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Similarity based cooperation and spatial segregation
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We analyze a cooperative game, where the cooperative act isased on the previous behaviour of the
coplayer, but on the similarity between the players. Thigey has been studied in a mean-field description
recently [A. Traulsen and H. G. Schuster, Phys. Re@8E046129 (2003)]. Here, the spatial extension to a
two-dimensional lattice is studied, where each playerauis with eight players in a Moore neighborhood.
The system shows a strong segregation independent of pramelhe introduction of a local conversion
mechanism towards tolerance allows for four-state cyateltiae emergence of spiral waves in the spatial game.
In the case of asymmetric costs of cooperation a rich vanégomplex behavior is observed depending on
both cooperation costs. Finally, we study the stabilizatid a cooperative fixed point of a forecast rule in
the symmetric game, which corresponds to cooperation sacegregation borders. This fixed point becomes
unstable for high cooperation costs, but can be stabiliyealmear feedback mechanism.

PACS numbers: 02.50.Le, 87.23.-n, 89.65.-s

I. INTRODUCTION forced to cooperate within their own groupl[24, 25]. However
cooperation can evolve from a combination of kin selection

The study of complex systems with game theoretic interacf]lnd recipracity, which can promote such an intragroup coop-

tions has recently attracted a lot attention in statispbgisics, ﬁ:/téotg' bl?r?ens]:r%heafnolrsm t(tarrlgfztli?)?\dvii ttr?i ncofopuersg?]g ggﬁ;eg?]t
biology, behavioral sciences, and economics. In contrast t group

standard game theory [1] the focus has recently been on evgroups. In spat|al_ly_ extended systems agents can only pros-
lutionary game theory [2, 3] 4| 5, 6]. In particular, the pris per if they get sufficient support from their neighbors. den

oner's dilemmal[7] has become the metaphor for the evolySooperation based on similarity will lead to a segregatibn o

tion of cooperation in populations of selfish individuall. dlffelrsntgLOl;]ps.m spatially e;(tended systgrr [ff]' . d
the game is not repeated, the dominating strategy is to defeg Alt ough the importance of group memberships is stresse
However, repeated interactions of individuals memorizirgg N the social sciences[27], segregationis usually noreldsn

past can establish high levels of cooperation from diregit re SOcial systems. We raise the question on the minimal require
procity [i]. Reciprocity works also indirectly if indivicais ments for agents in order to avoid this kind of segregation.

can observe the behavior of others and cooperate with r’espe\é/e introduce a forecast rule that helps to overcome the seg-

to the reputation of other5l[8, 9]. regation, leading to a population in which agents suppdrt ot

Real di . ¢ icted 0 Iers regardless of their group membership. The correspgndin
eal world Interactions are often restricted to small loca spatial pattern can be stabilized by a linear global feekibac
groups. Realizing that territoriality can have strong influ

ences on the evolution of cooperation, Axelrod proposed the
study of a spatially extended prisoner’s dilemina [7]. Nowak
and May studied a cellular automaton based on the prisoner’s
dilemma [10]. They found that reducing interactions to $mal
local groups can promote cooperation, as cooperativesthist ~ The evolution of cooperation in large populations is usu-
minimize their contacts with neighboring defectors. Tipeir  ally analyzed in systems based on public goods games [28].
per initiated an intensive research on spatially extend@tas  For each cooperation a cost > 0 depending on the tag of
on two dimensional lattices [11, 112,113,]114] and networkthe player is incurred which results in a benéfit- ¢; for
topologies|[15| 16, 17, 18]. However, spatial structuresdoethe interaction partner. For simplicity, we restrict olves
not necessarily lead to an increased level of cooperélti®h [1 to two groups of agents only, red and blue. In every group
Another mechanism that can promote cooperation amon#ere are two kinds of players. Intolerant players suppuist o
related individuals is kin selectioh [20]. Although kin se- others with the same tad’(= 0). Tolerant playersq = 1)
lection is controversial in biology, indications for similty ~ Supportany other player, regardless of his group memhgrshi
based interaction mechanisms have been found on the molethe payoff of every player depends on the strategies of his
ular level [21[22]. Riolcet al. introduced a model in which interaction partners. We introdueg, ng, n§ andn for the
agents are equipped with traits that allow one to discriteina number of interaction partners that are tolerant red, énsit
between different groups of playefs|[23]. It has been argue#ed. tolerant blue and intolerant blue, respectively. Taagofif
that the model is of limited biological relevance, as agenés ~ can be written as

