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Antisocial pool rewarding does not deter public cooperation
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Rewarding cooperation is in many ways expected behaviaun §ocial players. However, strategies that
promote antisocial behaviour are also surprisingly commai just in human societies, but also among euso-
cial insects and bacteria. Examples include sanctionirigddfiduals who behave prosocially, or rewarding of
freeriders who do not contribute to collective enterprid¥e therefore study the public goods game with antiso-
cial and prosocial pool rewarding in order to determine thieptial negative consequences on the effectiveness
of positive incentives to promote cooperation. Contrarg tmive expectation, we show that the ability of defec-
tors to distribute rewards to their like does not deter gubdioperation as long as cooperators are able to do the
same. Even in the presence of antisocial rewarding theasgatiection for cooperation in evolutionary social
dilemmas is enhanced. Since the administration of rewardsther strategy requires a considerable degree
of aggregation, cooperators can enjoy the benefits of theggeial contributions as well as the corresponding
rewards. Defectors when aggregated, on the other hand,njay antisocial rewards, but due to their lack of
contributions to the public good they ultimately succumthigir inherent inability to secure a sustainable future.
Strategies that facilitate the aggregation of akin playeven if they seek to promote antisocial behaviour, thus
always enhance the long-term benefits of cooperation.
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1. Introduction 16]. Positive incentives typically entail rewards for being

prosocially [17+21], while negative incentives typica#n-

The sustainability of modern human societies relies on coEall pums_hlng free-riding [42=30]. Howev_er, just like disb
cooperation incurs a cost for the wellbeing of the common

operation among unrelated individuals [1]. Situationg tha g q h o f d i .
quire cooperative behaviour for socially beneficial outesm g0o0d, s does ne provisioning of rewarcs or sanctions incur
a cost for the benefit or harm of the recipients. Individuals

abound and range from taxpaying and voting to neighbour . . . . )
hood watch, recycling, and climate change mitigatidn [2-6] that abstain from dispensing such incentives thereforerbec

The crux of the problem lies in the fact that, while Coopera_second-order free.riders [.31]’ a!“’ they are widely peliamed
tion leads to group-beneficial outcomes, it is jeopardizgd b be amongst the biggest impediments to the evolutionary sta-

selfish incentives to free-ride on the contributions of athe bility of r(_E\_/vardmg gnd punishing [$2-56]. N

Excessive short-term benefits to individuals who act asseelfi !N @ddition to being costly, the success of positive and neg-
maximizers create systemic risks that may nullify the long-ative incentives is challenged by the fact that they can be ap
term benefits of cooperation and lead to the tragedy of th@lied to promote antisocial behaviour. Antisocial punigim
commonsl[7]. Fortunately, we have strong predispositions tthat is, the sanctioning of group members who behave proso-
behave morally even when this in conflict with our material¢ially, is widespread across human societies [37]. Morgove
interests([B]. The innate human drive to act prosocially is gntisocial rewarding is present in various inter-specticial
product of our evolution as a species, as well as our uniquéyStems, where the host often rewards the parasitic spefcies
capacity to internalise norms of social behavilif [9, 16,y @ Symbionti[38]. This phenomenon is due to the inability of
it is also important to note that impaired recognition and ab the donor to distinguish defectors and cooperators. Recent
sent cognitive skills are likewise potential triggers ofisor theoretical work also indicates that antisocial punishincan

cial rewarding, in particular since under such circumstanc Prevent the coevolution of punishment and cooperation, [39]
the donor of the reward is likely to be unable to distinguishiust like antisocial rewarding can lead to the breakdowroef ¢
between cheaters and cooperators. As such, the concepts@fteration if the latter is contingent on pool rewarding [46]
mutualism and second-order free-riding are by no means limtheory, the resolution of such social traps involves ratioen-

ited to human societies, but apply just as well to certaimeus Plex set-ups, entailing the ability of second-order sameti
cial insects as well as to bacterial societies [11]. ing, elevated levels of effectiveness of prosocial inaastin

comparison to antisocial incentives, or the decreaseityatail
dispense antisocial incentives due to the limited produatif
public goods in environments with low levels of cooperation

