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ABSTRACT W eusetheM inority G am e and som e of its variants to show
how e ciency depends on lraming in m odels of agents com peting for lin —
ited resources. Exact results from statistical physics give a clear under—
standing of the phenom enology, and opens the way to the study of reverse
problem s. W hat agents can optin ize and how well is discussed in details.

D esigned a sinpli cation of A rthur’s E 1Farolbar problm W], the M i-
nority G am e M, W] provides a natural fram ework for studying how sel sh
adaptive agents can cope w ith com petition. T he m a pr contribution ofthe
M inority G am e isnot only to sym m etrize the problem , w hich physicists ke
very m uch, but also to introduce a well param etrized set of strategies, and
m ore generally to provide a wellde ned and workabl fam ily ofm odels.

In thisgam e, N agents have to choose one between two choices at each
tin e step; those who are In them inority w in, the other lose.O bviously, it is
easier to Joose than to w In, as the num ber ofw inners cannot exceed that of
the losers. If the gam e is played once, only a random choice is reasonable,
according to G am e Theory M].W hen the gam e is repeated, it is sensble to
suppose that agents w ill try to leam from the past In order to outperform
the other agents, hence, the question of lraming arises, as the m inority
m echanisn entails a never-ending com petition.

Letme rst ntroduce the gam e and the needed form alism . T here are N
agents, agent itaking action lgli 2 £ 1;+1g.A gam em aster aggregates the
Individual actions into A = i ;a; and gives private payo s &@) to
each agent i= 1; ;N . The m inority structure of the gam e in plies that
g must be an odd function of A . The sin plest choice for g may seem to
beg@) = sgn @), but a linear function is better suited to m athem atical
analysis. The MEG is a negative sum gam e, as the total payo given to
the agents, is ilaig(A): g@)A < 0, sihce g isan odd function. In
particular, the linearpayo fiinction givesa totalloss of A% ; w hen the gam e
is repeated, the average total loss is nothing else than the uctuations of
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the attendance 2 = MA?i where the average is over tin e.

From the point ofview of the agents, it is a m easure of payo wastage.
That iswhy m any paperson theM G consider it as the globalutility ofthe
system (World utility hereafter), and try, of course to m inin ize  (Prward
problem ). I shall review the quest for small 2, focusihg on exact resuls,
and show that all proposed m echanian s lead essentially to the sam e re—
sulsl! A particular em phasis w illbe put on hductive behavior, as it gives
rise to particularly rich phenom enology whilke being well understood. F i
nally, the reverse problem is addressed, by deriving what private payo
function g to use given a world utility W to m inim ize.

1 No public nform ation

1.1 \Ifitaint broke, don’t x it"

T he arguably sin plest behavior is the follow Ing []: ifagent iwinsattime

t, she sticks to her choice a; (t) until she looses, when she takes the opposite

choice w ith probability p. T he dynam ics is M arkovian, thus can be solved

exactly l].W hen N is large,the uctuations ? are oforder (N )?:indeed,

asthenumberoflosersis N ,the average num ber ofagents changing their
mindsattinetis pN .Therefore, one can distinguish three regin es

PN = x = cst; this ladsto snall uctuations? = 1+ 4x (1 + x=3),
which tend to the absoltem infnum  # = 1whenx | Q,Thetime
needed to reach the stationary state is typically oforder N .

P—
P 1=N ; this yieds 2 N , which is the order of m agnitude of
produced by agentsm aking independent choices.

PN 1.In thiscase,a nite fraction of agents change theirm ind at
eachtinestepand 2=N Np?+ 40 p)=@ p} N2.

