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ABSTRACT
Unlike traditional time series, the action sequences of hu-

man decision making usually involve many cognitive pro-
cesses such as beliefs, desires, intentions and theory of mind,
i.e. what others are thinking. This makes predicting human
decision making challenging to be treated agnostically to the
underlying psychological mechanisms. We propose to use
a recurrent neural network architecture based on long short-
term memory networks (LSTM) to predict the time series of
the actions taken by the human subjects at each step of their
decision making, the first application of such methods in this
research domain. We trained our prediction networks on the
behavioral data from several published psychological exper-
iments of human decision making, and demonstrated a clear
advantage over the state-of-the-art methods in predicting hu-
man decision making trajectories in both single-agent scenar-
ios such as Iowa Gambling Task and multi-agent scenarios
such as Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma. 1

Index Terms— Behavioral Modeling, LSTM, Recurrent
Neural Network, Time Series Forecasting

1. INTRODUCTION

The challenge of predicting human decision is important for
many application domains like economy, marketing and arti-
ficial intelligence. But the domain where the human behavior
modeling is especially crucial is psychology, where the goal is
to describe, explain and predict these behaviors. Within this
domain, creating agents that effectively mimic human deci-
sion making is particularly important. There are many be-
havioral tasks and analytical methods developed to simulate
the process of human decision making in real situations. As
a commonly used experience-based task, the Iowa Gambling
Task [1] has been modeled as a synthesis of various psycho-
logical processes and cognitive elements [2, 3].

While useful for the researchers to breakdown neuropsy-
chologically interpretable variables, these analyses only pro-
vide very constrained predictive guidelines, and fall short to

1The data and codes to reproduce the empirical results can be accessed at
https://github.com/doerlbh/HumanLSTM

modeling more complicated real-world decision making sce-
narios such as social dilemmas. As a popular framework to
expose tensions between cooperation and defection, the Iter-
ated Prisoner’s Dilemma [4] has been studied by computer
scientists, economists, and psychologists with different ap-
proaches. Beyond cognitive modeling of the effects of game
settings and past experiences on the overall tendency to co-
operate (or invest in the monetary games) [5, 6], [7] proposed
a logistic regression model to directly predict individual ac-
tions during the Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma with different
settings. This logistic regression model is also the state-of-
the-art in predicting action sequences in this task. Another
active line of research is to clone and simulate behavioral tra-
jectories with reinforcement learning models that incorporate
learning-related parameters inspired by the neurobiological
priors of the human brain [8, 9, 10]. While offering discrim-
inative and interpretable features in characterizing the human
decision making process, these reinforcement learning mod-
els exhibit limited capability to predict the human action se-
quences in complicated decision making scenarios such as It-
erated Prisoner’s Dilemma [11].

To date, we can say that the existing approaches suggested
to generally describe human decision behavior are based on
linear models. However, it is known that human behavior is
nonlinear, and the nonlinear models are performing well in
many machine learning tasks. Thus, we propose in this paper
to study human behavior decision making based on the well
known long short-term memory networks (LSTM) to forecast
the human decision making on psychological tasks like Iowa
gambling task and Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma. To the best
of our knowledge, this is the first study that applies recurrent
neural networks to directly predict sequences of human deci-
sion making process. We believe this work can facilitate the
understanding of how human behave in online game setting.

2. BACKGROUND

2.1. Iowa Gambling Task (IGT)

The original Iowa Gambling Task (IGT) studies decision
making where the participant needs to choose one out of four
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card decks (named A, B, C, and D), and can win or lose
money with each card when choosing a deck to draw from
[1], over around 100 actions. In each round, the participants
receives feedback about the win (the money he/she wins), the
loss (the money he/she loses), and the combined gain (win
minus lose). In the MDP setup, from initial state I, the player
select one of the four deck to go to state A, B, C, or D, and
reveals positive reward r+ (the win), negative reward r− (the
loss) and combined reward r = r+ + r− simultaneously.
Decks A and B by default is set to have an expected payout
(-25) lower than the better decks, C and D (+25). For base-
lines, the combined reward r is used to update the agents.
There are two major payoff schemes in IGT. In the traditional
payoff scheme, the net outcome of every 10 cards from the
bad decks (i.e., decks A and B) is -250, and +250 in the case
of the good decks (i.e., decks C and D). There are two decks
with frequent losses (decks A and C), and two decks with
infrequent losses (decks B and D). All decks have consistent
wins (A and B to have +100, while C and D to have +50) and
variable losses (summarized in Table 1, where scheme 1 [12]
has a more variable losses for deck C than scheme 2 [13]).

