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Abstract

This study explores the impact of identity fusion on group loyalty and the mediating and moderating
roles of university social responsibility (USR) and student loyalty. A survey was conducted with 168
college students using the Identity Fusion Questionnaire, Group Loyalty Questionnaire, USR Ques-
tionnaire, and Student Loyalty Questionnaire. The results found that: (1) identity fusion has a posi-
tive predictive effect on group loyalty; (2) USR has a partial mediating effect in the influence of iden-
tity fusion on group loyalty; (3) the mediating process of identity fusion affecting group loyalty
through USR is moderated by student loyalty: when student loyalty is low, identity fusion affects
group loyalty through USR. The research results first reveal that identity fusion has an impact on
group loyalty and enriches the understanding of this impact process from the perspective of other
mediating and moderating variables.
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1. 5|15
1.1. B

B O PR 27 P AT SO MR IS — 3 RN L Z WL 55 SRS E A AR B AT J9 7K i
CIT MR OTLEIEE MR, RIOVBE IS MAIR AT 55 0 gedp HoFlgs, R
TS 5 R B B DR I o BB A R I N, B E I EIAT N B SCRE, 2R R 2%
AR E O HIRZS, S ABRR R BIRABER AL TG e SR A B S . AN TAEE—MEAE
TS E I FRATRL, A AR 2 RV B R (AR R A B R IR AT 2 22

1.1.1. B

FEAA 18 (group loyalty) @& F8MMAXT WA E . IITEANE S 00 R, A 8GR T AR 42 1A
B AT RIS E, RS MM 25 (A (Brewer & Brown, 1998; Beer & Waston, 2009; Vanvugt &
Hart, 2004). FARKIESFRAARIE SRR, FERH = RS B (Vanvugt & Hart, 2004). AR
RSB s U7 (R PR ELRE RV, AT O SE AR e AT I (Bulbulia & Sosis, 2011; Boyd & Richerson, 2005).

AR SN AR IR TE R, JFREE SR K BHE . YLRBdIES . AMHEREX 2 N oh
FEAR L, FEXS N BRI B8 e R B, 9 an B R AR S P R ) B 8 (Buttelmann et al., 2012; Misch,
Over, & Carpenter, 2016). #EALHR —MEE AR, % W T RBUSHERHLGR. R E FEE rhakikxt
BREAISCHRFSEAT o WFFRER A, i BEAREE R BRI R AL, PTRAG R AR A R, R 2R
AT B> AR (8] 71 28 (Newson, Buhrmester, & Whitehouse, 2016).

1.1.2. 4RI

B RT A S W B DTSN Tino (197542, AR JREMEI N 24 5 KRR
Horb, R B SE A S OB R R, TR S B R R BRI . seAh, AR
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REFEEARANAL 2 7 2R P IR RN LR AR VA PR A et 3 3 B4 o #E B 2Rk B, Hennig-Thurau %5 A(2001)
$eth 7 RQSL MM, S K2 B S e et o A RB R Ty T (K4 A

MRPER L E 8, 22 A I S B B S AL, S AT NP KRRy . 22
X SRR BT A AR BN 2 B IR RS T b, SRR 2 IR AR RN A IS B2 B (Dick &
Kunal, 1994). fEX 7P B (R B AAEIE AT AN, BB IOVEE . BRPA LMY LERES
PR JERBL,  AH Dy G M2 AR 2297 2 T AT IT,  ASHT TR B R IR E R AR AT UL

1.2. SHBEEREX R E

1.2.1. SHEEREH

+Z4EHT, Swann Fl Gomez £ T & @& 2L i (Identity Fusion Theory, 2009), B7EMRENM ANHK
Hita ARG, S TR R AT B RS . ZEIR U T S 3 il (identity fu-
sion) %, FEMMARTEEARR “ —FE” M B RS2 (Swann et al., 2012), IXFR[E —PEAEAEANMAE N
HEVR SRR B A S L AR FLRY B R . X — MRS )2 911 Rz Al s K EER B R, R4
TR JE IR -

St SRy, MANBRGER AR DA RS, NSRRI R0 S0, B A S
B 5AN N B AH B RE A (Besta et al., 2018). i BE Rl G FAMACKE S AR 2 S AR 28 B3 BC R, XA B T
REMRITNIBARITE R KRR RV, ShRta AU SRIRIT R, &5 ZFRIHAT A K,
flanfe EN R, SEAR RS A E RS 590ESI(Kunst etal., 2018); 98 5 b L &
T KA 52 A (Hawkins, 2019); 5K %% 5 BERlG (1) 5242 55 0] RE 4k 4L B R (Talaifar et al., 2020).  HiZE B4 H
Ja, BUK Tz E, WHRIRAR S R E iR JE IR AU ST, 54 2[R B8 (Tajfel
& Turner, 1979)#E47 T bLECFIHEHA .

