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Research Article

The Internet and Friendship Networks:
Replacement, Augmentation, and Stimulation

Chen-Chao TAO

Abstract

The advent of the Internet affects friendship networks. There are three
different hypotheses regarding this. The displacement hypothesis argues that
new friends who meet online will replace existing friends in the real world. The
augmentation hypothesis contends that new friends who meet online will
expand the size of their friendship networks. The stimulation hypothesis
proposes that the Internet enhances the strength of existing friends and enlarges
strong-tie networks. Using the nationally representative sample in the 2012
Taiwan Communication Survey, this study investigates whether different
hypotheses apply to different Internet applications. The results show that the
Internet actually increases, not decreases, social interactions with existing
friends, but these social interactions neither create strong ties for new friends
who meet online nor translate existing weak ties into strong ties, especially for
social media. It is concluded that friendship networks influence the social use
of the Internet.
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strong ties
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A0 s A4 s BRL AR A A% 2 TR 1 BRI %2 440 A 58 F (Pollet, Roberts, &
Dunbar, 2011) o J& H# 2% 5287 I A H A T 36 i — ik - By b LB
BEARAT o QIR A B D BOR M RE B E o RS R B IR >
NAM A LSS B A A o B B L B > w8 A AETE Al PR A % b BB 22 A
HE AR > gD EE A B T - RS E B > B
A% 50 4 s ) BRLAE PR A B% A9 AR A B 5 T AS BLECE T B0 AR A B E)
(40 : Kraut et al., 1998; Nie, 2001) o 4 M4 #& (s f & Mook i L > BB 5
AR R B K i s B o R 2 A PR A PR A B eSS IR A > B U A B
a0 ~ A RHAHE B A AR (network size) % K (41 © Bargh & McKenna,
2004) o HE 38 HAth % A E Mk M B n B IR A LA IR A I —TH A
NI NI R R, -

AW 2D s =T - 55— B PR A A A
[ 7 AR 2E > T 20 T A PR A B& S A RH A A AE 5 | 7 T i s o
TR R A REL A A v e B I A AR B A A A — AR/ » AR
AR /N B > A A% BB AE 1985 4 52 3] 2 AN 41 & i & (general social
survey) #7814 %) 3 A\ (Marsden, 1987) > %2004 4 %) —+H & (%3
#12 N (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Brashears, 2006) 4% % 44 % 6 75 /2
oo A A A A /N B Z B EAUEE RO AR o 55 > falRE
R A 7 i > S50l [ r AR | (A3 ) B[ 2 BRMR | (1 =
U ) W AR [R] B B TR VA 7E— /o iR AE PR A B SR A » MEHE A8 i 48
P40 5 ik [ B T SR R LA TR | N > T AS 2 A8 p LAt (4% 4
Flk ~ FE A R A — PR BRR I N o BB = > N[R] 48 R A R E
B AGHAAE N R TR » EHII S & o

AR SO ARLR Bt A P A it B A R A 4 2 TR BRAR 0 = REAS[R] 518G - &
Se > PR B ~ 0 KA - Ko b i EOR BUE R R 5 R
R oo HR > AR RMEAR A ] = A [ B B2 A AT o BefR 0 B
A TR BUAE PR A Bl > AR AR AEA | [T A AR b BLAR T BRAR
o [ A A BB 06 A8 A ) L] | =BT v ) b ) R
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A - FRZENFRAERREET AN FHER

B A AR 22 ] (cyberspace) 4 BLELCE A AN - (H[R] REAETE M
M BREE > TR AE 4 R A M) H 2R R AR U AR Y AR A Ak o v e
BAQTE B A e B A~ T T R Rk I A R A RE A A (LR —
(a) ) o B R IR A B 44 Ve > 781 i 2 2 BAR i FE ) - FE4E PR
ApEsE L) Ty o RNAHME A E R 2 2 A E A - AWREA NS
(Lenhart, Rainie, & Lewis, 2001; McKenna & Bargh, 2000) » {5 AA" Lt i
B RE & 5 R 55 5 2l A& (Joinson, 2001) > 47 Al AR LL #E DL 23 B
ZL#E) (Bargh, McKenna, & Fitzsimons, 2002) o [ % &5 & & %5 51 2 8%
(intimacy) » A B it B4 & 7 (Collins & Miller, 1994) o i H &t 3 %) 1k
FLH A BE AN > BB OF BB > AE ARG BRI > B — R B
A P A it b A% T R = L T A A ) AU o LU THD B T 2R 2 & (McKenna,
Green, & Gleason, 2002) o BEHE— 20 » K8 fy 44 P 4 % i 2 57 19 BRAR (A
2y 5% b BRAR B S A BRAR ) BELAS by 1w S 1w T i L O BRAR (R4 AR R
BAR) > TEARE R A 7 5 (McKenna & Bargh, 2000; Parks & Floyd,
1996) - FLJ2& &8 iy 48 % 48 s 2 Sr AR BT 5 B4 157 ] 4R (Bordia, 1997,
Chan & Cheng, 2004) o [FI1H » 48 P54 % A4 BB 2807 I A - 42 AT AR AR
FE R A BEAT I L o BE G > KrautZE A (1998) ££ 1995 ~ 1996 4F
PRIt 5% B DT 4% B8 73 18 53 2 BRI LA PR A 8% o B R AR R EEE - (A
% 408 It o I B 3 0 B B Y L)y > I /N BB T R A RE A A 1 A A
FRL © Nie (2001) %56 3 B Y IH 45 s & > 58 5 R AR R [T PR
AE 48 % 72z P BN o) ) R 0 0 > S SCAE B A A BN B 114 I
WA > g% A I [ B (DiMaggio, Hargittai, Neuman, & Robinson, 2001;
Nie & Erbring, 2000) - {1541 b BR B N BR -
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(a) PR A8 P82 TR ) TEFTE T8 B A Y - it T U S P T A

