
That’s Interesting 
 

The Murray Davis paper talks about what makes a theory great and that the capacity to stimulate 

interest is a necessary characteristic of greatness. The common element of all interesting propositions is 

that they always deny certain assumptions of their audience. Davis created an index of the interesting 

which contains 12 logical categories – seven characterizing a single phenomenon and five characterizing 

the relations among multiple phenomena. 

In this semester, we have studied different types of approaches to simulation as known. I will attempt to 

tie the pieces from this Davis article as well as what we read and talked the entire semester. To begin 

with, I assume myself to be closer to the commonsense world of Davis than from his expert world for 

now and may be on a journey from the former to the latter. 

Davis says that the best way to trigger interesting research is to attack the assumptions i.e. all 

interesting propositions always deny certain assumptions of the audience. He briefly mentions it in the 

beginning of the paper but elaborates on this topic towards the end of the paper.  

Brian Arthur reasons for why things become more complex and point to the debatable effectiveness of 
the sub-systems we create to support the increasing complexity. This can bring into discussion the 
‘Function’ propositions. While the secret of well being is generally touted as simplicity, yet complexity is 
supported as the reason for our existence and advocated that it is a marvel when it evolves naturally to 
delivers powerful performance. Arthur says that when we seek it as an end or allow it to go unchecked, 
it merely hampers. I see here that complexity is what seems to be a phenomenon that functions 
ineffectively as a means of attainment of an end is in reality a phenomenon that functions effectively.  
 

We have discussed several times that the best way to conduct simulation is to first build a model that 

banks on a theory and its set of related assumptions to first prove the rightness of our model and then 

play around with the assumptions. Tweaking the assumptions or relaxing a few may be the first step not 

only to conduct a simulation but also a way to see how it affects the proven theoretical grounding we 

began with. Sugarscape model in itself is a nice demonstration as no one might have expected an 

economy to be born in silico due to simple interactions. To be more precise, the authors wanted to 

create the scape and see what emerges from the bottom up. The emergence of the social structure and 

the economy was a startling observation which might be beyond the expectation of the ‘common-sense’ 

world at least that Davis talks about. I personally would have been skeptic had I not seen it for myself. 

This model would be definitely an interesting phenomenon for a layman; if not for a student like me as it 

fundamentally attacks the assumption that bottom up emergence with letting silico emerge may not be 

feasible. Another intriguing feature is the toughness to predict what is going to emerge however learned 

you are.  The sugarscape model in this case may fall into the ‘Organization’ phenomenon based on how 

you look at it. For a modeler, it looks to be an organized phenomenon with the order emerging. For an 

outsider, it might look to be disorganized till he sees for himself the order emerging from the 



interactions of the agents. There is a transition in perception happening based on how you look at it. 

The broader patterns gel with ‘Composition’ as what seems to be a single phenomenon emerging is in 

fact based on the actions of heterogeneous individual agents.  

The Game of Life represents a partial parallel to the ‘Stabilization’ phenomenon. Despite choosing the 

rules carefully it is hard to tell whether a pattern will die out completely, form a stable population, or 

grow forever. If we assume that this is stable due to the rules set in the beginning, what we might 

assume to be a stable and unchanging phenomenon is in reality an unstable and changing phenomenon. 

Sometimes it is attacking the common sense itself instead of or in addition to the assumptions of the 

commonsense world. The Evolution of Cooperation was an interesting study as I did not foresee tit-for-

tat winning every round despite possibly contrary expectations. The ‘Abstraction’ phenomenon seen in 

the game is again open for two-way interpretation. What seems to be an individual phenomenon of 

using tit-for-tat emerged as a holistic phenomenon winning in the long run. What looks to be a holistic 

phenomenon relied on the actions of an individual agent to go for tit-for-tat for it to emerge as the best 

strategy in the holistic long run. But can we see the evolution of cooperation as an example of 

‘Evaluation’ phenomenon?. The answer might be a partial yes. What seems to be a bad phenomenon is 

in reality turning out to be a good phenomenon. Tit-for-tat literally might have negative connotation for 

being about equivalent ‘retaliation’. But in the long run is the win-win strategy if leveraged right. Here 

the literal meaning might be seen as dominated by the contextual meaning as this strategy emerged as 

the best to foster cooperation. 

While Davis talks about a shift needed in how we train the future researchers, it rings a bell about what 

Resnick advocates for a constructionist approach towards education. What is similar in these two cases 

from my view is the fundamental shift needed in how we view the current state of things and how they 

have to be geared up to embrace phenomenon that produce better results in each case.    

It is tough to pick two papers that I am fond of as there are more than two. But I would definitely choose 
one that is about the agent based modeling and related to Sugarscape as this is something I feel to be a 
kind of path-breaking to do create things in silico by emergency. I would refer here to ‘Seeing around 
corners’ that resembles/summarizes the simulation approach based on multi-agent emergence. The 
abstract of the paper itself begins by saying that the real ones are more predictable and more surprising 
than what we thought. Among others, the paper mentions how Axtell could see Zipf’s law emerge in 
what we nurtured in silico. The emergences Axtell created throughout his career ally with the 
organization, composition and abstraction phenomena; let it be Zipf’s law or Pareto principle. Schelling's 
model described in the paper showed that even the simplest of societies could produce outcomes that 
were simultaneously orderly and unintended: outcomes that were in no sense accidental, but also in no 
sense deliberate. This again is close to organization phenomenon. If ‘composition’ stands for at least a 
single element being common between two sects, the Schelling model speaks for it based on how the 
segregation happened based on a complex system with collective results that bear no close relation to 
the individual intent. There is a hint of co-existence here or lack of; there is a generalization insinuated 
and there is organization, composition and abstraction based on how we look at it. 
 
If I have to choose another paper, there is a tie between the brief textual article by Brian Arthur on how 
complexity emerges and the other article on El Farol problem. But I will pick the complexity article as it 



laid a quick foundation on emergence and complexity. As mentioned above, it tangentially relies on 
Function proposition but has a scope/foundation to explore further into some of the 12 propositions 
when I read anything in the future. 
 
My paper is about what determines the level of technology penetration and adoption in various 
aggregate economic conditions. Put alternatively, it is about the study of what factors pertinent to a 
nation determine the penetration of ICT technologies. The penetration of technology itself has many 
puzzles attached to it. The perception is that technologies need some level of education, national 
openness, infrastructure etc to penetrate. But if education can influence the adoption of ICT, there is a 
strange phenomenon happening in countries like India where nearly 40% of the population is still not 
considered viably educated. There are different kinds of segregations that are emerging globally to 
separate technology-haves and technology have-nots. Are these new found segregations detrimental or 
opportunities? There is an intriguing relation between education and openness of the nations unless 
they are under dictatorial regimes. What can make my paper interesting is if I can identify the causes or 
effects for and from more adoption and results of ICT in these countries and how it is leading to better 
social, economic and intellectual capital. This also might look preliminarily into does ICT matter or may 
even hit the very idea if ICT leads to economic growth. As I will be leaning towards ABM, I might find 
scope for generalization, composition, abstraction and correlation among others in my emerging results 
and the subsequent interpretation.  


