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AR SRR EKSIERE

Za4%F" BHhE® T ¥ WS OE £

(CPHAE R A ST BE, P52 710127) C P2 Tl RFA TS AR, P22 710021)
CIb BT RS M S 25548, L 100081)

H E ATAREFHGEHAZNA, 2RI TTRAT S T LIAR a9k & ALK A AF A
., BAK, BT BT EAEEN Gk, BARATAHRARELFEWEL, kS TS NIAR 64 H;
R, AL SIS f XA I A, WL S AL LIARBRARNLEE, BE, KA S AL LIRS
WA B G AR A R B ERE R E - VAR Y R SAFEMELE LA LYINE, HEELT
DVIAE G MEREFEE, BFETEREGAMNE, R EASLEEFRHBRE. . 2 RX
FRBT BRI,

KR EP-LikR; 2AKN; ZAUIAR; KAEF

SEE  B849:F713.55

R SRR S B AR KB 4R, 2016; Lamberton & Stephen, 2016; Lemon & Verhoef,
PR . WE RS EE A KK H 2016; Ranjan & Read, 2016; Wolter & Cronin,
Ak 5 % PR 22 BAUIME R ATz L Al i i ) 2016), —™FI) 25 AH I A IA R A il B 13 A Aol
PR ARG 22 248, W ZRGR), AT SR A E R R RSB i s BB
IR TE 2 E IAE, AR B R . R 0, A IR S M B S T T 2 — bk )
H . HERL AT, XX Aol i B AR T VI B T X9 2% 75 (9 4l B 3 (Bhattacharya & Sen,
HYEER, Al 75 A4S AT I8 1) 45 1) 25 AH DG 3 19 B 2003), o= G T4 20 B BN R DL R Ak &
By, IR A B0 X T 25 O H H 2 B By o FEASCH, XAl AR AT Sk R B £
SCHAEWS I, XAE P XREIRL T T ADF S AHEE, A B 2 N R A 2 L
FA By Pk (Lamberton & Stephen, 2016; Lemon & W5 A RSO, B B eE X 2y
Verhoef, 2016) ik anaf 5 458 F1) 25 40 5 35 fR 15 JEE|ZARIZHHCE, HIbACRE T 20k
VRIEERY 7R R AT S 56 2 1 4 4% A ) UNGISE It E=g iok i v e INi B8 7w ) sl
Aol 1 228 1 Sl IR A0 & P AR R (E, Bk I — WA NI R R 2 TR A B
2 B 2R BRI S B B 1) G 1F (Bhattacharya & Sen, R, “Z S0 MR Z AT (Lam, 2012),
2003; Brodie, Hollebeek, Juri¢, & Ili¢, 2011; Haumann, 5 AL 2 Al AR S — AN WL AR, T
Quaiser, Wieseke, & Rese, 2014; Kumar & Pansari, AR T B, A HAb A 2540 5 & (8] R

R . BN RTAE), H—ASERa Al 54 Itk

Wk M 2017-10-12 SR ANl 4330 T 1] 9 2 2 0 B 45 R e R R L
SRR I H LT 2 el A R 1 Al T 5 M 25 1 B 47 09 17 S AR, 3k JLAR 43 4l
R e T Lk T P AL BRI TE (71772144); BRI Bn AR, BEAHEMNXR, AT S5HE
BN SCHE 22 B 5 97 4 S8 A SRS T R0 (B0 4 T [ B — 1) 25 AR 5 25 TR AAC 00 £l B 53 IX 331 2K,
201424); BRPGAE F AR FE I H SO0 PEXT AR 55 57 i AT 1 £ 75 b £ (multiple company identities)
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W B WA ) 23k DL SOR 25 A G (IH 23 . T RI R
A AN AT 3 V0 B Tt AT B E S R N A v
b B 155 L BN [ 1 3RS S Al 2 4 2T [R] #8 (Social
Identity Theory, Tajfel & Turner, 1986)F1 & 1/} Blig
(Identity Theory, Stryker, 1968).

1 4:1\ A #18 (Social Identity Theory, LAF f&
B SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1986)F1Er {7 B % (Identity
Theory, DL FfAi#K IT; Stryker, 1968)E M KR &
FRF I T R B e A, A T S B
AT R AR E R RINETE, TPRX T E SLIA
[\ B 21 1) % #4 5€ 2R (identity-motivated marketing
relationships), BIPY . ZNERAI 25 A0 & X —A T
FRET LR A B 5 A ) 9 IA R (Lam,
2012), Lam (2012)7F —Ziib M Cip 28 1T £
JC & ¥ (multiple identities) F1 £ 7T A [d] (multiple
identification) 9L, A 22 50 B 1y RV IA A 1)
Hs B4R A ZA 0y, Hs B LLEA
A PR S EL AT A, ZITiARE
&V Lo AR 25 A OG5 X T 3 AR (AT A2 A
A BUE  SEEA ) BN . R — 2Rk
SCER B Z o0 B 0 2 0N R LR TR, )
A BB -0 ik, FEASCD, ATRE
TAHNBFI ARG (2 . hIE R . S, it

IS 7 AR T ARl B IATR], AN S A S5 AR

It HUIEs TOINE RT3 EAR A, AR A
B A A SMERA SR AR DG (H e L
[RGB AT A5 )X Al A R R A S
M1 A — S, AT Z A Z Tl ik
(multiple company identification, LT faj# MCI),
SR AR Bl 8 B O R I — Ay 5, AR
& P =4\l A 7] (customer-company identification,
IR Fx CCI), CCT 2H B E M AR S HE»
SRS R AR OO R I 0 P
(Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003),
CAMREY, £ CCLRET, il
A TS . — 7T, % R] AR Al A
Al IR AR Rp b, 2o b R A% 33 B 3 1Y T T
1M 3% %% (Bhattacharya, Korschun, & Sen, 2009; Press
& Arnould, 2011); 71 —J7T, % 5 W7 Ak
A7 R S i M R, Al At 23 IR I T A7 R
(Lam, 2012; Wolter & Cronin, 2016), A4 7 MCI
RET, SMERFI 25 A 5 Ak 73 3 2 A A 4k
W7 Ak nfel A BEIKE] MCI Wé? 3% Fh MCI IR

