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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Previous studies in China’s policy process have paid limited atten- Received 20 May 2022
tion to public perceptions of experts. Through an original survey, Accepted 8 September 2022

we explore public attitudes on expertise, i.e., the merits of expert KEYWORDS

opinion and expert autonomy. We find that professional experience Expert involvement; public
is the most important criterion on which respondents evaluate attitude; policy making;
experts. The higher a respondent’s political trust is, the more likely China

he or she is to recognize the benefits that experts may offer. We also

find an underlying populist tendency towards the role of experts in

policy making, respondents in general agree that the will of the

people should be prioritized over expert opinion.

According to Grundmann (2017), there are three differences between experts and lay
people. Experts are located in the professions and sciences, possess technical skills and are
trustworthy because they should be neutral in making judgements. As policy actors,
experts have played an increasingly influential and active role in policy processes in
recent decades (Christensen & Holst, 2017; Gornitzka & Sverdrup, 2008; Hunter &
Boswell, 2015; Kollner et al., 2018). This trend can be partly explained by the complexity
of policy making related to advanced technology and social issues such as climate
change, biotechnology, public health and artificial intelligence, which require policy
makers to frequently consult and seek advice from experts (e.g., Bogliacino et al., 2021).
An equally important reason lies in scientific communication and policy legitimation.
Policy making in democracies requires support and consent from stakeholders. The more
stakeholders believe that authorities are acting on behalf of stakeholders’ own interests
and rights, the more legitimate is a policy (Wallner, 2008). However, when stakeholders
lack information or are unable to interpret the reasoning of policymakers, policy legitima-
tion is difficult. Experts therefore may become a source of legitimacy when they commu-
nicate with the public. The public may trust them more given their profession and
expertise and relative independence from the government. This explains why under
authoritarian regimes, where the policy process is supposed to be exclusive and coercive
(Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003; Svolik, 2012), policymakers sometimes legitimize policy-
making through expert endorsement (Jones, 2019). However, the majority of existing
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studies on expert involvement focus on democracies. Little is known about the politics of
expertise in nondemocracies.

Follow the definition from Grundmann, experts in the context of China mainly includes
university professors, think tank analysts, researchers in official research institutions' and
other professionals (e.g., lawyer, journalist). Although previous studies have already
provided rich examples in why they are able to attend and make influence in policy
process in a single party authoritarian regime (Teets, 2018; Zhu, 2009), little attentions
concern how ordinary people perceived the role of experts. This question is important
because policy legitimation is only feasible when people share a consensus on ‘who
experts are’ with the government. As far as we known, the present study is the first social
survey to explore public attitudes towards experts in China. In addition to asking respon-
dents what items they used in evaluating expert qualifications, we also asked about their
attitudes towards the merits of expert opinion, the autonomy of experts and the appro-
priateness of experts’ policy influence. Normatively, respondents agreed that experts
should be independent and that their opinions should have more weight in policy than
those of government officials and the public. However, regression analysis revealed an
underlying populist trend that emphasized people-centrism and anti-elitism (Bertsou &
Caramani, 2022) towards expert opinions in policy making. We also found political trust
serves as the mediator in perceptions of the role of experts. The more political trust
respondents have, the more likely they are to recognize that more expert autonomy and
independent opinions from experts are valuable. In other words, people perceive
a connection between experts’ autonomy and merits and the regime/government in
China, which contradicts the common definition in studies on democracies that experts
should be neutral and independent from party interests (Zhu & Xue, 2007). We will
provide a preliminary explanation on the reason behind, but because the present study
was explorative, we leave detail discuss in the mechanism for further studies and focus on
the research questions mentioned before. In short, we believe that the present study not
only fills a gap on public attitudes towards experts in China but also advances our
understanding of the politics of expertise in a nondemocratic context (Belyaeva, 2019;
Gewirtz, 2017; Huneeus, 2000; Lei, 2021).

Evolution and dynamics in the role of experts in China

Studying the role of experts in China, one mustn’t overlook the state-expert relationship.
Zhu and Xue (2007) had used criticized that applying the common definition of think tank
from the United States is misleading because ‘there are no such organisations in China
due to China’s one party dominated system’.? As all sectors are institutionally embedded
in the regime, think tanks should be modified as ‘an “external brain”, and in some distinct
and relevant sense, independent of the government’. ‘External brain’ here means provide
constructive criticism without challenging to the government agenda as their counter-
parts in the democracies. This is why Xue et al. (2018) argued that the bloom of think tanks
in China in recent decades is not because of ideological relaxation or democratization but
because the increasingly complex policy problems that policy makers face have triggered
the need for expert consultation. The same epistemology is also applicable in the case of
experts (Gewirtz, 2017; Shambaugh, 2002; Tanner, 2002). Institutionally not independent
doesn’t undermine them as ‘external brains’, rather it is the connection with the regime
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provide experts the channels to become an influential policy actor (Zhu, 2009). A role we
describe as Science Arbiter, a typology borrowed from Pielke (2007, p. 2), refers to ‘a
resource for the decision-maker, standing ready to answer factual questions that the
decision-maker thinks are relevant. The Science Arbiter does not tell the decision-maker
what he or she ought to prefer'. A salient example is the policy making in national five-
year plans, the most comprehensive development scheme in China, for which a constant
expert committee was set up in 2006 to offer policy consultation. According to Hu (2013),
a professor at the Tsinghua University and a member of the expert committee, the whole
process of developing five-year plans involves 11 steps.? Because the CCP maintains final
decision-making power, experts are mainly involved in agenda setting and policy making
as assistants of the state apparatus. At the local level, consulting expert opinion is
a necessary procedure in the so-called ‘momentous government decision”.*

Even when experts are not directly invited by the government to offer policy consulta-
tion, they may still state their position to the media and the public, in a capacity that we
describe as their second role - policy entrepreneurs (Zhu, 2009). Mertha (2009) used the
case of the Nu River hydroelectric power plant to illustrate how experts are able to act as
policy entrepreneurs on some social issues, such as environmental protection (other
issues include health care and public administration; He & Thqgersen, 2010; Zhu, 2013).
Expert involvement can even change the final policy outcome under some conditions. As
leong and Wu (2020) pointed out, the underlying mechanism can be understood as
a punctuated-equilibrium process: policy change happens when a policy subsystem is
no longer dominated by one policy image defined as ‘a mixture of empirical information
and emotive appeals’ (Baumgartner, 2013). The policy image upheld by the government is
challenged by experts, and the policy image that they construct receives extra credibility
because of their expertise. In turn, this image becomes more likely to raise the concerns of
and generate support from stakeholders.

