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W e show thata sim ple evolutionary schem e,when applied to the m inority gam e (M G ),changes

thephasestructureofthegam e.In thisschem eeach agentevolvesindividually wheneverhiswealth

reachesthespeci�ed bankruptcy level,in contrastto theevolutionary schem esused in theprevious

works. W e show that evolution greatly suppresses herding behavior,and itleads to better overall

perform ance ofthe agents. Sim ilar to the standard non-evolutionary M G ,the dependence ofthe

standard deviation � on thenum berofagentsN and them em ory length m can becharacterized by

a universalcurve. W e suggesta Crowd-Anticrowd theory forunderstanding the e�ectofevolution

in the M G .

PACS num bers:89.65.G h,87.23.G e,02.50.Le

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

Com plex adaptive system s consist of agents using

adaptive strategiesto com pete forlim ited resources.As

changes in the globalenvironm ent are induced by the

agents them selves, it is im portant to study dynam ics

of such system s. The m inority gam e (M G ),proposed

by Challet and Zhang[1],is a prototypicalagent-based

m odelthat can be analyzed using the tools ofstatisti-

calm echanics. The gam e captures som e essentialfea-

turesofcom plex adaptive system sin which agentswith

lim ited inform ation and rationality com pete for lim ited

resources. A key question in the study ofagent-based

m odels is,how evolution changes the behaviors ofthe

agents.

There have been a few studies on the e�ect ofevo-

lution in the m inority gam e. In the context ofa sim -

ple evolutionary m inority gam e,Johnson et al. found

thattheagentsuniversally self-segregateinto two oppos-

ing extrem e groups [3]. Hod and Nakar,on the other

hand,claim ed thatclustering ofcautiousagentsem erges

in a \tough environm ent" wherethepenalty forlosing is

greaterthan thereward forwinning [4].Chen etal.[5,6]

derived ageneralform alism tounderstand thedynam ical

m echanism forthetransition from segregation tocluster-

ing.They found thatthee�ectiverateofevolution plays

an im portant role in determ ining the resulting steady-

statepopulation distribution.Thesestudieshavefocused

m ainly on population distribution. Liet al.[7],on the

other hand,studied how evolution can help to im prove

theoverallperform anceoftheagentsin theoriginalM G .

Starting from theadaptiveM G proposed by Challetand

Zhang[1],Lietal.introduced an evolutionary schem ein

which allpoorly perform ing agentsevolvesynchronously

at every � = 10;000 steps. Agents are ranked by their

gains,and thoseranked atthebottom p percent(p= 10% ,

20% ,30% ,40% ,etc) are forced to change their strate-

gies at these pre-speci�ed steps. In order to m ake the

evolution process sm ooth,not allthe agents ranked at

the bottom willchangetheirstrategies,butonly 50% of

those (chosen random ly)have to do so. Those who are

chosen to evolvereplace the currentstrategieswith new

random ly picked ones. They reported that with evolu-

tion theperform anceissigni�cantlybetter;butthephase

structure,characterized by the so called Savitcurve [8],

rem ainssim ilarto that ofthe originalnon-evolutionary

M G .A laterstudy [9]based on avariantoftheevolution-

ary schem e used in Ref.[7]led to a sim ilar conclusion,

butwith betteroverallperform anceofthe agents.

W hen dealingwith m odelsofheterogeneousagentpop-

ulation, it m akes sense to use an evolutionary schem e

in which agents evolve individually, instead of syn-

chronously atspeci�ed tim es.In thispaperweadoptthe

sim ple schem e used in the EM G [3],in which an agent

becom esbankrupted and isreplaced wheneveritsaccu-

m ulated wealth is below a given threshold. W ith this

sim ple schem e we found that herding behavior has dis-

appeared when them em ory length (m )issm all,and the

Savit curve obtained is signi�cantly di�erent from that

ofthe originalM G .

II. N U M ER IC A L R ESU LT S

Letus�rstbriey describe the m inority gam e m odel.

Thegam econcernsa population ofN (odd num ber)het-

erogeneousagentswith lim ited capabilities,who repeat-

edly com pete to be in the m inority group. After each

round thewinnersgain apointand thelosersloseapoint.

Each agentholdsS strategies. Each strategy is a look-

up table listing the strategy’sprediction ofthe m inority

group given the record ofthe m ost recent m m inority

groups. There are total22
m

num ber ofpossible strate-

gies,sothelargerthevalueofm ,thegreatertheprocess-

ing powerofthe agents.Virtualpointsareaccum ulated

foreach ofthe strategiesthe agenthas,and he usesthe

m ostsuccessfulstrategy availableto him .To includethe

e�ect ofevolution we assign wealth w to each agent;w

willincrease/decreaseby onewhen theagentwins/loses.