Here we study what happens if both competing strategies

are able to invest into a rewarding pool to support akin play-

*Electronic address; szolnoki@mfa.kfkilhu ers. How does such a strategy-neutral intervention infleenc
TElectronic addres$: matjaz.perc@uni-mb.si the evolutionary outcome of a public goods game? We con-

Despite favourable predispositions, however, cooparatio
is often subject to both positive and negative incentives-[1
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sider a four-strategy game, where beside traditional c@epe quently multiplied by the same synergy factgr> 1 that ap-

tors and defectors also rewarding cooperators and rewardimplies to the prosocial rewarding pool, and the resulting amho
defectors are present. Rewarding cooperators rewardrmather is distributed equally amongst dllp playersin the group. We
warding cooperators, while rewarding defectors rewar@ioth are thus focusing on the consequences of union-like support
rewarding defectors, thus representing prosocial andg@nti akin players, without considering second-order freeagdilt

cial pool rewarding, respectively. Noteworthy, our setifp d is therefore important that we consider strategy-neutwal p
fers slightly from a recently studied model where rewardingrewarding in that individual contributions to the prosdeiad
players could be utilized directly by non-rewarding conipet the antisocial rewarding pool are the same=( 1), as is the
tors [40]. In our case, however, we focus on the impact of thanultiplication factorry that is subsequently applied. Other-
strategy-neutral intervention in the form of pool rewagdim  wise, if an obvious disadvantage would be given to either the
addition to the well-mixed game, we mainly study the gameprosocial or the antisocial rewarding pool, the outcoménef t

in a structured population, where everybody does not intera game would become predictable. We also emphasize that, in
with everybody else, and the interactions that do exist ate n order to consider the synergistic consequence of mutual ef-
random [[41-43]. The importance of structured populationdorts and to avoid self-rewarding of a lonely player|[57], we
for the outcome of evolutionary social dilemmas was rembrte always apply-, = 1 if only a single individual contributed to
first by Nowak and Mayl|[44], and today the positive effectsthe rewarding pool.

of spatial structure on the evolution of cooperation are-wel |4 addition to the well-mixed version of the game, we pri-

known as network reciprocity [45, 46]. Several recent r&8ie  marily consider the spatial game. We emphasize that the im-
are devoted to evolutionary games in structured populationyortance of a structured population is not restricted to dim
[47-+53]. _ _ _ o societies, but applies just as well to bacterial societid®re
The consideration of prosocial and antisocial pool rewardihe interaction range is typically limited, especially infiims
ing in structured populations is thus an important step thajng in vitro experiments [58, 59]. Biological mechanismet th
promiseS to eIeVate our understanding Of the impaCt Omtrat are responsib'e for the popu|ati0n being structured ratear
gies that aim to promote antisocial behaviour in evolutigna \e|l-mixed typically include limited mobility, time and en
games. As we will show, antisocial rewarding does not hindegrgy constrains, as well as cognitive preferences in humans
the evolution of cooperation from a random state in strextur gng higher mammals. In the corresponding model, the public
populations, and in conjunction with prosocial rewardiitg, goods game is staged on a square lattice with periodic bound-
still has positive consequences in that it promotes the spagry conditions wheré? players are arranged into overlapping
tial selection for cooperation in evolutionary social dimas. groups of size7 = 5, such that everyone is connected to its
This counterintuitive outcome can be understood through pa ¢y — 1 nearest neighbours. Accordingly, each individual be-
tern formation that facilitates the aggregation of playeh® |ongstog = 1, ..., different groups. The square lattice is
adopt the same strategies, which in turn helps to reveal th@e simplest of networks that allows us to take into accchmt t
long-term benefits of cooperation in structured population  fact that the interactions among humans are inherentlg-stru
tured rather than well-mixed or random. Despite of its sim-
plicity, however, there exist ample evidence in supporhef t
2. Material and methods fact that the square lattice suffices to reveal all the féasib
evolutionary outcomes for games that are governed by group