In summary, the literature has demonstrated the evolution and dynamics of China’s
politics of expertise. On the one hand, similar to the trajectory Nachiappan et al. (2010)
observed in East and Southeast Asia, ‘many think tanks were created as instruments to
legitimise and consolidate existing regimes or leaders- as well as the developmental state
narrative’, Deng Xiaoping used mentioned the relationship between ‘red’ and ‘expertise’
that ‘Being “red” means one must strive to be “expert” ... We cannot reconcile ourselves
to lagging behind others; if we do, we will not survive’ (Gewirtz, 2017, p. 71). Experts was
instrumentally used by the CCP to mitigate uncertainty in policy making but cautiously
contains the capability of the latter to raise a competitive agenda (Shen et al., 2022). On
the other hand, even experts’ autonomy is relative, they are not always entrenched
government position, an increasing amount of evidence shows that they can be policy
entrepreneurs and serve as the necessary condition for policy change in a growing
diversified Chinese society (leong & Wu, 2020; Shen et al., 2022). Existing literatures,
however, has not paid enough attention to the emerging function that experts serve in
policy legitimation. Under such circumstances, experts are neither an instrument used by
policy-makers nor issue advocates themselves but rather communicators between the
government and people. A recent example is the role of Zhong Nanshan during the
COVID-19 pandemic. As a pulmonologist and member of the Chinese Academy of
Engineering, he has been well known in Chinese society as a public health expert since
the battle against severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) in 2003. When the COVID-19
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outbreak occurred in China in January 2020, Zhong Nanshan was promptly appointed
director of the crisis management expert committee by the Ministry of Technology and
frequently elaborated government policy on official media.> For instance, on
21 January 2020, he announced that given that COVID-19 had a high infection rate,
isolating infected patients at the very beginning is crucial. On 23 January 2020, Wuhan
City began a 76-day lockdown, and less restrictive measures, such as quarantines and
tracing of travel records, were imposed nationwide. China was the first country to impose
such restrictions when the pandemic started, and it may be difficult to evaluate how much
experts helped elicit public consent to the measures. In this case, Zhong Nanshan made
his opinion public, and the CCP demonstrated its intention to legitimate the policy
position by referring to scientific knowledge from experts. Nevertheless, the effectiveness
of such policy legitimation relies on a similarity in the understandings of the government
and the people on ‘who experts are’. The government’s effort to use experts to legitimize
a policy will be in vain if people (1) have criteria different from the government’s for
evaluating an expert, or (2) do not believe that experts should play as important a role as
the government may believe. Therefore, the pre-condition of the effectiveness of expert
opinion in policy legitimation is the government choose the right ‘expert’ in scientific
communication, which in return justify the importance of public perceptions on the role
of experts.

Public attitude towards experts, regime performance and policy
legitimation in China

Legitimacy is generally defined as people’s belief in the appropriateness of government
actions and decision-making on behalf of their interests (Wallner, 2008). Policy legitimacy
is important because it allows policy outcomes to be achieved at a lower cost than that of
illegitimate policies, as people are more willing to consent (Bogliacino et al,, 2021). The
literature suggests two types of policy legitimacy (Montpetit, 2008) - input-oriented
(citizen-centred) and output-oriented (expertise-based) — which correspond to two meth-
ods of legitimation: through procedure and through efficacy. While the two types of
policy legitimacy are not mutually exclusive, ‘input-oriented processes have higher
potential in terms of legitimacy deficit reduction than output-oriented processes, but
they take longer, notably because they require the involvement of large numbers of
people’ (Montpetit, 2008). Authoritarian regimes are skewed towards output-oriented
policy legitimacy because the policy process is institutionally exclusive. As Gerschewski
(2018) pointed out, legitimacy under authoritarianism is not an oxymoron - indeed,
legitimacy is an essential feature in such regimes. Referring to scientific knowledge can
be a strategy for autocrats to remedy deficits of inclusion and can provide justifications for
the policy choices made by the government.

Such a strategy follows the deficit model of scientific communication, which assumes
a linear relationship between scientific knowledge and perceptions of advanced technol-
ogy (Durant, 1999). In other words, when the information gap between experts and
people is reduced, they should share a similar policy position. Empirical evidence never-
theless does not fully support the existence of such a linear relationship between scientific
knowledge and policy positions, at least for some advanced technologies (e.g., genetically
modified food) and social issues (e.g., economic policy).° A possible explanation is that in
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practice, most people are more likely to rely on sources that they trust in judging complex
issues instead of exerting effort to learn scientific knowledge (Lachapelle et al., 2014;
Siegrist, 2000); when people lack trust in experts, the assumption of the deficit model
does not hold. In the case of China, the correlation between deficit model and policy
legitimation is more complex because of the state-expert relationship. Some studies
suggested that political trust matters for risk perception, for example, G. He et al. (2013)
found that residents deemed government information on the perceived benefits and risks
in nuclear power the most trustworthy source (in comparison with information from the
media, environmental NGOs, institutes or universities). The source of political trust in
China mainly derived from regime performance (e.g., economic development; Yang &
Tang, 2010), It is reasonable to predict a good regime performance may provide credits for
output policy legitimacy (measured by political trust) and further for policy support in
general. However, will a high political trust necessarily transit to expert opinion which
endorsed government policy under the deficit model is yet to confirm. Moreover, pre-
vious studies in other contexts suggested that ideological spectrum influence the attitude
towards experts, Cofnas et al. (2018), for example, found that the conservative public in
the United States has declining trust in scientists because they tend to take a liberal-
activist stance, especially social scientists. In China, experts’ affiliation may also contribute
to their heterogeneity. For example, Huang (2015) found that when rumours decrease
people’s political trust, public figures who are distant from the government have greater
persuasive power in rebuttal, which suggested people had a divergent perception with
experts in different background. Generally speaking, employees in state apparatus or
semi-official think tanks have a closer relation with the regime if in compare with
a domestic university or foreign university professors. In summary, the above studies
reminded us beside of the features Grundmann (2017) emphasized, study public attitude
towards experts in China must take political trust and other political attitudes into
consideration as mediator both for theoretical or methodological concern.

Research design

We conducted an online survey based on a convenience sample to explore Chinese
internet users’ perceptions of the standards of expertise and experts’ credibility. Table 1
illustrated gender and age in general represented the internet population, but education
level at undergraduate or above was over sample. Although our sample is not

Table 1. Sample demography.

