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Abstract

Background. Arguably the most influential force in human history is thenfiation of social coalitions and
alliances (i.e., long-lasting coalitions) and their impan individual power. Understanding the dynamics of
alliance formation and its consequences for biologicatjapand cultural evolution is a formidable theoretical
challenge. In most great ape species, coalitions occudatdlual and group levels and among both kin and non-
kin. Nonetheless, ape societies remain essentially leigica, and coalitions rarely weaken social inequality.
In contrast, human hunter-gatherers show a remarkableneydo egalitarianism, and human coalitions and
alliances occur not only among individuals and groups, k&g among groups of groups. These observations
suggest that the evolutionary dynamics of human coalitimars only be understood in the context of social
networks and cognitive evolution.

Methodology/Principal Findings. Here, we develop a stochastic model describing the emesgeiet-
works of allies resulting from within-group competitionrfstatus or mates between individuals utilizing dyadic
information. The model shows that alliances often emerge jhase transition-like fashion if the group size,
awareness, aggressiveness, and persuasiveness ofuativéde large and the decay rate of individual affinities
is small. With cultural inheritance of social networks, age leveling alliance including all group members can
emerge in several generations.

Conclusions/SignificanceWe propose a simple and flexible theoretical approach falystg the dynamics
of alliance emergence applicable where game-theoretibadstare not practical. Our approach is both scalable
and expandable. It is scalable in that it can be general@é&atger groups, or groups of groups. It is expandable
in that it allows for inclusion of additional factors such lashavioral, genetic, social, and cultural features.
Our results suggest that a rapid transition from a hieraattsociety of great apes to an egalitarian society of

hunter-gatherers (often referred to as “egalitarian giah”) could indeed follow an increase in human cognitive
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abilities. The establishment of stable group-wide egaditaalliances creates conditions promoting the origin of

cultural norms favoring the group interests over those di/iduals.
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Introduction

Coalitions and alliances (i.e., long-lasting coalitionsd often observed in a number of mammals including hye-
nas, wolves, lions, cheetahs, coatis, meerkats, and aalgf). In primates, both kin and non-kin, and both
within-group and group-level coalitions are a very powkenfigans of achieving increased reproductive success
via increased dominance status and access to mates andestberces (1., 2/ 3| 4, 5,16, 7). In humans, coalitions
occurs at many different levels (ranging from within-fayrib between-nation states) and represent probably the
most dominant factor in social interactions that has sh&yp@dan history (8,19, 10, 11, 12,113/ 14} 15).

The evolutionary forces emerging from coalitionary intgi@ns may have been extremely important for the
origin of our “uniquely unique” species (16./17). For examl has been argued that the evolution of human brain
size and intelligence during Pleistocene was largely drivg selective forces arising from intense competition
between individuals for increased social and reprodustiveess (the “social brain” hypothesis, also known as the
“Machiavellian intelligence” hypothesis; (16,117, 18| B9),121/22| 23, 24, 25, 25, 127)). Coalition formation is
one of the most powerful strategies in competitive intecastand thus it should have been an importantingredient
of selective forces acting in early humans. Moreover, omeviaw language as a tool that originally emerged for
simplifying the formation and improving the efficiency ofalitions and alliances. It has also been argued that
the establishment of stable group-wide egalitarian atksrin early human groups should have created conditions
promoting the origin of conscience, moralistic aggressatnuism, and other norms favoring the group interests
over those of individuals (28). Increasing within-groughesion should also promote the group efficiency in
between-group conflicts (29,/30) and intensify culturalugreelection (31).

In spite of their importance for biological, social and cuétl evolution, our understanding of how coalitions
and alliances are formed, maintained and break down isddnitExisting theoretical approaches for studying
coalitions in animals are deeply rooted in cooperative gdmery, economics, and operations research| (32, 33,
34,135). These approaches are usually limited by considerat coalitions of two individuals against one, focus
on conditions under which certain coalitions are succéssfd/or profitable and assume (implicitly or explicitly)
that individuals are able to evaluate these conditions amdffeely coalitions that maximize their success (36,
37,138/ 30| 40, 41, 42, 43, 144). As such, they typically do raptare the dynamic nature of coalitions and/or are
not directly applicable to individuals lacking the ab#iito enter into binding agreements and to obtain, process,

and use complex information on costs, benefits, and coneeqa®f different actions involving multiple parties



(45). These approaches do not account for the effects ofdfsieip and the memory of past events and acts which
all are important in coalition formation and maintenancehed studies emphasize the importance of Prisoner’s
Dilemma as a paradigm for the emergence of cooperative mhavwgroups engaged in the public goods game
(46,47). These studies have been highly successful inifgigrgt conditions that favor the evolution of cooperation
among unrelated individuals in the face of incentives tatherisoner’s Dilemma however is often not appropriate
for studying coalitionary behavior (48, 149) especially whedividuals cooperate to compete directly with other
individuals or coalitions| (16, 17) and within-coalitiontémactions are mutualistic rather than altruistic and the
benefit of cooperation is immediate. The social network dyica that result from coalition formation remain
largely unexplored.

