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BHAINE FE L REAT A R N VE R #LED

Bt m KIS
(OB BSR4 BE, WA ¥ 261061)

O E EEBAAFET, BARN ARG EBITAHTRELA LB AR, BT 08 B
BB AR T T 5AMNTHERNAGEEA, BUSIAR . £RAR 5 REIAR S %M X 9B RIAR * £
BATANE LB ARG A N EBR O AEAE, 55 EBTAH SRR AREKRGGIAR &, ik
HERERIAR M &t A5 £ 69475 Z AR ST n. SRR EREEBTAHANTRMEFER. FRH XA
F) K T st BEAKIA R 09 B2 TARAUH) #EATIR AT

EEIA EEATH, BIKAR, BAREGE, BEREL

%S B849:C913

LEHEAT F (collective action) &8 B K ik 7 5 2, AT AT MU T REAA T A 3 &
5510 LA B R BIR S B ) 58— 17 8 (Wright, PERFSE, FEXIA 55 Z AR MR IE 7 m i TR,
Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990), [>Fl3 . #H433 . e . TN e rn e
e ey, L BT RGBS A RS2
SRR A G SEREAT AT ok MR S s, AHLL T HEAAA [R] R Ak 2 0 B4 0T 55 400 30 B 5 0 48 I
HoAh2ERE, 0BRS8N 56 T R AT A 1Y MR 2 —, B R T K B A R By 2
OHHLUR, S 5EMIL. L PO R o HE A RS R RIS [ TR 5 2 HE (self-
25 20 ZAEN], Fha LR R R T categorization theory), BEMIARTE A T AW
B2 55 T WMoY, Bk —Esh L ANFEARFHL . A TR T (self-enhancement) FT i 2>
i, IF A R AR B SRR T3, AW 22 Pk (uncertainty reduction), 4 e FHEFEA

SEREAT W B 2 B B B b 5, BEAIA TR A 2 A BEE S B AR [ (1 41 25 L (social comparison)
(group identity) {F & B 74 5 B3 1 A% 0> o0 B RR TR P SRR DS R NS e NI =
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Tajfel, 1982), 7E4EREFT R RESRTE o M AN S R A i AR R
W A AT . E NS E TR TERIT N B IX 1) 5 BE AR AE, T LA i 4 S R 0 At
(£33 B SRR 58 P S 2k S B — AR e, AR 9474 (Hogg, 2000), FEARIATRE—A A A A&
RS SRR AR SRR T O B0 B B B M E B R A . ARSI, MA& A
ML, FRERAEREAT N 50T BEAOA TR A9 R sk AL B B N AT #4543 2 (social categorization), Jf:
WA E ORI RER, LIRSy @ L H TR
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979), A BEMR 03 (5850
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““collective action”” - B, VLTRSS RO R BRI,
) B BEVRGE . AMBEIRIZS . BEAKZIBRENSG: . Fhikrh
DS BERAAERFI 32 55 (Tajfel, 1982), 4~
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Brarde, RIS S AT R
TEERAT R BUFE 2 O BB 5T U, AT &
T 5 Ry DR TE 1 0] R B2 EAT A 1 0 3L 50 B3 ML AR
BB PR 2R 2 R el A48 B 3 SR AR A T 2l v 25 (BRI
BEE, SR, 2012), PRI, 495 K BRI ) A2
I, BEFEE AN AR — R, a5k
Xof B R TA TR K P2 75 23 5 e BT 2 5 AT
M) (van Zomeren, Spears, Fischer, & Leach,
2004)  TEMCHFFEIE T, 85 S ik 2 dc Ry i LY
= W 0 e < T T E S SRR NP N I =32 E =1
EAFh . BEREGESFE A POL, JFm 12 A
At SR, BN Bk 2R A A FE
S, B 005 B A A PRISE (PN T A D A
W) ZJE W E TR g i B[R] 45 0
PR R 158 KT, SRR BT S IR K
WBRATE), NPT A R AT LT, AR
AR ] B2 4854 R (van Zomeren, Spears, &
Leach, 2008), Jrfv, ¥ K BIHEAA AR AL 0, A58
AT AT 4 O a1 R A DA R, L ] A
TXXX XA B 0 R IAR B2 “FR A5y —
24 XXX AR “FREI XXX XA B (ki 4E,
ETOF, JE, 2012) AT LR REARIA MR —A
PRVE &, A& B AR Pk (N E R B
XF A O BB S TR L B B O SRR
FIARALIE . AH G MR A L[R]3 4%, Glasforda &
Dovidiob, 2011)% A KaUi 8l i (ke e e 19 B 15 2
B RCAE 1 sl iRl RN T 55 b, Bede, BRI, IR
42, Wk, 2013)™ S R AR DA R Rk
FRIEHE LIRS, WA — S ff oy 3 % 0 bR &
A TR A AT A0 8BRS, A X — R e
BOR B EEREAT M AT I WS 23, BT ]
e A RS S AT BDR S #E AT B E 5%, LA
IR 3 B R DA ) 5 JFE Al 30 R 2R A AR IR AT Bl 9
K EYFEH (de Weerd & Klandermans, 1999; van
Stekelenburg, Anikina, Pouw, Petrovic, & Nederlof,
2013), F4b, IEAERAR .0 B RO IR R T 4R B
AT R0 MR B SRR, 75X —HFE B T,
FEARIA RIS BB —F AT R B R R, O
PR TP IR RN R S — S i 28 4, R
EREAT g B AR BEAC DA [R)IER I Bl A5 i A