Internet
This Survey Population National Population
Gender Male 50% 51% 51%
Female 50% 49% 49%
Age below30 43% 38% 36%
30-39 37% 20% 15%
40 and above 20% 42% 49%
Education Below Undergraduate 50% 81% 86%
Undergraduate or above 50% 19% 14%

The Internet population statistics come from CNNIC report (http://www.cnnic.net.cn/hlwfzyj/hlwxzbg/hlwtjbg/202009/
P020200929546215182514.pdf); The National Population comes from https://data.stats.gov.cn/easyquery.htm?cn=
C01&zb=A0301&sj=2019.


http://www.cnnic.net.cn/hlwfzyj/hlwxzbg/hlwtjbg/202009/P020200929546215182514.pdf
http://www.cnnic.net.cn/hlwfzyj/hlwxzbg/hlwtjbg/202009/P020200929546215182514.pdf
https://data.stats.gov.cn/easyquery.htm?cn=C01%26zb=A0301%26sj=2019
https://data.stats.gov.cn/easyquery.htm?cn=C01%26zb=A0301%26sj=2019
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representative of the general population or internet users, recruiting respondents online
has advantages for our research question. Respondents of online surveys on topics of
public affairs are usually highly educated and care about issues related to public interests
and politics (Shao et al., 2021). They are also more active in political participation than the
general population and more likely to voice their support and opposition on the internet,
arguably the most important outlet for expression of public opinion in countries with no
competitive elections, such as China. Since online public opinion influences the policy
process (Zhang & Ding, 2017), our sample is not only the CCP’s key target for policy
legitimation but also can provide a more suitable dataset for us to answer the questions
that we are concerned with than the general public.

Our survey was divided into three parts. Followed Grundmann (2017), we first asked
respondents what is the most important qualification an expert needs. The response
items are as follows:

(1) Professional experience (measured by years of working in the field)
(2) A doctoral degree (in the related field)

(3) Outspokenness towards government policy
(4) Wide public recognition

(5) Government endorsement

(6) Personal connections with government

(7) Overseas education or working experience

In the second part, we examined respondents’ perceived state-expert relationship by
comparing experts with other actors regarding to their expertise and autonomy through
two sets of questions. In the first set of questions (see Table 2), respondents were asked
their opinion on experts as ‘external brains’ (i.e., how much autonomy they should have
and how much weight their opinion should receive in policy making). The second ques-
tion further required respondents to evaluate the expertise and the likelihood of expres-
sing independent opinion of five experts with different backgrounds: 1) a domestic
university professor, 2) a government researcher, 3) a journalist, 4) a professor from an
American university, and 5) an expert from the United Nations. There are two reasons for
including different expert background especially foreign experts in the survey. First,
previous studies such as Jones (2019) suggested that expert background matter to public
perception. In the context of China, state propaganda system may induce people’s
suspicion in expert opinion close to government position (H. He et al., 2018; Huang,
2015). Expert background provided a tool for them to measure the relative distance from
the regime/government. Second, Fang (2022) found that the China government fre-
quently referenced foreign experts’ opinion for the purpose of propaganda and policy
legitimation.” We want to know how the public perceive foreign experts in comparison to
their domestic counterparts.

The third part asked respondents their opinions on experts’ policy influence and its
appropriateness, with the opinions of different actors (ordinary people, private entrepre-
neurs, civil servants, and upper-level government officials) taken as benchmarks.

As we mentioned before, an individual's attitude towards the experts is likely influ-
enced by his or her perception of the regime/government and the political attitudes
associated with his or her ideology. We therefore not only measured respondents’
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Table 2. Public attitudes on the weight of expert opinion in policy making.

Items Statement
Public>Expert If disagreement exists between experts and the public, the latter’s opinion should have
the priority in policy making.

Expert>Official Expert opinion should have priority over government officials’ opinion in policy making.

Usefulness of expert Expert opinion is useless in solving social problems.
opinion

Independence from the The merit of expert opinion lies in providing policy alternatives to the government
government position.

Independence from the The merit of expert opinion lies in providing policy alternatives to the position held by
public the majority.

No Autonomy Experts do not have autonomy and speak only in the interest of their funders.

questions measured in 10-points scale, 1 Strongly Disagree- 10 Strongly Agree.

political trust (towards the central and local governments) and social trust (towards
friends and neighbours) but also asked questions related to their political stance as
seen in Table 3. We first include nationalism and authoritarianism, they are prevalent in
China’s political culture and internet (e.g., Liu, 2019; Lu & Shi, 2015). Socialism is used to
measure the extent of satisfaction in redistribution (Lu, 2014), while traditionalism here
measured the relative weight of scientific knowledge in policy making, thus serves as
a proxy of populism (Bertsou & Caramani, 2022).

Finally, we collected respondents’ demographic information, such as age, gender,
education level and income.

Results
Descriptive statistics

The survey was conducted between June 11 and 27 June 2019. A survey company was
hired to distribute the questionnaire online to respondents who took the survey volunta-
rily. In total, 3,555 respondents started the survey, and 1,694 finished (completion rate
47.7%). As a quality control, we removed those who finished the survey within less than
two minutes and obtained 1,634 valid respondents. Sixty-five percent of the respondents
were 35 or younger, and over 50% had received education to the college level or above. In
addition, 56% of them had a monthly income higher than 9,000 Chinese yuan.

Figure 1 provides the descriptive statistics on respondents’ perceptions of experts. We
start with expert qualifications. According to Panel A, most respondents selected profes-
sional experience as the most important item determining expert qualifications, with
a mean of 18.5 years working in the field, followed by possession of a doctoral degree and
government endorsement in second and third place. Panel B suggested broad disagree-
ment with the assertions that expert opinion is useless and that experts have no auton-
omy (with both items receiving responses lower than 5 on the 10-point scale).
Respondents in general agreed that expert opinion should be independent from the
public and government (with a response of approximately 7 on the 10-point scale) and
shows a similar level of agreement with the statement that expert opinion should have
priority over government officials’ opinion in policy making.

We then move to Panels C and D. According to Panel D, respondents seemed to have
more confidence in the level of expertise of experts with foreign backgrounds (whom
they give scores above 3 on a 4-point scale), corresponding to Fang (2022)’s recent finding
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that referring to foreign experts’ opinions is a strategy for policy legitimation in China’s
propaganda system. Interestingly, experts with foreign backgrounds are also considered
more likely to express independent opinions (with scores above 3 from all respondents).
As government researchers received the lowest score (approximately 2.5), the closer
experts are to the government, the less confident respondents were in the experts’
autonomy.

Finally, regarding policy influence in Panel E, experts are influential (with scores above
3 on a 4-point scale). Although they were deemed as influential as upper-government
officials, experts received a score significantly higher than other actors (all approximately
2-2.5). Perhaps more interestingly, ordinary people received the third rank ahead of civil
servants and private entrepreneurs. Such a perception is not consistent with the general
theory of authoritarianism or previous studies on Chinese politics (e.g., Bueno de
Mesquita et al., 2003; Dickson, 2008; Tsai, 2007); why respondents believe ordinary people
have substantial policy influence is not our main concern in the present study but is
worthy of further study. The same pattern reappears in Panel F. Because the appropriate-
ness of influence is measured on a 5-point scale, a score of approximately 3 can be
interpreted as ‘appropriate’. Respondents therefore think that the influence that experts
have is suitable but that the influence of upper-level government officials is excessive.

