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A daptive learming and coloniality in birds
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W e introduce here three com plem entary m odels to analyze the rok of predation pressure in avian
coloniality. D i erent explanationshave been proposed for the existence of colonialbreeding behavior
In birds, but eld studieso erno conclusive results. W e rst propose a lraming m odel In which the
decision ofbirds are taken according to the collective perform ance. T he properties ofthe system are
then studied according to a m odel in which birds choose according to their individual experience,
and the agreem ent of the introduction of spatial structure w ith eld data are then shown.

I. NTRODUCTION

In the last few yearsthere hasbeen an Increasing inter—
est in the understanding of leaming processes ofcollective
behavior, specially in system s of interacting agents. T he
ain ofthese studies is to reproduce qualitatively features
of econom ic or biological system s , E].

Colonial breeding behavior in birds has been exten-—
sively studied E, @, E]. D uring the breeding season ver—
tebrate social system s can be behaviorally classi ed into
three m ain groups: territorial, cooperative and colonial.
T his classi cation is according to the genetical relation—
ship wih the other m embers of the colony, and to the
spatial organization. W hile territorial and cooperative
behavior are evolutionary understood, colonial behav—
Jor ram ains an open question. D i erent hypotheses have
been put forward In order to explain this behavior, like
m inin izing the distance required for oraging E], obser—
vation ofconspeci ¢ foraging groups [{, B, 9], inform ation
transfer at the colony @], shortage of nests @, @], or
predation pressure E].

One of the di culties in verifying the previous hy-—
potheses is that present day conditions need not to co—
Incide w ith those which lead to colonialbehavior In the

rst place. Thus, m odelling of bird populations using
reasonable assum ptions for bird behavior can be useful
In the elucidation ofpossble scenarios favorable tow ards
the evolution of coloniality.

Som e theoretical studies give support to the hypothe-
sis that Inform ation transfer at the colony increases the
tendency towards colony formm ation E, , @]. How—
ever this hypothesis requires the previous existence of a
group or colony, and therefore i cannot explain by itself
the evolution tow ards colonialbehavior.

P redation can induce colonial habits n m any ways.
T he sin plest passivem echanisn isthe dilution e ect pro—
vided by a colony of su ciently large size []@ . In
addition, the detection and defense capabilities are en—
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hanced in colonies @, E, @, , @]. On the other
hand, the lack of signi cant predation pressure on som e
colonial species has been used as evidence against the
predation hypothesis @, @], although a phylogenetic
analysis of coloniality across bird species show s a strong
correlation w ith exposure to predation In the past E].

T he present w ork analyzes the role of predation on the
form ation of colonialhabits by m eans of a m athem atical
m odelw hich Incorporates som e ofthe known facts about
the response ofbirds to attacks by predators, and m akes
sim ple assum ptions about the m em ory and leaming pro—
cesses at play.

II. MODELLING LEARNING PROCESSES IN
SOCIAL SYSTEM S

A . M inority G am e and IndividualM inority G am e

W e m odel birds experience In a sin ilar way to that
used in the \M inority Game" M G) model P4, B3, 4,
@, @]. Them inority gam e was introduced in the analy—
sisofdecision m aking by agentsw ith bounded rationaliy,
derived from \E1Farol" barproblm R3,R9]. Them odel
describbes N agents which must m ake a choice between
two altematives (origihally de ned as £0;1g, lJater on de—
scribed as £ 1;1g). Agentsm ake choices using as input
the preceding collective perform ance. A successfuilchoice
for an agent is that which no m ore than halfthe totalof
agents choose. The bounded capaciy of each agent is
m odelled assum ing that agents can only rem em ber the
last m rounds of the gam e. This tin e span de nes 2™
possbl outcom es which each agent needs to consider.
Hence, the num ber of strategies that the agents can use
is 22" , each ofwhich is a set of choices for each possble
previous outcom e. To keep the assum ption of bounded
rationality, agents have a lin ited num ber s of strategies,
taken at random (In m ost studies, s= 2). Each strategy
has an independent score, which is updated after each
m ove, according to its perform ance.