Here, we propose a simple and flexible theoretical appraacstiidying the dynamics of alliance emergence
applicable where game-theoretic methods are not practi©alr method is related to recent models of social
network formation and games on graphs with dynamic linkie@, (61, 52| 53, 54, 55). In our novel approach,
alliances are defined in a natural way (via affinity matrice=e below) and emerge from low-level processes.
The approach is both scalable and expandable. It is scalalkat it can be generalized to larger groups, or
groups of groups, and potentially applied to modeling thginrand evolution of states (11,112,113, 14, 15, 56,
57). It is expandable in that it allows for inclusion of adhlital factors such as behavioral, genetic, social, and
cultural features. One particular application of our apfois an analysis of conditions under which intense
competition for a limiting resource between individualstwintrinsically different fighting abilities could lead to
the emergence of a single leveling alliance including alimhers of the group. This application is relevant with
regard to recent discussions of “egalitarian revolutidr€. (a rapid transition from a hierarchical society of great
apes to an egalitarian society of human hunter-gatheH¥), (@and whether it could have been triggered by an

increase in human cognitive abilities (16} 17).

Model

We consider a group a¥ individuals continuously engaged in competition for ssaéund/or access to a limited
resource. Individuals differ with regard to their fightingilgties s; (1 < ¢ < N). The attitude of individual
i to individual j is described by a variable;; which we call affinity. We allow for both positive and negativ
affinities. Individual affinities control the probabilisef getting coalitionary support (see below). The groutesta
is characterized by al¥ x N matrix with elements:;; which we will call the affinity matrix.

Time is continuous. Below we say that an event occurs atrritthe probability of this event during a short
time intervaldt is rdt.

We assume that each individual gets engaged in a conflictamitither randomly chosen individual at rate



which we treat as a constant for simplicity. Each other mamobthe group is aware of the conflict with a constant
probabilityw. Each individual, say individuat, aware of a conflict between individualand j (“initiators”),
evaluates a randomly chosen initiator of a conflict, sayividdal i, and helps him or not with probabilitigs,;
andl — hy;, respectively. In the latter case, individdathen evaluates the other initiator of the conflict and helps
him or not with probabilities:;,; and1 — hy;, respectively. We note that the coalitionary support maydeal
rather than physical (58). Below we will graphically illuste the group state using matrices with eleménis
which we will call interference matrices.

The interference probabilitigs;; are given by an S-shaped function of affinity and are scaled by two pa-
rameters;3 andn. A baseline interference ratecontrols the probability of interference on behalf of anivitlial
the affinity towards whom is zerg@, can be viewed as a measure of individual aggressivenesshi{eaeadiness to
interfere in a conflict) or persuasiveness (i.e., the ahiditattract help). A slope parametgcontrols how rapidly
the probability of interference increases with affinitynmmerical simulations we will use function

—1
exp(—nTx;)

hei = |1+

Note that the probability of help,; changes fronf to 5 to 1 as affinityx;; changes from large negative values to
zero to large positive values.

For simplicity, we assume that interference decisions atafiected by who else is interfering and on which
side. We also assume that individuals join coalitions wittregard to their probability of winning. This assump-
tion is sensible as a first step because predicting the o@sahconflicts involving multiple participants and
changing alliances would be very challenging for apes amdentgatherers.

As a result of interference, an initially dyadic conflict m@agnsform into a conflict between two coalitions.
[Here, coalition is a group of individuals on the same sida @farticular conflict.] The fighting abilityy; of a
coalition I with » participants is defined as,n?, wheres,, is the average fighting ability of the participants. This
formulation follows the classical Lanchester-Osipov sedaw (59] 60, 61) which captures a larger importance of
the size of the coalition over the individual strengths efgarticipants. The probability that coalitidnprevails
over coalitionJ is St/ (S; + Sy).

Following a conflict resolution we update the affinities dffmrties involved by a process analogous to rein-
forcement learning (62). The affinities of winners are ctehigys.,..,, of the losers by, the affinities of winners
to losers byj,,;, and those of losers to winners by,. The §-values reflect the effects of the costs and benefits
of interference on future actions. It is natural to assuna¢ the affinities of winners increasé,(, > 0) and
those of antagonists decreasg;(< 0, d;, < 0). The change in the affinities of losefg can be of either sign
or zero. Parameteis,,,, 4.1, 91, @anddy; are considered to be constant. We note that a negative inpaosts

of interfering in a conflict on the probability of future imferences can be captured by additionally reducing all



Table 1: Main dinamic variables, parameters, and otheak#as, functions, and statistics.

Zij affinity of individual i to individual j
N group size
Sq fighting ability of individuali
« conflict initiation rate
w awareness
8 baseline interference rate
n slope parameter
Owws Owls Otww s 01l changes in affinity after conflict resolution
I affinity decay rate
K strength of social network inheritance
5 birth rate
hij probability that individuat helps individualj; is given by
an S-shaped function of affinity with parametetsandn
S; = 3n? strength of coalitio with n members and average fighting ability
S1/(Sr+Sy) probability that coalition/ wins a conflict with coalition/
X; proportion of conflicts won by individualsince birth
Y=, be/A; expected social success of individaaH; is the age

of individual: andb,, is the benefit of théth conflict

Hyx,Hy standard deviations of; andY; in the group (measures of inequality

~

cM,c® h | clustering coefficients and the average probability of lrekan alliance

affinities between members of a coalition by a fixed value
We assume that coalitions are formed and conflicts are redolw a time-scale much faster than that of conflict
initiation. Finally, to reflect a reduced importance of pagtnts relative to more recent events in controlling one’s

affinities, affinities decay towardsat a constant rate (63). Table 1 summarizes our notaion.