The maprproblem here is that p needs to be tuned in order to reach
high e ciency.But it isvery easy to design a feedback from the uctuations
on p L], that Iowers p as long as the uctuations are too high, and to
use the above results in order to relate the uctuations to pt ! 1 ).
M athem atically, this am ounts to takep(t= 0) = 1,dp=dt= £ (E;N ;t).
For Instance, £ (t) = t  seem s appropriate as long as  is sm all enough.
Notethatp@®) ! Oast! 1 ,inwords,the system eventually freezes.From
the optin ization point ofview , thisisa welcom e,but as foragents, com plete
freezing, although being a N ash equilbriim 1], isnot satisfactory.asim ay
be better for an agent sitting on the losing side to provoke an gam e-quake

1Evo]utjonary m odels (see for instance [, [, [, []) are very di erent in nature, and
are not review ed here, m ostly because they are not exactly solvable.



and to pro t from a rearrangem ent of the w Inners/losers. T herefore, an
unansw ered question is where to stop the tin e evolution ofp.

N evertheless, this sin ple exam ple illistrates wellw hat happensin M G s:
thee ciency essentially depends on the opinion sw itching rate, which itself
depends on the lraming rate. T hasto be an all in order to reach good level
ofe ciency.

1.2 Inductive behavior

Inductive behaviorcan rem edy the problem softhe previous keaming schem e
if, aswe shallsee, agentsknow the nature ofthe gam e that they are playing.
T his subsection isa sin pli ed version of the sin plest setting for inductive
agentsofref. [ll.Attine t, each agent i= 1; ;N plays+ 1 w ih proba—
bility ;(t),and 1wih probability1l ;().Leaming consistsin changing

; given the outcom e of the gam e at tim e t. For this purpose, each agent i
hasa num erical register ; (t) which re ectsher perception at tim e t ofthe
relative sucoess of action + 1 versus action 1.In otherwords, ;@) > 0
m eans that she believes that action + 1 hasbeen m ore successfulthan 1.
The idea is the ollow Ing: if agent i observes A () < 0 she will ncrease ;
and hence her probability of playing a; = + 1 at the next tin e step. Rein—
forcem ent here m eans that ; is an Increasing function of ;.For reasons
that w illbecom e obvious later, it is advisable to take ;= (1 + m ;)=2 and
mi;= ( j)=2,where isan increasing function and ( 1 ) = 1.The
way In which ; ) is updated is the last and m ost crucial elem ent of the
leaming dynam ics to be speci ed:

1
i+ )= i N R © a®l: @)

The tem above descrbe the fact that agent im ay account for her own
contribution to A (t). W hen = 0, she believes that A (t) is an extermal
process on which she has no in uence, or does not know what kind of
gam e she is playing. She m ay be called naive w ith this respect.For = 1,
agent i considers only the behavior of other agentsA ; (t) = A ) a )
and does not react to her own action a; (t) . A s we shall see, this subtlety
is the key to high e ciency. The private utility of sophisticated agents
corresoondsm ore or lessto what iscalled A ristocrat U tility AU ) mCO IN's
nom enclature 1.

N aive agents = 0

It ispossible to show that agentsm inin ize the predictability H = lA i .As
a consequence H vanishes in thet ! 1 Il it. There are of course m any
stateswith H = 0 and the dynam ics selects that which is the \closest" to
the niial condition. To be m ore precise, ket ; (0) be the niial condition
Wwhich encodes the a priori beliefs of agent i on which action is the best



one).Ast! 1 ,Ai= m;t) ! 0and ; convergesto
Z
@)= ;0)+ A; wih A = dtA i : )
0

The condition WA i; = 0 provides an equation for A

A
0= (:0)+ A): ®3)

i=1

By the m onotonicity property of , this equation has one and only one
solution.

T he asym ptotic state of this dynam ics is inform ation{e cient H = 0),
but it isnot optin al, as, in general, this state isnota N ash equilbbrium .T he

uctuations are indeed detem ned by the behavior of (x). This is best
seen w ith a particular exam ple: assum e that the agents behave according
to a Logi m odel of discrete choice ] where the probability of choice a
is proportional to the exponential of the \score" U, ofthat choice: @) /
e V=2 W thonytwochoicesa= 1, @)= (l+am)=2and =1U U,
we obtahn 2

()= tanh( )i 8i: @)

Here is the lraming rate, which m easures the scale of the reaction in

agent’s behavior (ie.n m;) to a change In ; []. W e also assum e that

agents have no priorbeliefs: ;(0) = 0.Hence ;(b) y ()= isthesame
forallagents.From the results discussed above, we expect, In this case the

system to converge to the symm etric Nash equilbriim m; = 0 for all i.

