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Abstract

This study explores the relationships among procedural justice, uncertainty, and acceptance of
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public policy, as well as the mediating role of uncertainty between procedural justice and accep-
tance of public policy, in the field of public policy through a combination of questionnaire surveys
and scenario methods. Study 1 uses a questionnaire survey to test the research hypotheses. To
overcome the limitations of the questionnaire survey, Study 2 employs a scenario method to fur-
ther explore the research hypotheses. The results of both Study 1 and Study 2 indicate that in the
field of public policy, procedural justice has a positive impact on acceptance of public policy and a
negative impact on uncertainty. Uncertainty has a negative impact on acceptance of public policy.
Procedural justice not only directly positively predicts policy acceptance but also indirectly pre-
dicts it by negatively influencing uncertainty.
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1. 5|

AP RN, A SEEURR N T S A AR 2 ) IR, T R A BR8N IPE T, AR T
FARGHRFEYE, BET ARG REREZIX B, WRAN A LBORRFS C &K, RI{EYIR
FeAR = A B B, (HBE S I R HERS , X LA 46 2 IR B, B AT RE DR R 3/ AR I R
SEARBAME R R A CE G, T8, 2007). B, RN AFLECE R T2 0 T e it 4
faE BA T EE MR L.

AFEBUOR 2V — A A A A FEERAS B R B B AR (3 4, 2010). AR¥E A AA A £ =7
(2007) A0 s, IESCSRE (19 ] 482 52 M 1T DA A R AS [F) ) 2 AN (] — A LR BT Fe s B I — SO R . R T
—INIH, RSO A FEBUR FTH2 52 PR 5 A AR A SEBUR I WA v R4 2 R FE R I

AWM T, T AR AR E MR 2 e A JLBUR RE A A A 2 I B K 36 (van Dijke &
Verboon, 2010; Vainio, 2011). #R1M0, i 2 R 70 35 B R AT TX IR SER i e M 70, & el Bk
FVER T AFLBUOR P22 1%, DL ROX AR 52 (7] 1) N 7E R R AT, R Z IR [ SR AU AR o AT
RET AR RIER. AEEHIER, BURFAIENATE, ALBERWHEZHENEEE, NE
PERN A AR B, IR = AL B AR 06 2R DA AN 8 VEAERR 7 A IE AT A S BOR nT 2 2 v 2 [ i R AR

2. B HAAR RIS

FEFF A IE /2 $8 U SR R rp B B0 21 ) 22 P-4 (Leventhal, 1980). 27 2 IEXTH A NI E AT N
#A E R IR (Ambrose & Schminke, 2009; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). 4 AMI14 5 T A F )it
R, A AT TR &5 AR P RO R0 PR 7 4 T AR B, ROV “A IR RERLR” (Folger, 1977). %Mk
FEFE Y 2 BN AR, AT N R E BB S ING32:, IR B E AR AR R 5 (A 3
THE, RMABATESZ 2] T ERRMBEAON R Bk, AMERS IR SRURNLL TEIE S 8, R
H 5 £ K& 1617 N(Bradford, 2014; Jackson et al., 2013; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2003; Wu & Liu,
2021)e 770, WRMMPNAEFRAA LR, ¥ 2 DU 57 IRCE ARSI &L g (Van den
Bos et al., 1998, 2014) .
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N TESE RN CL4AE Y 22 085 2 B8 11F (Reisig et al., 2021). Colquitt £5(Colquitt, 2001) 5145 1 41436 5
URE P A TERIE TS B DL a6 A &, BHE TARW R . A QUK. BUBIGITE. HLARAT N G5
bR TV EAR, FEP A IE IR 51N AL EAUR (Leung et al., 2007). AJLBUR TR A2 11
P EBEAT AR 1) 73 BiC (Easton, 1965). A FLBEUR AT 32 1 O 2 O YA BUR 1) 35 22 FRitE(Tong, 2010). ‘B 5
FrE NIAETE S UIAR DG . A0SR A SEBUR 1 2 A ST 5 % FE B A A2, BT BE A 2 KU
NE, $REA AR5 HE (Shan, 2010). AP a K (Lind, 2001)8EH, MAEERIE AR A, R
R FYIMHEEZAT N AT Z B P A A B R, ABUGE IR 2 1E 2 P 5 R fth A\ (Rl 35)
B, MisPag@ET AR R, RIAIWAUBREAHEAT0, AR S R I BB BB S 252
f7M(Lind, 2001). JeRi PR Fal AR, BAIRET A IEA SR AT B A U5 1) SRR DA RO BUR
IPFA(Leung et al., 2007), 435200 A KT (143l 75 FE ANBUA (5 4B (UIbig, 2008).

