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FALA PR R (Y. 708320010 FIFT B .

A H PR BRATANEL e e — A BE B AR A URAE R PLERBE N 4 X 52 e R 85 il ) DG A A4 2
LAt 0B R, DURGX AL BRI S AT N . ARSCIISS R e, ST
GO ER AN R B E, 8T RAE M A XA < B ALG0 7 IOHEDRIE; RS, M
P DA IF) 52 H00E4 43 P 8 80056 A DX PR AR B ARFALE » 2 1 I [ 2 5 4 X DN 47 DA [ 8147 S A 2
(1 BRER S HLHIAR L, X 43t P S 13 R Ay N B A 2 R0 3 7] B 40 AF 4L A8 AN 20 B 1 3L
YEPENG IR AE RSt de)n, BRITARDK 5 B0 T AR AS [0 B AR o 41 X 2 5 AT 4 (R 5

1 ZET RS 04 22 ) KB T AL X B B S5 L B A A AR 2

1.1 MRS 5#RMETR: BUS6HAR SR

FELS OB F N, BTN SAT A, 020 T fiffthy/ b 2 an T # B SR A
S GBEMEE, 2005). fEERIHMZ S, AM1S 55X AZRMEie &2 h 3 d
AL ERL SR ID £7 5, @RISR S, WA B B RS TR (U,
K% . SRR SR EEAIZRIA HE (Schau A1 Muniz, 2002), ABEEAN AP R4 31k gt 2 AR
RIS 252 = I Bk KL (self-expressive) .H (Schau Al Gilly, 2003). [F]H],
W (AR I M40 ID BRANI LR IE S« W BRI RS/ 5 AT B3 SiaiE,  PRAEXT
TR, PR T RN, R IE (AT, 1998; XIBCRIZAAM, 2003), M TI7EERIAES
HEESE RN B 3 IR S, X e O A I R R B BRI O AN B A £ B SR Al R
2006). {ESLUEMIFTH, Kauppinen %5 (1998) iz F A& J7 5 WIME P KB $0L 44 X 1) H. B A1
TE R AL X RN 2) 4% (conventions) BEATHFFT, A HAX LEAE X 125 o R0 U) ) 4% G e fie o 5%
WA AT AT S R R AR A O T 5 7= AR B R o i, AN T AR GEALIX (1)
J8C 53 547 P ks 5 A0 BRI S e L P 4 R AR i S, AR AR DX, 0o R T 0 J 4
H MR 2 B S 4y, LS5 FEBEE — NS 0 (identity production) I FE.
Blanchard F1 Markus (2004) 7EX] MSN JE 041 X VA0 i 30 1 N 2 A kB8, 57 Sy
EINFGE AL BB A SRR AF AT 5 AL DR A0 B AR & DRk, 2T R
AL DRl 73 55 4 D IR 5 R B AL AT DL SRR N RS2 5 UL DX AT A, il 20 T it D9 R A 1
DX ) g i 0L A3 1D D Pk AR A R0 BRI DA S A UL B 4 55 B SEE F FRAN MDA X 2 ) ) 0%
Ao

T W ERAE READAL DX R 1) R4 3 J 1, Schau Al Muniz (2002) £83d % MSN AL
IS, RIAE T ENIREE T A X A A UG 52 5 IS 2 — A
M 53R (identity negotiation) L2, BIAS[H] 19 3% # %) - 2L 398 3% 4 MR 5
(individual identity) F5\ AL G2 k% (community membership) & ) 2 [B145 75 A [A) ) Ak
AKF T BLE H, MMIES S ERAXIERE T, SIS —FE, R A77EW 2 3 8
FERAFAPERXCESIHL GEMEE, 20055 MECE, 20000, BB 1) e f 8 0 9140 A4k
SRR G AR . AR A2 B4 P8 (social identity theory), FATJHERTE 7] LLEH AR
FAED BRI A S (role-based identities), &K H IR BIEAN A, EEME LR
PRAH G B U A N BTN S 2, 1% 5 0 B SO 20 F DR MR AL, w2 B 3
EIM TR I JE A AT DLBR AR R W ERAE R AL B R 3w S AL BE B 4 (group-based
identities), #1X G A CIHS A IRAL R ) — 51, AR ERRRE L B e S B,
M B SRSMEAA N X 3T, %50 1 SO AN At/ b VA 8 T 3N #1251 B 4L
S, W SEERHE TR, S IK 1. HIXPTEE SRS IR AR FERTE
JRANHLIX =J7 AT AR KIZE 5 (Stets F1 Burke, 2000), WL 1.
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TH I J s MU CREAE S T ) O R P AR P — {2k 5 7 XS R DL AL R 1 B 4 A ) g I 2 K