GG S5\ FEIRAAE X A . #E2 A FIFRR SR ] ¢ RANEARIE R, SRR B4 %
S IR T DS AE B 18 7 PR A7 R (B 2 X (Hogg & Abrams, 2010). T £ 473 Rl 5 9 A B 4 P4 3408
7y, AR N TR AT . B O RS R R m MR AN DOA R B, 38 B il 03 SR
52N R B G trAMACKE B O AR 0 T SR AN AR R AN ]

1.2.2. SHEE 3 EIKAIR T

ToRWRF G, 5 N EARSEAL AT AR B AR, SR AT AL O R R . DFFR I,
By A R R R R v g b 2 AR E A & ¥ E B AME(Swann et al., 2012; Buhrmester & Swann,
2015; Gomezetal., 2011)o #E2x A A 3G 58 3 X0 N FFH AR 10 S b BeWS BSOS A L2 B
EMNB. HHh, mihEE A e E RO Hm Ay, BB AR e iR A B
R RY 72 (Swann et al., 2010; Buhrmester & Swann, 2015), - FEAAR R 2 $E AL B FkE 2175 S FE(Buhrmester
& Swann, 2015). IXLERFFEUFER A, HREIM S Rl& T RE S| R T m B AR D, £ 28 At 2 A R B e
A )R

SR, B TR ZHOC T BRI ot 57 LA 2 RO T AR S AT R 30 . DR, s S & S8
P B SRR DT, MY R RS s R 2R, IERE TR S 2N R AR LS R

MFRFEME, HEEAEG IR RERE, HIX—F B2 st e 8 3R E — 1 5 s i 1
(Shaffer & Kipp, 2016). fERZFAERZ MR GO, FAESGMEAELE. RS, mERE
AN NBRE CRFAE” X -BARE RS R, RO AR R . LR AR SEAT A,
HEFEREIRIERE R R B, A7 AHENR 54 1 B il & 2 (e gk FO0 22 1 S8 RE, gk $2 7t
FOXT PRI PRI A RS o A SR AR 50 i B AR I B R AR A, A RS2 A T R AT B A 2 % R TR
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1.3. USR KX H % Bifp s

1.3.1. USR R EEXHES

BEE RSB T ek, KEMMTES H i (Latif et al., 2019), R E N K5 3 ZKEE
QS HE4 . Tl HE A I ERA E W 51 24, (HIG S FRIAEFRS RS “RIEhrdE” ARk
FREE, PP HAREUE T T AR R AR B R AR R, AT S RS, e it A
HVPA . Ik, VF2 KSFTFIE S E R, 0 AR 0K B ST 9% (Bunce et al., 2016). 40
v 14 2 2 oF A b I 55 JR 0 A 7 S LR U, 27 A K 2 A T 2 Pt R 2 A AR T AR 55 o 2
WAL R T SOFH 1

TEMH BT, MG TR KRR PSR R i B B I =N R R . X LS
RIFFEEH T %A LW R T B, 224 R AT R I nT LLOE i BE 78 K2 1 28 25 N ORI 4k 4R
R NBORST & . SO AT\ ARG TR AR S 2o B, AR S5 & ] B 5 B0 AR SRS T %
(Annamdevula & Bellamkonda, 2016). 70K, #0555 %A D R BEAHOG, T 2 AR Tl B BE X 22 4F
RIRE A B3 IE M2 (Giner & Rillo, 2016). BEAl, AN R FMEAE 2 MW E M EER R SR
5, RARMNBERS . SRS G SR A R A, SR AR IR A B
Wk 4L 1R 1 (Atran, 2016).

VA 22 FAT(CSR) M IE B 23 S MR 25 JE I « CSR &5 AV US4 BB Bk A £330 72 L Y24 AR b
WM NG, WA SRR BRI RS AR S A E 1 L 55 . X — B EI AR, BT K
422 THT(USR). USRS A K 58 i {0 03 20 MR 55 B0t k22 il A AR Ak (Latif, 2018),  Fidid i 485g i3 1)
TS 51 X g5, B S HRE S, WEFIRAHDCE MEE . USR AT LU ik K256 18 55
FERIDRVE S BFFC/IT I TTAT IR EEAN DA S 2835 <l P A v e o

1.3.2. USR 3RS0

FAE 2015 4F, Vazquez %5 Al USR B AL T 52 240 B0 ISl B R & . BT &
NTEHEF FREE 400 222, GPREIR, A% USR FIHEAR A S IE: S0 AR 55 R 5 M5 25 188 1 e o 1k A
#(Vazquezetal,,2015), #Efisemas2 AW . 5, Latf 25(2021)E T 2 & BB R e L, #—Dk
467 USR X224 B R T4 E A .