AT WAl B 4 SN far b g We 2 L] i A ol
i R4S T AR 25 A DG B IR B R (self-
definitional needs)-5 374 B 0y Fr e ok Ak 5
(tension) W ? #u/mJ i vid, A2 Wl 4 g — A~ K )
SR F) 25 A OGS IA R 0 Aol B4y, IR A0 A%
J7 Rl 25 MG H IR e AR EAN R A R 5k 7,
A Al 5 AP ER A 25 A0 0GR AR L AR
ZRKER, BASCHBIFE,

1 EASMRRIVRE TR 8@ 12

AR S A BRI AR Al 40 An] # e — A S 25 4
KHHTE . PR . S . R A5 # A
B B oy S R R0 A R Bk, BRI STIA
B0, (B 5 AR LR =405 w9 BF S A
SCHTF T RIF Al . CCI BHISERTSE . CCT 1
T it 7 B Ak AR AR e 9 . Al B A
V& AR R i< Bl P N TR i1 7
AR
11 CCI BHEXHR

ARFBATATH N CCl RIS IERE . 207
2 TN LA B CCT (RIRIFFE IR A 7 2 7] R4 1y
AT R HEAT AR -

111 CCI mIEip £l

CCI By HLE HAl A 25 A W 3 (SIT) A1 5 17y
G IT), It H TN S8 R E 8 IR Sk 5 ¥
ANEEHIEM M. Hogg, Terry Fl White (1995)35
HeIT BEEMWA S, TR AM
EIAISEAT A, T SIT Efh& 0%, HF
BRI BB N R, AR ARCE
HEHFIARMEH TR REMSHENIRS
(Lam, 2012), filln: 2 5 545t RS At X 2
ERRER . BB Hh—8A @ HFgS 5
UR Y 2 AT ) AN R ) B 4, RS ERBE G
Z)o A EMEX AR RGN G S BT E
BRI S, B2 —DaRRE, R4
FORAE, EARMUEMESHSZ 0, BANIMZ
o KFNFRTITE, TiE T AL i,
AR IR A 2N R B A A (Lam, 2012;
Wolter & Cronin, 2016),iX — £ LAt 20 B2y
AT, R T AT B el s Jah EL AR [ 300 1) B 5
A A BA TR 5 B9 (Hornsey, 2008), Bhattacharya
1 Sen (2003)IA R F =AM R AEPERL T, X —
WEAHA S S MEH T EAFE N KR, i, #
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BN R B H AR (Einwiller, Fedorikhin,
Johnson, & Kamins, 2006), 325 H Pl SR TF
#Hl(Lam, Ahearne, Mullins, Hayati, & Schillewaert,
2013), RS IAY % 240 H AR (Fombelle,
Jarvis, Ward, & Ostrom, 2012), X £57A [H] ¢ R X2y
AR, SBARE P AT AT (i,
IR I — B T R, —EH I
Ak B9 7= i, Lam, Ahearne, & Schillewaert, 2012),
UNGILESE:N o= 20 N TIE =g NG S V5P 0]
H S R A RN R Ah, T E AR IR
X N BEAR 425N ] . Tajfel F1 Turner (1986)
TN M 4t £ 1A Al (social identification) f, & = F i,
a5 N (— A SRR A R E YRR,
B A 3R 4325); AN LA O 37 350 A MR FR AR 801
W A T, RPEE A B 25 A% 8 R 43 O X A
BRI BB A, BB BRI
112 ZRHHEETIAE

Lam (2012)0\2H, KM B4R IR 2505
¥ (multiple identities), I H AATAS LLAFI AR A9

*1

Fidr. HHETZEDA WA A SR 2 TR (multiple
identification), —J& A7 884 A & 1A [F J5
(Sirgy, 1982; Sirgy, Johar, Samli, & Claiborne, 1991),

RV BB G ITRESW SN, I Hix st
S —E AR B, S0l LRkE
(s —A2 R A R RE )W AT LS T (AN s 1E
I T AR/ AR IE IR S, Ashforth & Johnson,
2001) S BN IFERIRE, 205 14k B9 HES,
) B Oy R AT A B TR (Stryker, 1968), 3
LB it 28 A R By . 35 M (identity salience)o
TiAh, SN, SR SRS
TR X5 it R it R AR 85 ] 2 ) ) I SIT
FIT IRk 4, BRI LR A RT3 &
SOy . Z oot e W A T E A
S R A T 3 3R B I g
1.1.3 CCl M RIMRIAR TR B S

A% CCI MBEgE, EELIMES . 1A Bk

KJETT, i CCI B4R AR BEFIAT N A7 T
KIF, REBMEMFFTENE 1 Fw,

B X MM CCl FAZCELRA

CCI A b/ E1L CCI fmiTH

CCI R4
BE TR

()& 1kny cCr i
Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003;

(AN A ETHT

Lichtenstein et al., 2004; Curras-Pérez

Lichtenstein, Drumwright, & Braig,
2004; Ahearne, Bhattacharya, &
Gruen, 2005; Hong & Yang, 2009;
Netemeyer, Heilman, & Maxham,
2012; Lichtenstein, Netemeyer, &
Maxham, 2010; Marin & Ruiz de
Maya, 2013 ; Brashear-Alejandro,
Kang, & Groza, 2016; Kang,
Alejandro, & Groza, 2015;
Karaosmanoglu, Banu Elmadag Bas,
& Zhang 2011; Oberseder,
Schlegelmilch, Murphy, & Gruber,
2014;Tsai, Joe, Lin, Chiu, & Shen,
2015

Q)EHTEFIA CCT 4ERE GARTTE
)

Curras-Pérez, 2009; Curras-Pérez,
Bigné-Alcaiiiz, & Alvarado-Herrera,
2009; Einwiller et al., 2006;
Algesheimer et al., 2005; Fombelle et
al., 2012; Homburg et al., 2009;
Wolter & Cronin, 2016

GYEHAE=/~ CCI 4EFECGAA., TR

HITEA)
Bagozzi & Yi, 2012; Bagozzi et al.,
2012

et al., 2009; Curras-Pérez, 2009; Lee,
Park, Rapert, & Newman, 2012; Lii &
Lee, 2012; Homburg, Stierl, &

