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Abstract

We dare to make use of a possible analogy between neurons in a brain and

people in society, asking ourselves whether individual intelligence is necessary in

order to collective wisdom to emerge and, most importantly, what sort of indi-

vidual intelligence is conducive of greater collective wisdom. We review insights

and findings from connectionism, agent-based modeling, group psychology, eco-

nomics and physics, casting them in terms of changing structure of the system’s

Lyapunov function. Finally, we apply these insights to the sort and degrees of

intelligence of preys and predators in the Lotka-Volterra model, explaining why

certain individual understandings lead to co-existence of the two species whereas

other usages of their individual intelligence cause global extinction.

Keywords: Individual Intelligence, Collective Wisdom, Social Connectionism,

Lotka-Volterra
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1 Introduction

Since the 1980s, connectionism has been sweeping cognitive sciences with radically

innovative concepts such as those of distributed memories, endogenous formation of

mental categories, intuition — understood as information loops coming closer to one

another — as the root of intelligence, rather than logic [35] [7]. After conquering our

understanding of brains, connectionism ventured into the social realm [48] [9]. Indeed,

a key concept of connectionism such as information loops that flow through neurons

appear to be closely mirrored by the concept of organizational routines, sequences of

actions that people eventually repeat over and over if they close in a loop [29] [40].

According to the connectionist paradigm information loops are the building blocks

of brain distributed memory and, ultimately, of intelligence itself. But if minds arise

out of huge networks of relatively simple neurons, does anything arise of networks of

humans, such as societies and organizations are? Are we possibly the elements of a

greater organism we are unaware of?

Put it this way, it sounds like a thread for science fiction rather than a sound scien-

tific question. However, we submit that there exist an angle from which this question

can be approached in purely scientific terms. Science cannot ascertain whether any-

thing like a Superorganism exist, but it can investigate what relations exist between the

“intelligence”, or sophistication, of the elements that compose a connectionist system,

and the abilities of the system as a whole. What are the relations between local intel-

ligence and global intelligence? What sort of local abilities are necessary in order for

global abilities to arise? Conversely, what local abilities are ineffective, useless from

a global point of view? These are tractable scientific questions, ones that have already

been posed indeed.

Connectionism started with a family of computational models, namely artificial

neural networks (ANN). In ANNs, artificial neurons are extremely simple elements

that are capable of generating complex abilities when they are connected to one another

nonetheless. However, connectionist principles diffused well beyond ANNs [17]. One

endeavour where connectionist principles are being applied on relatively sophisticated

components are agent-based models (ABMs). In particular, ABMs are being applied to

social science, where the above question regading the relationships between local and

global intelligence are relevant, fundamental and paramount.

In the beginning of computational social science, the KISS principle (Keep It Sim-

ple, Stupid) used to inform all social simulation models [15]. In general, these early

models sought to reproduce complex social phenomena out minimalist agents, “stupid”

decision-makers who were shown to be able to generate social patterns without any

need of a planning mind. This approach is still just as important and fruitful as it

used to be a few decades ago but, as soon as ABMs of real-world social settings were

eventually built, a different approach had to be conceived.

In the real world, decision-makers are generally very complex. Even if researchers

attempt to subsume their behaviour by means of relatively simple rules, these be-

havioural rules easily turn into rather intricate algorithms. Most importantly, the details

of individual behaviour are often key to explain aggregate patterns. This circumstance

eventually suggested that an alternative principle should inform modelling, which has

been aptly subsumed by the acronym KIDS (Keep It Detailed, Stupid) [13]. According
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KISS, modellers should start with agents that are as simple as possible, making them

more complex only if it becomes clear that they cannot generate any interesting so-

cial pattern. By contrast, according to KIDS modellers should start by endowing their

artificial agents with all the complexities that they observed in the real world, eventu-

ally stripping them of unnecessary features if it turns out that those are irrelevant for

aggregate outcomes.

The question is, are there general principles suggesting which features of artificial

agents have an impact on aggregate patterns? This question has been approached by

comparing several models, but results are inconclusive [12]. Herein we suggest that a

general principle does exist, which is firmly based on the theory of dynamical systems.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section § (2) resumes and classifies

different aspects of our research question, within connectionism and beyond. Section

§(3) expounds our point by resorting to stability theory. Section §(4) illustrates it on

the prey-predator model. Finally, §(5) concludes.

2 Individual and Collective Intelligence

Connectionism is based on the idea that collective intelligence can arise out of a net-

work of relatively simple, “stupid” elements. Although this idea originated within cog-

nitive science, it eventually spread onto social sciences suggesting perspectives that,

albeit not denying individual intelligence, typically consider it irrelevant for the arousal

collective intelligence.

Bounded rationality is known to characterize human behaviour since decades [43]

[42], but only recently social scientists have come to realize that many complex social

phenomena can be easily explained by simple behavioural heuristics [38]. For instance,

models of double-auction markets [21] [22], financial markets [18] as well as prediction

markets [39] have been shown to work perfectly well with so-called “zero-intelligence

agents” who have no memory and are incapable of whatsoever form of cognition or

prediction, but operate under the rather obvious constraint of refusing transactions that

would exceed their budgets.

