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A bstract. W e discussa crowd-based theory fordescribing the collective behavior

in Com plex System s com prising m ulti-agent populations com peting for a lim ited

resource. These system s { whose binary versions we refer to as B-A-R (Binary

Agent Resource) system s { have a dynam icalevolution which is determ ined by

the aggregate action ofthe heterogeneous,adaptive agentpopulation.Accounting

for the strong correlations between agents’strategies,yields an accurate analytic

description ofthe system ’sdynam ics.

1 Introduction

Com plex System s{ togetherwith theirdynam icalbehaviorknown asCom -

plexity {arethoughttopervadem uch ofthenatural,inform ational,sociolog-

ical,and econom ic world [1,2].Com plex System s are probably best de�ned

in term s ofa listofcom m on featureswhich distinguish them from ‘sim ple’

system s,and from system swhich arejust‘com plicated’asopposed to being

com plex.A listofCom plex System ‘stylized facts’should include:feedback

and adaptation atthe m acroscopicand/orm icroscopiclevel,m any (butnot

too m any) interacting parts,non-stationarity,evolution,coupling with the

environm ent,and observed dynam icswhich depend upon the particularre-

alization ofthe system .

Castihasargued that[1]‘....adecentm athem aticalform alism todescribe

and analyze the [so-called]ElFarolProblem would go a long way toward

the creation ofa viable theory ofcom plex,adaptive system s’.The rationale

behind this statem ent is that the ElFarolProblem ,which was originally

proposed by Brian Arthur [3]to dem onstrate the essence ofCom plexity in

�nancialm arketsinvolvingm anyinteractingagents,incorporatesthekeyfea-

turesofa Com plex System in an everyday setting.Very briey,theElFarol

Problem concernsthecollectivedecision-m aking ofa group ofpotentialbar-

goers(i.e.agents)who repeatedly try to predictwhetherthey should attend

a potentially overcrowded bar on a given night each week.They have no

inform ation abouttheothers’predictions.Indeed theonly inform ation avail-

able to each agentisglobal,com prising a string ofoutcom es(‘overcrowded’

or ‘undercrowded’)for a lim ited num ber ofprevious occasions.Hence they

http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0403158v1
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end up having to predictthe predictionsofothers.No ‘typical’agentexists,

since allsuch typicalagentswould then m ake the sam e decision,hence ren-

dering their com m on prediction schem e useless.W ith the exception ofRef.

[4],the physicsliterature hasfocused on a sim pli�ed binary form ofthe El

FarolProblem called theM inority G am e(M G )asintroduced by Challetand

Zhang [5,6].

In thispaper,wepresenta theoreticalfram ework fordescribing a classof

Com plex System scom prising com petitivem ulti-agentpopulations,which we

refer to as B-A-R (Binary Agent Resource) system s.The resulting Crowd-

Anticrowd theory isnotlim ited to M G -likegam es,even though wefocuson

M G -like gam esin orderto dem onstrate the accuracy ofthe approach.The

theory isbuiltaround the correlationsor‘crowding’in strategy-space.Since

the theory only m akes fairly m odest assum ptions about a speci�c gam e’s

dynam icalbehavior,itcan describethedynam icsin awidevariety ofsystem s

com prising com petitive populations[7].

Fig.1. Schem atic representation ofB-A-R (Binary Agent Resource) system .At

tim estep t,each agent decides between action � 1 and action + 1 based on the

predictions ofthe S strategies that he possesses.A totalofn� 1[t]agents choose

� 1,and n+ 1[t]choose + 1.Agents m ay be subject to som e underlying network

structure which m ay be static or evolving,and ordered or disordered (see Refs.

[7,8]).Theagents’actionsare aggregated,and a globaloutcom e 0 or1 isassigned.

Strategies are rewarded/penalized one virtual point according to whether their

predicted action would have been a winning/losing action.
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2 B -A -R (B inary A gent R esource) System s

Figure1 sum m arizesthegenericform oftheB-A-R (Binary AgentResource)

system underconsideration.Attim estep t,each agent(e.g.a barcustom er,

a com m uter,ora m arketagent)decideswhetherto entera gam e where the

choicesare action + 1 (e.g.attend the bar,takeroute A,orbuy)and action

� 1 (e.g.go hom e,take route B,or sell).The globalinform ation available

to the agents is a com m on m em ory ofthe m ost recent m outcom es,which

are represented as either 0 (e.g.bar attendance below seating capacity L)

or 1 (e.g.bar attendance above seating capacity L).Hence this outcom e

history is represented by a binary bit-string of length m .For generalm ,

there willbe P = 2m possible history bit-strings.These history bit-strings

can alternatively be represented in decim alform :� = f0;1;:::;P � 1g.For

m = 2,forexam ple,� = 0 correspondsto 00,� = 1 correspondsto 01 etc.

