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ABSTRACT W eusetheM inority G am e and som e ofitsvariantsto show

how e� ciency dependson learning in m odelsofagentscom peting forlim -

ited resources.Exact results from statisticalphysics give a clear under-

standing ofthe phenom enology,and opensthe way to thestudy ofreverse

problem s.W hatagentscan optim ize and how wellisdiscussed in details.

Designed a sim pli� cation ofArthur’sElFarolbarproblem [1],the M i-

nority G am e [2,3]providesa naturalfram ework forstudying how sel� sh

adaptiveagentscan copewith com petition.Them ajorcontribution ofthe

M inorityG am eisnotonly tosym m etrizetheproblem ,which physicistslike

very m uch,butalso to introducea wellparam etrized setofstrategies,and

m oregenerally to providea wellde� ned and workablefam ily ofm odels.

In thisgam e,N agentshave to choose one between two choicesateach

tim estep;thosewhoarein them inority win,theotherlose.O bviously,itis

easierto loosethan to win,asthenum berofwinnerscannotexceed thatof

the losers.Ifthe gam eisplayed once,only a random choiceisreasonable,

accordingto G am eTheory [4].W hen thegam eisrepeated,itissensibleto

supposethatagentswilltry to learn from the pastin orderto outperform

the other agents,hence,the question oflearning arises,as the m inority

m echanism entailsa never-ending com petition.

Letm e� rstintroducethegam eand theneeded form alism .ThereareN

agents,agentitakingaction ai 2 f� 1;+ 1g.A gam em asteraggregatesthe

individualactionsinto A =
P N

i= 1
ai and givesprivate payo� s� aig(A)to

each agenti= 1;� � � ;N .The m inority structure ofthe gam e im pliesthat

g m ust be an odd function ofA.The sim plest choice for g m ay seem to

be g(A)= sgn(A),buta linearfunction isbettersuited to m athem atical

analysis.The M G is a negative sum gam e,as the totalpayo� given to

theagents,is�
P N

i= 1
aig(A)= � g(A)A < 0,sinceg isan odd function.In

particular,thelinearpayo� function givesatotallossofA2;when thegam e

isrepeated,the average totallossis nothing else than the 
 uctuations of
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the attendance�2 = hA 2iwherethe averageisovertim e.

From the pointofview ofthe agents,itisa m easure ofpayo� wastage.

Thatiswhy m any paperson theM G consideritastheglobalutility ofthe

system (world utility hereafter),and try,ofcourseto m inim izeit(forward

problem ).Ishallreview the questforsm all�2,focusing on exactresults,

and show that allproposed m echanism s lead essentially to the sam e re-

sults.1 A particularem phasiswillbeputon inductivebehavior,asitgives

rise to particularly rich phenom enology while being wellunderstood.Fi-

nally,the reverse problem is addressed,by deriving what private payo�

function g to usegiven a world utility W to m inim ize.

1 No publicinform ation

1.1 \Ifitain’tbroke,don’t�x it"

Thearguably sim plestbehavioristhefollowing [8]:ifagentiwinsattim e

t,shesticksto herchoiceai(t)untilshelooses,when shetakestheopposite

choicewith probability p.The dynam icsisM arkovian,thuscan be solved

exactly [8].W hen N islarge,the
 uctuations�2 areoforder(pN )2:indeed,

asthenum beroflosersis� N ,theaveragenum berofagentschangingtheir

m indsattim e tis� pN .Therefore,onecan distinguish threeregim es

� pN = x = cst;thisleadsto sm all
 uctuations�2 = 1+ 4x(1+ x=3),

which tend to the absolute m inim um �2 = 1 when x ! 0.The tim e

needed to reach the stationary stateistypically oforder
p
N .

� p � 1=
p
N ;this yields �2 � N ,which is the orderofm agnitude of

produced by agentsm aking independentchoices.

� pN � 1.In thiscase,a � nitefraction ofagentschangetheirm ind at

each tim e step and �2 = N (N p2 + 4(1� p))=(2� p)2 � N2.

The m ajorproblem here is that p needs to be tuned in orderto reach

high e� ciency.Butitisveryeasytodesign afeedbackfrom the
 uctuations

on p [9],that lowers p as long as the 
 uctuations are too high,and to

use the above results in order to relate the 
 uctuations to p(t ! 1 ).

M athem atically,this am ounts to take p(t= 0)= 1,dp=dt= � f(p;N ;t).