The public goods game is a stylized model of situations thanteractionsi[54, 55], and also that these outcomes aré-qual
require cooperation to achieve socially beneficial outcomet@tively independent of the details of the interaction ctince
despite obvious incentives to free-ride on the efforts bees.  [91]: As an alternative, and to explore the robustness of our
We suppose that players form groups of size= 5, where findings, we neverthele_ss also c_onsm_ier regular sma_IIdNorI
they either contribute = 1 or nothing to the common pool. networks, where a fractiof) of all links is randomly rewired
After the sum of all contributions is multiplied by the syn- once before the start of the gamel[56].
ergy factorr; > 1, the resulting public goods are distributed The considered evolutionary game in a structured popula-
equally amongst all the group members irrespective of theition is studied by means of Monte Carlo simulations, which
contribution to the common pool. In parallel to this traglital — are carried out as follows. Initially each player on sités
version of the public goods game entailing cooperatéfs ( designated either as a cooperator, defector, rewarding-coo
and defectorsp), two additional strategies run an indepen- erator, or a rewarding defector with equal probability. Nex
dent pool rewarding scheme. These are rewarding coopseratahe following elementary steps are iterated repeatedly ant
(R¢) and rewarding defector®(p), who essentially establish stationary solution is obtained. A randomly selected playe
a union-like support to aid akin players. Accordingly, regra 2 plays the public goods game with ifs — 1 partners as a
ing cooperators contribute = 1 to the prosocial rewarding member of all they = 1,..., G groups, whereby its overall
pool. The sum of all contributions in this pool is subseqlyent payoffII,, is thus the sum of all the payof$] acquired in
multiplied by the synergy factor, > 1, and the resulting each individual group as described in the preceding subsec-
amount is distributed equally amongst &l players in the tion. Next, player: chooses one of its nearest neighbours at
group. Likewise, at each instance of the public goods game atandom, and the chosen co-playealso acquires its payoff
rewarding defectors contribute= 1 to the antisocial reward- 1II,, inthe same way. Finally, playerenforces its strategy,
ing pool. The sum of all contributions in this pool is subse-onto playery with a probability given by the Fermi function



w(sy = sy) = 1/{1+exp[(IL;, —1I,, )/ K]}, whereK = 0.5 5 ——————————
guantifies the uncertainty by strategy adoptions [54], inmg

that better performing players are readily adopted, afyhdu

is not impossible to adopt the strategy of a player perform-

ing worse. Such errors in decision making can be attributed t A1 '
mistakes and external influences that adversely affecttle e L \
uation of the opponent. Each full Monte Carlo step (MCS)
gives a chance to every player to enforce its strategy org¢o on &3¢k '

of the neighbours once on average.

The average fractions of cooperatofs ), defectors (p),
rewarding cooperatorsg,.), and rewarding defectorg'g,,) 5
on the square lattice were determined in the stationarg stat -
after a sulfficiently long relaxation time. Depending on the L -~ S
proximity to phase transition points and the typical size of TT Tl
emerging spatial patterns, the linear system size wasdrarie 1
from L = 400 to 1200, and the relaxation time was varied
from 10* to 10° MCS to ensure that the statistical error is
comparable with the line thickness in the figures.