A strategy consistsofa predicted action,� 1 or+ 1,foreach possiblehistory

bit-string.Hence thereare2P = 2
m

possiblestrategies.

Fig.2. Strategy Space for m = 2,together with som e exam ple strategies (left).

The strategy space shown isknown asthe FullStrategy Space (FSS)and contains

allpossible perm utationsoftheactions� 1 and + 1 foreach history.There are 22
m

strategiesin theFSS.The2
m

dim ensionalhypercube(right)showsall2
2
m

strategies

in the FSS at its vertices.The shaded strategies form a Reduced Strategy Space

RSS.There are 2:2m = 2P strategies in the RSS.The grey shaded line connects

two strategieswith a Ham m ing distance separation of4.

Figure2showsthem = 2strategy spacefrom Figure1.A strategyisaset

ofinstructionsto describe whataction an agentshould take,given any par-

ticularhistory �.Thestrategyspaceisthesetofstrategiesfrom which agents

areallocated theirstrategies.Thestrategy spaceshown isknown astheFull

Strategy Space (FSS) and containsallpossible perm utationsofthe actions

� 1 and + 1 foreach history.As such there are 22
m

strategiesin this space.

O necan choosea subsetof2:2m strategies,called a Reduced Strategy Space
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(RSS),such thatanypairwithin thissubsethasoneofthefollowingtwochar-

acteristics:(i)Anti-correlated.Forexam ple,anytwoagentsusingthe(m = 2)

strategies(� 1;� 1;+ 1;+ 1)and (+ 1;+ 1;� 1;� 1)respectively,would takethe

opposite action irrespectiveofthe sequence ofpreviousoutcom esand hence

the history.Their net e�ect on the excess dem and D [t]= n+ 1[t]� n� 1[t]

(which is an im portant quantity in a socio-econom ic setting such as a �-

nancialm arket) therefore cancels out at each tim estep, regardless of the

history.Hence they willnot contribute to uctuations in D [t].(ii) Uncor-

related.For exam ple,any two agents using the strategies (� 1;� 1;� 1;� 1)

and (� 1;� 1;+ 1;+ 1)respectively,would take the opposite action fortwo of

the four histories,and the sam e action for the rem aining two histories.If

the histories occur equally often,the actions ofthe two agents willbe un-

correlated on average.Notethatthestrategiesin theRSS can belabeled by

R = f1;2;:::;2P = 2:2m g.

The strategy allocation am ong agents can be described in term s of a

tensor 
 describing the distribution ofstrategies am ong the N individual

agents.Thisstrategy allocation is typically �xed from the beginning ofthe

gam e,hence acting as a quenched disorder in the system .The rank ofthe

tensor
 is given by the num ber ofstrategiesS thateach agentholds.W e

notethata single
 ‘m acrostate’correspondsto m any possible‘m icrostates’

describing the speci�c partitionsofstrategiesam ong the agents.Hence the

presentCrowd-Anticrowd theory retained atthelevelofa given 
,describes

the setofallgam eswhich belong to thatsam e 
 m acrostate.W e also note

thatalthough 
 isnotsym m etric,itcan bem adeso sincetheagentsdo not

distinguish between the orderin which the two strategiesare picked.G iven

this,wewillhenceforth focuson S = 2 and considerthesym m etrized version

ofthe strategy allocation m atrix given by 	 = 1

2
(
 + 
 T ).

