to decide the party leadership.63
Moreover, in contrast to the VCP leadership, CCP leaders chose not to call a special
session of the CCOM, even though party statutes explicitly called for it. VCP leadership
continues to reconvene plenums of the CCOM to address urgent matters. Special plenums were also called to deal with the economic effects of ﬁnancial crises in 1998 and
2008, reﬂecting the need to secure consensus across the wider group of individuals who
comprise Vietnam’s winning coalition within the CCOM.64
Former Vietnamese Prime Minister Kiet recently summarized the relationship between CCOM and Politburo as one of a legislature (CCOM) and an executive (Politburo)
that implements the CCOM’s decisions, emphasizing that the Politburo does not rank
above (cấp trên) the CCOM.65 Together, Kiet’s comments and repeated evidence of the
CCOM’s ability to overrule the Politburo reinforce the notion that the CCOM is the relevant forum for decision making in Vietnam.
The Vietnamese decision-making body not only necessitates a larger governing
coalition than China, but also represents more diverse constituencies. The Vietnamese
CCOM is composed of members of the party apparatus, government ofﬁcials, stateowned enterprises, provincial leaders, military, mass organizations (such as the Women’s
Union and Peasant Union), business associations, ethnic organizations, and research and
educational institutions. While all are high-ranking leaders in Vietnam’s cadre system,
they are elected to attend the national party congress from within their own provinces
and institutions. As such, they represent a much broader collection of interests than the
elite members of the Politburo in either country.
The fact that the Chinese Politburo is of greater importance than the CCOM is revealing. The Politburo represents a much narrower base, consisting primarily of highlevel CCP leaders, cabinet members, top military ofﬁcials, and top local ofﬁcials from
several wealthy provinces. Mass organizations, business groups, research institutes, and
other interest groups are not represented. Moreover, the role of regional leaders is very
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different in each country. In contrast to Vietnam, regional leaders in China typically are
not from the provinces they represent, but have instead been transferred there as part of
China’s rotational cadre appointment system.66 Most Vietnamese local leaders were born
in the provinces they represent.67

Competitiveness of Elections for the Central Committee and General Secretary
The impact of the size and representativeness of a governing coalition is reinforced by
the competitiveness of elections to participate in this elite decision-making body. The
more competitive the selection process, the more likely representatives are to represent
the constituency that elected them at the elite bargaining table. Vietnam has a more
open and competitive selection process for top political ofﬁces than currently exists in
China, with the result that top leaders in both countries are compelled to follow two
lines of action that impact redistribution. First, they must take into account the interests
of those who nominated them, thus facing constraints often assumed absent or at least
insigniﬁcant to political processes within nondemocratic regimes. Second, more competitive elections allow for the wider range of preferences represented in Vietnam’s
CCOM. Because leaders must accommodate the groups they represent, and because
the range of represented preferences is wider, institutional theory predicts more redistributive policies in Vietnam.
In Vietnam and China, there are two types of elections—those for party leadership
and those for the national assembly or congress. In both cases, formal institutions of
electoral accountability are stronger in Vietnam than in China, although pressure is
building for China to narrow the gap by adopting more “inner party democracy.”
Due to space constraints, this article focuses only on party elections, reserving government contests for future work. The two countries differ dramatically in the competitiveness of their elections, as measured by the number of candidates and openness of
nomination processes. In both countries, elections begin with a party congress, which
meets every ﬁve years to set the new direction and elect the new CCOM of each country. In Vietnam delegates to the Congress are chosen through initial elections at the provincial level and among central institutions of the party, military, government apparatus,
and state-owned enterprises. Consequently, these delegates have some downward accountability to the constituencies that elected them. In both countries, delegates from
the previous Central Committee are also included as delegates.68
In China the Politburo of the outgoing CCOM recommends a list of candidates at
the party congress. Delegates then vote on the list at congress, choosing both full and
alternate members of the CCOM. The Thirteenth Party Congress in 1987 introduced a
competition mechanism for the CCOM selection, allowing the number of candidates to
exceed the number of seats by 5 percent. Since then, the rejection rate of full nominees
has been ﬁxed at 5 percent. It increased to 8 percent in the Seventeenth Party Congress,69
but the low rejection rate and the CCP’s control of the nomination process are clear
signs of little vertical check on the will of the Chinese Politburo.70
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The Chinese general secretary is usually selected along with the Politburo at the
ﬁrst plenum of the CCOM, which is convened immediately after the party congress.