AV RIRETAT A INAAER 2 AR EA 8 B AR AR B A T B M (Van den
Bos & Lind, 2002). AHEMAAELS AA LR, FFEEE. RIEAHEMEE IR (Van den Bos, 2001), 2
IE— P B ATV B s P 7 2 TEARRARRE b, R A IE AT DATE Yk b PRI () AN Hff o A 5 T R A%
Fi(Herian et al., 2012). BE, 05 ATZEAHE B L T80 EXRE,  AREe 5 AN @ M AH DG V8 7E S
OHREE RAT 28/ (Lind & Van den Bos, 2002) . —SESHIERF 70 S RF T I1X — Wk, 5 7 1R 25254 (2017) R B,
i NIRRT A TERERS B35 BRI MR AN I E 1K . B MAZ AT EPERS, A IERES K 3% HAE FH R FEICA
ENE. WA HR R BI A LE, #REXAMA RIS AT = AR IR K520 (Sleesman & Conlon, 2016).

[, AN P B 1 5 — WA AR, AT S A BRI Bk S 47 (1 B AR A At N IRV
DA H B BT (Van den Bos, 2001). YA ARG SRIFA SBUBHLIY 3555 1045 BB, ABATTAH @ ML
1) 02 T TS5 R P R AT, o A A A AT T e LA T IEURS W S (A DA R B R . X T A
AT BUBEHU FIAEAE, I B RS AR INE . CETF R, ASHE M5 A SH 8 BATE ¢ (1 45
RAZE RAAA, IEW Wang et al. (2018)FrE R FIAREE, 29 AT BB B A e VEAR BBy, At
IR BOE I35 EE Rk, Faccioli 28 A\ (2019)3E KL, AN E PEBRAR T AN AN BEBCE AT 2% (1R

i LR, FRFAIER DMEA LB T2 R0, AN e, AN E M AR SORT DA I
HBUOR 2. AHE T RERF A EMA BRI 2 MG R N ER. 2T LRAE, &
WA H DR T AR

H1: &7 A B AL BOR r 2

H2: it/ 7R A IEMA LB Al B2 2 1Al i 55 &

3. iz —: [EEHR

BT 1 B9 552 2022 AL 5t T BEAT f BT D00 o I8 I 1) B2 B B e O W B IR TR 12
SR RAL, BRI TR A bR e, BLREGEDN NI P TN IMERIW R, IRAREF A 15 AE L
Lo SEBUR T2k 2 [ R A A SN E V8 TR AE R P 23 IE RN A SRR T 3 52 A 2 R A P A A

3.1. #iR 5 REt

AR U A LI T RE LAY & 035, £ 160 42 5#% 25 THE, HP 5k 43.8%,
et 56.3%. SRR E 20 B F 24 B2 [AS 5 5 20.6%, FEEYAE 25 F £ 35 B2 RIS 545 76.9%,
HFRATE 36 £ & 45 B2 [AZ 5% 5 0.6%, 46 $LLF 1.9%. S 5H MM EREE e,

32 METEH
FEFF 25 IE RIS 52 440 IR F Colquitt 78 2001 41 2012 44 il f) & 2% (Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2024.145358 636 P HE A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.145358

