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Abstract

Identity fusion is a visceral feeling of oneness with the group, characterized by the permeable
borders between the personal and social identities. This article introduced the concept, principles
and measures of identity fusion; distinguished the differences between identity fusion and group
identification from many aspects, such as, types of group ties, implications, functional mechanism
and predictions on the outcomes; emphasized on effects of fusion on extreme pro-group actions
and helping behaviors; discussed the mediating effects of individual agency and perception of in-
vulnerability; finally, the analysis and prospects on definition, origins of fusion, research methods,
positive or negative results and cultural studies were given.
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FZ AR AEEERER. ZXER T AFAMEISS. RUANET N, P T X5 AFRER
BRARE., NERAERNUE X SRR BTSSR FEON T HX RN RE1TAME
MNMTRBTN, T REBMTGENESHPMMER: BRE, EHSHE. PERE. S5,
BURERSER . SRR RS EET T oA RE.

XK
WA, NARE, AR, LA

1. 518

AR RS R, AR E R B R L, R T R85 M alihh R 2 = 2 nh
REVBE WA, . ATEE et 3] — Lo 020k B R8T NMRIESR . el 2 58 HmPR,
N T RARIBRER T A U P S B BR R AR L NN T @B H T4 ? AR BRI S B —
PG ? XEAT A JEE B ERZRISIHL? O A X S m BRI T A R B4 H TS K — B
T 5, I H MRS #H BE 24 (Post, 2005) AN 5 [ 48 55 (Hogg, Sherman, Dierselhuis, Maitner, & Moffit, 2007).
A ANE R0 (Kruglanski, Chen, Dechesne, & Fishman, 2009). H 232 & (Lisjak, Lee, & Gardner, 2012)
S5 07 O AR A7 e th T A

RS2 T E A 22 0B SE Swann YA BAM— AN A FE S RX ST R, MRdx 2647 A8 Ja 48 H —
AL FEIIHLH——IA [FI @A (identity fusion), MATTRES AT TR O BEAA B 2H 2 RkCA — 14 (Gomez, Brooks
etal., 2011),

2. I\EIRt & B2 FnE N
2.1. I\EREE S

Swann FEFEFIEW, INFERG R MESHAC R —FMRIER, B —MREXRI. KENOH
BRI —IK . ZME—BREN NNF SHESINFZ BB GBEERL T, MR nisiEsE: S
FE 2N RIFAS NN E Z T AR L5200 o o P Rl PR AN A B MTRE A 18 0 1 £ FEE SR E A B B (““ BFAR 1R & 4
SR B TS M OB G 47 ), N B B A R B R A ( “ R BRI B — 517 ) (Swann, Jetten,
Gomez, Whitehouse, & Bastian, 2012). & E 2= 7E— ks CERH 8 32 SN R & e e “Frig\ ARG
RIEMN NG . ABER S EAE S B E AL HE AR (i, SERNRL 2011).

N IFI LG AL T AN SRR A B RBRE I T THT, — N S A IR 42 /3% (connectedness) ;s 53— J7 THI A& AH
HAF H (reciprocal strength) (Swann et al., 2012). @& T H/ME SR 2 [0 FF JE 5 SR Z e, X A%
AR AR S BR8], SR A AMAFI AR A RO 2 8], ANMERARME B O A Rl 53 7R R
SL[FP A R AR o AH ELAE AR B2 AR 2 DA AR A4 DA S A RN A FL At sl 2 2 TR AE LA A
B, MRV B O R AR B AT AT S, RS JL A A B 2 —

Swann Z2K A Rl b &2 AR, B E I RERS (local fusion) Al f i Rl & (extended fusion). J& & Rl &
FEFRAMARLEARNE N I BEAR (B W R e . AR A FR A RS 5 R A S R AT G R AL s ¥ B IR &
SEFR MR I b O 2 A HES BIAE R BE R BB b, SR AN i FA R R T REFIZ MR HHEER R,

WME K SRHRERS (Swann et al., 2012),



UNGIE S Rl s s

2.2. INEIRt&RIEN

Swann 45 (2010) FR 4 F2 B ANAH ELAE PR AN CEEDR R T WA R R (0 Y A Ji U, 3 A e ) b, 2
ARG [R] R 5 AR 2 DX 23 SR 1) 32 AR 4R «