Traditionally, the outgoing Politburo produces nominees for the general secretary and
the new Politburo members, after which the candidates receive an up or down vote from
the members of the CCOM. Since the competition mechanism (cha’e xuanju) is not
applied to the selection of Politburo and higher party and state leaders, the CCOM does
not have much leverage to inﬂuence the selection of the Politburo. Instead, factional
considerations play a role in the process, with senior members trying to place associates
in the successor body.71 As a result, political participation in China is very limited when
it comes to the selection of high-level party positions. This situation has not changed
much since 1949. Members of the Politburo and PBSC, as well as provincial party
chiefs, are all selected at party conclaves. Moreover, the vetting role of higher ups in
the selection of a small group of candidates necessarily means that these individuals
see their interests in terms of a narrow constituency from above rather than broad
opinion from below and within a CCOM that might hold them accountable under threat
of election loss.
By contrast, both the nomination procedure and voting in Vietnam allow for more
competition, and ultimately then to a greater degree of electoral accountability to underlying constituencies. For example, the outgoing Ninth CCOM in 2006 prepared a list of
175 candidates for full members and 30 alternate members at the Tenth Party Congress. In
addition, newly elected delegates at the Party Congress were allowed to propose candidates from within their own ranks. In total, 328 candidates were either nominated or selfnominated. After the collection of nominations, a vetting process whittled down the
candidates to exclude ﬁrst-time nominees over the age of 55 and incumbents over the
age of 60. The vetting resulted in 207 candidates for full positions, of which 33 were nominated by the delegates at the Tenth Congress and two were self-nominated. Forty-six candidates were nominated for nonvoting, alternate positions. From the list, the Tenth Congress
elected 160 full members and 25 alternates, rejecting 23 percent and 54 percent, respectively.72 It is important to note that all nominees of the outgoing CCOM were elected.
Notably, the rejection rates in Vietnam are determined only by the number of nominees, whereas in China they are set by statute. VCP ofﬁcials may attempt to manipulate
the election through procedural rules, such as the appropriate age of nominees, but they
do not limit participation in the same manner as China. Thus, Vietnam’s CCOM selection
procedures allow for more choice and competition than those of China. According to
theories linking democracy and inequality, this competition should force delegates to
consider a wider swathe of society in their policy positions, as they know they must
ultimately be voted upon again by this same group.
A second feature of competition in Vietnam is the selection of the general secretary
of the VCP. Like China, the general secretary is usually selected along with the Politburo
at the ﬁrst plenum of the CCOM convened immediately after a party congress. While
China still selects the general secretary through an up or down vote, the Vietnamese
CCOM has asserted its authority much more vigorously in recent years, demonstrating
its role as the forum for decision making. This was illustrated dramatically at the Ninth
413

Comparative Politics July 2011
Congress in 2001, when the Vietnamese CCOM rejected, by a majority vote, the Politburo’s
nomination of the incumbent general secretary.
Even more radical changes came in the 2006 Party Congress. Reﬂecting the Political Report of the VCP’s call for more democracy in Vietnamese institutions, the Tenth
Congress conducted a straw poll of all delegates. While the results were never published,
sources close to the Congress revealed that Nong Duc Manh, the incumbent General
Secretary, received 900 votes, followed by Nguyen Minh Triet, the Party Secretary
of Ho Chi Minh City with 200 votes.73 Eighteen other candidates received at least
one vote. The entire list of recipients was rank-ordered and sent to the CCOM for a ﬁnal
vote. Notably, it was the second and third leading vote recipients in the straw poll who
were appointed president and prime minister, respectively, rounding out the famed
diffused troika of the Vietnamese leadership that ostensibly reﬂects the will of the
Vietnamese selectorate.74
More choice and competition over seats also grants CCOM members in Vietnam
greater authority to hold party leaders accountable. Leaders who diverge too far from a
majority view have been voted out of ofﬁce on several occasions. In addition, greater
competition allows more opportunities for different preferences to be seen in elite circles. This includes individuals from mass organizations and research institutes. Even
more relevant to the discussion of inequality is the greater regional representation within
Vietnam’s CCOM as compared to China.