All these experiences confirm the practice of building complex models out of rel-

atively simple agents. At a closer scrutiny, even contrasting approaches such as KISS

and KIDS aim at the same goal in the end, for KISS recommends to start from the

simplest possible agents to make them more complex if this is absolutely necessary,

whereas KIDS recommends to start from realistically complex agents that will be

stripped out of unnecessary features later on [13]. Be it models of individuals in society

or neurons in the brain, connectionism is based on the principle of deriving aggregate

complex behaviour out of heterogeneous but simple components.

We may subsume the fundamental idea of connectionism as follows:

Fundamental Idea. Collective intelligence can arise out of a complex network of ele-

ments who may not be required to display individual intelligence.

Note that the very meaning of the concet of bounded rationality is reverted if the

Fundamental Idea of Connectionism is transposed into social sciences. Possibly a
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limitation to individual decision-making, but an opportunity for collective decision-

making.

Several researchers investigated the relationships between individual and collective

intelligence. It happened within different disciplines, sometimes with little or no aware-

ness of connectionism but contributing along similar lines of thought, nonetheless. In

the rest of this section we shall review these contributions.

In particular, subsection § (2.1) highlights that although connectionist accounts of

collective intelligence are based on simple agents, their simplicity is curbed by some

requirement for variety. Subsection § (2.2) reports on those who remarked that in-

dividual intelligence speeds up convergence towards a stable equilibrium, if it exists.

Subsection § (2.3) discusses the rather ubiquitous observation that the ability of indi-

viduals to make predictions is key in order to obtain some sort of collective intelligence.

Finally, subsection § (2.4) illustrates the apparently paradoxical result that, in certain

situations, the less intelligent the agents, the more intelligent the collective outcome.

These paradoxes will be further discussed in § (3).

2.1 Simple, but Heterogeneous

Connectionist models of the brain are based on stylized neurons which yield an output

signal y by weighting input signals xi by means of appropriate coefficients ai, i =
1, . . .N:

y =
N

∑
i=1

aixi (1)

Coefficients ai enable categorization of input signals xi. An ANN arranges a large

number of such neurons in a network that collectively has the ability to classify in-

puts into categories and — depending on network topology — eventually allow for

information to flow in loops that implement a distributed sort of memory.

Coefficients ai change with time, either going through a learning phase (supervised

networks) or by means feed-backs and -forwards built in neurons themselves (unsu-

pervised networks). Either case, ANNs form their own categories by changing their

coefficients ai in response to signals xi.

The point we would like to stress is that this mechanism requires random initial-

ization of coefficients ai in order to work. Random initialization of coefficients makes

neurons specialize into particular classes of input signals, enhancing initial variety in

the network. If all neurons would be initialized with the same coefficients and if they

all would receive the same signals, then they would all fire alike.

Interestingly, the neurons of real brains fire in unison under several mental diseases

[26], most evidently during epilectic seizures [5]. Apparently, some degree of hetero-

geneity and individual differentiation is essential for connectionist systems to work.

Jumping from neurons in a brain to societies of brains, we may remark that group

psychoanalysis makes a similar point with respect to instinct-based behaviour modes

of human gropus [6]. According to group psychoanalysis, human groups occasion-

ally abandon rational deliberation to switch back to one out of three instinct-based

behaviour modes:
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Fight-Flight occurs when a group identifies an enemy to fight or to escape from. A

leader is identified in order to guide the whole group through this task.

Dependence occurs when a group becomes dependent of an unaccountable leader who

is the sole interpreter of some sort of sacred text, law or legacy. Non-conforming

individuals are eventually expelled.

Pairing/Utopian takes place when a group dives into inaction out of expectation of

some sort of messiah who will solve all problems. At a deeper level, such dreams

are bound to sexual fantasies on giving birth.

Our point is that these instinct-based behavior modes imply homogeneous decision-

makers who give away their individual reasoning abilities in order to conform to a

collective state of mind. Albeit these modes of behaviour are likely to have evolved in

order to allow humans to react to specific situations and threats, they are certainly not

quintessential of human intelligence and creativity. Indeed, such behavior modes can

prove utmost detrimental to organizational behaviour [10].

Conversely, diversity has been shown to be fundamental for crowd wisdom, for only

groups that are composed by diverse members are able to reach better-than-individual

judgements by averaging over multiple views [31]. In practice, this effect is further

enhanced if different individuals are capable of alternative interpretations even if they

are exposed to the same information [27] [28].

On the whole, the Fundamental Idea of connectionism appears to be limited by

a universally recognized need for heterogeneity. Thus, we may state the following

qualification:

Qualification 1. Heterogeneity of elements is required in order to reach collective

intelligence.

2.2 Speed of Convergence Towards Equilibrium

Some researchers have remarked that, in many agent-based models, making the agents

more “intelligent” speeds up the result [14]. This observation resounds with the de-

bate on “rational expectations” that agitated economics in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s.

By “rational expectations” economists meant individuals’ ability to make predictions

making use of the correct model of the economy, an ability which is an instance of we

broadly mean by “intelligence” in this paper. To economists, it became quickly clear

that this ability would speed convergence towards equilibrium [16].

