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Abstract

Based on the fairness heuristic theory, this paper uses the questionnaire method and the Scorna-
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RLR, BB IE

rio experimental paradigm to explore the moderating mechanism of a cognitive and affective trust
in authority on the interaction between procedural justice and outcome favorability on the field of
public policy. We hypothesize that cognitive trust and affective trust significantly influence the in-
teraction patterns. Results showed that only cognitive trust would regulate the interaction mode
of procedural justice and outcome favorability on the acceptance of public policy, and when cogni-
tive trust was high, procedural fairness weakened the negative impact of adverse outcomes; When
cognitive trust is low, procedural fairness enhances the positive impact of favorable outcomes.
The conclusions expand the research areas of procedural justice and authoritative trust, and pro-
vide guidance for management practice.
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1. 5|8

FIAR TAESIHLES I, 01 TG B 45 R B A\ e st 10 TAES AT (Adams, 1963).
Thibaut £ Walker (1975)fERF FURE T A RN &I, FEF A B2 AT AT . Bk, 43
ANREFRT A TE B R &5 AR, 01 Tl ] T SCRPZ s . sk (i) e 3 DA% 234 5 (Lind,
1989). Bl a7t —20 I, FRF A IEAIGE SR B N 2 8] B 58 HAR P A 22 520 53 0 2H 2R 1) S 4 AR
TR M (Colquitt et al., 2005). Brockner F1 Wiesenfeld (1996)if it [B] i 40 £ NI T R B A IE IR
JF 22 35 D AN 5 ST AN SR R A TR SE R o 2425 SRS RIRE bk Ry, AR 28 I SR IR 52l e\ =2
T4 45 R AR R S, B2 A R R AR N B A 2 (IR B ), Xt 4 “fRFA
IEAMEVERN.” (Kwong & Leung, 2002). HARRZ AR IZL AN FRE, EREA LT
He R R I IX Fh A2 HAE FH BIAEAE (Niesiobdzka & Koodziej, 2020), HEHHFTR KL, fEFLEEMET, BFEA
IEANEE SR B NI A 22 EAR A LS 2 AT 4510 A — B HL(Lin et al., 2009), BIEFE 52 EA 4
R NMES 45 NI K 2 32 AR i (1 5 28 AR Q) o PRI AR b 23— DR R P A IE A SR BN
PEZIAIEAT R 264 N 2 M 28 B, T ok fF T S 2 BRI A AR

JE R E)— LR FUR I, R A TR FE A [ B A A8 B o i — Sekf e AR s i =i, il
G5 PP (Brockner et al., 2000) AU T 9 [8] 96 & B B 2% (Kwong & Leung, 2002)F1%f H CEH 2
AL AN 52 S (Niesiobdzka & Koodziej, 2020). £E LA KRR AR ERRT, DH ASGEBUEIE TR
Wi o ASCEET AR KEIR, 7E A FLBER SR TSN RIS ARG G A REF A TS RE A
AR RS HL]

2. Bt 5Rig

FAER—ME A OEIRE, Rousseau Z5(1998)iEid X 2 HRHMEAT LRI I, KETwe XA: &
Tooxp A N R EAT O AR U T A B AL T AN B BT 5 52 T B (vulnerability) IO BRUIRES o 5 RBTE AL
FiE i 2R ST D A B AT AN S A (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). N FE AR ATl A4 5
A Bes FATEEME R T (McAllister, 1995); ML R, 1HBUSEIE T/ MR B S AR,
oA NI AR AT B 2 3R1E 50O A SeE AR B (Schaubroeck et al., 2011). SRR &% WL T 258 . HHAF
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AL A NGRS, T, 2020), #EACHARGBEIGEE, 2020)%F . STBUBIIEAE 2R H BAGEH 50
e, WK EE. TAENM. EEHEEECKE, £ F, 2010). ASCHIRFE H R IR FRUBAS AT et
ORI ESZ Ve AR R B DAAS SO S B AR RE NBURHLAL . BT NIRRT, AR — BB ) 2
JERAT U5 A AT 52 2 B AR BUR U S AT, AR XS S0 1 “BUR” 80 “BURFE 7 IEAECE 205,
20165 Science et al., 2002). Kk, AR SCHBUBASAER TAEE SO : 36T 55 2 BU BB EAT N AR AR Tt
WAL 1 CAE T A BBy 5 52 35 53 i (valnerability) 0 BURES o RO A RIS AT (LR SRR 9N AE AT)
fi: RAMGEZBUNA R%KF . ST BAESBIIFREE s SBUB IS BB AR (BT RO IS AT)
i RS2 EBURE M SIS 2 U R AR 25 95 i, I HARMS BUR 2 A 13 SRAR R R B2
(R ZUF, 2016). ERTFFH, TATETATE R, BIRFER A AL A A LB ol 52 1k
(1978 HAE AR 02 52 BN A E AT A G B AR5