(1) MAELE—A A E IR JE N (Agentic-personal-self principle). %482\ [FERE N A N E LA
WEHARAT N ERAEIEFA T, (RN R A WA E N, Ml E A STt A BT N, AT A
DN R AN 2N ] IR AR o B R AN NN R 2\ (R PRSI E , @E 1 AR SR AR R 25
SEANER S NN E (Baray, Postmes, & Jetten, 2009). W2 A BEREE & AMEKBA NS 17N T Bk
HIER.

(2) B0 Wi 5 I (Identity synergy principle). X —JE A A &Rl & AME, 20 B AN A E B
FFER, BORAATRSR N BEARAT N . X — SN, BOAAMMEIN R RSN R 2 A R R 2 2 L. wT
BIEN, BT WEeEM— 5T, #] LU AESE N EHAAT . XA G RER T, RAH A E
WS A B SR NIRRT RBUAAE

(3) KWK AR5 (Relational ties principle). 7EAL2xiAFRIERR A, EyiA R ANACRE FARAE AR B 01 N i
REAARAE BB, AT B PR B ] T R R R I AR SRR [ 2 D . (B RRG T M
Z AN B 5 AMY I T N RGBSR, 17 LR 8 T B R AR ) LA 1 o SRR AN NRRAE fin
PR R BB AE AR A AT A T AR SR ZU A SRR R R

(4) ASATE R U (Irrevocability principle). fEREMAIAFIY, EBE R T EER, YEMERERE,
BN R P BE sk 2 PR AIK. HR, —HRE, MRS TORRrE . Swann S5 (k% 6 />3 1
BTG & R B, RIS B R A [R]85 1 (Gomez, Brooks et al., 2011). Swann 28 A\ A AIX 7] BE A2 H
FUUR R : w5 R K SR RN, AMARFNEER DL AR o 7 2 18] (5 2B AR LAt AR X 4 Bt
G Hk, AFRELEEAHuh M (Swann et al., 2009), /b T TE &3 AW B AN 2 &5, RE
AR A2 R AN AN ELZ AU SRR, (AR TR — T 2 B gy, PiT7 Hios . A T3R5
FesE I B IS, MR B B AME RN B REGUENLH], DA B B RS, PR R RS
TS B B TR T A& (Gomez, Seyle, Huici, & Swann, 2009).

3. IFEIRL &R
31 EENE

1986 4=, Arthur. Aron A1 Elaine N. Aron 7EfF L3R % o< /&R, #2H T H P 5k Y (self-expansion model).
AR, ARG BRY KL, BEE Y sk B3k Em B AR B Ry K0 —Fp 05 2t 2%
i NN B, BEMAR B WA, XA B CHA AT W& SNE, g
fis NAS B ER B TR W& SO R 2 B S8 R EUR 210 A0 T0R ARt 218 B (Tropp &
Wright, 2001) 8% #:[X (Mashek, Cannaday, & Tangey, 2007)Z9 N [ 3. FTLL, 33X B Al A A AL 3 %5 A
AN — e SRR, T HISASERR . #LIX S

AR AR B BB A5 A R b S B AR S R 1A 28 R AEF AL, D[Rl i S5
B 7 R RIET Aron 25 A% H BRI 5K I . Aron Z57E 1992 £ % & HUEHAl NG N B 3 10— B B2l &
J7¥E——Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale £#(10S &%), MEHE 7 NESEFLERMGXUE, —4
FARFARK, H—MURMN, Z3ERHRFR A RN I E S5 il o - [ el ik H i ae At
FKEBRFMBN AR R )X F . BRI RFREEEFRSE, T 2N T & & & it
5, I R B [ 3R 584 (Mashek, Cannaday, & Tangney, 2007) [ 3% 5 HoAt k£33 [ 44 5% £ i & o (51