T his isnot going to be true ifagents are too reactive, ie.if > ..Indeed,

vy = ;1 (t) satis esthe equation

R
ye+ 1) = v — a; ()
=1

oyl tanhfy )] ®)

where the approxin ation in the last equation relies on the law of large
num bers or N 1.Eq. B is a dynam ical system . The point v° = 0 is
stationary, but it is easy to see that it isonly stable for < .= 2.For

> 2, a cycle of period 2 arises, as shown in Fig M. This has dram atic
e ectson the optim ality of the system . Indeed, ket vy be the two values
taken by y () I this cyck®. Shee y &+ 1) = y @) = y we still have
Mi= 0and henceH = 0.0n the otherhand 2 = N 2y ? isoforderN 2,
which is even worse than the symm etric N ash equilbriim ;= 1=2 forall
i,where 2=N.

2This leaming m odel has been introduced by ] in the context ofthe M G .
3 y are the two non-zero solutions of 2y = tanh (y).
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FIGURE 1.G raphicaliteration ofthemapy (t) for = 18< c.and = 25>

Hence, one nds again a transition from 2 / N to ? / N ? when the
leaming rate is too large.

Sophisticated agents > 0

Tt is easy to check that wih > 0, llow ng the sam e steps as n the
previous section, the lraming dynam ics of agentsm Inin ize the function

H =mi m?; ©6)
i=1

Since H is a ham onic finction, H attains sm inin a on the boundary
ofthedomahn [ 1;1¥ .In otherwords,m ; = 1 foralliwhich m eansthat
agents play pure strategies a; = m ;. The stable states are optin alNash
equilbria orN even.By playing pure strategiesagentsm inin ize the second
term ofH .O fall comer states wherem f = 1 for all i, agents select those
wih A i= 0 by dividing into two equal groups playing opposite actions.
A llthese stateshavem nimal\energy"H = N .W hich ofthese states
is selected depends on the initialconditions ; (0),butthishasnoin uence
on the outcom e, shce A i= 0.

N ote that the set of stable states is disconnected. E ach state has itsbasin
ofattraction in the spaceof ; (0).T he stable state changes discontinuously
as ;(0) isvaried.This contrastsw ith thecase = OwhereEq. ) in plies
that the stationary state changes continuously wih ;(0) and the set of
stationary states is connected.



For N odd, sim ilar conclusions can be found. T his can be understood
by adding a further agent to a state wih N 1 (even) agents in a Nash
equilbrium .Then H = (1 )% , so or < 1thenew agentwillphy a
m ixed strategym; = 0, whereas for > 1 it willplay a pure strategy. In
both cases other agents have no incentive to change their position. In this
casewe nd 2 1.

Tt is rem arkable how the addition of the param eter radically changes
the nature ofthe stationary state.M ost strkingly, uctuationsare reduced
by a factorN .From a design point ofview, thism eans that one has either
to give a personalized feedback to autonom ous agents, or to m ake them
m ore sophisticated, for instance because they need to know the fiinctional
form of the payo

2  Public nform ation

A seach agent hasan In uence on the outcom e of the gam e, the behavior
of particular agent m ay Introduce pattems that the other agents w ill try
to exploit. For instance, if only one agent begins to think that the outcom e
ofnext gam e depends on som e extemal state, such as the present weather
of 0 xford, and behave accordingly, then indeed, the outcom e w ill depend
on it* But this m eans that other agents can exploit this new pattem by
behaving conditionally on the sam e state. O ne exam pl of public nform a—
tion state fam ily that agentsm ay consider as relevant is the past w inning
choices, for instance a window of size M of past outcom es [[I]. Each such
state can be represented by a bitstring of size M , hence there are 2"
possible states of the world. T his kind of state has a dynam ics of its own:
it di uses on a so called De Bruinh G raph []. Another state dynam ics
consists sin ply in draw ing at random the state at tim e t from som e ensem —
ble Ml ofsizeP (g.P = 2" ).A llexact results below are cbtained w ith
this setup.