REE

2012), ZrEFE-GIE UM DUGE S, Bl “ OO AR IRECR R E R R A TR (BFAIE). “HAT
TEZEUR PR 2 A e 7 (A M), &R M Cronbach’s o Z2E4r 708 0.94, 0.86, KMO RE N
0.92. 0.82, EXAARIFIMENE, FFENESER,
ASLBUR A2 MK Leung 5 A (2007) SR, AFE =88, 68 “EXHZBURRHEER” .
HHRM Cronbach’s a 2% 0.93, KMO #%00 0.86, =R EA RIFIERUE, FFAENESIER,
PLESSRA 6 SEK, Hid 1 NELEAFAR, 6 AEEFE.

3.3. SRS

3.3.1. #XEFERE

fifiFH SPSS23.0 X AWt 7t it F B 1248 B3 4T Harman BRGS0 . BRI B pR 53R

HEAT 7204, BRI AN 74 5, HEE— AR 77 2R N 36.97%, /N T 40%, RIIALF
TE ™ 5 1)L 6] 77 VAR 2

3.3.2. R MG REXSH

HAR—h SRR G KA R WE 1 For. H, BFEAIE. ANHE A Lk oy 42
M) RS TS, RN IES A LBORAT 2 A B8N IEAS, BFEAIESAHEERE
BENAIE, e S A B AT A B A, RPN SEFAIE. R tEfA sk
BUR T2 VAR B A e, BRITERT 78 b s A8 B 2 530 .

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation of variables (Study 1)
#* 1. AR—ETESRAMLE T REX DR

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 4ERE 1
2 P51 -0.08 1
3L 0.06 0.08 1
4 FRFAIE -0.17" -0.03 0.17" 1
5 AfE 0.18" 0.08 -0.12 -0.49™ 1
6 AFLBURATHZ M -0.17" -0.06 0.24™ 0.58" -0.47" 1
M 2.84 1.56 1.53 3.45 3.73 3.18
SD 0.51 0.50 0.95 1.00 0.89 1.13

7: "p<0.05, "p<0.01.

3.3.3. WiEMEE RS

{57 AMOS 24.0 % FJ1— Il B S ALIEAT A AL I IE PE (R T 50T (CFA) . 46 IR, AR AT
R4, y2=276.30; y*/df=3.18; RMSEA=0.08; IFI=0.91; CFI =091, #AALIF%EZ, ZEMNAHR
UEOERT ARG

3.3.4. BRI

K H Hayes (2013)m il (1) SPSS % Model4 ({&7 5 i A REAY) , AN 5 PEAERR 7 2 TE AT FR IR ) 42
T2 6] (A R HEAT R G . 45 SR I, FERTY 2 PR A IE RE 0% 55 6 n) TN AN 5T 1tE(B = —0.68, t =
—13.20, p<0.001), HEBLIAY 3 AN PR B ) T A FLIBUKE n] 252 14:(B = —0.36, t = —3.79, p < 0.001).
HHAEBNAH E G, FEP A IEIE ] DL B2 83 1F W B A JLBOR n 32 (B = 0.28, t = 3.32, p <
0.001), ANHE HEAERET A IEFIAILBUR AT B2 M 2 (AR o P A E T, RIFEF A IEAMY AR B 1E
I TR A SR AT e Az v, T L A % S 3 A 1 R R S M T R TN A SRR AT e . RIS 3 1)
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Bootstrap 5000 ARV 48 S, FE T A IEFIANH R 14 2 (8] i Hh A 24087 22 3 (B = 0.13, Boot CI [0.05, 0.23])-

Table 2. The mediating effect of uncertainty on the relationship between procedural justice and acceptance of public policy

(Study 1)
Fz 2 MR—FHEMEREFAESALBERES M Z BT NHE
A 1. AFRECR B MR 2. AHEE R 3. AJLBUR 2
B SE t p B SE t p B SE t p
W 149 021 699 0.000 578 018 3153 0.000 356 056 4.60 0.000
ERFAIE 053 006 884 0.000 -068 005 -1320 0.000 028 0.09 332 0.001
et -0.36 0.09 -3.79 0.000
R? 0.36 0.56 0.42
F 78.09™" 174.20™ 50.03"™"

¥: ""p<0.001.