S H FTELZ USR X528 LI RANSTEAR SR 1 SEIERRIE, (EkE 22 3400 s (1 R B AN S5 o R
JBATHE S TR R RS 5] G A S BERAT N A T FUR J8, $RTHRRRE,  MTT (B R AL 1 A A7 S
RIE. SR, USR ML KZEPAEMERR, KHNATREFERFELE, AOCTLNH ST
R, JEREH BRI T A anfer i % BE 2 A2 IR ISR (Kiang et al., 2020).,

14, [ERERE R R

WRIGHT SR ) SR A ER A, S MR M2 S A RS DA B RS RN, 21
FLORI BT IR AR TR AR TR AT O . B SRER S AR A S B 3. 4545 USR AR
BT, RAFTRIA A S SRR 2 B I AR IR, R A AR B SRl A I R, AT 52
REABIR. FTCABRHVBBE 1:USR 2 K224 Sl o 0 A A Dk i s b B AT s AR A

(D34 a0sN ) RS R N S e vt ) K =7 TP T B i AR N SR 2 S E TR M X N SN 7 8
ESCREIN S A AR AL R TUE(USR), BT AT LU S K2 A — D B 5 N AR ERE, 5
NS0 T 2 RNAAR A 2 TR — A B . 25K, I I USR A 520,
IR RBCRT RE S B A Bl B S USR R —NBRE IR 5 A8 5, BE TR A B 4 Bl B S WA BE 1A B P USR
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RIS E T — AN R A RUEAR BT TR s 2. R SRl &l USR SRR S ) A i 78
SR A SRR AR E 1R,

A B

USR

S RhE RSB

Figure 1. The impact of identity fusion on group loyalty: A moderated mediation model of USR and student loyalty
B 1. SRS TEHFRIMAE: USR MFE BIREEHHHNER

2. B TE
2.1. #HR 5hEME i

i 2 B, R T SR AR AT M A, LR TR 200 4y, TEERTGRR A 32 4
o] 5 FUSCR N 84%. FHid 4 102 A, BiA2 66 Ns K— 18 N, K=47 A\, K=38 A, KIGA39 A,
I E T — 2= DL ARG, HR AR IR, Mo A —2, 26 A A&
TR A LA A 88 N, 48T 80 N HIMIFUSTE N 18~28 &5, PR N 21.01 + 1.82,

22. IRI R

22.1. BERRER

KH Beer Al Watson (2009w fill (9 EF A R, ZEERIL 8 MIH G “ TR EZKEW” ).
KAV, 1 For “EEAFRR” , 5 Fon “EEFRE” , B8RRI S WK TR
XTJEA6 ) 0 5 AT R R R 2R 404, S-S R AR BT (}/df = 3.582, RMSEA = 0.124, NFI = 0.849, GFI =
0.899, CF1=0.884); TEAMILH, BEAALIRERI N2 RE o N 0.788,

222. FEBHER

224 B R H Hennig-Thurau %5200 1) 4wl 1 &P 83K, L6 ANH, 1 Rom “JEREAFR",
5N “AEEER , 0B RR A AR . A TRFRF(/df = 2.337, RMSEA = 0.089,
NFI=0.973, GFI1 = 0.973, CF1 = 0.984); {EAMITH, BEAGIERK A 2SR50 o 7 0.882,

223. BHMEER

ShatE R Gomez S5 AN 201 Ddaiil i 7 s HSk&A, WHEKFEGHEEHS, | ox “EFA
[, 78R “EERR” , B0BEERRMER S R E 2 E B, L7 ATH . MG ERMEE
HEATIGAEYE R R 8T, LA $848 A (/df = 4.062, RMSEA = 0.135, NFI = 0.917, GFI = 0.895, CFI = 0.936);
FEARE U, BRI E R N — 2 R 2 o Ty 0.903,

2.2.4. USR [g]#

1E Latif (2018)4w il (1) USR W55 Mh I, &5A SERRIEH 7 AEAF ST a8 54T . R s A 3 5t
R T/ R TR B H BRI 47 Ti5% H A8 s i) 19 ANTH 1145, IF BLBsE G kT
OAUETE R R 8T . R A, 1 RoR “EFEARRY , 5 ®n “EERAR" , Bo8mRn MR #
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PR S . 0 GE SRR R AT I E R R b, ISR AR BT (¥/df = 1.602, RMSEA = 0.06,
NFI=0.889, GFI1=0.873, CFI=0.955); fEAMFiH, BAEWERKINHB—EIERE o 4 0.953. 15758
TR AN A AT 2 AR T T P R
3. BRE R
3.1. TEEREXSTH