AR, ATEREEAUE, ol BB e MR P = AR, —XHbATAFIr .
M T YGE RS T — AR, N T B RSB AAEER HRIE], ATS AR TRUR A2
BOEEREE, XA MCEN AR RN, 1 EEEE RIS T LIER, K ATA T
EREEST, 2IFRMEHS A ERXPIVEEE BRI KY)(Bianchi et al., 2015; Qin et al., 2015).
AMEFIA TEBAS AW — BRI BL, 8 R AT B 5 A A R A AR R T . o
WAL, RBURI 2 IEXRFME, AR TEAEAUR, 455 5 ANHEXT AATHAT RIS B
VR AR 2 PR (Lind, 2001), BEHIL T “FE5F A EMAMEMERN” IR (Kwong & Leung, 2002). Q4
W2 B TARANENR, AMISAMEERUE, HRE SR E SRR R g ORI s B R, Hitk
MR B BRI 45 R, IF B3 54 4h 56 R B2 B2 (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996). fi24% Lind
(2003, AIEHW ARG —EfEt:, —BIEMR, Magife—Buii, EEIE S A0S
AUV i 2 W SRR AR E . U MEEEAURET, MATSAERT A IEBERAR, HMLEET
A TEARABUB T PR SEAT T A, S S ST RAMA R T ) Z A8, BRI AT 486 3 QST
FIWT, M AR AR, ARG R BTE R 213 IR SR A MENEAERURT, 5 ILSE HIA A 1)
FEFFEARIRIGE R, B S FAMET — 28 AT RS ORI AT, RIHERMESE. A
I S AR R R ZEIR KR, AT 22 BRTR [0 3 A IEBUE AT 0 B B, AR 4 I S A0
SR WA AR H A5 AT AUBAE 2 BV E A A R T RASFI 45 e, WIS 5Pk 25050, it A
NS EFAT AN, SRR EAR ERREFRAR SR, BB MERA RN 34
GRS, HISERFRTA L B RARIN, SRR 2085, BT AMER RS2 B AR R
TR b 52 3] 45 B4 I B i 32 (Niesiobdzka & Koodziej, 2020), AT EH NSRBI, FFENH
FEINAR A B

ik, AT DR AR

Hi: X FBOEMEZME, AEE. R AIEME R A2 A S =M EAEH .

Hla: ENFEAES DT, FREF A IR CAZR AR AT 45 SRy SR (0 A i (AR A A ) -

Hib: TEIANFEAEMCESL T, B2 A IE T DL 5 A ) 45 F s sk AR AR Rl (g i 28 B R) .

H2: X FBURA 2N, HEEM. BREAIEMES R N2 ML E SN =M EEH.

H2a: TERSBEAES NI, FREF A IE R CAZRAAANT 5 SRy SR (0 A i (AR A LA )

H2b: 7EREBUBSAEMRAITE LT, R A IE AT DL 9 A 1) 45 S ke A AR AR i (s s 8 LA )

3. B3 1: (O
WFH 1 ISR P E LS O S O, N VIR ASIBIE /7, BURF IR B . AR T2
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B IR IO 1) 422 52 8 G 4 52 BUABAT DX AL 5 T BUR BA R B AR (R S AR) R 2 IR AN EE R B AR R
M o

