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Abstract

This study, in the field of public policy, combines the Scenario method and questionnaire survey
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method to investigate the moderating effect of uncertainty on the interaction between procedural
justice and outcome favorability on the acceptance of public policy. Additionally, it further ex-
plores the impact of two different sources of uncertainty, namely information uncertainty and
self-uncertainty, on the interaction between procedural justice and outcome favorability. The re-
sults of Study 1 indicate that procedural justice and outcome favorability interact to affect the ac-
ceptance of public policy, with uncertainty playing a moderating role. When uncertainty is high,
the interaction between procedural justice and outcome favorability is more significant in in-
fluencing the acceptability of public policies, with procedural justice mitigating the negative im-
pact of unfavorable outcomes. However, when uncertainty is low, the interaction between proce-
dural justice and outcome favorability on the acceptability of public policies is not significant. The
results of Study 2 suggest that information uncertainty and self-uncertainty have different mod-
erating effects on this interaction.
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1. 51§

AFLBOERI A5 N RAE RSB E, W SR —IUECR 1658 A A IEATE, 3G AN TRA & 1,
MRS ZIXTBOR, SRR FT, HE— PR MBS . W SRAE ] € Sl A LB,
AEEARTHIEBIN R ATEZIE, A v e RO IR R R . BRIk, ] il e O 5 s AT A3k
UK AT 32 P LA K ) 58 ORI 5 R T REAZAE 1 A R R AT U N B, MR Pl R R A IR, sl
RN T, A, IR AT A I A ILBOR AT H 2 PERAME RN, LA E
PRI Ao M2 2BORE PR M 0] TR R BB PR S i, Ak 2 KRB AR R AR e 0 7 B B S s e

DA G TFE P A TE M 70K 2 5 A5 T AUE B0 2 TS BEAT NI sem, AR A0 Je 1) A JLBUR 8 .
F b, BP AN ALBOR 2 AR EEN . DR ALBURMSE I EEAIER, AMI&HE
FEZAZBUK (Leung, Tong, & Lind, 2007). BEFE SR KB FIEY] TR A IERBWRAER], AT ERHT
FOREFP A TE RS BB N PEAE BAR R AATIZS FEAT R 5 0 o 3 Fh 28 ELAE FH SO i F2 7 2 TE AR AMEEBRRE 7
AR XFN A EAEH A RFEAIER], MRHE TR AMER N 222 B — Lo AR B, W, f£—4
HYAEEH, WA R TSR &R, 274 ERMERR A 23 (De Cremer et al., 2010). LA
A T8 K 2 Je AE 2H R AU LA B 7 7 SO TS S B R IFIN . TR, AR 0 B AE v [ S A 1S 357t R 1 A SRR 4
3l SRATE FURR 2 TE R M2 20RE LA PT R 2 R M) 6 Ao M 2050 ) 1R 15 7 o

g b, AN A AR K, BT R A IEAGEF R X A SLBOR nT 2 M R 38 HAE A
AR ANt e PEAE Hr iR 1 1R A

2. B HAARERIE
21 BRFQEMAHBERTEEM

A, KEICEUEHET A B TS EAT AR, 5 wnf2 7 A ] DUE 3
BTHMES S HEANRAT NS (Tyler & Lind, 1992; Colquitt, 2001). AILBCGEAS Y, AT 5IE
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B 20 TE W] DA 9 06T OB R AR AR A BE, A1 32 %of 25 SR W] 252 14 (Tyler, Boeckmann, Smith, & Huo, 1997).
A T T8 3R B IBUR ] 2 P FR AR T, RN BURT RIS AT 8 DL B 5o IO (4 52 MR A B, AT %of IESURT 1)
T 75 7 kbR 2 (Leung, Tong, & Lind, 2007; Wu & Wang, 2013), PRI FEF 2 IE A A SEBUGE AT 8252 A
FARR A FH