Scholars of China have celebrated the higher number of local delegates in the
CCOM,75 but the greater choice of delegates in Vietnam has led to a larger percentage
of provincial representatives as both alternate and full-time members in the Vietnamese
CCOM. The larger number of provincial representatives in CCOM combined with the
greater importance of the institution help explain why Vietnam opted for a ﬁscal system
so strongly weighted toward regional redistribution. Local delegates represent almost
42 percent of votes in the CCOM. While they may occasionally disagree on economic
policy, provincial interests nonetheless must be included in any winning coalition on
economic policy.76 The effect of provincial interests on prospective voting will likely
grow even stronger in Vietnam. Provincial representatives now possess 71 percent of
the alternate seats, which constitute a testing ground for future leaders.
The diversity of preferences in Vietnam’s CCOM implies greater need for coalitions that include a more disparate membership intent on log-rolling to win acquiescence in votes for policy changes. Based on this logic, Vietnamese leaders should
choose economic policies that are more broadly beneﬁcial, as more individual interests
must be taken into account. Jonathan Pincus and Thanh Tu Ahn Vu claim that there is
just such a tendency to distribute rents widely across the political system in Vietnam:
This problem is evident in the allocation of public investment. Vietnamese politicians
approve ten projects when one will do, and spread them across the landscape. For example, Vietnam is building a string of deep sea ports in central Vietnam despite the fact
that port infrastructure in the southern provinces…which together comprise more than
50 percent of Vietnam’s job growth and non oil budget revenues—is stretched to the
breaking point.77
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Figure 2 tests this claim empirically, charting average annual changes in public investment as a percentage of GDP over the years 1990–2006 in both countries. On the
horizontal axis is the number of years since the last party congress. The two countries
show remarkably different patterns. In Vietnam public investment spikes in the two
years prior to the next party congress and declines thereafter. This ﬁnding conﬁrms that
top Vietnamese leaders routinely allocate public investment as a way of shoring up their
electoral support prior to party congresses in order to win votes in the CCOM. Vietnam,
in other words, possesses an identiﬁable political business cycle. In China the pattern is
far more haphazard. Most years are not signiﬁcantly different, but investment declines
directly before a party congress, suggesting that motivations other than ensuring CCOM
votes are behind investment decisions.
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The relative degree of competitiveness of elections and power of the CCOM in
each country reinforce one another in their impact on inequality. In Vietnam the need
to win over a more diverse coalition of voters matters because the CCOM is the most
critical decision-making body, while the elections force leaders to use redistributive
spending as a way to ensure a majority coalition. If the CCOM was unimportant
politically, its more competitive elections would be meaningless. Without competitive
elections and nomination procedures, the composition of the CCOM could be manipulated by top leaders, so that preferences would align without the need to engage in
redistributive policies that garner more votes. This appears to have been the case
for China since the 1990s.
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Conclusion
This article demonstrates that opening the black boxes of regime type, and autocratic
typology in particular, obtains more leverage on critical policy outcomes. At stake is
a move away from assuming a link between regime type and political behavior. Instead,
the focus should be on how elite political institutions operate in authoritarian practice and
on the resulting political incentives generated. The puzzle of divergent patterns of inequality in these two high-growth, single-party regimes, in other words, only remains a puzzle
from the aggregate view of existing datasets. Upon drilling down, it becomes clear that
Vietnam’s institutions empower a larger group of decision makers and place more constraints on the party leadership through vertical checks and semicompetitive elections. Because Vietnamese economic policies must consider a larger cross section of society, they
spend a larger portion of revenue on public expenditures and engender greater equalization between provinces and individuals. The primary dependent variable here, economic
inequality, is only the beginning of potential outcomes that can be explored through the
lens of institutional conﬁgurations within authoritarian types. Most immediate, there is
reason to suspect that Vietnam’s architecture privileges equality over long-term growth
prospects by choking development in its economic engine.

