w2y e EED

NETWORK DYNAMICS

O #4 A.B. & 4&287(Tom A.B. Snijders )

P 2% 53 T 89 B 1 2 3

VFZ At S 45 o W R BU) 25 sh A8 AR 45 8 ) 24 XHR 22 40 el #R AR &1 22
4, MR A 52 Z M (40 Pearson and West, 2003 ; Burk et al.,2007) FI|2H 21 [6] % £
" ( UL Borgatti and Foster,2003 ; Brass et al.,2004 PR SC#) ¥ anitk, H2,
W 22 I 25 53 B O TE A AL ( TCIB7E B B AL GEid R AR ST HEWT AL Ge b ) #K
KW T 8 A E B3 AT T vk (BRI 7 %) b

—%h B E . GRAR

FLUHH ) — S FE B 1 YA BT 45 F 5T 2 iR Nordlie (1958 ) F1 Newcomb ( 1961) £
HA B AT T T ISR A SR 50 B, FE — TR 2 0 R 24k B 25 (fraternity ) HF
FEHH A K FR 5 Coleman (1961) I 10 FIr 244219 9 702 A~ I A& 5% R 5040 , I
J& T H 4EHM4s (Adolescent Society ) BUMFST s #E8E LUV ( 240 L 2 13 pH . O) 55
ALy B I, Kapferer (1972) X — KR35 v B4R B SE T 10 42 H 1AL
FIFST s Sampson (1969) T8 SCHFSE T — Fr < B N 18 7 548 I FE A ¢ = 1
A% i Hallinan JH L 58 8048 VE 1Y B 58 (2 WL Hallinan, 1974, 1979 ; Sgrensen and
Hallinan,1976) ., Aid, 7E K2 1990 4ELLRT, 243 A9TE & )b 2 AL b 7 WL BA
— M4 I, 7E UCINET F& )7L 8 4E >4 ( Borgatti et al., 1998) A5 20 %%
P, Hoh B = AR T QA im0 - Kapferer B IR 5 %08 . Newcomb YRR H.
B 2808 F1 Sampson IUEBEECHE . Wasserman F1 Faust( 1994) 47 5 19 %25 R 28 43

© PG N AT AR — M X, 4035 6 2 45 76 T ( Northern Rhodesia ) (4% b W) #1175 & 15 74 i1
(Southern Rhodesia) (4 H:EL A 5 ) BIH o ——%35 11 .
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Pr#RETE TR B2 HA 2 AR R IRIR M T & 5 m 28R 4
o] A B B A b o3 A At 2 9 25 14 D s, AATT AN RO TEIX AN TRl 3 m] DA P~
D7 TR . — T T2 P 2 S AR ME LA | S g A DL AR A ] e s AT,
XA R XE S AN 5 55— T Ak 23 I 28 30 ) A BRI ME LA ST

MK 1980 ARG , BT T4 B ) 1 SO AE I 28 TR AR ( panel ) 20406 . TR AR 298
JEFRWTFEN GO — B AL A7 3h 3 BEAA , 7E D B2 A4 3 DAY I 221 (I V5 Tl
B[ panel waves ] ) RS MEYE . Bauman 55 (1984) WF 58 T AT 2448 9 IR &<
R Z M R R PN — 30 < 13 W A B)) (Al ( dynamics of cigarette smoking) B9HF 5T H Ui
LR, TEW A, BB T 954 10 S8 B A0 R 46 5 TR IRA 22 A0 75 D 4R I A
54 3% 77 W 9% (the Teenage Friends and Lifestyle Study) H = ( West and
Sweeting , 1995 ; Michell and Amos, 1997 ; Pearson and West,2003) . H@j&HA 2 1
BT RS AE S [ i ) 7 204 KOS ARG (the Add Health study) , IXIAIF 5
AT T =] ( Harris et al., 2003 ; Udry, 2003 ) , 45 2% # ( Christakis and Fowler,
2007) 1E 3 2% BV EAF ST (the Framingham Heart Study ) H & BT A5 85 14 R 45 44
P, MIIX AP i o8 S ) - B A8 G & I 28 g 3R 43 . o m] LR O RS R A 44 )
FHAE D3 g4 A 288 B 0 i R I, X R bIF 5 v i) — 28 451] 747 (Gulati and Gargiulo,
2000 ; Powell et al.,2005) L4 A —f iR PP SCRik ( Hagedoorn ,2002)

PI2& Bl ) 24 B RE R AR B R WM I 5 [ X (¢) |t e T} Y [6) B A 238 43 A
( simultaneous probability distribution) , H:H ¢ R[] Z8, BRI T — 0 fa] S 4R
G THRIME, X (o) 2] 0 ERgRIZs, TEME i EROpR oy BELE R, H g
g AR KA B, OB 48 2 Sy — AT 1] (8] (digraph ) 23R 78, AL
SRR IS AU IR XA 2% 1T BE 23 A AN Bl B &5 44, il an 1) I 2248 9 45, X6
T AT ESRBEL, L% X () S A M OCHRAE R X, (o) Fm , ZERFTE) ¢ b anft
FAAE— 25N i —  SEHEUE 1| 3208, AAFTEIX AR G AR, BB 0, TEFTAT 11§
OUF, BRATEMB S A AT 0] B I8l (self-loops ) , BIEA X,(¢) =0, FWATESKHE S
SREE B 1|1, n ) . DR, RSt 0 FEN A 47277
T RALEAEWAEETT IR Z S5 A BEA (enter) | BUAESS R Z /T O & IF, Wi 2R AT VPR
TNIXZEAT BN B R EAT L L8 G M X T I 2% T ARCECH SR U, a0 LA R
PAZE R WA — BB X i M 2% (R PR AR 25 vh ) RYBEHY &8 8 A
I BE , BIOC R — B A, siAS 23 20 AE | I 2% 18 28 Ak B e 153 A1) 4 1 R T 1)
SEHRER o TEREHL A A9 £02% BLiE H (4 Bollobas , 1985) , 3% J2& — > 28 #L i BT 5%
HERE

SR PIAE AL WS A A 3 R P 28 O AR AIE . AR Sy SE 4, FeATT R
LI — Bk 25 ) 45 43 BT AR 4 i B9 OC BR G 2 ad B2 . H B Pk ( reciprocation )
( Moreno, 1934) A% 14 M1 & ( Rapoport, 1953a, 1953b; Davis, 1970 ) F1 &5 K %4 i
(PR ILA B, i ZE g A, mAh A A, A B, Al T A Y L S ok
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694 ZATHE I )