Bornemann, 2013; Romani, Grappi, &

Bagozzi, 2013; Oberseder,
Schlegelmilch, Murphy, & Gruber,
2014; Romani & Grappi, 2014; Siu,
Zhang, & Kwan, 2014; Swimberghe
& Wooldridge, 2014

@) All/ 51

Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003;
Curras-Pérez et al., 2009; Marin &
Ruiz de Maya, 2013

(€ AT NG

Homburg et al., 2009; Lichtenstein et
al., 2010; Bagozzi et al., 2012;
Netemeyer et al., 2012

(4)TE IR IR/ o e 2
Karaosmanoglu et al., 2011; Marin &
Ruiz de Maya, 2013

(OxFlb/dfilt (DA% B
s ﬁ‘/y?mj'ﬁ* W5  Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003;
R Lichtenstein et al., 2004; Homburg

Curr a s-Pérez,
2009; Lii & Lee,
2012; Pérez &

et al., 2009; Curras-Pérez, 2009,
Lee et al., 2012; Homburg et al.,
2013; Pérez & Rodriguez del
Bosque, 2013; Swimberghe &

Rodriguez del Wooldridge, 2014; Kang et al.,
Bosque, 2013; Siu 2015; Wolter & Cronin, 2016
et a}., 2014; QTR 1]

3\‘;’ 1r111§§r(1g11e f() 14 Curras-Pérez et al., 2009;
ooldridge, Curras-Pérez, 2009; Oberseder,
(%)Eﬁzﬂ 5 foll Schlegelmilch, Murphy, & Gruber,

Pk 2014; Tsai et al.,2015
Bhattacharya &  (3)1F Al S HAL R 7]
Sen, 2003

Hong & Yang, 2009; Bagozzi et al.,
2012; Romani et al., 2013; Wolter
& Cronin, 2016
@EFFAENAIMTH

Ahearne et al., 2005;
Karaosmanoglu et al., 2011; Lii &
Lee, 2012

(5)IR S5/ 5.8/ 7 5 i) ) fRA/E G2

Tung, Liang, & Chen, 2014 Lichtenstein et al., 2004; Romani &
(6) Al E/ANRIE 4 Grappi, 2014

Ahearne et al., 2005 (6) S THIfE B A

(DA ETEREEF S | (HiE Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Bagozzi

Homburg et al., 2013

etal., 2012; Wolter & Cronin, 2016

BRRIR A AR ARN K SOk TR
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M 1 RTLUEH, 2T CCI & RMEIEL Ty
I, FEA RO, K2 CCl B —4
FARSATI R, 55 HSEH CCL 4 ks CCT (B
HA G NZ B FNER R, LU A A B
KR EMEES)MER CCT (HLUAFR TP
PR I BURIE R, % P ) R 17 JR P 250k s ke
TR B FRAE 46 R FEAT 0 05, 38 =2 Rk
CCT 43 AiA %0 CCI, 118 CCT FEHy CCT (—~4H
LU A 1 P 38 ) = A2 B 56T CCTAYRITIAL,
FEEPELT LA : DAt 2) 4
b/ RG] T 3)ZH 2Lk b A TR] 4) 15 AR B /05
JBIRTEE, SIS/ BE T S0, 6) 4k s H/ah
WIS, DA ST AR F | S5kt T
Bo XF CCI MR, EZABE LT A/
SRS L R L TR DL RE T2 Ak iR
REFAT R (LLan % P /Al 8 . WK B . %
FUAANAMTR . A8 RS 3 A D5 T

F 1P A SO AR MCLT F T R
R FERT . HOETF CCT RIBFIEIR A LR =44
[ia] 73 .

¥—, XT CCI NS EH ., IAFRK
ZHUEFET A AR B B A B0 R S 0
Pead R o P LB I A S AR AR B A 5 A0
205 ORI E M AR BLA, FE AT CCT Y
SRR BB I —3L, K- K44 Bhattacharya
Hl Sen (2003)SAELEFI UL, EIIAH CCT Hjg4
A B35l RS 2R A R LTRE R, ik
TTHEEM R, WA LS, HIA %A
1518 (Lam, 2012; Wolter & Cronin, 2016), {H#h4>
AR AT Y 2 TN R = k1, BIEAH . 5 IR
PE (Tajfel &Turner, 1986), I H CCI &K T
2N FUERT L, X MCT [R5 B S Z8 E
CCI MR AR DI 5 25 4, R A SO i e 1 55—
ANTAIRR, 2 S5 ST 5 6 200 A TR 11 T 2 ) A

55, CCI 4t Xt & P AT MR TR A o 4t
AT R ICHRIN A CCT 1% IR AL B RIS 1 1E R Y
SR DG, TEABLE R Fu i AT AR . Sl
MEB AT R PR AR EZ R /EF (LU, Bisenberg
& Miller, 1987), WA A Rl 2 6 1, TBA4
15 SN T 4 TA [ 1 12 B 68 B0 & 0 f €A S T
Mo Wolter F1 Cronin (2016)FJHFIEHL & B, 1%
CCI ¥k —A% P R4, HIMA CCI
ORI N2 PO Al 31 2 i g m AR L 2 X

F, R DR IR RBAR 2 S5 AN SMT
RIE [ AEOE Y, EARERE . (DHMBA- AR 14 B
SR BN A, F(2) W8 2 FE A T s e S R
B, =24 RS A B DL B A DG A
77 1H A H(Lam, 2012),

