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A Data Description

Table A1 Summary statistics

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. Obs.
Investigated officials per capita (per 10,000) 31.393 9.283 3.922 68.381 10537
Ability -0.047 0.933 -7.474 5.208 9432
Age 22.958 1.132 11 42 10444
Gender (male=1) 0.564 0.496 0 1 10516
Party member 0.287 0.464 0 1 10492
Rural Hukou 0.566 0.496 0 1 10061
College grade rank 3.236 1.066 1 5 10267
Social science major 0.288 0.453 0 1 10502
Parent college education 0.107 0.309 0 1 9994
Parent party member 0.266 0.442 0 1 9999
Family income (log) 10.026 2.199 -2.303 21.416 8315
Political connection 0.06 0.237 0 1 8705
GDP per capita(log) 10.559 0.477 9.241 11.564 10537

Notes: Samples are weighted to represent the population. Ability is the normalized CEE score by
province and year.
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Figure A1: Distribution of Civil Service Exam Participants at Provincial Level (2011-2015)

(a) Average Number of Civil Servant Exam Participants Divided by Popula-
tion (Per 10,000)

(b) Average Number of Civil Servant Exam Participants (10,000)

Notes: The number of civil servant exam participants in each province was collected from www.chinagwy.org/html/xwsz/

zyxw/201601/21_136979.html(accessed 20 July 2019) and gongwuyuan.eol.cn/guojia/gkzx/201710/t20171026_1562092.shtml

(accessed 20 July 2019). Figure A1 (a) plots the number of civil service exam participants divided by population, Figure A1
(b) shows the number of civil service exam participants.
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Figure A2: Investigated Officials and Corruption Perception Index (2001-2017)

Notes: The figure depicts the trend of national investigated officials and the Corruption Per-
ception Index (CPI) in China. CPI is surveyed by Transparency International. It measures
the perception of corrupt public sectors. A high CPI score reflects a lower perception of
corruption. The figure shows that the number of investigated officials is positively linked
with CPI in China. It implies the investigation of corrupted officials tends to reduce per-
ceived corruption and improve CPI performance. Investigated officials per capita captures
the inherent meaning of corruption monitoring.
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B Additional Robustness Check

B1 Robustness Check: Use Linear Probability Model

Table A2 Robustness Check: Replicate Main Results Using Linear Probability Model

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Government career preference Civil service exam

Investigated officials per capita (t-1) × Ability -0.002∗ -0.003∗∗ -0.003∗∗ -0.003∗∗∗ -0.004∗∗∗ -0.004∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Investigated officials per capita (t-1) 0.003 0.003 0.002 -0.002 -0.004∗ -0.004∗

(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002)
Ability 0.057∗∗ 0.080∗∗ 0.080∗∗ 0.107∗∗∗ 0.120∗∗∗ 0.120∗∗∗

(0.028) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.041) (0.041)
Age 0.005 0.005 0.018∗∗∗ 0.018∗∗∗

(0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)
Male 0.090∗∗∗ 0.089∗∗∗ 0.010 0.011

(0.030) (0.029) (0.036) (0.036)
Party member 0.066∗∗∗ 0.066∗∗∗ 0.080∗∗ 0.080∗∗

(0.020) (0.020) (0.032) (0.032)
Rural Hukou -0.009 -0.009 -0.028∗ -0.028∗

(0.017) (0.017) (0.015) (0.015)
Elite college -0.124 -0.125 -0.028 -0.028

(0.077) (0.078) (0.066) (0.066)
College grade rank 0.001 0.001 -0.015∗ -0.015∗

(0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009)
Social science major 0.111∗∗∗ 0.111∗∗∗ 0.155∗∗∗ 0.154∗∗∗

(0.039) (0.038) (0.047) (0.047)
Parent education 0.018 0.017 0.048∗ 0.049∗

(0.030) (0.029) (0.026) (0.025)
Parent party member 0.070∗∗∗ 0.070∗∗∗ 0.109∗∗∗ 0.109∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.022) (0.028) (0.028)
Parent income (logged) -0.001 -0.001 0.004 0.004

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Political connection 0.083∗ 0.083∗ 0.048 0.049

(0.045) (0.045) (0.039) (0.039)
GDP per capita (logged) (t-1) -0.146 0.091

(0.135) (0.248)

Year dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
Province dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
N 9432 6078 6078 9456 5813 5813
R2 0.115 0.193 0.193 0.094 0.164 0.164

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at college level are in parentheses. Estimates of constant are not reported.
All regressions are weighted to represent the population. ∗ p < 0.1; ∗∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p< 0.01.
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Figure A3: Marginal Effect Using Linear Probability Model