POAETER A ARG, AU — MR B I, Bl i DR RRIE AR RN A 2
AT E R Sy, SRR AR R 22 5, LA 1.
st 57 R X
AR T
HRBIE [
5 . NS EIAND
I shil.

g X
Coma ]|
2| [ S

R

l HEftl4 2z A

A

]

O
SR A R

B1 X S6RAeARSEEARSERER
1.2 Rl X i 57 R 45 Lo BT L s O AR A Y
AL 45T George Homans (28 LBHG, — MERERIE SOENLAETE 3« ACTENUENS
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AL S DB R AN DR 05, 2K B BRI KB A C RS, 0 X
LSO BN ], X R S IA R CBLFE At S AL S 00D 2 A SCH S — Mg
F# (Dutton &5, 1994), KWL T #EX R0 1) B B 5 B AAE X R I B RS, Rz A&
gl R0, FETXAERAE - H AR R4S 2 5 00 IO AL X 7= A2 i L L
HHKH (O’ Reilly A1 Chatman, 1986), ‘&M T AMAL BRI X BLE OB Al Wy . AR
T MRS AL DX RS HL R I T O R W7 T Loy A s — 2 MR S 4k X
LAl L = AR IR R A, B BRI s 02 AMA 5 AL X AR 2 (R IE R ALY, FR
MR . IXFE, SOl T B RSB Z MRS . I ME. gy
FEREC R LN, — /A e 3 O B FE IR S LIRS, LI 20 1 THDR S A A 19 XS
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2.1 RERUAE DR R A B 5 4 B BRI RO B R

AL 8] K B FRINTF] Cself-identity) AN — AN HIAMAFTHIAT (IR RIRFAE, &2 A
FeNAe Joxt BRI BSUPE R AR (RITrR, 200600 B EF4E (2000 XA [ Y Rk 25
OB AR SRR, A REBUNERER T AR &I, wit BRI SR, B
1 PSRAFAE AATTRE WS T L W 28 LB — AR . e f) s AR B 3. AT EASE, Rl 1)
iR AR T — M AR TR L4 o

fEL B RE F, Burke (1991) #5 H AR 3L A € 5 43 (100 %002 — A B e 1k
(self-verification) 7%, ARG S I FRAERILII M CORE R A, AR5 AR BN A AN BT
XIS HATIN . AEREAAS ] AR, W RO B MAC S SRR, S A AU 5 43, SR
JRIE IR L M OEEAE G B B, IR DIH. IR WK, BAKE
IS TR) ARG ) 45 SLRR AU AR (9 SV E N & Bl UAR, R, BSTRANMETEZ M E X, XL —
A A TR TR, R —MNET ARAFEIRERE (R, 2006, X1, 2002). H
F 7 MR FULAE DX LB R 18 B [ AR RUEE, R 482 ] 1) 15 B AU M2 3R A BRI T
HTBo M NTFERERAL DX A (45 BN TT, A0 5 019 2N S W JF 3R SCHF
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If, Burke (1991) $&ih, A2 BRI LR, 0T M40k B AR 3 5K
ey ST

REFLALDX A 1 1 E B R AU (O O BRI 2 5 AT 4 AR, T HL R 0L (B AT 1)
TP SRR T R AU AL TR AR EL ) TP A 38 S, BE T S 00 HORE B BRI DA 5 T, O 52 M LA
RESALRERI TS RN 52 5470 L, MRS 5 AL X IEAE T Dholakia %5 (2004) Jir
Py () A 2 5 M A AN 52 4k 25 DA (R R M), G S I REGEN A4 R UL £ €41 1 B[R] [RI R A 255
W RAEAL X 2 5158, KRBT 2011, e E BBS 2538 Wtk 2 A H 2 0 B
T R RS s bR
2.2 AL B R AL BE S 3 4 AR RO B R

