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(1. REFR KFL5ITEN R, AE 671003; 2. FEM ¥ ¥ R AMFHA A, JLx 100190)
B AU AR T KB T T AR A AN RIS R E X A B
HAERG I =MLY, $— 5 KT T Hopheld %7 = 7 414 £ % (social ties)
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Social influence, opinion dynamics and structure balance: A
simulation study based on Hopfield network model

LI Zhen-peng!?, TANG Xi-jin?

(1. School of Mathematics and Computer Science, Dali University, Dali 671003, China;
2. Academy of Mathematics and Systems Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100190, China)

Abstract In this study, firstly we brief the research fields and recent development related to opinion
dynamics. We classify three types of social influence of group decision making from the perspective of
social identity, and assign specific social influence implication to dyadic social ties of Hopfield model.
Based on the model, we conduct simulations on the group polarization phenomena under the condition
of self-recognition and social belongings. Simulation results verify that exogenous covariate and non-
positive social influence are the main factors that promote group polarization. Especially, it is shown
that polarization is coexisted with local structure balance, which provides social-psychological implications

about local patterns of signed relationships from collective action perspective.
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JUF T BARAT AR DL B S S FIMABE R H ok, Flan: 2IME. Scfb. IB5 B, F#.
VBRI B ERTE  BUAMINSE. #H22 R BB W2 — At A B R B i SRR 7o K
(collective patterns) BiAL2HINE (social norm). HASHT FREAC H AL SMET TR B FaE ST (beliefs)
W (opinions). XA, BEAUL BN (opinions dynamics) SOABFFEAERT A EERAZ —.

BRSO B a5 TR R MR 2 TR A 38 B S AN A 3545 B T, BEMRON SRS e S s e By
FER AR TER (formation) AL ( evolution ) &, FEHEABIBAT H BLILIR (consensus), #AL (po-
larization) FHALZER. WA SIRIMBFR N —H GRS ES T 298, wBifHta, O, BUR%, 25
2, Ra R, Soitse REHATE MM S, oY sEsE.

FEORANL S B e A SRR AT LAAY S BRI, SRR, A PR RIS R B
(voter model), FifgakZHiA M| A FEFEHA 2 SIS, SIR #iA B Fig Z4 M 4 A%,
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TEAL S AL DGR, — RN EMERFFTELS T French BIFESAUREEL (theory of social power).
French® BI N7 —Mfaf LA BRI AR A B S0 9 245 W s FE AL 3 72, Harary sl Hl DeGroot(®) | Markov
T PR HAHE R T — R, XEHRAIMECE A XS TR IEIRTE R, (EARFEMRIL S
WACTEOL. FEMA b, 325 0S5 Friedkin fl Johnsen(”) $2H T 4455 R 28 B2 (social influence net-
work theory). H—77T, Burt!®, Doreian!®!, Erbring f1 Young!*?!, Friedkin"!, Marsden F1 Friedkin[1? £
KBNSV IR (network effects) SRAFREFAANL RUBBAFI 734k, X PHFIERIR I HE A BR MR AL 5 2L
AR, TE— R LIRAN T French, Harary, DeGroot AF5FEH BRI E. 5 Friedkin fy4t:
SR M SR A, Latanel'3! $2H AL SFE MBI (social impact theory) JBAERAANL & BB 7T 42
CDFZIERE, (HH R ER: ME (strength), i (number) AIE#E (immediacy). Hegselmann
1 Krause &3 A 344 T KRZIUE BFFF 7% 1

TEBUAZAK, Simon'?) B 5E4R BT AF— M S5 (underdog) AR AI#E# (bandwagon) ZA. Hi
TRUf) B 6 S I K B AH 24 A5, 40 McCarty, Poole il Rosenthal'6! AR RIRAART4 . MBS, 4
(BN S 28015 10 58 i TR X i 246 o P R B SR AL B 52 43, Schickler!™) X326 I AT A B BB S
HrA K Groseclosel') %5 J\326 95 4 B4 | T RE IR IR ) A BE X 126 45 LB 75 555

Raafat!'?!, Bikhchandani I Hirshleifer ¢ 20 #8777 ARKBHAM TR — “FEREEY” (herding ef-
fect) S{ZE M (informational cascades). Young?'l 2 Fi_EY (bottom up) HEALBIRIERE T BEAS]
fREL Y] (conventions) T HFRZHITE Y.