Notes: The left figure (a) uses the estimated results in column(3) in Table A2. The right
figure (b) adopts the estimated results in column (6) in Table A2. The two figures plot the
marginal effect of corruption monitoring across various level of ability. L, M, and H indicate
the 95% confidence intervals of the marginal effects at the low, medium, and high level of
ability.
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B2 Robustness Check: With Smaller Ability Range

Table A3 Robustness Check: Replicate Main Results Using Smaller Ability Range [-3,3]

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Government career preference Civil service exam

Investigated officials per capita (t-1) × Ability -0.017∗∗∗ -0.018∗∗∗ -0.018∗∗∗ -0.020∗∗∗ -0.024∗∗∗ -0.024∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.007) (0.007)
Investigated officials per capita (t-1) 0.015 0.013 0.012 -0.007 -0.027∗ -0.025

(0.021) (0.019) (0.017) (0.019) (0.016) (0.017)
Ability 0.520∗∗∗ 0.602∗∗∗ 0.604∗∗∗ 0.640∗∗∗ 0.755∗∗∗ 0.752∗∗∗

(0.172) (0.201) (0.203) (0.178) (0.283) (0.286)
Age 0.032 0.032 0.107∗∗ 0.107∗∗

(0.047) (0.047) (0.045) (0.045)
Male 0.604∗∗∗ 0.603∗∗∗ 0.028 0.028

(0.137) (0.137) (0.209) (0.208)
Party member 0.439∗∗∗ 0.439∗∗∗ 0.509∗∗∗ 0.510∗∗∗

(0.150) (0.150) (0.192) (0.189)
Rural Hukou -0.058 -0.059 -0.191∗∗ -0.191∗∗

(0.113) (0.113) (0.089) (0.090)
Elite college -0.883∗ -0.884∗ -0.147 -0.147

(0.531) (0.533) (0.415) (0.414)
College grade rank 0.022 0.022 -0.116∗∗ -0.117∗∗

(0.055) (0.055) (0.052) (0.052)
Social science major 0.722∗∗∗ 0.722∗∗∗ 0.875∗∗∗ 0.875∗∗∗

(0.174) (0.174) (0.245) (0.245)
Parent education 0.055 0.055 0.221∗ 0.222∗

(0.176) (0.176) (0.130) (0.128)
Parent party member 0.487∗∗∗ 0.485∗∗∗ 0.610∗∗∗ 0.611∗∗∗

(0.121) (0.121) (0.173) (0.174)
Parent income (logged) -0.010 -0.010 0.013 0.013

(0.019) (0.018) (0.020) (0.020)
Political connection 0.484∗ 0.484∗ 0.232 0.232

(0.264) (0.264) (0.195) (0.196)
GDP per capita (logged) (t-1) -0.208 0.297

(0.936) (1.673)

Year dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
Province dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
N 9315 6012 6012 9456 5739 5739
Pseudo R2 0.105 0.178 0.178 0.081 0.148 0.148

Notes: The analysis only includes respondents whose ability lies within the range of -3 and 3. Robust standard errors
clustered at college level are in parentheses. Estimates of constant are not reported. All regressions are weighted to
represent the population. ∗ p < 0.1; ∗∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p< 0.01.
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Figure A4: Marginal Effect With Smaller Ability Range [-3,3]

Notes: The left figure (a) uses the estimated results in column (3) in Table A3. The right
figure (b) adopts the estimated results in column (6) in Table A3. The two figures plot the
marginal effect of corruption monitoring across various level of ability and indicate the 90%
confidence intervals of the marginal effects.
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B.3 Robustness Check: With More Macro Controls

Many macro covariants may shape the political corruption and the the supply of politi-

cians at the same time. I added more controls including natural resources, real estate de-

velopment, road construction and private economy. The following table presents the main

results. Specifically, Oil refers to the estimated oil reserves (10,000 ton), coal refers to the

coal reserves (10,000 ton), Mineral refers to the total reserves of iron, manganese, titanium

ore, chromium ore and vanadium (10,000 ton). Road is the road density, which equals to the

annual new roads divided by land area in each province. Proportion of private employment

is the number of employees in private sector divided by total employees. All the provincial

variables were collected from China Statistical Yearbook.