II. DEFINITION OF THE MODEL

(b—c.)(nh +nt +nb) —cnf for x = (red, 1)
Tl(z) = (b cT)(n§ + ng) + bnb \ for « = (red,0) )
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In the following we restrict ourselves 9. = ¢, = ¢. The  can always survive, as the player in the center has the high-
system withe, # ¢, is analyzed in Section V. In a single est possible payoff in his neighborhood. In general, a aoler
interaction the payoff i$ — c if both players cooperate with player not interacting with intolerant players of the otheay
each other—c indicating that the player has been exploited,can always survive. If he interacts with such players, the co
andb indicating that the player has exploited his interactionoperation cost determines which kind of clusters are stable
partner. The payoff is zero when both players refused to co-
operate. The tolerant strategies are dominated by theemtol
ant strategies, as the payoffs of the= 1 strategies are never - 0 -
higher than the payoffs of tHE = 0 strategies. In well mixed = B |

systems without spatial structure this leads to bistgbiiitne - .
group becomes extinct and the other group dominates in the
two evolutionary stable Nash equilibria with intoleraraypérs

of one tag only. An alternating dominance of both groups can
be generated if there is a drift towards more tolerahce [29]. 1

Ill. SPATIALLY EXTENDED SYSTEM o

Players are arranged on a two dimensional regular cubic D J
lattice with periodic boundary conditions. The system size

is N = L x L. Each player interacts with his eight nearest
neighbors (Moore-neighborhood), 7€, +n} +nf+n} = 8.

After interacting with all the neighbors, the players ugdat
their strategy synchronously. This corresponds to discret

~

. (red,1) . (blue,1) (red,0)

(blue,!

non-overlapping generations. Strategies are updatedalue t
the deterministic “best takes over” rule [30]; i.e.switches FIG. 1: (Color online) Basic system without mutations. Ofly

to the strategy among its nearest neighbors that reached tQgnerations after a random initialization the system resehstatic

highest payoff; state. The tolerant players can only survive if they havéicent

support from their neighbore: & 0.3, = 1.0, L = 80).

EH = s§ where j = argmaxII’. (2)
FENN(4)

S

. o , As expectedl[Z6], the system shows a strong segregation.
If several nearest neighbors with different strategie®ftte  geqregation between different agents in cellular autoimasa
same success, players keep as much of their identity as pPogiready been observed in the seminal paper of Schelling [34]
sible. Choosing between switching tag or tolerance, pRyeryqever, in our case segregation is not directly based on ob-
will switch their tolerance. This ensures that the update ru geryaple traits of others, but on mutual support. Most of the
remains deterministic. However, these additional rulgsyap players are intolerant. Players that support others athess
only in very rare cases. Note that the new strategy of a play&egregation borders are always exploited, they cannotveurv
depends on the strategies in bis< 5 neighborhood, as the ¢ ihe cooperation cost is too high. This is consistent with t
payoffs in his3 x 3 ne|gh_borhood are involved. Self interac- yean field theonl[49], where only fixed points with intciext
tions can be neglected in our case. Hence, the game can Bf'ayers of one tag-are stable.
described as a deterministic cellular automaton W% up- The situation is slightly different if stochastic mutatoare
date rules. Thz'i Is in contrast to the usual prisoner’s dem j¢|,ded, as the system no longer becomes static. Tolerance
where “only”2=" update rules are necessary [10]. A modifica- yations increase the fraction of the tolerant agentdeet
tion of the cooperation cost leads to a modification <_Jf the Upis no equilibrium between tolerant and intolerant agentse T
date rules, see Appendd A for details. The extension of thgg|erance mutations lead towards such an equilibrium, avhil
usual prisoner’s dilemma to four strategies complicatesitt e nopulation dynamics works against this equilibrium.-Mu
plication of many tools for spatial games, as pair approximaations of the tags can also destabilize clusters, as they in
tion [13,[1431], fundamental cluste[s[32. 33], or mapgmg  (roqyuce new agents into an environment that cannot produce
Ising models([12]. such agents by the population dynamics. This leads to the

dissapearance of small clusters, cf. Elg. 2.

o ) The degree of segregation can be quantified utilizing the
A. Segregation in the basic system

“spatial dissimilarity index”D [35] defined as
As the tolerant strategies can easily be exploited by intole D 1 Z ‘ﬂ N
ant players from the other group, they can only survive with T 24Z4|N, Np|’
sufficient support from surrounding players, cf. ffi. 1.nde, /
the majority of players will be intolerant when the systemwhereN; (N}) is the number of red (blue) agents in subre-
reaches a static state. Ax 3 cluster of intolerant agents gioni and N, (N,) is the total number of red (blue) agents.