22. BF AEMEREAMXEER

SERE ARS8 CAEA SRS TR 8 2 D R, HOARBUN B (Blau, 1964). (O FEEAH G
RE S AR K], P ARG R T AR E NS EAER, B “RF A IEMAMERN” « 2 AA]
13 EIAA B 45 R, 28 R AR I, AT 45 R B2 it s AR 24 B 45 1T,
T2 7 2 IR0 AT 45 B3 2 R AR N EE R ANAEAE, FRIT A IEGRAR T AFI 25 J 71 oK 1 1 A s )
(Kwong & Leung, 2002) . F-3HAF 70 & B 5 56 2 2R 05k 1) s 1o 52 381 2H 213 1k 5 e R RN e 2 465 TRl 52 (Blaw,
1964), HRFELE G A LA R HR A TR, 03 T RS2 SR AR 3 (Lind & Tyler,
1988), i, AMVEIEIHIE AR S, A TR G A5 R A B HIS AR 2 IES 5L T B 5E 838 il 3
Bito {H AR IE RIS AR e A BT, 53 7 A R i s B e 5 2

AL IO R B, YA BT 2 A B R, AT ) T % XA 45 SR AT =
XK, FHREAEE R AR (Wong & Weiner, 1981). AN IE R 45 R MO FE Bt A3 g, (4 A
MIEROLERAMALER, WREPAIE. &RANEEN, BFEAILE, AT REMH MR . 2558
FEXTERARRS,, AATDN TR A TR O FE RS, FEP A IEAE B AT 2 ma g 55 o Rt — TR 3R (1) il 5
R A RIS 2 BN AT A SRR AT 52 MG AR K IR 5

B AE — B 5T A I P kB FE A R AR E AFE I (Tyler & Caine, 1981). AHFFLRM, FEFAEME
HAVERSZ HAE &2 3] — SR, WABRRKR. U E R SAREH L P AL, Rl 2
MNATE—ANE A 2 IR 3% H S (Brockner, Chen, Mannix, Leung, & Skarlicki, 2000; De Cremer et al., 2010).

KA D BAE A FEBOR AU, BRITRET A B R T AN BAER, I Bk — Dt fi s mfg
ANIEFIZ R T N EAEF R AR &= .

2.3. FEMETHIER

AN T P R AR SR A S 2 AN T T 1k B R R A B AT N (AR A — B . Van den
Bos Al Lind (2002)#2& H T ANHf 52 & FLHL i (uncertainty management theory), %8I\ AL AU 71 ia F 4147
FEF 08 IEAG BOR BRI B M, ANHf e PR s AN FR P A TE R R B AR R SR . Z BRI FE , A
SEPE TR [ R85 [ FR(Van den Bos, 2001), RIASHfE M AT 43 A B AN 5E (self-uncertainty) 515 B AN
JE (information uncertainty). 15 5 AN E fr sk /DA OAZ B P~ AR IR E M. B IRAI £ — L it
R AN AN 72 14 (personal uncertainty), B —FpPR&E 1 A7, B BA R € 1 B B A W,
B U X MR E B REE S AWML BN, BRAE S GRS A AR RS2 AT
M= B (Van den Bos & Lind, 2009; #45, H45, @&id, 2013).

A E BV E M RSB LEAEERMNEERNEK. YA T A,
2 FH TSR A IEE R . RIEAFERKE®R, ZHIENLT AMIAREREHMEL, 1t
I NATT 2 B RS P 2 1EAE BAE D9 B RO I A e 1k, AT B AR i) & IE R W . A REFER T, A
T R T 155 285 A0 2 T S Wi A B AR 6 2 FEE R 2 XE 4 Wi B A 9 749 4 FH (Diekmanin, 2004) . 3& A ifF 5 3 9,
ANHf E PR T T A DRSS XA I I i S e (B lader, 2007). BRI, ANH s PR RE AN IE B T 1R
H .
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A ERRIRE, AT MRE R FOS R S R S S N . R PP A IE, A AT 4 Bt
RS2 3] 7 ORRE, P& RS2 & . M T A E &M, B8 RAE AR, AT 2204 0
T a1k, FEFBAIE, ARG AR S S 727 2 TR AT AR /M AS R 5 B R K e, FEAIR
MERIAHENE, B A IERAME RN . iR BRI E S, &K RIRR 2 X 455 B2 Ag ik AT
Z BB SN E, Wb A E T, AT 5L FF A IERAME RS . X T A E AR A, 15
B 45 R ABAT O B 3G B U D, A e AR RA BN, AR AR T 0 g5 R BE,
BB G RAEN R T A A BRI OGE, BT A X AR 25 1A ME R 52 55 (Van Hiel, De Cremer
& Stouten, 2008),

