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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 immplications

about local patterns of signed relationships from collective action perspective.
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JLEBR BRAT AR AL RBM A G MAEARIAL K, Flin: I, b, BESHER, ZH.
BAGEIGRYEEATE. BUABIN S, HA¥ RN EENEZ — R AT BRI M BT A
(collective patterns) BAL2S M (social norm). HA LR HFHA . SMET BT R TE R EN (beliefs)
WA (opinions). 3X#E, AL B (opinions dynamics) BUATFRERTAMEERAZ —.

FEAOWL & BT 7T A Sk M Z B0 3w S /MR AFHE BT, B SR L E S s B
FAEWARRMARIER (formation) AP ( evolution ) . FEFENB B v IR (consensus), &k (po-
larization) BIBEALEER. MASIMMFRN—TFRE AR TE 29, AFHE%, CHE%, BUG%E, 25
2, RERE, SRR E NS WEY, HIWEES.

BRSSP R RAGRIETT A R, BEER. mER B EE UL N R
(voter model), A RLHMM M FREMFHA 2 SIS, SIR B B f1g Mg,
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TEALSE A LERES, — R IRFAMEF 7SE LT French FI3ESAUFIEIR (theory of social power).
French®! | AT —/Maj Sy BERLHI R A BRI 45 S FE AL A2 72, Harary® #1 DeGroot!® F|f] Markov
ARBERNSEHHE B T E R, BB AR T RERETE R, (RS RN A
WAVIES. FEMEERE b, 32 025 Friedkin 1 Johnsen!” $2H T 2 0AM 48318 (social influence net-
work theory). 53—, Burt!®, Doreian®, Erbring 1 Young!'%, Friedkin['), Marsden 1 Friedkin!'¥ %
RE PP (network effects) JEMERRHANL SUE BRI AL, X T FHEIR G AR Xt A s B
AR EE, 7E—ER2E EIRFMNT French, Harary, DeGroot HFRHIIEHBAKAR. 5 Friedkin #3t
LM 4R ISR, Latane'3! 24 i LB (social impact theory) B BRI & 3 FBFFT RIS
DR, HEFREVMAER: BE (strength), FHE (number) M EHEME (immediacy). Hegselmann
il Krause 563 A Z AR T KBS E BRI M.

TEBA %S, Simon!') B R E P — A FAETSE (underdog) RITIHRE (bandwagon) BUW. S
T fy Bl 9 2 [ AR B A 4 BB, 4 McCarty, Poole il Rosenthall'S! AFREIRAAR T2, EHUERS. #r
(B RN S35 5 TR TR 0o e s PR R A AR AL IS 04T, Schickler!'™ X3RS 47 A M B4
HrA R Groseclose!'® S\ EAEVF S ZA | M SERHAE ) M BT B 45 RINTF R 555

Raafat!® Bikhchandani 1 Hirshleifer 2 20! 877 T AKBAKMETITH — EBHUY” (herding ef-
fect) 51Z B M (informational cascades). Young®!! 32 ] H T L4 (bottom up) FEALBIEIRRREE T HEA
LY (conventions) FT AR ML L.

St R NE PR FHAL, T, HHESEE (spin glasses) MASSMHTABIMKAHHLE, H
im: RIS (critical phenomena), FWLE 3 5 EMERZ FAK R 223, ERIMEEE TSI ERE
B ARF G PIELEH (MER ML, TARERES) I8 T —HEHRRRE. Castellano®! HXTA. HE . X
BIBEAIT N . M SHBTFRNSTHILIEM T RIFREER. XA BRI S FE LS — R B HE=F 1)
FERSRILRENR, 2) WEWABHINGR, 3) RIREAH . HUEHR B RN AR
HIXHIR S AEIE M E S FARY, KRB AR ARERE, BROXFEIHAMSWER, 558, Jiks—
SEHURIFIARC AL SHIEE 25, 53 a2 i F RSB IRTE S AR R AEW (Intd. =THE)
SRR B B R TR S SR W B AR

AR RN G EAAAL (agent-based models, ABMs) BB FAL S RG H o MA [ (T2 T/
BRI E AL, WAL TR, fl, (F R LSBT, EAUNE. RRITIE
XSG B A SRR T RE TR TR AL, AT RER AR AR Bk I 2k ldn, 2011 4Rfy “PTHLAZ B FARE
JFARAE, 2008 ESRIATH B, EARTRAMIEES. ABMs LR B ERAUE MR
PO T B, TR TR SH RS ENE, B T L RIREE I i B
f—FtE T E. ABMs HEFIEE 2 Z A 2R KA, Bl AREHE R (mMEHTN H2BK, 2
MR BEES) SRR EEMRINNE ., BRI SER.

