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Abstract: This study employs gamified experiments to investigate and refine the Schelling Model
of Segregation, a framework that demonstrates how individual preferences can lead to systemic seg-
regation. Using a movement selection algorithm derived from a board game adaptation of the
classical Schelling Model, the research examines player strategies aimed at minimizing segregation
and maximizing happiness within a controlled environment. Rooted in greedy optimization, the
model balances these objectives through a tunable parameter. Empirical data from gameplay is
analyzed using Approximate Bayesian Computation, providing insights into player strategies and
their alignment with systemic outcomes. The findings highlight the potential of gamification as
a tool for engaging with complex social phenomena, enhancing agent-based models, and fostering
participatory approaches in the study of emergent behaviors. This dual-layered framework incorpo-
rates collective decision-making into micro-macro models, addressing critiques of oversimplification
and expanding their utility in educational and policy contexts.

I. INTRODUCTION

Micro-macro models [1] are intended to explain social
macro-level phenomena as a result of the behavior of the
individual actors at the micro-level and their interac-
tions. This research program has formal and method-
ological roots in mathematical sociology [2], but set the
foundations for a wide interdisciplinary field of research
[3]. Thanks to increasing computational capabilities,
micro-macro models took on the appearance of agent-
based models (ABM)[4], where individual actors’ behav-
ior could be specified both by means of equations or, more
frequently, by decision rules. These models are capable
of capturing the complexities of social systems, making
them a powerful tool for exploring issues such as segrega-
tion, cooperation, and conflict [25]. Thus analytical anal-
ysis and simulations are used to characterize the emer-
gent collective behaviours. This methodology resulted
of particular appealing for statistical physicists [5], for
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the wide applicability of statistical physics framework to
connect the micro-level interactions to the macro-level
emergent phenomena.
Several criticisms have been raised regarding this ap-

proach. Venturini et al. [6] highlight a structural lim-
itation of agent-based models (ABMs), where agents
at the micro-level are typically portrayed as unable to
comprehend or influence macro-level phenomena. Simi-
larly, Jensen [21] argues that this limitation leads physi-
cists’ simple social models to adopt an external perspec-
tive, assuming that control and change in social systems
must originate externally. This perspective aligns with
top-down governance frameworks and risks reinforcing
centralized control rather than empowering individuals
within the system. Furthermore, he argue that, these
models often oversimplify human behavior by treating in-
dividuals as ”social atoms” with static, arbitrary charac-
teristics, neglecting the dynamic and context-dependent
nature of human interactions.
Jensen also underlines the tendency in physics to

”tame complexity” by simplifying real-world phenomena
for laboratory experiments, making them more manage-
able and predictable. While this approach works well
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in physical sciences, social models attempting to gain a
grasp on human behavior face the risk of ”taming” hu-
mans in ways that may reduce their richness and unpre-
dictability, as seen in systems like the social credit system
in China. This can lead to better predictions but at the
cost of ethical concerns and a reduction in the diversity
of human behavior [21].

To address the kinds of criticisms often raised against
simple sociophysical models, we developed a gamified ex-
perimental framework that combines the participatory
engagement of role-playing games (RPGs) [22] with the
abstraction and clarity of physical modeling. This frame-
work allows participants to interact with simplified repre-
sentations of social dynamics through structured games,
introducing human agency and decision-making into the
system. By enabling players to collectively solve prob-
lems and explore the relationship between individual ac-
tions and systemic outcomes, the approach addresses cri-
tiques of static agents and overly deterministic, top-down
perspectives in traditional models.

Unlike the detailed and context-specific RPGs com-
monly used in social sciences [22], which aim to repli-
cate real-world scenarios, our framework retains the sim-
plicity and generality characteristic of physical model-
ing by using board games. This ensures that the games
are accessible and focused on capturing essential mecha-
nisms of social dynamics while still producing meaning-
ful emergent behaviors. Importantly, the data generated
through these gamified experiments—such as participant
strategies, decision-making processes, and observed out-
comes—serve as a foundation for developing and refining
new models. By systematically analyzing experimental
results, we can create models that incorporate both the
emergent dynamics observed in the games and the human
factors often missing.

In contrast to attempts to ”tame” social behavior,
our framework embraces complexity by using interactive,
participatory experimentation. Rather than simplifying
or controlling human interactions, our approach allows
participants to explore and engage with the dynamics of
social systems. This enables the development of mod-
els that account for both individual agency, collective
decision-making, and emergent systemic behavior, while
reducing the arbitrariness left to the modeler.