PAAE ST AN & PR RO BT 58 22 45405 B A 2 1 B A5 B AN PR A B A E IR v — %, BT
WERE LT E B S B PR ANE E PR R

2.4. FEA9HE

KRBT AT, W —E A IRBERAIE T, R FAWE X7 2 IEAZ R B AR A FLEL
AT RS BAE AT VE T o F 78 38— AR TE P AS R RV AN R 1k RIS S AN 8 1A B AN
T M R PP 2y IE AN S SR B NS LA T 50 o

3. WR—

g5 Lk, Wt — 3R PO BB

H1 2R~ IEFIEE R B A A L ESR W B2 A S BRI

H2a AefErEmit, Fefp A IEMEURE A ARBOR AR B B2, A 1Ew
SRR AR 5 AT R B AR S

H2b AN E PRI, R A TEAISE R B AN A ILBOR T2 S BAF A R .

3.1 HAREFESHIEWE

A FAE I T BT SR BRI SR, @ S A AR . LR U 280 1y, RAIE

R 246 1, ARUEEN 88%, Ht 45.5% 09 5514

32. TENE

® FE/FAIERH M4 H Colquitt (2001) &%, JFHM Tyler fil Blader (2003)1 &R HiEH 1 MEH, 1t
JUANEH AT E . 0, “AERBORSE S, BURER T RAMENL” (a=0.892).

o P AR M E Leung, Tong F1 Lind(2007)ER, FLTEM. W, “iZBUEEANERARK”
(0= 0.727).

® N R A B B Colquitt (2012) 4wl VTG — M TAEA I E R E R, LIE/. W, “HArE
ZECE P 2 A E M (o =0.888).

o NILHUR W MR M4 Leung, Tong Al Lind (2007)fJ&%, =M. i, “HRITEHZK
I (o0=0.945).
DILEBHYIRA 6 SER, L 1L AEEARFAR, 6 NEeFE.

3.3. SRS

331 TEME
WA R A TEgE th 45 R AR 1 R, MR D228 RN T R Ja JEAN R 45
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Table 1. The descriptive statistics results for Study 1
%= 1 AR—ERMGITER

A M SD 1 2 3 4

1. BFAIE 417 0.86 —

2. R E A 4.00 0.85 0.46™ —

3. e 3.90 1.00 -0.07 -0.57" —

4. NFLBURTHZ 411 1.10 0.74" 0.55" -0.23" —

5. M5 -0.01 0.16" 0.05 -0.11
6. ik 0.16 -0.14" 0.08 0.16"

7. XALFERE -0.18" 0.04 0.00 -0.16"
8. Bk -0.05 -0.07 -0.04 -0.21"

%: N=246, “p<0.01, "p<0.05.

3.3.2. RigHE

AR SPSS16.0 73 /2 L ML H AIGUEAR B LLASEBSR W 2 A N R A R L 1T . 58—
DA 3AHAARMNBIATRE, 5 R 3 T S BT R, =08 LA = R BN T2 .
BRI AT R E, WK 2,

Table 2. Regression and moderation effects analysis for Study 1
2. MR—EVARBTHHRL S

A AN FLBUR T2
B t
Step 1
FERFAIE(PI) 0.61 12.88™
A EPE(UN) -0.04 -0.81
g1 m A E(OF) 0.25 4.28
R?=0.590, F=118.6™"
Step 2
PJ x OF -0.31 -6.35""
PJ x UN 0.09 161
OF x UN -0.20 -3.76
AR?=0.08, AF = 34.71"
Step 3
PJx OF x UN ) 012 209"

AR?=0.005, AF = 10.36"™
¥: "p<005, “p<0.01, " p<0.001.