NOTES
Earlier versions of this article were presented at the Legatum Institute in London, University of California, Los
Angeles, Comparative Politics Seminar, and University of California, San Diego, Faculty Seminar. Barbara
Geddes, Bruce Gilley, Miriam Golden, Stephan Haggard, Gordon Hanson, Miles Kahler, Börje Ljunggren,
Craig McIntosh, Megumi Naoi, Barry Naughton, Dan Posner, Victor Shih, Susan Shirk, Pham Thach, Ngoc
Anh Tran, and four excellent anonymous reviewers gave valuable advice on this project. Quinn Dang and Lily
Phan provided excellent research assistance. Funding for the project was provided by Harvard’s Academy
Fellowship, Business School Division of Faculty Research and Development, China and the World
Postdoctoral Fellowship and Fairbank Center for Chinese Studies.
1. Barbara Geddes, “Why Parties and Elections in Authoritarian Regimes,” presented at the annual
meeting of the American Political Science Association, Washington, DC, August 2005; Axel Hadenius and
Jan Teorell, “Pathways from Authoritarianism,” Journal of Democracy, 18 (January 2007): 143–58; Monty G.
Marshall and Keith Jaggers, “Polity IV Project: Political Regime Characteristics and Transitions, 1800–1999,”
University of Maryland-College Park (http://www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm); Bruce Bueno de
Mesquita, Alastair Smith, Randolph M. Silverson, and James Morrow, The Logic of Political Survival
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2003), ch. 1.
2. Gerhard Lenski, Power and Privilege: A Theory of Social Stratiﬁcation (New York: McGraw Hill,
1966), ch. 1; Seymour Lipset, “Some Social Requisites of Democracy: Economic Development and
Political Development,” American Political Science Review, 53 (March 1959): 69–105.
3. Bueno de Mesquita et al.
4. Edward Muller, “Democracy, Economic Development, and Income Inequality,” American Sociological
Review, 53 (February 1988): 50–63; Carles Boix, Democracy and Redistribution (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003); Steve Chan, “Democracy and Inequality: Tracking Welfare Spending in
Singapore, Taiwan, and South Korea,” in Manus I. Midlarski, ed., Inequality, Democracy and Economic
Development (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), pp. 227–43; Mary Gallagher and Jonathan
K. Hanson, “Power Tool or Dull Blade? Resilient Autocracy and the Selectorate Theory,” paper presented
at Dartmouth College, May 2007.
5. Stephan Haggard and Robert Kauffman, Development, Democracy, and Welfare States (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2008), p. 346.

416

Edmund Malesky, Regina Abrami, and Yu Zheng
6. Kenneth Bollen and Robert Jackman, “Political Democracy and the Size Distribution of Income,”
American Sociological Review, 50 (August 1985): 438–57; Philip Keefer and Branko Milanovic,
“Democracy and Inequality: New Data and Exact Tests,” presented at the Institute for the Study of New
Institutional Economics, June 2009.
7. Geddes; Jennifer Gandhi and Adam Przeworski, “Authoritarian Institutions and the Survival of
Autocrats,” Comparative Political Studies, 40 (November 2007): 1279–1301.
8. Joseph Wright, “Do Authoritarian Institutions Constrain? How Legislatures Affect Economic Growth
and Investment,” American Journal of Political Science, 52 (April 2008): 322–43.
9. Eric Chang and Miriam Golden, “Sources of Corruption in Authoritarian Regimes,” Social Science
Quarterly, 91 (January 2010): 1–20.
10. Gerardo Munck and Richard Snyder, “Mapping Political Regimes: How the Concepts We Use and the
Way We Measure Them Shape the World We See,” presented at the annual meeting of the American Political
Science Association, Chicago, September 2004.
11. Asian Development Bank (ADB), Key Indicators, 38 (Manila: Asian Development Bank, 2007), pp. 4–15.
Other authors ﬁnd that inequality grew rapidly between 1988 and 1995, but remained constant between 1995 and
2002. Björn A. Gustafsson, Li Shi, and Terry Sicular, eds., Inequality and Public Policy in China (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2008), p. 7.
12. Brian McCaig, Dwayne Benjamin, and Loren Brandt, “Evolution of Income Inequality in Vietnam
between 1993 and 2006,” Mimeograph. Australia National University, Canberra, February 2009.
13. Simon Kuznets, “Economic Growth and Income Inequality,” American Economic Review, 45 (March
1955): 1–28.
14. Alberto Alesina and Dani Rodrik, “Distributive Politics and Economic Growth,” Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 109 (May 1994): 465–90; Robert Barro, “Inequality and Growth in a Panel of Countries,” Journal
of Economic Growth, 5 (March 2000): 5–32.
