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a b s t r a c t

The Biham–Middleton–Levine (BML) model is simple lattice model of traffic flow, self-
organization and jamming. Rather than a sharp phase transition between free-flow and
jammed, itwas recently shown that there is a regionwhere stable intermediate states exist,
with details dependent on the aspect ratio of the underlying lattice. Here we investigate
square aspect ratios, focusing on the region where random, disordered intermediate (DI)
states and conventional global jam (GJ) states coexist, and show that DI states dominate for
some densities and timescales. Moreover, we show that periodic intermediate (PI) states
can also coexist. PI states converge to periodic limit cycles with short recurrence times and
were previously conjectured to arise from idiosyncrasies of relatively prime aspect ratios.
The observed coexistence of DI, PI and GJ states shows that global parameters, density
together with aspect ratio, are not sufficient to determine the full jamming outcome.
We investigate additional features that lead towards jamming and show that a strategic
perturbation of a few selected bits can change the nature of the flow, nucleating a global
jam.

© 2008 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Overview: BML and results

Transport phenomena play an underlying role in a broad range of physical systems: traffic flow on highways [1–4],
congestion of packets on the Internet [5], flow of nutrients through the body [6], formation and flow of river networks [7,
8], etc. These all rely on transportation and flow of physical substances. Self-organized patterns in the flow, such as vortices
and spiral waves, occur frequently. Moreover, the flow often jams (i.e., comes to a complete halt) abruptly, in response to
just a small change in an external control parameter. Simple models from statistical physics can capture aspects of self-
organization and the abrupt onset of jamming, in particular the Biham, Middleton, and Levine (BML) model [9]. The BML
model is a simple cellular automata model of two-dimensional traffic flow, modeling gridlock between east-bound and
north-bound ‘‘cars’’. The standard understanding is that the BMLmodel undergoes a first-order phase transition as a function
of traffic density ρ, from free-flow (FF) traffic (all cars move at all times with velocity v = 1) to a global jam (GJ) of traffic (no
car ever moves, so v = 0). Fig. 1(a) and (b) show typical FF and GJ configurations. The dynamics leading to their formation
can be seen at [10]. The BML model has become a theoretical underpinning for traffic modeling, with hundreds of citations
in the scientific literature referencing BML and its first-order phase transition. For comprehensive reviews see Refs. [2–4].

It is interesting to note that the behavior of the BML model is aspect-ratio dependent, and recently a larger family of
behaviorswas discovered [11]. The BMLmodel does not necessarily (or even typically, as shownbelow) exhibit a sharp phase
transition from FF to GJ, but instead has a range of intermediate states with regions of FF intersecting at jammedwavefronts.
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Fig. 1. Typical configurations for the BMLmodel on an L× L lattice, with L = 256. (a) The free-flow (FF) phase reached by any random initial configuration
with small density, ρ. Self-organized bands of separated east-bound and north-bound cars allow all particles to advance each update, thus v = 1. (b) The
global jam (GJ) phase reached by any random initial configuration for larger ρ. Here all cars are immobilized, thus v = 0. The conventional belief is
that there is a first-order phase transition between these two behaviors as a function of ρ, with critical density ρc ≈ 0.35. (c) Numerical results show
otherwise. Each point represents one individual random realization run until convergence. FF (v = 1) and GJ (v = 0) states do occur, but less frequently
than intermediate states.

Fig. 2. (a) Typical PI state on a Fibonacci lattice for a realization with L = 144 and L′ = 89. (b) Experimental results for L = 89 and L′ = 55. Each point
represents one individual realization. For densities between ρ ≈ 0.35 and ρ ≈ 0.5, each realization converges to a PI state.

The geometry and velocities of the intermediate states depend upon the aspect ratio of the underlying lattice (i.e., the ratio
of the number of columns, L, to the number of rows, L′). When L and L′ are two subsequent Fibonacci numbers (referred
to herein as ‘‘Fibonacci lattices’’), the intermediate states each converge to a periodic limit cycle as was shown in Ref. [11].
The exact microscopic configuration recurs every τ time-steps, with small τ on the order of the number of particles in the
system. These periodic intermediate (PI) states have a highly regular, crisp geometric structure, as illustrated in Fig. 2(a),
with bands of free-flowing traffic intersecting at jammed wave fronts that propagate smoothly through the space. (System
1 of Ref. [10] illustrates this behavior.) Furthermore, as shown in Ref. [13] and reproduced here in Fig. 2(b), hundreds of runs
were simulated for Fibonacci lattices with densities ρ between 1/3 and 1/2. Each one converged to a periodic limit cycle
with either v ≈ 0.70 or v ≈ 0.36 (see Ref. [11] for a derivation of these velocities). The conventional behaviors (FF or GJ)
were never once observed and do not seem to be in the accessible phase space for these densities. As ρ increases there are
sharp transitions from the FF phase to the PI to the GJ, with no observed coexistence of these phases.