Merton , 1963 ;de Solla Price,1965,1976; Barabasi and Albert, 1999 FRZ 5 “ i I 4
Fff” [ preferential attachment ] ) o UARSRAEFEAIS 2 ¢, T HR @ —) AAFTE B A QR
TEA — KRR j—i, B EPEUA AT RETEBE S (Y 3 B 220 B 61 2 5 2R A A58 R
WAZHAE— A 2-B842 i—h—y D BIVERTEAR — N i B 7 Ay Tal 42 5K I8 2 4% 261
PG A T Be BB A 5 A SRAFAEVE Z2 HAWAT B & b, BT UG, AFTE R R h—y,
BB AE M =5 5 A BE (indegree ) IR X & 17803 j B2 WG HY (popular) , FB-4
LIRSV A T BE R B X L8] - BE ], N 2% B)) ) 24 1 e T HR B A A5 R GA TS
s 285 22 ] P AR o P AR G 3R 22 ] A i 4

2 ot A& & i 64K

TEXT 7 vk 285 AR AR P S A P, 248 TR 22 B 2 & 3R AR B LR 1 S 2K AT
RAETT A SRR S, TEIZ M P, SRR BT R B X BE LA AR Sy, R AE T,
Aok BAEH Tt 25, — D BIERALAYE L (BRI IR A SEA 58 3 ) S . X
TSR 1< 1< 0 2R UL, X (1) VA X (1,) W ERAE,IMSE T X (1) o FES F42 H O AR
Hh fBOE TR RCEE 2 X () , X (8,) -+ X(¢,) ,3X n DS SOAR T —A>
TR AT i FE, a0, 1R £ 24 & ( Katz and Proctor, 1959 ; Wasserman, 1987
Wasserman and Tacobucci, 1988 ; Robins and Pattison,2001) #34E T XFEMMRE ., |
TDE AR G AT BR | SX W PR A 8 -1 18] 1 B 2R AT i

SRINT, AT LUK b S 3 1 Sz 458 e A2 A 1 Sy S AR WO 45 380 078 UL A8 =[] iz
AT PR B0, 78— SR s AT T H A A REAR B, G 2R A i 7R AL
t, B —RAY A E JTE T — W A5 e, A — R S 00 s BE IR 4 o
B SIBLETE 0] ¢ BYOCER U s O B B e A X B SE R AR A K A Y
Bl , A — B AJEAI R, Bt 228 ili—> A FL 3R AL ( self-reinforcing) Y
SR T o XA BIBRIFE T AR o M, Z A2 R AR, B O IR SE R H
TEE A | e 55 AL B A SR A 2R IR — 34 8- B 18] A4 ( continuous-time ) Ty /K AJ
AR X (o) 1oy <t <t} o BAJUEVL, 2GA5HR A5 X WSS ZHE A TR AR BT TR, 4>
SRR T B ARG A X ] [ ¢, e, |, PRICRRAB R T X 2% A8 Ah i F2 J2  AE E I
A LTI ) Fg TS e s A R g ik 2] 22 8], X SR 2 ) Sgrensen F1 Hallinan
(1976 ;Holland and Leinhardt, 1977 ) 2542 >k 19, X EE/EH IR, FEX A8 1k
R TEAR A ¢ OISO R B2 — DR X, () TEA8 L, XRRE S
A TR o3 B B B /NPT BE A% 43 ( smallest possible constituents) , HEBS T [R] B ) At
— FRAN R, IR AE — DL AP S 19 28 N sl e R 32+ 2 i —FE I A rhoIs
FE, XRE—NEHAESR, BRI D#EBAEZ Z4M:, Sgrensen £l Hallinan
(1976) BYFETRI B A2 7E = )7 1% 22 ( census) BYBN A - (Holland and Leinhardt, 1975) ,
XABBIEA — PN R RS IZEESH =N RS R SOl T 85 R A0, R
T, 3X R ARLE AN SE R 1Y, DA B AN BE TS B B — 1> A 26 v = Ty 2H 2 [A] 19 4 6
4. Hallinan(1979) 2 17— P ZAME B ] LA LR 2 BRI R AL T 07 1% &
(dyadic census) ., Holland F1 Leinhardt ( 1977) $2& 1 T I 2% 3h 2% 3 3K b 3% £2-A
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(8] 5 7R ) IR ek A ) — BRI X R o ) o6 BRI AR AR Y o AR Al AT O
A TEIR AnAn] 25 B R 285m0 G R AR Y 7 2

# % 2 A 94k 4

Katz £l Proctor(1959) B9 5 /R AT FSARAR RY AR 8 5 21 A8 i 22 [A] ZLA0 57, X Fh A%
FEEREA S S0 a5 AR I R AT SRR AR, AR SR 19 ST M HUOAR o
—FEHELN (straw-man ) {3, AR B 3E B 1 423 25 43 AT (9 SR A AR . XX >
BB SRS — U T B 7 AL (X, (1) X, (1)) 2 26H— %4 %4 5 A5 it pairs
of tie variables) [N P4 . Wasserman( 1977,1979, LA K HAth H 42 ) 1% 7 ik 2%
AU Hallinan (1979 ; Leenders , 1995 F1H Al H R4 ) 1 X6 34 25t (6] 49 5 /- A e i
F2 . Wasserman Fl Tacobucci ( 1988) 1 X &5 #t-Hf 8] {4 T /K 0] R o BR A ARAE Y T 3%
— B,

7 7T AR FEV LS RS 2 n(n=1) /2 DISL A Tad 2, XI5 4tk
BRAY, {H2AE b SCESH T ) 9 = A 3 AR 1Y 14513 B2 ( component process ) ( H. 2L
P AL e P A TS RSN ) HR L R T BB . Wasserman ( 1980) £ T AriS
FA T RERLARY ( popularity model) , T PATA Sy 3X A 7Y iz e 1 25 RN, EI% A I
e B B AR, AR BRI h BEALAREE A M (X, (1)) B AT R M SE 1Y, 3 st -FR IR
Al 7 XA i L 5 AR B,

FEXFEEG (rankings ) JE BB A A& 2 0 T RvE 05 45 T e o
TR BEA LAY | TE U0 Snijders (1996) £ Newcomb-Nordlie Z(#& " , Snijders #1 Van
Duijn(1997) LA X Snijders (2001 ) &1 X A7 [m] K& E 0 Fr O IRAE . A 2 5 SO R
Je— R