15. Ravi Kanbur, “Growth, Inequality, and Poverty: Some Hard Questions,” Journal of International
Aﬀairs, 58 (March 2005): 223–32.
16. See Appendix 1 for the simulation of Kuznets curve and predictions for the two countries, at http://irps.
ucsd.edu/faculty/faculty-directory/edmund-malesky.htm.
17. Carl Riskin, “Has China Reached the Top of the Kuznets Curve?” in Vivienne Shue and Christine
Wong, eds., Paying for Progress in China: Public Finance, Human Welfare and Changing Patterns of
Inequality (New York: Routledge, 2007), pp. 29–46.
18. Christopher Candelaria, Mary Daly, and Galina Hale, “Beyond Kuznets: Persistent Regional Inequality
in China,” Federal Reserve Bank San Francisco Working Paper 09-07 (July 2009).
19. World Bank, World Development Indicators (World Bank: Washington, DC, 2007). For additional data
on inequality, see Appendix 5 at http://irps.ucsd.edu/faculty/faculty-directory/edmund-malesky.htm.
20. Robert Feenstra and Gordon Hanson. “Globalization, Outsourcing, and Wage Inequality,” American
Economic Review, 86 (May 1998): 240–45; Rafael Reuvney and Quan Li, “Economic Openness, Democracy,
and Income Inequality: An Empirical Analysis,” Comparative Political Studies, 36 (June 2003): 576–601.
21. Felipe Campante and Quoc Anh Do, “Inequality, Redistribution, and Population,” Harvard Kennedy
School Faculty Working Paper Series RWP07-046, October 2007.
22. Alberto Alesina, Reza Baqir, and William Easterly, “Public Goods and Ethnic Divisions,” Quarterly
Journal of Economics, 114 (1999): 1243–84.
23. James Fearon, “Ethnic and Cultural Diversity by Country,” Journal of Economic Growth, 8 (June 2003):
195–222.
24. Mehmet Yorukoglu, “The Decline of Cities and Inequality,” The American Economic Review, 92 (May
2002): 191–97; Sudhir Anand and Ravi Kanbur, “Poverty under the Kuznets Process,” The Economic Journal,
95 (August 1985): 42–50.
25. Candeleria et al.; Jonathan Pincus and John Sender, “Quantifying Poverty in Viet Nam: Who Counts?”
Journal of Vietnamese Studies, 3 (Winter 2008): 108–50.
26. Edmund Malesky, “Straight Ahead on Red: How Foreign Direct Investment Empowers Subnational
Leaders,” Journal of Politics, 70 (January 2008): 97–119; Dali Yang, “Economic Transformation and Its
Political Discontents in China: Authoritarianism, Unequal Growth, and the Dilemmas of Political
Development,” Annual Review of Political Science, 9 (June 2006): 143–64.
27. Andrew Walder and Giang Hoang Nguyen, “Ownership, Organization, and Income Inequality: Market
Transition in Rural China.” American Sociological Review, 73 (April 2008): 251–69.
28. Kai-yuen Tsui, “Local Tax System, Intergovernmental Transfers, and China’s Local Fiscal Disparities,”
Journal of Comparative Economics, 33 (March 2005): 173–96.

417

Comparative Politics July 2011
29. World Bank, From Poor Areas to Poor People: China’s Evolving Poverty Reduction Agenda (World
Bank: East Asia and Paciﬁc Region, 2009).
30. Shujie Yao and Zongyi Zhang, “On Regional Inequality and Diverging Clubs: A Case Study of
Contemporary China,” Journal of Comparative Economics, 29 (September 2001), 466–84.
31. Jonathan Pincus and Vu Thanh Tu Anh, “Vietnam Feel the Heat,” Far Eastern Economic Review,
171 (April 2008): 28–34.
32. This point was foreshadowed by Doug Porter, “Economic Liberalization, Marginality, and the Local
State,” in Benedict J. Tria Kerkvliet and Doug J. Porter, eds., Vietnam’s Rural Transformation (Boulder, CO:
Westview Press, 1995), pp. 229–31.
33. William Easterly and Sergio Rebelo, “Fiscal Policy and Economic Growth: An Empirical
Investigation,” Journal of Monetary Economics, 32 (December 1993): 417–58.