(b) PO« VETETR A58 R R T A5 > e R 0o — 20 B et iR T A

(c) TRALFY = ATo7355 1 A R PRI R

WA T L T AR 22 PR o 155G > B IR IR PR O B IR P B 9% BRLIRE ] H
&t (time diaries) H A SIS F o Kraut 5 A (2002) $FAH [A] R A AT
S5 AR B o SE I R A PR A BE 00 B TSR R o R T RS BB R EE A
B H B By BRI A A A AR B A 4% B © Shklovski o Kiesler B Kraut
(2006) LAAE 5% 43 A A 16 Jeai [ 4% PR 48 % (6 A ) dun o] B2 288 1 7 3 B A S L
NEH) B SCE > 5 B R 7 B 48 P A (P AV A e BB



A8 P AR e BL A TH AR AR

E’Jﬁi@j o NI ELAG I BRI AR LB o A5 o AEIRAE R 8 A AR LR A

AH A A% 1 A AR K@{xﬁzfﬁ’d\ AR B R A
%;s o Wang B Wellman (2010) B H & a2 - HESEEI A 2002 5L 2007
RS- 2 D R — R~ B — R T AR o Al MR
TE L H T AR A A% 0O AR A LR T - R 2 2002 512007 4 - 48 A
A B 2 IR 22 5 o B AR T > A PR A R 1
B P 2 70 B A A R A A Y A A BB K > K A i
AHIA] o 5% = - A A PR A % - E BRI BB o HER A — O
%ﬁﬁﬁﬂ@ﬁifﬁ T 5 AR A A A B A 2 | R0 o A A 4 AR
(Cummings, Lee, & Kraut, 2006; Stern, 2008; Wellman, Quan-Haase, Witte,
& Hampton, 2001) 5 &) — 75 1 » B 767 35 0 - 76 &% AR [F] - 56 8 4% FH o B
[ A3 7 BRF0T | A% i 28 45 4k 357 B4 /R (Hampton, Sessions, Her, & Rainie, 2009;
Koku, Nazer, & Wellman, 2001; Tillema, Dijst, & Schwanen, 2010) - Ji H
SEA - AER BT - R 5 AR A B R BUA S E ST R —
?FE i@rﬁﬂhﬁ“ﬁﬁ TE A4 (Wellman et al., 2001) o KL - #8F4H 3% 2

Bl N A A T T RS B AR A BB RS > MR A E
Ay o 42 DL A A 5 R

FEMM— : REMEMGARIHAEAS  BHDARLIH
9 AR, 2

HMAEMME - REHABEABABRLHAERS  THEABRLEHA
FHAK ?

RAW  AEERREARERSNEZRE

PN MLQQWKQI%E%%)’?%TEE}Z W BE RS - K

R A A6 1Y) 4 A LR K (L [ — o ff 41 > Walther (1996, 2007) 42
1 AP (hyperpersonal ) B nhﬁz“‘méﬁﬁ%gﬁﬁﬂ%éﬁiﬁﬁij\ﬁéﬂ

PRI 7 (14 450 S0 52 A0 R B[R] A0 ME A BB R A - R R A e e il B 3k

28 B EZE AL T B 5 - (515 TS A R L e
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AETE RIE T EN & (55 A Tanis & Postmes, 2003) o #7722 #1352 B¢ T Mk
AW TE S BUR > A m AR S K R BN > BE R A
Z ~ AR B — 2 ] o LSRR 26 > Katz BL Aspden (1997) ¥ 51
TE 1995 4FA 42 95 N 1Y 1.1% A 475 408 48 155 48 #6528 IR & 10 8B > Wang
£l Wellman (2010) #§ 51 7£ 2002 5 2007 4572 fH L 451 53 531 $2 1 51 14.3% 52
17.7% - SEE AT LIS > di Gennaro B Dutton (2007) % H17E 2005 4F
A N T 12% > A7 425 408 48 15 4 8% 28 0 A A i 48 B o SR TT > A RE A
A% — By B i L4k B 55 45 W B8 (Granovetter, 1973) > B2 558 A H KR4
% 7] HE 48 K 55 45 A94% (McPherson et al., 2006) - {H [A] FRF3} o 5 45 49 4%
[ 5 28 111{7] (Manago, Taylor, & Greenfield, 2012) » JUH 2 48 by 49 PR 48 1%
RO B A AR 75 T RE A A R LSS (Chen, 2013) > BFFTERD > @A)
B o

fo DL A PR A B B — M AR AR I R i > 2 T 5 B & UK AR e
[ 22 5L o Sl JF P A A R A B E > AR B SS T A B3 T80
WA > TRRMERE AN ARAS R 5 AR BB - A n] BE g i i om 4G
H 2 R (Boase & Wellman, 2006) - & T #44 ~ B RF48 s gt A & F Ak
SR > KokuZ§ A (2001) 15 i I8 76 i 20k iy B2 40 i A &% - %
BN BN 2 [H] 1 2 45 o B B > i 3R R 9 4R B & © Bryant
Sanders-Jackson il Smallwood (2006) DAt & 48 4% 70 B LU 5 70 4 1 ACRE
Aask > BRLRNIREE ER > fE RO RS AR R B AR AR > WM TR BB AR o
4 A aE B B R AR RN 12 A R R S AR R A ST
A o Lenhart % A (2001) S35 75 41 & af il & BUR > K8k 7 B IR
RPp 2 GAE 2 B BT RB P AR N - RZ HE RSN A S ANE > &1 5
AR HE— 20 T B 1) ERE S 4E o di Gennaro B Dutton (2007) 7E 4 B #EA T 1Y
AR > R EA - R REE RHUCBE A R I AR o BT R A B
K i) FRANR - 340 75 7 B AF - R Re o Gl BN BB > RN & 38 A
K> BITTAS G A7 335 30 75 7B - R IRpm st Rl ik 0t o 4% -