On square aspect ratios (i.e., L = L′, the configuration typically studied in the literature) intermediate states are also
observed. Their typical geometric structure, illustrated by Fig. 3, is qualitatively similar to Fig. 2(a), but in addition disordered
chains of particles, interspersed at random, move throughout the space and preclude such states from being on periodic
limit cycles. (System 3 of Ref. [10] illustrates the dynamics.) Thus we distinguish Disordered Intermediate (DI) from Periodic
Intermediate (PI) states. Unlike the PI states which have converged to a fixed limiting behavior, we cannot rule out the
possibility that the DI states are metastable long-lived transients. Here we explore convergence properties for intermediate
timescales and find that DI states are extremely common (over 60% of random realizations with ρ = 0.36 converge to DI
states). In addition, we quantify how stable the DI states are to perturbation. Here too, the results are consistent with DI
states comprising over 60% of the ensemble of realizations.
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Fig. 3. A typical DI state with L = L′ = 128 and ρ = 0.36. Chains of particles are interspersed randomly throughout, in contrast to the PI state shown in
Fig. 2(a).

Fig. 4. Histogram of jamming times for an ensemble of 180 random realizations with L = L′ = 128 and ρ = 0.36.

More surprisingly, as reportedherein,wediscover PI states on square lattices. PI states on square aspect ratios are rare (we
observed only two in a sample of 361 random realizations). Yet, their existence shows that stable intermediate states, which
have converged to their ultimate limiting behavior, can exist in the conventional BMLmodel and are not just an idiosyncrasy
of relatively prime aspect ratios as previous evidence had suggested [11,12]. Furthermore, as DI, PI and GJ phases can all be
observed at the same value of density (in contrast to Fibonacci lattices where there is no observed phase coexistence), we
conclude that density togetherwith aspect ratio influence the jamming outcome, but are not ‘‘control parameters’’, sufficient
to fully predict it. We show that local effects play a fundamental role in determining the outcome. A strategic perturbation of
just a few bits (which cannot, by definition, alter global properties such as density) can make a realization flip from the DI
to the GJ state.

2. Implementation procedure

The BML model consists of two species of ‘‘car’’ moving on a two-dimensional square lattice with periodic boundary
conditions. ‘‘Red’’ cars want to move east-ward. ‘‘Blue’’ cars want to move north-ward. And they alternate attempts to do so.
First all the red cars in synchrony attempt to advance one lattice site to the east. Any car succeeds so long as the site it wants
to occupy is currently empty (no red or blue car is already occupying it). Then all the blue cars in synchrony attempt the
corresponding advance north-ward. Cars that advance are said to have individual velocity vi = 1. Stationary (i.e., ‘‘blocked’’)
cars have vi = 0. We can think of the BML lattice as having a traffic light at each site, with all lights synchronously timed to
alternate between east-ward and north-ward flow. The dynamics is fully deterministic. The only randomness is in the initial
condition, when an empty lattice is populated with cars.

We implement the BMLmodel using a square aspect ratiowith L = L′ = 128. Each lattice site is initialized independently
at random and filled with a red car with probability ρ/2, and then a blue car with probability ρ/2, with overall ρ = 0.36.
This random realization is then run until it jams or until reaching τc = 2 × 105 time-steps. (Note each unit time-step
consists of both a red sub-step and a blue sub-step.) In Ref. [11] the median convergence time for systems of size L = 128
was determined to be approximately 5×105.We use the shorter time here in order to samplemore configurations and thus
specifically explore convergence properties for t < 2 × 105. A histogram of jamming times for an ensemble of 180 random
realizations in shown in Fig. 4. 40% of the systems jam in time t < τc , with approximately 1/3 of those jamming in time
t < 20,000, and over 4/5 jamming in time t < 150,000. While we expect that many DI states will jam eventually, it was
possible for us to simulate a few configurations for orders of magnitude longer than τc and observe the DI phase persisting.
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Fig. 5. Experimental results for the 45 realizations with ρ = 0.36 on an L = L′ = 128 lattice. Each point represents one individual realization started
from a random initial condition and run until time τc . Only 14 realizations converge to the expected GJ state. The remaining 31 converge to the DI state.