34. Christine Wong, “Can the Retreat from Equality Be Reversed? An Assessment of Redistributive Fiscal
Policies from Deng Xiaoping to Wen Jiabao,” in Shue and Wong, pp. 12–29.
35. Anwar Shah and Chunli Shen, “The Reform of the Intergovernmental Transfer System to Achieve a
Harmonious Society and a Level Playing Field for Regional Development in China,” World Bank Policy
Research Working Paper 4100, 2006.
36. Paul Smoke and Yun-Hwan Kim, Intergovernmental Fiscal Transfers in Asia: Current Practice and
Challenges for the Future (Manila: Asian Development Bank, 2003), pp. 1–20.
37. Public Expenditure Review (PER), Vietnam Managing Public Expenditure for Poverty Reduction and
Growth (Hanoi: Socialist Republic of Vietnam and World Bank, 2005).
38. World Bank, 2009.
39. China’s 1994 ﬁscal system is provided in the third panel as a reference. Note the higher equality in revenue
than public expenditures, indicating the provincial hording that Beijing sought to constrain. More rigorous
analysis of these results using multiple regression to calculate income elasticities for both countries is available
in Appendices 8 and 9 at http://irps.ucsd.edu/faculty/faculty-directory/edmund-malesky.htm.
40. See Appendix for distribution of household expenditures at http://irps.ucsd.edu/faculty/facultydirectory/edmund-malesky.htm.
41. McCaig et al.; World Bank, 2009.
42. Barry Naughton, “A Political Economy of China’s Economic Transition,” in Loren Brandt and Thomas
Rawski, eds., China’s Great Economic Transformation (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005),
pp. 91–135; Lewis Stern, Renovating the Vietnamese Communist Party (New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1993), ch. 1.
43. Yasheng Huang, Capitalism with Chinese Characteristics: Entrepreneurship and the State (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2008), p. 152.
44. Stephen Young, “Post-Tiananmen Chinese Politics and the Prospects for Democratization,” Asian
Survey, 35 (July 1995): 652–67; Andrew Nathan, “The Tiananmen Papers,” Foreign Aﬀairs (January
2001): 1–47.
45. Anthony Saich, “The Fourteenth Party Congress: A Program for Authoritarian Rule,” The China
Quarterly, 132 (December 1992): 1124 –42.
46. Vu Quang Viet, “The Evolution within the Leadership and Leadership System of the Party and State
of Vietnam from 1945: The Probability of Reforming Institutions of Power to Stop Corruption.” New Era,
9 (September 2006): 1–33.
47. Thaveeporn Vaskavul, “Sectoral Politics for State and Party Building,” in Adam Fforde, ed., Doi Moi:
Ten Years After the 1986 Party Congress (Canberra: Australia National University, 1997), pp. 80–136.
48. Stern, ch. 1.
49. Carlyle A. Thayer, “The Regularization of Politics: Continuity and Change in the Party’s Central
Committee, 1951–1986,” in David G. Marr and Christine P. White, eds., Postwar Vietnam: Dilemmas in
Socialist Development (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1998), pp. 177–93; James Riedel and
William S. Turley, “The Politics of Economic Transition to an Open Economy in Vietnam,” OECD
Development Center Technical Paper 152, 1999; Melanie Beresford and Adam Fforde, “A Methodology
for Analyzing the Process of Economic Reform in Vietnam: The Case of Domestic Trade,” Journal of
Communist Studies and Transition Politics, 13 (December 1997): 99–128.
50. Phong Dang and Melanie Beresford, Authority Relations and Economic Decision Making in Vietnam: A
Historical Perspective (Cophenhagen: Nordic Institute of Asian Studies, 1998), p. 91.
51. Vaskavul, pp. 105–07; Alexander Vuving, “Strategy and Evolution of Vietnam’s China Policy: A
Changing Mixture of Pathways,” Asian Survey, 46 (November 2006): 805–24; Carlyle Thayer, “Monoorganizational Socialism and the State,” in Kerkvliet and Porter, pp. 39–64.

418

Edmund Malesky, Regina Abrami, and Yu Zheng
52. Kent Bolton, “Domestic Sources of Vietnam’s Foreign Policy,” in Caryle Thayer and Rames Amer, eds.,
Vietnamese Foreign Policy in Transition (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1999), pp. 149–70.