A distinct, but related issue concerns availability of information. Insofar it con-

cerns speed of convergence towards equilibrium, lack of information slows down con-

vergence just like bounded rationality does [46]. Since these two aspects concur to

the same effect, we unite them in one single qualification to the Fundamental Idea of

connectionism:

Qualification 2. Individual intelligence and availability of information speed up con-

vergence towards a stable equilibrium, if any is there.
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Note that the basic qualification on speed of convergence requires a further quali-

fication, namely, that a stable equilibrium must exist in order to individual intelligence

and information to speed up convergence to it. A more fundamental problem arises if

several stable equilibria exist or can exist, but this will be the subject of § (3).

2.3 Prediction and Mind Reading

Striving for simple, albeit heterogeneous agents, is a pervasive principle and a power-

ful drive throughout connectionist approaches to collective behaviour. However, there

exists one exception. The one individual complexity that — across disciplinary bound-

aries — connectionist models suggest might improve collective behaviour is the ability

to make predictions out of some understanding of other individuals.

In brains, neurons are hierarchically arranged in layers where the ability to predict

the behaviour of neurons operating subsequent steps is believed to be a fundamental

organizing principle of brains, enabling it to detect mistakes and learn from them [8].

Concerning more sophisticated abilities, mirror neurons have been shown to exist in

primates which make it possible to figure out what other individuals will likely do [19].

Computational models apparently confirm this insight. For instance, it has been

found that sophisticated robots do not necessarily perform better than robots enacting

simple heuristics, except for those robots that are endowed with the ability to map their

enviroment and predict what other robots will eventually do [41]. Likewise, a model of

markets highlighted that agents that are able to figure out general trends perform better

and make the market run more smoothly [32] [33]. Notably, this very same model

found that this does not apply to mechanistic prediction based on extrapolation unless

this is practiced by very few agents. We may interpret this finding as suggesting that

some sort of cognitive map is necessary in order for prediction to be effective.

These findings resound very well with observations of the ability of human groups

to act as teams, which allegedly rests on members making efforts to figure out what

other members mean and have in mind — the so-called Theory of Mind — and com-

municate accordingly [34] (see Box). Experimental tests have confirmed that indicators

of social attentiveness, such as eye movements or taking turns at speaking, make for

better team performance [52].

Let us subsume these observations as follows:

Qualification 3. Local intelligence of elements, employed to predict and coordinate

individual behaviour, can improve collective intelligence.

2.4 Individual Stupidity May Be Necessary for Collective Intelli-

gence

The fundamental idea of connectionism is eventually reinforced by the observation

that, in quite many situations, simple heuristics can even outperform complex rational

deliberation in terms of time and efficiency [20] — one classical example is the tit-

for-tat strategy for the iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma [2]. Such observations suggest

that, possibly, simple agents are not simply sufficient to generate complex aggregate
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Teams and Mind-Reading

According to Klein [34], teams work properly insofar their members are

able to read one other’s mind. Figuring out what another team member

had in mind when she issued a command, asked for a favour or delivered

a suggestion is key for the recipient to put that command or suggestion

into practice adding all adaptations that may be necessary in a changing

context. On the other hand, team members who issue suggestions, com-

mands or information should make an effort to communicate intentions

rather than long lists of details.

A couple of examples may illustrate this concept:

On July 31st , 1914, Sir Winston Churchill, head of the British Admi-

ralty, order the British Navy to track the Goeben, the only large German

vessel in the Mediterranian to sink it as soon as war would erupt. When

World War I started, on August 4th, a dozen of British ships had sur-

rounded the Goeben. However, Mr. Churchill was afraid that the British

ships could get involved in battles with large Austrian ships instead of

focusing on what he really wanted, the Goeben. Thus, he specified that

British ships “(...) should not at this stage be brought to action against

superior forces.”

The commander of the ships that had surrounded the Goeben wondered

what these words meant. Since all of his ships were smaller than the

Goeben, he let it go. Since Mr. Churchill had specified details instead

of communicating his deep intent, the commander was unable to read

his mind.

Fuel leakage from a tank in the right wing was being simulated in a se-

ries of training sessions for airplane crews. Invariably, the captains or-

dered the flight engineers to reconfigure the fuel flow so that all engines

would be fed from the tanks in the left wing in order for the airplane not

to be too inbalanced on landing. In all but one instance, flight engineers

did exactly the opposite.

In that one instance the captain knew that the flight engineer would think

in terms of available fuel instead of weight inbalance. He let his co-

pilot fly the plane, swiveled around in his chair and explained the flight

engineer why he was issuing an apparently nonsensical command.
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The Traveller’s Dilemma

Two travellers returning home from a remote island where they bought

identical antiques discover that they have been damaged during the

flight. The airline offers refund according to the following scheme.

Each of the two travelers has to write down on a piece of paper the cost

of the antique. The two travelers can select any sum between 2$ and

100$. The airline refunds the smaller amount but prizes the traveler who

wrote down the smaller amount with a bonus of 2$ whereas it charges

the other traveler with 2$.

At first, each traveller has an incentive to write down 99$ in order to get

101$. But each traveller, by figuring out what the other traveler is likely

to do, has an incentive to write down 98$, and so on down to 2$ each if

both are perfectly rational decision-makers.

outcomes. Individual stupidity, at least on some occasions may even be necessary to

generate collective intelligence.