B2 R A B R % > 2 PEAE N > TR A >
2 DA R4S 2 H AR o Finkel ~ Eastwick ~ Karney - Reis 5l Sprecher
(2012) 58 £y # _b 3 4 vl B AR I Ath 7y 2 DA 422 A 1) 194 R B VB T 38 A
K B 5 W DLAMY 2 MR S A G o MRS A R =



A8 P AR e BL A TH AR AR

TERR o i A B e AR A A B8 (1 A B8 B () N A SR s R 2 A 4E) - B
1% IRF ) & 28 AR 3 (4 ik = 44 28 S R OB BB SR B &) - Cacioppo
Cacioppo * Gonzaga * Ogburn £ VanderWeele (2013) ] A& 32 [ 2005 |
2012 4 [H] 45 B 1Y A B AR R AR AR > 35 B 1m0 22 35.0% s W) 2 A€ | 4 PR 48
P& R > DAAR b A A B e K ok o I HLB D B R 0 R R R
15 © Zhao (2006) 4347 % B 2000 4F (Y B AL i 2 > HE 3R % A
HR AR PG A N BB - SRR A > BT IR A A R 2 B A U
RO RGN AT AR A BB o S8 b > A7 b 38 A A il BRI R % 2 fe
Bl ARAE £ 5% R BEAES Hh A EE49 v DAY 9 s A iR 2 — o

BRI ] RESS RN A - JUHZ N BR b A 4 U K (massively
multiplayer online role play game) o ¢ 1A%l SC 74 ) 22 A\ b 242 952 8%
(multiuser dungeons) > 4 f§ Jg - (MUDs) (Parks & Roberts, 1998; Utz,
2000) » BN BAEBLR LAME AL 1Y & AL B (avatars) UL A 2 08 1) 1 5k
{5 (Cole & Griffiths, 2007) » [RI# BA 5 55K Br o 3L R & AF LA S AT
B0 T op [R) LA 1R B > 4% TEE 7% i B A 08 -G A 38 I A | 58 B o
Grabowski B Kruszewska (2007) 5 & +L & 49 4& /0 A BL R & i & > o0 i —
i = # IR 2 NBE b iy Ve 1 o At 5 B B K 6 B R A —
—(HA E - BEE ERE SR LB B LB R s AR £
NBR b 4y U ISk 1) BB &R > K 2 H A i A ISk A 1 R R A A
B> ARV BEAF /K o Zhong (2011) £) Fi B IRFPERE IS > 40 W it ) 4 o &
K -~ MRS IR > R R S AR AT B e A B A T A A
B A AL 55 T A U R SR 45 o Steinkuehler B2 Williams (2006)
SEE S WK 2 N AR b A 4 T R = AL VB L BT - A A R
PEAE T —MEHEAT R IE AL SRR - A AR BLRE A N EH) - 4 TR
AEEE SR ASS AN o AR E IR W AR AL B M » D BesELE
B LAY R 59 A5 €8 WAL o Trepte ~ Reinecke 52 Juechems
(2012) BPEE3 » 2 BLig R ILARAE S 2 > BT AR B> s i 45 fE L E
TS > B SR A 5 (R RE > PR B At 55 1 45 00 BAAR > 15 55
A FHERE M 2 R o

DL ] B 8 22 S B 11%) 758 s A (discussion groups) o AT BE 3SR
Koo BN > & SCF I TE A 25 (bulletin board system > U1 & KA 5 5
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B L) B M BE AL (newsgroups) o 5K DAAH 3 B FE B 10 5w 18 (Web-based
forums > LA fif] Ff 49 0% 5 Y8 > W MobileO1 ~ FashionGuide ~ 2 W5 1B 45)
%% o Parks B Floyd (1996) B B4t A% B e 7 20 09 (6 ) & EAT R B i A&
AT =0 ZR R KA R R AR B BE AR N > 2 4% 88 JE UK » McKenna
N (2002) MW 5E — B > MR BT (BT A0 0 5 A T B R R
LA o MM R I RE AL 2 b P AR N SRR > Bt 2L A S [] BB
b BE A4 VB AR A SRR 2 7 B I A8 87 1V EREE »> fS15 A M3 i b
[ A 4 L T 36 1 A B AR SSR IA AC o AR AR FRIR R > = 22 75% AT A
TR Hy B M A A P S BRAR o MER A RO BRAR S R - AR BRAR B 5 -
B2 > PR AL 6 A8 45 0 B Al R AR — B 45 2R © Goh ~ Eom ~ Jeong »
Kahng B Kim (2006) 73 A7 B — it K52 56 1M 15 0 = AE i 8% > BEBIAR
NZ J 55784, o Chang (2009) gt & KAL) 8 B SE DR SO AR — 4 1Y
ROk > IRNEEBIAR A DA SS AL A > 0 H B RAR K - RRAE IR RAR . -
PRI - wam A pE S B s Ay - Bl — B AEE -

FEAC I B AR AT Bl A 2 BT A A > 98K AR A8 4% O A A& B © #1328
TR0 2 3 B A M — 30F 75 (Howard & Parks, 2012; Kaplan &
Haenlein, 2010) » {H—{[i 2 BG4 2 o ) 35 775 18 FLRI 1 BRASHR A 25 > DA
A7 PRI B AR o e SE AL AR IR (social network sites) BRAE R
A RS > A A I 8 B I 2219 il ¥ (LaRose, Connolly, Lee, Li, &
Hales, 2014) = R0 - B & AT 78 — B 3L S #Y &5 5 o Hampton
Goulet ~ Rainie B Purcell (2011) A 2010 4 £ 3£ B3 T 1) 7 i & B0
e b 0% IR A 4 B 4K 22 R BE AR R A 5 D5 8 » B 2008 4R AR
AR 22 NP L A T Y SR A I A B R I A B > DA SRR B
{& ° Manago  Taylor £ Greenfield (2012) ji 2009 4F £} %} 88 4 4 fiig 25 1k
SRR EA: > FEAAM I I A 4 B AR 8 1 20 4% RE AT AR S BLiE 20
A BRIR o &5 REEEL > A 2% /& 558 b 48 PR 48 B ik ~ AEAE AR A
B EHE > HA @ aEREs TEEMmMARE (Subrahmanyam, Reich,
Waechter, & Espinoza, 2008) ° Reich * Subrahmanyam 52 Espinoza (2012)
BHEFH AR A T AR EL > MEAE SR E BB s R A KT
SRR R RE AR A T O AR AR SR AL > I H AL ASH T ¥ T B ) o Jensen
B Sgrensen (2013) 74 2009 4F &5 &5 B AL BV AL J7 1% » SEHIAE P A 2ot