3 C row d-A nticrow d Form alism

Consider an arbitrary tim estep t during a run ofthe gam e.W e willfocus

on evaluating the ‘excess dem and’D [t] � D [S[t];�[t]] = n+ 1[t]� n� 1[t],

although any otherfunction ofn+ 1[t]and n� 1[t]can beevaluated in asim ilar

way.Here S[t]is the 2P -dim ensionalscore-vector whose R’th com ponent

is the virtualpoint score for strategy R.[Strategies gain/lose one virtual

point at each tim estep,according to whether their predicted action would

havebeen a winning/losingaction].Thecurrenthistory is�[t].Thestandard

deviation ofD [t]forthisgiven run,correspondsto a tim e-averagefora given

realization of	 and a given setofinitialconditions.Sum m ing overtheRSS,

wehave:D [S[t];�[t]]=
P 2P

R = 1
a
�[t]

R
n
S[t]

R
.Thequantitya

�[t]

R
= � 1istheaction

predicted by strategy R in responseto thehistory bit-string � attim et.The

quantity n
S[t]

R
isthenum berofagentsusing strategy R attim et.W eusethe
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notation hX [t]i
t
to denote a tim e-average overthe variable X [t]fora given

	.Hence

hD [S[t];�[t]]i
t
=

2PX

R = 1

D

a
�[t]

R
n
S[t]

R

E

t

=

2PX

R = 1

D

a
�[t]

R

E

t

D

n
S[t]

R

E

t

(1)

where we have used the property that a
�[t]

R
and n

S[t]

R
are uncorrelated.W e

now consider the specialcase in which allhistories are visited equally on

average:even ifthis situation does nothold fora speci�c 	,itm ay indeed

hold once the averaging over 	 has also been taken.For exam ple,in the

M inority G am e allhistoriesarevisited equally atsm allm and a given 	.If

wetaketheadditionalaverageoverall	,then thesam eisalso trueforlarge

m .Underthe property ofequalhistories:

hD [S[t];�[t]]i
t
=

2PX

R = 1

 

1

P

P � 1X

�= 0

a
�[t]

R

!
D

n
S[t]

R

E

t

(2)

=

PX

R = 1

 

1

P

P � 1X

�= 0

a
�[t]

R
+ a

�[t]

R

!
D

n
S[t]

R

E

t

=

PX

R = 1

0:

D

n
S[t]

R

E

t

= 0

where we have used the exactresultthata
�[t]

R
= � a

�[t]

R
forall�[t],and the

approxim ation

D

n
S[t]

R

E

t

=

D

n
S[t]

R

E

t

.This approxim ation is reasonable for a

com petitive gam e since there is typically no a prioribest strategy:if the

strategies are distributed fairly evenly am ong the agents,this then im plies

that the average num ber playing each strategy is approxim ately equaland

hence

D

n
S[t]

R

E

t

=

D

n
S[t]

R

E

t

.In the event that allhistories are not equally

visited overtim e,even after averaging over all	,it m ay stillhappen that

thesystem ’sdynam icsisrestricted to equalvisitsto som esubsetofhistories.

In this case one can then carry outthe averaging in Equation (2)overthis

subspaceofhistories.M oregenerally,theaveragingsin thisform alism can be

carried outwith appropriate frequency weightingsfor each history.In fact,

any non-ergodicdynam icscan beincorporated ifoneknowsthe appropriate

history path [8].

Thevarianceofthe excessdem and D [t]isgiven by

�
2

	 =

D

D [S[t];�[t]]
2
E

t

� hD [S[t];�[t]]i
2

t
: (3)

Forsim plicity,we willhere assum e the gam e outputis unbiased and hence

hD [S[t];�[t]]i
t
= 0.Hence

�
2

	 =

D

D [S[t];�[t]]
2
E

t

=

2PX

R ;R 0= 1

D

a
�[t]

R
n
S[t]

R
a
�[t]

R 0 n
S[t]

R 0

E

t

: (4)
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Using the identitiesaR :aR 0 = P (fully correlated),aR :aR 0 = � P (fully anti-

correlated),and aR :aR 0 = 0 (fully uncorrelated) where aR is a vector of

dim ension P with com ponentsa
�[t]

R
for�[t]= 1;2;:::;P ,we obtain

�
2

	 =

2PX

R = 1

��

n
S[t]

R

�2

� n
S[t]

R
n
S[t]

R

�

t

+

2PX

R 6= R 06= R

D

a
�[t]

R
a
�[t]

R 0

E

t

D

n
S[t]

R
n
S[t]

R 0

E

t

=

2PX

R = 1

��

n
S[t]

R

�2

� n
S[t]

R
n
S[t]

R

�

t

: (5)

The sum over2P term scan be written equivalently asa sum overP term s,

�
2

	 =

PX

R = 1

��

n
S[t]

R

�2

� n
S[t]

R
n
S[t]

R
+

�

n
S[t]

R

�2

� n
S[t]

R
n
S[t]

R

�

t

=

PX

R = 1

��

n
S[t]

R
� n

S[t]

R

�2
�

t

�

*
PX

R = 1

�

n
S[t]

R
� n

S[t]

R

�2

+

t

:

Thevaluesofn
S[t]

R
and n

S[t]

R
foreach R willdepend on thepreciseform of	.