FIG. 1: In a well-mixed population, when both competing t&gies
are initially equally common, the extinction of rewardingopera-
tors is unavoidable if1 < G, and this independently of the value
of ro. However, if R players are initially in the majority, then a
o ) . new stable state emerges, where rewarding cooperatorseacmly
(a) Evolution in a well-mixed population players remaining in the population. In this bistable céiseborder
of the attractive basin depends sensitively on the initedtionz; of
From the pairwise comparison of strategies it follows thatRc players. Lines in the figure show the border of the two basins,
strategy game can be reduced to a 2-strategy game, whef¥n on ther: — r» parameter plane. The bottom-most dashed gray
the Rc and R strategies compete. Designatingioy,. the !lne shows the_borgler in the I|rn_|t|ng case, wh_e_n_there is amtas-
. imally small minority of rewarding defectors initially pgent in the
number of rewarding cooperators andsy,, the number of well-mixed population
rewarding defectors among other players in a group, the pay- '

offs of the two competing strategies are

3. Results

i _ MR +ro8(Rp) — 1 (1) the introduced rewards will not avert from the tragedy of the

Ro = "7qg 2PAED ’ commons when the competing strategies start the evolutiona
_npe+1 game equally strong.

Mpe = m—g— -1+ r2d(Re) —1, (2) However, if R players are somehow able to aggregate,

then a significantly new situation emerges. This conditiem c
be reached by assuming > 0.5, when rewarding coopera-
1 ifns>0 tors form the majority in the initial population. In this e&s
i(s) = { 1 otherwise (3)  the full R and the fullRp, state becomes an attractor point,
" but the border of their basins depends sensitively on the val
By designating the fraction oR¢ players asr, the corre- ues ofz;. This effect is illustrated in Fid.]1, where we have
sponding replicator equation becomes plotted the border of the two stable solutions on the- o
parameter plane.

where

& = x[Pp — (*Pre + (1 — ) Prp)] - (4)

Here o i
(b) Evolution in a structured population

P, = Z MI”RC (1 —z)"tpIly, (5) _ o
NRc-NRp: The lesson learned from the preceding subsection is that
rewarding cooperators should initially constitute the oniay
whered < ny, < G—1and)_ n; = G—1are always fulfilled.  of the population to survive. Otherwise, if their strength i
Starting from a random initial state, where both compet-numbers is absent, rewarding defectors inevitably take. ove
ing strategies are equally comman; (= 0.5), the solution In a structured population, however, this special initahdi-
of Eq.[4 indicates that the population will always terminatetion can spontaneously emerge locally, during the course of
into the full Rp state ifr; < @G, and this independently of evolution, without there being an obvious advantage gieen t
the value ofry. In other words, the introduction of strat- rewarding cooperators at the outset. The fundamental ques-
egy neutral rewards cannot help cooperators if they are ndton then is whether such a positive local solution is viable

already predominant in the initial population. Accordipngl and able to spread across the whole population, or rather if i

NRcHMRp
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5 outcome can be understood since players that do engage in
pool rewarding collect payoffs that exceed their initiahtre
- . butions to the rewarding pool.

In terms of the relation betweeRp and Ro players, it
is interesting to note that the introduction of strategytred
L i pool rewarding unambiguously supports the cooperatiag-str
egy. In particular, as we increase the valuergfand thus
S3 7 increase also the efficiency of rewarding, the critical eaddi
r1 where Ro players are able to survive decreases steadily.
Likewise decreasing is the, threshold for complete domi-
nance of theRp strategy. At specific values of, for exam-
ple atr; = 3.5, it is even possible to go from the pure,
phase to the pur&. phase solely by increasing the value of
ro. Thus indeed, even if the prosocial pool rewarding scheme
is accompanied by an equally effective antisocial pool rewa
ing scheme, in structured populations the evolution of eoop
i eration from a neutral or even from an adverse initial staite i
still promoted well past the boundaries imposed by network