T RE L %

FE De Solla Price(1976) , Barabasi #l1 Albert ( 1999) , Dorogovtsev 55 ( 2000 ) $&
H RS TR R A I A A B 28 RS R A ASE AR S m I Y
SEUFHIBR FR | X MR 2 M AR T B A AR BEE, X B T B E A9 JE R )
2% ( scale-free networks) , 122 2% 50 (1 BE RS I HE — FP 324047 ( power distribution) ,
MAERZ A B R Z BN G BT | IX AR A IEE , P Dy 25 R 20 R 2R A 25 BR
AR v R A A AR

P 2% 7 71 2 Y B AL 4 Bl

TE 1990 4FARZ AT, W25 80 ) 24 AU R I 8% A 15 LA & R, IR 22— &,
FHi A X 28 4R A1E A AR P 45 74 ( dependence structures ) K2 2% T, ABLL SR L& B Y
DX 28 Bl ) AR AR I GEAE AT H SNBSS A A4 fE SE 8 ( 2 /D AE A I A HIREE TR
ISP anit) o IEANFERE T RESN 2 M4 (agent-based models) H7 T & 2 Y HIBAE
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TERT AL, FRATT 2 A B8 0 e E i o3 A P ARG A 55 Y

TEX—47 i FRATE e L T O R 1Y (tie-based ) SR SR G AR T
1783 ALY (actor-based models) , R FLE ) B J5 38 3500 TAE S R22 1)
KREFINE . NOZK W 5 HSE VE A& AT LA o A5 R0 ) ke s iy i FR A AR, X 4>
RS K IU) 58 Sz e o9 245 JE AR DA — I DU & e 38 — S W{E . MAEOR EUF, |
R A AL ER S AEAT 0] 23 1] b SR ] R A e AT TR S % Sk (RS AY | G
FERAG I ]2 DL —Fh I BRI O O B4 10, Fe A B S e AR 2k A, S T
RS AL AR XS 7 B 25t —MRE , 3X — s SE 1 Holland F1 Leinhardt (1977)
PR IZRBON T TEARAT 45 5 A9 28] (FEARArT R E]) , A — DR AR TR R A
X ERAE /N HE I 2D IR (steps ) B I E8 BIASAE T 43 . BEIRATahHE AN EA A
A 3 ( coordination ) BT B . A7 8 & AR B AR 0%, BH A7 3l 3 2 6] AH B /2
(Z U Zeggelink ,1994) | i A~ 2 AH H 13

EFXLAOHA

TE A AR T HA — B i MRS MR 25 4 1 Bl 25 I 25 AT AR | e TR L A A B R
PR AR — A BERY | e E — D BEVLXS (L)) , 55 DA 22 RS BUAs e R AR I X
A 2B — R R CRE 0 B 1) iR R — DA IR CIF(E 1 48
H0) o 3X P B AL AR AT L 3 I 2% Y A% Rl ek Bk s DRI TG B ik Y 2 J LA
“CHLH” BS S R S RIBRG A, TEROR b BT RS TR BE L KB R Y R
AR AR S Gibbs RS G, FRATIEJE 56 X — 07, A 1
PR Bl X 2% iz 3 B B s AL 53 ( component ) |, 33X PUF A% 43 J2- . ¥4 T48 72 B BEEL
(R EREE A P DA R B RSN, AR T, X L, 5 RGN B i R iy S E e
5% ( self-reinforcing ) AUTRA TR | B X 2 ABE B4 ECHEAT Dimik, T axX LE AR 1l 28
Sh2BERL B AR E MErIa) . AT LA 9 28 G R X PO A R

L(X) = 2, X, EREC (33.1)
M(X) = > XX, HHE IR (33.2)
XX, ALEEYE= v B (33.3)

V.(X)=(1/n) D j(X,, - X,)* BAERIZ (33.4)

T(X)=(1/6) > X

Hrp
X, =2 X iR (33.5)
X, =(1/n) > X, SEHEEEL (33.6)

01 55 216 ) 2% ) 5 (9 ) 2 3 S48 003K DO 3k P R, IS 2356 o e sl 200
AN Z4 3 B 43 1 Fe A B — A O i G U 2 A 0 T SR S A (AT
) 22 S E T I g5, St R AT AR T LA S A,
e AT TEEHRHE A SE R Iy 22 V, (X)) U5 F

V(X)) = (1/n) 2 X3 = X7,
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=(l/n) > X (X, - 1) +X, - X

= (1/n)S,(X) =X (X, - 1)

Hrp S, (X)) A mE X FHY2- A& (two-in-stars ) B, BN j — ik — i LLRy #
kB9 i,k RIRRIE, XM, X T — A E B2 B X, R U, A — DR A
BEW T 22V, (X) 5845 m T A KA 2- A BE00 S,(X) o F3C#i—EH 2- A& i
AP RIS B RN I R A BETT 221

TG X PO AR BRI B8 53 B 48T ] 7R 5 BE bR A AN AR R0, S 1 S 93X SN [A] 1Y
o B AT DL CERPEH ST .

F(x3;B) =B L(x) +B,M(x) +B;T(x) +B,S,(x) (33.7)

Horp 280 B, B DR E 13X DU 1] (1958 BE |« S2AT 2 — A7 W &l BRAE R AT LA
FE 2SI AR AR T Bl i el s (DI ) B O R AR X, () RERAERY
A PRAEARYE R b, AR B T Gt LM, T A0 S, ek Ar , aX Eid ) 35k
A SEE X B 2R B Y O R R AR BUE R A B X (1) =B R —
e A

Lk 1. A TFT4%29RB%9F

STFAGE x k3L, BT FTEOXRZAEZIN, TAFK T Fe 7 2 LAHFR
T 9AmAE ST A (i,)) XA RBL, R B i) XK R AL
A TRRE AKX R #a)EBL Y =1 F2 a7 =0,

1. F— A0 R AR R0 RS 3T (1,)) IR E i),
2.2 L x=X(1).
3.ZSLTF X
. (XI5
Toexp(SIXT)3B) + exp(S(XTT) 3B)
WA m, 5T — ARk A 20 2 S EH 1=, 4T — AR %k
&k x|
ABTRIEF W FAH A, €A — AR F RS EA p 0935 2
Eie
XIE— 458 J1 R 25 Frank Fll Strauss ( 1986 ; Frank , 1991 ; Wasser-
man and Pattison, 1996 ) AT H AOFEEENL IR R SC R U1, S T A XA R 2465
Bl AR SR B LR R 1 SE AR, — D SEAS A [A) U | b iR 48 BB HL IR o3 A
BIZRAET BGERR T iy IXDRIRIC R B AFAE LD (BOE FRATT 2 0 IE A 9 2%
x PB4 (33.8) WIE IR iy AFAERIZRPEMESRR . T4 BCREHIL I 70 A J2 b 1 1T Y
HEA PRECE LY

