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Abstract
This article investigates a prominent but little discussed CCP central organ,
the Central Discipline Inspection Commission (CDIC), and its local discip-
line inspection commissions (DICs) in the post-Mao era. It analyses how the
CCP exerts its control over the disciplinary organizations and argues that the
disciplinary agencies’ lack of autonomy hinders their efforts to crack down
on corruption. This article investigates the important role played by the
CDIC in CCP politics by examining its organizational structure, modes of
operation and criteria for imposing disciplinary sanctions, and evaluates
the measures and approaches employed by the Party’s disciplinary organiza-
tions to combat corruption. The study concludes that structural, institutional
and cultural factors hinder the effectiveness of the CCP’s disciplinary agen-
cies in their efforts to control Party members, officials and corruption.
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This article examines a prominent but little discussed central organ of the
Chinese Communist Party (CCP), the Central Discipline Inspection
Commission (CDIC). Very little systematic work on Party disciplinary bodies
exists in China, and little is known about their function, operation and role in lead-
ership politics. A more accurate understanding of the CCP internal control system
and its key apparatuses, and amore critical evaluation of their role in Party politics
is necessary. This article analyses how the CCP exerts its control over the disciplin-
ary organizations and argues that their lack of autonomy creates problems which
hinder the effectiveness of the disciplinary organizations and their efforts to root
out corruption. Several studies have already gone some way to point out that it
is the Party’s dominant role in the affairs of the CDIC that prevents it from
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being able to exercise autonomy in its supervision of Party members and officials.1

This research attempts to provide a detailed and comprehensive investigation into
the disciplinary agencies’ history, function, organizational structure, internal
mechanisms and modes of operation, and maintains that these are the crucial fac-
tors behind their lack of autonomy.
This article is organized as follows. It begins by sketching out the historical

evolution of the CCP disciplinary organizations and their efforts to reinforce
the Party’s control and combat corruption, taking into account the agencies’ suc-
cesses, shortcomings and political constraints. It then goes on to analyse the oper-
ating principles and mechanisms of the Party disciplinary organizations,
including the regulations used to enforce internal supervision, the procedures
used in handling cases, the steps required to open a case, the strategies employed
to monitor Party organizations and their leadership members, and the tactics
used to expose corrupt officials. This section focuses on the organizational struc-
ture, functions and general operation of the CDIC and its local branches. The
third section of this article examines the mechanism and dynamics of internal
supervision and control that are dominated by the Party through powerful
Party committees and the dual leadership of Party disciplinary organizations
and host Party committees. This study’s analysis differs from most of the schol-
arship on the weaknesses and failings of the CCP’s disciplinary organizations in
that it appraises the practical usefulness of a set of measures used to reform the
CDIC and its local branches. Lastly, the article evaluates the politics of disciplin-
ary sanctions and concludes that structural, institutional and cultural factors hin-
der the effectiveness of the CCP’s disciplinary agencies and their efforts to control
Party members and officials, and combat corruption.

Historical Evolution and Organizations
When the PRC was founded in 1949, the CCP was sensitive to the fact that its
very survival depended on it maintaining its revolutionary spirit. The establish-
ment of the Central Discipline Inspection Commission in November 1949 was
intended to “better carry out the Party’s political programs and concrete policies,
protect Party and state secrets, purify the Party organization and strengthen dis-
cipline, maintain close ties with the masses, eliminate bureaucracy, and ensure
proper implementation of all the Party’s resolutions.”2 A compelling distinction
between the newly-established CDIC and the pre-PRC Party disciplinary organi-
zations, such as the Central Commission for Supervision, the Central

1 For example, Melanie Manion argues that institutional constraints such as the disciplinary agencies’
lack of autonomy, the notion that corruption is all prevailing, and the enervation or weakness of law
enforcement combine to form an asymmetric information game that makes corruption pandemic “by
design.” Yasheng Huang points out that the CDIC’s local branches have no real independence because
local Party committees and leaders always play a dominant role in influencing the CDIC local officials.
See Manion 1998; Huang 1996, 99.

2 ZZZB 2000, Vol. 5, 48.

598 The China Quarterly, 219, September 2014, pp. 597–624

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741014000770 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741014000770


Commission for Examination, and the Central Party Affairs Commission, was
that the CDIC was entrusted with the additional responsibility of “enforcing
internal disciplinary education,” an important initiative that imposed the
Party’s ideological control and guidance on its members.3 Institutionally, the
CDIC was subordinate to the Politburo leadership, while its local branches
were commanded by local Party organizations.4 Thus, after the establishment
of the PRC, the new regime’s disciplinary agencies were neither independent
nor free from the political influence of Party committees on any level. In
March 1955, the CDIC was renamed the Central Commission for Supervision
(Zhongyang jiancha weiyuanhui 中央监察委员会) (CCS) as both its power and
size increased following the purges of Gao Gang 高岗 and Rao Shushi 饶漱石.
During the Mao era, despite their bureaucratic rigidities, inefficiencies and

irrationalities, the Party’s disciplinary agencies such as the CDIC and the CCS
were charged with supervising Party members and officials, and controlling cor-
ruption. The containment of corruption in government agencies and economic
institutions was mainly achieved through political campaigns such as the
“three-antis” and “five-antis” movements rather than by the institutionalization
of the disciplinary organizations. Intra-party discipline and the absolute obedi-
ence of the individual to the Party were maintained by frequent campaign-style
rectifications, which kept cadres on a tight leash and lead to a remarkably
“clean” government, despite the relatively poor institutionalization of the discip-
linary agencies. Under Mao’s leadership, “mass supervision” was the central
mechanism used by the regime to mobilize ordinary citizens to monitor and criti-
cize Party cadres and root out corruption. While mass supervision largely took
the form of political campaigns guided by important Party organizations such
as the Organization Department and Propaganda Department, it also operated
through large-scale mass participation controlled by the Party’s disciplinary
agencies. For instance, the establishment of “letters and visits offices” was
intended not only to mobilize citizens to be directly involved in monitoring offi-
cials, but also to bring mass supervision into the orbit of Party control. The
CDIC set the rules dealing with mass complaints based on the degree of serious-
ness of the case. If cases involved general Party cadres, the CDIC forwarded them
to the local discipline inspection commissions (DICs) where the complainants or
offenders were employed. The CDIC itself dealt with cases involving high-
ranking officials and serious disciplinary violations. It decided whether the
cases needed to be sent to the Politburo for approval or to other Party organiza-
tions such as the Organization Department for handling.5 The CDIC and the
CCS were not created to check the CCP Central Committee, but rather to func-
tion as a subordinate department of the CCP Central Committee like the
Organization Department or the Propaganda Department. The CDIC and

3 Chen Yun yu zhongyang jiwei bianxie zu 2005, 14.
4 ZZZB 2000, Vol. 5, 48.
5 CDIC 1953.
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CCS functioned as “assistants” to the Politburo. They implemented the Party lea-
dership’s directives on the supervision and control of Party members and mobi-
lized the population to conduct “mass supervisions” to monitor Party cadres.
The Cultural Revolution was, to a certain extent, Mao’s attempt to encourage

a mass movement to attack bureaucratism and use the masses to supervise and
control Party members and cadres. This was partially in response to Mao’s dis-
satisfaction with the ineffectiveness of the Party’s internal disciplinary mechan-
isms. During the Cultural Revolution, the CCS was targeted by radical
Maoists and was attacked by the Red Guards and mass rebels. The death of
Mao Zedong and the subsequent arrest of the Gang of Four in 1976 signified
the end of the Cultural Revolution and the return of the Party bureaucracy’s
dominance, as well as the re-establishment of the Party disciplinary system.
The large-scale purges of Maoist radicals and ringleaders of the Cultural
Revolution were not conducted through a mass movement or the criminal justice
system, but rather through the inner Party disciplinary system. The CCP revised
its constitution in 1977 to reinstate discipline inspection committees; a year later
the Central Committee re-established the CDIC with the powerful CCP veteran,
Chen Yun 陈云, as its first secretary.6 The importance of the CDIC was institu-
tionally reinforced by a stipulation that the CDIC chief must be a member of the
Politburo Standing Committee, a sign that the CDIC would be expected to play a
significant role in Party politics (none of the CDIC chiefs in the past had been
ranked as high as a Politburo Standing Committee member).7 CCP leadership
at the time, dominated by veteran leaders, expected the CDIC to fulfil three
main objectives: conduct the purges against the Maoist radicals and Lin Biao’s
林彪 followers, rehabilitate veteran cadres, and rectify Party conduct – in other
words, proceed with enforcing Party discipline.8