Table 3. Decomposition table of the total, direct, and mediating effects of uncertainty (Study 1)
%= 3. PAR—AHEENFN DY BRSPS R

SIAE Boot Frifiiz Boot Cl FR Boot CI L [R AH X N
SRR 0.60 0.08 0.45 0.75
BHEMMN 0.47 0.08 0.31 0.63 0.78
P A 0.13 0.05 0.05 0.23 0.22

3.4. i

AR, RN IR ASCBR R Z A RR0,  AN E P A T s AR E
X A FCBUOR AT B2 M A AR o [N, AEE EERE T A IE S AR M 2 A B 2 i Ay
N B T aE R SR T Tt B«

SRT, AWTFURIBCRE SO —, HIR G HR S RARESAS B s N SR . BB EIR AL,
FRAPHREAERIT T — R AT S I00 F R IR UE A BT TR

4, fR=: SR
4.1, SEEEET

K Scenario SEIGTEI, BEAT REERPIACFREFAIE: & vs l)FAR A LI Bt
4.2. LR

4.2.1. BRI

I E A 1T IE 5 140 A, BRI B 2 Frssie s s, K mfEr A A 71 A,
KRR AIEA 69 N EEHS 5L MHRT, B4 H 40%, L4 4 60%, FH7E 18 ¥ % 24 5 2 [A]K)
Z 5% 5 79.3%, kAL 25 & £ 35 B Z A2 5% 5 20.7%. fER SIS SEIG AT R T, Bl
B HIK A — T 22 S 52

SIS Z 1T, R S N — T S A AR B SE N, T AN B AR R TR N
Forro MEHIT:

BAERFENEH—EE AT TE, CETEZE, HESERMBRS OB, AP0, K22
ABRZAEF], IR HEYBA AL ZIE . GEER] AT DB SRS . &L, AT EN
MGG R E, (3 NABIHE, A ST e &3 T P EE 1 R OO .
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PR R, WA TS — ORI, DRI A AR, A 1 S
50 0 e B R R K.

422 TLEBY

B, EHOR S KA R R RL . SRR RO, LA B T i P iR DR — S50 TR I A 7 A
1E. BAR)FEFAIEL, 4 50K i3 LU AR

TEME P VBRI R, A TTBUFBA AR WL, BESE T8 50— I AR HE RS (A 117 BURA77E
WL, ABENSIEAE G — AR AERITE) o 78 P EE I RS O p A2 P, A THBUR 2 T BUR R L,
RS AFEORWRIE S, s, s, BRIy Uz I T R (A T BURF A BT A
HRTERAMENL) . & ATHEHBOR: NEA T TAERLE R AT R A,

Bea, WOREIE S S0 S S (BRI . AR B A JREUR AT M iR AE )
4.3. TENE

FEFPAIEMER A 1 Leung %5 A (2007)FIJ7 45, 43 BIEFEF/ANIIT, fn: A TBURF X EE ol il i
e FE R A IER .. 7 et 5 ALBOR n 82 MR A 7RI — M EER TR, AR
ff) Cronbach’s o %7 %75 0.98. 0.94. 0.95, KMO %¥¢7> %7y 0.80. 0.83. 0.81, EXHA RIFHIER
FE, FralEEER,

PDAE¥IRH 6 R, Hrh 1 e AFRE, 6 eeFE.

4.4, EERSHT
4.4.1. BIRFE

Xof 15 458 B A D00 36 A0 26 5 () AT TR B A L O IE IS BN . R, B
SR AR K ILERRAL . BRI, AE AT AT BOA BEAT Hs R

4.4.2. BIETS
FIH ANOVA BTG LS, KINA SIS FEF A IE R A . =T A E4 AR T 2
IEAR# B B E /KT RIFEF A IE(Ms = 164.74 vs.0.58, F (1, 138) = 285.15, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.67).

