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Abstract
In this paper we analyze a simph®delof adaptivecompetitionwhich capturesessential
features of a variety of adaptive competitive systems in the social and biological sciences.
In this model,eachof N agents,at eachtime stepof a game,joins one of two groups.
The agentsin the minority group are awardeda point, while the agentsin the majority
groupgetnothing. Eachagenthasa fixed setof strategiesirawnat the beginningof the
game from a common pool, and chooseshis current best-performingstrategy to
determinewhich groupto join. We find thatfor a fixed N, the systemexhibitsa phase
changeas a function of the size of the commonstrategypool from which the agents
initially draw their strategies.For small pool sizes,the systemis in an efficient market
phasein which all informationthat canbe usedby the agents'strategieds tradedaway,
andno agentcanaccumulatanore pointsthanwould an agentmaking randomguesses.
In addition,in this phasethe commonssuffer, andrelatively few points are awardedto
the agentsin total. For largeinitial strategypool sizes,the systemis in an inefficient
marketphasejn which thereis predictiveinformationavailableto the agentsstrategies,
andsomeagentscando betterthanrandomat accumulatingpoints. In addition,in this
phase, the total number of points awarded to the agents is greater than inia \ghroke
all agentsguessrandomly,and so the commonsdo relatively well. At a critical size of
the strategypool marking the cross-overfrom the efficient marketto the inefficient
marketphasesthe commonsdo best. This critical sizeof the pool growsmonotonically,
andin a very simpleway with N. The behaviorof this systemhasfeaturesreminiscent
of a spin-glassin statisticalphysics,with the small pool size phasebeing, in a certain
sense,more glassythan the large pool phase. We arguethat the structurewe have
elucidated has important implications for a range of phenomenain the social and
biological sciences, as well as for the general study of adaptive, competitive systems.
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Introduction

Most systemsin the biological and social sciencesinvolve a number of interacting
agentsgachmakingbehavioralchoicesin the contextof an environmenthatis formed,
in large part, by the collective action of the agentsthemselvesandwith no centralized
controlleractingto coordinateagentbehavior. In the mostinterestingand difficult to
analyzecasesthe agentsdhaveheterogeneoustrategiesexpectationsindbeliefs[Arthur,
1994]. In somecaseghe agents'strategiesnay be self-validating,at leastfor a limited
time. For example,in the financial marketsa wide-spreadoelief that a commoditywill
risein price may perforceresultin a price rise for that commodity[Arthur et al, 1996].
But unlesstherearefundamentateasondor the pricerise, suchbubbleseventuallytend
to burst, so that widely-shared strategies are often self-defeating in the longhus)in
many systemsand mostclearly in thosein which agentscompetefor scarceresources,
successful agents will employ stratediest differentiatethemfrom their competitorsso
that the agentswill placethemselvesn groupsin which targetresourcesare not over-
utilized. Examplesof suchsystemsnclude animalsforagingfor food, firms searching
for profitable technologicalinnovations,packetslooking for pathsthroughthe internet,
or peopletrying to go to (overly) populareventsor places. Furthermorefrom the point
of view of overall systemperformancethe best strategysetsare thosethat result in
coordinatedresourceutilization so that averageagentexperiencas relatively good,and
the scarce resource is consumed near its limiting rate. Examples of systems of competing
agentsin which such coordinatedallocation of resourcegs critical include ecological
communitie§Cody andDiamond,1975], routerstrying to sendpacketsover the Internet
[Kahin and Keller, 1997], and humans trying to decide on whight to go to a popular
bar [Arthur, 1994].

Thesesystemsare enormouslycomplicatedandtheir detaileddynamicsmay dependon
particularcharacteristicef the agentsandtheir interactions. Neverthelesstherealsoare
fundamentapropertieswhich are sharedby all thesesystems. If we haveany hope of
everunderstandinghesekinds of collective adaptivesystemspr evenof understanding
the termsin which we should analyzethem, we must first understandthe dynamics
imposed by their most basic shared properties.