The CDIC was expanded greatly in the mid-1980s, to 15 bureaus/offices and
785 personnel. Between 1983 and 1987, the CDIC replaced all its ad hoc inspec-
tion teams with 21 government departments and agencies.9 At the same time, the
CDIC’s power increased and its role in influencing leadership decision making
became evident. In addition to discipline inspection and supervision, the CDIC
also sent personnel to conduct social investigations that assisted the Party leader-
ship’s decision making regarding disciplinary education and anti-corruption pol-
icies. For example, in 1984 it sent a research team to investigate the social
problems, the ideological confusion and moral degradation among government

6 Manion 2004, 121.
7 This requirement remained until the 13th Party Congress, held in November 1987, when Deng Xiaoping

and Zhao Ziyang pushed for the division of Party and government in a clear effort to weaken the influ-
ence of the CDIC. Since the 15th Party Congress, held in 1997, Party leadership has reinstated the deci-
sion made at the 12th Party Congress in 1982 that requires the CDIC chief to be a member of the
Politburo Standing Committee. See ZZZB 2000 Vol. 7, Part 1, 182.

8 Ding 1999, 445.
9 ZZZB 2000, Vol. 7, Part 1, 182–83.
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officials following the market-oriented reforms adopted in Guangdong and
Shenzhen.10

However, in 1987 the CDIC suffered a significant setback at the 13th Party
Congress. With the backing of Deng Xiaoping 邓小平, the new Party chief,
Zhao Ziyang 赵紫阳, initiated a series of reforms to encourage rapid economic
growth, decentralize economic decision making, reform the price system, and
free rural markets and farmers to grow the crops they wished. Along with
these reforms, Zhao Ziyang argued that the CDIC “should not be involved in
any cases related to the legal ( faji 法纪) and administrative (zhengji 政纪) viola-
tions of its members, but rather should only focus on Party discipline and assist-
ing Party committees to improve the Party’s work style.”11 Following Zhao’s
dictates and supported by Deng Xiaoping, the CDIC’s leadership role over gov-
ernment legal organizations (such as the Ministry of Public Security, the Supreme
People’s Procuratorate and the Supreme People’s Court) and administrative
supervision agencies (such as the Ministry of Supervision) was rescinded. Zhao
outlined a new vision of rapid economic, yet cautious political, reform, including
separation of Party and state, separation of the legislative and executive branches,
the promotion of the public supervision of government officials, and the abolish-
ment of Party core groups (dangzu 党组) in most government departments. As a
result, 49 discipline inspection groups in central Party organs and government
departments – more than 75 per cent of all discipline inspection groups at that
time – were abolished. Additionally, the CDIC chief was no longer given a
seat on the Politburo Standing Committee.12 Hence, it is likely that the reform
launched by Zhao Ziyang was an attempt to give the supervision agencies and
judiciary and legal system more autonomy in an effort to promote a limited sep-
aration of power and “rule of law.”
The 1989 Tiananmen incident signified an important shift away from Zhao

Ziyang’s cautious political reforms to promote inner-Party democracy and the
checks and balances to prevent the return of unchallengeable Party dominance
and control. In addition to the remaining 14 inspection groups, further CDIC
inspection groups were dispatched to 16 central Party organs and government
departments. By February 1993, 27 discipline and inspection teams in the central
Party organs and government departments and 20 CDIC-dispatched ad hoc
inspection teams resumed operation.13 Moreover, the CDIC played a vanguard
role in disciplining Party and government officials who were involved in the
1989 protests.14

The increased powers given to the CDIC implied that the CCP would not only
lead the initiatives against discipline violations and corruption itself (rather than
rely on the legal system), but would also handle corruption investigations directly.

10 Li 2002, 279–281.
11 Wei 1993, 435.
12 ZZZB 2000, Vol. 7, Part 1, 183–84.
13 Ibid., 184–85.
14 Li 2002, 311–12.
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This indicated that the CDIC played an increasingly important role in leadership
politics and that the Party had continually relied on the CDIC to ensure its one-
party rule over Chinese society. China’s weak legal system had rendered
legislative supervision ineffectual, and so political supervision that enforced
Party discipline and developed a good Party style turned out to be a more power-
ful means of restraining bureaucratic behaviour.15 Strict rules were imposed to
discipline Party and government officials, including the “five forbiddens”
which decreed that cadres were not allowed to (1) operate a business, (2) work
in an economic entity, (3) trade in stocks, (4) accept gifts, or (5) use public
funds for lavish entertainment.16 From 1992 to 2009, China brought disciplinary
sanctions against approximately 2 million personnel, 70 per cent of whom were
officials.17 Between July 2003 and December 2008, the CDIC had tried and
closed 852,000 cases, resulting in 881,000 officials receiving disciplinary sanc-
tions.18 In the years 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013, the CDIC imposed
approximately 106,626, 146,517, 142,893, 160,718 and 182,000 disciplinary sanc-
tions against Party members and officials.19

The Operating Principles and Mechanisms of Disciplinary Organs
Since Deng Xiaoping launched the economic reform, the CDIC and its local
DICs at different levels have played a crucial role in educating Party members
about their duties to observe Party discipline, to promote the Party spirit and a
good work style, and to monitor and punish corruption, abuses of power and
other wrongdoings committed by Party officials. The post-Mao Party constitu-
tion gives the CDIC and the DICs priority over the judiciary branch in examining
and dealing with Party members involved in criminal activities. They have
become the Party’s internal organ for rooting out corruption, which has been
endemic in the Party throughout the post-Mao era. DIC leaders at various levels
are responsible for the supervision and inspection of those under their authority;
inspections are carried out within the system, both in government departments of
the State Council and local Party and government organizations. The Party

15 Ma 1998, 145.
16 CCP and State Council 1993.
17 Xing et al. 2009, 22.
18 “Dang de shiliu da yilai quanguo jijian jiancha anjian shenli gongzuo zongshu” (Summary of case pro-

ceedings regarding disciplinary inspection and supervision nationwide since the 16th Party Congress),
Xinhua, 22 April 2009.

19 “Quanguo jijian jiancha jiguan 2013 nian li’an 17.2 wan jian, dangji zhengji chufen 18.2 wan ren”
(In 2013, DICs and MOS filed 172,000 disciplinary cases nationwide, 182,000 people disciplined),
Xinhua, 11 January 2014; “2012 nian Zhongguo 3 wan yuren yin tanwu huilu shou chufen” (In 2012,
around 30,000 people were punished for corruption and bribery in China), Xinhua, 9 January 2013;
“2011 nian quanguo jijian jiancha jiguan li’an 137,859 jian, chufen 142,893 ren” (In 2011, DICs and
MOS filed 137,859 cases nationwide, 142,893 people disciplined), Xinhua, 6 January 2012; “2010
nian quanguo jijian jiancha jiguan gong li’an 139,621 jian, chufen 146,517 ren” (In 2010, DICs and
MOS filed 139,621 cases nationwide, and disciplined 146,517 people), Xinhua, 6 January 2011;
“Zhongjiwei jianchabu tongbao chaban anjian qingkuang” (CDIC and MOS notice on the current situ-
ation of the cases under investigation), Xinhua, 7 January 2010.
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leadership expects the CDIC and the DICs to improve on their own abilities to
enforce policies within Party ranks and intensify punishment against those who
severely violate the Party’s discipline and regulations.
Since the Ministry of Supervision was merged with the CDIC in 1993, the

CDIC has grown to encompass 27 internal departments and bureaus with
more than 1,000 employees (Figure 1).20 These offices and bureaus include ten
offices for discipline inspection and supervision (ODIS), the Case Hearing
Office and the Office for Circuit Inspection Work (which commands the circuit
inspection teams), which together form the most important units of the CDIC.
The ten ODIS are responsible for investigating unlawful acts and breaches of
Party discipline; four of them (First Office, Second Office, Third Office and
Fourth Office) are in charge of cases involving officials at vice-minister level
and above. The other six are responsible for cases involving officials at the levels
of provincial governor, vice-governor, chair and vice-chair of provincial standing

Figure 1: The Organization Structure of the CDIC

Source:
Qilu wanbao, 7 August 2009; Li 2002, 286–87; Nanfang dushi bao, 4 June 2013.