Results and Their Biological Interpretation

To gain intuition about the model’s behavior we ran numérstaulations with all affinities initially zero. We
analyzed the structure of the interference malisix looking for emerging alliances. We say individualand j
are allies if their interference probabilities; andh;; both exceed the baseline interference raby at least 50%.

An alliance is a connected network of allies.



We also measured a number of statistics including the agesiag variance of affinities, the proportion of
individuals who belong to an alliance, the number and siedliances, the clustering coefficierd§") andC(?
(64), related to the probability that two allies of an indival are themselves allies. The average interference
probability and the clustering coefficients can be inteigte@s measuring the “strength” of alliances.

To make interpretation of model dynamics easier, we contpihite proportionX; of conflicts won since birth,
and the expected social succé$s= ), br/A;, whereA; is the age of individuad, the sum is over all conflicts
k he has participated in, the bendifitis 1/ny if i was a member of a winning coalition ef, individuals, and
b is 0 if ¢ was on the losing side. Although in our model the probabdityvinning always increases with the
coalition size, the benefit, always decreases with the coalition size. The net effech@falliance size on the
expected benefits of its members will depend on the sizes@mngasition of all alliances in the group. Note that
our interpretation ol; as a measure of expected social success makes sense bbthdafrdders on the winning
side share equally the reward or if the spoils of each pdati@onflict goes to a randomly chosen member of the
winning coalition. The former may be the case when the rewsgth increase in status or rank. The latter may
correspond to situations similar to those in baboons fighgirer females, where members of the winning coalition
may race to the female and whoever reaches her first becomendisputed consort for some timei(48). Nonequal
sharing of benefits can be incorporated in the model in ag$ttfmirward way. Note also that being a member of a
losing coalition always reduces relative social success.

We also calculated the standard deviatidhg and Hy of X; andY; values. These statistics measure the
degree of “social inequality” in the group.

Figurel1 illustrates some coalitionary regimes observesinmlations using a default set of parameters=(
1,8 =0.05,0pw = 1,0 = 0.5,6,; = —0.5,;, = —0.5,7 = 0.5,w = 0.5, g, = 0.05) unless noted otherwise.
This figure shows thév x N interference matrices using small squares arranged iN anN array with each
of the squares color-coding for the corresponding valuk;piising the gray scale. The squares on the diagonal
are painted black for convenience. In all examples, indiglgtrengths,; are chosen randomly and independently
from a uniform distribution ori0, 10] resulting in strong between-individual variation.

Emergence of alliances. In our model, the affinity between any two individuals is fenced if they are on
a winning side of a conflict and is decreased if they are on thposite sides; all affinities also decay to zero
at a constant rate. The resulting state represents a bdl@tween factors increasing and decreasing affinities.
Although the emergence of alliances is in no way automaiticystions show that under certain conditions they
do emerge. The size, strength, and temporal stability @fredes depend on parameters and may vary dramatically
from one run to another even with the same parameters. Hoyw@vee one or more alliances with high values
of (M, ¢ andh are formed, they are typically stable. Individuals belongio the same alliance have very

similar social success which is only weakly correlated wfiteir fighting abilities. That is, the social success is
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Figure 1:Interference matrices at time 1000.Values ofh;; are gray-scale coded from 0 (white) to 1 (black), with dizaon

elements set to black. The smallest squares on the diaggprakent unaffiliated individuals. For display purposiisrees are
ordered according to their clustering coefficiets’ so that stronger alliances occur first along the diagonahrReters have
default values except where noted. (&)= 10. (b) N = 20. (¢) N = 30. (d) N = 20, ; = —0.5. () N = 20, . = 0.1.
() N =20, w = 0.25.

now defined not by the individual?s fighting ability but by thige and strength of the alliance he belongs to.
Individuals from different alliances can have vastly diffiet social success, so that the formation of coalitions and
alliances does not necessarily reduce social inequalityergroup as a whole.

Phasetransition. We performed a detailed numerical study of the effects diddal parameters of the prop-
erties of the system. As expected, increasing the frequehiciteractions (which can be achieved by increasing
the group sizeV, the awareness probability, baseline interference rate or the slope paramete) and reducing
the affinity decay ratg all promote alliance formation. Most interestingly, sonha@cteristics change in a phase
transition-like pattern as some parameters undergo srhafiges. For example, Figurke 2 show that increasing
N,w, ,n, or decreasing: result in a sudden transition from no alliances to at leastvary strong alliance with
all members always supporting each other. Paranigthes a similar but less extreme effect, whereas parameters
0.1 anddy,, have relatively weak effects (Supplementary Informati@ipnilar threshold-like behavior is exhibited
by theC'?)-measure, the average probability of hlwithin the largest alliance, the number of alliances, armd th
numbers of alliances witt'") > 0.5 and withh > 0.5 (Supplementary Information). Interestingly, formatidn o
multiple alliances is hindered when affinities betweenvidiials fighting on the same side decrease as a result of
losing (i.e., ifd;; < 0).