2.1 NeuralNetworks

Two types of neural netw orks have been studied in the context ofthe M G
,00, ]. Beyond the m ere academ ic question ofhow well or badly they
can perfom , it is worth noting that these papers were Interested for the
rst tin e in interacting neural netw orks.
Refs [, ] introduced sin ple perceptrons playing the m inority gam e.
Each perceptron i= 1; ;N ismadeup ofM weightswwi; T yw
which aredrawn at random before the gam ebegins. T he decision ofnetw ork

4T his kind of selffiul lled prophecy is found for instance in nancialm arkets, w here
it is called ‘sunspot e ect’.



iisa; = sgn W ~), where ~ is the vector containing the M Jlast m inority
signs.Thepayo waschosentobe asgn @A ).Neuralnetworksare trained
ollow ing the usualH ebbian rule, that is,

witt 1) = wi ) o ESm Ae): (7

Under som e sin plifying assum ptions, i ispossble to nd that the uctu-
ations are given by I, ]

2 2 K 1= 1)
=N+NG®N 1) 1 —arccos—————— 8)
K+ 1
2 d 16( 2)
whereK = - 1+ 1+ —— . The best e ciency, obtained in the

©)

This m eans that the uctuations are at best of order N , and at worst of
order N ? when the laming rate is too high. T his is Ikely to be corrected
for neural netw orks w ith sophisticated private utility.

22 Inductive behavior

ElFarols problem was introduced w ith public inform ation and inductive

behavior ], but w ith no precise characterization of the strategy space. In

m ost M G -inspired m odels, a strategy is a lookup tablk a, ora map, or a

function, which predicts the next outcome a foreach state , and whose
entriesare xed forthe whole duration ofthe gam e.Each agent ihasa set
of S strategies, say S = 2 (aj;1 and ajp), and use them essentially in the

sam e way as before [[1].

N aive agents
To each of her strategies, agent i associate a score Uj,s which evolves ac-

cording to
()

Ui;s t+ 1) = Ui;s () ai;s gR ©1] 10)

Since we consider S = 2, only the di erence between ; = Ujp Uin
m atters, and

it )= 10 @, ay 9B ©] 1)

Note that now ; encodes the peroeption of the relative perform ance of
the two strategies of agent i, ;> 0 m eaning that the agent i thinks that
strategy 2 is better than strategy 1, and m ; is the frequency of use of



strategy 2. A s before, we consider (x) = tanh( x). This kind of agents
m Inin izes the predictability, w hich has now to be averaged over the public

inform ation states
1%, .
H =P_ i =mi? 12)
=1

—_ P
whereQ = P: 1 Q s auseful shortcut for the average over the states of

the world. In contrast w ith the case w ith no Inform ation, H isnot always
canceled by the agents. T his is due to the fact that the agents are faced to
P possible states, but their controlover their behavior is Iim ited:when they
sw itch from one strategy to another, they change their behavior potentially
for all states. Tn fact all m acroscopic quantities such as H=N and 2=N
depend ofthe ratio = P=N [, [, ], which is therefore the control
param eter of the system . Solving this m odel is m uch m ore com plex and
requirestools of StatisticalP hysics ofdisordered system s [1]. T he resulting
picture isthat orin nitesystem size  ,N ! 1 withP=N = = cst)i ]
(see alo Figl),

H > 0if = N=P > .= 03374:::. In this region, the system
is not infom ationally e cient. It tends to a stationary state which
is unigque and stable, and does not depend either on or on initial
conditions. isa time scalel .