20 Dong Yu and Yao Yi. 2010. “Liaojie zhongyang jiwei gaikuang” (Overview of the CDIC), Zhongguo
gongchandang xinwen wang, 12 April; Peng Mei. 2013. “Zhongjiwei xinzeng liangzhi ban’an liliang,
jijian jianchashi zeng zhi shige” (The number of CDIC offices for discipline inspection and supervision
increased to ten), Nanfang dushi bao, 4 June.
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committees of the National People’s Congress, chair and vice-chair of provincial
Political Consultative Conferences, city mayors and deputies. Each of the ten
ODIS is then divided by its ministry type or geographical region.21

In its current form, the CDIC has a much more institutionalized procedure for
handling cases than it had in Mao’s era and knowing this procedure is instrumen-
tal to understanding the inner workings of the CDIC. The process begins with
receiving cases, which can come to the CDIC through various channels. The
majority of cases come via the CDIC Complaints Office. The way that the com-
plaints are funnelled through is based on a petitioning system for reporting acts of
official wrongdoings and corruption that harks back to imperial times. It is pos-
sible that the Complaints Office’s filtration system is also borrowed from the
imperial system; however, most of the forwarded cases are ignored. Other cases
come through the judicial or legislative bodies, such as the Supreme People’s
Court, Supreme People’s Procuratorate, National People’s Congress or the
Chinese People’s Political Consultative Conference.22 Cases are even forwarded
on by members of the Party leadership. In addition, cases can come via the
increasingly popular online anti-corruption efforts of the many internet users
who post comments, suggestions, exposures and human-powered searches.
Another important channel through which the CDIC receives cases is the
Office for Circuit Inspection Work, which sends inspection teams to observe
and check on local Party and government officials. Since its establishment in
2003, this office and its circuit inspection teams have become prominent watch-
dogs in the CCP’s fight against corruption, and have pushed for disciplinary
inspections to have greater scope and depth. For example, Hou Wujie 候武杰

(deputy Party secretary of Shanxi) and Chen Liangyu 陈良宇 (Shanghai Party
secretary) were found guilty on corruption charges after the CDIC circuit inspec-
tion teams conducted routine disciplinary inspections in Shanxi and Shanghai.23

Having a variety of channels for complaints has given rise to the phenomenon
of the same complaint being filed via more than one channel, which increases the
possibility that the case is considered. For example, Li Huiren 李惠仁, former
director of the Third ODIS and director of the Case Hearing Office (anjian shenli
shi 案件审理室), has recounted how one case he was in charge of was sent to all
leadership members and departmental directors of the ministry where the accuser
was employed, several offices in the CDIC, Jiang Zemin 江泽民, Li Peng 李鹏,
Zhu Rongji 朱镕基 and Wei Jianxing 尉健行.24

21 Xing 2009b, 32–33.
22 The largest number of cases come via reports of complaints, with cases coming via judicial and auditor

institutions making up the second largest number. For example, in 2012, the cases emanating from
reports of complaints and the judicial and auditor institutions made up 41.8% and 20.9% of the total
cases, respectively. See Ye Xiaonan. 2013. “Shiming jubao yaoxian ban” (Priority for case processing
if they are reported using real names), Renmin ribao (Overseas edition), 9 January.

23 Xing 2009b, 33.
24 Li 2002, 386.
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Overall, the case handling procedure is made up of eight steps: preliminary evi-
dence and complaint management, preliminary confirmation of disciplinary vio-
lations, approval for opening the case, investigation and evidence collection, case
hearing, implementation of disciplinary sanctions, appeal by the disciplined offi-
cial, and continued supervision and management of the case.25 First, after a case
is received, the complaint must be followed up with a confirmation of the discip-
linary violation, after which the CDIC must accept it formally. The process varies
according to the government or Party ranking of the accused. Before any case
related to officials at or above the level of vice-minister or deputy governor is
investigated, it must first be approved by the CDIC Standing Committee. The
CDIC’s historical lack of independence from the Party leadership continues to
dominate the operating principle and philosophy of the Party’s disciplinary orga-
nizations. For example, the CDIC Standing Committee must first report to the
Politburo Standing Committee for approval to investigate certain cases.26

Generally, the acceptance of a case involving officials at the deputy provincial
or vice-minister level must have the approval of all members of the Politburo
Standing Committee. For example, a case involving a chief provincial leader
must be approved by the Politburo (Figure 2).27 If a case involves a member of
the Politburo Standing Committee, the decision to investigate that individual
must come from the consensus of the incumbent and retired Party and state lea-
ders, and veteran leaders, such as Xi Jinping 习近平, Jiang Zemin, Hu Jintao 胡

锦涛, Li Keqiang 李克强, Li Peng, Wen Jiabao 温家宝, Zhu Rongji and Zeng
Qinghong 曾庆红, who still maintain a powerful influence over the Party
leadership.
Once a case is approved, the charged official is put under “double restraint”

(shuanggui 双规), which means that the accused is confined for questioning at
a stipulated time and in a stipulated place under CDIC supervision, without judi-
cial involvement or oversight. According to the official media, this policy, which
gives the CDIC priority over the judiciary when investigating the criminal acts of
Party officials, facilitates the gathering of evidence because high-ranking leaders
are often protected by a strong guanxi 关系 network which would bear influence
if the case was investigated in an open legal process.28 Ting Gong has observed
that the guanxi network in post-Mao economic reform has contributed to “col-
lective corruption” whereby Party and government officials tie themselves to
local businesses for illegal gains and provide “protective umbrellas” to shield
unscrupulous businessmen.29 Connie Meaney has pointed out that those with
official connections or “a plethora of networks protected by cadres and

25 Xiao Ting and Xiao Guannan. 2009. “Zhongjiwei lingxian Zhongguo shi fantan, ban’an xuyao badao
shouxu” (The CDIC leads Chinese-style anti-corruption, eight procedures are needed to process a case),
Qilu wanbao, 7 August.

26 Ibid.
27 Ibid.
28 Xing et al. 2009, 22.
29 Gong 2002.
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bureaucrats, acting in secret” “could benefit from disparities in prices, inside
information, and access to goods.”30

Cadres under investigation are subjected to an off-site detention (yidi jiya异地羁

押) to prevent the interference of “local protectionism” and “factionalism” and
the influence of the cadre’s guanxi network and “renqing [人情] network.”31

The confined cadre is watched by CDIC officials called “accompanying protec-
tors” (peihu renyuan 陪护人员) to prevent him/her from committing suicide.
The suicide watch is maintained 24 hours a day, with three shifts per day; each
shift has six to nine CDIC officials on duty at one time. Under the shuanggui sys-
tem, corporal punishment is forbidden and the defendant in question is treated
well with meals and healthcare provided. Most importantly, the accused is still
regarded as a comrade until the violations are proved.

Figure 2: The Process of Case Establishment, Investigation and Decision Making
on Disciplinary Action

Source:
Qilu wanbao, 7 August 2009; Li 2002, 286–87.

30 Meaney 1991, 126.
31 Xing et al. 2009, 22.
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Despite the absence of physical torture, the psychological pressure on a
confined official is tremendous. First, the official understands that the CDIC
has some evidence of the crime, although he/she is not sure how much evidence
the CDIC has exactly. Second, whilst under shuanggui, the confined official is
temporarily removed from his/her post and loses his/her authority. Meanwhile,
involved parties or victims are asked to cooperate with the CDIC to provide evi-
dence. At the same time, being isolated renders the confined official helpless to
protect or exert influence on others involved in the case; this gives the CDIC
the opportunity to gain the evidence it needs relatively easy. Being unable to
interfere with the investigation or organize resistance to the CDIC’s investigation,
the accused official will ultimately cooperate and admit his/her guilt. Third, once
an official under shuanggui, there is a battle of wills with the CDIC officials to
prove that he/she is not guilty of the stated crimes. The shuanggui policy leaves
the confined official at a disadvantage when it comes to defending him/herself
as he/she is unable to access information. While the CDIC officers are free to
gather information as the investigation proceeds, the confined cadre is helpless.
Defendants usually just wait for the punishment, because they know there is little
else they can do: all of their outside contacts are likely to abandon them and they
are unaware of the extent of the CDIC’s knowledge of the alleged wrongdoings
or crimes. Experienced CDIC officers “can use this advantage to target the defen-
dant’s weaknesses by planning, collecting evidence, understanding the defen-
dant’s political considerations, and psychological pressure.”32 The Party plays
a decisive role in determining the fate of an accused official by virtue of the
fact that the accused official is not allowed to hire any legal representation,
and the outcome of the investigation is arbitrarily decided by the CDIC and
DICs without any judicial involvement or oversight. Owing to their lack of
autonomy, the CDIC and DICs have to make decisions based on the Party dir-
ective to serve the political needs of the Party.
Although torture is not permitted during shuanggui, as Flora Sapio points out,

