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Abstract

The efficient market hypothesis (EMH), based on rational expectations and market equilibrium, is
the dominant perspective for modelling economic markets. However, the most notable critique of the
EMH is the inability to model periods of out-of-equilibrium behaviour in the absence of any significant
external news. When such dynamics emerge endogenously, the traditional economic frameworks provide
no explanation for such behaviour and the deviation from equilibrium. This work offers an alternate
perspective explaining the endogenous emergence of punctuated out-of-equilibrium dynamics based on
bounded rational agents. In a concise market entrance game, we show how boundedly rational strategic
reasoning can lead to endogenously emerging crises, exhibiting fat tails in “returns”. We also show how
other common stylised facts of economic markets, such as clustered volatility, can be explained due to
agent diversity (or lack thereof) and the varying learning updates across the agents. This work explains
various stylised facts and crisis emergence in economic markets, in the absence of any external news, based
purely on agent interactions and bounded rational reasoning.

1 Introduction

Economic markets have existed for millennia, with the earliest identified markets dating back to at least
the Babylonian Empire [1]. Since then, the modelling of such markets has been a heavily researched topic,
aiming to improve understanding of markets, increase profits, and shape policy and interventions within these
markets. The dominant perspective which has arisen over the last two centuries [2] is the efficient market
hypothesis (EMH) [3], based on rational expectations and market equilibrium. The EMH states that prices
reflect all known information about an asset, and as such, they reflect the fair value. However, there are
multiple significant market crashes, such as the 1987 Dow Jones index crash [4], the global financial crisis
in 2008 [5], and the flash crash of 2010 [6], that the EMH failed to explain purely by the arrival of external
news. If prices reflected all information, assets matched their actual underlying value, and all agents were
perfectly rational and not speculative, such bubbles (and resulting bursts) would not occur. Instead, agents
often display irrational exuberance [7], based on unfounded beliefs and speculation [8].

The most serious specific critiques of the EMH include its inability to explain periods of out-of-equilibrium
behaviour such as endogenous crises [9, 10] or the “stylised facts” present in economic markets such as volatility
clustering where periods of high (low) volatility occur in bursts, in the absence of any significant external news
[11]. Such crises are known to occur in different markets, from housing markets [12, 13], to stock markets
[14], and foreign exchange markets [15]. Likewise, volatility clustering is consistently observed in markets [16],
with temporal correlations in volatility breaching the traditional economic assumption of heteroskedasticity.
The EMH suggests that such phenomena occur due to rational agents reacting to external news in the market
[17]. However, when such dynamics emerge endogenously, i.e., in the absence of external news, the traditional
economic frameworks struggle to explain such behaviour or the deviation from equilibrium [18], demanding
adequate models explaining the “wildness” of market dynamics [19, 20, 21].

Thus, the endogenous emergence of crises and stylised facts are significant aspects to consider in the
modelling of economic markets. An adequate model of economic markets should capture and ideally explain
three desirable aspects of actual market dynamics: (i) convergence to a good average outcome, i.e., equilibrium,
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(ii) endogenous emergence of crises so that the resulting dynamics are categorised by fat-tailed distributions
of out-of-equilibria deviations, where abrupt periods differ significantly from the “converged” equilibrium, and
(iii) ability to recreate stylised facts of economic markets such as clustered volatility. The EMH explains (ii)
and (iii) as arising only from the arrival of external news.

These notable deviations from EMH have pushed for a “revolution” of economics [19], and encouraged
a modelling focus on agents who operate under “bounded rationality” [22]. Relaxing the perfect rationality
assumption provides an alternate perspective to markets, admitting that market participants may not follow
the homo economicus model [23, 24], and may instead be speculative, adaptive, or subject to limitations in
their information processing abilities. Relaxing this assumption allows for behavioural realism, for example,
with heterogeneous agents for modelling the wide range of human reasoning abilities. These considerations
have given rise to Complexity Economics [25], and the “interacting agent hypothesis” [26] capturing the
endogenous emergence of out-of-equilibrium dynamics due to the interaction among heterogeneous boundedly
rational agents [27, 28, 29], rather than purely by the arrival of external news.

