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Abstract

W eintroducetwo threesided adaptativesystem sastoy m odelsto m im ic

the exchange ofcom m oditiesbetween buyersand sellers. These m odelsare

sim pleextensionsofthem inority gam e,exhibiting sim ilarbehaviouraswell

assom enew features.Them ain di� erencebetween ourtwom odelsisthatin

the� rstthethreesidesareequivalentwhilein thesecond,onechoiceappears

asa com prom isebetween thetwo othersides.Both m odelsareinvestigated

num erically and com pared with theoriginalm inority gam e.
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1 Introduction

In this paper,we consider exten-

sions ofthe bar-attendance problem

introduced by Arthur[1]and sim pli-

� ed into a m inority gam e by Challet

and Zhang [2]. In itssim plest form ,

the m inority gam e m im ics the inter-

naldynam ic ofthe exchange ofone

com m odity. Agents are allowed to

buy or sellthis com m odity at each

tim e step. No attem pt is m ade to

m odelany externalfactors that in-


 uence the m arket. Here, we in-

troduce sym m etric and asym m etric

threesided gam esasextensionsofthe

m inority gam e.

In the sym m etric three sided

m odel,theagentshave to choosebe-

tween three identical sides at each

tim estep.Thesethreesidesaretrad-

ing with each other, agents on one

side buying from the second side to

sellto the third. This m odelm im -

icsthe cyclic trading ofgoods. Ifwe

group anytwosidestogetherand con-

sider the trading between thisim ag-

inary group and the third side, the

m odelreduces to a kind ofm inority

gam e with an uneven distribution of
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theagents.Hence,theconnection be-

tween this m odel and the m inority

gam eisvery strong.

In the asym m etric three sided

m odel,the agents can buy or sella

com m odity at each tim e step, but

they can also be inactive, that is,

they are allowed to m iss a turn.

In contrast to the sym m etric m odel,

the three choices are not equivalent,

as being inactive appears as a com -

prom ise between buying and selling.

This m odel can be thought of as

an open m inority gam e in the sense

thattheagentsbuyingand sellingare

playing a m inority gam ewith a vari-

ablenum berofagentsateach turn.

In Sec. 2, the m inority gam e

is brie
 y recalled and the two new

three sided m odels are described in

detail. In Sec. 3, the sym m etric

three sided m odelis num erically in-

vestigated,whilein Sec.4,theasym -

m etric three sided m odelis investi-

gated. Sec. 5 presentsa com parison

between the m inority gam e and the

twothreesided m odels,aswellasour

conclusions.

2 T he m odels

In the m inority gam e, an odd

num ber N ofagents have to choose

between twosides,1or2,ateachtim e

step.An agentwinsifhechoosesthe

m inority side. The record ofwhich

sidewasthewinning sideforthelast

m tim e steps constitutes the history

ofthesystem .Theagentsanalyzethe

historyofthesystem in ordertom ake

theirnextdecision.

In the sym m etric three sided

m odel,a num berofagentsN haveto

choosebetween threesides,1,2 or3,

ateach tim estep.N isnotam ultiple

of3. The agentson side 1 buy from

side 2 to sellto side 3,the agentson

side 2 buy from side 3 to sellto side

1 and the agentson side 3 buy from

side 1 to sellto side 2. This cyclic

trading pattern isshown in Fig.1.It

isassum ed thatthepro� torlossata

side is re
 ected in the di� erence be-

tween the num berofagentsthey are

selling to and the num ber ofagents

they are buying from . Forinstance,

N 3 � N2 is a m easure of the pro� t

ofside 1. Agents choosing the side

with the highest pro� t win and are

rewarded with apoint.Agentschoos-

ing the side with the lowest pro� t

lose and consequently lose a point.

Agentschoosing thesidewith thein-

term ediatepro� tneitherlosenorgain

a point. Agents strive to m axim ize

theirtotalnum berofpoints.