KRR A IE AR E M 5 SR B N TR Z 5, [81)9 7 FE 8 44 1 2 (F = 118.6, p < 0.001, R? = 0.590),
BRAHE MRS, HAWVT R NI EE ., =M ERMANTTREZ G, FE AR EER = -0.12, t =
—2.09, p <0.05), [k, H1 BIAE(NE 2). 7E =38 HARFH WML B, AT — 0T T RSB H
RSN TR T o 43 TV EUAS B 2 P 3501 I A7 — AR 22 2 AN EIE 2 AR 2, s AN 1 231
o, B A IEANGE Bir ATk 078 AR B B3 (B = —0.309, t = —3.415, p < 0.001). {KAHE M4 B, FLF
AN TERGE BB NI AE HAE AN B3 (B = —0.052, t = —.647, p > 0.05). & BARLRAMNTEE R IE 1, A
PEm AL R a AR, FERAERR AR E (P =0.910, t = 15.36, p < 0.001); AffiEttm AL RE
NP, FRFAERfE AR E (B =0.208, t=2.09, p<0.05). % LArik, sAwEMEHN S, BF
ANEMERBENEMZEERRE, BFAESME T ARG R AR, H2a f521500F. KA
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Figure 1. The influence of procedural justice and outcome favorability on the acceptance of public
policy under high uncertainty

Bl STHET, BFAEMEREAMNAHBIRATHZEOFNM

4. =

BT 45, W it AR A SRR S b, RHE B AN E A B FRAN E PR A

NATTRE T2 TE R B R A E A P 2, MAA RN 2 7 2 S EUTTRR 7 A T4 BAE AN A RS
DA AT T 2 7 8 TE R R SE AR 2 AN (] o X P\ N 22 S 32 B 7 T s o — D7 1D, AN B SRR 4 th
(Van den Bos & Lind, 2002), 4/MAdb T ANfig tiisy, R A 1EAE B AT DA B AN FEARANI e 12, 3X i W]
5 AT RIS AT NN EE RN —. B0, HIRAE MR ZE R B AART A
IEAE BT AN ZE 5 W90 R I E FRAH 2 1 (self-uncertainty) & 51 2 AATTXE 2 IR A5 SR AR 22
SREIZERTAR, XU AR E R AN SEAT N MR, BIRAE XM
FEFF 2 IE IR NALHIAE ATER, At & Ul mr B A MR MATERE T A IE W, B S HRES. &
YEAT R A, B 5 2 2R 1E 540 (De Cremer & Sedikides, 2005). 12 Thau, Aquino F1 Wittek (2007)
R TR RAR W, AL BIRATE s s, XA RS RS P TR NG R TR, &
M E RAE X B A B S RASAT AR ARG REIER, B IRAE M MRS 2 12 |
A EM AR AT A, FXHEA S5, RATEITE 0 0 E BT E T 2A flH A
T PEWT 5T 2B

2z FRrR, W 2A F1 2B 2 4Rt DL R B

WA 2A B A :

H3 #2757 A IE A5 B AV A L BUR a2 A AR .

Hda {52 EEEN, EFAEMSRENENALBUR B2 N HAEAERE, BFEAIE
AT DA i AN 235 SRt SR 1R AR

Hab {5 B E PEIRES, 27 A IEMEE R B AN A LBOR 22 M A AR .

W7t 2B (MR & A :

H5 B 2> TE AN 25 S B AN A SL B wT sz A 5 1R
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Hea HIEAFEIEREN, BFAIEMERBEAEN ARBERT 2N EAENERE, BFAL
AT LAZ AR AN 25 R R AT RS o
Heb H J A EEIRI, T2 A IEMER B AR A LBOR 22 VS AR A B2 .