2 BUOARIN BT 2RI B R AL
ot B AU KRB UE W], REVCIA

SRR G W ERET 0 S 5 B S PR AT R A
AR, AR — AR A TA R Rk,
WA ReRFI—FEES S ERI RT3, #HiE
ARG EE FEAT S i 000 4 P 2 A N8 T (Kelly
& Breinlinger, 1996) . 1%z J2 14 il 41 2y (Iyer &
Ryan, 2009) . %% Al {&$i i (Tausch et al., 2011)
% iz 5 (lyer, Schmader, & Lickel; 2007) ., 244k %
J& (Tausch et al., 2011), [al P24 4> (Sturmer &
Simon, 2004) . /D% R %R @17 (Simon & Ruhs,
2008)%5 1% Z PRI Sl h A3 LISIE . TEARZ KT
SEREAT A ALY RIS A B A IR O o
#0725 B (van Zomeren, Leach, & Spears,
2012; van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008), H
WkE, BRI R EREAT N BB EA
BE WS BIRL,  [R] At w] LA S e At O B
g RAEAER, WX .0 AN B 5 AT A E
FERI KR
2.1 BEOKIAE 2 N BH IR I T MK B9 B2 34 40 F
ARFITJRVAL, SEFEAT O SR AE R 1Y 17 BE (context)
TR IE R, e R R T N A
B RNGER. £ HFEAES, DR BEAR S5 1
TATE) A T8 OROIR S, ™ T G T 1% B i A
b o FEARE A8 S0 (TN B 32 AN % 5 ) B R8T
AR AR B 03 1T 50 I 23 A6 S HE A A X ) 2
(group relative deprivation), {HIX 64 i A AL L
HEZGI RS S5BIRRUT3. REEA KA
DI BE A BARR PR ZAT WL T, @A
1T A C nyrt sz, FRECERR Rz . H AN
SRS P TR A LA R ) 19 A [ JERORT
PR, BRI 2 Ak (L FRRI 5, 0 R (R
B R 55 Pl s AR A N 250, 7R X Fil
TEOLT, A UAE 2 B 3 T RE R L 5L 1) B A 2k A7
%} (van Zomerenet al., 2012). B, BEARINE 4
T A VA TG X TR A IR B st 1 By o A A R R, 4R
FEAT s B3 b B BRI PE o SRR 25
o YRR Bl 5% o B A AR AR (R S AT AT 30, T
TEE SRR T, XA RS &4k o 2 BR
170 (Klandermans, 2014), 248k, XIFAERERE
WIS SERIT I LT 40, FRE
B, MF5 5 1 25 355 (cost-benefit calculations) )
R, BVEAS RS B 1A R EAIL, B
AT R REAT R R A AR 25 1, (BTSSR W)
fi£2 5 Hv(van Zomeren et al., 2012),
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22 BKIAREMITE—BUE