In this paperwe analyzea simple model that incorporatesthe basic adaptive and
feedbackfeaturesof systemsof agentscompetingfor a scarceresource[Challet and
Zhang,1997]. In this model,eachagentchoosego bein oneof two groupsat eachtime



step, and those agents in the minority group are awarded a faicihagenthashis own

setof strategieschoseninitially from a pool of availablestrategiesfrom which he uses
the currently best-ratedstrategy(basedon pastperformance)}o selecta group to join.

Eachstrategyusesinformation aboutwhich group was in the minority during (a few)

previoustime stepsto predictwhich will be the minority group during the currenttime

step. We find thatasa function of the size of the strategypool availableto the agents,
thereis a transitionwhich separatean efficient marketphasefrom aninefficient market
phase. If thenumberof availablestrategiess not sufficiently large,thenthe systemis in

a phasejn which the agentsare "frustrated”in their attemptto find minority positions,
andmanyfeaturesof the aggregatdehaviorof the systemin this phaseareanalogougo

thoseof the glassyphaseof a spin-glas§Mezard,ParisiandVirasoro,1987;Fischerand
Hertz, 1991]. In this phasethe marketis efficient, and it can be shownthat all the

relevantinformation accessibldo the agents'strategieshas beentradedaway by their

competition [Malkiel, 1985; Fama, 1970; Fama, 1991]. Thus, no agent caexeeeda

50% rate of success.(Remarkably however,thereis still informationin the record of

which group was the minority group asuaction of time, but thatinformationcannotbe

usedby the agents'strategies.) In addition, the collective behavior of the agentsis

generally substantially worse than in a random marketich the agentgoin oneof the

two groupsindependentlyandrandomlywith equalprobability. Above a critical size of

the strategypool, the systemis in aninefficient marketphase. Herethereis predictive
informationavailableto the agentsstrategiesand someagentscan achievebetterthana

50% successate. In addition,the collectiveexperienceof the agentss muchimproved
andis substantiallybetterthanin a randommarket,indicatingan emergentoordination
amongthe agents. As a function of the size of the strategypool, the best collective
performanceccursnearthe critical sizeof the strategypool which marksthe cross-over
from the efficient marketphaseto the inefficient marketphase. The critical size of the

strategypool scaleswith N, the numberof agentsplaying the game,in a very simple

way. Theseunexpectecemergentpropertieshave profoundimplicationsfor the study
and epistemology of competitive markets in the biological and social sciences.

We first describethe model, then presentthe resultsof our analysisandfinally discuss
theimplicationsof our work for the study of adaptive,competitivesocialandbiological
systems.



The Modél

The simple model of competitionwe discusshereconsistsof N agentsplaying a game
[ChalletandZhang,1997]. Therulesof the gameareasfollows: At eachtime stepof

the game, each of the N agents playing ¢faenejoins oneof two groups,labeled0 or 1.

Eachagentthatis in the minority groupat thattime stepis awardeda point, while each
agentbelongingto the majority group getsnothing. An agentchoosesvhich groupto

join at a given time step basedon the prediction of a strategy. The strategyuses
information from the historical record of which group was the minority group as a
function of time. A strategyof memorym is a table of 2 columnsand 2™ rows. An

exampleof an m=3 strategyis shownin Fig. 1. The left column containsall the eight
possiblecombinationsof threeO'sandl's. To usethis strategy,anagentobservesvhich

groupwasthe minority groupduringthe lastthreetime steps,andfinds thatstring of O's
and1'sin the left handcolumnof the table. The correspondingntryin the right hand
column containsthat strategy'sdeterminationof which group (0 or 1)the agentshould
join during the current time step.

In eachof the gamesdiscussedere,all strategiesusedby all the agentshavethe same
valueof m. At the beginningof the gameeachagentis randomlyassigned (>1) of the
2™ possiblestrategieswith replacement. For his currentplay the agentchooseshis

strategythat would have had the bestperformance over the history of the gameup to

thattime. Tiesbetweenstrategiesaredecidedby a coin toss. Following eachround of

decisions,the cumulative performanceof eachof the agent'sstrategiesis updatedby

comparingeachstrategy'datestpredictionwith the currentminority group. Becauséhe
agentseachhavemorethanonestrategy the gameis adaptivein thatagentscanchoose
to play different strategiesat different momentsof the gamein responsdo changesn

their environment; that is, in response to new entries in thestmesof minority groups
asthe gameproceeds.Becauseahe environment(i.e. the time seriesof minority groups)
is createdby the collective actionof the agentsthemselvesthis systemhasvery strong
feedback, reminiscent of, for example, the financial markets.