Regression

To explain the heterogeneity in the perceptions of experts’ expertise and autonomy, we
examine how they correlate with respondents’ political trust and ideology by estimating
a regression (the full regression results are in Appendix). The results in columns 1 to 5 in
Table 4 suggest that political trust (especially political trust in the central government) is
a strong predictor of the attitude towards experts. The higher the trust in the central
government, the lower is respondents’ agreement that expert opinion is useless or that
experts lack autonomy. Respondents are more likely to admit the value of expert opinion
when they deem experts to be independent from the government and the public. They
also tend to agree that expert opinion should be more important than government
officials’ opinion in policy making, while less agreed-upon public opinion should be
a priority. As all dependent variables in Table 4 are measured on a 4-point scale, according

Table 3. Measurement in Ideology.
Items Statement

National Pride R ] DL AT |6 5%, Feoth B8 J = fliob R A I
Even if | can freely choose my nationality, | would rather to be a Chinese.

National AT FE L AR A R a2z, i ELARAE 244 A0 R A e £ o

Humiliation ‘Hundred-Year Humiliation’ is not only the history of China, but also describes how foreigners

treat China nowadays.

Authoritarianism & 1 &k A I BURF W E, B KA Befals
Our country will be prosperous if people are obeyed to government decision.

Socialism FEIEAE R BRI, R AL K TTHREE A _ESE DT ShieE N
People who make money through capital contribute less to the society than labourer.

Traditionalism 45;@%%@%% LA AR S IR IR R, R I A A9 B R IE YR R SRy, JoAT T2 3
iy
We should follow traditional culture, it is wisdom even through sometimes without support from
scientific evidence.

Note: It is a 10-point scale, 1Totally Disagree — 10 Totally Agree.



10 L. SHAO AND M. U. IEONG

Table 4. Public attitudes towards expert autonomy and the weight of expert opinion in policy making.
m ) 3) @ (5) (6)

Expert No Autonomy  Expert> Independence from Independence Public>
Useless Official Government from Public Expert
Trust in Central ~ —0.159%** —0.127%*** 0.166*** 0.159%** 0.0971** —0.109**
Gov
(0.038) (0.042) (0.035) (0.042) (0.043) (0.042)
Trust in Local —0.040 —0.116*** —0.027 —-0.023 0.010 —0.073**
Gov
(0.031) (0.034) (0.029) (0.033) (0.034) (0.034)
Social Trust —0.041 —-0.011 0.034 0.028 0.017 0.075%*
(0.028) (0.029) (0.025) (0.029) (0.029) (0.030)
National Pride —0.116*** —0.154%*** 0.018 0.023 0.034 —0.008
(0.030) (0.033) (0.028) (0.033) (0.034) (0.032)
National 0.087*** 0.100*** 0.024 0.073*** 0.075%** 0.050%*
Humiliation (0.021) (0.023) (0.021) (0.023) (0.024) (0.025)
Authoritarianism 0.003 0.020 —0.036 0.011 0.028 0.035
(0.025) (0.027) (0.023) (0.026) (0.027) (0.028)
Socialism 0.182%** 0.142%** 0.010 —0.028 —0.038 0.190***
(0.025) (0.027) (0.023) (0.024) (0.026) (0.027)
Traditionalism 0.065** 0.083*** 0.152%** 0.072** 0.082%** 0.136%**
(0.025) (0.030) (0.027) (0.031) (0.031) (0.030)
Control Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Variables
Constant 5.010%** 4.673%** 3.356%** 3.400%** 3.009%** 3.474%**
(0.474) (0.505) (0.426) (0.499) (0.494) (0.492)
Observations 1,634 1,634 1,634 1,634 1,634 1,634
R Squared 0.151 0.161 0.082 0.062 0.064 0.111

OLS estimators are used. Robust standard errors in parentheses; education level reweight based on internet population;
*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1; the full table is available in the Appendix.

to the OLS regression estimation, a one-unit increase in political trust contributes an
approximately 2-4% marginal change in respondents’ attitudes, which represents
a substantial influence. Although it also matters, political trust in the local government
is significant only for some items by a less salient margin. One may be curious if according
to Figure 1 Panel B, respondents in general highly agreed with the statements that
experts should have autonomy, then why their attitudes towards experts are highly
correlated with political trust? Noticing that expert autonomy in China, as Zhu and Xue
(2007) pointed out, did not refer to institutional independence but to the extent they are
able to express a different opinion with the government or public. Results in Table 4
should be interpreted as the higher political trust (or more satisfaction in regime perfor-
mance) respondents have, the more they admit the value of experts as ‘external brain’.
When the state-expert relationship in China as discussed above is taken into consid-
eration, it is less surprising to find correlation between political trust and expert autonomy
because the latter doesn't not have the same meaning as in United States or other
democracies. However, Figure 1 Panel B and Table 4 tell little about the mechanism on
how trust affects perceived expert autonomy. A possible reason is experts may regard as
part of the state apparatus as they are frequently provided policy consultation for
government and shared their opinions (usually constructive or supportive) on govern-
ment policy in the media (Shen et al., 2022; Zhu, 2009, 2013). Figure 1 Panel E reveals that
respondents perceived experts as the second most influential policy actor (only less
influential than upper-government official) provides some evidence support this infer-
ence. The results in Table 5 Model 6 as explained below also suggest that respondents
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established a connection between experts and the regime/government. An alternative
interpretation is as previous studies pointed out, the CCP believed that a good quality
policy making has benefits to the regime performance, while the quality of policy making
would be improved by independent and constructive expert opinions (leong & Wu, 2020;
Shen, leong & Zhu, 2022). Such ‘instrumental’ view in expert involvement according to
Table 4 is also shared by high central political trust respondents who tend to satisfy with
regime performance. As an exploratory study, we however admitted the above findings
and explanations are preliminary rather than causal, future studies should continue to
explore the relation between political trust and perception on expert autonomy in China.

Regarding the influence of political attitudes, nationalist sentiment shows an ambig-
uous effect. The effects of national pride and national humiliation are in contradiction.
Those with higher levels of the former express greater appreciation of the value of expert
opinion, while those with high values on the latter show the opposite belief. Respondents
who are inclined to emphasize national humiliation are also more likely to prefer popu-
lism even if they acknowledge the merits of expertise because experts express a different
opinion from that of government officials and the public. The above finding is similar to
the conclusion of Bertsou and Caramani (2022) for European democracies that populism
and technocratic attitudes indeed have substantial overlap; the former does not equate to
a preference for discarding expert problem solving. We find no significant effect of
authoritarianism. Regarding the effect of socialism and traditionalism, again, we can
observe a tendency towards populism. While respondents who prefer socialism and
traditionalism are more likely to recognize the importance of expert opinion in policy
making, the most interesting finding lies in how much weight respondents believe expert
opinion should have. A respondent expressing strong traditionalism is likely to agree that
expert opinion should override government officials’ opinion but to believe that the will
of the people should come first.