A9



Table A4 Robustness Check: Replicate Main Results with More Covariants

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Government career preference Civil service exam

Investigated officials per capita (t-1) × Ability -0.014∗∗ -0.015∗∗ -0.015∗∗ -0.013∗∗ -0.023∗∗∗ -0.023∗∗∗ -0.023∗∗∗ -0.022∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Investigated officials per capita (t-1) 0.022 0.009 0.011 0.027∗∗ -0.035∗ -0.045∗∗ -0.037∗ -0.030

(0.016) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.020) (0.021) (0.021) (0.020)
Ability 0.457∗∗ 0.489∗∗ 0.493∗∗ 0.454∗∗ 0.727∗∗∗ 0.738∗∗∗ 0.747∗∗∗ 0.702∗∗∗

(0.198) (0.216) (0.215) (0.214) (0.218) (0.221) (0.218) (0.213)
GDP per capita (logged) (t-1) 0.613 0.903 0.891 1.713 2.206∗ 2.548∗∗ 2.170∗ 2.813∗∗

(1.160) (1.255) (1.262) (1.115) (1.195) (1.237) (1.145) (1.223)
Oil (logged) (t-1) 0.090 0.152 0.167 0.142 -0.292 -0.223 -0.137 -0.155

(0.255) (0.256) (0.247) (0.232) (0.211) (0.220) (0.206) (0.201)
Coal (logged) (t-1) 0.815∗∗∗ 0.662∗∗ 0.709∗∗∗ 1.069∗∗∗ 1.249∗∗ 1.093∗∗ 1.366∗∗∗ 1.624∗∗∗

(0.307) (0.271) (0.259) (0.256) (0.583) (0.529) (0.477) (0.500)
Minerals (logged) (t-1) -0.560 -0.264 -0.271 -0.052 -0.260 -0.029 -0.108 0.061

(0.436) (0.385) (0.378) (0.383) (0.360) (0.316) (0.282) (0.261)
Real Estate Value Added (logged) (t-1) -1.497∗∗ -1.511∗∗ -1.270∗ -1.343∗ -1.465∗ -1.506∗

(0.693) (0.684) (0.688) (0.810) (0.798) (0.786)
Road (t-1) -1.960 0.003 -10.347∗∗∗ -8.413∗∗

(3.168) (3.224) (3.827) (3.615)
Proportion of Private Employment (t-1) -2.431∗∗∗ -1.853∗∗∗

(0.371) (0.603)

Controls Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Year dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Province dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
N 5925 5925 5925 5925 5635 5635 5635 5635
Pseudo R2 0.176 0.178 0.178 0.185 0.149 0.150 0.153 0.158

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at college level are in parentheses. Due to space limit, constants are not reported. Models have
the same controls with Column (3) in Table 2. Controls include all individual characteristics.All regressions are weighted to represent the
population. ∗ p < 0.1; ∗∗ p< 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01.
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B.4 Robustness Check: Instrument Variable Method

There are several reasons why Britain leased territory is a proper instrument variable.

First, Britain leased territory is related to the constraint of executive power. Scholars point

out that colonization by Europeans may compel countries to adopt better political institu-

tions for securing property rights and for protecting against “risk of expropriation” (Ace-

moglu, Johnson and Robinson 2001). Specifically, the British tradition imposed limits on

government, established norms for the exercise of power, and generated procedures for the

management of conflicts (Weiner 1987). In addition, areas with histories of British rule tend

to be less corrupt (Treisman 2000).

After the Opium War in the late Qing dynasty, Britain established seven leased territories

in China 1. The establishment of British leased territory may have long-term consequences on

the quality of local political institutions. But historical Britain leased territories are unlikely

to be directly linked with individuals’ career preference.

Moreover, scholars widely use British leased territory as an instrumental variable for

property rights protection or anti-corruption effort in China (e.g., Ang, Cheng and Wu 2014;

Xu and Yano 2017). Following this line of research, I constructed a British leased territory

dummy to instrument corruption monitoring . If a province has at least one historically

British leased territory, the British leased territory dummy is equal to 1, otherwise it is 0.

1The 7 leased territories are Shanghai, Tianjin, Guangzhou, Xiamen, Zhenjiang, Jiujiang, and Hankou.
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Table A5 Robustness check: Instrument Variable Method

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Government career preference Civil service exam

Panel A: Second Stage
Investigated officials per capita (t-1) × Ability -0.015∗∗ -0.026∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.006)

Investigated officials per capita (t-1) -0.018 -0.040 -0.058∗∗∗ 0.768∗

(0.018) (0.514) (0.016) (0.465)

Ability 0.002 0.489∗∗∗ 0.047 0.872∗∗∗

(0.080) (0.183) (0.089) (0.228)

Controls Y Y Y Y
Year dummies Y Y Y Y
Province dummies Y Y Y Y
N 6078 6078 5813 5813
Pseudo R2 0.174 0.175 0.142 0.147

Panel B: First Stage
Britain leased territory 42.904∗∗∗ 42.912∗∗∗ 42.904∗∗∗ 42.912∗∗∗

(4.370) (4.394) (4.370) (4.394)

Controls Y Y Y Y
Year dummies Y Y Y Y
Province dummies Y Y Y Y

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at college level are in parentheses. All regressions are weighted to repre-
sent the population. Estimates of constant are not reported. Due to space limit, controls are not reported. The
first and second stage have the same controls with the column (3) in Table 1. ∗ p < 0.1; ∗∗ p < 0.05; ∗∗∗ p< 0.01.