Results

In whatfollows we will reportandinterpretthe resultsof this gamefor a rangeof values
of N (odd),m ands=2. Thequalitativeresultsalsohold for othervaluesof s thatarenot
extremelylarge? To achievestableresults,the gamemustbe run for a long enough
time. Whatis long enoughdependson N and m. For our runs, in which N ranged
betweenl1 and1001,we foundthat 10,000time stepsweregenerallysufficient,except
for the largest values of N, which required runs of 100,000 time stepstarfthe game,
we also create a short (of order m) random history of 0's and fgtdloe strategiexcan
be initially evaluated. The asymptoticstatisticalresultsof any run do not materially
depend on what this random string is.

To begin to understandthe behaviorof this system,considerthe time seriesof the
numberof agentsbelongingto groupl (£L1). (Thisinformationis not availableto the
agentdutit is availableto theresearchers.)rhe meanof this seriesis generallycloseto

50% for all values of N, m and s (we shall return to this point below)satit standard
deviation,o, of this time seriesis a measureof how well the commonsdo: The smaller

o, the more total points are awarded to all agents combined. That is, if there are typically
many fewer than 50% of the agents in the minotitgno will belargeandtherewill be

few total pointsawardedwhile if ¢ is small, thenmostof the time the minority group

will consistof only slightly fewer than half of the agentsand moretotal pointswill be
awarded.

The behaviorof o is quite remarkable. In Fig. 2, we plot o for thesetime seriesas a

function of m for N=101 and s=2. For eachvalue of m, 32 independentuns were
performed. The horizontaldashedine in this graphis at the value of o for the random

game,i.e. for the gamein which the agentsrandomlychoose0 or 1, independentlyand
with equal probability at each time step.

Note the following features:

1. For small m, the average valuemfs very large(muchlargerthanin therandom
case). In addition,for m<6 thereis a large spreadin the o 's for differentruns
with different (random)initial distributionsof strategiedo the agents,but with
the same m.



2. Thereis aminimumin o atm=6 at which o is lessthanthe standardieviationof
the randomgame. We shallrefer to the value of m at which the o vs. m curve
(for fixed N) hasits minimumasmc.3 Thus,in Fig. 2, mc=6. Also, for m=m,
the spread in the's appears to be small relative to the spread for gn<m

3. As m increasedeyond6, o slowly increasesand for large m approachegshe
value for the random game.

The systemclearly behavesn a qualitatively different way for smallandlargem. To
further studythe dynamicsin thesetwo regions,we considerthe time seriesof minority
groups, £€G) the data publicly available to the agentd/e wantto studythe information
content of strings of consecutive elements of this time series of various lengths (including
strings of length m) for different valuesof m and N. To do this, we considerthe
conditional probability P(1|k). This is the conditional probability to have a 1
immediately following some specific string, uk, of k elementsof G. For example,
P(1|0100)is the probability that 1 will be the minority group at sometime, given that
minority groups for the four previous times were 0,1,0 and 0, in that oR¥rallthatin
a game played with memory m, the strategissonly theinformationencodedn strings
of lengthm to maketheir choices. In Fig. 3, we plot P(1|k) for G, the time seriesof
minority groupsgeneratedy a gamewith m=4, N=101 and s=2. Fig. 3a showsthe
histogramfor k=m=4 andFig. 3b showsthe histogramfor k=5. Note thatthe histogram
is flat at 0.5in Fig. 3a, but, remarkably,is not flat in Fig. 3b. Thus, any agentusing
strategiesvith memory(lessthanor) equalto 4, will find that thosestringsof minority
groupscontainno predictiveinformation aboutwhich groupwill be the minority at the
next time step. But recall that this time-serieswas itself generatedy playersplaying
strategieswith m=4. Therefore,in this sensethe marketis efficient and no strategy
playing with memory(lessthanor) equalto 4 can,overthe long run, accumulatenore
pointsthanwould be accumulatedandomly. (In principle,anagentswitchingstrategies
adaptivelycando betterthanrandom,but we haveexplicitly verified that this doesnot
happenn this phase. The expicit reasorfor thisis describedn theresultssectionandin
more detail in [Manuca, Riolo and Savit, 1998].) But note also that the time seriesof
minority groupsis not a random(IID)4 string. Thereis informationin this string, as
indicatedby the fact thatthe histogramin Fig. 3bis not flat. However,thatinformation
is not available to the agents playing the m=4 game who collectively generatsiitigat
in the first place.