Game Theory has an example where intelligent decision-makers are not only less

efficient than boundedly rational ones, but even produce the wrong outcome. The Trav-

eller’s Dilemma (see Box) shows that rational players endowed with unlimited ability

to read one other’s minds — which in this case means being able to pursue reasonings

of the sort “I think that she thinks that I think that ...” — generate worse outcomes

with respect to boundedly rational players who carry out mind reading for a couple of

steps at most [3] [4]. Moreover, the outcomes produced by boundedly rational players

provide advantages to both players, a circumstance suggesting that, at least in this case,

stupid individuals are necessary to generate collective intelligence. Notably, when this

game is played with real people they invariably behave the “stupid,” more efficient way.

A similar observation is eventually suggested by a few models of the stock market

where both sophisticated and simple agents were thrown. Quite unexpectedly, sophisti-

cated agents performed poorly in individualistic terms and also generated less efficient

outcomes in global terms [45] [24]. The Traveller’s Dilemma and the stock market may

be special settings, but they effectively suggest that individual intelligence may not be

what social organisms strive for.

Thus, we may add the following qualification to the Fundamental Idea of connec-

tionism:

Qualification 4. There exist settings where individual stupidity is required in order to

reach collective intelligence.

3 A Tale of Economists and Firefighters

Attention to one another, reading one other’s mind, and a continuing effort at commu-

nicating intent makes for well-working teams, we learned in § (2.3). Yet sometimes

humans do more, lifting themselves above the normal operation of well-knit, appar-

ently well-working teams. Consider the following story [34]:
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The Firefighters Who Didn’t Fight Fires

The fire, an order of magnitude greater than anyone had ever seen, is

entirely out of control. The commanders pull in all kinds of fire crews,

outfitting them and sending them to different parts of the state. Yet the

news keeps coming back that they aren’t making much progress.

When the command team meets to figure out what is going wrong, they

realize their problem is that they are fighting fires, yet their job is to put

fires out. And they simply aren’t putting any fires out.

They decide to stop fighting every fire in the state. They list all the fires,

and select the one that will be easiest to put out with available resources.

Then they move to the next easiest fire, and so on. In this way, they can

send their crews where they will have the most impact. For the first

time, they start to put fires out.

Their shift in strategy isn’t easy. The hardest part is to let some fires go.

The crews have been working hard to keep these fires checked. Now

they are told that the Forest Service is going to let those fires rage un-

controlled, with the crews transferred elsewhere. It feels like a betrayal.

Friendships are broken, some permanently.

A few fires are left burning through the fall, into winter. Some fires,

like the one at Klamath, have gotten so hot that when spring arrives,

they spontaneously start up again. This time the crews can go after

them.

The sort of ability displayed by these firefighters is eventually known in the organi-

zational literature as “double loop learning” [1]. When it occurs, one or a few members

of a collectivity realize that a different, perhaps better social arrangement is possible.

Eventually, they may set out to induce a change of current organizational routines.

A very sophisticated, subtle and creative individual intelligence is at work whenever

double loop learning takes place. However, albeit this sort of learning is absolutely nec-

essary at times, it occurs at exceptional times rather than on a daily basis. Can we state

conditions upon which organizations need this extremely sophisticated intelligence in

at least a fraction of their individuals?

The firefighters in the above example figured out a different cycle of operations for

their organization. In terms of system theory, they observed the current equilibrium

(expressed in terms of a routine of activities, i.e., a limit cycle) and figured out a new

one. In an admittedly sketchy illustration, they switched from figuring out a Lyapunov

function characterized by one single equilibrium to one where two equilibria are pos-

sible, and equally stable as depicted in Figure (1).

Such a shift can occur in systems whose Lyapunov function can abruptly change

its shape when its order parameters pass a certain threshold. A simple example [25]

is the so-called anharmonic oscillator, which swings with force F(x) = −ax− bx3

while its state variable x moves along the x-axis projection of the Lyapunov function

V (x) = 1/2ax2+1/4bx4. With b> 0, this Lyapunov function has only one minimum if

a > 0, but there are two minima if a < 0. Thus, a is an order parameter for this system.
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Figure 1: Left, a Lyapunov function with one stable equilibrium. Right, a Lyapunov

function with two stable equilibria. Equilibria may be thought as limit cycles that repeat

a sequence of actions as it happens in an organizational routine. By courtesy of ©Alex

Svirin, www.math24.net (left) and ©Matthias Kawski (right).

In general order parameters change very slowly, if they do at all. Typically, systems

exhibit stability within the basins of attraction of a given Lyapunov function until, either

out of a slow but continuous process or some abrupt event, the order parameters change

the very shape of the Lyapunov function [25].

In the above story, some firefighters eventually realized that a different equilibrium

was possible. And in this case, individual intelligence was key for the system as a whole

to display greater collective intelligence. We may subsume this insight by means of the

following Proposition:

Proposition 1. Individual intelligence adds to collective intelligence if it is able to

envisage alternative collective behaviours.

However, this may be quite difficult at times. Firefighters have a great advantage

over armies, physicians, businesses and heads of State: Their enemy is utterly stupid.