4.1. #5R 2A

411 MRFZE
K Scenario SEIVEI, HAENEFAIEMEERE AL, FHIRENATENE, AIEER 2
PR R, KA 2 (@ARFAIE * (REFAIE) x 2 (MEREAE ~ R4 REANE) x 2 (FifE BEAHE

P> ARME BB ENE) WA BT A ORI AT BRI, AT Z2 0 B 0 B 5 R
4.1.2. #iR

AHEFFERAN T NA QLR RF BUOR B B S5, 85 Scenario BT ST VAR S , 1735 B N ARTT R -
BOARBINERR 224, FOCEA BRI HdE 240 4, Hrb 44.6% 8 51t

4.1.3. BERRY

o [EEIMREMRE —ZITHANLIAA, IR L TIE—4, B2 B AeRAa e Ral i &% — K
B A, T R BN A 4% 5 A AR

® FEFAIEMEAE L R F UK FE P 2 IESE TS0 (Brockner et al., 1994), #iFEHL> AP . =FE
JP AN TELR BRA kL “AEBCR T R, TTBURT ZAER 7 #E & A A A1 2 L5 . Horp s
BIFFRWIESs, BEIE. s, TR 2R s RBRF A EAR SR “1E
ORI R, WEURARA B A MEREDNAA MR WS @I, WEA REUT R0k TR E,
WA F IR FZBOR SRR T A7 .

© A TR (R AS A M B AR IR A5 B s MRS R F BB LA (S B e 5 15 1 s
I\, BARBENL N EARA . RS B WA P RL: MRl E NS PR EHA M, TR R &5
RIEHAT s s B 2 A AR 41T E N S BFAA I, A AR Z 5 R s .

® SE L ANME RN SE BB A NE RO K ) B RIS 7 5, RBP4 R e AR
PSRl “IRAHEBUR: LR BURS FANMEAS HEREPFFIFLFILR” ; KR E A
BEA L “RAH BB LW BUFRG TN A k—F R SR, H—FE 514N RN
WRATRIZRIEK” .

4.1.4. TEAERI

o FFAIFBESHATHETIE, W, “YEN—R2ANLAA, EYNTBUNEZER S E S, BUFIE
W aNEFEmER” .

o LERE NMEE AT H TR, W, “MEA—RENLAA, EYCHZBERAERE RN .

o (S EAHE MBS =AW H TR, W, “EN—%0N A, BINELZFEAT, AREAN
WEH” .

o NMLBURIEZMEE AT H T E, W, B ZBORRHER .
DLEBHSRM 6 mER, Hd 1 NIEEARE, 6 NiEFFRE.

4.15. RRER

1) #RES T
iR Eg i RN 3, K EHS5HEEREEM:,
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Table 3. The descriptive statistics results for Study 2A
7= 3. 5% 2A MR ST R

M SD 1 2 3 4
1. BURATH32 M 3.95 1.08 —
2. BIFAIE 3.47 1.43 0.33" —
3. FEEAHEN 3.83 1.04 0.20" 0.02 —
4. EREANME 3.63 1.22 0.53" 0.38" -0.11 —

: "p<0.05 " p<0.0l.

2) Bk

TESESE IR B LART,  FRATE Jexd BB S A0 1 AR S R R 5 BRI AT T AR SR . t AR IR 45 SRR,
FEFET AR, AR 3] E@fi?ﬁﬁi%%?1&%ﬂ%?ﬁ£E,‘J'%/R(M wrpar = 4.66, M grrar = 2.28,
t=23.06,p <0.001); 5 REAMET, HEm B ML R AR E S TS REAEREILM s
w =446, M gupoe = 2.80,t=14.13, p < 0.001); =5 BEAHEEN T, #RMEBAH EHELEE S T
B EAHEERELM srmen = 4.63, M grmer =3.02,t=18.61, p<0.001). [Ft, ENRI.