The game is de ned by three parameters: N, the
num ber of agents, m , the num ber of tin e steps agents
use to detem ine the next decision, and s, the num —
ber of strategies available to each agent. D epending
on the ratio = 2" =N, a phase transition has been
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found @, , @, @]. T his transition has been succoess-
fully analyzed using replica symm etry breaking and dy-—
nam icalm ean eld theory m ethods @, ]. T he phase
at 1 has many agents which are ablk to identify
the \optim al" strategies, leading to a poor global per-
form ance, as the m nority group is usually small. For
1, agents play alm ost at random , as the total num —
ber of strategiesbeing used isa an all fraction ofthe total
num berpossble. N earthe phase transition, there isa sit—
uation w here groups ofagents tend to play anticorrelated
strategies, and the globalperformm ance has a m axin um .

The m odelhas been generalized in di erent directions
(see E]) . Therearedi erent versionsin w hich the agents
are allowed to evolve. The strategies with which each
agent is endowed can be considered its \genotype", and
can be allowed to change. A fematively, each agent can
have an extra character, which allow s it to favor a given
strategy or its opposite @].

The m ain ob fctive of the present work, as describbed
previously, is the m odelling of processesw hich lead to in—
dividualor collective behavior and which are determ ined
by responses to unexpected events, lke predation. W hile
the genericpattem ofresponse can be genetically de ned,
we will concentrate on the adaptation to the habitat
which takes place during the lifetin e of each Individual,
using the agent’s past experience only. H ence, our start—
Ingpointw illbe a variation ofthem nority gam e in w hich
the inform ation used by each agent isnot taken from the
collective history, but from the agent’s own choices and
perfom ance ]. W e de ne this version of the m inority
gam e as the ndividualm inority gam e. P revious studies
show that the use of di erent sources of nform ation by
di erent agents change signi cantly their behavior in the

1 region, where som e of the \herding" e ects de—
scribed in this section are avoided. O n the other hand,
the fact that the lnform ation used by each agent cannot
be considered a random input @], m akes it di cul to
use analytical techniques.

B. Coloniality by predation

In our approach to colonialbehavior we assum e that
the available choices to birds are 1m ited to two possi-
bilities each breeding season: they can either form an
Individualnest, or pin an existing colony. T herefore we

nd a binary system of decisions, equivalent to the M G
m odel.
Successfiil breeding Individuals tend to be faithfiil to

their previous nesting site. B irds choose a colony or an
isolated nest depending on their previous experience.

E ach season, birds can be predated w ith probability p.
W e takeasourunit a breeding couple. A predation event
does not in ply the birds which form the predated pair
are rem oved from the population, but that the nest suf-
ferspredation from an allanin als (rats, snakes, etcetera)
which eat or dam age the eggs. T herefore, the reproduc—
tive success of the couple is zero or an all, and they leam
from the experience. T hese \am all" predation events are
much more comm on In nature than those which involve
big predators, such asm amm als, which can destroy the
whole colony. The birds have a nite lifetin e, which
lim its their ability for lraming (see below ), which is not
related to predation. T he ob gctive of the present work
isthe study of sin pli ed leaming schem esby w hich birds
can aggregate In colonies, and this leaming m echanism
can only occur when birds survive to predation. Hence,
\big" predation events are irrelevant for this purpose.

E ach bird has, as already m entioned, s strategies (see
tab]eﬂﬁ)rexam plofa strategy ofmem orym = 2).Each
of these strategies has a score, which re ects the innate
preferences of each bird, or the degree of reproductive
success that the bird would have had if it had followed
i.

W e considerdi erent scoringm echanian s, as the avaik-
able biologicaldata can be interpreted in di erent ways.
W e 1rst assum e that this score is updated using collec—
tive nform ation from the perform ance of all ndividuals.
Next, we analyze the case when each bird updates the
soores of its strategies using Inform ation from is own
success In previous occasions. Hence, each bird uses in—
form ation di erent from that used by other birds, and
the m odel departs from the m nority gam e usually an—
alyzed in the literature, where the score of strategies is
the sam e for all agents.