One of the most notable examples exploring Complexity Economics is the canonical El Farol bar problem
[30]. El Farol has been called “the most important problem” in the modelling of complex systems [31],
and continues to be explored [32, 33], having motivated a host of other market entrance games [34] and
minority games [35] for modelling markets. In this market entrance game the agent payoffs depend on other
market participants’ decisions, creating complex market dynamics. Adaptive strategies is the widely accepted
solution to the El Farol bar problem [30], which generally converges to an equilibrium near the optimal resource
capacity [36]. However, it is unknown to what extent deviations from this equilibrium can be captured or
whether current Complexity Economics solutions to El Farol can generate stylised facts similar to those
observed in actual markets. Hence, we need a more refined model capable of demonstrating convergence to
equilibrium, punctuated by abrupt deviations, while also explaining market dynamics and stylised facts arising
endogenously rather than relying on the arrival of external news.

Here, we propose an approach based on boundedly rational strategic (higher-order) reasoning agents. Each
Bounded Rational AdapTive Strategic (BRATS) reasoning agent maintains a recursive model about other
agents’ beliefs. However, the potentially infinite chain of strategic reasoning is “broken” at various points of
recursion, following the Quantal Hierarchy (QH) model [37]. Specifically, the heterogeneous agents are limited
in the amount of information processing they can perform, with reasoning resources quantified information-
theoretically (in the Shannon sense). The BRATS agents learn and update their recursive beliefs (increase
resources) based on the observed market outcomes. The BRATS approach improves upon the canonical
solution driven by adaptive strategies across all outlined criteria. Specifically, the approach not only ensures
(i) general convergence towards an “equilibrium” even with boundedly rational agents, but also allows for (ii)
the explanation of abrupt endogenously emerging periods of out-of-equilibrium behaviour based on boundedly
rational strategic reasoning, generating “fat tails”. Furthermore, (iii) volatility clustering can be generated
and explained endogenously due to the diversity of agent beliefs and the heterogeneous learning updates.

We provide comparisons to alternative approaches and show that the proposed approach convincingly
outperforms the alternatives across the key measures in a market game, better matching dynamics observed
in actual economic markets. Thus, the long-held conjecture that the adaptive strategies approach provides an
adequate resolution to the El Farol problem is challenged. Surprisingly, a convincing solution is shown to be
provided by the agents which reason strategically (i.e., recursively) while being limited by their information-
processing resources.

2 Results

The basic premise of the El Farol market entrance game is as follows. Agents enjoy attending a bar, or profit
entering a market, if less than 60% of other agents attend the bar, otherwise, the bar/market is deemed
overcrowded/unprofitable, and they would have preferred to stay out. As a generalization, we say N agents
receive payoff Uenter for entering if less than cN, c ∈ [0, 1] other agents attend, otherwise they receive payoff
Uovercrowded. Staying out returns a fixed payoff of Uexit. The inequality Uenter > Uexit > Uovercrowded holds
such that if the bar is overcrowded, the agent would have preferred to stay home. However, the preference is
always to attend if it is not overcrowded.
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2.1 Convergence

We first consider the “desirable” attendance rate c, and the simulated attendance rate from the bounded
rational agents. This convergence is displayed in Fig. 1a, comparing the proposed (BRATS) approach with
the canonical adaptive strategies (AS) solution. Agents are able to self-organise around the desired value
without explicit coordination. We refer to this as the resource efficiency, i.e., the ability to operate near the
optimal capacity. Fig. 1b shows the resulting errors, with lower average errors for the proposed approach when
compared to adaptive strategies.
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Figure 1: Resource efficiency (N = 100). The purple (orange) line represents the proposed BRATS model
(adaptive strategies). The dotted red line highlights the optimal case, with perfect efficiency, i.e., the mixed
strategy Nash equilibrium. Fig. 1a shows the average overall attendance rate across runs, and the shaded
surrounding area shows ± one standard deviation. Fig. 1b shows the average error for each run, and the filled
area shows ± one standard deviation across these runs.

The time evolution of the system is displayed in Fig. 2. There is an initial “adjustment” period with both
approaches in which the agents are learning appropriate beliefs. However, once some learning has taken place
(e.g. several rounds have been completed), the proposed BRATS approach converges to a higher average
resource efficiency than the canonical AS approach, particularly for higher or lower values of c, as confirmed
in Fig. 1. The methods perform similarly for mid ranges of c, achieving high resource efficiency. These results
show that both approaches perform well on the first criteria of convergence to a good average outcome, with
the proposed approach outperforming adaptive strategies for higher and lower entrance capacities.