53. The difference between the diffused and fused troika is developed in more depth in Regina Abrami,
Edmund Malesky, and Yu Zheng, “Vietnam through Chinese Eyes: Divergent Accountability in Single Party
Regimes,” in Martin Dimitrov, ed., Why Communism Didn’t Collapse, forthcoming.
54. Appendix 4 provides a ﬂow chart of the respective political architectures, at http://irps.ucsd.edu/faculty/
faculty-directory/edmund-malesky.htm.
55. Susan Shirk, The Political Logic of Economic Reform in China (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1993), p. 83.
56. Victor Shih, Factions and Finance in China: Elite Conﬂict and Inﬂation (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008).
57. Lowell Dittmer, “The Changing Form and Dynamics of Power Politics,” in Jonathan Unger, ed.,
The Nature of Chinese Politics: From Mao to Jiang (Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 2002), pp. 217–38;
Michel Oksenberg, “China’s Political System: Challenges of the Twenty-First Century,” The China Journal,
45 (January 2001): 21–35.
58. Lewis Stern, “Party Plenums and Leadership Style in Vietnam,” Asian Survey, 35 (October 1995): 909–21.
59. Zachary Abuza, “The Lessons of Le Kha Phieu: Changing Rules in Vietnamese Politics,” Contemporary
Southeast Asia, 24 (April 2002): 121–45.
60. Gabriel Kolko, Vietnam: Anatomy of a Peace (New York: Routledge, 1997), p. 147.
61. Alice Miller, “Institutionalization and the Changing Dynamics of Chinese Leadership Politics,” in
Cheng Li, ed., (Washington, DC: Brookings, 2008), pp. 61–80; Willy Wo-Lap Lam, Chinese Politics in
the Hu Jintao Era: New Leaders, New Challenges (New York: M.E. Sharpe, 2006), pp. 132–34.
62. See Appendix 10 for detailed comparison of indicators of Central Committee Power, at http://irps.ucsd.
edu/faculty/faculty-directory/edmund-malesky.htm.
63. Richard Baum, Burying Mao: Chinese Politics in the Age of Deng Xiaoping (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 2004), pp. 206–25; Nathan, 2001.
64. Mark Sidel, “Reform Confronts the Regional Crisis,” Asian Survey, 39 (January 1998): 89–98.
65. Vu.
66. Yumin Sheng, “Governing Economic Openness: Provincial Level Evidence from China (1972–2002),”
Comparative Political Studies, 40 (April 2005): 405–34.
67. Edmund Malesky, “Leveled Mountains and Broken Fences: Measuring and Analyzing De Facto
Decentralization in Vietnam,” European Journal of South East Asian Studies (2004): 307–37.
68. Viet Anh and Anh Tu, “207 People Enter the List of Candidates for the Central Committee,”
VNExpress, April 23, 2007 (http://vnexpress.net/Vietnam/Xa-hoi/2006/04/3B9E90F6/).
69. Wen Wei Pao, “The election rule is conﬁrmed for the 17th Party Congress,” October 18, 2007.
70. Data on party nomination and elections is summarized in Appendix 11, at http://irps.ucsd.edu/faculty/
faculty-directory/edmund-malesky.htm.
71. Andrew Nathan, “Authoritarian Resilience,” Journal of Democracy, 14 (Janaury 2003): 6–17.
72. Viet Anh, “All delegates are allowed the power to choose General Secretary,” VNExpress, April 17,
2006.
73. Hy Van Luong, “Vietnam in 2006: Stronger Global Integration and Resolve for Better Governance,”
Asian Survey, 47 (January 2006): 168–74.
74. David Koh, “Leadership Changes at the 10th Congress of the Vietnamese Communist Party,” Asian
Survey, 48 (April), 650–72.
75. Cheng Li, “A Pivotal Stepping Stone: Local Leader’s Representation on the 17th Central Committee,”
China Leadership Monitor, 23 (Winter 2008): 1–13.
76. Edmund Malesky, “Gerrymandering Vietnam Style: Escaping the Partial Reform Equilibrium in a NonDemocratic Regime,” Journal of Politics, 71 (January 2009): 132–59.
77. Pincus and Vu, p. 30.

419