A8 P AR e BL A TH AR AR

HE N A s AL BEAF IR AT > {11 28 22 2 S A 19 YR T 36 T 8 A9 A
JA A 4 B o Cardon % A (2009) w2 ke 5 11 B )R BA: - SEHAE7E AT
AR R~ AR A T R AN A B IR A o BRTEAR S > AL AS A
HUE DA REAE N A& 5 T (boyd & Ellison, 2008) » 4R 7 i3 BLRG A= A\ %8
37 BA1Z& (Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2011) o

F AT B R AT B 44 il (real names policy) M AJEFRZENGE J1 A0 BRI >
AIRBEEE Bl A5 o B — 2 O PR A R R KA 1 B 44 > AL
AP EOR I A FE I (boyd, 2012) o B 44 il i 15 F. 38l 36 S A Fr 22\
Fyidik N (Mesch, 2009) o Hik > #1238 KA E% (social brain hypothesis)
TR o BMR AL - 52T B S MR AR ANE B > 2 BRI - KRR
H#FTINRE (executive functions) [ R (Dunbar, 1992) - [Kt > AFHREE
AR A EEA R ER - 5150 A > #§57HEATEF (Dunbar’s
number) (Dunbar, 1993; Hill & Dunbar, 2003) o 4 52 {5 () tH 5 > 4 52
Ff A] BE 28 WE B A BRI (Wellman, 2012) » i fig 2 (i ) & A0 AR &% 44 B8
TEIEA =A A - HE > BEARINS G ERER - RS ETY
7120 A\ (Marlow, 2009) © Bond 55 A (2012) 73 #7515 4T 6,100 & A F i 2
Bk B A 4 BT A5 149 A o Arnaboldi ~ Guazzini B Passarella
(2013) 4347 28 £ WF 5% 2 B3 BT H 446 1) =41 R 20 F B0kt > 3 AR SR U
KA 254 % > (AEBEATEB) 1 AT 5 105 4 o A5 RS
W 2 SRR R - (H 22 2 BB 2 28 BAR A2 Bt 4% 10 i LA > H
WA 3% B 14 A A R Y AT 5 (Pollet et al, 2011) » 17247 #8388 150 A
1 R o AL AR BRI A& B - A RREL 2 A B AR (Ellison et
al., 2011; Roberts, Dunbar, Pollet, & Kuppens, 2009; Tong, van Der Heide,
Langwell, & Walther, 2008)  FTLA » 215 BLiE Kewnd Esk A > 20 H
R AL 5 (5548 7% L 1% B 228 I 2 (Dunbar, 2012) > P RAR A i 4t
SR R Y A A o

LA DL EETER > SHTE T EOME - RPWEA AN ~ 4R b 38 A 4 il B K
= AR RISk TR M AR e I ROk A I S A A R A I
F o A B KGR Y ok AN IR] > (B AR b AC A Al BRI R = - AR b
IS > A B B BB AR ot A B R P TR A 0 AR o HUh - R DLR
W% )
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AR :%€ @ AEAT — A 48 P AR IS JE R SLA B B W A R AL
BB HBERARN B LR BTERS PELEA
IR HE A TE SRR ?

Jiy

Qﬂ

b - ARARENRESNEE

R T (RS A AR RIRE) - A R A R 0 T B B SO RH A A% 1Y B
(B AE AR o FRRIRAL 2SI - sk FoR - H EZ ABANA
(Mesch, 2009) > REHE THBRAR > (45 &1 20 55 % 45 % e o 2 45 > 490 o
ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁi s [ A 4% KRR 588 (Valkenburg & Peter, 2007) (F & —

o sRAbEAY A EA = o Bt AU PR AL T — R B 55 i 45
Eiﬁﬁﬂgq:‘* FEAC RS ST T — R G R 4G B G S AE R EE - I B
Z B 5 553 45 (Manago et al., 2012; Roberts et al., 2009) 5 i #5112
RE > I M A B N~ R Il J2 55 28 45 B B) (Donath, 2007) o
Thelwall (2008) £ 2= g At S IR o B [ I AC A% 1 | - MRESORA [ RRAd A
L] nREFAN YT o FHR - ANAMAEAL SIS b > B A AR PR 9
A 2 MR B RIE A B o 15 B T 5 A R v 3 AS 2 [H
PR FA N B GREAT > (E AL 2SS BB 0 0 1 & Bk T [ 88 aHUE A FA N O
Ao WHEF AT U A9 B J7 SCHETT (Jones et al., 2013) > {H1514%
& IR B B N A AL A I R B A N4 (Manago et al., 2012) - ff LA
PR TSRS > TEA SRS AE K2 By g9 B A e - 5= B
PG A RIEE - g5 18 ARG SC I g > b -
SSHELAS o fE e — AL S IE A (social grooming) » A BB A AR T > AT
Lii‘ 1% (Donath, 2007; Dunbar, 2012) » {5 753 43 55 % &% %5 J7 A o 28

o HTULEE BT ~ WRABIEAL SO Sl - B E) R B IR B Z
553 1 45 9% i 1 L5 1 0] e ME 8K (Donath & boyd, 2004; Valkenburg &
Peter, 2009) = Hampton 4§ A (2011) B4 31 » LR A& H A E A >
o i B By O S R A R o MR EG R > A A S I A B
NEEA PR BRREET: > B0 HE A RE N mEs - 755 > HAbH
P A % B P S o A AR AR T R B EL DT o R A A B B



A8 P AR e BL A TH AR AR

AT o HE > 4@ DU RS B 7T )

B—  FBAEREAZHGERNRS @ R LML HEAL
FLAL AR K o

AR MY C R EH BT TE - P aaE R B X A @ sE
RE -RE#BE - ETHEMARBLERBAALS
IR G 0 R R GBAKEAERK ?