It is well known that there exists a unique symmetric mixed-strategy Nash equilibrium (MSE) solution to
the problem, where agents attend probabilistically based on the enjoyable capacity c. Such an approach offers
perfect convergence and utilisation (i.e. 0 error), however, this MSE solution can not categorise learning or
adaption throughout time [38], and further, can not generate periods of endogenously emerging crises. This
limitation is problematic for explaining known deviations from equilibrium in actual market settings. As we
are particularly interested in out-of-equilibrium dynamics generated from bounded rational agents, we do not
explore such solutions further as they cannot capture such phenomena. For a complete discussion on deriving
equilibria in El Farol, see [39]. In the following sections, these deviations from equilibrium are analysed in
more detail.

2.2 Emergence of endogenous crises

The previous subsection showed the average convergence towards the desired resource capacity c. Here, we
consider the endogenous emergence of crises, or self-induced shocks [40], as a result of endogenous changes
in agent beliefs [41]. Following [40], we consider crises to occur when the resulting attendance change is
at least three standard deviations > 3σ from the average historical attendance change, and refer to these
as 3+σ events. The EMH suggests these deviations would follow a random walk, and, thus, be normally
distributed, meaning that the occurrence of 3+σ events would be small (0.3%). However, in actual markets,
the kurtosis of the observed return distribution can often be categorised as leptokurtic, implying fatter tails,
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Figure 2: Average resource utilisation for various enjoyable capacities c. Purple (orange) represents the
proposed BRATS model (adaptive strategies). The mean attendance is shown as the dark line, with ± one
standard deviation as the lighter bars. Perfect utilisation (c) is displayed as the dashed red line.

and a higher probability of “crisis” than the probability suggested by the random walk, casting doubts about
the explanation given by the EMH [42, 43].

To analyse the frequency of significant changes, we calculate the probability of 3+σ events, and in addition,
estimate the tail-index α of these changes using the Hill estimator [44]. The tail-index α gives a measure of
the shape of the tail, with lower α’s implying a slower decaying function and thus, heavier tails. It has been
reported that for many markets, α can often be in the range 1 to 4 [45] with emerging markets having estimates
1 < α < 2, and developed markets 2 < α < 4 [45, 46].

Thus, this section demonstrates endogenous crisis formation in terms of fat tails in attendance fluctuations,
supported by estimates of the tail-indexes α.

c
0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9

BRATS 2.3 2 1.3 0.7 1 1.1 1.3 1.9 2.3
AS 1.5 1.4 1.1 1 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.6

Noise Traders 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3

Normal Distribution 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3

Table 1: The occurrence of 3+σ events. The table displays the observed percentage of attendance changes
falling outside 3 standard deviations of the mean attendance. Each cell represents the average results for the
attendance rate c. According to the normal distribution (bottom row), the percentage of expected occurrences
for 3+σ events is 0.3, and any values greater than this threshold indicate a higher probability of extreme events.

Under the proposed BRATS approach to model market entrance, large abrupt changes in attendance occur
more than one would expect from a normal distribution, as displayed in Table 1. With the AS model, fatter
tails than expected from the normal distribution are also observed, but to a lesser extent. In contrast, the
market dynamics generated by agents who follow a random walk (“noise traders”) fall entirely in line with
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Figure 3: Tail-index estimates α computed using the Hill Estimator. The average values across tail sizes and
attendance capacities are used to compute the density for the violin plots (cf. Table 2). A lower α indicates
a slower decay, and thus a fatter tail. The actual range of tail indices from economic markets is shown with
the dashed grey lines.

the normal distribution. Therefore, the proposed approach demonstrates the ability to recreate an important
stylised fact: fat-tailed distributions in terms of (abrupt) resource allocation changes.

We now estimate the tail-index α with a range of common tail sizes, 2.5%, 5%, 10% 1 for (i) the proposed
approach, (ii) the canonical AS solution, and (iii) “noise traders”. To re-iterate, a lower tail-index α implies a
heavier tail. The collated results are visualised in Fig. 3, and specific breakdowns are shown in Table 2. The
tail-indices (α’s) produced by the proposed approach consistently fall in the 1− 3 range, as expected by crisis
dynamics of emerging (1 < α < 2) and established (2 < α < 4) markets [46, 45]. In contrast, the AS approach
often generates larger α’s (thinner tails) with approximately half of the estimates falling outside the actual
market range for tail indices (α > 4). With noise traders, the majority of the α’s are found to be well outside
this range, indicating even smaller tails.

