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Abstract

We study a condition of favoring cooperation in a Prisoner’s Dilemma game on complex networks.
There are two kinds of players: cooperators and defectors. Cooperators pay a benefit b to their
neighbors at a cost ¢, whereas defectors only receive a benefit. The game is a death-birth process
with weak selection. Although it has been widely thought that b/c > (k) is a condition of favoring
cooperation 1], we find that b/c > (k,,) is the condition. We also show that among three repre-
sentative networks, namely, regular, random, and scale-free, a regular network favors cooperation
the most whereas a scale-free network favors cooperation the least. In an ideal scale-free network,
cooperation is never realized. Whether or not the scale-free network and network heterogeneity favor
cooperation depends on the details of the game, although it is occasionally believed that these favor
cooperation irrespective of the game structure.
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1. Introduction

Although a player incurs a lot of cost for cooperative behavior and being selfish is usually more
beneficial than being cooperative as one player, cooperative behavior is ubiquitously observed in
various forms of life system including even single cell. Cooperation is even the basis of life system,
eco-system, and animal society including human being. Thereby, the research on how cooperation
emerges and being enhanced have attracted much attention [2] in game theory. To answer the
question Prisoner’s Dilemma game is often used, in which being defector is always better off than
being cooperator and, however, both of the players being cooperators are always better off than both
of them being defectors. This game structure reflects the situation of interest in reality.

The seminal paper [3] introduced a spatial structure in the game theory and showed that a lattice
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structure enhanced cooperation in Prisoner’s Dilemma game. Since then, it has been well recognized
that the spatial structure is one factor affecting the emergence of cooperation and thus a lot of
effort has been made in this direction [4-16]. In contrast, cooperation is often inhibited by spatial
structure in snow drift games [17]. The spatial structure is regarded as a network. Many networks
in reality are not often regular lattice; rather, they are often small-world; scale-free; or heterogenous
heterogeneous networks. It has also been recognized that underlying network structures crucially
determine an outcome of the models such as percolation, synchronization, epidemic spread, the Ising
, voter, and a lot of other models [18,119]. Thereby, many researchers have expressed interest in games
on such complex networks recently (see review [20]) and explored especially how network structures
such as the small-world characteristics, the scale-freeness, the network heterogeneity, and so on,
affect the emergence of cooperation. For instance, Refs. [21H23] showed that the scale-free network
enhanced cooperation. Contrary to them, in the present paper we will conclude for the Prisoner’s
Dilemma model defined in section P] that cooperation is inhibited by scale-free or heterogeneous
network and enhanced by regular network, agreeing with Refs. [3, 124].

The review [2] entitled “Five rules for the evolution of cooperation” listed five mechanisms for the
evolution of cooperation: kin selection, direct reciprocity, indirect reciprocity, network reciprocity,
and group selection. We will show that the condition of favoring cooperation exactly corresponds to
the network reciprocity of the five mechanisms. More specifically, the condition is b/c > (kn,) for
general uncorrelated networks (in which the degree and the nearest neighbor degree do not correlate),
where b and ¢ are the benefit and the cost of the Prisoner’s Dilemma game, and (k,,) is the mean
degree of the nearest neighbors. Although many preceding researches are numerical simulations, we
will analytically derive the condition by using pair approximation and mean-field approximation in
heterogenous networks.

Previously, however, it was widely believed for the same model that the general condition for
favoring cooperation is b/c > (k) [1] (and reviews |2, 20]), where (k) is the mean degree. The
point here is the difference between (ky,) and (k). The difference is essential in network theory,
producing interesting results in complex networks; see Refs. [25-27]. It is not too much to say that
owing to the difference network theory can exist. If a network has no degree-degree correlation, then

(knn) = (k*)/{k). The probability that an end of a link is attached to a vertex with degree k, P, (k),



is given by

Pon(k) = # Ends attached to vertices with degree k
o # All the ends of links in the network
_ NEP(k)
TN RP(R)

where P(k) is the degree distribution. Therefore, we have

(kun) = > kPun (k)
k

S RP(R) )
S FPR) (R

The present paper is organized as follows. In section 2] we will explain the model. From section [ to[6],

(2)

we will derive the condition. In section [ we will give an intuition why b/c > (k,,) is the condition.
In section [@ we will confirm the condition by numerical simulations. Finally, we will conclude in

section [I0]

2. Model

Let us introduce the model. We consider two kinds of players: cooperators (C) and defectors (D).
Cooperators pay a benefit b to their neighbors at a cost ¢, while defectors only receive the benefit.