ST PR NS AR AL, $9{EY). I BESEEE (spin glasses) MRS T Sh I I SETHHLEE, H
n: WEH B (critical phenomena), SOV 35 ZARER Z [RIRTHER 2223 ERNSMEE TS0 B iz
HRARR WML (NER ML, TIREMSES) 715 T —HHF5T8ER. Castellano® X L& . EF . 3C
CENBATT A . AT BT RIGIILEEM TR SRR, XA A A AL — R s =F: 1)
M AR R, 2) BRI, 3) R s HALRIT. (HIRRF R F S R M IR T
MRS S AG TG S B AR, RZ /R TAZERAEEIE, RASCER LIRS IR, 54, wikry—
FALHI AL 25, G S U R A IRIHE & PR RIRAL 450 (I Jtdl. =Jeds5H)
LR M SRS R B IR G s A A A ]

FEEGE T NV H EMBAL (agent-based models, ABMs) BUUBF A2 2 58 - ] ey 22 1
ARSI, SR SRR, 0, (5 MR ARSHERTREL, HATIE, BT E5E.
XSGR I AL ST RE T BT A, TR & AR S8 B IH 2R ildn, 2011 4R “PiIRrfa B HARIEL
JRZEAE, 2008 FERTTAR ARG, FEFRATEE N THIRS. ABMs 7RI R A Z MBS MR
PEROK T RER, T2 T IO K PR IR 2540 e R s EALHR], B T L 2B B B A =X
H—FitHOTE. ABMs iHRITNEC & 28t S 5OR, S TR AEME R (MR, #HSBR, =
EFENESE) 5 MR RS B LS IEROA L ST

TEAL S DB, BT ABMs BT R Rt & OB R R A TR S S8 2 A
FHFIERARBIR I B — 50k TAERAE: Liebrand % 261 I FIHSHULBIIB A, 3T 70M H 3hHL (CA) B
KT HEMHSHEWMERT, 798 2SN s A B R e B R Bl 2.

P28 2R (network theory) AR BAT 23 DI GO S22 X AR R AR R AL R, £4
WAL M2 DT VEE TR, ARRIAIRSC Rtk B rR . BARZE T e A4 2 M 28 AALE TN RHA
IKF-HIZERPEIR, AN REA BRI FHATE U SIS AT, ITAER, DA ZRMN 48 s =0 AZRBR AT B i i
BT M IR TN S LB 1R, M ERHAL T A R RR, B BRHAS T R A S AT 2B A
NEALFE.

Nowak il Vallacher?" ZEEHF5E T 3T Hopfield #1228 28 MR W] 58 B 5 2B 31 2S. 1 Hopfield
W 2 AR e, AR SORF 2SR M AT ) Z TR R OC R, IX PO R AR LT M 4552 ST RN, Hedin Hebb 22
TR A AR SRR ], AT TR A R g . [z, A P TR AR B, AT ) e Bk R AN s
IR, X R AR (8] BV AR LR M b A 1 R 5 |/ HE R, T B & S 30T R RS ik
BN BT Hopfield #1242 M 28I REAEARIF I RIK R BT |, S HE R, Bl SRk 5 A 1) e/
RET (RHHIA) SRR MBS AL SR (55T A, BT 2 A TR BRI T b2 R,
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TS AL S DEEALR A AR BRI AS | 314 DE S ] (28300,

BRIt 41, Hopfield #EHIVEREASIIAERRMARI S 2 S — 2oL 45 N ZXTREARSh S HFE M. Nowak Al
Vallacherl®0) #3258 25 M AN EERN . FL L, MR M2 B HER S LRI
Wi, 253 ZIRTERFE TR, ARt sciims, AMRIEE ., 10125, LR S TR N RGMER (B
AP AETI). Nowak 1 Vallacher WFFTR I, UL B —ERER, BT (BRE) sl
BEMLIE R K, SRR G B/ N A T8, X AT LA FDRIBRAERIZ AL & R A 8B, S5
“GhE AR IE SR, [FIE, ARG, IRA TR e 23T, MR REE
B A AR R AR ES.