A DA T] ) i 32 W e 1 A R A T X R A R
S35 S P A6 e 2 (DA AR 5 2 R AR T AT
NEXT), WP T ARAT At 2 5 BB A A 53 1Y)
— 3. SRELA BRI ) 2 S BRI AT A 5 )
AT ZRERAT S S 2R Y BRI A
F 4R e — R KER, B ARG &S Birsl k
AN (g ] B R Z R, AR S TR
R ML ) UIREE 254780, IR, A T 3857 NRE
PRREAE, A 2RI 14T [R5 X (Blackwood
& Louis, 2012; Simon, 2011), — 26 B9 s, TE4S
SEREACA RN A5, BIRE (A R X 0 25 7K
AR, MESHERT NN BB SR —
AN E K (GRS, 2012), W2, 41
A BN ()5 Ry i B, BV AT I A TA
Sy PIURE A A S5 XM, A R AR R A B G 1 A A
higirahh k. RERZER T, S 5EET)
SR PRI R AR A & 0y . W R IO #IE )R
B — Fh T B (Mannarini & Fedi, 2012), 40,
Bick, Back #1 Garcia-Albacete (2013) 1JWF 57 5t i
TEBH, X ad 240 R 8 R USRI A A 25 T i o
PR BT A AT 1 5 00 SR R AR T B, RIMEABATTIA
X AT B S WA UK 33X B e T HF A TA T
XAMES HERAT A FAER . A —
PRI TR, S0 A T RE XA 1 5%
5 5 B AT B
2.3 BOARSRWEHATESE SEHAMEE

HRENINCIRNVOOE S i RWSE SR A AR (|

(7] Ak 3 W) L 5 A T At 0 BRI R
W TS S5ERAIT AN EIR . FERIT HIFR
Jaf, BE{AKE 45 (group-based emotions) Fll#E R %4 fiE
(group efficiency) 5 FF & A 7] — 2 Bl 40y 52 mi A~
RS HAEREAT N Y = i PR AR (BRI 45, 2012;
LR, Xy, B, HREF, 2011), “BHAEL
FLIARTEA S X R 4 2 T R A R B2 B 43 i 2
P 1% 26 BN (Smith, 1993), 4 REARFR 8 T 3R ZU 9 15
RAG LR, A TR R EREAT O . “REARRLRE”
U U] A A 03 %oF 3 e 3 [ 8% 77 B % 2 IR {4
H bR 15 2 (Bandura, 1997), 4 AfIAH{E REIEA
RE B MR BE I, & R AR TS B0 ) T g M A
Bt H8k (kA5 4E, F 5, 2011), van Zomeren %%
(2008)7E X 182 j ¥ K AR FFAT hy ik ) % L 55 R ek
MG kT oe s, |BE T 1M EAR

AT AN R AL, AR ZAA, RN
B BEAE ] F R AR 51 A 1 2 1R 58, BSR4
N A R P uN N D 27 N IN G (S e
WA 2, 2 e SR A TR A RS 1 R 43 5
fikh, AT LARZ M AATTAE 8 A8 S s B9 17 4 B o,
P o AR 5% 1 4 A58 A A [R] 1 (Smith, Seger, &
Mackie, 2007; Yzerbyt, Dumont, Wigboldus, &
Gordijn, 2003), MBI R]ERGEE SR, 23 i
5 FERF R 32 AN B EG BI R BT 2, i
MAEG R ik 2 58T 8 AN R BE
TEF TR RE, 2 B 5 2R A ) B4 23 5]
BRI MR AR TE U A EN G, 5% W A~ (R G B4R
R A 2 TR T s, A AR
1Rk 1 9 3FAL (Cakal, Hewstone, Schwar, & Heath,
2011; van Zomeren et al., 2012), K, 7E5204
S 5EBIT N = KBRS, BIRAR AT
e ZE A X LA
24 BHRARIABEESYRMITARENE