The game is a Prisoner’s Dilemma (PD) game. The payoff matrix of the game is given by

C D
Clb—c —c
D b 0

The game proceeds as follows. (See also Fig.[Il)

At each time step, a randomly selected player dies. The adjacent players compete for the empty
vertex, occupying it with a probability proportional to their fitness defined below; this is called the
death-birth process. There is another interpretation of an evolutionary game |28]. At each time step,
an player is randomly chosen and updates his strategy by imitating his neighbors’ strategy with a
probability proportional to their payoff. We can thereby regard the model as a model of human
behavior, which is called imitation dynamics in social sciences.

The fitness of each player F'is given by the sum of constant term, the baseline fitness 1 — w and
the payoff from the game P multiplied by w; namely, ' =1 — w 4+ wP. We set w < 1, which is

called weak selection. Then the probabilities of strategies change only slowly.



Figure 1: An example of the update rule of the game on a network.

In Fig. [I, for example, the total payoff of cooperators around the randomly chosen shaded vertex
is Fo = 2 — 2w + w(bb — 6¢), while that of defectors is Fp = 2 — 2w + 3wb. The central randomly
chosen player will be updated to a cooperator with the probability F/(Fc+ Fp) and to be a defector
with the probability I /(Fc + Fp).

The update rule is a replicator dynamics extended to a network. If a network is complete, it is

equivalent to a replicator dynamics:

d
pi = wpi(P, — P), 1
i wp; ( ) (4)

where p; is the probability of strategy ¢, P; is the mean payoff from the game of the player adopting
strategy i, and P is the mean payoff from the game over all players. This is called replicator equation
on graphs [29].

In the following, we explain the criterion whether a network favors cooperation or not. As the
initial condition, we prepare a network in which all the vertices are occupied by defectors only. Next,
we replace one of them by a single cooperator and run the evolutionary games until all the vertices
are occupied either by only defectors, or by only cooperators. There are only two terminal states:

one is that the whole network is occupied by cooperators only and the other is that it is occupied



by defectors only. We iterate the same game a number of times and obtain the probability that only
cooperators occupy the vertices. This probability is called the fixation probability pc [30]. If the
selection neither favors nor opposes cooperation, the fixation probability pc is 1/N, where N is the
network size, because the density of the cooperators in the initial condition is 1/N. If the fixation
probability pc is larger than 1/N, we say that the network structure favors cooperation, and vice
versa.

We want to know the dynamics of the probability of cooperators pc. However, we first study the

more general problem of the following payoff matrix with strategy A and B:

A B
Al z vy

(5)
B\ z s

A player is set on each vertex and plays games with its neighbors only. We consider a network
without degree-degree correlations. We want to know the dynamics of the probability distribution
of cooperators pc. However, we first study the problem of the general setting in Eq. (B]), and then
of the Prisoner’s Dilemma game. Let N(k) denote the number of vertices with degree k and let
P(k) denote degree distribution. Let P,,(ky,) denote the probability that an adjacent vertex has
degree kyn; Pon(knn) is the degree distribution of nearest neighbors, which is different from the degree
distribution P(k). Let px (k) denote the probability of strategy X on a vertex with degree k. We
use the pair approximation [31]. Let gx|y (kn, k) denote the conditional probability of finding an
X-player, given that the adjacent vertex is occupied by a Y-player, and that the degrees of the
X-player and the Y-player are k,, and k, respectively. For example, the probability that a randomly
chosen vertex is a Y-player with degree k£ and a next neighboring vertex is a X-player with degree
Fun is py (k) P(k)qx|y (Kun, k) Pan(knn) in pair approximation.

We now provide the outline of derivation. We need to know the dynamics of p4, where p4 is
the probability of strategy A in the whole network. For this purpose, we also need the dynamics
of the conditional probabilities such as gaja(knn, k). As such, we first calculate p4(k), and then
calculate gaja(knn, k). Then, we calculate the fixation probability p4 by a diffusion approximation.
The terminal state of the probability p4 is either 1 or 0 only and the fixation probability of strategy
A, pa, is the probability that ps reaches 1 in one game. At the final stage, we substitute the
payoff matrix (B)) with the Prisoner’s Dilemma game (3]), and then we have the condition of favoring
cooperation b/c > (kuy).

We will follow the derivation of Ref. [1]. The difference is that we consider the heterogeneity



of degree distribution explicitly. Therefore, a probability of strategy and a conditional probability
depend on the degree k and nearest neighbor degree k,, so that we write them as px(k) and
qx|y (knn, k) as defined above. In addition, in order to deal with a heterogenous network we use a
mean-field approximation for network structure that we will explain in the following. As a result of
the mean-field approximation we will have two kinds of the probability of strategy px and p%', and
two kinds of the conditional probability ¢x|y and qg(n‘y. The definitions will be given below.