We also examine the effect of political trust on perceptions of experts with different
backgrounds. According to Table 5, trust in the local government matters more in this
case than trust in the central government. Respondents with higher trust in the local
government also more highly rate the autonomy and expertise of government research-
ers (0.063 and 0.063 respectively) and domestic university professors (0.051 and 0.047,
respectively). While a higher level of trust in the central government increases respon-
dents’ agreement that government researchers have autonomy (0.042), interestingly, it
makes respondents more likely to recognize the expertise of United Nations experts
(0.038) but has no effect on their perceptions of other experts. In general, political trust
has less explanatory power for the heterogeneity in attitudes towards experts in different
background. Regarding the effect of political attitudes, preferences for authoritarianism
and socialism are more correlated than other political orientations with respondents’
attitudes towards experts. The former has a positive effect on the perception of autonomy
among domestic experts (government researchers and domestic university professors),
while the latter induces a negative perception of experts regardless of their background.
Because socialism reflects respondents’ satisfaction in redistribution, a strong socialist
tendency reflects the hostility respondents towards capitalist/power (Hutchison & Xu,
2017; Zhou & Jin, 2018). Therefore, a possible explanation for their discrediting of experts
is that they perceive experts as speaking for power or monied interests rather than
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speaking the truth since we also found a strong socialist tendency tend to prioritize the
will of people ahead of expert opinion in Table 5.

Finally, we examine how political trust and political attitudes influence perceptions of
experts’ policy influence and its appropriateness. We nevertheless find that in general,
these variables are not significant predictors, with the R squared in most models being
less than 0.05 (see Appendix B: Table A4).

Conclusion

In this study, we conducted the first survey of public attitudes towards experts in
China. Our findings are as follows. First, professional experience is the most important
item that respondents used in evaluating expert qualifications, followed by possession
of a doctoral degree and endorsement from government. Second, political trust,
especially trust in the central government, is a strong predictor of perceptions of the
merit of expert opinion and expert autonomy. Third, most of the measurements of
respondents’ political attitudes demonstrates a tendency towards populism, on the
one hand, respondents generally recognize that expert opinion has benefits; on the
other hand, they believe that the will of people should have more weight than
government officials’ and experts’ opinion in policy making. Finally, political trust
and political attitudes have less explanatory power with respect to the within-group
heterogeneity in perceptions of experts with different backgrounds. The above vari-
ables are mostly insignificant in predicting the perception of experts’ policy influence
and its appropriateness.

The above findings reveal some similarities and unique features of the politics of
expertise in China. On the one hand, even if the sample can't represent either the internet
or national population, we observe an underlying tension between an increasingly
technocratic policy process and populism in society (reflected in the relatively high
mean score of traditionalism in appendix Table A1), as also seen in other countries. On
the other hand, what makes China different is the importance of political trust as
a mediator. Experts are, by definition, neutral and stay away from party politics in
Western society. In China, however, we find that the merits of experts closely related to
political trust. Follow Zhu and Xue (2007), we suggested expert autonomy in China should
be interpreted as government’s ‘external brain’, which did not necessarily undermine
under a close state-expert relationship. Nevertheless, our survey also revealed the back-
ground of experts matter to public perception, foreign experts in general are perceived as
to have more expertise and autonomy. According to Jones (2019), the same observation
also happened in Gulf autocracies. How the state-expert relationship makes influence on
the role of expert in policy legitimation should receive more attention in further studies
not only in the context of China but also in other authoritarian regimes. Within this
context, the Chinese government will continue to make use of the deficit model of
communication of expertise in policy making. In addition to requiring high political
trust as a foundation, policy legitimation is most likely to arise from justification by experts
who are distant from power.
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Notes

1. For example, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences and Chinese
Academy of Engineering.

2. For example, Stone (1996) ‘nonprofit organisations engaged in the analysis of public policy
issues independent of government, political parties and interest groups'.

3. The eleven steps are ‘mid-term evaluation’, ‘early-stage research’, ‘formation of Basic
Thinking behind the National Five-Year Plan’, ‘drafting of the Suggestions of the CCP
concerning the Making of the Five-Year Plan for the National Economy and Social
Development(Suggestions)’, ‘approval of the “Suggestions™, ‘drafting of an Outline of the
Five-Year Plan for the National Economy and Social Development of the PRC (Outline)’,
‘elucidation by the National Plan Expert Commission’, ‘extensive solicitation of internal and
external opinions’, “the National People’s Congress’s deliberation over and approval of the
‘Outline (Draft)’, the official announcement of the ‘Outline’, and ‘the implementation of the
plan’.

4. See Article 7 in the Opinions of the State Council on Strengthening the Building of a Government
Ruled by Law, http://www.lawinfochina.com/display.aspx?lib=law&id=8553&CGid=, accessed
8 March 2022.

5. For example, more than 550 articles published over a two-year interval result from a search
with the keywords ‘Zhang Nanshan’ on the Xinhua News Agency official website. See http://
so.news.cn/#search/0/%E9%90%98%E5%8D%97%E5%B1%B1/1/, accessed 2 March 2022.

6. For example, see, Costa-Font et al. (2008) and Johnston and Ballard (2016).

7. Although foreign experts directly participated in China’s policy process is not common, they
had ever been actors in some critical policy reforms. Two examples are China’s market reform
in the 1980s and the New Urban Medical Care System reform taken place in 2006, see, Gewirtz
(2017) and ZZhu (2013).

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

This work was supported by the started-up grant from the University of Macau [SRG2019-00150-
FSS]; Zhejiang Province Science Grant (Soft Science) [2021C35131].

Notes on contributors

Li Shao is an Assistant Professor of Political Science in School of Public Affairs, Zhejiang University
China. His research interests are in Comparative Politics, especially Chinese politics, political com-
munication, and behaviors. His recent works are published in PS: Political Science & Politics,China
Quarterly, Political Research Quarterly, and Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies.

Meng U leong is Assistant Professor at the Department of Government and Public Administration at
the University of Macau. His research interest is comparative authoritarianism with specific region
interest in the Greater China Region. His work appeared in The China Review, Asian Survey and
Journal of Chinese Governance among other journals.

ORCID

Li Shao (») http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0592-7959
Meng U leong (I2) http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5551-2252


http://www.lawinfochina.com/display.aspx?lib=law%26id=8553%26CGid
http://so.news.cn/#search/0/%25E9%2590%2598%25E5%258D%2597%25E5%25B1%25B1/1/
http://so.news.cn/#search/0/%25E9%2590%2598%25E5%258D%2597%25E5%25B1%25B1/1/

JOURNAL OF ASIAN PUBLIC POLICY 15

References

Baumgartner, F. R. (2013). Ideas and policy change. Governance, 26(2), 239-258. https://doi.org/10.
1111/gove.12007

Belyaeva, N. (2019). Revisiting demand, politicization and externalization in authoritarian political
regimes: policy advisory system in Russian practices. Policy Studies, 40(3-4), 392-409. https://doi.
org/10.1080/01442872.2019.1581159

Bertsou, E., & Caramani, D. (2022). People haven't had enough of experts: technocratic attitudes
among citizens in nine European democracies. American Journal of Political Science, 66(1), 5-23.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12554

Bogliacino, F., Charris, R., Gdmez, C., Montealegre, F., & Codagnone, C. (2021). Expert endorsement
and the legitimacy of public policy. evidence from Covid19 mitigation strategies. Journal of Risk
Research, 24(3-4), 394-415. https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2021.1881990

Bueno de Mesquita, B., Smith, A., Siverson, R. M., & Morrow, J. D. (2003). The logic of political survival.
MIT Press.