(33.8)

_exp(f(xiB))

P(X =x) C

(33.9)

Hodr, € JEPRiEfLH 2K
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C=2 exp(f(x:8))

504 X BTERTAME x BRI, B TEXT IR | ) BAAAEIA TSRS, B
A SN FE R TR (33.9) FiZC &R B9 S 3, 3 Sl & i e R 2 4
AR P25 A Y DN ZR AT SR A ) — i B B, S BT 5 DA 3 A1 U i il A It
HH & (Geman and Geman,1983) , 5t Al LATA A, 243X 384 JC R I &2 FH AT, X
(&) ByorAn (Hirp  JEBR [ S Z2 R AE ¢ 88 T-J0595 ) Wila T A MER pR % (33.9) B 57
1h, WX ] DIAS 2 BEFTHHEL ( random draws) B Z2 R AR HERR s X380 1)
2 R Hod 22— (W Snijders , 2002 ; Robins et al.,2005)

AL VEH (33.7) T EIZEL B, , W AT LU AS [R) 0 B 09 % 3 | BV Gtk S
F Fesm A AT P S 1) S P R AR 5140, 2 B, =B, =B, =0 I}, w45 3]
—ABEBLIE, “ SRR 217 X" (Erdos-Rényi ) , “{AZSFIE]” ( Bernoulli) , 248, =
B,=0 B}, iIX & Wasserman ( 1977, 1979 ) H. B AR A ) — 45040 | =28 H M7 /19 —
JrtH . 4 B, #0 8% B, =0 B, iX Fh — Ty gH Z (Al iy S BRI T . 2 B, =B,=0
B, 815 8] T Wasserman ( 1977, 1980) 0% 45 S5 Y ( popularity model) . B, X B, 1
B AT RE S IE , IX AR R RY AT FIRAL 188 P 5 ) RSSO A1 ]

P Qs F ok %!

265 53 BT i Pk =z — 2 anfel i G B (agency ) Bl A £ ALY | Emirbayer Fl1
Goodwin (1994 ) 4 AN AF M Hb B 3R 13X — 5 AW AT RIAE s 7 SO b iy B 280k, AN o
R IORFIX — fUCE 3, TE— DGR B SO e P S 45 45 G 7E—
A, —Fh 3 SR 7 IR I 28 3l ) 22 AR FEIX AL | OGR4 2028 S
1TahHE SR, XAERBLR AT RS — DR B SR KAt SR BIE R R 4519 T
H I7sh B e ph g b & 845 2 0VEH (2 0 Udehn,2002 ; Hedstrom ,2005) .,
Snijders (1996 ) £ X% 45 4% [ K4l | Snijders F1 van Duijn ( 1997 ) &35 {8 [ Fi 41 #B
P T RETAT S A B AL, 32ROk, FATT S 41 Snijders (2001 ) FYREARYL, ABAT]
(Snijders et al.,2010) XX BRI T — N AT TR, P A EEAEFE SR AE
AT SRR,

1% £-B (8] i F2 B ( representation ) H, & 2 — IR HBE M AR — >, 1M1 H. 2 A 19
I S5 EL IR Ko > T 114 408 I £ A 28 | 8 S SE PR AR S5 4 T IR B g 5 1 B T AT )
BT, X R A AR rh AT B AR R T AT R IR S R LY
BRI T A pRE, — A2 T I LR BRI (rate function) A (x50) , B
AT @ A1 E AT ZEIRES « T oese , KW T RS B ) ] iR A7 303
WL LR AT T UL — DR SR IPL 25 55— J& H AR BRI L (objective
function) f,(x;8) , AT LB R RE 2 —Fh T LIRS « X733 i 5 2 Rk 5]
I gE, FeA TR L, H AR BRBUR XL YR R e AR B AT B S L
B AR RL ] Y 25« o 1O HARPREL £(38) B . nT UGS E o« F1 B 2K
S WAL HE PL AR pR S H AR R B A RS TR 4r 15 B, (BT R
YA KR ZRAA R FRYE, 2B T AEAS 8 RO BRE B X 24 7 1) i 22
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PR, =00 b SCHR K 19395 7 (gratification ) B8 48 14 ( endowment ) PR SCHR 935
).

XA R AR S A A AR 1Y, (B2 mT DIXAE R A RE , B & Sk 1
AT — P28 a9 47 3h #9268 J& A AT 4% stk = 18] 1 78 2k 28 1 3R 05 (= L
Zeggelink ,1994) , 76 H & H BB SC &R AT TER ASE AP L% (rate ) A, (x5 ) FEEL
AR (CERTREAE B, (H AR LR R B O T« B — D AR B pR AR, B a2 R Ak
B, X REE BE AR AE BEVLIE 3 ( disturbance ) BN H AR BB 514 F A4 Al AT
TEVEH 2 A8 2 J5 3545 00 H AR sREUE 1o AT LARRIZ S 8 H Fr eR B 52 0
(myopic) BEALOE A, 75 W 28 T2 509 19 25 1 A AU v 5 23 31 2 (40 Bala and
Goyal ,2000) ,

AE 2. 8 F a0 kaamMeu03
TG E v RV, B T AR (i) AR R A 20 PR«

Wk AR R R E (B AE a7 = 1, 8 SR ) Z R AR A K R R
T AL HFT A,
3L w0 = (M A — A AR AT R AR LA B KA L)
LELx=X(1).
23 Fie |1, 0}, &L

L (33.10)

> Axsa)

VIR R r s AT H i,

3.5 Fje{l,---,n}, &L

o SPUG ) D)
T exp(fi(a¥Y5B))

VAR B Wg,ﬁ%é_lr"/l\@é’é‘yﬂ x|

AR E R W FAKE A, ER—AMALE F, R KA
O Axsa) B FEE A

33K R B P TR TR 25 R (12) T AR
. exp(f,(x"738) — fi(x3B)) (33.12)
S exp(fi(x7iB) — fi(x3B))
AR U3, 2 5 25 (e B ABE 32 1 A R 400 T B 300 e 2 94 , 177 b b 0 S
X — BB R, SR B, % TAT B ¢ U, AR Al AT B4R 25 « $9230T
F HARBRE, (0 5/8) HIFLURA , b AR AT PT R B s | PR e R BRR 2 A
W% ) = (AR o RS