RS USSR, BT ABMs ittt & U2 R i R A . i EIER S g T E A
FORBEAMERTE A, — eI TAERIT: Liebrand % 26 B A EHIEIIEER, BT ICHE 3L (CA) BF
T ESEFERT, F8 SRS A B TR ALR.

RIZ5H P (network theory) K HALASCRBAL S OER R ML SRR FARH R AR L ZMALARXR. 545
M RE T EE TR, AR R pERAED. BRET RS M EERIE T ER K
ARG, AIRGER R BRI U Bh AR, A3k, AR 7% W 48 AT =00 A 8B T o iy 1
REEF TGRS R SR, WERHAST A ERR, W RBEIThZ £ SRR
TEHLHE.

Nowak fl Vallacher?”! ZEHFIT T 2T Hopfield 28 W48 BRI A A 8] 32 5.0 B 22 BE A 3075, 7E Hopfield
P L AR, AR (] R OB S IR AL AT 2 RIS ER RO R, X PO R B AL T 2822 TR, Hodn Hebb 2
STEN. EHW ARG S, ]z RGBSR, K2, EREE SR, i1z B3R ARAER
LB, XFAEFA RSB A TR A RS |/ HE R R, NTERASH T FRE R MK
M. BT Hopfield M2 MEHARIBEBREHIFREFRRKE]. BEEEF, SN MEEF RS H M MEREIR /D
FER () 2 RAVBHASIZSALSAUS (54 TEFEERL), MWy A THREERT IR, /
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TSR S DL A B A SIS | AR OB R P850,

Btz 41, Hopfield BRI REAEIMAERR MBIk 2 S — AL R R XT R BI85 M. Nowak I
Vallacher®® 3§ Ht&HWRSEMABENEEREK. H#L L, MEBFEANZRHLERL SR RNY
W, BRRERENYRBELH, WIS, MERER ., CIZ%. TR X mENY REIMNRA (#
HIMETY). Nowak M1 Vallacher BRI, HUbIBAH B —ERER, FETH (BE) AR
FEHURAE R, EBARS HIMIS R TR, XL ARERERIM S RAITHH, HEUARS
GRS BB NMYEIUBSER. FR, ERERE K, A THEE2TH, WS MRS
B BN A RFFPOLHTR.

TOOREAITRALEHN ., HANF. SR TESESVEIHIETIAD Macy % P9 SCHETR Y
Hopfield PIZE#EAY. 7EMR T IIREI BB A 22 8 UR, PR T — XK e KB R 2, B TR
R TG BB A R S ORI T4 2 TE IR R

2 SHEEFI= A SR

B HENBERTEER, REETHSIARERRS 1 AN =t &k
2.1 ZHITEIEL

1946 FR.0FE¥ R Heider3! @M T RSB BUE R TR, AN ABREIGIT A AL RA T4 B B 4
BN It . FERERRE TERESEREN, FEERESEAREN, SEMAT=EL
B ERRK, X RS MR R R R A B, TR A 2R

E—EMERT, PAERURGMES ARG TERES, FLRVERESENENEERR, &
WA RGP AR R, FHOTHRE D TERSRSHEETR. 1956 48 Cartwright*
¥ Heider FINAITAERERHES B T E—RMEI. ZE=EDMERMHANEMXR, LRERH =&
EEE MR, WS 1+ RAREMNXR WHRRR), UAS - RRAWERRT WHEAXR), 4
H 8 MG, H 4 MR THENEH, 4 HERTENSH, A 1 iR, TENXRSBESANBAE
MAFMESRRALARNPERBAERE L, BWFERE. MEEEAN MR =82 M-SR SREY
IE, M =tHRXRRRTEY, RZ B THL.