Fire diffusion can be hard to predict, but it is based on known factors such as wind,

humidity and terrain, and fires never change their strategy. Human beings do.

Economists realized it in the 1970s, when they faced the novel problem of stagnant

economies with high inflation. Central Banks were trying to stimulate the economy

by offering low interest rates but the public, who was eventually able to anticipate

the outcome of a greater offer of money, would react by increasing prices instead of

production [37]. Central Banks were attempting to act like the firefighters in the above

story, trying to push the system towards a preferable equilibrium of higher production

and lower unemployment. Unfortunately humans, unlike fires, were able to change

their behaviour in ways that nullified the intentions of those who were taking action.

Since this dynamics could occur because of the intelligence of the public upon which

monetary policy was enacted, it eventually took the name of rational expectations.

A problem with rational expectations models is that, in general, a number of al-

ternative equilibria are possible so that the final outcome is indeterminate [49] [11].

Intuitively, the reason is quite obvious. If several individuals are able to envisage al-

ternative collective behaviours, there is no way to predict which one will prevail. The
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firefighter commander conceived a novel equilibrium, forces all firefighters to comply

and successfully pushed a passive and predictable element into it. What would have

happened if some firefighters had the capacity and the power to revolt against their

commander, refusing to adopt the new strategy? The outcome would be indeterminate.

Thus, we may qualify the previous proposition with an additional one, which takes

account of the need for coordination:

Proposition 2. Individual intelligence adds to collective intelligence if individuals

agree on one single alternative collective behaviour to which they contribute.

To this case, and only to this case, Qualification (2) applies. It simply states that

if all individuals agree on one single equilibrium to reach, then individual intelligence

adds to the speed of convergence.

With Proposition (2), intelligent individuals agree on a common collective be-

haviour which they are willing to pursue with their individual decisions. What if they

make efforts to understand and predict others’ behaviour, undertaking actions that — in

their intentions — should lead to effective collective action without the need of explicit

coordination? Qualification (3) to the Fundamental Idea of Connectionism suggests

that this is indeed the way collective minds can arise, but Qualification (4) warns that

too much mind-reading may yield sub-optimal collective outcomes. Thus, we advance

the following:

Proposition 3. Individual intelligence can add to collective intelligence if individuals

use it to figure out what others think, but only if they do it to a limited extent.

In the subsequent § (4) we shall discuss these concepts on the prey-predator model,

for which both analytical and agent-based algorithmic representations are available.

4 An Illustration on the Prey-Predator Model

The Lotka-Volterra prey-predator model [36] [47] describes the interaction of a prey

species and a predator species. It has been employed to model animal ecologies as

well as social phenomena, including the Marxian business cycle where workers and

capitalists take the roles of preys and predators, respectively [23].

Let x ∈ ℜ+ and y ∈ ℜ+ denote the environmental density 1 of a prey and predator

species, respectively. In its simplest version, the prey-predator model captures their

dynamics by means of the following pair of differential equations:

{

ẋ = ax− bxy

ẏ = −cy+ dxy
(2)

where a,b,c,d ∈ ℜ+ are suitable constants.

The Lotka-Volterra model has three outcomes:

1By “environmental density” we mean the ratio of the number of individuals to some measure of the size
of the natural environment where they live, such as its area or volume.
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E1 = (0,0) No preys, no predators. If x(0) = 0 and y(0) = 0, then x(t) = y(t)0∀t > 0.

However, this equilibrium is also approached if x(0) = 0 and y(0)> 0, in which

case x(t) = 0∀t > 0 and y(t) = y(0)e−ct , which implies that limt→+∞ y(t) = 0.

E2 = (+∞,0) Only preys, no predators. If x(0) > 0 and y(0) = 0, x(t) = x(0)eat and

y(t) = 0∀t > 0. The population of preys grows indefinitely because in the limit

limt→+∞ x(t) = +∞.

E3 = (c/d,a/b) Preys and predators coexist. In this case, the model settles in a limit

cycle where the populations of preys and predators escillate in turn.

The third case obtains if a Lyapunov function exists with minimum at E3, in which

case limit cycles exist along its contour lines. One possible Lyapunov function is [44]:

V (x,y) = d(x− c/d lnx)+ b(y− a/b lny)+ const (3)

with a, b, c and b as in eq. (2).

It is possible to show that eq. (3) exists if coefficients a and d are sufficiently small

whereas coefficients b and c are sufficiently large (see § (A)). In other words, preys and

predators are more likely to co-exist if preys do not grow too quickly and, furthermore,

their growth is effectively checked by predators. Predators in their turn should grow

with preys, but they must quickly slow down their growth as soon as their number

increases.

Let us turn to an agent-based version of the Lotka-Volterra model in order to an-

alyze what behavioural algorithms take the system into E1, E2 or E3, respectively.

Henceforth, we shall use Wilensky and Reisman’s Wolf Sheep Predation model [50]

[51] in the NetLogo 2 library. In order to experiment with this model we added addi-

tional features. Our extended version is available at OpenABM 3.

In this computational, discrete agent-based model, E3 never sustains itself. With

Wilensky and Reisman’s default parameter values, this model quickly runs into ei-

ther E1 (39.2% of the times in 1,000 runs) or E2 (60.8% of the times in 1,000 runs).