®)




PR S " T =" g B. Emergence of spiral waves from a local conversion
od oy e I L - %" mechanism
R
o : = T R -| The well mixed system was analyzed rigorously under the
. . S ) S L . m_fluence ofb|as_ed conversmnstowardstolerar_lce [29]s&he
ﬂ_ - - -*' T Sa= biased conversions show an alternating dominance of both
e = _-‘ _F' d s r' r -1 groups in the mixed system.
SRR L T L | - Let us now introduce a local conversion mechanism that
ORI S SRR T, R O LR T promotes tolerance in a similar way. We assume that an agent
- A . -_::' . '? . in a neighborhood consisting only of players of his own tag
L = = el St becomes tolerant, if he did not switch his strategy in theesam
LR e . I:' = 2 - ol time step due to selection. As only intolerant players zeili
. . Tul " T the ability to distinguish between tags this could be magéida
o .II-":_‘:-'."E"__ : B ot n- by assuming some costs for this cognition system. These
ut o1 .:' . . g conversions lead to a rock-paper-scissors-like cycle foitin
= o L .. 1._. . strategies: If the neighbors are red, red agents become tol-
~-1. T - . erant. In a red tolerant neighborhood intolerant blue agent

have the highest payoff. If these dominate the neighborhood
FIG. 2: (Color online) Basic system with mutations. W24% proba-  the blue players should switch to the tolerant strategyaliyin
bility, the tag and the tolerance are modified independeAtinthe  in such a neighborhood the intolerant red agents gain the hig
system without mutations, the different tags segregatpaces 100  est payoff. This in contrast t [36], where cyclic dominaisce
ters seen in the system without mutations, cf. Eig. 1, haished due This cycle leads to the emergence of rotating spirals. The
to thg destabilizing effect of the mutatlong. This leadsltmaer cor- arms of these spirals are travelling waves, as in the game of
relation length, see text. Colors are as in Elgc0.3,b = 1.0, . f . . :

L = 80). rock-papgr-smssors [37.138] or in public goods games with
volunteeringl[14| 39]. The front of such a wave consists of
intolerant agents, these are followed by tolerant agentiseof
same tag, cf. Fidl3. These players can be exploited by in-
tolerant players with different tag, hence a new front with a
different tag can invade.

Choosing a3 x 3 neighborhood as subregion we fid =
0.7154+0.001 (¢ = 0.3, N = 1000) indicating a strong degree

of segregation, compared o = & 15 ;’.:0 ( EZ.) )|2j—9| =

% ~ 0.273 for a random populationD decreases less than

5% whenc is increased) = 0.729 + 0.001 for ¢ = 0.05 and
D = 0.707 £ 0.001 for ¢ = 0.95).

Another possible measure for the segregation is the cerrela
tion length\. For simplicity, the correlations have only been
computed for one direction. The probability that an agent in
the distance ofl has the same color decaysias e~%*. For
¢ = 0.3 we find a correlation length ok = 5.85 + 0.02.

The correlation length decreases slightly with increasing
(A = 6.25 £ 0.02 for ¢ = 0.05 and X\ = 5.65 + 0.02

for ¢ = 0.95). As discussed above, mutations lead to the
elimination of small clusters. Consequently, the corietat
length is increased by mutations. After 100 time steps we find

_L |
A = 895+ 0.03 (¢ = 0.3, tags and tolerances are mutated

with probability 2%), which is significantly higher than the FiG. 3: (Color online) System with local conversions tovsatdi-
correlation length in the system without mutations. The Segerance. Colors are as in Fig. 1. Agents become tolerant if the
regation properties are not altered if an asynchronoustapdanew neighborhood has the same color, this leads to a rodepap
is applied instead. scissors-like cycle. Spirals that generate traveling waappear
(c=0.3,b=1.0, L = 80).

Overall, the segregation properties and correlation kengt
are governed by the length defined by the size of the neigh-
borhood window. They are only marginally influenced by the In the case of asynchronous update spirals are replaced by
cooperation cost. larger structures moving through the system. However, the




mechanism for the movement of these structures is the same
as for the spiral waves.

To locate the spiral tips quantitatively, the strategies
(r,1),(r,0), (b, 1), (b,0) are associated with discrete indices
0,1,2, 3, respectively. Interpreting those as four possible an-
gles of a two-dimensional vector field, the curl can be calcu
lated from a counterclockwise Stokes path o a 2 block.