&S

ASCUA B ERHE R 2012457 A £ 8 H MHEAT 2 A5 0 & Gkl E—
W — AR By BRI AR TR > HEAT (R BEARSE o 5% ERHE IR 70 g 55 R = P B
kR > BHE BB T /B AL L2 R > DLA b R 5 E R
Fhtiee A i - 2,000 4 B2 B R EA - &y r AEEE
Kb o ByRERARAACRYE > BRA AR » SHEVER - FH - AR E XA
S TE BN ELER TR AL 2 YT 2011 4F 12 A A O & kAT REA R
PEAGE > B IBTE L > MERREL R Bk (L 50% > B S50% 5 4R
18-1955 4% > 20295 19% > 30-395%21% > 40-495%21% > 50-59 j5%;
19% > 605K LA | 17%) —% o

BENBEE) - R &R ERT A EEE—HRESR
7% 8 (Rosen, Whaling, Carrier, Cheever, & Rokkum, 2013) o 74X 3 £ %
Ledbetter (2009) K 4t € 49 4% 43 #71 (Marin & Hampton, 2007) > DL B — &
TEREAS BR R [R) S0 e A T 2 H 0 2 AR > I A BRI L SR
(40 : Hampton, 2011; Kujath, 2011) o AXHF 5T ER DU B & % (1K KA
2ARD ~ 3 ~ AKCH) > SR IE 2 B 3 DA BB AN B B Y
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A IR (R EREE AT CP¥=2.33 > %= 1.19) - &
T A CF#=2.79 > HE#EE=1.07) ~ BIRF@E G CF #=241 > 12
HePE = 1.12) ~ S RHEuT BN R % (P 8=1.71 > #E#EZ2=0.99) ~ % L
W CF ¥ =176 > {F£HEZE=1.05) - BT M H W CFH8=1.62 1%
HESE = 0.91) ~ AuhEmIE (R #= 1.59 > HEHE2E = 0.90) BLALAZ 1HEAE (SF
Bi#=2.90 > fFHEF*=1.18) o

BT ABREE) - B E AT EAER > RIUBER (IRERER -2
R~ 3H W~ 458H) > 07T 2 B35 70 F0E 57 B At A B 8 19 41
R (GEREN) CPE =341 > tEH#EE = 0.87) HERE (5178
k) (CFH#=3.00 > 122 =0.86) -

S AL A AR A AR B o I R A A A A N T K R
#5 M8 TR (structural hole) 25 i i #1 & 44 4% 52 5 Burt (1984) $2i > %
2% (name generator) ZER W51 2 B35 15— J| b s A5 QAR O B >
B 2 A A B > NI AE 1985 4F J 4 35 B B AS 4 e i A 1 A - 24
AR > ZBHTE R R A IR SRR B 2 8k o Ik > 32
FE A g R A TR 1998 4F BT 4 — > H R R ON B SEZH B
(Marsden, 2003) » % 2 H. 15 %% (Eveland, Hutchens, & Morey, 2013;
McCarty, Killworth, Bernard, Johnsen, & Shelley, 2001) > 1 9% 3 A 2
& W 3¢ 7 (40 : Campbell & Kwak, 2011; Stefanone & Lackaff, 2009) o
ARWFICREWIT S B $HE DAT P > [ IREH & A fth— L St r 2
R DR N A ] SRAMEFI BT > FI2.95 A (R =
2.69 > = 0-50) - FPABEUREE 3N (L) -

28y 28 S S Y B A B o M A A A P > RS AR R
i R E A BCE - SRS B ST DU T RS [ AR TE
A% L REEE ~ MR T B T AR | (Wang & Wellman, 2010) > #2451
B o QPBRA RS (RRASE = 1385) > 5% H &8 &Rk - BR
o B A (BRA S =72 > A 2R A 4%) > “F340.09 N\ (BEHE 2 =
045> 2&ffi=1-6) (AFE—) o
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e TR A 45 0 48 A LB B A

s 38 B HeA

KB 0 11% 2.95 2.69 2000
1 16%
2 22%
3 23%
4 9%
5 10%
6 KDL I 9%
A b I A 0 94% 0.09 0.45 1385
1 3%
2 2%
3DLE 1%
T ] 5 7R

N O RR U 75 52 297 300 40 R 408 I S80I A > 8 KR SR &5 R0 R
— % - di Gennaro £ Dutton (2007) #§ Bl A I F: B% A 5 2 > Baym i
Ledbetter (2009) R 25 51 52 28 o Kt > A F B (73 8= 42.77 > 1EHE
#£=15.65 > &l =18-100) ~ M5l (M 51.8%) ~ BEREE (53.9% fi K
B DL FELRE) - IR IR I (E0F - FEAL 57.6%) ~ AW AT H YA
(HEW AL 6.6% > 2 85 50 K DL 1528.2% » 2 & oo DL b 54 8 T Ah
39.7% > 4 # T LA E R 6# T 15.1% > 6 B F 288 T 155.7% > 8
Hot L EE) 10 #IT052.6% » 10 ool B 2.2%) 5 HIE A AR A
VE Ry #2388 TH (AR 8= 2000)