These findings demonstrate that, unlike its alternatives, the interacting BRATS agents can consistently
generate endogenous crises (3+σ events), in accordance with observed market crises (indicated by the fat-tails
that decay at a realistic rate), while simultaneously improving upon the average convergence.

2.3 Clustered Volatility

Having analysed crisis emergence in terms of fat-tails in attendance changes, we turn our attention to the
temporal correlations in “local” volatility, i.e., in the absolute percentage changes in attendance at each time
step.

The temporal volatility correlations in the market entrance game are presented in Fig. 4. The BRATS
approach shows statistically significant autocorrelations for up to five time steps, which is particularly notable
in Fig. 4f. These results are in contrast to the results produced by the AS approach, which generally shows fewer
temporal correlations in volatility, and in fact, typically displays no significant temporal correlation beyond one
time step (e.g. Fig. 4g). These findings indicate that the ability to recreate the clustered volatility observed in
actual markets across multiple temporal lags is not present in the canonical AS model. Furthermore, the noise
traders show no temporal volatility correlation (beyond lag zero). The results shown in Fig. 4 confirm that
volatility clustering can arise purely endogenously, as the observed correlations occurred without any external
changes to the system. That is not to say that volatility does not also arise due to external news, but rather
that in addition, periods of increased volatility can arise purely endogenously in the absence of such news.

To explain the endogenous emergence of periods of increased volatility, we analyse whether the heterogene-
ity (diversity) of agents’ beliefs can be seen as a leading indicator of the future volatility change. In doing so,
we employ a diversity measure described in Appendix C, quantified by the normalised entropy of the agent

1We use several tail sizes to account for estimates of α frequently depending on the tail size selection
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Figure 4: Autocorrelation in the attendance volatility, showing the presence of clustered volatility. Purple
(orange) represents the proposed BRATS model (adaptive strategies). The dashed grey line represents noise
traders. The filled grey region around 0 highlights the area of no statistically significant correlations.

population, suitably adopted for BRATS and AS approaches. When the diversity of the population decreases,
this can indicate a group or herd formation, and thus, a reduction in heterogeneity of the population.

0 1000

(a) Diversity Change

0 1000

(b) Volatility Change

Figure 5: Example stationary transformations from one realisation

We find that changes in the population diversity are predictive of (or Granger causing) changes in atten-
dance (details are provided in Appendix D). An example of a realisation of these two time series is presented
in Fig. 5. Crucially, these findings show that the distribution of agent beliefs is a significant predictor of
volatility. To measure the effect that the diversity change has on the resulting volatility, beyond merely being
predictive of this change, we use an impulse-response function quantifying the impact on volatility generated
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by an “impulse” of diversity (Fig. 6). One unit shock in diversity change results in an initial consistent increase
in positive volatility change, followed by a “correction” to a negative change in volatility. This correction is
then followed by a destabilising period of oscillatory dynamics indicating larger changes and uncertainty in
the volatility. This larger uncertainty is marked by the larger interquartile range. Finally, the dynamics settle
down after approximately 10 periods, without a discernible influence beyond this interval.

When the diversity of the population is low, the system is in a “turbulent” regime [29] where volatility is
high due to the interdependence of agent decisions. Over time, agents react and modify their beliefs. Due
to the agents’ alternate learning updates, the belief correlation declines, and the system returns to a calm
regime with less volatility, characterised by higher heterogeneity of the population. This reduction in the
lagged auto-correlation in volatility is demonstrated in Fig. 4. The reduction is also reflected in the oscillatory
period in Fig. 6 during which the impulse response flattens over time. In contrast, the results produced by
the AS do not provide clear outcomes in terms of impulse-response, as shown in Fig. 6. This indicates that
clustered volatility cannot be explained, or predicted, based upon the AS approach.
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Figure 6: Smooth Impulse Response Functions. Purple (orange) represents the proposed BRATS model
(adaptive strategies). The dark-line represents the median from across runs, and the shaded lighter region the
interquartile range. The y-axis shows the change in volatility difference following the impulse, and the x-axis
shows the time since the impulse.