R, A, 2012).
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Swann “5(2009)iF—F ik dm 1 10S &3, K& H A [FRLE B E 52 (the pictorial measure of fusion), .
Bl 1o B N Took B rhide S R ARRAM AT TN B AR S R E Fr, DMRERAMETEH A Z B &R, Horh A
NEEEFAET 2T BRE, E VRS HETE2E RS Bl &R EA R R E P (r =
0.56) (Gomez, Brooks et al., 2011). fE—RFIBIBFFH, Bl ER R 7RI 2E N BHARAT A 8 D 1
M (Gémez, Brooks et al., 2011; Swann, et al., 2009).
32. BEEER

BRI AR EOH R I T IAEI RS AN NS BRI OC R, 2 EIE 2 AN RE 78 4 R A AE 1
FRIX LG U 1 B A B AR, 1 B & R —ADNIH , 85 R EIBUE A0 PR . % T BL B
FRREE, Swann 5 A (010)Z4EIH T —EF BN EFRMEINERE, HFREH TAEESRAGEIS
ERPEE), XEFEMI M 7 ADNHE ARG AR E R AR, ik 7 mER LEFEAC
FIERI . Swann 515 H 518 &R A &R B AN r=0.58, p<0.001; 7SANH RSN REL
N r=0.71, p<0.001; PRI E— M 2057008 0.78 F1 0.76.. Swann 25 NiEAT 1 — R A1 I SRS IE
F B RRALAE B S J5 T AR ZLAR T [ i 538 (Gomez, Brooks et al., 2011),

4. AERS S AFENXR

fE2= A AR 18 (social identification theories) & d¥ i KR o B 22 0 4k 2 O B A2 B ok iR 2 —,
ZI S IEAMA KR N R B ERARAT AR FERE GRS G, e, AR TS, 2005). #h4s ik [AFSIA A ME
IS AL 22 A 0 H SRR AN, T A PR e A R AR DL, AN ad e SR B A AR A
e FRIE & B (kA2 5, fout, 2006).

WFRIRE — SR A EHERAE W “IsE” , REAS N FE IR RN R — 8ot 17 T
B AR [FRIZE AR K a) BLBE I i B MR S BEROC R I “ B & 48457 (Gomez, Brooks et al., 2011). 4&
MM, TR — e R AT A SCUE R 73R B, N RIRk G SEHA N R Z AR E 2 AR R ZER.

41 ZENRXFETRENENEFEXR

Brewer Al Gardner(1996)[X 7} T 2% R R B4R K R AIAR AR R TAA 5 22 1) DOl o AT FE S R AR EAA
WRARREIET A IE AN SG AR, A G BRI R A A R PR — N KRR P — JE A T AR
1o FESRMMIREAR D, OGRS T B OB 2 T8 VR AN A R B A R FE RO A5, LRl D3 40
REIMTEN, #A R 2 BARSE, AR SRR S 220 AR DL E 4. Swann 58 AL
IR B2 B A T o R BB R R, TR AN R BE 22 07 A T A AR B R B4 (Swann et all, 2012)

EE24 B ik EE24 Bfh B&R HE B& Bk B&R Bk
A B c D E

Figure 1. Pictorial measure of identity fusion
[E 1. I\EIRtE BB BN E CkIE: Gomez, Brooks et al., 2011)
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4.2. AENARRRERNEIRE

RIS ER N, SEERRE T AR CCRIZ A A=A T K, 1B 5B A s R
FEAE TR, FEILEIAE — SRR AE ) SR L, A B R B R — TE A NRRAE s T Ak 2 A R
WA, MR TR AR TN B, T A A 1R B 7% TR B oAt TG 222 79l A e DUAH L2 AR o

IEAME G A 2N R R YN, MRG0 FEER G Z [RR AT, I X P SR A BIE 1)
(Swann, Gomez, Seyle, Morales, & Huici, 2009). — AN AN NN FIFIH: 20\ [F%AE ThAEHS i (functional anta-
gonism) J5i Il (Pickett, Silver, & Brewer, 2002), #&—FUiHHKIMZFEMRR. D—MNONFE TALEAR, Ml
AL SBEE, MATE 2 FRIHE BRI SAREE, AR, AN OAFBTE S . USRI R
B, AN GAFREE A2 5805 ST k. AN FESUCNIERMA S, IR A2
@, N NINFEAEEH, X —UssRifE 21 815 A\ B 3K (Swann, Gomez, Huici, Morales, & Hixon, 2010).

