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Facilitators on networks reveal the optimal interplay between information exchange and reciprocity

Attila Szolnoki! Matjaz Perc and Mauro Mobilid

nstitute of Technical Physics and Materials Science, RebeCentre for Natural Sciences,
Hungarian Academy of Sciences, P.O. Box 49, H-1525 Budabestgary
2Faculty of Natural Sciences and Mathematics, Universitiafibor, Koroska cesta 160, SI-2000 Maribor, Slovenia
3Department of Applied Mathematics, School of Mathematicgyersity of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT, U.K.

Reciprocity is firmly established as an important mechartisa promotes cooperation. An efficient infor-
mation exchange is likewise important, especially on stmed populations, where interactions between players
are limited. Motivated by these two facts, we explore the mfl facilitators in social dilemmas on networks.
Facilitators are here mirrors to their neighbors — they evafe with cooperators and defect with defectors —
but they do not participate in the exchange of strategiessuks, in addition to introducing direct reciprocity,
they also obstruct information exchange. In well-mixedydapons, facilitators favor the replacement and in-
vasion of defection by cooperation as long as their numbeeeds a critical value. In structured populations,
on the other hand, there exists a delicate balance betwedpetiefits of reciprocity and the deterioration of
information exchange. Extensive Monte Carlo simulatiohsazial dilemmas on various interaction networks
reveal that there exists an optimal interplay between recity and information exchange, which sets in only
when a small number of facilitators occupies the main hultse§cale-free network. The drawbacks of missing
cooperative hubs are more than compensated by recipramtyaathe same time, the compromised information
exchange is routed via the auxiliary hubs with only margloases in effectivity. These results indicate that it
is not always optimal for the main hubs to become “leaderhefmasses”, but rather to exploit their highly
connected state to promote tit-for-tat-like behavior.

PACS numbers: 89.75.Fb, 87.23.Ge, 87.23.Kg

I. INTRODUCTION reciprocity [11, 18-20], whose principle has an appealing
physical interpretation (cooperators are better off wheayt
re surrounded by cooperators), has recently attracted in-

understanding the reasons for so much biological diversit erest in the physics community |41+33]. ~ Quite interest-
pgly it has been found that, in contrast to what happens

are among the most important challenges to Darwin’s natur . ; .
g P 9 in spatially-homogeneous (well-mixed) populations, tie a

selection theory. For instance, it has been found that-tropi LS . . :
rangement of individuals according to certain topologias c

cal forests and coral reefs teem with biological variatemm ad 1o verv different scenarios. For instance. it was found
there are also many examples of insects that coordinate thétﬁ Ty ) L ’ )
at local interactions on regular lattices enhance theigalr

efforts and even give up their own reproductive potential (fi of cooperators in prisoner’s dilemma games but inhibitrthei

ness) to benefit that of the “queen’ [1]. Other examples in-"_ i inst the i ion by “defectors” i wdrif
clude micro-organisms that can join forces to form biofilmsgzsrfezr}gj "’]‘%?ms € Invasion by “detectors™in snowdr

and humans who are able to be “supercooperators? [2, 3].

If only the fittest individuals survive and reproduce [4],yvh  Recently, the promotion of cooperation in the presence of
is there so much diversity in natute [5]? What are the mechacooperation facilitators has been investigated [34—36SsE
nisms that originate and maintain cooperative behavio® Ev gre special individuals who interact with competing player
lutionary game theory (EGT) addresses these questions By mirroring their strategies, but they do not participate i
means of Simp|e but InSIghtful models in which each |nd|V|d'the Strategy exchange process. More precise'y, they cooper
ual’s fitness varies and depends on the others’ reproductivgre with cooperators and defect with defectors, but thatust
potential [6=8]. EGT is the natural framework to mathemat-neyer changes over time, as they never adopt the strategy of
ically study the dynamics of competing strategies (spgcies another player. The influence of cooperation facilitataas h
and the above fundamental queStionS have motivated a Iar%en studied for the prisoner’s di|emma' snowdrift and_stag
body of work. In the context of EGT, understanding the evolu-hynt games in spatially-homogeneous populations. In such
tion of cooperation often leads to a “social dilemma”, sush a g setting, the mean field analysis and the cooperation fixa-
in the paradigmatic prisoner’s dilemma game [9], where eaclion probability reveal that the invasion and replacement o
rational indiVidUal ChOOSGS to defect (|e not to COOFE)I‘at defection by Cooperation is favored when the number of fa-
while it would be in everyone’s interest to cooperate. Coopwilitators exceeds a nontrivial critical value. When pleaye
eration .d|Iemmas also arise in other EGT models such as th§e distributed on a structured population, however, we may
snowdrift and stag-hunt games [10! 11]. face additional, competing effects. This is not only beeaus