3 Discussion

The formation of crises in economic markets is a well-established phenomenon, dating back to at least the
Dutch “tulip mania” of 1636 which abruptly burst overnight [47, 48]. This boom and bust are often explained
due to the irrationality of market participants [49]. The importance of this irrationality was discussed by
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Keynes who explained price fluctuations with the beauty contest game [50]. Specifically, Keynes pointed
out that “I-think-you-think-they-think...-type of regress” better represented investor behaviour, with pricing
driven by investors’ beliefs about other investors, rather than by the asset fundamentals.

While this “I-think-you-think-they-think...-type of regress” has been identified as a natural representation
for agent behaviour in market games [31], modelling these recursive beliefs becomes problematic becomes
problematic due to the potential infinite reasoning [51]. A recently introduced approach, based on the Quantal
Hierarchy (QH) model [37], addressed limitations of this higher-order reasoning by “breaking” at various
points of recursion, thus accounting for boundedly rational agents and preventing infinite regress. In this
work, exemplified by a concise market configuration, the canonical El Farol Bar Problem, we extended the QH
model to capture crisis emergence in market entrance games. Crucially, this analysis showed that bounded
strategic reasoning can lead to higher probabilities of crises (i.e., fat-tails in attendance fluctuations), matching
the dynamics of actual economic markets. Furthermore, we related the resulting volatility to the diversity of
strategic reasoning resources across the agent population.

Of course, convergence to a desirable market capacity, an “equilibrium”, has been demonstrated for the El
Farol bar problem before [30, 52, 53, 36]. Moreover, it has been shown that even a large number (N → ∞)
of zero-intelligence agents can self-organise to the desired capacity under relatively general conditions, simply
due to the law of large numbers [36]. The model proposed in this work performed at least as good as these
approaches, even in systems with relatively low number of heterogeneous agents (N = 100), as long as the
agents follow boundedly rational strategic reasoning.

However, convergence to equilibrium is a necessary but not sufficient characteristic for an adequate model of
actual markets, in which crises can endogenously form and volatility can cluster in time. Hence, we systemically
explored the formation of crises based on abrupt deviations from an equilibrium state. Specifically, we analysed
the tail-indices of endogenously emerging crises, categorised by significant changes in attendance (3+σ events),
where the system can be seen as briefly being out-of-equilibrium. This analysis demonstrated that these fat
tails are significantly heavier than one would expect under a rational expectations model without the arrival
of any external news. We related these resultant tail indices to actual market data, showing that the fat tails
produced by the BRATS approach decay at a realistic rate.

Finally, we traced and examined the endogenous emergence of periods of volatility based on changes in agent
beliefs, and related this to the agent learning process. A key stylised fact of economic markets — clustered
volatility — was recreated using a concise learning update of agents’ reasoning resources. Importantly, the
change in the overall diversity of agent beliefs was predictive of the change in future volatility, indicating that
the heterogeneity of agent beliefs is a crucial predictor of volatility.

These findings strengthened the conjecture that the diversity of market participant beliefs is one of the
“most important propagation mechanism[s] of economic volatility” [54]. A similar conclusion was reached
by [46], where periods of instabilities caused by the ratio of chartists and fundamentalists in the market were
“quickly brought to an end by stabilising tendencies”. Yet, the diversity of strategies has not been fully
explored in the context of the El Farol bar problem [55]. Here we offered a way to analyse the population
diversity in terms of reasoning resources. In doing so, we quantified the market dynamics, confirming that
during a period of high volatility, if agent beliefs are correlated, the volatility persists. As the agents attempt
to alter their beliefs to recover market capacity, the correlation in the agent beliefs reduces over time — due
to the different agents’ learning updates. Eventually, the system returns to a “calm” steadier state, with less
volatility, supported by the increased diversity of beliefs.

In summary, the proposed approach captured three key desirable characteristics for a model of economic
markets. Specifically, we have shown how the BRATS agents can (i) converge to a good average outcome, i.e.,
equilibrium, on a macro scale, which is punctuated by the (ii) abrupt emergence of crises on a micro scale,
categorised by spontaneous “out-of-equilibria deviations” in accordance with actual market dynamics, and in
addition, can (iii) recreate stylised facts of markets such as clustered volatility. Importantly, these emergent
phenomena occur endogenously, without any external news to the system. The phenomena arise simply due
to the interaction among heterogeneous BRATS agents.