# AR
TESET ARG I TAT B4 B, Sy 7 BEE AL 5 #0620 53 30 B

505
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S(x3B) 8% (x5 8) PREL (FEHETAT 8N #F (AR b I8 Z A SUAE R A (v500) )
IR AV X ST AR FEFIE ) SR A B S SR Az b X BLAGTHS
FTATEH L .
e SCERVE S rh — A% | A MR & SR — 2 (1Y pREL .
fi= zﬂkski(x) (33.13)
Horpr s, (x) B MK R, MNTBh 3 @ AR EF 2T, Bt i
W R, IR (33.7) AHZERL (B BAE B B E O I J T AT 3 3 AR
i
fi(x:8) =B, > 2+ B > Xy + By > L Eaa + By > xgx,  (33.14)
IZAEARIARAZR (33.7) TR TR LI, AN i BRAE SR AT B3 @ A A Fr iy, 3 pa -4
Gt R R B R B AL IRVE =TT i —) —h,i —h| B LAR
IATEN R j I RARE Y x, AT i 1] j R T — D RAR, BT RREAE
AWSE (33.7) I AT H PR B BE (33.14) , I RIBIHR E ST 25 35
JI2ERE AR S3A X B g SCIY 7 22 AL, U598 A 22 591) 5 an SR AR U AT ] 4205
2R BT ERE T OC R MY S5 TAT S A 10 BOE Z M PR gl A5 e N7 AR B
rou Y SRR g (VRS DR 2 il
TEIX L XA B HUJE— D, X0 7 m) DL BE B Soc S AR R R 8
FER A L US4 B, & B ok F ik — 2L 1y, R T — A~ 44 2 BEEOCAE VB
HVE AL IBAE P 5 DA ST B 52 UG B AT 3l 2 59 D 4 ) B 35, (RS T Y 2, X P
DGV S ARG X R BR S B, B, A1 B, 7T LI SR A 46 4% H 1y 3,
{HZ , —SEge i A A58 50 A1 S v DA AS P 26 i H 5 Hioke i, DX S8 2800t T
kB MR AT 1Y 2R XORVE, 3X S8 2 BUR AR A) 3% 1 (collaborate ) . TEFT AT
SEEREAE O FRATTHAR A B RE AR P X B, PRk, VA B AR SR OC T B, B AR DAL
PASJRAR T M
TE H AR BRE FIR 20 (33.13) 47803 @ 9 AR i 17 22 oAt B 1 vl
PABTAE 5, (%) o IXFERIGETH PR BUBL (effects) . HI T30 Hagda il &
YOG FR S, T LA 3 L AR BBV SR B RO T R I DG R AR« 1Y 5 BN
SRS FHE A Y (incoming) 26 R A8 &, AT TR S5 MERR (33.11) A LA #2100
Snijders 5% (2010) FE4F TS T AT LA A YVE 2 Ge it i, B AT TRE I AT 45 Fh i
T 1A A I 2 , W2 AT B T A 43 RIA G R AR i Z M OB . R R — AN
SEAMTEAN
1A IR it &
(@ﬁ&&}&wﬁﬁéﬁ, du 4] F (33.14) F #9 B, ERE X
ST EEA K S5 E K SRR E LS AKX X F R
Fr XA B R AT FAL L & AR T ot 53,
(b) ZRJEENSA > EERF v, (BPAT SN A 0 3 A0 2% % R H0)
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AL ELFELE(33.14) P EIL-FHT A A @A M P 5 R — AN KR
B E XA S ERN AT AR IFE LM T I R,

2. Me&e) BFREME R = mk ey, Bp =A% L a9 -F B (Holland and
Leinhardt,1975) . =77 40 & & Z 8] 49 £ 4R H & (main dependencies ) 5% &
T3 wmA-Z IR .

(a) itk . AR A 69 N R i A AR, S 4k 8 &7 a9 e, AR R
09 4 18 M = 5 20 %% Z e kEGE 4 (33.14) P AW F =R,

(b)3-= % (three-cycles) : T4 B, & - i—>j—h—i 34015, A 2{ X, 2,0, R

M F, X T AR e — AR A 89 3% (generalized exchange) ( Bearman,1997) ;42
REIGE LR ZINZBEAA R T X FEkF 3-8 5424223 % (Davis,
1970) , iX & —Fb By 3R 5 LM (local hierarchy) 49 5 5

3LENE L B ESE 4‘44‘“4J.ﬁé'3117§/\;§2$@ﬁ X Z 098] 5 20k
% R IR T T B AT B A B, X T AR B ROAR SK 6 RO kR
ik, ARG EHE A

(a) BN 4 % JE (in-degree popularity ) , bﬁ’f‘é’};g BATENEZW

6#%‘4’?75%’?5&%@’7«?%%%‘&7kﬁiﬁj‘_i%/‘& XA A LI F L K

K A= (33.14) F 44 5 v

(b) & B F #E 3K E (out-degree activity) , € & =092, B 77 .5 H E & 6947
HHE AT A IR EmAFLLIE X R E

(c) Bk EHn 8

(d) ENFEFRE,

B #F , & -9 B 3 % &2 (higher-order degree effects) , 4w 2 T B 4% 69 Bt &
P (assortativity ) 4L A ST REAR AN IE R U IR E T HEEZEH L9446, ki
T — A R ST AR X R AR BFGMRE ,

4R T XK T R EMAR G 68 Z 5h Je ARk i 4T 3h R k2 6y
it F SR R TR e ITR A T R FAFAE TR IEAR T T
AT ITHE LTI AR AN R, CERABRT XX FA
KR K FARG 8 Hra, St BAE A — A B8, B R e T AP K ARG
ORI B S e R e 3 b R i Pl AR oD R R A B A= I ) A
By ARAME B ik T A2 T B Ji M 69 47 &1 ( McPherson et al.,2001)

5./@;?%‘%5}345‘%}}%‘Xﬁ'(pairs of actors) B9 B O IELE N, EM TR E LA
— AR E ML ey A £ ) 4e X AR 09 = 5 4t & F (dyadic covariates )
TR AR T ZH X R ILEPIE SRR B E,