R i

AR SCER ) JE 47 PEAAY (generalized linear models » GZLM) #4171}
A AR o GZLM A J B JF B 23 i 7Y K 3 JH (McCullagh & Nelder,
1989) o T ¥ (ff A8 = -1.31) B R (fm 88 = -0.31) AP H 5 45 % i (]
I 5 0H 5L £ fiw RE > H2 # Tabachnick £ Fidell (2012) » % ¢ DL — 1 % %
(3 % Ak 38 TE 1Y) e (BN 1) Bk B M > T AT B O . 2 1R
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GZLM £} S VERERUMEAT o J5 4b > IR i s i B i 46 4% 1) (B 2 2 AH B
GZLM JIi {3 AR BV REIRE TR S ) o 568 70 455 40 46 1Y) 48 4% B R B8 by 4 1 58
ik 14 e 7R 5 R T S T R R R (R BLE R ) i s g R
EIEfR 8 > GZLM $ & —JE 43 fi (negative binomial distribution) J% ¥} %{
LA oK BOETT -

BRI
AR+ A58 B R — LA 52 B A =

T ¢ 1) R — BELAJTF 9T ) B A 4 8 40 It B8 B T R 2 5 | I >
T 35 TR B 56 NP B R o GZLM LA 4H BRAY Bk A IS B SE R A [
TH > FLIE N DR HE il s T o T3 T B TR S N PR B AR R4 I 2 AR
BIH (RE ) o SHRBUR  HMHEME N ORI - /&
B4 i E (B = -.02, p < .001) ~ EEE A EEHE (B =-04,p <
001) o NTTHRRERSY » AREA IR ~ WA B > THT 30 1T A B B 5
BN~ Lot KEDUF B ~ AW CT-3 H AR R AR
HEp R o BURER AR SRR

T AR A i\ MR LI R 0 A T B R A\ MR L) (BEARE = 2000) °

[GE=TIOPNG IO Ip7 RS EET NG LR PR
B SEB B SEB
P S IE
E i -.00%* .00 00 .00
R (R ZotE) -01 .01 -.06% 01
BERE (5 0 KE) 01 01 03 01
USRI (5 - C ) 01 01 .00 01
T34 H A 01 .00 NIk .00
H 521
AR s I ) i -0k 01 -4 01
Omnibus test
x%(6) =37.33, p < .001 %%(6) =276.09, p < .001

"R B P R B A SR T A ST
p < .05, %%p < 01, #*%p < 001.
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e Ksa o AR A=

75 18 S [R) A8 5% A0 s O ) BEL N E B o 3B Pl A I R AR 1YY R A S
B AME BN FE§) 2 GZLM LAE T EE - BIRRE A - 4 Bk
RN IR ST S w1 A (e BT & ' 8 NS
HE AR E B TE > AIE N VAR R S T > A ey A I R Y i
BEAIREIE (AR o SREUR > RAR Bl BLR = A
W% T A R 0 8 e A B R R ) M A5 R (B = 12, p < .001) - BT
WA~ BPREE A~ AR RIS - TS U s B
H 48 2 Rk P T A A B o AR BUECEMR R — 80 HE—REEA
] o B A AL A M BN B o A AR Rk A o 2 4 B N R
s RO D o N TR 2 B AS B B AR 4 B Rk 1 A A
B o

F AW A N B T A T A o A B R Y A i (AU = 1385)

A o A B R A SR A

B SEB
P s IE
E i -01 01
PERI o o) -16 21
BERE (5 K#) 17 24
USRI (55« B 0%) -22 26
(RN ==V N -.02 04
Ep )
Eoe TENE SN RS -13 A1
NS GIHIDNG SR B -.07 12
SR Al B R 2 N R L AR 48w 11
R4 NN 12 A1
Co ikt DNV PR 15 12
08 il SN I ) 11 12
AL SRS N BT B A R -26% 12

Omnibus test

1%(12) = 69.95, p < .001

#p < .05, #p < .01. #Fp < 001,
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BALH BB — LA R

75 A A [V 408 % 40 I R ) LN ) > R R R A AR AR O AR AR R
B 2 GZLM DUAL 2 08 (s —) ~ B F 34 - BRRpamah ~ 4% B8 K4
i LR &~ AR BRIk ~ TR Al (R TR ) AR E
R Ay B > AIE A D Rr R A 520 %@@%%m%%ﬁﬁ
Bk T (R I) o &5 REUR » (75 T E0E A PR H Bl AR 2R 0 i1 o 8 4
A& RSB (B = .08, p = .026) » A ACHEHE NS BB AR R A0 2 -
NG Y » AR R -

AT AL AR WA N B B Bl A T A A A AR Ak LA
S A A R A A LA

B SEB
P S IE

AR .00 .00
PRI (R ZtE) 9% 07
HERE (5 0 KE) -14 08
WS IERIL (5 CUS) 12 .08
34 H il A 01 01
H 821

BT .08 04
HIEer s iR T B g R 04 04
e E b IPREYN TN U7 S .02 04
Er i IN R RS .02 04
2 B ) A R .02 05
EERAT RPN RN DR -.05 05
iR v NS E .04 04

Omnibus test

x%(12) = 36.24, p < .001

p <.05. ¥ p < .01, #*p < 001,
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BEC]

R SCBR 45 98 A T A B AR PR AS - At A PR A e | 9 B
B BLUACRE AR A% 2 I BRAR o DEFTEEBLA =« 28— > {ERFHIBLEIARE
Gl NN RS SR TR SN A NG SN /R P T3 D[
T BR T AR AR B R o 4 A I U2 A o A A R
ik P 56 T IR 5 50 = SR T BRI R L R A A A A ) A A A
BESE R CRIEA MR L) > A R MR AT o He T AL A P 4 s e
FBOAL (T~ AR B L BRR AR SR~ B 1 0 A A A5 B (A A A
AT > e LTI B A R