TR [F) G0 AR 27238 (W1 Swann, Gomez) il 53 11X — A& Gt i) o5 Gib AL k2 A RIS AL . AT A
N, BE T RME RS B A N B BN AR EBRE R, NMNINFEFI A FEIEE D6
P [H] (functional synergistically) i = U], A AT (8] 1 S RIS IE 1, W& — 75, B s 55— 77 (Swann et
al., 2009). Xf TRl T BIMER B, TEIRBUE AN NG 242 By #5225 B0 N R AT 4 (Swann
etal., 2009). A RIARE Z AEANAE T AT BRI &, JB7E T AR R T 30 110 A~ AR .
IATETERNTER . SN A1 2 R Al R, R R SR I G — BRI L AR R a5t . (2
SEIXSET AR R A SRR S T MR BN AR, BEE v N BB JE . AR, b
A IR R R AR AT AN N B REIE M — R g, Bz N AR BRI, A
I Fil & PRI AN A AR R AR R 2 AR

i, Swann ZEAEgHIA RGBS ERA, B OEM R0 K AEE AR R R Z i
F IR A TEASR A E O R] B AR N, 38 R AN [ 48 5 (AN R M

43, HENEREROTWERETR

WETHTE, RIS MR, HA 2 A FRIAS NN F 2 AR BB, i RrAOA RN, 4
SNFA S NN FEDE A BAEHUH), X S8 F B sm AT Sy T AR, A (R Rl i 4T 55 7
T 6 T 77 755 2 B S o T BN TR) s i L, X AT AR R R T R TP s S AN ]

FEJUAN TN R R r) ey, IANFI R G 6 /N Ja 0 A B AA AR B A7 2 FRD % () ) 00 g 58 58 T B A4
[F; fE4 T4 S R RIS AR a6, DA Rl %o AT 1) 000 g 8 0 2 v T B4 [R] (Gomez, Brooks
et al,, 2011). FEAZNFEFANNFRKEIER T, MR NBINGGE AT 2, fan bl
L4 R TR B35 5 P B AT (Swann et al., 2010). Buhrmester 25 A (2012)7E 56T 2008 4F 35 H AIFEHEF A
LRI R I, HAR A RE BN, RS A A SE A ) T4 A AR T R S TR B0 A D 2R I
PKRAE—#D, HPTEEEGE MG RENT, AT A G i s i, R RKIBR, AR 1930
JRESAE R T . SRR R B NMA R R B A K I A4 EEARRE AR B A A AR KA
BHEZIAVE, WK R, TE R BN R RS I, RN AR S T & B A 2 R K e g .
Buhrmester %5 Nl &5, AL AR, ARG BAMEAL AL T BRI Dt A AL 7B 2%
W TR R AR N AR T B B R 3h (Buhrmester, Gomez, Brooks, Morales, & Fernandez, 2012).
XEEH Ny =3 PR A T SR PE RS .

5. IEIREEHIEGR
IWFIREET BRI U, A STHAR B 2 SEN A RIFAT A, PR — SR a R UES, A
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17 i 45 %o A i A FEAARAT A (R T 3 AR T4k 2 A [
5.1. WIKNEFITA

3R E BARRE G T ARSI A ) T B [ A BT S B B A S R AT N . RS MAE A
HEMHEBCE B AR R, X RICAR .

