2 & FEKF
J. Sys. Sci. & Math. Scis.
38(2) (2018, 2), 163-176

ETHAITHERER iViev: S HTHY
RFEERRKRHFR

T %JJ 1,2,3 %’ é% %E 1,2

(1. FEBSEHRYSZERSHEE, dba 100190; 2. FEB A%, dbat 100049;
3. AREHERY, AHRE 050043)

BE AEXT A B AR FEG o A AT I 8 BR R AT, SCE N BT Sh & AR R
M R 5 A2 U A T 4% AL B 98 7 R A 45 PRI AE S TR I R o, SCEF S R A E R AR
MR AT R A AA TR X A M B SE . W46 ST ETL AR, K B0 AR
] e B AR M HEAT AR TE, DAB BN AR M K2 A A SR R SR, R HE— 5 W 2
PREE & BRI FRFBOR iView S AT BRI A NI 2 57 X 25 58 2 AR SXACHA T 6 R A 4 R R
FBEALAT 3 & BEALAT 1View 23 AT BEAS 18 78 2 A2 A BR SE ML B RNk 22 57, A %07 UK
B R A A L

XA AL LML, BT FH AL, SIENA, f1CBRAE, 1View S04, M4

MR(2000) F &4 %S 90B50, 91D30

Study of College Students’ Friendships by Stochastic Actor-Oriented
Models and iView Analysis

WANG Can'23 TANG Xijin'+2

(1. Academy of Mathematics and Systems Science, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100190;
2. University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049;
3. Shigiazhuang Tiedao University, Shijiazhuang 050043)

Abstract After taking longitudinal surveys toward students’ friendships from 2
classes at one college, we conduct stochastic actor-oriented models to explore potential
influences on college students’ friendship. We focus on testing the effects of Chinese
college students’ social attributes, behaviors and cognitions. Word association is
applied to acquire the relevant knowledge of the students. We label the associated
words by their sentiment polarity and test the cognitive effects on the college students’
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friendships. We also take iView analysis to explore the cognition structure of the
students. Such a study by stochastic actor-oriented models and iView analysis aims to
find out the principles of college students friendships as well as individual differences,
and may be helpful toward college students management.

Keywords Social network, stochastic actor-oriented models, SIENA, word associ-

ation, iView analysis, college students.
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(Table 1 Basic network effects functions and explanations)
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(Table 3 Questions related to members’ behavior)
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(Table 5 Estimation of significance of social and behavioral attributes (|t| > 1.96,« = 0.05))
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(Table 5 Estimation of significance of social and behavioral attributes (|¢t| > 1.96, @ = 0.05) (Continued))
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(Figure 1 The iView’s idea network of the associated words for “New Year” (Statistics Class))
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(Figure 2 The iView’s human network of the associated words for “New Year” (Statistics Class))
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(Figure 3 The iView’s idea network of the associated words for “president” (Statistics Class))
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(Figure 4 The iView’s human network of the associated words for “president” (Statistics Class))
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(Figure 5 The iView’s idea network of the associated words for “happiness” (Statistics Class))
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(Figure 6 The iView’s human network of the associated words for “happiness” (Statistics Class))
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