Fig. 6. The fraction of realizations which flip from DI to GJ as a function of the extent of the perturbation.

At any particular time-step the overall system velocity vt is the average over the individual velocities of allN cars present:
vt = ∑N

i=1 vi(t)/N . For a GJ, vt = 0. For all other systems observed once t = 2 × 105, vt is quite stable, with only small
fluctuations. To average over the fluctuations, the value of velocity reported herein, v, is the average of vt over a window of
length ∆t = 100, measured from t = 200,000 to t = 200,100.

All simulations were implemented in Python [14]. The numerical results presented in Figs. 5 and 6 alone required over a
month of non-stop running time, using an8-processor, dual-core, 2.4GHz computer. Python allowsus to visualize the system
as it is being simulated. Although this slows down the simulations, visualization is the key component for discovering the
new phenomena reported herein, in particular the existence of PI states.

3. Results

3.1. Accessibility of intermediate states

Weconduct a detailed study startingwith 45 random initial conditions. Of these, 14 converge to the jammed state (v = 0).
The remaining 31 converge to the DI state (with v ≈ 2/3). Fig. 5 is a plot of the exact converged velocity for each sample.
Thus for L = L′ = 128 and densities ρ ≈ 0.36, more than 68% of the random initial conditions converge to the DI state. Less
than 32% of them converge to the expected GJ behavior of v = 0.

3.2. Robustness of DI states

Wewish to understand how robust the intermediate states are to perturbation. If we flip the identity of some of the cars
(i.e., from red-to-blue and blue-to-red), how likely is the perturbed system to then jam? We consider the subset composed
of the 31 DI realizations discussed above. For each realization, we choose some fraction of the particles uniformly at random
(ensuring equal numbers of red and blue), and exchange their color. Then we run the perturbed system for a second τc
time-steps and measure the new velocity.

Fig. 6 is a plot of the fraction of intermediate states which changed from DI to GJ as a function of the percentage of the
particles whose identities were flipped. Between 25% and 45% of the realizations flip from DI to GJ when perturbed, but the
majority remain in the DI phase. This is consistent with the findings shown in Fig. 5, that DI states comprise approximately
60% of the phase space. Note, in Fig. 6, random perturbations as large as 25% of the particles are considered and there is a
weak trend indicating a system is more likely to reach a GJ with increased perturbation. But, more surprisingly, as will be
presented in Section 4, a tiny strategic perturbation can take a realization from the DI to the GJ phase.
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Fig. 7. A typical PI state on a square lattice for a realization with L = L′ = 128 and ρ = 0.36. System 2 of Ref. [10] illustrates the dynamics.

3.3. PI states and phase stability

Twoof theDI states,whenperturbed slightly (less than5%), actuallywent fromDI to PIwithin the τc time-steps simulated.
Both of these PI states have v ≈ 0.5 and period τ ≈ 25, 000 time-steps (about four times the number of particles in the
system). A snapshot of one of the PI realizations is shown in Fig. 7. (System 2 of Ref. [10] is a movie of the dynamics.) Our
total sample space includes 361 realizations (i.e., the original ensemble of 45 plus all the perturbed realizations). Of these
361, only two went to a PI state, thus PI states are rare. Furthermore, the PI states observed are very fragile. Flipping just 1%
of the particles takes the system to the DI phase.

It is interesting to compare this behavior with that for Fibonacci lattices. For Fibonacci lattices, individual PI states are
also fragile. If just one particle of a particular PI realization is perturbed, that realization jumps to a different PI state (i.e., a
different periodic limit cycle). But note, it remains in the PI phase. Thus, an individual PI state is fragile, yet the PI phase is
extremely robust. For square lattices, each PI state is fragile, and moreover the PI phase is fragile. Note, for both Fibonacci
and square lattices the GJ phase is extremely stable to perturbation. Any limited perturbation affects cars located primarily
in the interior of the jammed region which remain jammed. The standard BML model is known to show some dependence
on system size (the onset of jamming occurs at a density which decreases slightly with increasing system size L [9,13]). An
open question is to examine the change in frequency of occurrence of DI and PI states with increasing system size.