Among the mechanisms that have been put forward teach player has a limited interaction neighborhood, but als
possibly explain the spread of cooperation, the influence dbecause facilitators, who do not participate in the strateg
kin and group selection, as well as various forms of reci-change process, can hinder the spread of information and so
procity (direct, indirect and network reciprocity), haveedm  decelerate or even stop the invasion of the more successful
investigated, see e.g. Refs.[12-17]. In particular, netwo strategy.

Unraveling the mechanisms at the origin of cooperation an
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To clarify the impact of these effects, we consider evolu-stant throughout the evolutionary process, and their jposit
tionary games where competing strategies and facilitais on the network do not change. Within this setup, we seek to
interpreted as species of a spatially-structured pojmlafihe  determine the optimal fraction of facilitators, as well hsit
fundamental question we aim to address is how the enhanceghpact on each particular social dilemma type.
reciprocity on the one hand and the limited information ex- We simulate the evolutionary process in accordance with
change on the other hand interplay due to the presence tiie standard Monte Carlo simulation procedure comprising
facilitators. To this end, we investigate the influence of fa the following elementary steps. Among the subset of coop-
cilitators (here, individuals facilitating either coopésrs or  erators and defectors on the network, a randomly selected
defectors, see below) on a class of two-strategy games whegilayerz acquires its payofP, by playing the game with all its
individuals interact with their neighbors on a network. We neighbors. Next, player randomly chooses one (also a non-
specifically consider the cases of two-dimensional ledtaned  facilitator) neighboty, who then also acquires its paydff in
degree-homogeneous random graphs, as well as (heteroghe same way as previously player Lastly, playerx adopts
neous) scale-free networks. the strategy,, from playery with a probability determined by

The organization of this paper is as follows: the modelsthe Fermi function
of social dilemmas with facilitators are introduced in thexn
section, and the main properties of the non-spatial prisene W(sy = 8z) = ,
dilemma game with fapcilitpators are outlined ipn Secriion 1. (5y = 52) =5 + exp[(P — Py)/ K]
Numerical results for the level of cooperation in evolution
ary games with facilitators on structured populations age p
sented and discussed in Sections IV and V.

1

1)