8=, CCI WRA &, HATMaTRE 4% M
A STUES A EBEEATF, FET CCl MEI&A
7 A2 TAE (LN Curras-Pérez, 2009; Curras-
Pérez et al., 2009; Homburg et al., 2013; Lee et al.,
2012; Lichtenstein et al., 2004; Lii & Lee, 2012;
Oberseder, Schlegelmilch, Murphy, & Gruber, 2014;
Romani & Grappi, 2014; Romani et al., 2013; Siu et
al., 2014; Swimberghe & Wooldridge, 2014), ™.
7 /ANRIE 2 (U Ahearne et al., 2005) . fk4t:
23R E A (F T (W Homburg et al., 2013);
BRI REHEATF, AT CCL i EMEF:
A/ 5 R 51 7 (LL 4 Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003;
Curras-Pérez et al., 2009; Marin & Ruiz de Maya,
2013) 1 BAR B/ 00 Jm 85 B (LL 4 Karaosmanoglu
et al., 2011; Marin & Ruiz de Maya, 2013). AR5/
H3/% P 5 W (LN Tung et al., 2014), ZH 21805
JIAE (LI Bagozzi et al., 2012; Homburg et al.,
2009; Lichtenstein et al., 2010; Netemeyer et al.,
2012)55, X4 F R WA RIS 78 48 1 [l 207 2% &
PR CCL WYIRER, AIASE 124 — A5 11 2 5 AT
45724 CCI, Bhattacharya I Sen (2003)¥f CCI
TR —FhBIR . AN WEEES T
WA R, ZAT HEZ B A E A A IRE LR
K7, EABEH T AL R, 2 I 2
H A I ST B S A A I S, IR
O B 8 R &2 B 3R IE S (self-continuity) . B & X 5l
(self-distinctiveness) fil H & $2 F} (self-enhancement)
=P A o A B A IR B A R ik ¥ . Wolter
I Cronin (2016)H5 1K 2 & iYiX Bl A F g L ZEFK
A H K sl (self-motives): “—Fh R AETEH 7 B {-
F— AR, AIREI K A RIFH 05k
{37 it [7] (Leary, 2007)”, 3\ CCI BN HIZERE
FIVG R4 B 3 5 Fr A 3RS 8 E (self-uncertainty) s
B A RETHRERIKS) . AT LHE/ AR
HLRE IS R & R CCT R AR, X F—A- 4
FETH P E R UL, (BRER A RS LT/ A RSIPLIR
A BEUSAE LM AR B () £k AN W] 7 A8 MCT IR
A, WO RN 7 3R AR SO AR U A
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1.2 CCl MRS IRFUE WA R IR TR B/ 12

Lam (2012)1A>N, AR AT D2l BRR S ok
O, A RE N — G BRRZS 2 R 28U 4
INFVRE SR T 8, R4 & Jr i
) E I SE AR ST 7 i 2 A0 ] A8 R, fHIA
[FIAE Sy A0 Bk 78 o i UL T PR IR v (430 4
Press & Arnould, 2011), Chaplin Fil Roedder John
(2005)FE B 58 JLE 3E AT 70 4 B 9 02 e i A5 A
1B o R & B, ATt T 68 Fifi & B[R]
MAE . A — S22 T T B 23 SEARRRAE
FIIATR) & JRA [ i AH G I A W 9E . il 40, Sprott,
Czellar Fll Spangenberg (2009)#H, H M-S
wb W EL B R AR T SR S AR, D
N EERMMATL AR ESZ P, BMiFZ,
BT A GHIAEE Dy — RS R T A A
TUfee, AR A TR VE S — o 72 1Y) LA 20 2 22 b
(Bl : Press & Arnould, 2011), 7ENEUARZIHIA
[ 1ot R A B 9 A, Press il Arnould (2011) A7
PWEAT N AR TR A LU R T BT R s %
WG VS 2 2 5L TSR B R IR I G 1a)
RS AR D R, & BRIA R AT L i G E =X A
A 1E =PI TR G ST AR SO, = %
R, PiEARE)RIE .

Br T LA 8RB A B AR, 5N RDIE e FE A
KB A BRI AT PR S R, Bik
W

(D3CA R /7 TH AT 5E . Holt A1 Cameron
(2010) A ik 7T LAE 53 SCAR BB ik Bl 5 & P
Feng g R P — Al R s B . Sk
BT — R IR E SR IR K, P S5
PHE WA AR AN T . SRR BEE R ER
JEA . MRS E S =3 e BiREAR
X R L A B, RO E R AT Z A
G 3 b2 P R 2 R (DR 1B = A
MR B H I BSOS, MR RAE AR R Y
HE, BReEs HEIRES, s EE M x
Gl mTI ANARER SO N AR R, Tk L
RSl g 5 R 2 1L 5 N 3RAT
PRICIH 0] CCL ML SO B i R K .

(2)i i $ A (engagement) K 2 T+ 5 G L 11
5T . Kumar F1 Pansari (2016)IA R4l AT DL i
BARARTESEPAH, MATTFEAHEZE h i 18

M BB (customer engagement, L)
T FR CE)5 5t T.#¢ A (employee engagement, L)
TEF EE)AE X, [FIESFF & FEE g 7 I i W4~
F &R, 120 Z Ak PR B 3 09 B0ais i 4T
Bk, B FE S AT CE F BE HEM R 35 5t
B, S5 Z B X BE R, CE X2 RS 1 /8
TR KIAEH5HR AT ENKRERNYIEH
Bhattacharya Fll Sen (2003)A9WF57, TN N, i
KT 2 Aol 56 7 A Rl 2 T 2 8 % 4k 19
INTF, B Dy Ak BE A AR AT — > s A B Y
AR CTEE, KPP R X 2 0 5 2 8 .
HRPEHD . AEEN, 2F2MAT48 A (engage
in) SCRFBUA SRR AT o IR AT
Y 1] CCL WTE B R G R da K.

VA ERFFE R FATIRTE CCL B G BT R T
ARG 1 FE Rl A R AR R R &, (H BRI ) R[]
A g AHSCE 19 CCLIZE AL AL 7 MCI U Al /e
CCI BYEERHHATIEHALRY? 24 SOGHE B H RN A
13 S MHHE XK FAMAFRIRIERED

AR

Aol B 175 F4 LA B e S R 0 T AH GBI 5E
AT — Al By B R Rk )
VRN B AL o T X I AN O T A3 i A TR A
131 ®rSHEREAE

Al B 5y 52 7E 2 20 B A7 i SR Al L R R T Ok
i, fF Albert 1 Whetten (1985)%@']’@5‘]@%*,
AT Ks 2 21 B 153 (organizational identity)E X A4
UL X0 R . IRRRY L 455 A B T IR
AR, AL SR RIE T HLUZR 2 U AR
nfal 32 48 B ) A, 7 S B A A5 IR (Cayla &
Pefialoza, 2012), 5 AFRE WM A9 LT 35 (Ashforth
& Mael, 1996)”. “al ITEAZULK | /3. 24
1k . EERY sk H R4 7E —iE (Collins & Porras,
1996)”, “4i\l i) DNA (Ravasi & Schultz, 2006)”
%%, Jo Hatch il Schultz (1997)% 41415 4y (L& N
TH ZE A E X AT E L, AR ASHE
) 5 A lk B A7 (R R AN A #5540 OC8 X A BN E
2, BB R a2 ) Z AT TS By IX
47 o AHIX Bl T LUF] £ A0 R ER X 4378
i << PN B Rl HNER N 22 [] H Bl 7K 1 48 e Sy
) 385 W B 18 AN 74 2% (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003),
AR SC SIS 25 AH 5G40 A R 55 MCT K 4
b B 3 A RS PR AL, S AR f
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%26 &