W LA, W i ) AU S 3 B T AR f g It 2 A, i s AL R R . 2k
RN R H SR T2 — R X, K5 IR — A R IAL X S 0y B R, At/ (T
G0, BAZALRF AR (Muniz F1 O Guinn, 2001). Stets Fl Burke (2000) #5
Ao AR D AR R BN, B B IRE BN AR SR Y B AL CRLR A
115 Z A KA 2 20 & MAIE N E R o B b AR A ik K
(categorization). A[A] C(identification) FILL%% (comparison) (Tajfel FI Turner, 1986), 2
AR R B CIHATE AR, RN AR H A AT 01 (1) R A o (A 1 25 44
X, BT RES, FEAEAERHAZ I, B R RASN RPN R, X 5 R
oA R A FE 1) “ S84k (categorization) ML, AR AE “ O ERBEAARIITE B ” (psychological
group formation) (Carlson, 2005). W [—HE# VX G147, SHREEHOEBOXAX ) —
b, BAT 5 AR X R 5L K 2 B0 L [FAREAE Bl YA XA T SR AL X AL ORI 0
I L DR R TR 5 47 B RRTE R AT B)

2.3 AL B 57 5 AR < R AT LK TP A

W 0T B 03 i SRR S AE R 3 DX A BT IR I B O A TR AR A s B R R B
2006), I S T H BT HEAA 5 I TTARFE R AL, T AL 2 D[R] S T R B
H M 5 REAUAL DCRFAE R — SR o W AR IR DAL X TR A (0 By 5, St T ]
A E A O A O 5 Al NSRRI, 242 B A (/A A S b T A B
BAEFT 5 BB SURATE) (Stryker, 1987). W% 5 4y RS 15 B4t NAAR i S TR0 S FF
W7 A 1 R 7S A FRUST M) 1, IS R 400 P PR e R S IR IR gk 25 B 2 19 5, Burke (1991)
Fig A A B R 1R 3 N5, 502 It i o) FL PR AR o X A TR 4B7s T 199 R 2
WS MERE O IR, OB FR I (Dutton %%, 1994). #ait, AT
AT LA R SO 10 B A R 4002 1) PR S A, B SIEAMA RESEL A (T 1 3 A AR
I, MOV, FTLL, AR FEHE T M RAE RS ) B 3R AL, Wfesk T
FOXT R AUM AR (ORI DX AR I 1) 7 A, I HAROKH R w35 N5 N RA2 1 T7 2.

P4 RS T R 4L 3 473 PR A [R] B A Bl b 5 AL X iR R G R A kS, SXMIER R Dt A
NBRAZ A h 25 B = A2 54 M) (Dutton 25, 1994), X HoHh 55 4 BB (1)l A X 5 g B3 2 i) 56
FRA ST, AR O SR AT B B DN B AL X AN R T 2L 1 AR B . Liang A1
Wang (2005) I\ A4 (bonds) 48 5C RACH T HIBCHE . A1 RIGE & X7 2 [m B IRt ke 1,
FEAE TR RA T ML, 5 ST AR . BEXEAUALIX, Carlson (2005) 45 i



FEFAAL X 28 B e A DX ) b BEF M Sk B ), B 22 1) — O B TR R DG R AL, DRl 32
TR IR AL DO 01 5 4 DX 2 T e h R o B AL, 31X FLBE AL 35 A 2022 T B 405 40 A, A
A0 F55 175 SR TR A DX AR o 1o RO REAEL 1 3R 5 0 TR A 8 82 7 7 BRI L 5 e A
A ST NBR R R B GS Aaty, FRER BN 45 A B XU 3 2 IR S 5T . [,
W BN R (AS TE RILE E IE SE e AR X R 0 (9 B A8 i, (e b Ak X SR R 1 =2k
HETRF A B RAZ R — 1. Mael F1 Ashforth (1992) {EXFZH LG H RIS —A A
NI SELTZRR, At/ bt 25 I AN B 5% 4L R IE 8B Bergami Ml Bagozzi (2000) USZIELE
HH TS A 23 A R0 T PR DA ] o (RS 155 J8 22 T X AN A 1) T 175 4 R B PR %, ot
S AR AR AN T H IRV RAT N W B YUE N 3 o X SefE T AR L T 217
St AEA UL T AT A DX A R 2 B S SO0 BRI 7= A, AT A AN S 4 X 2 8]
P OB Y o Bl () —LEREST (W1 Shaw 55, 20000 AL, 1F—LefE 2R fil B s Rl i
MR GL, SR B NP Z TR, H T3k 0l B3 A2 e — 5 1) e A B R — R R B
VIT IR AEAEE, AT IR L B e (R AL AG A S B I 1 AR B o DRI, B RUAEIX s i) B 3k
RS B it T AR, ARl T S R A 2 A ], RO E N H RS
HETT 235 M 55 fl N R O BRA A (RISl 7 2, Rl iid, R AL B ar I DG R
S BT B P AL DX oA 5 B A O B R