Forinstance,f(t)= t�� seem sappropriate aslong as� issm allenough.

Notethatp(t)! 0ast! 1 ,in words,thesystem eventuallyfreezes.From

theoptim izationpointofview,thisisawelcom e,butasforagents,com plete

freezing,although beingaNash equilibrium [4],isnotsatisfactory.asitm ay

bebetterforan agentsitting on thelosing sideto provokean gam e-quake

1Evolutionary m odels (see for instance [2,5,6,7]) are very di�erent in nature,and

are not reviewed here,m ostly because they are notexactly solvable.
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and to pro� t from a re-arrangem entofthe winners/losers.Therefore,an

unanswered question iswhereto stop the tim e evolution ofp.

Nevertheless,thissim pleexam pleillustrateswellwhathappensin M G s:

thee� ciency essentially dependson theopinion switchingrate,which itself

dependson thelearningrate.Ithasto besm allin ordertoreach good level

ofe� ciency.

1.2 Inductive behavior

Inductivebehaviorcanrem edytheproblem softhepreviouslearningschem e

if,asweshallsee,agentsknow thenatureofthegam ethattheyareplaying.

Thissubsection isa sim pli� ed version ofthe sim plestsetting forinductive

agentsofref.[10].Attim et,each agenti= 1;� � � ;N plays+ 1 with proba-

bility �i(t),and � 1with probability1� �i(t).Learningconsistsin changing

�i given theoutcom eofthegam eattim et.Forthispurpose,each agenti

hasa num ericalregister� i(t)which re
 ectsherperception attim etofthe

relative successofaction + 1 versusaction � 1.In otherwords,�i(t)> 0

m eansthatshebelievesthataction + 1 hasbeen m oresuccessfulthan � 1.

The idea isthe following:ifagentiobservesA(t)< 0 she willincrease� i

and hence herprobability ofplaying ai = + 1 atthe nexttim e step.Rein-

forcem enthere m eansthat�i isan increasing function of� i.Forreasons

thatwillbecom eobviouslater,itisadvisableto take�i = (1+ m i)=2 and

m i = �(� i)=2,where � isan increasing function and �(� 1 )= � 1.The

way in which � i(t)isupdated isthe lastand m ostcrucialelem entofthe

learning dynam icsto be speci� ed:

� i(t+ 1)= � i(t)�
1

N
[A(t)� �ai(t)]: (1)

The � term above describe the factthatagentim ay accountforherown

contribution to A(t).W hen � = 0,she believes that A(t) is an external

process on which she has no in
 uence,or does not know what kind of

gam esheisplaying.She m ay be called naive with thisrespect.For� = 1,

agenticonsidersonly the behaviorofotheragentsA �i(t)= A(t)� ai(t)

and doesnotreactto herown action ai(t).As we shallsee,this subtlety

is the key to high e� ciency.The private utility of sophisticated agents

correspondsm oreorlesstowhatiscalledAristocratUtility(AU)in CO IN’s

nom enclature[11].

N aive agents � = 0

Itispossibleto show thatagentsm inim izethepredictability H = hAi2.As

a consequence H vanishesin the t! 1 lim it.There are ofcourse m any

stateswith H = 0 and the dynam icsselectsthatwhich isthe \closest" to

the initialcondition.To be m oreprecise,let� i(0)be theinitialcondition

(which encodesthe a prioribeliefs ofagention which action isthe best
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one).Ast! 1 ,hAit =
P

i
m i(t)! 0 and � i convergesto

� i(1 )= � i(0)+ �A; with �A =

Z
1

0

dthAit: (2)

Thecondition hAi1 = 0 providesan equation for�A

0=

NX

i= 1

� (� i(0)+ �A): (3)

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

solution.

The asym ptotic state ofthisdynam icsisinform ation{e� cient(H = 0),

butitisnotoptim al,as,in general,thisstateisnotaNash equilibrium .The


 uctuations are indeed determ ined by the behavior of�(x).This is best

seen with a particularexam ple:assum e thatthe agentsbehave according

to a Logitm odelofdiscrete choice [12]where the probability ofchoice a

isproportionalto the exponentialofthe\score" Ua ofthatchoice:�(a)/

e�U a =2.W ith onlytwochoicesa = � 1,�(a)= (1+ am )=2and � = U+ � U� ,

weobtain 2

�(� )= tanh(� � ); 8i: (4)

Here � is the learning rate,which m easures the scale ofthe reaction in

agent’sbehavior(i.e.in m i)to a change in � i [14].W e also assum e that

agentshave no priorbeliefs:� i(0)= 0.Hence � i(t)� y(t)=� isthe sam e

forallagents.From theresultsdiscussed above,weexpect,in thiscasethe

system to converge to the sym m etric Nash equilibrium m i = 0 for alli.