Theensem ble-averageoverallpossiblerealizationsofthestrategy allocation

m atrix 	 isdenoted by h:::i
	
.Using thenotation




�2
	

�

	
= �2,yields

�
2 =

* *
PX

R = 1

�

n
S[t]

R
� n

S[t]

R

�2

+

t

+

	

: (6)

It is straightforward to obtain analogous expressions for the variances in

n+ 1[t]and n� 1[t].

Equation (6)providesuswith an expression forthetim e-averaged uctu-

ations.Som e form ofapproxim ation m ustbe introduced in orderto reduce

Equation (6)to explicitanalyticexpressions.ItturnsoutthatEquation (6)

can bem anipulated in avarietyofways,dependingon thelevelofapproxim a-

tion thatoneisprepared to m ake.Thepreciseform ofany resulting analytic

expression willdepend on thedetailsoftheapproxim ationsm ade.Adopting

one such approach which iswell-suited to the low m regim e,we startby re-

labelling thestrategies.Speci�cally,thesum in Equation (6)isre-written to

beovera virtual-pointranking K asopposed to R.Considerthevariation in

pointsfora given strategy,asa function oftim efora given realization of	.

The ranking (i.e.label) ofa given strategy in term s ofvirtual-points score

willtypically change in tim e since the individualstrategieshave a variation

in virtual-pointswhich also variesin tim e.FortheM inority G am e,thisvari-

ation is quite rapid in the low m regim e ofinterest,since there are m any

m ore agentsthan available strategies{ hence any strategy em erging asthe

instantaneously highest-scoring,willim m ediately getplayed by m any agents

and thereforebelikely to loseon thenexttim e-step.M oregeneralgam esin-

volving com petition within a m ulti-agentpopulation,willtypically generate
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asim ilarecology ofstrategy-scoreswith no all-tim ewinner.Thisim pliesthat

thespeci�cidentity ofthe‘K ’th highest-scoringstrategy’changesfrequently

in tim e.It also im plies that n
S[t]

R
varies considerably in tim e.Therefore in

orderto proceed,we shiftthe focusonto the tim e-evolution ofthe highest-

scoringstrategy,second highest-scoringstrategyetc.Thisshould haveam uch

sm oothertim e-evolution than thetim e-evolution fora given strategy.In the

casethatthestrategiesallstarto� with zeropoints,theanticorrelated strate-

giesappearasthem irror-im age,i.e.SK [t]= � S
K
[t].ThelabelK isused to

denote the rank in term sofstrategy score,i.e.K = 1 isthe highestscoring

strategy position,K = 2 isthe second highest-scoring strategy position etc.

with

SK = 1 > SK = 2 > SK = 3 > SK = 4 > ::: (7)

assum ing no strategy-ties.G iven that SR = � S
R
(i.e.allstrategy scores

starto� atzero),then weknow thatSK = � S
K
.Equation (6)can hencebe

rewritten exactly as

�
2 =

* *
PX

K = 1

�

n
S[t]

K
� n

S[t]

K

�2

+

t

+

	

: (8)

Sincein thesystem sofinteresttheagentsaretypically playing theirhighest-

scoringstrategies,then therelevantquantityin determ ininghow m anyagents

willinstantanouslyplayagiven strategy,isaknowledgeofitsrelativeranking

{ nottheactualvalueofitsvirtualpointsscore.Thissuggeststhatthequan-

titiesn
S[t]

K
and n

S[t]

K
willuctuaterelatively littlein tim e,and thatweshould

now develop the problem in term s oftim e-averaged values.W e can rewrite

thenum berofagentsplaying thestrategy in position K atany tim estep t,in

term sofsom econstantvaluenK plusa uctuating term n
S[t]

K
= nK + "K [t].