For a continuous field of phaseésthe topological charge of a
closed path’ is defined by

(b) B

s

1 .
q:—?{ng-dF. 4
2 T
0.02 (c)
In our case, both space and phase are discrete; the phase is
measured in units of /2. Along the Stokes path we compute
the phase differences

—~
L
~

Apr = i1 — i
Abs = wisrsin —Tieny 0 100 200 300 400 500

Aps = Tjj41 — Tig1,j41
Agy = mij — Tij4 (5) FIG. 4: (Color online) Topological charges: Colors are abim[.
(b) shows the spatial distribution of charges for the sgattistribu-

In the discrete case a phase difference of two steps, or agon shown in (a) The sigr- (-) indicates a topological charge of
gle m, may occur, and consistently can be interpreted as g = +1 (¢ = —1). Full charges are not stable and disappear imme-
zero contribution to the Stokes integral (leading to the- posdlately after thelr generation. (c) shows a typical timealepment
sibility of half-valued partial charges as discussed bglow of the average charge density). Initially, (p) drops rapidly. As
Thus the phase differences are mapped on differenags topological charges are generated and annihilated, thgekeansity
according to Tabl€l . The topological charge is given byfluctates until the system reaches a stationary state (L=50)

TABLE I: Mapping of phase differenced¢; to charge differences

Ag;. andc, in Eq. [@) we find several distinct dynamical regimes,
Ads 3 5 1 0 1 42 43 gztgﬁ?mance of red players, spiral waves, etc., cf.[Figr5 fo
Ag; +1 0 -1 0 +1 0 -1 '

Three different classes of transitions can be observedjin Fi
B. As in the symmetric game, the update rule is modified if
q=Aq +Ag + Ags + Agy. Atypical spiral tip consists of one of the cooperation costs crosses a threshold cost as ex-
two equal topological charggs= :|: in nearby positions. In  plained in AppendikA. Such transitions are vertical and-hor
the stationary regime, the generic Caseis a pairing of two spzontal lines in Figlh, e.g. the black dotted line in regiéh)
rals with different chiralities, i.e. different topologitcharges ~ atc, = 3b. Note that the transitions shown in Fig. 9 (curve L)
¢ = +1, near each other. For completeness, it should be noteean be observed on the diagonal= c; in Fig.[5. A second
that the resulting curl field is defined on the dual lattibéfted ~ kind of threshold is determined hy./c,. These thresholds

from the original one by a vectdg, 1 govern the dynamical behavior and divide the phase plane in
A comparison between the strategy distribution and the corFig.[d into the seven distinct reglons Fer > § red agents
responding charge distribution is shown in . 4. dominate the population, fdi@ > 2 statlonary clusters of in-

For a random initialization we find an topological chargetolerant blue agents can surwve At =2 travelling waves
density of(p) = 0.219 & 0.003, which is consistent with the can appear which suppress stationary clusters of intdleran
theoret|cal average value for independent topologicalge®  plue agents ag> < £. However, if the cooperation costs
(p) = 55 = 0.21875. The spatial game dynamics quickly are sufficiently high one group can take over the whole pop-
reduces the initial topological charge density. Howev@ypt  ylation after a transient period (regio®{) in Fig[). For
logical charges are generated and annihilated in a irregula, < ¢, the roles of red and blue are exchanged. Finally, we
manner until the system reaches a stationary state, séd.Fig. have a third class of transitions which is given by linearaqu

tionsc, = a + be,.. Here, the transition threshold is given by
a certain sIopéL = const. as for the second kind of transi-

IV. ASYMMETRIC SPATIAL SYSTEM tions. However now one of the costs has to exceed a certain
threshold as for the first kind of transitions, e.g. the wibt-

It seems natural to assume that the two different groups caied line in region D) of Fig.[ is given by, = 16 + 2c;.
have two different costs of cooperation. For different sest It is also posible to describe the phases in the asymmet-
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FIG. 5: Asymmetric system: Fraction of red agents (encoded i FIG. 6: Asymmetric system: Average charge density in depeoel
grayscale) in dependence of the cooperation castdc,. In re- of the cooperation costs, andc,.. The regions are the same as in
gion (A,) the population is dominated by red agents, for small  Fig.[H. Topological charges can only be found when travglives
intolerant blue agents can survive. In regidB.| intolerant blue are present, i.e. in region€) and (). The absence of topological
players form channels in a sea of tolerant red agentsD}) (ed tol- charges corresponds to the dominance of one group in thietlimi
erant agents dominate again. Regi@f) Ehows spiral waves as the oo. The highest charge densities are observed in@dhedgions and
symmetric game, cf. Fifll 3. Regio@{) shows coexistence of spiral in (F) near the diagonat, = ¢, (L = 100, averages ove30 time
waves from §) and channels from&,). Forc, < ¢, the dynamics  steps and 00 independent realizations).