FIG. 2: Phase diagram of the studied spatial public goodsegam reciprocity alone. ) ) )
demonstrating that the presence of antisocial rewardieg dot hin- These results are different from those obtained with ran-

der prosocial rewarding to promote cooperation. Depictecstrate- ~ dom initial conditions in well-mixed populations, and they
gies that remain on the square lattice after sufficientlglaiaxation  are likely to appear contradictory because there is no obvi-
times as a function of the multiplication factor for the galgoods  ous advantage given to cooperators over defectors as the val
poolr; and the multiplication factor for the antisocial and praabc  of 1, increases. In fact, defectors benefit just as much given
rewarding pool2. Solid blue lines denote continuous phase transi-t ¢ they run an identical pool rewarding scheme as coopera-
tions. Neither cooperatorg’ nor defectors D) who abstain from tors. So why is the evolution of cooperation promoted? The
participating in pool rewarding are able to survive in thatishary ansWer is rooted in the possible aggregation of coopér,ators

state. Instead, for low values of rewarding defectorsKp) dom- hich i i Vi tructured
inate, while for sufficiently high values of, andr, rewarding co- which can easily emerge spontaneously in a structured popu-

operators fic) prevail. In-between is a rather narrow two-strategy 12tion. It is therefore instructive to monitor the evolutiof
Rp + Re phase, where both rewarding strategies coexist. Interesthe spatial distribution of strategies over time, as otetdifor
ingly, for example at; = 3.5, increasing solely the value of can  different values of-,. Results are presented in Hig. 3, where
lead the population from a pudp to a pureR¢ phase, thus indi-  for clarity we have used a prepared initial state with only a
cating clearly that rewarding, even if applied to both smés, still  stripe of rewarding cooperators (blue) and rewarding defec
promotes cooperation. tors (pale red) initially present, as it is illustrated imp&(f).
In all cases the synergy factor for the main public goods game
was set to; = 3.8.

is unstable and folds back to the defector-dominated state. ~ The top row of Fig[B shows the evolution obtained at
clarify this, we perform systematic Monte Carlo simulason 72 = 1, which corresponds to the traditional, reward-free pub-
to obtain the phase diagram for the whele— r, parameter lic goods game. It can be observed that the initially straigh
plane, as shown in Fig] 2. Before addressing the details, wigiterface separating the two competing strategies digiates
emphasize that the reported stationary states are higitijest practically immediately. There is a very noticeable mixafg
and fully independent of the initial conditions, which islm$  the two strategies, which ultimately helps defectors taipgc
damental difference from the well-mixed solutions we havethe larger part of the available space. Here cooperators are
reported above. Starting with the = 1 line, which implies  able to survive solely due to network reciprocity, but attsuc
the absence of pool rewarding, we note that cooperators su@ relatively small value of; only small cooperative clusters
vive only if the critical value ofr; is ;. > 3.74 [54]. The  are sustainable. Nevertheless, we note that in a well-mixed
fact that this value is still lower than the group sige= 5, population defectors would wipe out all cooperators at fuch
which would be the threshold in a well-mixed population, is small value of the synergy factor.

due to network reciprocity. The latter enables cooperdtors  Snapshots depicted in the middle row of Hi§j. 3 were ob-
form compact clusters and so protect themselves against btained atr, = 1.3, where thus both antisocial and proso-
ing wiped out by defectors [44]. Taking this as a referencecial pool rewarding mechanisms are at work. Here the final
value, we can appreciate at a glance that, even in the pesenstate is still a mixed? + Rp phase (see also Figl 2), but
of antisocial rewarding, prosocial rewarding still prom®the  the fraction of cooperators is already significantly lartpem
evolution of cooperation. However, neither defectdpd for  in the absence of rewarding. Larger cooperative clusters ar
cooperators@) who abstain from pool rewarding can survive sustainable in the stationary state, which is due to an aug-
if ro > 1. Indeed, as in the well-mixed case, only rewardingmented interfacial stability between competing domains. |
defectors Rp) and rewarding cooperatorB¢) remain in the  addition to traditional network reciprocity, clearly theria-
stationary state, depending on the valuerpfandr,. This  tion of more compact cooperative clusters is further pradot