Thisisnotgoingto betrueifagentsaretoo reactive,i.e.if� > �c.Indeed,

y(t)= � �i(t)satis� esthe equation

y(t+ 1) = y(t)�
�

N

NX

i= 1

ai(t)

’ y(t)� � tanh[y(t)] (5)

where the approxim ation in the last equation relies on the law oflarge

num bers for N � 1.Eq.(5) is a dynam icalsystem .The point y0 = 0 is

stationary,butitiseasy to see thatitisonly stable for� < �c = 2.For

� > 2,a cycle ofperiod 2 arises,as shown in Fig.1.This has dram atic

e� ectson the optim ality ofthe system .Indeed,let� y� be the two values

taken by y(t) in this cycle3.Since y(t+ 1) = � y(t) = � y� we stillhave

hAi= 0 and hence H = 0.O n the otherhand �2 = N 2y�
2
isoforderN 2,

which iseven worsethan the sym m etric Nash equilibrium �i = 1=2 forall

i,where�2 = N .

2Thislearning m odelhas been introduced by [13]in the context ofthe M G .
3� y� are the two non-zero solutions of2y = �tanh(y).
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FIG URE 1.G raphicaliteration ofthem ap y(t)for� = 1:8 < �c and � = 2:5 > �c

Hence,one � ndsagain a transition from �2 / N to �2 / N 2 when the

learning rateistoo large.

Sophisticated agents � > 0

It is easy to check that with � > 0,following the sam e steps as in the

previoussection,the learning dynam icsofagentsm inim ize the function

H � = hAi2 � �

NX

i= 1

m
2
i; (6)

Since H � isa harm onic function,H � attainsitsm inim a on the boundary

ofthedom ain [� 1;1]N .In otherwords,m i = � 1foralliwhich m eansthat

agents play pure strategies ai = m i.The stable states are optim alNash

equilibriaforN even.Byplayingpurestrategiesagentsm inim izethesecond

term ofH �.O fallcornerstateswherem
2
i = 1 foralli,agentsselectthose

with hAi= 0 by dividing into two equalgroupsplaying opposite actions.

Allthese stateshavem inim al\energy" H � = � N �.W hich ofthese states

isselected dependson theinitialconditions� i(0),butthishasnoin
 uence

on the outcom e,since hAi= 0.

Notethatthesetofstablestatesisdisconnected.Each statehasitsbasin

ofattraction in thespaceof� i(0).Thestablestatechangesdiscontinuously

as� i(0)isvaried.Thiscontrastswith thecase� = 0 whereEq.(3)im plies

that the stationary state changes continuously with � i(0) and the set of

stationary statesisconnected.
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For N odd,sim ilar conclusions can be found.This can be understood

by adding a further agentto a state with N � 1 (even)agentsin a Nash

equilibrium .Then H � = (1� �)m2N ,so for� < 1 thenew agentwillplay a

m ixed strategy m i = 0,whereasfor� > 1 itwillplay a pure strategy.In

both casesotheragentshaveno incentive to changetheirposition.In this

casewe � nd �2 � 1.

Itisrem arkable how the addition ofthe param eter� radically changes

thenatureofthestationary state.M oststrikingly,
 uctuationsarereduced

by a factorN .From a design pointofview,thism eansthatonehaseither

to give a personalized feedback to autonom ous agents,or to m ake them

m oresophisticated,forinstancebecause they need to know the functional

form ofthe payo� .

2 Publicinform ation

Aseach agenthasan in
 uence on the outcom e ofthe gam e,the behavior

ofparticularagentm ay introduce patternsthat the other agentswilltry

to exploit.Forinstance,ifonly oneagentbeginsto think thattheoutcom e

ofnextgam edependson som eexternalstate,such asthepresentweather

ofO xford,and behave accordingly,then indeed,the outcom e willdepend

on it.4 Butthis m eansthatother agentscan exploitthis new pattern by

behaving conditionally on the sam estate.O neexam pleofpublic inform a-

tion state fam ily thatagentsm ay considerasrelevantisthe pastwinning

choices,forinstance a window ofsize M ofpastoutcom es[2].Each such

state can be represented by a bit-string ofsize M ,hence there are 2M

possible statesofthe world.Thiskind ofstate hasa dynam icsofitsown:

it di� uses on a so called De Bruijn G raph [15].Another state dynam ics

consistssim ply in drawingatrandom thestateattim etfrom som eensem -

ble [16]ofsizeP (e.g.P = 2M ).Allexactresultsbelow areobtained with

thissetup.