Cultural inheritance of social networks. Next, we extended the model to larger temporal scales bwiltp
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Figure 2: Tukey plots for the effects of N, w, 8,1, u, 6 on the C™Y measure of the largest alliance Each graph shows
the effect of changing a single parameter from its defallievgéresults for each parameter value are averaged overri&) ru
using data from time 1000 to 2000). The vertical lines extieonh minimum to maximum observations, the dashed linesatepi

averages, and the boxes extend from lower to upper quartiles

for birth/death events, and the cultural inheritance ofalawtworks. New individuals are born at a constant fate
Each birth causes the death of a different randomly choskvidtual. We explored two rather different scenarios
of cultural inheritance. In the first, the offspring inherihe social network of its parent who is chosen among alll
individuals with a probability proportional to the rate afcsal succesd’;. This scenario requires special social
bonds between parents and offspring. In the second, eachnai@vidual inherits affinities of its “role model”
(chosen from the whole group either with a uniform probapitir with a probability proportional to the rate of
social succesy;). Under both scenarios, if individuél is an offspring (biological in the first scenario or cultural
in the second scenario) of individualthen we set;«; = kx;; for each other individual in the group (parameter
0 < k < 1 controls the strength of social network inheritance). laplarent-offspring case, the affinities of other
individuals to the son are proportional to those to the fathg;» = rxj;; andz;-; = x4+ is set tox times the
maximum existing affinity in the group. In the role model casther individuals initially have zero affinities to
the new member of the group;;- = 0.

Sochastic equilibrium. If cultural inheritance of social networks is weak is small), a small number of
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Figure 3:Dynamics of interference matrix; no cultural inheritance (x = 0). Parameters values are default with= 20

and~ = 0.001 (average life span 1000). See the legend of Fig.1.

alliances are maintained across generations in stochamtiéibrium (see Figurgl3). This happens because the
death of individuals tends to decrease the size of existirepaes while new individuals are initially unaffiliated
and may form new affinities. This regime is similar to coalitiry structures recently identified in a community of
wild chimpanzees in Uganda (6) and in populations of bottdendolphins in coastal waters of Western Australia
(65) and eastern Scotland (66).

Egalitarian state. If cultural inheritance of social networks is faithfuk (s large), the dynamics become
dramatically different due to intense selection betwedéfedint alliances. Now the turnover of individuals creates
conditions for growth of alliances. Larger alliances irage in size as a result of their members winning more
conflicts, achieving higher social success, and parentiadpgically or culturally) more offspring who themselves
become members of the paternal alliance. As a result of tegipe feedback loop (analogous to that of positive
frequency-dependent selection), the system exhibitsoagttendency towards approaching a state in which all
members of the group belong to the same alliance and havesieitar social success in spite of strong variation
in their fighting abilities. Figure 4 contrasts the egalaarstate with the stochastic equilibrium illustrated igurie
3 above. One can see that at the egalitarian state, the avaffagty is increased while the standard deviation of
affinity and the hierarchy measures are decreased. Althatiffe egalitarian state the correlation of individual
strength and social success can be substantial, it doeeswdt in social inequality. This “egalitarian” state can be
reached in several generations.

Cycling. However, the egalitarian state is not always stable. Ungigéain conditions the system continuously
goes through cycles of increased and decreased cohesmndEia-c) in which the egalitarian state is gradually
approached as one alliance eventually excludes all otBet®nce the egalitarian state is established (in Figlre 5d,
around time 5200), it quickly disintegrates because ofirgkconflicts between members of the winning alliance.
Figure[Bd illustrates one such cycle, showing that the dantialliance remains relatively stable as long as the
group excludes at least one member (“outsider”).

Analytical approaches. Simple “mean-field” approximations help to understand nhdgileamics. These ap-
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egalitarian state. The left column of graphs correspondh¢ortin shown in Figurgl 3 which resulted in a small
number of alliances maintained in stochastic equilibriurhe right column of graphs correspond to a run with
x = 1 (complete cultural inheritance of social network) ane: 0.025 (increased memory of past events) which
resulted in an egalitarian regime. With several allianadesgnt simultaneously (left graphs), the average affinity i
small, the variance of affinities is large, the measures cbsmequalityH,, andH, are large, and the correlation

between social succe$$ and individual fighting abilitys; is small.
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In the egalitarian state (right graphs), the
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the interference matrix between time 4100 and 7200.

proximations focus on the averagand variance of affinities computed over particular coalitions (Suppéem
tary Information). For example, at an egalitarian statemédkindividuals have very high affinity to each other, the
dynamics ofa andv are predicted to evolve to particular stochastic equiliorivaluesg* andv*. The egalitarian
state is stable if the fluctuations of pairwise affinitiesuarda* do not result in negative affinities. We conjecture
that the egalitarian state is stableaif > 31/v*, which is roughly equivalent t¢a*)?> > 10v*, which can be

20 Nuw? 5
e >10<Vzi —|—1—w2>.
I

o
Here the mean and variancear 6 are computed over the fodiscoefficients. Both the approximations and numer-

rewritten as

ical simulations suggest that the egalitarian state cabp@stable with negativé. Increasing the population size

N, awareness, averaged, and decreasing the affinity decay ratand variancear § all promote stability of the

11



egalitarian state. The agreement of numerical simulatiatts analytical approximations is very good given the
stochastic nature of the process. Similar approximatiande developed for other regimes. In particular, one can
show (Supplementary Information) that the stabilizingeeffof “outsiders” on the persistence of alliances is espe-
cially strong in small groups. This happens because suttesmflicts against outsiders simultaneously increase
the average and decrease the variancef the within-alliance affinities, with both effects beingoportional to
1/N.