it “can easily occur because all basic procedural guarantees are removed as soon
as shuanggui begins.” However, torture “clearly becomes ineffective in uncover-
ing actual crimes” if “allegations of discipline violations or criminal behaviour
are based on evidence obtained through torture.”33 Thus, the draconian treat-
ment of officials under shuanggui can make it difficult for a case to get started
and to be resolved successfully, and to dissuade detainees from protecting their
criminal associates. The opportunities to gather further information or evidence
that may help to solve other cases are also restricted once the decision to put an
official under shuanggui is made.34 Moreover, torture is inflicted by the psycho-
logical pressure exerted on detainees, as their freedom and rights to be defended
by an attorney are taken away under shuanggui. The lack of clear standards and

32 Xing 2009a, 26.
33 Sapio 2010, 107.
34 I would like to thank an anonymous reviewer for suggesting this idea.
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the absence of institutionalized checks and balances on the CDIC and the DICs
makes the shuanggui process arbitrary,35 particularly in local DICs where offi-
cials are poorly trained, as demonstrated by cases in Huangmei 黄梅 in Hubei,
Wenzhou 温州 in Zhejiang, and Sanmenxia 三门峡 in Henan.36

The Mechanism and Dynamics of Internal Supervision and Control
Since its establishment, the PRC has confronted many impediments to Party and
government supervision, many of which can be ascribed to the nature of the uni-
lateral authority imposed by the Communist Party and its manifestation of
“socialism with Chinese characteristics.” A leading priority for the Party has
been to crack down on the corruption that has become the focus of public discon-
tent. Despite the CCP’s efforts to centralize an increasing number of its regula-
tory bureaucracies up to the provincial level, a term defined by Andrew
Mertha as “soft centralization,” to incapacitate “local protectionism” and estab-
lish standardization in regard to policy implementation and enforcement, “the
institutional cleavages and fragmentation that so often give rise to corruption
and other pathologies of the state appear to have shifted from horizontal, geo-
graphic lines to vertical, functional ones.”37 The Party’s ineffectual corruption
control, according to Manion, engenders a less stringent punishment for officials
than it does for ordinary citizens, and also contributes to inadequate approaches
based on patterns of intensive campaigns as anti-corruption enforcement.38 The
intensive anti-corruption campaigns, instead of anti-corruption policy, have
proved to be ineffective at suppressing corruption despite the Party-state’s
repeated efforts.39 China’s anti-corruption institutional framework was designed
under the undisputable authority of the CCP, and the lack of an independent
anti-corruption body combined with weak legal and regulatory systems constitute
the major factors behind the rampant corruption in China.
Party committees have traditionally remained a powerful influence on the

Party’s disciplinary bodies. When the Party’s DICs at county level and above
were established in December 1978, their members were elected by local Party
congresses and were subordinate to their offices’ corresponding Party committee
only, and not to the upper-level DICs. Following the 12th Party Congress in
September 1982, the Party constitution stipulated that the Party’s DICs would
be subject to dual leadership by the host Party committees and by the upper-level
discipline inspection organs. This dual leadership has been a vital component of

35 For example, Wang Mingguo, vice-president of Hunan University of Commerce and an expert on
anti-corruption measures in China, argues that shuanggui in practice lacks standards and checks and
balances in spite of its importance in fighting corruption. See Wang, Lina 2013.

36 Official media has reported on three cases, which took place in April and June of 2013 in these locations,
where officials (Yu Qiyi, Jia Jiuxiang and Qian Guoliang) placed under shuanggui were tortured to
death.

37 Mertha 2005.
38 Manion 1998.
39 Sapio 2005.
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China’s governing structure in which central government agencies and bodies at
different sub-national levels of government are linked by a complex pattern of
vertical (tiao 条) and horizontal (kuai 块) lines of authority. Since the PRC
was established, the system has been highly centralized; however, its administra-
tive duties have been shared with local governments. Although the CCP remains
as the highly-centralized political power at the top, it delegates administrative
power to the lower levels to stimulate the initiative of localities. The complex rela-
tionships between the vertical and horizontal bodies played an important role in
the frequent changes of centralization and decentralization prior to the Cultural
Revolution.
The economic reform launched by Deng was initiated through the introduction

of administrative decentralization which was implemented through the separation
of government from state-owned enterprises.40 Deng’s decentralization pro-
grammes were intended to reform the rigid centralized system of the Maoist
era and remedy the over-concentration of economic and managerial power,
which could be detrimental to good governance.41 One of the most important
measures of the reform programme was to shift some of the authority over
local Party cadres from the centre to local Party committees.42 Thus, decentral-
ization in the post-Mao reforms enhanced the ability of the kuai-kuai authorities
in the regions to resist central directives.43 The tiao-kuai system prevented local
officials from being accountable only to their superiors, which could increase
the danger of despotism and bureaucratic government insensitivity to local con-
ditions. As the tiao-kuai structure provided for a degree of local autonomy and
compelled local officials to respond to local conditions, needs and interests (for
better or worse), the Party’s discipline and control system, which also followed
the tiao-kuai structure, allowed local Party committees to exercise main leader-
ship over local DICs at the same level.44 Against the background of decentraliza-
tion, as the official media admitted, the dual leadership in the internal supervision
of the DIC system actually gave the horizontal local authorities precedence over
vertical, upper-level DIC authorities.45

At the 12th Party Congress in September 1982, a significant change took place
in the disciplinary inspection system when the CCP decided that the CDIC could
station its inspection teams in ministries and departments, if needed.46 Despite
these efforts by the CCP to reduce the influence of host Party committees on
Party discipline inspection organs, they continued to be subjugated to the

40 Chen, Yun 2009, 306.
41 Lee and Lo 2001, 4.
42 In March 1983, the CCP decided that the CCP Central Committee should have only limited control over

the Party cadres at the provincial and state department levels. The lower-level Party cadres would be
managed by their immediate upper-level Party committees. See CDIC 1983.

43 Boyd 2009, 271.
44 I would like to thank an anonymous reviewer for their insightful and detailed suggestions that have

added to and clarified the argument.
45 Zhang 2007, 5.
46 ZZZB 2000, Vol. 7, Part 1, 181–82.
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Party committees they were intended to supervise, thus they lacked efficacy as
law-enforcement agencies. Not only were Party discipline inspection commissions
part of the local Party organizational apparatuses, but they were also subject to
the will of local Party leaders, because local leaders could easily influence the
appointment of key members of the Party discipline inspection commissions. It
is no surprise then that the Party discipline inspection commissions became
even more ineffective without the approval, support, and cooperation of local
Party committees and their leaders.47 In addition, although the 1983 regulation
stipulated that DIC officials should report directly to the next higher-level
Party committee or to the next higher-level DIC officials with evidence or suspi-
cions about the malfeasance of Party committee members at their host offices, in
practice DIC officials, as fellow colleagues of the Party committee members,
rarely launched cases against them. Many DIC officials might still have an
understanding of their duties, and might not hesitate to admonish delinquent
Party committee members in person, but they were unwilling to establish any
cases against their colleagues “officially” if they received evidence of a violation.
It was rare for a DIC official to investigate possible wrongdoings of a leading
figure in his/her host Party committee unless directed to do so by higher
authorities.48