e R

T TRIAS AN X 1 2817 4 5 A A sk e B A 0K
IER, ST XA 5 AR ERT N B R
] 5200 G 2R o ARAE AR AT iy ) BUES A2 A5 Y (dual
pathway model), A RJ Hy 1 4% 0 B 722 2 3R 4
BTN ER.: —R2ETHREZ NS RE
(emotion-focused) 48, — J& 3 F Rk g 1B Y 7]
B3 5 (problem-focused) # 4% (van Zomeren et al.,
2012; van Zomeren et al., 2004), #FFEE AR, X
PR 45 B AR 2 AR A S ), R SO 1 R PR 45 5%
FIBEAAF AT o, SRS AR R I
[ ERAC TR B, ) A0 2R A 1) T 4 P R 2 BRI
P Ay 8 7K P B A DA T4 8 1 AN AR A O R
F O ERA, S B0 T AR I 25 BT T R,
BB, BERBUR T BE R SR EERIT N EE R
B T 24 A AR PR FRE AR B A R ER A S B, AT
REIT AN 23 R R IAC I 38 S 2 S5 14 I 4 6 380 56 20 ) 08
R, R, TR A AR A T T 004 ok,
BN A 7 BUW AT S Rl 0% BT B0 280 R
PN, ASEESHIERTT . Rtz
Sh, AR KR, HERT BT W K&
BN 2 A NIRRT, AR R et B O orgl
HINE B — 10 F, A sk — P IRIE AL AR T
R E BB S 5 EWRTTS), & WALATE Al fESREL
EE ARSI WS N Y 2 NINEIR ¥ 2L N g
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AL = R 18] 51 2 9% 75 /E I (Shi, Hao, Saeri, &
Cui, 2014).

3 EHNIAR RN

TEALGE AR REAT O WIE S A0, R AN [] — i
TR B T D B9 1E S B2 N 358 Y 55 A
PRAIINTE o SR, SRR 2 B 0y A 2R
AR, TEEREAT N TSR TR AR AT RE 2 B —
SeRp R IE o ARk, ORI .0 B2 5T

I Rk B B AT o o A AR i R PR RO R AL AR,

R R, ASFIZER AR ORI R P] R s X SEFEAT
R R A5 R A AN R R
3.1 BUARIAE

EryAiA A (politicized identity)$g ™4 %) B —
#2312 2 502 3 20 21 19 I\ [ (Starmer & Simon,
2004), TEAERHT AT ST, WAMERIEA —& LA
W R A A s B X B R 2B (A L T 3
IR B ) N AL, # 4 McGarty, Bliuc, Thomas
A1 Bongiorno (2009)4# H 1M s B4 (opinion-based
group) #it, RRAT B TG M “REART T LUZ T
RN R LGS I E S 25 YRR A
TRHMER, 2538 23T B0 B0 S N R 21T
By, Filan, e ERRBANA R & RO
Hb, BN AT BERERN G SE WAL, PR, SR
W] e LR A G S 2 5 35 . PR,
BRI R SRR AT O 3l 55 i v B R 1Y 5% T
F1, HAHE X2 4 SR B 43 A IA TR (a0 T
A RMEZR), A3 — iz 2 ok 20 219 TA TRk (an
T4 A2 3l aT LA - o i1 A7 30
5 i 1] (Blackwood & Louis, 2012; Klandermans,
2014; van Zomeren et al., 2008),

BVA R T LA LA AR B SR FEA T B4 18
iR, NTHBEMEMIMAE, MRAEEACD
AR 2 Z B H WG T, A AR
S 5EMITY . R, ML PR A — e
S PEPR G Z AL T S B A N B B R
59 EFER DR 2 HEAT B, (HAAT AR 55 A
BRI, HALTAAT 3 A T RE AL E
BB AR SRR B 7, 1 B 52 B B4 A A
T RBBEARZ T LS N &5 BB RSt S R 5
#HY, WESEE AT 55 A 5 B R R Y
A TAIR], B2 O0 S 1A 1 D3 DA ) 55 34 A 1 A
W, EEE Sy F HARES, EAFRERN T8

5 BB AR S & S 2 SRR T . Bl
Wiley, Srinivasan, Finke, Firnhaber #1 Shilinsky (2012)
HWFFEIE R, 55 PR ] 2o A 32 SCRUVAE, At
1125 o B2 30 i 2 R R 5
3.2 HEIAF