Discussion

The overall goal of this paper was to develop a flexible thgmakframework for describing the emergence of
alliances of individuals able to overcome the power of alphees in a population and to study the dynamics and
consequences of these processes. We considered a growgivafuals competing for rank and/or some limiting
resource (e.g., mates). We assumed that individuals vatiedgly in their fighting abilities. If all conflicts
were exclusively dyadic, a hierarchy would emerge with a $énongest individuals getting most of the resource
(67,68, 69, 70). However there is also a tendency (very smiifilly) for individuals to interfere in an ongoing
dyadic conflict thus biasing its outcome one way or anothesitRe outcomes of such interferences increase the
affinities between individuals while negative outcomegdase them. Using a minimum set of assumptions about
cognitive abilities of individuals, we looked for conditie under which long-lasting coalitions (i.e. alliances)
emerge in the group. We showed that such an outcome is prdrbgtancreasing the frequency of interactions
(which can be achieved in a number of ways) and decreasiraffihiéty decay rate. Most interestingly, the model
shows that the shift from a state with no alliances to one arenadliances typically occurs in a phase-transition
like fashion. Even more surprisingly, under certain cdodg (that include some cultural inheritance of social
networks) a single alliance comprising all members of thmugrcan emerge in which the resource is divided
evenly. That is, the competition among nonequal individun paradoxically result in their eventual equality.
We emphasize that in our model, egalitarianism emerges jraitical dynamics of intense competition between
individuals for higher social and reproductive succedsaithan by environmental constraints, social structure, o
cultural processes. In other words, within-group conflictsmote the buildup of a group-level alliance. In a sense,
once alliances start to form, there is no other reasonafaleegy but to join one, and once social networks become
highly heritable, a single alliance including all group mesTs is destined to emerge.

Few clarifications are in order. First, in our model coatitioy interactions are mutualistic in nature rather
than altruistic. We note that there are not many examplesubf altruistic behavior outside of humans|(45) with
some of those that were initially suggested to be altruistider closer examination turning out to be kin-directed

or mutualistic|(45|, 71). Even in humans certain behavioas sine viewed as altruistic may have a rather different
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origin. For example, food sharing may have originated asyatwavoid harassment, e.g. in the form of begging
(45). In any case, modern human behavior is strongly shapexvdived culture/(31) and might not be a good
indicator of factors acting during its origin. Second, irr suodel we avoided the crucial step of the dominant
game-theoretic paradigm which is an explicit evaluatiooasdts and benefits of certain actions in controlling one’s
decisions. In our model, coalitions and alliances emerge fsimple processes based on individuals using only
limited “local” information (i.e., information on own affities but not on other individuals’ affinities) rather than
as a solution to an optimization task. Our approach is jestifiot only by its mathematical simplicity but by
biological realism as well. Indeed, solving the cost-bedrmgdtimization tasks (which require rather sophisticated
algebra in modern game-theoretic models) would be vencdifffor apes and early humans|(45) especially given
the multiplicity of behavioral choices and the dynamic matof coalitions. Therefore treating coalitions and
alliances in early human groups as an emergent propertgrréttn an optimization task solution appears to
be a much more realistic approach. We note that costs anditsecen be incorporated in our approach in a
straightforward manner. Third, one should be careful inlgpg our model to contemporary humans (whether
members of modern societies or hunter-gathers). In cordgeamp humans, an individual’s decision on joining
coalitions will be strongly affected by his/her estimatésasts, benefits, and risks associated as well as by cultural
beliefs and traditions. These are the factors explicitiiydatside of our framework.

Our results have implications for a number of questionstedl& human social evolution. The great apes’
societies are very hierarchical; their social system igbas sharp status rivalry and depends on specific disposi-
tions for dominance and submission. A major function of itiwels in apes is to maintain or change the dominance
structurel(, 3); although leveling coalitions are sometmbserved (e.g../(2)), they are typically of small size and
short-lived. In sharp contrast, most known hunter-gatt&geieties are egalitarian (8,19, 10). Their weak leaders
merely assist a consensus-seeking process when the gredg ttemake decisions; at the band level, all main
political actors behave as equal. It has been argued thaalitarian societies the pyramid of power is turned
upside down with potential subordinates being able to espd@minance because they find collective security in
a large, group-wide political coalition (10). One factoatimay have promoted transition to an egalitarian soci-
ety is the development of larger brains and better polfscaial intelligence in response to intense within-group
competition for increased social and reproductive sucfssl? | 25, 27). Our model supports these arguments.
Indeed, increased cognitive abilities would allow humansintain larger group sizes, have higher awareness of
ongoing conflicts, better abilities in attracting alliesldilding complex coalitions, and better memories of past
events. The changes in each of these characteristics mayshdted the group across the phase boundary to the
regime where the emergence of an egalitarian state becomagsidable. Similar effect would follow a change
in mating system that would increase father-son social fpodan increase in fidelity of cultural inheritance of

social networks. The fact that mother-daughter social bamd often very strong suggests (everything else being

13



the same) females could more easily achieve egalitariaetsx: The establishment of a stable group-wide egal-
itarian alliance should create conditions promoting thiginrof conscience, moralistic aggression, altruism, and
other cultural norms favoring the group interests over¢hafaindividuals|(28). Increasing within-group cohesion
will also promote the group efficiency in between-group dottl(29) and intensify cultural group selection.