Before 2004, the dual leadership of the CDIC/Ministry of Supervision (MOS)
and the host Party committees proved to be more advantageous for the latter in
influencing local branches of the CDIC/MOS. In fact, even after the 1983 regu-
lation was put into effect, the supervisory organs still played a very marginal role
in limiting administrative misbehaviour owing to their lack of independence and
authority to monitor the government agencies.49 Similarly, because DIC agents
placed in governmental departments were also under the dual leadership of the
CDIC/MOS and the agents’ host government agencies, the host agencies always
had greater influence over the agents’ behaviour by virtue of their control over
appointments and other resources.50 The fact that local DIC organs came
under the dual leadership of higher-level DIC organs and host Party committees
had been long criticized for the lack of real supervision and checks on power of
their host Party committees. Realizing the powerful influence of the Party or gov-
ernment agencies on local DIC officials, in the early 1990s the CDIC began dis-
patching its own officials to be stationed in local Party and government
organizations. This change allowed the CDIC to control its personnel directly
and supervise local government and Party agencies. While the provincial-level
or ministry-level DIC was required to report corruption cases involving
managerial-level Party members to the central-level CDIC, it was answerable

47 Zhong 2003, 150–51.
48 Gong 2009, 56.
49 See Huang 1996, 100; Peerenboom 2002, 416.
50 Yang 2004, 226.
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to the Party secretary at the same level for its personnel management, including
recruitment and promotion of staff members.
There were many incentives for local DIC officials to develop a “close and

intimate” relationship with the leaders of host Party organizations: the leaders
paid the DIC officials’ salaries, determined their housing and other benefits dur-
ing their stay, and even determined their benefits after they retired. As a result,
oftentimes local DIC officials became lobbyists and defenders of the officials
whom they were assigned to supervise. Official media has pointed out that,
“[DIC officers] speak on behalf of their host organizations and bargain for the
host organizations’ interests.”51 More importantly, dual leadership made launch-
ing and processing a case against Party officials in the host organizations diffi-
cult. When local DICs found some evidence of foul play, they usually reported
their findings and suspicions to the host Party committees. When this happened,
it was common for the host organizations to deter the DIC officials or even ask
them not to open the case for the sake of “protecting” the cadre in question and
“maintaining stability” in the department. Knowing that their standing in the
department could be in jeopardy, DIC officials often acquiesced to the will of
the organizations. In this way, corrupted officials continually circumvented
DIC investigations and escaped political and legal ramifications.52 Moreover,
sometimes the DIC officials became integrated into the system of the host orga-
nizations and were even assigned to certain responsibilities within the host orga-
nizations. In such cases, DIC personnel became executive members instead of
impartial inspectors of the organizations they were assigned to supervise.53

This institutional flaw caused by the dual leadership was detrimental to the over-
all effectiveness of corruption control.
In April 2004, the system of dual leadership of local DICs came to an end. The

DIC units stationed within host Party organizations at the provincial level or the
ministerial level now only come under a vertical chain of command from CDIC
headquarters in Beijing. Not only does this help the DICs enforce supervision
work, but it is also a signal from the leadership that any institutional ties between
the DIC units and the host Party organs and government departments must be
severed. Additionally, local DICs are able to initiate and conduct investigations
of members of the corresponding Party committees without authorization from
the host Party committees’ leaders.54 Most importantly, this change guarantees
the absolute vertical control of the CDIC over their local officials by monopol-
izing the institutional enforcement, training, education, examinations, benefits
and promotion of local DIC officials. By enhancing the power of upper-level
DICs to appoint and promote lower-level DIC officials, the CCP leadership
ensures that the authority of local DIC organizations would not be constrained

51 Cui 2004.
52 Chen, Zhaohong 2007.
53 Ibid.
54 Cui 2004.
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by host Party committees. CDIC inspection teams no longer inform the leaders of
the host Party organizations about plans to open cases, investigation, evidence
collection, case development, or investigation results.55 Undoubtedly, this policy
is intended to enforce supervision over the host Party organizations and to weaken
their influence over the disciplinary organs.
However, it is extremely difficult for the CDIC and its local branches to con-

duct independent investigations and mount a case without the cooperation and
support of local Party committees or leaders who are “too powerful to be super-
vised.”56 Although the Party constitution stipulates that “a DIC organ can con-
duct an initial investigation itself if it finds a leadership member of the host Party
committee violates Party discipline,” in reality, this is almost impossible because
the DIC organ is unable to corroborate evidence and conduct an effective inves-
tigation in the organization when the host Party leaders are still in charge.
According to the official media, some DIC “officers have the jitters and others
dread having to supervise if the supervised objects are the leading figures of
their host Party organizations, and they feel powerless when they are assigned
to investigate the disciplinary violations conducted by ordinary Party cadres
because local Party committees are those who make the decisive decisions for
the cases, not local DICs.”57 Thus, the dominance of local Party committees
and the DICs’ lack of independence contribute to the ineffectiveness of the discip-
linary organizations.

The Practical Usefulness of the Internal Control Mechanism
Although the CDIC’s lack of autonomy has been a serious hindrance to its efforts
to crack down on corruption, its practical usefulness in containing the strength
and scope of the endemic abuse of power by Party and government officials dur-
ing the period of China’s rapid economic growth should not be underestimated.
Since its re-emergence in 1978, the CDIC, along with its local DICs, has been an
important deterrent against the abuses of power committed by Party and govern-
ment officials. Between the 16th Party Congress in 2002 and the 17th Party
Congress in 2007, the CDIC filed 677,924 cases against corrupt Party members
and government officials, and 518,484 cadres received disciplinary or criminal
punishment.58 Corrupt officials live in constant fear that CDIC or DIC investi-
gators will call them to attend a meeting, order them to confess, or seize their per-
sonal property and calculate its value. According to official media, the one thing

55 Cui Li. 2004. “Jiaqiang dangnei jiandu de zhongda jucuo” (Important steps to strengthen inner-Party
supervision), Zhongguo qingnian bao, 28 May.

56 Yan Xinwu. 2013. “‘Yi bashou’ quanli gengying guanjin longzi” (A “top leader’s” power should be
more constrained), Changsha wanbao, 3 April.

57 Hong Mingcheng. 2009. “Lun dangqian jijian jiancha tizhi jizhi mianlin de wenti ji duice jianyi” (On the
current problems facing the system and mechanism of disciplinary inspection and supervision and rele-
vant strategies and suggestions), Remin wang, 15 January.

58 Chen Zewei. 2012. “Tiewan fanfu shinian lu” (Ten years of fighting corruption with an iron fist).
Liaowang 26, 38.
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that officials feared the most was an invitation to “chat” or “drink tea” with DIC
agents.59

The CDIC circuit inspection teams, including ad hoc inspection teams sent to
localities and upper-level DIC ad hoc inspection teams sent to lower-level Party
organizations or government agencies, have played a significant role in strengthen-
ing the vertical control within theDIC system and remedying theweaknesses inher-
ent in inspectors supervising Party leaders at the same levels as themselves.60 The
number of CDIC circuit inspection teams has increased from five in 2003 to 12 in
2013, and in June 2010, the PLA also became subject to such oversight.61 Since Xi
Jinping took over as Party chief, the role of the CDIC ad hoc inspection teams has
been strengthened and enhanced in terms of their scope, intensity, and frequency of
their inspections.62 Although the inspection teams have some limitations, including
“vague institutional positions, incrementally declining effects as time goes by, vul-
nerability to patron-clientelism or guanxi network at the grassroots level, and the
dilemma of ‘open’ or ‘undercover’ investigation’,”63 they conduct both regular and
targeted inspections of Party organizations at all levels of government. The CDIC
also acts as a “tribunal of justice” (from the local officials’ perspective) and exon-
erates innocent officials after the CDIC and DICs receive public tip-offs.64 More
importantly, the CDIC is there to bolster and oversee the DICs’ supervision and
control over localities to remedy the problems created by local leaders attempting
to exert influence over not only the Party organizations but also the local DICs.
The CDIC and DICs have become increasingly important to the regime in

responding to the zealous public participation in anti-corruption action, includ-
ing the growing popularity of online whistleblowing. With half a billion internet
users, China’s most popular microblogging site, Weibo, has become a force to be

59 Yu Jintao. 2005. “2005 woguo fanfu jinru zhanlüe zhuanzhe” (In 2005, there will be a strategic shift in
China’s anti-corruption campaign), Liaowang dongfang zhoukan, 17 January.

60 A CCP initiative to send CDIC officials to localities was implemented in 1996. The CDIC circuit teams
were institutionalized in 2003 and are usually made up of joint groups from the CDIC and the CCP
Central Organizational Department. See Wang Haokui. 2013. “Zhide qidai de zhongyang xunshizu”
(The CDIC circuit teams are worth expecting), Guangming ribao, 13 June.