The nite lifespan ofthe birds ism odelled w ith a prob—
ability of setting the scores of the strategies of a bird to
zerop = % at each tim e step, where v is the average lifes-
pan of the birds. This is equivalent to introduce a new
bird w ith no previous experience, and allow s us to keep
the population size constant.

IIT. RESULTS
A . Collective scoring m odel

W e rst study a scoring schem e In which the collective
traits used in the standard m inority gam e are com bined
w ith the use of inform ation private to each individual.
T he scores are updated according to the follow ing rules:
1) The socores corresponding to strategies which lead to
the outcom e not chosen by the bird are updated accord—
Ing to their average success am ong the birds which have
followed them , ii) T he scores corresponding to the strate—
gieswhich lead to the actualchoice taken by the bird are
updated according to the success obtained by the bird



C hoice Success i c
. P redated 0
Indiidual b dated 2 1 2 pxX
; P redated 1 2=nc
Colonial Not Predated 2 & P 1

TABLE II:Collective scoring, whereN isthe num berofbirds,
p is the predation probability and n. is the num berofcolonial
birds. ; isthe increase on the score ofan individual strategy
and . is the increase on the score of a colonial strategy.

at that season. W e assum e that, In the absence of pre—
dation, the innate tendency of the birds is such that the
socore assigned to strategies leading to ndividualbehavior
is tw ice that for colonialbehavior.

T his choice of scores takes into account the innate ten-—
dency ofm any birds tow ards an individualbehavior @].
T he dilution e ect, which favors colonialbehavior in the
presence of predation, is included in two ways: i) birds
which choose an individual behavior update the scores
of the strategies keading to colonialbehavior taking into
acoount the dilution e ect which exists in a large colony
which inclides all the birds and ii) birds which choose a
colonial behavior are predated less often, depending on
the size of the colony to which they are in, which we
assum e to include all colonialbirds.

W e have studied thism odel for di erent values of the
param eters, and w e have found that the sam e qualitative
features as we vary the num ber of strategies s available
to each bird or tsm em oxry m . Typical results are shown
n gqg. ﬂ .

Tt is interesting to consider the case of In nite lifes—
pan, although biolgically unrealistic, shown n g. E
Then, the population reaches a stationary state where
all birds behave individually or colonially, w ith a sharp
phase transition at p= 05. This resul can be obtained
by estin ating the balance between costs and bene ts of
each type ofbehavior forthe wholepopulation. T hus, the
leaming schem e described by thism odel is guaranteed to
Jead to the optim albehavior if the lraming ability, or the
m em ory, ofthe birdswasin niy. Nearp= 05we nda
very long lived transient, which tends to becom e a power
law decay, in Iine w ith the critical slow ing down near a
second orderphase transition ]. In this sense, one con—
sider the stationary distrbution at nite lifespans ( g. [
as the equivalent of nite size e ects near a continuous
phase transition.

B . Individual scoring m odel

Tt isequally orm ore consistent w ith existing eld data
to assum e that each bird m akes all choices according to
its own experiences. This requires to m odify the scor-
Ing assigned to the strategies not ©llowed by each bird,
de ned in table E The sin plest choice is to assume
that, when unsuccesfiil (predated), the bird assignsto the
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colony sizes for the sam e tem poralevolution.
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FIG.2: Resulktsform = 2,s= 5,N = 10000 andv ! 1 .
Top, tem poralevolution of the m odel for predation pressures
for di erent predation pressures, from t= 1 to t = 16384.
Bottom , distrdbution of colony sizes for the sam e tem poral
evolution . N ote the change in the range of values of p studied
w ith respect to those shown in g.



C hoice Success i c
.. P redated 0 1
Individual N ot P redated 2 0
} P redated 2 0
Colnial N ot P redated 0 1

TABLE III: Scoring n a IndividualM odel. ; isthe increase
on the score of a strategy that gives an individual outcom e
and . is the increase on the score of a strategy that gives a
colonial outcom e.

strategies leading to the option not follow ed the score cor-
resoponding to the bene t ofthat behavior In the absence
of predation, as shown in table @ A bird who made a
succesfil choice (not predated), updates only the scores
of those strategies which lead to that choice. Finally, we
assum e that the predation pressure isnot the sam e forall
colonialbirds, as they form colonies of di erent sizes. In

order to take this into acocount, we distribute the colonial
birds into colonies which sizes follow a power law distri-
bution. T he num ber of colonies of size w is proportional
tow ! . This isthe expected behavior ifthe relative uc—
tuation of colony sizes is random . The distrbution is
nom alized to the num ber of colonialbirds.