4. Local properties trigger jamming

Jamming and transport play an underlying role in a wide array of fundamental processes; hence, identifying properties
that enhance, delay or trigger jamming is an important problem. As shown in Section 3, systems with L/L′ = 1 and the
same exact ρ may converge to GJ, to DI or to PI states. Thus, ρ, together with L/L′, predict some, but not all, properties
of the jamming outcome. Our aim is to identify the additional factors that influence jamming — to find properties that
differentiate between realizations which, for the same ρ and L/L′ = 1, converge to GJ from those which converge to DI
states. We investigate a range of potential factors, amongst them:

– The maximum density observed in any one row or column. The assumption is that a highly populated row or column
could nucleate a jam.

– The standard deviation of the distribution of individual row (and column) densities. The assumption is that large variance
(many high density lines mixed with low density ones) can nucleate a global jam.

– The difference between the total number of red cars versus blue cars. The assumption is that a disproportionate
representation of one color could nucleate a jam. Note, each site is occupied initially at random with probability ρ;
hence, the total number of occupied sites is a random variable.

First we focus on the original ensemble of 45 realizations (defined in Section 2). We found no correlation between the
values of any of these properties listed above and the likelihood to converge to a GJ, rather than a DI, state. Furthermore, we
found no correlation between any of these properties and the value of the converged velocity (Fig. 5 is a plot of the latter).
These macroscopic properties are independent from the likelihood to jam. Similar results were found in a previous study
on Fibonacci lattices, where there are two types of PI state (high-velocity and low-velocity), and we found that none of the
properties above differentiated between them [15].

We then focus on comparing individual realizations to their perturbed variants (as defined in Section 3.2). In particular
we consider realizations that, with just a 1% perturbation, change from DI to GJ. We find that the properties discussed above
do not differentiate between the original and perturbed realizations. To clarify whether these particular realizations that
went from DI to GJ are more susceptible to jamming we tried several different random 1% tweaks, but most did not nucleate
a jam. Rather then being an intrinsic property of the realization, it seems that sometimes we happen to perturb the key
particles and nucleate a jam.
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Fig. 8. Closeup of the DI state shown in Fig. 3, with L = L′ = 128 and ρ = 0.36. Perturbing just three particles (colored green, lower left hand corner), will
make the new system converge to GJ. (System 4 of Ref. [10] is a movie of the dynamics, started from the perturbation.). (For interpretation of the references
to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

Diagonal ordering may be of fundamental importance to the BML model. The self-organization leading to FF involves
the formation of left-sloping (NW-to-SE) diagonals of the same species (Fig. 1(a) illustrates the end result of this process,
with separated left-sloping bands of the different species). Jams, in contrast, form along right-sloping (NE-to-SW) diagonals.
(Fig. 1(b) illustrates the end result of a global jam). During the evolution of any realization, from the random initial condition
to the final state, we see a competition between these two types of diagonal emerging and interfering with each other.
The left-sloping diagonals lead towards v = 1; the right-sloping towards v = 0. Note, Austin and Benjamini recently
completed an analysis of the BML model based on diagonals [16]. They showed that, for an L × L system with total number
of particles N = L/2, the system always converges to v = 1. Of course, ρ = 1/(2L) is quite far from the regime of interest
(0.3 < ρ < 0.6), yet [16] is one of the only rigorous proofs for behavior of the BML model.

For both DI and PI states, there are regions of left-sloping bands of FF intersecting at right-sloping jammed interfaces. By
perturbing just a few particles in nearby left-sloping bands, we can nucleate a jam. Fig. 8 shows an example realization. We
start from the same system shown in Fig. 3 and then exchange the velocity of just three particles along ordered left-sloping
diagonals, which makes the realization flip from the DI to GJ phase. (System 4 of Ref. [10] is a movie of the process.) Here,
perturbing all three particles is necessary in order to induce the GJ phase; however, we did observe another realization
where changing just one particle made the realization flip from DI to GJ. (Note that a 1% perturbation of a realization with
L = L′ = 128 and ρ = 0.36 amounts to perturbing approximately 60 particles. Perturbing three particles represents just
a 0.01% change.) We believe that pinpointing exactly how to quantify the change induced by the local perturbation is a
difficult challenge, and leave this as an open question.

5. Discussion

The phase space of the BMLmodel ismuch richer than previously expected, displaying a range of intermediate behaviors.
Here we have shown that car density, ρ, together with aspect ratio influence the jamming outcome, but are not necessarily
sufficient to fully determine it. For Fibonacci lattices, three distinct phase regimes are observed as a function of increasing
ρ: (1) FF, (2) PI and (3) GJ. Thus the value of ρ is predictive of the overall phase a realizationwill converge to (FF, PI or GJ). For
square aspect ratios the regimes observed are: (1) FF, (2) coexistence of PI and DI, and GJ and (3) GJ. The coexistence of PI,
DI and GJ states for the same value of ρ means that ρ is not sufficient to determine the phase a realization will converge to.
Local properties also seem to play an important role, and we present evidence that diagonal ordering may be an additional,
fundamental consideration.