H = Owhen < (.Shceagentssucceed n m inin izing H , the ques—
tion for them is what should they do? They do not known, and as
a resul, the dynam ics of the system is very com plex: it depends on

initial conditions® [, B, B, B], and on [, I, B). A ny value of
the uctuationscan be cbtained, from 2 = 1 r very heterogeneous
initial conditions ;= 0) to 2 N? or = 1 and hom oge-
neous initial conditions, ncluding 2 N for = 0 and any initial

conditions. Two altemative theories have been proposed, one which
is exact, but which has to be iterated [, and another one which
rests on a closed form for the uctuationsil]. terating the exact
theory ishard, since the t th iteration is cbtained by invertingt t
m atrices, and one has to average of several realizations. N evertheless,
a hundred num erical iterations bring prom ising results [].

The origin of the phase transition can easily be understood in tem s of
Iinear algebra: canceling H = Omeansthat Mji= 0 forall .Thisis
nothing else than a set of P linear equations of N variables fm ;g.A s the
variables are bounded (0 mf 1), one needs m ore that P of them,
N = P= .> P tobeprecise [1].

In fact, the transition from low to high (@nom alous) uctuations does
not occur at . r nite system size as it clearly appears on Figll. This

5p hysicists say that it is not ergodic
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FIGURE 2. Fluctuations and predictability produced by naive agents P = 64,
300P iterations, average over 100 realizations. This kind of gure is st found
in ref. I ].

can be traced back to a signalto noise ratio transition [1]: the system is

dynam ically stable In the phaF_ofH > 0 as long as the signal to noise

ratio H= 2 is larger than K= P for some constant K . This transition

is universal for naive com peting agents. Hence in this kind of interacting

agents system s, the ultin ate cause of arge uctuations is this signalto—
noise transition and high leaming rate. Sophisticated agentsarenota ected
by this problem , as explained below .

Sophisticated agents

A sbefore, a sophisticated agent is able to disentangle her ow n contridbution
from g@).Eq [l becom es I, IN]:

i+ D= 10 @) a9l ®  a®) as)

W hen the payo islihearg@) = A, the agents also m inim ize the uctu-
ations 2 = mM?i. Sim ilarly, they end up using only one strategy, which

inpliessthat H = 2. In this case, they cannot cancelA for all at the
sam e tin e, hence 2= > 0.How to solve exactly this case is known in
principle B, ). 'In principle’ here m eans that the m nin ization of 2

is hard from an technical point of view ; how much harder is also a ques—
tion hard to answer. A  rst step was done in ref.[]], which is abl to
describe reasonably well the behavior of the system . Interestingly, n this
case the signalto-noise ratio transition does not exist, as the signal is also
the noise @ = 2), hence, there is no high volatility region (see Fjg.l).
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FIGURE 3.F luctuationsproduced by sophisticated agentsP = 64,N IT = 100P ,
average over 100 realizations.

T herefore, the uctuations are again considerably reduced by introducing
sophisticated agents.An in portant point here is that the num ber of stable

nal states fm;g ] grow s exponentially when N increases. W hich one
is selected depends on the initial conditions, but the e ciency ofthe nal
state greatly uctuates. A s the agents (and the program m er) have no clue
ofwhich one to select, the system endsup having non-optin al uctuations
oforderN , as seen of F ig. .