At each tin e step, which corresponds to one breeding
season, there isa nite probability p that a nest willbe
predated. Unless otherw ise stated, the predation proba-
bility, p is constant in tin e, though the Inclision of vari-
able probability doesnot change the results qualitatively.

A s In the previous case, individual strategies, when
successfu], obtain a larger score than colonial strategies
(2 vs. 1), re ecting the Innate (or genetic) preference of
birds to Individualbreeding in the absence of predation.

W e have studied the tem poralevolution ofthe num ber
(or frequency) of colonialbreeders, for di erent values of
m , s and v, perform Ing sin ulations for each com bination
of these three param eters from p = 001 to p = 0:99.
In g.E we can observe that the qualitative features are
equivalent for v = 3 and v = 15, however w ith longer
lifespan, birds can leam m ore, and therefore the adapta—
tion process is clearer for v = 15. These results are in
agreem ent w ith eld studies @].

C . M odelling colony distributions

F inally, we w ill consider explicitly the in uence of the
colony size distrdbution, which is not taken as given.
W e start with a population of Individual birds, ny, dis—
tributed am ong ng sites, where ny ng. Birds have
two possble strategies or behaviors, lndividual or colo—
nial, which have a score which re ects the reproductive
success that a bird would have if i would have followed
it. Note that we do not m ake use here of the set of the
strategies ofthe M G (such as in table ﬂ), but only these
two stretegies, as well as the Inform ation of the previ-
ous tin e step. T hese birds are predated, and use scoring
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FIG.3: Resulkts form = 1, s= 4, N = 10000. Temporal
evolution of the individual scoring model from t= 1 to t=
10000, in the cases of predation pressures from p = 001 to
p= 099, forv= 3 (top) and v= 15 (pottom ).

rules sin ilar to those described in the previous subsec—
tion, and given in tab]e@. Birdswhich, at a given tin e
step, choose to ©llow colonialbehavior, pin an existing
colony. At the beginning, as no colonies still exist, birds
which acquire this behavior are paired am ong them . A

given colonial bird has the sam e probability of pining
any one of the existing colonies @]. O therw ise the bird
(couple) nests in one of the available em pty sites. W hen
the score of a bird is taken to zero, the (hew) bird has
an innate tendency tow ards individualbehavior. F inally,
and guided by eld observations, we have considered the
case where birdsm ake new choices every season, and the
casew herebirdsw hich have not been predated repeat the
previous choice, and only consider their possible choices
if they have been predated.

The m odel leads to di erent colony distribbutions. In
general, affer som e transients, large colonies appear and
grow inde nitely, lrading to distrbutions skew ed tow ards
large sizes. In this respect, the m odel di ers from the
tw o cases considered previously. In the m odel discussed
n @, the growth of large colonies was arrested be—
cause birds were able to appraise the collective perfor-
m ance ofcolonialbirds. Forthe individualm odelin ,
we assum ed a xed distrbution of possible colony sizes.
By combining an individual scoring procedure and not
In posing constraints on the distrdbution of colony sizes,
we nd that the average size drifts tow ards large values,
Induced by the dilution of predation presure for large
colonies.

T his tendency tow ards large colony sizes, for arbitrar-
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FIG .4: F i to the average colony distribbution for a population
ofapproxim ately 300 couples of lesser kestrelin LosM onegros
(Spain) ]. The num ber of couples is 300, and the num ber
of available sites where colonies can be form ed is 15000. T he
predation pressure isp = 0:08, and there isa nite probability
ofcatastrophic events, pcar = 0:01, which lin itsthem axin um

colony size to  100.

ily sm allpredation m ay help to explain the existence to—
day of species which form very large colonies, lke pen-
guins and other sea birds. In m any cases, how ever, there
is an upper lim it to the m axin um size that a colony can
have, because of the di erent disadvantageous e ects of
colonies, such asparasitiam , tranan ission ofdiseases, lJack
of food on the vicinity ofthe colony and the attraction of
big predators to big colonies. W e have ncorporated this
possbility by assum ing that there are catastrophic events
which act on allm em bers of a colony, and which proba-
bility Increasesw ith the size ofthe colony. Sim ilare ects
are obtained if the probability of predation includes the
possbility that there are events where a whole colony is
predated.