This participatory approach is further enriched
through co-creation of the game with stakeholders, ensur-
ing that the design process reflects diverse perspectives
and practical needs. In that sense, our framework aligns
with the participatory ethos of citizen science by actively
involving stakeholders, such as teachers and other col-
laborators in our case, in the co-creation of the gami-
fied experiments. This participatory design process en-
sures that the games are not only accessible and engag-
ing but also tailored to address relevant educational and
societal goals. Similar to co-creation approaches in citi-
zen science, which emphasize collective decision-making
and collaboration at all stages of the research process
[23], our framework uses participatory design to inte-

grate stakeholder input into the development of the game.
However, while participatory citizen science often focuses
more on open-ended and context-specific processes [24],
our framework remains grounded in physics, simplifying
systems to focus on their core mechanisms while main-
taining the balance between simplicity and complexity.
To illustrate this framework, we present a specific ex-

ample based on the Schelling model of urban segrega-
tion. In this board game, agents represent two ethnic
groups, and the city is depicted as a grid. Each agent
has a tolerance threshold: if the fraction of agents of
the other type in their neighborhood exceeds this thresh-
old, they become unhappy and move to an empty site
where they are content. While the model’s micro-level
dynamics are based on the classical Schelling model, the
game introduces a unique feature: players must cooper-
ate within groups to minimize segregation, which is the
most likely outcome of the dynamics, while still respect-
ing the model’s rules.
Building on empirical observations from gameplay, we

propose a new model composed of two layers. The first
layer models the micro-level dynamics, following the clas-
sical Schelling model, where agents move only when un-
happy, seeking a location where they will be content. The
second layer models the collective decision-making pro-
cess, which is informed by the global state of the system
and oriented toward collective values. Drawing from di-
rect observations of player behavior and feedback after
games (not reported here), we model this process as a
greedy optimization algorithm.
We argue that this dual-layer approach addresses the

criticism of oversimplification by preserving the essence
of the micro-macro model. Unlike other models that en-
code the orientation toward a common good directly into
the micro rules (see, for example, [14]), our framework
introduces an explicit collective decision-making layer.
This preserves the methodological and epistemological
spirit of micro-macro models, while grounding the col-
lective control modeling in empirical data collected from
real gameplay, rather than relying solely on the modeler’s
assumptions.[7].

II. THE MODEL

A. The classical Schelling model of spatial
segregation

In this subsection we briefly recall the definition of the
classical Schelling model [8] for completeness.
A city is modelled as a N × N grid, whose sites σi

can be occupied by agents of one of two types, say red
σi = 1, and blue σi = −1, or can be empty σi = 0. The
fraction of empty sites is ρ0. Agents have a tolerance
threshold τ , and are happy if the fraction of neighbors
of the opposite type is below or equal to the threshold.
Neighborhoods N (i) are defined as the eight sites sur-
rounding a given site i. Starting from uniformly dis-
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tributed agents, at each time step, a random unhappy
agent is selected and relocated to an empty site if there
she would be happy. The dynamic stop when all agents
are happy, or unhappy agents have no empty sites where
they will be happy. These stopping configurations are
called blocked or frozen configurations. It can be shown
[11] that a Lyapunov function for the dynamics exists
and guide the system to local minima.

We also introduce the main observables. That is,
global segregation S, defined as the fraction of pairs of
neighbors of different types:

S =

∑
i

∑
j∈Ni

σiσjδ(σj − σi)∑
i

∑
j∈Ni

σiσj
; (1)

the global happiness H, defined as the fraction of
happy agents:

H =

∑
i hi

N(N − ρ0)
, (2)

where hi = 1 if agent at syte σi is happy and hi = 0 oth-
erwise; and finally we define the total number of steps
T needed to reach a frozen configuration. Evaluations of
the segregation outcomes of the classic Schelling model in
the probability distribution of the entire outcome space of
happiness and segregation show that the path-dependent
process generates sharper segregation than expected by
random configurations, and that segregation occur al-
most surely when happiness is maximized [9].

B. Board game Adaptation

The classic 2D Schelling model was adapted to a board
game as part of an educational project on complex sys-
tems thinking by Associació Cultural Heuŕıstica, with the
game being co-created in collaboration with teachers and
other stakeholders to ensure its relevance to educational
and societal goals [10]. Given the educational purpose of
the project, the parameters of the game version of the
model have been selected to create a manageable and en-
joyable experience while still exhibiting significant emer-
gent behavior. The game consists of a 20×20 grid board
with non-periodic boundary conditions. The fraction of
empty sites is set to ρ0 = 0.2, and there is an equal num-
ber of agents of types blue and red in the form of tokens
(Fig 1). Both types of agents have a tolerance threshold
τ = 0.5, meaning they are considered happy if at least
half of the agents in the occupied eight neighboring sites
are of the same type.

