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Information Pyramid: Gender Differences of Impact of Information
Contact on Corruption Administration Evaluation

CHEN Min'  QIU Xinyou®
(1. School of Government Nanjing University Nanjing Jiangsu 210046; 2. Jiangxi Normal University Nanchang Jiangxi 330022 China)

Abstract: Based on the two follow — up surveys in LF community in Southern China this paper finds
that the difference of information contact shows “information pyramid” effect on the evaluation of
corruption administration which is shown in the following aspects: first the negative impact of Palace
fighting drama on corruption evaluation is stronger than direct anti — corruption information and does
not change with time — variation; second direct anti — corruption information also presents a hierar—
chical effect inside the main anti — corruption information is stronger than the grapevine and grape—
vine is stronger than the foreign media news but the influence will be reduced over time; third com-
pared with the direct anti — corruption information the influence of plays of royal court struggles pres—
ents a big gender difference on the evaluation of corruption and does not change due to the change of
time.
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