whereK = 0.1 quantifies the uncertainty related to the strat-
egy adoption process [11]. Note thAt can be interpreted
as being proportional to the selection intensity, see €. [
In agreement with previous works, the selected value essure
that better-performing players are readily followed byithe
Il SOCIAL DILEMMAS WITH FACILITATORS neighbors, although adopting the strategy of a player tbat p
forms worse is not impossible either [45, 46]. This accounts
We study pairwise evolutionary games on the square latfor imperfect information, errors in the evaluation of the o
tice, the random regular (degree-homogeneous) graphhand tponent, and similar unpredictable factors. We note however
Barabasi-Albert scale-free netwotk [37], each with anrave that qualitatively identical behavior can be observed tbeo
age degre& = 4 and sizeN. Mutual cooperation yields finite values ofK” where the stochastic imitation dynamics re-
the rewardR, mutual defection leads to punishme&ntand  mains non-neutral. Each full Monte Carlo step (MCS) gives
the mixed choice gives the cooperator the sucker’'s payoff a chance for every player to change its strategy once on av-
and the defector the temptatidh Within this setup we have erage. All simulation results are obtained on networks with
the prisoner’s dilemma (PD) gamedf > R > P > S,the N = 10* —2- 10° players or more (including the facilitators)
snowdrift game (SG) i’ > R > S > P, and the stag-hunt depending on the proximity to phase transition points, aed t
(SH) game ifR > T > P > S, thus covering all three ma- fraction of cooperatorsc is determined in the stationary state
jor social dilemma types. Without loss of generality, and fo after a sufficiently long relaxation (up f 10> MCS). To fur-
the sake of clarity, wesé® = 1, P = 0,0 < T < 2,and therimprove accuracy, the final results are averaged ovier up
-1 < § < 1, as illustrated in Fig.]1. We note tha@t < 1 100 independent runs where interaction networks were gener-
andS > 0 quadrant marks the harmony game (HG), whichated 50 times for random and scale-free graphs at each set of
however does not constitute a social dilemma. To further reparameter values.
duce the dimensionality of the parameter space, we int@duc
T = 1+randS = —r, where—1 < r < 1 constitutes a diag-
onal across th&' — S plane that splits the harmony game and  lll. NON-SPATIAL PRISONER’S DILEMMA WITH
the prisoner’s dilemma quadrant in half. Note thatfor 0 FACILITATORS
we are in the harmony game quadrant, while:far 0 we are
in the prisoner’s dilemma quadrant. This parametrizatibn o To better appreciate the influence of topology on social
the prisoner’s dilemma game is the most challenging for thelilemmas in the presence of facilitators, it is useful to-out
evolution of cooperation, and it is sometimes referred ihas  line the properties of the prisoner’s dilemma with facttits
donation game [38]. in the mean field setting and on a complete graphl[34, 35]. In
Initially, in addition to the cooperators’() and defectors this section, we focus on the prisoner’s dilemma whose gayof
(D) who are distributed uniformly at random in equal pro- matrix has entrie§’ for temptation (withl < 7' < 2), R =1
portion, we designate a fractign- of players as facilitators for mutual defection,? = 0 for punishment and> (with
(F). Facilitators behave like mirrors to their neighborsetru —1 < S < 0) as Sucker’s payoff, and assurfier S > 1.
to the most elementary form of reciprocity. A facilitatorliwi In the mean field and complete graph settings, the pop-
cooperate with a cooperator, and it will defect with a dedect ulation structure is homogeneous (“well-mixed”) and space
However, facilitators do not accumulate payoffs, and they d therefore does not matter: any individual can interact with
not participate in the exchange of strategies [47]. Thismaea all the others. In a homogeneous population of gizecon-
that facilitators can not be overtaken by other playerstheg  sisting of j = Npc cooperatorsk = Npp defectors and
also can not spread. Accordingly, the fractighremainscon- ¢ = Npp facilitators, the expected payoff of a cooperator



is thereforell¢ = ZE=L 4+ §E and for a defector is
HJD = TNL_1 (self-interactions have been omitted). It is use-
ful to introduce the payoff difference of competing stragsg
AIl; = TIP —TI¢, as it is then easy to see that the difference

consists of two term&\Il, = «(j/N) + 3, where the first

1.0
H N
cooperator dependent term contains- (ﬁ) (T+S-1) 0.8
while the fixed second term = 1=5(Y=0= depends only ~ p. 0.6
on the fraction of facilitators. 0.4
0.2
0.0 /|

A. The mean field limit

The mean field limit (MF) limit corresponds to a spatially-
homogeneous population of infinite siz¥, — co. Inthis kG, 1: (Color online) Evolution of cooperation with and haut
situation, the dynamics of the prisoner’s dilemma withfaci  facilitators on the square lattice. Depicted is the restatation-
tators is described by a replicator-like equation for thesity  ary fraction of cooperatorsc on the wholel’ — S parameter plane,
pc = j/N of cooperators | [7, 10, 39-42]. Here, since theas obtained in the absence of facilitators (red dotted Jiaed with
underlying dynamics is implemented with the Fermi riile (1),or = 0.05 (green solid lines). It can be observed that facilitators do

such an equation reads [34, 35] not change the qualitative properties of the solutions tioeit pres-
ence does shift the survival barrier of cooperators towaatsher
dpc apc + 6 conditions, especially in the prisoner’s dilemma quadrsee text.
L — pe(1—pe —pp) tanh [ LT (2)
dt 2K

where in the MF limita =T+ 5 —1 > 0 andj = (s - Since fluctuations prevent stable coexistence whernc
1)pp — 5. The analysis of((2) readily reveals three distinct, it is important to understand when cooperation is fa-
behaviors depending on the fraction of facilitatpgs vored by selection. The following conditions have been pro-

() When pr < S/(S — 1) = pp, defection is still the posed|[7, 43]: (1) the invasion by cooperators is favoredrwhe

dominant strategy and the population evolves toward€ 1 < 0; (2) selection favors the replacement of defec-
pc =0andpp = 1 — pr (only attractor). tion by cooperation whetN — £)¢c > 1, wheregc =