This grid sizeN = 20 and the fraction of empty sites ρo
are such that they allow for the characteristic dynamics
of the Schelling model, achieving a frozen configurations
where all agents are happy without the game becoming
too long or cumbersome [11]. The equal number of agents
and the value of the threshold simplify the game. The

selected threshold has not only been widely discussed in
the literature, but also makes it easier for players to de-
termine the happiness of the agents by assessing if a given
site has more neighbors of one type or the other. It is also
above the critical threshold [11], resulting in a final seg-
regated state, which demonstrates how decisions at the
micro-scale lead to unoptimal effects at the macro-scale.
A helper app was developed alongside the board game,

allowing players to upload pictures of the board. These
pictures are processed by a machine learning algorithm
that classifies the agents at each site and determines their
happiness, enabling players to easily update the happi-
ness status of each agent (Fig. 2).
The app also computes and visualizes the segregation

value and happiness fraction, allowing players to monitor
their progress (Fig 3).
The game works mostly like the classical Schelling

model. The rules state that any unhappy agent can be
moved, but only to a position where it would become
happy. Players are grouped into teams of four. The
game’s goal is to have all agents happy while minimizing
segregation in the system. Teams compete to achieve this
goal, with the team scoring the lowest segregation value
winning the game.
In this way, the cooperation among the players of the

same team simulates a collective decision-making process
oriented toward achieving a shared common good, i.e., an
integrated and happy final state.

C. Greedy optimization model

In our proposed model, an unhappy agent is chosen
with uniform probability, and, while satisfying the con-
dition that the agent is happy in the new location, that
is selected to minimize the following free energy

G = αS − (1− α)H;α ∈ [0, 1] (3)

where S is the total segregation, and H is the global
happiness, defined in subsection IIA.
The parameter α determines the relative weight of S

and H in the free energy function. With α = 0, min-
imizing the free energy is equivalent to maximizing the
next step global happiness H, while with α = 1, min-
imizing the free energy is equivalent to minimizing the
next step segregation S. Intermediate values result in
an optimization problem that combines both measures.
In this way, α can model different strategies followed by
players. Note that the model with α = 0 is not equivalent
to the classical Schelling model, since the new location is
not sampled uniformly at the random among the allowed
ones, but will be the one the minimize the creation of new
unhappy agents, thus minimizing tipping events that are
one of the main drivers in the emergence of segregation
[12].
While players in the game could, in principle, adopt

strategies that account for future states of the system
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FIG. 1. Board game setup.

FIG. 2. Example of the helper app showing wrong happiness status.

and anticipate long-term consequences of their actions,
the proposed model focuses on a greedy optimization ap-
proach. This means that agents make decisions based
solely on the immediate minimization of the free energy
function G, without considering how their moves might
influence the system over multiple steps. This simplifica-
tion reflects the observed behavior in the gameplay and
serves as a baseline for understanding strategic decision-

making.
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FIG. 3. Example of the helper app’s visualization. The contour lines represent percentiles of the probability distribution of the
classical Schelling model for a given happiness value. The dotted lines show real-time realizations of the gameplays.

III. DATA AND METHODS

A. Data collection and processing

The experimental data considered in this work consist
of the configurations of four boards at different points
during the game, including the final configuration with
global happiness H = 1 and the initial random config-
uration. This information was obtained from pictures
taken by the participants and uploaded to the helper app.

The games analyzed in this work were played by
participants of the 2023 SMS-Social Modelling and
Simulations workshop. Researchers, being familiar with
complexity, emergent phenomena, and the Schelling
model itself, were in a unique position to focus on the
strategic elements of the game, which is the aspect we
aim to model. Also, in an ideal scenario of scientifically
informed policies, these are the profiles that policy-
makers would likely consult to understand the social
dynamics at play and make informed decisions. Finally,
among all the games played so far across various con-
texts and player profiles, these were the only ones that
lasted long enough to reach the final frozen configuration.