3.1. Wi SRRt
FEALE T U AL BN K A4, HF 611 42 5#H 25 TiRE, HPBHE 19.5%,

LMt 80.5%. FRTE 20 S E 30 X2 MM 5F E 77.2%, (KT 20 K1 12.6%, =T 30 X #] 10.2%.
S 5HMWERIAS — &R,
32. METHR

NSNS AT A BB AT A I &R McAllister (1995)f B2, 2» BIALFE DUE R, 8 “ A AHME i BURF
HE&RBIEEBES” GAREDA “EHETBUF SR HRERRANAZE” (FEEMEL). o 258 0.864
0.85,

BEFAIE. ZREANEMAFBOEREZIES R Leung 25 AN (2007) B, 20 HIAHE =8, 85
1 SN AR BRI ) E R A B (FEFEA L) “EIN AR IRBER AR 15— PR R AT T Ik
(GERE N BRI ABCEN” (ALBCEREZ ). o 20515 0.72. 0.87. 0.87.

PLESIR 6 AR, Hb 1| NEEAFEE, 6 NesEE.

3.3. RS RARX ST
BB R ARG INE 1 FR.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation of variables (Study 1)

F£1. STEHAMRITRBEHERR D)

PR FREE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
L. WS 3.82 0.85 1
2. [EREMT 3.57 0.90 0.80" 1
3. BFAIE 3.16 0.95 056"  0.62" 1
4. iR ENNE 2.81 1.02 056"  0.637  0.66" 1
5. AkBUoREZYE 322 1.06 054" 0607 0717 073" 1
6. PE5| -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.06 1
7. fERE -0.02 -0.07 0.03 0.05 0.06  —0.20" 1

H: N=611, "p<0.0l,

3.4. WFEE RS

£ AMOS 17.0 XU SR AT IR R 743 M1 (CFA) . 45 RSN, &I B R -FEA &R bx
(o = 453.05; */df = 4.32; RMSEA = 0.06; IFI = 0.95; CFI = 0.95) 1 &A% T K A S - A0 S AT AT & JF
S DY Rl TR AR (o = 540.13; */df = 14.21; RMSEA = 0.20; IFI = 0.84; CFI = 0.84), it BR8] [X 23 R4
RAF, 0T B PR () = 1685.77; */df = 14.17; RMSEA = 0.15; IFI = 0.77; CF1 = 0.77), Vi8I E K3t
ERRER B

3.5. RigR
PR EOR 2 A R R, 4 ERIAR S ERS AR 5. [T 2 — B RN 3% 6 A S
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AER . 28 2N 4 ANTRIAS &, 25 = 2RO\ 6 MXURAZ HAEH T, 2 IUZBN 4 A = 1758 BAEFH I
SERELH], BT IEUEAEQP = 0.04, 1 (603) = 0.85, p > 0.1)Z. 4k, THEAEIEP =0.10, £ (603) = 1.96, p < 0.05),
P A IEQB = 0.36, £ (603) = 10.27, p < 0.001)FI 45 R B AP = 0.41, £ (603) = 11.68, p < 0.001) = R W35
Z.o FIR, B < BFEAE < S8R A=A BEAERLSEEEB=0.12,(593) = 1.98, p = 0.066),
Bk | AR RSC R HIFREIEBREE. BFAEMSGERE AN W =M EAEH, R 2a. 2b
M 2c AR FE

Nk SRR RET . B AIEMSRE AN MG EE =L BEAEH, AT T MR
RO A PR LSRR + ISD)RMERT (M — 1SD)R, B2 IERISS i A0t A JE s T 2
ZYERIR . TERARIEAERMT, BFEAERR T ARG RN AT, SRF A EMSEREE N
iR, BUREZEBARLIE 1) BAMS, MINAGEAEE & 8 R E ANEIRE, 27 A IR F R R
#, (B=0.66,(15)=5.09,p<0.001); MINFEALE @M A EAKE, 4REANERFRRRIREER=
0.40, 7 (93) = 4.31, p < 0.001); HINFIMEALE®IET A LSRN, SREAERFEEREEER =039,
(93)=4.84, p <0.001)B 1% la fFEIFF. MAEMKNAGEIERMET, BFAIEMZERE AN EAERA R
ZPB=-0.13,1(71)=-0.51, p>0.1), %A HIME =L HHER.