2.2 =#HaRm

1950 4F Homans %5 i T 2R K FHHEMNIE M BRI R M LB R TS 1) [EM— 8, 78
SMEFREEE T T MR Z 2 E ARFBE TR AR 2) BT AR EIRR, AR, B, WA,
NIAT SRR R X ERE RSN TR RN TR, TEXHFREABMESTE XS
HIZE BB, A 1Z IR IEAI ABRE 2184 (positive interpersonal sentiments), B3 IEAYIIR (normative
consensus); 3) B TR AT F0AT MRS X Pkt ST AR (8T 38 A AU, MR (3 F
BOR) 1T 0BT SHE, HA QSR AmE B3

DavisP® SHEIEAEBIET Homans RHHER, BARZ LIBAR B4 FBUE (cliques) 45
MAHSER, HIHEHE (mutual reciprocity), JEXFR (asymmetry relation ) FIdE##E (non-relationship)
=P 2 THXRREH T BRP AR ER R ZTCASME 16 Fs, mE 2 R, =Ry B e
REELEXREHEH, T FRBENFRRYE, MIBFRREEEXREE, F8 Ccycle) #FR=FH
EIFETEMRERR R, T(transitivity) RN ZFEHFELERR, Uup) RRA LAERR R, D(down) FRH T
MR, ME 8 M=JeHX RIS 111U RRKZTHAEHES | MEEXR, | MEHRXR, | MMEEE
X%, HAEM LREXR HPhHE 300(EHXZPEE 3 MEEXR, BIEMHMIEEREXR) W=7
HXRXNT B 1 PR, B 3 MEEM SR ZRTATE, MHEE 1 PEHTERE.

# Homans & REF FREMERER, —MEBEHEARRBEM. SHLBR, MHEREERE
BRGSO R TR, FRES MOARETR TREE Mt F8, ReHIRBIER TR
RHA A BAPEZ X, Tajfel®) £ ALARBES A A SR R X HSE R FW, MHEmTT
WA FR-FEANE SRRHERMAL, EEHRERMESAREMEEREE. d bitarn
WA, #K#E Homans MFEEMBER. Latane, Friedkin $#£H M+ SEWMEIRH Tajfel FAtSARER,
ASCAR, BRI, S0k, 8. B, B4, MMERSESFH TRk Z B E RIS,
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TEFER N MAEI B EM AFFX R84 (positive interpersonal sentiments) FIARMTEAIIEIR (normative
consensus). FURHIIER B LMRAFRAR M INFRE; T8 T AR FRER A M 15 7T BB AE T A RR
X R 1E% (negative interpersonal sentiments), ¥AILIR, FREA I Zrh R ER A, WA HE. W0
TR RA MBI, AT BIE F]REFFTE— R PR R &,

SN

2-012 3-102 4-021D

SMFH=cHRR A x X
& . /\ Ot— 5 oL —
& A A A 5-0210 6-021C 7-111D0 8-111U
k+ ! i p f — - t i’i ii f l'

EX X =% K ¥
9-030T 10- 030C 11-201 12-1200

B 1 EE=TTEERTEeNEEmtER 13-1200 1a-120¢ 15-210 16 - 300

H — FRENKRR, — RREBXR, HERBALIRE
ERR.
B 2 16 fH=HRXEXRHD

X, TER RSP LUR R R MR 2 B AL SR AR o A =2 B (“+7), fasgm (“-7),
PEREM (407). THEMABEX =It iy &

W (“+7) BAE—F R MRS R BEW, i E8808 & FEMR. dTFFRERRE
LR AT SR BB ), TR R A SIARIEIR. fugm (") BEARTHEA FHERAWRNR
BRI BARE T8 B9 MEE X EMABUR A B, R b UM R X [F — [EIER B AN E TR A
B EIRBE S E RN, ERVARESEILIREE. FEL L, XMHEEE, FEHEIMA - XRR5
BRSO AR GIRER, Al SRR EE, #O0E, BRPEY, LA L EFERER. #EA Web2.0
B, BRI R R AR LA S R UIRAR N 47—, BIIER/ARNER. BE/IEEE. /BT,
B2/ REE. BR/BAE, DR TSR RIHEMNR A LSRR RIERBIEL B3 M i
PR 136-401 [eskovec(4!] 4R 4% Epinions, Slashdot, Wikipedia =/ W uk i SCiE SRR 5515 H X 2
JERL B N BR 2% R ATE LA AR e Lk 22 PN G50 T RIS, iz AL TR A R L B