Thepresentm odel, incuding (few ) catastrophicevents
which lm it the m axinum oolony size, allows us to t
observed colony distrbutions @]. A t to results for
colonies of lesser kestrels In Los M onegros (Spain) is
shown in gureE. T he predation pressure isp = 008, the
average lifetin e isv = 5, and the ratio between the suc-
cess of individualbirds and colonialbirds, in the absence
of predation, is ;= . = 2. We also assume a catas—
trophic predation pear = 0:01. This In plies that colonies
cannot grow to sizesmuch larger than 100.

W hen we introduce an upper cuto the maximum

colony size, the num erical results are very suggestive of
a rounded second order phase transition, as in the cases

300

200 1+ p=006 il p=008 1 p=0.10 i

number of colonies

0 P I 1 T f [ b om0
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FIG .5: Colony distributions obtained fora population o£3000
couples, and p = 006, kft, p = 0:08, center, and p = 0:10,
right.

discussed in [IIA] and [ITH. We nd a regine where
m ost birds choose Individual strategies, for low predation
pressure, and a regin e where m ost birds form colonies.
The main di erence w ith the previous cases is that the
critical predation pressure, pe, at which this transition
takes place, is now lower. Our results suggest that, in
the present case, pc 0:08. This reduction In the value
of pc is consistent w ith the enhanced tendency towards
coloniality in this version of the m odel. The evolution
towards a stationary state is very slow , and, for the pa—
ram eters used, at least 103 tin e steps are required.
Tt is interesting to note that the best value of p which
tsthe observed broad distribution of colony sizes is close
to the critical valie which separates the two regin es de-
scribed earlier. This is best appreciated n g.fJ, where
we have repeated the calculations which lead to g. H,
p= 008, and also p = 006 and p = 0:10, or a pop—
ulation of 3000 birds, and laving all other param eters
unchanged. These results suggest that the assum ption
ofa power law distrdoution of colony sizes, m ade in [[ITA

and is consistent.

Iv. CONCLUSIONS.

Our resuls suggest that colonial behavior can arise
as a natural response to predation pressure. Note that
we m ade a num ber of conservative assum ptions, in or-
der to avoid any bias towards colonialbehavior: i) The
birdshave an innate tendency tow ardspreferring individ—
ualnests, ii) T he only protection provided by the colony



is the dilution e ect, iii) T he distribbution of colonies is
such that sm allcolonies arem ore abundant, and, in som e
variations ofthe m odel, iv) predation pressure uctuates
strongly from year to year, allow ing for the existence of
periods of low predation.

The number of colonial birds increases w ith increas—
Ing lifespan, as birds accum ulate experience for a longer
period. This evidence is In agreem ent w ith the obser-
vation that birds m ake use of their long term breeding
expenenoes@, @r @r @]-

Them odelsused here are Ingpired in them inority gam e
m odel, and use sin ilar de nitions of allowed choices and
strategies. O n the otherhand, agentsuse their ndividual
experiences In order to update the scores of the di erent
strategies, and the payo sare related to a random event,
the chance of being predated.

O ur results suggest that sin ple m athem aticalm odels
of predation pressure on colonialbirds can lead to a dy-—
nam ical phase transition, In which a m aprity of birds
change from colonial to individual breeding behavior.

T his transition is smn oothed due to the nite lifegpan of
the birds, which 1 itsthe ability to leam new behaviors.
N ote, how ever, that the m odels used In the present work
cannot be expressed In temm s of the m inin ization of a
bene t function.

F inally, it is Intriguing that eld observations E] can
be tted by them odel in by tuning the param eters
to be close to the critical point discussed above, suggest—
ing som e kind of self critical organization @].
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