We can repeat this analysis for m>=6 (N=101, s=2). For this range of m, the
correspondindnistogramfor k=m is not flat, aswe seein Fig. 4 for the m=6 game.In
this case,thereis significant information availableto agentsplaying the game with
memory m and the market is not efficient. Indeed, some individual agentscan
accumulatemore pointsthan theywould by simply makingrandomguesses.We have
verified thesestatementdy explicitly calculatingthe pointswon by individual agentsin
gameswith differentvaluesof m. Form<6 (N=101,s=2),no agenteverachievegesults
statisticallygreaterthan50%, while for m>=6 someagentsdo win morethan50% of the
time (statistically significantly). It is noteworthythat evenfor m=5, the histogramof
conditional probabilitieswith k=m=5 is flat, eventhougho is lessthanin the random
game.

How doesthe systembehaviorchangeas we changethe numberof agents? One can
repeatthe calculationof o for differentN. Onefinds, plotting o vs. m for fixed N, that
in all caseneobtainsa graphsimilar to thatin Fig. 2, butin which the positionof the
minimum, mg, is proportionafto InN. In addition,c andthe spreadn ¢ behaven very
simplewayswith changesn N which differ dependingon whetherm is greaterthanor
less than @ In Fig. 5 we study the behaviof o asa functionof N for m=3andm=16.
For therangeof valuesof N usedin thesefigures,m=3 s to the left of the minimumin
thecurveof o vs.m (i.e. 3<m¢ for all thesevaluesof N) andm=16is to theright of the
minimum (16>ng). In Fig. 5a we plob vs. N on a log-log scale. We see that for o=3
is proportional to N, while for m=1@ is proportional to /2 This is typical: for fixed
m, andm<mg, o is proportionalto N, while for fixed m andm>m¢ o is proportionalto
N1/2  In Fig. 5b, we plot, againfor m=3 and 16, the spreadin o, i.e., the standard
deviation of theo's EA0) as a function oN, on alog-log scale. Herewe alsoseepower
law behavior: for m=3 Ao is proportionalto N, while for m=16, Ac is proportionalto
N1/2. As before,this behavioris representativef the two behaviorsseenfor valuesof

m<mgc and values of m>g) respectively.

The transition betweenthesevery different behaviorsis at mg~InN. We have found,
. . , o . . 2m
usingscalingargumentghat, to afirst apprOX|mat|ong2/N is a functiononly of N =2

To seethis explicitly, we plot in Fig. 6 02/N asa function of z on a log-log scalefor
variousN and m (with s=2). We seefirst that all the datafall on a nearly universal
curve. The minimum of this curve is nedf@N=zc=0.5, and separatdise two different
phases. The slope for z<z; approaches1 for small z, while the slope for z>z



approaches zero for large z, consistent withréiseltsof Fig. 5.5 Becausas2/N depends
only onz, it is clearthatfor fixed z ¢ is proportionalto N1/2for anyfixed z, bothabove
and below z¢. In addition, it can be shown that, for fixed z Ao is approximately
independenof N, approaching z-dependentonstaniasN - . The N - oo limit of Ao
is large for small values ofanddecreasemonotonicallywith increasingz. It is unclear
whether or noAc is non analytic atg

Discussion

In this section,we will first presentsomequalitativeargumentghatexplainthe different
behaviorsfor small and large m, and the scaling results with N. More detailed
explanations alongith resultsof corroboratingsimulationswill appeain aforthcoming
publication [Manuca, Riolo, and Savit]. Following that, we will discuss some
implications of this study for a wide variety of social and biological systems.

