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Anti-Corruption and Political Trust:Difference Between Effect
of Structural Preference and Scale Preference

JI Chengyuan, MENG Tianguang
(School of International and Public Affairs, Shanghai Jiao Tong University,
Shanghai, 20030, China; Department of Political Science, Tsinghua University,
Beijing, 100084, China)

Abstract: Facing the challenges of the spread of corruption and the erosion of government
capacity and the legitimacy of government governance, governments all over the world are
committed to increasing public political trust and strengthening political support through anti-
corruption actions. To achieve this goal, the Chinese government expands the scale of anti
corruption and adjusts the structure of anti-corruption objects to release to the society its goals
and determination to fight corruption. Therefore, the scale preference and structure preference
of anti-corruption has become important ways to publicize anti-corruption performance and to
warn potential corrupters. Taking the anti-corruption since the 18th National Congress of the
CPC as an example, this paper determines the fact that the two anti-corruption preferences
have different impacts on public political trust, and discusses the mechanism of three
intermediary factors, including public satisfaction with anti-corruption actions, perception of
government integrity, and evaluation of the restraint to government power, by using the 2015
China Urban Governance Survey and the 2012-2015 Database of Anti-corruption Investigated
Officials. Specifically, investigating more officials will significantly increase political trust
through the three mechanisms mentioned above, and investigating senior local government
officials will also increase political trust by increasing the perception of integrity, but anti
corruption satisfaction will be reduced in the short term. Public anti-corruption expectation
fulfillment hypothesis is conducive to understanding the findings in this paper. With the
normalization of the anti-corruption struggle and the improvement of the supervision system,
the public expects to adapt to it, and political trust will continue to improve.

Key words: anti-corruption; structural preference; scale preference; political trust;

mediation analysis
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