3 Bt X 5 bR Rl B S 15 A T R4
3.1 ETHEBUABRIAK 5 R R 2 B R A

W2, MRFEIX 2 5% 5 B2 RS 1) 0C R BRI Z W] K AR e ? Gruen 45
(2000) fi7HH Morgan-Hunt [ -FAFHERIEATE S S A Z KRR . VP2 EH 10
FALK A FAFAERS, BRI DR 01 5 4k X 2 (] AT S 2 AR Bt (Brint, 2001; &R RGAN
2, 2008). WL, UERATN BEIFFASITERALX, S 5F A HERSEN T3 AL
TR A NGRS, AP OC R T ALE R, IR NTEA TR SR AT e T 4
X (BRZE, 2008). DA, AR SCKEHE T AL A RN B K 53 A 199 ERO6S T4 L X P 17 0BG 25
WG, BT LUR LA T

(1 MEEHRXS5ITHRERGHERERATARIE. /RS R 2 (1982)
T A T T AT b AR BRI A5 B BRBE Y, S W RINTE S RAET T 1%
IR AT N 2 T T3 P 15 TS AN NG IG AT I as R W IRAE M 45
#1055 HL B AT 28 7 ) 1F 2 G Hoffman A Novak T 6 0 —Fh JE 5 LB B AR5 7 (flow ),
I R AR IRAT N RRAE o T A, SR TR AU A (1 B SRR R AL DX 04 S5 AR X 22 [R]
KA TG Loy

() BIRAEX KA EEN B RERKER AT BY. KRR A N SREE )
ZZ I EAEENAG KRR, CENBRIEETF KR AR EXRY REA
B S AW MEISEER (Ball Ml d Tasaki, 1992; 5K 5645, 2007). 2F3 KL, AT A AR
FAE B AL, BRI SA. AL R, AR &5, LN, M5 AR
SRR AU AR B (Ball Al Tasaki, 1992), X465 [ 3 & B AR BN ALk T
() H M (extended self) (Ahuvia, 2005), Zilimi H i 9% # SHE 2 2o 2 s ML



SRR 194 286 A4 DX A R Z PR A7 AR AR L A Tk, S AN G i R ) 5 1 R UL S RN 3 A
hrh, KRR T H IR, DI REAE AL DX P G A 1 R 405 A S LA AR X
(G B)), H T ot HE PR v S AH DA AT g B G (R R A v, 564w DA B B A 0 5% IS ARG 1)
—ANE B A YR AR 5

(3) PIEEXT RERMAL X G R IE R & KB BRI . W XS 5 UL X R ST jE 4D 5
B — M EIE IR, TR BN K E IR K ), I AN I R b 25 388 W T 1 5 1R A4 B AR
ws LG YN ERIIRE RS A FIME ARG 0 (Belk, 1988), M [EAE A
DX P IR RESA TR T S IR “ RS 47 AR 5e il T I SEIRAE W B 2 A (R T B 43000 s PRI,
W E 5 UL A DX 2 TR PR 55 B L LA A 707 S () S 5 P R R A, T — HL 2 25 NS SR BB 2
IR Ba, WS AL DX I B E 2 “AH B SCRERI 227, 3 @ A A i Jek g o T B R
fit. (Schultz, 1989). HHith, IRSEAMARIE L HEAU A (05 00 5 4L IX 2 TR EE ST T AR (R 1 il o
3.2 #X 5B 5 R RERGE AL I R G