Considerfirst the smallm region(m<mg). In this region,the time seriesof the number
of agentsbelongingto group 1 (£L1) hasa very unusualstructure. Considerthe time
seriesof minority groups,and focus on one particular binary string, X, of length m.
Now, from L1 form the time seriesof the numberof agentswhich choosegroup 1 in
responseo the first, third, fifth and other odd occurrence®f x. Now form the time
seriesof the number of agentswhich choosegroup 1 in responseto all the even
occurrencesf x. It turnsoutthatthe standarddeviationof the seriesof responseto the
odd occurrencesf X is of orderNY/2, while the standarddeviationof the time seriesof
responseso the evenoccurrence®f X is of orderN. Thisis truefor all possiblestrings
of lengthm in the time seriesof minority groups. Thus,in the whole time seriesof the
numberof agentsbelongingto group 1, thereis a bursty structurewith large (order N)
excursionsrom the meanseparatedy smallerexcursionsof order N2, For large N,
the contributions of the largerderN excursiongo the standarddeviationdominate and
soo U N in this region.

This behavior can be understood as follows: Consider the pool é’f%kktﬁategies.For
s=2, eachagentchooseswo strategiesandomlyfrom the pool. For very large N, the
strategieplayedby the agentsare a good approximationto the populationof the pool.

Now, divide the strategies into two groups accordintdpéar responsé¢o somestring, say
X. Thefirst time x appearsn thetime seriesof minority groups,the agentswill choose
to join group O or landwhich strategieghey playwill be a moreor lessrandomsample
of the strategies in thgool. Consequentliywe expectthatthe populationof group1 will



deviatefrom 50% by a numberof orderNY/2, Supposéhatthe minority groupturnsout
to begroupl. Then,in the pool of strategiesall thosewhoseresponseo x is 1 will get
anadditionalpoint. The nexttime the string x appearsn the seriesof minority groups,
thosestrategiesvhoseresponseo x is 1 will be preferentiallychosen. Now, if N is
large, then approximately75% of the agentswill join group 1. (i.e., on averageonly
those agentsboth of whose strategiesrespondto x with a O will join group 0.)
Consequentlythe minority group at this time step will be group O, and all those
strategies which respond xowith a O will geta point. Thus,afterthe secondoccurrence
of ¥, all strategiesill havegainedonepoint dueto their responseo x, somefollowing
the first occurrence, and the others following the second occurrence. There will therefore
be no strongpreferencdor the agentsresponseso thethird occurrenceof x (but seethe
discussionin [Manuca, Riolo and Savit, 1998]), and deviationsin the membershipof
groupl atthethird occurrenceof X will againbe of orderNY/2, This periodtwo process
repeatsfor all stringsandgivesrise to the structuredescribedabove. A more detailed
description of this dynamics will appear in [Manuca, Riolo and Savit, 1998].

The precisedistribution of strategiego the agentsat the beginningof the gamediffers

from run to run. The existenceof the periodtwo oscillationsdescribedabovedoesnot,

for largeN, dependon the detailsof thatdistribution. However,the coefficientin front

of N in the expressiorfor the standarddeviationin the responseso evenoccurrence®f

a given string does depend thre distributionof initial strategies.Consequentlythe size
of o will vary from run to run, but, in leadingorder, will still be proportionalto N.

Thus,the spreadn the g's is alsoproportionalto N in leadingorderin the low m phase
(m<mg), as we saw in Fig. 5.

The existenceof different runswith different a's is reminiscentof the glassphaseof a
spin-glasssystem. The analogygoesdeeper: In the spin-glasscasedifferent samplesof
the glassy material behavedifferently as a result of frozen in randomly distributed
impurities. From one sampleto the next, the preciseway in which the impurities are
distributed affects the thermodynamicbehavior of that sample. A spin-glassorder
parameter,which is non-zeroin the glassy phasejust expresseshe fact that the
thermodynamicsof different samplesis different. In our case,the strategiesare
distributedto the agentsrandomly, but the preciseway in which that randomnesss
realizedin onegameaffectsthe sizeanddistributionof the membershipf groups0 and
1, thusleadingto differenttime-averagedbehaviorwhich is mostpronouncedn the low
m phase. Mathematically Ao, the spreadin the o's, bearssomeresemblanceéo a spin-
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glassorderparameter.Furthermorewhile the expectatiorvalueof the numberof agents
belongingto groupl is nearly50% in the high m phasejt deviatesmore strongly from