4.4.3. HERMSH

W R SRR MR G A R 4 Fion. H, BEAERARHEEEE K, BFAIES
AFLECR A2 M B EA G, AN R AL BOR W B M R ARG AR R A LBUR B S
SR AR AN AEAE B VARG

Table 4. Descriptive statistics and correlation of variables (Study 2)
=4 MR-ZBTEMA MR RAEX I

1 2 3 4 5 6
144 1
2 M5 0.17 1
3L 0.02 -0.02 1
4 FEFAIE -0.10 -0.10 0.01 1
5 AfE 0.07 -0.12 0.05 -0.88™ 1
6 AFLBURATHZ M 0.06 0.14 0.05 0.58" -0.61" 1
M 2.21 1.60 1.89 - 3.53 3.24
SD 0.41 0.49 0.32 - 1.2 1.16

#: Tp<0.01,
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4.4.4. BRGKIE

K H Hayes (2013)4 il f¥] SPSS % 41 Model4 ({&] 5 H /A5 2Y) , Xof ANHff 58 PR AERR P 2 IE AT JLIBUSR n] 42
ZVEZ A R TR . dnak 5 SRR, TERLAY 2 HhART A IR RREE 3 G TSR E PR =
—2.1,t=-21.65, p <0.001), HAERA 3 A ASH s 1% 7 1m) 0 A FE R T #5252 (B = —0.46, t = —3.35, p <
0.001). TEIAAAHENEIG, F27 A IEARE 3 T A L BOE nT#252P£(B = 0.37, p = 0.26), AifiE HEAEFE
FP A IERI A SEBUR AT 2 1t 2 (B R FE 5e b R, R UIRE 2 1E R Re g I8 4 ) 5200 ANt i 14 ok Tt
AFEBR T2 . M 2% 6 1) Bootstrap 5000 JCHIFEEAIZE S, T2 7 2 IEAIANH 2 M2 18] 1) b A 2808 2
(B =0.37, Boot CI [0.35, 1.64]).

Table 5. The mediating effect of uncertainty on the relationship between procedural justice and the acceptability of public
policy (Study 2)
=5 PAR-AHEMERFLESAHBERAESZ M Z BN

AL 1. ASRECR A 2. RHjE W 3. A LR AT R
s SE t p p SE t p s SE t p
R 1.23 026 482 0.000 670 015 43.43 0.000 430 095 4.54 0.000
BRFAIE 1.33 0.16 826 0.000 -2.10 010 -21.65 0.000 037 033 114 0.26
ANHf 2 1 -0.46 0.14 -3.35 0.001
R? 0.33 0.77 0.38
F 68.20"" 468.50™" 4225

Table 6. Decomposition table of the total, direct, and mediating effects of uncertainty (Study 2)
F# 6. MRZAWHEMNPRN SN BEEYR RPN SR

SR NAE Boot FrifEiR Boot CI K& Boot CI _F[R HHXF 25 RE
SR 1.33 0.16 1.01 1.65
BN 0.37 0.33 -0.27 1.01 0.28
H A RN 0.96 0.33 0.35 1.64 0.72

4.5. ¥ig

W = UESIE TR A DR ABETER A SKBER T 2 2 B I 5C &R, RIFEF 2 1IEREWS IE 17 T
SRR e, S TN E Vs ASBE PR R T A SR BOR AT 2 . R, AN E PEAE R P
NIEGASCBER TR 2k Z AR 52 2 TP A RN .