BT IR A3 H O BRIBE 25 A AT (I IR VRIS, B ORI AR R 01 5 41 X IR & 1) 7 =X,
IXMARA AR T — BB P A o X AT 25 VB 22 AT PR RO A, ZEAE 2 AR B B
T, RG22 MR B AR & 25 B, R AR B A A AN A8 20 () T S s C
Allport, 1962), P X [R5 Ji2k B T ABsW 51 J) (personal attraction); 1 i Taifel
SNSRI AL S A R BEAR TN« RIS 5 AT AR v T TR I 2L 2 5 4y, ol AN AR A
P i FARITEEAR AN X 1), IR R O3 25 B0, Xk BT 56 T A JR RURFAE 1R #E 2 e |
(social attraction). AU, EIXANFEARN, SO R0 2 [ B DAH B B ka4l s, 3
e HBAATA — ML FE AR G, ARAT 1598 2 R0 A Y e (AT A, SXUER T AT
SRR R AR Z ARG — P X T A N R DG R AR G Ay, RVEAR S 473 o

Prentice (1994) 555N WALTERIAN A A1 JEE oK [R) IS B A AL X 5 B 03 2 TH) 56 R IR 27
Ut UE B 22 N (R A A7 A T N B A ATy AR 7S A 3 R0 3 T35 [R) B A0 B LA R (R AL X,
WEWEZ S DRSS EER NPREILSEIR R, FE SR P 2R, F%, A
MIRBLR R R ERBHA R OCR AR S AN A G R . 5 [E %3 Sassenberg (2002) K ILAEM |
(VIR 2 [ AR A A X PRSI R 3, BT N B AR R A 8 = 2 1) FA A AR RN 45 28 11
Ko MAET AR (AL D R AL R FEANE L. Hik, Ren 55 (2008) #f— 4R,
SLSEAMXAEAE PRI AS [ R B R AL X, TR AE g Rk X v Bl 51 5 411 1) 50 R EAA AR P A G
FRICTIRAS , MRAGAN 7] (1 4 DIV 55 i 199 R PRI AN AR AR I PR R IB 25 (1 i B2 25 A7 A4k o o
ANBAERI R Y, —ANFERE b B R 52 B A — 2ol AR PRI R, e A H B, [FIFE
)8 THEAARE, R R A O Tk, /B bt —2PRH, eI X, MR
5 RERALIX PRI S5 T AF B 2 2 B T (R 5 IO BF AL AR, B R T 2L R A A7 (1) N B Aax
PRI 07 2, TR B, XM AL X AR TR — e P A, TR AR AN YRS

I, A SCIA A RE DAL 5 1 04 2 TR PR G 3R PR R IR G5 LIRS R, — oM
BAMEZ IR ABR AT, MRS5S B2 IR 8 AL 2 5, T i & Al
RGO RS AR s S A PG R IE AL X M R 5 AL X AR 2 Ta) (1) 5 e, At
2 AL DR R e WAL XK TR U, AR T G B Ay R B #EA AL IX
(IR IR AR, T RO 56 T 3L [ 445 (9 A PR (bond-based attachment to the member), &



FRRNIE T LR S ALK (identity-based attachment to the community ).
3.3\ X 5 RARRAM X S 5T HHIZ W

JREFLALIX 55 R 53 22 T 18 P b 5 2R o it G I DAL X AT A B AT 26 R (R 5 i), A7 A A3
FRYSE I o IR B A7 BT AR A B S R ALty ) N B AR A T4 X e b i 2 54T 0 5 08, HAT
FRACLRR S, BT A 9 2 T HE B 3 FR DA [ R T A ST ) I R ALty s e Xl D 2 B D WA A
WA 01, B2 A AT TR AR L BE AR I DA (Hogg M1 Turner, 1985). “## AT I
X VAR AR B ) 5155 I K 3 30 AT R % A A TR () AR, B AN R B T AL B
(Ellemers %%, 1997).