3 Fomward/reverse problem s

Inductive agents m inin ize a world utility whose determm ination is the st
step In solving the forward problem . Finding analytically tsm inimum is

then possble in principl thanksto m ethods of StatisticalP hysics [1]. T he

reverse problem consists in starting from a world utility W and nding the
appropriate private payo

3.1 Naiwe agents

The case wih no mformation @ = 1) is trivial, sihce WA i = 0 In the
stationary state, hence all finctionsH ,, = HA i*® (0 Integer) arem nin ized
by a linearpayo .W hen the agentshave access to public inform ation @ >
1), the world utility W given any private payo function g @) isfii]
1 ¥ P e L p_
W naie (fm 59) = E p2:e * G Mjifmig)+x D 14)
o1 1
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whereg(x) = dG &)=dxandD = 2 H = (N F ;m $)=2.In otherwords,
the agents select the set of strategy usage frequencies fm ;g that m inim izes
U .The nalstate isunique and does not depend on the iniial conditions.
Note that n Eq M), only powersof A3 i ( = 1; ;P ) appear, which
m eans that naive agents are only able to m inin ize world utility that only
depend on these quantities. This in plies that a phase transition always
happen if the agents are naive, and even m ore, that it always happen at
the same . = 0:3374::; as seen confcture from num erical sin ulations
In [0].A sexplained above, . isthe pointwhere it isalgebraically possble
to cancelall A j i []. T he above theory also m eans that the stationary
state depends only weakly on the payo , which can be seen num erically by
com paring them ; ofa given set of agents fordi erent payo s.

The reverse problem isnow to nd g given W . Let us focus on the
particularexampleW = HA i°", (n integer).F irst, one determ ines the w orld
utility W ©@%) associated w ith g (x) = 2kx?* !, where k is an integer,

X ox
@R = 1 D* "X 4 1 Hous @s)

W
=0
R p__
where X ; = exp( ®¥=2)x'= 2 isthe th moment of a G aussian dis-
tribution of unitary variance and zero average, and H ,; = i21 is the
21 nom ofthe vector (A j i). Suppose now that one w ishes to m Inim ize

W = H,,.This can be done in principk w ith a lnear com bination of the
W @K

xn xn Xk 2k
W =hji= aw @ = ax 1 D" *X,4 pHay  (16)
k=0 k=0 1==0
The condition on the fayg is that the coe cient of Hyx be 0 for k =
0; ;n 1, and the coe cientbepfile 1, that is
X 2m n k
A D X2(m k) = 0 1 k n 1 (17)
I 2k

and a, = 1.Then theproblem issolvedby ndingthe so]utjﬁn ofthesen 1
linear equations ofay, k = 1; ;n 1, and taking g(x);glakx2k I,
N ote that the set of the problem s that naive agents can solve is of lim ited
practical interest.

32 Sophisticated agents
Sophisticated agents have instead

z
)'§ 1 dx . . X P
W naive (fm 59) = —— p—e* 2 G M, (fm;gi+ x D ;
PN 2 )

18)
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whereD ; = [N 1) j6imf]=2.ThjscaseJ'smuc:h sin plr than the
previous one, as all agents end up playing only one strategy 1], that is,
D ; = 0.Therefore, n this case, ifg@) = 2kA?+1,

W @ = ki 19)

Interestingly, sim ilar functions are wellstudied In Statistical P hysics,
w here they usually represent the energy of Interacting m agnetic m om ents
called "spins" [1]; a (classical) spin can havetwo valies 1or+ 1,which is
the equivalent of choosing strategy 1 or 2.A wellknow n qualitative change
occurs between k = 2 and k > 2, where the m athem aticalm inin ization of
W is som ehow less problem atic; this m ay also be the case n such M G s.
The nalstate is not unique, and depends on iniial conditions, in plying
that agents cannot are not particularly good at m Inim izing such fiinctions.