50% in the low m phase,and differs from run to run. This is also analogougo the
behaviorof a spin-glassjn that the magnetizationn the glassyphaseis non-zeroand

differs from sample to sample. Although there is some sense in which the low m phase is
glassy, we do not mean to imply that the transitioma@is a transitionfrom a glassyto a

normal phase. Both the high and low m phasespartakeof glassybehaviorand have
elementsof brokenergodicity due to the initial distribution of strategiesalthoughthe
glassinesss more pronouncedn the low m phase. This analogywill be more fully

treated in a forthcoming publication [Manuca, Riolo and Savit].

In contrastto the behaviorin the low m phasefor fixed m>m¢ o, the standarddeviation
of L1, scaleswith NY2, In this high m phase,for a given N, the strategyspaceis
sufficiently large so that the strategiesassignedo the N agentsare not a representative
sampleof the entire strategyspace. Consequentlythe argumentaisedin describingthe
low m phasedo not hold, andtherearenot the samevery strongtemporalcorrelationsn
theresponsef the systemto successiveccurrencesf a givenstring. The scalingof o
with N1/2 just representshe variationsin the membershipf N agentswhosedecisions
are not very tightly coupled. However,thereare still strongdependencieamongthe
decisionsof the agents. In fact, it is the remarkableemergentcoordinationamongthe
agents' decisions that accounts for the factghatbelow theandomresultin this phase.
The preciseway in which this comesabout will be discussedin detail elsewhere
[Manuca,Riolo and Savit, 1998], but the issuecan be thoughtof in the following way:
Strategieghatwould have beemosteffectivein the pastat predictingminority groups
aremorelikely to be usedby the agents. Thosestrategieshavespecific predictionsfor
eachstring of length m. Consequentlythere is an induced dependenceamong the
decisionsof the agentswhich can be expressedas nontrivial conditional probabilities.
Thatis, the probability thatat sometime agenti choosegroup1, changesiependingon
the choicesof the otheragentsat thattime® It canbe shownthat, for fixed m, such
nontrivial conditionalprobabilitiescausedeviationsin o from that of the randomgame.
In the high m phase, this term is negative, giving rise to a lower

Note that the region of greatestcoordination(smallesto) is when z=2"/N is of order
one. We canunderstandhis in the following way: Dependencieamongthe strategies
areinducedby the agent'sselectionof the beststrategiesasdescribedabove. But each
chosenstrategydictatesa responseo 2M different strings of length m. Thus, as m
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increasestor fixed N, it becomesncreasinglydifficult for strategiego coordinateall of
their entries. (I.e.,atanymomentthereareN strategiesn play, andthey mustminimize
fluctuationsover 2M choices.) Consequentlyfor fixed N, maximalcoordinationwill be
achievedor somefinite m (=m¢), whosevalueis a monotonicallyincreasingunction of
N. As m increasedor fixed N, coordinationbecomedesseffective,and o approaches
the resultof the randomgamefrom below. It canbe shownthatthe correctiontermis
proportional to 1/2 [Manuca, Riolo and Savit].

It is quite remarkablethat d2/N lies on a universalcurve as a function of the scaling
variable z=2T/N, as shownin Fig. 6. One immediateconsequencef this is that the
critical value of m, rg is proportional to InN as we have found. itriguing resulthere
is that for maximum coordination N should be roughlysame sizeasthe dimension of
the strategyspace. Thus, it is the dimensionof the strategyspacethat seemso be the
relevant measure of the diversity of strategies available to the agents.