Swann “5(2011)ik 620 44 FaHES #4050l e B AR A [ & 22 ARG 1) S 1B E R Em &%, JFH
1E 6 AN HZJERHA 7 mvF o &8 RIS ARG AT IR R], R N BARTT (I “ Tk 2 58
S At 1P B 2 N\ s A ) N A7 ) B A A o (PG 2 1) AR A SRR RO A A A
AV R o G5 AR I, A [ Rl o W B AT D P ) FEE ) S0 g B v T R R 6 45 (zs > 1.84, ps < 0.05),
HA\ERLA AR R R, AR AT A 0 R B e . TEIA IR G 5 E AR 7 b, Swann 255
(2010)RH T & Ml R MBS R AR 45 RIL, Rl AN (74%) i ) 1 B FRAT A, 1T 30 23 B A il
B AN (79%) F PR L1 L R4 SRR b 1 (R s LA I i 5 2 vy P B ) T 4754 1 O, RO R

Swann “5(2009) 0 7 RBAIBIFL, KITCIRHIE N NS ittt By, fG 1AM o 56 1
ARAT A O T 2 BTG Py 8% 5 R ) 547 T4 v Swaann Z5 40 [ FRIGIEFE, ) I A0S o A N\ S 4
(Swann & Brooks, 2012), KINFEG T AN AR S 55 P EARAT (3T SF et ) i B[R BE RS I, IX SR IE
TRTANNFA SN FEL R T EEE, DA NEEENFERBSHH/ERH . Swann %5 (2010)F) 4= 21
WoEnEE IR, FEREESIE TINFEIR G 5 B FRAR A = AT I A

Gomez “F(2011) Wit T =ANSEE, ARV AL AE R AN [EI R G X A BRI AT s, 46 5 SRR
SN T EEER MR R T ANT ARSI ff . BHERNETE R, 45 AR S ABEAT S Bist
TR FIRE . S0 1 Jeib i 5 sl & B R A B AN R 3R #3 R SRk il N — A5 HAth 7] 2 1)
REIPIEEINRZE, —E R BeEg,  5— 80 vk B C¥ K A r] BER N B 5 B8 ik
BRI AN G AR BT S BOE ) IR . SRR SR E T I MA T IE A S R, IR E Rk
H ARSI O 5 B S 7 )3 S AR A R AN NAT IR, #8239 0 At AT DX AR i 556 P9 AEAARAT S 14 3% [
JFE (U T = FARAE) o

W Kt 2N AFRE S B R STEWE . B4, A5 3= X (essentialism) B 4 2 A R4 i
BT TR, S8 RRIDAFIRLE 51X 58 AR R AH AN 3 . HUbAS A, R RE X AT A )
R AF TN I A =2 R 3 £e 43 5E I M5 5T (Gomez, Brooks et al., 2011).
5.2. MBAEETA

WA JR] Rl B AR A AT W 0 2 7347 AT, AR ERRAR N BEAAAT I K A . Swann 25(2009) & 31
TRHIE N NS L RAL 2 Sy, BE T IMER AR N AT A28 m . AR RISk E - Swann
SE(2010) B TS, WA EREE S B IR N R B AT NS

MG BRI, G T MR N EEARCR A S AT A SN, Gomez S5\ (2011) [ sEER T,
672Kk AR A A L, 45 R T A B FRIE AT, 45 RORILAL G T AN 47 2 3,
WHRERBI AT AN ST 5 — A BRI, SIE Rk E WEERRS, Rba 04 E ik
AL e il 5% P BFARAT N IR R R] B2, i HAB L8 BS T B S EE IR, DL IR A4 RE Rl RE Sk R

6. IAEREE I RIRIT AN F N LR
KBTI, IR W 3 P BT 0 B A, T2 AT AL R A& B
[ A FIE 2 RS S8 h e A eh A AR
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6.1. Bk

RIE T PO AL AT R A JER i 81 1 v P8 T TR EL MK 2 A T R N B RS R R S TR R
fE—il. B, A AEE (agency) = B AT T 26 W EARAT 9. ln ) — SERE FUIESE 1 RS
ERAEN R R E ASR AR AT N IR R S i Fr o AR I (Swann et al., 2010).

