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Cooperation driven by success-driven group formation
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In the traditional setup of public goods game all playersiavelved in every available groups and the mu-
tual benefit is shared among competing cooperator and defgicategies. But in real life situations the group
formation of players could be more sophisticated becausealhglayers are attractive enough for others to par-
ticipate in a joint venture. What if only those players caitiate a group formation and establish a game who
are successful enough to the neighbors? To elaborate &@snd employ a modified protocol and demonstrate
that a carefully chosen threshold to establish joint ventauld efficiently improve the cooperation level even if
the synergy factor would suggest a full defector state otlser The microscopic mechanism which is respon-
sible for this effect is based on the asymmetric conseqseoteompeting strategies: while the success of a
cooperator provides a long-time well-being for the neighbod, the temporary advantage of defection cannot
be maintained if the protocol is based on the success ofigade

PACS numbers: 89.75.Fb, 87.23.Cc

I. INTRODUCTION lish the chance for the so-called network reciprocity mech-
anism to work [[31, 32]. The latter is considered as one of
Social dilemmas are frequently captured within the frame € fundamental ways how to escape the trap raised in the
work of public goods game where two basic strategies com'—erOIUCtO_r y paragraph [‘33]: _pet us stress that ther_e are se
pete: while cooperators contribute to the common pool, ge€ral other interesting pos_S|b|I|t|es, such as the het_erregyeof
fectors do not, but only enjoy the benefit of mutual effarfis [1 playertc, [3_4-‘ 35].’ or special character of interaction toggl
Not surprisingly, if a player's goal is to reach a betterindi  [31:'36.37], which could also be helpful to support coopera-
ual position by following a more successful strategy then th 17 Strategy. For further details we refer a recent revietisf
system can easily be trapped into the so-called “tragedyeof t game where compr.ehenswe overview can be found about our
common state” where full defection forces a global minimumCurrent understanding [38].
for all [2,[3]. Nevertheless, it is our everyday life expeiie We should note that most of the mentioned works assume a
that cooperation embraces U5 [4], which is a clear indipatio Certain symmetry on how the interaction graph is used. More
that a fundamental detail is ignored by our basic approach. Precisely, a focal player, who organizes a game with actual
Several adequate suggestions have been made in the 18§I9hPors, also participates in the games organized besear
decade which try to address the conflict of experiment and/€ighbors. In this way a player is always involved in several
theory [5-211]. One of these research directions assumed thifdependent games which are determined by the interaction
more sophisticated strategies should be used, which go b@faph. This simple assumption, however, ignores a signifi-
yond the simplest unconditional cooperator and defecter bec@nt real-life experience. Namely, to participate in ajoen-
haviors [22] 23]. In case of conditional cooperation, for in tUré is notalways attractive to every potential group mensioe
stance, we may assume that some players cooperate omyqonsequentl_y, players are reluctant to join if an unsu¢ubss
a certain portion of group members are willing to cooperatd’/@yer organizes a game but they are more enthusiastic when a
[24,25]. Or, from a different viewpoint, some players are Successful player, having high payoff, is announcing a game
tolerant toward a minimal level of defection and change atti | "€ Simplest way to consider this attitude is if we introdace
tude only if the number of defectors exceeds a threshold levéhreshold level of payoff which should be reached by all play
[26,[27]. But we can also quote the simplest approach whicf§'s Who want to organize a game. Those who fail to fulfill
applies a similar unconditional strategy, loner, who prefeot this criterion cannot establish a group hence cannot organi

to participate in the joint venture, but choose a moderageifix & 9ame, butcan only participate in the games of others, which
income [28 29]. remains the only way to collect some payoff for them.