A12



B.5 Robustness Check: Clustering at the Provincial Level

In this section, I replicate the main results by clustering standard errors at provincial

level, and draw consistent conclusions. Specifically, Table A6 replicates Table 1 by controlling

provincial fixed effect and clustering standard errors at provincial level. The results indicate

that corruption investigation has no significant effect on individuals’ willingness and efforts

to work in governments, which are consistent with those in Table 1.

Table A7 replicates Table 2 by controlling provincial fixed effect and clustering standard

errors at provincial level. Columns (1)-(3) show that corruption investigation significantly

reduces capable young elites’ willingness to work in governments at 1% level. Columns (4)-

(6) confirm that corruption investigation significantly pushes capable young elites away from

seeking government positions at 1% level. Table A7 presents consistent results with Table 2.

In Table A7, the coefficients for interaction term (corruption investigation and ability) are

all significant at 1% level. However, in Table 2, not all coefficients for interaction term are

significant at 1% level. The results in Table A7 is even stronger than those in Table 2.

Furthermore, Figure A5 demonstrates the marginal effect for interaction term at 95%

confidence interval. (a) shows the marginal effects based on estimated results in column

(3) in Table A7, and confirms that the chance of preferring a political career declines as

individuals’ ability increases. (b) shows the marginal effects with a smaller ability range

(3≥ ability63). It shows that corruption monitoring only increases individuals’ preference

of government positions when their ability is comparative low (ability<-2), the marginal

effect declines and becomes insignificant as ability increases. Furthermore, (c) shows the

marginal effects based on estimated results in column (6) in Table A7, and indicates that

corruption investigation has a declining effect on individuals’ chance of taking civil service

exams. (d) shows the marginal effects with a smaller ability range (3≥ ability63). It shows

that corruption monitoring significantly reduces individuals’ chance of taking civil service

exam when their ability is comparatively high (ability> 1). Figure A5 provides further

evidences that corruption investigation may push capable young elites away from seeking
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government positions. The results are consistent with those in Figure 2 and Figure A4.

Table A8 replicates Table 3 by controlling provincial fixed effect and clustering standard

errors at provincial level. Column (1) and (2) demonstrate that ability is significantly and

positively linked with expected income at 5% level. In column (3) and (4), the results

confirm that expected income significantly reduces individuals’ chances of taking civil service

exam at 1% level. In column (5) and (6), I use a subgroup analysis and only include

individuals preferring a political careers, the estimated coefficient of ideal salary is negative

and significant at 1% level. The magnitude of coefficients is more than two times larger than

those in column (3) and (4). The results implies that individuals preferring a political career

are more sensitive to the expected income change and less likely to take civil exam when

expected income decreases. In general, Table A8 presents similar and consistent results with

those in Table 3. Some estimated models present stronger results. For instance, in column

(2) of Table A8, the coefficient of ability is significant at 5% level, while the coefficient of

ability in column (2) in Table 3 is significant at 10% level.

Table A9 replicates Table 4 by controlling provincial fixed effect and clustering standard

errors at provincial level. Column (1) shows that corruption investigation of government

leaders after the anti-corruption campaign significantly reduces elite college students’ chances

of taking civil service exam at 5% level. After adding more controls in column (3), the

coefficient remains significant at 10% level. In addition, column (4) indicates that corruption

investigation of government leaders after the anti-corruption campaign significantly reduces

non-elite college students’ chances of taking civil service exam at 10% level. However, after

adding more controls in column (5) and (6), the significance disappear. The distinct results

for elite and non-elite college students reveal corruption investigation of government leaders is

more likely to reduce elite college students’ likelihood to take civil service exam, which partly

confirms the career prospect mechanism. Compared with results in Table 4, the significance

of key variables decreases, yet the results are still consistent.
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Table A6 Robustness Check: Clustering S.E. at Provincial Level for Table 1