Theagentwillbereplaced ifhiswealth isbelow athresh-

old � d (d > 0);the new agentchooses his S strategies

random ly and hiswealth isinitialized to zero. The dis-

tribution ofstrategiesgradually evolvesasthegam egoes
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FIG .1: �
2
=N vs 2m =N for the M G with and without evo-

lution.d = 256 isused forthe evolutionary M G .The results

are obtained by averaging overeightindependentruns

on.

W e have done extensive sim ulations with N =

51;101;201;401;m = 1;2;� � � ;10; S = 1;2; and d =

4;16;64;256;1024;4096.The num beroftim e stepsused

issettobeT0 = 800000� 2m =2+ 10000d;wehavechecked

thatthis choice ofthe tim e step issu�cientforobtain-

ing steady-state propertiesofthe m odel. In oursim ula-

tions we m onitor �,which is the standard deviation of

thenum berofagentsbelongingtooneofthegroups.The

sm allerthevalueof�,thelargeratypicalm inority group

and thebettertheoverallperform anceoftheagentswill

be.Thesm allestvalueof� is�= 0:5,which m eansthat

the di�erence between the num bersin the m inority and

m ajority groupsis one. The overallperform ance ofthe

agentsisatthe optim alwhen � = 0:5.Atthe otherex-

trem e,when the agentsm ake theirchoicesrandom ly as

in therandom choicegam e(RCG ),wehave�2=N = 0:25.

In alm ost allour sim ulations,particularly for sm allm ,

evolution reduces � signi�cantly. This is illustrated in

Fig.1,which shows�2=N vs2m =N fortheM G with and

withoutevolution.Theresultsarebased on averagesover

eightindependentruns,which are enough forobtaining

accurateaveragesfortheevolutionary M G ,asthedi�er-

encesam ong di�erentrunsare quite sm all.Forsm allm

evolution leadsto a dram atic reduction in � asherding

behavioroftheagentsisgreatly suppressed.Theresults

for di�erent N fallto a universalcurve. For large m

the gam estillapproachesthe lim itcorresponding to the

random choicegam eand the e�ectofevolution issm all.

W e have also studied the m odelwith the award-to-

�ne ratio (as de�ned in Ref.[4]) R 6= 1. In this case

the winners get R points while the losers lose a point.

W e found that,foreach N ,there isan optim alvalue of

R = R c(N )> 1 thatgivesriseto thesm allestvalueof�.

ForR > R c(N )theaveragewealth iseverincreasingand

thereisno steady state.Fig.2 shows�2=N vs2m =N for

R > 1 as com pared to the case R = 1. It is clearfrom
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FIG .2: �
2
=N vs 2

m

=N for the evolutionary M G .d = 64

is used. The results are obtained by averaging over eight

independentruns

the �gure that � can be further reduced when R > 1.

W ealso found that,form = 1 or2,theoptim alvalueof

�= 0:5 can in factbe achieved.

III. A C R O W D -A N T IC R O W D T H EO R Y FO R

T H E EV O LU T IO N A R Y M G

W e now consider a Crowd-Anticrowd theory [10]to

understand the e�ectofevolution in the m inority gam e.

O urdiscussion below followsRef.[10].Forsim plicity we

only consider S = 1 and use a reduced strategy space

(RSS). Num erically the di�erences between the cases

with S = 1 and S = 2 are sm all. RSS is a subset of

strategies,which span thefullstrategyspace(FSS).Con-

sider,forexam ple,an RSS form = 2,consisting ofthe

following eightstrategies:

U � f� 1� 1� 1� 1g;f+ 1+ 1� 1� 1g;f+ 1� 1+ 1� 1g;f� 1+ 1+ 1� 1g (1)

�U � f+ 1+ 1+ 1+ 1g;f� 1� 1+ 1+ 1g;f� 1+ 1� 1+ 1g;f+ 1� 1� 1+ 1g (2)

Here � 1 indicate the prediction ofa strategy given one

ofthe fourpossible histories. Any two strategiesin fU ,

�U g are eitheruncorrelated (with the Ham m ing distance
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FIG .3:Histogram forthenum berofappearancesofallpossi-

ble histories.N = 101,S = 2,m = 6,and d = 256.Forcom -

parison thecorresponding histogram forthenon-evolutionary

M G isalso plotted

2m =2)oranti-correlated (with thelargestHam m ing dis-

tance 2m ). Fora given m there are total2P (P = 2m )

strategieswith P pairsofanti-correlatedstrategies(other

pairs are uncorrelated) in RSS.For each strategy G in

RSS thereisa corresponding anti-correlated strategy �G .

Itisbelieved thatthe essentialfeaturesofthe gam e are

keptwhen RSS isused instead ofthe FSS [2].