A further conceptually different research avenue warrants It is important to emphasize that the proposed protocol is
that players are not randomly mixed, as it is supposed in theStrategy-neutral”,i.e., there is no direct support of peator
early works, but instead we should consider a sort of interStrategy. When the concept of reputation is used, for iestan
action graph which determines the possible partners of eihen the latter criterion is not fulfilled because the apptig-
ery individual [30]. The most important consequences af thi Namics gives a direct advantage for those who cooperate and

concept are limited and permanent interactions which estatpehave positively toward others [39]. Interestingly, $ami
claim can also be raised when punishment (of defectors) or

reward (of cooperators) are used because in these cases we

always assume a sort of cognitive skill from players to iden-
*Electronic address; szolnoki@mfa.kfkilhu tify others’ strategies [40—42]. In our present model we do
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pose that they recognize the resulting payoff of their gagin it is not impossible to adopt the strategy of a player perform
Since both cooperator and defector strategy may gain itdivi ing worse. Each full Monte Carlo stepAC'S) involves that
ual success, the consequence of the proposed protocol is falt players having a chance to adopt a strategy from one of
from trivial. In the next section we describe the employedtheir neighbors once on average. Beside strategy adojbigon t
evolutionary game, whereas Section Il is devoted to the premerit of players are also updated. Similarly to strategyaied
sentation of our observations. Finally in the last sectian w here we also considered the possibility of error in judgnoent
summarize and discuss their implications. player's deception. Accordingly the merit of a playeis set

to be “high” with probability

II. MODEL DEFINITION _ 1

The public goods game is staged on a square lattice whergy, o nwise its merit is selected to be *

players can cooperate or defect. According to the applied inyseq the same level of uncertainty of merit selection, bet th

teraction topology every player may participateNn= 5 dif- o 4ansjon toward more general model with different noise le

ferent games which is organized by the focal individual of ag|g js possible. Note that the stochastic character of merit

von Neuman neighborhood and four nearest neighbors. AS @ ate has a similar fundamental role as it has for stratpgy u
consequence, the individual payoff of playes calculated as  yate. Namely, it allows the system to avoid a frozen trapped
II; = >, 117, wherell} is the income ofi from the game  state hence revealing the leading cooperator supportieyme
which is organized by the neighboring playerltis a fun-  gpism.

damental point, however, that a playecan organize agame  pepending on the applied threshold vallfeand the syn-
only if II; collected in the previous round exceeds a c:r|t|calergy factorr the linear system size was varied frain =
thresholdH . If it is fulfilled then all neighboring cooperator 400 — 6000 in order to avoid finite size effects. The neces-
players contribute: = 1 to the public good which is multi-  sary time to reach the stationary state is varied fflom 03

plied by a synergy factor. After this the enhanced amount g 105 A/C'Ss. Evidently, the evolution is halted if one of the

is shared equally among all group members no matter if theyompeting strategies extinct or all high-merit playersalie
contributed or not. In other words, the success in collectin |y the |atter case, when only low-merit players are present,
high payoft in the last round gives a merit to distinguishedgroups are not formed hence there is no actual interaction be
players to organize a game in the subsequent round. In thigyeen players and the evolution between defectors and coop-
way the status of all players can be characterized by a foulsrators becomes a neutral drift similar to the case of voter-
state model. In particula€j; denotes the status of those coop- mgdel dynamics [44, 45]. We have repeated our independent

erators who were unsuccessful in the last round therefeie th ryns 10-1000 times to reach the requested accuracy of pre-
merit is “low” hence they can only contribute to the gamesgegnied data.

organized by their neighborg:;, denotes “high-merit” coop-

erators who were successful enough to collect the requested

payoff in the last round therefore they can also organize the 11l. RESULTS
own game. Similarly, unsuccessful defectors are denoted by

Dl_whose only chanc_e to collect payoff ‘5 to part?cipate inthe  rirst we illustrate how the application of success-driven
neighbors’ games. Fm_ally?h mafks the h|gh-mgr|tdefectors roup formation influences the cooperation level at a fixed
who are able to organize their own games which offers thenfq|,e of synergy factor. In Figufd 1 we have chosen two
an extra way to exploit the!r ”,e'ghbf“s- . representative: values. In the top panel we use= 3.5
Initially each player on site is deS|g_na_ted either as QCQ‘Op' which would result in a full defector state in the traditibna
erator or as a defector, and meanwhile is endowed with “low’ ., 1 4a| where all possible groups are formed [46]. As the top

or *high” merit with equal probability. According to an el- o1 shows, applying small threshold value has no particu-

ementary Monte_ Carlo step a players selected rgndo_mly lar role on the cooperation level: the system still evolves i
whosell, payoffis calculated in the way we described in the 5 ¢ gefector state, where the only consequence is the rel-