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Government career preference Civil service exam
Investigated officials per capita (t-1) 0.026 0.027 0.025 0.007 -0.013 -0.011

(0.022) (0.026) (0.026) (0.021) (0.026) (0.028)
Ability 0.005 0.005 0.050 0.050

(0.048) (0.048) (0.075) (0.075)
Age 0.031 0.032 0.111∗∗∗ 0.111∗∗∗

(0.056) (0.056) (0.038) (0.037)
Male 0.618∗∗∗ 0.616∗∗∗ 0.040 0.041

(0.130) (0.131) (0.108) (0.108)
Party member 0.442∗∗∗ 0.442∗∗∗ 0.472∗∗∗ 0.474∗∗∗

(0.134) (0.134) (0.113) (0.115)
Rural Hukou -0.059 -0.060 -0.193∗ -0.192∗∗

(0.090) (0.091) (0.099) (0.097)
Elite college -0.859∗∗∗ -0.861∗∗ -0.150 -0.150

(0.333) (0.335) (0.234) (0.231)
College grade rank 0.019 0.019 -0.091∗∗ -0.092∗∗

(0.058) (0.059) (0.044) (0.044)
Social science major 0.724∗∗∗ 0.725∗∗∗ 0.879∗∗∗ 0.878∗∗∗

(0.136) (0.137) (0.182) (0.183)
Parent education 0.091 0.091 0.215 0.217

(0.200) (0.200) (0.214) (0.210)
Parent party member 0.479∗∗∗ 0.478∗∗∗ 0.615∗∗∗ 0.616∗∗∗

(0.125) (0.121) (0.145) (0.146)
Parent income (logged) -0.004 -0.004 0.027 0.027

(0.022) (0.022) (0.025) (0.024)
Political connection 0.467 0.467 0.238 0.238

(0.295) (0.296) (0.207) (0.207)
GDP per capita (logged) (t-1) -0.307 0.408

(1.396) (1.982)
N 10537 6078 6078 10572 5813 5813
Year dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
Province dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at provincial level are in parentheses. Estimates of constant are not
reported. All regressions are weighted to represent the population. ∗ p < 0.1; ∗∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p< 0.01.
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Table A7 Robustness Check: Clustering S.E. at Provincial Level for Table 2

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Government career preference Civil service exam
Investigated officials per capita (t-1) × Ability -0.012∗∗∗ -0.015∗∗∗ -0.015∗∗∗ -0.020∗∗∗ -0.024∗∗∗ -0.024∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.007) (0.007)
Investigated officials per capita (t-1) 0.019 0.016 0.015 -0.007 -0.024 -0.022

(0.022) (0.028) (0.028) (0.021) (0.026) (0.027)
Ability 0.374∗∗∗ 0.490∗∗∗ 0.493∗∗∗ 0.640∗∗∗ 0.756∗∗∗ 0.754∗∗∗

(0.119) (0.177) (0.181) (0.170) (0.225) (0.222)
Age 0.031 0.031 0.116∗∗∗ 0.116∗∗∗

(0.055) (0.056) (0.036) (0.036)
Male 0.623∗∗∗ 0.621∗∗∗ 0.041 0.042

(0.130) (0.131) (0.110) (0.110)
Party member 0.444∗∗∗ 0.443∗∗∗ 0.487∗∗∗ 0.488∗∗∗

(0.136) (0.136) (0.114) (0.116)
Rural Hukou -0.050 -0.051 -0.180∗ -0.179∗

(0.091) (0.091) (0.096) (0.094)
Elite college -0.873∗∗∗ -0.875∗∗∗ -0.152 -0.152

(0.329) (0.332) (0.229) (0.226)
College grade rank 0.018 0.017 -0.096∗∗ -0.096∗∗

(0.058) (0.058) (0.043) (0.043)
Social science major 0.716∗∗∗ 0.717∗∗∗ 0.871∗∗∗ 0.871∗∗∗

(0.135) (0.135) (0.177) (0.177)
Parent education 0.089 0.089 0.220 0.222

(0.202) (0.202) (0.212) (0.209)
Parent party member 0.481∗∗∗ 0.479∗∗∗ 0.623∗∗∗ 0.624∗∗∗

(0.124) (0.120) (0.142) (0.144)
Parent income (logged) -0.004 -0.004 0.027 0.027

(0.022) (0.022) (0.024) (0.024)
Political connection 0.464 0.464 0.213 0.213

(0.292) (0.293) (0.211) (0.211)
GDP per capita (logged) (t-1) -0.386 0.340

(1.404) (1.989)
Year dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
Province dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
N 9432 6078 6078 9456 5813 5813
pseudo R2 0.102 0.175 0.175 0.081 0.146 0.146