In humans, a secondary transition from egalitarian s@get hierarchical states took place as the first civ-
ilizations were emerging. How can it be understood in terinthe model presented here? One can speculate
that technological and cultural advances made the caaliize much less important in controlling the outcome
of a conflict than the individuals’ ability to directly comirand use resources (e.g., weapons, information, food)
that strongly influence conflict outcomes. In terms of our glpthis would dramatically increase the variation
in individual fighting abilities and simultaneously rendiee Lanchester-Osipov square law inapplicable, making
egalitarianism unstable.

Besides developing a novel and general approach for mapedalitionary interactions and providing theoret-
ical support to some controversial verbal arguments caregisocial transitions during the origin of humans, the
research presented here allows one to make a number ofiggstatictions. In particular, our model has identified
a number of factors (such as group size, the extent to whichpgmembers are aware of within-group conflicts,
cognitive abilities, aggressiveness, persuasiveneisgtenare of outsiders, and the strength of parent-offsoig
cial bonds) which are predicted to increase the likelihaudigize of alliances and affect in specific ways individual
social success and the degree of within-group inequalitistiag data on coalitions in mammals (in particular, in
dolphins and primates) and in human hunter-gatherer segigould be useful in testing these predictions and in
refining our model.
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Supporting Information

Here, we present
e some additional details on the computational methods used;

e a set of figures (Figurés B13S8) illustrating the effectqdhiidual parameters on the coalitionary structure

of the model achieved within a single generation;

e asetof figures (Figurés 59 dnd $10) illustrating the effeathanges in multiple parameters simultaneously

on the coalitionary structure of the model achieved withgingle generation;

e an outline of a mathematical method used to study the moaddytcally.

Some details of computational methods

Probabilities of help For an individualk aware of a conflict between individualand j, the probabilities of
helping tos, to j, and of no interference are seth@; — hwihi;/2, hij — hiihi;/2 and (1 — hy;) (1 — hg;),
respectively. In numerical simulations, we set

—1
eXP(_nxkz) )

hii = |1+

wheres andn are scaling parameters. Note that — 1 for xx; — oo, hg; — 0 for z; — —oo, andhy; = S for
T = 0.

Numerical implementation The model dynamics were simulated using Gillespie’s dineethod (Gillespie
1977). That is, the next event to happen is chosen accorditgtcorresponding rates. The time interval until the
next event is drawn from an exponential distribution withaagmeter equal to the sum of the rates of all possible

events. All rates are recomputed after each event.
Reference
e Gillespie, D. T. Exact stochastic simulation of coupledroi@l reactions.Journal of Physical Chemistry
81, 2340-2361 (1977)

Supplementary Figures and Legends

Figures[S1ESB To obtain FigureE 3A-%$8 we performed 20 runs for each paearoemmbination. Each of the 20
runs was characterized by a single average value (computadlO0 observations taken between time 1000 to

2000). All plots correspond to the Tukey Plots (i.e. show m@ain, max, quantile 1/4 and quantile 3/4), with 20

20



data points. Other parameters were set to default valies 0, 6,,.,, = 1,0;; = 0.5, 6y = —0.5, 61, = —1,8 =
0.05, 1= 0.1, = 0.5,w = 0.5).
Figures[S9 and ST0 To obtain Figures 39 and 310 we performed 40 runs for eacinedea combination.
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Figure S3: Effects of parametels d;;, 0.1, 1, 5, 14, n, w ON the size of the biggest alliance for a default set of

parameter values.
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Figure S8: Effects of parametels d;;, 6.1, 01w, 5, 1, M, w 0N the number of alliances with within-cluster proba-

bility of interference> 0.5 for a default set of parameter values.
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Figure S9: Effects of parametehs 3, u, n, w on the number of individuals in alliances (first column) alne size
of the largest alliance (second column) fgr, = 1.0,6;; = 0.5, 6, = —0.5, 0, = —1.0. Firstrow: N = 10,
second row:N = 20, third row: N = 30.
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Figure S10: Effects of parametels 3, 11, 7, w on theC'(!) measure of the largest alliance (first column), and the
number of alliances witl' (") > 0.5 (second column) fo,,, = 1.0,6; = 0.5, = —0.5, 8., = —1.0. First
row: N = 10, second rowN = 20, third row: N = 30.
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Supplementary Methods: Mean field approximation for the dyramics of coalitions on the

within-generation time-scale

We consider a group oV individuals in which conflicts occur at rateN. Below we will use two types of
averages: the average over a clique (i.e., a set of indildduao all are close allies), which we will denote @&,
and the average over all possible outcomes of the processh wiz will denote ag or E(¢), where¢ is a random
variable.