Implications

This work points up a numberof very important and generalfeaturesthat must be
confronted in any analysis of adaptive competition among N players. First, it is clear that
the size of the strategy space availdblthe agentsandthe numberof agentgplaying the
game are crucial parametersn determiningthe qualitative behavior of the system.
Moreover,their ratio, z, seemsto be the predominantparametefor many of the most
important featuresof the game. In particular,if, for a given numberof agents,the
strategyspaceis not large enough,then the gamewill be efficient in a well-defined
senseput the commonswill suffer. Thereappeardo be a critical size of the strategy
spacethat gives rise to the greatestcommon good, at least as measuredby o, and
everywherdn theinefficient marketphasethe commongoodis enhancedver a strictly
randomgameby animplicit emergentcoordination. Note thatin this gamethereis no
centralcontrolling authority. The improvementof the commongoodin the inefficient
phaseis a purely emergenteffect. This generalstructure,an efficient, but poorly
performing market when the strategy space is small, a market whose average
performancas closeto randomwhenthe strategyspaceis large (but which, nonetheless,
may producewealthy agentgManuca, Riolo and Savit, 1998]), and good performance,
both for the commonsand for individuals when the dimensionof the strategyspaceis
matchedto the numberof playersis likely to be a characteristicthat transcendshe
specificmodeldiscussedere. Theseobservationdiaveclearrelevanceto a numberof
importantissues. For example theremay be significant public policy implicationsfor
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the designof marketsandotherregulatoryissuesaswell asimplicationsfor the study of
a wide range of competitive systems including ecological systems.

The phase structure of this modeladsinction of 2M/N is quiteintriguing. In particular,
it is quite remarkablethat there is such a clear transition betweenthe efficient and
inefficient phases. Although someof the resultsof this systemmay be specificto the
model, the observationof the generalphasestructureand the featuresit shareswith a
spin-glass has clear implications for the epistemology of adaptive sysliesuggestsat
leastasa first step,a setof conceptsandtools which arelikely to be fruitful in thinking
about, and analyzing adaptive competitive systems.

Oneof our mostnoteworthyresultsis thatthe agentsso efficiently and selectivelytrade
away the information accessibleto them in the efficient phase(z<z;). The overly
competitivedynamicsin this phaseis remarkablysuccessfulat removing information
from the reachof the players,and thus removing any possibility that any agentcould
perform well. What is even more remarkableis the selectiveway in which this
informationis removed. Thereis still significantinformationcontainedn the history of
minority groups, asve seein Fig. 3b. Butit is simply notavailableto the playerswhose
decisionsproducedthat seriesin the first place. The preciseway in which this
informationis removedfrom the systemwill be discusseelsewhergdManuca,Riolo and
Savit, 1998].

It is clearthat the costof over competitionboth to the individual andto the collective
may be much higher than one would a priori havethought. Not only can no agent
individually perform well, but the over-competitioneliminatesthe possibility that the

commongood could be well-served. This may be animportantinsight for a variety of

decision makers. For example, such insights could affect the cost-benefitanalysis
associateavith a company'slecisionaboutwhetherto investin technologicainnovation
in an already crowded market. There is also an impamatttodologicahndconceptual
lessonfrom theseobservations: The way in which informationis removedfrom access
to agentsin an efficient or overcrowdedmarketmay be considerablymore subtlethan

one might have thought. This suggestsa reevaluationof the conceptof an efficient

market, and the tools and vocabulary used to describe it.

Althoughthe behaviorwe haveelucidateds very intriguing, it is importantto remember
that there are many effectsthat may play a major role in specific systemsand which
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could alter the emergentstructure,fundamentally. For example,while this model is

adaptive, it is not evolutionaryThereis no discoveryof newstrategiedy the agentsno

mutation, no recombination,no sex. Evolutionary dynamicsmay drastically alter the

phasestructureof the system. In fact, we believe that some kinds of evolutionary
dynamicsmay removethe efficient, over competitivephaseand drive the systemto an

effective strategy spacecorrespondingto the region around mg. Neverthelessany

analysisof specific systemswhich sharethe competitivedynamicswe have discussed
here, must take accountof the structurewe have describedfor it is the ground upon

which the description of more specific systems, possibly with more cordpiemics|s

based.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, our work raises the questishaifeally arethe
fundamentalterms in which we ought to think about N-agent adaptive competitive
systems. For example,the fact that in the efficient phase(m<mg), ¢ is so strongly
dependenbn the initial distribution of strategiesand,is proportionalto N for fixed m,

raisesthe questionof how such simple quantitiesshould be interpreted. Clearly, the

varianceof this time seriesdoesnot carry the informationonemight supposeandat the

very leastmustbe supplementedvith a specificationof the spreadin the variance. As

another example, the fact that the maikeifficientin this phaseputthatthetime series
of minority groupsis not randomsuggestshe needfor a moresophisticatedpproacho