%
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EHT1TEh E R B R T HEBT

M o BB WA RHE T, 53 BN R I M 28 3l T 2% X F— 45 )
T3 DX 288 B8R A2 A 1R, [ AR G fa] ) 2 3 S S E00MH, DAk BB AY 55 50040 22 18] 19 78
A (good fit) o IXHLIEE VLA GETTHEWT M), X BLAFAE — D HOR A R
RIS F A58 55 8508 = (8] B $8L 5 DR U, 38 AR AEFEAT AT —Fp B Ry RTS8 45,
N7 2253 A SO FIUIRRE o SEBR ., RFAR R R A4 BFA L A i AL
F AT E BRI AR T LARE B E— DS T RES # i1 H BRI A (2 0L Macy and
Willer,2002) , iX % bR 5 S AL 28 w4k 14 Jr =X

it

SCHRTR AL TAT S B AOBIALER T = AP S8 T Ok, BB — AR PUE S (the
Method of Moments) ( Snijders and van Duijn, 1997 ; Snijders, 2001 ) , B if 24 ik £ —
YT S M BIR L G it aE B ST R TR T 28, B e X
BEZHL AFAGXT TR e G TG U, 7EWLINAE 5 2k IR 1Y A RS E AR Y 35
B Z R BE5E LG (perfect fit)  WIBE NV 4 TORMIME . S2BR b, X HABim
— A B AT LA TR T AR B bl T S PR AR A LR B B, A5 R rh it oAy Bl g
FEPLE

25 PP Koskinen 1 Snijders (2007 ) , Schweinberger ( 2007 ) $2 H3 /9 D1 i1 72
JF (Bayesian procedures) , U137 30508 S ROMER I3 A Fe e 1 HE L2858 56 i 5
2% (prior beliefs) B AC 58 A JCAR ( prior ignorance ) , #X 5 1155 s BSAS 1T ATl 19 =
BUGRK A6 . e WSS E | J5 5 2 S8 25 A e e T S8 5 i 15 7&
SRR R L 1 . 2 =P Snijders 55 (2010) $2 Y — i T e Ok
LR T B A5 . XN S AR U] B 11 3% 2 -0 ] ok A 2GS AR AT R AN —
SO 5 1oy R S, > P 29 s R U AR A T IR e 2

T AR 2 /IS B B SR U, N 2R X AR R BE AR A 3 AL, I8 A X = AP 7
e AU A T A SR

B IR AN B KASR AR SR A T 732, 5 33 S T P AH DI | S A e 1 1A B
A — BN ( 4022 W Cox and Hinkley ,1974) | 5 — S0 46 36 28010 G TR 2 o 72
T T . I HP 7 0 E S S BN THE SR ERE . Bilan, 2 TR

H,:B,=0
XA IEABR B, AR A 56 i FH i ge i i sl X T HE S PR iR Z b
B

t = (33.15)

s.e.(B))
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XA LUH—DARAEIE SRS S0 A0 R A 5, W AT R Z 2 -k 56, PR R B S AE -
ARz b, R IR0 Jr T HE S 2 2RO . AR RAS B T HE
ARG, T LA R A 2 R SR FE 26 56 ( Wald-type tests ) , FH & RAMSR 245 B Ak HE
Y A 56 D) R g 2 TR SR P A G

AT —FAS TR AR BEAS: 36 07 2, BN W5 2R R A 56 i) S 80k A7 Ak i, X
B Rao YRR HKEE ( Rao’ s efficient score test) — M&JE I o XF FFR4E 75 e 14,
BT BAE— TR 1938 M AR, A BB r= A Schweinberger (2008 ) $2 H (115 43 =X
*ﬁﬂ/ﬁ( score-type test) o Xﬂ‘?ﬁ%*ﬁﬂﬂéﬁé,ﬁgﬁé}ﬂ?g‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%lgﬁ“ﬁ*%ﬁ*i
HRPE R X I R TEA AR X A0 TG 00T |, 45 B (5 B A, 2 8Ub T 52
TR B AT RS AN DR, BRIV A VE S 8l A9 0 st ml LSRRG 56

SR RARAG T AH S B9S2 LR FAG K . Snijders 55 (2010) Xf b2 it T —Fh
A7

SR RRAG T S RIS e, B AT B BUE R B T A B ], R
o, 3 R R Y AT, BAT B AT SRS T RE s U

M 51T AR N F

e o0 29 AR A5 T R R 1 R 3R R AR AT S S A AR A5 2R e AT A
FR 517 sh A Y R 25 A MEAH G (AnmT = W Granovetter, 1973 ; Burt, 1992 ; Lin
et al.,2001) . SR, SXAE - IMERRFIETE MR RN 25 3l ) 27 i W R ¥ E VR . Rk,
FeATE BB T —Fha] DORE A 28 547 S R FA 1 2 N AZ &SR EATR0 28tk AR B
A, IX B T AT R X — R R AT Bl B A OC T AR AR Y R i 2Rk, de AT
DAFE SR FRATAF, X HAUBOE & AT WA RS E P i B R o 1.2 45, |
FREAFR KA, WD B A SR T 2 GO0 N 2 sl 2 RBUE S ; T
AR W) — PP ER I IE . 8Bl 0 %5 I 28 517 Sy ORI B SE PR S At 2 e %
I #2 (social selection process) , 174 3l I %] W 4% 5477 Shy AR P 9 Bk Sy k25 5 i)
12 (social influence process) (An, A&K45)

TEA KA WAT BN Z 0], fhosigm St S e SR Re T AR ME , n] DA IR PR
HuFRZ A X 4% B A0 2% ( network autocorrelation ) ( Doreian, 1989 ; Leenders, 1997 )
XML ARG T2 i 5 e, 6 2 iSRS 1, X 2 — P 2R, Ennett
1 Bauman ( 1994 ) £ X1 4" . Haynie ( 2001 ) F1 Carrington ( A 4% ) £F X3/ 4F L SR 47
AU T X —

AT a0k a# A

B[] 225 A TR, G AR B vT BE S 65 By i B B ) B T S R AT | AT
hHEFT AR B 22 (8] B 5 AR 78 16 (interdependent evolution) o X HL | fR [ #R Hh 2>
AB B B T47 8 AR 7E Snijders 45 (2007 ; Steglich et al.,2010) AYRFFE X A
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BRI e 1 o AR, — AT 303 K i 58 5 S AT 9 R AR %A T 34 1Y
P Z N, B B AR