TOOKE AT AN . AN G TS S HR G AE] Macy % 290 ScH Ry Y
Hopfield M7, 7EWRTF IARFI S BB S22 5 SUR, BFFE T —J8 o0 s BRI 72, i B
SR A 2 AR AR AR 2 5 OV 8 P45 2 (BT R R

2 EHFFEN=RA SR

AATE N B TR, RIEETHSNRERS B BARE =FitaiEm a2k,
2.1 SHITEER

1946 AR LEIZER Heiderl®! SR 11 T AR S BERCIE Y TAFEE , A BRI A7 A A4 SRR 2331 o
HHAMZ e st F e g SPATERR E TAPIR SRR N, AMHPIRESEARTEEW, SN ED
Ry K, X PR RS MR A R K AU, YRETARIR S I A S THER.

E—EEEE T, AR LRI SR 5 fR A0 TS, (B R S R W E B, &
TR FATAE S RGP BRI A BREM, FFUMAEAL A TR e SR EE TR, 1956 4F Cartwright!?
¥ Heider BIAFIPEAFEIRHE 2] T —RUEN. B =T MREAAMEX R, LB =M
WEIEASE, USRS “+7 RRIEWRR WAKRKR), YT 7 BROPXR (WHAXR), T4
H 8 PG, Hrb 4 PR PATRIEH, 4 P AT 45, WK 1 R, AR R SR T A Z
BN BIAE 2R R R AR AR AR L, RS, IS RE N IR = Z A R R 5 T
1E, M =JeHR RSP, IZ AT
2.2 =XKL

1950 4 Homans 25 1} T 423 RGP FRAARIE B SE RO RAH IR R AT T i@ 1) AT —DEHA, 18
SNERFEAE TR Z M A ARSI TR ABRSEAE; 2) B TARRBSCERAAR ., A NS5 THR WA,
ST RS R AR S B X A R R P FRRATE BB N P RE. TFEX FFREA IR ME R A 3230
HIAE B, ]2 EFTEIER AR REZ (positive interpersonal sentiments), A M IEAIFILEIR (normative
consensus); 3) EAG A F] F Rt ST B MACEE U DX Pl SR8 M 1] 58 B AR AL, M (BT
BEIR) AT RREEAT ST, A S g ooty 9.

DavisP®4 25 I SZiE/  3E T Homans 2 AP, BIAFRAS Had TR AT 86 7 A TR (cliques) %%
MFIFE S, HHEE (mutual reciprocity), JEXIHR (asymmetry relation ) FIdE##E (non-relationship)
=Fh 2 TTHR R T R ARSI R =JcH 4Ry 16 Fikiloy, &l 2 PR, =AiEgmisi | (i
RELEXRRZYHEH, TBFEAERIENRLEREE, MBI URIEEECREE, F8 Cleycle) BR=F4
FFETEREI G FR, T (transitivity) Fm ZH HFEEMEEIER, Ulup) Fm M LIROER, D(down) /R m T
MR, e 8 M=t RS 111U R =JeHEMAE 1 A EERR, 1 MR, 1 M EER
XKFR, HAM LiEmER. Higty 300(=JcHR R TEE 3 PMEEXRR, TARXFRAEARERCR) l=7C
HIRRIN T B 1 Hrysitty, G 3 D HEMSRRFFRTE, NHEE 1 Ha FApRRES.