3) fREKIE

T EMTERER, BFEAIE, SEAHEME, SREANE=MEEHEEF =477, p <0.01),
H3 /35 00E . &5 BARHE A, TP A IEAL: R e AR BAE B2 (F = 2.34, p < 0.01), &5 EAH
AT, BFALEMERENEL AN EE: Nit—PRAE BEAHE =M BAEH, JAT
177 RN oM, G5 ILE 2, Wl A A m A R E AT, BFAIEEE(F =3.363,p<0.01;B
=0.388,t=5.02, p<0.001), mfEEAMEHEAKERBEANMET, BFAIEREE(F =1.265,p <0.001; =
0.705, t = 7.564, p < 0.001), BPHIL 7T A IERAMERAN . 2% ERTiR, TP A IEGME 1A 25 R0 K1)
ARG, Héa 30 7RG EATEM T, BEPAIEMEGRE AMAZEERALES, H4b BRI,

4.5

3.5 ———’

2.5

1.5

0.5

REFAILE P AIE

=== RGERE A rg R A

Figure 2. The influence of procedural justice and outcome favorability on the acceptance of pub-
lic policy under high information uncertainty

B2 SEETHET, BFAEMERE AN AHBRATEZ NN

4.2. W5 2B

421 WRGE
KM Scenario SEKEIN, HAE NP AIEMESREANE, WAARENARAFENE, ~ILBoR

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2024.145320 343 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.145320

REE

P AR R 5 2A AR, R3] ERAE RO A SR, ARSI R, K
HEATEE VR R, R 2 (MEFAIE * [REFAIE) x 2 (MERE N * [RE5 REAE)
Pk veito MM AR HEAT RS, (23 = B0 34 T 1 R

4.2.2. #iR
AHEFERAU T NA QLR RF BRI B S5, 85T Scenario BT AT VAR S , 1735 B N ARTT IR -
PARBINERR 224, FRI R B HdE 179 4, Ho 44.7% 8 51k

4.2.3. TEEHFRY

BEAMEL B AR, 48R B NIRRT 2A.
424, BEAPNE

BRAE. R BRAMENE. ALECEEZ R FHF 2A.

RIE AT, W B B ATEE ISR H A E . A CRH B EARE EERINE 5 RA
#f %€ (LSES; Dykman, 1998; De Cremer & Sedikides, 2005; Greifeneder et al., 2011).

425 R
1) #HdHgt
HIAEG R R 4, BB RSN E L EHx.

Table 4. The descriptive statistics results for Study 2B
7= 4. 3 2B iR S AR

M SD 1 2 3 4
1. AFLBR AT 3.83 1.11 —
2. BFAIE 3.47 1.37 0.39" —
3. HIRAH e 3.04 0.65 0.30" -0.034 —
4. EREANME 3.49 1.16 0.54" 0.36™ 0.017 —

W: "p<0.05, “p<0.01.

2) Bk

FEIAERT TR Z 00, ATESEHHAT 7RI . t RIGL R, BEFALEES TREFALE
(M gmar = 4.6, M gpar = 2.37,t=19.04, p<0.001); FHEREAMEZETREZEAMEM surow =
4.2, M s = 2.76,t=10.56, p < 0.001), X ¥t IRATHIERHZ I .

3) BRIEHIE

BAUEH 4> 2 ERBAT TR M. 04k 5 Fos, HERAEMSE, BFAIE, dRa At
WIEAE N B RTINGE —F: WIE BIHENGE 2 =M BN =8 BT A IEAME RN 23 (B
=-.589,t=-4.575p<0.001); =M EAERARE, il H5 3IE. H6 WA Ik,

Table 5. The influence of procedural justice, self-uncertainty, and outcome favorability on the acceptance of public policy
5 BEFALE. BRAHEME. SREAMENAHBERTES RN

Ap AN FLBUR 2
B t
Step 1
P A E(PY) 0.375 6.614"
H A 2 M (UN) -0.032 -0.570
25 B 5 N\ (OF) 0.575 8.21™"
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£

R?=0.439, F = 45.639™"
Step 2
PJ x OF -0.589 4,575
PJ x UN -.143 -0.639
OF x UN 0.309 1.195
R?=0.502, F = 28.481™"
Step 3
PJ x OF x UN
R?=0.507, F = 16.313

*:

¥: "p<0.05, “p<0.01, “p<0.001.