R ESEIERAL G A S N AR R A%

S L T A R A B ST R A B B R K AR A A o T A PR A
(1% A B R B R A 2 P A N BB - (R G A8 A > BT DABRR A
BURBEAF AR A& > A BT I A - 4 0E 48 B% ) e B 2 9 i 7
BEAE N A 2 T8 > A £ S 0 LAt B 573 (nmr 3 img ~ BE RG4S ) PR
i E) 5 BOFE FUE I A - RRERAR BRI BRAR - PR R
R RE R E R X T BRI K 2 AL e B AN R K B o
(85375 3 AR 1 58 A A il BELIY O 25 BN EL )y 5 A I A o A B Rk %
JE B SR EAS  HE R M S e A PR A s R B EEEH M -
W > BB} 4 P il £ 15 P 4 S A B e e sl B R AR
] - BRAR R A AR A BN A A0 2 288 T 4 PR A s e Bl A o

T Lo A TE RE AR N A 2 [ AL Bl > S ACRH M A 1Y A A& ARG
A ATRR o 89750 TR T B BN T > A B A R AE I A Y 55 S
PR A > PRI EA B o BEFREE N EEANR o A
BEOREORRE IR K A Ra M 4% » AR 9 b A R AE 48 o %5 B T JE Ellison 55
A (2011) BIBFFE > A A A8+ & G A A BLES > 55 007 40 4 52 10 A 7 ST A
15 BELAfE 4 R AR P R ORI > AN 5 52 4G 4% (bridging) BLZh %5 (bonding) 41
EEA AR AR BRSSP AT SRR BN B » AR D
A8 p A B R R Y N B R A A 5 AR DI A IR A R Y 55 4
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Je PR AL o (AT SR AN KA O AR BB O o S o MR B R
RALEHE) > AR

BMTRREMAHED  —@EMA > MG ?

AR BLAL BRARAY I 4y > R VR 1 R A LA PR 2 [ S [ E 3A
MR R » B =B R - BRI (B OB i E) - B8R
Bi o~ BOHAS T o AT BRTE A B m ok - HoRTE R B
By ) LS 0 %LE’%%T“‘“E*@WMQE%M.]& LA oA B A0 T 1 22 4
YR o U%’f%ﬁi@??ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ (E = (a) K AFRIT) » RERMAR - AH
Hxs (8 = (a) B EY) > ﬁ%ZF‘EJ% I3 HE o SR > A SCHURAR N B
@?iﬁ%ﬁ%%%@iﬁ*ﬁ%jﬁ/\ﬁﬁ t?ilﬁ/\iééﬁ*ﬁ%ﬂﬂﬁﬂ@
s g BT B AR N LAY AR zﬁzﬁﬁﬁﬁ (a)) » (HERAE
JETRAR T BLAR b A A4 E8 | 9 or g (8 — (b ﬁﬂﬁt%ﬁﬁ:i%%
g3 TR — 8 A Iﬂﬁ@ﬁﬁ?ﬁ@ﬁi%ﬁ%ﬁf 1M L AT REAH Ut
ZIEAR—2 o filan > — A8 BB B - n] REAE AR T BAAR 2 52
N > (HBR EBRRAIE S dr iR A SRR AR - 81 BEAR 2 B4 1Y
Koo AR EBRMRME R AR N o B3 — i 4e th BRI A - AP 2 e B
RRH = AR — 8 > BT ERAR L RRAR Z R 70 B O ARREH) - FR e
#7 % 7& (Amichai-Hamburger, Kingsbury, & Schneider, 2013; Ellison et al.,
2011; Wang & Wellman, 2010; Wellman, Boase, & Chen, 2002) > {H — H
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ol — B AT BLAR b B AR 2 AR VA T ACRE AN Ak B A

& b AR T IEHAELE

B A

(a) B R4 N ACRH A A% A BLAR b ACREA9%% B 43 3L RN /8

A SR TR A
B 4l4R_ERA{A
CLR M AEMEIR |
D &R MEME|GR

(b) BT 40T SR AR A AR T AR > A - W BAR IR

[EEaa] ARG

A ST
B &lif LA RE

C [HI S AT AEf
F L ATHEAG c

D HACHEAS I
(EESIREES ]

E B Y :
) R

() —fHACREAEAS - Z AR I TR - SROCESEREI AT 421
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MR g T BB PR DL B P0G - g8 T A B o 55— 5 BT
BRLAR FRARI BT —wi 2 3€ | o A0 DLBRIRAL PR A 82y K8 oy 17 35 T
A0 A 2y AR T BRAR - Ak A A AR R 5 A L BR AR (40 : Bane,
Cornish, Erspamer, & Kampman, 2010; Mesch & Talmud, 2006) - A W %%
DAH B BRI AR 5y > TR B R T BN A AL T BRAR - T A R A
T AR 5 A7 EBAAR (40 Best & Krueger, 2006; Chan & Cheng, 2004) ©
AT TS BT BRAR S5 [F] 7 O BRRE 1] ) ACRELBRAR - AR B RAR A DL H )
R BEAE IR 43 (W0 : Thelwall, 2008) > Amichai-Hamburger % A (2013) BfI
&t > WIS TR R R U A o] A Y R A AR N BRLAR EBAR - DR R
SRR o

T BT BUR BORREAEAR EEE ) ’@Hﬂfﬁf—ﬁlﬂﬂﬁ * TR
&1 FfTJ:’E"ﬁTm?JHﬂ%??‘%%iﬁ@%ﬁi%ﬁ% & — (b) 1 CH4Y) -
AT S ) el AR E B AR RE A B AR B AR (JE EI’JDjB/\) o Wang £l
Wellman (2010) F# 1 75 & i A 7 (migratory frlendshlp) Walther £ Parks