2



N 1

& %

’ $

N 2

& %

’ $

N 3

& %

’ $

�

�

�

�

�� A

A

A

AU

buying from 2

selling to 1

buying from 3 selling to 2

buying from 1

selling to 3

Figure1:Schem aticrepresentation ofthesym m etricthreesided m odel.The

arrows indicate the direction ofthe exchange. N i is the num ber ofagents

choosing sidei.

In the asym m etric three sided

m odel, a num ber of agents N also

have to choose between three sides,

1,2 or3,ateach tim e step. 1 corre-

spondsto selling,2 to doing nothing

and 3 to buying. The agents buy-

ing or selling are said to be active,

while the agents doing nothing are

said tobeinactive.Theagentschoos-

ing the sm aller group am ong buyers

and sellerswin and arerewarded with

a point. The agents choosing the

largergroup am ongbuyersand sellers

loseand theyloseapoint.Thepoints

ofthe inactive agents don’t change.

Ifthere is the sam e num ber ofbuy-

ers and sellers,the points ofallthe

agents rem ain unchanged. However,

the inactive agents are recorded as

winnersin the history ofthe system ,

on thegroundsthattheyachieved the

sam eresultasthebuyersand sellers,

but withouttaking any risk. Again,

agentsstrive to m axim ize theirtotal

num berofpoints.

In each m odel,therecord ofwhich

sidewasthewinning sideforthelast

m tim e steps constitutes the history

ofthe system . Fora given m ,there

are 3m di� erenthistories. The 9 dif-

ferent histories for m = 2 are listed

in the � rstcolum n oftable 1. Every

agent m akes a decision for the next

tim e step according to the history of

the system . To be able to play,an

agent m ust have a strategy that al-

lows him to m ake a decision forany

ofthe3m di� erenthistories.Thesec-

ond and third colum nsoftable1 list
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History � �
0

(1,1) 3 2

(1,2) 1 3

(1,3) 2 2

(2,1) 2 1

(2,2) 3 3

(2,3) 1 1

(3,1) 3 1

(3,2) 2 2

(3,3) 3 1

Table 1: The � rst colum n lists all

thepossiblehistoriesofthesystem

for the last 2 tim e steps (m = 2).

A strategy isa setofdecisions for

allthe di� erent possible histories.

Two exam ple strategies � and �
0

are shown in the second and third

colum ns.

two possible sets ofdecisions,� and

�
0,thatwewillcallstrategies.

Each agent has at his disposala

� xed setofsstrategieschosen atran-

dom , m ultiple choices of the sam e

strategy being allowed. At any one

m om entin tim e,the agentonly uses

one ofthese strategiesto m ake a de-

cision. To allow an agent to decide

which strategy to use,every strategy

is awarded points, which are called

virtualpoints. The virtualpointsof

a strategy are the points the agent

thinks he could have earned had he

played with this strategy. Hence,

the virtual points are rewarded us-

ing the sam e schem e as the points

given to theagents,theprediction of

a strategy being com pared to theac-

tualdecisions. A strategy predicting

thewinning sideisawarded a virtual

point,astrategypredictingthelosing

sidelosesa virtualpointand a strat-

egy predicting thethird sidedoesnot

gain orloseany points.In theasym -

m etricm odel,in thecaseofan equal

num berofbuyersand sellers,thevir-

tualpointsofallstrategiesrem ainun-

changed.An agentalwaysplayswith

thestrategy with thehighestnum ber

ofvirtualpoints. W hen m ore than

one strategy hasthe highestnum ber

ofvirtualpoints,one ofthem ischo-

sen atrandom .

If we com pare two strategies �

and �0com ponentby com ponent,we

see that for som e histories they can

m akethesam epredictionandforoth-

ers they can m ake di� erent predic-

tions. In the exam ple in table 1,

the decisions di� er when the history

is (1,1),(1,2),(2,1),(3,1)and (3,3).

To consider this feature,we have to

distinguish between the sym m etric

m odeland the asym m etric one. For

theform er,thethreesidesareequiv-

alent and only the num ber ofdi� er-

encesbetween thestrategiescan give
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a m easure ofthe di� erence between

two strategies in the strategy space.