FIG. 3: Evolution of the spatial distribution of strategmeer time reveals that, even in the presence of equallytaféeantisocial rewarding,
prosocial rewarding promotes the spatial selection fopeoation in the studied public goods game. Depicted arestimap of the square
lattice over time from left to right, as obtained fes = 1 (top row),r2 = 1.3 (middle row), andr, = 2 (bottom row). For clarity, we
have used a prepared initial state for all cases with onlyipesbf rewarding cooperators (blue) and rewarding defedeale red) initially
present in the population, as depicted in panel (f). It caotimerved that in the absence of rewarding (top row) thefaderseparating the
two competing strategies is broken easily, and networlprecity alone can ultimately sustain only small coopertiusters. However, as
the effectiveness of pool rewarding increases (middle arttbim row), the interface is strengthened, which makes tiadamx of cooperators
more effective. The latter helps to reveal the benefit of egated cooperators in structured populations. In all theeses the synergy factor
for the main public goods gameis = 3.8.

by the introduction of pool rewarding, and this despite et f zone,w = 0in panel (j), while it becomes = L in panels (e)
that both antisocial and prosocial rewarding mechanisms arand (j). The inset of Fid.]4 shows hawincreases in time for
equally strong. different values of, increasing from top to the bottom curve.
If an even higher value of, is applied, the interface that Clearly, as the effectiveness of rewarding increases, ttithw
separatefc and Rp players becomes impenetrable for de- of the mixed zone increases slower and slower. While for low
fectors. The two strategies do not mix at all, which mairgain values ofr; the width of the mixed zone increases until even-
the phalanx of cooperators [60]. Accordingly, the lattexypl  tually it covers the whole population (see panel (e) of Elg. 3
ers simply spread into the region of defectors until they domfor a demonstration), for sufficiently large values:gf the
inate completely. This scenario is demonstrated in theohott width remains finite, saturating and never exceeding aicerta
row of Fig.[3, where the final stationary state is indeed a purghreshold. This result provides quantitative evidencé tiha
Rc phase. interface between the two competing strategies remaiastint
As demonstrated in the middle and the bottom row of[Hig. 3and that in fact the compact phalanx of cooperators cannot be
the introduction of pool rewarding supports the aggregatio broken by defectors. This in turn directly supports the evo-
of akin players and results in more stable interfaces batweelution of cooperation to the point where defectors are wiped
competing domains. This fact enhances the positive imgfact @ut completely, and this despite of the fact that they are abl
network reciprocity further and provides an even more benesupport each other by means of antisocial rewarding.
ficial condition for cooperation. This favourable consemes Based on the results presented thus far, it is possible to pro
of rewarding can be studied directly by monitoring how thevide a clear rationale why a strategy-neutral interventiéa
width w of the mixed zone — the stripe where both strategiesn this case the introduction of pool rewarding that at léast
are present — evolves over time when the evolution stants fro principle ought to benefit cooperators and defectors egjusll
the prepared initial state that is depicted in the panel {f) oable to have such a biased impact on the final evolutionary out
Fig.[3. According to the definition of the width of the mixed come. In particular, pool rewarding yields an additionatpa
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FIG. 4: Quantitative evidence in support of enhanced spsiac-
tion for cooperation in the studied spatial public goods gamith antisocial rewarding and free-riding on the cooperatiferes of oth-
antisocial and prosocial pool rewarding. The inset showly stages  ers, but relatively healthy conditions for the evolutiorcobperation

of the evolution of the widthw of the mixed zone, where both strate- are maintained even if the randomness of the interactiomarktis
gies are present after initially starting from a prepardtiainstate,  high. Depicted is the critical value afi = r. at which the popu-
as depicted in panel (f) of Fi§]l 3. From top to bottom the csrve lation arrives to a purétp phase. It can be observed thatvalues
were obtained for, = 1, 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, and2, and they increase steadily a3 increases, yet stay below the survival threshold
correspond to the average over 100 independent runs atsgste  of cooperators in a well-mixed population eveniat= 1. The syn-

L x L = 100 x 100. In all cases the synergy factor for the main ergy factor for the antisocial and prosocial pool rewardicheme
public goods game i8; = 3.8. The main panel shows the corre- isr, = 2. Qualitatively identical results are obtained also foresth
sponding increase in the fraction of rewarding cooperafers as  values ofrs.

ro increases, thus indicating that the favourable outcomedead
due to the enhanced stability of interfaces in structurgulifadions.
This enables cooperators to dominate completely even atdtwes
of r1, where in well-mixed populations they would not be able 16 su
vive, and where based only on network reciprocity they wdate
poorly.