W eassum ethatonecan choosea suitableconstantnK such thattheuctu-

ation "K [t]representsa sm allnoiseterm .Hence,

�
2 =

*
PX

K = 1

D�

nK + "K [t]� n
K
� "

K
[t]
�2
E

t

+

	

(9)

�

*
PX

K = 1

D�

nK � n
K

�2
E

t

+

	

=

*
PX

K = 1

�

nK � n
K

�2

+

	

;

assum ing thenoiseterm shaveaveraged outto besm all.Theaveraging over

	 can now betaken insidethesum .Each term can then berewritten exactly

using the joint probability distribution for nK and n
K
,which we shallcall

P (nK ;nK ).Hence

�
2 =

PX

K = 1

D�

nK � n
K

�2
E

	

=

PX

K = 1

NX

nK = 0

NX

n
K
= 0

�

nK � n
K

�2
P (nK ;nK ):(10)



8 NeilF.Johnson etal.

W e now look atEquation (10)in the lim iting casewhere the averaging over

the quenched disorderm atrix isdom inated by m atrices	 which are nearly

at.This willbe a good approxim ation in the ‘crowded’lim it ofsm allm

in which there are m any m ore agents than available strategies,since the

standard deviation ofan elem entin 	 (i.e.thestandard deviation in bin-size)

is then m uch sm aller than the m ean bin-size.The probability distribution

P (nK ;nK )willthen be sharply peaked around the nK and n
K
valuesgiven

by the m ean values for a at quenched-disorder m atrix 	.W e labelthese

m ean valuesasnK and n
K
.Hence P (nK ;nK )= �nK ;nK

�n
K
;n

K

and so

�
2 =

PX

K = 1

�

nK � n
K

�2
: (11)

Thereisa very sim pleinterpretation ofEquation (11).Itrepresentsthesum

ofthevariancesforeach Crowd-Anticrowd pair.Foragiven strategy K there

isan anticorrelated strategy K .The nK agentsusing strategy K are doing

the opposite ofthe n
K
agents using strategy K irrespective ofthe history

bit-string.Hence the e�ective group-size for each Crowd-Anticrowd pair is

n
eff

K
= nK � n

K
:thisrepresentsthenetstep-sized oftheCrowd-Anticrowd

pair in a random -walk contribution to the totalvariance.Hence,the net

contribution by thisCrowd-Anticrowd pairto the varianceisgiven by

[�2]
K K

= 4pqd2 = 4:
1

2
:
1

2
[n

eff

K
]2 =

�

nK � n
K

�2
(12)

where p = q= 1=2 fora random walk.Since allthe strong correlationshave

been included (i.e.anti-correlations) it can therefore be assum ed that the

separate Crowd-Anticrowd pairs execute random walks which are uncorre-

lated with respectto each other.[Recallthe propertiesofthe RSS -allthe

rem aining strategiesare uncorrelated.]Hence the totalvariance isgiven by

the sum ofthe individualvariances,

�
2 =

PX

K = 1

[�2]
K K

=

PX

K = 1

�

nK � n
K

�2
; (13)

which correspondsexactly to Equation (11).Ifstrategy-tiesoccurfrequently,

then onehasto be m orecarefulaboutevaluating nK since itsvalue m ay be

a�ected by the tie-breaking rule.W e willshow elsewhere thatthisbecom es

quite im portantin the caseofvery sm allm in the presence ofnetwork con-

nections [8]- this is because very sm allm naturally leads to crowding in

strategy space and hence m ean-reverting virtualscores for strategies.This

m ean-reversion is am pli�ed further by the presence ofnetwork connections

which increasesthecrowding,thereby increasing the chanceofstrategy ties.
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Fig.3.Schem atic representation ofthe strategy allocation m atrix 	 with m = 2

and S = 2,in the RSS.The strategiesare ranked according to strategy score,and

arelabelled by therank K .In thelim itthat	 isessentially at,then thenum berof

agentsplaying theK ’th highest-scoring strategy,isjustproportionalto thenum ber

ofshaded binsatthatK .

4 Im plem entation ofC row d-A nticrow d T heory

HereweevalutetheCrowd-Anticrowd expressions,in theim portantlim iting

caseofsm allm .Sincetherearem any m oreagentsthan availablestrategies,

crowdinge�ectswillbeim portant.Each elem entof	 hasam ean ofN =(2P )S

agentsper‘bin’.In thecaseofsm allm and hencedensely-�lled 	,theuctu-

ationsin the num berofagentsperbin willbe sm allcom pared to thism ean

value { hence the m atrix 	 looks uniform or ‘at’in term s ofthe occupa-

tion num bersin each bin.Figure3 providesa schem aticrepresentation of	

with m = 2,S = 2,in the RSS.Ifthe m atrix 	 isindeed at,then any re-

ordering due to changesin the strategy ranking hasno e�ecton the form of

them atrix.Thereforethenum berofagentsplaying theK ’th highest-scoring

strategy,willalwaysbeproportionalto thenum berofshaded binsatthatK

(see Fig.3 forK = 3).Forgeneralm and S,one�nds

nK =
N

(2P )S
[S(2P � K )S� 1 +

S(S � 1)

2
(2P � K )S� 2 + :::+ 1] (14)

=
N

(2P )S

S� 1X

r= 0

S!