previous paragraph. Let us stress again that the resdling 44ive fraction of D, and D; players characterizing the state
payoff depends not only on the strategies of neighborsbotal |, o1 the |ast cooperator dies out. Whilg, andD; states are

on their merit values. Next, one of the four nearest neig@borrepresented almost with equal weights for very sriaNal-

of playerz is chosen randomly, and its location is denoted byues, the fraction oD, increases monotonously as we increase
y. Playery also acquires its payoff,, as previously described 6 threshold level. Whel exceeds the criticall, — 2.51

for playerz. Finally, player: imitates the strategy of player 5,6 then a qualitatively new solution emerges during the

with the probability evolution in which cooperators and defectors coexist. Here
1 the application of success-driven group formation has & pos
s(Ily, ) = T expl(I, —T0,)/K]’ (1) tive impact on the cooperation level because significarigig h
‘ Y threshold value can only be reached in the vicinity of coeper
whereK determines the level of uncertainty by strategy adop-ator players. This selection mechanism could be so powerful
tions [43]. Without the loss of generality we 96t= 0.5, im-  that the fraction of cooperators increases gradually byeins
plying that better performing players are almost imitatatt, ing H and the system can evolve to a full cooperator state if

low”. For simplicitew
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FIG. 1: (Color online) Stationary fractions of the four pids states ~ FIG. 2: (Color online) Stationary fractions of the four pibds states
of players in dependence on the threshold valli@s obtained for  of players in dependence on synergy faetdor low (H = 1.5 in
r = 3.5 (in Fig.1(a)) and forr = 4.5 (in Fig.1(b)). Cooperators Fig.2(a)) and high threshold valuéZ(= 3.8 in Fig.2(b)). For low
(defectors) with high and low merit are denoted®@y andC; (Dp, H value the system behavior is similar to the classical modedrey
and D;) respectively. The application of lo#f values has no par- higherr always results in higher fraction of cooperators. Interest
ticular impact on the strategy evolution: only defectorsvimge at ingly, increasing- does not necessarily elevate the cooperation level
low r value, while cooperators and defectors coexist at highlue.  for high H.
If we increase the threshold value then cooperators becamé-d
nant gradually and the system reaches the full-coopertdt®. sin-
Crﬁasmg tt';f‘: Vﬁ'ue f‘,Jtr“lertth? Sysmtr,“ i? ”tapped "l“o i{froz(‘;“ stateyyith defectors in the traditional model due to the well-kmow
where both high-merit strategies extinct at an early stdgevolu- ; ; ; e ;
_tion. The border of this criticall value is marked by thin qlashed-line 2Eg’l\;ogi(srceucslggzcgsrg?ggatlr;ﬁ: ;s[‘:g\./esr:? Igzrrlg;g | ;??O?éegrl]
in both panels. In the bottom panel arrow marks the criti€alalue : o .
where success-driven group formation already improvesdoper- the stationary state: iff < H. = 4.52 for the mentioned
ation level. The error bars are comparable to the width ofesir value then the sum of cooperator players equals to the cooper
ation level that can be obtained in the traditional modelnghe
all possible group formations are considered. Above this cr
) _ ical value, marked by an arrow in Fig. 1(b), the applicatibén o
by a so-called “frozen” state if the threshold level is togthi  erator strategy. The full-cooperator state can also béeeki
In the latter case all initially high-merit players die 0w the appliedd exceeds thél = 7.52 critical value. This phase
because they unable to maintain the requested high payof§ pordered by the earlier mentioned frozen region whes it i
As a result, only low-merit cooperators and low-merit defec more Jikely that a finite-size system evolves to a low-merit
tors remain who are actually unable to collect payoff beeaussiate than to reach the defector-free destination.
there are no properly organized games. In this casglEq. 1 dic- oyr next figure illustrates the impact of increasing synergy
tates a random strategy update which is conceptually similagacior - when the threshold value is fixed. The top panel of
to a neutral drift of voter-model [44]. Here both full and  Fig. 3 shows a representative plot for a low threshold level.
slow coarsening [45] where the probability to terminaten® t  {5¢c0| has no particular influence on the cooperation level.
mentioned states depends on the initial fractions of gie$e  Namely, if the synergy factor is too low then an initially Fan
If » is high enough, shown in Figl 1(b), cooperators coexistdom system always terminates into a full defector state-leav