Wilensky and Reisman obtained stable cycles by adding “grass” to the model, which is

a renewable source of energy for preys [51]. Correspondingly, users must either select

the “sheep-wolves” or the “sheep-wolves-grass” model version before running their

model.

We took on a different route. We started from the simple, unstable “sheep-wolves”

model that invariably ends into either E1 or E2, investigating whether either wolves’

or sheeps’ intelligence, or both, can modify its Lyapunov function to make E3 the

centre of a stable limit cycle, or a stable equilibrium point, or some other arrangement

where species co-exist. Albeit Lyapunov functions are unknown for this computational

model, Figure (2) illustrates our concept. On the left (a), a saddle from which the

system sooner or later ends either in E1 or in E2. This is the sort of Lyapunov function

that describes the “sheep-wolves” model as it is. We would like the sheeps and the

wolves to behave in ways such that the Lyapunov function is either as in (b), in which

2NetLogo is freely available at https://ccl.northwestern.edu/netlogo/
3Our extended model is available at www.comses.net/codebases/0eada5b3-3d18-4fc6-92af-

841ff0971d28/
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Figure 2: Three Lyapunov functions. Left (a), a saddle with equilibria at its extremes.

Centre (b), a stable limit cycle along which the two populations oscillate. Right (c), a

stable equilibrium point to which the two populations converge. By courtesy of ©Rong

Ge.

case both species coexist with oscillating populations, or (c), in which case constant

populations of sheeps and wolves obtain. Our research question is whether any sort

of individual intelligence exists, that helps the sheeps and the wolves reaching one of

these last two configurations.

Many modifications to the behavioural algorithms of wolves and sheeps appar-

ently confirmed the Fundamental Idea of Connectionism expressed in § (2), namely,

that individual intelligence is irrelevant or even detrimental for collectively intelligent

behaviour. For instance the following behavioural algorithms, albeit sensible and indi-

vidually sophisticated, were unable to make preys and predators co-exist:

(i) Sheep gather in flocks in order to be less vulnerable to wolves’ attacks.

(ii) Wolves may wisely decide to reproduce proportionally to the fraction of sheeps

or, alternatively, sheeps may decide to reproduce proportionally to the fraction

of wolves

Sheep may get an advantage by gathering in flocks (i) if they co-exist with wolves,

but flocking provides no advantage in this model where E2 is the only positive outcome

for sheep. With the same parameters values and by averaging over 1,000 runs, the

model reaches E2 even less often than it was the case in the basic version (54.7% vs.

60.8% of the times). In any case, co-existence of the two species never occurs.

Strategy (ii) is equally ineffective to reach co-existence. If wolves reproduce pro-

portionally to the fraction of sheep the model is more likely to end into E1 (87.4% of

the times vs. 39.2% in the basic version, averages over 1,000 runs), whereas if sheep

reproduce proportionally to the fraction of wolves the model ends into E2 just a little

bit more often than it was the case in the basic version (63.4% vs. 60.8% of the times,

averages over 1,000 runs). A combination of both rules yields intermediate outcomes

(48.3% E1, 51.7% E2 vs. 39.2% E1, 60.8% E2 in the basic version, averages over

1,000 runs), but in no case the two species co-exist. With reproduction of either one or

both species proportional to the fraction of the other species, E3 never occurs.

However, species can co-exist if wolves and sheep use their individual intelligence

in order to agree on possible alternative global dynamics. Suppose that the wolves
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realize that, if there are too many of them, sheep will disappear so in the end they will

have no food. Likewise, suppose that the sheep realize that if they grow too rapidly

they may push wolves into extinction. Furthermore, suppose that sheep are so altruistic

to sacrifice a few of them in order to feed their predators. In particular, we explored the

following behaviours:

(iv) Wolves stop reproducing if their number is greater than the number of sheep.

(v) Sheep stop reproducing if their number is greater than the number of wolves.

Furthermore, if only one wolf is left, sheep are willing to be eaten in order to

feed him, at least until only one sheep is left.

Notably, behavioural rule (iv) and (v) are remarkably similar to those we found for

the mathematical continuous-time model (2). Indeed, assuming that wolves are willing

to stop reproducing if sheep are too few (iv) corresponds to a small coefficient d in

model (2), whereas sheeps willing to stop reproducing and even sacrifice themselves if

wolves are too few corresponds to a large coefficient b. Small a and large c reinforce

the effects of b and d, respectively.

If behavioural rule (iv) is added to the model, a limit cycle appears most of the

times (E1 is reached 12.7% of the times, E2 just 1.6% of the times, E3 85.7% of the

times over 1,000 runs). In particular, the population of wolves remains rather constant

with time whereas the population of sheep oscillates around it. After 5,000 time steps,

the initial population of 50 wolves and 100 sheep equilibrated on average to 126.36

wolves and 161.0 sheep over 1,000 runs.

Also if behavioural rule (v) is added to the model, species typically co-exist (E1 is

reached 0.3% of the times, E2 26.5% of the times, E3 73.2% of the times over 1,000

runs). However, in contrast to case (iv) most of the times constant, small populations of

wolves and sheep dominate the scene. In particular, after 5,000 time steps there were

just 1.3 wolves and 6.3 sheep by taking averages over 1,000 runs.