BN R A A AR A 2 R D RE O R AEA FL S8 4 1), ab it — R, A4
IR R E B A RSB, MR NE SN TRAARAT b, SRR A TR 17 A0 S it A R 44T D9 )
NITRAM A ARG LR 28, A N /1 &5 (Gomez, Brooks et al., 2011),

6.2. MIFERIER

WR A N SR T AT A 105E AR P 3) 38 B SE SEAEAE AT BN, B2 & IF %A T i)
R A NAT22 T B RO £ 521 &) W1 b i R i 474 o

Swann 55 AABEE A F -G 18 A4 50 A6 v 3 A FSRE AR A R A i AT A R A AT R e 0 55 e i B
(perceptions of invulnerability) . I A A [E]RfE 1AM DA AT TRIEEAAR A A A5 03 2 AH B AR 78 L AH ELSG R I,
A2 FHER, MATE CARENS 56 Ui S HoAh B A 2 AT Sk, AT 2 A AR (A FL A
RO B AR . B0 S SR FRL A S AT A R T e R TP EE S
J& > W TR X AR AT A R FI0 7 BE R B, Rl T B AMAAS B B A IR B A& K (14T 9 (Swann et al., 2010).

7. EAMRTESAKRRE

ARG 4 A SR it 7 ol MRS NI OC R I AR B2, U H R RO B s AT 2 1) g AR 00 £E
AR R . ANFRE D 3O 2 (IR BRI S e o Wi SR, AATT AN — S84 2 fi
FEW AT MBS R AT AR R A, IXUERRR A Bz . AR BN JON R AT 2 A R EAAHZR 1. (H
WA A FilE ORI ST R B, I v il I A L PRI AT D s B £ 2 A S BT AR AN 2 /26 (Van den Bos, Van
Ameijde, & Van Gorp, 2006), /& & & B AEE R, A0 F S &M AR TN & 1 B (Pyszezynski,
Abdollahi et al., 2006). A& AURLF MR T — LA BB A REMREVIL R, 1 BLX 2R A REAAT N
Mt AT A BRI B PR (Gomez, Brooks et al., 2011).

W ARl ] RE 25 BRI 7 i — oK BT R TR A (] R (4 1 P RE IR AR RS . ARAE AL 2N A RIS, A
AT I S BB A R 2 23— P WA B NI B ) (R g2 e, BRAMA AT R 2 k2 A A HoE,
M NEEEFRAT R ER A IE, T AR A A N2 A . (HRINFERES AN
FEAAEDDN N AT NN RIS OR KR 25, T HS i 5 A N A2 a0 By, AMAOR BE AR AN =
IR AT RS AN S SR, X — S5 AR SO0 T — FoBt s A s, A ERE S B IR AN
FEAARAT o e pt o EEBSE T U, BT DLRES R N A AE A AL HUBU S LR, &Rl & MAAT) 24
SR AR ) B FRANHEAT .

SR FEAN1ES IR ARG IS SSMFIE L, JFH ORI T —Le IR ST 1)L
FEAIEE, H 22 PV ATy 75 S 50 R 1R A 0 58 22 (R B9

7.1 I\FRE LS ARNXZRTEE—SRABN

WHFEE BARIIN AR & SN AT T IX 2, BRI A B, 3 2 (a5 H & N GERk
sty ten, ZF TR UARINAAE? BE A I AL BRAE ARG O N M AL 3 kI ? 3X
B i AR A 5 E— DR o WA R R HOAR 22 T SR A AT R PR A o AW o AT 9 R T 8 2 LR X 7 —
&, RXAEEE RIOCRAHT, WA BEEA AL, A IREAMRIERIHREE
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7.2. \EREE 4 WRBEH TS

BARFEE M T KEMTTT, BRI SNBARR N F & AR B R TR, THZ2 e
A RRRYR . X RS R I, O AR N SRR E BRI P AR R T A AR
AR 53— N R A SR RN R ? RS2 A MAZE R, MRZE SRR TR ? A
R IORT A AR A R ? Bl (A S HAl AR B 2 (R B AR AR, JCHGR LA N B LG
18 53 AT A LA A5 AN A AE 2 USRS N B RGBT A [ Rl 45 A A AR 1R SR I 3 38 1A [
o, MERE ZF MM ? B AT AR, Sz TR BB IR M SCIER 7T .

73. MRAZEEFHEE

FRT, XT ARG R T 757 1 2 v (B 2 R A S 1 2R A BT (R Al i 47 R % [ 2
TN PRSI S W (R R 8E), S E BB B, (R AE SR RAT 0. A E RS
BRI R RV T 0 B A X LR IAR A, BT LUK SRR TE 2 B0 TR SR AR TR S i R L. ik
WA AR AT A (R K B AR AR TR A, AR A b L
7.4. \FRERFABIEZIHHRA?