In the mean-field approximation for a heterogenous network structure, the degree of a vertex
adjacent to any randomly chosen vertex is replaced by the mean degree of nearest neighbors (k,,) as
illustrated in Fig. 2l(a). Subsequently, a vertex with degree (k) is also surrounded by vertices with
degree (ky,) as illustrated in Fig. 2(b). Further, a degree of any randomly chosen vertex is replaced
by the mean degree (k). Thus, in the mean-field approximation the probability of strategy A on a
randomly chosen vertex is given by pa((k)), and the probability of strategy A on a neighbor of a

randomly chosen vertex is given by pa((knn))-

oS =
& ® ¢ B

Figure 2: : Mean-Field approximation. (a) A vertex with an arbitrary degree k is surrounded by vertices with degree

(knn). (b) A neighboring vertex with degree (kyn) is also surrounded by vertices with degree (kpny).

3. Dynamics of probability of strategy

First, we study the case where a B-player with degree k is randomly chosen with probability
pp(k)P(k) and changes the strategy from B to A, and consequently p4 increases by 1/N (k). Because
we need pa((k)) and pa((kun)), we compute p4(k) first and then substitute (k) and (k,,) later on.

Let k4 and kg denote the number of A-players and B-players in the neighborhood of that ran-
domly chosen B-player. As such, k4 + kg = k. Because of the mean-field approximation we replace
the degree of any neighboring vertex by (k,,), and the degrees of A-players and B-players around the
randomly chosen B-player by both (k,,). We define dxly = ax|y ({knn), (knn)). Degrees of neighboring

vertices of the neighbors of any randomly chosen vertex are (ky,) as illustrated in Fig. 2(b). Thus, for



example, the probability that a neighbor of an A-player neighboring to the randomly chosen vertex
is a B-player is given by qpja((kun), (knn)) = THia- Therefore, the expected fitness of A-players and
B-players adjacent to the chosen B-player, f4 and fg, respectively, are given by

fA =l-w+tw [(<knn> - l)qIIZXTAz + {(<knn> - 1)Q%I|1A + 1}y} ) (6)
fo=1=w+w[((kw) = Daijpz + {((kun) — Dagip + 1}s]. (7)

The probability that the randomly chosen B-player changes the strategy from B to A is then given
by

kafa

kafa+kefs (8)

The probability that a randomly chosen B-player has k4 A-players and kg B-players in the neigh-
borhood is given by

> kk' (a5 (R, 1)) (a1 ((Fun) K)) (9)

1kn!
kathp=k A ks
Therefore, the probability that a B-player is randomly chosen and changes the strategy from B to
A, and consequently p4(k) increases by 1/N(k) is given by

Pr <ApA(k) = Ni) :pB Z k’ 'k’ ' QA|B(<knn>> k))kA (QB\B(<knn>a k))kB

(k) k Atkp=Fk
% o
Next, we consider the case where an A-player is randomly chosen and then the A-player changes
the strategy from A to B, and consequently pa(k) decreases by 1/N (k).
The probability that an A-player with degree k is chosen is pa(k)P(k). Suppose that around the
randomly chosen A-player, there are k4 A-players and kg B-players and the probability that such a

configuration occurs is given by

k!

vy (@aa (k). 1)) (a1} 4)) (1)

The expected fitness of A-players and B-players adjacent to the randomly chosen A-player, g4 and

gB, respectively, are given by

ga = l-—w+w [{(<knn> - 1)QZTA + 1}‘7: + ((knn> - 1)Q%I|1Ay} ) (12)

9B = l—w+w [{(<knn> o 1)q§1r\lB + 1}Z + ((knn> o 1)q%r|lB8} : (13>



Thus the probability that the randomly chosen A-player changes strategy from A to B is given by

k
___"BIB (14)
kaga + kpgs

Therefore, the probability that an A-player is randomly chosen to update the strategy and then
changes the strategy from A to B, and consequently the probability of strategy A with degree k

decreases by 1/N(k) is given by

1 k! " B
Pr (80409 = =57 ) =paP0) 3 s o) amat i)
kpgs
kaga+kpgs (15)
Combining Eqgs. (I0) and (I5), we have
d 1 1 1 1
EPA(]C) BN Pr (APA(k‘) = N(k)) TN Pr (APA(k‘) = _W) ~ (16)