[1 + YN  exp (s a(n + 1) + 2Nﬂ])} is the fixa-

(i) On the other hand, whepr < pr < 1 — T71 _ B \
and T + S > 1 the only attractor of [{2) is tion probability of a single cooperator [35].

ph = —Bla = Sw;(}rgf)lpp_ There is a stable WhEnN > ¢, the invasion conditio.n.(l) is satisfied when
coexistence of cooperators and defectors. pr > pr, while the replacement condition (2) reads
i an [ n 3
(i) When pr > 1 — T~!'andT + S > 1, cooperation N—t>) exp|— (5 += ®)
. - . K \2N «
is the dominant strategy and the dynamics approaches n=1

=1- ppandpp =0. . - . .
pe PE PD and is satisfied whepr > p}., wherep?. is a critical value

It is worth noting that Eq[{2) has no coexistence steady statobtained by equating both sides bf (3). It has been found that
whenT + S = 1 (sincea = 0). The MF dynamics along such p%. > pr whenT + S > 1 andp}. < pr otherwise (with

a special line reproduces the behaviors (i) and (iiy =  pj = pp whenT + S = 1) [35].

1 — pr is stable whempr > pr (sinces > 0) and unstable In summary, in the MF limit cooperators and defectors co-
otherwise, withpc = 0 being the only attractor whepr < exist when the fraction of facilitatos exceeds the critical
PF. valuepr = S/(S — 1) andT + S > 1, whereas coopera-

tion is favored on complete graphs whenis above a critical
valuep}, > pr.
B. The case of complete graphsl{ < o)

When the population is well-mixed and of finite si2é,< IV. RESULTS ON NETWORKS
00, its evolution is usually described in terms of a birth-and-
death Markov chain with absorbing boundaries [7! 34, 35, 42] |, begin by studying the impact of facilitators on the

In this case, théixation of either defectionfc = 0) Or co-  gqjare attice with periodic boundary conditions. The re-
operation pc = 1 — pr) is guaranteed. On complete graphs, g5 are summarized in Figl 1. For a comprehensive insight,
the dynamics is implemented as a M?rkov chain with ratégye compare the outcomes of the evolutionary process on the
T = % [1+ (I tNE)/NE] ™ for the transitions  wholeT — S parameter plane, as obtained with and without
j—=j+£1. facilitators. To allow for a better comparison of the inflaen



of facilitators, in Figll and in the other figures, we report 1.0%
the relative density of cooperators obtained by rescalieg t
physical fraction of cooperators present in the populalipn

(1 — pr)~1, i.e. we have rescaleds — pc/(1 — pr) SO

that in all the figures its value always ranges betwéemd

1. The presented results indicate that the impact of fatolita

can be considered as a second-order effect. While thesesult &
do not change qualitatively, the survival threshold of coop 04}
erators shifts considerably towards harsher conditiortsis T

is most pronounced in the prisoner’s dilemma (PD) quadrant,
although quantitative changes are observable in the sifowdr
(SD) and the stag-hunt (SH) quadrant as well. Facilitaters e
ercise a second-order effect because the outcome is plgmari 0-0_
determined by the fact that the evolutionary games are dtage

on a structured population (in this case the square lattice)

The spatiality of interactions always allows cooperatard a 10 ®
defectors to coexist in a special parameter interval wihiée t
presence of facilitators shifts the borders of differemtoft 08
solutions. This behavior is significantly different formeth
non-spatial behavior of evolutionary games with facibtat 06
outlined in the previous section, where their presence @dn r
ically change the character of solutions and the type of the 0.4}
social dilemma. In Fid.J1 we also notice that nothing unchar-
acteristic happens along the liffe4- S = 1. Henceforth, we 02l ,
will characterize the comprehensive properties of thetevol Y
tionary games on networks by conveniently focusing on the 0.0 , I
parametrizatiod” = 1+ r,S = —r, with -1 < r < 1. -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
This parametrization constitutes a diagonal across the pri r

oner’s dilemma and harmony game quadrant.
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Next. we explore how the tonoloav of the interaction net_FIG. 2: The impact of facilitators on the square lattice Jtapd the
) P pology random regular graph (bottom). Depicted is the stationeagtion

quk affects the impact of f_alcﬂltators: To avc_>|d effecterst of cooperatorgc in dependence on, as obtained for different frac-
ming from the heterogeneity of the interaction network, Weyjons of facilitators occupying the network (see figure fejéor the
first compare the outcomes obtained on the square lattice angues ofpx). Due to the qualitatively identical results obtained on
the random regular (degree-homogeneous) graph. On bothe two networks, it can be concluded that the topology ofithe
these networks every player has four neighbdrs=f 4).  teraction network does not play a notable role. More prégise