(S � r)!r!
[2P � K ]r

=
N

(2P )S
([2P � K + 1]S � [2P � K ]S)

= N :

 �

1�
(K � 1)

2P

�S

�

�

1�
K

2P

�S
!

;
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with P � 2m .In the case where each agentholdstwo strategies,S = 2;nK
can be sim pli�ed to

nK = N :

 �

1�
(K � 1)

2P

�2

�

�

1�
K

2P

�2
!

=
(2m + 2 � 2K + 1)

22(m + 1)
N : (15)

Hence

�
2 =

PX

K = 1

�
(2m + 2 � 2K + 1)

22(m + 1)
N �

(2K � 1)

22(m + 1)
N

�2

(16)

=
N 2

22(2m + 1)

PX

K = 1

[2m + 1
� 2K + 1]2 =

N 2

3:2m
(1� 2� 2(m + 1)) :

This derivation has assum ed that there are no strategy ties { m ore pre-

cisely,we have assum ed thatthe gam e rules governing strategy ties do not

upset the identicalform s ofthe rankingsin term s ofhighest virtualpoints

and popularity.Hence we have overestim ated the size ofthe Crowds using

high-ranking strategies,and underestim ated thesizeoftheAnticrowdsusing

low-ranking strategies.Therefore the analytic form for � willoverestim ate

thenum ericalvalue,asisindeed seen in Figure4.Notwithstanding thisover-

estim ation,there is rem arkably good agreem ent between the num ericalre-

sultsand ouranalytic theory.In a sim ilarway to the above calculation,the

Crowd-Anticrowd theory can be extended to dealwith the im portantcom -

plem entary regim esof(i)non-atquenched disorderm atrix 	,atsm allm ,

and (ii)non-atquenched disorderm atrix 	,atlargem .Asshown in Figure

4,the agreem entfortheseregim esisalso excellent[2,7].

TheCrowd-Anticrowdtheoryhasalsobeen applied successfullytovarious

generalizationsofthe M inority G am e.Forexam ple,excellentagreem entbe-

tween the resulting analyticexpressionsand num ericalsim ulationshasbeen

dem onstrated for(i)Alloy M inority G am e [9],(ii)Therm alM inority G am e

(TM G )[10,11],(iii)Therm alAlloy M inority G am e[12],and (iv)B-A-R sys-

tem swith an underlying network structure [7].

5 C onclusion and D iscussions

W e have given an overview ofthe Crowd-Anticrowd theory forcom petitive

m ulti-agentsystem s,in particularthosebased on an underlyingbinary struc-

ture.Explicitanalytic expressionscan be evaluated atvariouslevelsofap-

proxim ation,yielding very good agreem entwith num ericalsim ulations.W e

notethatthecrucialelem entofthisCrowd-Anticrowd theory { i.e.properly

accounting forthe dom inantinter-agentcorrelations{ isnotlim ited to one

speci�c gam e.G iven itssuccessin describing a num berofgeneralized B-A-

R system s,we believe that the Crowd-Anticrowd fram ework could provide

a powerfulapproach to describing a wide class ofCom plex System s which
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Fig.4.Crowd-Anticrowd theory vs.num ericalsim ulation resultsfor � in the M i-

nority G am e asa function ofm em ory size m ,forN = 101 agents,atS = 2,4 and

8.Ateach S value,analytic form s of� (i.e.standard deviation in excess dem and

D [t])areshown.Thenum ericalvalueswereobtained from di�erentsim ulation runs

(triangles,crossesand circles).Figure adapted from Ref.[2].

m im ic com petitive m ulti-agent gam es.This would be a welcom e develop-

m ent,given the lack ofgeneraltheoreticalconceptsin the �eld ofCom plex

System s as a whole.It is also pleasing from the point ofview ofphysics

m ethodology,since the basic underlying philosophy ofaccounting correctly

for ‘inter-particle’correlations is already known to be successfulin m ore

conventionalareasofm any-body physics.Thissuccessin turn raisesthe in-

triguing possibility that conventionalm any-body physics m ight be open to

re-interpretation in term s ofan appropriate m ulti-particle ‘gam e’:we leave

thisforfuture work.