FERTHE LR, NFERE T RME S AR IR AT AR 0 5%, X EAT AN B4 T AR AR i
AT NUNHT S FIBE T (Gomez, Brooks et al., 2011), WAFEE AT HUHEER NI = (Swann et al., 2010), &
A BIRAIBHEAT A B, KON NSRRI IIAT A9(Gomez, Brooks et al., 2011). AR T7KAK. H
FT MM ZEER,  “ASRIMUAHE R, PIREEIRR” WTEREE, XS % 5EE
(s (HR ARG E, BTG BT NS B AT A e R BRI . 84 DA TR] Rl B i i
RIERRAER, AT 2 SEUAIG Rl ? MR EBRBEH P REER? X H A LEA R+
TEMT, E R H A A AR R, (A TR RN F RS ARRAE R, S T A

75 PEMUERTHAFERS

AR 53— EE A R FRIE X H R B L , B T E AR R & T
(2012)1) (G tnis A SINERE S D) —45, BUH o B BN R, (E o 3 (0 A A 7R X B B R g
I T AE P R SR, R R & A D9 SN R AR IS, SASCIT IS IS S A — L.

HE A SR T SO S ERME R, E2RsRi A, A Bk KEWSE “ AN S
IR —K” ), FEMEgSRIE “HFMmAR” « SREFR” , REEAESARBEERR
FIURER L8, SRR AR A B R (A JE P A LA o Swann 882738 78 HL R AR A0 10
NF Rl PR B A B, O E SR RIS 52 R (CRZ) 75% 9K %242) (Swann et al,
2012), RBEKGEZAENE? BOA b E%#E B ORISR HBUE Btk /1. 7675 3T 5= T STk
ATV [ R PO B 2R R R 5 30 v [ ok B AR AN B i iy, oy [ A0 S22 1 SO FMIAS 4
SRR ESDNE N = ST

EHEmHE

BB AR S RHE I H (12SHC024) A1 Hb g e K22 A BTl 55 2 L T 5% <62 (2-9-2012-123) ) %
B

BE Wk (References)
B, SERR(2011). ZIAR ED GBI —Bi DU 5 4. LERLEE R, 12 1, 1842-1850.



AR @A BAS AT FC IR P

B1E(2012). 54 SARRME—3ATARE REESRIEFR. Jbat: SRR AL,

SUR, Aif(2012). F3RYSKREBALOTT LAY, (OEERIEEERE, 19, 137-148.

AAEME, i, R HE(2005). Ao AR AR AL B AR A R IR A b [ AR . AR SRR, 5 1, 202-223.

KA T, K (2006). thoxiA BRSO OR . LER R, 3 1, 475-480

Baray, G., Postmes, T., & Jetten, J. (2009). When “I” equals “we”: Exploring the relation between social and personal iden-
tity of extreme right-wing political party members. British Journal of Social Psychology, 48, 625-647.

Brewer, M. B., & Gardner, W. (1996). Who is this “we”? Levels of collective identity and self representations. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 83-93.

Buhrmester, M. D., Gémez, A., Brooks, M. L., Morales, J. F., Fernandez, S., & Swann Jr., W. B. (2012). My group’s fate is
my fate: Identity-fused Americans and Spaniards link personal life quality to outcome of 2008 elections. Basic and Ap-
plied Social Psychology, 34, 527-533.

Goémez, A., Brooks, M. L., Buhrmester, M. D., Véazquez, A., Jetten, J., & Swann Jr., W. B. (2011). On the nature of identity
fusion: Insights into the construct and a new measure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 100, 918-933.

Goémez, A., Morales, J. F., Hart, S., Vazquez, A., & Swann, W. B. (2011). Rejected and excluded forevermore, but even
more devoted: Irrevocable ostracism intensifies loyalty to the group among identity-fused persons. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 37, 1574-1586.