For the latter,there is a qualitative

di� erence between the three sides.

Thisqualitativedi� erenceshould ap-

pearin thede� nition ofthedi� erence

between strategies.

Consider� rstthesym m etricthree

sided m odel. As the three sides are

equivalent,a geom etricalrepresenta-

tion should putthem atthesam edis-

tance from one another. A conve-

nient m easure ofthe di� erences be-

tween two strategies� and � 0is

ds =
1

3m

3m
X

i= 1

�(�i� �
0

i
) (1)

where �(0) = 1,and �(x) = 0 oth-

erwise. ds is de� ned as the distance

between strategies in the sym m etric

m odel. Thisde� nition takesinto ac-

countthegeom etricalstructureofthe

strategy space,including the equiva-

lence between thethree sides.In the

exam pleoftable1,ds = 5=9.By def-

inition,the sym m etric distance is a

num berranging from 0 to 1.

AsEq. (1)shows,the sym m etric

distance ds isde� ned asa sum of3m

term s,which we labeld(i)
s
’s. Each of

these term s is equalto 0 with prob-

ability 1/3 orequalto 1 with proba-

bility 2/3. The average distance be-

tween two strategies is ds = 2=3,

while the variance ofthe sym m etric

distance distribution is�2
s
= 2=3m + 2.

Thesym m etricdistancebetween two

strategies corresponds to the proba-

bility that these two strategies will

give di� erent predictions, assum ing

thatallthehistoriesareequallylikely

to occur. The sym m etric distance

correspondstothedistancede� ned in

them inoritygam e[3].Twostrategies

atds = 0 are correlated,two strate-

giesatds = 2=3 areuncorrelated and

two strategies atds = 1 are anticor-

related.

In theasym m etricthreesided m i-

nority gam e, selling is just the op-

posite decision to buying while do-

ing nothing isa com prom ise. Conse-

quently, the norm alized asym m etric

distancebetween strategies� and � 0,

da =
1

3m

3m
X

i= 1

j�i� �
0

i
j

2
(2)

isam easureofthedi� erencebetween

the two strategies. da is de� ned as

thedistancebetween strategiesin the

asym m etric m odel. This de� nition

takesinto accountthefactthatbuy-

ingism oredi� erentfrom sellingthan

it is from being inactive in an arbi-

trary way.In theexam pleoftable1,

da = 4=9. By de� nition,the asym -

m etric distance is a num ber ranging

from 0 to 1.

As shown by Eq. (2),the asym -

m etricdistanceda isde� ned asasum

of3m term swelabeld(i)
a
’s.W hen the
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com ponentofastrategy isequalto2,

thiscom ponentcan nevergive a d(i)
a

equalto 1. In other words,the in-

active side hasno side atdistance 1

from itself.Considering allthepossi-

bilities,the probability to � nd a d(i)
a

of 0 is 1/3, of 0.5 is 4/9 and of 1

is2/9. The average asym m etric dis-

tance between strategiesisda = 4=9,

while the variance of the asym m et-

ric distance distribution is equalto

�
2
a
= 11=3m + 4. The interpretation of

this asym m etric distance is am bigu-

ous.In fact,theoppositeto selling is

buying,buttheoppositeto being in-

active isbeing inactive. Hence,da is

nota m easureoftheprobability that

twostrategieswould giveoppositede-

cisions.Two correlated strategiesare

at ds = 0 from each other,two un-

correlated strategiesare atda = 1=2

from each other,but two anticorre-

lated strategies can be at da = 0 or

da = 1 from each other.

3 N um erical results

for the sym m etric

m odel

In this section,we report on nu-

m erical investigations of the prop-

erties of the sym m etric three sided

m odel,interpreting the results using

thesym m etric distance.