O fcourse,som epropertiesofCom plex System scannotbedescribed using

tim e-and con�guration-averagedexpressionsasdiscussed here.In particular,

an observation ofa real-world Com plex System which isthoughtto resem ble

a m ulti-agent gam e,m ay correspond to a single run which evolves from a

speci�c initialcon�guration ofagents’strategies.This im plies a particular
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	,and hence the tim e-averagingswithin the Crowd-Anticrowd theory m ust

becarried outforthatparticularchoiceof	.Howeverthisproblem can still

be castin term softhe Crowd-Anticrowd approach,sincethe averagingsare

then just carried out over som e sub-set ofpaths in history space,which is

conditionalon thepath along which theCom plex System isalready heading.

W e have been discussing a Com plex System based on m ulti-agent dy-

nam ics,in which both determ inistic and stochastic processes co-exist,and

are indeed intertwined.Depending on the particularrules ofthe gam e,the

stochastic elem entm ay be associated with any of�ve areas:(i)disorderas-

sociated with thestrategy allocation and hencewith theheterogeneity in the

population,(ii) disorder in an underlying network.Both (i) and (ii) m ight

typically be �xed from the outset(i.e.,quenched disorder)hence itisinter-

esting to see the interplay of(i)and (ii)in term softhe overallperform ance

ofthesystem [8].Theextentto which thesetwo ‘hard-wired’disordersm ight

then com pensateeach other,asforexam plein theParrondoe�ectorstochas-

ticresonance,isan interestingquestion.Such acom pensation e�ectm ightbe

engineered,forexam ple,by altering the rules-of-the-gam e concerning inter-

agentcom m unication on theexisting network.Threefurtherpossiblesources

ofstochasticity are(iii)tie-breaksin thescoresofstrategies,(iv)a stochastic

rulein orderforeach agenttopick which strategy to usefrom theavailableS

strategies,asin the Therm alM inority G am e,(v)stochasticity in the global

resource levelL[t](e.g.barseating capacity)due to changing externalcon-

ditions.To a greaterorlesserextent,these�vestochasticelem entswilltend

to break up any determ inistic cycles arising in the gam e.W e refer to Ref.

[13]fora discussion ofthe dynam icsofthe M inority G am e viewed from the

perspectiveofa stochastically-perturbed determ inistic system .

R eferences

1. J.L.Casti,W ould-be W orlds(W iley,New York,1997).

2. N.F. Johnson, P. Je�eries, P.M . Hui, Financial M arket Com plexity (O xford

University Press,2003).

3. B.Arthur,Am er.Econ.Rev.84,406 (1994);Science 284,107 (1999).

4. N.F.Johnson,S.Jarvis,R.Jonson,P.Cheung,Y.K wongand P.M .Hui,Physica

A 258,230 (1998).

5. D .Challetand Y.C.Zhang,Physica A 246,407 (1997).

6. See http://www.unifr.ch/econophysics/m inority and E. M oro e-print cond-

m at/0402651 atxxx.lanl.gov forthe fullM G -related literature.

7. SeeN.F.Johnson and P.M .Hui,e-printcond-m at/0306516 atxxx.lanl.gov,for

m ore details.

8. S.G ourley,S.C.Choe,P.M .Huiand N.F.Johnson,e-printcond-m at/0401526

atxxx.lanl.gov.

9. N.F.Johnson,P.M .Hui,D afang Zheng,and M .Hart,J.Phys.A:M ath.G en.

32,L427 (1999).

10. A.Cavagna,J.P.G arrahan,I.G iardina and D .Sherrington,Phys.Rev.Lett.

83,4429 (1999).

http://www.unifr.ch/econophysics/minority
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0402651
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0402651
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0306516
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0401526


Theory ofCollective D ynam icsin M ulti-AgentCom plex System s 13

11. M .L.Hart,P.Je�eries,N.F.Johnson and P.M .Hui,Phys.Rev.E 63,017102

(2001).

12. P.Je�eries,M .Hart,N.F.Johnson,and P.M .Hui,J.Phys.A:M ath.G en.33,

L409 (2000).

13. P.Je�eries,M .L.Hartand N.F.Johnson,Phys.Rev.E 65,016105 (2002).