Approximate dynamics of the mean and variance of affinities par an egalitarian state. We assume that
all N individuals are close allies so that each individual awdire @onflict interferes in it. The average affinity of
the group is

1
() = NN-T) ; Tij-
After each conflict, each affinity value changes froto «;; + ¢;; wheree;; is a random variable describing the

change in affinity of individual to individual j. Leta = (z) be the expected average affinity. Since expectation

and averaging are linear, the expected average affinityaftenflict can be written as

All affinities continuously decay t6 at a constant rate. Therefore, the dynamics afare described by a differ-
ential equation
b oNTE (s1)
— =« — pa.
dt K
Similarly, letv = (22) — (z)2 be the expectation of the variance taken over all possibteoowes of the

process. Then the variance after a conflict is

Vo= B((@+e?) - (a+e)?)
= B((@%) +2(@e) + (%) = (@) + 2a)e) + ())°)
B((2) - (@) + (%) - (&)?) +2(e7) — 22} (7)

v (e?) = ()

where, as an approximation, we assumed thaimdz are independent with respect to the averaging operatgr, i.e
() = (z) ().
All squares of affinities decay t0 at a constant rateu. Therefore, the dynamics of are described by a
differential equation
dv —

L oN (- T) 2 s2)
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First, we consider the expected charigiein the affinity of a random pair of individuals after a conflithere

are three possibilities:

e With probability1/ (g) the two individuals are the initiators of the conflict. Streither of the two initiators

can be on the winning side, the expected change in theirtgffai

S dwr + 0w
0=

Under our assumptions about the meaning of parametgisnegative.

e With probability [Q(N - 2)/(2’)} w, one of the two individuals is an “initiator” while the othesmas aware
of the conflict and interfered on behalf of one side. Sinceetlage four ways to distribute the two individuals
over the winning and losing coalitions and each occurs wgtieéprobability, the expected change in their

affinity is

oww +Oowr + 0w +9LL

0= 1

e With probability {1 —1/(5) —2(Nv - 2)/(];)] w?, neither individual is the initiator of the conflict but both

are aware of it and interfere in the conflict. The expectedgkan their affinity iss.

Therefore,
N —_ J— —
&) = (i,) do + 2(]271\[_) 2) wé+ (2) 2((11\\;) -1 w?s (S3a)
. 9= 4(N — 2) - 2 9=

Then, equation$ ($1,S3b) predict that the average affimitye egalitarian state evolves to an equilibrium value

. aN T 5= 4N -2) - 2
a* = w0+ w(l w)§+N(N—1)

. N1 (6 — w23 . (S4)

The average affinity is positive only & > 0. The last term in the brackets can be neglected relativeetdirtst
term even for small groups (e.@V, > 5). The second term in the brackets can be neglected for Igrgaps (e.g.,
N > 40) if w is not too small. Under these conditions,~ %oﬂ d.

In a similar way and using the results above,

— 1 2(N —2)

5)—2(v-2)-1
82 :T(Sl—f'T
) o

G

w 62 + OJ2 521 (85)

where
Oty +0tw 5y — Syw + 0y + 0w + 5%L_

o= 2 : 4
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More involved calculations show that

- 1 -
<5>2 = 7]\]2(]\7 — 1)2 Z Zeijekl (S6a)
i#j k#l
1 _
- NZ(N —1)2 Z(aijeiﬂ' + Eijg0) (S6b)
i#j
1
+N2(N —1)2 Z Z (ij€ik + EijEky + EijEjk + Eijhi) (S6c)
i#] ki
1 _—
NI N — 1) Z Z (EijeHl (S6d)
i£j k,l#1,j
1 4(N —2) (N =2)(N-3)
= A A A S6
T E = R 7 6 ) R 70 D Bl (S6e)
where
7 f
A = N(N — 1) Z(Eijéij + Eijéji), (S6f)
i#£]
1
Ay = AN(N —1)(N —2) Z Z.(Eijgik + €ij€kj +Eij€5k + Eijgki), (S69)
i£] k#i,j
1 _—
Y NI & 2 (s6)

The termA; can be interpreted as the expected valuAcE ¢;;¢;; + ;¢ for a random pair of individuals

( andj). There are three cases to consider.
e With probabilityl/(];), the focal individuals are the initiators of the conflict.this case A = 262.

e With probability {2(]\7 — 2)/@[)} w, one of the two focal individuals is the initiator of the cactflvhile the

other is aware of it.
¢ With probability {1 -1/(§) —2(v - 2)/(];7)} w?, both focal individuals are aware of the conflict. In the
last two cases) = 62 + 202 — 4.

Therefore,

Al_%%(“[z(zv—m (M) -2V -2) -1

o) S @)

The termA, can be interpreted as the expected valuAoE e;jei + €556k + €ij€5k + €4k TOr a random

W2 | (62 + 265 — 61) (S7)

triple of individuals ¢, j andk). There are three cases to consider.

e With probability {3/ (g)} w, two of the three focal individuals are the initiators of tomflict while the third
is aware of it. In this case\ = (86,0 + 43°)/3.
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e With probability [3(N - 3)/(15)} w?, one of the three focal individuals is the initiator of thenfiwt while

the two others are aware of it.

e With probability {1 -3(N-3)/(5) - 3/(];)} w3, none of the three focal individuals are the initiators of

the conflict but all are aware of it.

To evaluateA in the last two cases, one needs to consider changes iniaffind@rresponding to all possible ways

to assign three individuals to the winning and losing caalg. This is done in the table below:

winners | losers| e;ei €ij€kj €ij€jk €ij€ki

ijk - Srw Srw Srw S
ij k| dwwowr dwworw Odwwowr OwworLw
ik J Ow Loww S dwrorw  dwroww
Jk i 0w Swoww  dewloww  Swowr
{ Jk 8r owrdrr,  dwrdrr  Swrlrw
J ik drworr 67w drwowr  OrwlrLr
k ij dprérw  Odprdwr  dLrdéLw  dLrdwr
- ijk 0L 07 07 0L

Using this table,

1
A :§(4612/VW + 45%L + 26%14/ + 2512/VL + 4dwwowr + 4wworw + 400w + 40 .owr + 46LW6WL)

1
:§[2(§WW + 00 + 6w + owr)? + 2(6ww — 0r1)?