FIG. 3: (Color online) Time evolution of random initial steds obtained for = 3.5 and H = 5 on a square lattice using = 100 system
size. Cooperators with high merit are marked by dark bluek(deey), whereas the same strategy with low merit is denbtetight blue
(light grey). Defectors with low merit are marked by red (di&l grey) and defectors with high merit are denoted by a goeéor (dotted
lighted grey), as indicated by the legend on the top. Snapshere taken at 10, 200, 400, and 800C'Ss. Because of the high threshold
value almost all players become in a low-merit state, showpainel (a), and only a tiny seed of cooperator domains isbtapa collect the
necessary high payoff to enjoy high-merit state. Due to arakdrift between low-merit strategies a slow coarsenitagts, as illustrated
in panel (b). Importantly, high-merit cooperator domaimsvg undisturbed way deep in low-merit domains which offefratecting shield
against defectors. Even if a defector becomes a neighbdrighamerit cooperator domain, as shown in panel (c), thetiag high payoff and
the related high merit offer just a temporary advantagP tglayer: when a neighboring cooperator follows the victarntthe latter’s payoff,
hence merit, falls down and the mentioned defector will baeblmto utilize cooperator neighbors efficiently anymorethle stationary state,
which is shown in panel (d), the majority of players remaimicooperator status and just a small portion of players ceniloly temporarily
the benefit of defector strategy. Note that the system woellieh full-defector state in the absence of success-drivengformation protocol
for this low value of synergy factor. Further details areegivin the main text.

ing a mixture of D; and D;, players. One may claim that driven group formation. More precisely, the combination of
the synergy factor is too small for defectors to keep the higha low synergy factor and a relatively high threshold value
merit state henc®), players should extinct, too. Indeed, they provide a special demand which can only be fulfilled by co-
can only collect high payoff and gain high merit only at the operator players who are surrounded by similarly cooperato
early state of evolution when cooperators are present. Whemeighbors. Lonely defectors may gain the requested high pay
the last cooperator dies out the simulation is halted, henceff temporarily, but the exploitation of their neighborsliwi

the fraction of D;, players reflects this stage of the evolu- weaken the cheated cooperator players who are unable to or-
tion. By increasing- further the cooperation level will rise ganize their own games anymore. As a consequence, the men-
monotonously, which is a pure consequence of network recitioned defectors cannot collect payoff from external gsoup
procity. Itis an interesting effect, however, that defesteith ~ anymore, hence their fithess will not be competitive to playe
high merit are less viable than low-merit defectors. It is be in aC domain.

cause that the Iat_ter players can partly enjoy the neighori ¢ ahove described argument suggests that if we increase
cooperator-organized games but these defectors are uoable

. . . ; r then we may manipulate the system in an undesired way be-
Sz”n?g;SOTT:igs hppha:eynogfn\:\:ahr:gﬂ ?rl:g;,gatl?:s”}rzopﬁiitg)?l;f:vchselﬂg\gs cause higher synergy factor makes possible for differgregy

ar formi d b ful tool b ) lséf players to reach the desirably high payoff. The bottom

: rlver; gfroup ormtl)ng cou fe|a' pov]:/er u LOO ec_aLése It a “panel of Fig[2 confirms this conclusion. Namely, by increas-
ows defectors to be successtul just for a short period. ing r the cooperation level decreases drastically because de-

fectors can also collect the requested payoff in the vigioft
roup-formation protocol can produce a more exotic, nonCOOPerators. As a straightforward consequence, incrgasin

group b b would further weaken the highly selected positiorCafplay-

monotonous--dependence. This is illustrated in the bottom ;
panel of Fig[2. Similarly to the previously discussed case®’s hence we would expect lower cooperation level. But here,

too small synergy factor is unable to maintain cooperatih a as we approach _the critical = 3.74 v_alue, another mecha-
the evolution will terminate onto a full-defector state.ige NS starts working because clustering cooperators can sup

theless, the positive effect of success-based selectiobea port each other via network reciprocity which will elevate t

detected already at much smallevalues. In particular, the cooperation Ie_vel in a similar fashion as we observed in the
system can evolve into a cooperator dominated state at né2P Panel of Figl.P.