A WEUR RN RS 3h i 8 o 32 MO 1 S R AR Al
AN E SR Ok B R, BT L, A SO Ak
AP« SR 5 I 25 AH D E XL B . A
WS 0T 52 32 2 J2 A AR 2 A DG 119 £ B o g
T, Z LA A, 32 R R P R 25 A 56
(bl 5% 1) B 25 5 e il B s il

STl B 15 # 2 T A G A ST AR TP e =
ANTIH: — SR SRR . e S
= B L RR AR OGS o 75 B0 44 i B2 3R )y I
Scott Fl Lane (2000)i\4 B¥5 . flidy . SCEE. MME
MUFIAT Bl (B B = 17 3h) AT 98 3 21 21 5 3 #R A BTk,
DR oA e AT AT LA o 1 2 4 A R 25 G 3 A R
Nk X —AH LS 55 —A~24141; Balmer 1 Greyser
(2002)TA Sy i ll 119 252 B 5 B Aol >4 i 4 A
o TSR T A, K S R AR A ] T
Al EHA T KRS . HELEH . BE )
i s . SR i IR 55 14 1 B R T
JiA 2B S, WAL FEE HN BRI B T4
Hr{ WS4 ; Bhattacharya Al Sen (2003)IA N4l
B0 PO P (00 (F 465 28765 D) i 4305 )
AN B G HRAE ATl . BB | A . T
D d | b R LG | R O ) OB ARE S A5 ) 4
e B3 My # 7 T, Scott Al Lane (2000)JF & T
— AU BBy ) SRR, A i R R R 25
FHEH KRR 5 T B Sy, AR
BHA G MALUNFE S . T 418 5 1
JENEERH AL BRI AR 25 AR OCH Z M
Z . S A Ry g kY, SR — RS
Mt . TR SRS TR . A1 B R AR
FLRSEN . EEMMRERN, EEm0)EH
RS AHOCH FELH AT | BORFIE 2l 3 S B
SR QOXMHALUE R MR 2 I, 3)% 4
ORI figt T AR S B A 26 SN . Melewar
N Jenkins (2002)if 15t XiF b B3 58 S, LA
HAEBEENRE, HET A2 4 50
A A 2 X Al By FLAARR B 1
K, A A AR, B S SRR . AT
oo Ak Scf . T A A, DATIAG Aol B
X ASIESE 5 FRATTEE B 114 ix ol 5 B AR AT £
i By Ah g i AR B PR LE B, MR £
JCA SR EFT R T ARG Y el

i A, X T & 4y A 5 1% 5 i, Rindova,
Dalpiaz fil Ravasi (2011)3&F SCALJZE A HF 55 % 3]

W S Oy e VR B R R R R AR K . it
FE YR R FLAR BEIS, R A TR SCfk
PR EA, FE B SOE R R AR & L
W R 22 AR PR B B AR Y, I R SR
FLH 2B 1 T8 SO AR IE % B 0 P A O L
AR A b A R T ol A SCAb X — T B AR AR
AT R H BRI LG, FE R R Anfa] Fle Sy
AT Bz R Y A, A T e,

KT BRI S . Jeni R 3R,
Al B 15 238 1k 22 B0 W] B A5 48 1 AR AR 3 45 T O
# I (Whetten & Godfrey, 1998). Albert £l Whetten
(1985)%8 111, FAR B 177 3 8 23 A 4F 4 R 3T 191 A
SFE 7 SCHHR IR, 0 B 238 s bR R A S
Can b B A AR R A AN ILAE) AT AL 16 o 5 X Fb ik
N A T 8 AR B O3 A 1 (4R AR iy 7=t L Al 2
Ko Al a2 28 S Al B B A 10 £ 5 )R G 7 1Y
EIFARSE e R Al R R . AR E K H A RELE
PN R P = g (R (et S Y /(1 % NN 4}
EHRIT MBS TE BY, 51 5F) (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003),

DL B S N RATH % Pk ] B 4ol B 47 $2
(LT I LA A 2, (E0 T el 7E B BT
b, FE SRS E SR, M — A AR
JEANFI 25 A e B I LF B FHIF i %
/B RME IE 52 AF5E
132 KFFAFARIFFHLH

Al B33k I R R A BRI S A 2 I ROG EE
& (March, 1991)FI XTI IS (Beverland, Wilner,
& Micheli, 2015), HAXTCHIEIA N : SAT
SRS LT, R I FE T & (exploitative)
F1 4R &K (exploratory) Wi #' 1] Fr fig J1 I+ 48 & %+ F
(Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996), T 5K J1 5k 4 I8 TixX 75
FlFE L ph 2 4 77 B (March, 1991), 41ZIR0CREAR @
B FXFR K J1 B9 6E 71 (Duncan, 1976; Andriopoulos
& Lewis, 2009), 7EHZUSOTHLEHYEERTE I, Beverland
N (2015) 42 i 5 ST I AE &, VR A g
TG A8 [ B S AR 435 B R B4 1) < — B0k
3 2o A B ke 72 Sfe £ 4R <AH S 1 Y g T (i ik
J12k A T —SE A e Z 1y vh 5%, IF R Rk
PEATFLAR R J7 L Bk 1 IR A Rk o AL 2
BB E——H5ERITE T LR 5 B E . X
SERIE G A FATT IR RN Aol B 43 7 D AR IRl REAR . A
R T LA R 5 5 e 45 T B 4t T B A 4R AT
RS, B4, 78 MCIRET, AR N
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i 2 AR RSN A 25 A2 H R TR ZERA R4
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T 1 X i ol S B (4 WS R RT A B 1Y B
FRATR BT L 5 2 M (E AL R i e ik g ] R 3
%, % R M E P AR RRE Al ) 3¢ R
ST R Aol 28 oR ] Bl 22 R IO R X R 1
Ik H B A IE 1T (Lavie, 2006), G5 E
B, RRMEHLHIT LAY AW — &5 it A
447 5 (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; Gulati
& Sytch, 2008)811E# i {l (Lavie, 2007), EPHE
BIEALH, @ A FIMEFT M (Lewicki & Bunker,
1996; Gulati & Sytch, 2008)HE B EE M (Lavie,
2007; Gulati & Olivia Wang, 2003), HIir {48 BUHL
Hilo FATRI, BT LI BRI A KR M ENL
A5, AELE T3 HMPIRN I Z A (AL HI (0 (8 2 BB
AT E R T N AE), ELAAR R Ak By 5k T AL
il A i B — e
1.4 NG