For the four boards considered, labeled as A, B, C, and
D, we have respectively 13, 28, 42, and 17 ordered con-
figurations, including the initial condition and the final
frozen configuration. From these configurations, we can
directly determine the global happiness and segregation
at each stage. Instead, the number of steps (∆T ) that
have taken place between two consecutive configurations
have to be estimated. We have that

∆T ≥ 1

2

∑
i

|∆σi|, (4)

where ∆σi = σi(τ + ∆T ) − σi(τ). By definition, for a
single step, only two values of the sum in (4) will have
changed. Specifically, the old position will change from
σi(τ) = ±1 to σi(τ + 1) = 0, and the new position will
change from σi′(τ) = 0 to σi′(τ+1) = ±1. The difference
in the state value of a site i at two subsequent time-steps
is ∆σi = σi(t+1)− σi(t). The sum over all sites i of the
absolute difference of the state σi will be 2 (hence the
1
2 factor). Successive movements will work in the same
way if certain conditions hold. If more than one step
takes place, it is possible that a single agent moves more
than once. While the right-hand side of (4) only counts
one movement, it serves as a lower bound for the num-
ber of steps. Fortunately, this circumstance is relatively
uncommon because it is impossible for the same agent
to move twice in a row; the first movement will leave it
in a happy state, and changes around its neighborhood
must occur before it can move again. Additionally, if an
agent moves from a site and another agent of the same
type moves into it, only one movement will be counted.
This situation is unlikely since if an agent leaves a site, it
typically remains unavailable for agents of the same type
without a change in the neighborhood. Moreover, during
most dynamics, there are usually a large number of un-
happy agents and empty sites, so reoccupying the same
site with the same type of agent between two pictures
should be uncommon. Therefore, we approximate:

∆T ∼ 1

2

∑
i

|∆σi| (5)

It is important to consider that the experimental data, in
addition to the aforementioned approximation, may have
at least two possible sources of error. The primary source
could be player error, where participants might inadver-
tently make invalid moves. The second potential source
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of error is misclassification by the machine learning al-
gorithm of the helper app. However, prior tests (not
reported) demonstrated good accuracy, and we verified
that for each data point, the number of agents of each
type remained constant. This means that for a misclas-
sification to go undetected, another misclassification of
opposite sign would have to occur simultaneously. While
theoretically possible, it is highly unlikely, as no such
misclassification has been detected for any board.

While using the number of steps as the independent
variable may appear more intuitive, we have decided to
use the global happiness value instead, as H = 1 defines
the end of the dynamics. This will make all subsequent
comparisons much easier as the simulated data for both
the classic Schelling model and our greedy optimization
model have a common initial and final value with the
experimental values H(0) = H0 and H(T ) = 1. Another
reason to avoid the number of steps as the independent
variable is that its typical value is model dependent.

B. Approximate Bayesian Computation for
parameter inference

Our ultimate goal is to infer the strategy exploited by
a team of players to keep segregation low while achieving
maximal global happiness. As we model players’ actions
as a greedy optimization of the free energy (3), we aim
to infer the value of the parameter α given the data.
In a Bayesian framework, this involves evaluating the
posterior distribution of α given the data, expressed as
p(α | {σi(τ)}), where σi(τ) represents the board config-
uration at each time step τ . However, formulated this
way, the problem is somewhat ill-posed because the state
of the board is highly degenerate [15]. This means that
different micro configurations can correspond to the same
macroscopic state as described by the observables of in-
terest S, τ , and H. Thus, formally, the Bayes rule would
read

p(α | {(S(τ),H(τ), τ)}) = p({(S(τ),H(τ), τ)} | α)
p({(S(τ),H(τ), τ)}))

. (6)

The likelilhood p({(S(τ),H(τ), τ)} | α) in (6) results
intractable, thus we estimate the posterior distribution
using an Approximate Bayesian Computation (ABC) ap-
proach. ABC is a method used in Bayesian inference
when the exact likelihood is difficult or impossible to
compute[16]. To approximate the likelihood function a
number of simulations with model parameter values sam-
pled from the prior distribution are performed. Then,
the model generated data is compared with the observed
data by defining a distance metric. A threshold distance
is set and each simulation is accepted if their distance
to the observed data is smaller than the threshold. The
counting of the values of α for the accepted simulations
will give an empirical distribution that approximate the
posterior.