2.2. Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma (IPD)

The Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma (IPD) can be defined as a
matrix game G = [N, {Ai}i∈N , {Ri}i∈N ], where N is the
set of agents, Ai is the set of actions available to agent i with
A being the joint action space A1 × · · · × An, and Ri is the
reward function for agent i. A special case of this generic
multi-agent IPD is the classical two-agent case (Table 2). In
this game, each agent has two actions: cooperate (C) and de-
fect (D), and can receive one of the four possible rewards:
R (Reward), P (Penalty), S (Sucker), and T (Temptation).
In the multi-agent setting, if all agents Cooperates (C), they
all receive Reward (R); if all agents defects (D), they all re-
ceive Penalty (P); if some agents Cooperate (C) and some
Defect (D), cooperators receive Sucker (S) and defector re-
ceive Temptation (T). The four payoffs satisfy the following
inequalities: T > R > P > S and 2R > T + S. The PD
is a one round game, but is commonly studied in a manner
where the prior outcomes matter to understand the evolution
of cooperative behaviour from complex dynamics [14].

3. PREDICTION WITH RECURRENT NETWORKS

The prediction framework of the recurrent neural networks is
illustrated in Figure 3: at each time step, the historical action
from the last time step is fed into the recurrent neural net-
works as input, and the network outputs a predicted action for
the following time step. In the single-agent setting (i.e. the
human subject makes his or her decision without interactions
with other players), the input and output of the recurrent neu-
ral networks both consist of the player’s action. In the multi-
agent setting (i.e. the human subject makes his or her decision

Fig. 1. Prediction Framework with a Recurrent Network:
at each time step t, the historical action from the last time
step xt is fed into the recurrent neural networks as input, and
the network outputs a predicted action xt+1 for the following
time step and updates its hidden state ht.

based on not only his own prior actions and rewards, but also
the actions performed by other participants of the game), the
input features consist of the actions performed by all parci-
pants in the game in the last time step. In both scenarios, we
code the actions into a multi-dimensional one-hot representa-
tion before serving to the prediction network.

4. EMPIRICAL EVALUATION

4.1. Modeling Iowa Gambling Task

Dataset. The raw data and descriptions of Iowa Gambling
Task can be downloaded at [15]. It consists of the behav-
ioral trajectories of 617 healthy human subjects performing
the Iowa Gambling Task. The data set consists of original
experimental results from 10 different studies, administrated
with different lengths of trials (95, 100 and 150 actions). We
pool all the subjects together and truncated all the actions to
be 617 trajectories of 95 actions.

Baseline and benchmark. We compare our LSTM
model with the standard vector autoregression model [16].
The autocorrelation is trained on all available sequences in
the training set. Same as our LSTM network, autoregression
model takes a multi-dimensional one-hot-based feature ten-
sor (of the previous time steps) as its observation window,
and then outputs the next predicted action. For empirical
evaluation, we chose our prediction network to be a two-layer
LSTM network with 10 neurons at each layers. This is to
showcase the effectiveness of our recurrent neural networks
even if the parameter set is very small. We randomly split
the dataset by 80/20 as the training set and the test set, and
evaluated it with randomized crossvalidation.

Population prediction. As in the payoff schemes from
Table 1, the Iowa Gambling Task has two actions that are
more preferable (giving more rewards) than the other two.
In psychology and neuroscience literature of Iowa Gambling
Task, the percentage of choosing these two “better” actions is
usually reported as a function of time, and used to character-



Table 1. Schemes of Iowa Gambling Task
Decks win per card loss per card expected value scheme
A (bad) +100 Frequent: -150 (p=0.1), -200 (p=0.1), -250 (p=0.1), -300 (p=0.1), -350 (p=0.1) -25 1
B (bad) +100 Infrequent: -1250 (p=0.1) -25 1
C (good) +50 Frequent: -25 (p=0.1), -75 (p=0.1),-50 (p=0.3) +25 1
D (good) +50 Infrequent: -250 (p=0.1) +25 1
A (bad) +100 Frequent: -150 (p=0.1), -200 (p=0.1), -250 (p=0.1), -300 (p=0.1), -350 (p=0.1) -25 2
B (bad) +100 Infrequent: -1250 (p=0.1) -25 2
C (good) +50 Infrequent: -50 (p=0.5) +25 2
D (good) +50 Infrequent: -250 (p=0.1) +25 2

Table 2. IPD Payoff
C D

C R,R S,T
D T,S P,P

ize the learning progress of the human subjects. We record
this metric to evaluate how well the behavioral trajectory pre-
dicted by a model captures the ground truth of the human
decision making sequence. As shown in Figure 2, both the
LSTM and the autoregression model capture the learning dy-
namics of the human subjects well.

Individual prediction. Despite a comparable perfor-
mance in predicting the overall trend of the learning progress.
The capability of a prediction model to capture the action
strategy during each individual game is a more challenging
objective. For instance, it is possible for a bad prediction
model to forecast every individual trajectories incorrectly
given their corresponding heterogeneous prior history, while
maintaining a perfect prediction for the composition of ac-
tions in the population sense. Therefore, we report the mean
squared error (MSE) between the predicted sequences and
the ground truth in order to understand the performance of
the models in the individual sense. As shown in Figure 3, the
overall MSE drops as the observation window increases (i.e.
the model has seen more historical time series). The LSTM
predicts the individual trajectories better, with the lowest av-
erage MSE of 0.015 across all prediction time steps, beating
the MSE by autoregression, 0.020, by a significant amount
since the first few prediction time steps.