Fig.2presentsatypicalresultfor

the tim e evolution ofthe attendance

at one side. The sim ulation is for

N = 101 agentswith s= 2 strategies

each and a m em ory ofm = 3. The

resultforthe attendance atone side

is very sim ilar to the results ofthe

m inority gam e,them ean attendance

being shifted to N =3 instead ofN =2.

Given an agentchoosingoneside,the

averagedistancebetween thestrategy

used by thisagentand thestrategies

used by the otheragentsisd = 2=3.

That is, around 2=3 of the agents

should choose one of the two other

sides.Hence,theaverage attendance

atonesideisN =3.

Thevarianceoftheattendanceat

one side as a function ofthe size of

the m em ory m is presented at Fig.

3 for N = 101 agents with s = 2

strategies. The result is again very

sim ilarto the m inority gam e,with a

very high varianceform < 3,a m in-

im um atm = 3 and thevariance go-

ing to 2N =9,therandom value,asm

goes to in� nity. Curves ofthe sam e

shape are obtained for the variance

ofthenum berofwinnersorthevari-

ance ofthe num ber oflosers. Also,

the m axim um pro� t or the num ber

ofagents on the m ore crowded side

exhibit the sam e behaviour. Each

6
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R. D'hulst and G. J. Rodgers

Figure 2: Num ericalsim ulation ofthe attendance atone side forthe sym -

m etric three sided m odel. The choice forthe param etersisN = 101,s = 2

and m = 3.

of these curves has a m inim um for

m = 3. For m < 3,the num ber of

strategies used at each tim e step is

a representative sam ple ofthe space

ofthe strategies. Consequently,the

varianceoftheattendanceisdirectly

related to the variance of the dis-

tance distribution,�2
s
= 2=3m + 2. In

fact,the variance ofthe attendance

scaleslike 1=�2
s
.On thecontrary,for

m > 3,the space ofthe strategiesis

very large,so thatm ostofthestrate-

gies used are uncorrelated. As a re-

sult, the kinetics of the system are

thesam easthekineticsofa random

walk.Between thesetwo behaviours,

for m around 3,the agents organize

them selvesbetter,acrowd-anticrowd

e� ectbeing obtained [4].

Even for sm allvalues of m , the

spaceofstrategiesisverylarge,ofsize

33
m

.Butasin them inoritygam e,not

allthestrategiesareuncorrelated.If

we suppose that 1=�2
s
gives an esti-

m ate ofthe num ber ofuncorrelated

strategies,the m ethod ofJohnson et

al. [4]can be used to � nd an ana-
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Figure 3:Variance ofthe num berofagentsatone side asa function ofthe

size ofthe m em ory m (� )forN = 101 and s = 2 (sym m etric m odel). The

analyticalresults using the calculation ofJohnson etal. [4]is also shown

(2).

lyticalexpression forthe variance of

the attendance at one side. W e fol-

lowed the originalcalculation in [4],

with a size a = 3m + 2
=2 forthe space

ofstrategiesand a varianceof2/9for

an independent agent. The analyt-

icalresult obtained by this m ethod

is com pared in Fig. 3 to the result

of the num erical sim ulations. The

curvesagreequalitatively.

Fig. 4 (a) presents a typicalre-

sultfortheaveragenum berofpoints

given to the agentsand theirstrate-

gies. The param eters ofthe sim ula-

tion are N = 101,s = 2 and m = 3.

Notethattherearetwodi� erentordi-

natescales.AsFig.4 (a)shows,the

virtualpointsaresteadily decreasing

with tim e. In contrast, the points

given to the agents display a m ore

com plex behaviour.Thepointsgiven

to theagentsincreasevery slowly for

m < 3and then oscillatearound 0for

m > 3. There seem to be no special

behaviourform = 3. The tim e evo-

lution ofthevirtualpointscan beap-
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τ

Figure 4:(a)Average pointsearned by the agentsand theirstrategiesasa

function ofthe tim e forN = 101,s = 2 and m = 3. The ordinate on the

leftrefersto the pointsofthe agents(bold line)while the ordinate on the

rightrefersto the pointsoftheirstrategies(sim ple line). (b)Pro� trate of

thestrategiesasa function ofm forN = 101 and s= 2.