Because the degree of any randomly chosen vertex is (k), thus the probability of strategy A in the

network is p4((k)) in the mean-field approximation. Thus we have

d 1 N . (R)! kafa
" =y P (R)ps kA+§:<k>(qAB)k w10) kg s 1 kT
1 ks ke (E)! kpgp

ka+kp=(k)

Recall that ¢x;y = ¢xy ((kun), ().
We also need to have E[Ap%], where p3 = px({ku,)) is the probability of strategy A in the
neighborhood of a randomly chosen player. Substituting (k,,) with & of Eq. (I6]), we have

d 1 <knn>' kAfA
nn P knn nn nn \ka/ nn \kp
" TN ((kun) )P kA+k§B=<knn>(QAlB) (45]p) kalkplkafa+kpfp
1 Z (Fnn)! kBgs
N )z knn nn nn \kq/ nn \kp . 18
N(<knn>) (< >)pA (qA|A) (qB\A) kA'kB' kAgA kBgB ( )

kA +k3B:<knn>

The fact that the set of equations is closed here is due to the mean-field approximation.

4. Dynamics of conditional probability

We then go on to the dynamics of conditional probabilities g4 and Tala- We again use the
mean-field approximation, replacing degree of any randomly chosen vertex by (k) and that of any

adjacent vertex by (kn,). First, we study the dynamics of gaja = gaja((kun), (k).



We now study the case where g4 increases. For this purpose, suppose that a B-player is
randomly chosen and then changes the strategy from B to A. Suppose that the randomly chosen
B-player is linked to k4 A-players and kg B-players. The probability that the B-player with this

configuration is chosen is given by

(k)

peP((k)) (qa3)* (g818)" (19)
kalkp!
The probability that the randomly chosen B-player changes the strategy from B to A is given by
k
A—fA‘ (20)
kafa+kpfs

After the B-player changes the strategy, the conditional probability g4 4 increases by

PA((k), t)qaja((hon), (k)N ((F)) (k) Pon ((Fan)) + ka

because conditional probability gaj4(knn, k) is given by the number of linked pairs of an A-player with

- QA\A(<knn>a <k>)a (21)

degree (k,,) and an A-player with degree k divided by the number of linked pairs of an A-player
with degree k£ and a player of any strategy with degree (ky,). Using the fact that p4 changes of order

O(w), which will be confirmed later, the above equation becomes
kA
paN((k)){k)

Next, we are going to study the case where g4 4 decreases. Suppose that an A-player is randomly

+O(w). (22)

chosen and the A-player has k4 A-players and kg B-players in the neighborhood. The probability

that the A-player with such a configuration is chosen is

(k)

PaP((k)) =5 (aa14)™ (aB1a)"™. (23)
kalkp!
The probability that the A-player changes the strategy from A to B is
kpgp
—_ 24
kaga + kpgs (24)
After the A-player changes the strategy, the conditional probability gaj4 decreases by
kA
——————— + O(w). (25)
palN((k)) (k)
Therefore, we have
d ka (k)! k k kafa
— = ————ppP({k A B~
arn Z_ o et ) o aas) ™ ase) ™ e
atkp=(k)
ka (k)! k k kpgp
— —————pAP({k A L —
. Z_ pAUf)N((]{?))pA (( >) kA'kB' (QA|A) (QB\A) kAgA n kBgB
a+kp=(k)

+ O(w), (26)



Analogously, we will compute E[¢}},], where ¢y = qaja((kun), (kan))-

d 2k (Fun)! k kafa
0N — nnP k nn g "MAJA
ai"h 2 P onn) N () (o)) e (i) (a51) kafa+kpfs
A+kB <knn>
2k (Fan)! k kpgp
- m PA"P((knn)) (qhf) "™ (g5 )" —————
kA+i§=:<km,> PA" (kan) N (i) ) ! kalkp! Al Bl4 kaga + kpgs
+ O(w). (27)

The derivation is given in detail in

5. The System of Equations

We now simplify the master equations in Eqs. (IT), (I8), (26), and ([217). Transforming p4 in

Eq. (I7), we have
d (k) —1

EpA = WPAB ([xl'—‘—[by—lzz—ISS)w+O(w2), (28)
where
L = ((kun) — 1)@A1a(qa14 + gB1B) + qa)a,
Iy = ((kun) — 1)agja(gaja + gp1B) + q5)5;
(29)
I = ((kan) — 1)aalp(q414 + gB1B) + qa)4,
Iy = ((kpn) — 1)QB|B(C]A\A + QB\B) + 4B|B;
while the conditional probability ¢4 in Eq. (26) is transformed to
d
— = — 1 ky —1 — O(w). 30
779414 <k>NpApAB [ + ((k) HaaB C.IA\A}} + O(w) (30)