L [H A [A] (common  identity) 8 AH %% T 48 /MY
PUBEIR, AR X4 87K O B w8 09 BE R B 43 19 00
[F. fEBM A2, AR R —Fith 2 &
B3, 07 LA R g T 2 At s O A 2 it
B 0y 100 AS 5] 08 FF A B 3 ) ) g 23 B 1 Ak
KR, WHIEN" . “DUGENFEFAR SN E T
“r [ A" —BER B . M4 Gaertner Fi1 Dovidio
(2012) 4 i 1% 3 5] P9 B A& £ 3 B (common
ingroup identity model), 4 ~A4% I 5~ 3 2
A (8 AN RAE B0 S — ALK T g 1 A
T4 (superordinate group) i (il 4n, i miiE N5
UGN RE BN R AR 2 Sy rp B/ BN
FRAE), AL LI [E] 5 03 1) 75 20 A AR
P, SEEIAFEAS LI 5, BB JEAAELE 1 Y AR
3 2k, ARSI X T SMEEA I Dt D |
AN R, S T SN B A I E AT AR EE

TEARREAT A 5N, I SRS R A A
Mt m MARATah 2 58 . 2R, HLFEAE
54T g T ) LA AR S 800 e &R o Glasforda
1 Dovidiob (2011)IAN, MRS ERETT HTE
lia] ) S FEAR R DB T 58 5 1 b A AR AT, o™ 5
i [] B 45y T L% B WA 4 (subgroup) B 51 X 24
R R 22 53 00 OG0, 98028 S AR DR RRE S R T = A=
PTG 2, T AR AT AR A B 5% Ay S AR A A7 470
SRR, ZBEAEAFATSE R TBCEET
SEUEWF AT A9 S RE, BN, BFSTE X LA @B i BT
AN EDRE B R S ARG S Ak e th G B AR AT OF
FERI, SRR B4 ) DL 2D Bk vt i 0 1
Al FEIENT AR A AT A 2 R 32 Bl ) SRR (Saguy,
Tausch, Dovidio, & Pratto, 2009; Saguy, Tausch,
Dovidio, Pratto, & Singh, 2011)., Glasforda #l
Dovidiob (2011) L7 3 [ Ab T 55 e dth £ 19 41 R
WA (T ARG ) A B T SR IR, )
Bl i R E A R O 56 [ AR R, s s
AR = T P SIBL 2 BRAIR, ) BB AT DT 2R Sk 1 B B
KASHBERWBW S E . Ufkes, Dovidio i
Tel (2015) 00 L Wi ¥ 19 2 2R e N ik s A 7 o
FERIL, 1R TR 56 T R T NAEAE 2 28 5F



FEoM

B AR AN RITESEREAT O B AR IR 1641

SR AN IE#E B, RO — FAL
A B 03 DA T] s i 17 3K PR A2 90 81 1 Uk
SBCE, WA ATS 5 BT N BUR R ALY
JEERA SR,
33 WEHEIAR

X A 7l (dual identity) & 46 A~ 4 [R] i B AT %
i A B 433 (superordinate  identity) 5 3V 7 {4 B
7y (subgroup identity) % 55 19 IA [A) J&% (Gonzélez &
Brown, 2003), HHr, WA R AR R 244
X RO . SR EIA TR, T AR A DA TR DA A v
ReARXS S M IA e o BFFE R , XA
12 QUM ivA 2 NIN GRS & i3 N INH B 2N Y
AR, mgE T DEARE IR AR, X—BER 20T
BR . DERBEERA, WE - EHEEEAS
S BRAAAE XS 56 AN, WA AERT T B 0 1Y
TAJF](Simon & Grabow, 2010; Simon & Ruhs, 2008),

SR AT TR 0 B AT S B SRtk 3 5L VE T,
LA AT TR (BPSE [R] DA T] ) 0 56 R AT S T 2 A T
fEAE T, R4 253 W A A R [6] i A7 7 s, 235 A
PR BEREAT N R P AR B FE 20 7 Klandermans,
Roefs il Olivier (2001)%}7& [ i + - H AR Z
B RMITHR LA, BANEINR NS RF ST
AARER T IERHAR A 45 2 51715 3 . Martinovic
1 Verkuyten (2014 748 [ 1 faf 2% (14 A2 3 Mk 5% 28 A
PRBEAT RS R BT R RE (R8RSR A [) %
MNTRES 5P T BA R BAEN . B
FINH, X2 B AR AR By BN [ 2 5
BT R T REAOR S AT, [WE, A
PR b S B A B 173 B A F] (B 520N T ) 2 A AT
AHAE B 1A 109 1 ) A 5 B 7 45 1) B A e, R
T DA [ R A R PR R4 TR 58 7 A 1 Al 1 4 (O A
TXPEREAR A IAR]) 5 BT AR (R A T A2
BN A 7E T —i, BRIy B &5