As Fig.[2 shows, the principal impact of facilitators is to the network remains degree-homogeneous, then the randerone
widen the parameter range wheteand D players coexist. interactions yields the same results as lattice-type nsodel
Moreover, increasingr increases the fraction of cooperators

within this interval, and as expected, contribute to a highe

level of cooperation in the population. However, if the frac within the locally frozen states, some cooperators may sur-
tion of facilitators becomes too high, typicajly- > 0.4,then  vive even at the most demanding conditions that constitute a
facilitators will no longer play solely the role of mirrore t  prisoner’s dilemmgr = 1), and vice versa, some defectors
their neighbors, but they will also serve as “walls” that-pre may survive even at the most lenient conditions that charac-
vent efficient information spreading throughout the systemterize the harmony ganfe = —1). Two representative snap-
At this point, it is worth reiterating that facilitators dotpar- ~ shots depicting such an evolutionary outcome are presénted
ticipate actively in the evolutionary process. Consedyent Fig.[3.

too many facilitators will separate competing strategées] It is also worth comparing the results obtained on random
there will be segregation with the population splitting dpa graphs with degreé = 4 and the predictions obtained for
into smaller fragments. Within these small and effectivelycomplete graphs where the degree is equaVtoon the lat-
isolated regions, the parametrization of the game, and thuer, at a fixed value opr, we have shown that cooperation
the type of the social dilemma, no longer plays a decisive rol prevails when: < pr/(1 — pr). On the other hand, if the
for the survival of the two competing strategies. Effediiya  node degree is four them- ~ 1 whenr < 0 while pc ~ 0
“dilemma hiding” effect sets in, where the prevailing config whenr 2 3pr. The comparison of critical facilitator den-
uration is determined the local initial conditions and rémsa  sity with the results of numerical simulations for the rando
frozen afterwards. This means that, after a very shortiniti regular graphs withk = 4 in Fig.[4 reveals that the critical
period, the strategies can no longer evolve according to th#hreshold on the latter is always below the mean field predic-
dynamics that would be dictated by the payoff elements. Théion pr. This indicates that less facilitators are needed on a
ultimate consequence of the “dilemma hiding” effect is that random regular graph with a finite degree than on a complete
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FIG. 3: (Color online) Characteristic distributions of pewators 0.0l <mn" . . .
(blue, dark grey) and defectors (red, light grey) on thex L = 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
100 x 100 square lattice, as obtained for= —1 (left) andr = 1 r

(right) if the fraction of facilitators (gray) is sufficielgthigh for them
to split the population in effectively isolated smallergraents. The
left panel depicts the outcome of the most lenient harmonysgget
still some defectors are able to survive. On the contramy,rifht
panel depicts the outcome of the harshest prisoner’s dikegeme,
yet cooperators survive. In both panels the fraction oflifatdrs is
PF = 0.5.

FIG. 4: The minimal fraction of facilitators that is necesgst avoid
the tragedy of the commons (the pubestate) as a function of =

T — 1 for the prisoner’s dilemma: Cooperation becomes viableabo
this threshold. Comparison of the mean field predicfien= r/(1+

r) (dotted line) with the value obtained by numerical simalas on
random graphs with regular degrégsymbols). When the degree
increases, the symbols would move towards the mean fieldriote
shown here). See also main text for details.

graph for cooperation to prevail.