If both (v) and (iv) are enacted co-existence is by far the most likely outcome (E1

is reached 1.0% of the times, E2 4.6% of the times, E3 94.4% of the times over 1,000

runs). The oscillations induced by (iv) prevail, with an average of 99.84 wolves and

127.57 sheep after 5,000 steps over 1,000 runs.

If either wolves enact (iv) or sheep enact (v), we are in the case subsumed by Propo-

sition (1). Just like firefighters against wildfires, either wolves have the intelligence to

figure out an alternative global dynamics but sheep do not change their behaviour, or

sheep have the intelligence to figure out an alternative global dynamics but wolves do

not change their behaviour.

By contrast, if wolves enact (iv) and at the same time sheep enact (v) we are in

the case subsumed by Proposition (2). In this case, it works because wolves and sheep

agree on one single aim — namely, co-existence of species. However, reaching a

collective agreement may not be that simple.

The problem with behavioural rules (iv) and (v) is that either sheep or wolves, or

both, are supposed to be capable of sacrificing their interests for the sake of everybody.

In reality, it may be very difficult for wolves to make a collective decision to protect

sheep, even if wolves are aware that in the long run they they would become extinct if

they would act otherwise. Arguably, it is even more difficult for sheep to accept that
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some of them must die in order to impair their archenemies, the wolves, from going

extinct.

Is it possible to obtain stable coexistence of species without such a high degree

of public spirit? We still want individuals to use their intelligence to understand the

system’s global dynamics, but we would like not to require that they all agree on some

decision that runs against their own (immediate) interests.

Let us assume that individuals understand the system’s global dynamics, attempt to

predict what the other species will do, and act accordingly. We neither require wolves

to coordinate with fellow wolves, nor with sheep. Likewise, we neither require sheep

to coordinate with fellow sheep, nor with wolves.

In § (2.3) we learned that individual intelligence can generally add to collective

intelligence if it is used to figure out what other individuals will do (Qualification (3)

to the Fundamental Idea of Connectionism). However, we also received warnings that

too many steps of mind-reading can be detromental to the collective outcome (Qualifi-

cation (4) to the Fundamental Idea of Connectionism). Let us ascribe extremely simple

predictive abilities to wolves and sheep, just one-step extrapolation of trends.

In particular, let us consider the following behaviour:

(vi) Wolves reproduce proportionally to the variation of the number of sheeps.

(vii) Sheep reproduce proportionally to the variation of the number of wolves.

(viii) Wolves reproduce proportionally to the variation of the number of sheep and

sheep reproduce proportionally to the variation of the number of wolves.

In case (vi), generalized extinction E1 never occurs. Sometimes the sheep dominate

(E2 is reached 18.6% of the times over 1,000 runs), but most of the times regular

oscillations appear where the population of wolves oscillates around a rather stable

population of sheep (over 1,000 runs, E3 is reached 81.4% of the times with 134.39

wolves and 150.16 sheep after 5,000 time steps). It appears that in this case wolves

correctly predict sheep’s behaviour and use their prediction to maintain the system

around equilibrium. Sheep, in their turn, are unaware of wolves’ predictions about

them. In this sense, case (vi) bears some resemblance to the story of those firefighters

who were able to envisage global dynamics and figured out a solution. Their solution

worked also because their enemy — wildfires — did not change its behaviour as a

consequence of it being predicted.

In case (vii) the system always ends into generalized extinction E1. Sheep’s predic-

tion may be correct, but their understanding of the system’s global dynamics is possibly

faulty. Apparently, sheep’s intelligence is of little use in this case so the Fundamental

Idea of Connectionism (§ (2)) holds again.

However, in case (viii) the prey-predator model exhibits a completely different be-

haviour from all previous cases. Apart from a small percentage of times where they

system ends into E1 (8.3% of the times over 1,000 runs), in case (viii) a very large

population of sheep and an even larger population of wolves co-exist, orders of mag-

nitude larger than in previous cases (over 1,000 runs this happens 91.7% of the times,

reaching on average 4,000.44 wolves and 573.22 sheep after just 100 time steps). A

large herd of sheep moves in our artificial space, hunted by an even larger herd of
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Figure 3: The simulation in case (viii). On the left, the herd of wolves is chasing

the herd of sheep. On the right, on top, a graph showing the number of wolves and

sheep during the first 500 simulation steps in case (viii). Below, the same graph when

both wolves (iv) and sheep (v) are altruistic. Note that populations are two orders of

magnitude smaller than in case (viii).

wolves. Sheep reproduce while running away from wolves, wolves reproduce while

chasing sheep. Both populations oscillate, exhibiting oscillations that may at times ap-

pear correlated or counter-correlated to one another but are quite unpredictable in fact.

Figure (3) illustrates this state of affairs.

Notably, in case (viii) wolves and sheep predict one other’s behaviour but they do

it in an extremely simple, limited way. Instead of agreeing on a common course of

action as in Proposition (2), they reach collective intelligence by using their bounded

rationality along the lines of Proposition (3).