S RERUEGE  TEAT A 2], nT BB A By 2 A4 2 — D& G R, H A —
17828 b, A8 o0 A M4y 517 000 AR R g0 S HAR R, M4 547 2 i
AN TR] Ay A R R AR b s ) S 1, 35X — AT AR UE BH a0 A 2% 3500 X 4% e B S AT
SRIEEEEAVE R AN R B9 B 36 HE B0 22 19 ( Lindenberg ,2001)

P i LAY )it S B/l RERY AL 3R TR X B, B EWRE X T N A E R
(< TCBR/IN) BRME], — A7 30 U B A7 o A8 AT R R TR E R
AR,

e & Z () hal LERAEBAT S F  7Emf|] ¢ FAgAT 2, FATPRIC N Z,(1) .
BAEAR B, 28 A2 A O IO T2 M 26 1 H HIRZS M AT R 5 47 8 22 A B A 52 B
PP IZAT R EAPRE S MY, H £ (x,2;8) FRoandTa8h#H i X TRLH HiReR
B 7 (x,238) TR K TAT NI H bR R, 5 2500 H AR s& BORZERL, 47 8 1Y
FUb5 pR R A ke, SRR A0, 8 T B AR pR B 0 A2 3l LU T SRR H A pR &L
SR AR RE LA . T A (v, z;5a) FoRAITENHE @ XF T LK 2R 1 LE 3 pREL,
H A (% ,2500) ORI TAT R BB HE A R,

A 3. LT 40 M5 343020 F

XTI 2 ARV, HoR OS2 AR ] T T4 73l 4 i W 48 8l ) 7 i 381k
XFFAT RV AT TSN | AV AE 3 5 d SR UL, FRATTIE 270 58 LR AT R 1n)
LR THE d BN @ A AAR LA EHAE T 2 £ =2+ d,

1.8 L x=X(t) ,2=2(1t) .
2.2 % b 3t Frde T E
> A, zsa)

by = (33.16)
> A (x,za) + A (w,z5a))

2|5 3 & 38 — AWM % ¥ (make a network step) ; & R ( AMER 1-,)
w8 5 4,38 —A~47 4 % (make a behavior step) .
3.8 Fie {1, ,n} FBt, F L

Al (x,z;a)
o = (33.17)

S (Al Gsa)

MR F ) BFATE A i,
4. 3FFje {1, ,nl kb, 2L
o= exp(fi (x"*,z:8)) (33.18)
TN exp(f1(x z38))
VAMEF 0 T — AW %A
2% T,
5.4 F ie {1,---,n} kB, T L
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Al(x,z50)
o= (33.19)
Z hzl(/\f(x’z;a)

VIR Fo! SR FATS i
6.5 T de {—1,0,1} 4R z,+d X A& Z AFGFEER A, B 2 L
= ﬁXp(ﬁZ(x,z(”‘” iB)) (33.20)
> exp(fi(x,5"8))
z4+d EARFTEERZING d AR S ESFZ A,
VAER ml it FTF —MTAKEH 2
HEE T,
TAB A EE TN A, TR AT FT, RALHK S

S (AN(xsa) + A (xza)) #9RE A

XA d=0 B PEERETT I « FAT e i sl 45 Dy i AL 2, {HUR 0 e
THCOBAE XA, T d=—1,+1 RUL, SABERRS 1 B AR sRELf7 (0,27
B AHLL,, HAEPIRZAS I HAR R AL £ (o, 258) BUEE R . I, 4730 saifil 3 © ANk
ARAT R IR A

# A% 2

Xt FAT R A, B 1 B AR pR AR ik Rl R AR A
ﬁ%xgﬁ)=265ﬂm@ (33.21)

Horpr si(w,2) X TAT R 547303 « HAWRRIE Y pR %L, B2, B AT AR I T4
WK, LUK 517803 @ A R R BABLEAT s & AT . (R0 T 5 R ik 5
Hh 3 G T RE 4 B AR R B ] LA SRR T 47 A ( behavior-dependent ) ¢33
FR O BEAT ALY, A, T DA B E 3K A — 0, B RS 19 S HAAT S S OE R
B LT X EEAT S FHAEAT N AR R 2 BRBIEL([HEE) .

JAAT R B AR pRE A A 5 S5 24 T2 AT LXK 2% ( network-dependent )
S M FR 53 HEAT EERR Y . I PRBOR AE I — - SRR 2

Z X2,
fi(x,z:8) =Bz, + Bz + Bz Z] (33.22)

R AR 26 745 Z (09— A~ 0 S e BR R 0 S O e 20 1, O 2 — 1 33 £
FH B L ORI T RS (addictive) 17 45K B 3% A~ 2 BCAT RE M IFE . 45
SR X TATR 2 A AT B0 IR T R S R AR £ 5
I N
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c

PR IR A BR , AR I A 25 B — D IER S 5 90, 1/ SCHE 3 iY T 518 S
PR T 8 B ) 0 S T AT S A R B Hrp o - Bl 5] ] DL A
HoAth e F2acd iy 25 80 325 29 ( LAAT B 3 SR AR I HEJF ) A - 25 IR i JL 25 22 1]
WA & 2% 22 sh 125, A46 B PR AL M S5 AT R0V ( Schaefer et al.,2010) ; A
FSAFE DR T D AE A G ZR 1 8l 7727 7 3 (Selfhout et al.,2010) 3 K224 Z [A] Y
AR LL AT Z2 58 1) 5 AN AT 2258 11 Jg Xt FL A O FR 1 30 77 2% (van Duijn et al.,2003) ;
BB D3R B PR ane] 52 e 1) 23 W) 2 [8] 1 9E R ( Checkley and Steglich,2007) .

B XML 547 A YER G 3l 71 2% (joint dynamics) 22| H B ERITA A X3,
KR B — R d R — 2B an ks .

Burk %5 (2007) 5% 1 & /D 4AE A 5L IRAT S 3 J7 2% 05 T B S e 5 e PR
. Steglich 55 (2010) 7E— I 22 19 [ HE v BIF 9T 1T ACTE WK M W35 47 Sl 114
F:[E) 7 AL ( co-evolution) , Mercken 25 (2009) /E T — I AR AU 58, 9T 5 M 6
A 70 FrE s s 0T T AR T IR S 30 (smoking initiation ) FY 52
m S5 E PR RE . I H 3 (De Klepper et al.,2010) X — M 22 72 AR, ST
TR A2 iR AR TP i AR

SIENA 2

W28 B ) 2 B TAT S B R | DL K B X I 28 5547 2 5 8l g 2# 5 80 #R A]
LAAE “ Xop 22 56 X 285 43 A AR LR 9% ( Simulation Investigation for Empirical Network
Analysis) Bl SIENA /7 A7, &, B2 — DL i F)F SIOCNET B RHLEE T,
AP SE, B 2009 AELICK, et — N TESETE RS R WIIERF 6L T (R Develo-
pment Core Team ,2009) ,%4 M RSiena, R RGN HFR)FEL S HAF , 7F Windows |
Mac 1 Unix/Linux 24 Fiaf7, BA — 4 0 40 % 558 19 T (Ripley and
Snijders ,2010) , X MFWIX2edé 50T RSiena 4511 T FEAHIOEAEFE .