AR HTEE e 1 FoR, Sraid . USR. BRI S 22248 s N & 2 18] 2 55 35 IE A5G . USR
SRR R A, BRI SN 2 B E DK, ERSENARELHLEKR.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of variables and correlation analysis

® 1. BLEMAMGITEREEXDH

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
BOrps 25.85 8.19
USR 7445 1199  0.666™

R UNANIY 35.51 3.60 0.539" 0.558"
e 18.76 4.35 0.736™  0.766™ 0.513*

PR @ 1.61 0.49 -0.123  —0.154"  —0.123 -0.075
R 3.05 1.25 —0.008 0.019 —0.033 0.001 —0.004
G 21.01 1.82 -1.040  -0.057  —0.101 -0.072 0.070 0.791™
A Y5 1.48 0.50 -0.089  —0.102  -0.235"  —0.082 0.084 -0.075  —0.036

W ah B =1, &£ =2; bhk— =1, kK= =2, K= =3, KIU =4, WiF4E =5, "R ENEp<0.05 "
FoR p<0.01, ™ %K p<0.001, T,

32. AOFRERENRMEHTES

KR EEPEA . L. AR EHIX = AN N S B G Rl G T B DA R, B ik o Bk
H3ANERIEEA<21,2<31,3>31), 7 2x5x2x3HEHEMT. GRER A GHEE RN
2 ([F(2,168)=12.357,p<0.001,n>=0.182], MRAEF/5ELECATHI, 55402 13 #WERKTHEY 1, T
fHZMH 5 32 3.395 (p < 0.001)F1 4.007 (p <0.001), B G @A FEEME, WEADWE S, 552
A3 AKX (P =0.997). &HAZEMZEAEABARE, BAERNLTE 2.

Table 2. Analysis of variance results

F 2. FENHE

df F n? p
51 1 0.16 0.001 0.692
R 4 1.15 0.040 0.338
Az Y5 1 2.70 0.024 0.103
s 2 12.36 0.182 0.000***
PR x LR 4 0.44 0.015 0.783
PR > AR 1 1.10 0.010 0.296
TR < Sprfb G 2 1.28 0.023 0.282
gy x AR 4 1.36 0.047 0.252
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Fg < Hpas 8 1.03 0.069 0.418

HVRHL < B A 2 1.12 0.020 0.329

PR < FZE = AR 4 1.08 0.037 0.373

PR x FR < SRS 8 1.31 0.086 0.246
PEBI < EPEHL x BOvEhG 2 0.09 0.002 0.910
g x B x BRhs 8 2.05 0.129 0.057
PR < R < AR < S HaEs 5 0.13 0.006 0.985

3.3. BAEA T USR B : ¥4 BifsiBH{ER

KH SPSS25.0 1] PROCESS #fiff:, ZI& Hayes #&H 1) Bootstrap J5iE@EAT i RN K 5 (Hayes &
Scharkow, 2013). JEFAT 1, FEAE 5000, 7E95%EFEXET, LGMate e E, USR ARZE
Y, LW AEE M. Bootstrap 73 T 25 R, 7E S Rl-E X USR 20 rh 22 A SRR AT 2 25 1)
WHEH @ = 0.0019). 7E24 WA B =M + 1 SD = 4.3530), B aE& 4T USR B3N 15 20 8
7 5t (Effect = 0.1224, SE = 0.1214, t = 1.0078, p = 0.3151, 95% CI = [-0.1174, 0.3621]); i 2424 il A5
BAREF (M — 1SD =-4.355), & { il & B 45 %5 USR [P R (Effect = 0.5463, SE =0.1242, t=4.3979,
p=0.000, 95% CI=[0.3010, 0.7916])-

3.4. BEEFEERIBMFME: USR BN ER

KFH SPSS25.0 [) PROCESS #fiff, M Hayes #2H ¥ Bootstrap J7 V5T T RN G L6 (Hayes &
Scharkow, 2013). &R 4, FEARE 5000, E 95%BEAEXIE T, lBMmata hEZE, BHALENA
ZHY, USR NH/A & M. Bootstrap 745 R KW, 78 & Rl XA LW 20 USR B 3%
B AR o A 5 470 R A o DR A8 B A R OB P L2 RO A TR B2 RS2 0 IX TR AN 0 (LR 32 3),
JIT LA B USR 7 B 473 il & Xt B v Rk s o LA 38 o A VR