FIG. 5: Random rewiring enables defectors to enjoy the bisnefi

cooperation in a collective enterprise, even if the popartat
contains strategies that seek to actively promote antitbet
haviour.

To corroborate our main arguments further, it is instruectiv
to consider the studied spatial public goods game on akerna
tive interaction networks, in particularly on such whera-ra

off to the players only if they aggregate and form at leastiypar dom mixing can be controlled and adjusted deliberately. To
uniform groups. This is beneficial for cooperators becatise ithat effect, we randomly rewire a certain fracti@nof links

also helps them to obtain a competitive payoff from the erigi that constitute the originally considered square latcethat

nal public goods game. In other words, the long-term benefitéor small values of) we obtain a regular small-world net-

of cooperation come into full effect. The fate of defectors,work, while in the@Q — 1 limit we obtain a regular random

on the other hand, is under this assumption entirely differnetwork, as described in [56]. Essentially, we therebyallo
ent. They can benefit from the antisocial rewarding scheme iplayers to expand the range of their interactions to platyets
they aggregate into uniform groups, but then they are unablare well outside their local neighbourhood. In agreemetit wi

to exploit the efforts of cooperators in the main public gpod the above-outlined arguments, this randomness in the-inter
game. If they do not aggregate, then the benefits from antisaction structure ought to prevent defectors from suffetirgy

cial rewarding become void. Either way, unlike cooperagtorsnegative consequences of aggregation with their like, #tus
defectors are unable to enjoy the rewards as well as maintaiowing them to further exploit the cooperative efforts diiets

a sustainable level of public goods. Ultimately, this fasou whilst still enjoying the benefits of antisocial pool rewirgl

the evolution of cooperation even though the intervention o We note that at high values ¢f it is very likely that the direct

the game is strategy neutral in that it does not favour one oneighbours of any given player are not strongly connected.
the other strategy directly by granting it a higher payoffisT  The aggregation of players with the same strategies therefo
argument also explains why the same positive outcome is ndboses effect. Defectors who are members in one group can
attainable from a random initial state in well-mixed popula also be members in completely different groups, where per-
tions, where it was concluded that the possibility of ardisb  haps the exploitation of cooperators is still possible. ‘@t t
rewarding utterly shatters any evolutionary benefits tqgpepo  this argument quantitatively in Figl 5, where we show how the
ators that might be stemming from prosocial rewards [40]. Ifcritical synergy factor. of the main public goods game for
the interactions among players are well-mixed, then of s®ur which the population arrives to the puf®, phase increases
neither cooperators nor defectors can aggregate locdlighy  as@ increases. Indeed, as we increase the fraction of random
is a fundamental condition to reveal the long-term benefits olinks, more and more defectors are able to enjoy the benefits