To compare trajectories generated by the simulation
and those coming from the games, we will exploit the
fact that both starts at roughly the same value of H ∼
0.5 and ends at the exactly same value of H = 1, thus
spanning the same range of values in H, while the range
of values for S and τ could be very different. Thus, we
align the empirical and simulated trajectories based on H
and compare the values of S and τ at the corresponding
points of H, using the distance metrics (7) and (8),

Di
S =

1

Nh

Nh∑
j=1

(Si(h̃j)− Sexp(hj))
2, (7)

Di
T =

1

Nh

Nh∑
j=1

(Ti(h̃j)− Texp(hj))
2; (8)

where Nh =| {hj} | is the number of the different values
of the global happiness H = hj in the empirical trajec-

tory, while h̃j is the value of happiness in the simulated
trajectory that is closer to the empirical value hj . Using
the two distances separately, on would obtain two poste-
rior distribution p(α | {S(h)}) and p(α | {T (h)}). The
joint posterior distribution can be defined in a number of
ways, we have decided to use a new combined distance as
a weighted sum of the two distances which have already
been calculated:

Di
C = ω

Di
S

Maxi(Di
S)

+ (1− ω)
Di

T
Maxi(Di

T )
(9)

where we normalize bot distances with the maximum dis-
tance attained between simulations and empirical trajec-
tories. With this new combined distance the same pro-
cess as with the non combined distances can be used to
find the new joint posterior probability distribution.

We have considered values of alpha from 0 to 1 with
an interval of 0.05. For each of them, we have performed
a total of 10000 simulations starting from each board’s
initial configuration.

IV. RESULTS

A. Classic Schelling Model

Starting at each board’s initial configuration, we have
performed 10000 simulations of the classic Schelling
model where a random unhappy agent and a random
empty site are selected with uniform probability. The
movement will be accepted only if the agent is happy in
the new position.
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FIG. 4. Distribution of final segregation values for 10000 classic Schelling (histogram) with initial conditions corresponding
to each board. Experimental value (Dashed red line), Gaussian fit (Dashed Blue line) and kernel density estimate of the
probability distribution (solid blue line).

1. Final segregation

As seen in FIG. 4, the final values of segregation of
the Classic Schelling simulations follow a Gaussian dis-
tribution with an expected value ⟨S⟩ ∈ [0.86, 0.89] de-
pending on the initial conditions and a standard devi-
ation σ ∈ [0.016, 0.019]. All these expected values are
relatively close and the standard deviation is also quite
similar. For all initial conditions the experimental val-
ues are significantly lower than the expected value of the
distribution.

2. Final number of steps

The final values of the number of steps also follow a
normal distribution, as shown in FIG. 5, with expected
values T ∈ [120, 146] and standard deviation with values
between 7 and 8. There is a significantly higher relative
difference between the expected values of the total steps
compared to the final segregation values. All experimen-
tal number of steps are higher than the mean Schelling
values except for board C.

B. Behaviour of the greedy optimization model

Here we explore the typical realization of the greedy
optimization model for different values of the parameter
α. With respect to the final segregation, simulations
show a clear dependence on the value α (see Fig 6 right
panel). The final segregation value is relatively high
at α = 0. It displays a plateau of lower values from
α = 0.05 to around α = 0.6, and from then on steadily
increases. The mean final segregation of the model is
lower than that of classic Schelling model

1. Final segregation

The distribution of final segregation values for our
greedy optimization model, shown in FIG. 7 for some
values, does not always follow a normal distribution,
specially for large values of α when they are clearly
skewed when compared with the Gaussian fit.
We also observe in all boards that the segregation
probability distribution gets wider as α increases. It is
also noteworthy the fact that, for most boards and at
all values of α, there are more upper than lower outliers.
This is only the opposite for high values of α of in board

7
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FIG. 5. Distribution of total number of steps for 10000 classic Schelling with initial conditions corresponding to each board.
Experimental value (Dashed red line), Gaussian fit (Dashed Blue line) and kernel density estimate of the probability distribu-
tion(solid blue line).

FIG. 6. Boxplot of total number of steps (left) and final segregation (right) as a function of the parameter α and mean of the
classic Schelling model(dashed blue line) with 1,2, and 3 sigmas (shades of blue) for 10000 random initial conditions.

C.

The mean final segregation of the model is lower than
that of Schelling for all boards and values of α except
in the case of board C when, for α = 1, the values are
similar. Even though they are lower there is significant
overlap between both distributions, specially at higher
values of α.
For boards A and B the experimental value lies within
the typical values of the model distribution for all val-

ues of α and within the interquartile range for α =
{0, 0.85, 0.9, 0.95}.
Board C is the only one for which not only the median
values but the lower quartile are above the experimental
results for all values of α. The experimental value lies
within the typical values of the model distribution for all
values of α ∈ [0.05, 0.9] and specially close to the lower
quartile for α ∈ [0.05, 0.7] for higher values of α as well
as α = 0 the experimental value is not within the typical
distribution.