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at provincial level are in parentheses. Estimates of constant are not reported. All
regressions are weighted to represent the population. ∗ p < 0.1; ∗∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p< 0.01.
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Figure A5: Marginal Effect Using Clustering S.E. at Provincial level
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Table A8 Robustness Check: Clustering S.E. at Provincial Level for Table 3

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

DV: Ideal Salary DV: Civil service exam

Full sample Prefer government career
Ideal salary (logged) -0.181∗∗∗ -0.274∗∗∗ -0.408∗∗∗ -0.717∗∗∗

(0.057) (0.093) (0.135) (0.224)
Ability 0.051∗∗ 0.051∗∗ 0.065 0.170

(0.021) (0.021) (0.076) (0.127)
Age -0.013 0.090∗∗ 0.150∗

(0.013) (0.039) (0.089)
Male 0.340∗∗∗ 0.278∗∗∗ 0.742∗∗∗

(0.032) (0.096) (0.272)
Party member 0.022 0.493∗∗∗ 0.641∗∗

(0.029) (0.135) (0.253)
Rural Hukou -0.011 -0.175∗ -0.737∗∗∗

(0.031) (0.105) (0.255)
Elite college 0.108∗∗∗ -0.138 -0.333

(0.032) (0.264) (0.411)
College grade rank 0.045∗∗∗ -0.101∗ -0.187∗

(0.015) (0.058) (0.104)
Social science major 0.024 1.009∗∗∗ 1.068∗∗∗

(0.032) (0.196) (0.256)
Parent education 0.011 0.124 0.300

(0.037) (0.218) (0.428)
Parent party member 0.058∗∗ 0.720∗∗∗ 0.822∗∗∗

(0.028) (0.128) (0.261)
Parent income (logged) 0.011 0.012 0.023

(0.008) (0.025) (0.061)
Political connection -0.014 0.251 0.301

(0.062) (0.251) (0.514)
GDP per capita (logged) (t-1) -0.567 1.158 0.826

(0.452) (1.881) (2.792)
Year dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
Province dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
N 9272 5891 8886 5010 1415 821

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at provincial level are in parentheses. Estimates of constant are not
reported. All regressions are weighted to represent the population.∗ p < 0.1; ∗∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p< 0.01.
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Table A9 Robustness Check: Clustering S.E. at Provincial Level for Table 4

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

DV: Participate civil service exam Elite College Non-elite college
Investigated leaders (t-1) × Post -0.004∗∗ -0.007∗∗ -0.005∗ -0.005∗ -0.004 -0.004

(0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004)
Investigated leaders (t-1) -0.001 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.001

(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Post 0.417 0.829∗∗ -0.986 0.936∗∗ 0.696 1.109

(0.276) (0.373) (0.967) (0.388) (0.550) (1.257)
Age 0.162∗∗∗ 0.158∗∗∗ 0.102∗∗ 0.102∗∗

(0.057) (0.057) (0.046) (0.046)
Male -0.551∗∗∗ -0.543∗∗∗ 0.063 0.061

(0.115) (0.115) (0.102) (0.102)
Party member 0.437∗∗∗ 0.429∗∗∗ 0.476∗∗∗ 0.474∗∗∗

(0.143) (0.144) (0.130) (0.130)
Rural Hukou -0.352∗∗∗ -0.350∗∗∗ -0.218∗∗ -0.220∗∗

(0.130) (0.130) (0.100) (0.096)
College grade rank -0.076 -0.074 -0.089∗ -0.089∗

(0.056) (0.056) (0.051) (0.050)
Social science major 0.862∗∗∗ 0.873∗∗∗ 0.887∗∗∗ 0.888∗∗∗

(0.122) (0.123) (0.186) (0.186)
Parent education -0.097 -0.089 0.325 0.319

(0.189) (0.189) (0.222) (0.213)
Parent party member 0.257∗ 0.260∗∗ 0.577∗∗∗ 0.576∗∗∗

(0.132) (0.132) (0.160) (0.160)
Parent income (logged) -0.011 -0.011 0.032 0.033

(0.027) (0.027) (0.021) (0.022)
Political connection 0.261 0.256 0.190 0.189

(0.215) (0.215) (0.217) (0.217)
GDP per capita (logged) (t-1) 2.331∗∗ -0.564

(1.159) (1.808)
Year dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
Province dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
N 3711 2285 2285 6800 3888 3888

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at provincial level are in parentheses. Estimates of constant are
not reported. ∗ p < 0.1; ∗∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p< 0.01.
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C Mechanism