3.6. Wi

AIFFRKI, LINFMEATE SR, FERFA IR PUE M55 R 45 R A (% - (R B . Y
IWFMEAREERURAT, FAVIEEE KNG - w8 AR Xl fe 522 FEkBORE a5, [F HEmt
FEABME ARIE AR . N T 9RANX A R, FATERT T 2 PRSI0 i 7 v ok 4k S0 MR 3R A THOAER 15

6 r
5
/’.
g
® -
ﬁ 4
H 3
«
- o —[REFAE
2T —a— HRFAE
1 " 1
545 B AP WERE M

Figure 1. The impact of procedural justice and outcome favorability on the acceptance
of public policy under high cognitive trust
E 1. SANEET, BRAEMSREAMNAXBERAESZ RIS

4. A% 2 SKRFAR

4.1. SEENEI

K H Scenario SEIGIEF, HEAT 2 CARUEAE: & vs 1K) x 2 (IHBME/E: & vsK) x 2 (FEFAIE: & vs
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Ry x 2 (EREAM: & vs ()P ] SL 56 % 1
4.2. XBEF

4.2.1. TEERIE

i R A BT A 5 334 AOREAEOR, BoRBEL R 16 AhseiR s, 4 19~23 A
Forpr, SR 48.80%, 96.30% MBI USTE 18~24 & 2 ). 1EAA SRS AT I RE o, kBBl &
SHIX L — T 22 RN S5

SIS TFIR 2R, Bl s RS N — Tl 2 A AR E S, S Bl AR B 1% S AR 7S 7 N
Hebo MBI

BAER AL et — BLAE C T TR, CRTAE=4, HESIERMRS O Ka 0, K=
ZAFURZHGH], JpEE A IS5 AL A 32 R . RESER] C 3T D RS RLOR I SHE . ik, AT
I TR, AR AAFIE,  C 3T A AT R B

Pl e tE i  Jn, HOkFR EIHE R R, DI EHZ2 B0 AR .. 4l i 5t e il
W i R R

4.2.2. TERY

B, WO AR B AR R

il B e B SE U IR N IR J5 , Bl B SON R E RS B AT AR, IARVE RIS
JEAS AT RHI BEHLH o

1) WHEFEH

BN EIEAELL, K EI L TR

C BUMH TAERE IR HR(Z), ST TAEA B RO . C & RVCABURCR)E A R % 1 &

>
[y
s

2) TERAEIERA
R EAEA, KR LU AR
C BUFR(A) R0 m RINAETEFR &, (M)BER BB DMERIMAE. C 1R RIABFAR(Z)
AP BRG], (M BUG 225 88— AN R 2 o

3) P A LB

K CRARPERN” BAREF AL SRR A4, RS LUR AR

C BURFE I 3E J* BRI RE T (B AR I, (A RENSBIE St — KR AEMITE .

4) S5 RENMERIERAN

AR RENIEA, KPR LU R AR

R, BUFHG THK “ P EEBOR” « AW TP OOVE, AR SRS C Wil 0. %Rt
o TSRS —FE R RARB & (BOA) SRR B AR LR C i P He
e, WO EIRS S0 )5 G (RS R . IR BT 2 M RO A S ).

423. TENE

WEMSATFIE BB AR R T McAllister (1995)HI77E. 2 BIAFERANIIG, . “fE) C g
R, EHE C WEUFE& R TERS” GAREMEA “/EhCc ER, BHfE C TEIRSREE
F—ERIIFE” (HERE).

FEFF A IEAZE B NPERIE R T Leung 25 NQ007)MI5, A BIAFEMH AN, . “/EN C
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22

WHER, &I C WEUMN PSRRI e R A IR (BRF AL “ffFh CiER, &
WNBCE JE ) P BRI — R RAE R (GER BN,

NICBERATHEZ MR SR A Leung 55 A (2007 J7i%, A4 3 ML 4. “/F8 C R R,
BN G B P FE RO AT 27 o o 0.94,

PAE¥IRM 7 S8R, Hrb 1 WEeAFRE, 7 ez,

4.3. &R

4.3.1. BiETHE
ol 175 55 B AR 96 TN S IS 0] 5 R AT T B T R I AR E AR AR IS B N A . AR, R A
SOV & B R R IR . BRI, 2R R R HEAT R M