(2002) 5 1t 25 7R A A X B 1R (mixed-mode relationship) > $8& £ i 49 4 44
HERERRAI A A > BEE BARIR T > SRR R - SRR BAR A
M~ H BN AN I A #FZ B H (W0 di Gennaro & Dutton, 2007;
Katz & Rice, 2009; McKenna et al., 2002; Mesch & Talmud, 2006; Parks
& Floyd, 1996; Rice, Sheperd, Dutton, & Katz, 2007; Wolak, Mitchell, &
Finkelhor, 2002) © %& £ SiE {1 fi 72 76 L (9 R 8 > 1 0030 R SR o R
BAR > SR EBAR o — MR A - W BEAR B RO S € o Koku 5
J\ (2001) L8 T AT A RHAB A ~ T35 0 ACRE A A% - BB BE A [R] — {
RHAAE - 0 IE 4 BA B WA A& REAIAS - Subrahmanyam 55 A (2008) #5 8
ﬁﬁiiﬁﬁ/‘ﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁfﬁTéﬁiﬁtﬁ HA KSR A > &5 T AR ] B2 4
SR 5 M AR T BRARGE PR AR _ERAMR o SRR b BRRGE AR AT BAR
@KTEE%KLE%%{X%KH Reich et al., 2012 » #1355 /04 A A [7] %
o J3Ah o AR BRI RIS > A7 LU — 8 0% B T B ACRE AR A - B
E%ELJU;Z HAR A~ MAL SIS AR A - e — A [ 2 1
&1 T EHARR AR ERIMR - BUA SN IRIL R -

TR G B > 27 48 R A0 S B A R A8 A TR BRAR PR 1L T — 1

FIRTRE o NEL N Z [RI W] RETEAR T sk ~ B AR L3R BAMR - BifEdt b
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Aok~ E AR B RBR o I ABIRE A AR N A M E AR > &
TR G A 2 JR 1) 55 4 B o L > T R T A AP e 2 00 B A 9
AL HE B EEOKGHAA A e (WLIE =) - di Gennaro B
Dutton (2007) BRI 5§31 - 375 48 4% I 47 jsk BN B8l B8 28 I A ~ i 8% i
SRS 5 (HREE DU R RE R B > &R K BN K K EHAEAS
A4S IR A s - TR LB I - BRI RAS & T BLA =8l
2> 8 5 B (reconfiguration) #f o AAEHF 3¢ 1] % B L2 M HIR L H.
15 B AR A A 2 o

B = ERERR ¢ TR TG R R R S AR B R > R T o 1 A S

O

o g

By A gEg  —EMA - S EREEL

T — 8 ~ AE M AR BAAR » R ARG T A RE A4S BLERE
HAE o KREAEBE I NB N 2 [0 GRS SE I , » J2 B2 DU &Y o VR4
B ERRAE AR IR AN B 2 [ P A [R] A A i AR T A > DA |
FPHR  HE N VEIRAE o M 1 s A A A o R — R
W AR B RH A A% T B B o B R AL B AT RE ) 2 AR
> HF R R Z R R 4% b 5 B 00—k B mT g Sl — F 4%
T AR — s - BUASR TR FBRMER > &5
T A A B RE AR A BT BAAR TS B A T T R ACRE > AR B RAR
T A A R e 1 A —— A AR TR T~ JITAC (1B = (b) B9 AT A7)
BR[04 b VA& (& — (b) ®9B&EB43) > AS B H A 8% 7 4 - Wellman
(2001) fR R4 th > FUELTHE A BLAE PR 22 MR SRR 0 40 > BAMEAR
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SRR E > A B A RH A A% 1) i B ELE) o Boase (2008) 3
B> A RHAE A% B RR A4 B0 B - I EL R R AR AL

PR - A RE A8 4% BLERE AR B0 B - — R AA — R AGHAEE - 2
a4 AR — (c) ) o AHABAS h BARALAL - ERE 49 4% t 5 FH AR
4% A3 AL I I H 8 (Szell & Thurner, 2013) o ¥t [E —18 A » A
Aefli 2 R > R BUER AR SR RS o BROIBEE - [ S
PR A 4% ) B[ E A I B R A0 4% | AT RB B AR EE8 - Hh BB A T 3 1 B
By A A (18— (c) 1 ATRAY) ~ AR AT 22 1588 B 8 ) B &< (18— (c) 1Y
BHR4) ~ A€ 1A 3 1 4 A 2 45 RS B B A (18— (c) I CEB4r) ~ i 4t
2 B i A 21 7 ) T A0 B A2 (1B (c) B D EBAY) B ids itk H A (4% 5 0l
HEIRIAR A (18— (c) M EBS) & FfEA o 3 Se bt & 1 — 1 AR
grpoo FrCAEEE — A > EEAATE— A REBR o N IRBIAR T~ (EAE
T 363 17 B BRLAR b BAR (R AE A PR AN S B By Ry o AR A EE
gy > R AE 2 BURE A Ry 1) o BEHE—5 > [ 2 (R G 4
# > BEA2IMEAFBREE L Cn— 8 AR E T BSR4 - BIREE
AR A ~ Rt S IS R A A% ) o — R ACREAIAE ~ 2 B8 4945 1
TR o RERR LT SE R TR -

AIF 7 R AR SR AR AT 7 75 18)

ASCEADFLUT =R o 55— > DIWFIT 2 B 1) 50 3 45 K 4K
WEFEE 5 > ARG e B AR A A o IR 58 2 45 A A% 19 A /N BLZ A5 ] LA
WU S BRI A sl o (EUZ 0 A PR B R A0 SR A > B T AR A PR
A B BELACRE A A% 2 TR BRAR LB B (HASRARWTFEMA © 28— >
0 N R EL T SR R ) B A R R o e AR A g R ISR AR
A — R > DU BB TR 2 W REE R A E A G
P I LA BRI > (A SR _E A R 1 RE IR R A REL A A
T R SCME — RIESCHF IR o 2 N8R L A (0 {870 I8 DA BB 1 A8
a9 A A2 N2 2~ AT W R SEAR AT B A A L > mTRE 2R UG~ HRK
iy~ SRAL R S S DU AR B o A (AR A PR AR B A JUT Ak
PR A > AR K i BRI SRR Ak R A ) o MET R AE A o R
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