2.1 NeuralNetworks

Two typesofneuralnetworkshavebeen studied in thecontextoftheM G

[17,18,19].Beyond them ereacadem icquestion ofhow wellorbadly they

can perform ,it is worth noting that these papers were interested for the

� rsttim e in interacting neuralnetworks.

Refs[17,18]introduced sim ple perceptronsplaying the m inority gam e.

Each perceptron i= 1;� � � ;N ism adeup ofM weights ~wi = (w 1
1;� � � ;wM

1 )

which aredrawnatrandom beforethegam ebegins.Thedecision ofnetwork

4Thiskind ofself-ful�lled prophecy isfound forinstance in �nancialm arkets,where

itiscalled ‘sunspote�ect’.
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iisai = sgn(~w:~�),where ~� is the vectorcontaining the M lastm inority

signs.Thepayo� waschosen tobe� aisgn(A).Neuralnetworksaretrained

following the usualHebbian rule,thatis,

~wi(t+ 1)= ~wi(t)�
�

M
~�tsgn(A t): (7)

Undersom esim plifying assum ptions,itispossible to � nd thatthe 
 uctu-

ationsaregiven by [17,18]

�
2 = N + N (N � 1)

�

1�
2

�
arccos

K � 1=(N � 1)

K + 1

�

(8)

where K =
�
2
�

16

�

1+

q

1+
16(��2)

�2�N

�

.The beste� ciency,obtained in the

lim it� ! 0,isgiven by

�
2 = N

�

1�
2

�

�

: (9)

This m eansthatthe 
 uctuationsare atbestoforderN ,and atworstof

orderN 2 when the learning rateistoo high.Thisislikely to be corrected

forneuralnetworkswith sophisticated privateutility.

2.2 Inductive behavior

ElFarol’sproblem wasintroduced with public inform ation and inductive

behavior[1],butwith no precisecharacterization ofthe strategy space.In

m ostM G -inspired m odels,a strategy is a lookup table a,ora m ap,ora

function,which predictsthe nextoutcom e a� foreach state �,and whose

entriesare� xed forthewholeduration ofthegam e.Each agentihasa set

ofS strategies,say S = 2 (ai;1 and ai;2),and use them essentially in the

sam eway asbefore[2].

N aive agents

To each ofherstrategies,agentiassociate a score Ui;s which evolvesac-

cording to

Ui;s(t+ 1)= Ui;s(t)� a
�(t)

i;s g[A(t)] (10)

Since we consider S = 2,only the di� erence between �i = Ui;2 � Ui;1

m atters,and

� i(t+ 1)= � i(t)� (a
�(t)

i;2 � a
�(t)

i;1 )g[A(t)] (11)

Note that now � i encodes the perception ofthe relative perform ance of

the two strategiesofagenti,� i > 0 m eaning thatthe agentithinksthat

strategy 2 is better than strategy 1,and m i is the frequency of use of
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strategy 2.As before,we consider �(x) = tanh(� x).This kind ofagents

m inim izesthepredictability,which hasnow to beaveraged overthepublic

inform ation states

H =
1

P

PX

�= 1

hAj�i2 = hAi2 (12)

whereQ =
P P

�= 1
Q � isa usefulshortcutforthe averageoverthe statesof

the world.In contrastwith the case with no inform ation,H isnotalways

canceled by theagents.Thisisdueto thefactthattheagentsarefaced to

P possiblestates,buttheircontrolovertheirbehaviorislim ited:when they

switch from onestrategy toanother,they changetheirbehaviorpotentially

for allstates.In fact allm acroscopic quantities such as H =N and �2=N

depend ofthe ratio � = P=N [20,21,22],which is therefore the control

param eter ofthe system .Solving this m odelis m uch m ore com plex and

requirestoolsofStatisticalPhysicsofdisordered system s[23].Theresulting

pictureisthatforin� nitesystem size(P ,N ! 1 with P=N = � = cst)[22]

(seealso Fig 2),

� H > 0 if� = N =P > �c = 0:3374:::.In this region,the system

is notinform ationally e� cient.It tends to a stationary state which

is unique and stable,and does notdepend either on � or on initial

conditions.� isa tim e scale[14].