61 Luo Sha. 2013. “Zhongyang xunshizu ruhe jiuchu ‘yi bashou fubai’” (How the CDIC circuit teams
caught the “corruption of chief leaders”), Zhongguo qingnian bao, 6 June.

62 The new approach taken by the CDIC ad hoc inspection teams includes their initiative to go directly to
lower-level departments and bureaus when they investigate the leaders of governmental ministries, and
prefectures or cities when they investigate the provincial Party leaders. The CDIC has committed to send
more ad hoc teams: as of May 2013, five teams had been sent to the Inner Mongolia Autonomous
Region, Chongqing, Jiangxi, Guizhou, and Hubei, and another five teams had been dispatched to
the Ministry of Water Resources, the Export-Import Bank of China, the China Grain Reserves
Corp., the China Publishing Group and Renmin University of China. See Wang Haokui. 2013.
“Zhide qidai de zhongyang xunshizu” (The CDIC ad hoc teams are worth expecting), Guangming
ribao, 13 June.

63 Hsu 2011, 237.
64 One of the CDIC’s primary tasks is to exonerate officials who are accused of corruption and put under

investigation when the CDIC receives public tip-offs. For example, the CDIC received a total of
1,306,822 public tip-offs in 2012; following these tip-offs, 29,551 officials were cleared of corruption
charges while a total of 160,718 cadres received disciplinary or criminal punishment. See Ren Ping.
2013. “Zhongjiwei: shimin jubao youxian chuli” (The CDIC: priority for case processing if they are
reported using real names), Dongfang zaobao, 10 January.
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reckoned with, and has assumed the role of corruption watchdog, exposing
abuses of power.65 The Xi-Li administration’s attempts to make the CDIC and
DICs more independent from the local power structure and to step up the war
on corruption not only help to assuage public anger and frustration, but also
facilitate Xi’s campaign aimed at “hitting both ‘tigers’ and ‘houseflies’,”66 mean-
ing targeting both the Party leaders at different levels and the lower-ranking offi-
cials at the Party’s grassroots who abuse their power and hurt the interests of the
masses. From 2008 to 2012, the CDIC and Ministry of Supervision received more
than 300,000 online public tip-offs, which was 12 per cent of total public tip-offs
received during that time.67

Today, the regime’s war on corruption encounters strong resistance from vari-
ous vested interest groups, including the new rich and politically powerful who
are benefiting on a massive scale from China’s rapid economic development
and who are mostly to blame for the unfair distribution of social wealth and
the tension it creates between the authorities and the population. Since Deng
Xiaoping launched China’s economic reform, China’s elite have pursued wealth
and political influence through trading power for monetary or non-monetary
resources, such as inside information, career advancement, sexual favours, and
guanxi. The pattern of the corruption of China’s new elite has now evolved
into exchanging power for power in which the vested interest groups cooperate
with one another to secure or enhance their political influence or even aim for
a monopoly of political power. This trade is also related to guanxi networking,
in which some offer their absolute loyalty to others in exchange for protection
and career growth. High-ranking leaders, especially top leaders such as Xi
Jinping and Li Keqiang, were awarded their positions based on the compromise
and bargaining of the political factions and vested interest groups. None of the
post-Deng leaders has been capable of changing this structure and pattern in
which the competing vested interest groups and political factions seek comprom-
ise and accommodation through various forms of power-sharing and benefit-
sharing arrangements. Deng’s legacy of power-sharing based on the balance of
interests at the senior level has continued to be the dominant principle behind
the stability of the CCP leadership. While Deng established a mandatory retire-
ment age for all veteran cadres in order to make room for the new third gener-
ation leaders, he also ensured that the veterans would keep their political and
economic benefits after their retirement – “their political status remains and
economic benefits should be better than they were during their tenure.”68

65 According to an official survey, 74.6% of participants preferred online exposure while only 1.27% chose
the traditional “complaint letters” (xinfang) method. See Jiang Pingping and Chang Xuemei. 2013.
“Wangluo fanfu, guanfang minjian ke gongcun gongying” (Fighting corruption through the internet,
government and civilians can cooperate to have win-win situation), Guangzhou ribao, 3 September.

66 Guo Zhangli. 2013. “Xi Jinping: fanfu yao jianchi ‘laohu’ ‘cangying’ yiji da” (Xi Jinping:
anti-corruption must crack down on both “tigers” and “flies”), Changjiang ribao, 23 January.

67 Deng Changfa. 2013. “Wangluo fanfu haixu gaodu zhongshi” (There must be a strong emphasis on
online anti-corruption measures), Xi’an ribao, 9 May.

68 State Council General Office document, No. 39 (1983).
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The CCP leadership has allowed not only the retired veteran leaders to maintain
their influence over the top leadership by becoming “advisors,” but also the chil-
dren of incumbent and retired top Party officials, called “princelings,” to use their
guanxi and government clout to build business empires. The “princelings” in
charge of the state-owned enterprises have access to huge cash flows, broad
patronage systems and significant international networks; furthermore, they
have a broad say in economic policy and even in setting the policy agenda
from the outset.69 Initiating an anti-corruption campaign against incumbent or
retired senior cadres, their spouses and relatives, or the princelings is not only dif-
ficult but also risky for any leader since the effort might undermine the stability
of the CCP leadership. The CDIC is certainly expected to play a crucial role in
curbing the behaviour of China’s elite while maintaining the stability of the
CCP leadership under the existing system.

The Politics of Disciplinary Sanctions
The economic reform and open-door policy have made tremendous changes to
the political and ideological climate for government officials and CCP mem-
bers.70 The transition from a centrally planned to a market-oriented economy
has not only loosened Party control over Chinese society but has also generated
the typical “politically oriented capitalism” that “involved the state’s granting
privileged opportunities for profit.”71 Owing to the overwhelming emphasis on
economic performance, anti-corruption cases are often initiated only when the
local economy is in trouble. As corruption is perceived as the inevitable
price of economic dynamism during the transition period, the fight against cor-
ruption is often a fundamentally symbolic issue; the public does not react as
long as the dilution of costs is minor in comparison to the benefits of economic
growth.72

Melanie Manion has observed that the enforcement of anti-corruption mea-
sures has been highly selective.73 According to her research, while 95 per cent
of investigated cases of non-cadres were prosecuted between the late 1980s and
the mid-1990s, only 57 per cent of investigated cases of cadre corruption were
prosecuted.74 Fan and Grossman point out that authorities are selectively toler-
ant of corruption as a method of compensation to enhance the control of the
Party hierarchy over Party members and local officials.75 Susan Shirk argues
that upper-level authorities offer “lack of exposure” as special treatment to the
corrupt officials who, in exchange, gratefully give their political support.76

69 Lemos 2012, 264.
70 Wang, Linda 2005, 4.
71 Scott 1972, 52.
72 Fabre 2001, 460.
73 Manion 1997.
74 Manion 1998, 10.
75 Fan and Grossman 2001, 202.
76 Shirk 1993, 144.
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While those corrupt officials who are easily replaced or whose behaviour fails to
correspond with the perceived values of the leadership are likely to be the victims
of crackdowns on corruption, local corrupt officials who have generated more
income for their regions and who have put in a good economic performance
are unlikely to be punished.77

Local corrupt officials may easily avoid becoming the targets of DIC investi-
gations, especially when corruption in some localities serves as an incentive to
support economic reform and development; this may promote profit-seeking col-
lusion between local officials and entrepreneurs.78 In fact, corruption is one of the
unintended by-products of China’s policy of economic reform,79 which has cre-
ated new opportunities and incentives for all kinds of everyday and serious cor-
ruption. Manion has identified the many patterns of corruption in “bureaucratic
commerce, predatory exactions, corrupt exchanges, use of public funds as private
capital, and illegal privatization of state enterprise assets.”80 In some places, the
local economy indirectly benefits from local businesses supporting corrupt offi-
cials who need “achievements” (zhengji 政绩) in order to stay in their positions
of power. The exchange of interests between local businesses and corrupt officials
is encouraged by both sides in order to establish long-term relationships, and is
referred to as the “industrial organization” of corruption by Andrei Schleifer
and Robert Vishny.81 Corruption in this pattern becomes increasingly “orga-
nized,” and in some instances “monopolized,” when corrupt officials aim to
secure a long-term income stream rather than simply maximize short-term extrac-
tions.82 While corruption from 1980 to the early 1990s was chiefly limited to the
venal behaviour of individuals, it gradually developed from individual acts into
an organized pattern of behaviour from the mid-1990s onwards, and developed
into systematic corruption after 1997.83 In addition, the nature of corruption in
China is a low-risk, high-yield game for many cadres, a term described by
William Chan as “systemic corruption.”84 Similar to some other Asian countries,
political corruption in China has been characterized as systematic and structural,
with the puzzling coexistence of corruption and economic growth.85 Wedeman
has observed that the cost of corruption during the 1990s “was less than the
gains from growth, with the result that corruption was feeding off the margin
rather than consuming the lion’s share of gains from growth.”86 Ultimately, as
long as local officials showed a decent amount of economic growth, there was lit-
tle incentive for the CCP leaders to target corrupt local officials. Without a