Finally, remark that when we assumed cooperative, altruistic behaviour (cases (iv)

and (v) above) we could still interpret our behavioural rules as corresponding to specific

values of coefficients a, b, c and d in eq. (2). By contrast, by making behaviour depend

on preditions based on past variations we are actually playing a different model. In

particular, case (viii) corresponds to equations of the form:

{

ẋ = f (x,y, ẏ)
ẏ = g(x,y, ẋ)

(4)

where f and g are unknown, possibly non-linear functions.

To our knowledge, extensions of the Lotka-Volterra model of the form (4) have not

been investigated hitherto.

5 Conclusions

Applying connectionist principles to Social Sciences is a long-standing dream, feed-

ing on even older concepts such as “social organism” or “group mind” that intuitively
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appeal to our understanding of human organizations. There are many good reasons

for pursuing this dream, including a clear analogy between organizational routines and

information loops, a less clear but equally fascinating mapping between organizational

culture and distributed memory, as well as organizational reactions to novel events and

classification of novel information in existing mental categories that are being con-

structed by the information that they classify.

However, one difficulty in pursuing this analogy is the appalling relevance of in-

tention and strategic behaviour in human affairs. Although connectionism has moved

on from basic neural networks to hierarchical structures of neurons, the gap with the

intricacies of human interactions is still wide.

We addressed this problem from a limited, partial point of view. We limited our

exploration to asking what sort of individual intelligence are conducive to collective

intelligence.

Our results, equally limited in depth albeit wide in scope, are not far from the

recommendation “think globally, act locally.” We simply complemented it with the

possibly commonsensical observation that, if several individuals are able to do that,

the global outcome may be indeterminate.

A Lyapunov’s Stability Theorem and its Application to

the Lotka-Volterra Model

Henceforth, Lyapunov’s Stability Theorem will be illustrated for two-dimensional sys-

tems. Subsequently, it will be applied to the Lotka-Volterra prey-predator model by

developing a Lyapunov function specifically designed to highlight the influence of the

coefficients of eqs. (2) on the stability of the limit cycle.

Consider a nonlinear two-dimensional dynamical system:

{

ẋ = f (x,y)
ẏ = g(x,y)

where x,y ∈ ℜ and f ,g ∈ ℜ2 7→ ℜ.

Without any loss of generality, let us assume that this system has an equilibrium

point at E = (x∗,y∗). We want to know whether this equilibrium is stable.

The Lyapunov Theorem states that if a function V : ℜ2 7→ ℜ exists, such that:

1. V (x,y) = 0 if and only if (x,y) = (x∗,y∗);

2. V (x,y)> 0 if and only if (x,y) 6= (x∗,y∗);

3. V̇ (x,y) = d
dt

V (x,y) = ∂V
∂x

f (x,y)+ ∂V
∂y

g(x,y)≤ 0 for (x,y) 6= (x∗,y∗);

then x = 0 is a stable equilibrium point. Function V (x) is called a Lyapunov function.

The Lotka-Volterra model (2) has an equilibrium point at (x∗,y∗) = (c/d, a/b). Let

us consider the following function:

V (x(t),y(t)) = d(x− x∗ lnx)+ b(y− y∗ lny)+ [d(x∗− x∗ lnx∗)+ b(y∗− y∗ lny∗)]
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which we may also write as V (x(t),y(t)) = d(x− c/d lnx)+ b(y− a/b lny)+ const.

It is obviously V (x∗,y∗) = 0. Thus, condition (1) is satisfied.

Let us check whether V (x,y) > 0. Let us consider the first term, namely, d(x−
x∗ lnx). It is d(x − x∗ lnx) > 0 if dx − c lnx > 0 → dx > c lnx → x > c/d lnx →

ex > ec/d lnx → ex > xc/d which is always true because the exponential function yields

greater values than the power function. The third term, d(x∗ − x∗ lnx∗), makes sure

that the combination of the first and the third term starts to yield positive values just as

soon as V leaves equilibrium (x∗,y∗). Likewise, ey > ya/b is always true because the

exponential function yields greater values than the power function and the fourth term

b(y∗− y∗ lny∗) ensures that this only happens outside (x∗,y∗). Thus, condition (2) is

satisfied.

Let us turn to the third condition. It is V̇ = (d−d x∗

x
)(ax−bxy)+(b−b

y∗

y
)(−cy+

dxy) = ad(x− x∗)− bc(y− y∗) + bd(x∗y− y∗x). Obviously, V̇ (x∗,y∗) = 0. Let us

investigate which parameters make for V̇ (x,y)< 0 at (x,y) 6= (x∗,y∗).
Let us explore the sign of ∂V̇/∂x = ad − bdy∗ and ∂V̇/∂y = −bc+ bdx∗. V̇ is

negative if:

{

ad− bdy∗ < 0

−bc+ bdx∗ < 0

We obtain that V̇ is negative if:

{

a < by∗

c > dx∗

This means that:

• The smaller a, the more likely that V̇ < 0;

• The greater b, the more likely that V̇ < 0.

• The greater c, the more likely that V̇ < 0.

• The smaller d, the more likely that V̇ < 0.

Thus, we can conclude that with small a, large b, large c and small d the equilibrium

(c/d,a/b) is more likely to be stable.
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