ticeably lowr = 2.59 synergy factor, which is much lower  To gain a deeper insight about the microscopic mechanism
thanr. = 3.74 where the coexistence 6f and D strategies that is responsible for the cooperator supporting group for
starts in the traditional model. This improvementis a biéalut mation we present series of snapshots of the evolution at pa-
manifestation of the efficient selection mechanism of sssce rameter values where this selection is functioning cledry

Interestingly, the application of higher threshold valées



Figure[3 the simulation was started from a completely ran- 19
dom initial state (not shown here) where all available stafe
players are present with equal weights. Because of the stric
demands almost every players become in low-merit state af- 8
ter a short period, as it is illustrated in panel (a). HereyonE - F
those cooperators can fulfill the high threshold of payofbwh% 6k
are surrounded by akin cooperator players (they are markegd
by dark blue) in the snapshots. This is a crucial differencg@

betweenC and D strategies because defectors’ high payofﬁ aro e ‘

can only be reached on the expense of neighbors who H&- |

come weak (exploited) and are unable to fulfill the demand 2 | ﬁ

of high threshold. Consequently, they are unable to organiz | D D+C
their own game which also weakens indirectly the position of

neighboring defectors. As panel (a) illustrates, expechef 1 5 3 4 5

small cooperator islands all the other players are trapmted i
a low-merit state independently of they are cooperatorger d
fectors. In the absence of high-merit players a neutrat drif _ ) )
starts evolving between the competifigand D strategies be-  FIG. 4 (Color online) Full- — 1 phase diagram for public goods
cause none of them can collect actual payoff. Interestjnglyd@me when success-driven group formation is applied. Setidine
the resulting coarsening of low-mefit and D domains also denotes continuous phase transition, while dashed bleentiarks

. . . discontinuous phase transitiol. (C') denotes full defector (cooper-
supports the growth of high-meit, domains which can ex- ator) phase whil® + C marks the phase where competing strategies

pand gradually in the growing matrix 6f; players. coexist.(D + C), denotes a phase where the application of success-
It is crucial to note that the propagation 6%, state in a driven group organization results in a higher cooperatiwellcom-
C; domain is possible because of the stochastic character gfring to the traditional model. Grey dotted line denotestibrder
merit's update protocol defined by Eg. 2. More precisely,of fixedE state where high-ranking players extinct at an early stage
the applied noise paves the path for a biased interface m@f evolution.
tion betweenC;, and C; domains. Here, it is more likely
that aC; player switches ta’;, state at the border of their
domains than the reversed process because the vicinity ofgnclude that a delicate combination;oind H parameters
high-merit neighbor can provide already a reasonable payofs necessary to observe the positive impact of succeserdriv
for C; players. However, in case of deterministic player qual-group formation protocol. To explore the complete behavior
ification process, or in other words in the absence of nois@f our model we present the ful- H phase diagram in Fifi] 4.
in merit selection, the interface separatifig andC; players  This diagram confirms our expectation, namelyHifis low
would be frozen and the whole cooperator supporting effecthen the behavior of present model practically agrees \uith t
would be less effective. In the latter case, on the one h&ed, t behavior of the traditional spatial model. Namely, the egst
previously described neutral drift betwe€randD strategies always evolves to a fulD state for lowr while the coexis-
would result in an allC’ system for highH values. On the tence of competing strategies can be observed above actritic
other hand, the resulting state can hardly be consideregtas cr, = 3.74 value of synergy factor, which is a straightforward
operating population because it dominantly conta@ipglay-  consequence of network reciprocity. The latter phase is de-
ers who cannot organize games and in the absence of commaoted byD + C in the diagram. It is also in agreement with
pools they cannot properly contribute. our expectation that too largé value transfers the model into
Turning back to the noisy merit update protocol, it may alsoan uninteresting situation where all high-merit playersret
happen that a defector meets the border 6f,adlomain. The at a very early stage of the evolution and the remaining low-
vicinity of active cooperators offers a chance for defextor ~merit strategies “compete” without proper interactioneth
reach the high merit status as it is shown in panel (c) of[Eig. 3both collect zero payoff). At intermediaté andr values,
Their success, however, is just a short term victory beciuse however, we can witness how effectively the group leader se-
already involves the shade of their failure. First, neigivgp  lection mechanism supports cooperator strategy. We have de
cooperators, who provide the success of their defectantall  noted by “improved’(D + C); the phase where cooperators
a low-merit status hence they are unable to organize their owand defectors coexist but the average level of cooperaton e
games anymore. Second, they imitate the strategy of thefreeds the corresponding level of traditional model whengisi
more successful neighbor which lessens further the incoméhe same- value. This kind of support could be so power-
of the focal defector who becomes completely vulnerable. Adul that defectors extinct and we can reach a fully cooperato
a result, defectors can frequently rise in the stationamjest phase, marked bg' in the diagram.

