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service abilities of online government can be constructed based on the interactions
between the regime financial resources and government organizations.

Key Words FSQCA; Government Online Services; TOE; Provincial Government

The Internal Logic of a Public Crisis “ Secondary Network Public Opinion Crisis—40
Cases Using Qualitative Comparative Analysis ( QCA)

--------------------------------- Siyuan Gao Guirong Zhang Xibin Sun & Fangying Yang
Abstract This paper examines the core influence factors and covariant logic of the public
crisis” secondary network public opinion crisis. By integrating existing theory and refining
variables crawler technology was used to obtain data through two levels of rooted coding
AHP was used for data dimensionality reduction while qualitative comparative analysis
( QCA) method was used for 40 cases and typical case process tracking for a theoretical
saturation test. This study found that for the outbreak of the secondary network public
opinion crisis no single factor was a sufficient condition or necessary condition; the
government$ public opinion handling government public crisis response governments own
factors and public opinion discussion were the core factors and the combined path was
visible. It is a sufficient condition for the outbreak of the public network crisis; the
secondary mass incident and the public crisis meta event were secondary factors for the
outbreak of the secondary network public opinion crisis from “natural disaster” to “human
disaster” to “official disaster ”. The possibility of causing a secondary network public
opinion crisis increases in turn; media influence plays a catalytic role in sensation and does
not change the direction of public opinion evolution. The theoretical value of this research
lies in the discovery of the coupling co — variation mechanism of internal and external factors
in the network public opinion crisis. This provides a holistic explanation for the outbreak of
the secondary network public opinion crisis.

Key Words Public Crisis; Public Crisis Secondary Network Public Opinion Crisis;

Influence Factor; Covariation Mechanism; Qualitative Comparative Analysis ( QCA)
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Local Geographical Leadership Mobility and Policy Innovation Diffusion
..................................................................... Guangxi Zhu & Jingsen Chen

Abstract China’s unique cadre system has the ability to promote the diffusion of local

policy innovations. The institutional and geographical mobility of local leadership and the

relative concentration of local government decision — making power can promote the flow

of local officials “ governance experiences stimulate innovation by local officials and

make it relatively easier to adopt and implement new policies. As a result local officials
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