proxim ated by a linearrelation with

a pro� t rate �. W e de� ne � as the

averagenum berofpointsearned by a

strategy ateach tim estep.Fig.4(b)

presents� asa function ofthe m em -

ory m forN = 101 and s = 2. For

m < 3,the strategiesare slowly los-

ingpoints,theworstresultsbeingob-

tained form = 3.Form > 3,thevir-

tualpointsoscillatearound 0.Hence,

the agentsseem to be able to choose

theirstrategy e� ciently,in thesense

that the strategies they choose win

m ore often than the average strat-

egy. This behaviour is to be con-

trasted with them inoritygam ewhere

the agents are not able to choose a

strategy e� ciently.

As a sum m ary, the sym m etric

m odelisa directextension ofthem i-

nority gam e to three sides. The re-

sults found are very sim ilar,with a

glassy phase transition [5]when the

size ofthe m em ory ofthe agents is

increased. W e num erically identi� ed

a criticalvalue m c forthe size ofthe

m em ory. For m < m c,the space of

strategiesiscrowded and itsgeom et-

ricalstructure is apparent in the re-

sults.Asthisstructureisencoded in

the distance de� nition,the system is

driven by its distance distribution .

For m > m c,the num ber ofstrate-

gies used is not relevant as m ost of

the strategies used are uncorrelated.

The kineticsofthe system reduce to

agentschoosingoneofthethreesides

atrandom . Hence,there isa transi-

tion from a system driven by itsdis-

tance distribution to a random sys-

tem .

4 N um erical results

for the asym m etric

m odel

W e investigated num erically the

di� erent properties ofthe asym m et-

ricthreesided gam e.In the� gures,1
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denotesbuying,2,doing nothing and

3,selling.

The attendance ofthe three dif-

ferent sides as a function ofthe size

ofthe m em ory m is plotted at Fig.

5 for N = 101 agents,playing with

s = 2 strategies each. The num ber

ofagents in the winning side is also

presented. Forsm allm values,m ost

of the agents are buying or selling

(thetwosuperim posed uppercurves).

Just a few ofthem are doing noth-

ing (the lowercurve forsm allm val-

ues). As the size of the m em ory

is increased,the system corresponds

m ore and m ore to the agents guess-

ingatrandom between thethreepos-

sibilities. Also, for sm all values of

m ,the num ber ofwinners is signif-

icantly m ore than 1/3, the random

guessvalue. Fig. 5 isinteresting be-

causethedi� erencebetween thethree

sidesisclearly apparent.
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Figure 5
R. D'hulst and G. J. Rodgers

Figure5:Num ericalresultfortheaverageattendancesatthethreesidesas

functionsofm forN = 101and s= 2.Thetwo uppercurves(4 and 
 )are

forthe selling and buying options. The lowercurve (� )isforthe inactive

agents. The average num berofwinnersisalso presented (2)asa function

ofm forthesam echoiceofparam eters.
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In Fig. 6,the variance ofthe at-

tendances atthe three sidesand the

variance of the num ber of winners

are presented as functions of m for

N = 101 and s = 2. For m < 6,

the variance ofthe num ber ofinac-

tiveagentsissigni� cantlyhigherthan

2N =9,thevalueforagentsguessingat

random . The variances ofthe num -

ber ofbuyers and sellers has a m in-

im um at m = 2. The variances of

thethreesidesincreaseto 2N =9asm

increases. Hence,there seem s to be

an organization ofthe agents for m

around 2. The variance ofthe num -

berofwinnershasa shape very sim -

ilarto the one found in the m inority

gam e.Forsm allvalueofm ,thevari-

ancedivergeslikeapowerlaw ofm ;at

m ’ 7,itseem sto reach a m inim um

and for higher values of m , it goes

asym ptotically to a value near N =9.