This work adds to the growing literature on the interacting agent hypothesis. There are various approaches
which explore this hypothesis using relatively complex and fine-grained models. For example, heterogeneous
agent beliefs can model observed market price dynamics and volatility in the S&P 500 [56]. Likewise, booms
and busts in various housing markets can be explained through heterogeneous expectations and beliefs [57,
58, 59]. In contrast, we aimed to capture complex market dynamics within a concise and intuitive model of
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agent reasoning in a general market setting. In doing so, we verified the hypothesis that the heterogeneity of
interacting agents is a crucial factor behind the endogenous emergence of crisis and stylised facts in economic
markets.

Various approaches have been proposed to consider price changes as a result of attendance fluctuations
[60, 40, 43]. For future work, it may be instructive to incorporate price changes into the analysis presented
here, e.g., with the introduction of a market-maker. In addition, while we have examined entrance into a single
market, it would be insightful to explore such findings in a generalised multiple market setting, where agents
not only need to decide whether or not to enter, but also which market to enter (if any) in a congestion style
game.

In contrast to the long-standing belief that adaptive strategies provides an adequate solution to this class
of market games, we have shown that bounded strategic reasoning can capture salient market dynamics more
convincingly. This study highlights that bounded strategic reasoning (“I-think-you-think-they-think...”) across
heterogeneous agents can explain periods of volatility and abrupt crises emerging in economic markets, even
without any external shocks.

4 Methods

4.1 Background

The Quantal Hierarchy (QH) model [37] is based upon a recursive form of the variational free-energy principle,
which was proposed as a thermodynamic treatment of bounded rational decision making [61]. Agents make
a decision f on which action a ∈ A to take from the available choice set A, based upon the utility U of the
choice, and the prior beliefs of the agent p. Decision making can be represented as state changes, given by the
following free energy difference:

−∆F [f [a]] =
∑
a∈A

f [a]U [a]− 1

β

∑
a∈A

f [a] log

(
f [a]

p[a]

)
(1)

which produces the equilibrium distribution for the decision function f [a]:

f [a] =
1

Z
p[a]eβU [a] (2)

where Z is the partition function, and the parameter β (i.e., inverse temperature) governs the information
processing available to an agent.

The QH model extended this framework to capture recursive higher-order reasoning [37] as pseudo-
sequential decision making where agents are limited in the amount of information processing they can perform.
Specifically, at each level of recursive reasoning k, information processing resources are reduced by a discount
parameter γ. Parameter γ modulates the beliefs an agent maintains about other agents’ decisions. Extending
Eq. (1) to account for (pseudo-)sequential decision making, yields the following recursive free energy difference:

−∆F [f ] =
∑
a≤K

f [a≤K ]

∞∑
k=0

(
U [ak|a<k]− 1

βγk
log

f [ak|a<k]

p[ak|a<k]

)
(3)

where a<k represents the past decisions of the agent. The overall reasoning levels are bound by the recursion
depth based on γ which ensures, given a simple computational threshold ε, that the recursion terminates [37].
The equilibrium solution for the agent decision function f [ak|a<k] is then given by
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f [ak | a<k] =



1
Zk
p[ak | a<k]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Prior Belief

, if βγk < ε

1
Zk
p[ak | a<k]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Prior Belief

× eβU [ak|a<k]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Current Utility

, if γ = 0

1
Zk
p[ak | a<k]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Prior Belief

× Z
1/γ
k+1︸ ︷︷ ︸

Future Contribution

× eβγ
kU [ak|a<k]︸ ︷︷ ︸

Current Utility

, otherwise

(4)

The overall processing resources are governed by βγk, i.e., the information processing abilities β are
discounted based on γ and the strategic reasoning depth k. When βγk < ε, the recursion stops since the result
simply echoes the prior belief and no focus is placed on the payoff. In summary, the QH model represents
varying levels of higher-order reasoning and captures the expectations about processing abilities of other agents
by varying parameters β and γ.

4.2 BRATS approach

In modelling a market, we assume that each market participant (agent) performs strategic reasoning according
to the QH model, i.e., recursively but boundedly reasons about decisions of other agents. The reasoning abilities
β and γ are heterogeneously assigned among the participants. All agents start naive, with low information-
processing abilities (β ' 0). Over time, agents learn and adjust their beliefs based on observed market
outcomes by suitably increasing processing abilities β (see below). We refer to this model as the Bounded
Rational AdapTive Strategic reasoning (BRATS) approach.