4.3.2. BIRIE

FIH ANOVA HEATERGES, RINA LI X %48 B IR A 20 . AR E AR AN A E AT
MO B A E m A BN FEMs = 5.30 vs. 2.51, F (1, 332) = 717.24, p < 0.001, 0> = 0.68); =15 k(5
AELH AR IHE S BB AT AL A9 B 3 A /KPS IS £ (Ms = 5.15 vs. 2.68, F (1, 332) = 525.91, p < 0.001,
N’ = 0.61); R A IEAUHDHERE 52 IE 4 A i 0 2 3 = AR A IE(Ms = 4.93 vs. 2.46, F (1, 332)
=497.27, p < 0.001, n* = 0.60); 145 F B ANELH B AR AT 45 5 B4 R At 485 5 58 3 B (Ms = 5.44
vs. 2.34, F (1, 332) = 1007.74, p < 0.001, n* = 0.75).

4.3.3. BigRIE

X AFEER ]2 YT 2 GARIEAT: & vs 1R) x 2 (BB T: & vs R) x2 (FBFALE: & vs k) x
2 (GERENE: & vs R)H ZE S HI(ANOVAYKE K, 45 RRILAAEIE, F(1,318)=31.46,p<0.001, n*=
0.09. THEMEIT, F(1,318)=12.70, p<0.001, n*=0.04. FEFAIE, F(1,318)=31.29, p<0.001, n’=
0.09 AL R AP, F(1,318)=1114.40, p<0.001, n*=0.78 #BA & &M F 3N,

NTBAERATB R, HEEREEREH AN =N EAEH . & RERINIET. FP A IERZ
BN AGEEESEN =M HAEM, F2,318)=10.11, p<0.01, n?=0.03, % 1 FFWKAF. 2R,
RGBT BBPAIEMERE AN MFAEE BEN =ML HAERE < 1), /X2, 2a, 2b %A
FENIE. N T BRI =SS BAE AT, BATHAT T 08 B80T o 9 AT BURF A RS AT
AT, ERET A IS T RFIGE R AR . SR A IEANGE B AR ERE, A SRR AT Az
PERARCN I 2 fm). BRI, P27 A IEFIZE R B AR A S BER W 2 (M = 2.53, SD =
0.60)fIk T =i F2 /7 2 IE AR S SR B AR 1A FLEOR rT B 52 (M = 3.15, SD = 1.03; t = 3.33, p < 0.01), [FIA
AR TARRE T 2 IR 5 R B AR R A LR A 252 (M = 5.64, SD = 0.94; 1= 18.08, p < 0.001). fiik
la fREIGIE; A AT BUR AR E AT BB AR, R 5 A 1E AT LA 5 A ) 45 S e Sk A AR s mn (<)
3FIR). BRI, MFRT A RIS FE A E I A L BUR AT B2 ME(M = 5.64, SD = 0.66)f T =1
gE L N AURFR P A IR A L BUR W #2521 (M = 4.76, SD = 0.94; t = 5.00, p < 0.001), [F#H&ET
R R BT ANEMEFET A R 1A SLBOR AT H#:52 (M = 2.54, SD = 0.65; t = 21.64, p < 0.001). 1% 1b
(CEIE AN

4.4. ¥ig

ASHIEFEIEA I IRAE T N EIE AR XS TR 8 IR A R i NP2 BEALHI RS, NS AR s,
FEF A RIS T AMEEREENGEN; KGR, R A RN A MR, BB 1.
la. 1b R EVGIE. THFFE 2 MBHT 1 —FIFR KIS RGE RN, XMEGE— PR .