77 Fan and Grossman 2001, 203.
78 Oi 1995; Walder 1995; Duckett 2001; Fan and Grossman 2001.
79 Gong 1994.
80 Manion 2004, 96–110.
81 Schleifer and Wishny 1993.
82 Wedeman 2012, 13.
83 He 2004, 240–41.
84 Chan 2004, 32–33.
85 Chang and Chu 2006, 261.
86 Wedeman 2012, 9.
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doubt, this structural problem undermines the effectiveness of the Party’s efforts
to combat corruption.
A leading factor behind the DICs targeting an official is the public resentment

caused by corruption. As Wedeman points out, the CCP did not seriously imple-
ment any anti-corruption measures during the initial period of economic reform
until anger about corruption helped to trigger massive anti-government demon-
strations in the spring of 1989.87 In addition, campaigns against corruption are
sometimes triggered by intra-Party power struggles and used as a weapon to
attack political rivals.88 Thus, crackdowns on corruption are used by the central
authorities not just to appease the discontented public, but also to eliminate cer-
tain political rivals and rather than being initiated with the sole aim of tackling
malfeasance, they have often been used as a means to achieve certain political
purposes and as a way to solve intra-Party power struggles and conflict. Susan
Shirk has observed that the issue of official corruption “has emerged as a potent
weapon in leadership competition in the post-Mao era,” as demonstrated by Li
Peng’s offensive against Zhao Ziyang during 1988–1989. According to Li, it
was Zhao’s mismanagement of the economy that caused inflation, corruption
and the drop in grain production during Zhao’s tenure as premier.89 Thus,
“the effort to strengthen ‘democratic centralism,’ the campaign against corrup-
tion, and the power struggle among the leadership [came] together”90 in an effort
to oust Zhao, as was also witnessed in the cases of Chen Xitong 陈希同, Zhou
Yongkang 周永康, Zeng Qinghong and Bo Xilai 薄熙来.91

Politics continues to interfere in DIC cases even after they are accepted, affect-
ing the ways in which discipline and supervision play out in reality. Not all cases
that qualify for consideration are forwarded. Some cases are simple in that it is
easy to identify whether a cadre has violated Party discipline and organizational
norms, and what punishment should be given. But, even in those cases, personal
connections play an important role, particularly when they involve high-ranking
leaders. According to Li Huiren, not only is it harder to proceed with cases if they
involve high-ranking leaders, but also if they are large in terms of scale and

87 Ibid., 11.
88 He 2004, 241.
89 Shirk 1993, 87.
90 Fewsmith 2001, 166.
91 One of the key factors behind the ousting of Chen Xitong, Beijing mayor and a member of the Politburo,

was Chen’s attempt to mount a challenge for Party chief Jiang Zemin’s power. Zhou Yongkang’s down-
fall was attributed to his political alliance with Bo Xilai and their conspiracy to replace Xi Jinping with
Bo as the Party chief. Another example is Zeng Qinghong’s effort to compete with Hu Jintao for the
position of the PRC chairman. In 2007, Zeng Qinghong took the initiative to lobby for the position
of PRC president with the support of the Shanghai faction and princelings. Since Hu Jintao was reluc-
tant to hand over the position to Zeng, he reportedly ordered the CDIC to investigate any corruption
offences relating to Zeng’s son and relatives. Zeng ultimately withdrew his challenge after the CDIC
informed Zeng and Jiang Zemin, Zeng’s patron, that Zeng Wei, Zeng’s son, had been involved in a cor-
ruption case in which Zeng Wei sold state assets for personal profit. In exchange for Zeng’s withdraw,
Hu Jintao ordered He Yong (deputy director of the CDIC) and Ling Jihua (director of the CCP General
Office) to stop investigating Zeng Wei’s case. Likewise, the purge of Bo Xilai may have had more to do
with his temerity to challenge the central powers and defy many top leaders than his economic exploits.
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influence. Regardless of whether the cases are processed by a low-level or
high-level DIC organization, they often remain unresolved and no action is
taken, even after resolutions for punishment have been made. In the latter
case, sanctions are often delayed and considered to be “pending.”92 In some
places, according to some official media, there is still a “lack of supervision
and the efforts against the corrupt cadre are a formality,” even though DIC
organizations have been installed and DIC officials have been dispatched.93

Four factors have played a crucial role in making these cases difficult to pro-
cess. First, despite the CCP’s efforts to reduce the role of the Party in governmen-
tal administration and to increase governmental institutionalization since
economic reform, the rule of law in the PRC is still uncertain. Although many
regulations have been passed to strengthen the disciplinary supervision of Party
cadres, these regulations still have many gaps and vague expressions, creating
loopholes that can be easily exploited.94 In addition, China’s legal and justice sys-
tem is still highly influenced by the concept of “rule by the people” (renzhi 人治)
instead of “rule of law,” thus the laws, and their application, are constantly chan-
ging. Second, Chinese values purport that “[criminal] punishment should not be
meted out to senior officials.”95 This deeply held traditional idea, according to Li
Huiren, still “influences the Party and government officials and even the popula-
tion.”96 Current rules and regulations used to discipline Party and government
officials are limited to officials at the minister or provincial level: there are no
established rules and regulations applicable to top Party and government leaders
(at the levels of Politburo and above).97

The guanxi network is the third factor that plays an important role in the pro-
cessing of cases. All the multi-faceted aspects of guanxi afford a high degree of
protection against vigorous enforcement efforts. In the Chinese bureaucracy,
the supremacy of networks is so pervasive that guanxi has become an institutio-
nalized form of social interaction whereby cadres can do as they please with rela-
tive impunity. Many business leaders in state-owned enterprises are given their
positions after being transferred from local Party committees. These transfers
are often used by the upper-level Party committees to compensate lower-level
officials who have not been promoted to higher positions within the Party.98

92 Li 2002, 409.
93 Li Bei. 2012. “Chaoping fengzheng yangfan jin” (With a favourable tide and wind the ship is under sail,

moving forward), Guangming ribao, 18 July.
94 Li 2002, 410.
95 Traditionally, the crimes of senior officials were not punished by criminal law but by special judges,

according to their status. See Dai 1969, 55.
96 Li 2002, 409.
97 Ibid., 423.
98 If officials at the provincial or city levels are unable to be promoted to higher political positions, they are

appointed to leading positions in some profitable state-owned enterprises and companies. These posi-
tions are often dubbed as “golden bowls” because of the job security and high salaries they bring.
See Wan Qian. 2013. “Weiguan duonian tiba bushun, songdao qiye naqian xiangfu: yangqi gaoguan
‘maozi’ buneng dangcheng buchang fa” (Officials are sent to the state-owned enterprises and companies
with lower work loads but higher pay after they are unable to be promoted politically: the “title” of the
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Thus, the exchange of favours between local Party leaders and businesses has
profoundly influenced local politics. Although the CDIC and Ministry of
Supervision dispatch their officers to supervise local Party and government lea-
ders, these leaders overly interfere in the operation of local DIC units and
wield a huge influence over the decision-making of local DIC officers.
Realizing the power of guanxi networks in local politics to protect corrupt offi-
cials, the CDIC has increasingly taken investigations and supervision into its
own hands.99 When DIC officers conduct investigations or reach a verdict for
cases of disciplinary violations, they often encounter interference, particularly
in cases involving high-ranking leaders.100 Thus, when CDIC officers deliver a
verdict with a penal recommendation to the Politburo, they have to prepare sev-
eral different proposals based on varying degrees of punishment. They under-
stand that if they do not prepare several options their recommendations may
be disregarded owing to the tremendous pressure the Politburo faces from the
guanxi network and other outside interference (for example, senior veterans
who intervene in cases and put pressure on the Politburo members).101 Thus,
the prevalence of the political and social guanxi network reduces the effectiveness
of anti-corruption initiatives.
The fourth factor affecting cases and the severity of punishments has been pub-