� H = 0when � < �c.Sinceagentssucceed in m inim izing H ,theques-

tion for them is what should they do? They do not known,and as

a result,the dynam icsofthe system isvery com plex:itdependson

initialconditions5 [10,24,26,25],and on � [13,26,25].Any valueof

the
 uctuationscan beobtained,from �2 = 1 forvery heterogeneous

initialconditions � i(t = 0) to �2 � N2 for � = 1 and hom oge-

neousinitialconditions,including �2 � N for� = 0 and any initial

conditions.Two alternative theorieshave been proposed,one which

is exact,but which has to be iterated [25],and another one which

rests on a closed form for the 
 uctuations [26].Iterating the exact

theory ishard,sincethet� th iteration isobtained by inverting t� t

m atrices,and onehasto averageofseveralrealizations.Nevertheless,

a hundred num ericaliterationsbring prom ising results[27].

The origin ofthe phase transition can easily be understood in term s of

linear algebra:canceling H = 0 m eans that hAj�i = 0 for all�.This is

nothing else than a setofP linearequationsofN variablesfm ig.Asthe

variables are bounded (0 � m2i � 1),one needs m ore that P ofthem ,

N = P=�c > P to be precise[28].

In fact,the transition from low to high (anom alous) 
 uctuations does

notoccurat�c for� nite system size asitclearly appearson Fig2.This

5Physicistssay that itisnotergodic
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FIG URE 2.Fluctuations and predictability produced by naive agents P = 64,

300P iterations,average over 100 realizations.This kind of� gure is � rst found

in ref.[20].

can be traced back to a signalto noise ratio transition [29]:the system is

dynam ically stable in the phase ofH > 0 as long as the signalto noise

ratio H =�2 is larger than K =
p
P for som e constant K .This transition

is universalfor naive com peting agents.Hence in this kind ofinteracting

agents system s,the ultim ate cause oflarge 
 uctuations is this signal-to-

noisetransitionandhigh learningrate.Sophisticated agentsarenota� ected

by thisproblem ,asexplained below.

Sophisticated agents

Asbefore,asophisticated agentisableto disentangleherown contribution

from g(A).Eq (10)becom es[22,30]:

� i(t+ 1)= � i(t)� (a
�(t)

i;1 � a
�(t)

i;2 )g(A(t)� ai(t)) (13)

W hen the payo� islinearg(A)= A,the agentsalso m inim ize the 
 uctu-

ations �2 = hA 2i.Sim ilarly,they end up using only one strategy,which

im plies that H = �2.In this case,they cannot cancelA for all� at the

sam e tim e,hence �2=N > 0.How to solve exactly this case is known in

principle [22,30].’In principle’here m eans that the m inim ization of�2

is hard from an technicalpoint ofview;how m uch harderis also a ques-

tion hard to answer.A � rst step was done in ref.[31],which is able to

describe reasonably wellthe behaviorofthe system .Interestingly,in this

casethesignal-to-noiseratio transition doesnotexist,asthesignalisalso

the noise (H = �2),hence,there is no high volatility region (see Fig.3).
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FIG URE 3.Fluctuationsproduced bysophisticated agentsP = 64,N IT = 100P ,

average over100 realizations.

Therefore,the 
 uctuationsare again considerably reduced by introducing

sophisticated agents.An im portantpointhereisthatthenum berofstable

� nalstates fmig [31]grows exponentially when N increases.W hich one

isselected dependson the initialconditions,butthe e� ciency ofthe � nal

stategreatly 
 uctuates.Asthe agents(and theprogram m er)haveno clue

ofwhich oneto select,thesystem endsup having non-optim al
 uctuations

oforderN ,asseen ofFig.3.

3 Forward/reverseproblem s

Inductive agentsm inim ize a world utility whose determ ination isthe � rst

step in solving the forward problem .Finding analytically its m inim um is

then possiblein principlethankstom ethodsofStatisticalPhysics[23].The

reverseproblem consistsin starting from a world utility W and � nding the

appropriateprivatepayo� .