¥ Homans 2 REHFRAKMIE IR, — MESBRFERFEMEM. SCUERE. MrEmR &3 E.
BRG] AL R PR, PR MRIA R BT R T4 @ AL 7R, R GRENWESFRHA K
BT At 5 RN ELRE 3L, Tajfel ) 32 H AL SAA R B A Rt 2o i B FOL RISH-A 510 . I ERFT
S AA T LR —FEAE. SRIERAM N, FRARRVHSAREMRAREE. hl bt
WA, HHE Homans FHEMILIR . Latane, Friedkin $2H LS BEHR R Tajfel B4t iAREIR,
AN, B RUEBUE IR . Ui 8 18R, B, MEIR A5 PR [ 0 2 22 SR 2.
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TEFHRAR N TR A IE AR R 1E4E (positive interpersonal sentiments) I M IEATIEIN (normative
consensus). KA IEAS B2 A FRAARIIAL AR W8 TR M F R M 2 (8 7T REFEAE 11 9 B
FZIELE (negative interpersonal sentiments), YA IR, FIREA B ILXT 7 v S (E R . WA SL3%5F. 0
RTBEENA MBI 52, A 201 Z AR T REFRAE — Pl PR 2 R,

VAP PRVAN

1-003 2-012 3-102 4-021D

A A% N
AAAK;gAgfx

EFH= oS
x x x \0 9-030T 10-030C 11-201 121200
B 1 EAR=TEERTFEFETEExH Q Z> Fa 4‘}3

T — FRIEMRRR, —= FREEXR, WHHRABIRIE
HERRR.
Bl 2 16 F=TAREXRED

XA, FERRR DL HR AT LLRHE R R R 2 el st s sgmm Bk A =28 IEm (“+7), fsgm (<),
PEREMR (€07). T EMAMRGX =S &

B (“+7) SEhg [ —FREP MR TR [E] S sem, 140 “<ERE80y 55 /R . BT Fias R E
ILFEMF TSR E R, TR A Z R BI3ER. U (‘=) BRARTFRN (RRAl2RA R
JEAEEA S AR FRE) B9 AT X AR PSR B A BLAENA, FRZ A 57 R N2 e DO [R] — W] R H AN R
B MAIREE Gy e X SL, B S P RES A SLRAATE. 4452 1, XPEES/E. JEEI g “+7,“=” REWS
&AL R IR R, Blan a8 (A1 B E L @0 E, R 4e 2y | JEAXT LS BITE R #EA Web2.0
B, BT SRR R IIAE LA S R U VAR Ry “+7,“—7, Blan=Esk/ AEWw., GVE/FEE1E. SXHe/ T,
AR/ MEHE. A /BONEE, A B SR RX IR G IE B RTER R TELR B A28 M 3l HH i
PRk 36-40] Leskovec!4t Z4R4E Epinions, Slashdot, Wikipedia = /Nt32 R ) SEHERIERF IR 15 H X 2
REAU B N B 2% 2 TE AT 18 G At 232 R Y S5 A0 A R, s L BTG TR A A . B

AR X AT R R (407) 248 —RIGHIRASLIPIRGS, 5 “+7,“— FhaBmAEx B, RFRX Fl

SEMAPR A B MRS 32 Ath A\ FEM . B8 X B AN . —fﬁﬁﬁﬁ XPESEE M AR A SN
B, IEALTRERIRES, B R R A § S AR B AL 218 (social loafing) 421, 53X FhA i R i X Bk Ak e
KA MEMEASER 4+, —HPEMSES. MRS, BN MRESEA T XFRE T
A2, B T INEEAE I = {+, —, 0} SRERTEASMEIRTN LR =Fit2iEm), X
BRI = [I;] AAtaspmsifg U3, 3B it S Mg e MARSE B S H CARBIA MR T3S
7, R MB/ NI ARALBE, EAHAC B At RSB AR AR 2[RI S ELRT REAE, G IARALEE, ;X FlABR3E
HIRGWA L DI AW S| 135N (law of attraction)!*4. Latane #§H DA F iyt RS R iRAL, EF
A2 5 AMRBEE—Z0RES 1 Xt Rfamb S B, SRR AIFETES OB R hs, 45
TR SRR MU I, BT 2R i i sg B 7= A2 T 25893 (structural holes) fyfR4 1491,
EFaE#/NFBE (subcultures) FAFERL R AT RE 47490,

3 Wmzhaky Hopfield MEEER
AT E FoE N — TSR I = JTA G (5 021U) R ILRIESE, Ao, RE&
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EAZEHIRER, RIFET AR, £ N A SR 4 L RHAL R AL S5 R
3.1 =JUéA%EM EROWLRiERR