% HREAS 2 5 08 WERE A IR 149 2 0K 47 3) (Simon,

2011; Simon & Klandermans, 2001)., 5 I f#FRAH XS i
A9, Klandermans, van der Toorn Flvan Stekelenburg
(2008)Xif ff 2= K 3 [ 1 + B HL A% [ HEAT 1 18 F
FAESE, BAE IR S RF B T3 A C
A B BB R, AR Y Al A AN R R4S 5
% S 4K 3% 3, Simon, Reichert, Schaefer,
Bachmann F1 Renger (2015) % f# [ %) + H-H M A& %
W% RUEAT I LLBCTR R N R 30, AT WRE AR e A 2>
FEBR E 3 P il s T — B E AN IEXTRRET, B

HINFA SIS 55078 IR AR K
GRS PR S R AR BIAR KA, A8 A X
DA TR S SRR T S A BEAE ]

4 BRI HOEN AR5

SEREAT ATEA T L e — At &1 55 F A HERR
HEAT R, RAFERRBAEEAE - Y, B
I 5% e HR 0 o 2 2 2R TR RE R HR 100 %) L f SR B
rehi, B, EEETHP, EEHSERS
BB Ak, S5 0.0 R AT A m
RSB, S DB R TN
ORI SE 3222 A TI0I 14) £f BE SR AT 2 SR T R
BRI PRI AS B, 30T 40 A BIF 5 DU F 2 o2 o 5 e T 8
BEAT NI S S AR B . o, BRI RIAE S —
PR EEOME R, HAEERT AR R
KRR VE RIS A2 BIF R E 1 OCTE
41 BKNAREHITHER

TEAE G AEREAT MBS AU, B 98 B AR A LA
R AR — SR IRAT B R L S 5 R
MFERR, MNBlSHNRARE, M2 5 EIE
AT AR BLTE B A RIS Lo HEERT MR A
J&, B5& SRIEIPLP I H NG RE T —2
H475h, M4 U 5 51 FH 18 (resource mobilization
theory) 5 1 22 4 {5 #1¢ (expected value theory)Zs
THIM MR S, A2 58T 0 E W
TE T e R4S I (K landermans, 1984; McCarthy
& Zald, 1977), Hitt, HEMATIUIIA R A
MRS G, YAERTT B 0 R AT ]
REHL B AR, #RT, Blackwood Fl Louis (2012)fY
WFoE LB, NIRRT LLZE shit 4 2 FIAT 45 A4 PR Y
TR o AT R 25 %2 3 2 5 5 1
HERER, MEFSWEE, WX—izsikF
BRRAN S 5 H RN PLBUE shnt £ B Ti%75)
Xt R R SR A B ) g, LS R R0 7 A TR R
AR XU, W F Rl R R, ]
NGNS PR AR B B0 Bl 3t 2 28 Wi,
AT AT i B Ay A S BRI A T Bl 2 A5 AT DA A 45
FIAMNKR . RIXAFRNES BRGS0
AT AR R A AT AT —2E 0 B F5 A B SR P48 3)
i, B 5H W R Z BRI AAEE Bk s
TEREN T, KRS BRI TR, SHLAHRY
1, Mannarini F Fedi (2012) %)z 48R4k K 2 16 %
WE S 55T aENRWMER, 55558
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K s fE & B R, FEs 58817
1y 55 TR AR B R B . R Uk, MR
Xof AR AR SICRF AT 30 A B0 i Ik R, Ml T m]
VIAHXT Z AL B O AEAT 3 rh SE PR 25 0945 2%, IR
SR ST IR A SR
42 ERTIPEKRIARNEZR