3.1 Naive agents

The case with no inform ation (P = 1) is trivial,since hAi = 0 in the

stationarystate,henceallfunctionsH 2n = hAi2n (n integer)arem inim ized

by a linearpayo� .W hen theagentshaveaccesstopublicinform ation (P >

1),the world utility W given any privatepayo� function g(A)is[26]

W naive(fm ig)=
1

P

PX

�= 1

Z
1

�1

dx
p
2�

e�x
2
=2
G

�

hAj�i(fm ig)+ x
p
D

�

(14)
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whereg(x)= dG (x)=dx and D = �2� H = (N �
P

i
m 2

i)=2.In otherwords,

theagentsselectthesetofstrategy usagefrequenciesfm ig thatm inim izes

U .The� nalstateisuniqueand doesnotdepend on theinitialconditions.

Note thatin Eq (14),only powersofhAj�i(� = 1;� � � ;P )appear,which

m eansthatnaive agentsare only able to m inim ize world utility thatonly

depend on these quantities.This im plies that a phase transition always

happen ifthe agents are naive,and even m ore,that it alwayshappen at

the sam e �c = 0:3374:::,as seen conjecture from num ericalsim ulations

in [32].Asexplained above,�c isthepointwhereitisalgebraicallypossible

to cancelallhAj�i[28].The above theory also m eansthatthe stationary

statedependsonly weakly on thepayo� ,which can beseen num erically by

com paring the m i ofa given setofagentsfordi� erentpayo� s.

The reverse problem is now to � nd g given W .Let us focus on the

particularexam pleW = hAi2n,(n integer).First,onedeterm inestheworld

utility W (2k) associated with g(x)= 2kx2k�1 ,wherek isan integer,

W
(2k) =

kX

l= 0

�
2k

2l

�

D
k�l

X 2(k�l)H 2l; (15)

where X l =
R
exp(� x2=2)xl=

p
2� is the l-th m om ent ofa G aussian dis-

tribution of unitary variance and zero average,and H 2l = hAi2l is the

2l� norm ofthe vector(hAj�i).Suppose now thatone wishesto m inim ize

W = H 2n.Thiscan be done in principle with a linearcom bination ofthe

W (2k)

W = hAj�i2n =

nX

k= 0

akW
(2k) =

nX

k= 0

ak

kX

l= 0

�
2k

2l

�

D
k�l

X 2(k�l)H 2l; (16)

The condition on the fakg is that the coe� cient of H 2k be 0 for k =

0;� � � ;n � 1,and the coe� cientofH2n be 1,thatis

nX

m = k

am

�
2m

2k

�

D
m �k

X 2(m �k) = 0 1 � k � n � 1 (17)

and an = 1.Then theproblem issolved by� ndingthesolution ofthesen� 1

linearequationsofak,k = 1;� � � ;n � 1,and taking g(x)=
P n

k= 1
akx

2k�1 .

Note thatthe setofthe problem sthatnaiveagentscan solveisoflim ited

practicalinterest.

3.2 Sophisticated agents

Sophisticated agentshaveinstead

W naive(fm ig)=
1

P N

PX

�= 1

Z
1

�1

dx
p
2�

e�x
2
=2
X

i

G

�

hA
�

�i(fm ig)i+ x
p
D �i

�

(18)
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where D �i = [(N � 1)�
P

j6= i
m 2

i]=2.Thiscase ism uch sim plerthan the

previousone,asallagentsend up playing only one strategy [22],thatis,

D �i = 0.Therefore,in thiscase,ifg(A)= 2kA 2k+ 1,

W
(2k) = hA 2ki: (19)

Interestingly,sim ilar functions are well-studied in StatisticalPhysics,

where they usually representthe energy ofinteracting m agnetic m om ents

called "spins"[33];a(classical)spin can havetwovalues� 1or+ 1,which is

theequivalentofchoosingstrategy 1 or2.A well-known qualitativechange

occursbetween k = 2 and k > 2,wherethe m athem aticalm inim ization of

W is som ehow less problem atic;this m ay also be the case in such M G s.

The � nalstate isnotunique,and dependson initialconditions,im plying

thatagentscannotarenotparticularly good atm inim izing such functions.