However,theexistenceofam inim um

atm = 7 could notbecon� rm ed un-

equivocally by the num ericalsim ula-

tions.
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R. D'hulst and G. J. Rodgers

Figure 6: Variancesofattendancesatthe three sidesasfunctionsofm for

N = 101and s= 2.4 and 
 ,sellingand buyingoptions,� inactiveagents.

2 isthe variance ofthe num berofwinnersasa function ofm forthe sam e

choiceofparam eters.
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Fig. 5 and 6 show thatforsm all

m values,the behaviour ofthe sys-

tem isdirectly related to theproper-

tiesofthedistancedistribution.The

proportion ofpeople buying or sell-

ing is ofthe sam e order as the av-

erage distance, 4/9, while the vari-

ance ofthe num berofwinnersscales

as1=�2
a
,theinverseofthevarianceof

theasym m etricdistancedistribution.

Thesepropertieswerealso presentin

them inority gam e.In thisasym m et-

ric m odel,the variance ofthe atten-

dance atone side doesnotrepresent

the wasted num ber of points. The

wasted num berofpointsisde� ned to

be the di� erence between the m axi-

m um points that can be earned by

thesystem ateach tim estep and the

averagepointsactually earned by the

system ateach tim estep.Thisiswhy

we also have to consider the proper-

ties ofthe num ber ofwinners in ad-

dition to the propertiesofthe atten-

dances.

Forhighervaluesofm ,the strat-

egy spaceisso largethatm ostofthe

used strategiesareuncorrelated.The

system is sim ilar to a system with

agents choosing at random from the

threesides.In them inoritygam e,the

relative attendance predicted by the

distance distribution is the sam e as

theonepredicted by random guesses,

thatis1/2.In thepresentthreesided

m inority gam e,these two ratios are

4/9 and 1/3 respectively. Hence,the

transition from a system driven by

the distance distribution to a system

ofagent guessing at random is seen

directly in the attendance ofthe dif-

ferentsides.

Fig. 7 presents the average suc-

cessrateofoneside,thatis,theprob-

ability that at any one m om ent in

tim e,onesidewillwin.Asexpected,

thesidescorrespondingtobuyingand

selling aresym m etricand m orelikely

towin than theinactiveside.In fact,

there are (N + 1)(N + 2)=2 di� er-

entcon� gurationsfortheattendances

of the 3 sides. Am ong these, only

(N + 2)=2 m ake the inactive agents

winnersifN iseven,(N + 1)=2ifN is

odd.Hence,ifallthesituationswere

equally likely to occur, the inactive

agents would win atm ost aboutev-

eryN + 1tim esteps.Thisistheorder

oftheasym ptoticalvalueforthesuc-

cessrate ofthisside. Forlow values

ofm ,thesuccessrateoftheinactive

side is higher than the asym ptotical

value,im plying thattheagentsplay-

ing are organizing them selves rather

well. The transition between orga-

nized and non-organized agentsisfor

m = 2 in Fig.7.
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Figure 7: Success rates ofthe three di� erent sides as functions ofm for

N = 101 and s = 2. The two uppercurves (4 and 
 )are forselling and

buying whilethelowercurve(� )isfortheinactiveagents.

Fig. 8 con� rm s the organization

oftheagents.The pro� tratesofthe

agentsand theirstrategiesareshown

asfunctionsofm .W ede� nea pro� t

rate asthe average num berofpoints

earned at each tim e step. For val-

uesofm lessthan m = 5,theagents

are able to choose strategies which

are m ore successfulthan the average

ones. On the contrary,for m > 5,

they are doing worse than guessing

at random . The curve ofthe pro� t

rateofthestrategiessuggeststhatthe

transition takesplaceform = 2.