3.3 Examplk: agentdased optim ization

Som e optin ization problem s are so hard to solve that they have a nam e:
they are hard, NP -hard [[]]. There isno algorithm that can nd the opti-
mum ofthiskind of problem s In polynom ialtin e. O ne of them oconsists in
nding am ongst N either analogic or binary com ponents the com bination
that is the last defective [1l]: In the problem w ith analogic com ponents,
one has a set ofN m easuring devices; nstead of A, each of them records
the wrong value A + a; wih a constant biasa;, i= 1; ;N , drawn from
a given probability fiinction. The problem isto nd a subset such that the

average bias p

' N .
frug = Jp51 0 @0)
=113
ism inimal.Heren; = 0;1 depending on w hether com pon iis inclided in
the subset. Statistical P hysics show sthath opei C 2¥ = N forlargeN ,
wih C ’ 4% (the average isoverthe sam ples). In orderto nd the optim al
subset, one cannot do better than enum erating allthe 2¥ possibilities. T his
m akes it hard to tackle such problem s orN Jlarger than 40 w ith now adays
com puters. A gent-based optin ization on the other hand needs typically
O (N ) iterationsand can be used w ith m uch larger sam ples. It is clear that
one cannot expect this m ethod to perform as well as the enum eration,
stilhow well it perform as a function of the setup is a valuable question.
Ref []] com pares a set of private payo s and concludes that agentdased
optin ization is better than sim ulated annealing for short tin es and large
sam ples, provided tl'i@tNthe agents’ private utility is \aristocratic".

Optim izihg h = j |, n;a;jand then dividing by the num ber of com -
ponents used In the chosen subset lads to aln ost optin al subsets [1].
Hence, we can use sophisticated M G -agents in order to optin ize h? [,
which plays the role of the uctuations in the M G . T he m ost straightfor-
ward application oftheM G is to give tw o devices to each agents, which are
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FIGURE 4.Average error versus the size N of the defective com ponent set for
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S = 1 wih removal (full squares. 500N iterations per run, averages over 1000
sam ples.

their strategies. Each agent ends up playing w ith only one strategy. This
setup constraints the use 0of N =2 devices in the optin al subset, and gives
an erroroforderN !® , to be com pared w ith the exponentialdecay of the
optim al average error .pt.0O ne can unconstrain the agents by giving only
one com ponent to each agent, and lktting them decide whether to lnclude
their com ponents ornot into ,m aking the gam e ‘grand canonical [, 0]
T his is achieved by the follow ing score evolution

Uit+ D=U:0 akh n®al @1)

and n; (t) = Uit)].The mna; term m akesthe agents sophisticated. T his
gives sin ilar results as those of ref 1], as indeed the A ristocrat U tility
is essentially the sam e concept as sophisticated agents. But in any case, it
m Inin izesthe uctuations,but doesnot optin ize them . T he resulting error

ismuch betterwih S = 1 than with S = 2:it decays N? Figll.
T herefore, as In the optim alcase, unconstraining the problem by not xing
the num ber of selected com ponents leads to m uch better e ciency.

At this stage, one can im prove substantially the error, still rem aining in
the O N ) com plexiy regin e.F irst, sihce the agents update their behavior
sin ultaneously, they m ay be unable to distinguish whether rem oving only
one com ponent In proves the error.W e can do it by hand at the end ofthe
sin ulations, repeatedly. This is a kind of greedy algorithm . O n average,
about 1.5 com ponents are rem oved. In both the S = 2 and S = 1 cases,
this results into a large im provem ent (see F ig.llM), and curioulsy produces
the sam e error, with a decay N 2® . Neverthelss, the nalerror is still
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FIGURE 5. Average error versus the number of runs for each sam ple of the
defective com ponent set orM G with S = 2 (circles),and S = 1 (squares), S = 2
w ith rem oval (stars) and S = 1 with rem oval (full squares). Left panel: N = 20,
averages over 1000 sam ples; right panel: N = 50, average over 200 sam ples.

far from optin ality. This illustrates how hard this optin ization problem
is. M uch better results can be obtained by rem oving a group of 2, or 3
com ponents, ad lbitum , but of course, this needs m uch m ore com puting
resources O N 2),0 N 3), ...), and eventually am ounts to enum erating all
possbilities.