ASCRRR R AT By R (“07) BIE—RTTHBLGMRE, 5 “+7, " M aRWAER B, (R
RS MERRAZMNER . HEF AN B RLEARLL. FRFRFAXMSER MAKRDEH RN
B, IEATMERE, SRR FMARBL A &1 (social loafing) 2, X Fhrb e %t BEfA H
KFHMEMBAZBE =" —H=EMEES. E— M8, §MMEBABATXMER T
B NHItE i, TEA T INERNE L; = (+, -, 0} RRARELSMEHIN L MR =t 2, X
BT = [I;] MASEwmERE 9 3 amBER A vt SR G R aN MRS R S [ SAEMEETR
7, BUE DR/ N R ERAR LR, EAHAC B M RE IS AR DAk 2 RIAS B T BB 1, IS AL, XFRARRAS
ERZFEA R OHEERHRARI SN (law of attraction) . Latane i X iy BL&HERRIL, HEI
BiE 2 538 LHANMERKEEE—BCRE 9. Xt Resmb-S I, MR TR MEEE TR R R, 4
REFHOUARSB R, B TRBEBAE T =4 T %M (structural holes) BRI 4],
{HEBFAEH/NTBE (subcultures) FEAER R TTRE (4749,

3 W Szheiy Hopfield MEREE
ATESGEL M ETAL SRR ZSTAGH (G 0210) AHTAEE. doakm. BFta
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ENZ BEXRR, REETHAL S, £ N AMRAFSE LT R S AR AT B R
3.1 =uiA%EH EHWL SRR

KT B EASCHR M = AL MR B SR AL B R A B B S8 4 5 R = TR M G5 2
[FIRRR, FARTFE 2 F 16 MTAARKEXRRAAE <+, 0" ZFAbpm. Hln, XM =5T
MG A MBS 02LULE 3), j X o I “+ B (K j, « BAMAXRERR j 5 HHEANHS
N, 3R BAR4E), B 160 @ FEL I+ EFR; AL, k XF i HEhn - S (K k. @ RECHERR
k5 i AR SIER. WE. FEIRRE), &k 50 0 L - SRR, § 5 k ZIERE 0" %
W, FEBERER (MR TE 2 hgRig 210U REFFEMD).

S+1

/N

B3 450 021U S LIS A MmN EE
PS5 08, BT § SRR LTS, 12T, BB AT 2R,
HIEZTTARWERNE 5, b HAFHWASIN S = +1.5, = —1.5 = +1, j 3 | HEBMER
(i = +), k X i BEERMRE (I = -), 3 & FPEEMER (I = 0), HEX j ¥ i @EENRE
pii = 1;sS; WA S, = +1 WK § WRIMRE J OHREITN ps = (H)(-1) = —L X i FHET ) &
BT SR, 0 ) X § HERRRRIACT | BEREWA S = +1 RIS, B j 3 i P T fodt
RIS pji = —L, I 5 ¥ i ERLLIN, | BT REREVLA S, = +1 B35, EWEARN “MACh
SRABARA, RF T REMBARE . FH, pra = LuSi = (-)(+) = =1, 3 § WA LRETA
H i BSOS RONA, BT H 2 B SR RRILT | RIS, A,
B AU @RI, A ARR LR, R T R TR
B2, % kX i HERWER, W s = (456 = (+)(+1) = +1, B § BEBRE k MR REHE, B
LARRR AR AR, ST RGFHEHTI . TAT j M b MR
W, j X5 k BRESESIR pix = LxS; = (0)(+1) = 0, FFEAAN j R k B9 F—S W S B R MAE (TR
A, k 3§ 2
UL EAR RIS X, HITRUM, S 3, XK ¢ TR SFREIEH J Ak 9 RRHESEA Y
poict e = 2, B9 § BALT SRSEIRBITLE S, = +1 H3L87. 18 Heider (THFEIE, M | 2R RS
BEERBEAL 23 RS (SORLHETROVERTE), W ¢ —R AP, B 6 W T M ) A0 b 2698
SRR /A Lo, MR TTAEECE SO (BT S, IR{EE +1 5% 1)
3.2 P LRSI
R Comell KHLYEA Macy HRBRIA Hopheld FIAHMINFFE T BALIE . A Bl
BUEIBFSE N AAENBITLA R, ML mm, BB LR A S, S RA 2 LA
BT BB 4 R = L WA H T P B
MO BE S TAT Y Hopfield PIARURLE K LI T =B S A RBFRER:
N
LRSI 1)
SUF, <1< Ty <1 HRMERPAMEZ FRAH LS BRERNAFE LR, 5 = +1 FRLHIMAR s = -
FRRMGA, N HBHAD, Py RICETM R A (SpE) M | SRRBIRE Sl N — 1 4
i) AL SR .