2
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Figure 2. The impact of procedural justice and outcome favorability on the acceptance
of public policy under high cognitive trust
2. SIAHEET, BFALEMERE AN QHBERAIEZ AR
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Figure 3. The impact of procedural justice and outcome favorability on the acceptance
of public policy under low cognitive trust

B 3. RAEET, EREAENERE AN A LBEES R
5. BitHig
KT PR TS R AT SENE, RAVMER 7 B R WA DAISZI T FE 2)BiFh 7 SRR S0 FRAT
(. BFFC 1 RIS 2 RILT KO0 5, IR 7T ANEE(E. A BRI RE Atk A

M= A2 BAE . A MENBUREIARE KR, BFEAEMSRE NERZ B RS, BPEA
AT BAZ A AR 45 SR R B AR, X IR AT i IORE P 4 IE A AME OB (Kwong & Leung, 2002).
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T 24 MAST AU A S AR KRR, F2PAIE - SR aE AL HAERRMBARPER. R 2
FRERATTEI I R I TR A TE AN R E N A e e A8 A MR A B, S BB KRR, 27
AR ARG RIGREE, N AE A&, B A RIS 7 AR SR AR . SR,
FEWESE 1, BATFEA R GE &L ERERN, X Re S M RikBOE S A k. — ki, i
BRIEN BRI, AKRATRESE AT RA PRSI, BIUATT 1 A i 25 3G R 7K AR AR,
XA RE A R R B e 28 ELAR R R A

9T 45 SR RIS BB AT . FRP A RIS R a N A ) =38 BAE A o [0t 25 it 78 AN dfE
R, A FAE AR K FR AT R 115 B2 R RN R BE Al bR R R () (Rempel et al., 1985), AHX}
THEBEAMS, WA RN AR KR AR A (Johnson-George & Swap, 1982). 1&B(E L5
TAMEXAEAAT R S SIHLEA R, T RN AR K AR, —BIER, RMEE 31 R (McAllister,
1995). JFH, Rempel Z5(1985)&K I, MM BEEENAGER AR FR KRG, BElafrifi
€, B RAEISLAME EIE R R ZERN, WARSRAESE . WA MRS, MRS BEEL
B, MERISEAREG KAESE, WAERTFREAIE, SREGHN, ML INHHN
SN R, B IE SO i R 25 i (De Cremer & Tyler, 2007) EARSRUL, SAMKKI T BT &,
{HFEF A IEKP R SE B AR AKCEEMGES, AR SERT SRR Z R K, (H2H THBEERTR
ENE, MESURIXMIL R R 2GR, B R THSRAE TEMAR RS EZ A 2k e, FIAMER
BEASKAEWERNZRL . IEI(McAllister, 1995)FTIAN, BEIAFUEAEAE BEERMRH, (HREE
(R — 4L EHA B BRI T RE, BRI e AT s ma A 2 n] RE 2 AN R

BN KRR F A TEANGE BB NS BAER ML R Rt R D& T e TARK — Bt i|], HHE AT A
BT BB AR M o RIS 28 VR AN 77 [ B R oaik: 25—, BFFUIESE TN
M P A IE AN 25 5 B AR S BARE I — AN 5 At S8, WFSRUESE TN AVEAE AN S AR I i A7 £
ZEgt, REA TR 2 A R m N BAR R s T 5 =R AR, A LUE WA E RS BE
RN FE 2S5 T B SR AN SR AL T 0 B

B VX7 IR E S, A RWA U PSR B, I EFRRETF A IEME R T N AT
SR4E BRI I 5T K 2 AR H A4 (Bouazzaoui et al., 2020), 1100 BR2EF FTIE N Iy R etk &K F
f R (id, B0, 2010), XFEA T LAEAE S AR T T ORIETE R IIVE o AR FEAEIR R R At 22 /K P ]
BRI R AFEBCGR AT 8252 kAT TP 2. BB, L b, RANTAFLBUR I Z R ER KR
FE F S5tk fa e A (Best et al., 2021).  PAMEBF AN R EARUERR 7 2 IR Rk AT 4 & B BUR (432 1
(Hagan & Hans, 2017). TiASBIFCIER, (E8ESBUOR P25, B A EBKREE, RATBUTRIA
A EFAEEE, R RAAMGEBUFRIEE 7, RIS BUR PN FIEAEKE S, MEBUFAIEFATE, B4
RPAE S — WK A 25 B TAATTT & B AR, 27 A B e fiEszm, d3Emie & RAT LEBE
sz, REEAE AN . RIUCBU AR 7 A TR, WEAE— e R R R IR AR H A
(ELa

AT FtiE SR B 78077 INER 37 A IE AR A BRI T o] 4 g BR AR A SRR 8 527K, st
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