Christensen, J., & Holst, C. (2017). Advisory commissions, academic expertise and democratic
legitimacy: The case of Norway. Science & Public Policy, 44(6), 821-833. https://doi.org/10.1093/
scipol/scx016

Cofnas, N., Carl, N., & Menie, M. A. W. O. (2018). Does activism in social science explain conservatives’
distrust of scientists? The American Sociologist, 49(1), 135-148. https://doi.org/10.1007/5s12108-
017-9362-0

Costa-Font, M., Gil, J. M., & Traill, W. B. (2008). Consumer acceptance, valuation of and attitudes
towards genetically modified food: Review and implications for food policy. Food Policy, 33(2),
99-111. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2007.07.002

Dickson, B. J. (2008). Wealth into Power. Cambridge University Press.

Durant, J. (1999). Participatory technology assessment and the democratic model of the public
understanding of science. Science & Public Policy, 26(5), 313-319. https://doi.org/10.3152/
147154399781782329

Fang, K. (2022). Praise from the International community: How China uses foreign experts to
legitimize authoritarian rule. The China Journal, 87(1), 72-91. https://doi.org/10.1086/717550

Gerschewski, J. (2018). Legitimacy in autocracies: Oxymoron or essential feature? Perspectives on
Politics, 16(3), 652-665. https://doi.org/10.1017/51537592717002183

Gewirtz, J. (2017). Unlikely partners: Chinese reformers, western economists, and the making of global
China. Harvard University Press.

Gornitzka, A., & Sverdrup, U. (2008). Who consults? The configuration of expert groups in the
European Union. West European Politics, 31(4), 725-750. https://doi.org/10.1080/
01402380801905991

Grundmann, R. (2017). The Problem of Expertise in Knowledge Societies. Minerva, 55(1), 25-48.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11024-016-9308-7

He, G, Mol, A. P. J,, Zhang, L., & Lu, Y. (2013). Public participation and trust in nuclear power
development in China. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 23, 1-11. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.rser.2013.02.028

He, B., & Thqgersen, S. (2010). Giving the people a voice? Experiments with consultative authoritar-
ian institutions in China. Journal of Contemporary China, 19(66), 675-692. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10670564.2010.485404

He, H., Wang, F., & Shao, L. (2018). How propaganda moderates the influence of opinion leaders.
International Journal of Communication, 12, 2599-2621. https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/
view/8129

Hu, A. (2013). The distinctive transition of China’s five-year plans. Modern China, 39(6), 629-639.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0097700413499129

Huang, H. (2015). A war of (Mis)Informaiton: The political effects of rumors and rumor rebuttals in an
authoritarian country. British Journal of Political Science, 47(2), 283-311. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0007123415000253


https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12007
https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12007
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2019.1581159
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2019.1581159
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12554
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2021.1881990
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scx016
https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scx016
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12108-017-9362-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12108-017-9362-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2007.07.002
https://doi.org/10.3152/147154399781782329
https://doi.org/10.3152/147154399781782329
https://doi.org/10.1086/717550
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592717002183
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402380801905991
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402380801905991
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11024-016-9308-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2013.02.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2013.02.028
https://doi.org/10.1080/10670564.2010.485404
https://doi.org/10.1080/10670564.2010.485404
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/8129
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/8129
https://doi.org/10.1177/0097700413499129
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123415000253
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123415000253

16 L. SHAO AND M. U. IEONG

Huneeus, C. (2000). Technocrats and politicians in an authoritarian regime: The ‘'ODEPLAN Boys’ and
the ‘Gremialists’ in Pinochet’s Chile. Journal of Latin American Studies, 32(2), 461-501. https://doi.
org/10.1017/50022216X00005812

Hunter, A., & Boswell, C. (2015). Comparing the political functions of independent commissions: The
case of UK migrant integration policy. Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis, 17(1), 10-25. https://
muse.jhu.edu/article/775407

Hutchison, M. L., & Xu, P. (2017). Trust in China? The impact of development, inequality, and
openness on political trust across China’s provinces, 2001-2012. Asian Journal of Comparative
Politics, 2(2), 176-195. https://doi.org/10.1177/2057891116676409

leong, M. U., & Wu, Y. (2020). When authoritarianism responds: Conditional government respon-
siveness in China’s environmental conflicts. The China Review, 20(4), 189-221.

Johnston, C. D., & Ballard, A. O. (2016). Economists and public opinion: Expert consensus and
economic policy judgments. The Journal of Politics, 78(2), 443-456. https://doi.org/10.1086/
684629

Jones, C. W. (2019). Adviser to the king: Experts, rationalization, and legitimacy. World Politics, 71(1),
1-43. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887118000217

Kollner, P., Zhu, X., & Abb, P. (2018). Understanding the development of think tanks in Mainland
China, Taiwan, and Japan. Pacific Affairs, 91(1), 5-26. https://doi.org/10.5509/20189115

Lachapelle, E., Montpetit, E., & Gauvin, J.-P. (2014). Public perceptions of expert credibility on policy
issues: The role of expert framing and political worldviews. Policy Studies Journal, 42(4), 674-697.
https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12073

Lei, Y.-W. (2021). Publics, scientists and the State: Mapping the global human genome editing
controversy. The China Quarterly, 246, 400-427. https://doi.org/10.1017/5S0305741021000229

Liu, H. (Ed.). (2019). From cyber-nationalism to fandom nationalism: The case of diba expedition in
China. Routledge.

Lu, X. (2014). Social policy and regime legitimacy: The effects of education reform in China. American
Political Science Review, 108(2), 423-437. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055414000124

Lu, J., & Shi, T. (2015). The battle of ideas and discourses before democratic transition: different
democratic conceptions in authoritarian China. International Political Science Review, 36(1), 20-41.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512114551304

Mertha, A. (2009). “Fragmented Authoritarianism 2.0": political pluralization in the Chinese policy
process. The China Quarterly, 200, 995-1012. https://doi.org/10.1017/50305741009990592

Montpetit, E. (2008). Policy design for legitimacy: Expert knowledge, citizens, time and inclusion in
the united kingdom'’s biotechnology sector. Public Administration, 86(1), 259-277. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1467-9299.2007.00698.x

Nachiappan, K., Mendizabal, E., & Datta, A. (2010). Think tanks in east and southeast asia: bringing
politics back into the picture. https://cdn.odi.org/media/documents/6377.pdf

Pielke, R. A. (2007). The honest broker: Making sense of science in policy and politics. University of
Cambridge.