H ere isthe second trick that keepsthe com plexity with the O N ) regin e.
A sm entioned, the nalstate dependson the iniial conditions, and is often
not optin alor not even near optin al. But it is stilla Jocalm ninum ofh?.
T herefore the idea is to do T runs w ith the sam e set of defective devices,
changing the initial condition U; (t= 0), and to select the best run. Ik isa
kind of sin ulated annealing ] w ith zero tem perature, or partialenum era—
tion w here repetition would be allow ed . Interestingly, F igurell reports that
the decay is apparently a power-aw  rst, and then begins to saturate.For
S = 1,theexponent isabout 0:5,and 04 forS = 2; it dependsweakly on
N .Rem arkably, the error decreases fasterwih S = 1 agentsthan S = 2.
N ote that the optin alvalue is at about 10 ® , hence, agents are far from it.
T his isdue to the fact that the agentsuse toom any com ponents. N everthe—
Jess, the In provem ent brought by thism ethods is in pressive, and increases
as N increases, but cannot keep up wih the exponential decay of pt:
the di erence becom es m ore and m ore abysm al. T he com ponent rem oval
further lowers the error (same gure), and more in the S = 2 that in the
S = 1 one.This advantage is reversed for T large enough when N is larger,
as reported by the right panelF ig.l).

T he other optin ization problem recycles binary com ponents [1]: one
has a set of N partially defective processors, each ofthem able to perfom
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nents can be found. £ = 02, average over 1000 runs.

P di erent operations. T he m anufacturing process is supposed to be faul
w ith probability £ for each operation of each com ponent.M athem atically,
= 1) wih

the operation  of processor a is pem anently defective (@
probability £ and workspem anently with probabiliy 1 £ (@ = 1).The
probability that a com ponent is working becom es vanishingly an allwhen
P grows at xed f. The task consists In nding a subset such that the

m a prity of its com ponents gives the right answer, that is,

h:A
;P 22)

nia; > 0 forall =1;
i=1

Surprisingly, the fraction ofsam plesin which a perfectly working subset
of com ponents can be und ncreases very quickly as N grows at xed
P and f ] (see also gll). Finding a subset that perfectly works is
an easy problem when it is possble, but nding the one which has the
least com ponents is a hard problem 1. By contrast w ith the m inin iza-
tion of uctuations, here one w ishes to m axin ize A given , that is, the
predictability H . Since all the agents eventually use only one strategy in
maprity games B}, H = 2, hence, the uctuations ? are also m axi-
m ized: naive agents are also sophisticated In this case.A sinpl m aprity
gam e does not favor any particular sign ofA a priori.H owever, if £ 1=2
the sign +, hence m ostly working com binations, are favored. In practice,
amaprity gam e payo Increase isag@ ) instead of ag@) asin m inoriy
gam es, which m eans that here one has

@3)

Ustt+ 1)= Ui+ a, "A ©
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Maprity gameswih S = 1 tum out to be better than those agents w ith
S = 2, as shown in Fjg.., w here the results of enum eration are also dis—
plyed.A stheproblem to nd aworking subset iseasy orN large enough,
the agents are successful.

4 Conclusions

The e ciency of M lnority Games seem s to be universal w th respect to
agents’ lkaming rate: ifthe latter istoo high, anom alous uctuations, hence
an alle ciency arise.H owever, these are totally suppressed ifthe agentsare
sophisticated, who can optin ally coordinate if there is no public nform a—
tion.An unexplored issue isw hat happensw ith neuralnetw orks taking into
account their in pact on the gam e.B ased on this Universality’,  would be
tem pting to study neuralnetw orks w ith the sophisticated payo

T he study of forw ard/reverse problem s showed the lin itations of agent-
based optinm ization in hard cases, w hich leavesthe Interesting open question
of how to in prove the overall perform ance, and how the setup of agent-
based m odels can and m ust be tuned for ndividual cases.

I am gratefulto J-P.Garrahan, N.F. Johnson, M .M arsili, D . Sher-
rington and Y +€ heng Zhang for num erous discussions. T his work hasbeen
supported by EP SRC .
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