is the same with the role of red and blue agents exchangadtt@tes

inside the regions are determined by changes of the updateTitue

borders of these structures, e.g. the dotted lines in rediby)/(E)

and (B;), are given by linear equations = a + bc., see text for  tolerance of an agent if at least two neighbors will probably
details L = 100, averages ovei0 time steps and00 independent  exploit him in the next time step.

realizations).

A. Cooperative fixed point

ric system by topological charge densities introduced io Se

[ITB] cf. Fig.B.

For ¢ < 0.4b we observe cooperation across the segrega-
tion borders for synchronous update. For asynchronous up-
dates this fixed point does not become stable. The forecast
rule leads to a stable coexistence of red and blue tolerant
agents that provide help for everybody in their neighborhoo
cf. Fig.[l. As a discrimination between different agents is

Here, we return to a system where both cooperation costso longer necessary, this can be seen as a primitive mecha-
are the same. Let us assume that the local conversion rule taism to overcome segregation. However, although the behav-
wards tolerance is based on thewstrategies of the neighbors ior of all agents is independent of the tags, the differegs ta
and applies also for players that switched their stratedjies  are still segregated in space. The typical correlationtleng
to selection. Hence, now the update depends on the strategiare larger than in the system without conversion mechanisms
in a7 x 7 neighborhood. Such a mechanism can be viewedForc = 0.3 we find\ = 8.324-0.02. The spatial dissimilarity
as a primitive forecast. Players become tolerant if theyeekp index is only slightly higher, we obsenie = 0.719 4 0.005.
their neighborhood to cooperate with them in the next generaSurprisingly the mechanism that enables agents to become
tion. Even in this setting the local conversion rule leadht intolerant increases the total fraction of tolerant ageats
emergence of spiral waves. it helps to stabilize tolerant domains. It is interestingtth

It is straightforward to add an equivalent mechanism thamechanism that increases intolerance helps to elimintdk in
increases the fraction of intolerant agents. Tolerantgsan  erance. However, the mechanism bears some resemblance to
become intolerant in order to protect themselves against exhe “tit-for-tat” strategy in the iterated prisoner’s ditena [7],
ploiters that refuse to cooperate. Therefore, we decréase twhich punishes others for not cooperating, but can also for-

V. FORECAST RULE
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FIG. 8: Time evolution of the system with linear feedback. sCo
of cooperation (gray) and fraction of tolerant agents (blacThe
fraction of tolerant agents decreases rapidly when the reasthes
the threshold: = 0.5 (f5,; = 0.8, a = 0.01, ¢® = 0.5, N = 200).

FIG. 7: (Color online) System with forecast rule. Colors agein

Fig.[l. Agents become tolerant if their neighborhood hasstrae o ) N ) )
color and intolerant if at least 2 neighbors will refuse toper-  However, this fixed point cannot be stabilized with the éne

ate. This mechanism allows the coexistence of red and blemti  feedback from EqL{6).
agents, here the intolerant agents have been eliminatdtebyéch-
anism, leading to a static staie£ 0.3,b = 1.0, L = 80).
VI. CONCLUSIONS

give defectors reestablishing cooperation. One can even ob Ve have investigated spatial segregation, pattern foomati
serve different stationary structures that change pezadigiin ~ 2nd control in a spatial version of a public goods game with
which intolerant agents survive, these resemble the “blisik ~ coOPeration based on the similarity between players. This
in the “game of life” [4D]. Forc > 0.4b the system reaches a YP€ Of model may establish a useful approach for a large va-
stationary state only in very rare cases. However, partseof t riety of economical and social systems, where agents may act

system are still dominated by tolerant agents. In the case dtot Only upon economical considerations, but also based on
¢ > 0.5b this is not longer the case, here intolerant agents aréimilarity or group membership. Generalizations to more de
found in the whole system. tailed agents can be performed in a straightforward manner,