W DA = A T ARG BUR N R R B
DR LA, 5ARSCR G0 = A 05 1l
G853 A AR N B ER e B 1T

(DKTF MCI ISR LLTF = A S5 R R

%i—, KT CCI MNIA 5458, CCL 5 HA
AR Z [0 X0 51 R 247 CCT M4EE & —
i (D2 B IR PR AR IR B, RS2
SHERAE E RPN SRR, THEIRABGE, [
B, XFF MCI 3 5 32 ey 2

55, MCI 4EBE XS % AT S i 0 . 6 F
X T 0 ) BB A WA () T B0 . RN IA
) A A4 P IR Bl A SR iy, R 2) WA i B o T A
HETHEEE, T MCILRBE, HORN R 2%
A7 A B T A FH S 2 ff W 7

55 =, MCI A9 & AR [0, B F— A5 e T4 27
HRUL, AFRENTFES CCI W4 E Z I8 1%t )
KA ? A MCI URESS, A5 B X2 anfaf W 7

BT N AR, RATEZ IR 8 558 =4
CCI # FE Xt % /47 A B9 100 4 F — S it 17 F 5%
B R SRR EE . MCT 2544517 0 25 5 i iy 56
RWEGE (LR TR N — PR @D TFINE).

(2)KTF MCI T Bt B8 K i AL B AR i A7 A
DU A & 4 ) 7

S5—, MCI JEANT I I 7 2 Sl = AH R 1 A
I AR LU R IE B B L SCAR BT 5 TH AR SE

i 13 $ A (engagement) e 48 T+ 35 4+ 0 507 i (14 BF
FERBATIT T T 8P W BRI ok — 2 s & o

%, MCI MJE UMl 7E CCT BYFERH 1 b4 7
)7 B Z RS . (A LU R TP it
R UL K 22 50 B Ay i 22 S A [R) 1) AR X a5 X FRATT
IR ST 237 B0 1 i R R 2

(3) KTl B 1348 2 K ik S8 AN T IS A AE
DATF T > S it ] R

B—, BOWHENIIE . RE R B
07 T 5 = FH L A9 o (HELAT Al B 43 4 1
TEE I ) B S R 2R A S O R B A
B 54 LA B 35 SCARFE A DG 9 R 22 o0l
BT T RAF3ERE

55, WA Z S0 505K 1 5 TH I B2 AH B )
WFoE. (HEAHLBIC., MO & R M E
ML 5 T AR 58 R BRATHT R T 384 i 36l

2 WxmiE

T LR SCHREE R AN R B4 Ay, A DA AE SE
T CCI LSt 5l . T8 s 2 B Ak g 42 LA
R By A 0 3Emh L, o MCL R . 254 50
i, B RGE RR R s ER, 2 00 B A i g R Lk
JTRAMIRFTE I H . ASCESCERIREL . ISR
L RFIRME AR TR L, 1257 &t
k1 FrR i 2ok F (MCT) R Al B 3 44
A S K AL LS RE S . A SC R IE
1 BRI =07 T N A 34T 8 S E5E
21 FARAE—: MCI HIRE. S50

Wi MCI NTR . 450 5ila, 2iF—550T
JREEMF R N AR . X T CCl M54 2k i,
Bhattacharya fil Sen (2003)IA Ky CCI HZ&Ab B4
RS HER AR E XFENRE, BIUCh CCI
B—YEgitl), WA EH RN PI4EL Ry, B CCL A
A SRR B 4E B (Lam, 2012; Wolter & Cronin,
2016), HAE23 ARG T2 I CCL 451 2
=Y, AR, TEEAIE (Tajfel & Turner,
1986) . %f T MCI k4, 5 CCI HYZEHAH R]L A
225, MCI &5 B2 S 4E ) GAAD, B2 T4k
FIOAS ., 1BEY, R =4EeAE . R, TE)
Xt MCI (N, 454 F0ill = #E AT IR A RS

AT oW A SCHR I 58 SE b b, BT PR DR
SHLRIFLUFFSE: 15, BiE MCL RN
T, S S HEUAE L FE
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Bk A5t MCI I 2 8003 48 J5 X8 MCT 4 TR0 2%
FE TR, B 6 MC 8 & 4 i 15 1) i AH G
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Je MCI W Z5 8 4 155 5 FLAT SR 5 50 22 [ 14 5% 1o 56 &
BEFT 53T BRI B4 4E LAF DUAES 43

(H)MCI PR R ES SN XA 5B &R

38 ok SCHR AT ER DL K SEBR ISR, TETEFE MCI Y
WEYIERE E, BH MCIL 5 CCL, P2 fhiAE . S
NG E2 SN N s R A AN e T R RSP
(ERINE 2 21 R) o

(QMCl £HRENE

ELARS R LR AR P2

1EEEZHER MCI 4543

MR8 15 18] 9 SCRRZR AR, FRATTHE A IA TR 5 4t
SN[ BRI T S 1 %, B MCT BEA A
S5 &Z 5, A NINZH, BAETENA M
MBI AR . 3% 2 2T T 2834 1Y MCI 4544
Ry 12 4EFE T

IR A T 58 A4 2 MR A 4

aSEMEMSE . H Bt s Mot o ik w2
BT MCI 5548, 256 %0058 B 09 e #8 EAY Ui
IREEN, NI 2 AT IR DR

b ERMEST . SRR TR A D R B 1
SRE RN R M, T e MF e i ik mh -, 5@

SR RS0

[H%mﬁz: MCIHI Ak ]

L AR ) B

BHIGHESR

275 A R [ G i RN A R SR A g
MCI A1, X5 2 (40 2% dE A7 i A, it —24

T MCI I 55H#

HApAmPE 2 i) B MCI 258 (T 9%

)BT o

2)E mHE SN ERFI AR K E B MCI 454
HAL 1)) TH 25 19 MCT 4544, R 1 [i) Hh [a]

ER

R . RN BT MCI 25kt it ok, i

P FP VTR B9 X R T 9% 8 A2 g R LR L R
BENL AT, RG4S [) S0 F A 5 AH OG5 B0

MCI 4514 .