8
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FIG. 7. Distribution of final segregation values for 10000 realizations (histogram) with initial conditions corresponding to each
board. Experimental value (Dashed red line), Gaussian fit (Dashed Blue line) and kernel density estimate of the probability
distribution (solid blue line).For the different boards (A,B,C,D from top to bottom) and different α values (0,0.5,1 from left to
right)

For Board D the experimental value lies within the typ-
ical values of the model distribution for all values of α
except for α = 0 where it is lower. The experimental
value lies on the higher quartile for α ∈ [0.05, 0.5], above
it for α ∈ [0.55, 0.7] then just on the median for α = 0.75
and below the lower quartile for larger values of α.

2. Total number of steps

The total number of steps distribution when using our
algorithm in FIG 6. also shows some skew in comparison
to the Gaussian fit. Regarding the final number of steps,

as seen in FIG. 9 all boards show a similar behaviour.
The parameter α = 0 corresponds to the lowest total
number of steps, there is a slight increase in the total
number of steps when α = 0.05 and stays stable until
around α = 0.5 where the values start growing as α is
increased. The total steps distribution also becomes
wider at higher values of α. This distribution also
appears to have more and further away upper than lower
outliers except, again, for high values of α in board C.

The experimental total number of steps is higher than
the typical range of simulated values for board C when
α ∈ [0, 0.6] and lower for higher values of α. It lies within

9
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FIG. 8. Boxplot of final segregation as a function of parameter α as well as the experimental value (Dashed red line) and mean
classic Schelling (Dashed blue line) value with 1, 2 and 3 sigmas (Shades of blue), for each board.

the typical range for all values of α ∈ [0, 0.65] and within
the interquartile range for α = 0.6 and α = 0.65. The
rest of the boards show a similar behaviour except for the
fact that the experimental value is much higher relative to
the simulations. The experimental value lays beyond the
typical distribution for values with α < 0.75 or even 0.8 in
the case of board D. And are within the the interquartile
range only for α = 0.75, 0.80 for boards A and B. The
only alpha for which it lays wihin the interquartile range
of board C is α = 0.8.

3. Final segregation and total number of steps correlation

In FIG. 11 we can see how the kernel density estima-
tion levels of different α values follow a clear tendency
in the Total Step-Final Segregation space. For all the
boards the experimental value is never within the ex-
pected values of the Schelling model. For boards A and
B the experimental value appears in a similar relative
position to the α values represented while for c the ex-
perimental value is closer to lower values of α. In Board
D, however, the experimental value appears in the infe-
rior right triangle instead of being within the expected
values of any α value.
As we expected from the previous results, we can see that
there is a positive correlation between the final segrega-

tion and the total number of steps as shown in FIG. 9.
For all boards the correlation is smaller but stable for
α ∈ [0, 0.4] with correlation values ranging from 0.45 to
0.65, followed by a growth and peaking at around α = 0.8
and reaching correlation values around 0.8. This increase
in correlation is probably due to the fact that at low val-
ues of α both, final segregation and final number of steps
stay almost constant but at higher values of α both grow
in an aproximately linear way.

4. Trajectory

When representing segregation as a function of the
number of steps, as in FIG. 13, we can see that the growth
is close to linear for the classic Schelling, all values of α
and even experimental values. Therefore, we can say that
the average segregation increase per step is constant. It’s
important to note that a higher slope does not necessar-
ily translate into an increase in final segregation as they
do not finish with the same number of steps. We can see
that the growth rate diminishes as α grows with smaller
values very close together. Experimental values can vary
a little but usually stay between those of α = 0 and α = 1
except for the case D where the slope can take even neg-
ative values early on.
If we represent segregation as a function of happiness, like
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FIG. 9. Distribution of total number of steps for 10000 realizations (histogram) with initial conditions corresponding to each
board. Experimental value (Dashed red line), Gaussian fit (Dashed Blue line) and kernel density estimate of the probability
distribution (solid blue line). For the different boards (A,B,C,D from top to bottom) and different α values (0,0.5,1 from left
to right)

in FIG. 14, we can see that the function is concave for
the classic Schelling model, all values of α and the exper-
imental values of boards A, B and C. This means that
early on a large increase in happiness can be achieved
with a relatively small increase in segregation while when
the dynamics are close to the end the opposite is true.
We can see how the evolution of the experimental values
of board C runs close to low values of α but managed to
achieve lower values towards high values of α. Board D is
also different than the other boards, as the slope remains
mostly constant throughout the game. For this case the
initial segregation values where relatively high at lower
happiness value but dropped in comparison to the other

series reaching relatively low segregation at the end.