Note that such a forecast rule cannot stabilize the cooperé(—et our four state model alr_eady IS capable_ of showing differ
tive fixed point in the spatial prisoner’s dilemnia[10], & d ent phase states from stationary segregation to complex spa

fectors have always a higher payoff than neighboring ceope |otemporal beha_vlc_)r. . :
ators. Particularly, it is interesting to note that a simple forgtca

rule can help to overcome segregation and lead to a stable pat
tern of cooperating agents, as regions with limited coopera
tion at the borders between groups are eliminated.However,

B. Feedback Stabilization A i >
the different groups are still segregated in space.

For cooperation costs > 0.5b the tolerant fixed point is
unstable. However, we can enforce cooperative behavior by APPENDIX A: INFLUENCE OF THE COST OF
global feedback on the cooperation costs. In social systems '
) - - COOPERATION
this corresponds to adapting taxes with respect to the state
the society. Specifying a desired fraction of tolerant agen

/2, we update the cost depending on the current fraction of Due to the discrete nature of the total payoff, sharp steps
tolerant agentg;. | as appear when the cost of cooperatiomaries. As examples,
o

we consider the dependence of the fraction of tolerant agent
At =t 4o (ft*o1 — ffm) et (6) fto1 and the donationrate, i.e. the fraction of cooperative in-
teractions, on the cost of cooperation, see Hig. 9. Due to the
This mechanism can stabilize points wiff}, < 1 even for symmetry between tags, the fraction of red and blue tolerant
¢ > 0.5b. For eachfy, the cost fluctuates around a thresholdagents can be computed from the fraction of tolerant agents
that is determined by a change of the update rule, cf. Appendif;,1/2, on average. In the same manner the fraction of intol-
Al erant agents of each group can be computed as fi1)/2.
For the mean field theory we have a fixed point fiosy =  The donation rate includes additional information on the-sp
1 [24], which is only stable for very low cooperation costs. tial distribution of the agents. The steps that are obseived



1.0 hood of these two players searches for the best strategy, his
F @) update rule changes at= c* if the sign of II(z) — II(y)
S 0.8 changes at = ¢*. The corresponding values fofb are given
2 by
g 0.6 -
% X'b—Xe=Y"b—YCe, (A1)
= 04
§ where0 < X? (Y?) < 8 is the number of agents that support
0.2 s z (y) and0 < X¢ (Y¢) < 8is the number of agents that
N are supported by: (y). For the situation shown in Fig. 110
0.0 l we find for the center playel(z) = 5b — 8¢, for his left
0.0 0.2 0.4 . 0.6 0.8 1.0 neighborTl(z) = 6b — 5¢ > II(z) and for his right neighbor
10 ——————
(b) 6b-5¢| 5b-5¢(8b-8¢|
—\—\—_..lﬁ L
) 6b-5c
g T e L——"‘ 6b-5¢]
sos8 u
® F
c
o
A
S FIG. 10: (Color online) Example for a modification of the wbel
0.6 rule. Colors are as in Fif] 1. The numbers are the payoffsr this
neighborhood. This situtation is stable for< 2/3b, as the players
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 with IT = 6b — 5c¢ that exploit the player in the center do not have
c the maximum payoffl = 8b — 8c.

FIG. 9: Dependence of different order measures on the cosb-of

operationc for four different update rules. (a) shows the fraction

of tolerant agents in the system. The donation rate, i.efréotion II(y) = 8b — 8¢ > II(z). Hence, we find a modification of

of interactions in which a player cooperated with his coyplais  the update rule for

shown in (b). The order measures are shown for the systenoutith

mutations (N), with stochastic mutations (S), with the laanver- xXb_yb 2

sion mechanism described in SECII B (L), and with the fastcule = Wh = §b' (A2)

(F) from Sec[V. The sharp steps correspond to modificatifriise o

update rules.i(= 1.0, L = 100, spatial averages ové0 indepen-  pq. . - .x the center player will switch tolerance and group

dent realizations and0 update steps after a transient periods6f membership. Other transitions can be found in the same way.

update steps). although the method of fundamental clusters [33] is more
complicated due to the high number of possible configura-

tions.

the order measures correspond to modifications of the update
rule, as described in[10]. The steps occur at the same posi-
tions for all order measures. However, the step size isrdiffe
ent for the fraction of tolerant agents and the donationsate
Fig.[@. We thank H.G. Schuster for raising attention to this topic

Consider a player with a payoffll(x) and a second player and stimulating discussions. A.T. acknowledges support by
y with the payoffIl(y) and a different strategy. If a third the Studienstiftung des deutschen Volkes (German National
playerz with a payofflI(z) < II(z),II(y) in the neighbor- Academic Foundation).
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