Level-0 agent. The simplest agent type is the level-0 agent, or the “naive player”. These agents have
no information-processing abilities (βγk < ε), so they make their decisions based on prior beliefs without
consideration of other agents’ reasoning — in other words naive players are not strategic agents. These agents
simply attend if it would have been profitable to do so previously.

Learning. Learning in the BRATS model is represented through increasing reasoning abilities, i.e., increasing
β. This is determined by a learning rate η > 0, which acts as a linear modifier for β, as follows: βt+1 = βt+η.
All agents start with small β0. Agents are assigned different rates η generated from a given range, representing
different learning abilities. This heterogeneous representation provides a simple configuration where varying
levels of learning rates can be captured at each timestep across the population of agents.

Parameter γ is not directly modified and assumed to be fixed (but different) for all agents. However,
increasing β implicitly increases the total internal resources used to reason about other agents’ reasoning
(through βγk).

4.3 Canonical Model: Adaptive Strategies (AS)

The conventional approach to the El Farol bar problem is “Adaptive Strategies”, originally proposed in [30],
and extended in [52]. Each market participant i has a set of predictors ~si ∈ Si, creating an “ecology” of
predictors based on the past observations that adapts over time. An individual strategy ~si is a vector of
weights, where each element in the vector “determines how the agent believes... the historical data affects
the attendance prediction for the current [time]” [62]. In contrast to the BRATS approach, the AS model
is not a strategic reasoning model. Instead, each agent makes their prediction based on the (public) history,
and does not consider the reasoning of other agents at the current timestep. Agents weigh the likelihood of
using predictors according to the past success of this predictor based on a given history, choosing the strategy
~s∗i which would have done the best in the previous timesteps [62]. To implement the AS model for our
comparative analysis, we used the model presented in [62], specifically the “El Farol” model from Chapter 3.
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A Experimental Setup

A.1 Code Availability

The complete source code for this paper is available online at: https://github.com/ben-ix/MultiAgentMarkets.

A.2 Experiment Runs

All experiments are run for 30 Monte Carlo simulations to account for stochasticity. The explored range of
attendance rates is c ∈ [0.01, 0.02, . . . , 0.99]. Generally, the marginal cases of c = 0 and c = 1 are excluded
as trivial, as these correspond to every agent going or staying out. When showing individual plots for c’s,
typically only c ∈ [0.1, 0.2, . . . , 0.9] are displayed for readability.

B Tail Indices

The tail-index α produced by the proposed approach falls in the 1− 3 range, as expected by crisis dynamics
of emerging (1 < α < 2) and established (2 < α < 4) markets [46, 45], as shown in Table 2. In contrast, the
AS approach generates the α’s typically in the range 2.5 − 6 (i.e., smaller tails). With noise traders, the α’s
are also found to be significantly larger, in the range 4.5− 7.5, indicating even smaller tails. These tail indices
are visualised in Fig. 3.

c
µ± σ 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9

2.5%
BRATS 2.3 ± 0.5 1.7 1.6 2.5 2.7 2.8 2.7 2.4 1.9 2.4

AS 4.7 ± 1.1 3.1 3.4 4.1 4.4 4.6 6.1 5.8 6.2 4.7
Noise 7.0 ± 0.3 7.1 7.0 6.8 7.2 7.5 6.6 7.2 7.0 7.0

5%
BRATS 1.9 ± 0.8 0.8 1.3 2.0 2.6 3.1 2.5 2.0 1.4 1.2

AS 4.1 ± 1.0 2.7 2.9 3.5 3.8 4.2 4.9 5.1 5.4 4.6
Noise 5.9 ± 0.2 5.9 6.2 5.7 6.1 6.2 5.8 5.9 5.8 5.9

10%
BRATS 1.6 ± 0.6 1.1 1.0 1.4 2.1 2.6 2.0 1.5 1.1 1.2

AS 3.5 ± 0.8 2.3 2.6 3.0 3.4 3.6 4.2 4.1 4.5 4.1
Noise 4.6 ± 0.1 4.6 4.9 4.6 4.8 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.6

Table 2: Average tail-index α computed using the Hill Estimator. Each subtable provides the results for a
tail size. Each column for an attendance rate c, with the averages across c’s presented as the µ ± σ column.
Each cell shows mean estimated tail-index α for a tail size and c. A lower α indicates a slower decay, and thus
a fatter tail.