B —TUESR R4 R B4 RSiena Fl— 205 B P2 /540, IE AN E RSiena
Wb AR AR, ARG e, ARV LIFEAR T HEAT R BUEOCT R —4
P& A L1 ( graphical user interface ) e #2/E RSiena ; Z235 4501 5, i AN FEAAE R
T —BHAZREE N  RSiena g AT LLE i AP s 1T .

1.i247 R, 3 £ #2 /% ¢, RSiena VA Z 3 By #2 B 6, A R 1A il i$ & 4

siena01Gui( ) 24T RSiena B A P @y, € 2R Bt RSiena #9 K A 2 4k, 5

A 7T Re ¥ RSiena #9482 A SALAT 4k R A2 5 L 094 A &6 £ —H, €

E S T E 44T RSiena 4404 dn 42

2.i5 47 R, 3 42 /5 & RSiena Fo#fi B 42 /% 61, | il it 4% JA RSiena %9 R 44~

B

79 A1
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% i& 47 RSiena, *T T # & RSiena %9 F | iX % & fE 45,

Snijders 4% (2010) 19 3L B & FEAl M SCHR , S AR ki #Bofe ., Wi 2
T REETE S e, v R ( Ripley and Snijders,2010) ( B LT HARRAS) |

B2 5itie

A2 25 53 BT B GE T 7 15 DA — P4 N0 2 i) Oy AR 5R T I 4% i 4RO 1k | 3
ey DA A A nl Be g o 3¢ BT A 409 14 50 B DX 485 3 Ak % I 2% 5545 SRy At
[F) v A Y 7 1, BB A8 (T T 9 50 ARG G IS 26 G 1 o) 2% T 78 1) 5 4 Mk A B AR A B8
IUAE T B NFRIE A 2508 i AL A B 22 B s JEL A An s B 1 2 B X 495 U 6 AH 445
G o TESSHYSALE T b, N BERE R . AL Z R, etk i ) 23 A7 1] 24
PEIIAL G, B H i P ARG 50 14 A5 8 18 S IR 1) 7 XoF ARG 56 A i 32 () 2 d 8 1) A8 4
PIERE L, Geitubig b i R 28057 2 58 AR M B9 (purely individualistic ) , Z.
W 7D 22 2 S A B 0 M FE R A TS X R E YT XA O &
(scheme) T, T4 AR AR B R ME— 1Y, JCAt 2 28 J8 T, X g an e iy s 4 5
IR IXAEIYSE ] GOR U, LA T ARAR P 2% 2F i (b iy e 5 et R AL L B A
Z%) MR EEPE A MERE Y

T IERIR E AR PE S B WA 2R IR . B S, KB N 245 i 5T B
UL T S ST B8P 14, 3K T R A 43 T 1 v — i A X e e PR AR U S B i
PRI X s o), X ORI A e 2 () e 3OS A ) R AR, X S X AR B AT AE 1 458
KVLER R AL . TEM SIS AR (AR 2 A RS MR ImB A e
LR At ) S B R Y 3 Sl ) A 2 T U e 2 (] AR P T 2
A A% H ( measured variable ) X XF— N [RZAS & Y BRI, . A EETA 2 HL i & X FF
PR RS P 25 3 BB DA 90 AN DA% il s S P i B

FLU, B ARA AH: A7 mT B & — > TR RS A R 19 B S5 IR B R = L, 0 5 R
Hedstrom ( 2005 ) 43 Hrat 2322 I8AE 00 RIS B 26, 8 N 28 3 0% A BRI B % 5 g1t
BRI = S AT LB G- M RE 22 B0 B 52, T DAARE 33 Gn 2 {5 45 3 v i
T, AR RS A 2 R @ O S i — R R R R T
AL, Sy AT PEMLAE LSS Bp A &8 8 W 432 IZIOE WO N R ROR b, 2 f
W EL BUSR H R WA g T SC Bk b, 81 0T 2= UL ((Sampson et al., 2002;
O’ Campo,2003) ,

L5 Bh S 2F G TR T 3 — AR R ARt — 2 R R s e B Ty RS
HOBEL L A 5y — 8, GX =R 2 — 18 T 5 5 a0 R 25 A g A B
/BRI BRI EE ST RR Y . B T ARG, I TE K T AR BT
JE I B, AMTTRT BBAE S 09 & Al B X 8P AR P Je i an 2 (B N 2% 28 &
DX 25 15 T0 1] 1] P 283X AR i B S B v 2 o SR, R AN WA RR TR AR T
TEWFFE PR 2E 2R 2Z 18] 54 X 2% B, A5 BsF AT 28 500 0] B 25 ( moments ) [8] F& A 'S, X AERY
&, BT LA R4 B 1115 (autoregressive ) A5 | F1) FH FIT T A4 ]A) 26 0K 25 SURL 00 1HL >F 751 )

510
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T —ANURIAE , 40K 22 2 (Leenders , 1997 ; Gulati and Gargiulo, 1999 ) A {1 A8
FE XA T2 A B0 5 A7 B, W8 58 2 S5 3 it — AN 2 i X R A gl
S, BRI BRI T R AL IEAYIC S, U0 Hagedoorn ( 2002) BT AE B 58 R FE
B T R AN L (BAS B AR B R AT IS A AR AR ARY | 1) n A v AR S AR Y sl TR
I XY BRI A T SR T A (Cappé at al.,2005) o 33X FLA\~ 28 AU AL i SR T
ATENEFCHT T ARIX A 45, I DA — B S5 RL - 3810 O 20 B R Do 20 i A5 DAL
A EEPE AR AR B AL, 5 = Wi — 2B T R GE it R T . IR
PR R NI ECEE T, BRI Z Ah, i Bz T AT G DL i R 5, iF
FEZRAN T AR P N BOE R IR ARG S0, I 28 T A I [R) R A 52 IR R
AR E 7RIS TAEE SR G TR,

2 % X
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