5. Posterior distribution

We estimated the posterior probability distribution by
following the Approximate Bayesian Inference methodol-
ogy previously described.
We have defined the threshold to determine the poste-
rior probabilities that only the 5% smallest distance val-
ues are considered. This allows for a sufficiently large
number of values for a statistical study without increas-
ing excessively the noise. The robustness of this value

11
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FIG. 10. Boxplot of total steps as a function of parameter α as well as the experimental value (Dashed red line) and mean
classic Schelling (Dashed blue line) value with 1, 2 and 3 sigmas (Shades of blue), for each board.

FIG. 11. Kernel Density Estimation of the Total Step-Final Segregation space for the classic Schelling model(Blue), and
different values of the algorithm and the corresponding experimental value for each board.
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FIG. 12. Correlation between Total Step and Final Segrega-
tion as function of α.

has been confirmed by checking that other values close
to this do not modify significantly the distribution. The
weight used to compute the combined distance has been
set to ω = 0.5 which means that the same weight was put
on both number of steps and segregation. We have also
checked different weight values and found the results to
be robust.

The posterior distributions for boards A (FIG. 15) and
B (FIG. 16) appear very similar. When using the segre-
gation a high peak appears at α = 0 and a Gaussian
like peak at high values of α. The distribution at high
values is more peaked when considering all values than
when only considering the final ones, in the case where
only the first half of the values have been considered is
extremely peaked and the maximum is at α = 1.
If we consider now the total number of steps value pos-
terior distribution we can see that the peak at α = 0
does not appear at all while a peak close to the one of
segregation does appear. As in the segregation case, the
peak is centered at higher values if we take into account
only the first half of the values.
For both boards the posterior distribution obtained from
the combined distance show a single peak, centered at 0.9
when considering all values or only the final value and at
0.95 when considering only the first half of the values.
The posterior distributions obtained from board C (FIG.
17) are significantly different. The posterior from the
combined distances for the first half are mostly uniform
for a range α ∈ [0.05, 0.6] and from there rapidly falls.
However, considering all values, or the first half, a peak
centered at α = 0.65 appears.
The posterior distributions obtained from all values and
half of the values appear similar to those of boards A and
B but with the peak at even higher values of alpha. When
considering only the final values however, the posterior
obtained from the segregation slowly diminishes with α.
The posterior distributions for the first half of the values
of board D(FIG. 18) is very peaked and centered on a
value of α = 1.00. However, when considering only the
final values the posterior obtained from the segregation FIG. 13. Average segregation as a function of the number of

steps for different values of α and the classic Schelling model
as well as the experimental values (red).
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FIG. 14. Average segregation as a function of the happiness
for different values of α and the classic Schelling model as well
as the experimental values (red).

FIG. 15. Board A. Posterior probability distribution obtained
from segregation and steps (Top, Step in Orange and Segre-
gation in Blue) and corresponding joint posterior probability
distribution (Bottom in Green) considering: all the values
(Left), the first half of the values (Center) and only the last
value (Right).

FIG. 16. Board B. Posterior probability distribution obtained
from segregation and steps (Top, Step in Orange and Segre-
gation in Blue) and corresponding joint posterior probability
distribution (Bottom in Green) considering: all the values
(Left), the first half of the values (Center) and only the last
value (Right).

is wider and centered around α = 0.95 while the distri-
bution obtained from the number of steps is much more
uniform.
The posterior distributions using absolute displacement
instead of mean squared displacement have also been
computed and show comparable results.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The introduced greedy optimization model demon-
strated distinct differences compared to the classical
Schelling model. By strategically minimizing a function
that combines segregation and the opposite of mean hap-
piness, the model consistently produced outcomes with
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FIG. 17. Board C. Posterior probability distribution obtained
from segregation and steps (Top, Step in Orange and Segre-
gation in Blue) and corresponding joint posterior probability
distribution (Bottom in Green) considering: all the values
(Left), the first half of the values (Center) and only the last
value (Right).