N T 25 B2 3CHR H B =24 SRR RS s AL B R A SRR s AL 5 Rl = e AL S M 5 2
FESER, R TE 2 F 16 M=t APRRERARBMAN 47,47, <07 ZRAgm. flin, XM=
HEEREFSE RS 021U 3), j X i Jihn “+” g (bdn 5. @ RAMARREK j 5 « HHFANLS
WA, Mgk BARSF), i 610 @ BTN “+7 RFRR; I, & Xt foin “—" 5gm (Hedm k. i RSO SR el
k5 i AR, NF, FIZEVERESE), d1 k580 Bfkin <= SBRR. j 5 & ZEFFE 07
M, FAREAORE R (R T R 2 gt 210U ANFFERI).

5=+1

o\
S/.I/U .Sk:+1
3 45 021U 454 LMt SR AN SEE

FE—L U, TR 3 FramiX f=JcH %5 LRk, sthasgm, BREMESEAZ EERER.
FZ R =TT R MK 0, 5, B IR A AN Si = +1,5; = 1,8, = +1, j Xf @ FIEFWER
(Iji = 4), k Xt i BHEEWRER (e = —), j X k BHEEWER (L = 0), FHEX j X i WitSETZ
pji = L;;S; WIFFE Si = +1 WEH « WRIRKE j BWAESETIN pji = (+H)(-1) = -1, X i MgH@T j &
BT 5ZARMNLA, T j X @ FIEEmCRIG T ¢ REREVA S = +1 BES7, B j X @ 24 T gt
ST pji = —1, I8 § A i BIEFRSEm, @ $94b T SRS Si = +1 W52y BN AR
WIS A T SORE, BE94k T T ATRE” . R, pri = TriSk = (=) (4+1) = —1, X ¢ T 5 SR AL
H i BB SRR, (Hi T F Z A FUEmC R T @ REE SRt 323 B REAR 2% 18
B RICEP BRIRE, BRI A SRR, 85510 T /PR AT RE” .

Rz, % kX i HIEEWRR, W pr = (H)Sk = (+)(+1) = +1, B i ZERH k B2 ENHIE, B
R AR R IR SSCRr, BORM T RSS2, Tl T A & AW EEE A
oM, § Xk RS ESTE pik = LinS; = (0)(+1) = 0, FrRAAR 7 X & 09— W s e I8 A Tt iAol Fe
H, kXt 5 WAL

A BRI X, TR, 2 3, XM - TS AT IR E § ok RS EI R
pji +pri = —2, B« F[HH T REREUWA Si = +1 19323, %18 Heider B FAFERIR, MA ¢ 23X ATREDH
PURAE RS LSRRG (SR AMAERT ), N« —fSPUBSEE, B @ AT 45 j A1k Z ey
AR E MTE IR /AL 250, K AR KB FTREBCE HR AL (BPWE AL S BUE +1 A5k —1).

3.2 MELEH LA RERE

FH Cornell REATL% R Macy H %% ] Hopfield MIZHIRIRFIT T BEAAAL I 29, ASCIRIEIL
BRI N MRS SR . =ftasigm . BRES K2 iS22, A M4 20 LR
B s ARAL A 5 N 48 SRy B8 = e ZH 5 M 45 4T I TEER 2R

HORBHARSE HAT M Hopfield MBI BARH LT =P EAH A A ik
Yoo Lysi
- N J#i (1)
Hrr, -1 < Iy <1 #RMEEWNMEZ B BEBSREMFT SR, s = +1 FRLREFEMAE s = -1
FRIFFEN o, N REERK/N, P BURE TR HE 88 (Bpeilk) MA « Fr28lnysk 3 Hf N — 1
iy RS ETT.