C Population Heterogeneity

The normalised entropy of the population is used to measure the approximate heterogeneity (diversity) of the
agents’ beliefs. The resulting entropy is normalised by dividing by the maximal entropy distribution to provide
a value between 0 and 1, with 0 indicating no diversity and 1 indicating maximal diversity. This formulation
allows us to explore the relationship between the population diversity and the resulting attendance volatility,
and to explain the potential emergence of periods of high volatility based on population belief changes.

For the BRATS approach (based on QH model), this corresponds to the entropy of agent resources β’s, with
each agent following a behaviour defined by Eq. (4) at any given time. Given the set R of all agent resources
βi across N agents (1 ≤ i ≤ N), the number of bins |B| is chosen according to the Freedman-Diaconis rule for
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bin width W , as follows:

W =
2 IQR(R)

3
√
N

|B| = max(R)−min(R)

W

(5)

Then, the entropy is defined across B bins:

HB = −
∑
b∈B

xb log2 xb

HB = −
∑
b∈B

1

|B|
log2

1

|B|

Hβ = HB/HB

(6)

where xb is the proportion of agent resources β distributed within bin b.
For the AS approach, the diversity is quantified by the entropy of the bitstring representation of the

chosen strategies ~s∗i across across N agents (1 ≤ i ≤ N) at a given time. For each agent i, in order to
convert the strategy ~s∗i into a bitstring ~vi, we use the following function converting an element sik ∈ ~s∗i to
the corresponding element vik ∈ ~vi:

vik(sik) =

{
1, if sik ≥ 0

0, otherwise
(7)

The bitstring ~vi is then converted to its decimal representation

Di =

|~vi|∑
j=1

vij2
|~vi|−j (8)

where vij is the j’th element in bitstring ~vi for agent i. The decimal representations Di are then used to
compute the entropy. As before, we form the set D of all the decimal representations Di across N agents and
choose the number of bins |L| according to the Freedman-Diaconis rule. The entropy is computed as follows:

HL = −
∑
l∈L

xl log2 xl

HL = −
∑
l∈L

1

|L|
log2

1

|L|

HS = HL/HL

(9)

where xl is the proportion of decimal representations D distributed within bin l.
We note that the utilised measure Hβ quantifies the diversity of beliefs of the population, and not the

diversity of information, as each agent observes the same past historical attendance. For the AS approach,
the measure HS quantifies the diversity of the predictors.

D Granger Causality

Granger causality is used to test if changes in diversity predict changes in attendance. In other words,
this test is used to check if there is information in the (current) diversity about future volatility. To run
the Granger causality test, we first consider stationary time series by taking the change in volatility and
the change in diversity (first-order differencing). The time series are confirmed to have unit-root with the
Augmented Dickey-Fuller test, and stationarity with the Kwiatkowski–Phillips–Schmidt–Shin tests. A vector
autoregression (VAR) model is then fitted to these time series. The lag-order L of the model is selected by
minimising the Akaike information criterion (AIC) [63]. This selection process is visualised in Fig. 7. VAR(L)
is then used to test for Granger causality. For each c, the harmonic mean p-values [64] is given to provide an
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Table 3: Significance testing for Granger causality between the diversity of agent beliefs and local volatility
in attendance in the proposed approach. All results are significant at the 95% confidence level.

Granger Causality (diversity → volatility)

c 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
p* <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.04 0.02 0.02 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01

overall significance level across realizations, with a Bonferonni correction to account for multiple tests across
c.

The null hypothesis H0 for this test is that diversity does not Granger cause volatility. Rejection of H0

confirms if the population heterogeneity can be seen as a leading indicator for volatility in the proposed market
game. Failure to reject H0 means that there is no significant predictive information in population diversity
about future attendance fluctuations. The resulting p-values from the significance tests are presented in
Table 3. The test for Granger causality is significant at the 95% confidence level across all entry rates,
indicating we can reject H0 and confirm that diversity change is a leading indicator of volatility in the market
game. This result shows that the distribution of agent beliefs is a significant predictor of volatility in the
market game.
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(i) c = 0.9

Figure 7: Lag length estimate based on expected rank of AIC, where lowest rank indicates best performance.
Purple (orange) represents the proposed BRATS model (adaptive strategies). The darker line indicates the
median rank, and the lighter filled region highlights the interquartile range.
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