Letusevaluate�2 = < (n+ (t)� N =2)2 > t= < (n+ (t)�

n� (t))
2 > =4,wheren+ andn� arethenum bersofagents

m aking thechoices+ 1 and � 1 respectively.Theaverage

isovertim e step t.In RSS

n+ (t)� n� (t)=

2PX

G = 1

a
�(t)

G
nG ;

where�(t)denotesthecurrenthistory,a
�(t)

G
= � 1 isthe

responseofstrategy G to thehistory bit-string �(t),and

nG is the num ber ofagents using strategy G attim e t.

W e have

�
2 =

1

4

2PX

G = 1;G 0= 1

< a
�(t)

G
nG a

�(t)

G 0 nG 0 > t : (3)

In oursim ulation wefound thatthesystem visitsallpos-

siblehistoriesequally.Thisisillustrated in Fig.3,which

showsa histogram ofthenum berofvisitsforeach m -bit

history. In orderto com pare with the non-evolutionary

M G ,we use S = 2 in the �gure;the resultforS = 1 is

essentially the sam e. Aswe can see from the �gure,the

system doesnotvisitallpossiblehistoriesequally in the

non-evolutionary M G .

For the evolutionary M G we can thus replace an av-

erage over tim e by an average over allpossible histo-

ries. Now the double sum can be broken down into

threeparts,based on thecorrelation between thestrate-

gies. G iven < aG aG > t= 1, < aG a�G > t= � 1, and

< aG aG 0 > t� < aG aG 0 > h= 0 (forG 06= G and G 06= �G ),

where< � � � >h indicatesaverageoverallpossible histo-

ries,wecan write the doublesum as

�
2 =

1

4

"
2PX

G = 1

< n
2

G > t �

2PX

G = 1

< nG n �G > t

#

(4)

=
1

4

PX

G = 1

�
< n

2

G > t � 2< nG n �G > t + < n
2
�G
> t

�
(5)

=
1

4

PX

G = 1

< (nG � n �G )
2
> t (6)

In the above derivation we have tacitly assum ed that

fnG gchangeveryslowlysotheaveragesoverfaG gcan be

donewhileholdingfnG gconstant.Thisisin thespiritof

adiabaticapproxim ation;itisvalid becausetheevolution

rateislow (aslong asd isnottoo sm all).

LetnP be the num berofpairsofagentsholding anti-

correlated strategies and nS be the num ber of agents

holding unpaired strategies.O nly theagentsholding un-

paired strategies contribute to �;the gam e behaves es-

sentially asan RCG with nS num berofagents.Thuswe

have�2 = 0:25nS,or

�
2
=N = 0:25s; (7)

where s = nS=N . Note that2nP + nS = N ,nP can be

written asnP = N (1� s)=2.To determ ines weneed to

considerthe evolutionary dynam icsofthe gam e.Atthe

steady statewehavethe following balanceequation

2rP nP (1� p(m ;N ))= rSnSp(m ;N ); (8)

where rP and rS are the bankruptcy rate forthe paired

agents(pairbreaking rate)and the bankruptcy rate for

the unpaired agents respectively;p(m ;N ) is the proba-

bility thatanew pairisform ed when abankrupted agent

isreplaced.O ne can estim atep(m ;N )as

p(m ;N )= 1� (1� 1=2P )nS � 1� exp(� 0:5N s=2m ) (9)

Itissom ewhatdi�cultto estim ater P and rS.Itcan be

argued thatrP =rS doesnotsensitively depend on m and

N .The equation fors isthen

rP

rS
(1� s)= s

p(s=z)

1� p(s=z)
; (10)

wherez = 2m =N .Thesolution sisafunction ofz.Thus,

when we plot �2=N vs z = 2m =N ,the curves fallto a

universalcurve.Sincep(x)isa m onotonically decreasing

function ofx,theuniversalcurves(z)obtained from the

above equation willbe a m onotonically increasing func-

tion ofz. In the lim itz ! 1 we have p(s=z)! 0;this

leadsto s! 1 or�2=N = 0:25.Thusz ! 1 istheRCG

lim it. ForR > 1,rP =rS decreases;thisleadsto sm aller

valuesfors and �. Allthese are in agreem entwith the

sim ulation results. Thus the Crowd-Anticrowd picture
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providesa qualitativeunderstanding ofthe evolutionary

M G .

In conclusion,wehaveshown that,when a sim pleevo-

lutionary schem e is applied to a heterogeneous popula-

tion of agents, herding behavior in the M G is greatly

suppressed. The dependence ofthe standard deviation

� on the num berofagentsN and them em ory length m

can be characterized by a universalcurve. In addition,

wedem onstrated thata Crowd-Anticrowd theory can be

used to understand qualitatively the e�ect ofevolution

in the M G .
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