Table 3. Analysis of the mediating role of USR in the impact of identity fusion on group loyalty
3. SR E X EHARIKAIFNE T USR SR MER ST

Effect SE t p LLCI ULCI

SN 0.238 0.029 8.252 0 0.181 0.2949
=K 0.133 0.037 3.614 0.000 0.0603 0.2054
ETEE25 I 0.105 0.037 / 0.0402 0.1838

3.5. SARAERERIENEIE: USR MEEBEFEHRHNER

K SPSS25.0 [ PROCESS #fiff:, Z:[f Hayes #2 H ) Bootstrap 77y HE47 875 2R AG 56 (Hayes &
Scharkow, 2013). EFEAL 7, FEARE 5000, 7E 95%EREXET, LS mais vEEE, BRI
R R Y, USR AFAALRE M, AL NI R W, Bootstrap 7145 R, A/ K6 56 11 [H) 2
ROV A AL 0 (LLCI=0.0581, ULCI=0.1570), % B USR 41 248 2 3%, H iR/ 808 K/ A 0.1075.
HUvFER, GGt USR g2 #E A D i /v il 72 52 2023 AR B s E R OIL R 36 4, 3% 05),
FEE ) — A F ) P RAEH
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Table 4. Analysis of the moderating role of student loyalty in the impact of identity fusion on group loyalty

4. BIRLEIRHA DR E RN o S A BRI TE A

coeff SE t )4 LLCI ULCI
HH 75.719 0.694 109.031 0 74.3474 77.0899
ShrflE 0.334 0.103 3.253 0.001 0.1314 0.5372
e 0 1.429 0.206 6.931 0 1.0219 1.8362
A8 H. T —0.049 0.016 -3.151 0.0019 -0.0792 -0.0182

Table 5. Moderating effect of student loyalty on the impact of identity recognition on group loyalty through USR
5. FHERIFI SHIAREIET USR S2MnEH A B A BT

2 B Effect SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
-4.353 0.059 0.026 0.0166 0.1178
0 0.036 0.017 0.0071 0.0746
4353 0.013 0.016 -0.0196 0.0451
BRI —0.005 0.003 -0.0121 -0.0008
4. g

BRI T RS AT R R . &N S E A B AT S RS B R b, 45
SHTABIT, Wi T S Re SRR L R RGNSy, B 0 T LU B A B
B, KR USR 76 S 4 ah & SREA M2 17156 R B 3 AER, BiE T 0% 1. BkokE
SR 5 0 R PR AR 110k 2 S Tt X B B0 (1 SR 2 ST VR A, 3T 0 0t B K P P B R
XA TE [ TR P55 R B 92 (0 55 SR 2% (Harrison et al., 20240 24k 2225 SRS IR EY, FRIFHLIE,
BLITZ MK N E A S R 2 AR ESAR, RS E OB TSR M — BT, Fibl A
SRR X T IE [T, BB A 2 TR IR B B X — R . RSO R I T &
Ty A% USR (KIS0 o2 A S A R IRl — 5 RIS (il A5 USR S mAREIR sk i s A
SFESZ B T 2 R R, SRR TR 1 ORI, BN TR 2. BUATT S, 4R R,
KL G AERRA T USR PEAR MBS, J3ETTFE T H K IR S A A (Luque-Martinez et al., 2023).
TS R A RN K 2220 B i B et (Swann et al., 2009), BIMRZIATT E OR2ZE A2 [ 3R, (HALE
PRI, LIS USR FVEI B2 FRAG, X Ah IGO0 1 OB AMA AR, (EA ] st —
T ELET Rt RS BE B R AR A X T R ORI AE (45 S0t ok 5 B0 2 SEIIF AR ARSI R

SRBIHT S AL T, A FER R 10 590 0 B A2 A 0 T BLSCBRAR 0 B A, LA — R R SR AR
FER, IR BT B IE I LB BEA R BRI R . TR B RS, TR S s
AN & S TSR R I TE 1) 25 AR THESR T o (R B TR BT, e Al v M i 205
SR SZ o 17 HL 0] 3 IR 2 I g ) SR AR A, P DUE SR & 2 B DL, AR T DA L8 4K 21 53 G ]
FATH R, LA G i — PR R T L R S ke I AN O
5. &5ig

(1) K B A LR R, T LT A SR B s

(2) USR 76 K245 5 43 B S BV B ) i A o A 3 4 h A1

(3) KB AEIS USR SRR R P A P2 52 802 A St PR e R 2 i
RIS K2 By il 5 A S USR B 1B RRGT .
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