Shambaugh, D. (2002). China’s international relations think tanks: evolving structure and process.
The China Quarterly, 30, 575-596. https://doi.org/10.1017/5S0009443902000360

Shao, L., Du, J, Han, R, & Liu, D. (2021). How does marriage demand stimulate support for
immigration in Asia? Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, First View, 1-20. https://doi.org/10.
1080/1369183X.2021.1971959

Shen, Y., leong, M. U., & Zhu, Z. (2022). The function of expert involvement in China’s local policy
making. Politics and Policy, 50 (1), 59-76. https://doi.org/10.1111/polp.12450

Siegrist, M. (2000). The influence of trust and perceptions of risks and benefits on the acceptance of
gene technology. Risk Analysis, 20(2), 195-203. https://doi.org/10.1111/0272-4332.202020

Stone, D. (1996). Capturing the political imagination: Think tanks and the policy process. Routledge.

Svolik, M. W. (2012). The politics of authoritarian rule. Cambridge University Press.

Tanner, M. S. (2002). Changing window on a changing China: The evolving “Think Tank” system and
the case of the public security sector. The China Quarterly, 171, 559-574. https://doi.org/10.1017/
$0009443902000359


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022216X00005812
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022216X00005812
https://muse.jhu.edu/article/775407
https://muse.jhu.edu/article/775407
https://doi.org/10.1177/2057891116676409
https://doi.org/10.1086/684629
https://doi.org/10.1086/684629
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887118000217
https://doi.org/10.5509/20189115
https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.12073
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741021000229
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055414000124
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512114551304
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741009990592
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2007.00698.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2007.00698.x
https://cdn.odi.org/media/documents/6377.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009443902000360
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2021.1971959
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2021.1971959
https://doi.org/10.1111/polp.12450
https://doi.org/10.1111/0272-4332.202020
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009443902000359
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0009443902000359

JOURNAL OF ASIAN PUBLIC POLICY 17

Teets, J. (2018). The power of policy networks in authoritarian regimes: Changing environmental
policy in China. Governance, 31(1), 125-141. https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12280

Tsai, K. (2007). Capitalism without democracy: The private sector in contemporary China. Cornell
University Press.

Wallner, J. (2008). Legitimacy and public policy: Seeing beyond effectiveness, efficiency and
performance. The Policy Studies Journal, 36(3), 421-443. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.
2008.00275.x

Xue, L., Xufeng, Z., & Han, W. (2018). Embracing scientific decision making: The rise of think-tank
policies in China. Pacific Affairs, 91(1), 49-71. https://doi.org/10.5509/201891149

Yang, Q., & Tang, W. (2010). Exploring the sources of institutional trust in china: culture, mobilization,
or performance. Asian Politics & Policy, 2(3), 415-436. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1943-0787.2010.
01201.x

Zhang, X., & Ding, X. (2017). Public focusing event as catalysts: An empirical study of “pressure-
induced legislations” in China. Journal of Contemporary China, 26(107), 664-678. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10670564.2017.1305484

Zhou, Y. J, & Jin, S. (2018). Inequality and political trust in China: The social volcano thesis
re-examined. The China Quarterly, 236, 1033-1062. https://doi.org/10.1017/50305741018001297

Zhu, X. (2009). The influence of think tanks in the Chinese policy process. Asian Survey, 49(2),
333-357. https://doi.org/10.1525/as.2009.49.2.333

Zhu, X. (2013). Policy change and expert involvement in China. Public Administration, 91(2), 281-302.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2011.01976.x

Zhu, X., & Xue, L. (2007). Think tanks in transitional China. Public Administration and Development, 27
(5), 452-464. https://doi.org/10.1002/pad.465


https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12280
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2008.00275.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2008.00275.x
https://doi.org/10.5509/201891149
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1943-0787.2010.01201.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1943-0787.2010.01201.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10670564.2017.1305484
https://doi.org/10.1080/10670564.2017.1305484
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741018001297
https://doi.org/10.1525/as.2009.49.2.333
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9299.2011.01976.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/pad.465

18 L. SHAO AND M. U. IEONG

Appendix A: Survey Question

Public Attitude towards Expert
Part 1: Expert Qualification
PRARART ) W — A A FEA R A I T R 205 1k B LM 4. What determines one as Expert
in a realm? Please select the most important item in evaluation.
o HFHEVFEUF YLK (Outspoken towards government policy)
o TR EMAE (Well-known in public)
o EAHROURANE LAELEINAZVIE T ET 20 TAEHR) N Years  Working
Experience (N equals to the answer in the question of [Working Years])
o WEURIAE N RFTE DTk % 5K (received government endorsement as ‘expert with outstand-
ing contribution’)
TEARBUF T 14 Ak (Have connections with government)
AT HH AR (1) 18 12740 (Have a doctoral degree in the related field)
A ANE 28 TAFE TS 5 (Oversea education or working experience)

Working Years
PR A AN NB R AT BT ) % 5K, 2 /DZAEZAT L LAE 2 2>4F7[1-30] In your opinion, how
many years are required for one to become an expert in a realm? [1-30]

Part 2: Expert Autonomy and the Weight of Expert Opinion in Policy Making
How much you agree with the following statements? [10-points scale, 1 Strongly Disagree- 10
Strongly Agree]

Items Statement

Public>Expert L RN REINA—EL, MAZWFA A
If disagreement appeared between experts and the public, the latter’s opinion should
have the priority in policy making.

Expert>Official LR 2E I S W AR HE, X B S Ak 2 1) S B AN KExpert opinion has the priority in
policy making if compare with government officials.
Usefulness of expert LR 2E I S W AR HE, 6 B0 S A2 1) 8L Bl AN KExpert opinion is useless in
opinion solving social problem.
Independence from the LR AL T BT U A R T BUM Y R M= 0
government The merit of expert opinion laid in providing policy alternatives other than government
position.
Independence from the % 52 FIMIETE T O tH AR T AL 2 K2 BN S IA HE L
public The merit of expert opinion laid in providing policy alternatives other than position
hold by the majority.
No Autonomy TR T Z L, S S B B S\ B 4F i Experts do not have

autonomy and only speak with the interest of funder.