Bs:

Us
1+e KFs

(2) XKLL THEX K MEHRE (753 [29] HiE K = 10, TSEhe ERFER K AT RIS AR A 2 Bt
BEAARACI E ), FE5 TR BRSNS M B 25/ T MR @« Bir 52 5% 18 SR Y LM MAREY logistic RS
J1. He vg € (0,1) BASE, X FRINARN. HE—DBE Tihresh = 0.5+ X, X Tis > Tihresh,
A R s = +1, RZBEEZ si = —1 WA, XHE ¢ & Harsanyi TERMLIVBE, v &1 HH

Tis

+ (1 — ’US)XZ' (2)
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(—0.5,0.5) Z[EHREHLEL T MR RCRES LG Rt At MR AL, X FEEET e (3) X
KA.

Li(t+1)=I;(t) Z sju(t N (3)

Hr A € (0,1) Attt 25
Macy ST A L45 Hi#) Hopfield PISRAIRT TSR], BEATETC /Rl FIA)R S P a] (R —T4i45+)
ESEEBAENIR TRIRSEBS PO TR BRI SEL, B MRTE AL AR SR T
FTLL A AR b IR 2L,
53¢ [29] Brog i) — M ST YR RALE AR, A5 SORFX — AR T 8 W0 28 AR A Ta] 4t
SR, RPEIER T PRI SRR B 20T (social tie)! WAL= RS FPRM AR PR IESER) &
BOCRBER N = REHUERD “+17, “—17 B “07, 1A RaRAE L o (7] S5 PR T LE S M52 AR [T 4 971
SO SR AR)E S R RFE AR SRR B MARTE “+17 B -1 (ARIRPE) Bkt &ign <o
THET =2 ol SR, B 3 45 T — P = e LR, 3.1 7 EIRgIThe T el 72
TR EAFRIAE H, BR T B AT LSRR =R LA, Iy BE (-1, 1] #4Eh {-1,0, -1}
X DAL A B N R TE, TERMARDSRPBE T MAEEATHIZRE. AFBRRRLESUAA?, 53X
[29] FHTETCSCRN AR AR PO TR ML BGRB9S KBRS
MEL Lorprisfie i, THPEEAIH Hopfield MZETHRBIAIRFTE N A R0 45 LR RESE, =28
i, RERSENZ SIS, EZSCERAEASIRPIATE: 1) S-SR &k
ﬂﬂ%ﬁZIEﬂE’J%?\, 2) FBA W25 5N BT B B S AR 2% SRy = e A S A A A PRI R

4 #HEUFR
ATTE ST Matlab HHEF-A 0T EFFRA SR G50 ¢ RIHHATSRIALE, A5 THA R K sna
SIHTRHAL S ARAL T IS B = e 45 o A
4.1 FESER
P EAL AT
Step 1 BEANHIL: t = 0, 55E vs, A e, BRI ENME @ 19 K 4B SR ERIRAS ] s (0) €
{-1L,1}, (k= 1,2, -, K), FENLP AR ARG AL M 1y € {+1,0, =1} F1 Tenresn-
Step 2 15 #Lﬁ:c (1),(2) A1 (3).
t=t+1;
if Tis > Tinresh
si(t) =1
else
sik(t) = —1;
Step 3 FIH|HES: R ITT/IM e(> 0), max |13 (t)—Iij (t=1)| <e BLIL, MEE L, E %S Step 2.

4.2 {FEERSH

FEMB N = 100, K = 10, ¢ = 0.5, A\ = 0.5. 10 PEAREZEKE, B 4(a) BRT 100 M
X K = 10 MR AP (FEFBEILAER N x K B3R5, BEA -1 80 +1, N Xl
RN, K R sEH), B 4(b) HH T 10 AU R EHEESSR PRSP B Hp—F
2o -1, 41,41, +1,+1, -1, -1, +1 +1 +1], BrH o BERX, B o BEMEEEIEH fo K
&L -1, -1, -1, =1, +1,+1, - —1], %A b B, BREE b B MAEEICH fo, B 4(b) BRT

1. Granovetter[50] 35 3oty (social tie) A% (amount of time), [HKIRE (emotional intensity), EHEHAF (mu-
tual confiding), LA (reciprocal services) 3. X EASIER (social tie) FFIE BRI EARM) BB R BHERE (link or
connection).