C.1 Mechanism: Economic Return

Figure A6: The Proportion of Average Wage in Public Sectors to Total Average Wage (2008-
2015)

Notes: The data in this figure is collected from the China Labour Statistical Yearbook. Av-
erage wage in public sectors refers to the average wage in the sector of public management
and social organizations in the yearbook.
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Table A10 Mechanism: Economic Retrun (Subgroup Analysis of Wage Ratio)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

DV: Government career preference DV: Civil service exam

All Low High All Low High

Investigated officials per capita (t-1) × Ability -0.015∗∗ -0.018∗∗ -0.011 -0.024∗∗∗ -0.030∗∗∗ -0.010
(0.006) (0.009) (0.010) (0.006) (0.005) (0.010)

Investigated officials per capita (t-1) 0.015 -0.019 0.019 -0.022 -0.017 -0.082
(0.017) (0.049) (0.054) (0.016) (0.052) (0.056)

Ability 0.493∗∗∗ 0.603∗ 0.346 0.754∗∗∗ 0.921∗∗∗ 0.334
(0.188) (0.327) (0.343) (0.232) (0.214) (0.349)

Age 0.031 0.102∗∗ -0.024 0.116∗∗∗ 0.075 0.116∗

(0.048) (0.051) (0.077) (0.043) (0.067) (0.066)
Male 0.621∗∗∗ 1.011∗∗∗ 0.351∗∗∗ 0.042 0.175 -0.015

(0.135) (0.363) (0.103) (0.209) (0.309) (0.197)
Party member 0.443∗∗∗ 0.307∗ 0.580∗∗∗ 0.488∗∗∗ 0.364∗ 0.518∗∗

(0.148) (0.179) (0.156) (0.181) (0.203) (0.239)
Rural Hukou -0.051 -0.201 0.063 -0.179∗∗ -0.103 -0.182

(0.119) (0.140) (0.174) (0.083) (0.076) (0.136)
Elite college -0.875∗ -0.613 -1.065∗ -0.152 -0.002 -0.301

(0.523) (0.606) (0.584) (0.410) (0.485) (0.421)
College grade rank 0.017 0.005 0.044 -0.096∗ -0.075 -0.096

(0.055) (0.062) (0.080) (0.052) (0.055) (0.067)
Social science major 0.717∗∗∗ 0.850∗∗∗ 0.683∗∗∗ 0.871∗∗∗ 0.843∗∗ 0.960∗∗∗

(0.180) (0.207) (0.199) (0.243) (0.371) (0.228)
Parent education 0.089 0.018 0.130 0.222∗ -0.102 0.609∗∗∗

(0.179) (0.322) (0.167) (0.124) (0.202) (0.172)
Parent party member 0.479∗∗∗ 0.508∗∗∗ 0.461∗∗∗ 0.624∗∗∗ 0.649∗∗∗ 0.657∗∗∗

(0.117) (0.096) (0.147) (0.173) (0.196) (0.225)
Parent income (logged) -0.004 0.008 -0.012 0.027 0.038∗∗ 0.030

(0.018) (0.037) (0.022) (0.023) (0.018) (0.036)
Political connection 0.464∗ 0.889∗∗∗ 0.164 0.213 0.030 0.446∗

(0.261) (0.294) (0.279) (0.191) (0.189) (0.231)
GDP per capita (logged) (t-1) -0.386 -0.679 1.589 0.340 -0.967 5.843∗∗∗

(0.923) (2.199) (2.147) (1.633) (2.855) (1.151)

Year dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
Province dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
N 6078 2680 3390 5813 2363 3429
Pseudo R2 0.175 0.146 0.214 0.146 0.150 0.163

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at college level are in parentheses. Estimates of constant are not reported. All
regressions are weighted to represent the population. ∗ p < 0.1; ∗∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p< 0.01.
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Figure A7: Comparing the Coefficients of Interaction Terms in Table A10
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C.2 Mechanism: Career Prospect

Table A11 Mechanism II: Career Mobility Expectation ( Investigation of Government Officials)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

DV: Participate civil service exam Elite College Non-elite college

Investigated officials per capita (t-1) × Post -0.037∗∗∗ -0.024 -0.021 0.029∗∗ 0.025∗∗ 0.026∗∗

(0.014) (0.017) (0.015) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013)
Investigated officials per capita (t-1) 0.008 0.018 0.039∗ -0.018 -0.035∗∗ -0.033∗∗

(0.020) (0.024) (0.023) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015)
Post 0.981 0.673 -1.362∗ -0.631 -0.705 -1.077