We confirmed that p, is of order O(w), whereas a4 is of order O(w?). To derive Eq. ([28)), we used

the mean-field relation
x| yPy = PXy = PrXx = Qv |xDPx; (31)

the reason why it holds is discussed in Owing to this relation the O(w?) terms in

Eq. (28) vanish.
Equations (I8)) and (27) lead to

d nn <kﬂn> —1 nn nn nn nn
i :WPAB (Iw r+ LM — "2 — I s)w+0(w2), (32)



where

L = ((kan) — 1)@31a(@00a + aBB) + Tajas
1" = ((kan) — 1)dpia(2aja + dBl) + 9B/ (33)
L = ((kn) — D)@AB(0004 + qB]B) + dajas
I3 = ((kun) — I)QB\B(QA\A + qBB) + BB
and
nn 2 nn nn
%qA\A = WPAB [1 + ((Fun) — 1){(1,4\3 - QA\A}] + O(w). (34)

We thus confirmed that p* is of order O(w) and ¢}, is of order O(w®). To derive Eq. (32), we used
the relation ¢y, py" = pxy = qy|xPx- Owing to this relation the O(w®) terms in Eq. (32) vanish.

We now have the following system of equations:

= Fi(pa, qaja, ¢ita)w + O(w?),

(
pa = F0), dja)w + O(w?), (35)
daja = F3(pa, qaja; 4ija) + O(w),
daja = Fu(py', dala) + O(w),
where the functions F; are defined in Eqs. (28), (82), (B0), and ([34). The equations of p and p™ are
of order O(w), whereas the equations of ¢44 and of ¢y 4 are of order O(w?). Because w < 1 meaning
weak selection, the conditional probabilities g44 and )4 converge to stationary values much faster

than py and p}* do. Thus the system very quickly converges to the slow manifold given by F5 = 0

and F; = 0. Therefore, we assume that the following equations always hold:
1+ ((k) — D{qaip — qaja} =0,

1+ ((knn) — 1){(1%13 - q;ﬁlA} =0.

Because the relations concerning the strategy pair, ¢x|ypy = pxy = qy|xpx and q&ﬁypr§“ =pxy =

(36)

Ay ixPX s hold, the probabilities of strategies pa,pp, P, and pg' and the conditional probabilities

QA1 G814, 4B(Bs Qs €5 C5as dit, and ¢y can be expressed in terms of pa, P, gaja, and g,
Further, using Eqgs. (B6), we can express the conditional probabilities in terms of p4 and p5". In other

words, only p4 and p}" are sufficient to express the other probabilities and conditional probabilities.

6. The condition of favoring cooperation

Remember that our concern is the dynamics of ps. We now approximate the dynamics of p4

as a diffusion process [32, 133]. Eliminating the conditional probabilities from Eqs. ([B6) and using



Egs. (IO [I5), we have the expectation value of Ap, and the variance of Apy as follows:

1 1 1 !
E[APA] —W Pr (APA — N(<k5>)) - N((k)) Pr (APA o _N(U{?)))

~ <k>(<<]€]{?>:21)NpA(1 —pa) (apa+ BPR +7) wit
—m(pa) A, (37)
Verlopal = <N<k>)2 Pr (802 = 5 + (‘N(ik»)zh (87 =570
—(<k>2_(<]1€)>]\7]32<k>)m(1 — pa) At = v(pa) At (38)
where

Q= (o —y— 2t ) —2), (39)
8= (o =y — =+ S)(E) ((hun) — 2), (10)
1= @y — 2 8) (2 — y)E) + () oy — ). (a1)

The dynamics of p4 is approximated by the diffusion process with the drift m(p,) and the variance
v(pa) for unit time step At.
The fixation probability of strategy A, pa(r), for the initial probability

pa(t = 0) = r, satisfies the following differential equation:
dpa(r) | v(r) dpa(r)

0=m(r) dr 2 dr? (42)
Now, we use the prisoner’s dilemma pay-off matrix given by
C D
Clb—c —c
(43)
D b 0
The differential equation (42)) becomes
dpc(r) 1 dpo(r)
0=(b—clkn 44
T A (5 = 4
Since w < 1, pa(1) =1, and pc(0) = 0, we have the solution of Eq.(44) in the form
N((k
pc(r)=r+w (é ) (b — c(kpn))r(1 —1r). (45)

As we discussed in section 2] the criterion that a network favors cooperation is pc(1/N) > 1/N.

Therefore, we have

2> (). (40

This is the condition that a network favors cooperation.