2. HZNFXSRAEER, A AGZE NG, I ARSI, X ASAZ SRR, AR R AR
PIEER: —A* B C5MARRAINE ZAXH A Gt ZERAR. AL 2AE o, MR R A 2% RK L,
REEHIS MG, MG ABICZ FRR. EFAN AR RATE RS, ENAE M HRS 2 55K,
XX ABRR RN TR T BE, EEEENEI R G AL [FR 2R
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fa s fo 202 1:1. WA R SRR RS AN vo = 1 (ERE MR ROEFER A ST 58 2R IR T RN
i), A = 0.5(EWE M ¢ + 1 AR SEMAERA ¢ WK RIHE, WRE ¢ RZRERR
S THME, AR 1:1).

M (3) AN, BIAHH = FlrBT R SR SRR I AR AL T R A5 A A G2, BIRE Mk
B3 S (2o F o Jry o = e AL G A AN L xS e o B B A5y O, AR S R AN T e 1 3
. WOTETER, B Abad 72 o W 48 A AR T P (] WA S S MROREAE T A2 SR i = e S5 M T 261 F T ] +1
B —1, X R 07 XKL TR K. e BB RL%, FAH = oA R 5
FPIA LB TR BE. PR RIS | FBHER . SRS B S P R I R B, St
WS AL T JE AT 2 R B P =S L iR S5 P AR A R WAL A AL X e R 3L ] 1 F B 2R

8 %
z 2
z 5
£ 2
& =
o B
B 5
1| E
k=10 K=10
(a) (b) 5= = as = &5 8
4 (a) BHMAEFERSBANEWL; (b) BE 5 BV SEFRREFMIRLIINEAXRRES T, HhHED
BIARERRIL (1000 RFEHLER) 300 XR=JelEMhIERTERSR (100 RFEHER)
x 10°
R 1
18}
nesl.... W
16}
0st
1.4F : : :
sl s s b e s s N B e
12} —
J%ﬁ 1 E Dy
= 2
LI & 075p
Il - QL e ek e AR e e Y
i nEs ‘ .
asl 1Y) R PR TP RS SENRIY OSRISS IR RITRRRRE PO NI O
4 ; nssh
o 2 4 6 E- 10 12 14 18 ‘ : : : ‘ ‘ ; : : b
z P35 0% 05 08 07 076 0B OB 09 0% |

HATE v,
6 BN SEFREMIRILEHSERXRRM, HPHED 7 v MBEERSRACHIRME (BEE c = 0.5, 1 =0.5)
300 MR =JTAZEMPHIERTEXFR (100 RFHLER)

1 P28 A B R R AL R R e R R I SRR R o snalP!) 5t Hopfield %5 iFg =oC
HEHRCR, B 5. 6 25 T HRAIL RGEFRIR S PIRAL BRI G5 R R G007 (100 YOPH4ER). B 5%
ARERAIAA I ST GBI AT Ol R HE R 16 P e MR REAAE, FFREHED 300 FFAE £R,
H B 2 B9 — ST R RAPURRAY 210, IRZ 25065 120C. FRAULAARAL R R 6 TR Ui BEpRE I SE R
v ERH ZJC AR 9 300, H HAEE =SSR RIAT 5 2B <+, 152 L i 550 T e X
(DL 1). XA PIARAL)E , B R B =oAL RS RARA R T M FARIRAS, R IRE TERHAK T L
BENTRRIRES. PRI HER BN A PR AR5 SR B HH AU B — e S R TR, 1At 4 -4
e, BIICHPEA M L5 AL TR O FAPIRES. IXWIESE T AL AL S M S5 A X W R [l R
FHHIEER.

Bl 7 45 T A MERREHE 10 DR EHEARSRSCRESRAR GIMET WA R Z FIRE R, AL
FEE, TEBA MR S AF T RRALA R LA AR S, BRIt AL, RIS T iRk
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Befbl — A EEFEE. B 8. 0 A3 THAWMSELSE \ Al Harsanyi TR TSR AR
SACHI R, 7T 5 TR SR S ORI T B R I B KT B SR PR L B B35 41
B, =ABEO PR IR R v, B, \ K2, T = 3.