v,
(2) RAH THX K MREIE (FEX [29] FE K = 10, MG L ARRR K TSR ARR W& g 3 Xt
FRALHIRN), 5 BB SMESI WM A TAME ¢ B2 0058 HBHR P H b AMARY logistic BRRELE
jJ- ﬁl:f:t Vs € (0 1) %Tiﬁé\:ﬁ X; i%f‘ﬂ‘lﬂ%"l‘"] ?I%%_‘/'\rﬁﬁ Tthresh = 05+5X, % Mis > Tthreshs
MR CBEEZ s = +1, ROWER s, = -1 WA XH ¢ % Harsanyi TRBERENEH, v B—1 Y

+ (1 —vs)X; (2)

Tis =
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(—0.5,0.5) ZIAHIBENLEL. BT MAME RSB R St 2 AL, XREHE (3) X
KR,

K
Lj(t+1) = I (t) Z t)sin(t), j # (3)

NIV

Her A € (0,1) MitsRmst SR

Macy %2T LI E43 i Hopfield MR BRIBFFTR YT, BEATETSCR AR KPR (B] ZSCH%EH)
EEERAENN TR MEIR B 1R EBEA TS, B MEREHSNRAZGT
A B HAR R B PR S RAL.

530 [29] e MEE —BE L THBANEARR, A28 X—ER T ARG ER MR
SFE, BV T ME BB R SRR (social tie)' MASERNL. MRS HERREIELENE
BXRBR N SIBHEN 17, -1 3 07, A BIURFIEHENL BT ] B AR A S R i £
R FER . RS BRSNS METE “+1” B -1 (GBI R riitagm <07
THET —HIAHORE ISR, B 3 Al T — N =0ASH EMIRGIR, 3.1 FEREITHR T ISR

FEAERIIGH, R T HH MEERE SR 23 Rm AN, L; WRER [-1,1) ¥y {-1,0,-1}
XU SAFEIR MR, R PEEB T MEREA TR, AR, 53X
[29] FHFETCSER IR R &M TRF R B L BIR AR B A

MEL Bt R, TEHORIA Hopfield METHEBRRIBIR N MMM ERILRER, =2
apm. REMNSENZEMSHAEN, FERERFEMASRWFEATE: 1) S SRRk
R AR R, 2) BAMLEEW LB H TSR 5 M R = T TN ER R

4 HEMEE
AHE SR Matlab HET S HER TSRS EAERMBAIRRMARR, KEHA R HAFHE sna
AT S ARAL BT B =JCH G A
4.1 (FESE
HELBNT:
Step 1 AFEMGH: t = 0, BT vs, A e, PRI ENME « 3 K M AOEPPRE R 5:0(0) €
{-1,1},(k=1,2,- -, K), FENLF=EERE BRI SN L; € {+1,0, -1} F1 Tenresh-
Step 2 FHH: PUTR (1),(2) 1 (3).
t=1t+1;
if is > Tthresh
sik(t) =1
else
si(t) = -1,
Step 3 FIFILLE: HEEBFN/ P (> 0), & maX|Iz]( )= (t-1)| <e BLSL, WL, THNIFE Step 2.