=2 1
=46 + Z(&ww - 6LL)2-

Therefore,

4 ooz w2 [B(N=3) 5 (5)-3(N-3)-3
Ay = —w(28,6 +0) + w
e T @

The termA; can be interpreted as the expected valuAet ¢;;¢, for a random quartet of individuals, (j, &

w3 (432 + i [5WW — 5LL)2] . (S8)

andl). There are three cases to consider:

e With probability {6/(1;[)} w?, two of the four focal individuals are the initiators of thendlict while the two
others are aware of it. In this cas®,= d3 = [463 + 300 (Sww + 1) + 20LL0ww ] /12

e With probability [4(N - 4)/(];)} w3, one of the four focal individuals is the initiator of the dlict while

the three others are aware of it. In this cases 32.

e With probability {1 —4(N-4)/(5) - 6/(];)} w*, none of the three focal individuals are the initiators of

the conflict but all are aware of it. In this cagk,= 32.
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Therefore,

1
Ag = —w253 +
(%)

Keeping only the leading terms i/ N, (¢7;) = w?62, (eijen) = (w?8)2, which results in an equation for

5. (S9)

% = aNw? [Varé +(1- w2)32} — 2uv, (S10)

wherevar§ = 62 — 5. Higher order corrections (ih/N) can be found in a straightforward way from the formula
given above.
Keeping only the leading terms i’ N, the mean field approximation predicts the following eduilim values

at the egalitarian regime

., aNw?
a* = :
W
aNw? [Var(S +(1- w2)32
vt =

)

2u
The egalitarian state is stable if the fluctuations of paenaffinities around* do not result in negative affini-

ties. We conjecture that the egalitarian state is stakile i 31/v*, which is roughly equivalent ta*)? > 10v*,
2aNw? var d 9
>0 —+1-w”).
H 5
The strongest clique comprisingV; individuals; other No = N — N individuals belong to weaker

which in turn can be rewritten as

cligues. We assume that alV; individuals in the clique are close allies that always helpteother and never

help outsiders. To evaluate the expected average overithe¢t), we need to find the expected valuedt= ¢;;

for a random pair from the strongest clique. One needs todenfive possibilities:
e With probabilityl/(ZQV), the focal individuals are the initiators of the conflict.this caseA = 4.

e With probability2(N; — 2)w/(g’), one of the focal individuals is an initiator of a conflict alving another
member of the clique while the other is aware of the conflict Bxterferes on behalf of one side. In this

caseA = 4.

e With probability [(N{Q)/(g)} w?, both focal individuals are aware of and interfere in a cohfietween

two other members of the clique. In this cade= 6.

e With probability {QNQ/(ZQV)} w, one of the focal individuals is an initiator of a conflict @lving an outsider
while the other is aware of the conflict and interferes on Heidfahe cligue member. Assuming that the

clique always wWinsA = dyw .
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e With probability [(Nl - 2)N2/(1;f)} w?, both focal individuals are aware of and interfere in a confie-

tween a member of the clique and an outsider. Assuming teatlifjue always wins) = oy w .

Therefore,
— 1 2AN; —2) = (M%)~ 2N N; — 2)N.
(e) = x00 + ( iv )w5+ ( 2 )w25+ TQW(SWW + %w%ww- (S11)
(3) (2) (2) (3) (3)

Assume thaiV; = N — 1, N, = 1 (i.e., the single outsider case). Then the dynamics of theage within-clique

affinity a are described by equation

da 1 2N =3) = (7P o 2 (N —3)
— =aN |—<0d0 + wo + ~2—2 w5 + ——wlww + wW2oww | — pa.
dt [(év) (3) (2) (3) ()
Thus, the average affinity under the single outsider reginpeddicted to evolve to
. aN[ ,- 6(N-2) ,- 2(N-3) . — 2
ar = . [w 0 N(N—l)w (H_N(N—l) (2w6+w §WW)+N(N_1)(§O+2w6ww) :

Keeping only terms of orde?(1/N) and larger in the brackets,

alN
7

*_
Ay, =

{oﬂ 0+ %w(l —w)d + %oﬂ(éww - 3)] (S12)

It is illuminating to compare this expression with expressiS4) approximating the average affinity under egali-

tarian regime. Under the same assumptions, expressiorsifglifies to

a* = % [w2 0+ % w(l— w)S} . (S13)

If NV is not too largea* can be substantially smaller that. It is in this situation when a single outsider can
have a strong stabilizing effect on a small coalition. Faaraple, letae = 1, N = 20,w = 0.5, = 0.05 and
Sww = 1,6rr = 0.5,5pw = —0.5, 6wz, = —0.5 so thats = 0.125. Thena* = 15.00 buta’ = 23.75, so that a
single outsider significantly increases the average affofithe clique. A single outsider will also reduce variance

v, the effect of which will further strengthen the stabilitfthe coalition.
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