3.3 Exam ple:agent-based optim ization

Som e optim ization problem sare so hard to solve thatthey have a nam e:

they arehard,NP-hard [34].Thereisno algorithm thatcan � nd the opti-

m um ofthiskind ofproblem sin polynom ialtim e.O neofthem consistsin

� nding am ongstN eitheranalogicorbinary com ponentsthe com bination

thatisthe leastdefective [35]:in the problem with analogic com ponents,

one hasa setofN m easuring devices;instead ofA,each ofthem records

the wrong value A + ai with a constantbiasai,i= 1;� � � ;N ,drawn from

a given probability function.Theproblem isto � nd a subsetsuch thatthe

averagebias

�fnig=
j
P N

i= 1
niaij

P N

j= 1
nj

(20)

ism inim al.Hereni = 0;1dependingon whethercom ponentiisincluded in

thesubset.StatisticalPhysicsshowsthath�opti� C 2�N =
p
N forlargeN ,

with C ’ 4:6(theaverageisoverthesam ples).In orderto � nd theoptim al

subset,onecannotdobetterthan enum eratingallthe2N possibilities.This

m akesithard to tacklesuch problem sforN largerthan 40 with nowadays

com puters.Agent-based optim ization on the other hand needs typically

O (N )iterationsand can beused with m uch largersam ples.Itisclearthat

one cannot expect this m ethod to perform as wellas the enum eration,

stillhow wellitperform asa function ofthe setup isa valuable question.

Ref[37]com paresa setofprivate payo� sand concludesthatagent-based

optim ization isbetterthan sim ulated annealing forshorttim esand large

sam ples,provided thatthe agents’privateutility is\aristocratic".

O ptim izing h = j
P N

i= 1
niaijand then dividing by the num ber ofcom -

ponents used in the chosen subset leads to alm ost optim alsubsets [35].

Hence,we can use sophisticated M G -agents in order to optim ize h2 [38],

which playsthe role ofthe 
 uctuationsin the M G .The m oststraightfor-

ward application oftheM G isto givetwodevicesto each agents,which are
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FIG URE 4.Average error�versusthe size N ofthedefective com ponentsetfor

M G with S = 2 (circles),and S = 1 (squares),S = 2 with rem oval(stars) and

S = 1 with rem oval(fullsquares.500N iterations per run,averages over 1000

sam ples.

theirstrategies.Each agentends up playing with only one strategy.This

setup constraintsthe use ofN =2 devicesin the optim alsubset,and gives

an erroroforderN �1:5 ,to becom pared with theexponentialdecay ofthe

optim alaverageerror�opt.O ne can unconstrain the agentsby giving only

one com ponentto each agent,and letting them decide whetherto include

theircom ponentsornotinto �,m aking thegam e’grand canonical’[39,40].

Thisisachieved by the following scoreevolution

Ui(t+ 1)= Ui(t)� ai[A � ni(t)ai] (21)

and ni(t)= � [Ui(t)].The� niai term m akestheagentssophisticated.This

gives sim ilar results as those ofref[37],as indeed the Aristocrat Utility

isessentially the sam econceptassophisticated agents.Butin any case,it

m inim izesthe
 uctuations,butdoesnotoptim izethem .Theresultingerror

� ism uch betterwith S = 1 than with S = 2:itdecays� N�2 (Fig 3.3).

Therefore,asin theoptim alcase,unconstrainingtheproblem by not� xing

the num berofselected com ponentsleadsto m uch bettere� ciency.

Atthisstage,onecan im provesubstantially theerror,stillrem aining in

theO (N )com plexity regim e.First,sincetheagentsupdatetheirbehavior

sim ultaneously,they m ay be unable to distinguish whetherrem oving only

onecom ponentim provestheerror.W ecan do itby hand attheend ofthe

sim ulations,repeatedly.This is a kind ofgreedy algorithm .O n average,

about1.5 com ponents are rem oved.In both the S = 2 and S = 1 cases,

thisresultsinto a largeim provem ent(seeFig.3.3),and curioulsy produces

the sam e error,with a decay � N�2:3 .Nevertheless,the � nalerrorisstill
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FIG URE 5.Average error � versus the num ber ofruns for each sam ple ofthe

defectivecom ponentsetforM G with S = 2 (circles),and S = 1 (squares),S = 2

with rem oval(stars)and S = 1 with rem oval(fullsquares).Leftpanel:N = 20,

averagesover1000 sam ples;rightpanel:N = 50,average over200 sam ples.

far from optim ality.This illustrates how hard this optim ization problem

is.M uch better results can be obtained by rem oving a group of2,or 3

com ponents,ad libitum ,but ofcourse,this needs m uch m ore com puting

resources(O (N 2),O (N 3),...),and eventually am ountsto enum eratingall

possibilities.

Hereisthesecond trick thatkeepsthecom plexity with theO (N )regim e.