As a sum m ary,in the asym m et-

ricthreesided m inority gam e,agents

playing with a sm all m em ory win

m ore points on average than agents

playing with a bigger m em ory in a

purepopulation,thatis,apopulation

ofalltheagentswith thesam em em -

ory size m . Asin the m inority gam e

and thesym m etricthreesided m odel,

a glassy phase transition [5]isfound

at a particular value ofthe m em ory

m c. For m < m c, the geom etrical

properties ofthe space ofstrategies

is apparent, especially the asym m e-
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Figure8:Averagepro� tratesoftheagentsand theirstrategiesasfunctions

ofm forN = 101 and s= 2.2 isforthe pro� trate ofthe agentswhile 


isforthepro� trateoftheirstrategies.

try between the three sides. M ostof

the agents are playing and the sys-

tem is driven by the distance distri-

bution. In contrast to the m inority

gam e, this property is seen directly

in thenum berofagentson each side.

Form > m c,the strategies used are

uncorrelatedandthesystem issim ilar

toasystem ofagentsguessingatran-

dom . Considering the adaptation of

theagents,they areunableto realize

that the wiser choice is to decide to

be inactive. In fact,m ore than half

of the active agents willlose. The

agents are fooled because they base

theircon� dencein virtualpoints,not

on theirpro� t.Hence,theagentsare

always tem pted to play even ifthey

areunlikely to win.

5 C onclusions

W e introduced two three sided

m odelsasextensionsofthe m inority

gam e. In the sym m etric three sided

m odel,agents are given three equiv-

alent choices while in the asym m et-

ricthreesided m odel,agentshavethe

opportunity to m iss a turn and not

play.W ehaveinvestigated thesetwo

new m odels num erically and com -
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pared theresultswith theoriginalm i-

nority gam e.

In both m odels,we de� ned a dis-

tance between the strategies of the

agents. These distances incorporate

in their de� nitions the geom etrical

structureofthespaceofstrategies.In

thesym m etricm odel,thegeom etrical

structure ofthespace ofstrategiesis

verysim ilartotheoneinthem inority

gam e. The distance givesa m easure

ofthecorrelation between twostrate-

gies. Conversely,the distance in the

asym m etricm odelhasno obviousin-

terpretation.

A transition between a system

driven by the distance distribution

and a system of agents guessing at

random wasidenti� ed num erically in

both m odels.However,in contrastto

the m inority gam e,the agents m ake

their highest pro� t for m sm alland

notat the transition value ofm . In

thedistancedriven phase,theagents

organizethem selves,asin them inor-

ity gam e. In contrast to the m inor-

ity gam e,however,theaveragepro� t

rate ofthe agentsishigherthan the

average pro� t rate ofthe strategies,

indicating thatthe agentsare choos-

ing theirstrategiese� ciently. In the

sym m etric m odel, the transition is

apparentin thevarianceofthenum -

berofagentschoosing onesidewhile

in the asym m etric m odelthe transi-

tionisseen inthenum berofagentsit-

self.Thislatterpropertyoftheasym -

m etric m odelisa directconsequence

of the geom etrical structure of the

spaceofstrategies.

In the future, we intend to in-

vestigate both m odels analytically.

The sym m etric m odel, in particu-

lar, should be am enable to analyti-

caltreatm ent,perhaps following the

m ethodsintroduced in [6]forthetwo

sided m inority gam e.

R eferences

[1]W . B. Arthur, Inductive Rea-

soningand Bounded Rationality,

Am . Econ. Assoc. Papers and

Proc.84 (1994)406.

[2]D. Challet and Y.-C. Zhang,

Physica A 246 (1997)407;256

(1998)514.

[3]R. D’hulst and G. J. Rodgers,

subm itted to Physica A (adap-

org/9902001).

[4]N.F.Johnson,M .Hart and P.

M .Hui,cond-m at/9811227.

[5]R.Savit,R.M anuca and R.Ri-

olo,adap-org/9712006.

[6]D.Challetand M .M arsili,cond-

m at/9904071.

15

http://arxiv.org/abs/adap-org/9902001
http://arxiv.org/abs/adap-org/9902001
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/9811227
http://arxiv.org/abs/adap-org/9712006
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/9904071
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/9904071