lic opinion. Some cases, such as those involving fake medicines, food tampering
and environmental pollution, draw more public attention than others, and so
there is more pressure for the regime to process these cases. The CDIC and the
DICs have to give up other cases in order to concentrate on such high public pro-
file cases which might otherwise trigger public outrage and “mass incidents.”
Structurally, institutionally and culturally, it can be difficult to close and pass

sentence on a case. Even if a case is followed through to a verdict, a defendant
who is found guilty can still appeal. Thus, one of the CDIC’s principal tasks is
to re-evaluate cases where the defendant has made an appeal on the grounds
of unjust conviction or treatment. The proper procedure is for convicted officials
to register their appeals with the CDIC or local DICs.102 However, in reality,
many cases are processed only after high-ranking leaders intervene by forwarding
appeal letters to the CDIC. There are at least three reasons why leaders intervene.
First, a large number of appeals are sent to the CDIC every day and the high

footnote continued

higher managerial positions as state-owned enterprises and companies cannot be compensated due to
their retirement), Renmin ribao (Overseas edition), 16 January.

99 For example, when the CDIC receives information about a local corruption case, it sends its officers to
investigate the case without notifying local Party or government organizations or leaders. See Wang
Xiaodong. 2012. “Wuxi yuan shiwei shuji Mao Xiaoping luoma de qianqian houhou” (Before and
after the purges of Mao Xiaoping, former Party secretary of Wuxi), Nanfangbaoye wang, 17 April.

100 Li 2002, 411.
101 Ibid.
102 CDIC 1991.
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volume far exceeds the CDIC’s handling capacity.103 Second, to re-evaluate an
appealed case, the CDIC needs the cooperation and support of the local Party
organization to which the convicted cadre is subordinate. Often, the involved
Party organization or government agency refuses to cooperate with the CDIC
and might even resist investigation and re-evaluations.104 This demonstrates the
importance of the rank of the leaders who push to rehabilitate a convicted offi-
cial, and the prestige, seniority and reputation of the plaintiffs in influencing case
re-evaluation proceedings and even the judgment of a case. Thus, the power
dynamics involved in the establishment of the cases, the punishments of the con-
victed officials, and the rehabilitation of the wronged officials do play an import-
ant role in the politics of the CDIC.

Conclusion
The CCP has attempted to establish mechanisms that check corruption and
abuses of power within its own political system. These mechanisms include
reforms of institutional and legal frameworks, increasing transparency in the
police service, public housing and other sectors of the civil service, and the imple-
mentation of a blame-taking and resignation system for leading cadres in the
Party and government. Relying on its strong internal control that withstands
domestic social instability and opposition, the CCP is able to stick to its course
of CCP-favoured political reform. The CCP continually rejects the methods
ingrained in liberal democracy of separation of power and checks and balances,
and the Party’s internal control structure has impeded the institutionalization of a
depoliticized legal system. Instead, it strives to promote internal supervision and a
mechanism of checks and balances within the system. However, the structural,
institutional and cultural problems embedded in the system, such as the
deeply-rooted guanxi culture and structural flaws, combine to overpower these
efforts. China’s disciplinary and corruption control system is hindered by its
lack of autonomy, despite the fact that the CDIC and its local branches have
played a crucial role in cracking down on corruption and punishing abuses of
power at a time when China is making a difficult transition and facing formidable
challenges, such as the monetization and the redefinition of the public sphere, the
transition of control mechanisms, the emergence of non-state actors and the new
regulatory role of the state.105

103 The CDIC has been inundated with appeals since campaigns were launched by the senior veterans to
rehabilitate the Party cadres purged in the Cultural Revolution following the arrest of Mao’s radicals.
Ever since the CDIC opened its website to members of the public to file appeals online, the number of
appeals has greatly exceeded the capacity of the CDIC and the CSC. In 2011 alone, the CDIC and the
CSC received more than 55,400 online appeals. See Ding 1999, 463; Tian Xianghua. 2012.
“Qipan fanfu zhidu wanshan” (Expect perfection in the system against corruption), Diyi caijin
ribao, 7 November.

104 Ding 1999, 451–53.
105 OECD 2005, 30.
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While the CCP’s determination to fight corruption is sincere (and not merely
strategic) and the anti-corruption reform is the endeavour of a comparatively
strong state with great capacity,106 anti-corruption efforts against senior Party
leaders, even convicted high-ranking leaders, is highly politicized owing to con-
cerns about upsetting the existing balance of the power structure. The CCP is
reluctant to move towards a depoliticized legal system for its high-ranking lea-
ders. Thus, the CDIC often has to help some Party seniors escape from disciplin-
ary punishment or criminal justice in order to maintain the stability of the
leadership. Targeting a high-ranking leader often risks upsetting the balance of
vested interest groups and political factions, and thus can undermine the balance
of the existing structure. This goes some way to explain why selective sanctions
and punishments have been a prominent feature in CCP politics. However, Xi
Jinping and the CDIC chief Wang Qishan 王歧山, despite their inability to
make big changes to the existing structure, have attempted to enhance the
power of the CDIC and its local branches, and to increase the scope of supervi-
sion by the media and public opinion, especially through the online
anti-corruption campaigns. Together, these efforts put pressure on the elite to
rein in their own behaviour and target unscrupulous offenders through public
channels while carefully maintaining the status quo required by the system.
The extent and scope of corruption in China have increased dramatically, and

different opportunities for corruption have opened up as China’s economic activ-
ities become increasingly complex. The CCP has been under growing pressure to
ensure that its anti-corruption strategy relies on rule-making and law enforcement
rather than on campaign-style rectification or an internal disciplinary mechan-
ism. In accordance with an anti-corruption system based on rule of law, the
CDIC should be limited to a supervisory role and the use of shuanggui should
be restricted and eventually abolished. The Party anti-corruption experts have
suggested that the CCP must compromise with the vested interest groups to
reach a viable solution to ensure, at least, that they do not hinder China’s efforts
to introduce institutionalized anti-corruption measures (zhidu fanfu 制度反腐).
One approach the CCP could take is to grant conditional amnesty to offenders
as long as they return their corrupt gains to the government.107 This enables
the officials to support an institutionalized approach to combating corruption
and prevents them from transferring money abroad and resisting the reform.

106 Manion 2004, 3.
107 For example, Li Yongzhong, dean of the Chinese Academy of Supervision and Discipline Inspection,

proposes that officials should be spared punishment for corruption charges if all bribes are repaid and
accounted for, a term called “conditional pardon” (you tiaojian shemian) for officials. Wang Minggao,
a well-known anti-corruption expert and vice-president of Hunan University of Commerce, suggests a
pardon system for officials who return their illegal income before a CCP anti-corruption law is stipu-
lated. See Li Yongzhong and Zhang Tianpan. 2013. “Fubai fan buhao, yeyao wangdang wangguo” (If
[we] incorrectly fight corruption, it may destroy the Party and subjugate our nation), Nanfang dushi
bao, 24 February 2013; Wang Minggao. 2010. “Fanfu wenti zhuanjia Wang Minggao: fan fubai xu
‘tebie fanglüe’” (Anti-corruption expert Wang Minggao: anti-corruption needs ‘special statecraft’),
Renmin wang, 7 July.
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Another approach worth considering would be to set up special zones to pilot
political reform in order to select new officials and publish their household assets
so that the establishment of an institutionalized anti-corruption system becomes
possible.108

摘摘要要: 本文主旨在于探索改革开放时期位高权重的中国共产党纪律检查系

统。通过分析党对纪检系统的控制, 文章指出缺乏独立的纪检系统和反腐

败监督机制就是改革开放时期反腐效果始终不彰的根源。透过对中纪委的

组织机构, 操作原则, 纪律处分规范和标准, 以及反腐措施和手段的分析和

评估, 它详细诠释和分析了中纪委在中国政治运作中所扮演的举足轻重的

角色。然而, 结构性和体制上的因素, 以及传统文化根深蒂固的影响, 制约

了党的纪检机构有效地约束它的党员和干部以及惩贪反腐的运动和努力。

关关键键词词: 中国共产党; 中央纪律检查委员会; 反腐败; 精英政治; 双规; 关系
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