7. Intuition: Why is b/c > (kpn,) the condition?

We present intuitive reasoning of why the condition for favoring cooperation is b/¢ > (kn,). The
point is that the mean degree of players competing for the vacant vertex is (ky,). In the mean-field

picture, any vertex is surrounded by vertices with degree (k,,), as illustrated in Fig. [3

Figure 3: In the mean-field approximation for a network structure, the degrees of vertices adjacent to any vertex are

(knn)-

After we transform the second equation of Eq. (36]), replacing A by C and B by D, and using

a&p = 1 = adip obtained from deje =0, the equation becomes

((knn> - 1)qgr\lC = (<knn> - 1)prén +p%n> (47)
(<knn> - 1)qgr|lD = (<knn> - 1)prén - pgn' (48>

Subtracting the second equation from the first one, we have

((Fan) — D(@jc — ¢lp) = 1. (49)

Now, suppose that a C-player and a D-player compete for a vacant vertex V as illustrated in
Fig. [ Because the payoff matrix of the Prisoner’s Dilemma game is given by Eq. ([43]), the expected
payoft from the game for a C-player, G, and that of a D-player, G}, are respectively given by

G = (b= e (kum) = 1) = cgblo((kun) = 1) + bbvc — (50)
' = bl (k) — 1) + blvc, (1)

where V is either C or D. If G& — G > 0 holds, the network favors cooperation. Using ((knn) —

1)(g¢jc — agp) = 1, and gpjc = 1 — q¢jc in Eq. [#d), we have

G — G > (),



Figure 4: A C-player and a D-player compete for a vacant vertex V. The degree of the vacant vertex is arbitrary. The

mean degrees of the C-player and the D-player are both (ky,).

which yields
- > <knn>~ (52)

Thus, if the condition b/c > (k,,) is satisfied, cooperators are favored in the network.

In other words, we see from Eq. (49) that the C-neighbors of the vacant vertex V have, on
average, one more C neighbor among their (k,,) other neighbors than the D-neighbors of V do. This
extra benefit b must outweigh the cost ¢(ky,) incurred by the C-neighbors of V. Thus we must have
b/c > (ku,). In the example illustrated in Fig. Bl the C-neighbor of the vacant vertex V has three
cooperators as the neighbors, while the D-neighbor has two cooperators. The payoft from the game
of the cooperator, Gc¢ = 3b — ¢(kyy,), must outweigh that of the defector, Gp = 2b. Thus, we have
the condition (46]).

8. Which networks favor cooperation the most and the least

Because our condition b/c > (ky,) depends on (kyy,), we can see which of the three representative
networks, regular, random, and scale-free, favors cooperation the most and the least. For this
comparison purposes, we fix (k)(= p) for the three networks. Even though (k) is the same, (k)
can be different.

In general, we have

_ (Bt
(o) = Ty =~ (53)

where o2 is the variance of the degree distribution. For a regular network, (k)

regular __ U since

0% = 0. The degree distribution of a random network is Poisson. Because the mean and the variance
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Figure 5: The C-neighbor has, on average, one more cooperator among their (k,,) — 1 neighbors than the D-neighbor

does.

of Poisson distribution are the same, we have (k,,)™4°™ = (k) +1 for a random network. Therefore,
(kpp)resular < (k,yrandom A gcale-free network is a network in which the degree distribution P(k)
follows P(k) ~ k=7 typically with 2 < v < 3. The mean degree of the nearest neighbors of a scale-free

network of infinite size is

() tree = % = { /1 N kz—wk] / [ /1 h kl—mk] = 00

for 2 < v < 3. Thus, the inequality (kp,)™84ar < (ky,)random < (g, ysealefree holds for almost all the
cases of interest.

Among the three network classes, a regular network favors cooperation the most and a scale-free
network favors it the least. In an ideal scale-free network of infinite size and with 2 < v < 3, coop-

> scale-free

eration is unfeasible because (ky, is infinite. Because of Eq. (53), the network heterogeneity
increases (kn,). In other words, a heterogenous network suppresses cooperation. The feature that
the scale-free network suppresses cooperation is seen in the numerical simulations in Ref. [1] and also
agrees with Ref. [24]. However, Refs. [21-23] claim that the scale-free network and the heterogenous
network conversely favors cooperation. This is probably because the rule of the games are different.
Whether or not the scale-free network and the heterogenous network favor cooperation depends on

the details of the game, although it is occasionally believed that these favor cooperation irrespective

of the rule of a game.
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Figure 7: Results for numerical simulations of scale-free networks. (d)—(f) N = 600, w = 1073, v = 7.5, and
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9. Simulations