Gomez, A., Seyle, D. C., Huici, C., & Swann Jr., W. B. (2009). Can self-verification strivings fully transcend the self-other
barrier? Seeking verification of ingroup identities. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97, 1021-1044.

Hogg, M. A. (2009). Managing self-uncertainty through group identification. Psychological Inquiry, 20, 221-224.

Hogg, M. A., Sherman, D. K., Dierselhuis, J., Maitner, A. T., & Moffitt, G. (2007). Uncertainty, entitativity, and group iden-
tification. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 43, 135-142.

Jetten, J., Gémez, A., Buhrmester, M., Brooks, M., & Swann Jr., W. B. (2012). Patterns of identity fusion in five continents.
(In Press)

Kruglanski, A. W., Chen, X., Dechesne, M., Fishman, S., & Orehek, E. (2009). Fully committed: Suicide bombers’ motiva-
tion and the quest for personal significance. Political Psychology, 30, 331-357.

Lisjak, M., Lee, A. Y., & Gardner, W. L. (2012). When a threat to the brand is a threat to the self: The importance of brand
identification and implicit self-esteem in predicting defensiveness. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 38,
1120-1132.

Mashek, D., Cannaday, L. W., & Tangney, J. P. (2007). Inclusion of community in self scale: A single-item pictorial meas-
ure of community connectedness. Journal of Community Psychology, 35, 257-275.

Pickett, C. L., Silver, M. D., & Brewer, M. B. (2002). The impact of assimilation and differentiation needs on perceived
group importance and judgments of ingroup size. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 546-558.

Post, J. M. (2005). When hatred is bred in the bone: Psycho-cultural foundations of contemporary terrorism. Political Psy-
chology, 26, 615-636.

Pyszczynski, T., Abdollahi, A., Solomon, S., Greenberg, J., Cohen, F., & Weise, D. (2006). Mortality salience, martyrdom,
and military might: The great Satan versus the axis of evil. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32, 525-537.

Swann Jr., W. B., & Brooks, M. (2012). Why threats trigger compensatory reactions: The need for coherence and quest for
self-verification. Social Cognition, 30, 758-777.

Swann Jr., W. B., Gdmez, A., Huici, C., Morales, J., & Hixon, J. G. (2010). Identity fusion and self-sacrifice: Arousal as a
catalyst of pro-group fighting, dying, and helping behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 99, 824-841.

Swann Jr., W. B., Gémez, A., Seyle, D. C., Morales, J., & Huici, C. (2009). Identity fusion: The interplay of personal and
social identities in extreme group behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96, 995-1011.

Swann Jr., W. B., Jetten, J., Gémez, A., Whitehouse, H., & Bastian, B. (2012). When group membership gets personal: A
theory of identity fusion. Psychological Review, 119, 441-456.

Tropp, L. R., & Wright, S. C. (2001). Ingroup identification as inclusion of ingroup in the self. Personality and Social Psy-
chology Bulletin, 27, 585-600.

Van den Bos, K., van Ameijde, J., & van Gorp, H. (2006). On the psychology of religion: The role of personal uncertainty in
religious worldview defense. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 28, 333-341.



	Review of Identity Fusion
	Abstract
	Keywords
	认同融合理论研究述评
	摘  要
	关键词
	1. 引言
	2. 认同融合的概念和原则
	2.1. 认同融合的概念
	2.2. 认同融合的原则

	3. 认同融合的测量
	3.1. 图画测量
	3.2. 言语量表

	4. 认同融合与群体认同的关系
	4.1. 二者的区分基于两类不同的群体关系
	4.2. 两者的内涵和作用机制不同
	4.3. 两者对结果变量的预测程度不同

	5. 认同融合的结果
	5.1. 极端内群体行为
	5.2. 积极内群体行为

	6. 认同融合对极端行为预测的中介变量
	6.1. 意志感
	6.2. 抗伤害的信念

	7. 已有研究不足与未来展望
	7.1. 认同融合和社会认同的关系需要进一步深入辨析
	7.2. 认同融合产生的根源并不明确
	7.3. 研究方法有待丰富
	7.4. 认同融合是积极还是消极的？
	7.5. 中国文化背景下的认同融合

	基金项目
	参考文献 (References)