4.2 {(FRERS R

HERE N = 100, K = 10, ¢ = 0.5, A = 0.5. 10 MEARESK)E, B 4(2) BRT 100 P4
kst K = 10 MEERSAEIE (FEPHEYVER N x K S3FRE, &Y -1 5 +1, N BrRE
/N, K #AMESH), B 4(b) AH T 10 MRS FEERERPREFRMHRR. Hb—F
RE 1,45 +1,+1,+1, -1, -1, +1,+1,+1), 3K o BX, BFE o BRXWMEEEILH fo F—KEHERX
B(+1,-1,-1, -1, -1, +1,+1, =1, =1, 1], B4 b B, BeR 0 B0 B0y £, & 4(0) BT

1. Granovetter(50] NI OEHE (social tie) HTEEE (amount of time), THERE (emotional intensity). FFHEE (mu-
tual confiding), FLIMTEF (reciprocal services) fi3¢. X B SEHF (social tie) HIEARAEEWEERERZER (link or
connection).

2. HSNEMREEERT, SEXBARENAE, XHBAEREIAGL 3ASAZRRRZFIAD. 3 ARRRIAAERE
FERRE: — A E O EMARRMINE; XA StAZEEAE. FESEES, MAEEREAASERENER.
FBRIS AL, KEWAS ABULZ HFIXR. EEEMARRXRAGE N HBFS, RREANEIEBRR 2 55F,
Bt AR RMARR G ER T EE, EEREMAIRS AL FXR.
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i o 29% 11 HEMERIRESERES BN v, = 1 (ERE MR AR E N ZSRET RN
), A = 05(EREME £+ 1 BRI LPNINEDRA ¢ BN RIHNE, 1RA ¢ HARKRLERER
AELATEIE, RN 1:1).

BIAR (3) T4, AIHaH SR EGE MM SR A S KRBT AR S SR MELE N, BIRE M
(138 B At B e R = O MR SR Sh S A B, R th ARE B P R e B9 3 S
B \EERE, BBt W P E R AL SRR B R oA T AR i T +1
B -1, X3 B S 0" XEP L S MBEINR. RS, AN TA MR S
HFA G R B KRR RERR S BRHET . SRS B S T R B R, St T
W AR AL BTG B SRR B = AL M A R A R B S R AL R P B LR M A R 552

S
3 £
<
€ £
® 3
o s
IR 3
I €
K=10 K=10 I R T
@ (m ¥ioeEogE;o;oEf fRogg ¢t
4 (a) BHMEFREVG{L; (b) Bk 5 BEMSERREFRRANNERXES T, HPRE
EERERR( (1000 RESLER) 300 MRI=TTAGSMPHERFEXR (100 REHER)
21‘0‘
Ter 005} - g ooe e
Ul ( R,
0t
14F
0 st
b | £ gl
Kot 2
o 2
B 0s = 07t ,
e rb
ot nesy :
02 P T S
o . 0|
0 2 4 5 8 1a 12 14 : :
H] t §F ¥: §; oz %% 0% 06 0% 07 075 06 085 09 D%

HEZR U,
B 6 BOVAEEREMBLENERXAIN, HpHD 7 v MEGRARAIRE (BE < =051 =05)
300 ME=TTALMPHERTEXR (100 KFEHER)

i BV AR AR TR AL S R S AE ET F T HER M R o snall 43t Hopfield M4 ITE =0T
AAEMAEE B 5. 6 A T B U PREREFRAL RIS AR R (100 IRTHER). B 5 R
BRI SoCA S A ARG ASEE] 16 =T A SR RETETE, FRARMED 300 3G £5,
H IR L M =T R B SRD 210, WZ 2 120C. BEATLARALE B 6 B bmt BHARI X R+
5 E R =CABBRE RS 300, FFEEBZTHBWRNFSZRA 7, WELAR G TEE X
(L 1). XRIEFRALST, B R IN o REEE] T &M TRES, WEREEREKT L
BB TRERE. FEX RIS AR AL R4 B L B2 58 B =TT R RGP HER, AL T4
Hip, BIULETREA M4 25 4 TR 1 PAPIRAS. X MIESE T AL B SRS X M It R 1
RBER.