In the following, we show numerically that the condition (46]) holds well, verifying our approx-
imations. We simulate the game on several networks with b/c set to different values. The random
networks are Erdos-Reyni random networks [34]. The scale-free networks are made by a preferential
attachment mechanism [35,136]. In Fig. 6l and Fig. [, the x axis indicates b/c, while the y axis does
the fixation probability. The horizontal straight line corresponds to the neutral probability given by
1/N. If a point is above the horizontal line, the network favors cooperation by definition; if the point
is below the horizontal line, the network suppresses cooperation. The vertical broken line indicates
the point where b/c = (ky,). Our condition holds exactly if a point falls onto the crossing of the
horizontal and vertical lines. Figure[6l and Fig. [7] show that for both random and scale-free networks,
our condition holds well.

We constructed the scale-free networks in the following way. First, we prepare a complete network
consisting of K vertices, in which all the vertices are connected to each other. Next, a new vertex
with m links enters into the existing network. The probability that the new vertex is connected to an
existing vertex i is % where k; is the degree of vertex i. Next, another new vertex enters the
exiting network in the same way. After repeating this process, we have a scale-free network. As N
gets large enough the exponent v of the degree distribution of the scale-free network asymptotically
converges to v = 3+ A/m. In the simulation, we use m = (k)/2, K = m+ 1, N = 600, and A is
such that 3+ A/m = 7.5, so that the exponent -y is 7.5.

In Fig. 8 we compare the random and the scale-free networks. The network size N, w, and
the mean degree (k) are taken to be the same. The comparison shows that random networks favor
cooperation more than scale-free networks do, because the fixation probabilities for random networks

are greater for all the points.

10. Conclusion

We study the Prisoner’s Dilemma game where the payoff matrix is given by

C D

Clb—c —c
: (54)

D b 0

and analytically derive the condition of favoring cooperation for uncorrelated networks. The game is

done under a death-birth process with weak selection. In summary, we obtained the following four
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Figure 8: Comparison between random networks and scale-free networks. The random network is indicated by circles;
the scale-free network is indicated by crosses. The parameters are common: (k) = 10, N = 600, and w = 10~2 for
both networks. The exponent of scale-free network ~ is 7.5. The y axis indicates the fixation probability; the = axis

indicates b/c.

results.

(i) Although it has been widely thought that b/c > (k) is the condition of favoring cooperation,
we show that b/c > (ky,) is the condition. The mean degree of players competing for a vacant vertex
is (kun) and the fitness of these adjacent players are determined by (kn,); then, (ky,,) determines the
outcome.

(ii)) We show that among three representative networks, regular, random, and scale-free, a regular
network favors cooperation the most and a scale-free network the least. This is because the condition
depends on the mean degree of nearest neighbors, (k,,). Whereas the scale-free network has the
largest mean degree of nearest neighbors, the regular network has the least for the same value of the
mean degree (k).

(iii) In an ideal typical scale-free network characterized by the infinite number of vertices with
~v < 3, cooperation is unfeasible.

(iv) Although the scale-free network and the heterogeneous network favor cooperation in some
cases, they suppress cooperation in our case. The scale-free network does not always favor cooperation
irrespective of the game structure, although some occasionally believe so. Whether the scale-free

network enhances or diminishes cooperation depends on details of the game.
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Appendix A. The derivation of E[Aq}},]

In the present appendix, we derive E [AQZT ' in Eq. [27). First, we are going to study the case
where )4 increases. Suppose that a B-player with degree (k,,) that is linked to ks A-players and
kg B-players in the neighborhood is randomly chosen. The probability that an A-player is chosen is
given by

knn nn nn
%n ((knn>)ﬁqA|BkAQB|BkBa (Al)

where p§¥ = px((knn)). The probability that the chosen B-player changes the strategy from B to A
is

kafa

_ A2
kafa+ksfs (8.2)
If the B-player changes the strategy from B to A, the conditional probability {44 increases by

2ka
PN ((Kan)) (Fan)

where we have used the fact that p’" changes only of order w, which will be confirmed later.