DOAET AL D BRI T APy 5L BRES N, T AL X b 208
IR NIER, MRS A BIERRE TR, l, AIXT BBS 284X il FiHES)
2 AL, T IR R4 AL X a0 QQ #E . SNS #L#F RSB IEALIX Z HFA KR, WK
SUAE 3G 7875 M RN NS JEL H R R R 2 N AT TG T () B4 A0 1) DAL X
W E A7 Ik S AL XA, FEA S EHIED I KW R Z M 2 FEE R .« Sassenberg (2002)
WX P EIRTR M LRI, R Al R4 L AL R S BE AL AT T 2 1 B 2t i iife
BRGNS o MIE R SOy B T TR e U0, AT 2 e A 4 A
HEMRE AT o AH A 22 R R R BAE 0 T AL XS H 3~ FIARAAAT L, BT JL R Al fE 4l
R B AN KSR S AL X AR 8, sl [ 8 A X e B A 1 3 e ) R, L 502 R T A
FRIE, AL THL 5] S 3 AT IDE 25 1) ) 03 0 2 77 A2 B 2 B ARAT O, WA AL IX B AR N, 25T
BEMRIVEAE o PR A B SR AN B 473 1) 9 AT 1) T 55 AR A R AR S B IR SR Ay, At BE
SRVEAAR R — P, TG SR U e 0 0 AT 1) T 5 4 DX R S 57 5 i O R SR ALty B I oG4
PRI — 3k

PRI, FRATTREA A A DX 5 R 5L IS ) Y A v IR A ity > AR = R (AT O, 2 LI 2.
ST N B A B 0L R B 4 R B A1 iy F AT S [R5 AT R S s N Bm A A SR 5 W ) A
W, WZNIRR; RERFAS RAR EE m  A , AnAR DX TR

4 /NG

ARSI P T 0] REAUIA 5 2 B 4 BRSO 40 R ATRAL , SRR IR AL X 2 54704
(IR BERYE, FEMENT I E AL DR BRTEEER ok BT MRS b B AUAL DXAAAE H R LS A
HEUR AP IR L, 3 S AR S AR PN R TR T RO B JRAA )7 R < R AL BRI T
PSR SCAR IR PO B R, X P A TR AR T 1 S s L R UL A €6 LR UL AE X
Z IR R RS o AR AR AR L, AT T b T 3K ) 5 3 (RO AL AR AR A I
TICIRI A AN B PR RE 4R, TR T REAUAE X 25 5538 RO ik ] G
I B CRERZ D AL DR O BER A LAY

PEHZB I B  AE T I T IMIRS SR “ B RME” g, i ANISS
A DCAT A 52 2 RS C A0 B 3 500, Oy 1 i 0 RO DX 2 5 A 2 D BRI RESR L 1 58 4 11
PSR AT, [RIIN, SR A 19 DR AN 38 AN A0 AR DXL AR BN A7 B2, it AL X e 01 55 R UL
DX 2 TR LA AN N B R R JEE 175 SR 45 AR B8 » A EE T B 5 2R T2 T BE AR A A N (14
J 51 O ZR 1T A ARAL B W 41 Gruen 55U VR 2R VSRR, 50 - THT 9 4 23 5% 0 401 Dholakia %5
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1 BRARI A E T S, AT 3 S R B S I PR AN BB AR ) o A SR L, AT
DR AUAE X 208 T AT RRRESR A M RS AR X AT O (R BRI, D4 9 R XOG
R WRE R PORVEIEL, JEHUIILETT W B BT A ik X 2 55 L B AT S (O R A A
BN A, B ANRIRB R R AL X (RT3 R B 03 2 TRIAEIX vs BE T~ NBRaliir i)
FEDD, AL G BAIAT AL DR B 07 Ak DX 5% A (3] 18 O 38 SRS T LA SO T e o %2
BCHEAE )5 T K6 PR 3

ASCEARYE T REAUAL DX R B3 5 A DX 2 ] O BEIBR 45 217 (R LIS, (EE A T AR X
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The connected mechanism model between members in virtual community: based
on the perspective of identity and bonding

Lou Tianyang, Lu Xiongwen

Abstract Virtual Community(VC) is social relations aggregation through online interaction
between the netizens, but little research is related to the psychological connectedness linked the
community to members. This research model borrows the key concepts from Identity Theory and
Social Identity Theory, explains the social psychological process under netizen’s participation
behaviors, and points out self-identity influences netizen’s identity orientation as well as social

identity in the VC. The individual’s psychological attachment to VC which results from

11



identification, consists two different affective ties of common identity defined people’s attachment
to the group as a whole and common bond described people’s attachment to individual group
members. Lastly, the theoretical contribution and managerial implication were concluded.

Key words Identity, Self-Identity, Social Identification, Group Attachment, Interpersonal
Attachment
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