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Exogenous covariate and non-positive social influence promote group polari-
zation

LI Zhen-peng'?, TANG Xi-jin®

1. Department of Statistics, School of Mathematics and Computer Science, Dali University, Dali 671003, China;

2. Institute of Systems Science, Academy of Mathematics and Systems Science, Chinese Academy of Sci-
ences, Beijing 100190, China

Abstract: Opinion dynamics is one of the important aspects of crowd’s behaviors. Collective opinions evolve
into different patterns, consensus, polarization or diversity under the cross-impact of a variety of factors, such
as mutual influence, external intervention, etc. In this paper, three types of social influences are discussed
from the perspective of social identity, and then we add triadic structure into Hopfield network model. Simula-
tion results verify that exogenous covariate and non-positive social influence are the main factors to group polar-
ization. Furthermore, we show that polarization is coexisting with local structure balance, and discover the in-
trinsic connection between global network stable pattern and local structure balance.

Key words: social influence; opinion polarization; Hopfield network; social identity; structure balance
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Optimal decision-making for Nash bargaining fairness concerned newsvendor

in two-level supply chain

DU Shao-fu, ZHU Jia-ang, GAO Dong, DU Chan
School of Management, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei 230026, China

Abstract: The paper establishes a fairness concern framework based on game theory of Nash bargaining, and
builds a utility system about faimess concerns. On this basis, it expands the newsboy model to behavior re-
search. Further, it illustrates the application of the model through numerical analysis and investigates the
properties of optimal decision of both the retailer and supply chain by a comparative static analysis.

Key words: Nash bargaining game; behavioral operations; fairness concerns; newsvendor