+O(w), (A.3)

Note the factor 2 in the numerator of Eq. (A.3]). We are going to explain the reason of the factor
in Fig. [A9 The conditional probability increases when a B-player on the vertex 1 changes the
strategy from B to A and the player is linked to an A-player on the vertex 2. The point is that when
both of the degrees of the vertex 1 and the vertex 2 are (ky,), the factor 2 appears. Let A1l denote the



strategy A of the vertex 1 and A2 that of the vertex 2. Thus, both of the pairs A1-A2 and A2-Al
resulting from the change of strategy contribute to the increase in the conditional probability; one is
seen from the vertex 1 and the other is seen from the vertex 2. When the vertex 1 was a B-player,
on the other hand, the pair was B1-Al. In the case of qaja({(knn), (k)), from the assumption that a
randomly chosen vertex has the degree (k) and the vertices adjacent to the randomly chosen one has
the degree (k,,) the conditional probability would increase in one way seen from the vertex with the
degree (k) in Eq. (25).

Suppose that the vertex 1 changes the strategy from B to A; then the pairs of k and (k)
increases by one. On the other hand, suppose that the vertex 3 changes the strategy from B to A;
then the pairs of (kn,) and (k,,) increases by two. One is seen from the vertex 3 to 4 and the other
is seen from the vertex 4 to 3.

Next, we are going to study the case where Tala decreases. Suppose that an A-player with degree
(kun) linked to k4 A-players and kg B-players in the neighborhood is randomly chosen to update the
strategy. The probability that it happens is given by

P ()L P (A4

The probability that the randomly chosen A-player changes strategy from A to B is

ksgs
. A5
kaga + kpgn (4.5)

If the A-player changes the strategy from A to B, then the conditional probability 44 Increases by

2k 4
+ O(w). A6
N () O (A4.6)
We thus have Eq. (27):
d 2kA <knn>' k k kAfA
o oon nn p knn nn A NN B
dthlA kA+]§::<k“> p2n<knn>N(<knn>)pB (( >)kA'kB' (qA|B) (qB|B) kAfA + kaB
2k 4 (Fnn)! k k kpgn
_ nn knn nn A nn B
k Y T NP P ke e ) () R
A+kp=(knn)
+ O(w). (A.7)

Appendix B. The reason gx|ypy = pxy = Pvyx = qy|xPx holds

In the present appendix, we argue the relation (31I]). The point is that in the mean-field approx-

imation the degree of any randomly chosen vertex is (k), that of any neighboring degree is (ky,),



and that of a vertex attached to a randomly chosen link is also (kn,). Note also that gx|y is the
conditional probability between randomly chosen vertex and its neighbor, and ax)y is the conditional
probability between vertices on both ends of a randomly chosen link.

Pair probabilities are computed by two methods. In one method, we first choose a vertex randomly
and check the strategy X of the vertex. Then, we check the strategies of all vertices linked to the
chosen vertex. The conditional probability of finding a strategy Y on another vertex is gy|x. This
procedure is carried out iteratively for all N vertices. Because every link is connected to two vertices
and every pair is counted twice, in this method, we count 2L pairs in total, where L denotes the
number of links in the network. The pair probabilities computed by this method let us understand
the relation gx|ypy = pxy = qv|xPx-

In the other method of computing pair probability, we first choose a link and check the strategies
of vertices of both ends of the chosen link. The probability of finding a strategy X on one end is p",
and the conditional probability of finding a strategy Y on the other end given that the strategy X is
already found is Ay Then, we carry out this procedure iteratively for all L links. In this method,
we count L pairs in total. The pair probabilities computed by this method let us understand the
relation aX|yPY' = Pxy = Qy|xPX - Because of the mean-field relation ¢x|ypy = pxy = qv|xPx, the
O(w®) term in Eq. (28)) vanishes.

We also give another explanation of the relation gx|ypy = qy|xpx. The pair probability pxy is

given by
_ # of XY pairs
pxy = # of Links
. ann,k x|y (kan, k) P (knn |k)ENp(k)py (k) (B.1)
N N (k) ’ '
and the pair probability pyx is given by
_ # of YX pairs
byx = # of Links
. ann,k QY|X(knn>k)P(knn|k)kNp(k)pX(k) (B 2)
- N(k) . .
Further, the relation pxy = pyx holds. Therefore, the following equation holds:
ann,k QX|Y(knn> k)P(knn|k)kNp(k)pY(k) . (B 3>
ann,k QY\X(knna k)P(knn|k)kNp(k)pX(k)
=DPyx = . (B.4)

N (k)



Because of the mean-field approximation we replace the degree of nearest neighbors k,, by (k,,) and

the degree k by (k):

3k @1y (b, B) P (R, K)p(R)py (R)EN
Pxy = NGB

(B.5)

I%}/]gw = 4x|yPy- (B.6)

Therefore, pxy = qxypy holds in the mean-field approximation. Similarly, pyx = qy|xpx holds.

Thus, qyv|xpx = Pyx = Pxy = qx|yPy holds in the mean-field approximation.
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