T — A S B H 45 2R S0 7T — 190 6 B 45 R — B0 ik 1 ASHT T A R

5. Bitig

ALY R G FOM SIS T LA S TR A IE . ANENE S A LBOR WML Z MK &R, B
B VEAERE P 28 IEAN A SRR B 32 MR Z R R AR . BLAOR T, RIUDNFEASKBGROUR, FE7 A IR
A DA I A SRR S M, BRI EE AN E R B 2 A A SRR AT e I . AN E Tk
FERE 2 IR AN A FRBOR W] 332 P 2 18 R A AR

FEF 23 IEX A SR AT P AR B i C 2w A5 B9 E . ARIE AT B KBk, —BMEIRK
NP HIWT, XA P20 H AT N A A, SR AT R PR R B R (Lind, 2001). 24
MASZBI AP RSN, SABUBRILI E 2 AT N R, WBUBHIE AT N b . SCIERT 7T
I, Madon “5(2017) &3, FEfF 2 IR T AR ABER S A AR, X — SR S8 R
—H BAHOANNBEHERELREA L BN, MATE A REESZ SRR . B A IE#OR T &7

D>
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FIZEH AT AN R, 58 T BOE I EETERIBURE « 3 R 23 151 T AR A Ot BUR A AN AR i 15
5, MR EBUORR 2. B A IEEPE 7 U 52 R A 728 2 (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Wolfe et
al., 2015), HESEMAEART SO, 5P ESMIL A EE AR SHEL. R, BT
UESE, 507 B A HARAE TG 5 B R (g ) b, A IR RN & A -+ [l (Bradford et al., 2014) . iX
R, AEL RN B P S —EE.

AW R e 5 H A 45 SR R S VEERE A IE RN A JR B AT e 32 1 2 I e A A o AR AN e
ERHY, A1 EAEIRAHENE, ROV E M2 S8/ (Conlon & Shapiro, 2002; Paterson & Cary,
2002). AT B EIRA R, AT I R EGR AR SO AR E M. Bk, AR T B AR sk
AHHENER 5 FEFF 2 IEAAR D> AN NI AT 2 14 10 2008 :0(Van den Bos, 2001). J8 i fi (R &7
S EMFEBIAINE, FEFA LT LR S B BRAHR AR T A A et . R PR AN 52 1
(FE AT DR R T A SR ORI AT 52 v, R A Al n) THE2 8508 . WIREMBUR . A Rut et
R, SN RAE RS FE 1K 5 BU(EVE T A TR P o St FR A TFE . B S 5EUR 2
A8 NATTIA A AUBI LS B9 47 9 5B N i AT A5 (Tyler, 2003), #E 1T A % B AR B o B9 A B o PR 25 RER 38 o4
ARG AR, BT BOR 2 E . UL ERE T RIS AT 7T 45 A — 5.

AR EA LN NIRRT B, AKX TREFAEMPF R REERE TEEK, SzxthEAR L
MANEE. AR ERIT S SR, 8 S SRR IGIE TR A IE. et S At
BURT 22 MR R SREWH, UATEEZ BN EXNRIEN RS 5 YR, A58 ) T4
ZHGE, WD TS RN R, 8, ABFRIEIAE T A E VEERR T A IE A1 S
ATESZ I Z (B AR AN R BB AR AL T 5 SO SR SRR . Ak, ARHFFUIE B DL R L
B B, BFEAENALBR 2 ARG, Fik, (E6EBORR, BUBHLI RN 775 % B A
RMFER, @ E S IERA RE LR RER S AL, IREARNS5E. Fi, #E
MRk A AR IR BBAT & LR e BUREE R 5B, 252 IE T DL AN 1 7 A 1 47 THT 5
TR AR AR EZ . K, EBCRRHE ML g, RORFFATHEY], FBRA RKA
e, TR O BRI 2 A2 . B Ja, AR SO 9T 285 SR T4 v 2 LA B Al Py i 3 v 4232 1k
AL T ISR, B RBORHEE . 4t 2l T k.

WG, AFRAAFE SRR B, AW TR I 8GR 5 BUSOS LA S T0 i P Ji 0 A — S0t J5 )
KIRFRE T A RN, ELEARRIB T, W] LIE R AR P A B R NER LR AR, Hik, R
EARBFCRA T 2 M T 7, Al TR E TR, FUAAE— 2 Rt AR TR
I 2 BB EADT T, DATE A R 5T IR

E&WE

Jeat ATt &R £ 3 42 (No.17GLCO67).
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