4.2. Modeling Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma

Dataset. We collated the human data comprising 168,386
individual decisions from many human subjects experiments
[17, 18, 19, 6, 5, 20, 21, 22] that used real financial incentives
and transparently conveyed the rules of the game to the sub-
jects. As a a standard procedure in experimental economics,
subjects anonymously interact with each other and their deci-
sions to cooperate or defect at each time period of each inter-
action are recorded. They receive payoffs proportional to the
outcomes in the same or similar payoff as the one we used in

Fig. 2. Learning Curve: Both the LSTM and autoregression
model capture the learning dynamics of the human subjects
in IGT as measure by the evolution of the rate of selection of
the better actions.

Fig. 3. Individual Trajectories: Prediction MSE in IGT.

Table 2. Following the similar preprocessing steps as [7], we
were able to construct the comprehensive collection of game
structures and individual decisions from the description of the
experiments in the published papers and the publicly available
data sets. This comprehensive dataset consists of behavioral
trajectories of different time horizons, ranging from 2 to 30
rounds, but most of these experimental data only host full
historical information of at most past 9 actions. We further
selected only those trajectories with these full historical in-
formation, which comprised 8,257 behavioral trajectories of
9 actions each for both players.

Baseline and benchmark. We compare with two base-
lines. The first baseline is a logistic regression taking into



Fig. 4. Cooperation Rate: The LSTM model characterizes
human cooperation much better than the baselines in IPD.

Fig. 5. Individual Trajectories: Prediction MSE in IPD

account a group of handcrafted features such as the game set-
tings and historical actions [7]. It is reported as the state-of-
the-art in the task of predicting human decision making in
the task of Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma. Similar to the Iowa
Gambling Task prediction, we include the standard vector au-
toregression model [16] as our second baseline. Similar to
the empirical evaluation in Iowa Gambling Task, here we still
chose our prediction network to be a two-layer LSTM net-
work with 10 neurons at each layers for the Iterated Prisoner’s
Dilemma prediction. We randomly split the dataset by 80/20
as the training set and the test set, and evaluated it with ran-
domized cross-validation.

Population prediction. The tendency to cooperation
is an important subject of interest in Iterated Prisoner’s
Dilemma, because it characterizes the core trade-off between
self-interest and social benefit. The cooperation rate is also
the metric used by the state-of-the-art paper in predicting
Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma sequences [7]. We record the co-
operation rate to evaluate how close the behavioral trajectory
predicted by a model captures the ground truth of the human
decision making sequence. As shown in Figure 4, the autore-
gression model overestimates the cooperation rate of human
decision making by a significant amount. The state-of-the-art
model in this task, the logistic regression model [7] performs
a better job than the autoregression model, but still falls short
at capturing the subtle dynamics of human cooperation over

time. Unlike the baselines, our LSTM model perfectly pre-
dicts the cooperation rate, although it is only trained to predict
the individual actions instead of the cooperation rate.

Individual prediction. Given the same intuition from
the Iowa Gambling Task, a model that predicts the cooper-
ation rate well doesn’t guarantee it captures the correct ac-
tion strategies used by each individual trajectories. As shown
in Figure 5, LSTM has a lower average MSE of 0.12 across
all prediction time steps, beating the two baselines, autore-
gression (0.18) and logistic regression (0.75), by a significant
amount. In addition, the prediction error by the three models
offers several surprising observations:

(1) Unlike Iowa Gambling Task, the information asym-
metry caused by the unknown human opponent complicates
the prediction task, such that the prediction error doesn’t fol-
low a monotonic decrease when the observation window in-
creases; (2) although the logistic regression model (the state-
of-the-art) predicts the population-wise cooperation rate, it
fails heavily at predicting individual actions; (3) Despite the
significant overestimation of population cooperation rate, the
autoregression model maintained a relatively low prediction
error with a similar trend as the best model, our LSTM model;
(4) During the intermediate phase (the 4th or the 5th round)
of the Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma game, the prediction error
appears to be the largest for the logistic regression model, but
the smallest for the autoregression and LSTM models.

We believe that predicting the Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma
is a much more difficult task than predicting the Iowa Gam-
bling Task due to its additional complications from the multi-
agent and social dilemma settings. The clear advantage of the
LSTM model over the baseline in this task, demonstrated the
merit that the recurrent neural network better captures realis-
tic human decision making and offers reliable prediction of
individualized human behaviors.

5. CONCLUSION

We introduced an LSTM network to predict the action se-
quences of human decision making process in Iowa Gambling
Task and Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma. As the first attempt
to utilize recurrent neural networks to directly predict hu-
man action sequences in these behavioral tasks, our approach
matches existing baselines in predicting both the population
trends and the individual strategies, in the IGT task, and then
outperforms in the IPD task. We find the latter particularly
noteworthy given that IPD is a cognitively more complex task,
as it involves multiple agents trying to predict each other’s
behavior. Next steps include extending our evaluations to hu-
man behavioral trajectories in other sequential decision mak-
ing environments with more complicated and mixed incen-
tive structure, such as Diplomacy, Poker and chess playing,
as well as efforts to implement alternative recurrent models
more readily amenable to interpretation from the neuroscien-
tific and psychological perspectives.
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