FIG. 18. Board D. Posterior probability distribution obtained
from segregation and steps (Top, Step in Orange and Segre-
gation in Blue) and corresponding joint posterior probability
distribution (Bottom in Green) considering: all the values
(Left), the first half of the values (Center) and only the last
value (Right).

lower typical segregation levels across all values of the pa-
rameter α. This is likely due to its ability to reduce tip-
ping events, which are a key driver of segregation in the
classical model. These results underscore how incorpo-
rating strategic decision-making into agent behavior can
significantly alter the emergent dynamics of the system.
The parameter α balances segregation (S) and happiness
(H) within the greedy optimization model. By adjust-
ing α, the model shifts the relative importance of mini-
mizing segregation versus maximizing happiness. When
α = 0, the optimization prioritizes happiness, reflect-
ing a strategy that avoids creating new unhappy agents.
Conversely, when α = 1, the model focuses entirely on
reducing segregation, directly targeting the intended sys-
temic outcomes. Intermediate values of the parameter

create a balance between these objectives, allowing the
model to explore a spectrum of strategies. This flexibil-
ity demonstrates how α can represent diverse decision-
making approaches, significantly shaping the emergent
dynamics and final configurations. The Approximate
Bayesian Computation (ABC) analysis provided valuable
insights into the strategies adopted by players during the
game. The joint posterior distribution of the parameter
α revealed a strong preference for values above 0.6, in-
dicating that players predominantly prioritized minimiz-
ing segregation over maximizing happiness. However, the
model shows that for lower values of α, the final segre-
gation levels could have been reduced further, suggesting
that the strategies employed by players were suboptimal
in terms of achieving minimal segregation. An excep-
tion to this pattern is observed in the results from board
C, where the final segregation achieved by the players
was lower than what the model predicts for any value
of α. The flatness of the posterior distribution for this
board suggests a rejection of the model for the strat-
egy followed by that team. This outcome highlights a
case where the players employed strategies that deviated
significantly from those captured by the model, demon-
strating the potential for more sophisticated or unan-
ticipated decision-making approaches that the proposed
model does not fully encompass.

The findings demonstrate how the integration of col-
lective decision-making into the model addresses criti-
cisms of top-down assumptions often associated with tra-
ditional sociophysical models. By incorporating a sec-
ond layer that explicitly models the collective optimiza-
tion process, the framework moves away from imposing
systemic outcomes directly through predefined micro-
rules. Instead, it allows for emergent systemic behav-
ior to arise from the interplay between individual deci-
sions and group strategies. This approach preserves the
methodological spirit of micro-macro models while in-
troducing a more participatory element that aligns with
observed behaviors in gameplay.

In contrast to purely top-down frameworks, where
the modeler prescribes the orientation toward a com-
mon good, this dual-layer structure ensures that col-
lective decision-making emerges from the dynamics of
the system itself. The observed preference for strate-
gies prioritizing segregation reduction (higher α) high-
lights how players collectively align with broader sys-
temic goals, even within the constraints of a simplified
model. This design choice addresses the critique that
sociophysical models often neglect the agency of indi-
viduals and groups in influencing macro-level outcomes,
emphasizing instead how collective values and decision-
making processes can be empirically integrated into the
modeling framework. The combination of gamified ex-
periments with agent-based models (ABMs) represents
a significant methodological innovation, particularly in
its ability to leverage empirical data from gameplay for
refining theoretical models. By collecting detailed data
on player decisions and strategies during the game, the
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framework provides a rich empirical basis for calibrat-
ing ABMs. This approach allows for the systematic in-
tegration of observed behaviors into the model, reduc-
ing the reliance on arbitrary assumptions and enhancing
the model’s alignment with real-world decision-making
processes. For example, the posterior distributions ob-
tained through ABC analysis highlight the strategic ten-
dencies of players, offering insights into collective behav-
iors that can inform refinements to the model’s struc-
ture and parameters. Additionally, this methodology
also allows for detecting behaviors not captured by the
model, as demonstrated by the outcomes of board C. This
study has several limitations that should be acknowl-
edged. First, the greedy optimization approach, while
providing useful insights into decision-making strategies,
inherently simplifies the problem of balancing segrega-
tion and happiness. The model assumes that agents will
always select the most immediate optimization strategy,
which may not reflect more nuanced, long-term planning

that could occur in real-world scenarios. This simplifica-
tion might limit the model’s applicability in cases where
long-term consequences are significant or when players
consider factors beyond immediate outcomes, as seen
in more complex decision-making processes. Moreover,
there are constraints within the experimental setup that
could affect the generalizability of the results. The par-
ticipant profiles, which largely included researchers and
a few students. This limited sample size and the spe-
cific demographic of participants may introduce biases in
the strategies observed and influence the outcomes of the
gameplay. There are also challenges in generalizing the
findings to different social contexts or scales. While the
framework demonstrates utility in understanding segre-
gation dynamics at a local level, scaling the model to
larger or more diverse social systems may require ad-
justments to the parameters or game design. These fac-
tors must be considered when interpreting the results and
planning for future applications of the framework.
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