So far, we have considered only homogeneous interaction
networks, where the distribution of facilitators was alway cupy low degree nodes, and it is slightly larger if facilitest
uniformly random, and the specific placement did not mattepccupy intermediate degree nodes. The shift is the largest i
because all players on the square lattice and the random regilie placement of facilitators is uniformly random regasdle
lar graph have the same degree. This changes if instead we a-the degree of players, presumably because some facilita-
ply heterogeneous interaction graphs, like the scaleffede  tors then also occupy the hubs of the network.
works, where the distribution of degree is a power law. We use Studying the impact of facilitators targeted on high degree
the algorithm proposed by Barabasi and Albert [37] to con-nodes will resolve this ambiguity, but before presentiregyréy
struct scale-free networks with the average degree4 and  sults, it is worth emphasizing that the expectations ateerat
degree distributiorP, ~ k£~ (BA graphs), and we consider conflicting for this particular case. On the one hand, we may
four different cases of where on the network to place failit hope that placing the facilitators on the hubs will imprave t
tors. First, to keep the analogy with the previous treatroent cooperation level even further because their specialstatn
homogeneous networks, we choose players uniformly at rarenhance network reciprocity (this hope is also justifiedHzy t
dom regardless of their degree. As results presented ifBFig. preceding results presented in Fijy. 5). On the other haig, it
(top) illustrate, increasingr will not just increasec, butit  precisely this special position of facilitators that brérbis ex-
will also expand gradually the coexistence region signifiya  pectation into guestioning. As demonstrated in severalipre
toward stronger social dilemmas (higher values)of ous workslﬁhéﬂq, hubs of scale-free networks play a cru

Naturally, we could also observe the “dilemma hiding” ef- cial role in ensuring highly cooperative states under agver
fect for sufficiently high values gf» (now shown), which for ~ conditions. Only the cooperative hubs can reap long-term
the considered scale-free network and random|y distri_‘butebGHEfitS from their hlghly connected status, and thus sesve a
facilitators begins ap =~ 0.5. If, on the other hand, facil- & lucid reminder of the benefits of cooperative behavior. How
itators are placed on low or intermediate degree nodes, thever, if we place facilitators on the hubs, then this mecrani
“dilemma hiding” effect appears only at even larger valuescan no longer work. Effectively, we remove the cooperative
of pr. This is understandable since low degree nodes haweaders and replace them with “mirrors” instead. We empha-
a lower number of links to the other p|ayer5, and hence disSize again that here facilitators cannot be “fO”OWGd".,, |tbey
abling their ability to transfer information obviously has just exactly reciprocate the strategy of each of their naogé.
lesser impact than if one of the network hubs would looseConsequently, the level of cooperation may drop back to the
this ability. In terms of the impact of facilitators on thecev level we observe on homogeneous networks. Another draw-
lution of cooperation, however, placing facilitators omlor ~ back of placing facilitators on the hubs is the hinderinghef t
intermediate degree nodes has qualitatively the same impaifformation flow through the system, which in this case is par
as placing them randomly across the whole network. As eviticularly effective and can thus easily evoke the “dilemritk h
denced by the results presented in Flg. 5 (middle and boftoming” effect demonstrated in Fifl 3.
the only difference is that the shift of the border where both All these arguments make the results presented in[FFig. 6,
strategies can coexist is obviously smaller if facilitatoc-  which were obtained by placing facilitators on the high de-
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FIG. 5: The impact of facilitators on the scale-free netwibitkeir
placement is uniformly random regardless of the degree afes
(top), or if their placement is limited to players with low igdle) or
intermediate (bottom) degree. Depicted is the stationaagtibn of
cooperatorgc in dependence on, as obtained for different frac-
tions of facilitators occupying the network (see figure tedjéor the
values ofpr). As in Fig.[2, increasing the value pf- will signifi-
cantly extend the region where cooperators and defecteralde to
coexist, especially if the facilitators are placed rando(ibp). The
results are obtained usig = 10° system size, see text.
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FIG. 6: The impact of facilitators on the BA scale-free netiwd
their placement is limited to players with high degree. D& is
the stationary fraction of cooperatgss in dependence on, as ob-
tained for different fractions of facilitators occupyinget targeted
high degree nodes (see figure legend for the valugs-glaced at
the most connected nodes). These results reveal the edsbéthe
optimal interplay between information exchange and recity (see
main text for details). Compared to the results presentefgrd,
only in this particular case is it possible to combine the éffects to
arrive at the best conditions for widespread cooperatidre reésults
are obtained usingy = 10° system size.