B 7 4 T B MEREHEE 10 DA BRI S/ME TR R Z MR, AL
BE|, ERAHIMER M SR TR T A B AL TR, BB, RS T 15 R m i
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Bl — N EERE. B 8, 9 A4 HTHLBWHELSE \ F Hasanyi TRBRETEEH MR
SRR R, BT AL SR B S O T8 B 7 S KT S S PR A S B 41
FRW, SASEOTFIRILA RS AR v, B, A K2, T < 2.

BRI, AOTRER “— BT (. KRR = M LYMBTL S
I TRRHIER () IR, T—EMAT “— AHm EUERER . 0 BW) 85
EEZBRNE T, BAWAELH AP, KR, FRORE TRFMAE], IR £ Ugw.

1

09
08
0.7

06

f5 (fa+fb)

05

a4

a3

02

0.1

0
%2 0.3 D4 0.5 06 07 08 09 1 0 005 0t 015 02 025 03 035 04 045 05

A €

B 8 \ MEGRARLHIRE @EE v =1,=05) B9 c MBRGUIRLHRE (BE v. =1,1=0.5)

5 &t

##E Homans (5 FRERIEL . Latane, Friedkin 24 M-S REIRH Tajfel ML EANRIER, 43C
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KA S BAREIEZ A« “47,0”. FT Hopfield W8 HLRIH ELFFT T B s i AL 5 254 T
JFEHSEMMNXE FERE XERRETHEAE X 29) FEEMEEL ARV ZREHIEE, MK
EHASANFELRTT 7,707 ZRREHSENE X, XFEFFTIRMET Hopfield MERAIK R
PR AR AL AR — MRS MR ST A REBEARA MBI ARG T, TRENSIEZRMEFBHRH
T, B SBREm AR EBNRENNSHBLRE BT " MR A S HMERIE M,
HREIN " ERET BT ASERRGISHELNERIA+F g8 + EEkR. K, 5IAT 0 —
R ARWER, &6 4+, =" BWER—ESE, BRTMELRBRERMERS R TEn
X R, FRONEHTEERAEHRITE THERAERENEMER SHMSHZ MK R, HMREH
SEFA{al B S RE i E e RIFAL T ALY . VLAY R ST a3k B K MEEI R SR L R
X H R

#t—3 @3t Hopfield M85 BLF 515 B0 F EAZ 18

1) AR SRR R SR EER R, ERAEIMENTHREGT, FENRE TEHNZH)
ARG H B

2) BRSNS BRI E M AR B — AN EER K. YUE R At SRme, ERE M T B &4
TERARTL & FT LA H AGME TR

3) W EARA BAL SRS AR B B EE LS R, SIA S SR me NGRS 4
REWEFHMERBEN, W=t RS R TEN, #—5EL T ST E51;

1) K BHHEE LAERIAE B ERRMEMES, WER SAFENS R ERT LR TR, MSIAR
&M Hopfield MZBIRIE T EHR, 20X phE R GRS, BRI IRRIES, HEnE
MR TCAEATE . ANEETHBRAY.

EHE KRR LS ARG ROEEM IR KL FRTAREBEFRAR, WA
AE X B f B B A TR, A8 S8 PSR S 7 0 B T B S T8 B B HAMb By oA 241
BT, BE -, B ME, AMIKRE M. BRI I E R e, WA X —5 Fy
MBS A TH— S AR
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(B R, TERMRAT HERBFF - Hopfield MAASRATEEIR AR T H RME2EIRK, H agents
Z MR AR SR (social tie), ASCEMARM LM (social influence), MM H Tl L
(bottom-up) HIERSEMER B ZIARAAEAAEAL.

BEAh, AR (1) HEAEEEERRRE R S E B R T R H et Lt B At
LR S, WL R R T AR B T4 LR AW (THMER, I, 8
M), SIEAME N —REAM AR X RN —EHE 2R IRE, M1 Wasserman Ml Faust A
W= ITeAEH T LT 2R MEER A (global clustering coefficient), Watts fl Strogatz il = e84 254 & X
T W% SRR Z ¥ (local clustering coefficient), H = EAHZEMTEL [29] FIHKREE. LTI, 3 [52] 3
£ = TCH R A AR s AR AL FIRE T E— 2R
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