characterizingoublicly availableinformation. Thefactis thatthereis no well developed
epistemologyfor complexadaptivesystemsand we are still quite unsureof what the

importantissuesare or what arethe mostrobustwaysof characterizinghe dynamicsof

such systems. But the study of simple models,and the elucidationof the variety of

behaviorswhich they manifestcan lead us toward a deeperunderstandingdf how to

properlyframethe questionghatwe cansensiblyask,and sensiblyanswer for complex
systems.
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Footnotes
1. As we shallseethe dynamicsof adaptivityarecrucial to our results. It is, therefore,
essentiathats>1sothatthe agentshavemorethanonestrategywith which to play. For
s=1the gamedevolvesinto a gamewith a trivial periodic structure. It is also worth
noting, parenthetically, that the majority game, in wieelkshagentin the majority group
gets a point has trivial periodic structure.
2. The dependence of the results of the game on s are interestingl doediscussedn
detail elsewhere. However, the qualitative picture we present here obtains RMs<<2
3. As we shall seebelow, thevalue of m at the minimum of the curve, m¢, increases
with increasing N.
4. 1ID stands for independent and identicaligtributed,andindicatesa sequencevhose
entries are chosenindependently,from some probability distribution that does not
change.In our caselID would meanthatthe O'sand1'swereall chosenndependently,
andthatthe probabilityto choosel did notchangeovertime. This is the simplest,most
intuitive meaning of "random".
5. For different valuesof s there are systematicchangesn the shapeof this scaling
curve. These will be discussed elsewhere [Manuca, Riolo and Savit, 1998].
6. Anotherway to saythis is that, as a result of the competitionamongeachagent's
strategiesthejoint probability for any setof agentso makespecificchoicesis not equal
to the product of the individual probabilities for each agent's choice.
7. Thereis anotherfinite-size effectthat contributesto a o thatis lower thanwould be
obtainedin the randomgame. Independendf inducedcoordination,for a given initial
distributionof strategiesthe decisionsof the N agentsfollowing a givenstringof m 0's
and1l'sin thetime seriesof minority groupswill be constrained.Therefore for finite N,
the probability distribution of the number of agents choosing group 1 following a specific
m-stringwill not, in general,be symmetric. It canbe shownthat skeweddistributions
lower the standarddeviationof a randomprocess. However,asm increasesthe agents
will, overtime, respondto a largernumberof different m-strings,eachwith a different
probability distribution of, say 1's. Consequentlyas m increasesthe effect of the
skewness in each of the responses to a specific string will be averaged away.
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Figure captions
Fig. 1. An example of an m=3 strategy.

Fig. 2. o asa function of m for N=101 ands=2. 32 independentunsof 10,000time
stepswere performedfor eachvalue of m. ¢ for eachrun is indicatedby a dot. The
horizontaldashedine is at the value of o for the randomgamedescribedin the text.
Note the broad spread in the valueg ddr m<6.

Fig 3a. A histogramof the conditionalprobability P(1|k) with k=4 for the gameplayed
with m=4. Thereare16 bins correspondingo the 16 possiblecombinationf 4 0'sand
1's. The bin numbers, when written in binary form yield the strings, u

Fig. 3b A histogramof the conditionalprobability P(1|k) with k=5 for the gameplayed
with m=4. Thereare32 bins correspondingo the 32 possiblecombinationf 5 0'sand
1's. The bin numbers, when written in binary form yield the strings, u

Fig. 4 A histogramof the conditionalprobability P(1|k) with k=6 for the gameplayed
with m=6. Thereare64 bins correspondingo the 64 possiblecombinationf 6 0'sand
1's. The bin numbers, when written in binary form yield the strings, u

fig. 5a. o asafunctionof N for fixed m, for two valuesof m (3 and 16), in the two
phasesof the system,on a log-log scale. Note that for m=3, o[, while for m=16,

Fig.5b. Thespreadn g, Ao, asafunctionof N for fixed m, for two valuesof m (3 and
16), in the two phases of the system, on a log-log scale. Note tmat8AcN, while
for m=16,AcN 1/2

. . 2m .
Fig 6. 02/N as a function osz for various values of N, on a log-log scale.
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