5. LZRETIR

KT REF A ERGE F N A LB T B2 s BEAEH . WA 8] TR, 75 A TLBUR
ERAUE, BFAIEMGRE ANEAEL AN, M6 UAEMER . W, (e, &5 EM
S5 R E NP AE BAE RS FEAT A2 r= AR K2 m (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996). & i3,
M TRERAE A 1B, AT BOR sz bk, RIS I0BOCHE 10 A AR 45 AN G, o AATTA
DNIX TR 7= A G R, BT AMEZ B, FRP ARG AR T AT 45 J 7 R R VE il o

AR A 2 B EREAE, WA M NS B e A B IRA B . RS RE R, AL
BUORAUL, 15 B E R T LR AT EAT A, SRR AR . R, WAFE A B KERH
A S B, B AMTTE S AT i, AR B R IANRIR B BNy, 45/ MRE R 2 A
T, (R MAEIGERFAERX —EEGEE, MMEFERAIE, AMIBTREZ AAEE R, Ml
TR I SN o 1T B FRANH 58 TR AR 7 A IEAME N TR R, 120t O RUAR I FU 248 1) 2 B A
SEPEFRER . 5 Thau, Aquino #1 Wittek (2007) BB 78— 8. KA B IRAHE = 0N B DGR d@ I 5 A
PeECRIRTT “ B MHXBMER, M H B A E A RS E KA R A LR R R B, I
ARSI A RER, MEETREFAIE, XS5 ARMERME IR AT ZNAEET A IEF, A
BFEAIE. X585 - AR 8 (uncertainty-identity theory) M 45, %P0 BAE T RAANEVER, 240
AL T A E PER, AN IR AR A, AR A BIES BERIAT A, A RRICE R
Hf € M (Hogg, 2007)

6. fFRENX

FEHWRITE, HoG, A RIBERSUEONRE A IEMEER B AVER A AR RIR M 1 SHIESCHy,
AT BN AR, ¥R T N A A LUk, AT SR AN E PR DY R T AR A A
SECRAURBEATIT I, AR TR ATEET T E R, RIC T AHE MEAEAN R T L2310 o AT
Mo f5eJei, ASHITFC LA SO S A SR BRSO LR 5, X T DA 2 8 BRATUSOR 75 77 SCAL 1 57 T
MIREWETT, X DAERT T RIHM E -

FESKERT T, S UE R P 2 TR AN S SRR A ELAF A A SRR AT 5 32 PRS2, 5 1A 72 1l 1 B
SR REp, BOELF s AR A IE 45 R E AR EEGR, fem NRIRE, B RFEIFRR L,
SRR WME BATE X 2 IERAMEBN A . SR E S ATHE, Fln, EERE. iEssEm s
T ANRBEAZS S H A, WA AR N RN A SBT3 52 . 100 B A E VEXRE 2 IEAh
BRI T XU A IEARRERATE S EWEZ, BERAFEIE. AUTTRh A RAH
SENERZ BN HE A IERI, BIERREELE AL, A PR AR

0.889 0.12
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B, AWHFONBR T, ARREF IR CLEAT I Bt T H A ARE A AR R B BER, X T A
CBORMHEZ M, XMRAI A RACGER T ORI W BRI, BT FURNAE B2 IR i — D AT

o

S OE

HK, REAHENE. FEASENE. BRAFEENNE, BIRKZHTICE SAHE MR AT
SETERAN W, MMFEKNEDE, ARSI RAAE AR WHN T B RAFHEERNE, kA
gL INETT A, X LS Wt — R .

5, ARRWTCIE LY BIAH E 1k AN HABA G2 &, mABRR R SCHZESR ALAMRR
HAMAL S, S THE— PR X L2 & () BAR LA ARE R, 2.
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