AL G SETRAT N O B2 I R 4k, EIARIA
[ WA R AR AT S SRR TEh ) RS A, i
AR IR R I, B AT B I AU RN ]
F 7=, T 2 o B AR O [ Ja ™ A i 52
Drury F Reicher (2005)48 !, fE#EAT ot AMA
A RRARR N, AEIERATEh T, B AU 0 By
A3 LIN R IA, N AME AR 1 SRR i — 25 B A
FEREER R LU R, [F& HAREUILE, A
AR BRI R S TN T R A 56 )R]
VLt — 25 O A B L 43 B B AR IR AT Bl b 2, R
HAAT A S IR AR SS )7 . g2 ul, 7E4R
BAT I R RS R, SRR AN R 517 30
S5 2B R SIE R —FMIE IR H R LR,

eI R A 2 TR 2058 =2
¥, B4, Drury, Cocking, Beale, Hanson £ Rapley
(2005) %} & [ 1993 4F- [ B #& 15 2l 19 2 5 # #EA T
WRBFR R IR, BSOS bR 2 AR P BUE 3l P
B, TESERMAREF YIRS, 25
HNEREER 1B AR T, AR B RUE B Ik
AR AT S5 Ak, TS o A 30 25 L4 5 B A AT T 4
S %3 3 (26 9 Neville 1 Reicher (2011)%F %
B R RN B O TR Y 2R A AT R A A
FERM, EHUNn, Has5F SIS
HAL PP E A EEEWOBBER, (R E R
FURBER A, X sk mi LB AT 0 5 &, it
TR 4 J5 1 B AR AT 3 AL 1 B 2 7R . de
Weerd FI Klandermans (1999) DA 4t 18 R B8 4 i B 5
FA)AR7 =2 F0 VG BE 2 A RAE D BIF 58 0 G A 738 B A 5%
B, AR A B3 —FF AR i I R J&m] LA
WABATR A S 5EERBIES), RIS
SRS 5P s ] LU 2 S5 0 AR A ) R
54k . Miles #I Catellani (2011) LA & K I 27k B &=
T SRR AR A AT R B, AN
HEBBORR A, MRS S8 25 R it 17 4h
WUEE, B2 9 B RN AR 5 S re B 25 48
m, FERBES FEHES S LRENRERNTT
B, XLEHEFCER UL, RN 5 BT Ry 2 W]

HAERERPLH, BN NMEZS 5E
FEAT M RS N, T2 5 AT O i AE
FH RN R, R — B B B R
k.

5 FMERE

TEEREAT AP SO, OHe R — AR
MRN8 4, 7RI 20 4R 9EFT T RiES Z
MREWETE . 0T, BF5EE TP T R
[l SERAT N Z MR KR, TR 1 H A B4
FHALA, I 4 AR AT 0 3 25 1 e J& 114 1y JBE XF
FERA R EAT IR RIS, R T RO+ W RIS
HCR o AH5 BRI, AR ST A — L
AR A BN MRS, 4 ) B F 50 7 0] 3k 26 ) Rt ik
Tyt —2D PR 5 5T .

o, WAL AE RIS B A T TR R
AT A R AT TR] ) — BBEE 3l B AR T, RV LB
FROKBOAINRE . EFAR . OUE A A S 45k
X BRI R 5L A B Y /T AT S RESE T, (HAK
SRAR DA W52 X AR AR AT D o AN [ J2= U A A T
BEAT LR OB T o PR A5 (2013) B BT 5 4 ik W]
TESRMATE D, S OCH . BRI WG A R
DAL (A =7 28 B 1) DA T ) AT L o 19 4 e sk
RE A 0 F R AT S i), 1 OC T AR AT S 4L
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The Mechanism of Group Identity in Collective Action

YIN Rong; ZHANG Feifei
(School of Teacher Education, Weifang University, Weifang 261061, China)

Abstract: Group identity has a direct positive effect on individuals’ willingness of participating collective
action, and also it moderates the relationships of group efficiency and group-based emotions to action
tendencies. Many special types of group identity such as politicized identity, common identity and dual
identity could affect collective action in wide range. From the perspective of dynamic researches,
undertaking collective action can strengthen protestors’ identification for ingroup. And strong group identity
will exert a sustained impact on protestors’ behaviors. Further research should explore the complex work
mechanism of group identity on the basis of the differences of collective action in contexts, behavior
patterns and development stages.
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