The intermediate states on the square aspect ratio comprise a significant fraction of the accessible phase space. For
ρ = 0.36, over 60% of the states observed are in the DI phase for the timescales we measured. Furthermore, results from
perturbing DI states also are consistent with such phases comprising over 60% of the phase space.

Our current study deals with perturbing a realization after it has converged to the DI phase. Far more powerful (and
difficult)would be to understandwhat to alter in the random initial condition to control the phase that realization ultimately
converges to. Another outstanding challenge is to pinpoint exactly what was achieved with our perturbation.

A practical implication of this work that may be worth considering involves the onset of jamming. For square aspect
ratios, GJ states first appear at ρ ∼ 1/3 (as shown in Fig. 1(c)), whereas for Fibonacci lattices the GJ phase is not observed
until ρ > 1/2. Thus, by changing the underlying lattice aspect (from square to Fibonacci), one can considerably delay the
onset of when complete jamming is first observed, and instead observe high-throughput flow in a regime where previously
it was believed the system would fully jam.

Acknowledgments

We thank Benny Brown for Python programming tips, and both he and SoumenRoy for useful discussions.We are grateful
to Dov Levine for initially suggesting that we investigate the stability of intermediate states and to the anonymous referees
for many useful comments.

Please cite this article in press as: N.J. Linesch, R.M. D’Souza, Periodic states, local effects and coexistence in the BML traffic jammodel, Physica A (2008),
doi:10.1016/j.physa.2008.06.052



ARTICLE  IN  PRESS
N.J. Linesch, R.M. D’Souza / Physica A ( ) – 7

References

[1] D. Helbing, K. Nagel, The physics of traffic and regional development, Contemp. Phys. 45 (2004) 405–426.
[2] T. Nagatani, The physics of traffic jams, Rep. Prog. Phys. 65 (9) (2002) 1331–1386.
[3] A. Schadschneider, Traffic flow: A statistical physics point of view, Physica A 313 (1–2) (2002) 153–187.
[4] D. Chowdhury, L. Santen, A. Schadschneider, Statistical physics of vehicular traffic and some related systems, Phys. Rep. 329 (4–6) (2000) 199–329.
[5] V. Jacobson, Congestion avoidance and control, SIGCOMM Comput. Commun. Rev. 25 (1) (1995) 157–187.
[6] P.K. Haff, Scaling: Rivers, blood and transportation networks, Nature 408 (2000) 159–160.
[7] J.R. Banavar, F. Colaiori, A. Flammini, A. Giacometti, A. Maritan, A. Rinaldo, Sculpting of a fractal river basin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78 (1997) 4522–4525.
[8] J.R. Banavar, A. Maritan, A. Rinaldo, Size and form in efficient transportation networks, Nature 399 (1999).
[9] O. Biham, A.A. Middleton, D. Levine, Self organization and a dynamical transition in traffic flow models, Phys. Rev. A 46 (1992) R6124.

[10] http://mae.ucdavis.edu/dsouza/bml-movies.html.
[11] R.M. D’Souza, Coexisting phases and lattice dependence of a cellular automata model for traffic flow, Phys. Rev. E 71 (2005) 066112.
[12] http://mae.ucdavis.edu/dsouza/bml.html.
[13] R.M. D’Souza, BML revisited: Statistical physics, computer simulation and probability, Complexity 12 (2) (2006) 30–39.
[14] http://www.python.org/.
[15] R.M. D’Souza, Unpublished.
[16] T. Austin, I. Benjamini, For what number of cars must self organization occur in the Biham–Middleton–Levine traffic model from any possible starting

configuration? arXiv:math/0607759v3, 2006.

Please cite this article in press as: N.J. Linesch, R.M. D’Souza, Periodic states, local effects and coexistence in the BML traffic jammodel, Physica A (2008),
doi:10.1016/j.physa.2008.06.052

http://mae.ucdavis.edu/dsouza/bml-movies.html
http://mae.ucdavis.edu/dsouza/bml.html
http://www.python.org/
http://arxiv.org//arxiv:math/0607759v3