Asm entioned,the� nalstatedependson theinitialconditions,and isoften

notoptim alornoteven nearoptim al.Butitisstilla localm inim um ofh2.

Therefore the idea isto do T runswith the sam e setofdefective devices,

changing the initialcondition Ui(t= 0),and to selectthe bestrun.Itisa

kind ofsim ulated annealing[36]with zerotem perature,orpartialenum era-

tion whererepetition would beallowed.Interestingly,Figure5 reportsthat

thedecay isapparently a power-law � rst,and then beginsto saturate.For

S = 1,theexponentisabout� 0:5,and 0:4forS = 2;itdependsweakly on

N .Rem arkably,the errordecreasesfasterwith S = 1 agentsthan S = 2.

Notethattheoptim alvalueisatabout10�6 ,hence,agentsarefarfrom it.

Thisisduetothefactthattheagentsusetoom any com ponents.Neverthe-

less,theim provem entbroughtby thism ethodsisim pressive,and increases

as N increases,but cannot keep up with the exponentialdecay of�opt:

the di� erence becom es m ore and m ore abysm al.The com ponentrem oval

furtherlowersthe error(sam e � gure),and m ore in the S = 2 thatin the

S = 1 one.Thisadvantageisreversed forT largeenough when N islarger,

asreported by the rightpanelFig.5).

The other optim ization problem recycles binary com ponents [35]:one

hasa setofN partially defectiveprocessors,each ofthem ableto perform
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FIG URE 6.Fraction ofsam plesforwhich a perfectly working subsetofcom po-

nentscan be found.f = 0:2,average over1000 runs.

P di� erentoperations.The m anufacturing processissupposed to be fault

with probability f foreach operation ofeach com ponent.M athem atically,

the operation � ofprocessor a is perm anently defective (a� = � 1) with

probability f and worksperm anently with probability 1� f (a� = 1).The

probability thata com ponentisworking becom esvanishingly sm allwhen

P grows at � xed f.The task consists in � nding a subset such that the

m ajority ofitscom ponentsgivesthe rightanswer,thatis,

NX

i= 1

nia
�

i > 0 forall � = 1;� � � ;P (22)

Surprisingly,thefraction � ofsam plesin which a perfectly working subset

ofcom ponents can be found increases very quickly as N grows at � xed

P and f [35](see also � g.6).Finding a subset that perfectly works is

an easy problem when it is possible,but � nding the one which has the

leastcom ponentsis a hard problem [35].By contrastwith the m inim iza-

tion of
 uctuations,here one wishes to m axim ize A given �,that is,the

predictability H .Since allthe agents eventually use only one strategy in

m ajority gam es [21],H = �2,hence,the 
 uctuations �2 are also m axi-

m ized:naive agentsare also sophisticated in thiscase.A sim ple m ajority

gam edoesnotfavorany particularsign ofA � a priori.However,iff � 1=2

the sign + ,hence m ostly working com binations,are favored.In practice,

a m ajority gam epayo� increaseisag(A)instead of� ag(A)asin m inority

gam es,which m eansthathereonehas

Ui(t+ 1)= Ui(t)+ a
�(t)

i A(t) (23)
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M ajority gam eswith S = 1 turn outto be betterthan those agentswith

S = 2,asshown in Fig.6,where the resultsofenum eration are also dis-

played.Astheproblem to � nd aworkingsubsetiseasy forN largeenough,

the agentsaresuccessful.

4 Conclusions

The e� ciency ofM inority G am es seem s to be universalwith respect to

agents’learningrate:ifthelatteristoohigh,anom alous
 uctuations,hence

sm alle� ciencyarise.However,thesearetotallysuppressed iftheagentsare

sophisticated,who can optim ally coordinate ifthere isno public inform a-

tion.An unexplored issueiswhathappenswith neuralnetworkstakinginto

accounttheirim pacton thegam e.Based on this‘universality’,itwould be

tem pting to study neuralnetworkswith the sophisticated payo� .

Thestudy offorward/reverseproblem sshowed thelim itationsofagent-

based optim ization in hard cases,which leavestheinterestingopen question

ofhow to im prove the overallperform ance,and how the setup ofagent-

based m odelscan and m ustbe tuned forindividualcases.

I am gratefulto J.-P.G arrahan,N.F.Johnson,M .M arsili,D.Sher-

rington and Yi-Cheng Zhangfornum erousdiscussions.Thiswork hasbeen

supported by EPSRC.
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