(0.639) (0.722) (0.828) (0.758) (0.722) (1.257)
Age 0.156∗∗∗ 0.154∗∗∗ 0.102∗∗∗ 0.102∗∗∗

(0.052) (0.051) (0.033) (0.033)
Male -0.554∗∗∗ -0.547∗∗∗ -0.013 -0.011

(0.105) (0.107) (0.196) (0.195)
Parent party member 0.439∗∗ 0.430∗∗ 0.524∗∗∗ 0.526∗∗∗

(0.196) (0.196) (0.169) (0.168)
Rural Hukou -0.346∗∗∗ -0.342∗∗∗ -0.249∗∗∗ -0.246∗∗∗

(0.109) (0.106) (0.076) (0.078)
College grade rank -0.072 -0.068 -0.079 -0.078

(0.050) (0.050) (0.054) (0.054)
Social science major 0.857∗∗∗ 0.863∗∗∗ 0.835∗∗∗ 0.834∗∗∗

(0.115) (0.114) (0.191) (0.192)
Parent education -0.108 -0.095 0.143 0.147

(0.208) (0.209) (0.125) (0.123)
Parent party member 0.287∗∗ 0.290∗∗ 0.525∗∗∗ 0.527∗∗∗

(0.140) (0.138) (0.136) (0.139)
Parent income (logged) -0.015 -0.015 0.024 0.024

(0.025) (0.026) (0.021) (0.021)
Political connection 0.256 0.246 0.207 0.206

(0.256) (0.257) (0.162) (0.164)
GDP per capita (logged) (t-1) 2.957∗∗∗ 0.538

(0.973) (1.606)

Year dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
Province dummies Y Y Y Y Y Y
N 3744 2305 2305 6828 3906 3906
Pseudo R2 0.084 0.139 0.142 0.058 0.116 0.116

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at college level are in parentheses. Estimates of constant are not re-
ported. ∗ p < 0.1; ∗∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p< 0.01.
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Table A12 Mechanism II: Career Mobility Expectation (Subgroup analysis of Private Economy)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

DV: Government Career Preference DV: Civil Service Exam

Low High Low High

Investigated officials per capita (t-1) × Ability -0.021 -0.013 -0.016∗∗ -0.035∗∗∗

(0.014) (0.008) (0.007) (0.011)
Investigated officials per capita (t-1) -0.010 0.041 -0.041 -0.058

(0.031) (0.040) (0.036) (0.051)
Ability 0.674 0.406∗ 0.500∗ 1.127∗∗∗

(0.486) (0.246) (0.261) (0.347)
Age -0.014 0.060 0.069 0.162∗∗∗

(0.042) (0.066) (0.059) (0.055)
Male 0.705∗∗ 0.559∗∗∗ -0.067 0.140

(0.298) (0.086) (0.249) (0.171)
Party member 0.505∗∗∗ 0.410∗ 0.674∗∗∗ 0.324

(0.191) (0.210) (0.241) (0.211)
Rural Hukou -0.119 -0.012 0.046 -0.364∗∗

(0.139) (0.169) (0.112) (0.158)
Elite College -0.694 -0.949 0.048 -0.186

(0.552) (0.602) (0.496) (0.427)
College grade rank -0.101 0.089 -0.148∗∗ -0.053

(0.071) (0.068) (0.069) (0.070)
Social science major 0.611∗∗ 0.773∗∗∗ 0.530∗∗ 1.192∗∗∗

(0.263) (0.172) (0.264) (0.269)
Parent education 0.440 -0.084 0.700∗∗ -0.120

(0.386) (0.156) (0.273) (0.163)
Parent party member 0.459∗∗∗ 0.517∗∗∗ 0.311∗ 0.874∗∗∗

(0.132) (0.158) (0.170) (0.246)
Parent income (logged) -0.030 0.003 0.066∗ 0.004

(0.034) (0.018) (0.035) (0.038)
Political connection 0.843∗∗ 0.204 0.373 0.109

(0.416) (0.290) (0.257) (0.320)
GDP per capita (logged) (t-1) -2.377 1.649 -4.425∗ 7.233∗∗∗

(2.282) (1.976) (2.490) (1.476)

Year dummies Y Y Y Y
Province dummies Y Y Y Y
N 2627 3444 2721 3075
pseudo R2 0.128 0.196 0.122 0.188

Notes: Robust standard errors clustered at college level are in parentheses. Estimates of constant are not reported.
All regressions are weighted to represent the population. ∗ p < 0.1; ∗∗ p < 0.05; ∗ ∗ ∗ p< 0.01.
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