FERH, ASCHRBIE < B SIRNTBIT DIEMT, RIERSIE < MortSpmREHIL A
B FRRIER (AR BB Ti—EHIAT “— ¥2M (EERGE <, <07 ) FERAS
AR RIS A, RS BTN, X720, FRA R PARREAE], IRIERR £ .

o7 T T T T T T T 1

0st
06
08}
. Tig a7l
£ o4 = 06}
2 £ 05
O 0.4
s 03
02
a1
0.1
0z 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1 U005 01 045 02 025 03 03 04 045 05
A £
8 \ MWEGAMSRLEIFm (BEE vs = 1,6 = 0.5) 9 & XMBFHEMARLHEI (BEE vs =1, =0.5)

5 it

{4 Homans §THEEMELR, Latane, Friedkin 4&H AL SEMMELRM Tajfel HFLSIAFELR, 43¢
2T R O R — o d B A, ACER T MR R BUR GRS, e T 7 BHER Y Tgm. 3ok
WL B B RE = 2RE 7, “+7,“0”. BT Hopfield FMZRHIAL 05 ELAT T 1 AL miARAL 15 250 P A
AFIEAL MR R. TERIE, X AR FRRROC 29] FIELEiERC R R = 2EEHIRE, MK
FALSNFEERIK T T “+7,“=",%0" ZARFMSEI S X, XTI T Hopfield X251
P S AL R R — B R R A ol A BRI R AR T, TR NSNERAE R H S0
B, SSRGS AT B R SIS TRR R, FRAISGIE «—7 ARt A = e B i,
HIBASIN 7 EERY R T RSBERSISER MR R P A FE 7 R R 5IAT 0 —
KA SEIRR, GG 7, " BRMRR—EFE, R T ME2REERAHS /il g F A
KR, E— RGP A H AR T2 RGN 2R SR Z MR SS R, fiidsiH
PR AT B B FE M BEOR R TR TSR . R RGUKPAR TR Ay F S K-F- R AL 58 R O 2R
SCH ZAR.

#E—2l1d Hopfield MZEHRALTEBT SR 40 T HAL !

1) SRR RS B AR A B R R, FEBCASMER TR0 T, R B R T 24
A G H B

2) BRSNS BRI E AL A — A EE N R, BH B IS, TEBA SN TR
TRAANL AT LA H AR A P

3) M RAL LA G TATX P BRI AR B AR SIAN = R i P 2R A 5.2
SRR RMARERER, W= e AR Rl T Aly, dE—HEsE T st TA45e;

4) RZRE e TARRJATE R BIR R REAR T, WSER SR RN 2R SRS A TEEN, ISR
MM Hopfield RIZEMIRIH) AN, L oxny X P B e RIESS, BIREAILIRIESS, et
MAFETCARANTE . ANRETHEREY.

EARIRRM A BN L R MG R B YRR, KRR TALRITE AR, WA SR o s m &
MBS F B OB AL TR ZPIRAS. A 302 FIBEELTH R R E TR A8 LB L RO 2L
oM, [RE BRI EE. B R, ARDERRE R0, BRADRAT N R R 2500, Mg —R %
HIBARBIR AR THE— L IRABIIE.
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fEASHE A2, TERHART T MBI TR A Hopfield 487 BRI T2 28 M 45 22K, HoH agents
Z B IR AR SRR (social tie), ASCEAMA AL (social influence), MFEOWEEMT H T L
(bottom-up) IR EEHAR LA AL L.

Ieah, A2 (1) MR RTERHAR ISR P S 58 TR B e gt eyttt o R A
SAYORLER R, PR EE R RAUOURER T ABRSC HAEM I e e R4 (TR, M EREM, H
5. =JCAEA—FEAN AR H G R — RS %R P RTE, 41 Wasserman I Faust fI%A
B =JCHZEM E X T 2R 4R Z3L (global clustering coefficient), Watts Fl Strogatz Fl = JCZHZEM) € X
T M2 R EER REL (local clustering coefficient ), {H=JCHE5MTESC [29] FHARFZ R, BT I, 3C [52] X4
T =T SR RO s ARA L I R T e — 20 BT
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