Expert Autonomy and Level of Expertise in Different Backgrounds

PRUEAFLN R 1 B 5K, A VAR AR A CSL ) (EE R ABUN A 50 IR 11K Lk
“FUnfar? Here is a list of experts with different background. In your opinion, are they willing to express
independent (even against the government) opinions? What do you think their level of expertise?
Experts from the United Nation

Professor from an American University

Journalists (with knowledge in the realm)

Government Researchers

University Professors in our Country (China)

Part 3: Expert Policy Influence and its Appropriateness
FEBCRRE 1, LUR B J7 SRR D14 22 K20 1 1€ H e Ve A BUR, AT S W ) A2 3d 1 i rey?
In the policy process, how much policy influence do you think the following actors have? [4-points
scale, 1 Very little-4 Very Large]; Is the influence suitable? [5-points scale, 1Too Little —5 Too Large]

® Expert
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Private Entrepreneur

Ordinary People

Upper-Level Government Official
Civil Servant

Appendix B: Full Regression Results

Table A1. Descriptive statistics.

Mean SD Min Max Obs
Male 1.503 0.500 1 2 1634
Age 3.025 1.608 1 8 1634
Education 4.176 1.187 1 6 1634
East 0.541 0.498 0 1 1634
State Work 0.220 0.414 0 1 1634
Monthly Income 3.684 1.460 1 7 1634
Internet News 0.429 0.495 0 1 1634
Newspaper/Magazine 0.013 0.113 0 1 1634
TV/Radio 0.130 0.337 0 1 1634
Foreign Media Exposure 2371 0.754 1 4 1634
Trust in the Central Government 8.493 1.833 1 10 1634
Trust in the Local Government 6.732 2367 1 10 1634
Social Trust 6.218 2.049 1 10 1634
National Pride 8.576 2.015 1 10 1634
National Humiliation 5.968 2.644 1 10 1634
Authoritarianism 5.421 2.526 1 10 1634
Socialism 4.454 2.487 1 10 1634
Traditionalism 6.998 2.161 1 10 1634
Expert Useless 3.787 2.053 1 10 1634
No Autonomy 4.290 2.232 1 10 1634
Expert>Official 6.991 1.864 1 10 1634
Independence from the government 6.966 2.080 1 10 1634
Independence from the public 6.685 2114 1 10 1634
Public>Expert 4.640 2211 1 10 1634
Influence: Experts 3.060 0.692 1 4 816
Influence: Private Entrepreneur 2221 0.743 1 4 816
Influence: Ordinary People 2.516 0.989 1 4 816
Influence: Upper-Level Officials 3.229 0.750 1 4 816
Influence: Civil Servant 2.124 0.766 1 4 816
Appropriateness: Experts 3.344 0.860 1 5 816
Appropriateness: Private Entrepreneur 2711 0.941 1 5 816
Appropriateness: Ordinary People 2.857 1.226 1 5 816
Appropriateness: Upper-Level Officials 3.822 0.979 1 5 816
Appropriateness: Civil Servant 2.659 1.020 1 5 816
Independence: Government Researcher 2.609 0.859 1 4 818
Independence: Domestic University Professor 3.086 0.664 1 4 818
Independence: American Professor 3.367 0.687 1 4 818
Independence: Journalists 3.128 0.788 1 4 818
Independence: U.N. Experts 3.381 0.718 1 4 818
Expertise: Government Researcher 2718 0.765 1 4 818
Expertise: Domestic University Professor 3.180 0.649 1 4 818
Expertise: American Professor 3.238 0.681 1 4 818
Expertise: Journalists 2.209 0.769 1 4 818
Expertise: U.N. Experts 3.370 0.668 1 4 818
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Table A2. Full regression in public attitude towards expert autonomy and the weight of expert
opinion in policy making.

Mm @ ®3) (4) ) (6)

Expert No Autonomy  Expert>  Independence  Independence from  Public>
Useless Official from Public Expert
Government
Trust in Central Gov =~ —0.159%** —0.1271*** 0.166*** 0.159*** 0.091** —0.109**
(0.038) (0.042) (0.035) (0.042) (0.043) (0.042)
Trust in Local Gov -0.040 —0.116*** —-0.027 -0.023 0.010 —0.073**
(0.031) (0.034) (0.029) (0.033) (0.034) (0.034)
Social Trust -0.041 -0.011 0.034 0.028 0.017 0.075**
(0.028) (0.029) (0.025) (0.029) (0.029) (0.030)
National Pride —0.116%** —0.154*** 0.018 0.023 0.034 —0.008
(0.030) (0.033) (0.028) (0.033) (0.034) (0.032)
National Humiliation ~ 0.087*** 0.100%** 0.024 0.073%** 0.075*** 0.050**
(0.021) (0.023) (0.021) (0.023) (0.024) (0.025)
Authoritarianism 0.003 0.020 -0.036 0.011 0.028 0.035
(0.025) (0.027) (0.023) (0.026) (0.027) (0.028)
Socialism 0.182%** 0.142%** 0.010 -0.028 —0.038 0.190%**
(0.025) (0.027) (0.023) (0.024) (0.026) (0.027)
Traditionalism 0.065** 0.083*** 0.152%** 0.072** 0.082*** 0.136***
(0.025) (0.030) (0.027) (0.031) (0.031) (0.030)
Male -0.026 0.500%*** —-0.060 0.020 0.045 —-0.069
(0.097) (0.105) (0.091) (0.103) (0.105) (0.108)
Age 0.004 0.031 0.089%*** 0.072** 0.021 0.025
(0.033) (0.036) (0.033) (0.036) (0.036) (0.037)
Education -0.029 -0.073 0.098** 0.057 0.112** -0.018
(0.047) (0.052) (0.045) (0.050) (0.052) (0.052)
East 0.168* 0.122 —-0.039 —0.055 -0.098 0.041
(0.098) (0.107) (0.094) (0.106) (0.107) (0.109)
State Work 0.115 0.048 0.134 —-0.049 -0.025 —0.201
(0.115) (0.124) (0.105) (0.123) (0.124) (0.127)
Monthly Income -0.050 0.038 0.051 0.040 0.025 -0.010
(0.036) (0.041) (0.033) (0.039) (0.038) (0.039)
Internet News 0.216** 0.270** —-0.054 0.256** 0.299*** 0.056
(0.105) (0.112) (0.099) (0.112) (0.114) (0.116)
Newspaper/ 0.063 -0.064 —0.400 0.643 0.763** 0.885%*
Magazine
(0.380) (0.375) (0.337) (0.404) (0.310) (0.356)
TV/Radio 0.216 0.089 -0.140 0.108 0.183 0.160
(0.166) (0.179) (0.143) (0.162) (0.165) (0.176)
Foreign Media -0.026 0.003 0.104 0.170** 0.264*** —0.002
Exposure
(0.072) (0.079) (0.064) (0.072) (0.073) (0.075)
Constant 5.010%** 4.673*** 3.356%** 3.400%** 3.009%** 3.474%%*
(0.474) (0.505) (0.426) (0.499) (0.494) (0.492)
Observations 1,634 1,634 1,634 1,634 1,634 1,634
R-squared 0.151 0.161 0.082 0.062 0.064 0.111

OLS estimators are used. Robust standard errors in parentheses; education level reweight based on internet population;
®% < 0.01,* p <005 *p<0.1
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