at rather smalbr values. If the top 5% of nodes are occupied
by facilitators, for instance, then we can observe coopesat
surviving even at the highestvalue, but some defectors pre-
vail in the harmony game regiom (< 0) as well, thus indi-
cating an imperfect information flow. This effect is even mor
evident at higher densities of facilitators. However, ifyon
the top 1% of nodes host facilitators, then the information
exchange remains practically flawless, but at the same time
a significant improvement in cooperation level due to active
reciprocity can be observed too. Here the region of near com-
plete cooperation dominance is extended toward significant
higherr values (shifted from. ~ —0.15to r. =~ +0.2),
which is surprising because players cannot imitate the main
hubs. Still, some prominently-placed facilitators (migpare
able not just to compensate the impaired learning process, b
even promote cooperation more efficiently then a flawlessly
learning process would do. Naturally, in this case too the
spreading of cooperative behavior happens predominaiatly v
learning, but not through the most obvious channels — via
the strongest hubs — but rather via the slightly less dontinan
nodes of the scale-free networks. More precisely, indirect
connections between less preferred players around the hubs
still work, which enables the spreading of the most success-
ful strategy. At the same time, the advantages of cooperatio
are massively amplified by facilitators, which introduceedi
reciprocity that pays more than undisturbed learning. We no
that the results presented here for BA graphs are expected to

gree nodes of the BA scale-free network, especially interes hold for scale-free networks of degree-distributign~ k=7

ing. These results partly fulfill our expectations outlinethe

with 1 < v < 3 that are characterized by high-degree nodes,

previous paragraph, but there are also some unexpected outhile we expect to recover the random degree-homogeneous
comes. More precisely, the “dilemma hiding” effect emergesscenario whery > 3 ("hubs” are then unlikely).



V. DISCUSSION result is highly counterintuitive because previous reseanas

strongly emphasized the crucial role of cooperative hubs fo

We have studied the role of facilitators on structured popihe successful evolution of cooperation/[11] 21, 44]. Ac-
ulations. Facilitators are the ideal mirror to their neighly ~ cording to established previous reasoning, hubs are able in
and as such they introduce reciprocity directly to the stddi fluence their large neighborhoods directly, which yieldgéa
evolutionary games. Results obtained for well-mixed popuhomogeneous dor_nams and thu_s facilitates the manifestatio
lations show that facilitators favor the evolution of coppe Of long-term benefits of cooperation. Here we have found that
ation as |Ong as they are Sufﬁcienﬂy present in the popu|ahubs can work even better in favor of cooperative behavior |f.
tion. Importantly, there are no negative consequencesiéventhey are not used as “leaders of the masses”, but rather as mir
their numbers become large. On structured populations thi€rs to their many neighbors. As an avenue to explore in the
no longer holds, because in addition to reciprocity, featitirs ~ future, it could be interesting to stu_dy how the r_esults on he
also obstruct information exchange. Here, facilitatorspso ~ €rogeneous graphs might change if we apply different degree
erate with Cooperators and defect with defectorsy but thEy ddIStrIbutlonS of nodes. If we decrease the number of hubS,
not participate in the exchange of strategies, meaninghegt ~for example, then the results may tend towards those we have
can not be overtaken by other players, and they also can n@ptained on regular graphs where there are no distinguished
spread. Accordingly, we have shown that if the facilitatorsPlayers. _ _
are too many, they no longer play solely the role of mirrors Summarizing, we have shown that reciprocity outperforms
to their neighbors, but they also act as “walls” that prevenimitation via learning, and that the latter can still be effeely
efficient information spreading throughout the system.sghe €nough re-routed through the auxiliary hubs. This delicate
walls separate competing strategies, and they comparatent balance between augmented reciprocity and information ex-
ize the population into effectively isolated regions. With change proves to be the best combination that is able to main-
these regions the type of the social dilemma no longer playfin cooperation even at the most adverse conditions, while
a decisive role for the survival of the two competing strate-at the same time disallowing widespread defection at le¢nien
gies, and effectively a “dilemma hiding” effect sets in. @iil ~ conditions. Interestingly, it could be better to promoted-
the fraction of facilitators is sufficiently small is the duton  tat-like behavior in prominent players rather than for them
of cooperation promoted, in particular by extending the suraspire towards leader-follower relations.
vival region of cooperators towards harsher conditions: Be
sides homogeneous networks such as the square lattice and
the random regular graph, we have also considered heteroge-
neous interaction networks — the most representative being
the Barabasi-Albert scale-free network — where the place- This research was supported by the Hungarian Na-
ment of facilitators plays a decisive role. If the facildeg  tional Research Fund (Grant K-101490), TAMOP-4.2.2.A-
occupied the main hubs of the network, we were able to ob11/1/KONV-2012-0051, and the Slovenian Research Agency
serve the optimal interplay between the benefits of reciproc (Grant J1-4055). We would also like to thank the referees for
and the drawbacks of hindered information exchange. Thisheir insightful comments.
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