but they fall immediately which offers a narrow time window  we would like to emphasize that the positive impact of
of viability to them in the sea of cooperators. A represeveat syccess-driven group formation protocol is not restridted
snapshot of the emerging morphology is shown in panel (d) ofhe applied topology, but remains valid if we use less regu-
Fig.[3. lar interaction graphs. To illustrate it we present resfdts
From the above described microscopic mechanism we castationary states obtained on a random graph where uniform

synergy factor
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FIG. 5: (Color online) Stationary fractions of the four pids states 51t
of players in dependence on threshold vaHlias obtained for =
3.5 on random graph wherg) = 4 uniform degree distribution was 0

applied. If threshold is increased above a critical value, marked by 1 2 3 4 5
an arrow, then success-driven group formation mechanisapiable

to elevate the cooperation level significantly. Above acaltvalue

of H, denoted by a dashed line, the demand towards group orgsnize
becomes so high that nobody can fulfill it and the system fsped
into a state of low-merit players.

synergy factorr

FIG. 6: (Color online) Success-driven group formation ilveixed
populations. Top panels show how the fractions of playetates
change when the system evolves from a random initial statdifo
ferent threshold values df. If H is low, shown in panel (a), then
all cooperators die out and the system terminates into aléftéctor
degree distribution is preserved and every node(has= 4 state. IfH is high enough, shown in panel (b), then all high-merit
neighborsi[47]. This modification allows us to introduceyonl players extinct independently of their strategies and ¢mhymerit
randomness of links without involving additional disturgi  players remain who are unable to organize groups and plalicpub
effects. As Figur&l5 shows the cooperation level starts raisdoods game. Threshold values dfe= 2.95 and 3.0 respectively,
ing if threshold exceedH, = 0.79 value which is marked by Wh!le r = 4.0 for both cases. Panel (c) er[cts the crltlcall value of
an arrow in the plot. By increasing further the cooperator 17 In dependence on synergy factor which is the border line ef th
supporting selection mechanism becomes more effective an%bove mentioned two possible trajectories.
the sum of cooperator player grows monotonously. This pos-

itive impact terminates only iff becomes too high because

H > 4.32 is proved to be inaccessible demand for groups or-

ganizers at this value of Here, as we have already discussed

for square lattice topology, the initial high-merit plagetie

out immediately after the evolution is launched and only-low cooperators will die out no matter if they have high or low ini

merit players remain. tial merit. If H is above a criticaFH,.. value then another two
The results summarized in Figl 5 supports our argumengtates extinct. Namely, bot, andD;, players die out and the
that the interaction topology has second order importaeee b system is trapped in a state where only low-merit players are
cause the proposed selection mechanism will always amplifgresent hence there is no proper interaction between cempet
the positive consequence of network reciprocity. The onlying strategies. Naturally, the actual valueff where these
crucial criterion is to have stable partners during thetsa  trajectories change depends on the value of synergy factor
evolution. We can easily confirm this argument indirectly if a5 it is summarized in panel (c). The latter plot suggests tha
we consider the well-mixed version of the proposed modelin case of harsh conditions, wheris low, a higher thresh-