HEEHEEN MCI ME

Bhattacharya #1 Sen (2003)& X} CCI XH
Bergami F Bagozzi (2000)#2 Hi A% XU b5 12 7
Bio HH— IR HE S A Lok FRRE
HEEMAFEIE, g HE TR, R
bRk B e R M 7=, b SeE X A&
By AL 20 B 43 A VG FORE B AT T4 5 T Bagozzi
25(2012) )7 Bergami 1 Bagozzi (2000)TA %04
TARARIGFERN L B0 TG R B RN P4 4 B Y Y
ANFERR . TEASCH, U % Bagozzi %(2012) L I
Bergami 1 Bagozzi (2000)$2 H B9 X AHL . 8%
TR = A2 5 0 2 AT, 7 RV 9% 1) LA A
i AH AR IO T X0 2 R A 1 A8

PR 5T A R XT 1) FP A5 H A MCI &5
TR R 5 5E, BAREREWN A

a W BT b SR E SR T 087
%, A TA LB AR B PR TR, SR SE R
TFRIRIEY MCT A £ R FIX o7 1) A0 2 i
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A WTE SME WTE AFR AT T BT MCL (T 0% ATk o, H

48! * * * * PRI DLk — 265 FAY CCT s SRR (thing
TR * * * * R SO EEAE) R IEATINE, (H kT R E
fie * * * * e MCL, F 84k 2~3 A Bl R HIE L U&

b IR IEYE R 2 . XA 3 T A B AR
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HEEEABINERFIFEXER MCI N E
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BER RS, SR 5 A5 T AN ) 0 5 A 25 AH 5C  1
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S 2 R ORI AT RS, 2 X A
JE B TG Y, A S A R T e 3 (L AR )
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BRI 278 AR R MCT R 25 S A0 b T gk AT A1
NS I B E, B E T RS R RS, X4
SRRt AT I S R e BT R, SRR PRk AT
AR IR (ELRINE 2 A7l 28R ) o
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(2016)H 9 5 ¥, R AR 8 If 5 % (cross-sectional
survey) J5 ik, 753 MAHSC IR B AL [, BRI
TR G U — FAATE R A A, 85, X—4
Mr 28 T R R —AN R, S T X 53T
HRLAIE WAL, BT TR R N 5 12
— Z G\ o 2 2 1) 4 [n) A 44 L A 7 PR 1 B o
LR, FRATELRT ORI 2 B A 3R X
T E/H IR . MCI 452 517 R 45 5 1%t [ ¢ &
Rk SRJG, FEOFSEIE ) LAt 2135 F1) 25 46 ¢
FHHXTRN KR, TEAE A EEE SRS (EAER
WA 2 A7 30 2R3 TR ) o
22 ARABEZ:MClI MERIERELELER
XF CCIIE L S j# 4k - Press Fll Arnould (2011)
MNTH 2 AT A AR A R B 9 A U R 9 T i
o IZMEFE AL P 9% AN 0L T AN B T ISR
B 1] 0 A AR T D R AR, A RN W] FT A 5 i
B ATEE IE 3 B P A TR 1B G SO R )
SRR i EARER)RIE . Holt Al
Cameron (2010)TA S ik 7] DA 3 35k SC Ak A ik %)
HE Py, i & CCI 1R Mm% X . Kumar
F1 Pansari (2016)IA A 4k AT LI 32 PR 5
TANAKFETESEFALH, Ffda & P AR A H
SUBAE TR K . Bk A 538 A PSR EE R
HKef)i£ 4 Bhattacharya Fl Sen (2003)fF 5, ]
AR, BRI 2 3 — Al ¢ R I BRI I 2
X AL IR, R R A BE S Al T 2 — el 2

A OCHER [ R UREE . X BN R X 2
X, AEEEN. AREN, S
& A (engage in) SCHRFBA SRR A 94T K o 1 WF
FEXTIRATTERFE Wi 7] CCI B B B s R ks
o EE R AEAT VST AL, @ LU
AN FATRIF . — &I H 2 1 MCI
TE s 1, R 0 ) A AR A 25 AH G B 1) MCI
AL eR

(DEEHEZFREN MCI EaEE

FRATT 3 A A T Y L 28 & BT )V 2
) MCT IR et A 3 it 7= i SCA IR A R 2
5 b A, 38 2 A L 0 T S L R TR AL
IATH 3 55 Al B 5 fioh 38 38 T S ) 1Y) B AR Gk
FIMCIH, BRI 3 shbriH 5% F s
THSRE R A e LHEALSE AL AR,
H 3 #2 7+ (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003), JH2¢# 54>
M 3E B O W AR RS 2 Al
AT AR E S i 32 S 5 Ak 3517 6
By, ALl D) e 3 M M R T O R
T R 72 i B SRR IR 2R I 9, (I 2
BEN B S AU . BRI L By RS,
MR TIHE W AR E LRE, fHSE 4
XAl B TA R o BV e T 9% X Aol B4 1 8
A IR U ELRARARF, XAl A\ [ 3 s

QEEEMINIFIZEEXEN MCI ZKIIE

TETH 28 B — A ML D B R O 22 W A 1Y) 3
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3 >
foa2-1 THERLHla: Pk
WHEBA
BTG a: WE fta 1T, A
A ame | [FRAEEE |y e
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23 HRAB=:MCI Bt LGHnHEBEARE