of antisocial rewarding as well as the benefits of free-gdin a competitive payoff from the original public goods game, de
on the cooperative efforts of others. As a countermeasurdectors suffer significantly because they are no longer &ble
a higher synergy factor is needed to prevent defectors frorfree-ride on the cooperative efforts of others. The siamati
taking over. Nevertheless, even@t= 1 the required value for defectors is thus a lot like Sophie’s choice, in that thag
of r; is still below the survival threshold of cooperators in either enjoy the benefits of antisocial rewarding or the ben-
a well-mixed population, and up @ = 0.5, when half of  efits of free-riding on the public goods, but they can not do
all the links are randomly rewired, there are still benefits t both simultaneously. And just one of the two options is not
strategy-neutral pool rewarding that go beyond those effer sufficient to grant them evolutionary superiority over cepp
solely by network reciprocity. We thus conclude that antiso ators. Therefore, even in the presence of antisocial remgrd
cial rewarding does not deter public cooperation in stmgrtu  prosocial rewarding still offers benefits to cooperatoet o
populations, even if the randomness of the interactionoktw well beyond network reciprocity alone.
is high. Detrimental effects of strategies that seek to @@n  An interesting alternative interpretation of the studiedp
antisocial behaviour appear to be significantly lessenéitif  lic goods game is to consider the introduction of antiscaie
assumption of a well-mixed population is replaced by a strucprosocial pool rewarding as a strategy-neutral interfegem
tured population. the original rules of the social dilemmla [48]. We emphasize
that neither defectors nor cooperators gain an obviousievol
_ _ tionary advantage from the introduction of pool rewarding —
4. Discussion in fact, both strategies benefit exactly the same. It is there
fore puzzling why, in the long run, cooperators turn out &s th
We have studied the joint impact of antisocial and prosociafavoured strategy. This is in fact different from what was re
pool rewarding in a public goods game, in particular focgsin ported before for punishment, where available resultsatei
on potential detrimental effects on the evolution of publie  that antisocial punishment prevents the coevolution ofghun
operation that may stem from strategies that seek to agtivelment and cooperation [39], unless individuals have a reputa
promote antisocial behaviour. We have been motivated byion to lose [35], or if individuals have the freedom to leave
the fact that strategies that promote antisocial behavaoair their group and become loners [72]. Nevertheless, theteesul
surprisingly common in human societies|[37] and in variouspresented in our study add to the favourable aspects that pos
inter-specific social systemis [38], as well as by the fadtrifta  itive incentives to promote cooperation have over negative
cent research on a similar variant of the public goods game inentives|[1]7, 73]. The likely unwanted consequences of pun-
a well-mixed population has shown that antisocial rewagdin ishment are well know and include failure to lead to higher
can lead to the breakdown of cooperation if the latter is contotal earning, damage to reputation, and invitation toligeta
tingent on pool rewarding [40]. By considering akin-likegbo tion [17, 37/ 74].
rewarding rather than peer rewarding, we also departfrenth Summarizing, we have shown that antisocial rewarding
mainstream efforts to study the effects of rewards in stmett ~ does not necessarily deter public cooperation in strudture
populations|[13, 20, 21], and join the recent [61-70] (and nopopulations, even if the randomness of the interaction ortw
so recentl[71]) trend in recognizing the importance of insti is high. This is because the delivery of rewards is contihgen
tutions for the delivery of positive and negative incentite  on the aggregation of alike strategies, which effectively-p
cooperate in collective enterprises. vents defectors from free-riding on the public goods. At the
Our research reveals that, in structured populations, theame time, the aggregation enhances the spatial seleotion f
detrimental effects of antisocial rewarding are signifttan cooperation in evolutionary social dilemmas and thus hielps
more benign than in well-mixed populations. Even if the in-expose the long-term benefits of cooperative behaviour.
teraction network lacks local structure and has many long-
range links, and in this sense approaches conditions tleat on
might hope to adequately describe by a well-mixed popula-
tion, antisocial rewarding still fails to upset the effeemess
of prosocial rewarding in promoting public cooperation. We
have shown that the rationale behind this rather surprigng This research was supported by the Hungarian National
sult is rooted in spatial pattern formation, and in paréeiwh ~ Research Fund (Grant K-101490), the Slovenian Research
the necessity of alike strategies to aggregate if they want tAgency (Grant P5-0027), and by the Deanship of Scien-
enjoy the benefits of rewarding. While this condition is actu tific Research, King Abdulaziz University (Grant 76-130-35
ally beneficial for cooperators because it helps them toiwbta HiCi).
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