In the latter case network reciprocity cannot function isea  old value is necessary to avoid the fiill-state because low
players have no limited and stable connections. r values offer an obvious advantage for defectors, which will
To check the differences we can also consider the case girovide a fast extinction of cooperators. This time cous®e ¢
unstructured population and solve the related replicajoae  be avoided only i is so high that it provides an unsolvable
tions numerically. Details of this calculation are giveritie  barrier to defectors as well, hence they cannot organize the
Appendix while the main results are summarized in Eig. 6. Asgroups and cannot collect payoff anymore. Nevertheless, th
the top two panels illustrate, there are two significantly di presented results support our expectation, namely, thie app

ferent trajectories if we launch the evolution from a randomcation of success-driven group formation protocol can supp
initial state where all states are present with equal weight cooperation actively only in structured populations whiere
the applied threshold level is low, shown in panel (a), theén a provides an elegant way to amplify network reciprocity.
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ticular, if the one who organizes the game is unsuccessful in
general then neighbors are reluctant to join, while a sisfakes
actor is always an attractive target of investments. Megida Appendix
by these observations we proposed a minimal model where

only those players can establish a group and announce a pub-|n, the following we summarize the replicator equations [56]
lic goods game whose previous payoff exceeds a thresholghg related payoff values for well-mixed population when
level. Otherwise, a player who fails to fulfill this critei@an  gyccess-driven group formation protocol is applied. Here

only participate in other’s game. the fractlon ofD;, Dy, C;, and C;, players are denoted by
Our results demonstrated that the proposed protocol cap , andz_ respectively. Because of their total

Dh

support cooperation in structured populations effecfiet- numbers are fixed their fractions fulfill the equation +

cause individual success can only be maintained if a play% . +a,, +a, =1 The related equatlons which descrlbe

cess could only be short-lived because it is based on the ex-

ploitation of others. In this way success, which is prindipa io, = v, (M, —1) +2,m(l,) -z, [1 —m(Il, )]
a strategy-neutral demand and cannot be told its originin ad " " ! "
vance, could be a powerful selection mechanism which reconffcl = Zg, (Hcl —10) + e, 1 _m(H )] m(I1 cl)
ciles individual and collective interests. = 2, (I, —T)+z, [1—m(Il, )] - valm(H )

Dy h

In other words, success serves as an individual reputatlon

that can inform neighbors how to interact with other poten-Here dots denote the derivatives with respect to tinasd

tial partners. In contrast to the traditional assumptioautb m(z) is the well-known Fermi-function which dictates how

reputation, however, we do not suppose a priori a positivendividual merit evolves according to EGL 2. The first term

behavior about a player when high-reputation is consideregh the equations characterizes the rate of changes of strate

(3¢, 148,149]. Still, success can only work permanently forgies by strategy updating, and the second and third terms in

those players who are responsible to their neighborhoadss  the equations characterize the rate of changes of stratbgie

cess as well. This observation fits nicely to more generat findmerit updating. The averaged pay#ff, in the subpopulation

ings where individual success was a key factor of strategy upwith the high merit value and the averaged payéffin the

date [50+=53]. subpopulation with the low merit value are respectivelyegiv
Interestingly, higher demand for success is proved to bgy

more effective selection criterion for a higher coopematio

level. This observation conceptually fits to some previous I, = (ffc, Hch +a, HD, )/(xch +a, ), (3)

findings when harsh environment, which is modeled by less o - ' '

attractive payoff parameters of the actual social gamealtext  and

in higher cooperation level in the populationi[54, 55]. Irrou

present case the explanation of this seemingly countétiirgu 0 = (xo, 1, 42, 1, )/ (2e, +25,) (4)

behavior is that defectors can only reach a limited leveliof s

cess because really high payoff can only be gained with therhere the average payoff for each subset of players are:

Cn

SO e (D),

iljlktnl et en oo
i+j+k+n=N—1

i ST O e, o o 2 2, <T(Z AL 1) +
. ,+k+z N %(N - 1)thxiC xéhx’;lxgh (T(H-Tj-i-l) B 1)
L) n=N—
He s i+j+k§_N2%(N_ 1)xch$icl Iéh’a:’;lxgh <w _ 1) N
Z %(N - 1)th’xicl x.éhxllc)l an (r(z +]$+ ) 1)
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