S5k JTAMHE

AEB 43 W E TR N AR, — A2
MCI 4k S F @, 75— & MCI S5k
JIHFPLH
231 MCI gl S
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5 A8 E R BN B Ak B 5 A B i AR E
SCTEFBEAR LU, e I 3 9 A A A 5 2 i o5
T Al Al 7E ) a8 AH O I 5t Y Al b T 4
v R a6 B By HEATAE IE, FRUGHE o sl B2 i i AR
BRI H . AL, L. B,
LA . PP . RS JLAS IR Al B

(3)E [ % F5 7R F 55 18 Sk F AR O 12k 5 19
BERENREK

R4 (1)1 (2) 18 1) AN [7] Z0 30 R 25 A OG0
[F) A £l B £ A AR 0 B, BT IO . SRR
b B 15 BE 2R P 45y ke A — A 1 1) 22 5 AN R
2 FH G R (4 4ok B 103 I DA e 480 mh — e 1
A, A5 MCI R 4All B A FEAR X
232 MCI 543k iEFHE

T B By . O E AT B 4l
B0y 55 R R R 25 A0 OC B 3R AR B Al B
3 & IE Z [BIAE AR 5K 1, ROl [ B i s 2 4
FEEAT A Al B 1 (0 75 B A 2 R 35 AHCE A ],
TE SCFE BT Ak B AR S IE TR, XA
TR T Ak 25 FH R VLR T AT Y, B4k BEAS
B X F) 25 4H 0GB T B 40 t, NAREREE A &
B i — BORAE o anfu] R Fn X Ak gy, AR E)
BT b A OIRE, R AR A BT A (B R A
4 B FARMITST, MG ) B LR i Sk TR
K7, R gLk R TR )

(1) MCI %3k HRIKIE RS

ik Ik A T4k R il 245 T SN R 25 4 OC #
H I E LTRE GRS B i ks, (H
ARk, TR A S AR E LTFE
SR ZHEEEANFEMN AR E LTEZ M A5,
TR g A E B A IRE LR BRI
HZz—, HATERIE 23 Z 5, HAR 2546 ¢ 1
A& e CHEIHFAHG, FHik, MCI S155%K W
SR AU TR R AE G B R AR
fih LA RERfE . HAR, XFF MCI B3, TR
BB e FR R & FR AT 1L T Bergami 1 Bagozzi
(2000)$2 H 0y 8BRS Al 4 T ¥k, 7E T EOR [FF) 25
MREH TR LR L, X Bergami 1 Bagozzi #
W R T IR, SR DU AR Aol B 4 X R 25 4H DG
A3 E 2R R, BRI #5 40 5G4 B 2|
B4l By 5 B B AR E LFRERAHEMR A

(2) MCI &3k DR EFHLEE

MCI G 35K J7 B 8 AL 53 4 T8 AL 5 17

G 1B ST

1) MCI &4 3Kk 2R B FAHL |

30 32 % i Ml 552 B 8 WL AN T S0 B 1) B A,
AT R B AT LA OC R AN E ML K A 2 oo 4l &
By MRS . SR M EHLHRAE R E 1 4
b 1) 56 72 2 HE R B B0 Al 28 ) B R AR AR
I & RN (E I8 L A 4l 35 17 1 (Lavie,
2006).7E 1.3.2 FRAFFATERF], SR MAEALHITT LA
3 U )& ML (IR IR IS . (A
GG R T Al 5 AR R T A I E e
Ji, B EATERIERE BAR, IR T A B Tk
A SR E N E RS ST . X EELH ™=
A R FHL A R BB Hh I B A A SR A A ST 7 AR
(Dyer & Singh, 1998), JZid 3k, M {EIREHLHIFH 5
A A, TR T 4l nT RS IR 5¢
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Hamel, 1991; Khanna et al., 1998), E.H 5% B~
8 A 1 HL 5 Ak B BRI AT b AH E (Dyer &
Singh, 1998), i #{E 1 BCHL i 5 156 B v B B3 A 1L
223 AT A A FIEAT A OC (Das, 2006), TR
P FRAT Aol B R, A BLSR T LA L3R B8 A A
T R FERNAT R DL 55 22 5 197 A 49 (788 BB A4
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27 WA A7 WELE A g R ve? A4
SR AR E A

B Oy ok 1 8 AN AL B ES S 0 R T AT iR %
Beverland 45 A (2015) 5T, >R Ak i FLAR B
W, 5T BT X0 5% [a] A 7 AR R
PR 58 52 “ BRI A AL 5 < SCRR— 45 — 7 24y B
Z [BIA 25 1) LT 9% 31 (Fischer & Otnes, 2006),

22 TR 9 £l B 107 48 A5 =X B L5k R
HLERES 2 AT 9 75 BL R B3 L4 . TR D5 IR AN
FE /NI IR | BGHE R FUAR IS IR 25 A 41 SRS |
KRER . & KR AU 0 BIS L ANR
AMFFE S
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R, BREA, 2012; RER, DA, 25, 2014; 2=
BRE, 26, dK4 A, 2009; ZEEEE, TKissk, 2016),
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Constructing multi-company identity and reconciling
the tensions among them

LI Chunging'?; LU Junfeng?; MA Baolong®*; CAO Li*; TAN Le'
(l School of Economics and Management, Northwest University, Xi’an 710027, China)
(* School of Economics and Management, Xi'an Technological University, Xi‘an 710021, China)

(> School of Management & Economics, Beijing Institute of Technology, Beijing 100081, China)

Abstract: This research aims to explore the mechanisms of constructing multi-company identity and
investigate how to reconcile the tensions among them based on the theory of multiple company
identification. We applied both qualitative and quantitative methods in this research. Our objectives are
three-fold: a) firstly develop the definition, structure and measurement of multiple company identification
based on social identity theory and identity theory; b) secondly explore the process of multiple company
identification development from the perspective of social psychology and cultural innovation; and c)
examine the mechanisms of reconciling identity tensions among multiple companies during the
multi-company identification development process. Our research contributes to the theory by extending
customer-company identification into multiple stakeholders-company identification. The results of this
study not only explore the mechanisms of constructing a multiple-company identity, but also investigate
how to reconcile the tensions among them. The results could be of practical value by offering insights to
companies in maintaining long-term and harmonious relationships with their customers.

Key words: customer-company identification; multi-company identity; multiple identification; reconciling the

tension



